
QUALITY ASSURANCE WORKING GROUP (VIDEO CONFERENCE) 

Meeting Location: 
Hanford, WA will be the Lead Site for this Meeting in Conjunction with the ISM Conference 

Room: Video Conference with Site Offices and Headquarters Offices 
Agenda for September 13, 2011 

Time  Topic  Lead 

12:00 – 12:30 pm 
(eastern) 

Potential Revision to the Performance Indicator and 
Measurement Approach for Goal #5 of the Journey to 
Excellence Regarding Quality Assurance 

Bob Murray (DOE‐HQ) 

12:30 – 1:00 pm 
(eastern) 

Discussion of major changes and challenges with revision to 
the Corporate Quality Assurance Program, EM‐QA‐001 

Larry Perkins (DOE‐HQ) 

1:00 – 1:30 pm 
(eastern) 

Lessons Learned on Flow‐down of Quality Requirements at 
Idaho’s Sodium Bearing Waste Project Including Comparison 
to the Previous EM QA Corporate Board Deliverable on Flow‐
down of Quality Requirements 

Greg Hayward (DOE‐ID) 

1:30‐2:00 pm 
(eastern)  Break 

2:00 – 2:30 pm 
(eastern) 

Status and Path forward for Training Focus Area and QA 
Resources Focus Area of the EM QA Corporate Board 

Ken Armstrong (DOE‐EMCBC) 

Bob Toro (DOE‐HQ) 

2:30 – 3:00 pm 
(eastern) 

Status of MOU and Path Forward for Integration of JSEP and 
BMAC Programs 

Christian Palay (DOE‐HQ) 

Mike Mason (EFCOG) 

3:00 – 3:30 pm 
(eastern) 

Comparison of Engineering Practices Working Group and 
Quality Assurance Working Group 

Charlie Kronvall (EFCOG/CHPRC) 
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Potential Revision to JTE Goal #5
• JTE Safety Goal #5:  Improve safety, security and quality assurance 

towards a goal of zero accidents, incidents, and defects.  (December 
2010)2010)

• Key Strategy to implementation:  Ensure that EM sites and projects 
integrate safety security and quality and evaluate performance indicatorsintegrate safety, security and quality, and evaluate performance indicators 
that measure these functions, throughout the applicable life-cycle including 
procurement, design, engineering, construction, commissioning, operation, 
deactivation/decommissioning, and environmental restoration.deactivation/decommissioning, and environmental restoration.  

• Goal #5 key success indicator: Achieve and maintain zero cases where 
poor quality assurance practices by vendors, subcontractors, and prime 
contractors results in the installation of defective equipment or  software 
within EM nuclear facilities.

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Potential Revision to JTE Goal #5
Goal # 5 Metric: Ensure that at least 95% of the safety class and safety 

significant equipment/software  installed during the fiscal year is not 
d f i f idefective, suspect, or counterfeit

Potential Issues/Concerns:
• Some type of graded approach is needed. Information on Safety Significant and 

Safety Class items is already available. Collecting additional data for performance 
indicators beyond the Safety Significant and Safety Class categories will likely 
result in additional costresult in additional cost.

• Defective components that were installed 5-10 years ago and found today are not an 
indication of a problem with the current site quality program. 

• Care needs to be taken with respect to the definition of an “item ” Some directionCare needs to be taken with respect to the definition of an item.   Some direction 
or guidance on how to count an item is needed to generate a consistent approach for 
the sites.

• There is no current concern on limiting the facilities analyzed by this metric. 

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Potential Revision to JTE Goal #5
Status: 

1 G id  h  b  id d f  EM 23 t  fi ld QA 1. Guidance has been provided from EM-23 to field QA 
managers as to how to measure this metric  

2. Partial data collection indicates over 99% of defects have been 
caught prior to installation  caught prior to installation  

3. Memorandum from EM-2 to field managers that formalizes 
this guidance and identifies scope of metric, i.e., safety-class 
and safety-significant components.and safety significant components.

