UNITED STATES ATTACHMENT J

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

JAN 28 1987

Mr. James Knight, Director

Siting, Licensing and Quality Assurance Division
Office of Civilian Radiocactive Waste Management
U.S. Department of Energy RW-20

Washington, DC 20545

Dear Mr. Knight:

The purpose of this letter is to provide the NRC staff's comments on the DOE
Office of Geologic Repositories' "Quality Assurance Plan for Eigh-Level
Radioactive Waste Repositories,”" OGR-B-3, Revision 1, dated July 1986. This
Plan was provided to us in your July 17, 1986 letter to the NRC. The staff
provided comments on an earlier version of the plan in a letter to William
Purcell of DOE dated October 11, 1985. The plan was subsequently revised by
DOE and issued in its present form. Attachment 1 contains our comments on this
revision of the plan.

The OGR plan furnished with the July 17, 1986 letter consisted on two major
sections~~the plan itself and an appendix containing Supplements giving
guidance on selected topics, such as the Q-List, to Headquarters, the project
offices and DOE contractors. For this review, the staff has provided comments
on the plan and all of the supplements except number 4, "Quality Assurance
Records."” Comments for this supplement are still being developed end will be
provided in the near future.

In August 1986, DOE issued the above QA Plan in DOE/RW-0095. In addition to
containing the sections described sbove, this revision of the plan contained an
Appendix A of detailed procedures (Quality Implementing Procedures or QIP's)
for internal OGR use along with the supplements described above in a new
Appendix B. These implementing procedures and similaer omes for the project
offices and DOE contractors will be reviewed during NRC audits. Those which
are novel or unique such as peer review or qualification of existing data will
be reviewed prior to the audits and comments formally provided to the DOE for
resolution.

It is our understanding that the August 1986 version of the plan is nearly
identical to the July 1986 version reviewed by the staff and that the few
differences are minor. We request that you formally indicate the differences
gso that the August 1986 revision can become the standard for our discussions
with your staff.

Our current réview resulted in the enclosed request for additional informationm.
We suggest & working meeting between our staff and OGR personnel so that we can
develop a firm understanding of the functioning QA relationships and QA
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responsibilities of OGR and discuss how our earlier comments on the plan were
resolved by DOE. Of particular interest to us is the independence of the QA
function within OGR and the basis for why DOE believes this is an adequate
arrangement. We would also discuse in such a meeting the other comments
provided in the attached enclosure.

Your letter of July 17, 1986 not only provided the OGR QA Plan, but also
furnished the following for NRC staff review:

°Basalt Waste Isolation Division (BWID) QA Plan

°Salt Repository Project Office (SRPO) QA Plan

°Basalt Quality Assurance Requirements Document (BQARD))

°Waste Management Project Office Requirements Documents (NVO-196-~17)

The staff has provided formal comments on NVO-196-17 in letters dated August 25
and November 21, 1986. The staff expects to complete its review and provide
formal comments on the remaining documents listed above within the next month
or so.

As we noted in our letter to you on the NNWSI QA Plan deted November 21, 1986,
it is critical that the limits of the review of QA program plans be recognized.
The extent that the program is actually used throughout the high-level
radiocactive waste program &s a management tool as proposed to being put in
place merely to satisfy an NRC requirement cannot be measured through a QA
program plan review. In the several cases where serious construction quality
problems occurred at nuclear power plants, QA program plans had been reviewed
end found acceptable by the NRC as meeting the requirements of Appendix B of
10CFR Part 50. However, these programs were not properly implemented. The QA
program plan review provides only a portion of what is necessary to develop
confidence that work will be done adequately~-that 1s, to assure that adequate
information on the quality of work implementation is being developed for
management and being met in a demonstrable fashion. A most important indicator
of the succeesful implementation of these plans will be the detailed,
results-oriented technical reviews that will be performed by the NRC staff as
work progresses.
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Questions on the enclosed comments or arrangements for & meeting between our

staffs should be referred to James Kennedy of my staff on 427-4786.

