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07/22/2008 12:48 PM Gihring/GIHRST/CCO1/INEEL/US@INEL, Robert J

bce Daniel P NefffNEFFDP/CCO1/INEEL/US

Subject Contract 73577 for the MFC RCL Supplier Performance
Evaluation System for Work Completed through 7/16/2008

Hello Paul Jenkins,

In accordance with subject contract requirements Section 4.4, the attached evaluation is provided.
_Although the total score is at 905, with 800 being the minimum score to maintain approved status, it is
apparent that the score is decreasing from previous scores on this project. The score of 905 is acceptable
but please read the information found in the report and work diligently to correct the unacceptable
comments in areas of concern. These concerns by BEA, if not addressed by ERT, will cause serious
problems for timely completion of the contract. Your immediate corrective action is requested. We can
have individual discussions to clarify the items in this report if more information is needed. If the
corrections can not be made to BEA's satisfaction at least 10% retainage will be kept on all future
progress invoices. BEA is confident that provided ERT gives this the urgency and thorough correction, the
schedule can be maintained and all deficiencies will be corrected promptly.

Sincerely,

Dan Neff

Subcontract Administrator

533-7231

A

Document. pdf
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OrderNo. 73577 SPES #5 (8-11-08) Response Due Date: Not requried
Supplier: Eagle Rock Timber Inc. 3000 Wright Road Idaho Falls ID 83401
Name Address City State Zip

PA:  Daniel Neff

QE: Evert Mouser

Iltem/Service Procured:

As defined in contract 073577.

Requester: Terry Jorgensen

Construction .
Coordinator; Chris Duncan

{PRIVATE }
Rating Category

* 1. Safety
2. Technical Performance

* 3. Quality Assurance/Inspection
4. Delivery/Schedule

* 5. Vendor Data
6. Administration

Total Possible

Points
Possible Rating
0-225 220
0-225 175
0-200 175
0-200 110
0-100 100
0-50 25
1,000 Total 805

* If one or more of these categories do not apply, the points possible for that category or those categories shall be added to the points

possible for Technical Performance.

** If the supplier is rated 80% or less than the points possible, the basis must be provided in the comments section.

Chris Duncan

Rater
Printed Name

{PRIVATE }Total Points
801-1000
0-800

Rater Date

Signature

Rating Classification
1. Acceptable

2. Unacceptable

Supplier's with an average score of 900 points or higher will be sent a letter recognizing their excellent performance.

Corrective action program required.
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INSTRUCTIONS

CATEGORY POINTS
1. SAFETY .
If supplier is on site evaluation is to be based on compliance with safety requirements of the subcontract. 225 pts
POSSIBLE POINTS | | SCORE

25 Attendance at required meetings 25

25 Submittals ( Manpower report, Safety Meeting Minutes, Timely.) 25

35 POD's and Weekly Tool Box Meetings conducted 35

30 Daily and Weekly Inspections performed 30

35 General attitude, list any safety violations ' 35

ERT workers exhibit good safety practices, and are not afraid to ask for guidance from BEA when
uncertainties arise regarding the proper safety requirements associated with specn" ¢ tasks. ERT
Superintendent has a questioning attitude.

No safety violations were issued during this performance period.

35 Housekeeping: 30

Housekeeping has been adequate, however certain demolition materials could be thrown away in a
timelier manner, such as the stack of blue board that has been piled up since 6-12-08, and the old sewer
pipe. There is no good reason to keep these items on the jobsite. They become unnecessary items to
have walk around.

40 Adherence to Safety Plan: 40

ERT continues to work to their JSAs with no issues during this performance period.

2. TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE ‘ 225 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Management of Work; 2) Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top
quality goods and services , 3) engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation, 4)
assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards, 5) outage requests submitted timely, 6)
quality and cooperation of superintendents, 7) home office support, 8) subtier performance, 9) management support.

Management of Work

ERT management has not managed the RCL project to the extend necessary to ensure successful and
timely completion of the project. A design-build project takes great effort and commitment from the
Subcontract Project Manager and his team. It is evident that much more effort needs to be applied to the
RCL projecf or it will fail. The project is complicated enough, to warrant a full time, dedicated Subcontract
Project Manager. This is what BEA expects. The current PM is spread between at least two (2) projects,
and the RCL is suffering for it. Action items drag on with very little resolution. The final design is slow and
stagnant. There still doesn’t seem to be a sense of urgency in completing the RCL project from the ERT
management team.

Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top quality goods and services.
Very little field work has been performed to date. No issues with workmanship.

Engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation.

ERT’s drawings and specification continue to contain insufficient detail, and have not been revised and
resubmitted, or a CCR attached addressing these issues. The engineering team is scattered and
unorganized. BEA has commented on all the drawings and provided ERT with several comments and
suggestions weeks ago, however no physical evidence of ERT addressing these issues has been shown.
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In BEA’s opinion, organization and cooperation of ERT’s engineering firm has been poor.

Assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards.

ERT needs to better coordinate with their Quality Inspection Firm. Clear and concise directions need to
be established between the inspection firm and ERT, to avoid rework such as the basement backfill
incident. ERT has not provided the necessary report/inspection plan or this activity.

Outage requests submitted timely.
ERT has asked for two electrical and one sewer outage to date. CFR did not require ERT to submit the
outage requests to him. No issues.

Quality and cooperation of superintendents.
ERT Superintendent is very cooperative.

Home office support.

Always available to speak to BEA project personnel and address concerns. However, it is still evident to
BEA that the ERT RCL Project Manager is overloaded with mulitiple projects, and is not able to
adequately manage the RCL project at the level expected by BEA. ERT upper management has done
nothing to ensure that the RCL Project Manager is dedicated solely to the RCL.

Sub tier performance.
No isses. Sub tiers have performed well, with accomplished tasks.

Management supbort.
See Home office support.

3. QUALITY ASSURANCE/INSPECTION

Factors to consider: 1) Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.; 2) Control of subtiers; 3) Responses to assessment findings, NCR's; 4) SDR's, NDE and testing is
performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirements; 5) Inspection of materials and services
provided by subtiers include both source and receiving inspections; 6) Timely notice of hold points for BEA's
witnessing of the inspection; and 7) Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to
waste resources.

Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.

~ ERT still needs to complete their QAP by addressing traceability of stainless steel materials. This

comment has been sent back to ERT through the vendor data system on 6-30-08.

Control of subtiers.
No issues with Sub tiers, however the design firm comes to question.

Responses to assessment findings, NCRs.
Not applicable at this time.

SDR's, NDE and testing is performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirement.
No issues.

Inspection of materials and services provided by subtiers include both source and receiving
inspections.

Not applicable.

Timely notice of hold points for BEA's witnessing of the inspection.
No issues.

Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to waste

Page 3 of 5
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resources.
No issues.

4. DELIVERY/SCHEDULE
For subcontracts in which an automated evaluation can be used, the following method shall be used:

Days Late = Lead Time Variance (LTV%)
* Period of Performance :

* Effective date is used as the start of the period of performance.
* The delivery due date is the ending date of the period of performance.

POSSIBLE :
LTV INDEX POINTS . SCORE
-.000 1.00 X 200 = 200
.001-.030 95 X 200 = 190
.031-.060 .90 X 200 = 180
.061 - .090 .85 X 200 = 170
.091 - .120 .80 X 200 = 160

For subcontracts where a manual evaluation is to be performed, apply the following criteria:
1) Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work,
2) Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled) 3) Schedule of Values 4) Maintain Schedule.

Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work.
The SRSs have been submitted timely during this performance period.

Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled).
ERT struggles with providing timely CPM schedules each month, as required by the contract.

Schedule of Values.
No issues during this performance period.

Maintain Schedule.
ERT needs to be far more aggressive with work activities then what they have been to date. ERT needs

to stop making excuses of why they can’t work, and start acting like they want to get this project moving.

BEA considers working Friday’s and Saturdays is a must in order to beat the approaching cold weather,
could increase ERT’s costs associated with cold weather work.

5. VENDOR DATA SUBMITTALS

Factors to consider: 1) Timeliness of submittal 2) Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data
correctly sorted.

Timeliness of submittal.
ERT has been very good at submitting contractual vendor data.

Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data correctly sorted.
No issues during this performance period.

6. ADMINISTRATION

Factors to consider: 1) Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for
changes and modifications, 2) Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration, 3) Support of suppliers upper
management to assure successful completion of the work, 4) Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

Page 4 of 5
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Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for changes
and modifications.

Daily reports from ERT Superintendent needs to be timelier. Improvement has been made regarding ERT
submitting cost proposals, however more need to be issued.

Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration.
No issues. :

Support of supplier’s upper management to assure successful completion of the work.
See Home Office Support under Section 2 (Technical Performance).

Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

ERT and BEA signed a partnering agreement prior to commencing physical work on the RCL. BEA feels
they have done everything in their power to ensure roadblocks have been knocked down, to allow ERT to
succeed in this design-build project. BEA has continually asked ERT to be more proactive, to schedule
their work, and work their schedule. When unanticipated issues are encountered, it seems to take ERT
an exorbitant amount of time to come to a resolution. If ERT wishes to truly be responsive to BEA, far
more effort needs to be exhibited, in all aspects of the RCL project. In lieu of requesting an official
response to this SPES, BEA will entrust ERT to immediately start aggressively performing physical work,
to the best extend possible, in order to make RCL a success. BEA is anxious tc support ERT in
development of a recovery plan and provide additional support when needed.
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Order No. 73577 SPES #6 (9-08-08) Response Due Date: Not requried
Supplier: Eagle Rock Timber Inc. 3000 Wright Road Idaho Falls ID 83401
Name Address City State Zip

PA: Daniel Neff

QE: Evert Mouser

Iltem/Service Procured:

As defined in contract 073577.

Requester: Terry Jorgensen

Construction .
Coordinator; Chris Duncan

{PRIVATE }
Rating Category

* 1. Safety
2. Technical Performance

* 3. Quality Assurance/Inspection
4. Delivery/Schedule

* 5. Vendor Data
6. Administration

Total Possible

Points

Possible Rating
0-225 205
0-225 190
0-200 : 185
0-200 170
0-100 100
0-50 35
1,000 Total 885

* If one or more of these categories do not apply, the points possible for that category or those categories shall be added to the points

possible for Technical Performance.

** If the supplier is rated 80% or less than the points possible, the basis must be provided in the comments section.

Chris Duncan

Rater
Printed Name

{PRIVATE }Total Points
801-1000
0-800

Rater Date

Signature

Rating Classification
1. Acceptable
2. Unacceptable

Supplier's with an average score of 900 points or higher will be sent a letter recognizing their excellent performance.

Corrective action program required.
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INSTRUCTIONS
CATEGORY POINTS
1. SAFETY
If supplier is on site evaluation is to be based on compliance with safety requirements of the subcontract. 225 pts
POSSIBLE POINTS SCORE
25 Attendance at required meetings 25
25 Submittals ( Manpower report, Safety Meeting Minutes, Timely.) 25
35 POD's and Weekly Tool Box Meetings conducted 30
30 Daily and Weekly Inspections performed 30
35 General aftitude, list any safety violations 25
Worker safety attitude seems to be trending downward. Crew had to be consistently reminded to use
handrails when working on scaffolding.
DOE representatives performing an audit on the project found a tattered, cut sling being used by ERT to
hoist their skip bucket into the RCL basement. Superintendent and workers should know better.
Not all weekly tool box meetings have been performed during this performance period.
Safety Violations:
#08-0227 (On 8-27-08 an ERT ebmployee suspended himself over rebar that didn’t have protective caps.)
#08-0235 (On 9-04-08 ERT employees were found to be accessing scaffolding from a step ladder.)
#08-0236 (On 9-05-06 a sling being used on ERT’s skip bucket failed inspection.)
35 Housekeeping: 30
Housekeeping needs to be kept up better. On 9-05-08 DOE commented on how poor the housekeeping
was on the jobsite and in the job tool trailer.
40 Adherence to Safety Plan: 40
Adequate except as noted above.
2. TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE 225 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Management of Work; 2) Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top
quality goods and services , 3) engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation, 4)
assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards, 5) outage requests submitted timely, 6)
quality and cooperation of superintendents, 7) home office support, 8) subtier performance, 9) management support.
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Management of Work

ERT management has made some effort to improve the management level of the RCL project. However
there is still room for improvement. The current PM is still trying to manage at least two (2) projects, and
the RCL continues to suffer. Resolution to action items are getting better, but still needs to be completed
more promptly.

Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top quality goods and services.
The grading and concrete work has been adequate. Electrical work in the basement of MFC-752 has
been routed in a professional type manner.

The 75 Ton crane was reaved and assembled with less than experienced personnel. Typically iron
workers readily engaged in crane assembly are used to assemble cranes at the INL. The crane was
reaved wrong three (3) times, causing concern by some BEA and DOE personnel.

On 8-27-08 ERT used their John Deere 270 to place concrete for the short elevator wall. This was an
awkward method, and one not recommended by BEA. Photos are available at subcontractor’s request.

Engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation.

ERT’s drawings and specification are improving, but continue to contain less than sufficient detail. The
drawings have been described by some of ERT’s workers as “like frying to figure out a crossword
puzzle”. The confusion with understanding the drawings has resulted in some rework. The north stair well

footing had to be reworked due to misinterpreting the drawings. The ES? drawings are taking a lot of

_extra time to understand, time taken away from the Superintendent and lead men.

The comment resolutions provided to ERT by their engineering group doesn’t address all of BEA’s
questions. In BEA’s opinion, organization and cooperation of ERT’s engineering firm continues to be an
issue.

ERT has willingly complied with additional USQ requirements imposed on the project. The 75 Ton crane
cannot be aligned toward MFC-752 Analytical LAB at anytime. ERT has complied with this restriction and
is working around the issue.

Assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards.

ERT stili struggles with coordinating their Quality Inspections. Ground wire was installed and covered up
in the concrete footings with no inspection being performed. In part because of an oversight by the
Superintendent, and in part by ERT’s lack of retaining a certified ICC electrical inspector during this:
performance period.

On 8-20-08, a day prior to the scheduled concrete footing placement, ERT’s inspector arrived and found
issues with some of the rebar verticals not being properly positioned, and the spread footing elevation
was incorrect. There was not enough clearance between the ground and the footing rebar. The crew had
to stay late that evening and hand excavate beneath the rebar cage to remove excess material. More
attention to detail, better planning and oversight would have easily prevented this from happening. More
frequent visits by the inspectors would elevate many of these last minutes issues.

Outage requests submitted timely.
ERT has asked for two electrical and one sewer outage to date. CFR did not require ERT to submit the
outage requests to him. No issues.

Page 3 of 7
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Quality and cooperation of superintendents.

ERT Superintendent is cooperative, but needs to improve on coordinating resources and materials, and
communicating with his Project Manager. Equipment constantly comes and goes from the jobsite, usually
resulting in a delay of some kind. It takes time to get equipment through the MFC Vehicle trap.
Unnecessary time resulting in a loss in productivity. Most equipment that has been removed from the
jobsite, has had to come back multipule times because it was needed again and was removed
prematurely. '

On 8-29-08 the crew left at 3:00 p.m. because they had ran out of handrail for the scaffolding. The
Superintendent should be thinking and acting on potential issues like this, far inadvance. Fabricating
hand rail from lumber is also permitted.

Significant rework takes place because tasks aren't always thought through clearly, such as backfilling
the trench box, and then having to mechanically remove the backfill material because the box was not
positoned correctly in the beginning.

Superintendent needs to schedule concrete trucks closer together. ERT’s civil inspector was not pleased
with the time between concrete trucks. Some of the placements were over 45 minutes apart.

These items are stated in order to help the Superintendent, not degrade him. The Superintendent does
many things correctly, and over all is an asset to the project.

Home office support.
Office support has improved since the last performance period. More ERT office personnel are becoming
involved in the project.

Some of ERT’s work methods are questionable. Trying to place concrete with a concrete bucket is slow
and messy. Using a pump truck is a more standard approach to place concrete for this particular
application. ERT seems to be “poor boying” some tasks, stepping over a dollar to pick up a dime.

The footings were scheduled to be poured on 8-21-08, however the concrete pumping companie’s pump
truck split a pipe earlier that morning on another project. ERT had to cancel the concrete placement
because they had no back up plan. Another pump truck had not been tentatively scheduled on stand by.
The home office needs to ensure the Superintendent has adequate resources and alternate methods at
his disposal.

The home office could assist the superintendent by providing him with supporting data when they send
machinery and equipment out to the job site, such as the concrete and skip buckects. These items are
useless to the project unless proof of weight and engineering data is provided to support hoisting and
rigging.

Home office could help their superintendent by planning out how the crew would access the high
basement walls. Less than half of the needed scaffolding has been provide to the project. The home
office needs to be proactive in supporting their superintendent, and not reactive. Better communication
between the Superintendent and home office is the key. The home office needs to recognize and
understand their Superintendent’s limitations.

Some tasks need to be thought through better, such as trying to set a trench box in place without having
the proper equipment set up and ready. A crane had to be rented from CCl in order to keep the job
moving, because ERT’s crane was not in adequate condition to come to the INL. The repairs to the crane
boom were not completed in order to support work in the field. This is a coordination and timing issue.
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Sub tier performance.
Adequate for all phyical work performed.

ERT needs to communicate better with lower tier subcontractors. Some scheduled training was missed
by ERT’s mechanical sub tier due to poor communication.

Management support.
See Home office support.

3. QUALITY ASSURANCE/INSPECTION 200 pts
Factors to consider: 1) Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the '
Subcontract.; 2) Control of subtiers; 3) Responses to assessment findings, NCR's; 4) SDR's, NDE and testing is

performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirements; 5) Inspection of materials and services

provided by subtiers include both source and receiving inspections; 6) Timely notice of hold points for BEA's

witnessing of the inspection; and 7) Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to

waste resources.

Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.

ERT still needs to complete their QAP by addressing traceability of stainless steel materials through the
vendor data system. '

Control of subtiers.
Adequate.

Responses to assessment findings, NCRs.
Not applicable at this time.

SDR's, NDE and testing is performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirement.
No issues.

Inspection of materials and services provided by subtiers include both source and receiving
inspections.
Not applicable.

Timely notice of hold points for BEA's witnessing of the inspection.
ERT needs to schedule their inspectors in a timelier manner, not at 5:00 p.m. the day before a major
concrete placement.

Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to waste
resources.
See above.





?3?6;?2006 SUPPLIER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM {PRIVATE }

Rev. 01 SUPPLIER RATING FORM ENGINEERED HARDWARE, CONSTRUCTION
: AND SERVICE Page 6 of 7
4. DELIVERY/SCHEDULE 200 pts
For subcontracts in which an automated evaluation can be used, the following method shall be used:
Days Late = Lead Time Variance (LTV%)
* Period of Performance
* Effective date is used as the start of the period of performance.
* The delivery due date is the ending date of the period of performance.
POSSIBLE
LTv INDEX POINTS SCORE
-.000 1.00 X 200 = 200
.001-.030 .95 X 200 = 190
.031-.060 .90 X 200 = 180
.061-.090 .85 X 200 = 170
.091-.120 .80 X 200 = 160
For subcontracts where a manual evaluation is to be performed, apply the following criteria:
1) Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work,
2) Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled) 3) Schedule of Values 4) Maintain Schedule.
‘Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work.
Most of the SRSs have been submitted timely during this performance period. The SRS for the week of
9-02-08 was not received by BEA until the evening of 9-04-08.
Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled).
ERT continues to struggle with providing timely CPM schedules each month, as required by the contract.
‘Schedule of Values.
No issues during this performance period.
Maintain Schedule.
ERT has put forth an effort to regain some of the lost days due to project impacts and poor work
planning. ERT needs to be aggressive with work activities, and actually plan resources in order to
support Friday and Saturday work. ERT needs to have a back up plan when scheduled activities become
affected by lost resources.
5. VENDOR DATA SUBMITTALS 100 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Timeliness of submittal 2) Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data
correctly sorted.

