


Determining Significance Rating (Form)

Purpose: 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]This form helps determine a significance rating in the implementation of a requirement or policy or program at Berkeley Lab.  The resulting significance rating is determined by quantifying risks and impacts of implementation.  Typically, this assessment is performed as part of an analysis of a requirement or policy (see Procedure: Analyzing Requirements and Determining Risks and Impacts, 04.04.001.101), or as a way to determine risks and impacts of a proposed implementation plan.  The rating serves two purposes for the particular requirement, policy or program: (a) it establishes sets approval levels, and (b) it sets the minimum required program elements that should be executed.

General Information
	Person completing form:
	
	Function/Dept
	
	Date:
	



	Title requirement/policy/program/case
	



	List all Impacted Policy Area
	… (see RPM Section/Policy Area page for guidance)



	Other relevant information:
	



[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Instructions:  For each attribute, select a value (1,2,3).  Count # of checks in each column and then multiply by Value (=Sums per column). Then add the 3 weighted sums and divide by the number of lines.  The resulting Impact Total and Implementing Total should be between 1 and 3 (inclusive).  Definitions for low, medium, high for Impact Risk Areas are in Appendix A.  Definitions for low to high for Implementing can be a bit more subjective.  Note that the complexity/cost of Implementing Mechanisms is likely to scale with number of people impacted.  
	Description of what is being analyzed:
	

	Impact
(see Table
for definitions)
	Value
	1
	2
	3

	
	# Policy Area(s)
	 1
	
	 > 1

	
	# Divisions affected
	 1
	 2
	 > 2

	
	# of people
	 < 100
	 100 to 1000
	 > 1000

	
	Risk area (safety)
	 Low
	 Medium
	 High

	
	Risk area (business)
	 Low
	 Medium
	 High

	
	Risk area (compliance)
	 Low
	 Medium
	 High

	
	Sums (# checks times Value):
	
	
	

	
	Impact Total (sum total divided by 6)
	

	Implementing Mechanisms
(consider all areas & people impacted)
	Documents (number)
	 Small (1-2)
	 Medium (2-4)
	 Large (>4)

	
	Documents (complexity)
	 Easy (< 10 hr)
	 Modest (<30 hr)
	 Complex (>30 hr)

	
	Training
	 Easy (dept)
	 Modest 
	 Complex

	
	Resources, roles
	 Small change
	 Modest addition to existing
	 Substantially different, new hires

	
	Property/equipment
	 Small cost 
(< $10K)
	 Modest cost (<$100K)
	 High cost 
(>$100K)

	
	Communication
	 Easy
	 Modest
	 Complex 
(multiple announcements over several months, pamphlets, etc.)

	
	Testing
	 None
	 Beta
	 Alpha, Beta, Pilot

	
	Program
	 No change
	 Modest change
	 Form new

	
	Sums (# checks times Value):
	
	
	

	
	Implementing Total (sum total divided by 8)
	

	Enter SIGNIFICANCE RATING 
(use Figure 1 and Impact and Implementing Totals. Round up for fractions ≥ 0.5.  Round down for fractions < 0.5)  
	

	Using the resulting Significance Rating, determine Approval Levels from Table 1 and Minimum Required Program Elements from Table 2.
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TABLE 1: Approvals:
	Significance Rating
	Approval

	A
	Lab Director (or designee)

	B
	COO (or designee)

	C, D
	Sr. Line Manager(s)

	E
	Sr. Line Manager (or designee)



TABLE 2: Minimum Required Program Elements
	Significance Rating
	
Minimum Required Program Elements of a Management System

	D, E
	· Document gap analysis and comparison to current implementation methods
· Select approach with input from users
· Develop specific communications strategies, including methods, targeted groups,  and venues.  Document details (who, how, where, when) in Implementation Plan.
· Draft program/policy change for review
· User review/input as needed

	C
	· Establish a cross-functional Working Group whose main charter is to contribute to any analyses and planning, including review of all affected documents and evaluation and selection final implementation
· Document gap analysis and comparison to current implementation methods
· Benchmark (telephone calls and e-mails may suffice)
· Develop specific communications strategies, including methods, targeted affected groups and, as needed to affected individuals, and venues.  Acknowledgment of understanding may be included.  Document details (who, how, where, when) in Implementation Plan.
· Develop cost-benefit analysis
· Develop specific strategies to identify representative Users and obtain inputs from them.  Inputs include but are not limited to assessment of needs, review of proposed approaches, testing of documented policies, processes, procedures.  
· User/Lab Institutional Committee input* (consider an early committee briefing as appropriate)
· Consider test and comment period prior to full implementation (pilot testing).  Document details in Implementation Plan.
· Develop detailed Implementation Plan

