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1.0 Executive Summary
This report documents the peer review outcomes of the Contractor Assurance System (CAS) as executed by the DOE Fermi Site Office (FSO), the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory (Fermilab), and Fermi Research Alliance, LLC (FRA).  The peer review is framed by the Contractor Assurance System H Clause and focused on the development, deployment, and overall maturity of the system in place.  The review covered all three principal roles in contractor assurance: Laboratory management, the DOE Site Office, and the Corporate parent.
The key outcomes of this review are the following.
1.1
Overall Performance of the Contractor Assurance System:
The overall conclusions of the peer review team are the following: 

· A solid, trusting relationship among FRA, FSO and Fermilab has been built which supports mission accomplishment and the long-term viability of the Lab.  There is regular, frequent, and effective communication between FRA, the Lab, and FSO resulting in greater insight on performance and risk, and a significant level of transparency into the working of the CAS; while FSO continues to mature its relationship with FRA, there is a long standing tradition of open and frequent communication between the Lab and Site Office.

· All parties are focused on mission accomplishment and eliminating barriers rather than compliance.  There is a shared vision for CAS and its “end state” in terms of functionality and value delivered, but a plan and a project management approach are needed to make it happen.  It did not, however, appear that FRA and Fermilab understand that implementation of CAS is a shared responsibility i.e.: FRA – Governance; Fermilab – Laboratory Performance Management.
· While directionally correct, the design and implementation approach for the CAS appears to be somewhat of an “overlay” on top of organizational structures, operating processes, and existing systems and processes as opposed to being integral to them.  This approach makes the CAS “look and feel” like an “add on” set of activities rather than the fundamental means of managing performance of the Lab and providing governance.
· Some CAS elements/functionality are mature (e.g., ES&H, Finance) but not integrated or consistently implemented; however, most elements of the CAS are newly constructed, recently documented, and/or implemented with little system performance or effectiveness data available.  CAS is not yet integral to the Lab’s culture; implementation will require a significant cultural shift to be successful at Fermilab.
· The preparation for this review provided enhanced understanding of roles, reinvigorated the partnership, and increased transparency among all three parties essential to CAS implementation.  The major CAS impact to date has been in clarifying and formalizing roles, and revitalization of the partnership and relationship between FRA, FSO and Fermilab  

1.2
Notable Practices:
The following were viewed as notable practices (defined as observed practices, behaviors, processes or tools that make a significant contribution to the overall function and value of the CAS) by the review team.  They include:
· A very open and trusting relationship between the Lab and FSO forms a strong foundation for CAS implementation.  This relationship provides the basis for significant levels of transparency into the CAS and performance and risk management information.
· Development of the CAS End State document among Fermilab, FRA and FSO: 

· Provides clear statement of what is to be achieved

· Can ultimately guide the development of project plan for CAS implementation/maturation

· Can ultimately guide the assessment of CAS implementation and effectiveness

· Assignment of all contract clauses/orders/directives to the responsible management system or manager is a good foundational step in implementing CAS: 

· Can provide clear “line of sight” from a source requirement to its implementation

· Can provide clear accountability for implementation and compliance

1.3
Improvement Considerations for Further Maturing of the CAS:
The following are suggestions for consideration by Fermilab management, FRA, and FSO for the improvement to their CAS and its overall functionality and ability to deliver value:

· Refresh the “end state” to assure that it represents the objectives and goals FRA, FSO and Fermilab have for their CAS; develop a 1 to 3 year CAS “vision” for the Lab that is appropriate and scalable for future projects and Laboratory missions
· FRA, FSO, and Fermilab should collectively “push pause” now that this review is complete and incorporate the feedback received and what has been learned through preparation into the path forward for implementing the CAS:
· Internalize that CAS is not an “add on”; it should result in streamlining and fewer resources invested in all forms of assurance
· Design and implement a sustainable CAS that is process-centric as opposed to being dependent on current, strong personalities and expert based processes
· Projectize CAS development and implementation:
· Build on the Management System gaps, end state, and current status

· Build and execute a resource loaded project plan for CAS development and implementation, including objectives and performance measures to know if it is ultimately meeting expectations
· Identify a single person as the project manager, who is a credible consensus builder, responsible for development and implementation of the CAS; determine who will own or steward the system thereafter 

· Get better one step at a time; don’t try to be “perfect” all at once (i.e., make incremental improvement toward objectives and goals)