Enclosure: NRC Staff's Comments on the
"Quality Assurance Plan for High-Level
Radioactive Waste Repositories"

cc: C. Newton, DOE EQ
D. Vieth, NNWSI
L. Olson, BWIP
J. Neff, SRPO

Sincerely,

ohn J. Linehan, Acting Chief
Repository Projects Branch
Divigion of Waste Management

Office of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards

DOE OGR
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Attachment 1

Request for Additional Information
OGR QA Plan for High-Level Radicactive Waste Repositories

A, General

1. The OGR QA Plan was written prior to NRC's June 1986 draft generic
technical positions (GIPs):

a. Qualification of existing data (Federal Register Vol. 51, No.
128, pg. 24455, July 3, 1986).

b. Peer review (Same reference as item a).

c. Items and activities subject to 10 CFR 60 QA requirements
(Federal Register Vol. 51, No 147, pg. 27477, July 31, 1986
and No. 153, pg. 28643, August 8, 1986).

The plan (including its supplements) should be revised as necessary
to reflect these GIPs. Differences between the revised plan and the
GIPs should be noted and justified.

2. Include a list of abbreviations used in the plan.

foy

B. OGR/B-3, Revision 1, July 1986: QA Plan

1. The September 1984 version of the OGR QA Plan stated that the
Associate Director, OGR, has ultimate responsibility for establishing
and implementing an effective QA program for the OGR subprogram and
for verifying that field project offices have established and are
implementing effective QA programs. The July 1986 version does not
clearly assign these responsibilities. Indicate (by position title)
who now has these responsibilities. (1.1)%*

2, Section 4.3.2.f of the OGR QA Plan addresses participation of OGR QA
in project office audits of "major contractors.”" Clarify any differences
between "major contractors” used in 4.3.2.f and "contractors" as
defined in section l.4.1 of the plan. Specify the frequency of OGR
audits. (1.4)

3. Section 3.3 of the OGR QA Plan indicates that the manager of each
operations office has line management responsibility and accountability
for overall project implementation. Clarify the reporting relationship
of the manager of the operation offices and the OGR. (1.7)

*The number in parentheses after an RAI refers to the specific guidance in the
NRC Review Plan.
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Clarify whether the OGR QA Manager is at the same or higher organization
level as the highest line manager directly responsible for performing
activities affecting quality and is sufficiently independent from

cost and schedule. (1.10a)

Section 3.2 of the OGR QA plan indicates that each OGR Division and
Branch will be responsible for quality achievement and assurance of
quality within their areas of responsibility. <Clarify that the
assurance of quality (or verification of conformance to established
requirements) is accomplished by individuals or groups who do not
have direct responsibility for performing the work being verified.

The last item in Section 3.4 of the OGR QA plan indicates that OGR QA

can stop, or cause to be stopped, unsatisfactory work, through established
channels. The QA organization need not have authority to stop work

if the individual to whom the person responsible for managing the QA
program reports has this authority. Describe how stop-work requests

are initiated and completed. (1.12)

Describe provisions for the resolution of disputes involving quality
arising from a difference of opinion between OGR QA personnel and
other OGR personnel. (1.13) '

Section 5 of Supplement 8 addresses rationale for assigning Quality
Levels, Clarify whether these rationale include system analyses and
definition of numerical performance objectives and standards. Justify
why not if not. Identify items and activities covered by the QA
program. The staff information needs defined in the "Q-list" GTP
(See A.1.C. for complete title) should be used as guidance. If

items and activities important to safety or waste isolation as
defined in 10 CFR 60.2 will be identified in the project offices QA
plans, so state. (2.1)

Supplement 1, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: Personnel

1.

Section 1.0 of this supplement indicates the supplement applies to
personnel performing or verifying activities that affect quality.
Sections 2.0, 5.1, 5.2, 5.4, 5.5, and 5.6 address personnel who per-
form activities affecting quality, omitting personnel who verify
activities affecting quality. Conversely, the examples given in
Section 3.0 are all verifiers. Clarify that the entire supplement
applies to both doers and verifiers.