	A, B
	· Establish a cross-functional Working Group whose main charter is to contribute to any analyses and planning, including review of all affected documents and evaluation and selection final implementation
· Document regulatory analysis and comparison to current implementation methods
· Develop specific communications strategies, including methods, targeted affected g individuals, and venues.  Plan must include process for obtaining acknowledgment of understanding by each impacted person, and for maintaining records of acknowledgment.  Document specific approaches in Implementation Plan.
· Include early briefing(s) of Lab Institutional Committee* (for example, SAC) on new or changed requirement
· Provide as needed additional briefings to line management and users 
· Benchmark (up to site visits)
· Develop specific strategies to identify representative Users and obtain inputs from them.  Inputs include but are not limited to assessment of needs, review of proposed approaches, testing of documented policies, processes, procedures.  Develop cost-benefit analysis
· Develop detailed Implementation Plan
· Run both an alpha test and beta test before implementation


*Lab Institutional Committee – for example, Laboratory Safety Advisory Committee (SAC)


DOCUMENT INFORMATION

References
	Document Number
	Title

	04.04.001.102
	Procedure: Developing, Reviewing, Approving an Implementation Plan

	04.04.001.101
	Procedure: Analyzing Requirements and Determining Risks and Impacts

	04.04.001.201
	Form: Analyzing Requirements and Determining Risks and Impacts

	04.04.001.202
	Form: Developing an Implementation Plan

	04.04.001.003
	Requirements Management Process

	10.06.001.001
	Document Management Process

	10.06.001.203
	Form: Policy Approvals

	10.06.001.204
	Form: Non-Policy Approvals







Revision History
	Date
	Revision
	By whom
	Revision Description
	Section(s) affected
	Change Type

	12/12/2011
	0
	L.Young
	Initial publication
	All
	Minor

	6/8/2012
	1
	L.Young
	Clarify communication expectations in project scope. Add 1 Impact
	Impact/Implementing rating; Table 2
	Major

	8/5/2014
	1.1
	L.Young
	Re-organize form
	
	Minor






APPENDIX A:  Impacts and Risk Levels 
(Note: Adopted from LBNL Risk Severity Guidelines, 04.03.001.001.  See latest version for most current dollar limits.)
	Risk Value
	Risk Level
	Risk of Injury, Death or Environmental Impact
	Property, Financial, Legal, Reputation, and Other Impacts
	Requirements Compliance

	3
	High
	· Significantly impacts the safety of LBNL
· Injuries/illnesses involving permanent total disability, chronic or irreversible illness, or death 
· Presents a significant hazard to the safety and health of workers, environment or public
· Exposures above regulatory limits 
· Environmental release off site or above regulatory limits
· Requires immediate notification to external regulatory agencies
	· Significantly impacts LBNL research activities and/or operations
· Extended facility shutdown or operational restrictions 
· Significant loss or damage to property (physical or intellectual)
· Results in losses of ≥ $1M
· Results in excess cost due to inefficiencies ≥ $1M
· Significant potential for litigation or civil penalty 
· Prevents UC from maintaining its contract with DOE to operate LBNL
· Results in considerable negative publicity or public opinion*
	· Results in fines levied by external regulatory agencies 
· Results in systemic noncompliance with regulations or contract requirements), and risks analyzed are deemed medium to high.  Controls in place to keep risks minimal.  Agreement by Lab Director.

	2
	Medium
	· Impacts the safety of LBNL
· Injury/illness resulting in hospitalization or temporary, reversible illnesses with a period of disability not in excess of 3 months 
· Presents a hazard to the safety and health of workers, environment or public
· Exposures near regulatory limits 
· Minor environmental release outside of building but on site 
· Major release within building
· Requires notification to external regulatory agencies
	· Impacts LBNL research activities and/or operations
· Short-term facility shutdown or operational restrictions 
· Some loss or damage to property (physical or intellectual)
· Results in losses of ≥ $25K up to $1M
· Results in excess cost due to inefficiencies of ≥$100K up to $1M 
· Major potential for litigation or civil penalty 
· Results in negative publicity or public opinion*.
	· Results in systemic noncompliance with regulations or contract requirements, and risks analyzed and deemed low.  Controls in place to keep risks minimal.  Agreement by Sr. Management.

	1
	Low
	· Results in minor or negligible impact to the safety of LBNL
· Injury/illness not resulting in hospitalization 
· Minor hazardous material release within building
	· Results in minor or negligible impact to LBNL research activities and/or operations
· Little to no loss or damage to property (physical or intellectual)
· Results in losses of < $25K
· Results in excess cost due to inefficiencies of < $100K
· Little potential for litigation or civil penalty 
· Little or no impact on perception of LBNL and UC*
	· Results in compliance, or in a noncompliance with regulations or contract requirements with minor or negligible impact to LBNL



*For example, reputation, stakeholder/community confidence, or staff confidence.  
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