· Build a stronger alignment of performance expectations from lab strategy down through organizational unit/individual staff 
· Work on understanding all forms of performance – mission, project, line, and operational  – and integrate them all into the CAS:
· Enable complete understanding of performance by bringing performance data together in one place such as from multiple tracking systems; only then will an integrated view of performance exist at the lab-level enabling trends and risks to be identified and properly managed
· Build the capability to do more insightful analysis of performance data enabling proactive (i.e., predictive and preventive) managing of risks and performance 
· More fully utilize the Board and its Committees in CAS:
· Engage the CAS Visiting Committees regarding status of CAS implementation; the Board should never find itself surprised about implementation status or the performance of the CAS
· Several of the Committees can add significant value to laboratory products/deliverables such as the annual Lab Plan, and sharing the results of activities such as peer and capability reviews.  Reviews with these Committees helps assure their alignment with needs, customer/stakeholder feedback, strategy and messaging to key customers

· Determine exactly how FRA and its Board of Directors (BOD) will support and enable CAS.  Provision of guidance, oversight and where appropriate, resources is critical
· Reach out for available resources across the DOE-SC complex to help develop and implement your CAS.

· More fully utilize the capabilities and resources of FRA as reach-back opportunities to enable the successful implementation of the CAS, and overall success of Fermilab.
2.0 Background
DOE-SC has added an H clause to each contract for the management and operation of its National Laboratories.  This contract clause requires that a Contractor Assurance System be implemented at each of its Laboratories, and defines the attributes those Contractor Assurance Systems must exhibit.  

One attribute required by the H Clause is that a method for verifying/ensuring the effectiveness of the assurance system be established.  DOE-SC has decided to use a peer review process for the initial review of these systems at each of its sites to provide itself assurance that this H clause is being effectively implemented, and to identify and share best practices and lessons learned to enable continuous improvement.  The expectation is that the DOE-SC assurance approach, as defined in the H clause, is implemented and produces the desired outcomes.  The peer reviews are designed to provide feedback on the status of implementation of the H clause, and facilitate continuous improvement across the DOE-SC Laboratories.

3.0 Scope, Objectives, and Approach
The DOE-SC assurance approach relies on a close partnership between Laboratory management, Corporate parents, and the local Site Office, as these three entities function as a unit to accomplish the Laboratory’s mission and deliver outcomes.  For this reason, the scope of this review includes the assurance activities of each of these entities, and the composition of the peer review team includes members representing each.  The peer review team members for this review were:
· Corporate Parent and Chair: Anita Gursahani, UCOP
· Laboratory COO:  Mark Murphy, Ames Laboratory
· Site Office Manager/DOE:  Jeff Roberts, Argonne, Site Office
· Assurance SME/Coordinator: Bryan Mohler, PNNL


· Assurance SME:  Stephen Smith, JLab
· Assurance SME:  Howard Hatayama, LBNL
The objectives of the peer review are to determine: 1) the extent to which Contractor Assurance Systems, as defined in the H clause, are in place at each DOE-SC Laboratory; and 2) the effectiveness and maturity of these systems in terms of functionality, effectiveness and efficiency.  In addition, the peer reviews identify and share good/best practices and/or lessons learned to foster continuous improvement of assurance systems across the SC Laboratories, Corporate parents, and Site Offices.  The CAS review in no way duplicates or overlaps with program, science and technology, or operational peer reviews the Office of Science and other DOE programs perform to verify or validate the scientific merit of work done at the Laboratories.
The review was conducted August 30 – September 1, 2011, and included formal presentations by and interviews with, individuals from Fermilab, Fermi Research Alliance, LLC, and FSO.  The review team also reviewed evidence of process functionality and effectiveness.  The names of those interviewed are contained in Appendix A.  A list of documents reviewed is contained in Appendix B.  The peer review team’s conclusions are based on the assessment of the assurance systems, processes, tools and practices in place, the level of engagement of all three reviewed parties in these processes, and the evidence presented of process effectiveness.  The approved Lines of Inquiry (LOIs) were used to frame the review (available in the Peer Review Guide).
4.0 Results
Peer review results are organized by the three principal elements of CAS: Laboratory management; the Corporate parent, and the DOE Site Office.  In addition, the Team’s overall summary view of the entire CAS is included in section 5.0 of this report.  Key performance attributes of FRA/Fermilab/FSO CAS as observed by the peer review team are noted in the sections below. These observations align with the LOIs and required attributes of an Assurance System as defined in the H Clause.

