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Department of Energy 
Washington, DC 20585 

JUN 22 2069 
MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: DAE Y. CHUNG 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 

SAFETY MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS 
ENVIRONlMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

SUBJECT: Issuance of the Office of Environmental Management Nuclear 
Supplier Alert System 

The Office of Environmental Management (EM) and the Energy Facility Contractors 
Group (EFCOG) Quality Assurance (QA) Corporate Board has developed a Nuclear 
Supplier Alert System as part of its EMIEFCOG QA Improvement Project Plan. This 
Corporate Board deliverable was approved by the voting members in the last meeting 
held on March 19,2009. This system is critical to mitigating past weaknesses in supplier 
qualification and oversight that have resulted in: I )  project cost overages; 2) schedule 
delays; 3) decrease in safety margins; and 4) regulatory enforcement civil penalties. 

" 
The Nuclear Supplier Alert System is intended to communicate a finding or a 
nonconformance that is determined to be significant as defined by NQA-1 requirements 
and that could have a wide-ranging impact throughout the Department of Energy (DOE) 
or even throughout the commercial nuclear industry. Examples of findings that should be 
considered for a Nuclear Supplier Alert include, but are not limited to, are: 1) failure to 
implement major portions of the supplier's QA program; 2) delivery of defective safety 
class or safety significant structures, systems or components; and 3) delivery of 
suspectlcounterfeit items. The intended scope of the Nuclear Supplier Alert System 
includes both nuclear grade equipment and service suppliers. 

The Nuclear Supplier Alert System, however, does not relieve the prime contractors of 
the'responsibility to assess their quality suppliers regularly in accordance with their 
established supplier qualification program. Contractors should protect the information 
under consideration for a Nuclear Supplier Alert during the entire process. 

It is my expectation that all EM field elements implement the IVuclear Supplier Alert 
System process, using the attached process steps and template, as soon as a significant 
finding or nonconformance is discovered at a supplier. The Nuclear Supplier Alert 
should be forwarded via e-mail (Sandra. Waislev@,em.doe.gov) to the Office of Standards 
and Quality Assurance, which will then issue the Nuclear Supplier Alert to the EM- 
complex and other DOE offices by email. 

If you have further questions, please call me at (202) 586-5 15 1 or Sandra Waisley at 
(202) 586-3087. 

Attachment 

@ Printed with soy ink on recycled paper 



1 
Distribution: 

David A. Brockman, ~ a n a g e r ,  Richland Operations Office (RL) 
Shirley Olinger, Manager, Office of River Protections (OW) 
Jeffrey M. Allison, Manager, Savannah River Operations Office (SR) 
David C. Moody, Manager, Carlsbad Field Office (CBFO) 
William E. M[wphie, Manager, Portsmouth/Paducah Project Office (PPPO) 
Jack Craig, Director, Consolidated Business Center Ohio (CBC) 
Melanie Pearson Hurley, Acting Director, Office of Small Sites Projects 
Fred Butterfield, Acting Director, Office of Site Support 
Tom Vero, Acting Director, Brookhaven Federal Project Office (BNL) 
Richard Schassburger, Director, Oakland Projects Office 
John Rampe, Director, Separations Process Research Unit (SPRU) 
Bryan Bowel-, Director, West Valley Demonstration Project Office (WVDP) 
Donald Metzler, Director, Moab Federal Project Office (MOAB) 
Dennis M. Miotla, Acting Manager, Idaho Operations Office (ID) 
Gerald Boyd, Manager, Oak Ridge Office (OR) 

cc: 
I. Triay, EM-1 
J. Owendoff, EM-3 
C. Anderson, EM-3 
S. waisley, EM-64 
T. Jackson, CBC 
K. Armstrong, CBC 
A. Holland, CBFO 
G. Podonsky, HS-1 
C. Broussard, HS-3 1 
B. Anderson, ID 
R. Provencher, ID 
T. D'Agostino, NA-1 
R. Johnson, NE-1 
S. McCracken, OR 
B. Hawks, OR 
P. Carier, O W  
R. McCallister, PPPO 
A. Hawkins, RL 
L. Newman, RW-4 
C. Everatt, SR 
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EM Project Area 2 - Adequate NQA-1 Suppliers 
Project Mijestone Task 2.14 

I 

I Scope of Project Milestone Task 2.14: 

i Develop a formal process or "alert'" system for documenting and notifying the EM-complex and other 
DOE offices of nuclear suppliers not meeting quality assurance (QA) requirements. 

