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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report contains the results of a Yucca Mountain Project Office (Project
Office) Quality Assurance (QA) surveillance of the United States Geological
Survey (USGS) in Denver, Colorado to verify compliance and implementation
of their approved implementing procedures in the areas of Study Plans and
Corrective Action.

2.0 PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose and scope of this surveillance was initially focused on Study
Plans to close out Standard Deficiency Report (SDR) 418. However, the scope
was expanded at the request of the NRC to include technical reviews of Study
Plans, Publications and Technical Procedures, and further expanded to
include corrective action and corrective action as it relates to audits and
surveillances.

Due to the depth of review performed related to Study Plans, the review of
activities related to Technical Procedures and Publications was not
performed during this surveillance. The activities related to preparation
and review of Technical Procedures and Technical Publications will be
included on a subsequent surveillance and/or audit of USGS.

During this surveillance, implementation of the following procedures was
verified for compliance:

1. AP-1.1OQ, Rev 1 and Rev 0, Preparation, Review, and Approval of SCP
Study Plans"

2. YMP-USGS-QMP-3.07, Rev 2, YMP-USGS Review Procedure" (Including Mods
1 & 2, Rev 0)

3. YMP-USGS-QMP-15.01, Rev 4, "Control of Nonconforming Items"

4. YMP-USGS-QMP-16.01, Rev 3, Control of Corrective Action Reports"

5. YMP-USGS-QMP-18.01, Rev 3, "Audits"

6. YMP-USGS-QMP-18.02, Rev 0, "Surveillances"

3.0 SURVEILLANCE PERSONNEL

This surveillance was performed by the following personnel:

R.L. Maudlin, Surveillance Lead, Project Office QA
S.L. Crawford, Team Member, Project Office QA
M.L. Mitchell, Technical Specialist, Project Office QA
T.W. Noland, Team Member, Project Office QA
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In addition to the surveillance team, the following personnel participated
as observers:

J. Blaylock, DOE Project Office QA, Las Vegas, NV
J. Conway, USNRC, Washington, DC
K. McConnell, USNRC, Washington, DC
J. Gilray, USNRC, Las Vegas, NV
S. Zimmerman, State of Nevada, Carson City, NV

4.0 SUMMARY OF SURVEILLANCE RESULTS

The surveillance team reviewed five (5) completed Study Plans which had been
transmitted to the Project Office for review and comment. The Study Plans
reviewed were:

8.3.1.2.1.3,

8.3.1.2.2.1,

8.3.1.2.3.2,

8.3.1.4.2.2,

8.3.1.5.1.4,

"Characterization of Yucca Mountain Regional
Ground Water Flow"
"Characterization of Unsaturated Zone
Infiltration"

"Characterization of Yucca Mountain
Saturated Zone Hydrochemisrty"
"Characterization of Structural Features
Within Site" (Activity 3 and 5 only)
"Analysis of Paleoenvironmental History"

In addition to the above, the status of open USGS internal CARs, NCRs and
Audit Findings including Project Office SDRs were reviewed during this
surveillance. USGS is to be commended for their recent performance in
verification and closeout of USGS internal deficiencies. USGS has recently
verified and closed approximately 50% of their open deficiencies. Also, four
(4) of thirteen (13) Project Office SDR's were verified and are able to be
closed as a result of this surveillance. They are as follows:

SDR 156, Rev 0
SDR 415, Rev 0

Overall implementation of the
action as it relates to
satisfactory.

SDR 161, Rev 0
SDR 418, Rev 0

USGS Corrective Action Program and corrective
audits and surveillances was considered

There were four (4) Standard Deficiency Reports (SDRs) and seven (7)
Observations documented during this surveillance. The results of the
surveillance did not indicate any significant inadequacies in the
preparation and review of Study Plans or implementation of the QA Program.
The weaknesses identified as a result of this surveillance appear to be
attributable to three (3) primary causes. They are: (1) An inadequacy in the
documentation and uniform implementation of specific review criteria for
Study Plans, (2) The lack of sufficient detail specified in Study Plan
preparation and review procedures (i.e.; AP 1.10Q and YMP-USGS-QMP's)j and
(3) Lack of sufficient indepth audits and/or surveillances of the Study Plan
preparation and review process.
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5.0 PERSONNEL CONTACTED