Timeliness of submittal.
ERT has been very good at submitting contractual vendor data.

Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data correctly sorted.
No issues during this performance period.
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6. ADMINISTRATION 50 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for
changes and modifications, 2) Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration, 3) Support of suppliers upper
management to assure successful completion of the work, 4) Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for changes
and modifications.

Daily reports from ERT Superintendent have been timely. ERT has made Improvements regarding
submitting cost proposals, but more improvement is needed. Invoices are submitted timely.

Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration.
No issues.

Support of supplier's upper management to assure successful completion of the work.
See Home Office Support under Section 2 (Technical Performance).

Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

ERT has shown more effort with respect to accommodating BEA, and following through with
commitments made by ERT. However a better attempt needs to be made to working weekends. Both
ERT owner (Rick Gokey) and ERT RCL Project Manager (Paul Jenkins) committed to working Fridays
and Saturdays, but little effort has been made to working Saturdays. if ERT truly wants to be responsive
to BEA they need do what they say they’re going to do, and keep their commitments. Sometimes in order
to keep commitments alternative and resourceful means are required.
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Order No. 73577 SPES #8 (10-31-08) Response Due Date: Not requried
Supplier: Eagle Rock Timber Inc. 3000 Wright Road Idaho Falls iD 83401
Name Address City ’ State Zip
PA:  Daniel Neff ~ Requester: Terry Jorgensen
Construction
QE: Evert Mouser Coordinator: Chris Duncan

Iltem/Service Procured:

As defined in contract 073577.

{PRIVATE } Points
Rating Category Possible Rating

* 1. Safety 0-225 215

2. Technical Performance 0-225 175
* 3. Quality Assurance/Inspection | 0-200 185

4. Delivery/Schedule 0-200 175
* 5. Vendor Data 0-100 90

6. Administration 0-50 40
Total Possible 1,000 Total 880

* If one or more of these categories do not apply, the points possible for that category or those categories shall be added to the points
possible for Technical Performance.

** |f the supplier is rated 80% or less than the points possible, the basis must be provided in the comments section.

Chris Duncan = =. O : 11-19-08
Rater Rater Date
Printed Name Signature
{PRIVATE }Total Points Rating Classification
801-1000 1. Acceptable
0-800 2. Unacceptable

Supplier's with an average score of 900 points or higher will be sent a letter recognizing their excellent performance.
Corrective action program required.
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INSTRUCTIONS

CATEGORY ] POINTS

1. SAFETY

if supplier is on site evaluation is to be based on compliance with safety requirements of the subcontract. 225 pts

POSSIBLE POINTS . SCORE
25 Attendance at required meetings . 25
25 Submittals (Manpower report, Safety Meeting Minutes, Timely.) 25
35 POD's and Weekly Tool Box Meetings conducted 35
30  Daily and Weekly Inspections performed 30
35 General attitude, list any safety violations 30

Safety Violations:

#09-0001 On 10-01-08 an ERT employee drove a dump truck over a portion of the MFC security gate.
#09-0020 On 10-22-08 an ERT employee was observed operating a jack hammer without a face shield.

35 Housekeeping: ‘ 30

Housekeeping has improved since the previous SPES.

40 Adherence to Safety Plan: 35

Adequate except as noted above.

2. TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE 225 pts
Factors to consider: 1) Management of Work; 2) Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top -

quality goods and services , 3) engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation, 4)

assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards, 5) outage requests submitted timely, 6)

quality and cooperation of superintendents, 7) home office support, 8) subtier performance, 9) management support.

Management of Work

ERT management's commitment in hiring a construction coordinator (Barbra Miller) to help the project
manager has failed. The “construction coordinator” has participated very little with the RCL project during
this performance period.

ERT is still struggling in coordinating with their lower tier subcontractors. As a general contractor ERT
needs to ensure their sub tiers have adequate notice when weekend work is required. ERT has made
some progress with performing their sub.tiers work when they refuse to work or are non-responsive, but
more improvement is needed. ERT tied rebar without iron workers on Saturday 10-04-08, in order to
regain schedule. However on 10-14-08 the gas storage room, rebar was ready to be installed, but iron
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workers could not support the activity, and ERT refused to tie the bar for them. ERT’s crew found busy
work. Again on 10-24-08 the iron workers refused to show up and tie rebar in the basement floor, and
again ERT refused to tie the bar resulting in further delays.

On 10-21-08 the Mechanical Inspector couldn’t support the waste water pipe testing which delayed the
backfilling of the waste water line. Apparently ERT management did not have all contractual issues ready
by the time the inspector was needed. The crew tried to find busy work all day as they were unable to '
work on critical path activities.

Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top quality goods and services.
Workmanship has been adequate.

Engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation.

The PVC waste water drain lines were set at an elevation based on the depth of the fiberglass ejector
basin. Either YMC or ES2 engineering specified the basin size. The basin should have been deeper to
aliow the drain piping to be installed completely beneath the concrete slab. There’s no good reason why
the pipe should be embedded in the slab on lateral runs. This is the kind of installation construction
project’s try to avoid at the INL. By having.the pipe embedded in concrete, It makes drilling into the floor
for mounting equipment much more difficult for the subcontractor and for the owner in future
modifications.

ERT’s drawings and specification still have not been resubmitted since the past two (2) previous
performance periods. ERT needs to stop stalling and resolve issues and comments identified in these
submittals.

Organization and cooperation of ERT’s engineering firm has not improved since the last performance
period.

BEA appreciates ERT’s willihgness to comply with additional USQ requirements imposed on the project..
ERT has complied with this restriction and is working through the issues.

Assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards.
ERT complies with codes & standards.

Outage requests submitted timely.
ERT has asked for two electrical and one sewer outage to date. CFR did not require ERT to submit the
outage requests to him. No issues.

Quality and cooperation of superintendents.

ERT Superintendent remains cooperative, but still needs to improve on coordinating resources and
materials. The carpenters were waiting for rebar rings to come in on column fine D 4 for several days.
This delayed pouring the interior concrete walls. The rings were supposed to arrive at ERT’s shop on 10-
07-08 but didn't.

It would serve ERT better if the Superintendent spent more time with certain members of his crew to
make certain work is performed correct the first time so as to avoid rework as much as possible. On 10-
09-08 the carpenters had to tear apart the plywood and walers on D line, because the crew hadn’t
extended the rebar up high enough. A simple mistake that cost the project a lot of time.

ERT Superintendent needs to think activites through better before going forward. On 10-17-08 ERT
concrete was place for the south stairwell and gas storage room walls. The exterior elevation was too low
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to allow the concrete chute to adequately place the concrete in the walls. The concrete was so stiff that
the laborers were required to walk up the chute and shovel the concrete down the entire time . This is an
unnecessary activity if a litle more thought would go into planning out activities.

Home office support.
Home office needs to do a better job at negotiating and closing out CFPs.

Sub tier performance.

YMC Mechancial:

YMC's field crew has performed well during this performance period. They aré eager to please and
willing to provide and install what the project asks. However they need help from their home office and
ERT.

YMC's office support needs to stop supplying material not called out in SPC-945 in the required and
guidance specificaton sections. YMC needs to ask if certain materials will be acceptable in stead of trying
to force them upon the project, such as a fiberglass waste water basin when the guidance specification
calls out HDPE. Sending out PVC pipe when the guidance specification calls out stainless steel pipe.
Sending PEX pipe out to be installed when the specifcatoin calls out copper pipe. Eagle Rock Timber's
own plumbing drawings called out copper pipe. A little more communication would be appreciated. YMC
needs to study the drawings and specifications and install what is required, not what suits them at the
time. These are some of the reasons why BEA has asked fo review ERT's design doucments prior to
them and their sub iters performing the work. This method of communciation is more inline with the
partenring atmosphere.

YMC doesn’'t seem to understand the design change control process very well. On 10-22-08 the
Mechanical inspector arrived at the jobsite to withess the pnuematic test of the wate water lines. The
inspector didn’t have the most current drawings or any design change control forms to validate the PVC
and PEX piping installation. ERT needs to ensure these documents are in order and help their sub tier.

In mid October YMC and an unauthorized sub tier (Idaho Abatement) perform a walkdown in the
Analaytical Laboratory without notifiying their prime contractor. YMC needs to read and understand the
contract documents such as the Special Conditions and the Subcontractor Requirements Manual (1000
& 2000 series). The requirements of how the work process should take place is identified in these
documents.

Continental Steel's performance continues to be abysmal based on their lack of availablity in support of
the projecit.

Management support.
See Home office support.

3. QUALITY ASSURANCE/INSPECTION 200 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.; 2) Control of subtiers; 3) Responses to assessment findings, NCR's; 4) SDR's, NDE and testing is
performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirements; 5) Inspection of materials and services
provided by subtiers include both source and receiving inspections; 6) Timely notice of hold points for BEA's
witnessing of the inspection; and 7) Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to
waste resources.





540.19 SUPPLIER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM {PRIVATE }
10/03/2008  gPPLIER RATING FORM ENGINEERED HARDWARE, CONSTRUCTION

AND SERVICE v , ~ Page50f7

Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.
Adequate.

Control of subtiers.

On 10-21-08 YMC was scheduled to perform a pressure test on the basement waste water lines. YMC
didn’t have any calibrated gauges. BEA located a gauge and allowed YMC to use it. YMC needs to
provide their own tools and calibrate them through a recognized laboratory or through the INL.

See sub tier performance in section #2.

Responses to assessment findings, NCRs.
NCRs were answered via the CCR process.

SDR's, NDE and testing is performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirement.
No issues.

Inspection of materials and services provided by subtiers include both source and receiving
inspections.
Not applicable.

Timely notice of hold points for BEA's witnessing of the inspection.
ERT is still struggling with scheduling their inspectors in a timely manner. On 10-14-08 ERT needed their
civil inspector to perform density testing on backfilling operations but was unable o secure resources.

ERT is still struggling with providing their inspectors with adequate data and resolving issues in a timely
manner. The civil inspector was still uncertain about ERT using native soil for backfill. On 10-06-08 the
T2M civil inspector said he has never seen anyone use this type of material beneath a concrete slab
before. Usually pitrun and a leveling course are used. But because ERT refuses to put together a soils
specification, the inspector and BEA aren't really certain what was acceptable. ERT needs to provide
definitive information for the inspector, such as CCRs or a specification in a timely manner.

Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to waste
resources.

This is subjective since there are still imes that the inspectors arrive late in the day, causing BEA to stay
past their scheduled work shift.

4. DELIVERY/SCHEDULE . 200 pts

For subcontracts in which an automated evaluation can be used, the following method shall be used:

Days Late = Lead Time Variance (LTV%)
* Period of Performance '

* Effective date is used as the start of the period of performance.
* The delivery due date is the ending date of the period of performance.

POSSIBLE
LTV INDEX POINTS SCORE
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For subcontracts where a manual evaluation is to be performed, apply the following criteria:
1) Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work,
2) Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled) 3) Schedule of Values 4) Maintain Schedule.

Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work.
Most of the SRSs have been submitted timely during this performance period. However the schedules
need to provide more detail.

Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled).
The CPM schedule submitted on 10-22-08 is the best schedule submitted by ERT to date.

Schedule of Values.

On 10-30-08 BEA Project Coordinator requested that the SOV be broken down further. There are very
large sums of money listed on the SOV per activity which need more detail. For example YMC has a line
item titled “Drain Waste & Vent” aka suspect waste system. The value listed is almost $250,000.00.

Maintain Schedule.
ERT continues to put forth an effort to regain some of the lost days due to project impacts.

5. VENDOR DATA SUBMITTALS : 100 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Timeliness of submittal 2) Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data
correctly sorted.

Timeliness of submittal.
ERT has been good at submitting contractual vendor data.

Some vendor data submittals which ERT has agreed to provide to BEA, have outstanding comments that
linger and never seem to get answered.

Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data correctly sorted.
No issues during this performance period.

6. ADMINISTRATION 50 pts
Factors to consider: 1) Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for

changes and modifications, 2) Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration, 3) Support of suppliers upper

management to assure successful completion of the work, 4) Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for changes
and modifications.

ERT Superintendent submits his daily report to the CFR. Invoices are timely and usually correct.
Construction Field Problem/Changes (CFPs) cost proposals have not been submitted to BEA during this
performance period except for CFP 007, which is unacceptable to BEA. CFP 007 cost proposal was
submitted for zero dollars, which is a huge delta between BEA's cost estimate. No effort was placed in
CFP 007 by ERT to show BEA how they arrived at a zero dollar cost proposal.
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CFPs 015, 016, 017, and 018 cost proposals have not been submitted to BEA.

Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration.
No issues.

Support of supplier’s upper management to assure successful completion of the work.
See Home Office Support under Section 2 (Technical Performance).

Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

ERT has worked with BEA in trying to overcome the unanticipated USQ issues that have risen. However
to truly be responsive to their customer, ERT needs to provide requested information to BEA, such as
resolving drawing and specification comments, providing adequate schedules, schedule of values and
cost proposals.






Chris To Daniel P NefffNEFFDP/CCO1/INEEL/US@INEL
Duncan/DUNCCJ/CCO1/INEE

LuUS ce
Sent by: Chris J Duncan bcc
01/26/2009 07:42 AM Subject SPES

Dan -

The SPES | did before Christmas takes into account all of December, so their won't be a SPES to go with
the last invoice.
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Order No. 73577 SPES #9 (11-01-08 to 12-18-08) Response Due Date: Not requried
Supplier: Eagle Rock Timber Inc. 3000 Wright Road Idaho Falls ID 83401
Name Address City State Zip

PA:  Daniel Neff

QE: Evert Mouser

ltem/Service Procured:

As defined in contract 073577.

Requester: Terry Jorgensen

Construction .
Coordinator: Chris Duncan

{PRIVATE }
Rating Category

* 1. Safety
2. Technical Performance

* 3. Quality Assurance/Inspection
4. Delivery/Schedule

* 5. Vendor Data
6. Administration

Total Possible

Points
Possible Rating

0-225 170
0-225 175
0-200 175
0-200 180
0-100 90
0-50 35
1,000 Total 825

* If one or more of these categories do not apply, the points possible for thafc category or those categories shall be added to the points

possible for Technical Performance.

** |f the supplier is rated 80% or less than the points possible, the basis must be provided in the comments section.

Chris Duncan

= . O

12-22-08

Rater
Printed Name

{PRIVATE YTotal Points
801-1000
0-800

Rater Date

Signature

Rating Classification
1. Acceptable

2. Unacceptable

Supplier's with an average score of 900 points or higher will be sent a letter recognizing their excellent performance.

Corrective action program required.
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INSTRUCTIONS

CATEGORY POINTS

1. SAFETY

If supplier is on site evaluation is to be based on compliance with safety requirements of the subcontract. 225 pts

POSSIBLE POINTS SCORE
25 Attendance at required meetings 20
25 Submittals (Manpower report, Safety Meeting Minutes, Timely.) 25
35 POD's and Weekly Tool Box Meetings conducted 25
30 Daily and Weekly Inspections performed 25
35 General attitude, list any safety violations 20

Attendance at required meetings has been poor. Many of ERT’s subtiers do not attend the prejob briefing
in the morning. Most notably Nash Electric and Highlander Masonry supervision.

- Safety Violations:

#09-0038

On 11-13-08 an ERT employee was observed improperly using a step ladder in the RCL basement. The
step ladder was being used as an extension ladder.

#09-0046
On 11-18-08 (Repeat) an ERT employee was observed improperly using a step ladder in the RCL

basement. The step ladder was being used as an extension ladder.

© #09-0049

On 11-20-08 a subcontractor arrived at the jobsite with sheetrock and metal studs without first going
through a preplanning meeting. The subcontractor had no work control and no proof of the boom truck
operator having mobile crane certification. The work activity was not addressed on the prejob briefing.

On 11-18-08 the masonry subcontractor could not produce proof and record of training, such as scaffold
erector, user, and inspector, fall protection, PPE, power tools etc.

On 11-17-08 an ERT pickup leaked antifreeze to the ground and workers had to be told to clean up the
spill by BEA personnel. The same pickup did not have proper signage to be inside MFC.

#09-0065

On 12-10-08 it was noted that ERT’s assured equipment grounding was not current, and ERT had
missed the entire 3 quarter.

On 12-09-08 ERT had constructed access up onto the RCL foundation by stacking CMUs on top of each
other, in lieu of providing secure adequate means.

On 12-08-08 ERT was issued a safety violation because of excess debris scattered through out the RCL
basement floor. '
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#09-0073 _

On 12-16-08 (Repeat) the RCL basement and stairwell were noted to have trash and debris scattered
throughout.

On 12-18-08 a Mason was observed laying block without safety glasses on.

On 12-08-08 it was observed that the Masons were using a weed burner (open flame) to heat their
mortar mixer. A fire extinguisher was to far away for this activity. '

On 12-18-08 a Mason was operating a block saw without hearing protection.

On 12-17-08 ERT was using a light string which was causing the bang board breaker to continually trip.
Too many cords were plugged into the light string.

On 12-16-08 Subcontractor’s scaffold was not cleated.

35 Housekeeping:

25

40 Adherence to Safety Plan:

30

Adequate except as noted above.

2. TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE

225 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Management of Work; 2) Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top
quality goods and services, 3) engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation, 4)
assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards, 5) outage requests submitted timely, 6)
quality and cooperation of superintendents, 7) home office support, 8) subtier performance, 9) management support.

Management of Work

ERT’s ability to manage work still has room for improvement. Project and contractual documentation
needs to be provided to ERT’s customer much quicker. ERT management needs to act aggressive and
manage their engineering, suppliers, and sub tiers accordingly. ERT management’s passive approach
has not worked well.

The RCL door and window frames have caused delays in the project. The frames should have been on
site prior to Highlander Masonry commencing work. The Architectural Drawings were revised on 6-21-08
to add an additional drawing (A-11). Drawing A-11 depicts a door schedule which has never been
modified. Highland Masonry arrived back at MFC on 11-24-08 ready to begin their block work but
promptly left the site when ERT told them the door and window frames were not on site yet. Between 6-
21-08 and 11-24-08 (5 months) ERT was unable to secure basic door and window frames. ERT failed to
procure according to the construction schedule.

Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top quality goods and services.

Some of the block walls are rough and will require attention prior to acceptance. Other sub tier work has
been adequate.
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Engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation.

YMC mechanical foreman has provided ES2 and ERT with valuable field engineering data, including
isometric layouts of each pipe system to include steam & condensate, soft water, hot water supply &
return. This information provided ES2 and ERT most of the necessary engineering for the mechanical
systems as they relate to MFC-752 Analytical Laboratory.

On 11-19-08 ES2 Mechanical Engineer, YMC General Superintendent, YMC Mechanical Foreman, and
BEA toured through the Analytical Lab basement again. ES2’s Mechanical Engineer is the only Engineer
from ES2 willing to put forth enough effort to walk-down the project in person.

BEA appreciates ERT’s willingness to comply with additional USQ requirements imposed on the project.
ERT has complied with this restriction and continues to work through the issues.

Assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards.
ERT needs to instill in their masonry sub tier the importance of following codes & standards associated
with block work. The consequences of not following these codes & standards can be costly.