4. Most recent direction is for field to provide goal #5 metric 
data based upon best method defined by site. 

General consensus from last goal #5 QA metric call was to 
revise the metric in FY12.  

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Potential Revision to JTE Goal #5
• Corporate QA performance metrics developed by EM QA Corporate 

Board.  Approved on September 30, 2008.
P id th d f i t t if b i t QA f– Provide a method for consistent uniform basis to measure QA performance

– Metrics are intended to be applied at the major contract level
– Initially applied on an annual basis – currently used each year for the QA 

annual declaration
– Color coding and numerical score grading options available
– Uses SRP and QAP/QIP LOIs

• QA metrics can be tailored by targeting numerical summary results
• Option to focus each field manager’s QA performance element on 

specific QA deficiencies from the prior year’s annual declaration
• No extra work by field gathering data.  
• Field Managers have already agreed to methodology for QA 

declaration. 
• Focus on EM-HQ review to provide annual declaration and metric 

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Potential Revision to JTE Goal #5
• Summary:

– Is this a reasonable approach?Is this a reasonable approach?
– How do we implement?

a. One size fits all.
b Tailor to site manger based on prior ear res ltsb. Tailor to site manger based on prior year results.

– If “b” does site develop the metric or HQ?
• Other considerations: 

– Sept 2011 S1 EM Review (Lehman Report)
• Extraordinary efforts are made to report projects as green
• NQA-1 requirements, ….. were given as a reason for increased cost Q q , g

and slipped schedules 
• There is a notable exception related to NQA-1 experience

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Background of EM-QA-001
• EM Corporate Quality Assurance Program (EM-QA-001) provides 

the basis to achieve quality and consistency across the EM complex

• EM-QA-001 was issued in October 20, 2008 and has been 
implemented at all EM site offices

• Requirements Incorporated in EM-QA-001

– 10 CFR 830, Subpart A, p

– DOE Order 414.1C

NQA 1 2004 with addenda through 2007 (memos provided to the field allow 2008– NQA-1-2004 with addenda through 2007 (memos provided to the field allow 2008 
and 2009 versions of NQA-1 to be used)

– Management Expectations

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group



DOE Order 414.1D Revision
• DOE Order 414.1D was issued in April 2011

EM i l t ti l ifi d i EM 2 i A t 2011• EM implementation was clarified in an EM-2 memo in August 2011

– Contractors: Issuance of the order does not modify or otherwise affect an 
approved contractual or regulatory obligationpp g y g

– EM HQ and DOE Field Offices: No changes to the existing quality programs will 
be required until EM-QA-001 has been revised to include DOE O 414.1D

– Key changes were summarized in the memorandum

• EM QA Corporate Board has initiated a Focus Area to propose p p p
changes to EM-QA-001 for consideration by EM-23 management

• Target date to issue the revised EM-QA-001 is December 2011

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group



Secretarial Review of EM Program & Projects
• Report Issued September 9, 2011

C th id tifi d b th itt• Common themes identified by the committee

– Accountability - Structure

– Decision-making - Peer Review

– Culture - Alignment

– Stability

• Committees observations provide opportunities for improvementCommittees observations provide opportunities for improvement

• “A proactive strategic approach to these issues must be a top EM 
priority.”

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Changes to EM-QA-001 for Discussion
• Update DOE O 414.1C to DOE O 414.1D

Add th l f th C ti A ti M t P• Address the removal of the Corrective Action Management Program 
from DOE O 414.1D (maintain the program in the QAP by 
referencing DOE O 226.1)

• Address the version of NQA-1 to be used

– NQA-1-2004 with addenda through 2007 (currently)g ( y)

– NQA-1-2008 and NQA-1a-2009 have been specifically approved for use (add)

E h th di i f F d l T i i i t (TQP )• Enhance the discussion of Federal Training requirements (TQPs)

• Reference to IAEA-TEC-DOC-1169 and DOE G 414.1-2B for 
Suspect/Counterfeit Items (cancellation of DOE G 414 1 3)

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Changes to EM-QA-001 for Discussion (cont.)
• Update discussion of the graded approach (currently references an 

