
 

 

 

UNITED STATES 
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

REGION II 
245 PEACHTREE CENTER AVENUE NE, SUITE 1200 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA  30303-1257 

 

June 30, 2010 
 
Dave Sexton, Chief Nuclear Officer  
   and Vice President of Operations 
National Enrichment Facility 
P.O. Box 1789 
Eunice, NM 88231  
 
SUBJECT: NRC INSPECTION REPORT NO. 70-3103/2010-001 AND NOTICE OF 

VIOLATION  
 
Dear Mr. Sexton: 

 
During the three month period from March 1 through May 31, 2010, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) conducted routine inspections associated with the construction activities of 
the Louisiana Energy Services, L.L.C., National Enrichment Facility (LES NEF).  The purpose of 
the inspections was to evaluate quality assurance program implementation and Quality Level 1 
safety-related construction activities and determine whether these activities were conducted 
safely and in accordance with NRC requirements and your license requirements.  The enclosed 
inspection report documents the inspection results that were discussed with you and other 
members of your staff on April 29, May 13, and May 27, 2010.  
 
Areas examined during the inspections are identified in the report.  Within these areas, the 
inspections consisted of a selective examination of procedures, representative records, 
calculations, and drawings; a review of the new equipment installed for the process; interviews 
with personnel; and observations of activities in progress. 
 
Based on the results of these inspections, the NRC has determined that five Severity Level IV 
violations of NRC requirements occurred.  These violations were evaluated in accordance with 
the NRC Enforcement Policy.  The current Enforcement Policy is available on the NRC’s Web 
site at www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/regulatory/enforcement/enforce-pol.html.  The violations are cited 
in the enclosed Notice of Violation (Notice), and the circumstances surrounding them are 
described in the subject inspection report.  The violations are being cited in the Notice because 
they were identified by the NRC.   
 
You are required to respond to this letter and should follow the instructions specified in the 
enclosed Notice when preparing your response.  For your consideration, NRC Information 
Notice 96-28, "SUGGESTED GUIDANCE RELATING TO DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPLEMENTATION OF CORRECTIVE ACTION," is available on the NRC’s Web site.  The 
NRC will use your response, in part, to determine whether further enforcement action is 
necessary to ensure compliance with regulatory requirements. 
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If you contest these violations or their significance, you should provide a response within 30 
days of the date of this inspection report, with the basis for your denial, to the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, ATTN: Document Control Desk, Washington DC 20555-0001, with 
copies to: (1) the Regional Administrator, Region II; and (2) the Director, Office of Enforcement, 
United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC. 
 
In accordance with 10 CFR 2.390 of the NRC's "Rules of Practice," this document may be 
accessed through the NRC’s public electronic reading room, Agency-Wide Document Access 
and Management System (ADAMS) on the internet at http://www.nrc.gov/readingrm/adams.html. 
 
Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact me at (404) 997-4476. 

 
 Sincerely, 

 
 
            /RA/ 
 
      Deborah A. Seymour, Chief 
      Construction Projects Branch 1 
      Division of Construction Projects 
 
Docket No. 70-3103 
License No. SNM-2010 
 
Enclosures: 
1.     Notice of Violation 
2.     NRC Inspection Report 70-3103/2010-001  

w/attachment 
 
cc w/encls:  (See next page) 
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cc w/encls: 
Gary Sanford, Quality and Regulatory 
  Affairs Director 
National Enrichment Facility 
P.O. Box 1789 
Eunice, NM 88231 
 
Carlos Romero, Chief 
Radiation Control Bureau 
Field Operations Division 
Environment Department 
Harold S. Runnels Building 
1190 St. Francis Drive, Room S 2100 
P. O. Box 26110 
Santa Fe, NM  87502 
 
Richard A. Ratliff, PE, LMP 
Radiation Program Officer 
Bureau of Radiation Control 
Department of State Health Services 
Division for Regulatory Services 
1100 West 49th Street 
Austin, TX  78756-3189 
 
John Goldstein, Deputy Secretary 
New Mexico Department of Environment 
Office of the Secretary 
1190 St. Francis Drive 
P. O. Box 26110 
Sante Fe, NM  87502-0157 
 
Matt White, Mayor 
City of Eunice 
P. O. Box 147/1106 Ave J 
Eunice, NM 88231 
 
Gary Don Reagan, Mayor 
City of Hobbs 
200 E. Broadway  
Hobbs, NM 88240 

 
Gary Schubert, Chairman  
Lea County Commissioners 
100 North Main 
Lovington, NM 88260 
 
Alton Dunn, Mayor of Jal 
P.O. Box Drawer 340 
Jal, NM 88252 
 
Daniel F. Stenger, Counsel 
Hogan & Hartson 
555 13th Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20004 
 
cc email distribution w/encls: 
Gregory Smith, President 
National Enrichment Facility 
Electronic Mail Distribution 
 
Brenda Brooks, Director 
Community Affairs and Government 
  Relations 
National Enrichment Facility 
Electronic Mail Distribution 
 
Gary Sanford, Quality & Regulatory  
Affairs Director 
National Enrichment Facility 
Electronic Mail Distribution 
 
Perry Robinson, LES General Counsel 
Louisiana Energy Services, L.L.C. 
National Enrichment Facility 
Electronic Mail Distribution 
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Enclosure 1 

NOTICE OF VIOLATION 
 
Louisiana Energy Services, L.L.C.     Docket No. 70-3103 
Eunice, N.M.        License No. SNM-2010 
 
During U.S Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) inspections conducted from April 26 through 
29, and May 10 through 13, 2010, five violations of NRC requirements were identified.   
 
In accordance with the NRC Enforcement Policy, the violations are listed below: 

 
A. Special Nuclear Material License Number (No.) 2010 states, in part, that the licensee 

shall conduct authorized activities at the Louisiana Energy Services, L.L.C., National 
Enrichment Facility (LES NEF) in accordance with statements, representations, and 
conditions in the approved Quality Assurance Program Description (QAPD), dated   
April 9, 2004, and supplements thereto.   

 
Section 18, Audits, Evaluating Audit Responses and Follow-up Actions, of the QAPD 
states, in part, that the LES Quality Assurance (QA) organization is responsible for 
evaluating responses to audit findings and for follow-up action to verify the corrective 
action is accomplished as scheduled according to the requirements of Section 16, 
Corrective Action. 
 
Contrary to the above, LES NEF failed to evaluate responses to audit findings and to 
implement follow-up actions to verify the corrective actions were accomplished as 
scheduled according to the requirements of Section 16, Corrective Action, as evidenced 
by the following examples:  
 
1. The LES NEF organization did not evaluate a response dated September 14, 

2009, from Parsons Commercial Technology Group (Parsons), an approved 
Quality Level (QL)-1 (safety-related) subcontractor, for LES Audit No. 2009-A-05-
043-1, of Parsons’ Quality Assurance Program, nor provide follow-up actions to 
verify the corrective actions were accomplished as required by Section 16, 
Corrective Action, of the QAPD. 

 
2. On October 6, 2009, LES NEF sent to Parsons LES Audit No. 2009-A-09-062, of 

Parsons’ Quality Assurance Program.  Parsons did not respond to the LES audit 
and LES did not perform follow-up actions to ensure Parsons responded nor to 
verify that corrective actions were accomplished as required by Section 16, 
Corrective Action, of the QAPD 

 
This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplemental II) 
 
B. Special Nuclear Material License No. 2010 requires, in part, that the licensee shall 

conduct authorized activities at the LES NEF in accordance with statements, 
representations, and conditions in the approved QAPD, dated April 9, 2004, and 
supplements thereto.  
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 LES QAPD, Section 7, Control of Purchased Material, Equipment and Services, Sub-
section, Approved Supplier List (ASL), states in part that the ASL contains those 
suppliers with acceptable QA Programs that have been evaluated and accepted by the 
LES QA in accordance with approved procedures.  
LES Procedure QA-3-2000-01, Quality Assurance Audit, Revision (Rev.) 4, set forth 
guidance for external audits and supplier qualification before placing the supplier on LES 
ASL.  Section 5.3.3.d of this procedure provided instruction for acceptability of audit 
documentation.  It states in part that, to be acceptable, the audit should address the 
vendor’s programs and processes which apply to the LES work or product scope. 

 
 LES Procedure QA-3-2000-08, ASL, Rev. 2, Section 5.3.4, states in part, that if the 

qualification method includes an evaluation of the supplier’s Quality Assurance Program 
or Manual then complete QA-3-2000-08-F-2, Supplier Quality Program Evaluation, and 
attach QA-3-2000-08-F-2 to the completed copy of QA-3-2000-08-F1, ASL 
Evaluation/Database Entry.  

 
Contrary to the above, on and before May 13, 2010, and prior to placing the supplier on 
the ASL, the LES NEF’s audit of Parsons, failed to address the vendor’s programs and 
processes which apply to the LES work or product scope as evidence by the following 
examples:   
 
1. On January 8, 2009, an LES design engineer subcontractor, Parsons, was 

placed on the LES NEF’s ASL with restrictions, and on April 30 2009, Parsons 
was approved on the ASL to perform Quality Level 1 design work.  LES approval 
of Parsons was based on an assumption that Parsons was capable of developing 
and implementing an adequate QA program.  Subsequently, during an LES audit 
of Parsons conducted May 11-12, 2009, LES NEF identified that the Parson QA 
program was overall unsatisfactory.  

 
2. During three audits of Parsons, LES NEF failed to document the evaluation of the 

supplier, Parsons, on form QA-3-2000-08-F-2, Supplier Quality Program 
Evaluation and failed to attach it to the completed copy of QA-3-2000-08-F-1.  
Both forms 1 and 2 are considered record documents.  Form 2 requires a 
statement of approval or disapproval of the supplier’s QA program and 
documents a summary for each element of the QA program that was reviewed.  
Areas not reviewed needed to be marked as N/A.   

 
This is a Severity Level IV violation (Supplemental II) 

 
C. Special Nuclear Material License No. 2010, requires, in part, that the licensee shall 

conduct authorized activities at the LES NEF in accordance with statements, 
representations, and conditions in the approved QAPD, dated April 9, 2004, and 
supplements thereto.  
 