Section 1.0 of this supplement should be revised to be consistent with
the other supplements to the OGR QA Plan.

Supplement 2, Revision 0, Jume 10, 1986: QA Overviews

1.

Section 4.1 of Supplement 2 states that overview encompasses effective-
ness assessments, technical reviews, readiness reviews, audits, and
surveillances. Section 5 of the supplement should be expanded to

address each of these component parts of overviews.
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2. Section 5.2 of this supplement should require that overview procedures
include the criteria for determining the acceptability of the QA
program documentation. Timeliness of document review should also
be addressed.

3. Section 5.3 of Supplement 2 requires surveillance. The qualification
requirements of surveillance personnel should be specified.

4. Section 5.4 of Supplement 2 addresses external audits as part of the
) overview process. Clarify that both technical and QA programmatic
audits are performed to:

a. Provide a comprehensive independent verification and evalustion
of procedures and activities affecting quality.

b. Verify and evaluate suppliers' QA programs, procedures, and
activities.

Audit teams should be led by an appropriately qualified and certified
lead auditor from the QA organization.

Supplement 3, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: Q-List

1. Prior Supplement 3's addressed the control of measuring and test equipment.
Identify where within the OGR QA Plan these controls are now specified.

2, Section 5.0 of this supplement requires a procedure for determining what
is placed on each project's Q-List. Clarify that each project's
Q-List will be reviewed by HQ-OGR and submitted to the NRC.

3. The first paragraph of the summary of Attachment A of this supplement
refers to items and activities "important to safety and waste isolation."
Change the "and" to "and/or" or justify not doing so. This same
paragraph quotes from a preliminary draft NRC document. The quotation
and paragraph should reflect the draft GTP and should be revised per
Comment A.l, above, item c. For example, this section indicates that
only Q-List items and activities will be subject to NRC licensing
review and oversight. In addition to the Q-Listed items and activities
important to safety and/or waste isolation, other items and activities
will be associated with demonstrating that DOE meets all of the 10 CFR
Part 60 licensing requirements. For example, 10 CFR Part 20 require-
ments, which are referenced in 10 CFR Part 60, will need to be
addressed in the license application. Although these additional items
and activities are not covered by the 10 CFR 60 Subpart G QA require-
ments (which apply only to items and activities important to safety
and/or important to waste isolation), assurance measures are needed to
provide confidence that the requirements have been met. Certain
assurance measures, such as use of written procedures, documentation
of completed work, and monitoring of radiation levels, are currently
prescribed in the regulations and, although not explicitly stated
as quality assurance requirements, provide a basis for demonstrating



1.

Page 4 of 6

compliance with the licensing requirements. Therefore, these
assurance measuresg are elso subject to NRC licensing review and
oversight. Modify this section to clarify this point or justify not
doing so.

The supplement on the Q-list states that DOE will utilize an annual
probability value of 1X10-5 as a 1limit for accident scenarios for
identification of the Q-list. As noted in the staff's letter to

J. Knight, DOE, dated March 7, 1986, it 1is the staff's position that
credible initiating events and accidents should not be bounded by a
specific probability value at this stage of the repository program
until DOE and NRC have agreed on the rationale for such & limit.

Supplement 5, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: Experiments and Research

Clarify the last sentence in Section 3.0 of this supplement which states:
"Data... shall be conducted... ." Also, from the same sentence, identify
the "other applicable requirements identified in the OGR QA Plan," and/or
clarify what these words mean.

2.

The signature of the experimenter and the signature of a competent
technical reviewer do not appear to be adequate for Quality Level ! or
2 data., Clarify.

Supplement 6, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: Problem Reporting

1.

2.

3.

Prior Supplement 6's addressed the control of computer software.
Identify where within the OGR QA Plan these controls are now specified.