EM QA Corporate Board deliverable as pending)

• Any additional enhancements identified as part of the Secretarial 
Review of EM Program & Projects

• Any lessons learned or other enhancements that have been 
identified by the site offices or contractors during the implementation 
and recent Phase 2 Self-Assessmentsand recent Phase 2 Self Assessments

Discussion/Ideas/Enhancements/Lessons Learned for Consideration

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project
Procurement of AL6XN PipingProcurement of AL6XN Piping

• Contractors must ensure flow down of procurement quality 
assurance requirements to subcontractors and sub-tier 

b t t d dsubcontractors and vendors

• Procurement of safety significant items requires concerted effort to 
ensure effective execution includingensure effective execution, including

a) precisely communicate the requirements and expectations

b) conducting a vigorous evaluation of supplier technical and quality capabilities

c) providing regular follow-up monitoring

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group



Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project
Procurement of AL6XN PipingProcurement of AL6XN Piping

• Communication with the supplier must include requirements 
flow down in procurement documents as well as a 
circumspect confirmation of the suppliers' understanding of 
these requirements

• Frequent, in-depth communication becomes paramount 
when working with suppliers that provide material and 
equipment to the private nuclear industry and to DOE

• Terminology differences and informal communications• Terminology differences and informal communications 
provide an avenue for misunderstanding between the 
supplier and the procuring organization

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project
Procurement of AL6XN PipingProcurement of AL6XN Piping

• Timeline of events
– In 2007, the Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project via a contract 

between CH2MHill-Washington Group, LLC (CWI) and Premier 
Technology, Inc. (PTI) ordered AL6XN (a special alloy--fully 
austenitic stainless steel) piping and components

– These materials were procured for installation in the SBWT and 
serve a safety significant function in the SBWT facility.

– The piping was fabricated by rolling a flat plate of AL6XN material 
and elding the seamand welding the seam.  

– The piping was designed to ASME B31.3, 2004
– All material traceability and fabrication testing documentation was 

i d ifi d b th h i d t tireceived as specified buy the purchasing documentation

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project
Procurement of AL6XN PipingProcurement of AL6XN Piping

– On 4/13/11 pipe fitters were conducting a piping change to one of 
the AL6XN pipe spools to make a dimensional adjustment for fit-up

– During this process, while conducting a dye penetrant test of a 
circumferential root weld, a small indication (lack of fusion) was 
found in the longitudinal piping seam weldfound in the longitudinal piping seam weld.

– PTI subcontracted to Rolled Alloys to supply the pipe.  Rolled Alloys 
subcontracted with Bristol Metals LLC (Brismet) to fabricate the pipesubcontracted with Bristol Metals, LLC (Brismet) to fabricate the pipe 
from plate stock provided by Rolled Alloys

ASTM B675 d B775 th t d d th t th f b i ti– ASTM B675 and B775 are the standards that govern the fabrication 
and testing of this pipe. 100% UT testing of the pipe weld was 
performed and docuemented but failed to identify this particular 
indication.

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project
Procurement of AL6XN PipingProcurement of AL6XN Piping

• The flow down of QA requirements 

– PTI to Rolled Alloys (RA) required NQA-1 basic Requirements

RA asked PTI if this was an ASME Section III procurement and the– RA asked PTI if this was an ASME Section III procurement and the 
answer was no

Since the piping was not ASME Section III RA did not flow down the– Since the piping was not ASME Section III, RA did not flow down the 
QA requirements to its subcontractors

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project
Procurement of AL6XN PipingProcurement of AL6XN Piping

• Analysis:
– The following causes were identified in the analysis

• Failure to confirm that QA procurement requirements were clearly understood 
by suppliers and sub-suppliers.  

– Lesson learned- QA oversight at all levels (CWI and PTI) 
d fi i t h i ti h ld hwas deficient as each organization should have 

discovered that over 30 purchase orders for safety 
significant piping did not contain appropriate 
QA procurement requirements Augmented oversightQA procurement  requirements. Augmented oversight 
during the execution of the purchase order should include 
both audit and shop inspection/surveillance for safety 
significant itemssignificant items.