Evaluation Summarv: 
In response

a 

to a Department of Energy (DOE) Environmental Management (EM) challenge to improve 
quality assurance performance across its operations, the EMIEnergy Facility Contractors Group 
(EFCOG), in cooperation with EM senior leaders, developed a Quality Assurance Improvement Project 
Plan. During the evolution of the Project Plan, one of the tasks assigned to EM Project Area 2 - NQA-1 
Suppliers was the: development of a formal process for an "Alert" system for documenting and notifying 
the EM-complex and other DOE offices of nuclear suppliers who fail to meet the QA requirements 
defined in 10CFK830, DOE Order 41 4.1 .c. or NQA-1. The Alert system is intended for findings or 
nonconformances that are determined to be significant as defined by NQA-1 and that could have a wide- 
ranging impact throughout EM, DOE, or even throughout the industry. Examples of findings that should 
be considered for an Alert include, but are not limited to: 1) failure to implement major portions of the 
supplier's QA program; 2) delivery of defective safety class or safety significant structures, systems or 
components; 3) delivery of suspect/counterfeit items. The intended scope of the Alert system includes 

I 

both nuclear grade equipment and service suppliers. 
I 

I 
The Alert system does not relieve the contractor(s) of the responsibility to assess their quality suppliers 
regularly in accordance with their established supplier qualification program. Contractors should protect 
the information under consideration for an Alert during the entire process. 

Recommendation: 
It is recommended that EM adopt the process described below as their Supplier Alert System and convert 
this information into a formal EM procedure for implementation across the EM-Complex. The process 
should undergo DOE legal review to ensure that there will be no legallliability issues arising from the 
issuande of the Alerts. 
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The following defines the Supplier Alert process. These steps follow the process flow as illustrated in 
Figure 1. 

Step 1 . . 

Contractor identifies supplier's failure to meet QA requirements. A supplier's failure to meet QA 
requirements might be identified through methods such as audits, surveillances, inspections, or supplier 
submittals of Nonconformance Reports (NCRs). However, in some cases other events, such as a 
whistleblower activities followed by a formal investigation, may initiate this process. 

An audit or surveillance performed for the initial qualification of a supplier would typically not trigger 
this process, unless that supplier has already delivered items or services to other EM contractors. In those 
cases a Supplier Alert may be warranted. NCRs that are repetitive or critical in nature may also prompt a 
Supplier Alert. 

Step 2 

The contractor is responsible for initially determining the significance of an identified issuelfinding based 
on the criteria and requirements of its corrective action program. Contractors are also responsible for 
initially determining if a Supplier Alert should be issued based on the guidance given in this process plan. 
Examples of significant issues are vendor removed from ASL (Approved Supplier List), falsified 
documents, SCAQ (Significant Condition Adverse to Quality), repetitive quality issues, etc. 

If the contractor determines that the issue does not warrant a Supplier Alert, the issue is processed 
through the contractor's established corrective action process. 

Ster, 3 

If the contractor determines that the issue does warrant a Supplier Alert, the contractor shall immediately 
draft the Supplier Alert as defined in this process plan. The draft Supplier Alert should only c~ntain the 
facts of the case without speculation such as causes and impacts. The contractor should notify the supplier 
that their quality issues are under consideration for a possible Supplier Alert within EM. (A suggested 
supplier Alert Form is attached). 

Step 4 

The contractor submits the draft Supplier Alert to the site's EM QA Representative for review and 
concurrence. The submittal of the draft Supplier Alert shall occur within five (5) working days of the 
contractor detennining that a Supplier Alert is warranted. 

Ster, 5 

The site's EM QA Representative reviews the draft Supplier Alert and discusses the information with the 
contractor as necessary. If the site's EM QA representative concurs that a Supplier Alert is necessary and 
the documentation is complete, the site EM QA representative ensures the draft Supplier Alert receives 
legal review by the site's legal relpresentative. Following site legal review, the draft Supplier Alert is 
forwarded to the EM Office of Standards and Quality Assurance at Headquarters (EM HQ). If the local 
EM QA representative determines that the issue is not significant or has comments, the draft Supplier 
Alert is returned to the contractor for disposition or revision as necessary. 
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Step 6 

The site's EM QA Representative promptly forwards the draft Supplier Alert to EM HQ for review and 
concurrence. 

Step 7 

EM HQ reviews the draft Supplier Alert and discusses the information with the site's EM QA 
Representative and contractor, as necessary. If the EM HQ concurs that an Alert is necessary and the 
documentation is complete, the process continues. If the EM HQ determines that the issue is not 
significant or has comments, the draft Supplier Alert is returned to the originating site for disposition or 
revision as necessary. 