The title of this supplement, "Quality Problem Reporting;" Sections 2.0
and 5.3; and the QAA format shown in Attachment A of the supplement are
all limited to quality problems and quality problem reporting.

Sections 3.0, 4.2, 5.1, 5.2, and 6.1 indicate that quality improvement
is also included in Supplement 6. Clarify the supplement to eliminate
this inconsistency.

This supplement needs to be edited to take care of questions like the
following:

a. Are the requirements of the supplement to be used in conjunction
with the requirements specified (or embodied) or referenced iu
the governing QA plans and procedures?

b. Should "information" in the first sentence be "improvements?"

c. Should the text always refer to "significant quality problems"
and "substantial quality program improvement?" (Underlines added)

d. Should "consequently” in 5.1 be "subsequently” or, rather, should
it be deleted?
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e. Section 5.2 refers to the "applicable immediate supervisor" and
Section 5.3 refers to the "immediate supervisor.”" Do these
supervisors have any responsibilities that should be listed in
Section 5.07

£. When there is no need to expedite, does the telephone requirement
of Section 5.2 still apply?

g. On the QAA form, does the "RECIPIENT ACTION" require feedback?

h. Are no signatures required on the form?

H. Supplement 7, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: Peer Review

1. This supplement, being issued prior to issue of the GTP on peer review,
should be revised to reflect the GTP. (See Comment A.l above, item b.)
For example, the definition of peer review in Section 4.1 of
Supplement 7 references the NRC QA Review Plan, Appendix A, Sectiom
3.8. It would be preferable to reference NRC's draft GIP on peer
review. A4s noted in the definition of peer review in the draft GTF,
the definitions in Section 4 of this supplement should point out that
peer reviews confirm (validate) the adequacy of work whereas tech-
nical reviews verify conformance to predetermined requirements. The
emphasis (underlining) on data that "go beyond the existing state of
the art" should be removed as the definition is revised to reflect
the draft GTP. Section IV.1 of the draft GTP addresses the applica-
bility of peer reviews.

2. The records required by Section 5.4 of the supplement should include
objective evidence of the independence of the reviewers. Section 1IV.3.b
of the draft GTP discusses reviewer independence.

I. Supplement 8, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: Graded QA

1. Section 5.1.1 of Supplement 8 indicates that, once a quality level is
selected, further grading shall be accomplished by technical and
quality system personnel working as teams. Clarify who (by position
title) 18 responsible for selecting quality levels. As noted,
Section S5.1.1 refers to "quality system" personnel. Clarify that
these are "quality assurance system" personnel as they are referred
to in Section 5.1.2.

2. The list of OGR QA Plan Supplements on page 2 of Attachment A needs

to be updated to reflect the latest supplement titles.

J. Supplement 9, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: Data Reliability
1. This supplement, being issued prior to the GTPs on peer review and

qualification of existing data, should be revised to reflect these
GTPs. (See Comment A.l above, items a and b.)
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2. Section 3.0 of Supplement 9 addresses the scope of the supplement.
Its scope should be extended to data collected prior to NRC acceptance
of the QA program description under which the data were collected and
NRC verification of acceptable implementation of the program.

3. Section 5.2.1 of the supplement should include the qualifications of
the original investigator as part of the documentation made available
to the reviewers.

4., The list of documentation in Section 5.2.1 of this supplement should
include the list in Section 5.3.1.

S. The written reports required by Section 5.2.2 and 5.3.2 of the supple~-
ment should include the qualifications of the reviewers and objective
evidence of their independence.

6. Although most definitions of QA indicate that QC is a subset of QA,
Section 5.2.2(d) would be more clear if it requires a description of
the "quality control/quality assurance methods" rather than & descrip-
tion of just the "QA methods." Instead of a description of such
methods that "may have been used,” 5.2.2(d) should require a descrip-
tion of such methods that "were used." Objective evidence of the
use of such quality control/quality assurance methods should be
available.