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project
Procurement of AL6XN PipingProcurement of AL6XN Piping

• Analysis continued:
– Through informal and inconcise communications (via email), RA 

asked PTI if the procurement was an ASME Section III procurement. 
There was a failure to communicate that this NQA-1 procurement 
was for ASME B31.3 safety significant material.  

– Lessons learned- Purchase orders, including change control, 
must be enforced as part of QA Program applications. E-
mails between procurement organizations with respect to QA 
procurement requirements are not sufficientprocurement requirements are not sufficient 

– It is important that communications with suppliers include 
discussions regarding QA requirements and how they relate 
to ASME Section III requirements.to ASME Section III requirements. 

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project
Procurement of AL6XN PipingProcurement of AL6XN Piping

• Analysis continued:
– Supplied pipe was 100% UT tested  in accordance with ASTM B675-

02, Section 5.2, Class 2 piping. This documented fabrication testing 
did not detect the seam weld defects.  

– SBWT contracted with third party to developed a UT technique that 
was used to identify mid-wall seam weld defects and size the 
indications (phased array). 

• Lesson Learned – The ASTM material specification testing is not able to detect a 
mid-wall weld defect

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project
Procurement of AL6XN PipingProcurement of AL6XN Piping

• Description of Management Approved Actions Taken
– Actions or Recommendations:

• Visit and review QA program and procurement requirements of Rolled Alloys and 
Rolled Alloys’ sub-tier contractors

• Develop Commercial Grade Dedication (CGD) plan to dedicate the affected pipe

• Reviewed all procurements to Rolled Alloys to verify extent of conditions of failure 
to  flow down requirements to sub vendors

• Review other Safety Significant CWI and PTI procurements to verify extent of 
conditions of failure to flow requirements to sub vendorsq

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project
Procurement of AL6XN PipingProcurement of AL6XN Piping

• Issues and Actions

– ISSUE 1- Defects in autogenously welded AL6XN  pipe were 
not detected by ASTM material specification testing by 
specified NDE methods. spec ed et ods

– SBWT conducted pipe stress analysis to determine allowable 
flaw size

– SBWT conducted phased array UT testing via a sampling plan, 
to determine fitness for service of the installed piping systems

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project
Procurement of AL6XN PipingProcurement of AL6XN Piping

ISSUE 2

• NQA-1 QA Program requirements not flowed down by sub supplier 
Rolled Alloys (RA) to suppliers of AL6XN pipe, pipe fittings and weld wire. 
Cause- confusion with terminology of ASME B31.3 safety significant  vs. 
Section III and lack of follow up QA oversight.  p Q g

• RA sub supplier QA Program bases. 
1. ASME III NCA 3800/NQA-1 including Allegheny Ludlum the provider of 

AL6XN plate material
2. ISO 9001Registered 
3. Other

• QA visits to other suppliers to investigate QA/QC process controls with 
two having less than satisfactory results from a commercial grade survey review

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project
Procurement of AL6XN PipingProcurement of AL6XN Piping

Resolution Stepsp
• Accept material from NCA-3800 programs as equivalent to NQA-1. 
• Accept material from ISO registered suppliers as equivalent for 

scope of supply based on gap analysisscope of supply based on gap analysis.
• Use survey visit reports to demonstrate satisfactory process 

controls/QA Programs to accept “as-is”
• For the two companies (Universal Outlets and Century Tubes) where• For the two companies (Universal Outlets and Century Tubes) where 

surveys were not conclusive, perform additional verification of 
dimensional and document reviews

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group

13



Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project
Procurement of AL6XN PipingProcurement of AL6XN Piping

Current StatusCurrent Status
• Field Sampling Verifications (PMI and NDE) completed for pipe 

and fittings with no indications identified

• Verification of PTI dimensional/document controls satisfactorily 
completed with no indications identified

• Vendor surveys completed satisfactorily

• Installed piping system was determined to be fit for service

Energy Facility Contractors 
Group
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A Quick Status… 

 

 
Completed Tasks… 

Task # 
Estimated 
Due Date 

Task Description  Deliverable 
Deliverable To Be 

Submitted to Project 
Managers 

1  Complete 
Planning/strategy session meeting 
with EMCBC 

N/A  No 

2  Complete 

Submit an outline of the final report 
to the Board for approval.  Outline 
assures that the needs of the Board 
are met by the final report. 

