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Mr. Michael A. Wilson, Program Manager 
Nuclear Waste Program 
State of Washington 
Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

,~~~!1~@ Mr. Douglas R. Sherwood 
Hanford Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
712 Swift Boulevard, Suite Five 
Richland, Washington 99352 EDMC 

Addressees: 

COMPLETION OF THE HANFORD FEDERAL FACILITY AGREEMENT AND CONSENT 
ORDER (TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT) INTERIM MiLESTONES M-20-59, "SUBMIT 
DANGEROUS WASTE PERMIT APPLICATION FOR PHASE 1 TANK.WASTE 
TREATMENT COMPLEX"; M-62-02, "SUBMITTAL OF HANFORD TANK WASTE 
TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES REPORT," AND TARGET MILESTONE M-62-04T, 
"READINESS TO PROCEED - SUPPORT TO PHASE 1 TREATMENT" 

References: 1. Ecology letter from C. Clarke to C. Huntoon, HQ, R. T. Fre.nch, ORP, and 
K. Klein, RL, "Final Determination Pursuant to the Hanford Federal Facility 
Agreement and Consent Order (HFFACO) in the Matter of Hanford Site 
High-Level Radioactive Tank Waste Treatment Capacity Acquisition, Tank 
Waste Treatment and Associated Tank Waste Work Requirements," dated 
March 29, 2000. 

2. ORP letter from R. T. French to M. A. Wilson, Ecology, "Hanford Facility 
Dangerous Waste Permit Application Part A Forms 1 and 3, and Part B for 
the River Protection Project - Waste Treatment Plant," 00-OSS-299, dated 
April 26, 2000. 

3. ORP letter from G .H. Sand~rs to D.R. Sherwood, EPA and M.A. Wilson, 
Ecology, "Submittal of Hanford Tank Waste Treatment Alternatives Report", 
00-ORP-012, dated March 1, 2000. 

This letter notifies the State of Washington Department of Ecology and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency of the completion of Tri-Party Agreement Milestones M-20-59 (Reference 2), 
M-62-02, and M-62-04T. It has come to our attention that a milestone completion letter was 
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never submitted to your agencies that provided the necessary milestone reference for the 
completion of these Tri-Party Agreement Milestones. The attachment documentation illustrates 
the completion of these activities. 

In one instance, Interim Milestone M-62-02 (Reference 3), had a scheduled completion date of 
March 1, 2000, which is earlier than the March 29, 2000, Director's Determination from Ecology 
(Reference 1). The U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP) would 
appreciate your review of this material. · 

Please direct any questions to William J. Taylor, ORP, (509) 372-3864. 

AMPD:WJT 

Attachment 

cc w/attach: 
J. H. Richards, CTUIR 
P. Sobotta, NPT 
R. Jim, YN 
W. T. Dixon, CHG 
C. C. Haass, CHG 
M. J. Riess, CHG 
S. J. Bensussen, CHG 
B. G. Erlandson, CHG 
R. D. Wojtasek, CHG 
S. L. Dahl, Ecology 
R. F. Stanley, Ecology 
M. Brown, Ecology 
J. S. Hertzel, FHI 
0. S. Kramer, FHI 
T. Martin, HAB 
M. B. Reeves, HAB 
M. L. Blazek, Oregon Energy 
C. E. Clark, RL 
H. M. Rodriguez, RL 
Administrative Record 

Sincerely, 

James E. Rasmussen 
Environmental Policy Advisor 
Office of River Protection 
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United States Government Department of Energy 

memorandum Office of River Protection 

DATE: 

REPLY TO 
ATTN OF: 

SUBJECT: 

TO: 

JUN 'i 5 2000 
PGO:JAP 00-PGO-006 

DECLARATION OF READINESS TO PROCEED 

William J. Taylor 
Deputy Assistant Manager 

for Systems Acquisition 

On April 24, 2000, the CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc. (CHG) fonnally certified their 
readiness to proceed with Phase I \Vaste feed delivery, site infrastructure, and storage and 
disposal facilities necessary to manage the treated Phase I wastes. A team of federal staff, 
including myself, reviewed CHG's basis for their certification and concluded that CHG is 
indeed ready to proceed with their portion of Phase I. 

We used the Criterion Requirements Analysis Documents (CRADs) developed in late 1999 
and revised in early 2000, as the primary criteria for assessing CHG's readiness to proceed. 
A complete ·set of the CRADs applicable to CHG is attached to document our review and the 
basis of our conclusion. 

While CHG is ready to proceed, two areas require attention. Specifically, these are 
programmatic baselines requiring unrealistic funding profiles, and quality assurance as it 
applies to construction activities . The recent External Independent Review concluded much 
the same. The U.S .. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection and CHG have 
activities underway that should improve our perfonnance in these areas. Nevertheless, the 
Office of the Assistant Manager for Systems Acquisition clearly has responsibility for these 
two areas and you need to ensure improved perfonnance. 

Attachment 

0~ ct. 
Oiames A. Poppiti 

Program Office 
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CH2M 1-IlLL Hanford (CHG)-RTP S_tatus 

Criteria 

1. Project Management 

2. Project Mission 

3. Technical Work Scope 

4. Project Schedule 

5. Project Cost 

6. Project Funding 

7. ESH&Q 

8. Project Risk 

CHG 

l)!:'i1::f::i!~~;;'.lti!il:f:!~)I 

[ y J 
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Remaining Issues 

•Improve interface control, balance ICDs/IPTs 

•Level Level 2 specs behind schedule 

•Correct procurement QA issues 
•Update ISMS Program Plan 
•Complete QA Program Implementation 

•Initiate lessons learned/feedback program 
• Assess critical risks over life-cycle 

Legend: - liiii-J [TI ~ _ -
Red Red/Yellow Yellow Yellow/Green Green 



Assessment of CRADs for CHG Readiness to Proceed 
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Not Rated 

7.0 
Project 
ESH&Q 

7.4 
Occupational 

Safety 
Concerns 

J.D. Voice 

7.6 
Waste 

Management 

7.7 

❖" 

-""_J JA Poppiti 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

·, Criterion:' 1.0 Project Management 
'.·· ' '."-'.V''>'.- : . , ''.''i''.J;'. \ . . •-. ·~:-•:::.·• 

Subcriterion: I.I Project Work Scope: Do the appropriate project plans, systems and processes exist to describe, baseline and guide the 
project'! 
Specific Considerations in Assessment: 
I. 1.1 Is the RPP work scope reflective of current/valid mission requirements? (CRAD Area 2.0 includes detailed considerations 

1.1.2 

1.1.J 

related to mission goals and objectives). 
Is the project work scope organized in a logical work breakdown structure (WBS)? (CRAD Area 3.0 includes considerations 
related to technical scope). 
Is the project work scope reflected in a project baseline that includes schedule and cost? (CRAD Areas 4 .0 and 5.0 include 
detailed considerations related to schedule and cost, respectively) 

DOE Expectations: 
1.1.1.1 The \vork scope planned for execution reflects current mission goals and objectives. 
1.1.1.2 There is process that ensures the work scope reflects current mission goals and objectives. 
1.1.2.1 The WBS structure is organized so the work scope can be described as a summation of subdivided elements . 
1.1.2.2 The WBS structure is organized so that cost and schedule performance can be effectively tracked. 
1.1.3.1 The RPP baseline includes scope, cost and schedule for all work by contractors and organizations 

· ;~ : Rating Optio'!J.s,:: · - ,, 
~-- . • _: ; ··i- :_:.;; r ·-

Green: Performance has given 
confidence that the ORP will be 
successful in meeting 8-2 
expec tations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the ORP will be successful in 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the ORP will be successful in meeting 8-2 
expectations. 

·Assessment ., 
• l, :.:· ... 

Rating: 

Expectations i\let : 

1.1.1.1 The RPP FY 2000 Multi-Year Work Plan (MYWP), RPP-5044, documents the work scope Green 
planned for execution and how it relates to mission goals and objectives. This information can be 
found in the MYWP summary document section I . Guidance for preparing annual work plans 
was found in LMH-MD-018, "FY 2000 Planning, Work Authorization, and Cost Collection 
Guidance", HNF-IP-0842, Volume VIII, section 1.3 REV Ob, "Baseline Planning and Control", 
and HNF-IP-0842, Volume X, section 3.8, REV 0a, "Integrated Planning Process". These 
procedures outline a process for the preparation and updating of the MYWP that ensures RPP 
work scope is connected to mission goals and objectives. The latter procedure provides a 
complete description of the integrated planning process within the RPP. 

1.1.1.2 The process that'ensures the work scope is reflective of current mission goals and objectives is 
also outlined in implementing procedure HNF-IP-0842, Volume VIII, section 1.3 REV Ob, 
"Baseline Planning and Control". Section 5.4 "Baseline Management", indicates that .. . "Scope 
impacts to the approved program technical, schedule, and cost baselines throughout the year are 
assessed and documented in a change request". Procedure HNF-IP-0842 Vol X, section 3.8 REV 
0a paragraph 8.22 "Change Control of Integrated Baseline Documents", indicates all baseline 
defining documents (MYWP, TBRs, logic diagrams, etc.) .. . "shall be placed under configuration 
and change control". This section points to the procedures to be used for changes to the RPP 
Baseline. These procedures provide the necessary processes for ensuring that work scope 
(MYWP) documents are maintained to reflect the RPP mission. Implementation of Change 
Control procedure completes this perfom1ance expectation. 

1.1.2.1 Section I of the FY 2000 MYWP describes the organization of the RPP Work Breakdown 
Structure (WBS). Figure l, "Fiscal Year 2000 Baseline Planning Matrix" describes the 
relationship between the various WBS levels and various other planning components like the 
logic, schedule, cost and scope. The first level of project organization is the Project Baseline 
Summaries (PBS) which is at the 3rd WBS level, below the RPP and Hanford site WBS level. 
This matrix indicates that the MYWP plans to the 5'h level of the RPP WBS, followed by the 

Green 

Green 

Final 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Technical Basis Review (TBR) process, which plans work to the 6th level of the WBS, or the 
work package level. The TBR process documents the descrip,tion, requirements and enabling 
assumptions for the technical work scope, and also develops a resource loaded schedule 
documented with cost estimating input sheets (CEIS). This method of organization effectively 
describes the work scope as a summation of subdivided elements . The procedure for developing 
the WBS is RPP-PRO-518, rev 0 . 

1.1 .2.2 The current WBS allows the reporting and tracking of cost and schedule performance. A monthly 
status report by PBS on the performance of the CHG work scope is regularly generated. The 
report includes cost and schedule performance data, an analysis of the data (variatio•n analysis), 
and a milestone achievement report. BNFL monthly performance is reported in the "BNFL 
Monthly Progress Report" which provides cost and schedule performance reports and analysis on 
their work scope they are performing. 

Green 

1.1.3.1 The RPP baseline as described in its FY 2000 MYWP includes the scope, cost, and schedule for all Green 
contractors. 
Basis for Assessment: 
RPP FY 2000 MYWP 
LMH-MD-018, "FY 2000 Planning, Work Authorization, and Cost Collection Guidance" 
CHG Implementing Procedure HNF-IP-0842, Volume VIII, section 1.3 REV Ob, "Baseline Planning and Control" 
CHG Implementing Procedure HNF-IP-0842, Volume VIII, section I.I, REV 0a, "RPP Baseline Change Control" 
CHG Implementing Procedure HNF-IP-0842, Volume X, section 3.8, REV 0a, "Integrated Planning Process" 
RPP-PRO-440, re\' 0, "Engineering Document Change Control Requirements" 
~tanagement Directive LMH-MD-004 "RPP Change Control" 
IINf--lP-S42, Vol IV, Engineering, Sec 4.11, REV Id, "Baseline Change Procedure" 
RPP-PRO-5 I 8, rev 0, Work Breakdown Stmcture, Index, and Dictionary 
Olfo.:e of River Protection Monthly Performance Report -December 1999 
£3NFL Inc. Monthly Progress Report, November 1999 
Interview with Don Lenseigne, CHG, 2/2/00 

Important Actions: · 

1.1.2 .2 

• The RPP should have a single consolidated performance report for all its work scope being perfom1ed. (Larry Burdge, TBD) 

,,. 

, . / / Signatures 
Reviewers: 

l>atc: Date: 

Final 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 1.0 Project Management 
t ~ .. . . -~ / 

Suhcriterion 1.2 Performance Management: Is there a performance management system in place to effectively improve performance 
of the project? 
Specific Considerations in Assessment: 
1.2.1 Are performance incentives defined so as to create quantifiable benefits to the project in terms of cost, time and risk reduction'! 
1.2.2 Are there systems, methods, and organizations to cause improved performance in terms of cost and schedule? 

DOE Expectations: 
1.2.1 .1 ORP has established performance incentives for its contractors that reduce project cost, tirt1e and risk . 
1.2 .1.2 R.i,·er Protection Project Incentives are stmctured to support and benefit from the PHMC Incentives. 
\ .2 .2.1 The ORP contractors have an incentive to reduce costs and improve project performance. 
1.2.2.2 ORP can capture improvements by changes to its planned schedule, cost, and scope. 

i:Rating'Options· . ' 
· · _ ., _. ":i _l,,,f 

. \ : 

Green: Performance has given 
confidence that RPP will be 
successful in meeting B-2 
expectations . 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that RPP will be successful in 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that RPP will be successful in meeting B-2 
~xpectations. 

Expectations Met: 

. ·. .... 
' 

Assessment , . 
. ... 

'-r.\-~,. ' ' 

1.2.1. 1 ORP has performance incentives that may reduce project cost, schedule and risk. Incentives were 
designed to require significant performance improvement over past years. 

1.2.1 .2 Performance Incentives were discussed between DOE-ORP and DOE-RL during their 
de,·e\opment for FY00. Each has access to the others' Performance Incentives. 

1.2.2.1 The CHG contract and the BNFL draft contract contain significant incentives for reduced cost 
and improved perfom1ance. The BNFL contra<:t is fixed price so the contractor has incentive to 
reduce costs to improve profit. The CHG contract contains Super Stretch incentives that reward 
the contractor for additional performance (up to 20% of cost) funded by cost reduction. 

1.2.2.2 The Baseline Change Request system provides the opportunity for ORP to capture performance 
improvements in its baseline schedule and budget. BCR's involving performance incentives 
require approval by ORP. 

Expectations Not Met: 

Basis for Assessment: 
1.2. 1.1 Office of River Protection Incentive Fee Strategy, Performance Incentives Guidance 

Rating: 

GREEN 

1.2.1 .2 Interview Richard Johnston, Coordinator for Performance Incentives; Margo Voogd, RL Incentives Team FY00 
1.2 .2. l Bi\FL-DE-AC06-96RL13308 Mod 010, Clause H.47, CHG-DOE AC06-99RL14047, Clause H.18 (outlines process), 

Appendix J (incorporates incentives in to contract) 
1.2.2 .2 Interview Susan Johnson, ORP Change Coordinator, Baseline Change Request Procedure draft HNF-IP-0842. 

FINA 



B.:.2 Decision Readiness to Proceed .Self Assessment 
Path Forwarcl: 

/\II previously identified actions have been completed. 

F:sscntial: 

I mprovemcnts: 

· .f _ , 1 . . : Signatures 
Reviewers : 

Date: 

( l._ ( _
1 

•(.: ( ( ( ( ( __ ((/ .. ( _, c ( . _ Team Lead Approval: 

· >.:.,;/ Z ) ·7 c·· z ·i - Date: ;;z.DtJ 0 

FINAL 



8-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed. Self Assessment 

Criterion: 1.0 Pr~ject Ma,nagement 

Subcriterion 1.3 Orga nizat ion a nd Staffi ng: Can the Office of River Protec tion organize and staff to manage the Rive r Protec tion 
Project duri ng Phase I B-2? 
Specific Considerations in Assessment: 
U .1 Have staffing requirements fo r the ORP been defined and fi lled with skilled and experienced people? . 
DOE Ex pect ations: 
U.1.1 Present staff is sufficient to begin Phase I B-2 . 

I U.1.2 The ORP staff is organized to manage the project. 
U . U ORP can change its staff mix and skill as the needs of the project change. . 
1.3 .1 A Key positions (i.e., RPP Project Manager, Deputy Administration; Deputy Manager Technical, Manager Operations, Manager 

Systems Acquisi tion, ESH&Q Manager, Projec t Integration Manager) have been defined and fill ed by qual ified staff. 

, .-Rating· ()ptions_ · ,··,:,_ . .~. 
_.;, •' 

, 

Green : Performance has given Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be Red: Perfo nnance has not given confidence 
confidence that ORP wi ll be confiden t that ORP wi ll be successfu l in that ORP wi ll be successful in meet ing B-2 
successful in meeting B-2 meeting B-2 expectations. expectations. 
c.,pectations. 

Assessment , .. 
; 

Expectations Met: 
Rating: 

Green 
1.3. 1. I Present staff is sufficient to beg in constmction. 84 are on board, with 102 authorized. ORP 
supplements its staff with contractors, staff detailed fro m RL and othe r sites to meet peak demand. Staff 
from P\\L is work ing to ass ist ORP in the evaluation of the BNFL proposal. A task team has been 
organized \\·ith support of RL Human Resources to complete a staffing plan. 

U. 1.2 Draft staffing plan has been presented to DOE HQ. Task team has been organized to tum the draft 
plan into the final staffing plan. 

1.3. 1.3 Changes in staff through project li fe cycle can be met by recmitment and the ORP Work Scope 
Deli\·erab les employee ra ting system. The \VSD system focuses on ass igning project work to each staff 
member. conducting training necessary to be successful in completing work, and measuring staff 
contribution to projec t completion. The senior staff will ins tmc t their direc t reports in the use of the 
system. It wi ll be implemented completely in April 2000. 

Expectations Not Met: 

1.3.1 .4 Key posi tions have been defi ned in the Dra ft ORP Organizat ion Chart. Authority to hire Deputy . 

i\fonagers - Techn ical & PIO has been authorized. A manager for the Project Integration Organization has 
not been named (presently a member of CHG is fill ing this role). (ORP action). 
Basis for Assessment: 
1.3 .1.1 ORP Organizat ion Chart 
1.3 .1.2 Dra ft Organization Chart January 2000 
1.3 .1.3 Work Scope Deliverables for River Protection Projec t 
U .1.4 ORP Organization Chart 

CHG has implemented a Configuration Management Plan (HNF-1900) and a Change Control Procedure (RPP-PRO-518) which provide 
the necessary configuration control systems for the CHG work. These systems apply to all RPP Administrative Procedures (HNF-IP-
0S42 ). Formal tra ining has been conducted on Change Control (Training Plan 79800-00-001). 
Pa th Forward: I 

Signatures (~; .. ·'.•~~(~4! .. , 
,._ 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 
Reviewers: I I I .- . . ; 
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• • . • .' / / /( 1 . j 
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, .. · - i? ·-- -, ,:._ ., --, / ~ _; c. -c..:'--,/ l> a te: 

Team Lead Approval : 

Date: 

Final 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: J.O Project Management ' .. _.~.;.-\:· ·_;,.:,-·. 

Subcritcrion 1.4: Change Control - Has th e Office of River Protection established the change control process necessary to successfull y 
manage changes to the Ri ve r Protection Project baseline? 
Specific Considerations in Assessment: 
I .4.1 Is there a wel I-defined process for managing changes to the proj ect base line - does the process address the review, evaluation of 

impacts, approval , integration, and disposit ioning of changes? 
Does the process address scope, schedule, and cost changes to the Proj ect baseline? 1.4.2 

1.4.3 
1.4.4 

Does the process address performing contractor (i .e., BNFL, CHG) contract changes to the Project baseline? 
Does the process link/integrate scope, schedule, cost and contract changes? 

1.4.5 Has a Change Control Plan or Procedure documenting the Projec t's change control process been established for the River 
Protection Project? 

1.4.6 Have change control approval thresholds and authorities been established? · 
Have key Project staff been trained on the Change Control Plan or Procedure? 1.4.7 

1.4.8 
1.4.9 

Is the change control process con fi gured in a way that that promotes timely processing of changes to the Project baseline? 
I-l ave metrics been established for the monitoring and improvement of the performance of the change process? 

Expectations: 

1.4.1.1 A well-defined process for managing changes to the project baseline has been established and the process includes the review, 
evaluation of impacts, approval, integration , and dispositioning of changes. 

1.4.2. 1 The change control process addresses scope, schedule, and cost changes to the Project's baseline. 
1 .4.3.1 The process addresses performing contractor (i .e., BNFL, CHG) contract changes to the Project baseline. 
1.4.4.1 The process I inks/ integrates scope, schedule, cost and contract changes. 
1.4.5.1 A Change Control Plan or Procedure documenting the Project ' s change control process has been established for the River 

Protection Project. 
t.4.6.1 Change control approval thresholds and authorities have been establ ished . 
1.4.7.1 Key Project staff have been trained oi1 the Change Control Plan or Procedure. 
1.4.8.1 The change process is designed to promote timely processing of changes to the Project timely changes to the Project baseline. 
1.4.9.1 Metrics for monitoring of the performance of the change process have been established and are being used to improve 

performance. · 

Rating Options 

Green : Performance has given 
confi dence that the ORP will be 
successful in meeting B-2 expectations. 

Y cllow: Correcti ve actions are needed to 
be confident that the ORP will be successful 
in meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the ORP will be successful in meeting 8-2 
expectations. 

Assessment . :--
.·" 

Expectations Met: 

1.4.1.1 A well d<!fined change control process has been developed for the River Protection Project. The 
process addresses the review, evaluation. approval, integration, and dispositioning of changes 
(across the Project, contractor organizations) to the Project baseline. The process has been 
developed using the Lockheed/CHG process/procedure and reflects a "seamless" ORP/CHG/BNFL 
process ,·s. a "stand-alone" project-level process. The process has been reviewed by ORP, CHG 
and BNFL staff. Implementation of Change Control Procedure completes this action . 

1.4.2.1 The process addresses changes to th\! scope, schedule. and cost of components of the Project 
baseline. · 

1.4.3.1 The process addresses changes to the Project baseline driven by BNFL and CHG contract changes. 
The HN FL contract changes that are addressed are those relating to the Interface Control 
Documents (!CDs). CHG contract changes that are addressed are those relating to the MYWP. 
Implementation of the Change Con.trol Procedure completes this action. 

!' .-,·· 
. .; 

Rating: 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 

Fmal 
Date: 5/15/00 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

1.-t.4.1 The process links/integrates changes to the scope, schedule, cost components of the Project 
baselin.:. and changes driven by ICD and MYWP ch anges. 

I .4.5.1 A Change Control Procedure docum.:nting the change process, including approval thresholds and 
authorities, has been developed for the Project. Implementation of the Change Control Procedure 
compktes this action . 

1.4.6.1 Changi.: control approval thresholds and authorities have been developed. 

1.-t. 7 .1 A Training Plan for the Change Control Procedure has bee·n developed . Implementation of the 
Change Control Proce~ure and training complete this action . 

1.-t.8. I Th.: ch:rnge control process incorporates features for timely processing of changes including: an 
··cm.:rg.:ncy" processing path allowing the change to be walked through the process. Changes are 
e.xpect.:cl to be processed within 14-JU days! or sooner if the emergency path is exercised . 

1.4.9.1 rvktrics to monitor and improve performance of the change control process have been established 
and art: being used . These metrics focus on processing cycle time and quantity of changes. 

Expectations Not Met : 

13asis for Assessment: 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 

1 .-t. I.I, 1 .4.2.1, 1.-t.8. I and 1.4. 9.1 - Manag~·ment Summary of Change Control Process (PIO TBR 1.6). River Protection Project 
Management Plan (DRAFT) 

1.4.3.1 and 1.4.4. 1 - ORP Change Control Procedure (RPP Administration, HNF-IP-0842, Volume Ill) 

1.4. 7 .1 - Training Plan for Change Control Procedure (No. 79800-00-00 I) 

All items - lnt.:n·iews with Proj.:ct Change Control Staff- Greg Hanson, CHG and Jim Thompson, ORP 

Req~1irements are fully met. CHG has implemented a Configuration Management Plan (HNF-1900) and a Change Control Procedure 
(RPP-PRO-518) which provide the necessary configuration control systems for CHG work. These systems apply to all RPP 
Administrative Procedures (HNF-IP-0842). Fo_rnrnl training has been conducted on Change Control (Training Plan 79800-00-01). 

Recommended Path Forward : 

Actions: 

Reviewers: 

Date: 

Team Lead Apprornl: 

Date 

2 
Final 

Date: 5/15/00 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 1.0 Project Management ·" - ,,: 
''... ~-. ' ~-·-

' •• "'. !"-, ., • • 

Subcriterion 1.5 Project Interfaces: Has the Office of River Protection established the interfaces needed to successfully accomplish 
Phase I B-2 of the River Protection Project? 
Specific Considerations in Assessment: 
1.5.1 Have interface requirem ents been defin ed arid interface commitments (i .e., ICDs, IMOUs) been executed between the parties? 
1.5.2 Have interface points of contact and roles/responsibilities been established? 
1.5 .3 Have interfacing mechanisms/vehicles (e.g., IPTs) been established? 
1.5.4 Have the interface plans/schedules been developed, integrated into the project schedule, and implemented (or under 

implementation)? 
DO E Expectations: 
1.5.1.1 The following key interfaces have been identified - stakeholder, regulator, DOE-RL, DOE-RU, DOE-HQ, OCR WM. 
1.5.1.2 For. each interface, interface requirements and commitments of the parties have been defined and documented in the interface 

agreement. 
For each interface, interface points of contact have been established and documented in the interface agreement. 
For each interface, interface roles/responsibilities have been defined and documented in the interface agreement. 
For e.1ch interface, an interface agreement containing all necessary elements has been prepared and signed by all the parties. 
For each interface, the mechanism(s)/vehicle(s) for interfacing has been established 
for each interface, the mechanism(s)/vehicle(s) for interfacing are working. 

1.5.2.1 
1.5.2.2 
1.5.2.3 
1.5 .3. 1 
1.5 .3.2 
1.5.4 .1 For each interface, a plan/schedule of the interface requirements has been developed, documented in the interface· agreement and 

incorporated into the project schedule. 

Rating Options 

Green: Performance has given 
confidence that the RPP wi II be 
successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Y cllow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the RPP will be successful in 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the RPP will be successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations Met : 

1.5.1.1 

1.5.1.2 

Organization interfaces have been identified for ORP (I) . Major physical interfaces have been 
identified (2). Interfaces are reflected in the project ·'bridge" schedule, and points of contact 
es tab I ished_. 

& 1.5.2 . t-.3 For the ORP, CHG and BNFL Interfaces : Interface requirements, commitments of 
the parties have been defined and documented, interface points of contacts have been identified 
and an interface agreement has been signed. A bridge schedule identifying significant related 
activities across the interfaces has been establish.ed. 

Expectations Not Met : 

1.5.1.2 ORP. CHG and BNFL interface requirements are being evaluated to verify they are incorporated 
in the CHG baseline. Issue raised in entrance briefing. 

1.5.3. t & 1.5.3.2 Issue raised in entrance briefing. Firm up role in ICD process and role of FDH. 

t.5.4.1 An Interface Management Plan is being developed. It is felt that such a plan is necessary to 
document how the different interfaces are to be managed including how the various int~rface 
management tools are to be used . 

Rating: 

Green 

Green 

Yellow 

Yellow 

Yellow 

Final 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Oasis for Assessment : 
PIO Work Plan. Schedule, and TBRs. 
Interviews. discuss ions with staff and observations of interface meetings. 
ORP. CHG-BNFL ICD deliverable. 
IPT leads and Technical Points of Contact. 
TWRS-P Interface-Integrated Product/Process Team (1-1 PT) 
2) ORP Interfaces Summary (diagram COOO l-04a-O 1-25-00.cvS) 
I) RPP Major Facility Technical Interface Reference Key (diagram C990904a- l-25-00.CV5) 

Processes have been defined to meet these requirements . Issues are· not fully resolved, but are being worked. CHG has developed an 
Interface Control Management Plan (RPP-5993 V, Section 4) and an Interface Review Plan (RPP-5993 V, Section 3) which are being 
implem..:nted to assure that appropriate interfaces are identified, implemented through appropriate mechanisms (e.g., Memorandum of 
Agreement) and adequately staffed. 
Recon1111cndcd Path Forward·: 

Important Actions: 
ALL Expect:itions: 

I. D..:v..:lop and issue interface agrc..:ments that include: interface requirements and commitments, POCs, and roles and 
r..:sponsibilitics. (Kristofzski 9/30/00) 

2. Ensure that the Interface plan_lschedule of interface requirements have been incorporated into the project schedule. 
(Kristofzski 9/30/00) 

3. Improve interface working mcchanism(s)/vehicles by: (Kristofzski 9/30/00) 
a. Improving the direct tic of issues to project schedule impact; 
b. Improving the rigor of cost.'bcnetit analysis of decisions; 
c. Compl..:te and implement the Interface Management Plan . 

/ ' //j Signatures ·-.. ·., . '. -.:: . 

Reviewers: Team Lead Approval : 

Date: Date: 
I 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 1.0 Project Management 

Subcriterion 1.6 Project Management Plan : Docs ORP have a plan to describe, baseline, and guide the RPP? 

Specific Considerations in Assessment: 
1.6.1 Does the ORP have a plan for managing the life-cycle mission and all components of the River Protection Project? (Interface 

with 2.0 CRAD) 
1.6.2 Does the project plan indicate how the project scope, schedule and cost will be managed and controlled? (Interface with 3.0, 4.0, 

and 5.0) 
1.6.3 Docs the plan address a strategy for obtaining funding, executing procurements, obtaining required permits, and managing 

quality. safety, risk and communications? (Interface with CRADS 6.0, 7.0, 8.0, and 9.0) 
1.6.4 Does the plan describe how the project will be managed and organized and assign responsibilities for its key functions? (detailed 

in CRAD 1.3) -
1.6.5 Does it describe how it will manage its internal and external interfaces? (detailed in CRAD 1.5) 
DOE Expectations: 
1.6.1.1 The plan is for the entire Ii fe cycte of the project mission, with an increased level of planning detail in the near term . 
1.6. 1.2 The plan is inclusive of the work by all project participants, including contractors and agencies. 
1.6.'.2 . I The plan includes an integrated baseline for all project scope, schedule and cost for all the required work. 
1.6.2.2 The project baseline schedule identities significant logic ties and a critical path . 
1.6.2.3 The baseline schedule identifies critical milestones and decision points important to the success of the project 
1.6.2.4 A project work breakdown structure (WBS) is included, and is the basis for the schedule and performance reporting. 
1.6.2.5 A project performance measurement/management system is described in ihe plan 
1.6.2.6 Project budget request plans are supported by _the project cost baseline. 
1.6.3.1 The plan includes a strategy for obtaining necessary funds . 
1.6.3.2 The plan includes a procurement strategy. 
1.6.3.3 A permitting strategy is identified in the plan . 
1.6.3.4 The process for managing quality, safety, risk, and communications is addressed in the plan. 
1.6.4 .1 The plan describes the project management approach. 
1.6.4.2 The plan describes the organization and the critical roles and assigns responsibilities . 
1.6.4 .3 Project internal and external interfaces are identified in the plan . 
1.6.5.1 . An interface management process is described in the plan. 

Rating Options . 

Green: Performance has given 
confidence.that RPP will be 
successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that RPP will be successful in 
meeting 13-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that RPP will be successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations Met: 

1.6.1.1 The River Protection Project Management Plan is for the entire life cycle of the project mission . 
There is not so much an increased level of planning detail in the near term, but a description of the 
numerous and necessary plans being produced for this project from which the project will be 
managed and ·operated by over the life-cycle of this project. This is deemed appropriate . 

1.6.1.2 The plan is inclusive of the work by all project participants, including contractors and agencies. 

1.6.2.1 The plan includes an integrated base line for all project scope, schedule and cost for all the 
required work . 

1.6.2.2 The project baseline schedule identities significant logic ties and a critical path. 

1.6.2.3 The Baseline Schedule identifies critical milestones and decision points important to the success 
of the: project. 

Rating: 

Green 

Final 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

1.6.2.4 A project work breakdown structure ('(/BS) is included, and is the basis for the schedule and 
performance reporting. · 

1.6.2.5 A project performance measurement/management system is described in the plan . 

1.6.2.6 Project budget request plans are supported by the project cost baseline . 

1.6.3 .1 The plan includes a strategy for obtaining necessary funds by focusing on specific strategic 
elements of success and project execution with good business practices. 

1.6.3.2 The plan includes a two-phased procurement strategy for proof-of-concept at a lower level of risk. 
then a full-scale production phase with lessons learned. 

1.6.3.3 Various processes for managing quality, safety, risk and communications are addressed in the 
plan . These are separate plans. A permitting strategy will be included in the environmental 
chapter of the PM P. 

1.6.4.1 The plan describes the project management approach, covering the basic aspects of strategy, 
organization, responsibilities, definitions, WBS, integrated baseline, project controls. and 
regulatory issues. 

1.6.4.2 The plan describes the organization and the crit ical roles and assigns responsibilities. An 
organization chart is included. 

1.6.'5. I Management of internal and external interfaces is identi tied in the plan . 

Expectations Not Met: 

Basis for Assessment: 
All: Draft PMP, issued 2115/00. 

T£3R800. I00 · 
S. Secmans' interview 

Green 

Requirement is full y met. CHG has implemented a Project Execution Plan (HNF-6017) which is consistent with DOE/ORP's RPP 
Program Management Plan (DOE/ORP-2000-06) which is implemented through the Programmatic Baseline Summary (HNF-1946). 
Recommended Path Forward: 

( , ,., ... Signatures 
Reviewers: Don Alexander 

Date: updated Sil 5100 

Final ., 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 1.0 Project Management 

Suhcriterion 1.7: Contract Management Has the Office of River Protection established the contract management plans, key personnel, 
and key procedu1\:s necessary to successfull y manage the BNFL and CHG contracts under the Ri ver Protection Project? 

