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	Breakout Summary Report



Breakout Session Number:  3

Session Facilitator:  Vince Gilbert

Facilitator Company:  NEI

Session Note Taker:  Judy Schulte

Note Taker Company:  Duke Energy

Industry Problem:  Benchmarking is a process of sharing and gaining information (comparing). From that information you can create performance indicators for your site business effectiveness. 

There is no standard set of CM performance indicators to allow relative comparisons.

Contributors:

1. The benchmarking questionnaires don’t give you can appreciation of the background from which they are speaking.

2. The culture that exists at each utility. Culture differences and management practices.

3. Definition of Performance Indicators from site to site, plant to plant and company.

4. Lack of standardization between companies for work processes.

5. Plants have different problems, which change all the time. Performance indicators will very.

6. BWR versus PWR.

7. Core process model doesn’t reflect three-ball model or our understanding of Configuration Management. 

8. CM is not a regulatory requirement.

9. When we do surveys initiated from the top we don’t ask the right questions. The senior managers tend to focus on organization and resources not process.

10. The company structural differences and organization have an impact on the answers of surveys.

11. There is a lack of understanding of what CM is in the arena your talking about

12. Awareness of CM changes overnight. Goes back to culture and organization. Changing focus and emphasis. 

13. We are one dimensional, What’s the price?

14. CM is an integrator of many processes.

15. De-regulation has imposed high change out rate on employees. Loosing knowledge base, tribal knowledge.

16. CM is Multi-dimensional i.e.: Ops, Engineering, and maintenance. Misconception of whom owns CM.

17. Everyone sees CM as someone else’s problem. Ambiguous ownership.

18. Apparently it is not important. If it were we’d be doing it already.

19. Don’t have a clear picture of what a healthy CM program needs to look like.

20. Historically we benchmarked for process not performance indicators.

21. Reluctance to experiment.

22. CMBG mission statement. 

Importance voting:

1. The culture that exists at each utility. Culture differences and management practices.

2. Apparently it is not important. If it were we’d be doing it already.

3. There is a lack of understanding of what CM is in the arena your talking about.

4. Core process model doesn’t reflect three-ball model or our understanding of Configuration Management.

5. CM is not a regulatory requirement.

6. Everyone sees CM as someone else’s problem. Ambiguous ownership.
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Solutions:

Revise INPO AP-929 to reflect 3-ball resolution, referencing ANSI CM-1-2000.

Revise NEI Standard Nuclear Performance Model (SNPM) cost definition for CC001 to include resolution of 3 ball CM issues.

Select a few Performance Indicators for CC001, CC002, and CC003.  Include CM program health. CMBG survey. Use ANSI Standard ANSI NIRMA CM-1-2000.

Endorse ANSI Standard  CM-1-2000

Steering committee charter a working group to survey industry to find good performance Indicators and use process design to develop a list of PIs that we should measure that we may not be now. 

Develop leading and lagging performance indicators. Examples:

· Operator errors due to document errors

· Engineer input requests

· Document change backlog (priority based)

· Engineering change closeout

· Work package use of documents with open changes

· Equipment data changes open

· Engineering changes in preparation

· Engineering changes in implementation

Summary

Change 


Problem with CM





Design Requirements





Change Design Requirements





Decide on Path





Work Instructions





Change Physical Plant





Material Requests





Change Facility Configuration Information





Current CFI





Do nothing more
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