Draft Final 
Report 
Outline 

Yes 

 
 
Immediate Tasks… 

Task # 
Estimated 
Due Date 

Task Description  Deliverable 
Deliverable To Be 

Submitted to Project 
Managers 

3  Sept 2011 

Determine the training needs 
(specialized and basic) for a trained 
QA specialists and personnel 
required to be familiar with the role 
of QA. 

Needs 
Analysis 

No 

4  Sept 2011 
Perform reviews of existing 
commercial training programs and 
summarize results 

Summary of 
reviews 

No 

5  Oct 2011 
Develop strategies for implementing 
the training program within EM 

Strategy 
approach 

Yes 

6  Nov2011 

Develop a final report on the 
recommended path 
forward/strategy for implementing 
the training program within EM. 

Final Report  Yes 

7  Nov 2011 
Present the final report to the 
Corporate Board Members for 
endorsement. 

N/A  No 

 
 



 
 

Summary of Current Needs Based on Job Tasks and 
Performance Issues (DNFSB, ORPS, etc) 

 
  
 

o DOE Needs Based on Job analysis: 
Á Basic EM‐QA‐001 Training and NQA‐1 Lead Auditor 
Á Quality Assurance Functional Area Standard 

o DOE Needs Based on Performance Issues: 
Á QA Specialists Trained for SQA, CGD, S/CI, and procurement 

 
 

o DOE Contractor Needs based on Job analysis: 
Á Basic EM‐QA‐001 Training 
Á Availability of Qualified/Certified QA/QE personnel, and clear 

EM approved graded approach for qualification of personnel 
Á Additional needs may have to be assessed using a survey to 

the contractors ? ? ? 

o DOE Contractor Needs Based on Performance Issues: 
Á QA Specialists Trained for SQA, CGD, S/CI, and procurement 

 
 
  



 
 
 

What’s Next…. 
 

 
V  Poll Some DOE Contractors for additional needs. 

 
V Continue to develop catalog of existing commercial 

training programs. 
 
V Begin developing strategies.  





Th  JSEP d t b  i   il bl  f  1. The JSEP database is available for use
2. The JSEP database is loaded with audits and available for 

use
h b d h f h d b d h3. POCs have been trained on the use of the database and have 

access to the information
4. POCs have been identified and are engaging in the program
5. Two (2) audits have been successfully conducted using the 

JSEP program
6. JSEP and BMAC leadership are interacting and working J p g g

toward the same set of goals
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Items 2, 6, 9, 10, 14, 17
Comparison of Databases:

• General Architecture
• Supplier Record
• Document Features
• Project Featuresj
• Integration Features

• Twenty Nine (29) comparisons were made between the 2 Twenty Nine (29) comparisons were made between the 2 
databases within these 5 system areas.

Results: Both databases contain the necessary core functionality y y
to support the  JSEP/MASL programs. With the JSEP program 
being easier to revise if necessary.
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BMAC/EFCOG COMPARATIVE MATRIX /
Item 1
BMAC ‐ Audits are performed under individual site approved 
procedures supplemented with a BMAC process and checklists  procedures supplemented with a BMAC process and checklists. 
Audits are primarily compliance based.

JSEP All audits are performed and posted under one common JSEP ‐All audits are performed and posted under one common 
procedure. Audits integrate both a compliance and a 
performance based process.

Results: Team leaders are charged with the responsibility to 
select the most efficient and practical process.

4



Item 3
d f dBMAC ‐ Audits are performed using NQA‐1, QC‐1, ISO 17025, or 

PQR 1050/1060 requirements based on NNSA needs and 
opportunities for data sharing.