 Section 16, Corrective Action, of the QAPD requires that conditions adverse to quality 
shall be identified promptly and corrected as soon as practical. 
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 Contrary to the above, on and before May 13, 2010, LES NEF failed to require that the 
design engineering contractor Parsons’ QA program to promptly identify conditions 
adverse to quality and correct the conditions as soon as practical as evidenced by the 
following examples: 

1. The Parsons procedure for corrective actions, PP-QA-0807 Rev 0, Corrective 
Action, only recognized significant conditions adverse to quality and there were 
no provisions for identifying lesser conditions adverse to quality.  This was 
identified by the LES design engineering contractor self audit QA-164, but no 
corrective action documents were generated and the procedure was still in use.  
Additionally, the procedure has no methods of tracking open items to ensure they 
are corrected.  

 2. Findings from a Parsons self audit, QA-164, performed March 9–12, 2010, 
resulted in six identified Quality Audit Findings (QAFs) and did not cause 
corrective action documents to be generated.  Subsequently three of the QAFs 
were closed without corrective action being taken. 

This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement II) 
 
D. Special Nuclear Material License No. 2010 requires, in part, that the licensee shall 

conduct authorized activities at the LES NEF in accordance with statements, 
representations, and conditions in the approved QAPD, dated April 9, 2004, and 
supplements thereto.   

 
Section 5, Instructions, Procedures, and Drawings, of the LES NEF QAPD states, in 
part, that activities affecting quality shall be prescribed by and conducted in accordance 
with approved procedures and other implementing documents. 
 
LES Procedure EG-3-6000-01, Construction Work Plans, Rev. 6 states, in part, that 
work plans are considered continuous use procedures as defined in AD-3-1000-02, 
Procedure Use and Adherence.  As such this requires work plans to be updated and 
signed off as each step is completed. 
 
LES Specification LES-S-S-03312, Placing Concrete and Reinforcing Steel, Rev. 0, 
specifies the minimum strength of concrete required for columns and walls prior to form 
removal, and states that removal of forms shall conform to American Concrete Institute 
(ACI) 301 sections 2.3.2, 2.3.3, and 2.3.4. 
 
ACI 301 section 2.3.4.1 states, in part, that when removal of formwork or reshoring is 
based on concrete reaching a specified compressive strength, concrete will be 
presumed to have reached this strength when test cylinders, field cured the same as the 
concrete they represent, have reached the compressive strength specified for removal of 
formwork or reshoring. 
 
Contrary to the above, prior to April 28, 2010, LES NEF failed to perform activities 
affecting quality in accordance with approved procedures and other implementing 
documentation as evidenced by the following examples:  
 
1. LES NEF removed formwork supporting Cylinder Receipt and Dispatch Building 

(CRDB) Red Wall 16 before the mandatory hold point Step 8 in Work Plan 
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Number 1100-CIVIL-824-006 was signed, indicating the required concrete 
strength was verified by the testing lab.   
 

2. LES NEF removed formwork supporting CRDB Red Wall 26/27 before the 
mandatory hold point Step 8 in Work Plan Number 1100-CIVIL-824-006 was 
signed, indicating the required concrete strength was verified by the testing lab.   

 
This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement II) 

 
E. Special Nuclear Material License No. 2010 requires, in part, that the licensee shall 

conduct authorized activities at the LES NEF in accordance with statements, 
representations, and conditions in the approved QAPD, dated April 9, 2004, and 
supplements thereto.   

  
Section 21.17, Quality Assurance (QA) Records, of the LES QAPD states in part that, 
requirements for the identification, generation, and control of Quality Assurance Records 
for the QL-1G Program shall be in accordance with the requirements of Section 17 of the 
QAPD.  

 
Section 17, Quality Assurance Records, of the LES QAPD states, in part, that:  
 
1. The elements of the LES QA Program described in this section and associated 

QA procedures implement the requirements of Criterion 17, Quality Assurance 
Records, of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, and the commitment to Basic Requirement 
17 including Supplement 17S-1 of the American Society of Mechanical Engineers 
(ASME) NQA-1-1994, Quality Assurance Requirements for Nuclear Facility 
Applications as revised by the ASME NQA-1a-1995 Addenda for implementation 
of 10 CFR 50 Appendix B 
 

2. LES completed QA records that furnish documentary evidence of quality shall be 
specified, prepared and maintained in accordance with applicable regulatory 
requirements and applicable procedures. 

 
Supplement 17S-1, Section 2.2, Generation of Records, of NQA-1a-1994, states, in part, 
that, documents that are designated to become records shall be legible, accurate, and 
completed appropriate to the work completed. 

 
Contrary to the above, prior to April 28, 2010, LES NEF did not adequately maintain 
accurate QA records in accordance with Section 17 of the QAPD and ASME NQA-1 
Supplement 17S-1, as evidence by the following examples:  
 
1. The original material list of installed components for the CRDB Work Plan 

Number 1100-CIVIL-828-003 was missing and irretrievable.   
 

2. Step 12 of the work instruction in Separations Building Module (SBM-1001 
extension Work Plan Number 1001X-CIVIL-823-001 was signed off by the 
Construction Engineer (CE) and the Quality Control (QC) Inspector, which 
indicated forms EG-3-6000-04-F-1, Bolted Connection Worksheet and EG-3-
6000-04-F-3, Structural Steel Inspection Form located in Attachment 16, were 
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completed.  However, form EG-3-6000-04-F-1 and the Elevation verification sign-
offs of form EG-3-6000-04-F-3 were not completed. 

 
3. Step 4 of work instructions in SBM-1001 extension Work Plan Number 1001X-

CIVIL-823-002 was signed off by the CE, which indicated form EG-3-6000-04-F-
3, Structural Steel Inspection Form located in Attachment 8 was completed.  
However, the Elevation, Bolting, and Column Plumb Line verification sign-offs 
were not completed on the three EG-3-6000-04-F-3 forms in attachment.  

 
4. For steps 2 through 4a of the work instructions in CRDB Work Plan Number 

1100-CIVIL-823-011, the CE, Field Engineer Manager (FEM), and Health and 
Safety Manager (HSM) did not document the release of a mandatory hold point 
prior to the start of work following those steps.  Additionally, Steps 8 through 44 
were not completed appropriate to the work performed.  

 
5. Steps 5b through 19b of the work instructions in CRDB Work Plan Number 1100-

CIVIL-823-025 were not documented by the Construction Superintendent 
(CONST), CE/FEM, or QC as work was completed.   

 
This is a Severity Level IV Violation (Supplement II) 
 
Pursuant to the provisions of 10 CFR 2.201, Louisiana Energy Services, LLC is hereby required 
to submit a written statement or explanation to the U.S.  Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
ATTN: Document Control Desk, Washington, DC 20555, with a copies to the Chief, Technical 
Support Group, Division of Fuel Cycle Safety and Safeguards, NMSS, and the Regional 
Administrator, Region II, within 30 days of the date of the letter transmitting this Notice of 
Violation (Notice).  This reply should be clearly marked as a "Reply to a Notice of Violation; and 
should include for each violation: (1) the reason for the violation, or, if contested, the basis for 
disputing the violation or severity level, (2) the corrective steps that have been taken and the 
results achieved, (3) the corrective steps that will be taken to avoid further violations, and (4) the 
date when full compliance will be achieved.  Your response may reference or include previously 
docketed correspondence, if the correspondence adequately addresses the required response.  
If an adequate reply is not received within the time specified in this Notice, an order or a 
Demand for Information may be issued as to why the license should not be modified, 
suspended, or revoked, or why such other action as may be proper should not be taken.  Where 
good cause is shown, consideration will be given to extending the response time. 
 
If you contest this enforcement action, you should also provide a copy of your response, with 
the basis for your denial, to the Director, Office of Enforcement, United States Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555-0001. 
 
Because your response will be made available electronically for public inspection in the NRC 
Public Document Room or from the NRC’s document system (ADAMS), accessible from the 
NRC Web site at http://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/adams.html to the extent possible, it should not 
include any personal privacy, proprietary, classified, or safeguards information so that it can be 
made available to the public without redaction.  If personal privacy or proprietary information is 
necessary to provide an acceptable response, then please provide a bracketed copy of your 
response that identifies the information that should be protected and a redacted copy of your 
response that deletes such information.  If you request withholding of such material, you must 
specifically identify the portions of your response that you seek to have withheld and provide in 
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detail the bases for your claim of withholding (e.g., explain why the disclosure of information will 
create an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy or provide the information required by  
10 CFR 2.390(b) to support a request for withholding confidential commercial or financial 
information).  If safeguards information is necessary to provide an acceptable response, please 
provide the level of protection described in 10 CFR 73.21. 
 
In accordance with 10 CFR 19.11, you may be required to post this Notice within two working 
days. 
 
Dated this 30th day of June 2010. 
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 

 
REGION II 

 
 
Docket No.: 70-3103 
 
License:  SNM-2010 
 
Report No.: 70-3103/2010-001 
 
Licensee: Louisiana Energy Services, L.L.C. (LES)  
 
Location:  National Enrichment Facility (NEF) 
   Eunice, New Mexico 
 
Inspection Dates: April 26 – April 29, 2010 
   May 24 – May 27, 2010 
 

Inspectors: A. Masters, Senior Construction Inspector, Construction Inspection 
Branch 2 (CIB2), Division of Construction Inspection (DCI), Region II 
(RII) 

 C. Julian, Senior Construction Inspector, Construction Inspection Branch 1
 (CIB1), DCI, RII 

 M. Sheik, Senior Project Inspector, Construction Projects Branch 2 
 (CPB2), Division of Construction Projects (DCP), RII 

 D. Harmon, Construction Inspector, Construction Inspection Branch 3
 (CIB3), DCI, RII 

 C. Abbot, Construction Inspector, CIB2, DCI, RII 
 J. Lizardi, Construction Inspector, CIB2, DCI, RII 
 J. Kent, Construction Inspector, CIB1, DCI, RII 

D. Edwards, Project Inspector (trainee), Construction Projects Branch 1, 
DCP, RII 

 S. Smith, Construction Inspector (trainee), CIB2, DCI, RII 
 
Accompanying   
Personnel: C. Faria-Ocasio, Concern Resolution Branch, Office of Enforcement, HQ 
 
 
Approved:  Deborah A. Seymour, Chief 

Construction Projects Branch 1 
Division of Construction Projects 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 

   

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 

Louisiana Energy Services, L.L.C., National Enrichment Facility (LES NEF) 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Inspection Report Number (No.) 70-3103/2010-001 

 
During the three month period from March 1 through May 31, 2010, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) conducted routine inspections associated with the construction activities of 
the LES NEF.  The purpose of the inspections was to evaluate quality assurance program 
implementation and Quality Level 1 safety-related construction activities and determine whether 
these activities were conducted safely and in accordance with NRC requirements and your 
license requirements.  The enclosed integrated inspection report documents the inspection 
results that were discussed with you and other members of your staff on April 29, May 13, and 
May 27, 2010.  
 