7. A better description should be provided of the qualification requirements
of the reviewers in Section 5.4 of the supplement. The supplement
should indicate any allowable and/or any prohibited reporting relation-
ships of these individuals. Further guidance in the area of peer
qualification and independence is given in Section 3 of the GIP on
peer review. (See Comment A.l above, item b.)

Supplement 11, Draft 7/86: Defense Wastes

The limited oversight role of the NRC for defense wastes described in
this supplement is a concern expressed previously by the staff (see the
December 11, 1986 minutes from meeting with DOE on the Defense Waste
Processing Facility, DWPF). Further DOE/NRC discussions are necessary to
develop an acceptable approach for NRC oversight.
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Attachment 1

Request for Additionai Information
OGR QA Plan for High-Level Radiocactive Waste Repositories

A, General

1. The OGR QA Plan was written prior to NRC's June 1986 draft generic
technical positions (GTPs):

a. Qualification of existing data (Federal Register Vol. 51, No.
128, pg. 24455, July 3, 1986).

b. Peer review (Same reference as item a).

c. Items and activities subject to 10 CFR 60 QA requirements
(Federal Register Vol. 51, No 147, pg. 27477, July 31, 1986
and No. 153, pg. 28643, August 8, 1986).

The plan (including its supplements) should be revised as necessary
to reflect these GIPs. Differences between the revised plan and the
GTPs should be noted and justified.

2. Include a list of abbreviations used in the plan.

..

B. OGR/B-3, Revision 1, July 1986: QA Plan

1. The September 1984 version of the OGR QA Plan stated that the
Assccilate Director, OGR, has ultimate responsibility for establishing
and implementing an effective QA program for the OGR subprogram and
for verifying that field project offices have established and are
implementing effective QA programs. The July 1986 version does not
clearly assign these responsibilities. Indicate (by position title)
who now has these responsibilities. (1.1)*

2. Section 4.3.2.f of the OGR QA Plan addresses participation of OGR QA
in project office audits of "major contractors." Clarify any differences
between "major contractors" used in 4.3.2.f and "contractors" as
defined in section 1.4.1 of the plan. Specify the frequency of OGR
audits. (1.4)

3. Section 3.3 of the OGR QA Plan indicates that the manager of each
operations office has line management responsibility and accountability
for overall project implementation. Clarify the reporting relationship
of the manager of the operation offices and the OGR. (1.7)

*The number in parentheses after an RAI refers to the specific guidance in the
NRC Review Plan,
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Clarify whether the OGR QA Manager is at the same or higher organization
level as the highest line manager directly responsible for performing
activities affecting quality and is sufficiently independent from

cost and schedule. (1.102)

Section 3.2 of the OGR QA plan indicates that each OGR Division and
Branch will be responsible for quality achievement and assurance of
quality within their areas of responsibility. Clarify that the
assurance of quality (or verification of conformance to established
requirements) 1s accomplished by individuals or groups who do not
have direct responsibility for performing the work being verified.

The last item in Section 3.4 of the OGR QA plan indicates that OGR QA

can stop, or cause to be stopped, unsatisfactory work, through established
channels. The QA organization need not have authority to stop work

if the individual to whom the person responsible for managing the QA
program reports has this authority. Describe how stop-work requests

are initiated and completed. (1.12)

Describe provisions for the resolution of disputes involving quality
arising from a difference of opinion between OGR QA personnel and
other OGR personnel. (1.13) '

Section 5 of Supplement 8 addresses rationale for assigning Quality
Levels., Clarify whether these rationale include system analyses and
definition of numerical performance objectives and standards. Justify
why not if not. Identify items and activities covered by the QA
program. The staff information needs defined in the "Q-list" GTP
(See A.1.C. for complete title) should be used as guidance. If

items and activities important to safety or waste isolation as
defined in 10 CFR 60.2 will be identified in the project offices QA
plans, so state. (2.1)

Supplement 1, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: Personnel

1'

Section 1.0 of this supplement indicates the supplement applies to
personnel performing or verifying activities that affect quality.
Sections 2.0, 5.1, 5.2, 5.4, 5.5, and 5.6 address personnel who per-
form activities affecting quality, omitting personnel who verify
activities affecting quality. Conversely, the examples given in
Section 3.0 are all verifiers. Clarify that the entire supplement
applies to both doers and verifiers.

