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SAFETY SHARE AND THEME OF PRESENTATION 

We will present a safety share and the theme of this 
presentation by beginning with a famous nursery rhyme  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

“Hey diddle diddle, the cat and the fiddle, the cow jumped 
over the moon……” 

3 



SAFETY SHARE 
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SAFETY SHARE 
 

Could better activity level work planning resulted in a different outcome? 

I think the answer is YES!  
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THEME OF PRESENTATION – A POINT OF VIEW 

1. Nothing is ever quite as simple as it seems 

 
2.  Success comes one small victory at a time and only with:  

• Lot’s of management attention 
• Patience and perseverance 
• Constant communication and reinforcement 
• Teamwork, listening, and collaboration 
• Effort 
 

3. Everything we do (including fundamentals like work 
planning and control) requires periodic reinvigoration 
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WHAT IS OUR WORK PLANNING AND CONTROL INITIATIVE AND 
WHY ARE WE DOING IT? 

• URS-wide activity initiated in November 2010 to make a step improvement 
in a way that sustains continuous improvement  

• Involved development of a URS Standard  

• Involved provisions for corporate evaluations of work planning and control 
at URS Projects 

• Involved many face to face meetings or workshops to achieve consensus, 
share lessons learned and initiate actions for continuous improvement 

• Involved complete transparency with customers and stakeholders 
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URS-wide activity initiated in November 2010 to make a step improvement in a way that sustains continuous improvement.  It was triggered initially by concerns identified at a specific Project, but ultimately driven by senior management determination to focus on all URS projects in order to consistently improve performance.It involved development of a URS Standard based initially on previously issued NNSA and DOE-EM Guidance and adjusted to reflect URS Project experience. Development of the Standard was initiated in January 2011 and approved in June 2011.It involved provisions for performance of corporate evaluations of work planning and control program improvement against established criteria to ensure effective implementationPhase I (Program) Initiated October 2011 and completed June 2012.Phase II (Implementation) Initiated March 2013 and ongoingIt involved many face to face meetings or workshops to achieve consensus, share lessons learned and initiate actions for continuous improvement Deliberations and evaluations were and continue to be completely transparent to DOE, NNSA and DNFSB staff. We have always found transparency to be a critical success factor



WHAT DID WE LEARN AS WE WROTE THE URS STANDARD? 

• The Standard is important; due mostly to what we learned from each other 
through listening and collaboration in order to achieve buy-in. 

• We have a “deviation” provision in the Standard. There is only one 
deviation request pending – it was very hard but exceedingly worthwhile to 
achieve this level of buy-in to the Standard 

• Implementation (whether to the URS Standard or any other good 
site/project directive) is really what is important. 

• In this regard, the Standard really becomes a touchstone for buy-in to 
improvement. 
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The URS Standard is important; due mostly to what we learned from each other through listening and collaboration in order to achieve buy-in.Our URS Project work planning and control directives were very different. We agreed relatively quickly on the critical elements (requirements) for the Standard but it took time to agree on exactly how to write the requirements such that we could all mutually agree and change our project specific programs and directives accordingly. In this regard, the Group dynamic and peer pressure played a major role. After much hard work and perseverance, we were eventually successful in reaching consensus. An example to stress this point is how we struggled with work release responsible authority and timing We have a “deviation” provision in the Standard. There is only one deviation request pending – it was very hard but exceedingly worthwhile to achieve this level of buy-in to the StandardImplementation (whether to the URS Standard or any other good site/project directive) is really what is important. In this regard, the Standard really  becomes a touchstone for buy-in to improvement.



WHY DID WE REVISE OUR STANDARD? 

• The expectation of verbatim compliance peaked interest by our Project 
Managers to “get the Standard right” 

• Need and desire for appropriate alignment with DOE endorsed EFCOG 
Guidance 

• Need and desire to factor 16 months worth of lessons learned into the 
Standard 

• May 2012 Workshop was the forum for bringing information together in 
support of a Standard revision  

• This type of forum will continue to enable organizational learning and 
continuous improvement  
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Some  of our Project General Managers initially believed they would have some leeway with the new Standard. Once they understood the expectation of verbatim compliance, their interest in “getting the Standard right” peaked.We recognized that DOE endorsed Guidance had been initiated through EFCOG and we wanted to ensure our Standard was appropriately aligned with that Guidance.We had  almost 16 months worth of lessons learned from our development and evaluation activities that needed to be factored into the Standard.A May 2012 Workshop was the forum for initially bringing all the information together to support revision to the Standard and developing a plan and approach for the revision which, again after much listening and collaboration, was approved in February 2013.These forums will  continue, on at least an annual basis, to enable organizational learning and continuous improvement 



WHAT DID WE LEARN FROM OUR PHASE 1 (PROGRAM) 
ASSESSMENTS? 