Specific Considerations in Assessment : 
1.7.1 Have Contract Management Plans for the CHG and BNFL contracts been developed? 
1.7.2 Have key contract management procedures been developed (e.g., procedures for monitoring and rc:porting contract performance, 

proc..:dures for DOE and Cont ractor-dri ven contract changes and equitable: adjustments, procedures for dispute resolutions, and 
proceclur..:s for tracking. reviewing. and approving contract deli verables. etc.)? 

I. 7.3 Have key ORP/Fed contract management personnel been identified for each contract - Contracting Officers (CO). Contracting 
Ot'ticer's Representatives (CORs). and Contract Specialists (CS)? 

1.7.4 Do the key personnel have the appropriate knowledge, experience, and qualifications to manage/administer the contracts? 
1.7.5 Have key personnel and other staff been trained on the key features of the contracts and the contract management plans and 

procedun.:s? 
1.7 .6 Are 111..:chanisms in place for regular interfacing/communication between ORP and contractor contract management staff? 
1.7.7 /\re 111..:chanisms in pince for regular interfacing/communication between ORP contracting, technical, business/finance staff? 
1.7.8 I lnve contract tiles been developed and arc they co-locnted with the contracting personnel? 

DOE Exprctations: 
1.7.1 .1 Contract Management Plans for th..: CHG and BNFL contracts have been developed. 
I. 7 .2.1 Key contract management procedur..:s have been developed . 
1.7.3.1 Key ORP/Fed contract management personnel have been identified for each contract. 
1.7.4 .1 Kc:y personnel have the appro.printe knowledge. experience. qualifications to manage the contracts. 
1.7 .5.1 Key personnel and other staff have been trained on the key features of the contracts and contract management plans and 

procedures. 
1.7.6.1 
1.7.7. 1 
1.7.8.1 

1' kchnnisms arc in pince for regulnr interfacing/communication between ORP and contractor contract management staff. 
1\kchanisms are in place for regular interfacing/communication between ORP contracting, technical , business/finance staff. 
Contract tiles have been developed nnd are co-located with contracting personnel. 

Rating Options . 

Green: l\:rfonnance has given 
confid ence that ORP will be successful 
in meeting B-2 e.,pectations . 

Y cllow: Corrective actions are needed to 
be confident that ORP will be successful in 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that ORP will be successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations l\kt : 

1.7. 1.1 Contract Management/Administration Plans have been developed for both c.ontracts. 

I. 7 .2. 1 The contract contains clauses out I in ing key procedures. 

1.7.3.1 Key ORP/Fed contract management personnel have bc:en identified for each contract. These 
personnel include the CO. the COR and the CS. The CO and the COR are reflected in the 
CO!COR/TM Table (attached). These personnel and the CS are reflected in the Organization 
Chart. In addition. two more cont ract administration staff are in the process of being hired. 

1.7.4 .1 Key ORP/Fed contract management personnel have the necessary knowledge. experience, and 
qualitications as evidenced by their resumes and certifications. 

1.7.5.1 Key ORP/Fed contract management staff have been trained . Newly hired ORP/Fed project staff are 
ori,mtecl soon after arrival .. 

Rating: 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 

GREEN 
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8-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

1.7.6.1 Key interfacing mechanisms arc in place. ORP/Fed contracting personnel meet weekly with their 
contract<>r counterparts. 

1.7.8. I Contract tiles for both contracts hav..: been established and are located in the ORP/Fed contract 
spccialist·s oftice. 

Expectations Not Met : 

1.7.7. 1 Communication mechanisms for ORP/Fed contracting. technical, business/finance staff are not 
\\'ell established . Periodic meetings or other means of regular communications between these 
parties arc needed . (ORP issue). · 

I.Iasis for Assessment : 

GREEN. 

GREEN 

NIA to CHG 

I. 7. 1.1 and I. 7 .2 .1: BNFL Contract (DE-AC06-96RL I 3308) and Contract Management Plan ( I 0/99), CHG Contract (DE-AC06 
97RL 14047) and Contract Management Plan (same reference as Contract) 

1.7.3.1: CO,'COR-'TM Table ( 11 /5/99). AMPD Org Chart 
1.7.4. I and 1.7 .5. 1: Interviews with Mike Barrett ( I /26/00), Clo Reid ( I /28/00). Jeff Short ( l /3 l /00); Resumes and Certificates (Located 

in 2440 Stevens. Rooms 23 18 and 2321) 
1.7.6. 1 and 1.7.7. 1: BNFL Deliverables Tracking Li.st (2440 Stevens, Oftice 2321), Interviews with Mike Barrett, Clo Reid, Jeff Short 
1.7.8. 1: 13Nfl. and CHG Contract files (Olfo:es 2321 and 2318. respectively) 

DOE and Cl IG l:ave fully staffed and qualilied Contract office personnel \\'ho perform their duties in implementing work through DOE 
Contract \\'ith CHG (RPP DE-AC06-99RL I-W47). 

Recommended l'ath Forward : 

Important Actions: 

1.7.1. 1 The CI-IG Contract Management Plan will most likely need revising once the B-2 decision is made and the CHG contract has been 
revised/negotiated. Revise the plan once negotiations are complete (by 9/30/00. Jeff Short, CHG Contract). 

1.7 .5. I Once the U-2 decision is made, the CHG contracts will be revisedh1cgotiated along with their respective Car.tract Management 
Plans. Key contract management personm:I and other key project personnel will need training and orientation on tl.1e negotiated contract 
features and revised plans. Orient ORP/Fed contract management and other key ORP/Fed project personnel on key features of negotiated 
contracts and revised contract management plans (by 12/31/00. Jeff Short. CHG Contract) . 

:~ Signatures · .. ·· ·A·, 
. ,· .. ': . 

. ·:-_,;_ ';j·: 
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Reviewers: 

Date: 
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Team Lead Apprornl: 

Date: 

2 
Final 

Date 5115100 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

~-------------------=---:----::----:--:-:::------:-----------,---~-----------~ 
Criterion: 1.0 Project Management 

Suhcritcrion : 1.8 Requirements Management - Is ORP ready to adequately manage the requirements of the River Protection Project 
(RPP)-:> 
Specific Considerations in Assessment: 
1.8. 1 Are project requirements defined and compiled/documented? 
1.8.2 ls there a well-defined process for managing the body of requirements inherent to this complex project, including programmatic, 

technical and _regulatory requirements? 
1.8.3 Are project requirements und_er a configuration management and change control plan? Is there a document hierarchy? 
1.8.4 Are project requirements linked/traceable to the performing Contractors (i.e., BNFL and CHG)? 
DOE Expectations: . 
1.8.1.1 Project Requirements are defined and documented . 
1.8. 1.2 Project Requirements are trackable, verifiable, and structured to allow for a determination of satisfactory completion. 
1.8.2.1 A well-defined process for managing the requirements is in place that covers the variety of requirements for the RPP. 
1.8.2.2 Methods are in place for integrating requirements across the design, construction , and operational aspects of the RPP. 
1.8.3.1 Project requirements are under conliguration management, i.e., contained within the Project Management Plan, and under 

Change Control via a prescribed Change Control procedure. 
1.8.4 .1 Project requirements nre disseminat.:d to the respective performing Contractors within their respective Contracts. 

Rating Options .. ·,. /!t.; ';F 
C reen: Performance has given 
confidence that the RPP will be 
successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that RPP will be successful in 
meeting 8-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that RPP will be successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations Met: 

1.8.1. I Project Requirt:ments are defined and documented . The technical requirements derived from the 
multiple sourct: documents have bi.:en captured within the database tool and locked down. The 
n:quiri.:ments within the database will be changed oniy when a source document or requirement is 
oflicially changed. 

1.8.1.2 Project Requirements are trackabk. verifiable. and structured to allow for a determination of 
satisfactory completion. The requirements contained within the database tool are fully traceable 
back to the source documents from which they were captured . This traceablility can be verified . 
_The structure of the database tool facilitates this traceability. 

Expectations Not Met : 

1.8.2.1 and 1.8.3.1 _A requirements manago;:ment procedure and an improvement plan have not been 
completed . 

1.8.2.2 A duplication and integration review of the requirements within the database has not been 
completed. 

1.8.4.1 Allocation of the requirements to their respective owners (e.g. ORP. CHG, BNFL. other) has not 
been completed. 

Basis for Assessment : 

Rating: 

GREEN 

GREEN 

YELLOW 

YELLOW 

YELLOW 

1.8.1 .1 TBR 800.210: HNF-5865. "Office of River Protection Project Integration Office Requirements Management System 
Requirements Specification." 

1.8. 1.2 TBR 800.210: HNF-5865. 
1.8.2.1 
1.8.2.2 
1.8 .3.1 
1.8.4.1 

TBR 800.210 
TBR Status report: Interview with Scott Seiler. 
TBR 800.210: HNF-5865; PMP 
TBR 800.21 O: Interview with Scott Seiler and Jana Thompson . 

Processes have been defined to meet these requirements; Issues are not fully resolved, but are being worked. CHG has implemented the 

Final 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

nccessn ry administrative processes to fultill this requ irem ent and are ready to proceed . Primary systems include the System Engineeri ng 
Management Pl.in {I-INF-SD-WM-SEMP-002), the Configuration Management Plan (I-INF-1900) and the RPP Administrative Procedures 
(I-I NF- ll'-0842). Interface Controls between Cl-IF and Fluor Daniel Hanford are currently being worked . 

Recommended Path Forward : 

Essential. 

None. 

Important : 

1.8.2. 1, 1.8.2.2 and 1.8.4 .1: Issues raised in entrance briefing. Firm up role in ICD process and role of FOi-i . 

llenclicia I: 

None 

I I 

Signatures 
Team Lead Approval : 

Date: 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 3.0 Technical Work Scope 

Subcriterion: 3.1 Systems Engineering and Process Verification - Is the contractor using a systems engineering approach for design of the 
t"t:ed deli\'ery system'! ls this approach effective? 

Specilic Considerations in Assessment: . 

3.1.1 Has CHG provided a systems engineered technical baseline including functional and operational requirements compatible with 
ORP's technical baseline? 

Has CHG demonstrated the technical expertise to successfully execute the feed delivery scheme? 
) . 1. 3 Has CHG identified acti vities, including science and technology activities that are necessary to support design, permitting, 

constrnction and operation of feed delivery systems? 
3. 1.4 Has CHG planned a viable feed delivery system consistent with ORP technical guidance and requirements? 

DO E Expectations: 

3.1.1.1 CHG has provided a technical baseline including functional and operational requirements based on ORP guidance and direction. 
3. 1.2.1 CHG has demonstrated the technical expertise as evidenced by Program planning documentation, technical reports and design 
documentation and operations histo1y . 
3.1.3.1 Known technical risks ha\'e been identified and mitigation plans appropriately developed for the waste feed delivery program. 
3.1.3.2 CHG has defined technology insertion points in the MYWP. 
3.1 .3.3 Test and evaluation requirements are identified. 
3.1.4 .1 CHG has planned a feed delivery system that includes necessary and sufficient contingencies, redundancies, and preparedness fo r 

responding to credible failures and upset conditions in time for initial feed delivery of each envelope. 

Rating Options 

Green : Performance has gi\'en 
rn1i tictence that the RPP \\·ill be 
su<:cess l'ul in meeting B-2 
L' Xpectat ions. 

Yellow: C01Tective actions are needed to be 
confident that the RPP will be successful in 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence that 
the RPP will be successful in meeting 8-2 
expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations Met: Rating: GREEN 

3.1.1.1 CHG has provided a task baseline based on ORP guidance and direction. 
3.1.2. I CHG has demonstrated a significant improvement in non-routine, technically complex operations 

(C-106. SY-IOI. saltwell pumping). The CHG planning process (TBR's, etc.) is robust. 
3.1.3. 1 i\ litigation plans are built into the feed delive1y sequence - backup tanks, float, etc. 
3.1 . .3 .2 CHG has worked to identify technology needs and technology insertion points (TIPs) in the project 

planning products. 
3.1.3.3 CHG has identified test and evaluation requirements in the Waste Feed Delivery Test and Evaluation 

P!Jn. 
3.1.4 .1 The analysis performed to date (Waste Feed Delivery Technical Basis) is sufficient to justify 

technical decisions and demonstrate the viability of the system. 

[xpcctations Not l\let: 

.• . I .2.1 !\[any technical documents suffer from decreased utility due to poor readability. These documents 
should be developed to support the level of data available - not create information in the absence 
of data. 

Basis for Assessment: ALL: Discussions w/R. Powell, R. Wojtasek, J. Diedeker, M. O'Neill, CHG 12/17/99; Tank Farm Contractor 
Opr!ration and Utilization Plan (TFCO&UP), HNF-SD-WM-SP-012, Revision 2, 04/00 

!'!OTE: This is an intermediate update of this CRAD - comments are based on the first review and are current as of 05/08/00 

3.1.1. l : Programmatic Basr!line S11111111aryfor Phasr! I Privatization for the Tank Farm Contractor, ffi\Tf-1946, Revision 2, 04/00 (NOT 
REVIEWED AS OF 05/08/00) 

.3.1 .2.1: Technical Basis Reports for TW-04, (see TWRSTBRDATA on AP000S) (UPDATED: HAVE NOT REVIEWED AS OF 05/08/00) 

3.1.3.1: (included in TFC O&UP) 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 3.0 Technical Work Scope 

Suhcritcrion: 3.1 Systems Engineering and Process Verification - Is the contractor using a systems engineering approach for design of the 
teed delivery system? Is this approach effective? 

3.1.3 .2: FYOI Needs (available on IP ABS at: http:/iwww.cm.doe.t!ov/ipabs/index.html); Programmatic Baseline S11111111wyfor Phase I 
Pri\"Clti:ationfor the Tank Farm Contractor, HNF-1946, Revision 2, 04/00 (NOT REVIEWED AS OF 05/08/00) 

3.1.3.3 ll'aste Fm/ De/ii-e,y Test and £\"Clluation Plan, HNF-4599, 8/9/99 (HA VE NOT RE-REVIEWED AS OF 05/08/00) 

3.1 .4 .1 ll"aste Feecl Deli1·e1y Technical Basis (Volume I-IV). HNF-1939, Revision 0, (and future revisions); Mission Summary Diagrams; 
TWRSO&UP, Rev. l, 5/30/00. (HA VE NOT RE-REVIEWED AS OF 05/08/00) 

Recommended Path Forward 

Beneficial: 

ORP's guidance needs improvement. Key areas for improvement include: providing key waste feed delivery (e.g., BNFL inputs) assumptions 
to CHG. establishing realistic budget targets for planning purposes, clearer communication of ORP priorities, and reducing the frequency of 
significant change. This may also require modifications to the BNFL contract (e.g., commitment to deliver only Envelopes A; 8, or D for ­
initial startup). (Project Integration Office Planning Basis Document 3/00, Cruz in subsequent Baseline Update Guidance, ~07/00) 

The technical quality of documents needs improvement. Increased use of peer reviews and technical editors may help, but document authors 
need to improve their writing skills and keep the intended use o_fthe document in mind. (CHG has committed to these improvements by the 
t·nd ofFY-2000) The TFC O&UP improved significantly from the last revision. Completing the review of the products submitted/referenced 
for the April RTP exercise will be sufficient to assess if CHG will meet the FY2000 goal. 

S.:iem:e and technology needs are well defined based on the available information, for the majority of Phase l waste feed delive1y. However. 
( ·11G should explore additional opportunities for process improvements via the EM technology development programs. S&T is a much more 
signiticant component of the SST retrieval program, most of which is outside the scope of the FY2000 RTP assessment. 

Signatures 
Revie,rers : E.J. Cmz 

Date : t.~ 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 3.0 Technical \Vork Scope 

Suhcriterion 3.2: Conceptual Design - For line item construction projects, has the conceptual design confirmed and deve loped 
the preferred alternative and has established the work scope and planning documentation that are necessary to proceed into the 
execution phase? 

Specific Considerations in Assessment: 

3.2.1 Has CHG completed the Conceptual design and defined the project work scope? 

3.2.2 Has CHG identified long lead items requiring early procurement and established plans to acquire those materials? 

3.2 .3 Has CHG developed a procurement and subcontracting strategy and plan consistent with the baseline schedule? 

3.2.4 Has CHG established plans for mobilization of the construction work force? 

3.2.5 Has CHG completed construction reviews of the design that demonstrate constructability of the design? 

3.2.6 Has CHG provided a conceptual feed delivery design that is flexible enough to respond to changing feed needs (i.e. 
changes in tank sequence and envelopes)? 

DOE Expectations: 

3.2.1.1 CHG has completed the Conceptual Design including constrnction planning requirements and has defined the project 
work scope. 

3.2.2.1 CHG has identified the procurement items requiring special lead time ( or other special procurement issues) and has 
established the mechanism to _acquire those materials. 

3.2.3.1 CHG has developed a procurement and subcontracted services strategy. 

3.2.4 .1 CHG has established a realistic construction plan and construction mobilization plan. 

3.2.5 .1 CHG has completed and documented constrnctability reviews of the facility design. 

3.2.6.1 The conceptual design for the feed delivery system is flexible enough to provide feed from 4 envelopes from tanks within 
the expected minimum order quantity within 30 days of notification after May 2006. 

· Rating Options 

Green: Perfomiance has given 
confidence that the RPP will be 
successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the RPP will be successful in 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the RPP will be successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations Met: 

3.2 .1.1 The contractor has completed conceptual designs for Projects W-211, W-314 and W-
519 and these projects are proceeding with definitive design and constrnction. These 
projects have established the preferred alternative and the work scope that meet the 
requirements of the Design Requirements Documents. The conceptual design for 
Projects 521 and 464 is in progress and the contractor has plans to complete conceptual 
design in that time that they are required for remaining activities. 

3.2 .2. I The contractor has identified special items requiring long lead times to procure; 
specifically, mixer pumps and transfer pumps. Planning for long lead procurement was 
comph;ted during preliminary design and is documented in Preliminary Design Reports. 
Key Decision 2 (as required) provided the required approval for the long lead 
procurement. For Project W-464, items which require advanced procurement have 
been identified and planning for procurement is in progress. 

3.2.3 .1 The contractor has a procurement and subcontracting strategy for obtaining Detail 
Design and Construction services. The initial planning were developed as part of 
conceptual design and documented in the Conceptual Design Report. The planning for 
constrnction services is further developed during Detailed Design and executed prior to 
constrnction. 

3.2.4. l The contractor has prepared design and construction plans and has developed resourced 
loaded P3 schedule baselines for the construction projects. From these resource loaded 
schedules, feed delivery/storage constrnction staffing needs were determined. The feed 
delivery/storage constrnction staffing needs were combined with the staffing needs of 

Rating: 

GREEN 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed _Self Assessment 

Criterion: 3.0 Technical \York. Scope 

Suhcriterion 3.2: Conceptual Design - For line item construction projects, has the conceptual design confirmed and de veloped 
the preferred alternative and has established the work scop·e and planning documentation that are necessary to proceed into the 
execution phase? 

3.2.5.1 

3.2.6.1 

Flour Hanford, Inc . and the Privatization and a staffing requirement analysis was 
performed and documented in the contractor's Human Resources Staffing Plan for the 
Tank Contractor. The plan demonstrated that the contr_actor can successfully recruit and 
hire the personnel required to execute and complete the feed delivery/storage 
construction projects . 

The contractor has completed and documented constructability, maintainability and 
operability reviews for projects that have completed conceptual design. The reviews 
were perfo1med per existing contractor construction project procedures and are 
documented in Review Comment Records. Update reviews are performed as the 
projects progress from the different phases of the project. Testability reviews are also 
perfom1ed to ensure that products can be safely and efficiently tested during startup. 
DOE participates during the review. 

The conceptual design provides the necessary scope which includes the infrastructure, 
facilities and equipment, such as transfer piping, pumps, instrumentation, etc., to 
support the privatization contract. The design meets the requirements of the Design 
Requirements Documents and the DOE/BNFL Interface Control Documents (!CDs) . 
Any changes to the scope are controlled through formal Change Control Process. The 
design meets the requirements of providing feed from the four envelopes within 30 
days after notification after April 2006. 

Expectations J\'.ot Met: 
None 

Basis for Assessment : 

I. Conceptual Design Reports (Expectations 3.2.1.1, 3.2.2.1, 3.2.3.1, 3 .2.4.1 , 3.2 .5 .1, 3.2.6.1) 
• SD-W2 I 1-CDR-00 I : Conceptual Des ign Report for ITRS, Project W-211 
• SD-W314-CDR-001: Conceptual Design Report for Tank Farm Restoration & Safe Operations, Project W-314 
• HNF-1938 : Summary Conceptual Design Report for TIVRS Privatization Phase I Infrastructure Support, Project W-519 
• I-INF-SD-W503-CDR-00 I: Conceptual Design Report for TIVRS Privatization Phase I Electrical Infrastructure Support, 

Project W-519 
• HNF-SD-W504-CDR-00 I: Conceptual Design Report for T\VRS Privatization Phase I Water Infrastructure Support, 

Project W-519 
• HNF-SD-W505-CDR-00 I: Conceptual Design Report for TWRS Privatization Phase I Electrical Site and Roads Suppo11, 

Project W-519 
• HNF-SD-W506-CDR-00 I: Conceptual Design Report for TWRS Privatization Phase I Liquid Effluent Infrastructure 

Support, Project W-519 

2. Advanced Procurement (Expectation 3.2.2.1) 

• Key Decision 28, Initiation of Title II Design and Advanced Procurement for Project W-211, Initial Tank Retrieval 
Systems. 

• HNF-2298, Immobilized High Level Waste Interim Storage, Project W-464. 

3. HNF-1946, Revision 2; Programmatic Baseline Summary for Phase I Privatization for the Tank Farm Contractor 

(Expectations 3.2.4.1 and 3.2.5.1) 

4. BNFL !CD BNFL-5193-ID-0 I thru 26 (Expectations 3.2.6.1) 

5. Procedure HNF-PRO-1999, Constrnction Program Conceptual Phase (Expectation 3.2 .5.1) 

6. Procedure HNF-PRO-2000, Construction Program Execution Phase (Expectation 3.2 .5.1) 

7. Letter 99-OPD-012, Completion of Title II Design for Tank AN-105 (Expectation 3.2.5.1 & 3.2.6.1) 

8. RPP-6114, Revision 0, Human Resources Staffing Plan for the Tank Farm Contractor (Expectation 3.2.4.1) 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 3.0 Technical \Vork Scope 

Subcriterion 3.2: Conceptual Design - For line item construction projects, has the conceptual design confirmed and developed 
the preferred alternative and has established the work scope and planning documentation that are necessary to proceed into the 
execution phase? 

Recommended Path Forward : 
None 

Signatures 

Revieweri~ I 
Date: ~ 

Team Lead ApproYal : 

Date : s 0 Oc) 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 3.0 Technical \York Scope 

Suhcriterion 3.3 : Detail Design - Has Detailed Design produced the final technical products that are required to support the 
physical constmction? 

Specific Considerations in Assessment: 

3.3.1 Have constmction packages and bid documents been prepared and coordinated with all parties affected by the project? 

3.3. 2 Are the constn1ction packages prepared to include an adequate Work scope for execution? 

3.3.3 Does the construction packages demonstrate flexibility, robustness and effic iency in the design concepis chosen? 
3.3 .4 Will the construction packages support procurement and schedule constraints? 

3.3.5 \Viii the constmction packages support environmental permitting requirements? 
3.3.6 Has CHG defined construction work packages, which will allow timely initiation of constrnction? 

DOE Expectations: 

3.3 .1 .1 The construction packages which include certified drawings and procurement specifications, and bid documents 
complies with requirements of contracts (including CHG and BNFL contracts) 

3.3.2.1 In addition to the physical and functional description of the facilities, the scope of work also includes a description of 
the services that are to be provided. 

3.3.3 .1 Consistent alternative evaluations and decision making stmcture is maintained through the life cycle of the project. 

3.3.3.2 The construction packages supports delivery of four feed envelops within 30 days of BNFL's notification after May 30, 
2006. 

3.3.4 .1 The level of constn1ction packages development is sufficient to support procurement in support of construction. 
3.3.5.1 111e constmction packages are compliant with environmental regulations and permitting conditions 
3.3.6.1 CHG is on schedule to complete all necessary documentation and permits to initiate site preparation and construction. 
3.3.6.2 CHG has prepared construction work package for initial items requiring procurement. 

Rating Options 

Green: Performance has given 
contidence that the RPP will be 
successful in meeting B-2 
expec tations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the RPP will be successful in 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the RPP will be successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations I\Iet : 

3.3.1.1 The projec t design and constn1ction requirements are documented in the projects 
Design Requirement Documents (ORD). The ORD reflects the design requirements to 
accomplish the functions and requirements of the RPP mission and the contract 
requirements which include CHG and BNFL. The constn1ction projects comply with 
the ORD. In addition, the construction projects (DOE-ORP, DOE-HQ, and 
Contractor), perform an extensive design review as a requirement of the Critical 
Decision Process . Together with the Interface Control Documents, these requirements 

3.3.2 .1 

3.3.3. 1 

have been coordinated with all parties affected by the project. 

In addition to the Design and Requirements Documents, a complete scope of services is 
also prepared to define the complete scope of work. Example of these services include 
certified dra\\'ings, specifications, startup testing plans, schedule, cost estimate, 
en,·ironmental compliance documents, procurement, etc. The physical and functional 
description of the facilities and the scope of services form the complete scope of work 
of the project. 
During Pre-Conceptual Design, the preferred alternative was established thrn the 
Alternative Generation Analysis and decision process (AGA) and an initial scope was 
defined to bound the initial and end-state of the project mission. As required, additional 
AG As were performed during conceptual design to establish the project scope of work 
which is used as the basis for developing the project's cost and schedule baselines. The 
requirements to perform AGA and decision process are applied consistently to the 
project and the process is documented as part of the System Engineering Management 

Rating: 

GREE~ 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment · 

Criterion: 3.0 Technical \Vork Scope 

Suhcriterion 3.3: Detail Design - Has Detailed Design produced the final technical products that are required to support the 
physical constmction? 

3.3.3.2. 

:U.4 .1. 

3.3.5.1 

3.3.6.1 

:u.6.2. 

Plan and the Project Execution Plan. 

The current facility design provides the necessary infrastructure, facilities and 
equipment such as transfer piping, pumps, instrumentation etc., to support the 
privatization contract, and meets the requirements of the DOE/BNFL Interface 
Control Documents. This design meets the requirements of providing feed envelopes 
a, b, c and d within 30 days of notification beginning on April I, 2006. 
Long lead procurements ha\'e already begun for items such as mixer pumps and 
transfer pumps . For the remaining scope, construction packages for the procurement 
of construction services are prepared and completed during detail design. Prior to 
award, contractor reviews and DOE independent reviews arc performed to ensure 
that the construction packages support procurement and schedule constraints and that 
the construction packages development is sufficient to support procurement for 
construction. For Project W-464, items which require advanced procurement have 
been identified and planning for procurement is in progress. 
Environmental regulations ·and permitting requirements are included as part of the 
projects Design Requirements Documents (ORD). Since the DRD is the technical 
baseline of the project, the design complies with all currently known environmental 
regulations and permitting conditions. Environmental compliance and permitting are 
completed prior to detailed design and documented in the Conceptual Design Reports. 
Pem1its are obtained during detailed design. 

As part of the conceptual design, Environmental Pennits and Approval plan are 
prepared and included as part of the Conceptual Design Report. The baseline 
construction schedule includ_es time to complete all necessary documentation and 
obtaining necessary pem1its to initiate construction. 

Projects W-314, W-211 and W-519 have completed Detail Design and have started 
construction. The contractor has prepared construction work packages for these 
projects to procure construction services. These services will be phased over the next 
several years The conceptual designs for Project 521 and 464 are in progress and the 
contractor has plans to complete design and construction in that time that they are 
required for remaining activities. 

Expectations Not i\let : 

None 

Basis for Assessment: 

I . Design Requirements Documents (DOE Expectation 3.3.1.1) 
• WHC-SD-WM-DRD-011: Design Requirement Documents for TWRS Privatization Phase I Electrical Infrastructure 

Support, Project W-519 
• WHC-SD-WM-DRD-013: Design Requirement Documents for TWRS Privatization Phase I Support, Site Development, 

Project W-519 
• WHC-SD-WM-DRD-014: Design Requirement Documents for TWRS Privatization Phase I Liquid Effluent Infrastructure 

Support, Project W-5 I 9 
• v\'HC-SD-WM-DRD-015: Design Requirement Documents for TWRS Privatization Phase I Raw and Potable Water 

Infrastructure Support, Project W-519 
• SD-W314-DRD-00 I: Design Requirements Documents for Project W-314 Tank Farm Operations and Safe Operations 
• SD-WM-DRD-012: Design Requirements Documents for the Interim Store Phase 1 Solidified HL W Function 4.2.4.1 .2, 

Project W-464 
• WHC-SD-W2 l l-FDC-001, Functional Design Criteria, Initial Tank Retrieval, Project W-211 

2. Design Reviews (Expectation 3.3. l.1 & 3.3.2.1) 
• Independent Re\··iew and Assessment of the Environmental Management, Privatization Phase l, Infrastructure Projects 

(RL TW08), by the Jupiter Corporation 
• Independent Design Review TWRS Privatization Phase 1, W-519, Infrastructure Project, by the IT Group 

• Letter 99-OPD-012, Completion of Title II Design for Tank AN-105 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 3.0 Technical ·work Scope 

Subcriterion 3.3: Detail Design - Has Detailed Design produced the final technical products that are required to support the 
physical constmction? 

3. Interface Control Documents (Expectation 3.3.1.1) 

• BNf-L ICD BNFL-5193-ID-01 thru 26 

• HNF-2588, Interface Control Documents between Project W-314, W-519 and W-211 

4. Critical Decision 3, Start of Constmction (Expectation 3.3.2.1) 

• TRH/99-OPD-064, Approval of Critical Decision 3B for Project W-314, Start Constmction in the A Y Tank Farm 

5. Project Execution Plans ( Expectation 3.3.3.1) 

• WHC-SD-W-314-PMP-00 1, Project Execution Plan, Tank Fann Restoration and Safe Operation, Project W-314 

• HNF-3_333, Project Management Plan, Initial Tank Retrieval System, Project W-211 

• RPP-6017, Rev. 0, Draft Project Execution Plan for the Tank Fann Contractor 

6. BNFL ICD BNFL-5193-ID-19 & 20 (Expectation 3.3 .3.2) 

7. Advanced Procurement (Expectation 3.3.4.1) 

• Key Decision 28, Initiation of Title II Design and Advanced Procurement for Project W-211, Initial Tank Retrieval 
Systems · 

• HNF-2298, Immobilized High Level Waste Interim Storage, Project W-464 

S. Environmental Permits (Expectation 3.3.5.1 & 3.3.6.1) 

• Project W-314 Phase 1 Environmental Permits and Approvals Plan 

• DOE/ORP-99-09, Radioactive Air Emissions Notice of Construction for the Installation and Operation of a Waste 
Retrieval System in Tanks 241-AP-102 and 24 I-AP-104, Project W-2 I 1 · 

9. Monthly Performance Review, Life Cycle Projects, February 2000 (Expectation 3.3.6.2) 
Recommended Path Forward: 
None required 

Signatures 

Reviewers: Team Lead Approval : 

Date: Date: 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 3.0 Technical Work Scope 

Subcriterion: 3.4 Value Engineering - Is the contractor performing value engineering studies to reduce cost and improve reliability of 
the feed delivery system? Are these studies effective? 

Specific Considerations in Assessment : 

3.4 .1 Is CHG identifying and conducting value engineering (e .g., Alternative Generation Analysis (AGA) and Trade Studies) which 
support the development of a viable feed deli very system? 

DO E Expectations: 
, 

3.4 .1.1 Has value engineering provided sufficient inforn,ation to adequately support the required decisions? 

3.4 .1.2 Have the completed studies adequately addressed optimization of the entire system (waste feed delivery, immobilization, and 
disposal)? 

3.4 .1.3 Have the value engineering studies specific to the waste feed delivery system optimized the feed delivery system? 

Rating Options 

Green: Performance has g iven 
Yellow: Correcti ve actions are needed to be 

Red: Performance has not given confidence that 
con fidence that the RPP will be 

confident that the RPP will be successful in 
the RPP will be successful in meeting B-2 

successful in meeting B-2 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

expectations. 
expec tations. 

Assessment 

Expectations !\'let : Rating: 

3.-1.1 . 1 The AGAs and Trade Studies completed to date provided sufficient information to adequately YELLOW 
support the required decisions. AGAs and Trade studies are planned to meet schedules for 
required decisions . 

3.4 . 1.3 AGAs and Tradt:: Studies specific to the waste feed delivery system have optimized the feed 
delivery system. 

Expectations Not Met: 

3.4 .1.2 Many of the AG As have not adequately addressed optimization of the entire system. 

Basis for Assessment : 

ALL: Discussions w/R. Powell, R. Wojtasek, J. Diedeker, M. O'Neill , CHG 12/ 17/99; Waste Feed Delivery Technical Basis (Volume I-IV), 
l l~F- 1939, Rev O (and future revisions); AGA for Phase I HLW Feed Tanks Selection, HNF-4219, 5/24/99; AGA for DST Primary 
Ventilation Systems Emissions Control and Monitoring, HNF-4245, 9/30/99; Project W-523 Alternatives Generation Analysis C104 SST 
\\'astt:: Feed Delivery, TWR-4454, 7/26/99; Reanalysis Of Alternatives For Immobilized Low Activity Waste Disposal, HNF-4003, 03/24/99; 
Immobilized Hlw Interim Storage Alternatives Generation & Analysis & Decision Report, HNF-3899, 03/23/1999; Trade Studies. 