EM HQ finalizes the Supplier Alert and distributes it within five (5) working days of receipt of the draft 
Supplier Alert. 

Step 9 

EM HQ distributes the Supplier Alert across the EM Complex per a standard distribution list. 
Distribution includes the DOE Ofl'lce of Health, Safety and Security (HSS) with possible distribution 
across the DOE Complex, if warranted. If the issue could have implications beyond DOE, EM HQ will 
notify other agencies as necessary. The Supplier Alert is entered into a records system at EM HQ and 
HSS. Any supporting documenta1;ion is included to make a complete and retrievable record. 

Step 10 

The contractor that identified the supplier issues that resulted in a Supplier Alert being issued is 
responsible for notifying EM HQ when adequate corrective actions have been taken to resolve the issue. 
Eh4 HQ will prolvide this update tio the organizations, individuals and suppliers that received the Supplier 
Alert. If the contractor elects to remove the supplier from their ASL and ceases to have the supplier 
provid'e services/items to them, the contractor shall inform EM HQ. EM HQ will provide this 
information to the standard Supplier Alert distribution list. 

Paae 4 of 5 



Determines If lssue Follow Normal 
Corrective Action 

Procedure 

3 Contractor 
Prepares Draft 

Alert Notice 

Draft Alert Notice to Local DOE EM 
QA Representative for Concurrence - 

Not Significant 
5 Concur that Alert 

Is Necessary Comments 

Yes I 

HQ for Concurrence 

< 7 Concur that > NO 4 Not Significant or 

Alert Is Necessary Comments 

8 EM Finalizes Alert 
Notice for Distribution 

10 Contractor Informs EM that 
Corrective Action Has Been 
Taken to Resolve lssue or 

supplier is removed from ASL 

Alert Notice . 

Paae 5 of 5 

9 EM Distributes Alert Notice 
across DOE Complex 

, into Records 
System 



i 

No. 

Nuclear Suppliers ALERT 
[Quality Assurance Concern] 

Date: 



 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Office of Environmental Management 

and 

Energy Facility Contractors Group 

 

Quality Assurance 

Improvement Project Plan 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Project Focus Area Task # and Description Deliverable 

Project Area 2: Adequate 

NQA-1 Suppliers 

Task #2.22   Submit Project Plan for 

Implementing EM and EFCOG Joint 

Supplier Evaluation Program 

 

Implementation 

Plan 

 

 

 

 

Approvals Needed: Yes/No/NA 

Project Managers:  S. Waisley, D. Tuttel  (7/09) 

 
Y 

Executive Committee:  D. Chung, J. Yanek, N. Barker, D. Amerine  

(7/09)   
Y 

EM QA Corporate Board:  

  
Y 

Energy Facility Contractors Group 



 

Page 1 

1 BACKGROUND 

The Department of Energy (DOE) Office of Environmental Management (EM) has experienced 

increasing difficulty finding suppliers that are adequately qualified to provide items and services 

in accordance with the standards of the Quality Assurance Requirements for Nuclear Facility 

Applications (NQA-1) from the American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME).  Given 

that the numbers of those suppliers have been decreasing, EM and its contractors have been 

duplicating qualification audits of those common few NQA-1 suppliers. 

 

Complicating the issue further is the mandated selection process that must be followed by EM to 

select suppliers.  To illustrate the complications of working with EM, the following needs to be 

considered: 

• EM corporate quality policy and its nuclear safety regulations require procured items and 

services to meet more rigorous quality requirements than prospective suppliers have 

experienced with other customers. 

• EM also requires prospective suppliers to be evaluated and selected on the basis of 

specified criteria. 

• Lastly, EM requires verification that approved suppliers have established and 

implemented their processes to provide the specified items and services. 

 

Consequently, the perception from many prospective suppliers is that it is not worth their time 

and expense to pursue EM contracts.  Procurements outside the realm of EM have been such that 

EM business was not a necessity for success. 

2 CURRENT CONDITIONS 

Redundant audits of the same supplier have lead to the following undesirable conditions: 

• Inconsistent reviews of shared suppliers lead to potential differing interpretations on 

implementing the standard EM quality requirements 
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• Organizations within EM are not utilizing all available expertise to evaluate its suppliers, 

resulting in a less than rigorous review of the shared supplier 

• Project schedule slippage due to delays in evaluating a supplier that can only 

accommodate one audit team from one organization at a time 

 

Whereas, a joint supplier evaluation program of common suppliers would enable the following 

benefits
1
:  

• Decrease Project/Cost Risks 

• Achieve Cost Avoidance & Cost Savings 

• Improve Supplier Performance 

• Decrease Risk of Suspect/Counterfeit Items 

• Improve Credibility with Common Suppliers 

 

EM can benefit from those lessons learned that EFCOG already has put in place by adopting 

EFCOG’s Supplier Evaluation Program. 