Section 1.0 of this supplement should be revised to be consistent with
the other supplements to the OGR QA Plan.

Supplement 2, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: QA Overviews

1.

Section 4.1 of Supplement 2 states that overview encompasses effective-
nesg assessments, technical reviews, readiness reviews, audits, and
surveillances. Section 5 of the supplement should be expanded to

address each of these component parts of overviews.
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Section 5.2 of this supplement should require that overview procedures
include the criteria for determining the acceptability of the QA
program documentation. Timeliness of document review should also

be addressed. ‘

Section 5.3 of Supplement 2 requires surveillance. The qualification
requirements of surveillance personnel should be specified.

Section 5.4 of Supplement 2 addresses external audits as part of the
overview process. Clarify that both technical and QA programmatic
audits are performed to:

a. Provide a comprehensive independent verification and evaluation
of procedures and activities affecting quality.

b. Verify and evaluate suppliers' QA programs, procedures, and
activities.

Audit teams should be led by an appropriately qualified and certified
lead auditor from the QA organization.

Supplement 3, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: Q-List

1.

2,

Prior Supplement 3's addressed the control of measuring and test equipment.
Identify where within the OGR QA Plan these controls are now specified.

Section 5.0 of this supplement requires a procedure for determining what
is placed on each project's Q-List. Clarify that each project's
Q-List will be reviewed by HQ-OGR and submitted to the NRC.

The first paragraph of the summary of Attachment A of this supplement
refers to items and activities "important to safety and waste isolation."
Change the "and" to "and/or"™ or justify not doing so. This same
paragraph quotes from a preliminary draft NRC document. The quotation
and paragraph should reflect the draft GTP and should be revised per
Comment A.l, above, item c. For example, this section indicates that
only Q-List items and activities will be subject to NRC licensing
review and oversight. In addition to the Q-Listed items and activities
important to safety and/or waste isolation, other items and activities
will be assoclated with demonstrating that DOE meets all of the 10 CFR
Part 60 licensing requirements. For example, 10 CFR Part 20 require-
ments, which are referenced in 10 CFR Part 60, will need to be
addressed in the license application. Although these additional items
and activities are not covered by the 10 CFR 60 Subpart G QA require-
ments (which apply only to items and activities important to safety
and/or important to waste isolation), assurance measures are needed to
provide confidence that the requirements have been met. Certain
assurance measures, such as use of written procedures, documentation
of completed work, and monitoring of radiation levels, are currently
prescribed in the regulations and, although not explicitly stated

as quality assurance requirements, provide a basis for demonstrating
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compliance with the licensing requirements. Therefore, these
assurance measures are 21so subject to NRC licensing review and
oversight. Modify this section to clarify this point or justify not
doing so.

The supplement on the Q-list states that DOE will utilize an annual
probability value of 1X10-5 as a limit for accident scenarios for
identification of the Q-list. As noted in the staff's letter to

J. Knight, DOE, dated March 7, 1986, it 1s the staff's position that
credible initiating events and accidents should not be bounded by a
specific probability value at this stage of the repository program
until DOE and NRC have agreed on the rationale for such a limit.

Supplement S, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: Experiments and Research

Clarify the last sentence in Section 3.0 of this supplement which states:
"Data... shall be conducted... ." Also, from the same sentence, identify
the "other applicable requirements identified in the OGR QA Plan," and/or
clarify what these words mean.

2.

The signature of the experimenter and the signature of a competent
technical reviewer do not appear to be adequate for Quality Level 1 or
2 data. Clarify.

Supplement 6, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: Problem Reporting

1.

2.

Prior Supplement 6's addressed the control of computer software.
Identify where within the OGR QA Plan these controls are now specified.

