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ÅThe DOE-SC Deputy Director  
for Field Operations (DDFO) chartered 
effort (July to December, 2009) 

ÅExpectations: 

ïWork within existing approaches as 
much as possible 

ïEliminate redundancy 

ïApply Contractor Assurance  
to all operating areas 

ïRemove DOE O 226.1 to reduce 
confusion 

ïLaboratory systems and processes  
should be transparent to SOM 

ïOversight can be modified  
as Assurance Systems mature  

Office of Science Approach 
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Framework for Peer Reviews 
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on H-Clause  
attributes  
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Reflections on Intent 

ÅConsistent review process 

ÅItôs a Peer Review, not an audit 

ÅTest the systems, practices and behaviors supporting an 

effective/efficient assurance system   

ÅAssess CAS maturity 

ÅStimulate collective learning 

ÅFacilitate communication between labs 

ÅConfirm/Suggest how to optimize oversight/mission 

accomplishment 

ÅIdentify Opportunities for Improvement and Best Practices 

ÅEstablish the benchmark in the journey of continuous 

improvement 



Observations ï Process 

All CAS not created equalé. 

ÅExpect different governance approaches when reviewing 

university vs. corporate entities. 

ÅSmaller labs may be able to host more streamlined review. 

ÅSmaller labs may not demonstrate as much formal process 

but will likely have same components. 

Role/Value of observers 

ÅThey can be a valuable asset, and perhaps have been 

underutilized 

ÅLimit observers? 

What is the end state? 

ÅNeed better way to review value, impact and effectiveness 

of CAS 



Observations ï Individual Reviews 

General 

ÅPreparation is as valuable as review 

ÅBar getting higher after each review 

 

Preparation Stage 

ÅLOIs are heavy on process ï need tweaking to facilitate 

confirmation 

ÅNo LOIs on Work For Others 

 

Review Conduct 

ÅNeed more interactions with line management vs. 

presentations 

ÅNeed more examples provided by site to confirm actual 

implementation 



ORNL Peer review results 

Opportunities for improvement What weõre doing 

ÅDocumentation: Reframe the Assurance  
Program description  

ÅMaturity: Different levels of maturity among 
internal organizations in CAS application 

ÅAssessments: Rationalize the 
assessment portfolio  

ÅRe-tooled the assessment program 

ÅIntegrated development of assessment 
strategy with business and budget 
planning 

ÅFocusing on a robust and rigorous 
understanding of risk 

ÅBalancing efforts to monitor via 
assessments with measurement via 
metrics 

 



LBNL Peer review results 
What was learned 

ÅBetter understanding of each 

otherôs needs 

ÅComprehensive view for engaging 

all three parties 

ÅEnhanced partnering and 

transparency 

What theyõre doing 

ÅRecommendations prompted 
development of a strategic plan to: 

V integrate business plans and 

assurance plans 

V implement a requirements 

management function 

Vdevelop a performance 

dashboard 
 



BNL Peer Review Preparation:  
An Integrated Systems approach 



JLab Peer Review Preparation:  
Articulate the value proposition 

Keep it simple:  

focus on four 

key  

questions   



The path forward 

ÅLaser-like focus on key principles 
ïProvide assurance that mission is being met and contract 

fulfilled 

ïSystems protect workers, the public and the environment 

ïContractor holds lab management accountable for 
performance outcomes 

ïA climate of trust exists that allows DOE to optimize its 
oversight function 

ÅStaying the course when a bad thing happens 

ÅModifying oversight as contractors exhibit 
maturing CAS performance 

ÅAll behaviors will continue to adjust, with a focus 
on common goals 