4.1
Laboratory Management
Performance of Laboratory Management in the CAS is presented in the following section organized by the LOIs for this role.
4.1.1
A comprehensive description of the CAS with processes, key activities, and accountabilities are clearly identified.

Fermilab has developed a CAS Program Description and accompanying set of comprehensive documents to describe CAS and related processes, key activities and roles, responsibilities, accountabilities and authorities.  As the CAS process matures and communication and training occurs, Laboratory management will need to re-examine the documentation to make sure it accurately reflects actual practice as well as aligns with the H clause.


The description of the eleven management systems and the roadmap linking those systems to Laboratory functions and Board of Directors committees help detail the lines of authority and accountability.


Mapping Contract clauses and DOE directives to management systems has helped staff to know the proper point of contact for questions and concerns.

4.1.2
Methods for verifying ensuring CAS processes

Management system owners define the policies and processes to execute their systems and then take the lead in reviewing and/or auditing line management execution.  Each management system describes self and independent assessments and management reviews.  The types of assessment activities are defined in the Quality Assurance document.  These include reviews, assessments, metrics, performance measures, targets, internal and external audits, peer reviews, etc.  The Lab’s Assurance Council provides oversight of high-priority issues and takes the lead in verifying corporate-wide systems.


A new metrics database that will be implemented this year is an exciting new tool and may be a “best-practice” when implemented.  Tailoring the information and making it available to all levels of supervision has significant potential to improve performance as well as transparency.  Good job!


One of the concerns the review team had was the reliance on Expert vs. Process based systems.  Like many Office of Science Labs, the culture relies a great deal on personal interactions.  Many processes are staffed by one person and given the average age of the worker, there is a greater risk of an adverse impact due to retirement, sick leave, vacation, etc.  Moving to a process focus will help to reduce this risk as well as promote a broader understanding and improve efficiencies.

4.1.3
Timely notification to the Site Office of significant Assurance system changes prior to the changes.

Several examples were provided to document timely notification of the Site Office for issues.  These include the magnet discussion and issues with the Fly America Act.  The Lab exhibited a high level of trust that the Site Office will treat early notifications of issues in confidence and will allow the Lab time to work the issue.

4.1.4
Rigorous risk-based, credible self-assessments, and feedback and improvement activities, including utilization of nationally recognized experts, and other independent reviews to assess and improve the Contractor’s work process and to carry out independent risk and vulnerability studies.

The Lab creates a long-term (three-year) management review schedule/plan for areas of high interest to Lab Management.  These include third party reviews such as ISO 14001 (Environmental) and OHSAS 18001 (Health and Safety) registrations by recognized expert bodies.

The Lab has a history of inviting experts, external to the Lab, to perform management reviews and the BOD initiates pre-reviews of major systems such as CAS.  The intent is for Management System owners to also perform self-assessments or host reviews of processes not covered by the plan.  Additional methods of review and evaluation include walkthroughs, balanced scorecards, internal audits, and daily surveillances.


The Lab utilizes several different issues tracking systems such as frESHTRAK or the internal audit issue tracking system.  Findings are recorded, corrective actions developed, and close-outs tracked to completion.  Issues below the level of “finding” are not consistently entered in the issues tracking system even if corrective actions are taken.  This inconsistency impacts the benefits of trend analysis.


The Management Systems documented by the Lab originated from well established Lab systems that had CAS features on a local level, aligning with lower level Management’s general understanding and acceptance of CAS.  The new Management Systems incorporate the same CAS tools and processes but do not have a consistent level of rigor in their implementation throughout the Lab, an action for Senior Lab Management


Lab Management has developed a risk matrix for enterprise level issues and concerns.  This tool is a clear and concise summary and an excellent tool for sharing risks with the Site Office and the Board.  Fermilab Management acknowledged their efforts to identify a risk management system that could be used Lab wide to help identify and manage low and intermediate level risks on a consistent basis.


Ongoing performance is tracked in various ways.  Each organization presents issues to the other leadership team members and their assigned Board of Directors committee members.  Metrics are tracked, some process based and some organization specific, to confirm results.  The Lab is developing FermiDash to better organize and present these metrics.


Ultimately the CAS activities, including assessments and feedback, are presented to and managed by the Lab’s Assurance Council.  The Council consists of representatives from all management systems and currently meets every other week.  Given the size of the Lab, many of the members of the Assurance Council are also members of Senior Management.
4.1.5
Identification and correction of negative performance/compliance trends before they become significant issues.

