LBNL CAS Peer Review
Observers Comments
9/27-29/2010

The review team and process was very professional and objective. The Overall process provides for an efficient review.
The different 'governance an assurance models between the lines (say corporate vs. university) was clearly evident and it will be interesting to see the common perspectives (and the not so common perspectives).  There was an informative discussion about this the community might benefit from such a discussion.

Separate breakout session make it difficult for observers to learn as much as possible for future reviews.

Level one managers should not be present during level two manager interviews. Some breakout sessions allowed more probing questions and generally less calculated/scripted responses were provided.  This may have been attributed to the absence of more senior mgt staff.

At times the lexicon of assurance, self-assessment, and oversight were not sufficiently separated

Some members of the committee were very measured in their questions, perhaps being very objective so as not to bias the answer; but in typical peer reviews there is a clear interaction/interchange and different views are vetted -- In the UC Lab Management session the team lead did easily share a point of view and that is more helpful in the spirit of continuous improvement.

The peer being reviewed could provide a lab/plant/site overview as the first presentations (helps set the stage) and the specific contractor assurance system as the second presentation.  Having both the lab overview and the CAS presentation during our second day was not as productive as it would have been if presented first.

It would be helpful for Sharepoint “read-ahead” materials to be available for all observers.

It would be helpful to have all observers meet in person or on a conference call before the peer re view to discuss process, go over expectations, and prepare for specific site content.

More examples/proof should be presented in each assessment.  
Although some Labs will do this without being asked, others need some 
prompting, so maybe it should be emphasized more in the CRADs and LOIs.
  
LBNL would've had a much stronger presentation if they'd been 
able to prove CAS use and effectiveness, via their established systems 
such as CATS, Lessons Learned, or Assessment Results.

More focus on the users/beneficiaries of CAS, i.e., more interaction with Line management.

Some presentations by the Lab were unnecessarily long, thereby reducing time for probing questioning.

The team was generally slow in asking for examples of performance that are consistent with CAS expectations.

















Comments for us

Establish “Sharepoint” read-ahead site.

Provide self-assessment (assurance plans) organized by lines of Inquiry

Develop risk assessment for each system along the lines IA does it (don’t forget IG & GAO)

Have GC as part of interview team and risk assessment effort

L1 managers not present during L2 interviews

Cover all ten management systems
	They didn’t systematically tie assurance to systems

Show example evidence systems work, i.e. provide assurance (audits)

Tie to Lab strategic plan as appropriate

Have written CAS description as part of read ahead

Develop requirements (tied to contract and management systems)
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