Recommended Path Forward 

Beneficial: 

3.4 . l . l The value engineering studies provided to-date provide more information and detail necessary to support the associated decisions. 
Future products should be focused to provide a more effective use of resources .. (Cruz in subsequent Baseli_ne Update Guidance, 

-07/00) 

3.4 .1.2 AG As and Trade Studies that address the entire system will benefit from an improved understanding and definition of the entire 
system. Key technical inputs about the BNFL process have not been available to CHG. DOE/ORP must continue to take a more 
active role in facilitating the exchange of inforn,ation. (Continued participation in Technical IPT by DOE and contractor; attend 

IP/PT training) 
3.4. 1.3 ORP needs to better understand the amount and cost of conservatism available during the curse of the project to support decision 

processes. (Cruz in subsequent direction to CHG, ~05/00). 

Signatures 
Reviewers : E.J . Cmz Team Lead Appr oval : l 

(_ ~ -- L---- s-c Date: .~/,7 I er Date: 

l"l .. C .. 
I 

I 8 / ;;lot> 0 

-
er~· 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 3.0 Technical Work Scope 

Suhcriterion 3.5 Technical Thresholds: - Do technical performance thresholds {specifications) tied to desired end-dates exist for 
systems. structures, and components? 

Specific Considerations in Assessment: 

3.5 .1 . Have technical spec ifications been set for systems, subsystems, and components and these specifications are tied to safety 
requirements and desired end states?_ -

3.5.2 Have technical specifications been reviewed and revised as necessary? 
-

3.5.3 Are established technical specifications being controlled through formal change control procedures? 

DOE Expectations: 

3.5.1.1 CHG planning and analysis demonstrates their ability to identify specific requirements and meet the requirements for the waste 
feed delivery and immobilized waste product storage and disposal systems. 

3.5 .2. 1 CHG has reviewed and revised the technical performance specifications to reflect Alternatives Generation Analyses (AGA 's) , 
Trade Studies, changes in ORP technical guidance or requirements, and information from other sources. 

3.5.3.1 A formal change control process for the technical performance specifications is in place and fun!=tioning. 

Rating Options 

Green: -Performance has given Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be Red: Performance has not given confidence that 
confidence that the RPP will .be confident that the RPP will be successful in the RPP will be successful in meeting B-2 · 
successful in meeting B-2 meeting B-2 expectations. expectations. 
t::-.:pectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations l\let : Rating: 

3.5.1.1 CHG has developed specific design requirements and these requirements are incorporated into GREEN 
detailed d<::s ign documents for the feed delivery and immobilized waste product storage and disposal 
systems. 

3.5.2.1 Performance specifications are updated to include results of AGAs, trade studies, and guidance. 

3.5 .3.1 Performance specifications are under the existing site/CHG change control system. Project 
managers are responsible for maintaining project specifications. 

Expectations Not Met : 

Basis for Assessment: 

ALL: Discussions w/R. Powell , R. Wojtasek, J. Diedeker, M. O'Neill, CHG 12/17/99; Alternative Generations Analyses (AGAs); FDC 
Projec t W-211 ITRS [Also 241 SY], SD-W2 I I-FDC-00 1, 08/26/1997; Preliminary Design Requirements Document For Project W-314 Tank 
Farm Restoration & Safe Operations, SD-W314-DRD-001, 05/21/1996; Project Definition Criteria For Project W-521 Waste Feed Delive1y 
Sys [Also _241 SY] , HNF-4408, 08/24/1999; System Specification for the DST System, HNF-SD-WM-TRD-007, 9/30/98; Functional 
Analysis for DST subsystems, HNF-5136, 1/12/00; Waste Feed Delivery System Level 2 Specifications (varying degrees of completion) ; 
Interface Control Documents - ICD-19 and ICD-20, current and future revisions . 

. . --- ··-----~--- · - ·- ·-----·--· ,.., ____ ... 

Rev. final . 
,.1,.00 



Recommended Path Forward 

Beneficial: 

B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

The Level 2 (component/subsystem) specifications must be completed to support Project W-521 during FY-00. Further delay in the 
completion of these specifications will erode their value to the program. Projects W-211 and W-314 have existing specifications and any 
potential changes resulting from the Level 2 specifications must be made on a case-by-case basis. If appropriate specifications are not 
a\'a ilable to support W-521. this rating will be changed to YELLOW. (STATUS AS OF 05/08/00: Many of ~te Level 2 specifications 
han: been issued, but there are a significant amount of"To Be Determined'' and "To Be Revised" statements. A more detailed review 
may warrant a downgrading of this CRAD to yellow if CHG cannot establish a credible path forward .) 

RcYiewers: E.J . Cruz /' ' . 
,[ ·~-) . 

Date : C'?!fflF 

I 
I ..._,_ 

Signatures 

,.;); 7 Cl 

Team Lead Approval : 

Date : 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 3.0 Technical Work Scope 

Subcriterion: .. I6.Siie-c"haracterization is characterization sufficient to provide for the establishment of a reasonable feed delivery syiite~,­
and a high-confidence schedule for delivery of the feed within contract specifications? Is it sufficient to supply BNFL with enough 
characterization samples and data to ensure that its characterization needs are met? 

Specific Considerations in Assessment: 

3.6.J Has CHG sufficiently characterized feed tanks? Do these tanks have a high probability of providing feed within contract 
specifications? 

3.6.2 Has ICD-23 (Waste treatability samples) been updated by BNFL, and does CHG have the scope to accomplish the necessary 

3.6.3 
3.6.4 

work'? 
Have ICDs 19 & 20 been updated and does CHG have the planning in place to characterize waste feed for certification? 
Does CHG have a plan to provide characterization as needed for interfaces and for its own needs? 

DOE Expectations: 

3.6.1 CHG has sufficiently characterized feed tanks. These tanks have a high probability of providing feed within contract specifications. 
3.6.2 ICD-23 (Waste treatability samples) has been updated by BNFL, and CHG has the scope to accomplish the necessa1y work. 
3.6.3 I CDs 19 & 20 have been updated and CHG has the planning in place to characterize waste feed for certification 
3.6.4 CHG has the planning in place to characterize for its own needs, including operations and retrieval. 

Rating Options 

Green: Performance has given 
conlidence that RPP will be 
successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that RPP will be successful in meeting 
B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence that 
RPP will be successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations Exceeded: 

3.6.1 Envelope specilications have been closely evaluated by WIT and CHG waste feed delivery. 

3.6.2 CHG is responding promptly to BNFL's sample requests, changes to the requests, and to some 
requests for specific analytical data. Cooperation among CHG, DOE-ORP and BNFL is excellent. 
All Part B-1 sample requests from BNFL, as defined in ICD-23, Rev. 3, as modified by B0.ff'L letter 
CCN 008705 dated December I, 1999, have been delivered to BNFL as of 2/8/00. 

3.6.3 No expectations were exceeded 

3.6.4 No expectations were exceeded 

Expectations Met: 

3.6.1. Yes. CHG has sufficiently characterized candidate feed tanks. These tanks have a high probability of 
delivering feed within contract specifications. Several issues are outside ofCHG's purview; they 
are: Sulfate is too high in the LAW feed - this could affect waste loading. Many specifications not 
met in liquid fraction of HL W feed - this means contract may need to be modified, however no 
significant HL W processing impacts have been noted. 

3.6.2 Yes, CHG and BNFL have successfully negotiated all the characterization interface needs for 
regulatory and process testing work in ICD-23. Although the current (Rev. 3) version of the ICD 
does not adequately define these needs, the ICD-23 is to be revised by 3/24/00 to reflect all the 
needs. CHG has committed to providing a BCR to provide workscope for samples based on the new 
revision as soon as possible. BNFL has committed to providing sample residue return schedules 
e,·e1y year on June 30 so that the workscope can be placed in the MYWP. 

3.6.3 ICDs 19 & 20 define the waste feed delivery process, including characterization, adequately. 

3.6.4 CHG has provided baseline documentation clearly defining operations and retrieval characterization 
needs; the work is properly scoped and funded in the MYWP. 

Expectations Not Met: 

3.6.1 All expectations were me_t. 

3.6.2 Some sample requests made by BNFL may not be physically achievable. This is not a CHG 

Rating: 

GREEN 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 3.0 Technical Work Scope 

Suhcritcrion·:--I6 Site Characterization Is characterization sufficient to provide for the establishment of a reasonable feed delivery sy.sten,- -
and a high-confidence schedule for delivery of the feed within contract specifications? Is it sufficient to supply BNFL with enough 
charach:rization samples and data to ensure that its characterization needs are met? 

issue, but a DOE/BNFL issue. ICD23 does not adequately define sample residue returns 
schedules. Funding is not available for all expected returns. 

3.6.3 There is no scope or funding for technology development to meet feed certification needs 
described in ICDs 19 and 20. The ICDs 19 & 20 are not sufficiently detailed to be sure that 
CHG-characterization can meet all the requirements. The Feed Certification Data Quality 
Objectives documents are not yet written - therefore work may not be planned/scoped for this effort 
in a timely fashion. ICD 20 requires CHG to provide solids to BNFL during the feed certification 
process. It may not be possible to provide the amount of solids requested. These issues can be 
resolved within the time frame allowed since the feed certification strategy will not be used until 
about five years from no\\' . 

-1 .6.4 All expectations are met. 
--· - - ····--- - --- ---·- -- - ·--- - - - ---- - ---------- - - -~- ------

Basis for Assessment : 

3.6.1 Assess data from following sources to determine if candidate waste feed is within contractual envelope limits: 
(I) Letter report WJT-00-002, dated October 7, 1999, from George Mellinger, PNNL, to Neil Brown, DOE-ORP, "Envelope Validation 

Charts for DST Waste and Selected SST Waste," as amended (see for example WIT-00-005 dated October 26, 1999) 
(2) Best Basis Inventory, as posted on the TWINS Internet site (http:// twins.pn!.l!ov/twins3/twin; .htm) 
(3) Tank Waste Remediation System Operation & Utilization Plan, latest version (currently the May 1999 revision l);HNF-SD-WM-SP-

012 . 

3. (>. 2 Assess the following sources to determine if all characterization interfaces are successfully defined, and the work is scoped: 
(I) Multi-Year Work Plan for Fiscal Year 2000 (FY2000 MYWP) . 
( 2) "Interface Control Document for Waste Treatability Samples," BNFL-5193-ID-23, latest re\'ision ( currently the April 23, I 999 

revision 3) [also known as ICD-23] 

3.6.3 Assess the following documents to determine if planning is in place for necessary characterization work to support B-2 
(I) Multi-Year Work Plan for Fiscal Year 2000 (FY2000 MYWP) 
(2) "Interface Control Document for Low Activity Waste Feed," BNFL-5193-ID-19, latest revision ( currently the October 8, 1999 

re\'i sion 4) [also known as ICD-19] 
(3) "Interface Control Document for High-Level Waste Feed," BNFL-5193-ID-20, latest revision (currently the October 8, 1999 revis ion 

4) [also known as ICD-20f 

3.6.4 Assess the following documents to determine if all characterization needs for other programs are successfully <lefined. and the wo rk _ 
is scoped: · 

(I) Multi-Year Work Plan for Fiscal Year 2000 (FY2000 MYWP) 

(2) "Fiscal Year 2000 Tank Characterization Technical Sampling Basis and Waste Information Requirements Document," HNF-4048 , 
dated 8/4/99 . 

.. 

Recommended Path Forward: No change since March review. 

Important: 

The only area of concern for CHG is that of feed certification needs. As noted, the feed certification characterization strategy is not fully 
matured or scoped. However, CHG has nearly five years before it is scheduled to certify feed. The issues can be worked through in ihat 
amount of time, therefore this area of concern does not impact the "green" rating for RTP. The path forward is to negotiate a feed certification 
strategy that is practicable, document it in the !CDs 19 & 20, and to place the workscope in the appropriate MYWP. 

Signatures 
Reviewers: Nancy Welliver 

rJ.·er Team Lead App,~A-tpp;;?~ 
' 

Date: Date: .S-, t 8 / :J .. c:>r:§o 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 3.0 Technical Work Scope 

Suhcriterion: 3.7 Technical Performance Measures - Have technical performance measures been de veloped to assess progress against 
appro\·ed technical baselines? 

Specific Considerations in Assessment : 

3.7.1 Has CHG developed performance objectives that assess their technical performance in meeting mission requirements? 

DOE Expectations: 

3.7. 1. I CHG has identified the key technical performance objectives . 

3.7. 1.2 CHG can rel ate program acti vities to the performance objectives. 

Rating Options 

Green: Performance has given 
confidence that the RPP will be 
success ful in meeting B-2 
t'xpectations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the RPP will be successful in 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Pe.rformance has not given confidence that 
the RPP will be successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations Met: 

3.7. 1. 1 CHG has identified key technical objectives necessary to assess prpgress against the approved 
technical baselines. The objectives (key measures) are traceable to the DST system 
performance requirements . These are presented in the Waste Feed Delivery Program Technical 
Performance Measurement Assessment Plan (HNF-3943 Rev. 0) . 

3.7. 1.2 CHG can relate program activities to the identified key technical objectives. This is done by 
relating the activities in TBRs to the level I logic (which are arranged by tank) to the mission 
summary diagram. The latter communicates the on-time, quantity and quality objectives. HNF-
3943 describes the plan in FYOO to develop specific performance planned profiles relating 
acti\·ities , performance expectations, and objectives. 

Expectations l\'ot Met: 

Basis for Assessment : 

Rating: 

GREEN 

AL L: Discussions w/R . Powell, R. Wojtasek , J. Diedeker, M. O 'Neill, CHG 12/17/99; HNF-IP-0842, Vol. 4, Section 2.4: HNF-3943 
\\'a ste Feed Delivery Program Technical Performance Measures Assessment Plan, 08/09/99; River Protection Project FY2000 Multi-Year 
\\'o rk Plan Summary, RPP-5044 ; 8/27/99; TBRs for TW-04. 

Recommended Path Forward : 

Essential: No actions noted; No change since April assessment. 

Important: Develop the specific performance planned profiles defined by HNF-3943. 

Beneficial: While these activities have been identified, ORP/CHG must continue to emphasize the importance of these activities to ensure 
the y are completed. An important example is the AZ-101 Process Test (Cniz in subsequent Baseline Update Guidance, ~07/00) . 

ReYiewers : E.J. Cruz 

Date : 

Signatures 

Rev final 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 3.0 \Vork Scope/Technical 

Suhcriterion: 3.8 Operational Readiness.- Ensuring Readiness of Construction Projects for Transition from Construction to 
Operations 

Specific Considerations in Assessment: 
3.8. 1 DOE must identify all construction projects with completion dates. 
3.S.2 DOE must assess themselves and the contractor for readiness per the established program. 
3.8.3 CHG must have a program in place in compliance with applicable Orders and Directives to ensure readiness. 
3.S .4 DOE and CHG should incorporate Lessons Learned from previous readiness reviews. 

!'iOTE: These considerations were evaluated during the Readiness Assessments conducted on various projects . See item #~ of 
RMIS D8199318 

DOE Expectations: 
3.8. l . I - CHG will follow applicable DOE startup/restart requirements. 
3.8.2 .1 - Roles and responsibilities defined per ISMS Guiding Principles 

· • 3.8.3 .1 - DOE line management will follow applicable DOE startup/restart requirements. 
3.8 .4 .1 - DOE \\'ill conduct an independent assessment of the startup/restart process. 

i\OTE: The RMIS referenced under Basis for Assessment addresses these four expectations 
Rating Options· 

. : Performance has given Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be Red: Performance has not given confidence 
rnnlidence that the Contractor will confident that the Contractor will be successful that the Contractor will be successful in meeting 
be successful in meeting B-2 in meeting 8-2 expectations. B-2 expectations. 
e.\pectations. 

Assessment 
-

:Expectations l\Iet: 
3.8 .1.1 -- DOE has identified all construction projects with their completion dates. The assessments we are 

planning for readiness assessments and operational readiness reviews to coincide with the 
completion dates. DOE staffing is appropriate to meet these requirements. 

3.S.2.1 - DOE has performed a self-assessment and an assessment of the contractor regarding their 
readiness assessment program. 

3.8.3.1 -The contractor has a program in place which complies with applicable orders and directives 
associated with readiness assessment and readiness reviews. 

3.8.4 .1 - DOE and the contractor have incorporated lessons learned from previous reviews. 

j Ratmg: GREEN 
I 

Basis for Assessment : DOE Order 425.1 A; See R.MIS DS 199318 (CRAD 3.8 Operational Readiness for B-2) . This document includes -
DOE Expectations 3.8.1.1 through 3.8.4 .1 
This RMIS document provides the various elements required per DOE order, including specific examples. 
i\OTE: Even though ORP has successfully demonstrated the effeciive implementation of the DOE Order requirements, continuous 

improvements items identified will further enhance the ORP program. The due date for completing these acti_ons is the second 
quarter of calendar year 2000. 

Responsible Manager· Ami B. Sidpara 
Recommended Path Forward : 
None Required; No change since March review. 

I". 
,·; Signatures 

ReYicwers: R. C. Sorensen tt·. I Team Lead ApprnvaH A. Poppiti a;a,.,.;.,., t:;.ur· 
Ji\ 1 li,, 
/'-- tJ-- -LI'...({ 

Date: 

.I I Debriefed with (Point of Contact):Da ' Dobson, CHG 

5j)C CC 
Date: s-/,5' l-unro 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed.Self Assessment 

Criterion: 4.0 Schedule 

Suhcriterion: 4.1 Master Schedule - Has the master schedule been updated to define the work sequence and significant task 
interdependencies, including critical path and contingencies for the construction phase? 

Specific Considerations in Assessment: 

4.1 .1 Has CHG updated the master, intermediate and detailed schedules to depict the tasks needed to meet the construction and 
follow-on milestone dates? 

4.1.2 Has CHG updated the schedules to identify the constraints and decision points for work accomplishment, to provide critical 
path ,·isibility and to depict progress against the schedule baseline? 

4.1.3 Are the schedule activities logically tied to allow the calculation of a critical path and to determine appropriate strategies to 
manage the schedule? 

4.1.4 Are the activities and logic identified for interfaces between CHG and PHMC sub-contractors? 

4.1.5 Do schedules contain appropriate contingency? 

DO£ Expectations: 

4.1.1 .1 CHG has updated the master, inte1mediate and detail schedules to depict the tasks needed to meet the constmction and follow­
on milestone dates . 

4.1.1.2 CHG has a system to ensure that changes to the master schedule are passed down to and integrated with the intermediate 
schedule and similarly to the detail schedules. 

4.1.2.1 CHG has updated the schedules to identify the constraints and decision points for work accomplishment, to provide critical 
path visibility and to depict progress against the schedule baseline. 

4.1.2.2 The CHG schedule is consistent with the _DOE planning guidance (June 1999) and any subsequent DOE directed changes. 

4.1.3 Activities are logically driven to determine critical path. 

4.1.4.1 Interfaces between CHG and PHMC subcontractors are clearly identified. 

4.1.4.2 PHMC's subcontractors (if any) have prepared logic driven schedules and allocated appropriate resources to support the 
agreed to milestone with CHG. 

4.1.5 Schedules are prepared at 80% confidence. 
·f•·;-

' ,' Ratin'g'Option( , 
. • ';, •. j ~ . ! .; . 

•.'·. -·• 

Green: Performance has given Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
rn nlidence that the Contractor will confident that the Contractor will be successful 
bi.: sui.:i.:essful in meeting B-2 in meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the Contractor will be successful in 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

e:,;pectations. 

Expectations !\let/Not Met: 

4. I. I. I CHG has updated the 111aster, intermediate and detail schedules to depict the tasks needed to 
111eet t'1e co11srr11ctio11 w1dfollow-011 milestone dates. 

Researc'1 

Ray Moller of CHG was contacted to discuss the development of the Master Baseline Schedule 
RPOA in respect to the Multi-Year Work Plan (MYWP). Ray stated that this schedule contained 
all items covered in the MYWP and had incorporated all comments from the Baseline Update 
Guidance (BUG) FY-2000. The Master Baseline Schedule followed the logic established in the 
TBR's and activities within RPOA were also coded to match the TBR activity. The Master 
Baseline Schedule currently meets the milestone dates established for waste feed to BNFL. 
However the current Master Baseline Schedule was developed with unconstrained funding 
parameters so that the future FY funding needs exceed the projected funding levels that will be 
authorized. 

Rating: . 

Green 

Rev. final 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Analysis 

Several elements from the TBR 's were selected at random to verify that these elements were 
included in the Master Baseline Schedule RP0A. These TBR elements were : 

JJO.E40 Construct 2-12-A Evaporator Life-E xtension Upgrades 

730.200 Startup and Test HLW & LAW Pretreatmen t/Immobilization Facility 

270.630 Assess Tank Conditions 

120.1130 Provide Retrieval Program Direction to Project W-211 for AP-102 & AP-104 

130.11-15 Prepare for Sampling During LAW Feed Staging 

A selection filter was set in P3 using the mid level logic code field established by CHG to select 
each of these TBR elements. The Master Baseline Schedule contained one or more schedule 
activities logically linked for each of these TBR elements. These elements are also listed in 
CHG's TBR Composite Index spreadsheet and have been hi-lighted in light green. It appears 
from this search that CHG has included all elements from the MYWP and the BUG FY-2000 to 
accomplish the milestqne dates for LAW and HLW waste feed . 

Some of the TBR elements that include constrnction work typically have long durations and 
have large budget numbers associated with them, such as element 330.E40 which has a 
construction activity duration of 253 workdays and a budget of $3,476,520.00. CHG is 
currently in the process of combining detail constrnction schedules at a lower level of detail than 
the Master Baseline Schedule. These detail schedules will breakdown the long duration 
construction activities into smaller activities . This lo,v level integrated constrnction schedule 
was being reviewed by CHG and will be formally issued in March 2000. This schedule was not 
available for review at this time. However, Mui Lee of CHG demonstrated that these schedules 
do exist and are being used in CHG's planning effort. 

Conc/11sio11 

CHG has included all \VI3S elements from the TBR' s in their Master Baseline Schedule RP0A . 
The number of activities varies for each element of the TBR, but there is at least one (I) 
schedule acti,·ity with associated logic for each TBR element. Lower level constrnction 
schedules are being developed and used as part of CH G's planning and schedule effort. 

As stated above, the current Master Baseline Schedule shows an unconstrained funding case 
where projects support the introduction of LAW and HL W waste streams to BNFL per 
privatiza_tion milestone dates. However, this schedule exceeds the target funding constraints for 
FY 2002 to FY 2006 as established by BUG FY 2000. CHG has stated in the FY 2000 MYWP 
Summary that constra ining the schedule to $382M funding constraint in FY 2001 rather than the 
target of S446 would impact the scheduled privatization start-up dates. Other than this broad 
statement no specifics have been mentioned. Currently the Master Baseline Schedule still 
reflects the unconstrained funding scenario. If the funding limits established in the BUG FY~ 
2000 are realistic, then the schedule will need to be revised to reflect these funding constraints 
to mitigate any impacts that CHG has predicted. 

4.1. l .l CHG has a system to ensure that changes to the master schedule are passed down to and 
integrated with the intermediate schedule and similarly to the detail schedules. 

Research 

LMHC procedure LMH-PRO-533 was referenced as document for basis of assessment. This 
change procedure is the vehicle to make changes to the Master Baseline Schedule whenever a 
contract change is approved. It was assumed that the functions listed as FDH in the procedure 
are now performed by CHG. While this procedure provides a road map for the evolution of a 
contract change, it does not describe how the lower level schedules under the Master Baseline 
Schedule are updated. 

Ray Moller of CHG was asked about this process. Ray stated that when a contract change has 
been approved, an Operations Directive is written by CHG Contracts Group to implement 
change. This directive is sent to the Program Managers for implementation. Program Managers 
direct schedulers to implement change in schedule. After the change has been incorporated into 
schedules, the Program Manager formally notifies Contracts Group that change has been 

implemented. 
1'1::• . 111li1l 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Ray also stated that the lower level schedules are usually the origin of a contract change. When 
Cl IG requests a change, the lower level schedules are used to produce the "what if' scenarios 
and impacts to the RPP. Also, the Scheduler is intimately involved in the preparation of the 
change request at the beginning, so when the change is approved and the Operations Directive is 
received from the Contracts Group there is no confusion over what i~ involved. Ray stated that 
Mark Rosenberry of CHG was responsible for the change module kept by CHG. 

Mark Rosenberry of CHG was contacted about the change process and how schedule changes 
were incorporated into lower level schedules. Mark stated that change procedure LMH-PRO-
533 was currently being revised to streamline the procedure and address concerns that CHG had 
with this preYious procedure. A draft copy of this procedure and revised Baseline Change 
Request (BCR) form is attached for review. Mark provided a printout of the current change log 
that listed the stan1s of changes as either approved or pending. These changes are tracked by 
Mark to ensure that the change elements are incorporated into the MYWP and that any schedule 
changes are incorporated into the lower level schedules. Mark also verified that typically 
schedule changes originate from the lower level schedules where the "what-if' analysis is 
perforri1ed and attached to the change request as justification for the change. Mark stated that 
Dick Foley of CHG would have examples of BCR's with the supporting documentation. 

Dick Foley of CHG was contacted by providing the back-up information and P3 schedule that 
supports an appro\·ed BCR. Dick also verified that the lower level schedules typically are the 
\'chicle that initiate the generation of a BCR when a schedule change is required or requested. 
Dick will forward a copy of BCR RRP-00-017 for review. 

A 11a~)'sis 

BCR RPP-00-017 \\·as reviewed to verify that this change contained the appropriate schedule 
back-up and documentation . A copy of this change is attached for review. Also BCR RPP-00-
014 \Vas reviewed to verify schedule back-up to the change. A copy of this change is included 
as well. 

Co11c/11sio11 

From the investigation of the Baseline Change Requests, it all schedule changes were made to 
the lower level detail schedules when the BCR was approved. CHG is currently working on a 
new contract change procedure that will streamline this procedure and make it more aligned . 
with the RPP mission. 

4.1.2. I CHG /ras 11pdated tire sc/red11/es to identify the co11strai11ts a11d decision poi11tsfor work 
acco111plis/r111e11t, to pro1'ide critical path visibility and to depict progress against the sched11le 
baseli11e. 

Reseal'Ch 

Ray Moller of CHG provided schedule RC0A, which was the updated version of the Master 
Baseline Schedule. This P3 schedule had a data date of December 27, 1999. 

Analysis 

To verify that the schedule had been updated, a search within P3 was done to determine how 
may activities had progress with an actual start, actual finish, and remaining duration different 
than original duration . A filter was set-up in P3 to select the activities with progress. Of the 
18,844 total activities in the schedule, 1,457 had progress, and of these 1,457 activities with . 
progress, 727 acti\·ities were not Level of Effort (LOE) activities. Of the 1,457 activities that 
had progress, 273 activities were completed. 

Co11c/11sio11 

The Master Baseline Schedule is being updated on a regular basis. The updated schedule 
provided by CHG had activities with progress, which showed new critical items so that the 
critical path visibility was apparent and so that progress was depicted against the schedule 
baseline. · 

Rev. final 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed .Self Assessment 

4.1.2.l The CHG sclu.:dule is consistent with the DOE planning g11idance (J11ne 1999) and any 
rnhseq11e11t DOE directed changes . 

Conc/11sio11 

This e·xpectation has been covered in previously reviewed criter\a. Please refer to CRAD 4.3 .2 
and 4.2.1 . 

.4. / .3 Acti1·ities are logicafly driven to determine critical path. 

Analysis 

To verify that the schedule Master Baseline Schedule is logically driven, the schedule was 
rev iewed to see if there are logic ties between each activity rather than having the activities 
constrained mainly by dates . The P3 schedule RP0A \"'.as reviewed for the number of constraint 
dates and the number of open-end activities, which have no predecessor or successor. The 
results of this review showed that RP0A had 3,375 early date constraints, 15 late date 
constraints, 6 mandatory constraints, and over 4,300 activities without a predecessor or 
successor logic link. Most of the activities with the date constraints and without preceding and 
succeeding logic ties are level of effort activities. A list of these activities is included in the 
electronic file "RP0A Schedule Report" which is included with this CRAD. 

The activities in the schedule were filtered so that only critical path activities, those with Total 
Float (TF) less than or equal to zero, were listed. There were 553 activities with zero or less TF 
and of these 43 acti\'ities had this imposed by a zero float constraint. See attached graph for 
di stribution of TF by project. You would expect that the majority of critical activities would fall 
into the \rnste retrie\'al and priva tization projects TW04 and TWOS a:1d see very little in the tank 
operations and support projects TW02 and TW03 since these projects typically have Level of 
Effort (LOE) activities . 

The critical activities in the near term were investigated as well . P3 was filtered so that 
acti vi ties occurring in the next two (2) years were listed. A printout of these activities is 
attached to this CRAD. This filter shows that the majority of critical activities occur in TW-03 
Tank Farm Operations, and that the retrieval and waster privatization projects have very little 
critical acti vities in the next two years. A graph showing this distribution is attached for review. 
Once again this is counter intuitive since the TW-03 project is an ongoing maintenance project. 
It was thought that there might be near critical activities ·that would show up if the sensitivity of 
the TF filter was increased. The filter was redone to increase the amount ofTF from Oto 65 
days or three months . The number ofTW-03 Tank Farm Operations greatly increased while the 
critical or near critical activities numbers for the TW-04 and TW-08 projects increased very 
slightly. A graph showing this distribution is attached for review. 

Conclusion 

The critical activity list, those with Total Float near zero, is intended to be a prominent tool used 
to judge the overall schedule performance of the project. This tool is used to focus everyone's 
attention on the activities that need to be accomplished in order to stipport the goal of waste feed 
to BNFL. From the information reviewed on the Master Baseline Schedule RP0A, there are 
some serious problems with determining \Vhich activities are critical to support this waste feed 
goal. Not only are there a significant number of imposed constraint dates, but there are a lot of 
activities that do not ha\·e any logic associated with them all. Also, the activities that should not 
show up as critical are the majority of the critical activities. The sub-schedules making up the 
Master Baseline Schedule combine both LOE projects and goal driven projects, and when they 
are combined into one it becomes very co·nfusing to see which activities are truly driving the 
project goal. The current Master Baseline Schedule does not clearly define the critical path 
for the project. The intent of the Master Baseline Schedule is combine all elements ofCHG's 
work in one common area or schedule, and have this schedule as the main reporting vehicle for 
the project. When these two different types of schedule are combined together, the resultant 
master schedule does not provide any additional information value to the project, in fact it 
lessens this value due to the confusion. The individual project schedules still provide a critical 
path that is relevant to that project, and a means for management to assess that individual 
project's overall schedule status. 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

4.1.4. I Interfaces beMee11 CHG and PHMC s11bcontractors are clearly identified. 

Researc/1 

Mike Lewis of CHG was contacted to review the interfaces between PHMC and CHG. Mike 
stated that the interfaces were defined in the Hanford Site Technical Database or HSTD. CHG 
and the PHMC meet on a yearly basis to discuss these interface points just prior to preparation 
or updating of the MYWP. At this time, both the PHMC and CHG agree on what waste transfer 
or work is taking place and this is just to verify that CHG can take the waste or not. The are a 
small number of these interface points and the majority of these are beyond FY-2006 when the 
vitrification facility is up and operating. All interface points are kept in lower level schedules 
and are not shown in the more summary schedules. Other than these few points of interface, 
coordination between CHG and the PHMC are minimal. 

A11a(rsis 

The Master Baseline Schedule RP0A was reviewed for these interface points. One critical 
interface is the 242A Evaporator and the work that will be done to extend the life of the 
evaporator. A sequence of activities is shown in the schedule running from 10/01/99 to 
01 /31 /05 . A copy of these activities is included for review. 

Co11c/11sio11 

The interfaces between the PHMC and CHG are shown in the Master Baseline Schedule. Since 
the majority of these interfaces are the acknowledgement that waste can be transferred some 
time in the distant future, they are not yet scheduled for a specific date. The review of the 
interface points on a yearly basis provides CHG with the opportunity to include the specifics 
about each interface in their MYWP well in advance of the actual int.!rface taking place. This 
process is currently working as planned. 

-1 . I .4. :! PHMCs s11bco11tractors (if an;~ have prepared logic driven schedules and allocated 
appropriate reso11rces to rnpport the agreed to milestone with CHG. 

Conc/11sion 

See 4.1 .4.2 above. 

4. / .5 Scl11!d11/es are prepared at 80% confidence level. 

Research 

Amy I3asche of CHG \\"as contacted about the risk analysis that CHG has done for the Master 
Baseline Schedule. Amy stated that the last formal risk analysis that CHG has perfom1ed was 
two (2) years ago for the MYWP, and that risk analysis was only a financial analysis and did not 
inrnl \'e the schedule. CHG currently does not have a formal risk analysis for the schedule risk 
or the financial risk . CHG does have two people working to produce these risk analyses for the 
RTP.date in April 2000, and these analyses will not be complete until that time. Amy stated that 
CHG has performed several schedule risk analyses for their projects, but these have never been 
formally issued to ORP. The risk analysis will be performed in line ·,vith the PIO risk analysis 
so that they are complimentary. Amy stated that CHG will use P3 's Mo().te Carlo risk 
simulation module when doing there schedule risk analysis . Also, this risk analysis will 
concentrate on the waste delivery and privatization project schedules and their associated critical 
paths rather than all activities in the Master Baseline Schedule. The framework of the risk 
analysis is in place to begin after all research is complete. A copy of the risk analysis previously 
performed CHG is attached for reference 

Co11clusio11 

The risk analysis for the 80% confidence has not been completed and issued by CHG to date. 
The last risk analysis done was two years ago and this was a financial analysis only. The 
research and background infom1ation is currently being gathered by CHG and will be compiled 
into a formal report by the April 2000 RTP date. The risk analysis method proposed by CHG is 
inline with the PIO method and should compliment the PIO effort when completed and issued. 

Rev. final 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Basis for Assessment : 

4.1.1.1 RPP-5044, Ri1•er Protection Project FY 2000 MYWP Summa,y contains master (WBS level 3) and intermediate (PMBS) 
schedules. Detailed schedules in P3 on 100-MB zip disk (4 .3 CRAD file in library). Conversation with Ray Moller of CHG 
on 0 1/24/00 . CHG 's TBR Composite Index spreadsheet on 1.44-MB disk. 