Lab leadership and management teams utilize corrective action plans to correct issues and concerns.  Actions that reach the Assurance Council are formally tracked while the handling of lower level issues is less consistent in their tracking, corrections and follow-up.  A good example of corrective actions was the magnet issue at CERN where the Lab encountered a major problem, determined the root cause and a corrective action, and corrected the problem.


Trend analysis is underdeveloped at Fermilab and a significant area for improvement.  The Lab described its use of several issues tracking systems and stated that it did some basic trend analysis of accidents and injuries.  Lab management stated that trending did not expand into other types of issues.  The Lab should look at consolidating similar issues tracking systems and providing guidance to its staff on the reporting of issues.  The consistent handling of issues will allow the Lab to have precursor data and thus the ability to detect trends before they have a significant adverse impact.
4.1.6
Integration of the Assurance system with other management systems including Integrated Safety Management.

The principles of CAS are present in all management systems.  There were examples of the use of assessments, metrics, causal analysis, corrective action tracking, and other tools to support the presence of CAS.  However, consistent use of the tools and integration between the management systems was less clear.  Given the newness of some of the documentation and organization of the Assurance Council, it will take time for the CAS to mature and have the desired impact at all levels of the organization.  As with Integrated Safety Management, integration of CAS across all Lab systems would be optimized through a process-based, well documented system that is owned by line management and deployed to all staff and through their specific job responsibilities.


4.1.7
Metrics and targets to assess performance, including benchmarking of key functional areas with other DOE contractors, industry and research institutions that result in efficient and cost effective performance.
Fermilab does a great job of comparing itself to the outside world.  It uses informal benchmarking of other Labs from time-to-time to check financial (e.g., CFO metrics) and business processes (balanced scorecard).  The annual performance plan (PEMP) incorporates targets, and accelerator metrics are consistently tracked.

The use of internal metrics appeared to be inconsistent from one management system to the next negatively impacting the development of FermiDash and Senior Management’s implementation approach.  To its credit the Lab has been working towards a metrics management system where metric data will be loaded and rolled up to the enterprise level.  Users of the system will be able to drill down to the source data to better understand the information.  This new tool is on track to become a best practice in the Lab system.

4.1.8
Continuous feedback and performance improvement.
Fermilab incorporated numerous feedback and performance improvement processes in their CAS.  The Assurance Council brings together all the research, production and operations managers to report on concerns and provide feedback to each other on possible improvements.  As stated earlier, Fermilab has a history of continuous performance improvement as evidenced by the incorporation of the risk matrix obtained from PPPL and the self-developed metric system called FermiDash.  Fermilab also provides opportunities for staff to provide feedback anonymously as well as providing contact information to the DOE IG.

4.1.9
An implementation plan (if needed) that considers and mitigates risks for the CAS.

Fermilab Senior Management has prepared a CAS description and other documents to describe the management system.  There is also a document that describes the gap analysis performed by the Lab and needed changes to fill those gaps.  The next step is the development of an implementation plan with milestones to meet the goals that have already been set.  This will allow the Lab to better track and judge the progress toward the implementation of CAS.
4.1.10
Timely and appropriate communication to the Site Office, including electronic access of assurance related information.

It was evident that a high level of trust exists between the Lab, the Contractor and the Site Office.  Feedback from Management stated that they were very comfortable working with the Site Office and felt the partnership agreement was being met.  The Lab invites the Site Office to attend staff meetings to discuss various issues.  The Site Office Manager and the Lab’s COO are part of the group that meet under the SC-COO group that is charged with implementing performance improvement processes such as Mission Readiness and Contractor Assurance.  The Lab has made electronic access to information available to the Site Office and plans to provide access to FermiDash once it is complete.
4.1.11
 Laboratory Management’s view of benefits derived from Assurance functions

Lab Management along with the Contractor and the Site Office combined to create a document titled, “CAS End State.”  This document defines the attributes of a fully implemented CAS along with a brief statement on achievement plans.  Responsible groups are assigned to champion the action.  Fermilab is the first laboratory to prepare such a document, which provides evidence of Lessons Learned incorporation from previous CAS reviews of other Labs.

Some other benefits discussed by Management include:

· Stronger partnership between the Lab, Contractor, and Site Office

· Increased authority and accountability

· Outcome focus

· Increased transparency

· Reduced DOE assessments

· Reduced oversight at the transaction level

· Improved communication
4.2 
Corporate Parent
Fermi Research Alliance (FRA), a joint venture between University of Chicago and Universities Research Association, Inc., in its role as the corporate parent is engaged in governance of Fermilab with the Fermi Site Office (FSO) and Lab management.  FRA is implementing the provisions envisioned by the DOE H Clause and is meeting the objectives of CAS.