3 GOALS 

This Quality Assurance Improvement Project Plan will achieve the following goals: 

• Eliminate redundant supplier evaluations 

• Establish a consistent approach to evaluating suppliers by a standardized set of quality 

requirements (i.e., the EM Corporate Quality Policy and the EM Quality Assurance 

Program, EM-QAP-001) 

• Improve the overall quality of supplier evaluations 

 

These goals are interrelated as it is perceived that eliminating redundant audits will lead to a 

focused coordinated review of common EM suppliers.  This along with the consistent approach 

evaluating suppliers with a standardized set of requirements will ultimately lead to improving the 

overall quality of supplier evaluations.  

 

                                                 
1
 Source: EFCOG, “Supplier Evaluation/Qualification Initiative”, November 30, 2004 
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4 ANALYSIS 

There is an important distinction between a consolidated list of common suppliers audited under 

a Joint Supplier Evaluation Program and an EM complex-wide Approved Suppliers List that 

must be discussed further.  An Approved Suppliers List for the EM complex would represent the 

broad approval of suppliers without requiring additional actions by EM sites to use those 

suppliers.  This broad approval (whether implicit or not) would create unacceptable legal risk 

with its effect on liability issues arising from an Approved Suppliers List.  A consolidated list of 

common suppliers audited under a Joint Supplier Evaluation Program would not contain such 

endorsements (implied or otherwise).  Rather, it would merely serve as an exchange of 

information that EM sites could use to make their own determination on the acceptability of a 

supplier. 

5 PROPOSED ACTIONS 

The EFCOG Supply Chain Quality Task Team (SCQTT) has established a Supplier Evaluation 

Program (SEP) that addresses joint evaluations of suppliers that avoids the pitfalls previously 

mentioned.  This implementation plan outlines how EM will integrate its supplier audits and 

evaluations into the SCQTT SEP by the following actions: 

• EM and the SCQTT will adapt the SEP to accommodate the suppliers from EM 

• EM will consolidate its list of suppliers and merge it with the SCQTT list of suppliers 

• EM and the SCQTT will consolidate their supplier audit schedules into one master audit 

schedule 

• The SCQTT working with EM will establish an additional protocol for those EM 

suppliers to follow the EM Quality Assurance Program, which adopts the national 

consensus standard of ASME NQA-1.  This protocol will still allow for compatible 

evaluations done on EM suppliers such that they can still be used by the EFCOG SEP 

participants 
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6 RESPONSIBILITIES 

The following groups or individuals have responsibilities in this plan: 

• Idaho National Laboratory Supplier Management Program Lead: 

This individual is the current team leader for the Supply Chain Quality Task Team.  This 

individual will be point of contact from EFCOG in this effort to integrate EM into their 

Supplier Evaluation Program. 

• EM:   

Individuals from the EM Office of Standards and Quality Assurance will serve as the 

points of contacts between the INL Supplier Management Program Lead and the EM 

sites as needed during the process of integration and consolidation as described in this 

plan. 

7 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

The INL Supplier Management Program Lead, who currently leads the SCQTT, will incorporate 

an additional 22 identified EM suppliers into the current EFCOG Common Commodity List and 

Joint Audit Schedule.  The anticipated completion date for this task is four (4) weeks after 

authorization from EM Corporate Quality Assurance Board. 

 

The INL Supplier Management Program Lead in coordination with EM will develop and 

implement a complex-wide Electronic Management System (using established Oracle Aqualogic 

Portal controls) in direct support of the consolidated supplier evaluation program.  The 

anticipated completion date for this task and associated subtasks is approximately six (6) weeks 

after initial authorization; pending funding authorizations and Information Technology work 

loads.  The subtasks include the following system components: 

• Program administrative controls (procedures, instructions, memorandums, forms, and 

attachments, etc.) 

• System security and access controls 

• A new EM/EFCOG joint audit schedule providing real-time updates 
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• A new EM/EFCOG common commodity list. The current number of EFCOG common 

suppliers is approximately 30.  Integrating the additional EM suppliers would increase 

the supplier base by an additional 22 suppliers 

• Mutually agreeable and exchangeable audit evaluation information 

• Standardized audit notifications (e.g., meetings, alerts, memorandums) 

• Records repository for controlled supplier evaluation reports, corrective action 

documents, checklists, plans, auditor qualifications, and other general supplier 

information 

 

The INL Supplier Management Program Lead in coordination with EM will upload program 

documentation, schedules, qualifications, reports, and all other relevant information into the 

Electronic Management System.  The anticipated completion date for this task will be three (3) 

weeks after development of the Electronic Management System. 