Outage requests submitted timely.
ERT has asked for two electrical, one sewer, and one fire water outage to date. CFR did not require ERT
to submit the outage requests to him. No issues.

Quality and cooperation of superintendents.

Again as noted in the prevous SPES, ERT Superintendent needs to think activites through better before
going forward with them. On 11-19-08 the Superintendent ordered concrete for the first topping
placement late in the afternoon. The concrete truck didn’t arrive at the jobsite until 3:00 p.m. ERT and
BEA support were at the jobsite until 12:30 a.m. finishing and trying to cover the concrete. The slab was
actually finished at 9:00 a.m. on 11-20-08. The secound half of the topping slab wasn't placed until 12-
02-08, 13-calander days after the first half of the topping slab was placed. The second topping slab was
delayed because the elevator block walls were not installed and cured in a timely manner. The second
topping was placed on hollow core slabs that were 20 to 24 degrees fahrenheit. This was a poor
decision. The concrete was finished the next day and continually worked over by a concrete finisher untit
approximatley 4:00 p.m. 12-03-08. The hollow cores should have been covered, heated and brought up
to temperature prior to placement. The heater being used to heat the RCL basement kept failing. ERT
superintendent had no back up plan. There wasn’t an alternate heater secured in case the first heater
failed. This again is exteremly poor planning.

On 12-08-08 the masons blocked over the only RCL window and had to demo the block out. ERT
Supervison needs to keep in front of the masons and work with them better to help stop the rework
activies. '

Home office support.
Reference Management of Work.

Sub tier performance.

YMC Mechancial:

YMC’s field crew continues to perform well during this performance period. They are eager to please and
willing to provide and install what the project asks.

YMC Management is st'ruggling with obtaining a proper JSA from their sub tier Idaho Abatement.
Multipule JSA submittals have been sent to BEA, and each time a significant issue with the document
has arisen.





?3%;?2 00 SUPPLIER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM {PRIVATE }
Rev. 01 ° SUPPLIER RATING FORM ENGINEERED HARDWARE, CONSTRUCTION

AND SERVICE Page 5 of 8

Continental Steel: :

On 11-10-08 CSl sent a welder out to the jobsite without any weld rod or a method in which to preheat
the steel prior to welding. CSI didn’t bring out a rattle gun to tighten the structural steel nuts and bolts.
Once again CSI was totally unprepared to perform any type of work. Their performance continues to
leave plenty of room for improvement.

Teton Prestress:
On 11-13-08 Teton Prestress with CCI set the hollow core slabs. Both Teton Prestress and their sub tier
(CCl) performed their work in a professional manner and were very responsive to BEA.

Highlander Masonry:
On 11-17-08 Highlander Masonry attended their preplanning meeting with ERT and BEA as required by

the special conditions. Highlander struggles at times to grasp the importance of scaffolding requirements.
_ It would serve Highlander Masonry better if they would purchase adequate scaffoldlng plank, in lieu of
wasting time culling through trailer loads of unusable planks.

Highlander Masonry Supervison needs to be apart of ERT’s prejob briefings everyday. ERT and their
other sub tiers do not know if their assistance will be needed by the masons for the day, etc.

On 11-21-08 Highlander Masonry grouted the elevator walls and had three (3) unnecessary blowouts. As
journeyman masons Highlander Masonry should know better than to try and grout 10-feet of wall in one
evolution.

On 12-09-08 the masons grouted the north and north west walls. The walls were again to high to properly
grout. The Misko Inspector had several issues with this activity. The masons did not vibrate the block
cells as the grout was being pumped in. This is a code violation and an NCR was written.

Nash Electric Inc:

Nash Electric employees need to be apart of ERT’s prejob briefings everyday. ERT and their sub tiers
are unaware of Nash Electric’s work activities, or if those activities will impact other sub tier's work plans
for the day.

On 11-20-08 ERT encountered a large ground cable while excavating for the fire water tie in. Due to the
late hour MFC plant services electricians were unavailable. MFC Compelx Manager asked if ERT’s
electrical subcontractor would verify zero energy at the cable. CFR called Nash Electric Superintendent
who went out of his way to drive from CFA to MFC at 5:00 p.m. to test the cable. BEA recognizes and
appreciates the great support Nash Electric has provided to the RCL project.

3-D Fire Protection:

Performed well on the underground firewater tie in and testing. Installation of the RCL basement sprinkler
lines are also proceeding well. 3-D personnel are doing well coordinating with other crafts such as YMC
to ensure no piping and ducting conflicts arise.

Idaho Interiors:

On 12-01-08 Idaho Interiors attended their preplanning meeting with ERT and BEA as required by the
special conditons. Idaho Interiors seemed to grasp the safety related aspects of working at the INL better
than some of ERT’s other sub tiers. No issues.

Management support.
Reference Home office support.
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200 pts -

Factors to consider: 1) Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.; 2) Control of subtiers; 3) Responses to assessment findings, NCR's; 4) SDR's, NDE and testing is
performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirements; 5) Inspection of materials and services
provided by subtiers include both source and receiving inspections; 6) Timely notice of hold points for BEA's
witnessing of the inspection; and 7) Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to
waste resources.

Degree of implementation of the suppllers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.

ERT needs to do a better job at providing approved design change control documents (CCRs) prior to
non approved work commencing. This method of design change control is becoming a habit for ERT, and
needs to stop.

Misko Inspector is an asset to the RCL project. Inspector is very conscientious and confident in his
abilities. Inspector tries to help ERT resolve their NCRs by providing ideas on how to effectively close
them out, such as performing infrared thermography on the block walls to look for voids in the CMUs.

Control of subtiers.
See sub tier performance in section #2.

Responses to assessment findings, NCRs.
ERT needs to be more aggressive at resolving NCRs. The topping slab NCRs should have been
resolved before Highlander Masonry began installing block walls on top of it.

SDR’s, NDE and testing is performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirement.
No issues.

Inspection of materials and services provided by subtiers include both source and receiving
inspections. :
Not applicable.

Timely notice of hold points for BEA's witnessing of the inspection.
ERT has improved in providing their inspectors with adequate notice of inspections.

Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to waste

resources.
No comment.

4. DELIVERY/SCHEDULE

200 pts

For subcontracts in which an automated evaluation can be used, the following method shall be used:

Days Late = Lead Time Variance (LTV%)
* Period of Performance

* Effective date is used as the start of the period of performance.
* The delivery due date is the ending date of the period of performance.

POSSIBLE
LTV INDEX POINTS SCORE
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.001 -.030 .95 X 200 = 190
.031-.060 .90 X 200 = 180
.061-.090 .85 X 200 = 170
091-.120 .80 X 200 = 160

For subcontracts where a manual evaluation is to be performed, apply the following criteria:
1) Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work,
2) Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled) 3) Schedule of Values 4) Maintain Schedule.

Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work.
Most of the SRSs have been submitted timely during this performance period. However the schedules
need to provide more detail.

Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled).
The CPM schedule submitted on 11-22-08 is adequate.

Schedule of Values.

On 10-30-08 BEA Project Coordinator requested that the SOV be broken down further. One of YMC’s
line items titled “Drain Waste & Vent” has an enormous dollar value which cannot be explained. At
Construction Status Meeting #13 on 11-20-08, BEA was informed by ERT that YMC refuses to break the
line item down. This greatly disappoints BEA and is definitely outside the realm of “Partnering”.

Maintain Schedule.

Some activities are slipping such as the installation of the RCL roof which has a start date of 12-15-08,
per CPM dated 11-22-08.

5. VENDOR DATA SUBMITTALS 100 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Timeliness of submittal 2) Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data
correctly sorted.

Timeliness of submittal. -
ERT has been good at submitting contractual vendor data.

Some vendor data submittals which ERT has agreed to provide to BEA continue to have outstanding
comments.

Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data correctly sorted.
No issues during this performance period.

6. ADMINISTRATION 50 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for
changes and modifications, 2) Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration, 3) Support of suppliers upper
management to assure successful completion of the work, 4) Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for changes
and modifications.

BEA did not receive an invoice for nearly two months since the previous invoice. Invoice #9 had to be
revised to reflect NCR. conditions and YMC’s “Drain Waste & Vent” line item.
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BEA Subcontract Administrator has asked ERT Management multiple times to provide adequate and
timely cost proposals for outstanding CFPs. In order to help ERT, SA has scheduled RCL resolution
meetings every other week, between construction status meetings. The resolution meeting is scheduled
to help ERT and their sub tiers actively pursue resolving cost and schedule issues with BEA. However
ERT and their sub tiers are never prepared to discuss these issues.

CFPs 007r1, 016r1, 017, 018, 019, 021, 022, and 023 cost proposals have not been submitted to BEA.
Some of these CFPs were issued in October 2008.

“ Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration.
BEA does not feel that it is fair that ERT will not provide CFP cost and potential schedule impacts to
them. BEA struggles with anticipating additional cost and days to the project, and doesn’t want ERT to
wait until the end of the project.

Support of supplier’s upper management to assure successful completion of the work.
See Home Office Support under Section 2 (Technical Performance).

Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.
ERT has worked with BEA in trying to overcome the unanticipated USQ issues that have risen. However
to truly be responsive to their customer, ERT needs to provide requested information to BEA, such as
resolving drawing and specification comments, providing adequate schedules, schedule of values and

. cost proposals.
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Order No. 73577 SPES #10 (for the month of January) Response Due Date: Not requried
Supplier: Eagle Rock Timber Inc. 3000 Wright Road Idaho Falls ID 83401
Name Address City State Zip
PA: Daniel Neff Requester: Terry Jorgensen
QE: Evert Mouser %gg?g;:ﬁgz Chris Duncan
Item/Service Procured:
As defined in contract 073577.;
{PRIVATE } Points
Rating Category "~ Possible Rating
*1. Safety 0-225 165
2. Technical Performance 0-225 205
* 3. Quality Assurance/lnspection 0-200 190
4. Delivery/Schedule 0-200 150
* 5. Vendor Data 0-100 95
6. Administration 0-50 20

Total Possible 1,000 Total 825

* |f one or more of these categories do not apply, the points possible for that category or those categories shall be added to the points
possible for Technical Performance.

**If the supplier is rated 80% or less than the points possible, the basis must be provided in the comments section.

Chris Duncan - = =. O ; : 2-09-08
Rater Rater Date
Printed Name Signature
{PRIVATE }Total Points Rating Classification
801-1000 1. Acceptable
0-800 2. Unacceptable

Supplier's with an average score of 900 points or higher will be sent a letter recognizing their excellent performance.
Corrective action program required.
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INSTRUCTIONS
CATEGORY POINTS
1. SAFETY
If supplier is on site evaluation is to be based on compliance with safety requirements of the subcontract. ~ 225 pts
POSSIBLE POINTS SCORE
- 25 Attendance at required meetings 15
25 Submittals (Manpower report, Safety Meeting Minutes, Timely.) 25
35 POD's and Weekly Tool Box Meetings conducted 25
30 Daily and Weekly Inspections performed 25
35 General attitude, list any safety violations 25
Weekly tool box meetings were not being conducted during this performance period, until BEA
questioned ERT Supervision.
Scaffold inspections have been inadequate and poor during this performance period.
Attendance at required meetings continues to be very poor for some of ERT’s sub tiers. These sub tiers
do not attend the prejob briefing in the morning. Most notably Nash Electric, Highlander Masonry, and 3-
D Fire Protection. Other sub tiers such as YMC attend on time and regularly.
Safety Violations:
#09-0092
On 1-05-09 it was noted by BEA Construction Safety that the RCL basement was strewn with trash and
that the main floor of the RCL had personnel working on it with excessive snow and ice build up on it. It
was also noted that the RCL basement lighting was inadequate to perform work.
#09-0098
On 1-20-09 it was noted that trash was again allowed to accumulate in the work area, this time around
ladders. Scaffolding being used by workers was not fully decked. Access to the scaffolding was gained
by a ladder situated at an improper angle.
#09-0104
On 1-29-09 it was noted that the RCL main floor had an accumulation of ice in some areas, which
workers were continually exposed to. A fire extinguisher staged in the work area had not been inspected
and dated accordingly. Scaffolding being used by workers on the exterior of the RCL was unlevel, and
had wheels in stead of mud sills at the base.
35 Housekeeping: 20
40 Adherence to Safety Plan: 30
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2. TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE 225 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Management of Work; 2) Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top
quaiity goods and services, 3) engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation, 4)
assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards, 5) outage requests submitted timely, 6)
quality and cooperation of superintendents, 7) home office support, 8) subtier performance, 9) management support.

Management of Work

Management of work for the month of January remains much the same as the previous performance
period. Project issues and concerns are not being addressed and resolved in a timely manner. ERT
Management does not seem to share the same sense of urgency that BEA does with issues and
concerns. Issues such as the fire rated RCL roof system design, and the mechanical package cost both
ERT and BEA time and money if they are not aggressively acted upon.

Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top quality goods and services.

The block walls are rough and will require attention prior to acceptance. Other sub tier work has been
adequate.

Engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation.

The mechanical package containing all of the piping systems e.g. steam & condensate, soft water, hot
water supply & return began on 11-07-08. BEA didn’t receive the mechanical package from ERT until 1-
19-09. This is far too much time for this amount of engineering. Especially for such a crucial part of the
-completion of the RCL project.

Some issues have been resolved fairly quickly by ERT’s engineering group, such as calculations for
supporting conduit for temporary power.

Assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards.
ERT tries to design and construct following all codes and standards.

Outage requests submitted timely.
No issues.

Quality and cooperation of superintendents. .

ERT has made great strides in providing a responsible Superintendent for the project beginning during
this performance period. The Superintenedent has exihbited more of a company attitude, and care of
how activities are progressing. On 1-20-09 the ready mix company brought out grout for the masonry
work. The grout was the wrong slump, and in stead of taking a chance that engineering would accept the
higher slump, he sent the truck back to the ready mix plant, and had another truck come out.

This Superintendent listens to his crew and customers and takes advice without feeling threatened.

Home office support.
Reference Management of Work.

Sub tier performance.

YMC Mechancial:

YMC'’s field crew continues to perform well during this performance period. YMC struggles to understand
the invoicing process at the INL, and would benefit from reading and understanding the project contract.
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Highiander Masonry:

This sub tier needs to improve their safety culture. They were a handful for ERT and BEA during the
performance of their work. It is suggested that Highlander Masonry take OSHA safety classes to improve
and gain some knowledge regarding safety not only for work at the INL but on every project they may be
working on.

Highlander Masonry Supervison seldom particiaptes in ERT’s prejob briefings. This was noted on the
previous SPES but no action was taken by ERT to remedy this.

Nash Electric Inc;

Nash Electric employees are still not attending ERT’s prejob briefings. This was noted on the previous
SPES but no action was taken by ERT to remedy this. ERT and their sub tiers are unaware of Nash
Electric’s work activities, or if those activities will impact other sub tier's work plans for the day.

Nash Electric installation of conduit and elecrtical components have been installed in a professional
manner.

3-D Fire Protection:

Installation of the RCL basement sprinkler lines has proceeded well. This sub tier also never attends
prejob briefings.

Management support.
Reference Home office support.

3. QUALITY ASSURANCE/INSPECTION 200 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.; 2) Control of subtiers; 3) Responses to assessment findings, NCR's; 4) SDR's, NDE and testing is
performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirements; 5) Inspection of materials and services
provided by subtiers include both source and receiving inspections; 6) Timely notice of hold points for BEA's
witnessing of the inspection; and 7) Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to
waste resources.

Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.

ERT has effectively answered their NCRs, such as core drilling the topping slab and providing substantial
data from engineering to support accepting the conditions listed in NCR 3 and 4.

Control of subtiers.
See sub tier performance in section #2.

Responses to assessment findings, NCRs.
On 1-07-09 BEA Quality Assurance Engineer red tagged certain areas of the RCL. ERT effectively
handled the situation with open communication and resolved the issues in a timely manner.

SDR's, NDE and testing is performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirement.
No issues.

Inspection of materials and services provided by subtiers include both source and receiving
inspections.





?g?d;?zoos : SUPPLIER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM {PRIVATE }
Rev. 01 SUPPLIER RATING FORM ENGINEERED HARDWARE, CONSTRUCTION

AND SERVICE Page 5 of 6

Not applicable.

Timely notice of hold points for BEA's witnessing of the inspection.
ERT would benefit from having their inspectors perform periodic inspections on the project. It would help
to avoid rework and customer concerns. BEA is not required to witness inspections for this project.

Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to waste
resources.
No

4. DELIVERY/SCHEDULE ‘ 200 pts

For subcontracts in which an automated evaluation can be used, the following method shall be used:

Days Late = Lead Time Variance (LTV%)
* Period of Performance

* Effective date is used as the start of the period of performance.
* The delivery due date is the ending date of the period of performance.

POSSIBLE
LTV INDEX POINTS SCORE
-.000 - 1.00 X 200 = 200
.001 -.030 .95 X 200 = 120
.031 -.060 .90 X 200 = 180
.061 - .090 .85 X 200 = 170
.091 - .120 .80 X 200 = 160

For subcontracts where a manual evaluation is to be performed, apply the following criteria:
1) Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work,
2) Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled) 3) Schedule of Values 4) Maintain Schedule.

Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work.
SRSs have been submitted timely during this performance period. Detail has improved.

Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled).

The CPM schedule submitted on 1-05-09 was not adequate. The contract has not been extended yet,
and the CPM showed an end date of 5-12-09. This contract requirement was not met during this
performance period.

Schedule of Values.
ERT continues to have problems integrating their CPM schedule with their SOV, as spelled out in the
Special Conditions Section 20 and section 8.1 of this contract. This is a contractual requirement that is

not being met. The CPM ERT submitted for this performance period has an incorrect end date. Therefore
the CPM is not valid. '

Maintain Schedule.

Per the last approved CPM dated 10-28-08, ERT is approximately five (5) weeks behind schedule with no
obvious plan to regain lost days.

5. VENDOR DATA SUBMITTALS 100 pts
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Factors to consider: 1) Timeliness of submittal 2) Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data
correctly sorted.

Timeliness of submittal.
ERT continues to submit contractual vendor data on time.

ERT has shown some improvement at resubmitting vendor data quicker than in previous performance
periods.

Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data correctly sorted.
No issues during this performance period.

6. ADMINISTRATION 50 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for
changes and modifications, 2) Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration, 3) Support of suppliers upper
management to assure successful completion of the work, 4) Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for changes
and modifications.

ERT was provided a spread sheet with a project time line of events from BEA, but to BEA’s knowledge,
ERT has not put any effort toward reviewing this information. The RCL is listed as being five weeks
behind schedule which is very disappointing to BEA.

ERT is making it very difficult to determine the actual project percentage complete because ERT won't
provide a timely accurate CPM schedule. This slows down payment of an invoice and makes it more
difficult when the line item identifies installation when it is really both "installation and material” making it
time consuming to distinguish costs for labor.

Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration.

ERT’s performance is one of the worst BEA has ever encountered regarding waiting for final resolution
on CFP/Cs. ERT makes it very difficult for BEA to determine where ERT is at with the contract, even
though most of the CFP/Cs have been issued unilaterally.

Support of supplier’s upper management to assure successful completion of the work.
See Home Office Support under Section 2 (Technical Performance).

Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

ERT needs to make adjustments as noted and requested to keep up contractual requirements and
maintain their partnering agreement.
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73577 SPES #11

Order No. (for the month of February) Response Due Date: Not Required
Eagle Rock Timber
Supplier: Inc. 3000 Wright Road Idaho Falls 1D 83401
Name Address City State Zip
PA: Daniel Neff Requester: Terry Jorgensen
' Construction
QE: Evert Mouser Coordinator: Chris Duncan

ltem/Service Procured:

As Defined in Contract #073577

{PRIVATE } Points
Rating Category Possible Rating

* 1. Safety 0-225 180

2. Technical Performance 0-225 210
* 3. Quality Assurance/Inspection 0-200 195

4. Delivery/Schedule 0-200 185 -
* 5. Vendor Data 0-100 95

6. Administration 0-50 40
Total Possible 1,000 Total 905

* If one or more of these categories do not apply, the points possible for that category or those categories shall be added to the points
possible for Technical Performance.

** If the supplier is rated 80% or Iess than the points possible, the basis must be provided in the comments section.

Chris Duncan = =. O » . 3-06-09
Rater Rater Date
Printed Name ' Signature :
{PRIVATE }Total Points Rating Classification
801-1000 1. Acceptable

0-800 2. Unacceptable

Supplier's with an average score of 900 points or higher will be sent a letter recognizing their excellent performance.
Corrective action program required.
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INSTRUCTIONS

CATEGORY POINTS

1. SAFETY

If supplier is on site evaluation is to be based on compliance with safety requirements of the subcontract. 225 pts

POSSIBLE POINTS SCORE
25 Attendance at required meetings 15
25 Submittals (Manpower report, Safety Meeting Minutes, Timely.) 25
35 POD's and Weekly Tool Box Meetings conducted 35
30 Daily and Weekly Inspections performed 30
35 General attitude, list any safety violations 20

Attendance at required meetings continues. to be very poor for some of ERT’s sub tiers. These sub tiers
do not attend the prejob briefing in the morning. Most notably Nash Electric. This is a habitual occurrence
which ERT allows to continue.

Safety Violations:

#09-0109

On 2-03-09 a CAT lll safety violation was issued to ERT for having a fire extinguisher available for use
without current inspection identified.

On 2-03-09 a CAT lil safety violations was issued to ERT for allowing workers to pe.rform work on
scaffolding without all the handrails in place.

On 2-05-09 a CAT Ill safety violation was issued to ERT for allowing three (3) workers to use ladders
without having been ladder trained.

#09-0113
On 2-11-09 a CAT Il safety violation was issued to ERT for using scaffolding that was not level or plumb.

On 2-12-09 a CAT Il safety violation was issued to ERT when scaffold planking was raised up, but the
handrails associated with the scaffolding were not, and a man was observed working from the raised
platform.

On 2-12-09 a CAT lll safety violation was issued to ERT when it was noted that workers were using a
laser for layout, and didn’t have the area posted to warn others of the hazard.

#09-021

On 2-27-09 a CAT |l safety violation was issued to ERT for allowing their sub tier (YMC) to weld stainless
steel ducting without calibrating their personal sampling pump to determine proper flow and volume. No
qualitative sampling analysis was available to determine that the worker did not require the use of a
respirator while performing the task.
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25

Adherence to Safety Plan: |

30

2. TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE

Factors to consider: 1) Management of Work; 2) Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top
quality goods and services, 3) engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation, 4)
assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards, 5) outage requests submitted timely, 6)

quality and

225 pts

cooperation of superintendents, 7) home office support, 8) subtier performance, 9) management support.

Management of Work

Management of work for the month of February is getting better, but still has room for improvement.
Project issues and concerns are being addressed in a timelier manner. Cost proposals still need to be
provided for CFPs. 16r1, 19, 21r1 and 28. Some of these have been out since October of 2008.

ERT management needs to coordinate with their sub tiers more frequently. It would help alleviate some
of the confusion between lower tiers. On 2-12-09 Nash Electric asked ERT’s Superintendent which
company was going to install conduit and wiring for the Alerton controllers and sensors, since it isn’t in
Nash Electric’s contract, and ERT wants to begin installing gypsum board on 2-16-09. This came as a
great surprise to the Superintendent. The company hired by YMC to perform this work hadn’t even been
contacted. This is a prime example of ERT’s inability to communicate and coordinate with their sub tiers.

ERT management sent out blow-in insulation without submitting the MSDS to BEA first. A little
forethought by ERT management would have alleviated the stop work that was issued by BEA [ndustrial
Hygiene on 2-25-09. ERT was not prepared to perform sampling during the placement of the insulation,
nor were any of their workers trained to a respirator program. This resulted in a delay to the project, by
having to schedule physicals and respirator fit test on their workers.

Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top quality goods and services.
Adequate.

Engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation.
The RCL design speaks for itself.

Assure corﬁpliance with technical requirements including codes & standards.
ERT tries to design and construct following all codes and standards.

Outage requests submitted timely.
No issues.

Quality and cooperation of superintendents.

ERT’s greatest assest is the current RCL Superintendent. The Superintedent encourages his sub tiers to
complete their work in order to stay on schedule. He is aggressive and has taken ownership of the RCL
project.. He is not easily frustrated and stays the course. On 2-02-09 he culled his crew and laid off
individuals not contributing to the project. On Friday 2-27-09 and Saturday 2-28-09 he worked with his
crew to blow-in the insulataion for the RCL roof system. He makes an honest effort to keep up with ERT's





540.19
10/03/2006
Rev. 01

SUPPLIER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM {PRIVATE }

SUPPLIER RATING FORM ENGINEERED HARDWARE, CONSTRUCTION
AND SERVICE Page 4 of 6
schedule.
Home office support.
Reference Management of Work.
Sub tier performance.
YMC Mechancial:
YMC is struggeling to keep up with ERT’s aggressive schedule. ERT Superintendent had to cancel piping
inspections on 2-16-09 because the RCL basement piping systems were not ready yet.
ldaho Abatement:
On 2-18-09 two (2) Idaho Abatement workers were scheduled to take Rad Il training at the Central
Facilites, but failed to attend. This cost BEA over $700.00 per man, to enroll them in the class.
Nash Electric Inc:
Nash Electric is very safety concious, works well with others, exibits good craftmanship, but refuses to
attend ERT'’s prejob briefings. At least one (1) representative from Nash Electric with the day’s work
details should attend the prejob briefings so that the prime subcontractor and sub tiers are aware of
Nash’s work activites for the day. This has been noted on multipule SPES but no action has been taken
by ERT to remedy the concern.
3-D Fire Protection:
Installation of the RCL basement sprinkler lines has proceeded well. This sub tier has attended prejob
briefings during this performance period. 3-D works well with others and accomadates other crafts with
rerouting sprinkler lines.
Robison Roofing:
Have performed well during this performance period.
Management support.
Reference Home office support.
3. QUALITY ASSURANCE/INSPECTION 200 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as reqU|red by the
Subcontract.; 2) Control of subtiers; 3) Responses to assessment findings, NCR's; 4) SDR's, NDE and testing is
performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirements; 5) Inspection of materials and services
provided by subtiers include both source and receiving inspections; 6) Timely notice of hold points for BEA's
witnessing of the inspection; and 7) Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to
waste resources.

Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.
No issues for the month of February.

Control of subtiers.
See sub tier performance in section #2.

Responses to assessment findings, NCRs.
No issues for the month of February.

SDR'’s, NDE and testing is performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirement.





540.19 SUPPLIER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM {PRIVATE }
10/03/2006 SUPPLIER RATING FORM ENGINEERED HARDWARE, CONSTRUCTION

AND SERVICE Page 5 of 6

No issues.

Inspection of materials and services provided by subtiers include both source and receiving
inspections.
Not applicable.

Timely notice of hold points for BEA's witnessing of the inspection.
ERT’s electrical inspector performed a large inspection for the work Nash Electric had performed in the
RCL basement. No rework was required.

2-17-09 ERT’s mechanical inspector witnessed pneumatic testing of all the piping systems in the RCL
basement. No rework was required.

Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to waste
resources.
No

4. DELIVERY/SCHEDULE 200 pts

For subcontracts in which an automated evaluation can be used, the following method shall be used:

Days Late = . Lead Time Variance (LTV%)
* Period of Performance

* Effective date is used as the start of the period of performance.
* The delivery due date is the ending date of the period of performance.

POSSIBLE
LTV INDEX POINTS SCORE
-.000 1.00 X 200 = 200
.001 -.030 .95 X 200 = 190
.031 -.060 .90 X 200 = 180
.061 - .090 .85 X 200 = 170
.091-.120 .80 X 200 = 160

For subcontracts where a manual evaluation is to be performed, apply the following criteria:
1) Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work,
2) Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled) 3) Schedule of Values 4) Maintain Schedule.

Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work.
SRSs have been submitted timely during this performance period. Detail continues to be sufficient.

Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled).
ERT submitted an updated CPM on 2-23-09 with an agreed upon final turnover end date of 4-30-09. This
was one ERT’s better attempts at providing a substantial schedule.

Schedule of Values.
Adequate.

Maintain Schedule.
Due to the negotiation process and agreements made during construction status meetings the CPM
schedule sent to BEA on 2-23-09 would indicate ERT is on schedule during the month of February.
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5. VENDOR DATA SUBMITTALS 100 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Timeliness of submittal 2) Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data
correqtly sorted.

Timeliness of submittal.
ERT continues to submit contractual vendor data on time.

Vendor data has been continuously submitted during this performance period. However on 2-19-09 BEA
asked ERT to provide O&M manuals and product data on all of the RCL equipment requiring testing, so
that BEA Laboratory users can develop procedures. No evidence of these manuals has been seen during
this performance period.

Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data correctly sorted.
No issues during this performance period.

6. ADMINISTRATION 50 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for
changes and modifications, 2) Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration, 3) Support of suppliers upper
management to assure successful completion of the work, 4) Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for changes
and modifications. :

ERT began following their contract and provided a SOV that matches their updated CPM. Now invoices
are much easier to understand.

Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration.
Submitting cost proposals in a timely manner is difficult for ERT, but they are making some progress.

Support of supplier’s upper management to assure successful completion of the work.
See Home Office Support under Section 2 (Technical Performance).

Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.
Getting better.
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73577 SPES #12 *Rev. 01
Order No. (for the month of March) Response Due Date: Not Required
_ Eagle Rock Timber
Supplier: Inc. 3000 Wright Road Idaho Falls 1D 83401
Name Address City State Zip
PA:  Daniel Neff Requester: Terry Jorgensen
Construction
QE: Evert Mouser Coordinator: Chris Duncan
Item/Service Procured:
As Defined in Contract #073577
{PRIVATE } Points
Rating Category Possible Rating
* 1. Safety 0-225 165
2. Technical Performance 0-225 215
* 3. Quality Assurance/Inspection . 0-200 190
4. Delivery/Schedule 0-200 190
* 5. Vendor Data 0-100 95
6. Administration 0-50 45
Total Possible 1,000 Total 900

* If one or more of these categories do not apply, the points possible for that category or those categories shall be added to the points
possible for Technical Performance.

** If the supplier is rated 80% or less than the points possible, the basis must be provided in the comments section.

Chris Duncan v = =. O ; : *5.07-09
Rater Rater Date
Printed Name Signature
{PRIVATE }Total Points Rating Classification
801-1000 ' 1. Acceptable
0-800 2. Unacceptable

Supplier's with an average score of 900 points or higher will be sent a letter recognizing their excellent performance.
Corrective action program required.
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INSTRUCTIONS

CATEGORY POINTS

1. SAFETY .

If supplier is on site evaluation is o be based on compliance with safety requirements of the subcontract. 225 pis

POSSIBLE POINTS SCORE
25 Attendance at required meetings 15
25 Submittals (Manpower report, Safety Meeting Minutes, Timely.) 25
35 POD's and Weekly Tool Box Meetings conducted 35
30 Daily and Weekly Inspections performed 30
35 General attitude, list any safety violations 20

Attendance at required meetings continues to be very poor for some of ERT’s sub tiers. These sub tiers
do not attend the prejob briefing in the morning. Most notably Nash Electric and Quality Electric. Thisis a
habitual occurrence which ERT allows to continue.

Safety Violations:

#09-0124

On 3-11-09 a CAT |l Safety Violation was written against ERT for allowing three workers to erect
scaffolding without being trained for the task.

On 3-11-09 a CAT Il Safety Violation was written against ERT for allowing welding activities to be
performed without a fire-watch.

On 3-11-09 a CAT Il Violation for allowing a worker to be exposed to high noise without having hearing
conservation training.

On 3-11-09 a CAT lil Safety Violation was written against ERT for allowing work to commence with
electrical cords strewn throughout the area without regard to keeping the aisle ways clear.

On 3-11-09 a CAT Ill Safety Violation was written against ERT when BEA Construction Safety witnessed
a worker grinding steel pipe without hearing protection.

On 3-11-09 a CAT Ill Safety Violation was written against ERT for allowing workers to use scaffolding
without a current inspection tag.

#09127

On 3-18-09 a CAT il Safety Violation was written against ERT when their Supervisor de-energized a
disconnect inside the Analytical Lab which was supplying the RCL basement with lights. Several workers
were caught performing work activities when the basement lost light.

On 3-18-09 a CAT Ill Safety Violation was written against ERT for allowing their work site to be littered
with cigarette butts and construction debris.

On 3-18-09 a CAT IiI Safety Violation was written against ERT for allowing work to take place inside the
RCL without any lights.
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On 3-18-09 a CAT Il Safety Violation was written against ERT when workers were observed using an
extension cord with bad insulation.

On 3-18-09 a CAT lll Safety Violation was written against ERT when workers were observed performing
work on the exterior of the RCL on uneven scaffolding.

35 Housekeeping: 20
40 Adherence to Safety Plan: 20
2. TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE 225 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Management of Work; 2) Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resuiting in top
quality goods and services, 3) engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation, 4)
assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards, 5) outage requests submitted timely, 6)
quality and cooperation of superintendents, 7) home office support, 8) subtier performance, 9) management support.

Management of Work
Management of work for the month of March has improved since the previous performance period. Most
project issues and concerns are being addressed in a timely manner.

Resubmittal of drawings and specification are still a problem and haven't been resolved by ERT. The
project is 13 months into design and construction and still there are old unresolved issues. BEA is careful
not to make comments on submittals that are not required by the contract. The final comments on all
submittals are there because ERT has not followed the RFP specification. To be 13 months into the
project and still have multiple comments on nearly all drawing packages is embarrassing.

* The owner of ERT needs fo interject himself and help his employees manage the project. ERT
management has struggled since the commencement of the project and would benefit from the owner’s
guidance.

Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top quality goods and services.
Adequate.

Engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation.
*The RCL design package is less than stellar. Little to no overlay of engineering disciplines was
performed.

Assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards.
ERT tries to design and construct following all codes and standards. See the Quality Section.

Outage requests submitted timely.
No issues.
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Quality and cooperation of superintendents.
*ERT’s Primary and Alternate Superintendents are good to work with, and seem to be performing to the
best of their abilties.

Home office support.
Reference Management of Work.

Sub tier performance.

YMC Mechangial:

YMC continues to struggle to keep up with ERT’s aggressive schedule, however they are making a
greater effort and man loading the project.

BEA was notified by ERT on 3-31-09 that YMC will not have the RCL fume hoods until 5-01-09 or later.
YMC’s in abliltly to procure the fume hoods in a timely manner is unforgivealbe when the contract was
issued 13 months ago. YMC has caused the project schedule to slip beyond repair.

Idaho Abatement:
*Supported the steam outage attempts and without complaint.

Nash Electric Inc: :
No issues except for their poor attendance at prejob briefings.

3-D Fire Protection:
Have been exceptionally patient with other crafts and performed rerouting of the sprinkler system
mutlipule times without complaint.

Robison Roofing:

Their work is adequate, however they did not procure their standing seam roof panels until the roof was
framed and sheathed. Based on project drawings, a fabricator should be able to provide a roof package
well before the roof is framed. This seriously delayed the completion of the roof.

Management support.
Improving since the previous performance period.

3. QUALITY ASSURANCE/INSPECTION 200 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.; 2) Control of subtiers; 3) Responses to assessment findings, NCR's; 4) SDR's, NDE and testing is
performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirements; 5) Inspection of materials and services
provided by subtiers include both source and receiving inspections; 6) Timely notice of hold points for BEA's
witnessing of the inspection; and 7) Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to
waste resources.

Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.
See Responses to assessment findings and NCRs below.

Control of subtiers.
See sub tier performance in section #2.

Responses to assessment findings, NCRs.
Since ERT’s PM (Paul Jenkins) resigned from ERT, there is no one from ERT who understands their
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Quality Program. ERT’s inspector allowed YMC to test their plastic drain pipe with air. UPC (2003)
prohibits air test on plastic pipe. Once this issue was brought to ERT'’s attention, they should have written
an NCR to capture the issue, but didn’t until persuaded by BEA to follow their QAP.

SDR's, NDE and testing is performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirement.
No issues.

Inspection of materials and services provided by subtiers include both source and receiving
inspections.
Not applicable.

Timely notice of hold points for BEA's witnessing of the inspection.
BEA Quality provides temporary oversight only.

Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to waste

resources.
No issues.

4. DELIVERY/SCHEDULE 200 pts

For subcontracts in which an automated evaluation can be used, the following method shall be used:

Days Late = Lead Time Variance (LTV%)
* Period of Performance

* Effective date is used as the start of the period of performance.
* The delivery due date is the ending date of the period of performance.

POSSIBLE
LTV INDEX POINTS SCORE
-.000 1.00 X 200 = 200
.001 -.030 .95 X 200 = 190
.031-.060 .90 X 200 = 180
.061 - .090 .85 X 200 = 170
091 -.120 .80 X 200 = 160

For subcontracts where a manual evaluation is to be performed, apply the following criteria:
1) Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work,
2) Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled) 3) Schedule of Values 4) Maintain Schedule.

Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work.
SRSs have been submitted timely during this performance period. Detail continues to be sufficient.

Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled).

ERT submitted an updated CPM on 2-23-09 with an agreed upon final turnover end date of 4-30-09. This
was one of ERT’s better attempts at providing a complete schedule. However a few activities needed to
be rearranged on the schedule and took ERT until 4-03-09 to correct the schedule.

Schedule of Values.
Adequate.
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Maintain Schedule.
See Long Range Schedule.

5. VENDOR DATA SUBMITTALS 100 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Timeliness of submittal 2) Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data
correctly sorted.

Timeliness of submittal.
ERT continues to submit contractual vendor data on time.

Vendor data has been continuously submitted during this performance period. However on 2-19-09 BEA
asked ERT to provide O&M manuals and product data on all of the RCL equipment requiring testing, so
that BEA Laboratory users can develop procedures. No evidence of these manuals has been seen during
this performance period.

Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data correctly sorted.
No issues during this performance period.

6. ADMINISTRATION 50 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for
changes and modifications, 2) Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration, 3) Support of suppliers upper
management to assure successful completion of the work, 4) Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for changes
and modifications. _

Invoices are becoming more accurate and less time has to be spent discussing percentage complete on
individual line item activities.

Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration.
No issues.

Support of supplier’s upper management to assure successful completion of the work.
See Home Office Support under Section 2 (Technical Performance).

Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

ERT continues to show improvement and appears to be getting back to the “Partnering” atmosphere the
project experienced at the commencement of this contract.
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73577 SPES #13

Order No. _(for the month of April) Response Due Date: Not Required
Eagle Rock Timber ‘
Supplier: Inc. 3000 Wright Road Idaho Falls D 83401
Name Address City State Zip
PA:  Daniel Neff Requester: Terry Jorgensen
Construction
QE: Evert Mouser Coordinator: Chris Duncan

ltem/Service Procured:

As Defined in Contract #073577

Points
Rating Category Possible Rating
* 1. Safety 0-225 _ 190
2. Technical Performance 0-225 205
* 3. Quality Assurance/Inspection 0-200 180
4. Delivery/Schedule 0-200 185
* 5. Vendor Data 0-100 90
6. Administration 0-50 45
Total Possible 1,000 Total 895

* If one or more of these categories do not apply, the points possible for that category or those categories shall be added to the points
possible for Technical Performance.