4.2.1
The Governance role is present and executed within the Assurance system.
Based on presentations, interviews, and documentation reviews, it is evident that FRA is engaged in contractor assurance and committed to ensuring that the Laboratory is meeting DOE requirements.  The Governance role is delivered through the FRA Board of Directors, seven standing committees, and two visiting review committees.  The President of the University of Chicago (UChicago) and the Executive Chair of the URA Board of Trustees are currently the Chair and Vice Chair of the FRA Board respectively.  The FRA Board of Directors (BOD) is comprised of 24 members drawn from industry, academia, and previous government experience.
Through the BOD, FRA delivers the governance to Fermilab, which includes the provision of performance feedback, strategic input for mission execution, operational, business and assurance system oversight, course correction, and access to reach-back capability/resources.  Execution of the governance role is enabled by frequent and ongoing discussions between the Lab Director and FRA BOD Chair; biweekly meetings of the FRA BOD representatives with the FNAL Senior Management Group and FNAL Director; PEMP discussions; the annual Lab Planning process led by the Director of the Office of Science; routine meetings by FRA officials with DOE at DOE HQ and FSO; and findings and concerns from the annual FRA CAS Committee reviews.

In addition to the direct link between the BOD Chair and the Lab Director, there are two standing committees that advise the BOD and the Lab Director regarding implementation and effectiveness of CAS.  The CAS Review Committee advises the BOD and they are charged with “reviewing the implementation and ongoing function of the Fermilab CAS and providing expert advice and other forms of intellectual reach-back to improve and optimize the function of the Fermilab CAS”.  The Fermilab Assurance Council advises the Lab Director on risks as well as CAS implementation within the Lab.

Meeting minutes and other documents showed that the BOD effectively raises issues, reviews performance, and holds Laboratory Management accountable by tracking actions to closure.  In addition, the FNAL Director is hired by and is accountable to the FRA BOD for overall Laboratory performance.  FRA conducts an annual performance review of the Director and reviews and approves the salary recommendation each year.  Review of documentation confirms that this accountability is well established and functions as intended.
4.2.2
Timely and appropriate communication to the Site Office, including electronic access, of Assurance related information.
There is regular, frequent, and effective communication between FRA, the Lab and FSO.  FRA Board representatives meet with FSO leadership biweekly to provide updates on Board matters, assurance related information and discuss mutual concerns and issues.  FSO is invited to attend all open sessions of the BOD meetings, meet with BOD Committee Chairs, and attend the FSO-FNAL-FRA Strategic Partnership Retreat.  This high level of transparency and access is unique amongst SC Labs, their governing Boards, and Site Offices.  FRA and senior Lab leadership stated that they believe this level of access and transparency allows FSO staff to see up-close how assurance occurs.  FSO gains a greater understanding and appreciation of the types of issues, discussions, and strategies invoked to address assurance as well as other Lab business.  FSO has easy electronic access to Lab assurance information.  During the review, it was stated by the FRA Board representative “CAS has revitalized our partnership”.

Again, many key elements of CAS are newly instituted (such as the Corporate Assurance letter the first of which will be developed at the end of FY11).  It appears, however, that long standing informal performance management mechanisms are effective, and the newly added, more formal CAS mechanisms, practices and products will provide an added level of transparency into the CAS and the overall lab performance if executed properly.
4.2.3
Value delivered by, and improvement of, the Governance function and overall Assurance System.

Since 2007, FRA has invested over $10M in Fermilab as part of its stewardship/governance role.  These investments include the URA Visiting Scholars Program, executive education from UChicago, college tuition support in the form of scholarships for Lab employees’ children and tuition remission for staff; joint faculty appointments at the Lab and UChicago, Lab Collaboration Council that provides seed grant funding for scientific endeavors.  An area that could be enhanced through FRA support is corporate reach-back.  While URS, a designated subcontractor, has provided resources for ES&H programs and issues over the last few years; we believe that there are other reach-back opportunities that Fermilab should seek in terms of support from FRA.  This opportunity was also underscored by FSO’s comment that they will see additional effectiveness from CAS when the Lab reaches back for more support.