L. Hayes, Technical Project Officer, USGS
T. Chaney, Acting QA Manager, USGS
A. Handy, QA Specialist, USGS
A. Whiteside, QA Advisor, SAIC/USGS
R. Raup, Geological Div. Coordinator, USGS
P. Warner, Records Coordinator, USGS
M. Mustard, QA Specialist, USGS
D. Porter, anager,QA Records Support, SAIC/USGS
J. Barth, QA/GD, USGS
D. Lystrom, Acting NHP Chief, USGS
J. Ziemba, QA Audit Specialist, SAIC/USGS
T. Brady, Hydrologist, USGS
J. LaMonica, Records Specialist, USGS
T. Mendez-Vigo, NHP QA, USGS
W. Keefer, Geologist, USGS
B. Langer, SP Coordinator/GD, USGS
K. Causseaux, SP Coordinator/NHP, USGS
M. Brooks, QA Specialist, SAIC/USGS
J. Kinney, Dept. QA Manager, USBR/QA
W. Steinkampf, PI, USGS

6.0 SYNOPSS OF nFFTCTFNrY nnCIJMFNTS/QRSFRVAT1QNS

SDR No. 528

SDR No. 529

SDR No. 530

SDR No. 531

Due to privacy act, documentation of PI qualifications not
being submitted to Director, R&SED. Author/Reviewer
qualification records not available for audit, reviewer
selection documentation does not document "demonstrated
expertise in area of review," no reviewer documentation for
selection of YMP USGS to "demonstrate expertise in their
area of review."

USGS did not perform or document the qualification of a
Lawrence Berkeley University staff member assigned to author
a Study Plan.

The R/CRF issued as a result of QMP 3.07, Rev 2, Mod 2 did
not include provisions to record the governing QMP.

The R/CRF for SP 8.3.1.2.1.3 did not identify all of the
reviewers who participated in the review.

OBS No. YMP-SR-90-026-01 Accuracy and precision requirements from LODA
not identified in technical procedures.
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OBS No. YMP-SR-90-026-02

OBS No. YMP-SR-90-026-03

OBS No. YMP-SR-90-026-04

OBS No. YMP-SR-90-026-05

OBS No. YMP-SR-90-026-06

OBS No. YMP-SR-90-026-07

Difficult to follow comment resolution
process from original comment to resolution.
After review and comment, authors made major
rewrites and restructuring of document,
however document was not re-reviewed.
Reviewers do not verify changes in study plan
resulting from their comments. Comments made
that are difficult to resolve and
incorporate.

SCP ICN sent to P.O., but not approved by
TPO or referenced in transmittal letter.

Comments not noted as Major/Minor.

Bases of qualifications of reviewers could
not be substantiated by documentation.

No documented justification for delays or
cancellations in surveillance schedule.

Internal transmittals used by the GD to guide
in Study Plan review, however, this practice
is not being uniformly applied across all
organizations.

7.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

As noted in the summary section of this report, there appears to be three
(3) potential causes which resulted in the above SDR's and Observations.

1. USGS should develop and document specific guidelines to be followed
during the Study Plan review process. These guidelines should be
uniformly applied in all reviews performed by the USGS.

2. USGS procedures which define the preparation and review process of
Study Plans should be amplified to detail the process in a manner that
would preclude ambiguity and provide clear understanding of the
process.

3. USGS should plan and schedule surveillances prior to those performed
by the Project Office to assure that the process is working and that
implementation is effective. USGS should take the results of the
Project Office audits and surveillances and work towards keying in
internal surveillance and audit personnel on the areas of weakness
identified.



I v.

YMP-SR-90-026
Page 6 of 6

In addition to the above, USGS should take necessary actions to assure all
comments are properly incorporated into the Study Plans. Controls should be
provided in implementing procedures which assure that no changes to Study Plans
are made after the technical review, unless the document is re-reviewed by an
independent technical reviewer. USGS should assure that all documentation
related to the review comment process, (i.e.; marked up copies of the Study
Plans) should be a part of the review documentation package.

8.0 REOUIRED ACTIONS

USGS is requested to provide responses and effective dates for completion
of corrective action for SDRs No. 528 through 531 within 20 working days of
the date of transmittal of the SRs.