** If the supplier is rated 80% or less than the points possible, the basis must be provided in the comments section.

Chris Duncan =t-=. O : 5-02-09
Rater Rater ) Date
Printed Name Signature
Total Points ' Rating Classification
801-1000 1. Acceptable
0-800 2. Unacceptable

Supplier's with an average score of 900 points or higher will be sent é letter recognizing their excellent performance.
Corrective action program required.
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INSTRUCTIONS

CATEGORY POINTS

1. SAFETY

If supplier is on site evaluation is to be based on compliance with safety requirements of the subcontract. 225 pts

POSSIBLE POINTS SCORE
25 Attendance at required meetings 15
25 Submittals (Manpower report, Safety Meeting Minutes, Timely.) 25
35 POD's and Weekly Tool Box Meetings conducted 35
30 Daily and Weekly Inspections performed 30
35 General attitude, list any safety violations 25

Based upon the previous performance period’s safety issues, ERT provided a full time safety
representative to oversee the project’s high risk activities, and helped regain control of the muitiple crafts
working together within a small work area.

ERT has hired three (3) fuil time laborers to do nothing more than housekeeping.

Safety Violations:

#09-0139

On 4-01-09 a CAT il Safety Violation was written against ERT because the RCL main floor haliway
tacked sufficient light.

On 4-01-09 a CAT Ili Safety Violation was written against ERT because they continue to allow poor cord

management on the jobsite. The cluster of cords hinders access into the building and confuses the
workers.

On 4-01-09 a CAT |iI Safety Violation was written against ERT because the main floor openings were not
adequately guarded.

#09-0144

On 4-06-09 a CAT Il Safety Violation was written against ERT because a worker was observed working
from a step ladder facing away from the ladder.

On 4-07-09 a CAT i Safety Violation was written against ERT because a power cord was found in a
walk-way 10” off of the ground, in front of a step ladder.

#09-0149 ‘
On 4-14-09 a CAT ill Safety Violation was written against ERT for allowing their roofing sub tier to

perform work while being exposed to high noise levels, without the sub tier having a hearing conservation
program.

On 4-15-09 a CAT Ill Safety Violation was written against ERT for not using ventilation while gluing pipe
together in the RCL basement, as directed by the product’s MSDS.

On 4-16-09 a CAT Il Safety Violation was written against ERT when BEA observed two (2) YMC Sheet
Metal Supervisors transporting a gas bottle in the back of a pickup truck without the bottle being
supported upright and secured.
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ERT has not been providing BEA with adequate man power reports, as specified in this contract. Some
of ERT's sub tiers are not listed on the man power report. ERT did not report the eye injury which the
YMC pipefitter incurred a couple of weeks ago. The injury has been deemed “Reportable” by DOE,
because the pipefitter's Doctor gave him a prescription type eye salve.

Attendance at required meetings continues to be very poor for some of ERT’s sub tiers. These sub tiers
either do not attend the prejob briefing in the morning or are hit and miss. Nash Electric, Ross Fork
Painting, Robison Roofing. This is a habitual occurrence which ERT allows to continue.

On 4-09-09 BEA was informed by the Analytical Lab Manager (Pam Crane) that YMC Pipefitters had
dropped a section of plywood on the Analytical Lab’s pure water unit. The plywood snapped off a valve at
the bottom of one of the reservoirs and starting releasing water on to the floor in an RBA. YMC safety

immediately took charge of the situation and sat their crew down and discussed situational awareness
when performing work.

Housekeeping: 25

_Adherence to Safety Plan: 30

225 pts

quality goods and services, 3) engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation, 4)
assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards, 5) outage requests submitted timely, 6) .
quality and cooperation of superintendents, 7) home office support, 8) subtier performance, 9) management support.

Management of Work ,

Management of work for the month of April has improved since the previous performance period. Most
project issues and concems are being addressed in a timely manner. Action items are being addressed
and closed out far faster than at any other time during the performance of this contract.

Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top quality goods and services.

The RCL tank storage room concrete walls are very rough and don’t have a good textured finish to them.
A second coat of sand and grout would have been more appropriate and gave the room a finished

appearance, much like other areas in the RCL basement. The storage room walls are somewhat
disappointing.

The electrical conduit installed by Nash Electric could be installed in a more workmanship type manner in
some areas of the RCL. Conduit is not routed down conduit racks in places that if could have been.

Engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation.

The true incompetency of the RCL design package continues to be revealed. The fire sprinkler lines
continue to be rerouted due to HVAC and electrical component interferences. The Mechanical room is
not large enough and bizarre installation of components is being performed. Metal plates have to be
installed beneath heavy items in the Mechanical room to redistribute the weight properly, such as the
primary HEPA bank and the HVAC monitoring stack, because the hollow core floor was not designed to
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hold all of the point loading of these items. Some places in the RCL appear to be more of a remodel, than

a newly constructed building. Many items were all together forgotten, such as several motor starters for
various pumps.

ERT’s engineering firm had not provided any requirements for testing steam and condensate tie-ins.
There are no cleanliness or flushing requirements for most piping systems.

Assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards.
See the Quality Section.

Outage requests submitted timely.
No issues.

Quality and cooperation of superintendents.

ERT's Primary and Alternate Supermtendents are good to work with, and seem to be performing to the
best of their abilties.

Home office support.

ERT home office personnel need to support some of the project's technical issues more aggressively.
The home office personnel continue to struggle with the RCL 2 hour fire rating issue, even after mulitpule
disucssions with BEA Fire Protection Engineers. ERT continues to struggle with designing an effective 2
hour fire rated method in which to tie the RCL to the Analytical Lab roof.

On 4-07-08 ERT owner and his superintendents gathered their major sub tier leads, and developed a real
schedule to completion. This was a postive move and encouraging to see.

Sub tier performance.

YMC Mechancial:

YMC needs to communicate better within their own group. Mechancial Forman and Mechancial Field
Engineer never seem to be on the same page. Mechancial Forman needs to ensure that the Field
Engineer and other crew memebers understand not to deviate from the approved Mechancial Package
(CCR-29 rev. 03) which has gone through an extensive USQ review. Every time YMC wants to change
pipe routing and core hole locations it causes work delays, because ERT has to modify CCR-29, and
then INL Nuclear Safety has to perform a USQ review against the revised package. ERT Field Engineer
has marked up the Analystical Lab walls in numerous places with black marker, where he wants to
deviate from the approved USQ pacakge. This was a waste of time and effort on YMC'’s part.

For the sake of time, BEA wrote a revision to CCR-29 to reroute the condensate pipe in the AL basement
for YMC. BEA was led to believe that it was impossible for YMC to obtain the proper slope of the
condensate line from the RCL to the condensate pump, located in the Analytical Lab basement. After
further questioning about the condensate line by BEA, YMC determined that the change was not

necessary and that this modification was more of a wish by their Field Engineer. Again this wasted YMC
and BEA’s time.

YMC asked BEA to provide Analytical Lab facility escorts and radcon support for a 10 hour day, so that
YMC could get the most out of working in the AL basement. BEA concurred and made special
arrangements for BEA support personnel to work overtime, since BEA’s working hours are 8 hours a day.
On 4-06-09 the Analytical Lab Facilty Manager (Pam Crane) and AL FAS (Scott Wilde) contacted BEA
project personnel regarding YMC’s work hours. They stated that YMC'’s crew is coming out of the AL
basement at approximatiey 4:45 p.m. and wasting BEA support personnel’s time, and project funding.

Page 4 of 7
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Idaho Abatement: :
IA has been very patient and supportive of the steam outages. The outages continue to be postponed
due to ambient air temperatures dropping below 32 F.
Nash Electric Inc:
On 4-14-09 all subcontractor Lockout/Tagout work at the INL was suspended due to NFPA 70E
violations. Nash Electric was unable to work in the RCL main power panel because they had been
working under a Lockout/Tagout. Nash Electric did a good job in finding other work in the RCL in order to
keep the project moving from an electircal standpoint.
3-D Fire Protection:
Continue to be exceptionally patient with other crafts and performed rerouting of the sprinkler system
mutlipule times without complaint.
Robison Roofing:
The RCL roof appears to be installed adequately and is being constructed in a workmanship type
manner. On 4-30-09 one of the roofers had to be reminded to wear gloves while cutting metal with tin
snips. The roofer complained but not after dispersing several derogatory comments. The same worker
was asked to use handrail while assending a staircase with meta! trim in one hand. The roofer ignored
the request of the MFC Nuclear Operations Manager which caused a lot of unnecessary negative
attention. Robison Roofing Foreman and ERT Supervision politely asked the roofer not to come back to
the jobsite.
ThyssennKrupp: '
The elevator installers performed well during the elevator installation. It was very obvious that this
company brought with them a strong safety culture and technical knowledge. BEA had no issues with
ThyssennKrupp.
Management support.
Improving since the previous performance period.

3. QUALITY ASSURANCE/INSPECTION 200 pts

_ Factors to consider: 1) Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.; 2) Control of subtiers; 3) Responses to assessment findings, NCR's; 4) SDR's, NDE and testing is
performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirements; 5) Inspection of materials and services
provided by subtiers include both source and receiving inspections; 6) Timely notice of hold points for BEA's

witnessing of the inspection; and 7) Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to
waste resources. ‘

Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.

ERT installed RCL Door #19 wrong. The door frame was installed to aliow the door slab to open into the
north stairwell. This is wrong, and a code violation. Again ERT has to be reminded that once an item is
installed and is not in the process of being installed anymore, and if it has to be modified due to a code or
standard violation, it is a non conforming item.

Control of subtiers.

On 4-08-09 A-core showed up on the project and began saw cutting the RCL basement floor, where one
of YMC’s sink drains and water supply systems had been installed in the wrong place. ERT still struggles
with “when” an NCR needs to be issued, and that work should not commence until engineering has been
informed and given an adequate solution to the non conformance. ERT needs to have their Specialty
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Inspector on the jobsite at least one day a week to perform random surveillances.

Responses to assessment findings, NCRs.
Poor, see above.

SDR's, NDE and testing is performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirement.
No issues.

Inspection of materials and services provided by subtiers include both source and receiving
inspections.

Not applicable.

Timely notice of hold points for BEA's witnessing of the inspection.
BEA Quality provides temporary oversight only.

Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to waste
resources.

No issues.

4. DELIVERY/SCHEDULE

200 pts
For subcontracts in which an automated evaluation can be used, the following method shall be used:

Days Late = Lead Time Variance (LTV%)
* Period of Performance

* Effective date is used as the start of the period of performance.
* The delivery due date is the ending date of the period of performance.

POSSIBLE
LTV INDEX POINTS . SCORE
-.000 1.00 X 200 = 200
.001 -.030 .95 X 200 = 190
.031 - .060 .80 X 200 = 180
.061 - .090 .85 X 200 = i70
091 - .120 .80 X 200 = 160

For subcontracts where a manual evaluation is to be performed, apply the following criteria:
1) Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work,
2) Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled) 3) Schedule of Values 4) Maintain Schedule.

Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work.

ERT Superintendent struggled creating an adequate short range schedule due to YMC’s refusal to
provide ERT with data regarding when the continuous air monitoring stack will arrive and be installed,
and providing ERT with a time frame for when YMC's activities will be complete in the RCL mechanical
room. Other items not directly related to the mechanical room were provided in sufficient detail in ERT’s
short range schedule for the month of April.

Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled).
ERT seems to fully understand now that they must provide an updated CPM schedule with every invoice.

ERT is beginning to fall behind on several activities and will not make their contractual end date of 5-11-
09.





%%:1;2006 SUPPLIER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM SUPPLIER RATING

Rev. o1 FORM ENGINEERED HARDWARE, CONSTRUCTION AND SERVICE Page 7 0f 7
Schedule of Values.
Adequate.
Maintain Schedule.
See Long Range Schedule.
5. VENDOR DATA SUBMITTALS 100 pts
Factors to consider: 1) Timeliness of submittal 2) Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data
correctly sorted.
Timeliness of submittal.
ERT continues to submit contractual vendor data on time.
Vendor data has been continuously submitted during this performance period. However ERT still
struggles with resubmitting vendor data that does not meet the RFP specification 945. There are still
multiple unresolved comments on most of the drawing packages and ERT’s specification, and the project
is deemed 86 percent complete.
Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data correctly sorted.
No issues during this performance period.
6. ADMINISTRATION 50 pts

ctors to consider: 1) Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for
.anges and modifications, 2) Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration, 3) Support of suppliers upper
management o assure successful completion of the work, 4) Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for changes
and modifications. ,
Invoices are becoming more accurate and less time has to be spent discussing percentage complete on

individual fine item activities. Cost proposals have been provided in a timely manner during this
performance period.

Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration.
No issues. A good attempt at closing out CFPs was made during this performance period.

Support of supplier’s upper management to assure successful completion of the work.
See Home Office Support under Section 2 (Technical Performance).

Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

ERT continues to show improvement and appears to be getting back to the “Partnering” atmosphere the
project experienced at the commencement of this contract.
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73577 SPES #14

Order No. (for the month of May) Response Due Date: Not Required
Eagle Rock Timber
Supplier: Inc. 3000 Wright Road Idaho Falls ID 83401
Name Address City ) State Zip
PA:  Daniel Neff Requester: Terry Jorgensen
Construction
QE: Evert Mouser Coordinator: Chris Duncan

ltem/Service Procured:

As Defined in Contract #073577

{PRIVATE } Points
Rating Category Possible Rating
* 1. Safety 0-225 215
2. Technical Performance 0-225 180
*3. duality Assurance/Inspection 0-200 155
4. Delivery/Schedule 0-200 150
* 5. Vendor Data 0-100 90
6. Administration 0-50 25
Total Possible 1,000 Total 815

* If one or more of these categories do not apply, the points possible for that category or those categories shall be added to the points
possible for Technical Performance.

** If the supplier is rated 80% or less than the points possible, the basis must be provided in the comments section.

Chris Duncan = =. O - : 6-18-09
Rater Rater Date
Printed Name Signature
{PRIVATE }Total Points Rating Classification
801-1000 1. Acceptable
0-800 2. Unacceptable

Supplier's with an average score of 900 points or higher will be sent a letter recognizing their excellent performance.
Corrective action program required.
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CATEGORY : POINTS
1. SAFETY
If supplier is on site evaluation is to be based on compliance with safety requirements of the subcontract. 225 pts
POSSIBLE POINTS SCORE
' 25 Attendance at required meetings 25
25 Submittals (Manpower report, Safety Meeting Minutes, Timely.) 25
35 POD's and Weekly Tool Box Meetings conducted 35
30 Daily and Weekly Inspections performed 30
35 General attitude, list any safety violations ) 30

ERT’s safety cuiture has improved. Workers have been wearing their required PPE while in the
construction area. This can be attributed to ERT and their subtiers, notably YMC for instilling the
importance of safety to their workers.

Safety Violations:
#09-0164

On 5-04-09 a CAT Ill Safety Violation was written against ERT because fire extinguishers lacked proof of
monthly inspection.

#09-0165

On 5-14-09 a CAT Iil Safety Violation was written against ERT for poor housekeeping inside and outside
of the RCL.

On 5-14-09 a CAT Il Safety Violation was written against ERT for allowing their painting subtier to
perform work without adequate ventilation to remove paint vapors from inside the RCL.

35 Housekeeping: 30

40 Adherence to Safety Plan: 35
2. TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE 225 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Management of Work; 2) Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top
quality goods and services, 3) engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation, 4)
assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards, 5) outage requests submitted timely, 6)
quality and cooperation of superintendents, 7) home office support, 8) subtier performance, 9) management support.
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Management of Work
The RCL/AL roof snow load issue is aggravating to BEA. ERT management has been aware of this
potential problem since early July 2008, and still has done very little in resolving the issue.

ERT management has to push their engineering group harder. Several drawing packages have had
comments associated with them for months, and many of the systems are near completion. Some of
these comments are ignored while systems continue to be installed. It is unprofessional and
embarrassing to allow comments from ERT’s customer to be ignored and take months for resolution. This
is not being very responsive to the customer.

Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top quality goods and services.

Some of the RCL sidewalks were not finished very well. In stead of being flat some have uneven
surfaces that roll.

The Radiochemistry lab where YMC cut out and repaired an island sink supply was painted over with
epoxy paint before the cut out section was properly prepared. The cut out is lower than the rest of the
floor in the lab, and is very visible.

Engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation.

On 5-06-09 BEA brought to ERT’s attention that the RFP Programming Sheets called out for HVAC and
electrical provisions for the ICPMS (Inductively Coupled Plasma Mass Spectrometer). ES2 stated that
they accounted for the CFM in the RCL design for the ICPMS, however forgot to add it to the Mechanical
and Electrical Drawings. At this time the HVAC ductwork was virtually complete. YMC protested since
this system requires stainless duct routed through the HEPA system and another Phoenix valve to
control it. This oversight by ES2 continues to delay the completion of this project.

On 5-06-09 ES2 Lead Engineer performed a walk-down of the RCL with ERT management. Several
issues were discussed and the engineer took actions down to resolve them. It was refreshing to see the
Lead Engineer on the jobsite since so many issues were unresolved with ES2’s design.

Muitiple CCRs have been issued to ERT from their engineering group due to the lack of detail in their
design. ES2 obviously did not study the RFP specification thorough enough when designing the RCL.
Simple things like the emergency truck pump shut off system was forgotten.

ES2 was given electrical limitations for the RCL prior to bid. The entire RCL electrical configuration and
loads were to be designed to a 250 amp load limit. Because ES2 had to continually add motor starters,
lights, receptacles etc. through out the RCL, the snow melt system power supply cannot be derived from
the RCL. Again a result of poor design configuration management.

Assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards.

On 5-06-09 the Owner of Misko Inspection agency wrote a NCR for all welding performed on the RCL
project. Misko believes that YMC is not following ERT's Quality Assurance Program. In Misko’s view,
YMC was not providing Misko with adequate information and became non responsive to Misko’s needs.

Outage requests submitted timely.
No issues.

Quality and cooperation of superintendents.
Superintendents need to be more active in their subtiers plans and shedule activities. On 5-18-09 YMC
scheduled a vendor to open and set all of the Phoenix valves, however Nash Electrical wasn’t ready to
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bring power to the valves yet. The Phenix valves are assembled in the closed position and require a
vendor to use software at the thermostat to open them. YMC was forced to send their vendor away for
the day. YMC had scheduled the startup of the exhaust fan and AC units for 5-19-09, with ATS coming in
behind them Wednesday to program the VAV supply air units. The lack of coordination between Nash
Electrical and YMC cost further delays in the completion of the project.

YMC Superintendents continue to try and manage the project to the best of their abilities. They are easy
to work with and take suggestions by other seriously. They are learning but still lack experience.

Home office support.
ERT home office personnel have played a larger role in the project during the month of May. It has not
been determined if it has been effective yet.

Sub tier performance.

YMC Mechancial:

YMC needs to receive engineering direction before they begin installation of system configurations and
locations, such as mounting the hot water recirculation system on top of an airhanlder. Or supporting the
HDPE suspect waste sump with unistrut and plywood, without it being engineered.