The committee structure for Fermilab appears to be appropriate and well designed.  Based on interviews with several of the committee chairs (Physics, Science Planning, ES&H) and committee members (Dean Helms, Anne Street, and David Pethick), there is a strong engagement as well as a sense of ownership for the Lab’s overall success in accomplishing its mission.  The BOD recently formed the CAS Visiting Review Committee to review the implementation and ongoing function of the Fermilab CAS and provide expert advice and other forms of intellectual reach-back to improve and optimize the function of the Fermilab CAS.  We feel that this is evidence of commitment on the Board’s part to perform its assurance role as well as to ensure that the Lab is successful in implementation of CAS.

Some confusion was observed between the BOD and the Lab in terms of their specific roles in CAS implementation which has led to misaligned expectations and CAS implementation issues.  Both the BOD CAS Visiting Review committee and the Fermilab Director’s Assurance Council are key to overall CAS functionality and sustainability, and both are working to fully institutionalize their roles and become fully functional.
It was also observed that the BOD Committees (Physics, Science Planning/Policy) could be more engaged in the CAS functions such as developing and assuring mission adequacy and execution.  Given the key roles and perspectives of these committees, products such as the Lab Plan could be enhanced by these Committee’s perspectives and likewise, the Committees could be better informed by understanding the outcomes of peer and capability reviews conducted at the Lab.  This could also enable higher value added in planned activities/functions such as Enterprise Risk Management.  We further agree that the implementation of the “Enterprise Risk Management” process will help to further clarify roles and strengthen the overall functionality of the CAS.
4.3
DOE Site Office
Performance of the DOE Site Office’s role in the CAS is presented in the following section organized by the LOIs for this role.
4.3.1
Timely and appropriate
 communication to the contractor regarding performance expectations and accountability

FSO incorporated SC’s CAS H Clause into the contract and approved the site’s CAS Description in May 2011.

FSO has a long standing and trusted relationship with the Laboratory.  FSO holds regular meetings, both formal and informal with the Laboratory.  The Manager and Deputy Manager meet weekly with members of Fermilab’s senior management, including its Director.  With regard to communicating performance expectations, FSO develops the annual Performance Evaluation Management Plan (PEMP) in collaboration with the Laboratory and holds a formal mid-year review to exchange perspectives on fiscal year performance.  FSO also conducts informal performance discussions with the Lab throughout the year, especially with regard to notable outcomes.  During the Peer Review, FSO noted recent evaluations of laboratory performance closely matched that self-assessed by the Laboratory, connoting a shared view of contract performance and mission risk.

FSO’s relationship with FRA continues to mature, communications are routine and considered value-added.
4.3.2
DOE partners with the contractor and Laboratory management to implement and use the CAS outcomes to improve mission delivery.
FSO and FRA  signed a formal partnership agreement, outlining mutual commitments to Fermilab’s mission, responsibilities to the science community, and an agreement to work together in full partnership.

FSO and Fermilab have conducted tri-partite (FSO, Line Management, ES&H) assessments of laboratory programs for many years, so the notion of collaborating or sharing oversight resources is not new.  FSO’s participation in Lab committees (e.g. FESHCom, Citizens Advisory Board) provides another view into Lab operations and demonstrates partnership.  FSO has on-line access to a wealth of information providing transparency into lab operations.  FSO sees the role of the FermiDash as critical to the maturation of CAS by providing enhanced transparency into the laboratory’s performance metrics.  That said FSO is already discussing additional integration of its FY12 oversight activities with the Lab, primarily within its ES&H team, but also within its Business Team.  Much of this discussion to create additional efficiencies within the site’s oversight program is paced, however, with the lab’s efforts to develop a more robust Integrated Assessment Schedule.
4.3.3
Validation and verification of overall effectiveness of the CAS and providing feedback for improvement.
During the Peer Review, FSO discussed its plans to adjust its operations to reflect the more robust CAS, including planned changes to its formal oversight plan.  The Site Manager discussed adopting an approach to provide greater reliance on and transparency into laboratory systems/performance (i.e. “insight”) vs. more traditional approaches of formal oversight.  FSO plans to reshape its organizational focus to one more centered on contract management across all three teams (i.e. Business, ES&H, and Projects).  For the FSO Manager this translates into a broader awareness of everything the Site Office is responsible for providing within the context of the Contract.  For example, CAS provides FSO with the opportunity to streamline and integrate its performance management systems (e.g. Annual Performance Plan, Contract Management Plan, and Oversight Plan).  FSO’s intent is to focus its activities through the lens of the contract and use the PEMP process as the formal mechanism for providing performance feedback.