USGS is also requested to provide responses to Observations YMP-SR-90-026-
01 through YMP-SR-90-026-07 within 20 working days of transmittal of the
observations.
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THIS S A RED STAMP

- .~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~N-QA-038
YMPO STANDARD DEFICIENCY REPORT 4/89

1 Date TOM , 2 Severity Level 0 1 il2 03 Page 1 of 2
3 3 Discovered During 3a Identified By 4 SOR No.
U YMP-SR-90-026 S. L. Crawford 528 Rev. °

cm5 Organization 6 Person(s) Contacted 7 Response Due Date is
USGS (Denver) W. Causseaux, W. Langer 20 Working Days from

Date of Transmittal
O a Requirement (Audit Checklist Reference, If Applicable)

YMP Procedure AP-1.1OQ, Rev. 1 and Rev. 0, para. 5.1.5, requires The TPO or a
S designee submits . . . the qualifications of the principal investigators to

0 9Deficien cDue to Privacy Act considerations, documentation of PI qualifications is not
it being submitted to the Director, R&SED; the TPO transmittal letters generally
r identify the PI and reviewer(s) by name and state "All personnel information

1o Recommended Action(s): Remedial E Investigative E Corrective
Investigate the program and documentation to determine the extent and depth of

8 similar conditions to those listed on this SDR. Identify these qualification
documentation deficiencies and the remedial measures required to correct them.

ii QAElLead Auditor/Date 12 Division Manager/Date gr./Date
RLL /'/fo I.A
L 14 RemedialInvestigative Action(s)

Is Effective Date

o_.2
is Cause of the Condition & Corrective Action to Prevent Recurrence

17 Effective Date

E l8 Signature/Date
0

1s Response QAEILead Auditor/Date Division Manager/Date Project Quality MgrJDate
eP Accepted
0 20 Corrective Action QAE/Lead Auditor/Date Division Manager/Date Project Quality MgriDate
< Vedif. Satisfactory

21 Remarks

0O

E

c22 | QAE/Lead Auditor/Date Division Manager/Date PQM/Date
OA CLOSUREI 

ENCLOSURE;)



V wO STANDARD DEFICIENCY RU.?RT A-038
CONTINUATION SHEET 2/8903

SDR No. 528 Rev. 0 Page 2 of 2

Requirement: (Continued)

the Director, R&SED" with the approved Study Plan. Paragraph 3.9 further
requires technical reviewers to be qualified with "demonstrated expertise in
their area of review" and to be "independent of the work described in the
plan." Paragraph 4.5 states "The TPOs are responsible for . . . providing
qualified technical experts for independent Project technical reviews of SCP
Study Plans .

Deficiency: (Continued)

regarding the author and technical reviewers are on file in accordance with
the Office of Personnel Management system of records and is available for
audits."

1. Author and reviewer qualification record files are not made available
for audit by USGS.

2. Documentation of reviewer selection for non-YMP USGS personnel
(including subcontractors) per USGS procedure QMP-3.07, Rev. 2, para.
5.1, is a generic statement of the basis for selection, but does not
document the "demonstrated expertise in their area of review."

3. Documentation of reviewer selection for YMP USGS personnel is not
necessary per QMP-3.07, Rev. 2, para. 5.1. Assignment of USGS personnel
to YMP activities does not, of itself, provide documentation of
"demonstrated expertise in their area of review."

Recommended Action(s): (Continued)

Identify the cause of the condition and the planned corrective action to
prevent recurrence.
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YMPO STANDARD DEFICIENCY REPORT 4/8903

_ 1 Date 419790 |2 Severity el8 O 1 2- ae1 o 
3 Discovered During 3a Identified By 4 SDR No.

E YMP-SR-90-026 S. L. Crawford 529 Rev. °

5 Organization s Person(s) Contacted 7 Resrinse Due Date is
USGS (Denver) W. Langer, R. Keefer Date of Transmittal

a E Requirement (Audit Checklist Reference, If Applicable)
YMP Procedure AP-1.1OQ, Rev 1, para. 4.5, requires "The TPOs are responsible

w for providing qualified staff to prepare and review SCP Study Plans .

