Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Oct ober 31, 2008

The Honorable A. J. Eggenberger
Chairman

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
625 IndianaAvenue, NW

Suite 700

Washington, DC 20004-2901

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter transmits the enclosed report summarizing the resultsof a
comprehensiveline oversight of the implementation of the Department of Energy
(DOE) Operating Experience Program (OEP) in the Office of Environmental
Management (EM), ascommittedin my letter dated December 28,2007.

We initiated a systematic line oversight approach to eval uate the effectiveness of
site implementation by directing EM Field Officesto perform self-assessments of
their OEP, as well asassessments of their contractors OEP using an EM
developed criteria, review, and approach document. Based on the assessment
reportsreceived from the field, DOE Order 210.2, DOE Corporate Operating
Experience Program, requirements have been implemented and the programsare
in varying degrees of maturity and effectiveness. A review of the reportsshows
that while some sites have fully implemented the program, othersarein the
process of developing more effective processesto improve'their programs.
Electronic copies of the field assessment reportswill be provided to your staff.

We are committed to the effective implementationof the DOE OEP at EM sites
and at Headquarters(HQ). EM policy isto include DOE Order 210.2 inal EM
contracts for management or operation of a DOE site or facility and those
contractsfor EM programmatic cleanup and remediationactivities. The Order
hasnot only been includedin the contractsat our major facilities, but also in
contracts at our smaller sites. The EM HQ OEP has now been ingtitutionalizedin
Standing Operating Policesand Procedures(SOPP), EM Corporate Operating
Experience Program. The formalization of the HQ program will help address
several recurring issues noted at some of the field elements.
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If you have any further questions, please call me at (202) 586-0738, or
Mr. Dae Y. Chung, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Safety Management and

Operations, at (202) 586-5151.

Enclosure

cc:
I. Triay, EM-2

C. Anderson, EM-3
D. Chung, EM-60
C. Wy, EM-61

M. Whitaker, HS-1.1

Sincerely,

.

James M. Owendoff
Chief Operations Officer
for Environmental Management



Status Report on the Office of Environmental M anagement | mplementation of the
DOE Cor porate Operating ExperienceProgram

October 2008
INTRODUCTION

On December 28,2007, the Chief Operations Officer for Environmental M anagement
(EM) transmitted to the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) the first status
report on the implementation of the Operating Experience Program (OEP) in EM.

EM iscommitted to initiating a systematic line oversight approach to evaluatethe
effectiveness of site implementation, and to providea report summarizing the results of
the oversight activitiesto the DNFSB staff.

This report summarizes the resultsof line oversight of implementation effectiveness of
Department of Energy (DOE) Order 210.2, DOE Cor porate Operating Experience
Program, in EM, as specified in Commitment 19.2 of the Department of Energy's (DOE)
Implementation Plan, Revision 2, October 2006, for DNFSB Recommendation 2004-1,
Oversight of Complex, High-Hazard Nuclear Operations.

EM iscommitted to the implementationof the DOE OEP at EM sites and at Headquarters
(HQ) to ensure the systematic identification, collection, screening, analysis, evaluation,
dissemination and use of lessons|earned, best practices, and other operating experience
documentation in order to prevent adverse events, improve safety performance, reduce
technical risk and uncertainty, and protect our workersand the environment. EM policy
isto include DOE Order 210.2 inall EM contractsfor management or operation of a
DOE site or facility and those contractsfor EM programmeatic cleanup and remediation
activities. The EM OEP supportsand integrates with quality assurance programs,
Integrated Safety Management Systems, occurrence reporting requirements, technical
reviews, and lessons learned proceduresand activities. Thispolicy is stated inthe
recently published Standing Operating Policesand Procedures(SOPP) Number 50, EM
Corporate Operating Experience Program.

On April 14,2008, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Safety Management and
Operations (EM-60) issued a memorandumdirecting al EM field elementsto perform
line oversight assessments and self assessmentsof their site-wide OEP, and to submit
final reportsto EM-60 prior to September 26,2008. The assessmentswereto be
conducted using the criteria, review, and approach document (CRAD) devel oped by
EM-60to help ensure effectiveand consistent assessment of the implementation of the
OEP.