FSO leadership views FY12 as a year of transition to this new model, with expectations that by FY13, the Site Office will more fully exhibit a stronger alignment with CAS principles.

4.3.4
Value delivered by the overall Assurance System and improvement of the DOE independent assessment function
The FSO noted that there were significant benefits derived from the process of developing the Fermilab CAS.  This included increased engagement and ownership by the corporate parent, FRA, in the assurance processes of the Lab.  In June 2011, FRA’s CAS Oversight Committee conducted its own effectiveness review and found a number of implementation gaps.  Although the results of this review were not positive, the FRA’s engagement in ensuring CAS implementation at the Lab was evident.  The Review Committee’s candor in communicating its findings demonstrated to FSO an enhanced level of engagement for the FRA Board than in the past.

FSO noted enhanced integration at the Lab’s Directorate level and improved understanding within the Laboratory for CAS.  The recent process to develop Management System Descriptions required substantive internal discussions to determine their scope, ownership, and vulnerabilities for each system.  From the FSO perspective, this may enhance its confidence in the Lab’s ability to provide assurance.

The FSO leadership is also looking forward to other indicators of CAS success:

· When the corporate parent (FRA) seeks performance feedback and;

· When the Laboratory is able to reach back effectively into FRA for assistance and support.

Looking forward, FSO is re-evaluating its oversight program to align with and better leverage the nascent Lab CAS.  It sees the potential for re-orienting its more traditional oversight model to one that uses Lab performance data and operational awareness to provide better insight into Lab operations.  This will entail a shift in accountability for performance towards the contractor along with a more streamlined and re-configured oversight program.  The Site Office Manager noted that this shift in accountability is a significant departure in DOE’s traditional relationship with its contractor, requiring changes in learned behavior for all members within the partnership.  As part of this transition, FSO is engaging the Lab in developing an integrated assessment schedule to eliminate duplication of efforts and more effectively utilize oversight resources.  FSO is looking to build on its experience in performing tri-partite (FNAL-ESH, FNAL-program, FSO) for ES&H assessments and expanding this approach within other functional areas.

5.0 Overall System Performance
5.1
Extent to Which the System is in Place and Implemented 
The overall conclusion of the peer review team is that the Contractor Assurance System as currently described is not fully implemented at this time.  There are elements of the system that are in place, but they are not consistently implemented, and are not integrated with other assurance systems, processes, tools and practices to form a system.  Many key elements of CAS are newly instituted (such as the Corporate Assurance letter the first of which will be developed at the end of FY11).  It appears, however, that long standing informal performance management mechanisms are effective, and the newly added, more formal CAS mechanisms, practices and products will provide an added level of transparency into the CAS and the overall lab performance if executed properly.  The team observed that leadership of FRA, Fermilab, and FSO are now engaged, understand their roles, and are beginning to work as a team to implement their CAS.
5.2
Assessment of System Performance/Effectiveness
Comments have been organized into three areas: 1) overall system functionality, the utility of the system components and the CAS as a whole; 2) impact, the effect the CAS is having on the overall performance of the Laboratory, the potential to influence the local oversight model, and its ability to engage the Corporate parent in meaningful ways; and 3) the learning and growth dimension, the maturity and sustainability of the CAS and its ability to continue to improve and add even greater value over time.
5.2.1
Functionality 
The review team found the CAS to be adequately documented, including FSO documentation of oversight practices.  Because the components of the CAS are in various stages of development, implementation and maturity, and most CAS implementation is recent, there has been little benefit demonstrated in terms of performance improvement, risk management, and enabling mission execution.  While activities associated with developing and implementing the CAS has led to clarity of roles, more effective governance, and a stronger partnership between FRA, Fermilab, and FSO, more time and CAS performance is needed to determine if it provides intended functionality and is sustainable.
5.2.2
Impact 
The team observed positive impacts associated with CAS implementation during its onsite visit, including:

· A strengthened partnership and clarity of roles among FRA, Fermilab, and FSO
· A more engaged and active governance function that is stewarding the lab to enable mission execution and strengthen operations

· Enhanced risk identification and management practices (e.g.; the planned lab-level risk registry to formalize existing practice) enabling the partners to recognize and proactively minimize or avoid negative impacts to mission execution 

· A move towards increased use of corporate parent “reach-back” capabilities to supplement or strengthen the capabilities of the lab, as well as investigate, address, and resolve performance issues and trends

· A move toward enhancing FSO’s oversight including:  1) partnering/leveraging resources on assessment/oversight activities; 2) the joint use of laboratory performance data and access to the laboratory’s information systems; 3) a move toward performance “verification” and “insight” vs. traditional oversight

The review team concluded that the CAS has built upon an already effective partnership between FRA, Fermilab and FSO recognizing that when the CAS is more fully institutionalized and mature as a system, further positive impacts will be realized.

