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I. GENERAL

Configuration management (CM) is a broad area to evaluate.  Therefore, to perform an evaluation in this area it is critical that analysis of station information be performed at INPO as part of the evaluation prior to the evaluation site visit. The results of the analysis at INPO must be considered part of the evaluation because this analysis must provide the site evaluator with information that will allow validation of information concerning identified issues and investigation of  latent organizational weaknesses that caused the issues.  This is the site evaluator’s focus in the E3 evaluation process.  To this end the products of the analysis at INPO prior to the site visit should be:

· An observation for each of the configuration management enablers containing only important deltas.   The observations should not be a depository of all the data pertaining to an enabler.  The INPO analyst must discern what is important.

· Preliminary problem development sheets supported by the observation facts.  It is expected that these preliminary PDSs will contain identified problems and supporting facts but not much information on the whys (latent organizational weaknesses that led to the problems).  In the E3 process the FOPs are the latent organizational weaknesses that led to problems or have the potential to lead to problems.

By virtue of identifying focused areas for follow-up at the site the analysis at INPO will allow the site evaluator to finish the evaluation without being diluted into trying to evaluate all of configuration management on site in two weeks.  In essence the analysis at INPO eliminates many areas for site follow-up based 

on the absence of information that indicates there may be issues in those areas (see Attachment 8, “Guidance for Omitting an Area for On-Site Evaluation Based Upon Analysis at INPO”).   Note that the analysis at INPO is preliminary in the sense that the analysis products (observations and PDSs) must be validated on site and that the site evaluator may identify issues on site that were not able to be identified by the INPO analyst. 

II.
PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

Attachment 2 contains the enablers and associated attributes that are to be evaluated by the CM evaluators.  These enablers, for the most part, enable accomplishment of the following operational excellence outcome: Well-managed and understood design and operational margins.  This is one of the six operational excellence outcomes that INPO will status for the utility’s CEO as part of the evaluation exist meeting.  

III.
PREPARATION

Note that both the INPO analysis prior to the site visit and the site visit are considered part of the evaluation.  This is consistent with the E3 methodology. 

The INPO analyst and the site evaluator must have a thorough knowledge of  ANSI CM 1.0-2000,  “Guidelines for Configuration Management of Nuclear Facilities” and AP-929, “Configuration Change Control Process Description.”

Preparation in the old, prior E3 evaluation sense, is not longer applicable, i.e. prior to E3 the review and analysis that a site evaluator was able to do prior to the site visit was considered “preparation.”  The analysis to be done as part of the E3 process is now considered part of the evaluation technique described below. 

Existing engineering department “How Tos” EN.2-8 “Evaluating Plant Modification Process”, and  PS.1-1 ‘Performing Evaluation Design Reviews”, have a considerable amount of information the can help the INPO analyst and site evaluator in evaluating configuration management.

The INPO analyst and site evaluator must have a  common framework for discussing margins.  NSAC 125 and Attachment 3 describe that framework.  

Also, a detailed understanding of Attachments 1 through 4 is required.

IV.
EVALUATION TECHNIQUES
Attachment 1 (Evaluation Approach) and Attachment 2 (Enabler/Attribute Matrix) provide the roadmap for evaluating CM.

The attributes are indicated as either fundamental or higher level.  Generally the fundamental attributes, if not implemented successfully, result in performance problems.  The higher level attributes typically represent latent organizational weakness.   Ideally in the E3 process fundamental attribute issues are to be identified very early in the evaluation to allow pursuing the latent organizational weakness that contributed to the fundamental problems.  The INPO analyst should pay particular attention to this, whereas the site evaluator should be searching for the latent organizational weaknesses on site.  This division is not black and white and in some cases the INPO analyst will be able to identify some organizational weaknesses and the site evaluator may identify a fundamental weakness on site.  These should be exceptions, however.

The INPO analyst and site evaluator must continually focus on two fronts, MACRO and MICRO.  MACRO represents the processes and management of CM and MICRO represents detailed CM products.  The MACRO evaluation may identify organizational weaknesses that have contributed to MICRO problems or may contribute to MICRO problems.  Additionally, the MICRO evaluation may identify organizational weaknesses that contributed to MICRO problems.  Attachment 1 provides the techniques used on the E3 pilot evaluations to perform the evaluation on these two fronts.
The MICRO evaluation takes the form of a detailed system vertical slice review or detailed  vertical slice reviews of selected components (see Attachment 1).

The MACRO evaluation takes the form of process document reviews and management interviews as well as the processing and analysis of a CM questionnaire (see Attachments 1-4).  The CM questionnaire should be administered at the site early enough to support the first stage of the analysis at INPO (see Attachment 4).  