Quality Assurance:  Program Development and Implementation (Inspection Procedure 
(IP) 88106)  
 
The inspectors evaluated the Quality Assurance (QA) program and implementing processes 
that govern performance of audits of suppliers to verify compliance with NRC regulations, and 
the requirements of LES Quality Assurance Program Description (QAPD).  Specifically, the 
inspectors evaluated LES audits of Parsons Commercial Technology Group (Parsons), a 
supplier of design engineering services, and Baker Concrete Construction Incorporated (Baker), 
a constructor.  The inspectors identified Violation (VIO) 70-3103/2010-001-01, Failure to 
Evaluate Audit Response and Take Follow-up Action, and VIO 70-3103/2010-001-02, Failure to 
Perform Adequate Qualification of a Supplier Prior to Placing the Supplier on the Approved 
Supplier List (Section 2).  
 
Design and Documentation Control (IP 88107) 
 
Design control activities and procedures were adequate and properly implemented.  A 
representative sample of engineering change requests (ECRs), design drawings, and condition 
reports (CRs) related to Items Relied on for Safety (IROFS) 27c and 27e, for the Separations 
Building Module (SBM)-1001 extension and the Cylinder Receipt and Dispatch Building 
(CRDB), were reviewed.  No items of safety significance were identified in this area (Section 3). 
 
10 CFR 21 Inspections – Facility Construction (IP 88111) 
 
LES NEF had established a program and procedures that adequately implemented the 
requirements of Title 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 21, Reporting of Defects and 
Noncompliance.  No items of safety significance were identified in this area (Section 4). 
 
Supplier/Vendor Inspection (IP 88115) 
  
LES QAPD, Project Quality Assurance Plan, and associated procedures were adequate and 
properly implemented by Baker.  The inspectors identified VIO 70-3103/2010-001-003, Failure 
of LES to Require Parsons’ Project Quality Assurance Program to Determine the Cause of 
Identified Conditions and to Take Corrective Actions to Preclude Recurrence (Section 5). 
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Geotechnical and Foundation Activities (IP 88131) 
 
Geotechnical backfill procedures and specifications associated with safety related construction 
of IROFS 27c and 27e for the SBM-1001 extension were adequate and properly implemented.  
QA records associated with these activities were properly maintained in accordance with 
procedures.  No items of safety significance were identified in this area.  The inspectors opened 
Inspector Follow-Up Item (IFI) 70-3103/2010-001-04, Cylinder Receipt Dispatch Building 
(CRDB) Footer Commercial Grade Dedication (CDG) Package Review to complete a review of 
that package when completed (Section 6). 
 
Structural Concrete Activities (IP 88132) 
 
Structural concrete activities and documentation associated with safety related construction of 
IROFS 27c and 27e for the CRDB were observed and reviewed.  Inspectors observed concrete 
pre-placement, on-site testing and placement activities for the CRDB Bunker.  QA procedures, 
specifications, and records associated with these activities were reviewed.  A violation with two 
examples was identified as VIO 70-3103/2010-001-05, Failure to Adhere to Formwork Removal 
Procedure and Specifications.  The first example of a violation was identified as VIO 70-
3103/2010-001-06, Failure to Maintain Accurate QA Records (Section 7). 
 
Structural Steel and Support Activities (IP 88133) 
 
Structural steel and support activities and documentation associated with safety related 
construction of IROFS 27c and 27e for the SBM-1001 extension and the CRDB were observed 
and reviewed.  Four additional examples of VIO 70-3103/2010-001-006, Failure to Follow 
QAPD, Section 17, Quality Assurance Records, During Preparing, Authenticating, and 
Maintaining Quality Assurance Records was identified (Section 8). 
 
Instrumentation and Control Systems (IP 88140) 
 
LES NEF adequately implemented quality control of documentation related to the installation of 
IROFS 1, 2, 4, and 5 (electrical instrumentation and control IROFS).  No items of safety 
significance were identified in this area (Section 9). 
 
 
Attachment: 
 
Persons Contacted 
Inspection Procedures Used 
List of Items Opened, Closed, and Discussed 
List of Acronyms Used 
List of Documents Reviewed



 

   

REPORT DETAILS 
 
 
1. Summary of Facility Status 
 

LES NEF continued to perform on-going construction activities for Separations Building 
Module (SBM)-1001, SBM-1001 extension, and the Cylinder Receipt and Dispatch 
Building (CRDB), at the Louisiana Energy Services, L.L.C., National Enrichment Facility 
(LES NEF). 
 

2. Quality Assurance:  Program Development and Implementation (Inspection 
 Procedure (IP) 88106)  

 
a. Scope and Observations 

 
The inspectors evaluated the Quality Assurance (QA) program and implementing 
processes at LES NEF that govern performance of audits of suppliers to verify 
compliance with U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) regulations, and the 
requirements of LES Quality Assurance Program Description (QAPD).  The inspectors 
reviewed procedures for conducting audits, audit schedules and logs, audit plans, audit 
reports and surveillance, and held discussions with QA organization representatives.  
The inspectors evaluated LES audits of Parsons Commercial Technology Group 
(Parsons), a supplier of design engineering services; and Baker Concrete Construction 
Incorporated (Baker), a constructor.  
 
LES QAPD, Section 18, Audits, Evaluating Audit Responses and Follow-up Actions, 
states that the LES QA organization is responsible for evaluating responses to audit 
findings and for follow-up action to verify the corrective action is accomplished as 
scheduled according to the requirements of Section 16, Corrective Action.   
 
Inspectors determined that LES NEF failed to adequately evaluate audit responses and 
take follow up actions, as evidenced by the following two examples: 
 
In May 2009, an audit of Parsons, LES QA Audit Number (No.) 2009 -A-05-043, was 
performed by LES NEF.  A subsequent follow-up audit, LES QA Audit No. 2009 -A-05-
043-1 was performed by LES NEF on July 13-15, 2009.  On August 25, 2009, LES NEF 
issued the QA Audit Findings Report to Parsons.  Parsons responded September 14, 
2009.  The inspectors determined that LES NEF failed to evaluate the responses from 
Parsons for LES Audit No. 2009-A-05-043-1, and failed to perform follow-up actions to 
verify the corrective actions were implemented. 
 
Another follow-up audit was conducted on September 9-10, 2009, and identified as QA 
Audit No. 2009-A-09-062.  On October 6, 2009, LES NEF sent Audit Findings Report 
No. 2009-A-09-062 to Parsons and requested a response within 30 days of the audit 
report date.  Inspectors determined that Parsons did not respond to the LES NEF audit 
and LES NEF did not perform follow-up actions to ensure Parsons responded nor 
verified that corrective actions were implemented.   
 
The NRC inspectors noted that LES sent individuals to Parsons to review their corrective 
action program, however this review was not performed in accordance with LES’ formal 
QA Program.   
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 The two examples constituted a failure by LES NEF to follow Section 18, Audits, of LES 
NEF’s QAPD and were identified as Violation (VIO) 70-3103/2010-001-01, Failure to 
Evaluate Audit Response and Take Follow-Up Action.  LES NEF initiated CR 2010-1603 
to capture and address this issue. 

 
The inspectors noted that LES QAPD, Section 7, Control of Purchased Material, 
equipment and Services, Sub-section, Approved Supplier List (ASL), states in part, that, 
the ASL contains those suppliers with acceptable QA Programs that have been 
evaluated and accepted by the LES QA in accordance with approved procedures. 

 
LES Procedure QA-3-2000-08, Approved Supplier List, Revision (Rev.) 3, provides 
instructions for the approval of suppliers and maintenance of the ASL.  This procedure is 
applicable to suppliers of items and services procured by LES for structures, systems, 
components, or activities designated as Quality Level (QL)-1 (safety-related).  LES 
Procedure QA-3-2000-08, Approved Supplier List, Rev. 2, Section 5.3, Initial evaluation, 
states in part, that prior to placing a supplier on the ASL, to perform a qualification audit 
and initial evaluation to determine the supplier’s capability to provide items or services in 
accordance with LES technical and quality requirements. 
 
LES Procedure QA-3-2000-01, Quality Assurance Audit, Rev. 4, set forth guidance for 
external audits and supplier qualifications before placing them on the approved suppliers 
list.  The procedure discussed the requirements for the selection of audit team members, 
audit scheduling, planning and conduct, and the use of standardized checklists for 
audits.  Section 5.3.3.d of this procedure provided instruction for acceptability of audit 
documentation; it states in part that to be acceptable, the audit should address the 
vendor’s programs and processes which apply to the LES work or product scope.   
 
The inspectors reviewed LES initial QA audit, No. 2008-3507-EXT-AUD, of Parsons 
performed December 9–11, 2008, and its associated attachment.  The inspectors 
determined that this audit evaluation was of a non-nuclear application.  The inspectors 
also reviewed attached form QA-3-2000-08-F-3, Supplier Quality Program Evaluation 
Request, dated September 25, 2008.  LES placed Parsons on the ASL on January 8, 
2009, pending Parsons development of a QA program that would be in accordance with 
LES technical and quality requirements.  
  
In a subsequent supplemental audit of Parsons performed in May 2009, LES auditors 
concluded that Parsons’ evaluation against LES NEF requirements in QAPD Sections 2, 
3, 5, 6, 7, 15, 16, 17, and 18 were all unsatisfactory.  The audit findings demonstrated 
that Parsons could not provide QL-1 services to LES during the initial source evaluation. 
 

 The inspectors concluded that LES NEF failed to perform an adequate initial qualification 
of Parsons to assure conformance with specified requirements prior to placing the 
supplier on the ASL and performing QL-1 initial design activities for the SBM-1001 
extension.  Parsons had a QA program for a non-nuclear facility, but did not have 
programs and processes for meeting the LES QAPD requirements that apply to LES’ 
work at the time of the initial qualification audit.  LES’ approval of Parsons was based on 
an assumption that the supplier was capable of developing and implementing a QL-1 
program.  The inspectors concluded that LES’ placement of Parsons on the ASL, 
pending Parsons future development of a QA program in accordance with LES technical 
and quality requirements, was a violation.  This was identified as a VIO 70-3103/2010-
001-02, Failure to Perform Adequate Qualification of a Supplier Prior to Placing the 
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Supplier on the Approved Supplier List.  LES NEF initiated CR 2010-1623 to capture and 
address this issue. 

