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RESULTS OF THE WASTE MANAGEMENT PROJECT OFFICE (WMPO) EVALUATION OF HOLMES
AND NARVER'S (H&N'S) RESPONSES TO THE STANDARD DEFICIENCY REPORTS (SDRS)
AND OBSERVATIONS RESULTING FROM WMPO AUDIT 88-2 OF H&N (WMPO ACTION ITEM
NNi-1988-0011)

References: (1) Letter, Blaylock to Calovini, dtd. 4/12/88
(2) Letter, Calovini to Blaylock, dtd. 5/9/88

Enclosed are the results of the WMPO review of the responses to the SDRs
and Observations resulting from WMPO Audit 88-2 of H&N. The responses to
SDR Nos. 117, 118, 120, 121, 123, 125, 127, 128, and 129 are considered to
be satisfactory. SDR No. 118 has been satisfactorily verified and is
considered closed. A copy is enclosed for your records. The response to
SDR No. 119 is rejected and is being reissued as Rev. 1. A copy of SDR
119, Revision 1 is also enclosed. SDR Nos. 122 and 124 were adjudged to
require amended responses and these responses were agreed upon at a meeting
with Carl 0. Wright and Harry Tuthill of your organization on June 14,
1988. These responses were officially received on June 20, 1988. You are
requested to provide a response to SDR No. 119, Rev. 1, to my office within
20 working days of the transmittal date of this letter. Concurrently, you
are requested to send the original of this response to Nita J. Brogan of
Science Applications International Corporation, Las Vegas, Nevada. The
SDRs that had acceptable responses will be closed upon verification of
committed corrective action.

Please note that the responses to all the Observations are acceptable. If
you have any questions, please contact me at 794-7913.

Jame Baylock
Project Quality Manager

WMPO:JB-2947 Waste Management Project

Enclosures:
1. Results of WMPO Review
2. SDR No. 118
3. SDR No. 119
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WMPO EVALUATION OF H&N'S RESPONSES TO SDRS ISSUED DURING WMPO AUDIT 88-2

SDR-117 The response is accepted.

SDR-118 The response is accepted, the SDR has been verified and closed.

SDR-119 The response is unacceptable. It does not address the cited
deficiency. The QA review of the Work Initiation Package is a
requirement of H&N Procedure NNWSI-007.

SDR-120 The response is accepted.

SDR-121 The response is accepted. The current procedure review being
performed to satisfy the SDR-086 deficiency on Audit 87-2 will
suffice in this case.

SDR-122 The response is accepted based upon the receipt of an amended
response on 6/20/88. This response was agreed upon at a meeting
with Carl Wright and Harry Tuthill of your organization on 6/14/88.

SDR-123 The response is acceptable.

SDR-124 The response is accepted based upon the receipt of an amended
response on 6/20/88. This response was agreed upon at a meeting
with Carl Wright and Harry Tuthill of your organization on 6/14/88.

SDR-125 The response is accepted.

SDR-127 The response is acceptable subject to verification that the audit
schedule published in November 1987 and updated in March,1988 is in
accordance with NNWSI-031, paragraph 6.1 and that it was submitted
to the WMPO OASC Audits & Surveillances Branch Manager as required.

SDR-128 The response is accepted.

SDR-129 The response is accepted.



16 Cause of the Condition & Corrective Action to Prevent Recurrence
A number of temporary employees were processing 17 Effective Date 4/26/88
procedures while the regularly assigned person was on a medical leave of absence.
The permanent employees are now assigned this responsibility and have been
reinstructed in the procedure requirements (copy attached). A checklist has been
created and is being used to check procedures, ICNs, and Index before issue (copy



STANDARD DEFICIENT
CONTINUATION SHEET

2) Para. 5.5.1.1 - "All revised words, sentences, and paragraphs shall be noted by a
vertical bar in the right hand margin adjacent to the change with the exception of
correction of typographical errors." (Refer to Audit Checklist Item No. 1-14)

2) NNWSI-004, Rev. 1 and NNWSI-008, Rev. 1 were revised and
vertical bars in the right hand margin denoting changes.
indicate that the revisions were complete rewrites.

distributed without
The procedures do not

Note: Procedure NNWSI-029 does not indicate the procedure number on pages 2, 3, 4,
and 5.