JSEP ‐ Audits are performed using pre‐established 
requirements using predetermined criterion as dictated by the requirements using predetermined criterion as dictated by the 
sites and the applicable NQA‐1, ISO 17025, etc. requirements for 
each commodity.

Results: Commonality in the way evaluations are conducted will 
be driven by the Team Leaders and as guided by the appropriate 
organizational (JSEP/BMAC) process.
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Item 8Item 8
BMAC ‐ Zone audits actively encouraged.

JSEP ‐ Audits are being performed with a preference toward 
team members located near the supplier.

Results: The integrated process will employ the most efficient 
method for supporting the audit schedule.

Item 10
BMAC ‐ 8 NNSA site entities participatingBMAC ‐ 8 NNSA site entities participating
JSEP ‐ 49 entities participating 
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Item 11
d bBMAC ‐ Participation is required by BMAC COOs.

JSEP ‐ Participation is expected to include DOE EM sites, NE, JSEP Participation is expected to include DOE EM sites, NE, 
Office of Science and/or EFCOG members.

R l  Results: 
BMAC has a MOU which has been accepted and agreed upon 
by the sites.y

JSEP has drafted a MOU and the process for rolling it out TBD 
at this meetingat this meeting.
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Item 12
BMAC ‐ No suppliers with open corrective actions are posted on 
the Supplier listthe Supplier list.

JSEP ‐ Suppliers with open corrective actions are posted and the 
postings include findings and recommendations.

Results: Audit reports will be posted with open corrective Results: Audit reports will be posted with open corrective 
actions in order to provide appropriate information to the site 
participants. 
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Item 15
BMAC ‐ Single‐site led assessments encouraged.

JSEP ‐ Team formed via multiple site needs and populated with 
the members from multiple sites with consideration for the p
audit team to be comprised of participants located closest to the  
supplier.

Results:  Both processes will co‐exist with sites providing 
supporting information required as part of the procedural 
process.

9



Item 16
BMAC ‐ NNSA includes an SME only when necessary and/or 
fundedfunded.

JSEP ‐ EFCOG includes SMEs on most assessments  but 
specifically when the scope of the audit requires unique 
technical expertise needed to evaluate the implementation.

Results: Individual audit teams/sites will decide on a case‐by‐
case basis the necessity for utilizing a SME.
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Item 18
BMAC – Audit reports are posted with Lead Auditor 
certifications.certifications.

JSEP – Audit reports are posted without Lead Auditor 
ifi i     f  h   i  b   h   ifi i      certifications part of the posting but those certifications are part 

of the documentation package.

Results: Lead Auditor certifications will be required to support 
the individual audits and will be maintained in the audit file.
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Items 4, 5, 7, 17
d l d•Approved vs Evaluated

Results: Each site is required to perform their due diligence 
prior to placing a vendor on their ESL/ASL so the semantics of p p g
evaluated or approved become a non‐issue.

• Databases with the audit results  are essentially a “library” • Databases with the audit results  are essentially a  library  
where sites can access information and determine the degree of 
application for their respective site.

• Databases and their associated information do NOT represent 
a substitute for performing the due diligence exercise.p g g
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1. Allow each DOE organization (EM & NNSA) continue to 
develop and populate their respective databases and allow 
access to the appropriate prime contracting personnel from access to the appropriate prime contracting personnel from 
EM, NNSA, NE, Office of Science sites.

2 EM/JSEP Lead continue to engage the site POCs2. EM/JSEP Lead continue to engage the site POCs.

3. Continue to work with NNSA personnel towards the 
i i   f  h   k  i l di   h d    d integration of the tasks including shared resources and 
shared databases.

4. JSEP/NNSA Leads assume responsibility for ensuring the 
conduct of each audit satisfies the requirements of their 
defined process.
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1 NNSA program populates database using data submitted by 1. NNSA program populates database using data submitted by 
single site audit teams.

2. NNSA program uses multiple sites and multiple procedures 
d dto conduct audits.

3. The lack of DOE funds resources to manage the integration 
process and subsequent program.p q p g
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