 
A second example of not complying with Section 7 of the QAPD was identified when 
inspectors requested a completed copy of the Form QA-3-2000-08-F-2, Supplier Quality 
Program Evaluation, associated with the initial Parsons audit.  This form was required by 
procedure QA-3-2000-08, Approved Supplier List, Rev. 2.  Section 5.3.4, of the 
procedure states, in part, that if the qualification method includes an evaluation of the 
supplier’s quality assurance program or manual, then complete QA-3-2000-08-F-2, 
Supplier Quality Program Evaluation, and attach QA-3-2000-08-F-2 to the completed 
copy of QA-3-2000-08-F1, ASL Evaluation/Database Entry.  The completion of QA-3-
2000-08-F-2 documents a summary of supplier’s compliance with specific requirements 
of the QAPD and approval or disapproval of a supplier QA program.  Areas not reviewed 
were required to be marked as not applicable.   
 
LES NEF was unable to furnish a copy of QA-3-2000-08-F-2 and stated that this form 
was never completed during the initial evaluation.  Hence, LES NEF did not attach QA-3-
2000-08-F-2 to the completed copy of QA-3-2000-08-F-1 as required by LES 
procedures.  Both QA-3-2000-08-F-1 and QA-3-2000-08-F-2 are considered record 
documents.  The inspectors determined the lack of documentation of Parsons’ 
evaluation audit on QA-3-2000-08-F-2 to be a second example of VIO 70-3103/2010-
001-02, Failure to Perform Adequate Qualification of a Supplier Prior to Placing the 
Supplier on the Approved Supplier List.   
 
The inspectors evaluated the adequacy of LES surveillance of their contractor, Baker, by 
reviewing applicable procedures, several surveillance reports, and the corrective actions 
of identified issues.  LES procedure QA-3-2000-07, Quality Assurance Surveillance, 
Rev. 2, provided instructions to QA department personnel for performance of 
surveillances and reporting of results.  The inspector noted that Baker was working 
under the LES QA program.  No safety significant issues were identified. 
 

b. Conclusion 
 
The inspectors evaluated LES QA oversight of Parsons, a supplier of design engineering 
services, and Baker, a constructor.  The inspectors identified VIO 70-3103/2010-001-01, 
Failure to Evaluate Audit Response and Take Follow-Up Action, and VIO 70-3103/2010-
001-02, Failure to Perform Adequate Qualification of a Supplier Prior to Placing the 
Supplier on the Approved Supplier List. 
 

3. Design and Documentation Control (IP 88107) 
 

a. Scope and Observations 
 
Inspectors reviewed LES NEF design and document controls for proper implementation 
in accordance with LES QAPD, Rev. 25, dated March 25, 2010.  The inspectors 
reviewed a sample of controlled design documents including engineering change 
requests (ECRs), design drawings, and condition reports (CRs) associated with Items 
Relied on for Safety (IROFS) 27c and 27e construction and design activities.  IROFS 
27c is defined by LES NEF as a design feature of buildings containing uranium 
hexafluoride (UF6) process systems for seismic, tornado, tornado missile, high wind, 
roof snow load, and for roof ponding and site flooding due to local intense precipitation, 
to ensure UF6 process systems integrity.  The applicability of IROFS 27c was revised to 
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only apply to the CRDB bunkered area.  IROFS 27e is defined by LES NEF as a design 
feature of the CRDB and SBM-1001 for seismic, tornado, high wind, roof snow load, roof 
ponding and site flooding due to local intense precipitation, to ensure a chemical release 
does not exceed the 10 CFR 70.61 performance requirements. 
 
The inspectors reviewed design specifications, design drawings, and procedures to 
verify proper implementation of requirements necessary to control design activities for 
the LES NEF.  The inspectors reviewed LES procedures, EG-3-4200-03, Preparation 
and Control of Engineering Calculations, Rev. 9; EG-3-4200-04, Drawing Control, Rev. 
7; and EG-3-4200-05, Preparation and Control of Specifications, Rev. 2.  LES 
specifications LES-S-S-03312, Placing Concrete and Reinforcing Steel, Rev. 0; and NTS 
114489-S-Q-01401-3, Quality Assurance Program Requirements for QA Level 1, were 
reviewed.  The inspectors reviewed design drawings 114489-0000-C-CON-002-01-6 and 
LES-1100-C-CON-003-01-1, associated with CRDB 1100-Redwall-28 and 1100-SLAB-
5-A2/4-B concrete placements, respectively, to ensure design inputs and requirements 
were properly translated and considered.  No findings of safety significance were 
identified. 
 

b. Conclusion 
 
Design control activities and procedures were adequate and properly implemented.  A 
representative sample of ECRs, design drawings, and CRs related to IROFS 27c and 
27e for the CRDB and the SBM-1001 extension were reviewed.  No items of safety 
significance were identified in this area. 
 

4. 10 CFR 21 Inspection – Facility Construction (IP 88111) 
 
a. Scope and Observations    
 
 The inspectors reviewed sections of LES NEF’s QAPD associated with 10 CFR 21 

requirements; implementing procedures LS-3-1001-01, Implementation of 10 CFR 21, 
Rev. 2; and LS-3-1000-09, NRC Posting Requirements, Rev. 3; and performed walk 
downs in the field.   

 
The inspectors observed a sample of posting locations to ensure that LES NEF 
appropriately implemented the requirements specified in 10 CFR 21.6, Posting 
Requirements.  The inspectors noted that LES NEF’s procedure required a monthly walk 
down of the posting locations to verify that the postings were current, legible, and 
undamaged.  All the postings were in acceptable condition.  The inspectors also verified 
that LES NEF had implemented the requirement of 10 CFR Part 21.31, Procurement 
Documents, regarding inclusion of 10 CFR Part 21 in procurement documents.  The 
inspectors reviewed four purchase orders and no findings of significance were identified.  
  
The inspectors reviewed three LES NEF deviation records that did not require 
notification.  The inspectors determined that LES NEF performed an adequate 
evaluation of these three deviation records in accordance with their program procedure 
and Part 21 requirements.  While no notifications were made to the NRC regarding any 
Part 21 issues, the inspectors verified that LES NEF implemented the requirements of 
10 CFR 21.21 for notification in Procedure LS-3-1000-01.   
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b. Conclusion 
 

LES NEF had established a program and procedures that adequately implemented the 
requirements for 10 CFR 21, Reporting of Defects and Noncompliance.  The program 
met the requirements of LES NEF’s QAPD.  No findings of significance were identified 

 
5. Supplier/Vendor Inspection (IP 88115) 
 
a. Scope and Observations 
 
(1) Baker QA Performance 
 

This inspection was conducted to verify whether the contractor Baker, complied with an 
established QA program that satisfied the requirements of 10 CFR 70.22(f).  LES has 
employed Baker as both the construction and procurement vendor for the SBM-1001 
extension.  Because Baker worked under the LES QA program, the inspectors reviewed 
LES project documents, and procedures, which specified programmatic processes for 
the SBM-1001 extension activities.  Particularly, the inspectors reviewed the LES Project 
Quality Assurance Plan (PQAP) for the Design, Fabrication and Construction of the 
SBM-1001 Extension, Rev. 1; and the Safety Analysis Report (SAR) Appendix A, QAPD, 
Rev. 25.  

 
During this inspection, the inspectors verified whether Baker developed adequate 
programs to evaluate and correct conditions adverse to quality, including the reporting 
requirements of 10 CFR Part 21.  The inspectors reviewed both the LES PQAP and 
QAPD documents for adequacy.  The PQAP implements the requirements of the QAPD 
to address project specific requirements for engineering and construction of the SBM-
1001 Extension.  The QAPD plan, the PQAP, and reference procedures, described how 
LES assured that the necessary control of project activities was maintained.  No 
differences were identified between the QAPD and PQAP.  The inspectors also 
independently verified that the contractor adequately implemented the requirement of 
these documents and therefore was in compliance with the QAPD, PQAP, and 
associated procedures.  Training records, organization requirements, design control, 
control of measuring and testing equipment, corrective action documentation, storage, 
audits, quality assurance record control and procurement document control procedures 
and implementation were reviewed.   

  
(2) Parsons QA Performance 

 
 Parsons is an LES contractor for QL-1 building structural design work.  LES’ QAPD 

states in Section 2, under Program Basis, that the LES QAPD complies with 10 CFR 50, 
Appendix B, Quality Assurance Criteria for Nuclear Power Plants and Fuel Reprocessing 
Plants, and that the LES QAPD applies to all levels of the organization, including 
contractors, who perform QL-1 activities.  Section 16, Corrective Action, of the QAPD 
also requires that conditions adverse to quality shall be identified promptly and corrected 
as soon as practical and in the case of significant conditions adverse to quality, the 
cause of the condition shall be determined and corrective action taken to preclude 
recurrence. 

 
The inspectors reviewed Parsons’ procedures for handling non-conformances and 
corrective actions.  The inspectors also reviewed Parsons’ self audit, QA-164, performed 
March 9-12, 2010, and the associated corrective actions as described in the closure 
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memo sent to LES, to verify compliance with the contractor’s quality assurance 
commitments to LES NEF. 

 
 The inspectors noted the following inadequacies in Parsons’ QA implementing practices:  

Parsons’ procedure PP-QA-0807, Corrective Action, Rev. 0, did not include methods for 
tracking and trending open items.  Also, any identified conditions were called significant 
conditions adverse to quality (i.e., there were no provisions for identifying lesser 
conditions adverse to quality).  Parsons identified these issues in their self audit QA-164, 
however, corrective actions were not taken, and the procedure was still in use. 

 Audit QA-164, performed March 9–12, 2010, by Parsons, resulted in identified Quality 
Audit Findings (QAFs).  However corrective actions were not implemented to ensure 
correction and preclude recurrence.  The audit contained the following issues: 

 
(a) Finding QAF-164-1 found that Parsons had not performed a management 

assessment of their QA program as required by the QAPD and Parsons’ PQAP.  
This deficiency was closed without determining the cause of the condition or 
taking corrective actions to preclude recurrence, as required by Section 16 of the 
QAPD.   