-L 1.1.2 LMH-PRO-533, Change Co11trol, Rev. 0 and TBR's. Interview with Ray Moller of CHG on 02/03/00 and telephone 
conversation on 02/16/00. Com·ersation with Mark Rosenberry of CHG on 02/1 6/00. Draft copy of change procedure HNF­
IP-0842 and draft copy of Baseline Change Request (BCR) form. Ttlephone conversation with Dick Foley of CHG on 
02116.100. Copy of BCR RPP-00-017 and RPP-00-014 . 

4.1.2.1 Updated Master Baseline Schedule RC0A dated December 27, 1999 in P3 format on I 00-MB zip disk ( 4.3 CRAD file in 
library). 

4.1.2.2 See CRAD 4.3.2 and 4.2.1. 

4.1.3 Master Baseline Schedule RP0A in P3 format on 100-MB zip disk (4.3 CRAD file in library). 

4.1 .4. 1 Interview with Mike Lewis of CHG on 02/17/00. 

4.1.4.2 Interview with Mike Lewis of CHG on 02/17/00. 

4.1.5 Interview with Amy Basche of CHG on 02/17/00. Previous Risk Analysis performed by CHG (attached). 

Recommended Path Forward : 

Essential Actions 

!\one 

Important Actions 

!\:one 

Beneficial Actions 

I. The current Master Baseline Schedule reflects an unconstrained funding case. If the funding limits defined in the BUG FY-
2000 are realistic, then the Master Baseline Schedule will need to be revised to reflect these funding constraints. 

2. There is no clear critical path for completion of the RPP project goal. The current Master Baseline Schedule has many critical 
activities, but these do not show a clear path from the beginning of the project to the end. The schedules making up the Master 
Baseline Schedule will need to be revised or a different means for developing this critical path will need to be devised such as 
showing the critical path in the IPO schedule. 

3. CHG has not yet performed an 80% confidence le\'el risk assessment of the Master Baseline Schedule . 'They currently have 
people working on this risk analysis and will issue it prior to the RTP date in April 2000. This analysis will need to be 
complete prior to the RTP in enough time for ORP and PIO to review its findings . 

rpdates: 

4.1.1.1 CH G's Master Baseline Schedule shows an unconstrained funding case where projects support the introduction of LAW and 
HL W waste streams to BNFL per the privatization milestones for FY 2002 to FY 2006. CHG has also re\'ised the schedule so 
that FY 200 I stays within the $382M limit established by ORP. 

4.1.3 CHG has established the critical path for each tank feed batch by imposing a "zero total float constraint" on the "Provide 
Approval to Transfer" activity end point for each feed batch. This approach does show a critical path to accomplish the project 
work, since it remo\'es all schedule contingency or total float from the logic chain. The logic sheets for the project are sho\vn 
in Appendix C - Integrated Resource Loaded Schedule document HNF-1946 Revision 2. 

4.1.5 CHG performed a risk analysis on the Master Baseline Schedule in order to provide an 80% confidence le\'el that CHG would 
be able to support the privatization effort of BNFL. This analysis is included in document HNF-2017 Re\'ision 2. This 
document currently states that all schedules meet the 80% confidence level required by ORP. No back-up information was 
provided on the schedules or the individual risk elements that were identified and analyzed. 

Re\' . final 
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Signat,ures . ,:~ : 
-. "'·. 

Rc\'icwcrs: 

r ··· \ f , . r . ( 
Date: ·;; - . I r _ _. ··· ·J ) 

Distribution of Activities with TF=>O for Total RPP 

140 
---- --·--..::=r--- --- --- - -l 

120 ., 
/ 

~ 100 
"> 80 
~ 60 -0 

ci 40 
z 

20 

0 
TW02 TW03 TW04 TW06 TW08 TW09 

Project Name 

., 
:! 
"> 
~ ... 
0 

ci z 

-
Distribution of Activities with TF=>65 ES<FY2002 

400 
·- ---·• ------

350 ., 
300 , , 

~ ------
> 250 

~ 
- -------

200 - 150 0 

ci 100 / 

z 
50 

, 

0 
TW01 TW02 TW03 TW04 TW06 TWOS TW09 

Project Name 

Distribution of Activities with TF=>O ES<FY2002 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 

__ __, '" - ----------- - -< 
·;'~. -

,f-.<::=:.1·---1 Tt'·- ---- ------ - --, 

TW02 

~-""' , 
~t:; ,, 
~"""/ ,,~ 

TW03 TW04 TW06 TW08 TW09 

Project Name 

Rev. final 
:: I C f\f\ 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 
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Suhcritcrion: 4.2 l\Iilestones - Key project milestones for completing the design and construction phase have been defined and 
execution milestones have been scheduled. 

Specific Considerations in Assessment : 

4.2.1 Has CHG developed a proposed baseline milestone schedule against which actual performance of major activities and milestones 
for the execution phase and subsequent project phases can be compared and from which forecast data can be generated? 

DOE Expectations: 

4.2.1 CHG has developed a proposed baseline milestone schedule against which actual performance of major activities and milestones 
for the execution phase and subsequent project phases can be compared and from which forecast data can be generated. -

':,. ... . . -~ ; )';. 

:; . ::}fating Options . _·_ ~ 
_,, ... ,,_. .... -- -- -· 

Green: Performance has given 
confidence that the Contractor will 
be successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the Contractor will be successful 
in meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the Contractor will be successful in meeting 
B-2 expectations. 

. ::'. Assess~ent ): 
' ~::._"'. -

Expectations Met: Rating: 

4.1. / CHG has d1!1°eloped a proposed baseline milestone sclzed11le against which act11al pe1for111ance of Green 
major acth·ities and milestones for the exec11tion phase and s11bseq11ent project phases can be 
compared and from ll'hich forecast data can be generated. 

Research 

Ray Moller of CHG was contacted to determine location of baseline milestone schedule. Ray 
stated that no baseline milestone schedule exists in P3 or CPM format other than milestones listed 
in t\faster Baseline Schedule. Ray was also questioned about the Central Milestone Module 
(CMM) which was referenced in the Baseline Update Guidance (BUG) FY 2000. I was referred 
to Diane Martin of CHG who was responsible for the maintenance of the CMM. · 

Diane Martin of CHG was contacted about the CMM. Diane is responsible for updating and 
maintenance of the CMM. All the agreed to milestones for the RPP are kept in the CMM, These 
milestones come from DOE-HQ, DOE-RL, and ORP. The CMM is an application that can be 
·downloaded onto your computer from the Hanford LAN. Diane is the only one with write 
authority for this application. All others using the application have read only authority. A copy 
of the Baseline Control Log from the CMM system is attached for reference. Diane receives 
updates from the CHG project schedulers on a monthly basis. These updates are then transferred 
to the CMM. Diane stated that a report from the CMM is not formally issued to anyone within 
the ORP or DOE-RL. However, the information from the CMM is reported in the Monthly 
Pc:rformance Review issued by CHG. A copy of the December 1999 report is attached for 
reference (see pages 22 to 26). 

Analysis 

To \'erify that the milestones listed in the CMM existed in the Master Baseline Schedule, 10 
milestones were selected at random. These were as follows : 

HQ T0/-00-/04 M-44-14D Submit Final TSB-WIRD for FY 2001 

RL TO 1-03-300 Completion of Core Sampling of All Tanks (5.6.3 . l.J) 

. ORP TOJ-00-7 51 Start Interim Stabilization of 3 SST's (3.1.1) 

HQ TOJ-0/-104 M-46-0lG Concurrence of Additional Tank Acquisition 

ORP TOJ-05-300 TIP - Assess need for DST Replacement 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

HQ T04-00-24 I Submit Annual Update of SST Retrieval Sequence Document 

ORP T04-0J-W20 Submit a Field Investigation Report for T, TX-TY 

ORP T04-07-U!0 TIP: Decision on IMUST Retrieval 

ORP T04-l4-/BI Initiate Tank Waste Retrieval from 17 additional SST's 

HQ T04-49- IV25 M-45 -56 Complete Implementation of Agreed to Interim Measures 

The Master Baseline Schedule RPOA was reviewed for these milestones. The selection filter in 
P3 was set to ~elect activities by the Milestone Number code field. All 10 milestones were found 
to exist in the Master Baseline Schedule. All IO milestones had the same baseline date listed in 
the CMM and the Master Baseline Schedule. A copy of a P3 report is attached for reference. 

After reviewing the milestone list and noticing the number of milestones that were achieved in 
·September 2000 (see attached chart Suggested Format for Monthly Performance Review Report), 
it was decided to perform a distribution analysis of these milestones. Frorri this chart it can be 
seen that over half of the milestones for FY 2000 fall into September 2000. This would again 
suggest that over half of the milestones are tied to Level of Effort (LOE) activities . 

It was also noticed when investigating the milestones, that a majority of the milestones had large 
amounts of Total Float and a significant number had a date constraint in the P3 schedule. A 
distribution of the Total Float and date constrained milestones was prepared (see attached chart). 
It can be seen from the Total Float distribution graph that a\1 but 21 of the 219 milestones had 
Total Float in excess of IO years . This would suggest that the majority of mHestones selected are 
associated with LOF activities and have no successor activities. The distributions of milestones 
with a date constraint were plotted as well. These distributions show that approximately half of 
the milestones have a date constraint. This distribution is also valid for the mileston·es with zero 
Total Float as well. 

The milestones that had a date constraint and Total Float less than one year were further 
rev iewed. There are five milestones with a Mandatory Finish constraint and four that had an 
Early Finish constraint. All these milestones were reviewed to see what the Total Float was for 
their preceding activities . Of these nine milestones, three had activities with negative Total Float, 
five had positive Total Float, and only one had activities with zero Total Float preceding it. A 
table containing this information is attached for reference. 

Co11c!Hsio11 : 

A separate baseline milestone schedule does not exist, however the Central Milestone Module 
(CMM) tracks each of the agreed to milestones. The CMM performs the same functions as a 
baseline milestone schedule. Actual performance of the project milestones can be compared to 
the planned baseline and forecasts can be made. The status of these milestones is reported 
monthly in the Monthly Performance Review issued by CHG. 

The majority of the milestones contained in the CMM are related to LOE activities. While it is 
important to achieve these LOE milestones or goals , they are not the best indicator of how the 
RPP is progressing towards its ultimate goal of remediation and closure. Also, these LOE 
milestones are not really affected by the schedule logic as evidenced the amount of Total Float 
associated with most of them. Of the milestones selected for use in the CMM, only 14 are critical 
to accomplishing the RPP's ultimate goal and these 14 should receive the highest priority. A 
better method for judging the status of the RPP project would be to separate the LOE milestone 
activities from the project milestones and report the project and critical milestones differently 
than the LOE milestones. See Impro vements in the Recommended Path Forward section. 
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MILESTONE ACHIEVEMENT FY 2000 
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Critical Milestone Buffer Report 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Basis for Assessment: 

4.2.1.1 . Telephone conversation with Ray Moller of CHG on Wednesday February 2, 2000. 

4.2.1.2 DOE Baseline Update Guidance (BUG) FY 2000 (See File 4.3 for copy of BUG FY 2000) . 

4.2.1.3 Conversation with Diane Martin of CHG on Wednesday February 2, 2000. 

-1 .2.1.4 Baseline Control Log report from Central Milestone Module dated 02/02/2000 (attached). 

-U .1.5 Monthly Performance Review RPP December 1999 (attached) . 

-1 .2.1.6 Master Baseline Schedule RP0A dated 01OCT99 (see 100-MB zip disk in file CRAD 4.3). 

Recommended Path Forward: 

Essential Actions 

None 

Important Actions 

None 

Beneficial Actions 

The following suggestions are offered for long term improvement of the CHG schedule control process. , 

I . The Clirrent Projected Date shown in the CMM does not contain any infom1ation. This date field should be updated monthly 
with the latest forecast start or completion for each of the milestones. This information is available from the early start or finish 
dates in the master schedule. Also, a field showing the difference in days between the Current Projected Date and either the 
Baseline Date 01: the Revision Date would be helpful to quickly assess th~ status of a particular milestone. 

2. The Forecast Date shown for the milestones listed in the Monthly Performance Review does not contain any informatio·n. This 
date field should be updated monthly with the latest forecast start or completion for each of the milestones. This information is 
available from the early start or finish dates in the master schedule. Also, a field showing the difference in days between the 
Forecast Date and Schedule Date would be helpful to quickly assess the status of a particular milestone. 

3. The LOE milestones selected as key progress or performance indicators are largely skewed to the final month of FY 2000. 

4. 

Typically the milestones selected for this month are an aggregation of previous work that is taking place throughout the year 
such as milestone T0/-00-/08 Complete 12 Grab Samples or milestone T0/-00-/07 Complete 12 Core Samples. When over hal f 
the milestones are pushed into this final month, you did not get a representative sample of how the project is really performing. 
It would be better to break these cumulative types of milestones down into smaller milestones such as Complete I Grnb Sample 
and show one for each month. This would provide a better evaluation ofCHG's performance and would also be fairer to them . 
since for example they could make 11 Grab Samples leading up to September 2000, but not make the 12th one until after the FY 
was_ complete. 

While the Milestone Achievement table for FY 2000 list in the Monthly Performance Review is informative, displaying it with a 
histogram and progress curve could enhance value of this information. The graphical approach would provide an overall trend 
of how well the milestones were being attained, and would also show how many milestones were coming up in the next several 
months. All the information necessary to use the graphical display is currently available. The attached chart shows this same 
information, but by period. (Please note, the total number of milestones shown in monthly report is incorrect.) 

5. The project and critical milestones will need a different method to show their status than the method used in the Monthly 
Performance Review. Once the milestone baseline date has been established, all date constraints should be removed and the 
milestone will move with the latest schedule update. A graph or chart showing the relative status of these milestones could then 
be used to better demonstrate if these milestones are being impacted and will b_e completed as planned. An example of this type 
of report is attached for review. 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Suhcritcrion: 4.3 Performance/Trends in Schedule - Has CHG demonstrated the capability to establish and control their schedule? 

Specific Considerations in Assessment : 

4.3.1 Has a Master, Intem1ediate, and detailed Schedule baseline been established with a "rolling wave" concept where less schedule 
detail is required for out year scope? 

4.3.2 !-las CHG incorporated ORP guidance into schedule and is this traceable to MYWP? 

DO E Expectations: 

4 .3.1 Schedules have been established with a "rolling wave" concept with less schedule detai l required for out year scope . 

4 .3.2 ORP guidance is traceable to the MYWP schedule. 
.. 

f Rating Options · · :· ,, .} ~- :-, .. ,: . -·~. 

C reen: Perfornrnnce has given con­
ti ck m:e that the Contractor will be 
succ<.' ss ful in meeting B-2 expecta­
tions. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the Contractor will be successful 
in meeting B-i expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the Contractor will be successful in meet­
ing B-2 expectations . 

·· Assessment-. ' .. ·. 

Expectations Met: 

(· _( . : .. :~:-~ -~ ·.--· 

:,. -· 
._,,.::, .': .· 

4. 3.1 Schedt1!es lw1·e been established with a "rolling wave " concept ll'ith less schedule detail reqt1ired 
fo r out of year scope. 

The Master Baseline Schedule developed by CHG was reviewed for the "rolling wave" concept. 
The schedule re viewed was named RPOA and had a data date of0IOCT99. To verify that the 
'"rolling wave" concept wa.s used in the development of this schedule, a distribution of activity 
Early Start (ES) dates was developed. This distribution was developed by modifying the filter in 
the P3 Software so that an activity would be selected when that activity's ES date fell within the 
selected FY. This distribution was plotted for the FY 2000 through 2009. This plot clearly shows 
FY 2000 has the most activities with a continual drop-off in the number of activities in e·ach suc­
ceeding year. The total number of activities in the Baseline Master Schedule is 18,776. FY 2008 
and FY 2009 show approximately 1/I0'h the number of activities as FY 2000 (See chart below). 

To verify that the "rolling wave" concept was used in the development of the lower level sched­
ules, a distribution of activity Early Start (ES) dates was developed for one of the randomly se­
lec ted sub-projects . The selected sub-project was named T40B (an electronic copy of both these 
schedules is contained on a 100-MB ZIP disk in the project library) and had a data date of 
0 I OCT99. This distribution was developed in the same way as the Master Baseline Schedule dis­
tribution, which was by modifying the filter in the P3 Software so that an activity would be se­
kcted when that activity ' s ES date fell within the selected FY. This distribution was plotted for 
the FY 2000 through 2009. Once again, this plot clearly shows FY 2000 has the most activities 
with a continual drop-off in the number of activities in each succeeding year. The drop-off is not 
as pronounced as in the Master Baseline Schedule, however, the trend is similar with FY 2008 and 
FY 2009 show approximately 113,J the number of activities as FY 2000 (See chart below). 

Due to the unusually large number of schedule activities starting after FY 2006 and as a further 
check on the "rolling wave" concept, a further breakdown analysis of the schedule activities was 
performed. This analysis looked at the distribution of the activities ' duration for a selected number 
of fiscal years . The Master Baseline Schedule RP0A and the sub-project schedule T40B were 
once again reviewed. The breakdown distribution by duration was performed in P3 by once again 
modifying the filter to first select the activities, which had an ES date within the selected fiscal 
year, and then further selecting activities which had a duration falling within the specified band 
width. This information was then plotted in a histogram for easy comparison and is attached for 
review. 

This additional breakdown analysis provided some interesting·results. It showed that the greatest 
percentage of schedule activity durations for each period tested fell into the bandwidth of greater 
than 200 days . Also, even though the "rolling wave" concept was apparent at the summary level, 

~ .:-

Rating: · 

Green 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

within each FY th is rolling wave did not appear that evident. 

Looking at the FY 2000 graph for the Master Baseline Schedule, it would be expected to see the 
majority of the activity durations falling in the left part of the graph so that the distribution would 
be skewed toward shorter duration activities. The distribution in reality is neutral as evidenced by 
the lighter colored bar, which shows the approximate center of the distribution. This skew towards 
the right is due to the large number of activ ities in the >200 range . As you progress in time from 
FY 2000 on, you would expect so see the distribution move continually from the left to the right, 
going from short planned durations to longer durations . There is a slight migration to the right for 
FY 2001 to FY 2006, however, as you progress beyond FY2006, the distribution reverses and 
moves toward the left to the neutral position. This type of distribution is counter intuitive since 
you would expect fewer and fewer activities with short durations as you got progressed further and 
further into the future . This effect is even more pronounced in sub-project T40B . 

Due to the unusually large number of activities with durations greater than 200 days that kept ap­
pearing, a filter was run just for these activities. This type of activity accounts for approximately 

· J/J 'J of the activities in the Master Baseline Schedule. Upon further review of the activities' detail 
information, it was determined that the majority of these activities ran for a specific FY and started 
at the beginning of that year and ended at the last day of that FY. 

The large number of short duration activities for FY 2007 and forward into the future was investi­
gated as well. It would be expected that there would be some short duration activities in these fu­
ture years for milestones or interface points for the other contractors. However, short duration ac­
ti\·ities account for approximately 113 rd of these future activities . A detailed review of these short 
duration activities revealed that some of the continuing maintenance work is planned in as much 
detail for the distant future years as the current year work plan. 

Ray Moller of CHG was questioned about the activities with durations >200 and the short duration 
activities in the future . Ray stated that the majority of the >200 duration activities are " level of ef­
fort" activities associated with management and continuing operations. There are a large number 
of these activities due to the way the CHG cost system works . A schedule activity is created for 
each element of the WBS coming from the TBR's. This activity is cost and resource loaded. P3 is 
used to generate schedule dates and resource loading for each of the schedule activities . This in­
formation is then electronically passed to their HAND I cost system. Also, as the fiscal year pro­
grc:sses, these schedule activities are updated within P3, and this progress information is once 
again passed to the HANDI system. 

Ray stated that there are numerous short duration activities in the future due to the way that the 
\\·ork was estimated from the TBR 's . The work associated with each TBR was broken down into a 
sc:quence of schedule activities . Similar types of tank work used similar sequences even though 
some of thi s tank work was in the distant future . The future work was not carried at a more sum­
mary level. 

Conclusio11 : 

The: Master Baseline Schedule provided by CHG has incorporated the "rolling wave" concept in 
schedule development as evidenced by the decreasing activities as you progress forward in time. 
Due to the incongmities shown in the further analysis of the schedule, it appears that the schedule 
development and reporting process could be optimized to provide added value to the management 
of the River Protection Project. Recommendations for this optimization are included in the Rec­
ommended Path Forward Impro vements section . 

./.3.2 ORP guidance is traceable to the MYWP schedule. 

To determine if CHG has the ability to establish and control their schedule in line with guidance 
from ORP, the DOE's Baseline Update Guidance (BUG) FY 2000 was reviewed for schedule 
guidance. From the BUG FY 2000, seven (7) specific directives were randomly selected for re­
Yic:w. The Master Baseline Schedule developed by CHG was then revie,ved to see if the guidance 
had been implemented. 

1. Guidance: LB. I Site Summary Level Schedule Data by Mission Area - Graphical dis­
play of mission area elements included on the Site Summary Level Schedule. This includes 
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key TPA, HQ major, and Critical Closure Path milestones. 

Findings : There was not a separate Site Summary Level Schedule that had been issued to 
date . Ray Moller of CHG was questioned about this summary schedule, but he stated that 
CHG had not developed one in P3 . The Master Baseline Schedule is currently the only 
means of displaying this summary information. There were no P3 schedules associated with 
the Summary Level Schedule. See Improvements in Path Forward Section. 

2. Guidance: II.C.1 Project Master Baseline Schedule - Includes a resource loaded life-cycle 
schedule. 

Findings : The Master Baseline Schedule RPOA was checked for resource loading. This . 
schedule contains resource and cost loading for the majority of activities included in the 
schedule . Refer to schedule RPOA contained on a 100-MB zip disk in the project library. 

3. Guidance: B.2.2 Baseline Schedule - At the PBS level , the degree of detail presented must 
provide sufficient visibility to serve as a basis to assess schedule progress and impacts ( e.g., 
schedule logic must be shown). Back-up information, such as lower-tier schedules, must be 
described and its location identified to document the basis of schedule estimate. 

Findings: The Master Baseline Schedule is at the PBS level. This schedule does show suffi-
cient detail and visibility to serve as a basis to assess schedule progress and impacts . Activi-
ties are logically linked with preceding and succeeding activities if they are not "Level of Ef-
fort" type activities . The "Level of Effort" activities are sometimes not linked, but this does 
not materially affect the validity of the schedule. See Improvements in Path Forward Section. 

4. Guidance: C.2. l . l .4 .2 DST and SST Waste Feed Delivery - Update the TWRS Operations 
and Utilization Plan to be consistent with the privatization contract and, using the latest results 
of the Best Basis Inventory Assessment, establish a Phase I plan for waste retrieval and feed 
staging. 

Findings: Master Baseline Schedule RPOA was rev iewed for activities associated with this 
work. These activities are part ofTBR 150.B22 . Activities were filtered in P3 to match mid 
level logic equal to" 150.B22". There were 43 activities selected with this filter. These ac-
tivities show the work associated with waste retrieval and feed staging. 

5. Guidance: C.2 .1. 1.4 .2 DST and SST Waste Feed Delivery- Define retrieval equipment re-
quirements , infrastructure requirements , and schedule and recommend a preferred alternative 
consistent with the assumptions in this guidance. 

Findings : The TBR's re lated to this guidance are the 120 series. These TBR's layout the ac-
tivities involved in defining equipment requirements and infrastructure requirements . A 
search in Master Baseline Schedule RPOA showed that there were 895 activities associated 
with this guidance. The TBR Composite Index dated October 26, 1999 is included with the 
P3 schedules on 10_0-MB zip disk in the project library. 

6. Guidance: C.2 .1.1.4.2.1 RPP Vadose Zone Program - Complete development of spectral 
gamma logging baseline for SST farms, including issuance of tank farm reports for all SST's 
(M-45-50-T03, March 2000 and M-45-50, September 2000). 

Findings: The TBR related to this guidance is "650.005". This TBR involves sµpport for Va-
dose Zone investigations. A search in Master Baseline Schedule RPOA showed that there 
were 126 ac tivities associated with this ·guidance. Activities T465005G01 and T465005H01 
relate to the spectral gamma logging baseline for the SST farms . 

7. Guidance: C.2 .1.1.8 Privatization Infrastructure - Project W-519 will expand site utilities and 
selected site services . The description and cost fo r these services will be included in the utili-
ties (Site Engineering Division) annual work plan. 

Findings: The privatization infrastrncture work is included in sub-project T80A of the Mas-
ter Baseline Schedule. This P3 schedule has infrastructure support activities prior to and dur-
ing the_ BNFL constrnc tion. These activities are resource and cost loaded, and are logically 
linked in the schedule. 
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Basis for Assessment : 

4. 3.1.1 Master I3aseline Schedule RP0A dated October I, 1999 (P3 files contained on I 00-MB zip disk in project library fil es) . 

4.3.1.2 Sub-Project Schedule T408 dated October I, 1999 (P3 files contained on I 00-MB zip disk in project library files) . 

4 .3.1.3 Telephone interview with Mr. Ray Moller of CHG on January 26 & 27, 2000. 

4 .3.2.1 DOE Baseline Update Guidance FY 2000 (attached). 

4 .3.2 .2 Master Baseline Schedule RP0A dated October I, 1999 (fl3 files contained on I 00-MB zip disk in project library files). 

4 .3.2.3 TBR's (see TBR Composite Index Oct 26.xls on 100-MB zip disk in project library fil es) . 

-U .2 .• Sub-Project Schedule T80A dated October I, 1999 (P3 files contained on 100-MB zip disk in project library fil es) . 

Rcco111111cnded Path Forward : 

Correctfre Actions 

None 

Improvem ents: 

The follo wing suggestions are offered for long term improvement of the CHG schedule control process. 

I . Remove activities that do not require planning, such as "Level of Effort" activities that start and finish with the fiscal year. · 
These activities do not enhance the value of the schedule, and actually slow down the maintenance and operation of the Master 
Baseline Schedule. These activities are included in the schedule because of the method that CHG project controls systems han­
dle the resource planning and reporting . If possible, revise or implement new project controls system or process to handle plan­
ning and reporting on the "Level of Effort" activities. 

2. The process currently used to create, update and revise the Master Baseline Schedule is workable, however this process could be 
impro\·ed to reduce cost of updating and maintaining the schedule and to quickly respond to change requests from ORP. The 
current Master Baseline Schedule has its planning levels intermingled with both summary and detail schedule activities . These 
levels should be separated to improve the performance of each type of schedule. 

The short term or "control" schedule should have detail activities and plan work only in the near future , say with an event hori­
zon of 2 to 4 years . The ··control" schedule should be used as a tactical tool to control the current year work plan. This schedule 
will pro\·ide more accurate dates when activities will be taking place along with the changes as they happen. The "control" 
schedule would be updated on a monthly basis to reflect the current status of the project. This schedule would probably have no 
more than 2,000 to 3,000 activities at any one time. As the current work year moves to 200 I , completed activities could be re­
moved from the schedule. 

The long term or "planning" schedule should have all the acti'vities ( excluding "Level of Effort" activities) necessary to complete 
the RPP, including already completed activities . The "planning" schedule should be used as a strategic tooi to plan for changes 
that have a long-term impact on the RPP project. The "planning" schedule will have only activit,ies with longer durations and 
major project milestones. This schedule would only be updated 2 to 4 times a year or when there is a major change in the RPP 
project. This schedule could be used to quickly evaluate changes, "what if," scenarios to the project. This schedule would ha\·e 
1,000 or fewer activities . 

3. Schedule activities are currently resource and cost loaded and this information is used in CHG 's project controls system to pro­
duce resource and cost loading reports . If the schedule activities are only resource loaded to produce these reports or if resource 
leveling is not used within the P3 program, then other methods could be employed to reduce the schedule maintenance pro_cess 
as suggested in above Improvement No. I. For example, if cost and progress information is stored in Dbase or Access files , an 
algorithm can be created to spread the resource and cost information over time. This would keep all the cost and progress in­
formation in one common database, and would eliminate any manual manipulation when transferring this information between 
management systems. All graphics could then be done using commercial software applications . 
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Distribution of Activity Early Starts for Schedule T40B 

600 
ct 
C: 500 / 

fil 
.c: 400 
~ 

3 
II) 300 
4) 

.:: 
'> 200 .:: u 
< .... 100 0 

0 z 0 
0 ,-. & C") ;g gJ cc, "- & g 0 0 C) g 0 

0 0 ~ ~ C) 
~ 0 ~ ~ (\J (\J (\J (\J (\J 

Distribution o(bu"ration for ES In FY 2000 T4o·a 

Olo S e1010 11to2s 2s 10 so 5110100 10110200 >200 0 10 5 61010 111025 2e l050 51.,100 10110200 >200 

Distribution o f c"uration for °E"S. In FY 2003-T40B --- Distrib.ution or"Duration for es· In FY 2006 T40B 

010 5 61010 ·111025 261050 5110100 10110200 >200 0 105 61010 111025 2el050 51lo100 

Dis tribution ot Duiat·1on ,o; ES Gre ate,·Than 'r:Y2006 T40B .. - . . 

o., 5 6., 10 11 _, 2S 261050 51 _, 100 101 .,200 >200 

Re \·. filial 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 4.0 Cost and Schedule 

Suhcriterion: 4.4 Management of Schedule Baseline - Has CHG developed and demonstrated a schedule control process to assure 
timely completion of the project? 

Specific Considerations in Assessment: 

4.4 .1 ls the schedule control process clearly defined? 

4.4 .2 Is the implemented schedule control process efficient and effective? 

4.4 .3 Ha\·e critical paths been determined? 

DO E Expectations : 

4.4 .1 Changes to the schedules are processed through change control plans in line with approved quality assurance requirements . 

4.4 .2 Project performance is being reported regularly and corrective measures identified in accordance with approved CHG project 
control procedures and tracked to closure . 

4 .4 .3 . 1 Critical paths for each indi vidual project have been determined and are used to focus management attention and resources on 
spec i!il.: acti vities to maintain each project's schedule. 

4.4 .3. 2 A critical path for the entire CHG work activity has been determined and is used to focus management attention and resources on 
specific work activities to maintain the overall project schedule. 

4.4.3 .3 CHG has the capability to estimate the impact of compressed time frames, concurrent activities, potential conflicts and other time 
critical schedule elements . 

· · \ · JRathig Option~. 
•. ' . ,·.·'.Iii .• ,. 

•. . .. -. 

Green: Performance has given 
confidence that the Contractor will 
be success ful in meeting B-2 
l'Xpectations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the Contractor will. be successful 
in meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the Contractor will be successful in 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

Ass~ssment , ( . ·S). 
Expectations Met/Not Met: 

4.4 .1 Cl,anges to tl,e scl,edules are processed tl,ro11gh change control plans in line with 
approl'ed quality assurance requ irements . 

Research 

LMHC procedure LMH-PR0-533 was referenced as document for basis of assessment. 
This change procedure is the vehicle to make changes to the Master Baseline Schedule 
whene\·er a contract change is approved. It was assumed that the fum.tions listed as . 
FDH in the procedure are now performed by CHG. 

Ray Moller of CHG was asked about this process. Ray stated that when a contract 
change has been approved, an Operations Directive is written by CHG Contracts Group 
to implement change. This directive is sent to the Program Managers for 
implementation. Program Managers direct schedulers to implement change in schedule. 
After the change has been incorporated into schedules, the Program Manager formally 
notifies Contracts Group that change has been implemented. 

Mark Rosenberry of CHG was contacted about the change process. Mark stated that 
change procedure LMH-PR0-533 was currently being revised to streamline the 
procedure and address concerns that CHG had with this previous procedure. A draft 
copy of this procedure and revised Baseline Change Request (BCR) form is included in 
CRAD 4.1 documentation. Mark provided a printout of the current change log that 
listed the status of changes as either approved or .pending. 

Rating: 

Green 

Rev. final 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

These changes arc tracked by Mark to ensure that the change elements are incorporated 
1111 0 the MYWP and that any schedule changes are incorporated into the lower level 
sc hedules . Mark verified that "what-if' analysis is performed and attached to the change 
n:quest as Justification for the change . Mark stated that Dick Foley of CHG would have 
examples of E3CR ·s with the supporting documentation. 

Dick Foley of CHG was contacted about providing the back-up information and P3 
schedule that supports an approved BCR. Dick forwarded a copy of BCR RRP-00-017 
for rev iew. This BCR is included in CRAD 4.1 documentation . 

. ·I nalrsis 

8CR RPP-00-017 was reviewed to \·erify that this change contained the appropriate 
schedule back-up and documentation. BCR RPP-00-014 was also reviewed to verify 
schedule back-up to the change . 

Conclusion 

From th.:: investigation of the Baseline Change Requests , it can be detem1ined that 
schedule changes are made in accordance with the appropriate procedure . CHG is 
curn:ntl y working on a new contract change procedure that will streamline this 
procedure and make it more aligned with the RPP mission . 

-l.4 .2 Projecr pe1fom1a11ce is being reported regularly and correcrive measures identified in 
accordance 11·irh appro1·ed CHG proj ect conrrol procedures and tracked to closure. 

Research 

Ray Moller of CHG contacted about project performance reporting and the corrective 
actions tracking done by CHG. Ray stated that project progress was reported in the 
Monthly Performance Report issued for the project. Corrective actions to cost and 
schedule variances were listed in the monthly report, however, Ray did not know of any 
procedure for tracking these items to closure. Ray suggested that Mike Wells or Don 
Lenseigne of CHG be contacted to get further information. 

Don Lcnseigne of CHG was contacted about monthly report issued by CHG. Don stated 
that the correcti\·e actions listed in the monthly reports were not tracked to closure and 
either were resolved or were repeated in the next monthly report. Don also explained 
how CHG calculated BCWS, BCWP and ACWP for the project. 

A,w!rsis 

The Monthly Performance Reports for October 1999 to December 1999 were reviewed 
for progress reporting content and corrective actions. Overall cost and schedule progress 
was reported along with the schedule and cost index. Each of the ten projects were 
listed with their indi\·idual cost and schedule variances. For each negative variance a 
corrective action was listed in the report. 