Based on the assessment reportsreceived from the field, DOE Order 210.2 requirements
have been implemented at all EM sites and the OEPs are in varying degrees of maturity
and effectiveness. A review of the reports showsthat while some sites have fully
implemented the order, othersarein the processof devel oping more effective processes
to improvetheir programs. Different opportunitiesfor improvement wereidentified at



various sites during the assessmentsand corrective actions are being taken to address
them.

Two of the areasfor improvement were identified acrossthe EM contractors OEPs. The
first isthe establishment of metrics specifically to measure program performanceand to
evaluate effectiveness of actionsimplementedfrom lessonslearned. The second is
weaknessin the performanceof required analysisand trending of reportableand
nonreportable occurrences and submission of the resultsto DOE headquarterson a
quarterly basis, as required by DOE Manual 231.1-2, Occurrence Reporting and
Processing of Operations Information.

It should be noted that, during the conduct of these assessments, transitionsto new
contractorsoccurred at the Savannah River Site (SRS), Richland Operations Office (RL),
and Office of River Protection (ORP), and the OEPswereinitially transitioned to the new
contractorswith little modifications. Assessmentsof the incoming contractors programs
will be performed in 2009.

EM Field Element Self-Assessmentsof OEP I mplementation:

EM-60 determined the effectivenessof thefield elements by evaluating the results of self
assessments conducted by each field element. A member of the Office of Safety
Management (EM-61) familiar with DOE Order 210.2 requirementsand who developed
the EM CRAD used for the assessments, participated in two contractor assessmentsat the
Oak Ridge Office (ORO) and RL.

Each EM field element was requested to conduct a self assessment against the EM
prepared CRAD, and specifically the following performanceobjective:

EM Field Element OEP Implementation: The EM Field Element establishesan OEP
that interfaces and facilitates OEP interactions needed between site contractors.

Criteria

1. DOE OEP Coordinator isassigned to fulfill the dutiesoutlined in DOE O 210.2.

2. OEP Coordinator and others (e.g., oversight SMEs or facility representatives) are
registered for the HSS Document Notification Serviceto receive DOE Corporate

OEP and L essons L earned documents.

3. Lessonslearned are incorporatedinto field element training, maintenanceand work
planning, work processes, operationsand design and construction.

4. Contractor quarterly analysesof reportableand non-reportableevents (per DOE M
232.1-2) are reviewed and provided, along with a DOE field element analysis, to
HeadquartersEM (with a copy to HS-32).



5. Operating experiencereportsare implemented by the field element and applicable
contractor organizations.

6. Self-assessmentsof OEP effectiveness are conducted (may be conducted as part of
|SM S verificationsand/or annual effectivenessreviews).

7. Providesoversight of contractor OEP procedures and implementation effectiveness.
8. Monitorscontractor sharing of lessons|earned.

9. Maintainsprocessto identify lessons-learned or operating experiencetrends
(operationsas well as safety) on afield officeor EM project level, and to share with
HQ EM and other field elements.

10. Screens contractor-devel oped operating experienceinformation to ensure Field
Element operational awareness, and recommendslocally developed lessons learned
for inclusionin the DOE Corporate L essons L earned Database

11. Contractor management is held accountable for recurrence of significant adverse
events.

12. A summary of the programmatic lessons learned from afield element perspective and
accessto the historical operating experienceand lessonslearned for departing
contractorsare provided to new contractorsfollowing the awarding of major
contracts.

13. Responds, as required, to EM/HSS concerning actionstaken in responseto DOE
Corporateand EM Operating Experience documents (e.g., EM Safety Alerts; HSS
developed Safety OperationsReportsand Safety Alerts).

Discussion:

Based on the assessment reports provided by the EM field elements, DOE Order 210.2
field-level requirements have been implemented and their OEPs arein varying degrees of
maturity and effectiveness. Field elements with OEPsthat are the most mature are
primarily at larger sites, including ORO, Savannah River Operations Office (SR), and
RL; however, thesefield elementshave identified several areasfor improvement, which
are being addressed.

The Officeof River Protection(ORP) comprehensive salf-assessment report indicatesa
formal program was developed, but six of the 13 criteriawere marginally implemented
resultingin three findingsand five observations. Whilethe ORP field element OEP
needs to completea number of actionsto improve its program, the ORP comprehensive
assessmentsof the ORP Tank Farms Contractor and the Waste Treatment and
Immobilization Plant found no implementation issuesin either of the contractor's
programs.