 
(b) Finding QAF-164-3 identified four issues; three of which were subsequently 

closed.  However, only one of the three closed issues was corrected.  Hence, for 
three of the four issues, the causes of the conditions were not determined and 
corrective actions were not taken to preclude recurrence.  

 
(c) Finding QAF-164-5 identified that three previous self audits were performed 

without a determination of the causes or corrective actions taken to preclude 
recurrence of the identified issues.   

   
 The inspectors concluded that LES NEF failed to require Parsons’ QA program to follow 

the requirements of Section 16, Corrective Action, of the QAPD, in that Parsons QA 
program did not promptly identify conditions adverse to quality and correct the conditions 
as soon as practical.  This was identified as VIO 70-3103/2010-001-003, Failure of LES 
to Require Parsons’ Project Assurance Quality Program to Promptly Identify Conditions 
Adverse to Quality and Correct the Conditions As Soon As Practical. 

 
b. Conclusion 
 

The LES QAPD, PQAP, and associated procedures were found to be adequate and 
properly implemented by Baker.  The inspectors identified VIO 70-3103/2010-001-003, 
Failure of LES to Require Parsons’ Project Assurance Quality Program to Promptly 
Identify Conditions Adverse to Quality and Correct the Conditions As Soon As Practical. 

 
6. Geotechnical and Foundation Activities (IP 88131) 
 
a. Scope and Observations 
 

Inspectors reviewed documentation related to geotechnical and foundation activities 
associated with procurement, acceptance, testing, storage, and installation.  Inspectors 
reviewed LES’ procedures for adequacy, including:  EG-3-6000-01, Construction Work 
Plans; EG-3-6000-03, Concrete and Grout Placement; EG-3-6000-05, Soil Inspection 
and Testing; and PR-3-3000-02, Packaging, Handling, Shipping, and Storage 
Requirements.  The inspectors reviewed LES’ specifications for adequacy, including:  
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LES-S-S-02300, Specification for Clearing, Grading, and Earthwork Material, 
Construction, and Testing; and LES-S-S-04820, Procurement and Installation of 
Masonry and Structural Grout.  Work Plan Numbers 1001-24-230’N-CI-025, Site 
Excavation and Backfill- building 1001 Extension- Mini Halls 5 and 6; and 1001X-CIVIL-
811-002, Site Excavation and Backfill- Building 1001 Extension, were reviewed to 
determine implementation adequacy. 
 
As of April 29, 2010, the commercial grade dedication (CGD) package for the CRDB 
footers was not completed.  Inspector Follow-Up Item (IFI) 2010-001-04, CRDB Footer 
CGD Package Review, was opened to review the package when completed. 
 

b. Conclusion 
 

Geotechnical backfill procedures and specifications associated with safety related 
construction of IROFS 27c and 27e for the SBM-1001 extension were adequate and 
properly implemented.  QA records associated with these activities were properly 
maintained in accordance with procedures.  No items of safety significance were 
identified in this area.  The inspectors opened IFI 2010-001-04, CRDB Footer CDG 
Package Review, to complete a review of that package when completed.   

 
7. Structural Concrete Activities (IP 88132) 
 
a. Scope and Observations 
 
 Inspectors conducted an on-site inspection at LES NEF to determine if structural 

concrete activities were performed in accordance with approved procedures.  The 
inspection focused on the structural concrete activities associated with safety related 
construction of IROFS 27c and 27e for the CRDB.  The intent of the inspection was to 
determine, by direct observation and independent evaluation, whether work and 
inspection performance related to the QL-1 structural concrete construction activities 
were accomplished in accordance with design specifications, drawings, procedures, and 
regulatory requirements.  The inspectors observed licensee activities associated with 
concrete reinforcing steel installation, pre-placement preparation, materials sampling 
and testing, and placement procedures. 

 
 Work Plan Number 1100-CIVIL-824-006, which was associated with several concrete 

placements for the CRDB, was reviewed.  LES Procedure EG-3-6000-01, Construction 
Work Plans, Rev. 6, states in part, that, work plans are considered continuous use 
procedures as defined AD-3-1000-02, Procedure Use and Adherence.  This requires 
work plans to be updated and signed off as each step is completed.   

 
LES’ Specification LES-S-S-03312, Placing Concrete and Reinforcing Steel, Rev. 0, 
specifies the minimum strength of concrete required for columns and walls prior to 
formwork removal, and states that removal of forms shall conform to American Concrete 
Institute (ACI) 301 sections 2.3.2, 2.3.3, and 2.3.4.  The specification requires a 
minimum compressive strength of 500 pounds per square inch (psi) for non-bearing 
walls and 1,000 psi for columns and bearing walls.  Further, ACI 301 section 2.3.4.1 
states that, when removal of formwork or reshoring is based on concrete reaching a 
specified compressive strength, concrete will be presumed to have reached this strength 
when test cylinders, field cured the same as the concrete they represent, have reached 
the compressive strength specified for removal of formwork or reshoring.   
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 Contrary to the above, on April 27, 2010, inspectors identified that the mandatory hold 
point was not signed for Steps 8bb or 9bb of the work instructions.  Step 8bb states that 
prior to form removal the construction engineer (CE) should ensure concrete cure is 
complete and test results are satisfactory and a copy of reports are placed in  
attachment 2 of the work plan.  After verification and insertion of the test results report 
indicating adequate compressive strength was obtained, this step should be initialed by 
the CE when this step is completed and it is permissible to remove formwork.  Step 9bb 
is initialed to verify that form removal is complete; however, NRC inspectors observed 
that the formwork for this placement was removed and test reports were not included in 
attachment 2 of the work plan prior to April 27, 2010.  According to documentation on the 
concrete placement report, CRDB Red Wall 16 concrete placement was completed on 
December 7, 2009.  Evidence of documentation verifying the date of formwork removal 
and corresponding satisfactory compressive strength test results could not be provided 
to the inspectors at the time of the inspection.  This NRC identified failure to perform 
activities in accordance with documented instructions and procedures is the first 
example of VIO 2010-001-05:  Failure to Adhere to Formwork Removal Procedure and 
Specifications.  LES NEF initiated CR 2010-1443 to capture and address this issue. 

 
 Additionally, a second example was identified when, on April 28, 2010, inspectors 

observed formwork being removed from the CRDB Red Wall 26/27 placement.  Based 
on this observation and the finding regarding Red Wall 16 identified the proceeding day, 
the inspectors held discussions with the CE responsible for this placement and reviewed 
the associated work plan for documentation on formwork removal.  Red Wall 26/27 was 
also included in Work Plan Number 1100-CIVIL-824-006.  Inspectors identified that Step 
8bb of the work instructions for this placement was not initialed, dated, and the required 
test report results were not included in attachment 2 prior to formwork removal.  
According to documentation in the work plan, Red Wall 26/27 placement was completed 
on April 26, 2010.  Upon identification, the CE responsible for this work plan contacted 
QISI, which was the independent testing lab contracted by LES for concrete testing.  The 
CE was informed that the 1-day cylinder breaks tested on April 27, 2010 were 620 psi.  
LES Specification LES-S-S-03312 requires a minimum compressive strength of 500 psi 
for non-bearing walls and 1,000 psi for columns and bearing walls.  Since Red Wall 
26/27 is considered a bearing wall, the required minimum compressive strength required 
is 1,000 psi.  This NRC identified failure to perform activities in accordance with 
approved procedures is the second example of VIO 2010-001-05, Failure to Adhere to 
Formwork Removal Procedures and Specifications.  LES initiated CR 2010-1442 to 
capture and address this issue.  A 2-day concrete break test was ordered and performed 
on April 28, 2010, after formwork removal, which resulted in compressive strength of 
1670 psi, greater than the required minimum compressive strength of 1,000 psi.   

 
 The inspectors reviewed Work Plan Number 1100-CIVIL-828-003 and identified that the 

form EB-3-6000-01-F-5, Material List, for placement CRDB 1100-SLAB-5a was not in 
the work plan.  LES NEF was unable to locate the missing documentation.  LES 
Procedure EG-3-6000-01, Construction Work Plans, Rev. 6, requires, in part, that the 
material inspections be recorded on the material list form and included in the work plan, 
which is QA record.  This NRC identified failure is identified as the first example of VIO 
2010-001-06, Failure to Maintain Accurate QA Records.  LES initiated CR 2010-1445 to 
capture and address this issue. 

  
 The inspectors observed concrete pre-placement, on-site testing, and placement 

activities, including in process installation of reinforcing bars, for the CRDB Bunker.  QL-
1 concrete placement for wall 1100-Redwall-28, located south of 21 Line, of the CRDB 
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Bunker was observed on April 28, 2010.  Reinforcing steel was properly installed in the 
areas verified by the NRC inspectors. 

 
 The inspectors observed a material receipt inspection of concrete grout at the LES 

warehouse by a LES quality control (QC) inspector.  Discussions regarding the material 
receipt inspections, procedures, documentation, and commercial grade dedication with 
quality control personnel were conducted.  No significant issues were identified. 

 
 The inspectors evaluated the adequacy of the Wallach Concrete batch plant, contracted 

by licensee, located north of the site.  Since the plant was being calibrated at the time of 
the visit, the inspection focused on the National Ready Mix Concrete Association 
(NRMCA) plant and truck certification program and equipment calibration.  No significant 
issues were identified. 

 
b. Conclusion 
 

A violation was identified associated with structural concrete activities and 
documentation for the CRDB Bunker.  The NRC identified failures to perform activities in 
accordance with documented instructions and procedures as VIO 2010-001-05:  Failure 
to Adhere to Formwork Removal Procedure and Specifications.  Specifically, a 
mandatory hold point was not signed, and a step in work instructions for a wall 
placement was not initialed and dated, and a required test report results were not 
included in the paperwork.   
 
In addition, the first example of a violation was identified as VIO 2010-001-06, Failure to 
Maintain Accurate QA Records. 
 

8. Structural Steel Activities (IP 88133) 
 

a. Scope and Observations 
 
Inspectors conducted an on-site inspection at LES NEF to determine if structural steel 
and support activities were performed in accordance with approved procedures.  The 
inspection focused on the structural steel and support activities associated with the 
safety related construction of the CRDB and SBM-1001 Extension.  The intent of the 
inspection was to determine, by direct observation and independent evaluation, whether 
work was accomplished in accordance with design specifications, drawings, and 
procedures.  The system for maintaining quality assurance records associated with 
structural steel activities was reviewed to determine if the records reflected work 
accomplished. 
 
