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Uranium Processing Facility (UPF)

• Replaces and consolidates existing enriched 
uranium manufacturing and processing capabilities 
into a single modern facility 

• Improves reliability, security, safety, and 
operational efficiency

• Results in $205 million in life cycle cost savings for 
Y-12 once operational and protected area can be 
reduced

• Reduces worker internal radiological exposures by 
90%

• Reduces Y-12’s security footprint by 90%
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Uranium Processing Facility
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UPF Site Layout
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UPF will …..



Validation of Mission & Program Requirements

• Recent Dr. Beckner review concluded that
– The UPF Facility is “Insensitive to number of weapon 

types and size of the stockpile”
– “Considering its current condition, Bldg. 9212 should 

be vacated and demolished as soon as practical.”
– Final report transmittal letter stated –

“As you are aware, I have been concerned about the sizing of UPF, especially in 
light of the changing weapon program requirements since the initial planning for 
this facility took place. In fact, the building has been reduced significantly since the 
decision to begin the project. Based upon our review, as will be demonstrated in 
the following report, I am now convinced that, given the requirements as defined, a 
substantial change of size of the facility is not warranted at this time and the project 
should move forward without further delay.”

Sincerely,

Everet H. Beckner, Chair
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UPF Risk Management Approach at CD-1

• Procedure in place to conduct Risk Assessments
• Met guidelines and requirements
• Worked well with small and non-complex projects
• However:

– Lacked ownership for program and risk
– Lacked formality
– Project team members were not trained
– Was viewed as a step to meeting needs for critical decisions and

not a tool for management – not a continuous process
– Did not establish or consider overall level of project risk
– Lacked risk monitoring and effective/timely reporting
– Lacked adequate details to support inclusion in estimates and 

schedules
• Did not provide management with the right set of information 

to make timely and effective decisions



Change in Approach

• System must address shortcomings and needs for:
– A very large and complex project
– Needed an active on line system
– Ownership and accountability must be established
– Training must be completed and maintained
– Information must be useful, realistic, timely, and updated

• Establish an on line system and process that
– Meets weaknesses for the UPF
– Applies best practices from the commercial heavy 

construction industry
– Provides project management with the right information for 

effective and timely decision making



Multi-User Access Database

• The UPF project currently uses a Multi-User Access 
database, referred to as the ROM Register, to assist 
in managing risks/opportunities.
– The database is password protected
– Access to the database is granted only after the user has 

received the required training
– All risks are viewable to people who have access to the 

database
– Users can only modify risks that are assigned to them or to 

their team
– The ROM Register is a living database and potential risks 

can be entered into a brainstorming session at any time  
– Potential risks will only become a risk after the Team Lead 

reviews it and determines that it is real



Risk Management Team Structure

• The UPF project uses a team approach to manage risks
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Risk Categorization

• In an effort to focus attention on the ‘very important’ risks, all 
risks are categorized as either Tier 1 or Tier 2
– Tier 1 = >$25M, >26 weeks, and/or health, safety or 

political impacts
• All Tier 1 risks are reviewed by the Management Team
• Tier 2 risks are reviewed at the functional level and overall 

Tier 2 status is reported to the Management Team
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Risk Management Training

• The UPF Project ensures all risk owners understand 
the risk management process
– All risk owners are required to attend a 2-hr training session 

that discusses the UPF Risk Management process and 
demonstrates how to use the database.

– All risk owners are required to read the UPF Risk and 
Opportunity Management Plan, the UPF Risk and 
Opportunity Management Procedure, and the UPF Risk 
and Opportunity Management Users Guide
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Frequent Status Meetings and Reports

• Since the Risk and Opportunity Register is a ‘living’ database, 
frequent meetings are held and reports are generated identify 
new risks and to ensure the existing risks are being reviewed
– Functional Management Team meetings are held on a bi-

weekly basis.
– Tier 1 status reports are submitted in each FMT meeting
– 3-month look ahead Action Item reports are submitted bi-

weekly
– The projects highest priority risks are presented in the 

Monthly Progress Report to NNSA
– All risk owners can view the database generated reports at 

any time
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ROM Register Snapshot
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Tier 1 Report
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Action Items Report
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Other Tools Used

• Crystal Ball is used to calculate Cost Contingency
• Pertmaster is used to calculate Schedule Contingency
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Status

The current risk management process has been in use for ~7 
months.  We are still struggling with Risk Management 
becoming ingrained in the mindset some of the functional 
teams.

• Although we have frequent meetings and reports are sent out 
regularly, we still have issues with some people not reviewing 
their risks and not performing their actions in a timely manner.

• Although each risk owner is required to attend training and 
read the risk documents, we still have issues with poor or 
incomplete assessments.

• Still need continued improvements
More management ‘help’ will be needed to ensure the program 

operates as planned.
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