The overall cost performance showed a continuing positive trend for the project during 
the three-month period reviewed. The cost variance is still positive, but has been 
reduced each succeeding month for the three-month period. 

The overall schedule performance showed a slight negative variance for the three-month 
period reviewed. When the schedule performance was reviewed for the individual 
projects it was disco\'ered that some the projects actually had a continuing negative trend 
that was worsening. Project TW04 was reviewed for schedule performance. The 
schedule performance for TW04 was put into a graph. This graph showed a negative 
variance that was worsening in each successive reporting period. Project TW04 is 
critical to supporting the overall RPP goal since waste retrieval and supply to BNFL is 
one of the major milestones for the project. 

2 
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8-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

In each report ing period. every project li sted its schedule and cost variances. !fa 
\·ari ance was negati ve, a Correct ive Action was listed to reduce or eliminate the negative 
va ri ance . If a Corrective Action was listed, the succeeding Monthly Performance Report 
never mentioned this Corrective A ction and whether it had been implemented and if the 
variance had bee n improved or eliminated. Sometimes the same corrective action was 
li sted agam. No Corrective Action items listed were ever reported as being closed. 

Co 11 clusio11 

The o\·e rall RPP project schedu le and cost performances are formally reported on a 
monthly basis in the Monthly Performance Report. The overall schedule and cost 
pe rfo rmances give the ove rall direction of the project, but do not highlight any specific 
projec t \\·he re there are adverse negati ve tre nds such as TW04. Corrective Actions are 
li sted fo r each negative cost or schedule variance, but they are only listed once and not 
tracked to closure . There is no formal project controls procedure in place to track the 
correc ti\·e ac tions once they are listed . 

4.4 .3.1 Critical paths f or each individual proj ect have heen determined and are used to f oetts 
111a1wge111 e11t atre11tio11 and rcsourcc.1· 011 specific activities to main ta in each proj ect ·s 
.,chec/11/e. 

See CRAD 4.1. 3 on crit ical path activit ies in each project. 

4.4.3 .2 A critirnl path fo r the entire CHG work activity has been determined nnd is used to f ocus 
nu11wge111 e11 t al/e/l(ion and resources 011 specific ll'Ork activities to maintain the overall 
proj ect schedule. 

Sec CRAD 4.1.3 . 

4.4 .3.3 CHG has rh e capahility tu es timate the impact of compressed ti111 e fra111 es. concurrent 
acti1·itit·.1. i)(Jtenrial co11/licts and other time critical schedule ele111ents. 

,l 11 a f.1·sis 

CHG currently performs these types of activities when.they prepare detail schedules for 
BCR' s back-up used to revise the baseline schedule. CHG also demonstrates this ability 
when they produce the low level integrated schedule requested by ORP. These 
schedules require CHG to review and revise activity duration, review and coordinate 
work in the same time frame, and identify critical items and the impact a revised 
schedule would have on them. 

C1J11clmio11 

Cl IG currently possesses the capability to estimate the impact of compressed time 
frames. concurrent activities, potential conflicts and other time critical schedule 
elements. 

Basis for Assessment : 

4.4 . l LMH-PRO-533 . Change Co111rol, Rev. 0 and TBR's. Interview with Ray Moller of CHG on 02/03/00 and telephone 
conversa tion on 02/1 6/00. Draft copy of change procedure HNF-IP-0842 and draft copy of Baseline Change Request (BCR) 
fo rm. Copy of BCR RPP-00-017 and RPP-00-014 (See CRAD 4.1.1.2). 

4.4 .2 DOE/ORP-99-05 Revisions 0, 1, & 2 Office of River Protection Monthly Performance Reports. 

4.4 .3.1 See CRAD 4.1.3. 

4.4 .3.2 See CRAD 4.1.3. 

4.4 .3.3 See CRAD 4.1.1.2 . 

3 

Rev. final 
5-1 5-00 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

lll:rn 111111cndcd P.ith Forward : 

Luc11tiaf Actio11s 

/111porta11t Actions 

r\o ne 

Beneficial Actions 

I . The monthly report is currently produced in hard copy and in electronic format. It would be beneficial to develop an in te rface to 
the progress and cost database so that more detailed report queries could be developed and answered by the ORP rather than 
ha\·ing CHG produce this information in the monthly report. CHG has current informat ion in PeopleSoft and HAND! sy"stems so 
that interface could be developed rather easily. This would allow the CHG people to continue in their management roles and 
rather than in doing historical searches of the information. 

2. There is no clear critica l path fo r completion of the RPP projec t goal. The current Master Baseline Schedule has many critical 
acti vities. but these do not show a clear path from the beginning of the project to the end. The project schedules making up the 
\l aster 13ase line Sc hedule will need to be revised or a diffe rent means fo r developing and reporting this crit ical path will need to 
be dev ised . 

_, _ Correc ti\·e ac tions are listed for schedule and cost variances eve ry month in the Monthly Performa nce Report . However, it is not 
known whether these corrective actions are ever implemented since no tracking report or mechanism is in place to follow up on 
these items. A status report needs to be instituted to verify that correccive actions were actually done or if no action was taken. 

l'pd ates: 

• .• .3 . 1 Expectation that critical paths for each indiv idual project have been determined and is used to focus management attention and 
resources on specific acti vities to maintain each project's schedule was not previously met. CHG has revised the master baseline 
sc hedule so that the critica l path for each tank feed batch was established by imposing a "zero total float cons traint" on the 
'" Provide Appro\'al to Transfer" ac ti vi ty end point for each feed batch. This approach does show a critical path to accomplish the 
indi vidual proj ec t work , since it removes all schedule contingency or total float from the logic chain. The logic sheets for the 
projec t are shown in Appendix C - Integrated Resource Loaded Schedule document Ht F-19• 6 Revision 2. 

I \ I , ' 
Signatures 

Reviewers : \ : r.z\.-, • I. I \ . •., '-.; 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

[ Criterion: 4.0 Cost and Schedule 

I Suhcritcrion: 4.5 Achievability or Schedule' - Is there a high likelihood that the CHG schedule can be met') 

Spcl:ific Considerations in Assessment: 

-U . I Are the schedule activities tied to associated cost and scope? 

-1 .5.2 Are the activities and logic identified for interfaces with PHMC sub-contractors? 

-1 .5.3 ls the quantity of resources assigned to the scheduled activities reasonable for the timeframe (duration) allotted to the acti\·ity•) 

-1.5.4 Are ri sks associated with meeting the schedule managed per the CHG Risk Management Procedure? 

DOE Expectations: 

-15. I A well-ddined and logical W8S ties activities in the schedule. 

-15. 2.1 Interfaces bet\veen CHG and external organizations are clearly identified and all external organizations agree with the associated 
activities, resource loading, and logic. 

-1.5 .2.2 iVlemorandums of Understanding, contracts, or similar agreements are in place between CHG and PHMC sub-contractor 
organizations for the appropriate interfaces. 

-1 5.3 Resource loading is comparable to that used by other contractors for projects of similar size and technical complexity. 

-1 .5.4 .1 CHG has a risk management list for each project where schedule risks are maintained and mitigating actions are identified and 
implemented. 

-1 .5.-1.2 CHG has a critical risk management list for the entire CHG project where critical schedule risks are maintained and mitigating 
actions are identified and implemented. 

Rating Options 

Crccn: Performance has given 
confidence that the Contractor will 
be successful in meeting B-2 
~·\pcctations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the Contractor will be successful 
in meeting 8-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the Contractor will be successful in meeting 
8-2 expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations Met/Not Met: 

4.5 .1 A 11 ·el/-d1!_fi11 <!d and logical WBS ties activities in the schedule. 

Analysis 

The WBS is well defined for the RPP. The levels of the W8S are shown in the FY-2000 MYWP 
Summary for the RPP. The Master Baseline Schedule is typically at the same level as the T8R 
elements. The TBR 's are referenced to a particular schedule activity in the Master Baseline 
Schedule in the TBR Composite Index. This interface happens at Level 7 of the WBS. A listing 
of all TBR ·sand the T8R Composite Index are located on the Hanford LAN. In CRAD 4.3.2, a 
detailed comparison was made between the BUG FY-2000, the Master Baseline Schedule, and the 
TBR Composite Index to verify that elements included in the BUG FY-2000 were included in the 
Master Baseline Schedule and the TBR Composite Index. This showed that all elements were 
accounted for and cross-referenced to each other. 

Co11clusio11 

The WBS for the RPP is well defined and ties activities in the Master Baseline Schedule to the 
T8R elements of the WBS. 

Rating: 

Green 

1 St'e Sub-criteria 4.6. 4 .7, 4.8, and 4.9 for further definition and clarification for the achievability of the schedule for the various life-cycle 
phases of the project. 

Rev. final 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

-l .5 .2.1 /111oji1ce.1· het1t·een CHG and extemal organi::ations arc clearly identified and all extcmal 
orga11i::atio11s agree ll'itl, tl, e associated acti1·ities, resource loading, and logic. 

Resc:arcl, 

\like Lewis of CHG was contacted to review the interfaces between PHMC and CHG. Mike 
stated that the interfaces 11ere defined in the Hanford Site Technical Database or HSTD. CHG and 
the'. PHVI C meet at least once a year to discuss the interface points just prior to preparation or 
updating of the MYWP. At this time, both the PHMC and CHG agree on what waste transfer is 
taking place and to verify that CHG can take the waste . The are a small number of these interface 
points and the majority of these are beyond FY-2006 when the vitrification facility is up and 
operating . Other than these few points of interface, coordination between CHG and the PHMC are 
minimal. Mike stated that this was not a formal process where meeting minutes were kept and a 
memorandum of understanding was not issued following the meeting. The interface document 
\\"as the only document issued after the meeting. Mike also stated that this was a concern of CHG 
and they were currently revising the !CD procedure to incorporate the interface points from the 
HSTD. This procedure is not yet published and is still under review. Mike Lewis suggested that 
£3ob £3racket of Fluor Federal Services be contacted since he was the one who kept the database. 

I3ob Bracket of Fluor federal Services was contacted about the HSTD. Bob stated that CHG and 
FFS met at least once a year to discuss the interface points. FFS keeps the HSTD and in this 
particular case, it is a large Excel spreadsheet. At the meeting, FFS and CHG managers review the 
interface points and decide if CHG can support the waste feed from FFS. The spreadsheet is set up 
to list the Activity ID that identifies this interface for both the FFS and CHG schedules. After the 
meeting, the HSTD spreadsheet is kept by FFS . 

. ·I 11 (1 /r.l" i .1" 

The HSTD spreadsheet was reviewed for content. The Activity ID's for CHG's P3 schedule were 
listed in the spreadsheet. Interface points were selected at random to check if th;: P3 Activity ID 
li sted in the HSTD was an activity ID in the PMBS schedule issued by CHG. 

I . HST0I.T3 WMSW4CI from Solid Waste Treatment 

2. HST02.T3 WML W A40 from Liquid Effluents 

3. HSTI0.T3 WMLWA35 from LWPF 

4. HST09 .T3 ARIB1472 from FFTF 

5. HST! I .T3 WMAS690 from 222-S Lab to 204-AR 

All interface points were listed in the PBMS schedule dated October 1, 1999 issued by CHG. Bob 
£3racket of FFS stated that the milestone could not be found in the latest schedule issued by CHG 
to FFS. Mike Lewis of CHG stated CHG had problems with their last update of the PBMS 
schedule and that a lot of information was inadvertently deleted from this schedule when it was 
issued. This problem wi ll be corrected with the next update of the PBMS schedule. 

Co11clusion 

The process for setting interface points requires buy-in from both PHMC and CHG prior to the 
interface point being accepted. This process is currently taking place at least once a year prior to 
issuing the MYWP. At this meeting, CHG and FFS have both the project managers and the 
project schedulers for all projects present so that each interface can be reviewed in depth and either 
accepted or rejected at this meeting. Once accepted, these interface points are clearly understood 
by all organizations . CHG has incorporated these interface points in their schedules. 

However, other than updating the HSTD spreadsheet containing these interface points, no formal 
meeting minutes or memorandums of understanding are issued to all the meetings participants. 

4.5.2.2 /',,/emorand11111s of U11dersta11di11g, contracts, or similar agreements are in place between CHG and 
Pf-IMC sub-contractor organi::ationsfor the appropriate inte,faces. 

See CRAD 4.5.2. l and CRAD 4.1.4. l . 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

-1 .5.3 Rc.1n11rcc: loading is cn111parahle tn that used by other contractors/or projects ofsi111ilar size and 
technical complexity . 

.4 nalrsis 

The resou rce loading for RPP schedule activities is more closely related to the WBS definition and 
the est imate of the work rather than the schedule . That is, the WBS definition is completed for the 
entire project scope. and then the WBS elements will be incorporated into the schedule as schedule 
acti\·ities. A cost and resource estimate will be de ve loped for each WBS element scope of work. 
The completeness of the estimate will determine if all the resource needs are incorporated into the 
schedule. 

The resource loading in the schedule is just the cost estimate spread over time for each WBS 
element. If the WBS is not entirely defined or there are gaps in the scopes of work. then the 
resource profi les will be under estimated for the actual work . Likewise if the estimate is not 
complete. then the resource profiles will be ·undc:r estimated as we ll. 

Conclusion 

The resource loading for the schedule is more closely linked to the WBS definition and the cost 
estimate rather than the schedule itself. The WBS and the cost estimate are handled under 
different CRA D's. 

-1 .5.4 .1 Th e expectation that CHG has a risk 111a11age111e11t list for each proj ect where schedule risks are 
111ai11wi11ed and mitigating actions are identified and i111ple111ented was not previously 111 et. 

CHG submitted doc ument HNF-2017 Re vision 2 - Financial Analysis for Phase I Privatization for 
the Tank Farm Contractor as part their submittal for the Programmatic Baseline Summary for 
Phase I Pri va tiza tion for the Tank Farm Contractor. This document discusses the financial and 
schedule ri sk analys is performed for the major projects supporting the RPP Phase I objectives. 
These risk analyses determined the 80% confidence level for achieving the RPP schedule goals· 
and whether there was any cost associated with this leve l of confidence. Currently all major 
project milestones are within the 80% confidence parameter. 

-1 .5.4.2 The c:.rpecwtio11 that CHG has a critical risk management list/or the entire CHG proj ect where 
critical schedule risks are maintained and mitigating actions are identified and i111ple111 ented was 
1101 pn:1·iously me!. 

As part of the process in developing an 80% confidence level for the schedule, CHG was required 
to es tablish a list of critical schedule risks and the actions required to mitigate these risks . This 
risk management process has been defined by CHG documents RPP-6126 U.S. Department of 
Energy River Protec tion Project Programmatic Risk Management Policy dated April 15 , 2000 and 
document RPP-6127 River Protection Project Programmatic Risk Management Plan Revision 1 
dated April 14, 2000. These documents discuss the process whereby a list of critical risks is 
maintained and the actions that will be taken to eliminate or mitigate the impact of the risk. 

Basis for Assessment : 

-15. I DOE Baseline Update Guidance FY 2000 (see CRAD 4.3). Master Baseline Schedule RP0A dated October 1. 1999 (P3 files 
contained on 100-MB zip disk in project library files for CRAD 4.3). TBR Composite Index Oct 26.xls (on JOO-MB zip disk in 
project library files) . Sub-Project Schedule T80A dated October I, 1999 (P3 files contained on I 00-MB zip disk in project 
library fil es). 

-1 .5.2.1 Hanford Site Technica l Database (attached Excel spreadsheet). Interview with Mike Lewis of CHG on 02/25/00. Interview of 
Bob Bracket of Fluor Federal Services on 02/25/00. PBMS Schedule dated October I, 1999 (see attached report from schedule) . 
See CRAD 4.1 .4.1. 

-1 .5.2.2 See CRAD 4.5.2.1 and 4.1.1.4. 

4.5.3 See CRAD 3.0 and 5.0. 

4.5.4 .1 Financial Analysis for Phase I Privatization for the Tank Farm Contractor, HNF-2017 Rev. 2, April 2000. 

-1 .5.4 .2 Fin:mcial Analysis for Phase I Privatization for the Tank Farm Contractor, HNF-2017 Rev. 2, April 2000. 
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8-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 4.0 Schedule 

Suhcriterion: 4.6 Design/Construction Planning - Is the CHG schedule for construction of the project effective in meeting the 
sc hedule requirements with minimal risk of cost/schedule overrun and ensuring project success? 

Specific Considerations in Assessment : 

-l .(1. l Has CHG ger.erated the information necessary to proceed with detailed design and initiate construction? 

-U >. 2 Has CHG identified "long-lead" items requiring early procurement and established plans to acquire those materials (e.g .. exo tic 
1mterials, uniquely designed and limited supply items)') 

-1 .6.3 Has CHG developed procurement and subcontracting strategy and plan consistent with the baseline schedule'? 

-1 .6.4 Has CHG identified labor resource needs and assessed their availability? 

-1 .6.5 Has CHG established plans for mobilization of the construction work force? 

-1 .6.6 Has CHG completed construction reviews of the design that demonstrate construct-ability of the design? 

-1 .6 . 7 Has CHG defined construction work packages that will allow timely initiation of construction? 

-1 .6.8 I las CH G provided a sufficiently detailed construction plan to assess the feasibility of the overall construction schedule') 

DOE Expectations: 

4.6. 1 CHG has completed all construction-planning requirements defined in FY-2000 MYWP. 

-1 .6.2 CHG has identified the long-lead procurement items and has established the procurement mechanism to acquire those materials. 

-1 .6.3 CHG has developed a procurement and subcontracted services strategy and plan to support the baseline construction schedule. 

-1 .(i.4 CHG has estimated time phased requirements for construction labor and assessed the availability of required labor sources. 

-1 .6.5 CHG has established a realistic construction plan and construction mobilization plan. 

-1 .6.6 CHG has completed and documented construct-ability reviews of the facility design. 

-1 .6.7.1 CHG is on schedule to complete all necessary documentation and permits to initiate site preparation and construction. 

-1 .6.7.2 CHG has prepared construction work packages for initial items requiring procurement. 

-1 .6 .S The construction schedule is integrated with procurement, design, and permitting. 

Rating Options 

Green : Performance has given 
confidence that the Contractor will 
be success ful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the Contractor will be successful 
in meeting 8-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the Contractor will be successful in 
meeting 8-2 expectations. 

Assessment 
. . 

Expectations l\let~ot Met : 

-1 .6 .1 CHG has completed all co11stntction-plan11i11g requirements defined in FY-2000 MYWP. 

Re.1·earch 

The FY-2000 MYWP and the FY-2000 BUG were reviewed for specific actions as related to 
construction planning requirements. The construction planning requirements were not listed as a 
separate issue, but were included within specific guidance to each project area such as shown in 
Attachment C of FY-2000 BUG. Specific actions of the MYWP and BUG were reviewed under 
CRAD 4.3.2. 

Conclusion 

CHG has completed all construction-planning requirements defined in MYWP and BUG for FY-
2000. 

:· 

Rating: 

Green 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

-l .6.2 CHG has identifier/ the l011g-lead prornreme11t items and has established the procurement 
111 eclw11is111 to acquire those materials. 

Research 

CHG Procurement Manager John Van Beek was contacted to discuss procurement of long-lead 
equipment and material. John stated that the long-lead procurement items were listed in CHG's 
project execu rton plans for the different projects that CHG was performing. CHG had recently 
completed the Project Execution Plan for Project W-211 Initial Tank Retrieval Systems, which 
contained procurement activities specific for_this particular project. 

,·I 11a(1sis 

Since Project W-211 is happening in the near term, the Project Execution Plan for Project W-211 
was re\·iewed to determine if the long-lead procurement items were li~ted in the plan. Section 4.0 
Procurement and Contracting Approach contained a list of equipment and systems that were 
considered long-lead items, which would be procured by CHG rather than the construction 
contractor. 

Co11c:/11sio11 

CHG has identified the long-lead procurement items and has defined the method in which these 
items will be procured . 

4.6.3 CHG has de1·eloped a procurement and subcontracted services strategy and plan to s11pport the 
baseli11 1! co11strucrio11 sched11/e. 

Research 

CHG Procurement Manager John Van Beek was contacted to discuss the procurement plan. John 
stated that procurement and subcontract strategy items were listed in CHG's project execution 
plans for the different projects that CHG was performing. CHG had recently completed the 
Project Execution Plan for Project W-211 Initial Tank Retrieval Systems. 

ti 11ali-sis 

The Project Execution Plan for Project W-211 was reviewed for the procurement and subcontract 
strategy, which was listed in section 4.0 Procurement and Contracting Approach. This section 
depicted how CHG was going to procure material and subcontract services for the various 
components of this project. 

Co11clusio11 

CHG has developed procurement and subcontracted services strategy to support the baseline 
construction schedule via their Project Execution Plans for each of the major projects. 

4 .6.4 CHG has estimated time phased requirements for constrnction labor and assessed the availability 
of required labor sources . 

See CARD 4.8. 

-l .6.5 CHG has established a realistic constrnction plan and co11structio11 mobilization plan. 

Research 

Ray Moller of CHG was contacted to discuss construction plan. Ray Moller stated that these items 
were in place for the near term projects and would be defined for future work, as those projects 
became closer in time. Ray stated that Project W-211, W-521 and the infrastructure privatization 
project W-519 \\·ould be good examples of this plan. Ray stated that the Master Baseline Schedule 
RP0A contained this information. Ray also referred to the Project Execution Plans, where the 
o\·erall management strategy including construction would be listed. 

A11a(\'Sis 

The Master Baseline Schedule RP0A was reviewed for Project W-211, W521 and W-519 the 
infrastructure privatization project along with the Project Execution Plan for Project W-211. 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

The schedul es showed construction planning and mobilization acti vities taking place before the 
actual construction work itse lf. Also the Project Execution Plan for Project W-211 referenced the 
Master Base line Schedule for the construction acti \' ities along with methods for schedule baseline 
and cos t control. 

Conclusion 

CHG has de\ toped a rea li stic construction plan and construction mobilization plan for working 
tak ing place in the near term as demonstrated by proj ects W-211 , W-521 and the privatization 
infrastructure proj ec ts. 

• .6.6 CHG has co111plc:rc:d mu/ docu111 e11red constrnct-ability rc:vic:ll's of thefacilit_1· design. 

Rl'.\' (!(IJ'Ch 

Bob Paraz in of CHG was contac ted to disc uss construct-abili ty reviews. Construct-ability reviews 
had just been completed for Proj ect W-519 Privatization Infrastructure. This project is currently 
under construction and prov ides a recent example of these reviews . 

.'1 11alysi.1· 

The construct-abi lity documents we re re\·iewed for Project W-5 I 9 Priva tiza tion Infrastructure. 
These doc uments showed that a construct-ability review had taken place and that the results of th is 
rev ie1\· had been recorded and forwarded to the design group. 

Co 11 c/11sio11 

CHG is currently performing construct-ability reviews for projects as they are being designed. 

• .6.7. 1 CHG is 011 schedule to complete all 11 eces.\'al)' doc11111 e11tation and permits to initiate site 
{}repara tion and co11str11ctio11 . 

. ·I 11alysis 

Th1.: Del:ember 27, 1999 upda te to the Master Base line Schedule was rev iewed. This P3 schedule 
had a fil e name of RCOA . The schedule activities for documentation and permits were reviewed 
for Projec t 5 19 Privatization Infras tructure. This updated schedule sh0wed that some of the 
permi tt ing activities were critical, but they were still supporting the site preparation and 
construction. 

Co11cl11sio11 

CHG 11·as on schedu le to support the site preparation and construction efforts as of the December 
27, 1999 schedule update. 

• .6.7.2 Cl-IC has prepared constrnction \\'Ork packages/or in itial items requiring procurement. 

A 11alrsis 

The Mas ter Baseline Schedule RPOA was reviewed for construction work packages for 
procurement items specifically in regards to Projects W-211 , W-519 and W-521 since these 
projects will be worked in the near tem1. These schedules showed procurement activities prior to 
the construction ac ti vities fo r all major construction work. 

Co11 cl11sio11 

CHG has prepared construction work packages for initial items requiring procurement for the near 
term projects W-211 , W-5 19 and W-521. 

4.6.8 Tiu: co11strnctio11 schedule is integrated with procl/rement. design. and permitting. 

Analysis 

The Master Baseline Schedule RPOA was reviewed for a logic sequence of activities from design, 
procurement, construction and permitting. Activities associated with projects W-211 , W-521 and 
the pri\'atization infrastructure were reviewed (a Gantt chart with logic links is attached for 
review). These schedule fragnets show that the work progresses from design, to procurement, to 
constmction, and finally start-up, tumo\'er and permitting. 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Co11cl11.1io11 

CHG has developed an integrated schedule for near term projects showing the logic flow of work 
for design, procurement, construction and permitting. 

Basis for Assessment :..... 

-1 .6.1 DOE Baseline Update Guidance FY-2000 (See CRAD 4.3). DOE Multi-Year Work Plan for River Protection Project Document 
t\o. RPP-5044 (see CRAD 4.3) . _ 

4.6.2 Interview with John Yan Beek of CHG Procurement on 02/29/00. CHG Project Execution Plan for Project \V-21 1 "Initial Tank 
Retrie\·al System" Document No. HNF-3333, Rev. 2 (attached). 

-1 .6.3 Interview with John Yan Beek of CHG Procurement on 02/29/00. CHG Project Execution Plan for Project \V-211 "Initial Tank 
Retrieval System" Document No. HNF-3333, Rev . 2 (attached). 

-1 .6.4 See CARD 4.8. 

-t .6.5 Interview with Ray Moller of CHG on 02/29/00. Master Baseline Schedule RP0A dated October I , 1999 (P3 files contained on 
100-MB zip disk in project library files) . CHG Project Execution Plan for Project W-211 "Initial Tank Retrieval System" 
Document No. HNF-3333, Rev . 2 (attached). 

4.6.6 Construct-ability review of Project W-519 Privatization Infrastructure (attached). 

4.6.7 .1 \laster Baseline Schedule Update RC0A dated December 27, 1999 (P3 files contained on 100-MB zip disk in project library 
files). 

4.6.7.2 i\laster Baseline Schedule RP0A dated October 1, 1999 (P3 files contained on 100-MB zip disk in project library files). 

4.6.8 \laster Baseline Schedule RP0A dated October I, 1999 (P3 files contained on I 00-MB zip disk in project library files) . 

Recommended Path Forward: 

Essential 

None 

Important 

No ne 

Beneficial 

I. The Master Baseline Schedule should include coding for major types of activities such as procurement, de3ign, start-up, 
construction, and commissioning so that these activities can be filtered or sorted in the schedule . 

i \ - -. 
Reviewers: ~J\1· .. J _ l_)'-:v\ .\ 

Date: s .. \t,--\jU 

Signatures 
/ 

Team Leader Approval : ~I? 

Date: ~ /,F--'/ ~ 
/ - f 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 4.0 Schedule 

Suhcriterion: 4.7 Start-Up - Are start-up plans sufficient to support construction turnover to start-up, start-up to operations, staff 
training. and permitting of the CHG projects that will achieve proposed 8-2 schedule requirements? 

Specil'il' Considerat ions in Assessment: 

.i . 7. I Has CHG suctessfully defined the interfaces, linkages, and sequence of activities necessary to transition between construction 
turnover and start-up and between start-up and turnover to operations? 

4. 7 .2 Has CHG successfully defined and addressed the interfaces and interface requirements, linkages, and sequence of activities 
necessary to integrate PHMC and DOE operational and regulatory activities, e.g., TPA milestones, !CD's, etc .? 

DOE Expectations: 

4.7.1.1 CHG has established a start-up schedule that integrates constmction turnover/interface start-up, start-up to operations, facility 
acceptance, staff training , preliminary waste products qualification/verification, and completes necessary permitting activities 
te .g. RAWP). 

4 7. 1.2 CHG has provided an acceptable start-up schedule to DOE. 

• . 7 .1.3 CHG effecti vely planned for the transition between construction, facility acceptance, and operational acceptance of the facil ity. 
e.g., it is clear when the operations manager assumes responsibility for the facility operations. 

4.7.1.4 CHG has developed a schedule and plan to perform the Operational Readiness Review activities prior to radioactive operations. 
Level of detail in plans reflects maturity of project development. 

4.7.2 CHG has established a start-up schedule that integrates BNFL waste feed staging and product acceptance activities and 
completes final permitting and compliance actions. 

Rating Options 

Green : Performance has given 
confidence that the Contractor will 
be success ful in meeting 8-2 
expectations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the Contractor will be successful 
in meeting 8-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the Contractor will be successful in 
meeting 8-2 expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectatio ns !\let/Not Met: 

4. 7. I. I CHG has eswblished a start-up schedule that integrates construction t11rnover/inte1face start-up, 
swrt-11p to operations, facility acceptance; staff training. preliminwy waste products 
q11aliflcationl wrification. and completes necesswy permitting activities (e .g. RA WP). 

Research 

Ray Moller of CHG was contacted to determine if a start-up schedule had been established. Ray 
stated that start-up and commissioning activities were added for the projects under CHG control. 
These activities will vary in detail depending on time sequence. That is activities in the near term 
future \\·ill have more detail and activities in the distant future . 

Analysis 

The activities for projects W-211, W-521, and W-519 in the Master Baseline Schedule RP0A were 
reviewed for the integration of construction turnover and interface start-up. The activities listed in 
the Master Baseline Schedule RP0A did show start-up, training, commissioning, and turnover to 
operations, facility acceptance and permitting for the work in the major projects. The detail varied 
\\·idely for each of these activities. 

Co11c/11sio11 

CHG has included start-up activities in the Master Baseline Schedule, which provide information 
on construction turnover/interface start-up, commissioning, facility acceptance, training and 
permitting. These activities will need further definition as the work progresses towards 
completion. Current schedule activities currently provide time sequence for these start-up tasks. 

Rating: 

Green 
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8-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

• . 7 .1.2 Cl IC has 1Jrn1·ided an acceptahle start-up schcd11le tn DOE. 

Co11c l11sin11 

CHG has added schedule activities to Master Baseline Schedule RP0A as previously discussed in 
CR.AD 4.7. I . I. The level of detail of these activities does not provide detail tasks or sequences for 
start-up. The current schedule activities only provide time sequence when these deta il start-up 
acti vities wiITTake place . Further development ofa start-up schedule will need to be accomplished 
prior to approval by DOE. 

• . 7. 1.3 CHG ejfecti1·ely planned for the transition i5etween construction.facility acceptance, and 
opern1io11al accepwnce of the faciliry , e.g. , it is clear ll'h en the operations manager assumes 
re.1po 11sibi/ityfor the facility operations. 

Research 

Ra y Moller of CHG was contacted to determine if transition between construction and operational 
acceptancc: was depicted in the schedule . Ray stated that milestones were added to the schedule to 
show significant transition events such as facility acceptance. These milestones will vary between 
projc:c:ts since some of the project work would be operated by CHG itself. 

A 11al1·sis 

The activities for projec ts W-211, W-521, and W-519 in the Master Baseline Schedule RP0A were 
re viewed for the transition milestones. These milestone activities were included in the schedule in 
va ryi ng degrees of detail. Several cif these transition milestones are also the Interface Construction 
Document milestones as reviewed in CRAD 4.9. 

Co11cl11sio11 

CIIG has planned for the transit ion between construction and operational acceptance of the facility 
in the near term projects by including transition milestones in their Master Baseline Schedule 
RP0A . Acceptance criteria for each of these transition milestones will need to be determined as 
part or this transition process . 

4. 7. l .4 CHG has de1·eloped a schedule and plan to pe1for111 the Operational Readiness Rei·iew activities 
prior to radioactive operations. Th e level of derail in the plans reflects 111at11rity of project 
dl!l ·elopmenr. 

Research 

Ray Moller of CHG was contacted to determine if CHG had included the Operational Readiness 
Review acti1·ities in the Master Baseline Schedule. Ray stared that these activities were included 
in the Master Baseline Schedule. Ray suggested looking at the projects coming up in the near term 
such as W-211 and W-521 where these Operational Readiness Review activities would be listed. 

Analysis 

The acti1·ities for projects W-211 and W-521 in the Master Baseline Schedule RP0A were 
rev ie11·ed for the Operational Readiness Review activities. These activities were included in the 
schedule in varying degrees of detail. These activities will be fleshed-out as the work gets nearer 
in time. 

Co11c/11sion 

CHG has included in the Master Baseline Schedule RP0A activities for Operational Readiness 
Review. These activities are not in a lot of detail and will require further definition, as the work 
becomes closer in time. 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

-1 . 7 .2 CIIC has estahlished a start-up schedule that integrates BNFL waste f eed staging and product 
uccep1w1ce activities and co111pletesflnal permitting and compliance tJctions . 

Research 

Ray Moller of CHG was contacted to determine if CHG integrated the start-up activities with the 
13 FNL waste feed and product acceptance activities were included in the Master Baseline 
Schedule. Ray stated that the BNFL activities were summary level in nature , but provided for a 
means to sequence waste feed activities with the BFNL work. Ray suggested looking at the 
projects in area TW-06 and TW-07, which included privatization support for BFNL. 

,4·,1a/_1·sis 

The activities for project area TW-06 and TW-07 in the Master Baseline Schedule RP0A were 
re,·iewed for the integration of BNFL waste feed staging and product acceptance activities. These 
ac ti vities were included in the schedule with the majority of them in the distant future . 

Co 11clusio11 

C l IG has included in the Master Baseline Schedule RPOA activiti es fo r B NFL waste feed staging 
ancl product acceptance per the intent of the CRAD. 

Basis for Assessment: 

4.7 .1.1 lnter\'i ew with Ray Moller of CHG on 02/29/00. Master Baseline Schedule RP0A (in P3 format on 100MB zip disk in library) . 

4.7.1.2 Interview with Ray Moller of CHG on 02/29/00. Master Baseline Schedule RP0A (in P3 format on 100MB zip disk in library). 