Inspectors observed structural steel and support activities at both the CRDB and the 
SBM-1001 Extension.  Work activities at the CRDB included crews setting steel beams 
for Work Plan Number 1100-CIVIL-823-025 and the installation of web clips for Work 
Plan Number 1100-CIVIL-823-011; while crews at the SBM-1001 Extension were 
setting, plumbing and bolting columns, beams and girders for work plans 1001X-CIVIL-
823-001 and 1001X-CIVIL-823-002. 
 
Inspectors reviewed Work Plan Numbers 1001X-CIVIL-823-001, 1001X-CIVIL-823-002, 
1100-CIVIL-823-011, and 1100-CIVIL-823-025 and identified a failure to adequately 
implement and maintain accurate QA records for the four records reviewed. 
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Section 21.17, Quality Assurance Records, of the LES QAPD states in part, that, 
requirements for the identification, generation, and control of quality assurance records 
for the QL-1G Program shall be in accordance with the requirements of Section 17 of the 
QAPD.  
 
Section 17, Quality Assurance Records, of the LES QAPD states, in part, that: 
 
(1) The elements of the LES QA Program described in this section and associated 

QA procedures implement the requirements of Criterion 17, Quality Assurance 
Records, of 10 CFR 50, Appendix B, and the commitment to Basic Requirement 
17 and Supplement 17S-1 of NQA-1-1994 Part I. 

  
(1) LES completed QA records that furnish documentary evidence of quality shall be 

specified, prepared and maintained in accordance with applicable regulatory 
requirements and applicable procedures. 

 
American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) NQA-1-1994, Supplement 17S-1, 
Section 2.2, Generation of Records, states, in part, that, Documents that are designated 
to become records shall be legible, accurate, and completed appropriate to the work 
completed. 
 
Contrary to the above, prior to April 28, 2010, LES NEF did not adequately maintain 
accurate QA records in accordance with Section 17 of the QAPD and ASME NQA-1 
Supplement 17S-1, as demonstrated in the following four examples associated with VIO 
2010-001-05, Failure to Maintain Accurate QA Records.: 
 
(1) During a review of Work Plan Number 1001X-CIVIL-823-001 the inspectors 

identified a failure of the CE and QC Inspector to properly verify that work was 
completed prior to signing off on verification of this work.  In Step 12 of the work 
instructions, both the CE and QC signed off documenting verification that work 
described for Step 12 was complete.  Step 12 indicated forms EG-3-6000-04-F-1, 
Bolted Connection Worksheet and EG-3-6000-04-F-3, Structural Steel Inspection 
Form located in Attachment 16, were completed.  While reviewing the 
documentation located in Attachment 16, the inspectors determined that the 
required approval for Elevation on the Structural Steel Inspection Form was not 
documented or verified and the Bolted Connection Worksheet was not 
completed.  Also, Form EG-3-6000-04-F-3 requires all signatories to this 
inspection to print and sign their names; however, no names or signatures were 
located in this section.  LES initiated CR 2010-1471 to capture and address this 
issue.   
 

(2) During a review of Work Plan Number 1001X-CIVIL-823-002 the inspectors 
identified a failure of the CE to properly verify that work was completed prior to 
signing off on verification of this work activity.  Step 4 of the work instruction was 
signed off by the CE, which indicated documentation that the work for Step 4 was 
complete.  Step 4 of work instructions indicated form EG-3-6000-04-F-3, 
Structural Steel Inspection Form located in Attachment 8 was completed.  While 
reviewing the Structural Steel Inspection Forms located in Attachment 8, the 
inspectors determined that the required approvals for elevation, bolting and 
column plumb line were not documented or verified.  Also, Form EG-3-6000-04-
F-3 requires all signatories to this inspection to print and sign their names; 
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however, no names or signatures were located in this section.  LES initiated CR 
2010-1471 to capture and address this issue.   
 

(3) During a review of Work Plan Number 1100-CIVIL-823-011 the inspectors 
identified a failure to observe mandatory hold points.  Steps 2 through 4a are 
listed as hold point verifications indicating that the CE/FE, Field Engineer 
Manager (FEM), and Health and Safety Manager (HSM) must verify and provide 
release documentation by signing off the appropriate step.  Although these hold 
point verifications are considered mandatory and work should not progress 
further without documenting releases, work progressed without the appropriate 
documentation.  Additionally, documentation for Steps 8 through 44 was not 
completed appropriately for the work performed.  LES initiated CR 2010-1441 to 
capture and address this issue.   
 

(4) During a review of Work Plan Number 1100-CIVIL-823-025, the inspectors 
identified a failure to verify work was completed in a timely manner.  The Actual 
Work Performed Log, Form EG-3-6000-01, showed that the beam seats for steps 
8b, 9b, and 10b were completed on April 9, 2010.  There was no further 
information on the work log that indicated that the beam seats for the remaining 
steps were completed after April 9, 2010; however, the remaining beam seats 
were installed.  The required verification points in steps 5b through 19b were not 
accurately documented by the Construction Superintendent (CONST), CE/FE, or 
QC as work was completed.  LES initiated CR 2010-1441 to capture and address 
this issue.   

 
 The four examples were identified by the inspectors as VIO 2010-001-06, Failure 

to Maintain Accurate QA Records. 
  
b. Conclusion 
 

Four examples of failure to maintain accurate QA records associated with VIO 
2010-001-06, Failure to Follow QAPD, Section 17, Quality Assurance Records, 
During Preparing, Authenticating, and Maintaining Quality Assurance Records, 
were identified. 

 
9. Instrumentation and Control Systems (IP 88140) 

 
a. Scope and Observations 

 
The scope of this inspection focused on a review of documentation and observation of 
work related to IROFS 1, 2, 4, and 5 as pertaining to instrumentation and control (I&C) 
construction. 
 
The function of IROFS 1 is the automatic trip of defrost heater and fan on high air return 
temperature to ensure cylinder integrity.  This is implemented with a hardwired resistant 
temperature detector (RTD) temperature sensor for automatic, fail-safe, high station 
internal air temperature trip of defrost heaters and fans at Tails Low Temperature Take-
off Stations, Feed Purification Low Temperature Take-off  Stations, Product Low 
Temperature Take-off stations and Product Blending Receiver Stations.  The function of 
IROFS 2 is the automatic trip of defrost heater and fan on high station internal air 
temperature to ensure cylinder integrity.  This is implemented with a thermocouple 
temperature sensor for automatic, hardwired, fail-safe, high station internal air 
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temperature trip (independent and diverse from IROFS 1) of defrost heaters and fans at 
Tails Low Temperature Take-off Stations, Feed Purification Low Temperature Take-off 
Stations, Product Low Temperature Take-off Stations and Product Blending Receiver 
Stations.  The function of IROFS 4 is the automatic trip of station heaters on high station 
internal air temperature to ensure cylinder integrity.  This is implemented with a 
hardwired RTD temperature sensor for automatic, failsafe, trip on high station internal air 
temperature of Solid Feed Station and Blending Donor Station heaters.  The function of 
IROFS 5 is the automatic trip of station heaters on high station internal air temperature 
to ensure cylinder integrity.  This is implemented with a thermocouple temperature 
sensor for automatic, fail-safe, trip (independent and diverse from IROFS 4) on high 
internal air temperature of Solid Feed Station and Blending Donor Station heaters. 
 
The inspection activities involved the following:  design and design change activities; 
configuration control; procurement activities; quality control implementation; 
management measures and controls; training; records and data storage; handling and 
storage of materials; reviews, audits and assessments; corrective action program, and 
effectiveness of the program interfaces. 
 
The inspectors reviewed completed work packages on IROFS 1, 2, 4, and 5 to verify 
completion of UF6 Handling Stations for Cascade Hall 1, and a subsequent complete 
closeout for First Cascade Online (FCOL).  Work packages included Site Acceptance 
Testing reports, surveillance reports, and installation packages.  The inspectors selected 
a sample of one of each of the four different functional stations in the UF6 Handling Area 
from the overall total of 19 stations that were installed to support Cascade Hall 1 and 
FCOL.  The inspectors were able to inspect the IROFS boundary, in the form of the 
Power Box and the Control Box, visually to ensure that installation was complete and 
thorough.  The inspectors also were able to review Purchase Order documentation to 
confirm that the purchase process for IROFS 1, 2, 4, and 5 were in compliance with 
Section IV, Procurement Document Control, of the QAPD. 
 

b. Conclusion 
 
LES NEF has adequately installed IROFS 1, 2, 4, and 5 in SBM-1001 UF6 Handling 
Area.  No items of safety significance were identified. 
 

10. Follow-up of Previously Identified Issues 
 

The inspectors reviewed LES NEF corrective action activities for VIO 70-3103/2008-003-
03, Failure to Authenticate and Validate QA Records.  In response to this violation LES 
NEF conducted a self-assessment, RM-09-001, Status of Quality Records in Official 
Records Management Storage.  During the current inspection the inspectors reviewed 
the documentation of the self assessment.  LES NEF performed a complete review of all 
records previously accepted by records management and took corrective action where 
needed to ensure that all documents were authenticated to be quality records and all 
required signatures were present.  LES NEF issued revision 4 to procedure RM-3-2000-
01, Records Management Procedure on January 27, 2009, requiring in the future that 
QA records be authenticated by placing a QA Validation stamp on the first page and 
entering the printed name, date, and signature of the Functional Area Manager or the 
designee performing the record validation.  LES NEF provided training to all individuals 
authorized to validate records and the inspectors reviewed the records of that training.  
Additionally the inspectors selected from the records management files a random 
sample of 17 records completed since the procedure revision and found them all to 
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contain the QA Validation stamp.  The inspectors concluded that corrective action is 
complete for this violation. 
  

11. Exit Meeting 
 

The inspection results were presented at the conclusion of the inspections on April 29, 
and May 13, 2010.  A re-exit meeting was conducted on May 27, 2010 for the civil 
inspection conducted the week of April 29, 2010.  Although proprietary documents and 
processes were occasionally reviewed during this inspection, the proprietary nature of 
these documents or processes was not included in this report.  The licensee 
acknowledged the observations and findings during the exit meetings noted above. 
 