 

The INL Supplier Management Program Lead along with EM will perform a gap analysis review 

between NQA-1-2000 and NQA-1-2004 requirements and establish new matrix documents (as 

needed) for commodities (materials or services) in support of the listed EM suppliers.  The 

anticipated completion date for this task, which will require EM Site participation, will be four 

(4) weeks. 

 

Working cooperatively, EM and the INL Supplier Management Program Lead will develop 

mutual administrative controls to accomplish the following: 

• Further define roles and responsibilities 

• Establish primary POCs at each site 

• Further define audit reporting minimum requirements 

• Define review and approval process 

• Develop formal Lead Auditor review and approval validation 

• Obtain auditor disclosure statements  

 

To further ensure success of this effort, EM will support and to commit participating on 

scheduled conference calls, providing representatives to attend meetings with the SCQTT, 
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dedicating resources to participate on audits, and providing assistance to SCQTT, as needed, in 

support of the Supply Chain needs (e.g., evaluation basis development specific to commodities). 

8 FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS 

After development of the new joint SEP between EFCOG and EM, EM will coordinate feedback 

from its SEP participants after each audit for the first year to gather lessons learned for 

continuous improvement purposes.  EFCOG SCQTT will be encouraged by EM to do the same 

with its SEP participants.  In addition, EM HQ will conduct a survey after the first year of all the 

EM site SEP participants to gauge the acceptability of the program and look for ways to improve 

on it.  The results of the surveys and the feedback from the individual EM SEP participants will 

be collated and reported on at a future EM QA Corporate Board Meeting. 

9 FUNDING REQUIREMENTS 

As outlined in Attachments 2 and 3, the EMS will cost approximately between $25k and $30k, 

with about $100.00 monthly service fees after the initial start-up.  In addition, one Full Time 

Equivalent (FTE) from INL Supplier Management Program Lead will be needed for the 

estimated four (4) months to set-up, integrate, and consolidate EM into the Supplier Evaluation 

Program.  EM and its sites will have to contribute some fractional support equivalent to 1 or 1.5 

FTEs for roughly the same four-month period. 
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Attachment 1 

The Supplier Evaluation Program Document from the 

Energy Facility Contractors Group Supply Chain Quality 

Task Team 

 

 

http://www.efcog/wg/ism_qa 
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Implementation Path by Tasks for the EM/EFCOG Joint Supplier Evaluation Program  
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Task # Task Description Schedule Cost FTE Responsibility 

1 
Consolidate and integrate the 22 identified EM suppliers into the 

current EFCOG Common Commodity and Joint Audit Schedule 
4 weeks   1 

INL Supplier Management Program 

Lead, who currently leads the 

SCQTT 

2 

Develop a complex-wide Electronic Management System (EMS) 

using established Oracle Aqualogic Portal controls in direct support 

of the consolidated supplier evaluation program. 

6 weeks 

EMS set fee  estimated at $25 – 30 

K for initial set up fees and a 

$100.00 monthly service fee 

thereafter 

1 
INL Supplier Management Program 

Lead 

3 Upload the information  into the Electronic Management System. 3 weeks*   1 
INL Supplier Management Program 

Lead 

4 

Develop Evaluation Basis Matrix Documents and Conduct Gap 

Analysis (i.e., NQA-1 2000 vs. 2004):  Conduct gap analysis on 

existing NQA-1 matrix documents specific to each commodity.  

Develop new NQA-1 matrix documents for EM commodities 

(materials and services).    

4 weeks Site Participation 1 
INL Supplier Management Program 

Lead with EM Site participation 

5 

Establish or revise administrative controls to: further define roles 

and responsibilities; establish primary POCs at each site; further 

define audit reporting minimum requirements; define review and 

approval process; develop formal Lead Auditor review and 

approval validation; obtain auditor disclosure statements. 

    1 
INL Supplier Management Program 

Lead 

6 

EM shall coordinate representatives to participate: on scheduled 

conference calls; in meetings; audits (to include funding for 

associated travel); with special assignments for support as needed 

(e.g., evaluation basis development specific to commodities).  

    1 EM HQ 
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Attachment 3 

Implementation Schedule for the EM/EFCOG Joint Supplier 

Evaluation Program 
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