4.7. 1 J Interview with Ray Moller of CHG on 02/29/00. Master Baseline Schedule RP0A (in P3 format on 100MB zip disk in lib ra ry). 

4.7. 1 .4 Interview with Ray Moller of CHG on 02/29/00. Master Baseline Schedule RP0A (in P3 fom1at on 100MB zip disk in library) . 

4.7.2 lnte iview with Ray Moller of CHG on 02/29/00. Master Baseline Schedule RP0A (in P3 format on 100MB zip disk in library). 

Recommended Path Forward : 

Essential 

None 

/111porra11t 

None 

Beneficial 

None 

,· \ -~ -·, Signatures --7 ~ _,/ 

Team Lead Approval : r /-/ -/, 

Date: .7-.,/'./"' A"""'/ _p-V 

f I' 
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Criterion: 4.0 Schedule 

Suhcriterion: 4.8 Operations and Maintenance - ls planning to support operations and maintenance sufficient to achieve the schedule'! 

Spcci fie Considera lions in Assessment: 

-1 .8 .1 I las CI IG de-fined supporting operati ons and maintenance acti vities in the schedule'> 

DOE Expectations: 

4.8. 1. l Key operations and maintenance activities have been defined and scheduled, e.g., staffing plan, ongoing staff training and 
qualification, routine and non-routine, i.e., forced, outage frequencies, preventative maintenance plan, consumable materi als 
usage plan and spare parts equipment requirements plan. 

Rating Options 

Green: Performance has given 
con tidence that the Contractor will 
6..:: success ful in mee ting B-2 
expectations. 

Yellow: Corrective act ions are needed to be Red: Performance has not given confidence 
confident that the Contractor will be successful that the Contractor will be successful in 
in meeting B-2 expec tations . meeting B-2 expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations Met : 

.u ;_ 1. 1 71, l' e.rpl'Cwrio11 rlwr CHG fwd esti111ared the required resources ro execure the proj ecr a11d then 
il,·1·elo111:d a11d i111p/e111 e11red a staffing pla11 to acquire rh ese resources was not previously met. 

CHG submitted document RPP-6114 Revision O - Human Resources Staffing Plan for the Tank 
Farm Contractor as part their submittal for the Programmatic Baseline Summary for Phase I 
l'ri\·atization for the Tank Farm Contractor. This document discussed the staffing needs, provided 
an analys is of the staffing requirements, identified the key staffing needs, and the strategy to 
acquire the resources to meet these needs . The staffing plan provided by CHG addresses the areas 
of concern contained in the CRAD criteria. 

ORP may want to investigate further certain key assumptions made by CHG in the preparation of 
their staffing plan. These include the following : 

I. CHG has established a threshold of a 10% increase or more, or an increase of greater than 
12 FTE in excess of normal attrition to identify key staffing requirements. ORP should 
investigate the rationale behind a I 0% increase in 12 FTE thresholds due to the extraordinary 
lo\,. le,·el of unemployment currently being experienced throughout the U.S . The large 
maj ority of staff required to execute the RPP are either skilled craft such as pipe fitters and 
electricians or knowledge ,~orkers such as scientists and engineers, which are in greater 
demand than unskilled labor. CHG will not be affected as severely as the privatization 
contractor since the increase in their total staffing requirement is significantly less. 

2. CHG has stated that there is approximately$ l 25M in contingency money, which has not been 
converted to staff costs in their analysis . Since contingency money is included in budgets to 
handle unknown circumstances, this money will most likely be spent. If this is the case, a 
significant portion o f this money will be spent for staff, which will increase the staffing 
requirements above the current planned levels. ORP should investigate how this possible 
addition of staff will affect CH G's analysis and plans for requirement. This problem will be 
greatly magnified with the privatization contractor due to the larger amounts contingency 
contained in their budget. 

3. CHG has established a planned level of staff for FY-2000. It should be determined whether 
this le,·el has bee·n or can be achieved. If it can not be achieved, it must be detem1ined what 
classifications were understaffed, and whether this will cause an impact to out year staffing. 

4. The staffing plan references preliminary analysis by both'Fluor Federal Services and Bechtel 
Hanford, Inc. No back up documentation was included in the staffing plan or can be found 
for these analyses. The construction craft is the single type of resource, which will require the 
most increase in order to meet the staffing needs of the RPP. However, no formal type of 

Rating: 

Green 
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anal ysis has been done and published for review by ORP. Most of the analysis has been 
informal meetings with the labor unions with just thei r assurances that the RPP staffing needs 
can be met. With the current tight labor market and the continuing increase in tota l 
construction market, it is recommended that a more detailed and rigorous analysis of the 
construction craft be performed. 

5. CII G mentions severa l metric that it is plann ing to track in order to track its performance in 
recruiting and acquiring staff. These metrics include but are not limited to cost per hire, offers 
per hire, applicants per hire, and applican t acceptance rate . A regular formalized review of 
these metrics should be undertaken as soon as possible in order that CHG can determine the 
exact extent of applicants needed to fill the staffing requirements . In addition to the above 
metrics, a metric for attrition should be estab lished so the O\'erall net affect of the recruiting 
effort can be determined. For example, if CHG is able to hire at the planned rate they may 
also be losing people at the same rate so the ove rall net effect on staffing is zero. This type of 
scenario would require a twofold increase in the recruiting effort. 

6. In section 5.1. I Crafts, CHG does not put forward a strategy for recruiting crafts since they 
state this is not their contractual responsibility . CHG state that they have reques ted that ORP 
reso lve the issue who is responsible for hiring and training the staff for these positions. This 
issue should be addressed immediately and responsibility assigned so that a formal recruiting 
plan can be developed. 

Basis for Assessment : 

O,·cra ll basis in RPP-6114, Rev ''Human Resources Staffing Plan for the Tank Fam1 Contractor", April 2000 . 

-U:,. I Telephone com·ersation with Ray Moller of CHG on 02/09/00 and 02/14/00. 

-l .8.2 Telephone con\'ersa tion with Bill Dalton of CHG on 02/09/00. 

-l X3 Conve rsat ion with Mike Wells of CHG on 02/09/00. 

-l .8.4 Conve rsation with Miu Lee of CHG on 02/14/00. 

-l .8.5 Telephone conversation with Monty Hines of Fluor Federal Ser\'ices on 02/14/00 . 

-l .8.6 CHG Master Baseline Schedule RP0A (included on 100-MB zip disk with CRAD 4.3). 

Recommended Path Forward : 

Essential Actiom 

None 

Important Actions 

I. Compare the current year actuals ,vi th staff projections provided in the staffing plan. Provide table with the differences. 

Beneficial Actions 

The following suggestions are offered for long-term improve~ent of the CHG schedule control process. 

l . The staffing and recruiting efforts for both CHG and the subcontracted work needs to be a collaborative effon between all the 
major contractors working at Hanford since they are all competing for the same resources . A monthly meeting is suggested 
where the Human Resource and Industrial Relations managers should meet to discuss their current and near term staffing 
shortages. Resources should be shared wherever possible since DOE is the client for all contractors working at Hanford. 

2. A single recruiting office and program should be established for all contractors working at the site. All the major contractors 
should fund this office eqnally since it will provide the same service for all of them and will eliminate duplication of the 
rec ruiting effort. Since the DOE is the ultimate customer for all work, they should receive cost savings for this combined effort. 

Reviewers : W. Deihl :~U 

Date: 5-15-2000 5-· ·Hr cu 

Signatures 

Team Lead Approval: T. Hoertkron 

Date: 5-15-2000 

- - - _ ., _ 
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B-2 Decis ion Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

subcontract RECRUITMENT 
CHG will develop equivalent 
annual FTE's by skill mix for 
contracts / AE firms (i .e. Fluor 
Federal Serv~ s) by year tied 
to design / construction / 
contingency. AE firms will be 
consulted as to construction 
needs. This will tie to current 
MYWP. 

Revie1i- resource 
make-up for 

subcontracts with 
Fluor 

Deline resource 
requirements for 

ORP Baseline 
Schedule for CUG 

FTE 

Resource requirements 
assigned to individual 
activities in P3 schedule 
by COCS. 

~ 
,; 

1\ 
✓ 

Contractor/AE firms FTE 
requi rements will then be 
optimized from an execution 
standpoint by fiscal year to 
assure projer,t completion 
which will result in annual 
shifts in resource timing. 

Develop resource 
profiles for Line 

Item Projects 

L ~ 

Leve l the resource 
requirements fo r 

Line Item Projects 
optimizing 
CHG FTE 

Leveling done by Project 
Managers. 

MYWP Master Baseline 
Schedule adjusted for 
resource limitations. 

CHG RECRUITMENT 

\ 

y 

\ 

✓ 

Labor requirements are 
discussed with local labor 
officials , Architectural/ 
Engineering firms , and local 
Vendors to determine the 
availat.ility of non-CHG 
personnel. 

CHG reviews labor 
requirements with 

local union halls 

Determine skills 
shortage for CHG 
FTE resource and 
recruitment plan 

Resource shortage per 
levelized COCS occupational 
needs as compared to on­
board actuals. 

Recru itment plan developed 
through HR that is ta ilored for 
each specific resource : 
- Training courses 
- Wage incentives 
- Recruiting approach 

MYWP may have to be 
revised for future years if 
additional funds are requ ired 
for recruitment. 

\ 

✓ 

\ 

✓ 

Union halls and A/E 
firms , recruit labor from 
local halls, nearby locals . 
professional engineering 
trims . and at national 
level. 

Union halls put in 
calls for craft 

personnel 

Implement 
specific 

recruitment plan 
for each resource 

HR implements 
recruitment plan to attract 
needed resources 

. 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 4.0 Schedule 

Suhcriterion: 4.9 Interface Definition (ICD 's)-Are the DO E/PH MC/BNFL in te rfaces sufficiently defined to determine the needed 
projec t schedule'! 

Spec ific Consid erations in Assessment: 

4.9 Does the CHG project schedule contain the necessary CHG plann ing, des ign, construction, operations, and deac ti va tion ac ti \'ities 
that support interfac ing B1 FL activi ties? 

DO E Expectations : 

-+9 .1 There is a process to ide nti fy and agree upon in te rface points. 

4.9.2 Identi fi ed interfaces are in the CHG schedule . 

-1 .9.3 Interface activ ities and miles tones are logically driven . All interface milestones have either a predecessor or a successo r. 

-1.9 .• De tails incl ude info rmation necessary to de termine a schedule fo r the planning, design, constrnction, and operation of the 
in te rface. 

-1 .9.5 The BNFL/DOE approved !CD's refl ec t consensus among the appropriate parties. 

Rating Options 

Green : Performance has given 
confide nce that the Contractor will 
be successful in meeting 8-2 
expec tations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the Contractor will be successful 
in meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the Contractor will be successful in 
meeting 8-2 expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations l\let/Not Met : 

l 'mk r Re,·ie\\' 

-1 . lJ . l There is a process to ide11 1if.\· and agree upo11 i11te1face points. 

Research 

Jeff Voogd of CHG_ was contacted to review process for identifying interface points. Jeff stated 
that currently CHG and BFNL were using an Integrated Product and Process Development (IPPD) 
process to identify and agree upon interface points. This process was developed by CHG in 
response to the contract requirements of Modification 6 of the BFNL contract. BNFL was 
required to pro\'ide the definition and criteria defining the interface. The IPPD process developed 
by CHG is contained in their IPPD Training Manual, which outlines the steps, roles and guidelines 
used to develop the Interface Co~strnction Documents (!CD) . The current IPPD Training Manual 
is not a formal procedure .issued by CHG. 

Co11clusio11 

There is a process to identify and agree upon interface points or ICD's. This process is not a 
fo rmal procedure at this time, however it has been used successfully to agree to the current set of 
!CD's. This process allo,vs input and feedback from the various project participants. All interface 
points have been agreed upon to date. 

-1 .9.2 Identified inte1faces are in the CHG schedule. 

Analysis 

The Master Baseline Schedule RP0A was reviewed for the ICD 's milestones. There are currently 
2 I milestones identified by the IPPD process. The schedule activities are not coded to easily select 
all the !CD milestones. A complete listing of milestones was selected. The ICD description was 
compared against this list of milestones. The ICD milestones in the schedule are not easily 
idl:'ntified in the Master Baseline Schedule RP0A. 

Rating: 

Green 

Re\'. final 



8-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 
Co11clllsirJ11 

The interfaces or ICD 's are included in the baseline schedule, but these activities could be coded 
fo r easier selection and the descriptions could be improved so that it is easily recognizable as an 
ICD miles tone activity. 

-1 .9.3 /11tr:rfacc acti1 ·ities and milestones are logically driven. All inte,face milestones have either a 
predecessor £!:_ a successor. 

Analysis 

The Master Baseline Schedule RP0A was reviewed for milestones and interface points. The 
schedule activities are not coded to easily select all the ICD milestones. The seven ICD milestones 
111 the T\\. -OS project area ,vere review-ed. Of these seven, there were three milestones with a 
predecessor but no successor activity. 

Conclllsiun 

The Master Baseline Schedule had interface points listed in the schedule. There ,vas no easy way 
to filter or select just the !CD milestones listed in the schedule. All the milestones found had either 
a predecc-ssor or successor activity, and only three activ ities did not have both. 

4. 9.4 Dr:wils i11cludr: info rmation necessary to determine a schedule for the planning, design, 
construction. and operation of the inte,face. 

Re.1earch 

Jeff Voogd of CHG was contacted to review process for developing description of interface points. 
The ICD provides a detail description of the criteria necessary for it to be accepted by BFNL. 
These criteria typically li st all the preceding work that must be accomplished prior to acceptance 
of the milestone acti,·ity along with any anticipated production work that follows acceptance of the 
miles tone. 

Co 11c/11sio11 

The detail acceptance criteria for each !CD contains enough information so that a schedule can be 
cte,·eloped which_ shows the des ign, construction, and operation of the facility for work associated 
,,·ith the 111terface. 

-1 .9.5 711 e BNFL/DOE appro, -erl !CD ·s reflect consensus among the approp;·iate parties . 

Research 

Jeff Voogd of CHG was contacted to review process for developing interface points and for 
agreeing to these interface points. Currently the process calls for BNFL and ORP to define 26 
interface points for the RPP. The number of interface points is set by the contract between BFNL 
and ORP. Currently, BNFL and ORP have defined 21 interface points with 5 of these left as 
reserves. BNFL and ORP sign approved !CD's and CHG checks the completed document. CHG 
and BNFL have started an initiative to have CHG be one of the signatory parties since they will be 
providing t~e interface for BNFL and ORP will change their acceptance to an acknowledgement of 
the agreement between CHG and.BFNL. 

Conclusion 

Current IPPD process has requirements for signatory approval by both BFNL and ORP for any 
!CD issued . Currently both parties have approved and agreed to the 21 ICD's issued to date. The 
proposed inclusion of CHG in this approval and agreement process would further enhance the 
consensus of all affected parties. 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 
Basis for Assessment : 

4.9.1 Interv iew with Jeff Voogd of CHG on 02/29/00. Integrated Product and Process Development Training Manual developed by 
CIIG (manual not formally issued and is controlled by CHG). 

c.1 .9.2 Master Baseline Schedule Update RC0A dated December 27, 1999 (P3 files contained on 100-MB zip disk in project library 
files) . List of I CD's currently agreed to with BNFL and ORP (attached). 

4.9.3 Master Base li:-,e Schedule Update RC0A dated December 27, 1999 (P3 files contained on 100-MB zip disk in project library 
files) . List of !CD's currently agreed to with BNFL and ORP (attached) 

-1.9.4 · Interv iew with Jeff Voogd of CHG on 02/29,!00. Integrated Product and Process Development Training Manual developed by 
CHG (manual not formally issued and is controlled by CHG). 

-1 .9.5 lnter\'iew with Jeff Voogd of CHG on 02/29/00. Integrated Product and Process Development Training Manual developed by 
CHG (manual not formally issued and is controlled by CHG). 

Recommended Path Forward : 

Essential 

!',;o n<:: 

/111porta11t 

None 

Be11ejicial 

I. The ICD milestones should have a unique code or identifier in the Activity ID so that these milestones can be quickly filtered in 
the Master Baseline Schedule. 

2. CHG should become signatory to the I CD's so that a complete consensus is reached by all major participants of the RPP. 

Signatures 
Rc,·iewers: • . . ( 1.·.\ . \ ,.. .. . \ 

Team Leader Approval: 

Date: ' ·· ('. - \r·-, - J l• , ; Date: 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion : 4.0 Schedule 

Suhcrit eri on: 4.10 RPP Schedule - Has DOE integrated the RPP schedules which include the acti vities of CHG, BNF L, DO E ORP, DOE 
RI. and other RPP participants9 

Specific Consid erations in Assessment: 

..\ . I 0.1 Integra ted Pl cf"rlning Process - Is there a process in place for integrating the activities of CHG, B>!FL, DOE ORP, DOE RL and 
other RPP participants'' 

..\ . I 0.2 Schedule Bas is - Are sc hedule bases such as planning guidance, scope of work, work breakdo,,·n stmcture used in the preparation 
of the RPP Schedule doc umented? 

..\ . I 0.3 Schedule De velopment - Is technical logic complete at all leve ls, the prog ram makes sense logically, and each ac tivity is.tied to 
and necessary to support a contractual requirement? 

..\ . I 0.--l Critica l Path Schedule - Is the RPP cri tica l path identified? 

..\ . I 0.5 Ide nti fi-:a ti on of Miles tones - Have base line and integrated milestones been developed, against which actual perfonnance can be 
measured fo r all majo r ac ti vities and phases of the RPP? 

..\ . I 0.6 Mi les tone Trace-ability - Is a method, procedure or sys tem establ ished to allow trace-ability of miles tones to the nex t up pe r or 
lower le\'el schedule? 

..\ . I 0.7 Mi lestone Completion - Is-each milestone provided with a clear definition of completion? 

..\ . I 0.8 Assumption Identifica tion - Are key assumptions used in the preparation of the RPP schedule identified and documented') 

--l . I0.9 Schedule Risk - Are appropriate activities and resources identified for mitigating schedule risk') 

..\ . I 0.10 Repo rt ing - Is a report ing sys tem in place? 

..\ . I 0. 11 Ch:rngc Cont ro l Process - Is a change contro l process in place, which defines the requirements fo r the identifica tion, plann ing. 
e.\ec ution. documentation and approva l of changes to the RPP schedules? 

DO E Expectations: 

..\ . I 0.1.1 Cons iste nt scheduling system standards, specifications and guidance are used.in the preparation and maintenance of the RPP 
schedule. 

4. 10. 1.2 RPP participants are aware of their roles in schedule preparation and updates, and a communication system between RPP 
participants has been established . 

..\ . I 0.1 .3 Requirements and processes are in place for regular and systematic schedule updates, schedule analysis, and monitoring of actual 
duration and miles tones. 

--l . l 0. 1.4 DOE Procedure and documents for preparing schedule guidance, development and updates of the RPP schedule are in place . 

..\ . I 0.2.1 All schedule bases such as planning guidance, scope of work, work breakdown strncture are documented and traceable to the 
de,·elopment of the RPP schedule. 

-l . I 0.2.2 There is trace-ability between the RPP schedule and the Integrated Priority List. 

..\ . I 0.3. 1 The RPP schedule was developed based on the RPP Work Breakdown Stmcture . 

..\ . I 0.3 .2 The RPP schedule includes miles tones, inter-project interfaces (logic ties) and all updates obtained from the activities of ORP. 
CHG, 8):FL and other RPP participants. 

--l .10.3.3 Technical logic is complete at all levels, and lower-level logic rolls-up prope"rly to higher-level logic . 

..\ . I 0.4. 1 The critical path is identified and float has been calculated. 

4.10.4 .2 The rational used for identi fying the critical path is documented . 

..\ . I 0.5 .1 The RPP schedules contain all Tri-Party Agreement milestones applicable to the vitrification of Hanford tank waste. 

4. 10.5.2 The RPP schedules contain all DNFSB milestones applicable to the vitrification of Hanford tank waste . 

..\ . 10.5.3 The RPP schedules contain milestones to control, monitor and measure performance of critical activities at various phase of the 
project. 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

-1 . 10.6.1 Milestone trace-ability is provided by using a unique milestone identification number.4 . 10.6.2 Milestones are identified by 
Owner who has responsibility for control and completion of the milestones. 

-I . I 0.6 .2 Milestones are identified by Owner who has responsibility for control and completion of the milestones . 

-1 . IO. 7 Milestone Description documents , which identifies the information and criteria for completion, is provided for baseline 
milestones. 

-I . I 0.8. 1 Enabling assumptions have been fom1ally documented. 

-1 . I 0. 8. 2 The criteria for designating an enabling assu~ption is well documented. 

-1 . 10.8 .3 The basis for the assumptions. document source. are identified. 

-1 . 10.9 .1 Schedule ri sk has been identified and is being managed . 

-I . I 0.9.2 Mitigating actions have been developed and responsible parties identified for each risk. 

-1 . I 0.9 .3 Actions are in place to mitigate the impact on schedule for the need for a large contingent of skilled labor resources by both 
CH2M Hill and BNFL, especially during the peak periods of construction. 

-1. I 0. l O Management sys tems in place to track and report schedule performance and take appropriate corrective actions . 

-I . I 0. 11 . l A procedure is in place, which defines change control requirements for the RPP schedules. 

-1 . IO. l I .2Changes to the RPP schedules are only implemented after change documents have been reviewed and approved by the proper 
approval authority. 

-I . IO. l l .3Schedules are not re-baselined to remove a negative schedule variance (behind schedule). 

Rating Options 

Green: Performance has given 
( 0 1lii dc 1H:c that DOE-ORP-PlO will 
he su((ess ful in meeting B-2 
L'X pec tations. 

Yellow: Correct ive actions are needed to be 
confident that DOE-ORP-PIO will be 
successful in meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence that 
DOE-ORP-PIO will be successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations Met/Not Met: 

4. I 0. I . I Co11sis1e111 scheduli11g 5ysre111 sra11dards, specifications and guidance are used in the preparation 
and 111ai11te11a11ce of the RPP schedule. 

PIO has developed a schedule specification to ensure consistency in the preparation and 
maintenance of the PIO schedule. This specification has received concurrence from Office of River 
Protection, Project Integration Office, CHG, and BNFL. 

-I . / 0. / .l RPP participants are aware of their roles in schedule preparation and updates, and a 
co111111w1icc1tion system between RPP participants has been established. 

PIO schedule specification has received concurrence from ORP, PIO, CHG and BNFL. This 
specification details how information will flow from the schedule to PIO. The PIO organization 
chart is also attached which shows breakdown of duties between members of the PIO . 

./. I(} I. 3 Reqllirc!111e11ts and processes are i11 ·place for regular and 5yste111atic schedule updates, sclred11le 
a11a(rsis, and 111011itori11g ofact11al d11ratio11 and milestones. 

PIO Master Schedule Integration Specification has outlined that schedule updates will be done on 
monthly basis. This update will be done from a bottom up approach. Current schedule is top down, 
but will be revised to bottom up with issue of update on 04/ 15/00. Reports will be generated from 
the schedule on a monthly basis which will include major deliverables completed, float analysis, 
critical path, problems with corrective actions, and a 90 day look ahead punch list. 

-I . IO. I . 4 DOE Proced11re and doc11111e11ts for preparing sclred11le gllidance, development and updates of the 
RPP schedllle are i11 place. 

PIO Maste r Schedule Integration Specification has incorporated DOE procedures and documents for 
preparing and updating the RPP overall schedule. 

... 

Rating: 

Green/Yellow 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 
! 

I ./ /11 . ] I .•Ill .1chcd11/e hascs such as plan11i11g guidance. scope of work, ll'Ork breakdown structure are 
dorn111e111ed and traceable to the develop111 e11t of the RPP schedule. 

It is the intent of the PIO to provide trace-ability evidence of planning guide, scope of work and 
work breakdown stmcture for bottom up schedules developed from CHG and BNFL. This 
information will be provided on 06/ 1 S/00 . 

./ . 10.:!.2 Th ere is trnce-ability betll'ee11 the RPP schedule and the Integrated Priority list. 

PIO felt thi s link \vas pro\·ided through Change procedure, however they also felt that Priority List 
\\Ould lose significance as RPP molied from~funds management approach to baseline management 
ap proach as depicted in the PIO Master Schedule Integration Specification . 

./ . IO . 3. I 1'l1c RPP schedule 1, ·as de1·eloped based 011 the RPP Work Breakdow11 Strncwre. 

The R.PP schedule is based on roll-up of CHG and BNFL detail schedules, which in turn are based 
on RPP WBS structure. The R.PP schedule is just a roll-up of the detail WBS structure . 

./ . I 0. 3. 2 TJic RPP schedule i11cludes milestones. i11ter-project i111e1faces (logic ties) and all updates obtained 
.fmm the acti1·ities of ORP. CHG. BNFL and other RPP participants. 

RPI' schedule will be based on bottom up approach. The detail schedules include these milestones. 
Also, PIO will use an lnter-Project-R.elationship-Manager tool with the P3 software. This tool will 
allow log ic ties between the projects so that updates from one schedule can be ref1ected in the other. 

./ . I 0. 3. 3 Tecl,nical logic is co111plete at all le1·els, a11d lower-level logic rolls-up properly to higher-level 
logic. 

Current RPP summary schedule is made from top down approach. Current schedule includes logic 
ties at the summary leve l. This schedule will be updated with bottom up approach by 04/15/00 as 
directed by the schedule specification. 

-I. I II 4. I /Ill' critirnl 1)(/rh is identified w1d float has bee11 calculated. 

Current RPP summary schedule does not have total float calculated. This will take place on 
06/ 1 S/00 when new schedule is issued . 

./ . I 0 . ./. 2 T!,e ra1io11al used f or ide11tifyi11g tl, e critical parh is docu111ented. 

The PIO Master Schedule Integration Specification outlines the rational used for identifying the 
critical path. 

-I . I 0. 5. I Tl,e R PP schedules contain all Tri-Party Agreement milestones applicable to the vitrification of 
Hanfol'II tank 11 ·aste . 

All Tri -Party Agreement milestones applicable to vitrification of the Hanford tank waste have been 
included in the R.PP master schedule . 

./. I 0. 5. 2 T/11! R PP schedules contain all DNFSB milestones applicable to the vitrification of Hanford ta11/.: 
\\ '(IS{t'. 

All DNFSB milestones have been included. Jim Thompson to verify this by 02/29/00 . 

./. I 0. 5. 3 TJie RPP schedules co11tai11 milestones to control, 111011iror and measure pe1formance of critical 
c1C·ti1·ities at \'(/rio11s phase of the project. 

The schedule does contain milestones to control, monitor and measure performance. Also, monthly 
reports \\·ill be issued that track critical activities . 

./ . I 0. 6.1 /llilesto11e tmce-ability is prorided by using a unique milestone identification number. 

The RPP Master Summary Schedule will be kept as a P3 schedule. P3 requires that schedule 
activities all have a unique activity ID number, which in tum will provide the trace-ability. 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

-l I (J (i ; ;\/ilesrrmes are ide11ri(ied hy O1\'ller 11-/10 has responsihility for control a11d completin11 of the 
111ilesto11es. 

-l . /()7 

i\lilestone owners are currently defined in the CHG Multi-Year Work Plan (MYWP) and the 
B>IFL Integrated Master Plan (IMP) . 

A!ilestn11 e Description doc11111 ents, H'hich identifies the information and criteria/or completion, is 
pro1·ided fo r7iaseli11 e milestones. 

Milestones and their completion criteria are documented in the CHG MYWP, Technical Basis 
Re\·iew Documents, and Milestone Description Sheets. For BNFL the milestones are defined in 
their contract. PIO is constructing a miles tone sequence chart that will capture all project 
miles tones and milestone owners. The initial chart will be completed on 04/15/00, and will be 
updated on 06/05/00 and 08/04/00. 

-l . I 0.S I £11ahli11g assu111ptio11s /1(11 •e bee11 formally docu111e11ted. 

The enab ling assumptions are being formally documented in PIO's Key Planning Assumptions. 
The planning assumptions are under development and will be issued by 03/31/00. 

-l 1/J.S ; The critaiafor des ig11ati11g a11 enahli11g ass11mptio11 is \\'ell documented. 

The Project Management Plan scheduled for release by 04117100 will provide a description of the 
methodology used in establishing enabling assumptions. 

-l . I 0. S 3 Th e has is for the assumptions, document source. are identified. 

The enabling assumptions are traceable to the Strategic Plan and the Mission Analysis Report. 

-l . I II . 'J I Schedule risk ha.\ hee11 ide11njied a11d is being managed. 

Currentl y, sc hedu le ri sk is being managed at lower leve l with CHG and BNFL performing risk 
analys is on schedule ac ti\'iti es . This risk managernent is taking place on a continuing basis. PIO 
\\'ill du an overall schedule ri sk assessment with the integra ted schedule . 

./. III . 'I ; 1\ lit igating actions ha1·e hee11 del'eloped a11d responsible parties identified for each risk. 

The current risk plan includes mitiga ting actions and the responsible party. PIO will perform this 
function for total projec t and will report risk plan results on a monthly basis. 

-I . I 0. Y. 3 Actions are i11 place to mitigate the impact 011 schedule for the need for a large contingent of 
skilled labor resources by both CH2M Hill and BNFL , especially during the peak periods of 
cn11strnctio11 . 

PIO currently planning to have summary schedule acti\·ities resource loaded so that resource 
len:ling of an integra ted schedule can be done. This resource loading will be complete by 
06/1 5/00 updated . 

-I . I 0.1 () A/a11age111ent systems in place to track and report schedule pe1formance and take appropriate 
corrective actions. 

PIO currently putting management systems in place to track and report schedule performance. 
This system will include reports as outlined in the PIO Master Schedule Integration Specification. 

-I . l /J . l I. I .-I procedure is in place. 11'/ric/1 defines change control requirements/or the RPP schedules. 

PIO using change procedure HNF-IP0842 to control changes to the RPP schedule . This procedure 
outlines how changes are to be reviewed and approved. 

-I . I 0.11 . ]Clw11ges ro the RPP sch t!d11/es are only implemented after change documents have been reviewed 
and approved by the proper approl'(i/ allthority. 

This procedure of review and approval by the proper authority are already included in the change 
procedure H F-IP0842 . 

-l . / 0. / l . 3 Sc/11:dules are not re-base lined to rl!mow a negative schedule variance (behind schedule) , 

The PIO Master Schedule Integration Specification requires that the schedule will not be re­
baselined just to remo\·e a negative schedule variance. 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Ba\i s for Assessme nt : 

ln tcr\·iew with Jim Thompson and Lina Pacheco of PIO on 02/28/00. PIO Master Schedule Integration Specification dated 0211510() 
t attached) . PIO Organization chart dated 12/03/99 (attached). 

Recommended Path FQ.tward : 

/:,'.ne11tial Actions 

!\OllC 

/111porta11t Actions 

~\) Ile' 

Beneficial Actions 

Curren t approach is to do a bottom up roll-up of activities for the Master Summary Schedule. It is recommended that the summary 
schedule use the top do wn approach rather than the bottom up approach. By using the top down approach, the schedule could be 
quickly updated manually rather than having it pass through several iterations between BNFL and CHG. The information from either 
approach wi ll be the same. but the top down approach allows for a quicker turnaround of information and is not a labor intensi\·e as the 
bottom up approach. 

l 'pdates: 

-l. IO CRAD 4.10 was reviewed again due to its Green/Yellow status. Significant actions for this CRAD will not be completed until 
06/ 15/00. No changes were made to the review at this time. 

Signatures 

Rl' \ irn cr-s: l/ \_1 c•.~ , \ Team Lead Approval: 

Date : ')· \t,-·C\) Date: s-; /r-7-
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Criterion: 5.0 COST 
Suhcriterion : 5.1 Cost Validation - Has the Life Cycle Cost (LCC) been reviewed and reconciled? 

Specific Considerations in Assessment : 
5. I . I Has an Independent Estimate Review been conducted on the CHG portion of the LCC? 
5.1.2 Have differences between the Independent Estimate Review and the LCC been reconciled? 

DO E Expectations :. 
5.1.1.1 An Independent Estimate Review has been conducted on the CHG portion of the LCC. 
5.1.2.1 Differences between the Independent Estimute Review and the LCC have been reconciled . 

Rating Options 
G ree n: Performance has g iven 
rn nfidence that the RPP will be 
success ful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that RPP will be successful in 
mee ting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Perfom1ance has not g iven confidence 
that RPP will be successful in meeting B-2 
expec tations . 

Assessment , 

Expec tations Met : 

5. 1.1.1 Project, Time, and Cost (PT &C) is in the process of finali zing a review of the Life Cycle Cost 
estimate contained in the Multi-Year Work Plah. A detailed cost review is not planned fo r the 
RTP submittal. Judgements on the cost estimate will be based on the PT&C review of the 
MYWP . 

5.1.2.1 Any findi ngs issued by PT &C will be reviewed by ORP, and if agreed with, direction will be 
provided to CHG to modify the estimate. It is intended that if specific items are identified which 
need immediate correction ORP will not wa it for the end of the review in May, but will provide 
di rec tion to CHG to modify the estimate. 

t::xpectations !\ot Met : 

Basis for Assessment: 
5.1.1 .1 Directly responsible for and knowledgeable of the PT &C rev iew. 
5.1 .2.1 Directly responsible for and knowledgeable of the PT &C review. 

Rating: 

GREEN 

Recommended Path Forward : Follow the PT &C review to monitor the schedule and re view PT &C deliverables to determine the 
adequacy of the review. 

Signatures . 
ReYiewcrs : Team Lead Appro 

Date : Date: 
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Criterion: 5.0 COST 

Subcriterion: 5.2 Time Phased Cost Plan - Has a time phased cost plan been deve loped by CHG consistent with the most recent scope 
and schedule and in compliance with contractual requirements. 