 
 

Attachment 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 
 
 
1. List of Personnel Contacted 
 
 Louisiana Energy Services, L.L.C., National Enrichment Facility (LES NEF): 
 
 G. Smith, Chief Operating Officer and Chief Nuclear Officer 
 W. Padgett, Licensing Manager 
 K. Miller, Civil Engineering Lead 
 P. McCasland, Licensing Specialist 
 J. Mathis, Licensing Engineer 
 W. Warren, Construction 
 Z. Smith Construction Project Manager 
 M. Remmler, Turnover and Work Planning Manager 
 W. Ramstedz, Performance Assessment Manager 
 J. Reed, Vice President of Operations 
 G. Sergent, Quality Assurance (QA) Manager 
 B. Robinson, Vice President of Projects 
 R. Page, Vice President of Engineering 
 G. Sanford, Quality and Regulatory Affairs Director 
 L. Lorati, Separations Building Module (SBM) 1001 Extension 

Engineering Lead 
 T. Overton, SBM-1001 Extension Project Engineer 
 E. Schulte, Centrifuge Receipt and Dispatch Building (CRDB) Facility 

Area Manager 
 T. Hendrix, CRDB Construction Engineer 
 G. Johnson, Quality Control (QC) Inspector 
 T. Bain, CRDB Bunker Area Manager  
 R. Olivas, CRDB Construction Engineer 
 R. Hammond, LES Construction Engineer 
 B. Gibson, LES QC 
 C. Ball, Construction Project Coordinator 
 M. Boden, Site Support Manager 
 J. Case, Core Design Supervisor 
 L. Lorati, SBM-1001 Extension Engineering Lead 
 R. Witford, Quality Assurance  
     
 Baker: 
 
 Adolfo Siebert, Baker QC Inspector 
 D. Dewald, Baker QC Inspector 
 
 NC Sturgeon: 
 
 C. Woodruff, NC Sturgeon 
 M. Polanco, NC Sturgeon 
 W. Warren, Project Manager 
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 Wallach Concrete, Inc.: 
 
 W. Ziemmen, Batch Plant Operator 
 D. Carr, Batch Plant Manager 
 
2. Inspection Procedures Used 

 
IP 88106 Quality Assurance:  Program Development and Implementation 
IP 88107 Designs and Documentation Control 
IP 88111  10 CFR 21 Inspection – Facility Construction 
IP 88115  Supplier/Vendor Inspections  

 IP 88131 Geotechnical and Foundation Activities 
 IP 88132 Structural Concrete Activities 
 IP 88133 Structural Steel and Support Activities 

IP 88140  Instrumentation and Control Systems  
 

3. List of Items Opened, Closed and Discussed 
 

Item Number  Status  Description 
 

70-3103/2010-001-01   Opened    VIO:  Two Examples of Failure to 
Evaluate Audit Responses and Take 
Follow-up Action (Section 2) 

 
70-3103/2010-001-02  Opened  VIO:  Two Examples of Failure to 

Perform Adequate Qualification of a 
Supplier Prior to Placing the Supplier 
on the Approved Supplier List (ASL) 
(Section 2) 

 
70-3103/2010-001-03 Opened VIO:  Failure of LES to Require 

Parsons’ Project Assurance Quality 
Program to Promptly Identify 
Conditions Adverse to Quality and 
Correct the Conditions As Soon As 
Practical (Section 5.a(2)) 

 
70-3103/2010-001-04 Opened Inspector Follow-up Item (IFI):  

Cylinder Receipt and Dispatch 
Building (CRDB) Footer Commercial 
Grade Dedication (CGD) Package 
Review (Section 6) 

 
70-3103/2010-001-05  Opened  VIO: Two Examples of Failure to 

Adhere to Formwork Removal 
Procedure and Specifications 
(Section 7) 

 
70-3103/2010-001-06  Opened VIO:  Failure to Maintain Accurate 

QA Records. (One example in 
Section 7 and four in Section 8) 
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70-3103/2008-003-03   Closed  VIO:  Failure to Authenticate and 
Validate QA Records (Section 10) 

 
4. List of Acronyms Used 
 

ADAMS Agency-Wide Document Access and Management System 
ACI American Concrete Institute 
ASL Approved Supplier’s List 
ASCE American Society of Civil Engineers 
ASME American Society of Mechanical Engineers 
ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials 
CE  Construction Engineer 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
CGD Commercial Grade Dedication 
CONST Construction Superintendent 
CR  Condition Report 
CRDB Cylinder Receipt and Dispatch Building 
DWG Drawing 
ECR Engineering Change Request 
FCOL First Cascade Online 
FE  Field Engineer 
FEM Field Engineer Manager 
HSM Health and Safety Manager 
IFI  Inspector Follow-up Item 
IP  Inspection Procedure 
IROFS Item Relied on for Safety 
LES Louisiana Energy Services, LLP 
NCR Nonconformance Report 
NEF National Enrichment Facility 
NQA-1 Quality Assurance Program Requirements for Nuclear Facilities 
NRC Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
NRMCA National Ready Mix Concrete Association 
PQAP Project Quality Assurance Plan 
psi  Pounds per Square Inch  
QA  Quality Assurance 
QAF Quality Audit Finding  
QAPD Quality Assurance Program Description 
QC  Quality Control  
QL  Quality Level 
Rev. Revision 
RTD Resistance Temperature Detector 
SAR Safety Analysis Report 
SBM Separations Building Module 
UF6 Uranium Hexafluoride 
VIO Violation 
WP  Work Plan 
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5. List of Documents Reviewed 
 

LES Procedures 
PR-3-3000-03, Warehouse Material Identification and Control, Rev. 3 
EG-3-6000-01, Construction Work Plans, Rev. 6 
EG-3-6000-03, Concrete and Grout Placement, Rev. 3 
EG-3-6000-05, Soil Inspection and Testing, Rev. 0 
PR-3-2000-01, LES control of Procurement, Rev. 4 
PR-3-3000-02, Packaging, Handling, Shipping, and Storage Requirements, Rev. 2 
PR-3-3000-03, Warehouse Material Identification and Control, Rev. 3 
QA-3-3000-18, Receipt Inspection, Rev. 4 
EG-3-6000-38, LES Stud Welding, Rev. 0 
EG-3-6000-04, Erection of Structural and Miscellaneous Steel, Rev. 5 
EG-3-4200-03, Preparation and Control of Engineering Calculations, Rev. 9 
EG-3-4200-04, Drawing Control, Rev. 7 
EG-3-4200-05, Preparation and Control of Specifications, Rev. 2 
EG-3-1100-01, Engineering Organization Roles and Responsibilities, Rev. 4 
EG-3-4100-05, Engineering Change Request, Rev. 8 
MA-2-1000-03, Surveillance Program, Rev. 3 
PR-3-2000-02, Purchase Requisition, Rev. 8 
PR-3-2000-01, LES Control of Procurement, Rev. 3 
SU-3-1000-01-F-1, Acceptance Requirements Identification, Rev. 5 
MA-3-3400-04, IROFS Station Heaters High Temperature Trip–RTD Surveillance, Rev. 3 
EG-3-2100-02, Owner Acceptance Review of Design Deliverables, Rev. 10 
EG-3-4200-04, Drawing Control, Rev. 7 
QA-3-2000-08, Approved Supplier List, Rev. 3 
QA-3-2000-01, Quality Assurance Audit, Rev. 4 
QA-3-2000-07, Quality Assurance Surveillance, Rev. 2 
LS-3-1001-01, Implementation of 10 CFR 21, Rev. 2 
RM-3-2000-01, Records Management Program, Revisions 1, 2,3,4,6 
LS-3-1000-09, NRC Posting Requirements, Rev. 3 
LES and Baker Contract 
Baker Concrete Construction Alternative Compliance Plan 
Contract No. LES-SC-2002, Dated and Effective December 18, 2009, for SBM-1001  
Expansion Module between Louisiana Energy Services, LLC and Baker Concrete  
Construction, Inc. 

   
LES Audits: 
QA Audit no. 2009-A-05-043 
QA Audit no. 2009-A-05-043-1 
QA Audit no. 2009-A-09-062 
LES Quality Control Report 
LES-Framework-1865(QA-09-0818), IROFS 2 Purchase Order 
LES Site Acceptance Test Reports 
1001-ELEC-414-004, Perform IROFS Testing for Solid Feed Station 2B1, Rev. 0 
1001-ELEC-415-002, Perform IROFS Testing for Feed Purification Station 2B3, Rev. 0 
1001-ELEC-424-004, Perform IROS Testing for Product Station 4B3, Rev. 0 
1001-ELEC-434-001, Perform IROFS Testing for Tails Station 1B3, Rev. 0 
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LES Licensing Documents 
Safety Analysis Report Appendix A, Quality Assurance Program Description Rev. 25 
LES Project Quality Assurance Plan for the Design, Fabrication, and Construction of the  
SBM-1001 Extension, Rev. 2 
LES Project Quality Assurance Plan for the Design, Fabrication and Construction of the 
SBM-1001 Extension, Rev. 1 
Safety Analysis Report, Appendix A, Quality Assurance Program Description, Rev. 25 
Owner Acceptance Review Report OAR Number 2009-0425-3 
URENCO 1001 Extension Integrated Project Team Plan 
LES NEF Part 21 Screening Form associated with CR 2008-1161 

LES NEF Part 21 Screening Form associated with CR 2008-268 
LES NEF Part 21 Screening Form associated with NCR 28383-108, 109, 110 
Purchase order 303169, 303224, 303242, and 303086 
RM-09-001 Status of Quality Records in Official Records Management Storage  
 
Specifications 
LES-S-S-02300, Specification for Clearing, Grading, and Earthwork Material, Construction, 
and Testing, Rev. 0 
LES-S-S-04820, Procurement and Installation of Masonry and Structural Grout, Rev. 0; 
Spec. superseding NTS 114489-S-S-04820 
LES-S-S-05130, Fabrication of Structural and Miscellaneous Steel, Rev. 2 
LES-S-S-05131, Erection of Structural and Miscellaneous Steel, Rev. 0 
LES-S-S-03312, Placing Concrete and Reinforcing Steel, Rev. 0 
NTS 114489-S-Q-01401-3, Quality Assurance Program Requirements for QA Level 1 