SDR-118 REV. 0

Block 22 Remarks (Continued)-

The following committed corrective actions were satisfactorily verified:

l) The following procedures were verified to be corrected:

A) the table of contents Rev. 19 now has an effective date of 4/26/88

B) NNWSI-004 Rev. 1, was reissued 4/26/88 and now has an effective
date of 3/25/88

C) NNWSI-005 Rev. 0, was reissued 4/26/88 and now has an effective
date of 11/17/86

D) NNWSI-011 Rev. 0, was revised by ICN-001 to add an effective date
of 5/15/87

E) NNWSI-002 Rev. 0 ICN-001, was reissued 3/17/88 showing an
effective date of 3/25/88

F) NNWSI-004 Rev. 1, was reissued with vertical bars in the right
hand column indicating changes

2) NNWSI-008 Rev. 1 and NNWSI-029 Rev. 1, (effective date 4/29/88), are
complete rewrites which do not require vertical bars be placed in the
right hand column per NNWSI-001 Rev. 0, para. 5.5.1.2. NNWSI-001 Rev.
1, para. 6.5.1.2, now requires that 'Total revision to a procedure
shall be annotated on the transmittal.

3) Appropriate document control personnel have been reinstructed to
procedural requirements (see H&N Memo dated 5-9-88).

4) A procedure checklist has been developed to aid in the review of
procedures, ICNs and indexes prior to issue.
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STANDARD DEFICIENCY REPORT

1 Date 4/1/88 2 Sev Level 1 2 Page 1 of
3 Discovered During Identified By Branch Chief 4 SDR No.

WMPO Audit 88-2 P. Karnoski

Organization 6 Persons Contacted Response Due Date is
Holmes & Narver C. Wright, R. Schreiner, L. O'Laughlin

Requirement (Audit Checklist Reference, if Applicable) H&N Procedure NNWSI-007 "Work
Initiation, Criteria Gathering and Reporting", Rev. 0 paragraph 6.2.3.3 states in
part: "QA shall review the Work Initiation package to ensure that the appropriate
docunents were prepared,reviewed, approved, or accepted in accordance (cont'd)

Deficiency Contrary to the above requirement, the QA review is not being
performed. Examples of discrepancies observed during the audit that emphasize the
need for this review are:

Recommended Action(s) Remedial Investigative Corrective

1) Revise the work initiation forms to indicate appropriate references and quality
assignment levels.

.



STANDARD DEFICIE
CONTINUATION SHEET

Block 8 Requirement (cont'd)

with documented procedures and QA requirements. If all documents were processed
correctly they shall annotate their acceptance on the Work Initiation Form."
(Refer to Audit Checklist Item No. 1-53, 1-54, 1-57, 1-58)

Block 9 Deficiency (cont'd)

1) Work initiation forms for the ESF Utility Power System, ESF UPS Power System and
the ESF Standby Power System do not reference the NNWSI/ESF Title 1 "Scope and
Planning Basis Document", Rev. 2, which was used as the source of criteria in
determining the quality level assignment of the work task.

2) The work initiation 87-021, Rev. 0, for "Aerial Mapping Effort in Support of the
NNWSI Project" indicates the QA level to be N/A. However, the task for which
the work was performed is a Quality Level I activity (refer to Los Alamos National
Laboratory Scientific Investigation Plan "Tectonics and Volcanism", No. 86/2.3.1.-
TV, Rev. 0, and its associated Quality Level Assignment Sheet).

Block 10 Recommended Action(s) (cont'd)

2) Revise the work Initiation Form to include a QA signature block.

3) Reinstruct personnel to procedural requirements. Provide objective evidence with
response to the SDR.



SDR-119 Revision 0

Block 22 Remarks (Continued)

The response provided in Block 14 Part
the deficiency identified in the SDR.
work initiation packages in accordance

1 is rejected as B&N did not address
QA has not performed a review of
with H&N implementing procedures.

The responses provided in Block 14 Parts 2 and 3 are considered satisfactory
and have been verified to satisfactorily complete.
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WMPO STANDARD DEFICIENCY REPORT

HOLMES & Narver, INC.
Response to SDR No. 119

BLOCK 14

REMEDIAL:

1. Holmes & Narver will issue a revision to the OAPP, with a letter to VMPO
requesting a waiver and/or a change to NVO-196-17, Revision 5, Section
III, Para 2.2.1 and 2.3.2 relating to Quality Assurance (QA) approval of
design input and design analysis.