Specific Considerations in Assessment : 

5.2. 1 Has the LCC- for the CHG been defined? 
5.2.2 Were the approved assumptions used in deve loping the LCC? 
5.2 .3 Is the LCC based on the most current and approved project scope and schedule? 
5.2.4 Is the LCC estimate used as a basis to obtain fundin g? 
5.2.5 Does the LCC include the costs for all the contractors? 
5.2.6 Does the LCC include incurred costs , estimate to complete, escalation, and contingency appropriate to the projec t risk? 
5.2.7 Does the LCC allow the comparison of actual versus forecast costs with available funds and obligations? 
5.2.8 Is there a documented process tracking changes to scope, cost, schedule, and funding and its impact on the LCC? 
5.2.9 Have the recommendations from audits/rev iews conducted over the last 2 years been incorporated, as appropriate, into the 

deve lopment of the LCC? 

DO E Expectations: 
5.2.1.1 The LCC for the RPP has been defined . 
5.2.2 . 1 The approved assumptions were used in the deve lopment of the LCC. 
5.2.3_. 1 The LCC is based on the most current, approved project scope and schedule. 
5.2 .4 . l The LCC is the estimate used to fommlate the budge t. 
5. 2.5. 1 The LCC includes all costs for all the contractors and DOE related to the RPP. 
5.2 .6. l The LCC includes incurred costs, estimate to complete, escalation, and contingency appropriate to the project risk . 
5.2.7. 1 The LCC al lO\vs for the comparison of actual ve rsus forecast costs with available funds and obligations. 
5.2 .S. l There is a documented process tracking changes to scope, cost, schedule, and funding and its impact on the LCC. 
5 .2 .9 . I The recommendations from audits/reviews conducted ove r the last 2 years have been incorporated into the development of the 

LCC. 

Rating Options . ' .. , ,, 

Green: Performance has given 
confidence that RPP will be 
success ful in meeting B-2 
expec tations . 

Yell ow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that RPP will be successful in 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that RPP will be successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

-: Assessment .. "" ' ~,;:, '.'i' 
, ... ;:,. 

Expectations Met : 

5.2. 1.1. CHG iden tified a rev ised LCC in their April 24, 2000, Read iness to Proceed submittal. 

5.2 .2.1 CHG complied with the approved cost assumptions as provided by ORP in the Mission Planning 
Guidance for FY 2002 (Letter number 00-MSO-007 ). 

5.2.3. 1. The RTP LCC is based on the most recent scope and schedule developed by the CHG RTP 
submittal. The submittal is based on ORP 's guidance to CHG in the Mission Planning Guidance 
and the Ke y Enabling Assumptions. 

5.2.4. 1 The LCC in the RTP was not the basis for preparation of the budget request. During ORP 's 
review of the preliminary RTP submittals, a revision was developed for the budget submittal, 
which significantly lowered the funds required in FY 2002 . The intent is to modify the current 
baseline with the revised budget submittal once a path forward following the RTP submittals by 
both BNFL and CHG is identified 

Rating: Green 
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5.2.5.1 The CHG RTP LCC includes all the costs for CHG and their subcontracts, including PNNL and 
assessments from FDH. Each TBR is broken down by performing company. What is not 
included are costs for federal staff. In addition, as the analysis occurs regarding landlord and site 
costs and ensuring they are integrated with the RPP, there may be some additional items 
identified tha-r-w ill need to be added to/subtracted from the LCC. 

5.2.6.1 The LCC includes incurred costs, an estimate to complete, and escalation. CHG modified the 
estimate upward slightly as a result of the financial analysis to ensure an 80% confidence level 
that the proposed baseline could be accomplished. 

5 .2. 7. I The LCC does allow for the comparison of actual versus forecast costs with available funds and 
obligations once it becomes an official baseline through change control. This is demonstrated 
through monthly reports and brie fings that capture BCWS, BCWP, and ACWP and identify cost 
and schedule variances. In addition, this will also be captured in the Integrated Project 
Accounting, and Budgeting System. 

5.2 .8.1 Refer to CRAD 1.4 "Project Change Control". 

5.2 .9. 1 CHG ident ified a list of issues, deficiencies and corrective actions, which had arisen during the 
ORP rev iew, the External Independent Review, and there own critical risk list . Recommended 
paths forward to reso lve each item were identified. 

Basis for Assessment: 

5.2.1.1 Reviewed the CHG RTP submittal dated April 24, 2000 

5.2.2.1 Reviewed the FY 2002 Mission Planning and the CHG RTP submittal. 

5.2 .3.1 Reviewed the CHG RTP Submittal vs . the Key Enabling Assumptions (primarily key schedule dates) and the Mission Planning 
Guidance . 

5.2.4 .1 Directly responsible for reviewing the RTP and making modification for the budget submittal. Involved in a number of meetings 
with CHG and ORP staff to discuss the RTP submittal and changes required to support the FY 2002 budeet submittal. 

5.2.5.1 Have previously reviewed the MYWP. PT&C has reviewed 80% of the dollars and having the major PBSs reviewed by an 
independent technical expert to ensure appropriate scope was not forgotten. No detailed review of the RTP cost estimate has 
been performed, assessment determination was based off of current knowledge of the current baseline and understanding 
changes made by CHG for this submittal. 

5.2 .6. I Reviewed the RTP Submittal. 

5.2.7 .1 Reviewed November monthly report, attended IPABS training . 

5.2.8.1 Refer to CRAD 1.4 "Project Change Control". 

5.2 .9. 1 Reviewed the RTP Submittal. 

Rev. final 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Improvements: 
Beneficial: 
Re lated to 5.2 .5 - The budget submittal could be improved to be solely based on the baseline. Part of the reasons for the continual 
disconnect .is the continual changes to the program. Once the baseline/program is solidified, the program should attempt to mainta in an 
up-to-date baseline, which can be used exc lusively for funding requests without having to include "current knowledge" . 

. Signatures 
Reviewers: Team Lead Approval:' 

'· 
Date : Date: 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 7.0 ES&H 
Subcriterion: 7.lA ES&H Program Plan-A detailed ES&H program plan has been completed (Contractor)) 
Specific Considerations in Assessment : 
7.1 A. I Does the ES&H Program Plan or equivalent documentation identify the specific , detailed ES&H requirements and 

considerations affecting the River Protection Project? 
7. 1 A.2 ls the ES&H Program Plan or equivalent documentation effectively implemented? 
7. I AJ Does the Contrac tor effective ly assess thei r implementation of their ES&H Program Plan or equivalent documentation'! 
7 . 1 A.4 Does the Contractor monitor their ES&H perfomrnnce to established performance goals? 
DOE Expectations : .. 
7. I A. l . l The Contractor has an ES&H program which complies with the requirements of DOE rules, orders , and policies and is 

effectively implemented. 
7. !A.2.1 The Contractor has developed an integrated safety management system (ISMS) per DEAR Clause 970.5204-2 and has 

demonstrated effective ISMS implementation. 
7. I A. 2.2 The Contractor has identified a set of applicable federal laws and regulations, and DOE Directives tailored for the 

associated work and hazards for the River Protection Project by using a DOE approved process per DEAR 970.5204-78. 
7. I A.3.1 The Contractor has demonstrated effective implementation-of the DOE approved set of requirements for the Ri ver 

Pro tec tion Projec t. 
7. IA.3.2 The Contractor has presented a detailed schedule (with milestones) to fulfill the remaining (after RTP) ES&H ga ps. 
7. 1 A.4. 1 The Contractor has established applicable ES&H performance measures and evaluated ES&H performance per DEAR 

Clauses 970 .5204-2 and 970 .5204-86. 

. .. Rating Options ·,. . f 

Green: Performance has given 
confidence that the ORP \\·ill be 
successful in mee ting B-2 expec tations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to 
be confident that the ORP will be 
successful in meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given 
confidence that the ORP will be 
successful in meeting B-2 expectations. 

Assessment 
Expectations Met: 

7.1 A. l . l Contractor has an ES&H Prog ram. An assessment is underway as described under 
expectations not yet met. 

7. 1 A. 2.1 LMHC/CHG, as a subcontractor to FDH, has demonstrated ISMS implementation 
under the FDH Integrated Environment Safety and Health Management System 
Plan (H NF-MA-003) and under FD H's plan and ISM system description have 
completed both Phase I and II ISMS Verifications. Several opoen items exist and 
are discussed under expectations not yet met. 

7. I A.2.2 The I 999 update to the TWRS Standards/Requirements Identification Document 
was approved by DOE on September 14, 1999. 

7. IAJ . l The Phase I assessment for the TWRS S/RID 1999 update was completed to DOE 
on September 27 , 1999. The S/RlD process is a DOE approved process and is 
consistent with the requirements of DEAR 970.5204-78 . 

Expectations Not !\.let: 

7 .1 A. I. I Assessment not completed. Will be completed 5/31/00. CHG S&H program 
documentation (HN F-IP-0842, Section IX, Safety, April 21 , 2000) was reviewed 
and comments submitted to J. Poppiti on 5-8-2000. Assessment of the S&H 
program will be incorporated into the CHG ISMS Management Assessment 
scheduled for May 17-25, 2000. 

7. IA .2.1 DOE ORP recognizes that LMHC/CHG, as a subcontractor to FDH, has 
demonstrated ISMS implementation under the FDH Integrated Environment 
Safety and Health Management System Plan (HNF-MA-003) and under FDH's 
plan and ISM system description have completed both Phase I and II ISMS 
Verifications. Now that CHG is a separate prime contractor to ORP, the following 
actions need to be completed: 

1) CHG submitted their ISMS System Description on April 27, 2000. DOE 
has minor comments and a letter of approval is being circulated for 
management signature (target approval date is May 16, 2000). 

2) CHG submitted a proposed set of ES&H performance requirements on 
April 25, 2000. ORP review is pending on completion of the ISMS 
Management Assessment. 

Rating: Yellow 
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Criterion: 7.0 ES&H 
3) CHG and ORP are working cooperatively the revision to the 

Authorization Agreement. Signature from both parties is targeted for 

May 31, 2000. 

7. I A.3.1 Complete the Phase II assessments for the new requirements added to the DOE 
approved.JWRS S/RID 1999 update by September 30, 2000. 

7. I A3.2 CHG S&H program documentation (HN F-IP-0842, Section IX, Safety , April 21 , 
2000) was reviewed and comments submitted to J. Poppiti on 5-8-2000. 
Assessment of the S&H program will be incorporated into the CHG ISMS 
Management Assessment scheduled for May 17-25, 2000. 

7. 1 A.4 .1 CHG S&H program documentation (HNF-IP-0842, Section IX, Safety, April 21, 
2000) was reviewed and comments submitted to J. Poppiti on 5-8-2000. 
Assessment of the S&H program will be incorporated into the CHG ISMS 
Management Assessment scheduled for May 17-25, 2000. 

Basis for Assessment: 
7. IA .1.1 FDH Integrated Environmental Safety and Health Management System Plan, HNF-MA-003. 
7. I A.2.1 FDH Integrated Environmental Safety and Health Management System Plan, HNF-MA-003. CHG Integrated Safety 

Management System Description, HNF-SD-WM-PNL-114, Rev 4. 
7. IA .2.2 "Standards/Requirements Identification Document, " HNF-SD-MP-SRID-001, Revision2. DOE Approval Letter 99-

TSD-077 , Approval of Tank Waste Remediation System Standards/Requirements Identification Document (S/RID) . 
7. IA.3 .1 "Standards/Requirements Identification Document," HNF-SD-MP-SRID-001, Revision2 
7. IA .3.2 CHG Integrated Safety Management System Description, HNF-SD-WM-PNL-114, Rev 4. 
7. I A.4 .1 Attachment 2 on Performance Indicators in CHG Integrated Safety Management System Description, HNF-SD-WM­

PLN-114, Rev 4 . 
Recommended Path Forward: 

No Essentia l path forward actions were identified. 

The following Important path forward actions were identified to address expectations not yet met: 
7.1 A. I. I Complete assessment of contractor ES&H program by 5/31/00. ORP TSO (I) 
7. 1 A.2 .1 Complete assessment of contractor ISMS implementation to the CHG ISMS System Description by May 2000. 

Contractor and ORP TSO (I) 
7. IA .3. 1 Complete the Phase II assessments for the new requirements added to the DOE approved TWRS S/RlD 1999 update by 

September 30, 2000. Contractor (I) 
7. I A.3.2 Develop a CHG ISMS corrective actions/implementation plan for by 4/28/00. Contractor (I) 
7. IA.4 .1 Review, revise, approve Contractor ES&H performance measures by 3/31/00. Contractor and ORP TSD (I) 

P -
1
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 7.0 ES&H 
Subcriterion: 7.18 ES&H Program Plan-A detailed ES&H program plan has been completed (DOE-ORP) 
Specific Considerations in Assessment : 
7. 113 .1 Does the ES&H Program Plan or equivalent documentation meet DOE requirements as established in the DOE FRAM 

and related DOE Policies and Directives? 
7.18.2 Is the ES&H Program Plan or equivalent documentation effectively implemented? 
7 .18 .3 Does DOE effectively assess implementation of the established DOE ES&H Program Plan or equivalent documentation? 
7. I 8.4 Does DOE effectively assess contractor -ES&H performance per the established contract ES&H requirements and DEAR 

Clauses9 

DOE Expectations : 
7. 1 B.1.1 ORP has developed and implemented an integrated safety management system (ISMS) per DOE P 450.4 . 
7. I B.1.2 ORP has established and implemented a FRAM per DOE P 411 .1. 
7. I B.2.1 ORP has established an effective ES&H oversight program of Contractor activities per DOE P 450.5. 
7. I B.3.1 ORP oversees Contractor compliance with the requirements of DOE rules, orders, and policies. 
7. 1 B.4 .1 ORP has established an effective self-assessment program per DOE P 450.5. 
Green: Performance has given Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to Red: Performance has not given 
confidence that the ORP will be be confident that the ORP will be confidence that the ORP will be 
successful in meeting 8-2 expectations. successful in meeting 8-2 expectations. successful in meeting B-2 expectations. 

Assessment 
Expectations Met : 

7.18 .1.1 ORP has developed an ORP Integrated Safety Management System Description, 
DOE/RL-98-69, Revision 1, dated August 9, 1999. This document was reviewed 
in both the DOE TWRS ISMS Phase I and Phase II verifications. The ORP ISM 
System Description will be incorporated into the ORP Project Management Plan 
to reflect the enhancements of the ORP business management processes. 

7. 113 .1.2 ORP has completed the development of the ORP FRAM. The completion date 
was 2/29/00. 

7. 113 .2.1 The ORP Facility Representative Program provides the day-to-day oversight of 
the Contractor's operations and activities. A formal, documented Facility 
Representative program is in place, which defines the processes, used to perform 
thi s oversight function . ORP line management conducts formal ES&H oversight 
of the Contractor through project readiness assessments, management assessments 
and performance evaluations. The ORP Safety Division also provides oversight of 
specific ES&H program functional areas through management assessments, 
program reviews, and performance evaluations . 

Expectations \'.ot l\let: 

7.18.1.1 The following actions need to be closed to demonstrate implementation ofISMS 
by ORP: 
a. close the corrective actions identified in the ORP ISMS Phase II Verification 

CotTective Action Plan, (last action dated September 30, 2000) . 
b. Incorporate the ORP ISM system description into the ORP Project 

Management Plan. 
c. Address the seven criteria established by DOE to demonstrate ISMS 

implementation and submit to DOE-HQ, before September 30, 2000. 
d. Participate or conduct a management assessment of ORP ISMS 

implementation by May 30, 2000. 
7.18 .2.2 The following actions need to be addressed to demonstrate an effective ES&H 

oversight program of Contractor activities: 
a. The ORP Management Walkthrough Program is not being fully implemented. 

A process needs to be developed to upgrade and implement the ORP 
J\lanagement Walkthrough Program for ORP management to use in conducting 
RPP field walkthroughs by 4/ 15/00. 

b. The contractor is in the process of implementing a deficiency tracking system 
to track and trend actions related to internal and external findings, issues and 
occurrences. ORP has requested that the Contractor also include tracking and 
trending of ORP targeted issues, This system is not fully implemented for both 
Contractor and ORP issues. 

Rating: Yellow 
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7. I 13 .3. l This assessment is not complete. The scheduled completion date is 3/31/00. 
7. 113.4 . l ORP is in the process of developing an ORP wide self-assessment program. The 

formal ORP Manager's Notice for this program is scheduled to be completed by 
January 28, 2000. Implementation of this program is expected to be initiated in 
FY 2000 with all ORP divisions having completed one self-assessment review by 
September I , 2000. 

Basis for Assessment: 
7.1 B.1.1 ORP Integrated Safety Management System Description, DOE-RL-98-69, Revision 1, August9, 1999. 
7. 113 .1.2 ORP Functions Responsibilities and Authorities Manual, February 29, 2000. 
7. 113 .2.1 ORP Facility Representative Program. -Consistent with Facility Representative Program RLID 1300.1 D. 
7. 1B.3.1 Assessment Underway 
7.113 .4 .1 ORP Self Assessment Program being deve loped. 
Recommended Path Forward : 
No Essential path forward actions were identified . 
The foll owing Important path forward actions were identified to address expectations not yet met: 
7. IB.1.1 Conduct a management assessment of ORP ISMS implementation by May 30, 2000. ORP TSO (I) 
7. IB ,2. 1 Implement the ORP Management Walkthrough Program by 4/ 15/00. ORP TSD (I) 
7. 1B.3.1 Complete assessment of contractor ES&H Program by 3/31/00. ORP TSD {I) 
7.113.4 .1 Develop ORP wide self-assessment program. Initiate this program in FY 2000 and complete self-assessment review by 

9/1/00 . ORP (I) 

;(;. t / '.i /) ,,.., 
~ 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 7.0 ES&H 
Subcriterion: 7.3 Safety Analysis - A Safety Analysis Report (SAR) 
Specific Considerations in Assessment: 
7.3 .1 Does CHG have an adequate AB for waste storage and transfer? 
7.3.2 Is the AI3 adequately implemented? 
7.3.3 Are plans in place to amend the AB to support waste feed delivery and associated projects? 
7.3.4 Is there an ad.:quate Unreviewed Safety Question (USQ) process in place? 
7.3. 5 Are procedures in place for review of the AB documents? 
7.3 .6 Is there an independent review of the safety analysis documents? 
7 .3. 7 Does CHG have management infrastructure~ processes, and procedural guidance necessary to provide a timely review of the 

FSAR and all AB documents? 
7.3 .8 
7.3.9 

Does CHG have adequate staff with appropriate skills to provide for review and approval of the SAR in a timely manner') 
Does CHG have an adequate AB management structure in place e.g., AB docket, AB library, document management systems, 
configuration controls systems, etc .? 

7 .3. IO Are ORP authorities and responsibilities clearly outlined and assigned, with adequate staff to perform the required activities to 
oversight the FSAR? 

DOE Expectations: 
7.3. 1.1 CHG has completed FSAR AB transition. 
7.3.2.1 CHG has effectively completed implementation of all FSAR Phase I implementation open items and agreed on the disposition of 

the FSAR Phase II and Phase III items including its schedule and cost. 
7 .3 .3. I CHG has a detailed plan and licensing strategy in place to amend the AB to support waste feed delivery and associated projec ts. 
7 .3.4 .1 CHG has an adequate USQ process implemented to comply with DOE Order 5480.21 requirements . 
7.3. 5.1 CHG has AB document review procedures in place . 
7.3.6.1 CHG has a process in place to have an independent review of the safety analysis documents . 
7.3.7. 1 CHG management has processes and procedural guidance necessary to review the FSAR and all AB documentation. 
7.3.8. 1 CHG has adequate staff with appropriate skills to provide for review and approval of the FSAR in a timely manner. 
7.3.9. 1 CHG has an adequate AB management structure in place (AB docket, AB library, document management systems, configuration 

control systems, etc.) . 
7.3. 10. 1 OR.P has management infrastructure (e.g. processes, procedures, staff) adequate for providing timely review and approval of 

documents. 
Rating Options 

Green : Performance has given 
confidence that the ORP will be 
success ful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the ORP will be successful in 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence that 
the ORP will be successful in meeting 8-2 
expectations. 

Assessment :. 

Expectations !\[ct: 

7 .3.1.1 CHG is currently performing waste transfer and waste storage activities using the ORP approved 
Final Safety Analysis Report (HNF-SD-WM-SAR-067) and Technical Safety Requirements 
(HNF-SD-WM-TSR-006) . The Contractor has the AB under configuration management, with 
procedure driven internal and ORP revision processes. 

7.3.2 .1 CHG successfully transitioned from the ORP approved Basis for Interim Operation to the Final 
Safety Analysis Report (HNF-SD-WM-SAR-067) and Technical Safety Requirements (HNF-SD­
WM-TSR-006) on October 18, 1999. ORP has approved full transition using a three- phase 
process, with completion by 9/30/00. All transition issues required to ensure the safety of the 
facility, worker, and the environment were implemented on October 18th. 

7.3.3.1 CHG is cu1Tently performing planning activities, assigning personnel responsibilities, and 
defining required activities to be prepared to handle waste feed delivery and associated projects 
(HNF-1722, RPP Double-Shell Tank Waste Retrieval AB Amendment Task Plan) . At a minimum 
when preparing a licensing strategy and AB amendment CHG will use the Final Safety Analysis 
Report (HNF-SD-WM-SAR-067) and Technical Safety Requirements (HNF-SD-WM-TSR-006) 
are used by the Contractor, along with HNF-IP-0842, Volume IV Engineering, Section 5.10, 
rluthorization Basis Document Process; HNF-IP-0842, Volume IV Engineering, Section 5.14 
Tier I Review of Authorization Basis Doc11ments; and HNF-IP-0842, Volume IV Engineering, 
Section 5.4 Unre, ·iewed Safety Questions. 

7.3.4.I CHG uses HNF-IP-0842, Volume IV Engineering, Section 5.4 Unreviewed Safety Q11estions, as 
procedural guidance. Corrective Action and Occurrence Reporting procedural processes also 
exist. CHG has a USQ Self Assessment Program in place, contractors and independent 
contractor to review the USQ process, and transmits an annual USQ review report to ORP. 

Rating: Green 
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7. 3.5.1 CHG has procedural processes in place to ensure that adequate evaluation occurs when AB 
documents are revised, added, and deleted. Primary procedures include, HNF-IP-0842, Volume 
IV Engineering, Section 5.10, Authorization Basis Dowment Process, HN F-IP-0842, Volume IV 
Engineering, Section 5 .14 Tier I Review of Authorization Basis Documents and HNF-IP-0842, 
Volume IV Engineering , Section 5.4 Unreviewed Safery Questions. All changes to the AB 
document list by the Contractor requires approval by ORP. CHG uses DOE Orders 5480.21, 
5480.22, and,5480.23 procedural processes when developing or reviewing AB documents . 

7. 3.6.1 CHG uses a fom1al documented review process of AB documents. All affected organizations 
(tank farms operations, ES&H, engineering, etc.) participate in an extensive review of AB 
documents. CHG has adequate procedures in place to perfom, review activities. ORP will 
continue to perform document review and oversight of CHG safety documents. 

7 .3. 7. I CHG has procedural processes in place that define the review and approval process of a SAR, 
which include Section 5.10, Authorization Basis Document Process, HNF-IP-0842, Volume IV 
Engineering, Section 5.14 Tier I Review of Authorization Basis Documents . 

7.3.7 .2 Responsibilities and authorities are documented, position description requirements exist for each 
position, and CHG staff are trained, tested, and retrained commensurate with their position. 
Contracted personnel hired to support AB work are required to fulfill training requirements to 
·ensure a consistent base of understanding exists of responsibilities and authority across all staff 
members. CHG is currently staffed with the appropriate type of personnel for providing reviews 
and approval of contractor documents and work. However, severa l personnel have recently left 
nuclea r safety, creating the potential for inadequate staff to meet current and future AB 
requirements if the vacancies are not quickly filled . 

7. 3.9. 1 CHG has an adequate AB management stmcture in place (AB docket, AB library, document 
management systems , configuration control processes, etc .), to ensure adequate management of 
the AB, and of the AB amendment process. 

7 .3. I 0. I Responsibilities and authorities are documented, and understood by the current ORP staff and 
will be clearly documented in the Functional Responsibilities and Authorities Manual (FRAM). 
The FRAM is currently being written. ORP staffing is cu1Tently not at the staffing level that is 
required to perform the required work activities . In addition funding for hiring and support 
personnel has been reallocated. A freeze on hiring ORP federal employees also currently exists. 
No n-federal employees will be contracted to support ORP through the national labs, general 
support services contract (GSSC), and independent experts in specific areas of safety and health . 

Basis for Assessment : 
7 .3 .1.1 TWRS Final Safety Analysis Report, HNF-SD-WM-SAR-067 and HNF-SD-WM-TSR-006, Technical Safety Requirements. 
7.3 .2.1 TWRS Final Safety Analysis Report, HNF-SD-WM-SAR-067 and HNF-SD-WM-TSR-006, Technical Safety Requirements . 
7.3 .3.1 RPP Double Shell Tank Waste Retrieval AB Amendment Task Plan, HNF-1722; HNF-SD-WM-SAR-067, TWRS Final Safety 

Analysis Report; HNF-SD-WM-TSR-006, Technical Safety Requirements; HNF-IP-0842, Volume IV Engineering, 
Section 5.10, Authorization Basis Document Process; HNF-IP-0842 , Volume IV Engineering, Section 5.14 Tier I Review of 
Authorization Basis Documents; HNF-IP-0842 Volume IV Engineering, Section 5.4 Unreviewed Safety Questions; HNF-SD­
WM-SAR-067 , TWRS Final Safety Analysis Report; TBRs 150.816, 150.B\7, 270.105, 270-110, 270-C\6 : HNF-SD-WM­
TSR-006, Technical Safety Requirements; RPP-MP-003, ISMS Description. 

7 .3 .4 .1 HNF-IP-0842, Volume IV Engineering, Section 5.4 Unreviewed Safety Questions; HNF-SD-WM-SAR-067, TWRS Final Safety 
Analysis Report; HNF-SD-WM-TSR-006, Technical Safety Requirements; and RPP-MP-003, ISMS Description. 

7.3.5.1 HNF-IP-0842, Volume IV Engineering, Section 5. 10, Authorization Basis Document Process; HNF-IP-0842, Volume IV 
Engineering, Section 5.14 Tier I Review of Authorization Basis Documents; HNF-IP-0842 Volume IV Engineering, Section 5.4 
Unreviewed Safety Questions; HNF-SD-WM-SAR-067, TWRS Final Safety Analysis Report; HNF-SD-WM-TSR-006, 
Technical Safety Requirements; and RPP-MP-003, ISMS Description. 

7.3 .6 .1 HNF-IP-0842, Volume IV Engineering, Section 5.14 Tier 1 Review of Authorization Basis Documents; HNF-SD-WM-SAR-
067, TWRS Final Safety Analysis Report; HNF-SD-WM-TSR-006, Technical Safety Requirements; and RPP-MP-003, ISMS 
Description. 

7.3.7 .1 HNF-IP-0842, Volume IV Engineering, Section 5. 10, Authorization Basis Document Process; HNF-IP-0842, Volume IV 
Engineering, Section 5.14 Tier 1 review of Authorization Basis Documents; HNF-SD-WM-SAR-067, TWRS Final Safety 
Analysis Report ; HNF-SD-WM-TSR-006, Technical Safety Requirements; and RPP-MP-003, ISMS Description. 

7.3.8. 1 HNF-IP-0842 , Volume IV Engineering, Section 5. 14 Tier 1 Review of Authorization Basis Documents; HNF-SD-WM-SAR-
067, TWRS Final Safety Analysis Report; HNF-SD-WM-TSR-006, Technical Safety Requirements; and RPP-MP-003, ISMS 
Description,. 

7.3 .9.1 HNF-IP-0842, Volume IV Engineering, Section 5.10, Authorization Basis Document Process; HNF-SD-WM-SAR-067, T\VRS 
Final Safety Analysis Report; HNF-SD-WM-TSR-006, Technical Safety Requirements; and RPP-MP-003, ISMS Description. 

7 .3.10.1 ORP Functions Responsibilities and Authorities Manual. 
Recommended Path Forward: 
DOE expectations have been met. 
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8-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 7.0 ES&H 
Subcritcrion: 7.4 Occupational Safety Concerns- Has the detailed compliance plan been reviewed and revised as appropriate, 
and has it heen implemented? 
Specific Considerations in Assessment : 
7.4 . l Does the occupational health and safety program effectively implement DOE rules, orders, and policies? 
7.4 .2 Are assessments and audits performed to evaluate the occupational safety program and the adequacy of qualified safety and 

health professionals for implementing the program? 
7.4.3 Does ORP ha\·e processes to place to manage occupational safety concerns tasks. 
DOE Expectations: _ 
7.4 .1 . I DOE expectations include full implementation of the DOE mies. orders, and policies as related to occupational safety issues 

associated with operations and activities in the tank farms. 
7 . ..\ .1.2 DOE expectations al so include the plan to remediate any new occupational safety hazards that may impact specific work 

acti vities or tasks in the tank farms . 
7.4. 2. I · Perform assessments and audits to evaluate the adequacy of qualified safety and health professionals for implementing the 

occupational safety and health programs . 
7...\ .3.1 ORP must be ready to effectively manage occupational safety concerns within ORP itself as well as oversee contractor work . 
7 . ..\ ,3.2 ORP must implement an adequate occupational safety employee concerns program. 

Rating Options 
Green: Performance has given 
confidence that the ORP will be 
successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the ORP will be successful in 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the ORP will be successful in meeting 8-2 
expectations. 

Assessment 
Expectations Met: Rating: Yellow 
7.4 .1. l The ORP Safety group has developed methods and processes that meet the OSHA Standards and 

ACGIH guidelines for evaluating the contractor occupational safety and health programs. The 
documents supporting the oversight management of the contractor occupatic:1al safety and health 
programs process include but are not limited to the following : 
• Occupational Safety and Health Performance Assessment Guides. 
• Implementation and compliance with DOE Order 5480.4, "Environment, Safety, and Health 

Protection Standards." 
• Implementation and compliance with the provision of the DOE Order 5480. l 0, "Contractor 

Industrial Hygiene Program." 
• Implementation and compliance with DOE Order 440. lA, "Worker Protection Management 

for DOE Federal and Contractor Employee." 
HNF-IP-0842 describes the specific CHG occupational safety programs. These include the RPP 
Safety Sen·ices Program Plan, The Industrial Hygiene Personal Monitoring Program Plan, The 
Comprehensive Ergonomics Program Plan, Respiratory Protection Controls, and Subcontractor 
Safety Oversight. This guidance is supplemented by specific Occupational Safety and Health 
Procedures provided in HNF-PRO Documents addressing a wide range of occupational safety 
and health issues such as confined space, electrical safety, job hazard analysis, office safety, 
safety inspections, transportation safety, and worksite first aid. 

7.4 .1.2 Procedures and processes exist to identify and evaluate new occupational safety hazards. 
Hazards analysis and identification processes are used to ensure that operations are conducted in 
a safe manner as required by the RPP Safety Services Program Plan, Volume IX, Safety, HNF­
IP-0842. 

7.4 .2.1 ORP conducts oversight of the Contractor's ES&H program with existing resources through the 
Facility Representative program, program management assessments and project readiness 
assessments and reviews. 
ORP also has an external review panel of world-renowned safety experts, "Worker Health and 
Safety Tank Advisory Panel (Sub TAP)," that meets regularly to evaluate and provide 
recommendations to ORP in the field of occupational safety and heath. 

7.4 .3.2 ORP uses DOE-RL for the implementation of its employee concerns program. ORP provides 
technical support. 

Expectations Not !\let: 
7.4 .2.1 ORP does not have the appropriate staff mix for ES&H oversight of the River Protection Project 

based on the current project hazard profile. Resources are needed in the following ES&H 
functional areas: radiation protection, industrial safety, electrical safety, fire protection and 
natural phenomenon. 

_L 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

7.4 .3.1 ORP has initiated a program to address Federal Occupational Safety and Health (FEOSH) 
Program. The FEOSH program allows ORP to identify specific areas of safety hazards through 
safety inspections. audits, and assessment of workstation designs and to provide controls for 
hazards that maybe identified. Implementation is in progress. 

Rasis for Assessment: 
7.4 .1.1 HNF-IP-0842, Volume IX Safety, Section 1.1, Safety Services Program Plan. HNF-IP-0842, Volume IX Safety, Section 4.4 , 

Industrial Hygiene Personal Monitoring Program Plan. HNF-IP-0842, Volume IX Safety, Section 4.3, Comprehensive 
Ergonomics Program Plan. HNF-IP-0842, Volume IX Safety, Section 4.2, Respiratory Protection Controls. HNF-IP-0842 . 
Volume IX Safety, Section 2.3, Subcontractor Safety Oversight. HNF-PRO Occupational Safety and Health Procedures. 

7.4.1.2 HNF-IP-0842, Volume IX Safety, Section !.l, Safety Services Program Plan. 
7.4 .2.1 ORP Facility Representative Program. As consistent with RUD 1300.1 D Facility Representative Program. 
7.4 .3 .1 The Federal Employee Occupational Safety and Health (FEOSH) Program at Hanford, HFID 440.1. • 
7 .-U .2 Department of Energy Employee Concerns Program DOE Order 442 .1. 

In addition to the above bases, the following high-level requirements were reviewed to support this assessment: 
29 CFR 1910. Occupational Safety and Health Standards. 
29 CFR 1926, Safety and Health Regulations for Construction. 
DOE Order 5480.4, Environment, Safety, and Health Protection Standards 
DOE Order 5480.10, Contractor Industrial Hygiene Program 
DOE Order 5480.11/1-3, Radiation Protection for Occupational Workers . 
DOE Order 5484.1 , Environmental Protection, Safety, and Health Protection Information Reporting Requirements Information 
DOE Order 440.1 A, Worker Protection Management for DOE Federal and Contractor Employee. 