Other field elementsincluding the Idaho Operations Office, Carlshad Field Office
(CBFO) and several non-defensesites reported that their programs have been devel oped
and implemented. The CBFO self assessment was based on quality assurancerelated
assessments. The CBFO conducted an OEP-specificassessment as part of their annual
Integrated Safety Management System (ISMS) effectivenessassessment; however the
results of that ISM S assessment had not been developed at the time of the EM-wide OEP
implementation effectivenesseval uation.

A number of good practiceswere identified as part of the EM-widereview, including:

e ORO developsand maintainsa current “ORO Operating Experienceand L essons
L earned Program Reference Material™* binder that is provided to all ORO contractors
that provides such information as:

- LessonsLearned (LL) point of contactsfor ORO and contractor OEP
Coordinators

- Useful LL Internet Hyperlinks

- LL Recordkeepingand Reporting procedures

- Template and Instructionsfor Development of LLs

- Attributesof aMature ORO LL Program

- DOE O 210.2

- ORO OEP Order

- DOE LL Standard

- INPO Reference Documents

- Example Responseto DOE Corporate OE document

e ORO conducts site-wide Annual OEP CoordinatorsM eetingto provide resources,
share program information, and to convey ORO OEP expectations.

e ORO Manager conducts quarterly meetings between ORO, Y-12 Site Office, and
contractor senior managersto discuss saf ety topics and share OEP/LL information.

e ORO OEP issuesadaily email with timely OEP and other safety related information
(other sites have requested to be on the daily email distribution.)

e The RL has supported development of the Hanford I nformation L essons L earned
Sharing (HILLS) database by the management and operating contractor. The new
Hanford site-wide database includesLLs from the DOE L L databaseas well asa
large number of Hanford contractor-developedLLs, and is very user-friendly and has
an enhanced search capability. The HILLS can also " push” new LLs to appropriate
managersand subject matter experts.

These good practiceswill be shared with the EM field element and contractor OEP
coordinatorsin an effort to provide opportunitiesfor improvement at their sites. Sharing
opportunitieswill be through the monthly DOE OEP Coordinators Committeecalls and
at formal committee meetings.

The formalization of the HQ OEP SOPP, will help address several recurring issues noted
at some of the field elements. For example, a number of field elements noted that they
were not receiving, and/or evaluating contractor quarterly performanceand recurring



event analyses nor reporting such informationto EM HQ. The EM HQ OEP Coordinator
now will review quarterly analyses of reportableand non-reportableevents submitted by
contractors and field elementsto identify operating experiencetrends and lessonslearned.
The EM Coordinator will now track receipt of these quarterly performanceanalyses from
all sites/contractors, and also will follow-up as necessary to ensure full implementation of
thisrequirement. In addition, the EM Coordinator, per the SOPP, will monitor ORPS for
EM event reports needing DOE lessons|earned and will ensurethey are submitted to the
DOE corporate database. Thiswill provide a quality crosscheck between the ORPS and
DOE OEP/LL databaseto ensureall EM LLs are developed when specifically required
by DOE Order 210.2 or DOE Manua 231.1-1.

The EM OEP Coordinator will continueto provide line oversight of field element OEP
implementation per the EM SOPP and keep senior management informed of field
implementation progress.

Line Oversight of the Contractor Operating Experience Programsat EM Sites:

EM-60 assessed the effectivenessof the implementationof DOE Order 210.2 by its
contractors by evaluating the results of the assessments conducted by the field elements.
Each EM field element was requested to conduct assessmentsof the effectivenessof the
implementation of the contractor OEP against the EM-developed CRAD, specifically the
first four performanceobjectives. The EM CRAD was the base document used by the
EM field elementsto develop and conduct these line oversight assessments.

As previously noted, in 2008 EM had transitions of major contractorsat RL, ORP, and
SR. These previous contractors had mature OEPs and those programswere transitioned
to the new contractors. The oversight assessmentswere performed for the former
contractors programs; line oversight assessmentson the effectivenessof the
implementation by the incoming contractorswill be performed in fiscal year 2009. These
are: RL-CH2M Hill, new Plateau Remediation Contractor; SRS-Savannah River Nuclear
Solutions (SRNS), new management and operationscontractor; and ORP-Washington
River Protection Solutions (WRPS), new tank farms contractor.