  
LES Survelliances  
 
WCF-1001-424-4MT2, MA-3-3400-02-IROFS2-Station Heater and Fan High Temperature 
Trip-TC Surveillance, Rev. 0 
WCF-1001-424-4MT3, MA-3-3400-01-IROFS1 Station Heater and Fan High Temperature 
Trip-RTD Surveillance (Station 18), Rev. 0 
Surveillance Report 2009-S-09-259 
Surveillance Report 2010-S-02-039 
Surveillance Report 2010-S-01-012 
Surveillance Report 2009-S-07-132 
Surveillance Report 2010-S-05-201 
Surveillance Report 2010-S-03-083 
 
LES Engineering Change Request (ECR): 
ECR 5831, Clarifying Hooked Bar Detail (LHB) 
ECR 5785, Inspection of Welded Studs Installed Thru Metal Decking 
ECR 5419, Inspection of Nelson Studs on CRDB Q-Decking 
ECR 5808, Oversize Plate Washers for the SBM Extension Primary Column Baseplates 

 
LES Drawings:  
114489-0000-C-CON-002-01-6, Concrete General Notes 
LES-1100-C-CON-003-01-1, Concrete Cylinder Receipt & Dispatch Building Bunker 2nd  
Floor/Mezzanine Sections Sheet 1 
LES-10001-E-WIR-010-02-0, Electrical Separation Building Module Wiring Diagram IROFS 
1, 2, 4, &5, 19 Apr 2010 
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AA-02-9050295E, LES National Enrichment Facility Schematic Diagram IROFS4 and 
IROFS5 (Typical), Rev. 6 
LES-1001-E-WIR-010-04-0, Electrical Separation Building Module Schematic Diagram 
IROFS 4 & 5, Rev. 0 
LES-S-S-00004-0 Rev.0, SBM-1001 Expansion Module Functional Specification 
  
LES Work Orders 
WO 3001609-1001-434-6MT3, MA-3-3400-01-IROFS1-Station Heater and Fan High 
Temperature Trip-RTD Surveillance (Station 6), Rev. 0 
WO 3001609-1001-434-6MT2, MA-3-3400-02-IROFS2-Station Heater and Fan High 
Temperature Trip-TC Surveillance (Station 6), Rev. 0 

 
LES Work Procedures 
WP-1001-IROFS-SFS1, Installation of Items Relied on for Safety (IROFS) #4 & #5 on Solid 
Feed Station #1001-414-1B1, 23 Oct 2009 
WP-1001-IROFS-SFS4, Installation of Items Relied on for Safety (IROFS) #1 & #2 on Solid 
Feed Station #1001-414-4B1, 17 Dec 2009 
WP-1001-IROFS-PS-LTTS4, Installation of Items Relied on for Safety (IROFS) #1 & #2 on 
Product Station #1001-424-4B2, 16 Nov 2009  
 
LES Work Plans: 
1001-24-230’N-CI-025 
1001X-CIVIL-811-002 
1001X-CIVIL-823-001 
1001X-CIVIL-823-002 
1100-CIVIL-823-011 
1100-CIVIL-823-025 
1100-CIVIL-828-003 
1001X-CIVIL-828-006 
 
Calculations: 
114489-C-1107, Steel Framing for the CRDB Bunker Second Floor & Mezzanine (BLDG 
1100), Rev. 0 
444758-1001-C-CAL-002, Design of Composite Beams and Girders for the Process Service 
Corridor in SBM-1001 Expansion Module, Rev. 1 
 
Nonconformance Reports 
NCR-2010-120, SEC 5 Slab Dowels Out of Tolerance 
NCR-2010-0995, SBM-1001X Embedded Bolts Exceed AISC Allowable Spacing Criteria 
Between Bolts 
 
Condition Reports 

 
CR 2009-0889  CRDB outer superstructure quality grading change to QL-1G 
CR 2009-2291  NCR 2009-2291 Physical Upgrade of CRDB Superstructure to QL-1G 
CR 2010-1396  CRDB Structural Bolting, Bolt length issue 
CR 2010-1419  QL-1 dirt stockpile transfer 
CR 2010-1432  Temporary bolts being used in SBM-1001X are being controlled with a 

non-proceduralized work process for structural steel erection 
CR 2010-1437  Question raised by NRC Inspection Team regarding proper installation 

of Nelson Studs for QL-1 slab in the (Cylinder Receipt and Dispatch 
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Building (CRDB) 
CR 2010-1438  Bolts for structural steel in the SBM-1001X passing the Skidmore 

Wilhelm test were being placed back in storage rather than being 
discarded.  Orange paint was placed on them for use as possible 
temporary bolts 

CR 2010-1440  Receipt Inspection by Warehouse Personnel 
CR 2010-1441 Concerns raised by the NRC for adherence of inspection points 

and proper work plan implementation - in the CRDB- 1100 Building 
CR 2010-1442 Violation of Spec. LES-S-03312 Cylinder Receipt and Dispatch 

Building (CRDB) 
CR 2010-1443 Work package issue 1100-civil-824-006 Cylinder Receipt and 

Dispatch Building (CRDB) 
CR 2010-1445 Lost Material List in Work Plan 1100-CIVIL-828-003 for (Cylinder 

Receipt and Dispatch Building (CRDB) 
CR 2010-1446 NRC Inspection Team Questioned Storage Condition of 

Mechanical Couplers Found on Mezzanine Level of the Cylinder 
Receipt and Dispatch Building (CRDB) 

CR 2010-1447 NRC Inspection Team Questioned Proper Signage of QL-1 
Material Storage Area on Mezzanine Level of the Cylinder Receipt 
and Dispatch Building (CRDB) 

CR 2010-1448 NRC Inspection Team questioned how cleanliness inspections for 
stud welding at the Cylinder Receipt and Dispatch Building (CRDB) 
and at the Separation Building Module Expansion (SBM-x) were 
being met. 

CR 2010-1450 Redline changed size of QL-3 penetration 
CR 2010-1458 Work Package Issue- Late Entries (L.E.) 
CR 2010-1460 Work package issue – WGI work plan 1001-24/239’N-CI-025 was 

closed by WGI for the mass excavation and backfill of SBM-1001X 
CR 2010-1465 Typical wall intersection detail appears to conflict with Hooked Bar 

Detail (concrete bar details) 
CR 2010-1471 NRC identified issue with SBM-1001x Work Plan 
CR 2010-1476 Inadequate Completion of Work Logs - Potential Violation of 

Criterion 5 Instructions, Procedures, and Drawings 
CR 2010-1478 QC Hold Points not Completed - Potential Violation of Criterion 5 

Instructions, Procedures, and Drawings 
CR-2010-1586 Certification records of technical specialist not in QA file 
CR-2010-1587 Technical specialists listed as auditors in final audit report 
CR-2010-1601 Contrary to Section 5.4 & 5.5 of QA-3-2000-01 the audit log entry for 

LES Audit 43.1 was incomplete. 
CR-2010-1602 NRC observed that Parsons corrective action procedure does not 

address CAQ, only SCAQ 
CR-2010-1603 NRC observed LES did not respond to Parsons response to audit 43, 

Parsons failed to respond to audit 62 
CR-2010-1619 Purchase requisition for QL-1 work was processed as QL-3 
CR-2010-1623 NRC commented that, based on their observations, Parsons should 

not have been placed on the Approved supplier list for LES on 
January 8, 2009 

CR-2010-1624 NRC identified LES failure to complete form QA-3-2000-08-F-2 
following Parsons qualification audit 

CR-2010-1627 NRC identified that Summary sheet for Audit 43-1 was incorrectly 
checked as satisfactory 
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CR-2010-1628 NRC observed that Parsons does not have a procedure to address 
written delegation of authority 

CR-2010-1633 NRC identified discrepancies with Surveillance 2010-S-02-039 and 
CR 2010-507 

CR-2010-1634 NRC identified discrepancies with Surveillance 2009-S-09-259 2010-
1635, NRC identified issues with the Parsons PQAP and response to 
Audit 164 

CR-2010-1636 NRC identified that the Parsons procedure does not adequately 
address Criterion 3 (Design Control) 

Parsons Procedures 
PP-DE-0301, Design Control, Rev. 4 
PP-QA-0807, Corrective Action, Rev. 0 
PP-QA-802, Quality Assurance Auditing, Rev. 3 
PP-QC-0902, Control of Nonconformances, Rev. 2 
PQAP-1001, Project Quality Assurance Plan, Rev. 4 
 
Parsons Condition Reports 
CR-2009-1713, June 11, 2009, Parsons NCR 2009-002 
CR-2009-2577, August 11, 2009, In Process Design Documents Contain White-out, 
Erasures or other Obliteration Methods 
CR-2009-2605, August 13, 2009, Some Parsons personnel not trained to Parsons 
Nonconformance procedure 
CR-2009-2605, August 13, 2009, Some Parsons personnel not trained to Parsons 
Nonconformance Procedure 
CR-2009-2611, August 13, 2009, NCR Training not complete in a timely fashion 
CR-2009-2703, August 19, 2009, Quality-affecting work performed by individual prior to 
assignment and completion of training 
CR-2009-2749, August 21, 2009, Personnel have not received training 
 
Parsons Nonconformance Reports 
2009-009, August 10, 2009, At least three design Engineering personnel have been 
observed either using white-out or have otherwise demonstrated (by interview) a lack of 
understanding of the proper document correction method.  Erasures and other obliteration of 
in-process design documents have also been observed. 
2009-010, August 11, 2009, there is no record of training on PP-QC-0902, Control of 
Nonconformances, for eleven Pasadena and Eunice project personnel. 
2009-019, August 18, 2009, a recently hired employee has been performing quality-affecting 
work prior to the assignment and documented completion of training. 
2009-020, August 19, 2009, Project personnel based outside Pasadena have not yet 
received documented QA program indoctrination 
 
Parsons Audit Reports 
Audit QA-164 Report, Audit Date March 9-12, 2010 
Parsons Drawings 
444758-1001-C-STL-008-05 Rev.1, Steel SBM-1001 Expansion Module Sections and 
Details 
 
Parsons Miscellaneous Documents 
Nonconformance Report Log (Listing of Parsons Nonconformance Reports) 
Quality Audit Closure Memo, e-mail from T. Rehkugler (Parsons) to J. Magyar (LES), dated 
April 1 2010, Closure of Findings for QA-164-1 thru 6 
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