O 9 Deficienc
The autfor of activity 8.3.1.4.2.2.5, Seismic Tomography/Vertical Seismic

it Profiling, (which was submitted separately from SP 8.3.1.4.2.2) was a Lawrence
g Berkeley Laboratory (LBL) staff member. USGS had not performed or documented

10 Recommended Action(s): Remedial Investigative 0 Corrective

8 Identify the remedial actions to be taken to correct the deficiency noted in
Block ..

1QAE/Lead Auditor/Date 12 Division Manager/Date 13 'ualiyAgr./Date

_ 14 Remediali/nvestigative Action(s)
is Effective Date

0

t 16Cause of the Condition & Corrective Action to Prevent Recurrence
g 17 Effective Date

t is Signature/Date
C.)

19 Response QAEiLead Auditor/Date Division Manager/Date Project Quality Mgr./Date
Accepted

0 20 Corrective Action QAELead Auditor/Date Division Manager/Date Project Quality Mgr./Date
< Verif. Satisfactory

C21 Rernarks

0

o. _

0
22 ~OAE/Lead Auditor/Date Divsion Manager/Date POM/Date

OA CLOSURE
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SDR No. 529 Rev. 0 Page 2 of 2

Requirements: (Continued)

Paragraph 5.1.3 requires "The TPO or a designee ensures that the Study
Plans . . . are prepared and reviewed by qualified staff."

Deficiency: (Continued)

a qualification evaluation of the individual. A contributing factor to this
deficiency is that neither YMP procedure AP-1. OQ, Rev. 1, nor USGS procedure
QMP-3.07, Rev. 2, provide for documentation of Principal Investigator (PI) or
author qualification in the area of the Study Plan activities.
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iDate 4/19/90 2 Severit Level 01 EJ2 03 Page 1 of 2
3 Discovered During 3a Identified By 4 SDR No.

YMP-SR-90-026 S. L. Crawford 530 Rev. °

5 Organization 6 Person(s) Contacted 7 Response Due Date is
USGS (Denver) W. Causseaux, W. Langer 2DatWrkT Daysitt o

o E Requirement (Audit Checklist Reference, If Applicable)

USGS Procedure QMP-3.07, Rev. 2, para. 5.2, requires the governing QMP used for
c a technical review to be identified on the Review/Comment Resolution Form

o s Deficiency
The R/CRF form issued by QMP-3.07, Rev. 2, Mod. 2, did not include provisions to
record the governing QMP. The form was used to document several technical

] reviews by both NHP and GD technical reviewers. As a result, those technical

% 10 Recommended Action(s): I Remedial Investigative 1 Corrective

Investigate Study Plan review records issued since QMP-3.07, Rev. 2, Mod. 2, and
en those R/CRFs with deficiencies similar to the examples noted in Block

_7 _ Pntifv-n romedial action toabe taken to correct theR/CRF

ii QAE/Lead Auditor/Date 12 Division Manager/Date ycQua %WQrJDate

_o 14 RemediaVlinvestigative Action(s)
is Effective Date

0co
N

E 16 Cause of the Condition & Corrective Action to Prevent Recurrence
17 Effective Date

k

a,

1s Signature/Date

is1 Response QAE/Lead Auditor/Date Division Manager/Date Project Quality Mgr./Date

,PAccepted
0 20 Corrective Action QAE/Lead AuditorDate Division Manager/Date Project Quality Mgr./Date
< Vedf. Satisfactory
a 21 Remarks

0

0r
22 QAE/Lead Auditor/Date 'Division Manager/Date POMDate
QA CLOSURE I |
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SI 530 Rev. 0 Page 2 of 2

Requirements: (Continued)

(R/CRF). Discussions with USGS QA personnel indicated the
the governing QMP for the particular type of document
identified in para. 2 of QMP-3.07, Rev. 2.

intent was to record
being reviewed, as

Deficiency: (Continued)

reviews did not document the governing "QMP" (AP-1.1OQ, Rev. 0 or Rev. 1, as
applicable).