Performance Objective 1. OEP Resourcesand Management - Contractor provides
appropriate resourcesto manageand maintain a viable OEP as required by DOE O 210.2.

Criteria:

1. Responsihilitiesfor the OEP are established and formally documented.

2. Processesand procedures are documented for the DOE Corporate OEP requirements.
3. OEPisintegrated withthe ISMS, Quality Assurance (QA) Program Plan, Contractor

Assurance Program, and event reporting and trending practices. These management
processes are modified when necessary to address operating experience.



4. The Contractor has designated an OEP Coordinator to manage and provide oversight
of its OEP and to facilitatethe identification, documenting, sharing and use of
internal and external operating experienceinformation. (The assessment reports
should identify the designated OEP Coordinator for each contractor assessed using
this CRAD.)

5. The OEP Coordinator has accessto senior management regarding emergent operating
experience issues and operating experiencetrends that needs management attention.

Discussion:

Based on the assessment reports provided by the EM field elementsand EM-60 follow-
up discussions, DOE Order 210.2 has been implemented by all major contractorsand
most contractorsat the small sites, and their OEPs are in varying degrees of maturity and
effectiveness. Contractorswith OEPsthat are the most effectiveare mostly at larger
sites, including Oak Ridge, the Savannah River Site, ORP and RL. Experienced OEP
coordinators have been assigned to manage and provide oversight of their OEPSs, and
their functions have been formally documentedin site procedures. Resources have been
provided to maintain viable OEP/LL programs. The Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP)
contractor has greatly improved their OEP over the last year. In general, al these
contractorsidentified several areasfor improvement, which are being addressed.

Performance Objective OEP-2: Contractor Screening, Sharing, and Use of
Operating Experiencelnformation - Contractor implementsproceduresto maintaina
viable Corporate OEP as required by DOE O 210.2.

Criteria

Screening

a. All DOE Corporate Operating Experience documentsand DOE L essons
Learned are screened for applicability to the contractors programsand work
activities.

b. Externa organization operating experiencefrom U.S. and foreign government
agencies and industry, professional societies, trade associations, national
academies, and universitiesare screened periodically for applicability to
contractor programsand work activities.

c. OEP Coordinatorsand othersare registered for the HSS Document
Notification Serviceto receive DOE Corporate OEP and L essons Learned
documents.

2. Sharing
a. Applicableoperating experience documentsand lessonslearned are
distributed to appropriate personnel (e.g., those responsiblefor operations,
training, maintenanceand work planning, work processes, and
design/construction projects) for review, analysis, implementation of
necessary actions, or simply as routineinformation.



b. ldentified actions from operating experience documentsor lessonslearned
that are applicableto contractor programsor work activitiesand track
implementation of the actions.

3. Feedback

a. Contractors provide feedback as directed (e.g., in ORPS reportsor by
memorandum) by DOE Corporate Operating Experiencedocuments (either
HSS or EM HQ generated) requiring formal feedback or correctiveaction
tracking.

b. Contractor OEP Coordinatorstrack feedback on operating experience
information gleaned from non-DOE sourcesthat require programmeatic
changes or changesin work practicesor equipment.

4. Operating Event Causal Investigationand PerformanceTrend Analysis

a. Contractorsinvestigate and identify causes of operating experience events,
accidents, and occupational injury/illnesses, and periodically assess (at |east
quarterly per Section 5.8 of DOE M 232.1-2) trends to identify recurring
issues and actionsto addresstheir root cause. |dentified recurring event/issues
are documented in ORPS (as Significance Category "* R).

b. Periodic performancetrend and recurring eventlissueanalysisreportsare
developed and provided to contractor and DOE line managers(with a copy to
HS-32).

c. Correctiveactionsaretaken for identified recurringissues or adverse trends.

Discussion:

Several contractorsare not consistently performingthe required analysis and trending of
reportableand nonreportable occurrencesand providing the resultsto DOE on a quarterly
basisas required by DOE Manual 231.1-2. Theformalization of the headquarters OEP
programwill help addressthis recurringissue. The EM HQ Coordinator will now track
receipt of these quarterly performanceanaysesfrom al sites/contractors, and will follow
up as necessary to ensure full implementation of this requirement.