YMC’s work in the Analtical side of MFC-752 is exteremly slow. It is realized that working in a RBA has
its challenges, however it has been noted by “others” that there continues to be a lack of adequate
supervison by YMC when working in the AL. There doesn’'t seem to be a sense of urgency with the work
activities being completed on the AL side. A suggestion would be to place a full time Supervisor with the
pipefitter crew to direct work, control work activities, or the lack thereof.

ldaho Abatement:
No issues for this performance period.

ATS inland NW:
ATS has been very cooperative and helpful in explaining to the customer the RCL. LM and BM systems.

Quality Electric:
No issues for this performance period.

Nash Electric Inc:
No issues for this performance period.

Fire Protecton Services:
It was noted by the customer that FPS provided very good NOTIFER Fire Alarm System training during
this performance period.

Connective Computer Cabling:

On 5-26-09 BEA met with CCC a Subtier of Nash Electrical to discuss the network switch and UPS that
had not been installed in the RCL communciations room yet. CCC had no intentions of providing these
devices and intentionally left them out of their bid to Nash Electrical even though the RFP and ERT’s
specification stated that they would be provided. CCC stated that they would honor the specification and
would write a CFP asking clarfication on specifics for the RCL, such as how many CPUs would be used
etc. However this CFP was never sent to BEA leaving BEA in the dark for several weeks. CCC didn't ask
anymore questions nor did they provide any equipement. This delayed the testing of the RCL BMS.

Page 4 of 8
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3-D Fire Protection:
No issues for this performance period.

Ross Fork Painting:
No issues for this performance period.

Idaho Interiors:
No issues for this performance period.

Management support.
See management of work.

3. QUALITY ASSURANCE/INSPECTION 200 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.; 2) Control of subtiers; 3) Responses to assessment findings, NCR's; 4) SDR'’s, NDE and testing is
performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirements; 5) Inspection of materials and services
provided by subtiers include both source and receiving inspections; 6) Timely notice of hold points for BEA's
witnessing of the inspection; and 7) Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to
waste resources.

Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.

On 5-06-09 the Owner of Misko Inspection agency wrote a NCR for all welding performed on the RCL
project. Misko believes that YMC is not following ERT's Quality Assurance Program. In Misko’s view,
YMC was not providing Misko with adequate information and became non responsive to Misko’s requests
for information.

ERT PM canceled the steam & condensate outage which YMC had scheduled for 5-19-09 and 5-20-09.
ERT and Misko continue to have problems with YMC’s management providing all the required
documentation in support of NCR #7. Also, ES2 still hadn’t provided the appropriate acceptance criteria
for the steam and condensate tie-in testing. These issues are delaying the completion of this project.

Control of subtiers.

YMC has been installing steam and condensate pipe in the AL for a very long time. YMC began dropping
the new steam pipe, valve, etc down from overhead, to a location in front of an existing 480V air
compressor. BEA had to explain to YMC NEC code requirements regarding access to equipment and
required distances driven by code. YMC had to reconfigure their steam pipe in order to stay clear of the
AL air compressor. As stated in last months SPES, ERT needs to have their Specialty Inspector on the
jobsite at least one day a week to perform random surveillances. Because of the lack of QA oversight by
ERT’s Quality group, mistakes continue to happen because ERTs subtiers to not possess the knowledge
or background to understand code requirements of all disciples, nor should they be required to. By not
having adequate QA oversight, ERT has cost themselves, their subtiers, and BEA time and money on
this project.

Responses to assessment findings, NCRs.

ERT still lacks the will to add obvious problems to their deficiency list without being prodded by BEA. The
spaulding concrete in the RCL Gas Storage Room has been evident for months, but ERT chooses not to
formally address the issue until persuaded.
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SDR's, NDE and testing is performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirement.
No issues.

Inspection of materials and services provided by subtiers include both source and receiving
inspections.
Not applicable.

Timely notice of hold points for BEA's witnessing of the inspection.
BEA Quality provides temporary oversight only.

Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to waste

resources.
No issues.
4. DELIVERY/SCHEDULE 200 pts

For subcontracts in which an automated evaluation can be used, the following method shall be used:

Days Late = Lead Time Variance (LTV%)
* Period of Performance

* Effective date is used as the start of the period of performance.
* The delivery due date is the ending date of the period of performance.

POSSIBLE
LTV INDEX POINTS SCORE
-.000 1.00 X 200 = 200
.001 - .030 95 X 200 = 190
.031-.060 .90 X 200 = 180
.061 -.090 85 X 200 = 170
.091-.120 80 X 200 = 160

For subcontracts where a manual evaluation is to be performed, apply the following criteria:
1) Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work,
2) Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled) 3) Schedule of Values 4) Maintain Schedule.

Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work.
ERT struggles with providing real system testing dates.

ERT constructed the RCL system testing schedule and placed dates on it without having procedures
written, or with having comments on previously submitted procedures addressed and answered. ERT
seems to be inexperienced with how systems should be tested and what documentation would normally
be required, such as test procedures, start-up procedures etc.

Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled).

On 5-11-09 BEA Subcontract Administrator sent ERT Home Office a Letter Of Concern because ERT is
not complete with the RCL project and 5-11-09 was the contractual end date. SA gave ERT until 5-14-09
to provide a written response to BEA on how ERT is going to make necessary correction and bring the
schedule into compliance.

Schedule of Values.
Adequate.
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Maintain Schedule.
See Long Range Schedule.
5. VENDOR DATA SUBMITTALS 100 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Timeliness of submittal 2) Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data
correctly sorted.

Timeliness of submittal.
ERT continues to submit contractual vendor data on time.

Vendor data has been continuously submitted during this performance period. However ERT still
struggles with resubmitting vendor data that does not meet the RFP specification 945. There are still
multiple unresolved comments on most of the drawing packages and ERT'’s specification, and the project
is deemed 96 percent complete by ERT.

Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data correctly sorted.

ERT has room for improvement in this area. More attention to detail would be appreciated when
submitting vendor data. Some vendor data reports have been submitted as revision zero when in
actuality they are a higher revision. This can cause confusion as each initial submittal is give a new
vendor data number. Trying to cross reference submittals with different VDR numbers is time consuming
and aggravating.

6. ADMINISTRATION 25 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for
changes and modifications, 2) Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration, 3) Support of suppliers upper
management to assure successful completion of the work, 4) Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for changes
and modifications.

Progress in accordance with the contractual completion date was not accomplished by ERT for May.
ERT did not follow and maintain their own CPM schedule. May’s invoice was submitted on time. A
couple of mistakes between the invoice and the SOV were noted and delayed processing of the invoice.
ERT turnaround for price and affect on schedule are consistently slower than what is required by the
contract of three working days for CFP/Cs. When BEA construction meetings are held specific items are
identified that need to be timely accomplished. In the next subsequent BEA construction meeting only a
few of the items are resolved. Greater attention to resolve issues timely is expected.

Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration.

ERT can not maintain their own CPM schedule even though it is extended by revision. BEA was
promised by ERT that the CPM April 30, 2009 completion would be maintained at all cost. Now it does
not seem practical to maintain ERT revision extensions of the CPM.

Support of supplier’s upper management to assure successful completion of the work.

See Home Office Support under Section 2 (Technical Performance). ERT seems not to be able to
manage their lower-tier subcontractors to ensure compliance with the ERT CPM. This lack of support
from the ERT team for a design build is negative for future work at the INL.

Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.
Improving but still is below what is seen of most other construction subcontractors.
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73577 SPES #15
Order No. _(for the month of June 2009) Response Due Date: Not Required
Eagle Rock Timber
Supplier: Inc. 3000 Wright Road Idaho Falls ID 83401
Name Address ~City State Zip

PA:  Daniel Neff

QE: Evert Mouser

Requester: Terry Jorgensen

Construction .
Coordinator; Chris Duncan

ltem/Service Procured:

As Defined in Contract #073577

{PRIVATE }
Rating Category

* 1. Safety
2. Technical Performance
* 3. Quality Assurance/Inspection
" 4. Delivery/Schedule
* 5. Vendor Data
6. Administration

Total Possible

* If one or more of these categories do not apply,

possible for Technical Performance.

** If the supplier is rated 80% or less than the points possible, the basis must be provided in the comments section.

Points
Possible Rating
0-225 215
0-225 | 180
0-200 165
0-200 140
0-100 95
0-50 40
1,000 Total 835

the points possible for that category or those categories shall be added to the points

Chris Duncan = =. O 7-07-09
Rater Rater Date
Printed Name Signature

{PRIVATE }Total Points

801-1000
0-800

Supplier's with an average score of 900 points or higher will be sent a letter recognizing their excellent performance.

Corrective action program required.

Rating_Classification
1. Acceptable
2. Unacceptable
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INSTRUCTIONS

CATEGORY POINTS

1. SAFETY

If supplier is on site evaluation is to be based on compliance with safety requirements of the subcontract. 225 pts

POSSIBLE POINTS SCORE
25 Attendance at required meetings 25
25 Submittals (Manpower report, Safety Meeting Minutes, Timely.) 25
35 POD's and Weekly Tool Box Meetings conducted 30
30 Daily and Weekly Inspections performed 30
35 General attitude, list any safety violations 30

ERT's safety culture continues to improve. ERT has managed their Lockout/T agout Program well, which
has stood up to DOE surveillances.

Safety Violations: .

On 6-01-09 scaffolding fell over on top of an air conditioning unit on the west side of the RCL. This
scaffolding had been erected for over a week without being used. Scaffolding needs to be secured or
taken down when not in use for extended periods of time.

On 6-01-09 and again on 6-02-09 Cannon Carpet vinyl tile installer was observed working in the RCL and
.not adhering to his JSA.

35 Housekeeping: 35
40 Adherence to Safety Plan: 40
2. TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE 225 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Management of Work; 2) Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top
quality goods and services, 3) engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation, 4)
assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards, 5) outage requests submitted timely, 6)
quality and cooperation of superintendents, 7) home office support, 8) subtier performance, 9) management support.

Management of Work

As stated in the previous SPES, ERT management has to push their engineering group harder. The
Plumbing, Mechanical, Electrical, Fire Alarm System, and Exhaust Stack drawing packages continue to
have comments associated with them, which has remained stagnated for months now.

The closing out of action items is once again beginning to slow down. Many items are over a month

behind as noted during the RCL Construction Status Meeting held on 6-03-09. Crucial items such as
Action Item #169 getting ERT’s engineering group to provide acceptance criteria for the steam tie in

locations. Action Item #170 developing a welding acceptance report for Misko etc.
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Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top quality goods and services.

As noted in the previous SPES some of the RCL sidewalks were not finished very well. The sand finish
walis in the south stairwell are rough and could possibly pose a hazard due to their rough texture. The
south stairwell has a few to many corners, some which are not shaped into a 90 degree angle as they
should be. The building as a whole appears to be adequate. '

Engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation.

On 6-11-09 ERT’s Mechanical Inspector witnessed YMC perform two (2) hydrostatic tests. The sections
of pipe were tested at 150% of operating pressure, however they should have been tested at 150% of
design pressure. Because the design package lacked this basic information ERT and YMC were
confused as to the required test pressures. The pipe sections had to be retested at the correct pressures,
resulting in loss of schedule and cost.

On 6-16-09 the Project was informed by the Analytical Lab System Engineer that YMC was installing
their condensate pump in an area that would cause NEC violations. The pump was to close to an existing
UPS. Had ERT'’s engineering group actually walked the project down and specified to YMC where a
suitable location for the pump would have been, it would have alleviated unnecessary problems and
rework.

ERT'’s engineering group failed to include details on their Mechanical drawings depicting the instalfation
of the Mass Spectrometer ventilation system. This forgotten detail cost the project time and money by
delaying the completion of the HVAC.

ERT's engineering group designed a pot feeder into the closed loop recirculation system but didn’t
provide any details regarding the chemicals to be used.

Assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards.
Misko, ERT’s Mechanical and Electrical inspectors are assuring compliance.

Outage requests submitted timely.
No issues.

Quality and cooperation of superintendents.
The Superintendent is very cooperative, and continually shows marked improvement. He is gaining
experience from working at the INL and is an asset to ERT.

Home office support.
ERT Project Manager has worked well with the Construction Field Rep. to identify required system
testing and scheduling of those activities.

ERT Owner has taken the initiative to begin developing a project timeline. Although late in the project, it
is encouraging to see the owner of the company becoming more involved. This shows a willingness to
work out issues with INL project personnel and bring closure to this project. ’

Sub tier performance.

YMC Mechancial:

On 6-11-09 the CFR was informed by the Analytical Lab Radcon Supervisor that the AL FAS and YMC
Foreman made a deal that YMC could temporarily remove an existing pipe to help YMC weld a section of
the new steam pipe easier. Once the pipe was partially removed it was found to be contaminated.
Radiation levels were 5000 dpm. ERT Management nor BEA Project personnel knew a thing about the
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temporary removal of the pipe. This was an arrangement YMC Mechanical Foreman had made with the
Analytical Lab FAS. Radcon had to write an RWP to continue with the pipe relocation. This delayed
YMC'’s work in that area until Radcon was able to remove the pipe. YMC has to learn who their Prime
Contractor is, follow protocol, and work through them accordingly.

On a positive note, during construction activities in the AL basement one of YMC's Pipefitters pointed out
a small area of loose material on an existing pipe. A Radcon Tech checked the material and it was found
to be radioactively contaminated. This is a perfect example of good situational awareness. If the Pipefitter
or anyone else had leaned on the pipe, it could have been disastrous. The Pipefitter deserves kudos for
paying attention while he was working and recognizing a potential problem.

YMC's work in the Analtical side of MFC-752 continues to be exteremly slow. It is realized that working in
a RBA has its challenges, however it has been noted by “others” that there continues to be a lack of
adequate supervison by YMC when working in the AL. There still doesn’t seem to be a sense of urgency
with the work activities being completed on the AL side. In the prevous SPES it was suggested that
ERT/YMC place a full time Supervisor with the pipefitter crew to direct work and control work activities.
However this suggestion was ignored.

After Nash Electric demoblized from the project, they were not readily available to perform zero energy
verifications for YMC personnel anymore. Thinking ahead, YMC arranged to have LEA Electric train to
ERT’s Lockout/Tagout Program, and to take INL NFPA 70E training. This arrangement worked well and
kept the project moving. '

ATS Inland NW:
ATS has been very cooperative and helpful in explaining to the customer the RCL LM and BM systems.

Building Systems Technology:
No issues.

Quality Electric:

No issues.

Nash Electric inc:
The Subcontacotor is comended for doing a very good job in controlling the electrical Lockout/T agouis
per ERT’s Lockout/Tagout Program.

Fire Protecton Services:
It was noted by the customer that FPS provided very good NOTIFER Fire Alarm System training during
this performance period. '

3-D Fire Protection:
No issues.

ThyssennKrupp:
No issues.

Ross Fork Painting:

No issues.

Idaho Interiors:
No issues.
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Cannon Carpet:

The tile installer displayed a poor attitude during his brief stay at the RCL. This person could use more
safety training. The installer was extremely slow due to his inability or unwillingness to stay focused on
his tasks. ERT had problems with getting the installer to complete his job in a timely manner. The installer
left the job site with his work unfinished on Tuesday 6-09-09 and did not return until 6-17-09.

Management support.
See management of work.

3. QUALITY ASSURANCE/INSPECTION 200 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.; 2) Control of subtiers; 3) Responses to assessment findings, NCR's; 4) SDR's, NDE and testing is
performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirements; 5) Inspection of materials and services
provided by subtiers include both source and receiving inspections: 6) Timely notice of hold points for BEA's
witnessing of the inspection; and 7) Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to
waste resources.

Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.

ERT displayed a great amount of control when dealing with BEA Quality Engineer who had a differing
opinion regarding NCR-#7 (Welding). ERT handled the situation very professionally.

Control of subtiers.

YMC needs to plan better prior to arranging utility testing with ERT’s Mechanical Inspector. On 6-09-09
YMC didn’t have a calibrated test gauge to use for hydro testing pipe. A little bit of for thought would have
prevented delaying the testing.

Responses to assessment findings, NCRs.
ERT has worked much harder to resolve and closeout deficiencies and NCRs.

SDR's, NDE and testing is performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirement.
No issues.

Inspection of materials and services provided by subtiers include both source and receiving
inspections.
Not applicable.

Timely notice of hold points for BEA's witnessing of the inspection.
BEA Quality provides temporary oversight only.

Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to waste
resources.
No issues.
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4. DELIVERY/SCHEDULE | 200 pts

For subcontracts in which an automated evaluation can be used, the following method shall be used:

Days Late = Lead Time Variance (LTV%)
* Period of Performance

* Effective date is used as the start of the period of performance.
* The delivery due date is the ending date of the period of performance.

POSSIBLE
LTV INDEX POINTS SCORE
-.000 1.00 X 200 = 200
.001 - .030 .95 X 200 = 190
.031 -.060 .90 X 200 = 180
.061 -.090 .85 X 200 = 170
.091-.120 .80 X 200 = 160

For subcontracts where a manual evaluation is to be performed, apply the following criteria:
1) Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work,
2) Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled) 3) Schedule of Values 4) Maintain Schedule.

Short range schedules submitted timély and accurately reflects the actual work.
The scheduled are timely.

ERT constructed the RCL system testing schedule and placed dates on it without having procedures
written, or without having comments on previously submitted procedures addressed and answered. ERT
seems to be inexperienced with how systems should be tested and what documentation would normally
be required, such as test procedures, start-up procedures efc. regardless if the project is a design build
or not.

Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled).

ERT's CPM for the month of June shows an end date of 6-23-09. This date was established by ERT
themselves. ERT chooses an end date but does not do everything possible to ensure this date is met by
all parties. On 6-23-09 BEA Subcontract Administrator issued ERT a Letter Of Concern regarding their in
ability to complete the RCL project.

Schedule of Values.
Adequate.

Maintain Schedule.
See Long Range Schedule.

5. VENDOR DATA SUBMITTALS 100 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Timeliness of submittal 2) Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data
correctly sorted.

Timeliness of submittal.
ERT continues to submit contractual vendor data on time.

Vendor data has been continuously submitted during this performance period. However ERT still
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struggles with resubmitting vendor data that does not meet the RFP SPC-945. There are still multiple
unresolved comments on most of the drawing packages and ERT’s specification, and the project is
deemed 96 + percent complete by ERT.

Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data correctly sorted.
No major issues during this performance period.

6. ADMINISTRATION 50 pts
Factors to consider: 1) Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for

changes and modifications, 2) Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration, 3) Support of suppliers upper

management to assure successful completion of the work, 4) Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for changes
and modifications.

Cost Proposals are not submitted promptly. On 6-03-09 BEA Subcontract Administrator send ERT
another email reminding them that specific information for CFP/C 25 had not been provided to BEA as
requested months ago. Also CFP/C ERT-14 and associated cost proposal were provided to BEA for
Heat and Cover Reimbursement. BEA was informed during a construction status meeting that a ,
corrected lower price would be provided for this CFP/C. However, no corrected price has been received
by BEA.

ERT continues to submit CFP/Cs for cost and schedule reimbursement. Many CPF/Cs contain a specific
number of days identified by ERT for extension, but no backup or explanation of how they arrived at this
number is given. ERT’s CPM schedule doesn’t show how these CFPs affected critical path, which they
must in order to be valid. ERT’s inability to manipulate and understand CPM schedules has been
detrimental in processing these CFP/Cs and closing them out.

Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration.
No issues.

Support of supplier's upper management to assure successful completion of the work.
See Home Office Support under Section 2 (Technical Performance).

Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

Although BEA feels ERT falls short in some areas, it is obvious that ERT is committed to completing the
RCL Project. ERT continues to show improvement and appears to be getting back to the “Partnering”
atmosphere the project experienced at the commencement of this contract.
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Order No. 73577 SPES #1 (4-15-08) - Response Due Date: Not requried
Supplier: Eagie Rock Timber Inc. 3000 Wright Road Idaho Falls ID 83401
Name Address City State Zip

PA:  Daniel Neff

QE: Evert Mouser

ltem/Service Procured:;

As defined in contract 073577.

Requester: Robert Waters

Construction .
Coordinator: Chris Duncan

{PRIVATE }
Rating Category

: 1. Safety
2. Technical Performance

* 3. Quality Assurance/Inspection
4. Delivery/Schedule

* 5. Vendor Data
6. Administration

Total Possible

Points
Possible Rating

0-225 225
0-225 215
0-200 190
0-200 190
0-100 100
0-50 40
1,000 Total 960

* If.one or more of these categories do not apply, the points possible for that category or those categories shall be added to the points

possible for Technical Performance.

** If the supplier is rated 80% or less than the points possible, the basis must be provided in the comments section.

Chris Duncan

Rater
Printed Name

{PRIVATE }Total Points
801-1000
0-800

Rater Date

Signature

Rating Classification
1. Acceptable

2. Unacceptable

Supplier's with an average score of 900 points or higher will be sent a letter recognizing their excellent performance.

Corrective action program required.
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INSTRUCTIONS

CATEGORY ‘ ~POINTS

1. SAFETY v

If supplier is on site evaluation is to be based on compliance with safety requirements of the subcontract. 225 pts

POSSIBLE POINTS SCORE
25 Attendance at required meetings 25
25 Submittals ( Manpower report, S_afety Meeting Minutes, Timely.) 25

-~ 35 POD's and Weekly Tool Box Meetings conducted 30
30 Daily and Weekly Inspections performed . 30
35 General attitude, list any safety violations 30

In this early stage of the project, ERT has exhibited a strong safety culture, and has elected to
intermittently utilize their Construction Safety Officer as additional over site during the design and
construction phases of the project. ERT’s overall attitude toward safety is good as they have shown a
willingness to provide a safe work environment for their employees.

ERT has been proactive in helping their lower tier subcontractors with developing JSAs and explaining
what is expected of them on a DOE facility.

ERT submitted their mobilization, excavation and concrete JSA on 3-3-08, well before the start of

construction work. The JSA was reviewed by BEA CM as well as ES&H organizations and returned to
ERT twice, with minor comments.

35 Housekeeping: 35

Activities have been minimal, with good housekeeping displayed.

40 Adherence to Safety Plan: ' 40

ERT has performed work under the desgin effort and within the limitations of their approved JSA.

2. TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE ' 225 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Management of Work; 2) Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top
quality goods and services , 3) engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation, 4)
assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards, 5) outage requests submitted timely, 6)
quality and cooperation of superintendents, 7) home office support, 8) subtier performance, 9) management support.

Management of Work
The RCL design build effort has been challenging for ERT.

Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top quality goods and services.
Minimal physical work as been performed. No issues:

Engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation.
ERT is pursuing the RCL design, and has submitted a floor plan draft to BEA. No issues.

Assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards.
Unknown at this time. RCL specification and design has not been submitted to BEA to date.

Outage requests submitted timely.
Not applicable at this time.
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Quality and cooperation of superintendents.

ERT Superintendent has been proactive in supporting BEA with subsurface investigations and has done
a good job in supervising during the limited amount of physical work activities. However, ERT
superintendent needs to submit daily reports when performing physcial work.

Home office support.
No issues.

Sub tier performance.
No issues.

Management support.
No issues.

3. QUALITY ASSURANCE/INSPECTION 200 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.; 2) Control of subtiers; 3) Responses to assessment findings, NCR's; 4) SDR's, NDE and testing is
performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirements; 5) Inspection of materials and services
provided by subtiers include both source and receiving inspections; 6) Timely notice of hold points for BEA's
witnessing of the inspection; and 7) Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to
waste resources. ‘

Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.
Subcontractor has submitted two QPP drafts and is currently finalizing the document for submittal.

Control of subtiers.
Unknown at this time. QPP has not been submitted for approval.

Responses to assessment findings, NCRs.
Not applicable at this time.

SDR's, NDE and testing is performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirement.
Not applicable at this time.

Inspection of materials and services provided by subtiers include both source and receiving
inspections.
Not applicable at this time.

Timely notice of hold points for BEA's witnessing of the inspection.
Not applicable at this time.

Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to waste

resources.
Not applicable at this time.

4. DELIVERY/SCHEDULE : 200 pts

For subcontracts in which an automated evaluation can be used, the following method shall be used:

Days Late = Lead Time Variance (LTV%)
* Period of Performance

* Effective date is used as the start of the period of performance.
* The delivery due date is the ending date of the period of performance.

POSSIBLE
LTV INDEX POINTS SCORE
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- .000 1.00 X 200 = 200
.001 - .030 95 X 200 = 190
.031-.060 .90 X 200 = 180
.061 - .090 85 X 200 = 170
091 - .120 .80 X 200 = 160

For subcontracts where a manual evaluation is to be performed, apply the following criteria:
1) Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work,
2) Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled) 3) Schedule of Values 4) Maintain Schedule.

Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work.
ERT has submitted one SRS. The SRS should have reflected work under the design effort only. Main
excavation activities were depicted on the SRS, without an approved CPM schedule.

Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled).
Initial bar chart schedule was submitted on 3-24-08, 24 days late. Special Conditions require a bar chart
schedule to be issued 7 days after contract award.

Initial CPM schedule was due 14 days after award. CPM has not been issued to BEA as of 4-15-08. 39
days late. :

Final CPM schedule was required to be submitted 28 days after the contract award date of 2-22-08. As of
4-15-08 the schedule has not be submitted. 25 days late.

However, due to this project being a Design-Build it is unrealistic to expect a CPM schedule so quickly
after award, when the QPP and Design require a substantial amount of time to complete.

Schedule of Values.

SOV was submitted 3-26-08, two days after the initial bar chart, and 26 days late. ERT needs to review
the Special Conditions, Section 20 (Design/Construction Schedule/Schedule Of Values) and implement
all the information required in an SOV.

5. VENDOR DATA SUBMITTALS 100 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Timeliness of submittal 2) Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data
correctly sorted.

Timeliness of submittal.
Vendor data item #1 has been submitted. No issues.

Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data correctly sorted.
No issues.

6. ADMINISTRATION 50 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for
changes and modifications, 2) Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration, 3) Support of suppliers upper
management to assure successful completion of the work, 4) Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for changes
and modifications.

No progress reports have been submitted to BEA to date. One invoice has been submitted but needs to
be resubmitted after the CPM is submitted, in order to match up line item activities.

Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration.
No issues.

Support of supplier’s upper managemént to assure successful completion of the work.
ERT management supports the project, but seems to have difficulty submitting required contractual
documentation in the time specified in the contract.
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Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.
ERT tries to accommodate BEA, but seems to be struggling as indicated above.
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Order No. 73577 SPES #2 (5-15-08) Response Due Date: Not requried
Suppilier: Eagle Rock Timber Inc. 3000 Wright Road Idaho Falls ID 83401
Name Address City State Zip
PA:  Daniel Neff Requester: Robert Waters
QE: Evert Mouser (ézgfgiﬂg: Chris Duncan
Item/Service Procured:
As defined in contract 073577.
{PRIVATE } Points
Rating Category Possible Rating
* 1. Safety | 0-225 220
2. Technical Performance 0-225 215
* 3. Quality Assurance/Inspection 0-200 195
4. Delivery/Schedule 0-200 185
* 5. Vendor Data 0-100 95
6. Administration 0-50 40
Total Possible 1,000 Total 950

* If one or more of these categories do not apply, the points possible for that category or those categories shall be added to the points

possible for Technical Performance.

** 1f the supplier is rated 80% or less than the points possible, the basis must be provided in the comments section.

Chris Duncan

Rater
Printed Name

{PRIVATE }Total Points
801-1000
0-800

Rater Date

Signature

Rating Classification
1. Acceptable
2. Unacceptable

Supplier's with an average score of 900 points or higher will be sent a letter recognizing their excellent performance.

Corrective action program required.
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INSTRUCTIONS
CATEGORY , POINTS
1. SAFETY
If supplier is on site evaluation is to be based on compliance with safety requirements of the subcontract. 225 pts
POSSIBLE POINTS SCORE
25 Attendance at required meetings 25
25 Submittals ( Manpower report, Safety Meeting Minutes, Timely.) 25
35 POD's and Weekly Tool Box Meetings conducted | _ 30
30 Daily and Weekly Inspections performed 30
35 General attitude, list any safety violations 35

ERT continues to exhibit a strong safety culture, and intermittently utilizes their Construction Safety
Officer as additional safety over site. ERT’s Superintendent has been cautious during excavation and
demolition activities, and has actively kept the CFR ‘and BEA Construction Safety abreast of all activities.
Superintendent has a questioning attitude, and relies on ERT and BEA support organizations in helping
determine appropriate methods for performing construction activities. ERT excavation crew has
displayed a very good attitude as well, and willingly complies with all safety requirements.

ERT Superintendent has given good Prejob briefings to his crew and BEA support organization, every
morning. Superintendent ensures that everyone present understands the work activities for the day, the

hazards associated with the work, and everyone’s roles and responsibilities.

ERT Superintendent did not perform, or show evidence of performing a “Weekly Tool Box Meeting” for
this crew, the week of 5-05-08.

35 Housekeeping: 35

ERT has kept there job site orderly during demolition and excavation activities.

40 Adherence to Safety Plan: 40

ERT worked to their JSAs, with no issues noted. ERT Superintendent‘will continue to benefit from
reading and understating the SRM requirement documents.

2. TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE 225 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Management of Work; 2) Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top
quality goods and services , 3) engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation, 4)
assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards, 5) outage requests submitted timely, 6)
quality and cooperation of superintendents, 7) home office support, 8) subtier performance, 9) management support.

Management of Work
The RCL design build effort continues to be challenging for ERT.

Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top quality goods and services.
Only demolition and vacuum excavation activities have been performed thus far in the project. No issues.

Engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation.
ERT continues to pursue the RCL design, and is currently working to an engineer stamped excavation
drawing.
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Assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards.
RCL specification and design requiring technical scrutiny has not been submitted to BEA to date.

ERT failed to notify BEA of their intention of bringing major equipment on site, such as the 370 John
Deere excavator. This is a SRM requirement, in which the subcontractor is obligated to submit a Major
Equipment Declaration INL Form 432.30. '

Outage requests submitted timely.
ERT has asked for one outage to date. CFR did not require ERT to submit the outage to him. No issues.

Quality and cooperation of superintendents. v
ERT Superintendent continues to be proactive in supporting BEA. Superintendent is continuing to
progress in his role.

Home office support.
Always available to answer all BEA project questions and concerns.

Sub tier performance.
Nash Electric Inc. is the only sub tier to perform any work on the project to date. No issues with Nash.

Management support.
No issues.

3. QUALITY ASSURANCE/INSPECTION
Factors to consider: 1) Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.; 2) Control of subtiers; 3) Responses to assessment findings, NCR's; 4) SDR's, NDE and testing is
performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirements; 5) Inspection of materials and services

- provided by subtiers include both source and receiving inspections; 6) Timely notice of hold points for BEA's
witnessing of the inspection; and 7) Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to
waste resources.

Page 3 0of 5

200 pts

Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.

Subcontractor has submitted an overarching QPP, which only identified design and testing requirements.
Inspection and Acceptance requirements by code or the designer are not identified at this time.

Control of subtiers.
Nash Electric Inc. is the only sub tier which has been on the project to date. Nash has submitted their
JSA with minimal comments, and has willingly supported the first power outage. No issues.

Responses to assessment findings, NCRs.
Not applicable at this time.

SDR's, NDE and testing is performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirement.
Not applicable at this time.

Inspection of materials and services provided by subtiers include both source and receiving
inspections.
Not applicable at this time.

Timely notice of hold points for BEA's witnessing of the inspection.
Not applicable at this time.

Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to waste
resources.
Not applicable at this time.
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4. DELIVERY/SCHEDULE 200 pts

For subcontracts in which an automated evaluation can be used, the following method shall be used:

Days Late = Lead Time Variance (LTV%)
* Period of Performance

* Effective date is used as the start of the period of performance.
* The delivery due date is the ending date of the period of performance.

POSSIBLE
LTV INDEX POINTS SCORE
-.000 1.00 X 200 = 200
.001 -.030 .95 X 200 = 190
.031 - .060 .90 X 200 = 180
.061 -.090 .85 X 200 = 170
.091-.120 .80 X 200 = 160

For subcontracts where a manual evaluation is to be performed, apply the following criteria:
1) Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work,
2) Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled) 3) Schedule of Values 4) Maintain Schedule.

Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work.

ERT needs to pay more attention to detail before they submit their SRS’. They need to ensure simple
items read correctly, such as project titles, contract numbers etc. Two SRS’ have been submitted for
approval for the two weeks that ERT has been working. Both SRS’ were late. However since confronting
ERT on this issue, they have made more effort in providing accurate, detailed SRS’.

Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled).

Three (3) CPM schedules have been submitted to BEA to date. The first CPM was submitted and
rejected on 4-20-08. The second CPM was submitted and rejected on 4-28-08. The CPMs were rejected
due to starting dates which had already gone by, prior to the CPMs being submitted. Some of the
activities on the CPM were not broken down to an acceptable level, with some items having large
amounts of work, and showing only one or two line items. With some concessions, BEA accepted the
third CPM on 5-05-08, with the understanding that the CPM would have more line items added as ERT’s
sub tiers completed their portions of the RCL design.

Schedule of Values.

Three (3) SOVs were submitted. The initial SOV was submitted on 3-26-08. Second on 4528-08, and the
third on 5-06-08. The rejected SOV's were not matching up with their respective CPMs, line for line.

5. VENDOR DATA SUBMITTALS 100 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Timeliness of submittal 2) Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data
correctly sorted.

Timeliness of submittal.
ERT has been generous enough to submit non-required vendor data, such as a QPP, at the request of
the project team, when only chemical inventory reporting as a requirement.

Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data correctly sorted.
Vendor data report #195860 (Testing Agency Certifications) was incomplete. The submittal did not state
the ASTM D 3740 Laboratory Certification.

Vendor data report #195865 (Quality Program Plan) was incomplete. The submittal did not contain ail
items required in a QPP.
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6. ADMINISTRATION 50 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for
changes and modifications, 2) Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration, 3) Support of suppliers upper
management to assure successful completion of the work, 4) Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for changes
and modifications.

Daily reports from the ERT Superintendent have been timely. No issues with invoice #2. CFP 01 cost
proposal was submitted by ERT in a timely fashion, prior to the work being performed.

Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration.
No issues.

Support of supplier's upper management to assure successful completion of the work.

ERT management is committed and supports the project, but continues to have difficulty submitting
required contractual documentation, such as the full QPP with the attached ASME NQA-1 2000
documentation.

ERT would benefit from pushing harder on their design firm, and to complete action items in a more
timely manner.

Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.
ERT tries to accommodate BEA, but at times seems to be struggling as indicated above.
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OrderNo. 73577 SPES #3 (6-04-08) Response Due Date: Not requried
Supplier: Eagle Rock Timber Inc. 3000 Wright Road Idaho Falls ID 83401
Name Address City State Zip
PA: Daniel Neff Requester: Terry Jorgensen
Construction
QE: Evert Mouser Coordinator: Chris Duncan .
ltem/Service Procured:
As defined in contract 073577.
{PRIVATE } Points
Rating Category Possible Rating
* 1. Safety 0-225 205
2. Technical Performance 0-225 215
* 3. Quality Assurance/Inspection 0-200 200
4. Delivery/Schedule 0-200 195
* 5. Vendor Data 0-100 95
6. Administration 0-50 40
Total Possible 1,000 Total 950

* If one or more of these categories do not apply, the points possible for that category or those categories shall be added to the points

possible for Technical Performance.

** If the supplier is rated 80% or less than the points possible, the basis must be provided in the comments section.

Chris Duncan

Rater ) Rater Date
Printed Name Signature
{PRIVATE }Total Points Rating Classification
801-1000 1. Acceptable
0-800 2. Unacceptable

Supplier's with an average score of 900 points or higher will be sent a letter recognizing their excellent performance.

Corrective action program required.
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CATEGORY

1. SAFETY .
If supplier is on site evaluation is to be based on compliance with safety requirements of the subcontract.

Page 2 of 5

POINTS

225 pts

POSSIBLE POINTS

25 Attendance at required meetings

SCORE
25

25 Submittals ( Manpower report, Safety Meeting Minutes, Timely.)

20

35 POD's and Weekly Tool Box Meetings conducted

30

30 Daily and Weekly Inspections performed

30

35 General attitude, list any safety violations

25

ERT continues to exhibit a strong safety culture, and intermittently utilizes their Construction Safety
Officer as additional safety over site. ERT’s Superintendent continues to be cautious during excavation
and demolition activities, and has actively kept the CFR and BEA Construction Safety abreast of all
activities. Superintendent continues to exhibit a questioning attitude, and relies on ERT and BEA support
organizations in helping determine appropriate methods for performing construction activities. ERT
excavation crew has displayed a very good attitude as well, and willingly complies with all safety
requirements. They performed well during the removal of the contaminated industrial waste line, having
to follow RADCON’s direction. ERT Equipment Operator (Jeff Plummer) has shown a light touch when
excavating with the 370 excavator, and has shown great awareness when excavating.

ERT Superintendent continues to evaluate the RCL excavation, and fills out his excavation checklist
daily. It has been noted that during prejob briefings, the Superintendent reminds his crew not to enter the
excavation before the excavation checklist has been completed.

ERT Home Office did not provide the monthly manpower report for the month of May within the required
specified time.

ERT Superintendent struggles to remember to perform his “Weekly Tool Box Meeting.” Only one tool box
meeting has been performed with ERT’s crew to date.

One safety violation was issued to ERT by BEA Construction Safety Rep. on 5-20-08. The violation was
issued as a CAT Il for the Superintendent driving a dump truck without a CDL. The severity of the
violation resulted from the Superintendent willing performing the act, after previous warnings from the
Construction Safety Rep. ERT promptly provided a corrective action plan.

35 Housekeeping:

35

ERT has kept there job site and lay-down area orderly during demolition and excavation activities.

40 Adherence to Safety Plan:

40

ERT continues to work to their JSAs, with no issues noted. DOE Facility Rep. has reviewed ERT's JSAs
and has no issues.

2. TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE

225 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Management of Work; 2) Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top
quality goods and services , 3) engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation, 4)
assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards, 5) outage requests submitted timely, 6)
quality and cooperation of superintendents, 7) home office support, 8) subtier performance, 9) management support.
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Management of Work
The RCL design build effort continues to be challenging for ERT. Physical work “in the field” is being
adequately managed.
Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting in top quality goods and services.
Only demolition and minor mechanical and vacuum excavation activities have been performed thus far in
the project. No issues.
Engineering capabilities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation.
ERT continues to pursue the RCL design, and is currently working to an engineer stamped excavation
drawing. ERT’s design firm has submitted all the design drawings, but many lack sufficient detail. No
specification has been submitted to date.
Assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards.
No issues at this time.
Outage requests submitted timely.
ERT has asked for one outage to date. CFR did not require ERT to submit the outage to him. No issues.
Quality and cooperation of superintendents.
ERT Superintendent continues to be proactive in supporting BEA. With the exception of the one safety
violation, the Superintendent continues to show marked improvement.
Home office support.
Always available to answer all BEA project questions and concerns. Could possibly be overloading the
RCL Project Manager.
Sub tier performance. '
Nash Electric Inc. is the only sub tier to perform any work on the project to date. No issues with Nash.
Management support.