Examples included:

Study Plan
Study Plan
Activity
Study Plan

8.3.1.2.1.3
8.3.1.2.2.1
8.3.1.4.2.2.5
8.3.1.5.1.4

R/CRF
R/CRF
R/CRF
R/CRF

2/27/90
2/23/89
1/26/90
2/27/90

E. Gutentag
J. Czarnecki
R. Schimschal
P. Carrara

It was noted that the R/CRF
the missing "Governing QMP"

attached to QMP-3.0, Rev 3, being issued, corrected
line on the form.

Recommended Action(s): (Continued)

deficiencies identified by the examples in Block 9 and as a result of the USGS
investigation for this SDR.
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YMPO STANDARD DEFICIENCY REPORT 4NQA038 8

1 Date 4/18/90 2 Severity Level 01 02 EJ3 Page 1 of 2
X 3 Discovered During 3a Identified By 4 SDR No.

YMP-SR-90-026 M. J. Mitchell 531 Rev. °
5 Organization 6 Person(s) Contacted 7 Response Due Date Is
USGS (Denver) W. Langer, W. Causseaux 20 Working Days from

C 6 Requirement (Audit Checklist Reference, If Applicable)
P USGS Procedure QMP-3.07, Rev. 2, para. 5.2, states in part: "The technical
X review shall be documented on the YMP-USGS Review/Comment Resolution Form
c (Attachment 2)."

O Deficiency
Documented evidence was reviewed which indicated that multiple reviewers were
involved in the review of SP 8.3.1.2.1.3 as noted by the reviewer initials

X appearing on the attachment to the R/CRF. However, the names of the additional
10 Recommended Action(s): Remedial 0 Investigative 0 Corrective

8 Take the necessary action to identify all reviewers. on R/CRF sheet as
participating in review process.

ii QAE/Lead Auditor/Date 12 Division Manager/Date ro rJDate

W) 14 RemedialInvestigative Action(s)
is Effective Date

C

16Cause of the Condition & Corrective Action to Prevent Recurrenceg 17 Effective Date

*0

E 18 Signature/Date

1sRepos QAE/Lead Auditor/Date jDivsion Manager/Date Project Quality Mgr./Date

o 20 Corrective Action QAE/Lead Auditor/Date DivisIon Manager/Date Project Quality MVgri/Date
Venif. Satisfactory

21 Remarks

0

.0

0
220A/La Auditor/Date Division Manager/Date 'POM/Date
OA CLOSUREII
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SDR No. 531 Rev. 0 Page 2 of 2

Deficiency: (Continued)

reviewers were not identified on the R/CRF as participating in the review. The
condition was only found in 1 out of 5 Review/Comment Resolution Forms evaluated
during the surveillance.
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YUCCA MOUNTAIN PROJECT OFFICE N-OA-012
lYMPO OBSERVATION NO. YMP-SR-90-026-01 4/89

2Noted During: 3 Identified By: 4Date:
c YMP-SR-90-026 M. J. Mitchell 04-18-90

cOrganization: 6Person(s) Contacted: 7FoesDonse DeDateis?4Da M= at
USGS (Denver) W. Causeaux, W. Langer of ramme

O 8 Discussion:
C

C In Study Plans such as 8.3.1.2.3.2, accuracy and precession discussion
H stemming from the Level of Detail Agreement are included by references to

o procedures identified such as (HP-23 and HP 160), however, the procedures did
k not include the information indicated in the text. These technical
E procedures were written prior to Rev. 5 of the USGS QAPP when this
XV information was first required to be included in technical procedure.

0

QQAE/Lead Auditor Date 0Br h Manager Date

_y/9. /
11 Response:

C

a:

E
0

12 Signature: Date:

13 Response Receipt Acceptable 0

Initiator Date OALead Auditor Date

0
° 14Remarks:

0

Page

1 of1
tNCLOSURE,3- -
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YUCCA MOUNTAIN PROJECT OFFICE
'YMPO OBSERVATION NO. YMP-SR-90-026-02

N-QA-012
4/89

-

2Noted During: 3 Identified By:
M. J. Mitchell

4Date:
04-18-90C

N

0
[C
0

8

M
IC

t

YMP-SR-90-026

SOrganization: 6 Person(s) Contacted: 1 7 sdEes f Due Date
USGS (Denver) W. Causseaux, W. Langer i o1 ransmiM

8Discussion:
During the internal review of Study Plans via QMP-3.07 the following
weaknesses were identified:

1. The use of marked-up draft study plans are commonly used during the
review in addition to the comment forms provided in the procedure.
During the review process comments are transferred to a data base log
which become part of the QA record package where the marked-up drafts do
not. It is difficult to impossible to follow the comment resolution
process from the original comment to resolution process and identify

GQAE/Lead Auditor Date j7;chaager Date

-I
II Response: I,

a,

0.