Some noteworthy practicesidentified at the sitesare:

At RL, Fluor Hanford, Inc. (FHI) devel oped the Hanford Information Lessons L earned
Sharing (HILLS) database with improved search capability and user friendliness. Thisis
amajor improvement in the program and full implementationof the system on a site-
wide basis will enhancethe LL programand will be a valuabletool to help manageand
track OPEX/LL information on the Hanford site. The new Mission Support Contractor
(MSC) will assume the management of the HILL S databasein the future and will serve
asthe main focal point for contractor OPEX operationsat Hanford. The present FHI
OPEX program coordinator will stay with the Project Hanford Management Contract
(PHMC) "Prime" contract until the MSC comeson site. DOE anticipatesthat the current
PHMC personnel will be selected by the MSC contractor to continue the OPEX program
work. The new Plateau Remediation Contractor has adopted the FHI OPEX program
proceduresfor immediate use, has assigned an experienced OPEX program coordinator,
and will be assessed again by RL for compliancein FY2009.



At ORO, Isotek Systems, LLC (Isotek) instituted a practice of putting together "Best and
Brightest” Review Teams. Expertsfrom other sites and industry are brought in to look at
aparticular topic (e.g., structural summit, hot cell design, and back end process). In this
way, Isotek gainsthe benefit of OPEX informationand LL from these outside experts.
Isotek hasinstituted new practicesbased on the input from theseteams. Another Isotek
practiceisto start its meetings with a safety topic, and often ends them with a " safety
sendoff,” whichisa brief statement or OPEX information shared on a safety topic.

Also at ORO, Bechtel Jacobs Company LLC’s (BJC) OPEX/LL Program Manager
established a network of LL coordinatorsacross the company who augment the sharing
and use of LL applicableto the specific functionsand work activitiesof their
organizations. Each LL coordinator and subject matter expert (who reviewsLL) is
provided an orientation session and training so they can effectively performtheir LL

roles and responsibilities. BJC hasinitiated several practicesto enhance communications
and sharing of OPEX informationincluding: (1) upcoming installation of computer
monitorsat key work locations(e.g., entry portals, facility meeting locations, etc.) to
display company information, including safety-rel ated information, to reach workerswho
do not have routine accessto computersor e-mail, (2) the BJC Eye on Sfdy and BJC
Sfety Notes are positive communicationtools, and (3) the formation of a VVoluntary
Protection Program Committeeand special communicationsteam to evaluate and develop
recommendationsfor improving communications.

At SRS, both contractorscurrently usethe Site Tracking, Analysisand Reporting (STAR)
system to ensure applicable operating experience documentsand lessonslearned are
distributed to appropriate personnel (e.g., those responsiblefor operations, training,

mai ntenance and work planning, work processes, and designl constructionprojects) for
review, analysis, implementation of necessary actions, or smply as routineinformation.

For EM programsat the Idaho National Laboratory, CH2M-WG Idaho, LLC (CWI)
conductsadaily issues call each morning among OEP coordinators, performance
assurance management, and CWI line management. Thiscall (knownasthe SAC -
Safety Assessment Center) givesa prompt review of all issues (problems, ORPS,
accidents, findings) identified since the previousdaily call and discussesthe lessons
learned from the events. In some cases, the issues and their lessonsare formally
transmitted through the OEP to both CWI workersand to the DOE HSS system.

At WIPP, the Washington TRU Solutions (WTS) Lessons L earned Working Group
screens monthly external organization operating experiencefrom U.S. and foreign
government agenciesand industry, professional societies, trade associations, national
academies, and universitiesfor applicability to the WTS programs and work activities.
The Lessons Learned Working Group membersare each assigned specific websites
recommended by DOE HS and other members. Each member searchesits assigned
websites and is required to monthly review a minimum of 35 external operating
experiencearticles. Thisresultsin an average of 350 external operating experience
articles being screened monthly for applicability to the WTS programs and work



activities, in addition to all DOE operating experience documentsand DOE |essons
learned.

Performance Objective 3: Required LessonsL earned Development — Local and
DOE Corporate Lessons L earned are devel oped, documented and shared for eventsas
required by DOE directive or direction.

Criteria:

1. The contractor has established and implemented proceduresto ensure DOE |lessons
learned are devel oped, implemented locally and provided to DOE-Corporatel essons
L earned database for contractor eventsrequiringa Type A or B accident investigation
per DOE O 225.1A.