- ERT Project Manager seems to be constantly inundated, and has some difficulty in providing requested
documentation on committed dates, such as updated CPM, SOV, QPP Matrix, CFP cost proposals efc.

3. QUALITY ASSURANCE/INSPECTION 200 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.; 2) Control of subtiers; 3) Responses to assessment findings, NCR's; 4) SDR's, NDE and testing is
performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirements: 5) Inspection of materials and services
provided by subtiers include both source and receiving inspections; 6) Timely notice of hold points for BEA's
witnessing of the inspection; and 7) Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to
waste resources.

Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.

Subcontractor submitted an overarching QPP on 4.29.08, which only identified design and testing
requirements. Inspection and Acceptance requirements were not identified. The ASME NQA-1 2000
program was submitted for review on 6-03-08.

Control of subtiers.

Nash Electric Inc. is the only sub tier which has performed physical work on the project to date. Nash has

submitted their JSA with minimal comments, and has willingly supported the first power outage, and
implemented their assured ground program. No quality issues noted.

Responses to assessment findings, NCRs.
Not applicable at this time.

SDR's, NDE and testing is performed adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirement.
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Not applicable at this time.

Inspection of materials and services provided by subtiers include both source.and receiving
inspections.
Not applicable at this time.

Timely notice of hold points for BEA's witnessing of the inspection.
Not applicable at this time.

Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA to waste

resources.
Not applicable at this time.

4. DELIVERY/SCHEDULE _ 200 pts

For subcontracts in which an automated evaluation can be used, the following method shall be used:

Days Late = Lead Time Variance (LTV%)
* Period of Performance

* Effective date is used as the start of the period of performance.
* The delivery due date is the ending date of the period of performance.

'POSSIBLE
LTV INDEX POINTS SCORE
-.000 1.00 X 200 = 200
.001 -.030 .95 X 200 = 190
.031 -.060 .90 X 200 = 180
.061 - .090 .85 X 200 = 170
.091-.120 .80 X 200 = 160

For subcontracts where a manual evaluation is to be performed, apply the following criteria:
1) Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work,
2) Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled) 3) Schedule of Values 4) Maintain Schedule.

Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work.
The last two SRSs have been submitted on time. Marked improvement.

Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled).

With some concessions, BEA accepted the third CPM on 5-05-08, with the understanding that the CPM
would have more line items added as ERT's sub tiers completed their portions of the RCL design. The
CPM has not been revised again to date.

Schedule of Values.
SOVs are being updated with each invoice.

5. VENDOR DATA SUBMITTALS 100 pts

Factors to consider: 1) Timeliness of submittal 2) Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data
correctly sorted.

Timeliness of submittal.
ERT continues to be generous enough to submit non-required vendor data, at the request of the project

team, when only chemical inventory reporting as a requirement. Some submittals have comments, and
need to be addressed in a more timely fashion.

Quality, i.e., accuracy, Iegibility, correct no. of copies, and data correctly sorted.
No issues for the month of May 2008.

6. ADMINISTRATION 50 pts
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Factors to consider: 1) Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for
changes and modifications, 2) Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration, 3) Support of suppliers upper
management to assure successful completion of the work, 4) Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for changes
and modifications. v

Daily reports from the ERT Superintendent have been timely. Invoice #3 has some issues regarding
agreed upon dollar values. Other than CFP 01 cost proposal, the other four (4) cost proposals have
been constantly requested by BEA, but have been non existent.

Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration.
No issues.

Support of supplier’s upper management to assure successful completion of the work.

ERT management is committed and supports the project, but continues to have difficulty submitting
required contractual documentation, such as the entire QPP, updated CPM, SOV, CFPs, Design
Specifications, Cost Proposals etc.

ERT needs to do a better job at completing their action items in a timelier manner. Some action items
drag on for weeks.

Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.
ERT tries to accommodate BEA, but is struggling as indicated above.





?3?6?3192006 SUPPLIER PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SYSTEM {PRIVATE }
Rev. 01 SUPPLIER RATING FORM ENGINEERED HARDWARE, CONSTRUCTION
AND SERVICE ‘ Page 1 0f 5
Order No. 73577 SPES#4 {7-16-08) Response Due Date: Not requried
Supplier: Eagle Rock Timber Inc. 3000 Wright Road idaho Falls 1D 83401
Name Address City State Zip

PA: Daniel Neff

Requester: Terry Jorgensen

Construction

Qp: Evert Mouser Coordinater: Chris Duncan

ltem/Service Procured:

As defined in contract 673577.

{PRIVATE } Points

Rating Category Possible ' Rating

* 1. Safety 0-225 210

2. Technical Performance 0-228 200
* 3. Quality Assuranceflnspection 0-200 180

4. Delivery/Schedule 0-200 _ 180
* 5. Vendor Data 0-100 95

6. Administration {50 40
Total Possible 1,600 Total 965

* If oneormore of these categories do notapply, the points possible for that category orthose categories shallbe added to the peints
possible for Technical Performance.

** if the supplier is rated 80% or less than the points possible, the basis must be provided in the comments section.

Chiis Duncan
Rater Rater Date
Printed Name Signature
{PRIVATE YTotal Points Ratling Classification
801-1000 1. Acceptable
0-800 2. Unaccepiable

Supplier's with an average score of 800 points or higher will be sent a letter recognizing their excelient performance.
Corrective action program reguired.
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INSTRUCTIONS
CATEGORY POINTS
1. SAFETY
if supplier is on site evaluation i$ to be based on comipliance with safety requirements of the subcontract. 225pts
POSSIBLE POINTS | SCORE
25 Aftendance at required meetings , 25
25 Submittals { Manpower report, Safety Meeting Minutes, Timely.) 20
35 POD's and Weekly Toul Box Meetings conducted 35
30 Daily and Weekly Inspections performed 30
35 General attitude, list any safety Violations 30

ERT continues to exhibit a good safety culture, and intermittently utilizes their Construction Safety Officer
as additional safety over site. ERT’s Superintendent has successfully completed the majority of the RCL
basement excavation, without incident. Superintendent continues to exhibit a questioning attitude, and
relies on ERT and BEA support organizations in helping determine appropriate methods for performing
construction activities. ERT Superintendent has given his-crew “Weekly Tool Box Meetings.” during the
month of June.

ERT Home Office did not provide the monthly manpower report for the month of June within the required
specified ime.

One safety violation was issued to ERT by BEA Construction Safety Rep. on 6-26-08. The violation was
issued as a CAT Hi for the Pipefitter foreman walking into a construction area without safety glasses on.
ERT quickly miigated this issue by directing their mechanical subcontractor to provide subscription
safety giasses fo theiremployee.

35 Housekeeping: 35

ERT has kept their job site and lay-down areas orderly during demolition and excavation activities.

40 Adherence to Safety Plam: 35

ERT continues 1o work to their JSAs; with the exception of the isolated pipefitter incident,

2. TEGHNICAL PERFORMANCE

Factors to consider: 1) Management of Work; 2) Workmanship; performed in a professional manner resulting infop
quality goods and services , 3} engineering capabiiities and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation, 4)
assure compliance with technical requirements including codes & standards, 5) outage requests submitted timely, 6)
quality and copperation of stiperintendents, 7) home office support, 8) subtier performance, 8) mariagement support.

225 pls

Management of Work

The RCL design build effort continues 1o be very challenging for ERT, as is evident by the lack of
substantial progress being made. Action items are very slow in being addressed and closed ouf. There
doesn’t appear to be a sense of urgency in completing the RCL design from ERT management. it is
imperative that ERT address and resolve these action items, and complete the RCL design.

Workmanship; perfornied in a professional maritier resulting in top quality goods and services,
Mechanical and vacuum excavation activities have been performed well, Sanitary sewer installation was
performed in g professional manner. No issues.
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Engineering capabilifies and expertise applied as needed and with cooperation.

ERT's design firm seems to be capable and have the required expertise 16 design the RCL, however their
drawings continue fo contain insufficient detail. BEA has commented on all the drawings and provided
ERT with several comments and.suggestions; of which ERT's design firm has implemented only a few.
Cooperation could be better by the design firm. ERT management needs to perform-a thorough review-of

the revised drawings, prior to allowing them o be send back fo BEA. This would help alleviate muitiple
resubmittais.

The specification information is scattered between the drawings and the specification itself, ina
somewhat confusing manner. Parts of information are located between several drawings and
specification sections, making i unnecessarily difficult. Several specification sections should be added
such as: Topseil/Landscaping/Sprinkier System, Earthwork (Excavation/backfilllCompaction}, Laboratory
Exhaust Stack, Continuous Alr Monitoring, Elecirical Raceways, Lightning, Plumbing/Suspect
Waste/Compressed Gas, Underground and Wet Pipe Fire Protection Systems.

Assure compliance with fechnical requirements including codes & standards.
No issues at this time,

Qutage requests submitted timely.

ERT has asked for one electrical and one sewer oufage to date. CFR ditd not require ERT to submit the
outage reguests to kim. No issues.

Quality and cooperation of superintendents.

ERT Superintendent continues o be proactive in supporting BEA, Superintendent continues to show
marked improvement. Alternate superintendent has never been on the job site, or intreduced io BEA
project personnel.

Home office support.

Always available to speak to BEA project personnel and address concerns. However, it is evident to BEA
that the ERT RCL Project Manager is overloaded with mulitiple projects; and is notable 1o adequately
manage the RCL project at the level expected by BEA. ERT upper management needs 10 recognize
when their support team needs help and provide them with sufficent resources,

Sub tier performance.

From a physical work stand point, Nash Electric, and YMC have performed well with the few minor tagsks
they have performed for the project.

Hanagement support.
See Home office support.

3. QUALITY ASSURANCENNSPECTION _ 200 pis
Fagctors {0 consider: 1) Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the

Subcontract.; 2) Control of subtiers; 3) Responses to assessmient findings, NCR's; 4) SDR's, NDE and testing is

performed. adequately to assure goods meet contractual requirements; 5) inspection of matenals and services

provided by subtiers include both source and receiving inspections; 8) Timely notice of hold points for BEA's

witnessing of the inspection; and 7) Successhul completion of the inspection as scheduted s0 as not 1o cause REA to

waste resources. o

Degree of implementation of the suppliers documented QA Program as required by the
Subcontract.

ERT has been extremely slow developing their QA program. BEA has had to make a few exceptions to
aliow some: of the: physical work fo-take placein atimely manner,

Control of subtiers.

Nash Electric and YMC are the only sub tiers who have performed physical work on the project to date.
Nash supported the first power outage, and implemented their assured grounding program. No quality
issues noted. YMC worked hard getiing the sanitary sewer iine installed and tested. No issues with-either
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subconiractor.

Responses'to assessment findings, NCRs.
Notapplicable at this time.

SDR's, NDE and testingvis performed adequately to assure goods meet comrac_tual requiremen{.
YMC tested the new sanitary sewer line modification per the plumbing code, and showed patience when
having to test the line three (3) times, due to minor leaks. No issues.

inspection of materials and services provided by subtiers include both source and receiving
inspections.
Not applicable.

Timely notice of hold points for BEA's witnessing of the inspection.
CFR was notified by ERT of the need for the sanitary sewer testing. No issues,

Successful completion of the inspection as scheduled so as not to cause BEA fo waste
resources.

No resources were wasted during the santary sewer inspection.

4. DELIVERY/SCHEDULE

200 pts
For subcontracts in'which an automated evaluation can be used, the following method shall be used:

Days Late = Lead Time Variance {(LTV%)
* Period of Performance

* Effective date is used as the start of the period of performance. ,
* The delivery due date is the ending date of the period of performance.

POSSIBLE
LV IND, POINTS SCORE
-.000 1.00 X 260 = 200
-001-.030 85 X 200 = 180
031 -.060 80 X 200 = 180
061 -.090 .85 X 200 = 170
£91-.120 80 4 200 = 160

For subcontracts where a manual evaluation is to be performed, apply the following criteria:
1) Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately refiects the actual work,
2) Long Range Schedule factual vs. scheduled) 3) Schedile of Values 4} Maintain Schedule.

Short range schedules submitted timely and accurately reflects the actual work,
The past four {4) SRSs have been submitted on time,

Long Range Schedule (actual vs. scheduled).
ERT brought hardcopies of the fourth CPM o a construction status meeting on 6-19-08. This schedule
was inadequate and not reviewed by the ERT project manager, prior to preseniing it fo BEA.

BEA accepted the fifth CPM on 7-02-08. This schedule is the most complete and reasonable CPM to
date. '

Schedule of Values,
SOV malches the most current accepted CPM.

Maintain Schedule. .
ERT stopped all field work the: merning of 6-30:08, following their Geosciences engineer's evaluation of
the RCL soil. The enginesr could have performed this evaluation much eartier, which: may have resulied
inthe project nothaving o be delayed. The areas that were excavated for soif tests and observations
were dreas that had been excavated as early as 6-16-08, ERT management nesds i be more pro-active
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in scheduling crucial activities such as the soils evaluation.

5. VENDOR DATA SUBMITTALS

Factors to consider: 1) Timeliness of submittal 2) Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility, correct no. of copies, and data
correctly sorted.

100 pts

Timeliness of submittal. v
ERT continues fo be generous enough to submit non-required vendor data, at the request of the project

tear, when only.chemical inventory reporiing is a reguirement. Some submittals have comments, and
need tobe addressed in a more timely fashion.

Quality, i.e., accuracy, legibility; correct no. of coples, and data correctly soried.
No issues for the month of June 2008.

8. ADMINISTRATION

Factors fo consider: 1} Accurate, complete, and timely submittal of progress reports, invoices, proposals for
changes and modifications, 2} Fair, equitable, and ethical contract administration, 3) Support of suppliers upper
management to assure successful completion of the work, 4) Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

50 pls

Accurate, complete, and timely submitial of progress reports, invoices, proposals for changes
and modifications.

Daily reports from the ERT Superintendent have been timely. Cost proposals have been constantly
requested by BEA Subcontract Administrator, but have been slow in coming.

Fair, equitable; and sthical contract administration.
No'issues to date.

Support of supplier’s upper management o assure successful completion of the work.
it is evident to BEA that the ERT RCL Project Manager is overioaded with muditiple projects, and is not
able fo adequately manage the RCL project at the fevel expected by BEA, ERT upper management

needs fo recognize when their support team needs help and provide them with sufficent resources, or
reduce their work load.

ERT needs to de a better job at completing their action items in a timely manner. Action ftems continue to
drag onfor weeks. ERT needs to commit to action item due dates.

Responsiveness to BEA, the customer.

ERT tries to-accommodate BEA, butis struggling as indicated above. BEA would like to see the project.
move at a much faster more productive rate.






Department of Energy
Idaho Operations Office
1955 Fremont Avenue
Idaho Falls, ID 83415

September 17, 2007

CCN 211138

Ms. Lisa A. Sehlke, Manager

Prime Contract and Performance Management
Battelle Energy Alliance, LLC

P. O.Box 1625

Idaho Falls, ID 83415-3890

SUBJECT: Contract No. DE-AC07-05ID14517 — Approval of Baseline Change Proposal
CR-07-083 (AS-CMD-INL-07-259)

REFERENCE: Letter (CCN 210777), L. A. Sehlke to M. L. Adams, Subject: Request for
Approval of Baseline Change Proposal CR-07-083 Radiochemistry Laboratory
CD-1, 2, and 3, dated August 15, 2007

Dear Ms. Sehlke:

The Baseline Change Proposal CR-07-083 Radiochemistry Laboratory CD-1, 2, and 3 is
approved as submitted. However, as part of this approval and due to the higher than normal risk
involved with this project, Battelle Energy Alliance, LLC is requested to submit a Risk
Management Strategy. This strategy will need to include the identification of project risks and a
plan to manage each risk in order to bring the project to a successful conclusion.

This strategy must be submitted to the Department of Energy, Idaho Operations Office before
design-build contracts for this project are awarded, but not later than October 15, 2007.

If you have any questions, please contact Dave Herrin at 533-4164.
Sincerely,

Suzette M. Olson
Contracting Officer
Contract Management Division

Enclosure





136.27 BASELINE CHANGE PROPOSAL
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F BCP No.: CR-07-083 2. [ Concept Approval
Date: 8/01 /2007 BCP TITLE: Radiochemistry Laboratory CD-1,2 & 3 Xt BCP [ FCN
3. lmpacted Area(s): 4.  Change Originator: 5. Change to DOE-ID
X Scope of Work Name: Robert Waters / %é’v 8- (4-o1 Yes @ No [J
X Schedue [ Cost  {Phone: 526-6013 i r
6. Change Description:
Operating and Capital funding to support final design and construction through turnover and acceptance, under a design/build
subcontract, of the Radiochemistry Laboratory at MFC. '
[ Continuation Sheet|
7. Justification/Impact/Alternatives/Mitigating/Corrective Actions Taken: ‘

- To support relocation out of MTR complex at RTC (buildings 604, 661, and 668) new lab space is required to be constructed to
maintain continuity of INL radiation measurement operations, in accordance with the approved Mission Need document, Approval
Letter (R. F. Wilbur to C. Johnson, May 19, 2006).

The Project Execution Plan (PLN-2575) is submitted for information. .
: ( ) | Continu_axi_o_n_sﬁe_ej_]
8. Technical Baseline Impacts (scope):
[1 Yes X No Do scienceftechnology needs require revision as a result of this scope change? [1_Continuation Sheet|
9. Schedule/Milestone Impacts:
Approval of this BCP supports MTR relocation.
[[] Continuation Sheet
10. Concept Approval/Comments 11. Additional Reviews Required?
Approval of this BCP consitutes approval of CD 1, 2 and 3 under the application of the Yes No Reviewer Initials
design build concept contained in DOE O 413.3A. sAD [0 X
As documented in the PEP (PLN-2575)
TEC = 4,375K
OPC= 733K
TPC = 5,108K Other []
: _ M contin
12. Funds: From To
B&R#: AF02 B&R#  AF02
PBS#: N/A PBS#  N/A
wWBS#: IFM wBs# C.R.30.20.11
Other Impacts
13. Baseline Dollars: 14. Funding Impacted: : 15.  Schedule Impacts: Yes No
PBS No.: HQ Milestone Impacted: O X
CFY Baseline Dollars:  $4,918,000 |CY Funds Requested: $5,337,000 DOE-ID Milestone Impacted: O
CFY Baseline Change: $0 Outyear Funding impacted: $ Enforceable Milestone Impacted: [ X
Outyear Baseline Impact: $0 Integrated Milestone Impacted: O X
(Use Continuation Sheet for Outyear Details)
16. BCP Comments: ' 17. Certification:
Prior Costs 190,000
Requested Ops funding this BCP 543,000
Requested Caps funding this BCP 4,375,000
Requested MR funding this BCP 419,000/PC REP: Date: , / [
Doe-D cro Rerait app. (. fle . Date%&m
O Continuation Sheet|DOE-ID EM Integration Board: [] Yes [] No
18. BCP Change Authority Slgnaturs/Dispesifion/Pate:
Project/PBS Manager: 1 " [N Approve [] Disapprove  Date: ¥ / H 1 07
ES&H Manager/Contact: / {[ ] Approve [1 Disapprove Date: ! 1
Program Director: [@-7pprove [] Disapprove  Date: 17yl 0
RER CCB Chairman: Approve [ Disapprove Date: 8 4 1o
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Rev. 08
Approve [ Disapprove Date: /

DOE-ID Program Manager:
DOE-ID Lontrachng e