Recommended Path Forward : No essential path forward actions were identified. The following important path forward actions were 
identified to address expectations not yet met: 
7.4 .2.1 It is recommended that ORP management develop a human resource plan to identify and implement alternatives to fill staff needs 

in such areas as radiation protection, industrial safety, electrical safety and fire safety. Date to be determined. ORP 
Management (I) 

7.4 .3.1 Complete tl~impreinentafion·ofthe FEOSH Program. Date to be detem1ined. ORP Management. (I) 

\_ Signatures < 

Revic:;5~s: Charles O~a _. ___ Team Lead Approval : \ 
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8-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 7. 0 ES&H 
Suhcrite rion: 7.5 Waste minimization and Pollution Prevention - Has a detailed waste minimization/pollution prevention plan 
been reviewed and revised as appropriate for implementation during operations? 
Specific Considerations in Assessment: 
7.5. 1 Has a detailed waste minimization/pollution prevention plan been reviewed/developed and revised as appropriate by RPP for 

implcmentati.on during operations? 
DOE Expectations: 
7.5.1.1 A Pollution Prevention/Minimization plan has been written by/including RPP which applies to waste feed del ivery and 

associa ted operations -
7.5.1.2 The plan is acceptable to DOE-ORP 
7.5 . 1.J The pbn is being implemented and adhered to 

Rating Options .. .. 

Green: Performance has given Yellow: Corrective ac tions are needed to be Red: Performance has not given confidence 
confidence that the ORP will be contident that the ORP will be successfu l in th at the ORP will be successful in meeting B-2 
successfu l in meeting 8-2 meeti ng B-2 expectations. expectations. 
expectations . 

Assessment -
Expectations Met: Rating: 
7.5. 1.1 The I lanford Site Plan (HNF-EP-0496. Rev 3) is being used by CHG to address Waste Green 

Minimization and Po ll ution Prevention. 
7.5 . 1.2 The plan has been accepted by ORP as part of the CHG transition policy. 
7.5. 1.3 The plrn1 and its implementation has been reviewed to ensure waste minimization assessments are 

palonned ; the contractor performs pollution prevention reporting: and the contractor has waste 
minimization certification . 

Basis fo r Assessment: 
7.5.1.1 Hanford Site Plan (HNF-EP-0496) 
7.5. 1.2 Hanford Site Plan (HNF-EP-0496) . ORP/CHG transit ion agreements. 
7.5 . 1.3 Hanfo rd Si te Plan (HNF-EP-0496) 
Recommended Path Forward : DOE expectations have been met. Continue ongoing planned assessments and reponing. 

Signatures n Ii 
: 

~ 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 7.0 ES&H 
Subcriterion: 7.6 Waste management - The detailed waste management plan has been reviewed and revised as appropriate. 

Specific Considerations in Assessment: 
7.6.1 Does the waste management plan identify and confirm the types and quantities of waste expected during construction, start-up, 

and operation of facilities, systems structures, or components? 
7.6. 2 Does the waste management plan provide documentation of reviews and approvals? 
7.6.3 Does the was Ce management plan integrate waste production and disposal with: 

• British Nuclear Fuels Limited 
• Ch2M Hill --
• Hanford Site Waste Management 
• Department of Energy Richland Operations Office and Office of River Protection 

7. 6.4 Does the waste management plan include: 
. 

• an implementation schedule; 
• measures and practices that will be used to manage, treat, and dispose of wastes? 

DOE Expectations : 
7.6.1.1 The waste management plan identifies and confirms the types and quantities of waste expected during construction, start-up, and 

operation of facilities, systems, stmctures, or components? 
7 .6.2.1 A process is implemented to document reviews, changes, and approvals of the waste management plan. 
7.6.3.1 The waste management plan integrates waste production and disposal with: 

• British Nuclear Fuels Limited 
• Ch2M Hill 
• Hanford Site Waste Management 
• Department of Energy Richland Operations Office and Office of River Protection 

7.6.4 .1 The waste management plan includes: 
• an implementation schedule, 
• measures and practices that will be used to manage, treat, and dispose of wastes? 

· Rating Options 
Green: Performance has given 
confidence that the ORP will be 
success ful in meeting B-2 
e., pectations . 

Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that the ORP will be successful in 
meeting B-2 expectations. 

Red: Performance has not given confidence 
that the ORP will be successful in meeting B-2 
expectations. 

Assessment 
Expectations Met : 

7.6.1.1 LMHC/CHG has a Waste Generating Plan, HNF-IP-0842, VI, Environmental, 4.1, Rev. 3b. This 
document provides a plan for handling waste before it is generated and applies to all RPP 
activities and all waste types. The plan identifies 15 specific waste streams that result from 
routine maintenance and operations activities . The plan also provides a process for managing 
non-routine waste streams. The plan does not discuss quantities of waste produced, however, a 
waste volume projection is developed, independent of this plan, on an annual basis . The plan is 
not integrated with a site wide waste management plan. 

7.6.2.1 The interface definition and DOE and Contractor responsibilities are included as part of the 
interface description. For each of the interface descriptions, Interface Control Documents (I CDs) 
have been developed to define the administrative and physical interface requirements for each 
interface description. Interface details include physical point of transfer, compositioni'volume 
projections, administrative procedures, open issues, and details of the physical interface, 
dependent on the nature of the interface. The level of detail varies with the level of information 
available to include in the ICD. The interface control documents are living documents and are 
updated on a regular basis. The interface control documents are managed in accordance with the 
contract provision, and are under change control. Working groups have been established to 
develop and revise the !CDs, and these include membership from DOE ORP/RL, PHMC team, 
LMHC/CHG, and PNNL as is appropriate for the specific interface. for this review, it is 
assumed that the ICD process or something similar, will be used in the future with the next waste 
processing contractor. 

The waste generating plan requires documentation of reviews and approvals. The plan identifies 
specific responsibilities for management, staff and subcontractors, including, verification and 
oversight of the waste management process. A waste planning checklist provides a means to 
document solid waste generation and the method by which the waste will be disposed. The 
checklist is part of each work package and is integral to planning of any work activity. The 

\. :· . 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

checklist is approved in accordance with the generating plan. The waste generating plan is 
supported by two primary tank farm operating procedures. "Perform Waste Generation, 
Segregation , and Accumulation ," (TO- I 00-052) and "Perform Inspections of Active Containers 
and Satellite Accumulation Areas," (TO-100-045) . The -052 procedure provides guidance on 
planning for and effectively managing tank farms solid waste . It covers planning, segregation, 
packaging and inventory of solid wastes generated within tank farm facilities . The -052 
procedure requires additional waste management documentation, including, container request 
forms , waste inventory sheets and generator certifications. The -045 procedure provides 
instructions for the inspection of Satellite Accumulation Containers and other active waste 
containers and requires documentation in the-form of active container inspection data sheets . 

Waste rece ived into double shell tanks is governed by the "Double Shell Tank Waste Analysis 
Plan," (DOE/RL-90-39) . Waste received into DSTs must meet specific environmental, 
operational and safety parameters . 

7.6.3. 1 The waste generating plan and DST Waste Analysis Plan address waste handling by LMHC 
(CH2M Hill) , contractors in the tank farms, generators of waste outside the fam1 (other 
contractors) and waste service providers (i .e., Waste Management Hanford) . Neither the Waste 
Generating Plan or the DST Waste Analysis Plans address waste volume directly . A number of 
other documents address waste streams, waste stream volume and disposal pathways, including, 
waste volume projections , RPP/WTP Integrated Master Plan (PL-W375-G00002 , Rev . I, October 
29, 1999) and interface control documents. 

7.6.4. 1 A schedule is not used or required to manage day to day tank farm waste generation activities. 
Wastes are managed using the documents and procedures described above. Additional waste 
acceptance documentation or criteria may be required for secondary wastes being returned from 
waste processing, but until the secondary waste plan is issued these criteria can not be developed. 
It is not known if the plan will include a schedule or a description of measures and practices to be 
used in disposing of the secondary wastes returned to LMHC/CHG . The primary waste products 
are being addressed by the IHL W storage and LAW disposal projects. 

Expectations Not Met : 

7.6.3 .1 A site wide integrated waste management plan does not exist. There is a draft gap analysis for 
the new DOE Order 435 .1, Radioactive Waste Management in process. The Gap analysis was to 
be submitted to RL byJan 15 , 2000 . CH2M Hill was also scheduled to submit their gap to ORP. 

Basis for Assessment: 

7.6. 1.1 Hanford Site Solid Waste Acceptance Criteria (HSSWAC) . DOE Order 435.1 . HNF-IP-0842, VI , Environmental, 4 .1, Rev. 
36. 

7.6.2. 1 HNF-IP-0842 , VI, Environmental, 4 .1, Rev . 3b. Tank Fam1 Operating Procedures TO-100-052 and TO- 045 . Double Shell 
Tank Waste Analysis Plan, DOE/RL-90-39. 

7.6.3.1 HNF-IP-0842 , VI , Environmental, 4 .1, Rev. 3b. Double Shell Tank Waste Analysis Plan, DOE/RL-90-39. RPP/WTP Integrated 
Master Plan PL-W375-G00002, Rev 1, October 1999. DOE Order 435.1. 

7.6.4 .1 HNF-IP-0842 , YI , Environmental, 4 .1, Rev. 3b. 
Recommended Path Forward: 

~ o essential path forward actions were identified. The following important path forward action was identified to address expectations not 
yet met for 7 .6 .3.1. Develop a site integrated Waste Management plan in accordance with DOE Order 435.1. Perform assessments to 
ass ure DOE Order 435.1 is implemented. The completion date for this action is to be determined. 

ReYiewers : M. J. Royack 

Da te : 

:::. 
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Date: 

2 

Re v. final 
5-1 5-00 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 7.0 ES&H 
Subcriterion: 7.7 Permits, Licenses and Regulatory Approval - Have applicab le permits, li censes, and regulatory approva ls 
been obtai ned and have milestone dates for pending and new application been reviewed and revised as appropriate? 
Specific Considerations in Assessment : 
7.7. I Docs the RPP operate under a DOE approved S/RI D? Are applicable environmental requirements in Sections 16 and 20? 
7.7 .2 Docs the RP£.. permitting progra111 identify and schedule all permits needed to support feed delivery? 
7.7.3 Are sufficient funds allocated in the annual planning schedule to prepare planned permits within cost and on schedule? 
7.7.4 Is out year planning to identify needed permits done so these are assured to be in the RPP annual planning process? 
7.7.5 Does the RPP Authorization En ve lope contain all approved environmental permits? Is a li sting of such routinely generated? 
7.7.6 Docs BNFL and RPP have sufficient interface control agreements to ensure waste feed delivery on time and within cost? 
7.7.7 Does RPP have procedures to ensure that permit approva l conditions are implemented in the fi eld? 
DOE Expectations: 
7.7.1.1 The RPP does operate under a DOE approved S/RID. Applicable environmental requirements are in Sections 16 and 20. 
7.7.2.1 The RPP permitting program does identi fy and schedule all permits needed to suppo11 feed delivery. 
7.7.3 .1 Sufficient funds are allocated in the annual planning schedule to prepare planned permits within cost and on schedule. 
7.7.4.1 Out year plan ning to identify needed permits is done so these are assured to be in the RPP annual planning process. 
7.7.5 .1 Th..: RPP Authorizat_ion Envelope does contain all approved env ironmental permits. A li sting of such is routinely generated . 
7.7 .6. 1 13 NF L and RPP do have sufficient interface control agreements to ensure waste feed delivery on time and within cost. 
7.7.7 .1 RPI' does ha ve procedures to ensure that permit approval conditions are implemented in the field . 

Rating Options 
Green: Perfor111ance has given Y cllow: Corrective actions are needed to Red: Performance has not given confidence 
confidence that ORP will be successful be confident that ORP will be successful in that ORP will be successful in meeting B-2 
in meeting B-2 expectati ons. meeting B-2 expectations. expectations. 

Assessment . . . '.::r 
Expectations Met : Rating: Ye llow 
7.7. 1.1 Sections 16 and 20 of RPP's S/RIDs were reviewed and applicable environmental requirem ents 

arc addressed. 
7.7.2.1 RPl''s Permitting At-A-Glanc..: Charts and Hi sto rical Permit Approval Charts identify and 

schedule perm its needed to support feed delivery. 
7.7 .3 .1 /I. re view of the current env iron111ental RPP Tl3Rs indicates that sufticient fund s are allocated to 

prepare planned permits. 
7.7 .4 .1 Selc:ctc:cl Permitting Plans were reviewed to verify out year planning. 
7.7 .5. 1 A li st of environmental permits is provided in HNF-4474, RPP Environmental Permits and 

Related Documents . 
7.7.6.1 Interface Control Documents were reviewed . Some issues in ICD-22 (3 issues) and ICD-26 (5 

issues) have bee n identified and are being worked out and targeted for late April resolution . 
TSCA PCB issues of tank waste and NEPA, RCRA issues invol ved in Remote Trenching of 
!LAW are being addressed . 

7.7.7. 1 H N F- 1 P-0842 provides field implementation procedures. 
Basis for Assessment: 
7.7.1.1 Evaluate against Sections 16 and 20 of RPP's S/R!Ds 
7.7.2 .1 RPP's Permitting At-a-Glance charts and Historical Perm it Approval Charts 
7.7 .3. 1 Current Environm ental RPP TBR.s 
7.7.4 . I Per111 itting Plans 
7.7.5 . 1 HNF--M74, " RPP Environmental Permits and Related Documents" 
7.7.6 .1 List of all Interface Control Documents and ICD-22, "A ir Emissions" and ICD-26, "Permits" 
7.7.7 .1 Field implementation procedure out of HNF- IP-0842 
Recommended Path Forward : DOE expectations have been met. 

Important Actions: 

• RPP continuing acce lerated schedule of permit writing and regulatory decision-making . 

• Continuing to team with the regu lators to fast track our permitting strategy. Corrective actions not necessary at this time . 

• Issues in ICD-22 (3 issues) and ICD-26 (5 issues) are being worked and targeted for late April conclusion . 

• TSCA PCB issues of tank waste and NEPA, RCRA issues involved in Remote Trenching of ILA Ware also ongoing . 
Yellow rating determ ination is due: to th t: ~,mou nt of permit and regulatory approva ls and decisions needed by April. 

Signatures ,. .,. 
I'\, /) . ,, ' 
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U.S. Department of Energy 

~BDfiibjffljj 

00-ESHQ-021 

Ms. M. P. DeLozier, President 
and General Manager 

CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc. 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Ms. DeLozier: 

P.O. Box 450 
Richland, Washington 99352 

,JUN l 5 luOO 

CONTRACT NO. DE-AC06-99RL14047 -B-2 DECISION READINESS TO PROCEED 
CONDITIONAL ACCEPTANCE OF SUB CRITERION 7 .8A QUALITY ASSURANCE (QA) 
PROGRAM . 

The U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP) has conditionally accepted 
your QA Program as described in the following documents: 1. RPP-MP-600, Rev 0, "Quality 
Assurance Program Description (QAPD) for the Tank Farm Contractor;" 2. RPP-MP-601, Rev 0, 
"Quality Assurance Manual and Implementation of the Quality Assurance Program System for 
the Tank Farm Contractor;" 3. RPP-MP-602, Rev 0, "Quality Assurance Requirements Matrix 
(QARM) for the Tank Farm Contractor;" and 4. CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Inc. (CHG) 
interoffice memo from QA to S. H. Gilmore, "QA Program Elements," 7B400-DW-00-001, 
dated June 1, 2000. 

ORP's conditional acceptance of the CHG program is based on: 1. dynamics associated with the 
potential modifications of the CHG contract to expand the statement of work; and 2. CHGs 
commitment to provide an acceptable revision of the above mentioned documents to ORP by 
August 18, 2000. ORP, under a separate letter, will provide CHG with detailed comments to the 
documents for consideration when making the revisions. 

If you have any questions regarding the acceptance of your program and the conditions under 
which it is being accepted please contact John Clark, on (509) 376-2246. 

ESHQ:JES 

cc: J.B. Hebdon, CHG 
D. A. Waite, CHG 

Sincerely, 

Cloette B. Reid 
Contracting Officer 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Subcriterion: 7.8A Quality Assurance Program - Contractor 
Specific Considerations in Assessment : 
7 .8A. l Do we have an adequate Quality Assurance Program (QAP) for waste storage and transfer? 
7.8A.2 Is the QAP adequately implemented? 
7 .8A.3 Are plans in place to update the QAP as needed to support waste feed delivery and associated projects? 
7.SA.4 Are procedure~ in place for surveillance and audits of the implementation of the contractor QA programs? 
7.SA.5 Are appropriate Price Anderson Amendment Act coordination and program oversight functions established? 
DOE Expectations: 
7 .SA. I . I CHG has completed the QAP for waste storage and transfer. 
7.8A.2. l CHG has effectively implemented all QAP requirements into auditable QA programs and procedures. 
7.SA.3. 1 CHG has a detailed plan in place to amend the QAP to support waste feed del ivery and associated projects. 
7 .SA.4 .1 CHG has an adequate audit and surveillance program to assure compliance with the requirements of the QAP. 
7.SA.5.1 CHG will have appropriate and effective interfaces necessary to execute Price Anderson Amendment Act activities. 

Green: Performance has given Yellow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confidence·that the ORP will be confident that the ORP will be successful in 
successful in meeting B-2 
expec tations. 

meeting B-2 expectations. 

. .·. 
,._ ~ .,-: .. 

Expectations Met : Rating: YELLOW 
7 .SA. I . I HNF-IP-0S42, Volume XI, Section 1.1, Quality Assurance addressed waste storage and transfer. 

CHG is operating under a transition QAP and is developing a CHG QA Program Description 
Document scheduled for the end of March 2000. The QA Program description was not delivered 
in March as originally planned. It was agreed that CHG could deliver their Program Description 
on April 24, 2000 with the rest of the B-2 deliverables . 

CHG delivered their QA Program Description (RPP-MP-600, Rev. 0) on April 24, 2000. ORP 
review indicated the need to review some portions of this document. It was also noted that CHG 
did not have a prime contractors QA program that was compliant with 10 CFR 830.120 at that 
time. 

DOE met with CHG on May 3, 2000 to discuss these issues. CHG subsequently revised the QA 
Program Description and transmitted RPP-MP-600, Rev. l on May 4, 2000, which resolved the 
issues associated with this document. 

It was noted in the May 4th transmittal tha_t additional documentation was necessary to fully 
describe and document CHG's QA Program. These additional documents were the QA 
Requirements Matrix and the QA Manual. The QA Requirement Matrix was delivered to ORP on 
May 11, 2000. At this time (May 17, 2000) the QA Manual has not been provided to ORP. 

Therefore, ORP concludes that CHG's QA Program is incomplete, i.e. failing these criteria, and 
was rated red. The QA Manual was elivered to ORP a the enS, of~, which caused an 

upgrade from red to yellow. "-'"--"L--"__,...,. ~ 2.. • 

7.SA.3.1 The current QAP covers waste fee delivery and associated projects. ' ~ 
7 .SA.S. l CHG has designated a PAA compliance officer. 

Expectations Not Met: 

7 .SA.2.1 CHG has encountered recent QA problems that indicate problems with implementing QA 
requirements and procedures. A specific example is problems with the W-314 Project involving 
unacceptable welding of piping. This issue is addressed in CRAD 3.2.3 .1 in more detail hut 
indicates problems with QA Program implementation. 

7 .8A.4 . l CHG has assumed the audit and assessment function from the PHMC. The recent problems with 
the W-314 Project piping indicate a need for improvement in this area. 

Rev. final 
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B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Basis for Assessment : 
7.8A. l. l HNF-IP-0842, Vo!ume IX, Section 1.1, Quality Assurance. Letter LMHC-9957054 Dated 9/29/99 "River Protection Project 

Transition Quality Assurance Program. RPP-MP-600, Rev. 0, April 24, 2000; RPP-MP-600, Rev. 1, May 4, 2000; HNF-IP-
0482 Vol. IX, Sect. l.l, Rev. 3; CHG-9957401 R4. . 

7 .8A.2. l See CRAD 3.2.3.1. Discussions with ORP QA personnel. 
7.8A.3. l HNF-IP-0842, Volume IX, Section l.l, Quality Assurance. 
7.8A.4. l See CRAD 3.2 .3.1. Discussions with ORP QA personnel. 
7.8A.5.1 CHG QA Organization. 
Recommended Path Forward : 

7 .8 A.2.1 and 7.8A.4.1 Complete the corrective action plan for the W-314 piping weld defect incident. Factor in the results of this 
incident into the CHG QA Program Description Document originally scheduled for the end of March 2000. New date may have to be 
negotiated. Contractor. (I) · 

Date: 

Rev. final 



B-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 

Criterion: 8.0 Project Risk 

Suhcriterion: 8.2 CHG Risk Management - Does CHG have a risk management program in place necessary for successful 
management of the lifecycle of this project'1 

Specific Considerations in Assessment : 
8.2. 1 Is it clear who in CHG is respons ible for managing risk? 
8. 2.2 Does CHG ha,·e a risk management plan/procedure for evaluating and managing ri sk? 
8. 2.3 Does CHG assume the role of risk manager as appropriate? 
8.2.4 Has CHG identified project risks? .. 
8.2 .5 Does CHG's Phase I 8-1 ri sk management performance demonstrate their ability to successfully establish and execute the ri sk 

management program for Phase 18-2·1 

8.2.6 Is there a single risk management process for the projec t? 
8.2., Is it clc:ar \\·hat risk is inherent in decisions made by DOE'? 

DO E Expectations: 
8. 2.1.1 Ckar roles and responsibility are defined for risk management at all levels within CHG. 

Appropriate CHG staff & management have been trai ned on the risk management procedure. 8.2 .2.1 
8.2.2.2 
8. 2.] . I 
8. 2.3 .2 
8. 2.>.> 
s. n .• 
S. 2.3.5 
8. 2.• . 1 
8. 2A.2 
8.2S I 

A risk management procedure has been developed and is being used that identifies how risks will be managed in Phase 18-2. 
CHG clea rly identifies ri sk managers and holds them accountable for actions according to a defined schedule. 
CHG has identified project risks , using a systematic methodology. 
Risks iden tified can be tied to the proj ec t baseline through a projec t W8S. 
Critical risks within the life cycle of the project have been identified. 
CHG has taken an integra ted approach to risk management. 
The assessment of the risk potential of baseline change reques ts is routinely performed by CHG. 
CHG has evaluated risk that is inherent in the proj ec t baseline. 
An active ri sk management program was in place during Phase l 8-1 (i .e., focused management and staff attention on 
significant potential problems and to aid in communications) which will be used in Phase 18-2. 

8.2.5.2 A mechanism is in place to take ad\·an tage of lessons lea rned in Phase 18-1 risk management process that can be applied to 
Phase 1 £3-2. 
Cl IG has identified metrics to assess the effectiveness of the ri sk management process. 8.2.5 J 

8.2.:iA 
:n .0. 1 
8. 2.6.2 
S. 2.7 . 1 

CHG uses the resu lts from metric assessments to continually improve their risk management approach. 
CHG is integrated into a single ri sk management process for the project. 
A ri sk allowance is maintained and allocated as appropriate . 
For significant risks to the project, the dec ision to which they are tied is identified. 

Rating Options 

Green: ·Performance has gi\·en 
confidence that CHG will be 
successful in meeting 8-2 
expectations. 

Yell ow: Corrective actions are needed to be 
confident that CHG will be successful in 
meeting 8-2 expectations. 

Reel: Performance has not given confidence 
that CHG will be successful in meeting 8-2 
expectations. 

Assessment 

Expectations l\let: 

Expectations l\let : 
S.2 .1. I Clear ro les and responsibility are defined for risk management at all levels within CHG. - Roles 

& Responsibilities in general are called out in the CHG Risk Management Implementing 
Procedure. Responsibilities for each risk and critical risk are identified on the respective risk lists . 

8.2.2.1 Appropriate CHG staff & management have been trained on the risk management procedure. -
CHG has trained their staff & management on program planning and uncertainty management. A 
significant portion of this training covered risk identification and management. Reviewing the 
CHG training matrix shows that all those identified for the training have received it. 

S.2.2.2 A risk management procedure has been developed and is being used that identifies how risks will 
be managed in Phase I 8-2. - The CHG "Risk Management" Implementing Procedure was updated 
on I 2/22/99 . From the information reviewed on the CHG process, it appears that the process is 
being followed at least for critical risks. It is not clear if this procedure is followed, or should be 

8.2 Overall Rating: 

Yellow/Green 
Rating: 
Green 

Green 

Green 
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8-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 
fol lo\\ ed, at all le \·el s within the organiza tion . It is suggested that a graded approach be uti lized by 
the contractor to suit the needs of each aspec t of the projec t. 

8. 2.3 2 CHG has identified project ri sks , using a systematic methodology. - The logic based planning & 
execution process is logical and sys tema tic . However, it is not clear if such formalit y is required at Green 
the level of detail to which the contractor is attempting to reach . 

8.L U Risks identified can be ti ed to the project baseline through a project WBS. - The TBRs & CEIS are 
li nked to the project WBS. Green 

8.2 .3 .5 CHG has ta en an integrated approach to risk management. - CHG has an integrated risk 
manage ment system that can be traced from the level "O" log ic down to the TB Rs. Green 

8. 2.-1.1 The assessment of the ri sk potential of base line change requests is routinely performed by CHG. -
An evaluation of risk impac ts is included in sec tion 8.0 of the TB Rs. TBR changes are included in Green 
BCRs. 

8.2.4 .2 CHG has evaluated risk that is inherent in the project base line. - CHG has eva luated the ri sk 
inherent in their part of the projec t base line. (Note : CHG must ass ist PIO in the assessment of risk Green 
in the proj ect base line. This is a PIO issue and not solely a CHG issue.) 

S.2.2' . I A n ac ti\·e risk management program was in place during Phase 18-1 (i.e .. focused management 
and staff attention on significant potential problems and to aid in commun ications) which will be Green 
used in Phase I 13 -2. - A risk ma nageme nt p rogram is in place and be ing used du ring phase B- 1. It 
is expected that this system, or a more mature version of it will be in-place during Phase B-2. 

8. 2.'.'.4 CHG uses the results from metric assessments to continually improve their risk management Green 
approach. - The risk management metrics approach is in its in itial stages of development. 
However, the dra fted approach shows promise of both demonstrating the value of having a risk 
management progra m and helping to improve the risk management prog ram. 

8. 2.6. 1 CHG is integrated into a single risk management process fo r the projec t. - CHG has within itse lf Green 
deve loped an integrated ri sk management process. (Note: CHG is not part of an integrated RPP 
risk management process. Although the ac tion to integrate the RPP ri sk management process does 
not belong to CHG, CHG must participate in its development.) 

8. 2.6 .2 A risk allowance is maintained and allocated as appropriate. - A risk allowance is calc ulated by Green 
CHG, included in the budget request transmitted to DOE and distributed by CHG appropriately as 
risk mitiga ting actions are needed. (Note: Until an integrated risk management process is attained 
across the RPP, effec tive utilization of the risk allowance cannot be achieved. Although the action 
to integrate the RPP risk management process does not belong to CHG, CHG must participate in 
its de,·elopment.) 

Expectations i\ot Met: ·Rating: 

S.2. 3. l CHG clea rly identifies risk managers and holds them accountable for ac tions according_ to a 
defined schedule. - Handlers are identified for each risk. The risk hand.lers identify ac tions to be Yellow/Green 
taken to address each risk. In the case of critical risks, risk handling act ion plans are actually 
de ,·eloped . These actions and ac tion plans are reviewed by management generally on a regular 
basis. It is not clear what the schedule is for risk mitigation actions, since dates are not called out 
on critica l ri sk lists . There fo re it is not possible at this time to evaluate whether or not ri sk owners 
are held to a schedule for addressing risks. 

S.2.3.4 Assess critica l risks (e .g . risks associated with ta11kfa r111 tum -over and its decommissioning) 01·er 

rite life cycle of tlt e RPP Yellow 
Steve Schaus of CHG was contac ted to rev iew th is criterion. Steve stated that CHG had assessed 
crit ica l risks for Phase I, but in order to complete this for Phase 2 CHG needed ORP to define the 
balance of the miss ion for Phase 2. Steve stated that there was still no clear direction on what was 
the plan for Phase 2. 

S.2.5.2 A mechanism is in place to take adrnntage of lessons learned in Phase 18-1 risk management Yellow 
process that can be applied to Phase I B-2 . - Although CHG has a lessons learned program, that 
program does not appear to be connec ted to the risk management program. As a result, there are 
major tools ( i.e. the lessons learned effort, risk management effort) which should be part of a 
projec t management program that appear to be under-utilized. 

S.2. 5.3 CH G has identified metrics to assess the effectiveness of the risk management process. - A Yellow/Green 
performance assessment is part of the logic based planning & execution process. This is a 
relatively new activity in the overall process and has not been fully developed. 

Yellow/Green 
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8-2 Decision Readiness to Proceed Self Assessment 
~.2. 7. I I.ink the critirnl risks 11·i1h their related decisions. 

Ste\·c Schaus of CHG was contacted to re view this criterion . Steve stated that CHG had made the 
first pass at completing this task . CHG has developed a document called the Decision Assumption 
Ri sk Matri x (DARM), which links the decision, assumption and ri sk elements together. This 
document is not currentl y under configuration control and has been issued only in a preliminary Yellow/Green 
form. A copy of this document is attached for reference. 

Bas is for Assessment: 

The fo llowing t\\"O documents apply to most of the criteria and were used extensively in this eva luation: 

• Draft Proj ec t Execution Plan, HNF-60 17, RPP-6017 , Re v. 0, April 2000. 
• Risk management Procedure, HNF-IP-0842, Vol. IV. 

~.2.1.1 Clea r roles and responsibility are defined for ri sk management at all levels within CHG. - HNF-IP-0842, Section IV, 
Engineering 2.6. Rev. I a, dated 12/22/99 "Risk Management" Implementing Procedure. Sampling of Risk & Critica l risk li sts. 

8. 2.2.1 Appropriate CHG staff & management have been trained on the ri sk management procedure . CHG actively manages risks J S 

:ippropriate . - RTP2 Tra ining Matrix and associated Training material - "Program Planning and Uncertainty Management" 
·. 2.2.2 A ri sk management procedure has been developed and is being used that identifies how risks will be managed in Phase 1B-2. -

HNF-IP-0842, S~ction IV, Engineering 2.6, Rev . l a, dated 12/22/99 "Risk Management" Implementing Procedure 
8. 2.3.1 CHG clearly identifies risk managers and holds them accountab le for actions according to a defined schedule. - CHG Risk & 

Critical Risk Lists, CHG Risk Handling list, 2/8/00 
8. 2.:U CHG has identified projec t risks , using a systematic methodology. - example TBRs (120.25, 280.23), interview with Steve 

Schaus. FY2000 Multi Year Work Plan Budge t & Schedule Risk Analysis for Tank Waste Retrieval & Disposal Division. 
11 /99. RPP-5410, Rev. 0 

'. 2.3.3 Risks ide ntified can be ti ed to the proj ect baseline through a projec t WBS. - examp le TBRs (120.25, 280.23), associated Cost 
Estinming Input Sheet, the RPP CHG critical risk list. 

~. :U . ..\ Critica l risks within the life cycle of the projec t have been identified. - CHG Critical Risk Lists 
:-; 2.3.5 CHG h:is taken an integra ted approach to risk management. - CHG Risk & Critical Risk Lists, interview with Steve Schaus. 

Ma rk 8ishop & Jim Schaeffer. 
S.2.4 .1 The assessment of the ri sk potential of baseline change requests is routinely performed by CHG. - Review of example BCRs & 

inte rviews \\·ith Steve Schaus & Susan Johnson (DOE) . 
8. 2 . ..\ .2 CHG has evaluated risk inherent in the project base line. - Interviews with Steve Schaus. 
8.2 .5. l An active ri sk management program was in place during Phase l B-1 (i .e., focused management and staff attention on 

significant potential problems and to aid in communications) which wi ll be used in Phase 1B-2. - HNF-IP-0842, Section IV . 
Engineering 2.6, Re v. l a, dated 12/22/99 "Risk Management" Implementing Procedure, interviews with M.Robershotte 
(PNNL). & Steve Schaus (CHG). 

8. 2.5. 2 A mec hanism is in place to take advantage of lessons learned in Phase I B-1 risk management process that can be applied to 
Phase l B-2 . - Interviews with Steve Schaus & Jim Schaeffer. 

S. 2.5.3 

8. 2.5.4 

S.2.6.1 
S. 2.6.2 

8. 2.7.1 

CHG has identified metrics to assess the effecti veness of the risk management process . - Interview with Ste\·e Schaus, Draft 
Ri sk Management Metrics Approach, 7 / 12/99 
CHG uses the results from metric assessments to continually improve their risk management approach .. - Interviews with 
Steve Schaus, Mark Bishop & Jim Schaeffer, T\VRD Risk Metrics Report, 9/99 
CHG is integrated into a single risk management process for the project. - Interviews wi th Steve Schaus. 
A risk allO\vances is maintained and allocated as appropriate. - Interview with Steve Schaus (CHG) & Patty Morehouse 
(DOE). 
For significant risks to the project , the decision to which they are tied is identified. - Interviews with Steve Schaus & Jim 
Schaeffer. 

Recommended Path Forward: 
Esse ntial Actions: 
l\one 

Important Actions: 
~.2.3 . ..\ Assess critical risks ( e.g. risks associated with tank farm turn-over and its decommiss ioning) over the life cycle of the RPP. -

Steve Schaus, 8/24/00 
8.2.7.1 Link the critical risks with their related decisions. - Steve Schaus, 8/24/00 
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8-2 Decision Readin ess to Proceed Self Assessment 
lkncfic ial Ac tions: 

:. 2.3.1 Identify the mitigating action schedule on the critical risk list. Provide a copy of the revised CRL as evidence of action 
comp letion. - Steve Schaus , 8/24/00 

S.2.5.2 Link the ri sk manageme nt program with the lessons learned program. ( ote: Also, given the magnitude and exposure of the 
pr ivatization proj ec t, a lessons learned program at the PIO level should be considered to ass ist future privatizat ion efforts.) -
Steve Schaus, 8/24/00 

ii .2.5.4 Officially release the Risk Management Metrics Approach and continue its implementation - Steve Schaus, 8/24/00 
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