C.)

n

CD

to

12 Signature: Date:

¶3 Response Rcelpt Aceptabl. 0

Initiator Date QA4Lead Auditor Date

0
.00.

Ea
0

.1

14 Remarks:
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YMPO OSERVATION NO. YMP-SR-90-026-02
CONTINUATION PAGE

N-OA-012
1/89

Discussion (Continued)

specific changes to the text resulting from a comment. Use of the
marked-up drafts or discussions with the staff were needed to follow the
process. The procedure is not specific about what constitutes the QA
record of the review. The recommendation is that the contents of the
package needs better definition and that marked-up drafts should be part
of the formal record package.

2. During some of the reviews, authors made major rewrites and restructuring
of the documents making changes resulting from review comments difficult
to impossible'to identify in the final text. The document was not re-
reviewed when this extensive rewrite took place. It is recommended that
author originated rewrites be prohibited during the review process.

3. Reviewers do
comments are
resolution.
verification

not verify that changes in study plans resulting from their
satisfactory and responsive to the agreed to comment
In fact, there is little objective evidence that a
takes place on a routine basis.

4. Many comments are made during the review process that are vague or are
worded in such a manner that they are difficult to resolve and
incorporate in the revised document. This appears to be associated with
the lack of specific guidance, review criteria, or training given to
reviewers of study plans. The wide variety of review comments or the
emphasis on minor comments indicates that there is a risk of not having a
thorough document review when only one review is used.

5. Many R/CRFs do not specifically identify the reviewed version of the
study plan, by study plan number, revision, and document date.

Page

2 of 2
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1YMPO OBSERVATION NO. YMP-SR-90-026-03
N-QA-012
4/89

-, - I Y
2Noted Duang:
YMP-SR-90-026

3 Identified By:
S. L. Crawford

4Date:
4/19/90C

0

C

0

SOrganization: SPerson(s) Contacted: 7i pxn" Due Date
is 2Days from Date

USGS (Denver) W. Causseaux, W. Steinkampf of Tnsm

6Discussion: USGS Study Plan 8.3.1.2.3.2, submitted to YMPO 3/28/90,
para. 3.1.1. deleted one objective identified in the Site Characterization
Plan (SCP). A SCP ICN was prepared per AP-1.1OQ, but the ICN had not been
approved by the TPO. The ICN was attached as the last page of the Study
Plan, but was not referenced in the TPO transmittal letter to indicate an SCP
revision was needed. A letter was prepared during the surveillance to
forward a TPO signed copy of the SCP ICN to the Director R&SED for further
action. USGS should review other SCP ICNs and assure they have been properly
approved at USGS and submitted to YMPO for review and SCP revision.

GQAE/Lead Auditor

C~-e< 

Date
-s, I
/,/ve

10B nager Date

,,,AZ4'~__ _ _ ,

_-_

IResponse: / /

0I

0.

0

0.

E

0

C)

i2Signature: Date:
p

3 Response Receipt Acceptable 

Initiator Date QAALead Auditor Date

60
C

.0

or

l 4 RemarcS:

Page

_ of
I-
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YUCCA MOUNTAIN PROJECT OFFICE N-QA012
'YMPO OBSERVATION NO. YMP-SR-90-026-04 4J89

2Noted During: Identified By: 4Date:
c YMP-SR-90-026 R. L. Maudlin 4-19-90

cOrganization: 6 Person(s) Contacted: 7wm 8 Due Date

P USGS W. Causseaux oTransmttal

o Discussion:
= In a review of the comments made to SP 8.3.1.2.1.3 dated 02-27-90, it
c was noted that several of the comments made which were not annotated as
ag~ major/minor were found to be major comments. The annotation was apparently
o lost during transition from one comment resolution sheet to a later CRF.