 
• Phase 1 assessments were a necessary step for us to get the Standard 

“right” and support the aforementioned revision 
 
• They were also a necessary step for some Projects to correct elements  

of their programs and procedures  
 
• Clarification of some criteria in our assessment guidance was necessary 

shortly after starting our reviews to reinforce our approach as two 
phases  

 
• An early read on implementation reflected some degree of immaturity 

at our Projects regarding clarity of work instructions and disciplined 
performance to those instructions    
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WHAT ARE WE LEARNING FROM OUR PHASE 11 
(IMPLEMENTATION) ASSESSMENTS? 

• Our expectations for field execution are very high and there is risk 
in being too self-critical – notwithstanding, we are determined to 
be self-critical 

• During our first Phase II Assessment , the Project stumbled and had 
to initiate compensatory measures 

• During our second Phase II Assessment, the results were better 
than the first, but implementation problems were still observed 

• Remaining Phase II Assessments are scheduled to occur from 
August – December 2013 
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Our expectations for field execution in the Phase 2 assessments are very high (continuous improvement) and there is risk in being too self-critical – notwithstanding, we are determined to be self-criticalDuring our first Phase II Assessment , the Project stumbled and had to initiate compensatory measures. During the first maintenance evolution observed,  the pre-job briefing was weak, the work package was inadequate and could not be performed as written, and the work crew performed the work anyway. A timeout was called and compensatory measures were put in place to begin a well done recovery as observed in follow-on evolutions. Ultimately only 2 of 5 Assessment Objectives were declared to have been met.During our second Phase II Assessment, the results were better than the first, but implementation problems were still observed. 4 of 5 Assessment Objectives were met. During a pre-evolution briefing to perform field waste sorting as part of D&D activities, two work packages covered the planned scope – one, a craft package that is designed to be broad in scope and used multiple times and the second a technical procedure to preform specific waste site excavation, sorting and waste load out.  Because of the flexibility in the Multi-use Craft Work Package there was a performance problem – broad scope allowed with a focused pre-ev for specific scope, but different scope was performed (still within the broad scope of MUCWP for which a JHA was done), but without specific hazard analysis and controls for the different scope.  In addition, on a completely separate task a Field Work Supervisor released and supervised work for which he was unqualified.  Although this observed instance was a “one off” (the rest of the FWS’ observed were qualified and competent) it is indicative of a weakness in several of the ISM Guiding Principles (2, 3, and 7).Remaining Phase II Assessments are scheduled to occur from August  – December 2013



WHY IS THIS SO DIFFICULT? 

Culture and Complacency 

“ I have done this work for years without the need for prescription or 
control – why do I need it now?”  

Several Reasons To Answer – “Why do I need it now?” 

– Expectations for safe performance of work have risen. This is not only 
the right thing to do, it is important to our corporate bottom line 

– Sometimes, someone else with less experience will be doing the job 

– Sometimes conditions change subtly and, absent appropriate 
planning, prescription and control, that less experienced Field Work 
Supervisor will make the wrong decision 
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WHAT ARE WE DOING TO OVERCOME THE DIFFICULTY? 

Overcoming complacency requires: 
– Lot’s of management attention 
– Patience and perseverance 
– Constant communication and reinforcement 
– Teamwork, listening, and collaboration 
– Effort  

Overcoming complacency also requires periodic reinvigoration 

 
 

 
13 



WHAT ELSE ARE WE DOING TO IMPROVE OUR PERFORMANCE? 

• Creation of a Work Planning and Control Functional Area Coordination 
Team (FACT).  

 

• The WP&C FACT is one of 8 coordination teams for Safety Management 
Programs within URS  

 

• For the WP&C FACT, attention is now almost entirely on implementation 
and continuous improvement 
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From our very positive experience with the Work Planning and Control (WP&C) “Team” and 2 other previously existing Safety Management Program (SMP) Teams (Nuclear Safety and ESH), we decided to formalize the WP&C Functional Area Coordination Team (FACT) The WP&C FACT is one of 8 coordination teams within URS where the individual project SMP leaders meet together to share Lessons Learned and Best Practices, work on cross-cutting issues, and support each other directly when neededFor the WP&C FACT, the attention is now entirely on implementation and continuous improvement – projects that are not implementing the new Standard can benefit just as much as those who are
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