The analysis at INPO will be done in two stages.  The first stage will be done on the information requested in Attachment 5 and the completed CM questionnaire.  Based on this first stage review specific information (documents) will be requested to support the MICRO evaluation and any additional information needed for the MACRO evaluation.  Part of the first stage analysis is to determine which system or components will be evaluated as part of the MICRO evaluation (This second information request will consist of specific calculations, specific modification packages, specific procedures, specific engineering studies or analysis, specific lists, specific drawings, etc. related to the chosen system or components).   The second stage of the analysis should be completed no later than the Friday before the evaluator preparation week.  This will allow the evaluator to prepare for the specific follow-up 

activities on site to validate the analysis results, complete the MICRO evaluation, and determine the latent organizational weaknesses that are contributing to identified issues. 

During the analysis work at INPO, it should be determined if work on-site will require  a focus on either or both of the reactor and design engineering functional areas.  If focus is required the CM evaluator is responsible for evaluating these functional areas.  How-To’s EN.5-1, “Evaluation of Reactor Engineering”; EN.2-8, “Evaluating Plant Modification process”; and PS.1-1, “Performing Evaluation Design Reviews” provide guidance on how to evaluate these areas.  Evaluating these functional areas may require limiting the CM evaluation or adding an additional evaluator to the on-site team.

It is important for the INPO analyst and site evaluator to relate all important information obtained to an enabler.  This is why observations are written for each enabler and not for each activity observed or document reviewed.  Although activity based observations are allowed in the E3 process, for CM it was found to be much easier to write just one observation for each enabler.  This becomes important when communicating to counterparts and other site management because INPO team management communicates with site management on an enabler basis not an activity basis.  Also, INPO management must report to the utility CEO on the condition of each OEO. The enablers for CM for the most part support the following OEO: “Well-managed and understood design, and operational margins”.  Therefore ordering all important information by enabler gives INPO team management and utility management a clear picture of the condition of the OEO.  When writing enabler based observations each observation bullet must be able to be understood on its own, in the proper context.

The INPO analyst and site evaluator should note that Attachment 2 has a cross reference between the attributes and information (Attachment 5) that is expected to support the evaluation of the attribute.  Also, under the suggested actions of Attachment 2, a cross reference is provided between the Evaluation Approach items (Attachment 1) and the associated attributes.  Additionally, attributes are classified as fundamental or higher level on Attachment 2.         

V. PERFORMANCE PROBLEMS

As they relate to plant performance problems most CM problems can be thought of a latent problems.  Therefore a CM performance problem does not always manifest itself in a plant performance problem.  For example, an incorrect drawing or incorrect modification may not have caused a plant performance problem but a CM performance problem exists, i.e., the drawing is wrong and the modification is wrong.  The latent organizational weaknesses that contributed to the incorrect drawing or modification are what we are trying to identify.  Other examples of CM performance problems are incorrect calculations; and specifications, lists, or procedures that are not consistent with design requirements.  These CM performance problems may not 

have caused plant performance problems but industry experience has shown they are latent problems that can cause plant performance problems.  Likewise plant physical configurations that do not meet design requirements are CM performance problems.  

The conditions may not have caused plant performance problems yet, but the potential exists.

Although all CM performance problems are important, those that have contributed to plant performance problems are of primary concern.  Those CM performance problems that are latent are important to identify to the station (AFI or negative noteworthy comment depending on magnitude and on-site team evaluation).  CM process or management weaknesses that exist but have not contributed to CM performance problems should be debriefed to the station (usually a negative noteworthy comment (NNC), but could escalate to a AFI depending on magnitude and on-site team evaluation).  The on-site evaluation team will determine at what level (AFI or NNC) an issue will be debriefed on site.  The above is provided to provide general guidance on the relative importance of CM type issues.  The INPO analyst and on site evaluator must remember that INPO is trying to identify those latent organizational weaknesses that are preventing high levels of plant performance or that could prevent the station from maintaining high levels of plant performance. 

VI. ASSESSMENT PROCESS

Attachment 7 provides information on how to do an assessment in the CM area.  Attachment 7 provides instruction on how to perform the assessment; Attachment 7.a is the assessment criteria; and Attachment 7.b is an example of the information required by Paragraph d of the Attachment 7 assessment discussion guidelines.

VII. ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1  --  Evaluation Approach

Attachment 2  --  Enabler/Attribute Matrix

Attachment 3  --  Margin model

Attachment 4  --  CM Questionnaire

Attachment 4.a --  Engineering Questionnaire

Attachment 4.b --  Maintenance/Planning Questionnaire

Attachment 4.c --  Operations/Scheduling Questionnaire

Attachment 5 --  Information Request

Attachment 6 --  Configuration Management Programs

Attachment 7 --  Department Instruction for Assessment of CM

Attachment 7.a --  CM Assessment Criteria

Attachment 7.b --  Configuration Management Assessment Information for Plant X

Attachment 8 --  Guidance for Omitting an Area for On-Site Evaluation Based Upon Analysis at INPO
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