It is recommended that in all cases, the bases for qualification of the
X selected reviewer be based on tangible evidence of qualification such a
~ resume, or documentation of education and work experience.

0
9QAE/Lead Auditor Date 10B Date

1 Response: 

12Signature: Date:

13 Response Receipt Acceptable 0

Initiator Date ONLead Audtor Date

0 14 Remark:

CL.0

E
0

Page

1 of 2
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1/89 S

8. Discussion: (Continued)

The compilation of comments to SP 8.3.1.16.1.1, generated as a result of SDR
417, did not designate the comments as major or minor. The rejected comments
were not initialed for concurrence. Therefore, it is possible that some
major or rejected comments were not resolved.
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C
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R. L. Maudlin 04-18-90
SOrganizaton: 6Person(s) Contacted: Res Due Date

USGS I Causseauxfis 2 ays from Date
USGS W. Causseaux of ranmsr

S Discussion:

Bases of qualification of reviewers, as noted in the review of 3 "Reviewers
Selection Forms" could not be substantiated by documentation which would
provide a sound basis for qualification (i.e., Resume, Review of Education and
Work Experience). Bases for qualification in these particular instances was
based on verbal conformation, review of publications, position descriptions,
etc.

Examples reviewed were
8.3.1.2.3.2 (LANL).

reviewers selected to review SP 8.3.1.4.2.2 and

GQAE/Lead Auditor Date
SC/ 

I 10p�- h Manager
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Date
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12Signature: Date:
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14 Remarks:
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8. Discussion: (Continued)

It is recommended that in all cases, the bases for qualification of the
selected reviewer be based on tangible evidence of qualification such a
resume, or documentation of education and work experience.
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2Noted During: 3identified By: 4 Date:

c YMP-SR-90-026 T. Noland 04-19-90
6 Contacted: ~~7Reswmel Due Date

Organization: Person(s) Contacted: a mDt
USGS M. Mustard, T. Chaney oTrmita

0 sDiscussion:

I' Scheduled USGS Surveillances have been delayed or canceled from Surveillance
O Schedule to Surveillance Schedule without documented Justification for the
it delay or cancellation approved by USGS QA management. These delays or

cancellations of Surveillances without approved Justification may cause
inadequate Surveillances of key technical and programmatic areas.

E
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Discussion: (Continued)

Examples of Delayed or Canceled Surveillances

o Control of Intra - USGS Acquisitions, QMP-4.02 - Originally schedule for
October 1989 on the FY90, Rev. 0 Schedule. Not shown on FY90, Rev. 1
Schedule.

o Status and Control of SPs, Study Plans and Technical Procedures, QMP-
3.02, 3.06, 5.01 and 5.05 for 3334G-01 (Technical Surveillance) -
Originally scheduled for November 1989 on FY90, Rev. 0 Schedule.
Scheduled for May 1990 on FY90, Rev. 1 Schedule.

o Preparation, Review and Approval of SCP Study Plans, AP-1.1OQ -
Originally scheduled for February 1990 on FY90, Rev. 0 and Rev. 1
Schedules. Scheduled for September-1990 on draft FY90, Rev. 2 Schedule.

o Calibration Control - Calibration Register, QMP-12.01 - Originally
scheduled for February 1990 on FY90, Rev. 0 Schedule. Not shown on
FY90, Rev. 1 Schedule.
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2Noted During: 3Identified By: 4Date:
c YMP-SR-90-026 R. L. Maudlin 4/19/90

U 5Organization: sPerson(s) Contacted: Meo nse Due Date
E USGS (Denver) W. Langer, R. Keefer Of ran m Dat

v SDiscussion:

USGS Study Plan internal transmittal memos requesting technical reviews of
Study Plans identify applicable QMP-3.07 revisions and R/CRF. to be used,

O extract portions of YMP AP-1.1OQ provisions as review guidelines, and in some
cases indicate the specific (date) version of the Study Plan to be reviewed.
Issuance of these transmittal letters is only being done by one group (GD)

B and is not being applied uniformly across all organizations responsible for
S review of study plans.
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Discussion: (Continued)

It is suggested that this practice, if satisfactory, be applied uniformly by
all groups performing technical reviews of study plans.
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