Quality Assurance does not and should not approve design documents.
This requirement imposed by NVO-196-l7 is not a requirement to 10 CFR50
Appendix B, NQA-1, or the NRC Review Plan. QA is not normally an inline
participant in design. It is the function of QA to be in an overview
position to assure compliance to the overall QA Program. This function
is normally accomplished by audits, surveillance, and reviev of
documents.

Effective Date: 6/1/88

2. Work Initiations, including 88-014, 88-015, and 88-106, for the ESF
Utility Power System (UPS) power system, and standby power system will
be reviewed and supplemented where required to include the reference to
the NNWSI/ESF Title I Scope and Planning Basis Document, Revision No. 2.

Effective Date: 6/1/88

3. A memo will be issued to all NNWSI H&N Project Engineering personnel,
identifying that prior to issuing Work Initiation, the quality level
shall be stated. If the criteria does not provide this data, they must
get classification from the originators of the criteria, and document
the same, before issuing the Work Initiation.

Effective Date: 5/27/88

INVESTIGATIVE:

QA has not reviewed any of the York Initiations.
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WMPO STANDARD DEFICIENCY REPORT

HOLMES & NARVER, INC.
Response to SDR No. 119

BLOCK 16

CAUSE:

Noncompliance
training.

to procedure was due to lack of appropriate personnel

CORRECTIVE ACTION TO PREVENT REOCCURRENCE:

As noted in Remedial Action, a waiver or change to NVO-196-17, Revision
5 will be submitted via letter and revision to the QAPP. Based upon
WMPO approval of the QAPP revision, procedures will be revised or
issued. In the interim, a surveillance will be conducted periodically
to assure compliance that design inputs/analysis are effectively being
controlled, reviewed, and approved as prescribed by procedures.

Effective Date:

1. Waiver will be submitted 6/1/88.

2. First surveillance to be completed by 5/27/88.

3. Procedural revision within 30 days of DOE/WMPO approval.



HOLMES & NARVER INC.
ENERGY SUPPORT DIVISION

DATE June 3, 1988

TO Sr. Project Engineer I/J. M. Replogle

FROM Project Engineer/E. C. Garnett

SUBJECT REVIEW OF CURRENT WORK INITIATION (VI) FORMS
NNVSI:MEM:88-216

A review of current WI's has shown that reference to the H&N Scope and Planning
Basis Document and Design Basis Document is included on each WI where
applicable.

J . C. Calovini
R. P. Sabol
R. G. Musick
E. C. Garnett
Log Copy
NNWSI File 1.2.9.1.l.40



HOLMES & NARVER, INC
ENERGY SUPPORT DIVISION

DATE June 1, 1988

TO NNWSI Project Engineering Personnel

FROM Sr. Project Engineer I/J. M. Replogle

SUBJECT PREPARATION OF WORK INITIATION FORMS
WWSI:MEM:88-207

In the preparation of Work Initiation (WI) forms, the proper QA Level must be
shown. If the QA Level is unknown, go back to the criteria letter or source of
the request to determine the QA Level.

C. Calovini
C 0. Wright

Log Copy



Holmes & Narver
Energy Support Division

Nevada Operations

QA:88-39
WBS 1.2.9.3
QA Level N/A

June 1, 1988

James Blaylock
Project Quality Manager
Vaste Management Project Office
Nevada Operations Office
U.S. Department of Energy
Post Office Box 98518
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518

REQUEST FOR REVISION, WAIVER/DEVIATION FROM NVO-196-17, REVISION 5,
SECTION III

It is requested that NVO-196-17, Revision 5, Section III, paragraphs
2.2.1 and 2.3.2 be revised to eliminate the requirement for Quality
Assurance to approve and sign-off on Design Input, paragraph 2.2.1, and
Design Analyses documents, paragraph 2.3.2, or that a waiver be granted.

The Holmes & Narver, Inc. (H&N) Quality Assurance Program Plan (QAPP)
requires that audits and surveillances be performed of all quality
affecting activities. This would include design activities such as
control of design input and the preparation of design analyses
documents. Holmes & Narver does not believe it is the intent of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to require that every design input
and design analyses document be reviewed and approved by Quality
Assurance, nor that these documents must be signed by a Quality
Assurance representative.