2. Thecontractor has established and implemented procedures to ensure DOE |essons
learned are devel oped and provided to DOE-Corporatel essons L earned database for
events reported as a Significant Category (SC) 1, SC 2, Operational Emergency or SC
R and for SC 3 reported eventsif required by local procedures.

Discussion:

Most EM site contractorsfully meet this objective as Lessons L earned programs have
been developed and implemented for a number of yearsand are well established and
mature at most sites which nominally satisfy the requirementsof DOE Order 210.2.

A common deficiency was identified during the assessmentsfor several contractors(e.g.,
Fluor Hanford, Inc., Washington Closure Hanford, Wackenhut Services, Inc., Parsons
Infrastructure & Technology) in that their proceduresfor lessons|earned do not require
lessons |earned to be submitted to the DOE corporate databasefor significance category
(SC) 2 occurrences. An inconsistency exists between DOE Manual 231.1-2 and DOE
Order 210.2 on this respect. DOE M 231.1-2 requiresthat all SC-2 occurrences have
associated lessons |earned submitted to the DOE Corporate Database. DOE Order 210.2
does not contain the same requirement. EM hasinformed HS-30 of thisinconsistency
for their action.

At SRS, Parsons Infrastructure & Technology (Parsons) is performing design and
construction servicesfor one facility, the Salt Waste Processing Facility. Parsonsdoes
not have proceduresfor reporting Type A or B Accident Investigationsnor for supporting
lessons |earned devel opment and submission to the DOE Corporate Databasefor events
reported as SC 1, SC 2, Operational Emergency, or SC R. When this assessment was
performed in June 2008 the requirementsof DOE O 210.2 had not been formally
incorporated into Parson's contract. Parsons has agreed to enhancetheir compliance
status as part of their initial implementationof the DOE O 212.2 requirements, which
should be formally in the Parsons contract by December 2008.



Performance Objective4: OEP Feedback and I mprovement - The contractor takes
action to ensure implementation of the DOE Corporate OEP is effective and actions are
taken to assure continuousimprovement.

Criteria

1. The contractor performs periodic self-assessments(may be done as part of the review
of contractors|SM S effectiveness) of the OEP and implementsany necessary
corrective actions.

2. The contractor establishesand monitors metricsto inform management on the
effectiveness of the OEP.

Discussion:

Contractorsat larger sites meet thisobjective. Most self assessmentsof the OEP are
performedduring the ISMS annual reviews. At severa sitesthese line oversight
assessments were the first focused assessmentsof the OEPs. Contractorsaretaking
actionsto include requirementsfor the performanceof periodic self assessmentsin their
OPEX/LL procedures.

The lack of metrics specifically to measure OEP performanceor evaluate the
effectiveness of actionsimplemented from |essonslearned is noted across the complex.
Thisisaconcern that will be worked with HS-30 as a DOE complex-wide corporate
policy effort to devel op evaluation criteriaand definitive statementsof programmatic
performance and effectiveness.

Summary

Below isa summary of implementationat the major EM DNFSB sites.



Summary Implementation Table

Federal Element | Federal Objective Contractor Contractor Contractor Contractor
/Contractor Objectivel Objective?2 Objective 3 Objective4
SR Met — 1 observation
WSRC Met Met -1 find, 1 obs Met Met
wsl Met - 1 find Met - 1 find Partially Met Met
Parsons Not fully Not fully Not met Met
implemented implemented
ORP Marginally met — 6 of 13 criteria
marginally implemented (3 finds, 5 obs)
CH2M HILL Met Met Met Met - 1 finding
closed, 1 obs
BNI Met Met - 1 obs Met Met - 3 obs
ATL Met Met - 1 obs Met Met
RL Met — 1 opportunity for improvement
WCH Met Met P.met—1find | Met
FHI Met - 1 obs Met Met Met ]
ORO Met — 3 observations; AMEM - 2 obs
BJC Met - 2 obs Met - 1 find, 1 obs Met - 1 obs Met
EnergX Met Met Met - 1 find Met
| sotek Partially met - 1 find, | Partially met - 2 Met Partially met - 1
1 obs finds, 5 obs find, 1 obs
CBFO Met using QA assessment; specific OEP
assessment w/ ISM S review
WTS Met Met - 1 obs Met Met
ID Partially met - 3 findings
BBWI Met Met Met Met
CWI Met Met Met Met