5.2.3
Learning and Growth

The partners are fully committed to continuous improvement and maturing the CAS to enhance its effectiveness.  The review team observed the beginnings of several practices that indicate that a culture of learning, growth, and improvement will develop, including: 

· Self-identification of opportunities for improvement

· The use of lessons learned to streamline processes

· An external orientation in seeking the advice and assistance of others in addressing issues and improving performance

· Systematically acting upon the recommendations made by the FRA BOD and its Committees 

· Building multiple levels of transparency into the CAS to increase understanding and trust in systems, processes, and performance outcomes 

· The use of corporate reach-back, benchmarking and peer reviews to drive improvement

These examples suggest to the Committee that FRA, Fermilab and FSO are committed to organizational learning and growth.
6.0 Concluding Summary

The partners are building on longstanding and open relationships that provide the foundation for mutual trust and system transparency.  Implementation of the CAS needs to be completed and then a period of performance, or “run time” is needed to fully understand the effectiveness of the system and determine if the intended functionality and benefit is realized and sustainable at an acceptable cost.
Appendix A:
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	1. Apollinari, Giorgio – Division/Section Head

	2. Bock, Greg – Senior Manager/ALD

	3. Bollinger, Mark – FSO 

	4. Boroski, Bill – IT

	5. Burnett, Leah – FRA CFO

	

	6. Carlson, Dave –Section Head

	7. Cehelsky, Marta – Issues Management

	8. Chrisman, Bruce – COO

	9. Conger, Cindy – Finance 

	10. Dixon, Roger – Division Head

	11. Filak, Alicia – Internal Audit

	12. Garbincius, Peter – Assurance Council Member

	13. Grant, Bob – Issues Management 

	14. Grossman, Nancy - ES&H

	15. Helms, Dean - FRA

	16. Henderson, Stuart – Senior Manager/ALD

	17. Heyes, Jed – Quality 

	18. Hill, Larry - UChicago

	19. Kim, Young-Kee – Strategic/Annual Planning

	20. Leonard, Gary – Risk Management  

	21. Levy, Don – FRA

	22. Lindgren, Mike – Division/Section Head

	23. Oddone, Pier – Laboratory Director

	24. Ortgiesen, Randy – Infrastructure 

	25. Pethick, David - FRA

	26. Przbylek, Tyler – Risk Management

	27. Sciulli, Frank – FRA

	28. Snow, Greg – FRA

	29. Street, Anne – FRA

	30. Tschirhart, Bob – Senior Manager/ALD

	31. Turner, Michael – FRA

	32. Van Vreede, Kay – HR

	33. Weis, Mike – Fermi Site Office (FSO)

	34. Weyerhaeuser, George – FRA
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1. Assurance Council Charter

2. CAS Corporate LOI Responses

3. CAS End State

4. Fermi CAS Peer Review Overview 

5. Enterprise Performance Management 

6. FY10 Annual Assessment Report

7. Fermi CAS Description

8. FY11 Annual Performance Plan

9. Fermi Site Office (FSO) Integrated Safety Management System Program Description

10. Fermi Site Office Standard Operation Procedure (SOP) Index

11. LOI CAS Review FSO Final

12. Laboratory Reponses to LOI

13. Management System Description  - Corporate Governance

14. Management System Description  - Stakeholder

15. Management System Description  - Performance Planning

16. Management System Description  - Science

17. Management System Description  - Finance

18. Management System Description  - Business Operations

19. Management System Description  - ESH

20. Management System Description  - QA

21. Management System Description  - Engineering

22. Management System Description  - IT

23. Management System Description  - Communication

24. Partnership Commitment

25. Introduction to Fermilab

26. FY11 and FY10 Internal Audit Schedules

27. Confidential Notebook of Board meeting minutes, Laboratory Director performance appraisals, and other governance documents
28. QA Rollup Report – Inspection and Test 
29. Assessment of Computing Division – Measurement and Test Equipment 
30. Assessment of Technical Division – Measurement and Test Equipment
31. Assurance Council Charter
32. FRA, LLC Corporate Commitments and Initiatives
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