The requirements, as stated in NVO-196-17, Revision 5, are not
prescribed by 10 CFR 50 Appendix B, NQA-1, or the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission Review Plan For Site Characterization Of High Level Nuclear
Waste Repository (NRC REVIEW PLAN).

The requirements from the above-referenced documents are quoted as
follows:

1050 E. Flamingo Rd., Suite 342 West, Las Vegas, NV 89119-7439 (702) 295-3411 P. O Box 93838, Las Vegas, NV 89193-3838



James Blaylock
REQUEST FOR REVISION, WAIVER/DEVIATION
QA:88-39
June 1, 1988
Page 2

NVO-196-17, Rev. 5, Section III, Para. 2.1.2 states "Applicable
design input, such as criteria letters, design bases, performance
and regulatory requirements, codes, ... , shall be identified,
documented, and their selection reviewed and approved by the
responsible design organization and the responsible QA organization.
The purpose of the QA review is to assure that the documents are
prepared, reviewed, and approved in accordance with documented
procedures and quality assurance requirements."

NVO-196-17, Rev. 5, Section III, Para. 2.3.2 states "Documents of
Design Analyses shall include the following: o Designation ....

Signatures and dates of review and approval by appropriate
personnel including QA personnel. The purpose of the QA review is
to assure that the documentation is prepared, reviewed, and approved
in accordance with documented procedures and quality assurance
requirements."

NQA-1, Supplement 3S-1, Section. 2 DESIGN INPUT, and 10 CFR 50
Appendix B, as supplemented by ANSI N45.2.11, states "Applicable
design inputs, such as design bases, performance requirements ...
shall be identified and documented, and their selection reviewed and
approved by the responsible design organization. .....

The NRC Review Plan (June 1984), paragraph 3.6 states 'Procedures
required that design drawings, specifications, criteria and analyses
be reviewed by the QA organization to assure that documents are
prepared, reviewed, and approved by accordance with documented
procedures and quality assurance requirements."

It has never been required that Quality Assurance approve design
documents. Quality Assurance has line responsibilities to review some
design documents such as drawings, specifications, and procedures to
assure that quality requirements such as codes, standards, and
applicable acceptance/rejection criteria is appropriately specified.

C. 0. Wright
Chief, Quality Assurance

cc: L. P. Skousen, DOE/WMPO, Las Vegas, NV,
S H Klein, SAIC, Las Vegas, NV

bc: Manager, Nevada Operations
Manager, Technical Services
Project Manager, NNWSI
Sr. Engineer II, R. P. Sabol
QA Files, VBS 1.2.9.3
Log Book
NNWSI File 1.2.9.3.56



Joseph C. Calovini -2- JUL 2 0 1988

cc W/encls:
V. J. Cassella, HQ (RV-123) FORS
Ralph Stein, HQ (RW-30) FORS
W. R. Marchand, DOE/HQ, Weston
A. E. Gurrola, H&N, Las Vegas, NV
Richard Ivy, H&N, Las Vegas, NV
C. 0. Wright, H&N, Las Vegas, NV
S. H. Klein, SAIC, Las Vegas, NV
0. D. Smith, SAIC, Las Vegas, NV
J. W. Estella, SAIC, Las Vegas, NV
W. R. Kazor, SAIC, Las Vegas, NV
R. H. Klemens, SAIC, Las Vegas, NV
Gerard Heaney, SAIC, Las Vegas, NV
F. J. Ruth, SAIC, Las Vegas, NV
P. J. Karnoski, SAIC, Las Vegas, NV
J. J. Brogan, SAIC, Las Vegas, NV
P. T. Prestholt, NRC, Las Vegas, NV
V. L. Belke, NRC, Washington,
J. J. Holonich, NRC, Washington' DC
R. W. Gray, MED, NV
V. F. Witherill, NTSO, NV
A. R. Veloso, NTSO, NV
C. P. Gertz, WMPO, NV
M. B. Blanchard, WMPO, NV
W. R. Dixon, WMPO, NV
M. P. Kunich, WHPO, NV
A. L. Baca, WMPO, NV
R. E. Monks, WMPO, NV
E. L. Wilmot, WMPO, NV