The title of this supplement, "Quality Problem Reporting;" Sections 2.0
and 5.3; and the QAA format shown in Attachment A of the supplement are
all limited to quality problems and quality problem reporting.

Sections 3.0, 4.2, 5.1, 5.2, and 6.1 indicate that quality improvement
is also included in Supplement 6. Clarify the supplement to eliminate
this inconsistency.

This supplement needs to be edited to take care of questions like the
following:

4. Are the requirements of the supplement to be used in conjunction
with the requirements specified (or embodied) or referenced {u
the governing QA plans and procedures?

b. Should "information" in the first sentence be "improvements?"

c. Should the text always refer to "significant quality problems"
and "substantial quality program improvement?” (Underlines added)

d. Should "consequently" in 5.1 be "subsequently" or, rather, should
it be deleted?
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e. Section 5.2 refers to the "applicable immediate supervisor" and
Section 5.3 refers to the "immediate supervisor.” Do these
supervisors have any responsibilities that should be listed in
Section 5.07

f. When there is no need to expedite, does the telephone requirement
of Section 5.2 still apply?

g. On the QAA form, does the "RECIPIENT ACTION" require feedback?

h. Are no signatures required on the form?

H. Supplement 7, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: Peer Review

1. This supplement, being issued prior to issue of the GTP on peer review,
should be revised to reflect the GTP. (See Comment A.l above, item b.)
For example, the definition of peer review in Sectiom 4.1 of
Supplement 7 references the NRC QA Review Plan, Appendix A, Section
3.8. It would be preferable to reference NRC's draft GIP on peer
review., As noted in the definition of peer review in the draft GTP,
the definitions in Section 4 of this supplement should point out that
peer reviews confirm (validate) the adequacy of work whereag tech-
nical reviews verify conformance to predetermined requirements. The
emphasis (underlining) on data that "go beyond the existing state of
the art" should be removed as the definition is revised to reflect
the draft GTP. Section IV.l of the draft GTP addresses the applica-
bility of peer reviews.

2. The records required by Section 5.4 of the supplement should include
objective evidence of the independence of the reviewers. Section IV.3.b
of the draft GTP discusses reviewer independence.

I, Supplement 8, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: Graded QA

1. Section 5.1.1 of Supplement 8 indicates that, once a quality level is
selected, further grading shall be accomplished by technical and
quality system personnel working as teams. Clarify who (by position
title) is responsible for selecting quality levels. As noted,
Section 5.1.1 refers to "quality system" personnel. Clarify that
these are "quality assurance system” personnel as they are referred
to in Section 5.1.2.

2. The list of OGR QA Plan Supplements on page 2 of Attachment A needs

to be updated to reflect the latest supplement titles.

J. Supplement 9, Revision 0, June 10, 1986: Data Reliebility
1. This supplement, being issued prior to the GTPs on peer review and

qualification of existing data, should be revised to reflect these
GTPs. (See Comment A.l above, items a and b.)
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Section 3.0 of Supplement 9 addresses the scope of the supplement.

Its scope should be extended to data collected prior to NRC acceptance
of the QA program description under which the data were collected and
NRC verification of acceptable implementation of the program.

Section 5.2.1 of the supplement should include the qualifications of
the original investigator as part of the documentation made available
to the reviewers.

The 1list of documentation in Section 5.2.1 of this supplement should
include the list in Section 5.3.1.

The written reports required by Section 5.2.2 and 5.3.2 of the supple-
ment should include the qualifications of the revieweres and objective
evidence of their independence.

Although most definitions of QA indicate that QC is a subset of QA,
Section 5.2.2(d) would be more clear if it requires a description of
the "quality control/quality assurance methods" rather than a descrip-
tion of just the "QA methods.” Instead of a description of such
methods that "may have been used,” 5.2.2(d) should require a descrip-
tion of such methods that "were used." Objective evidence of the

use of such quality control/quality assurance methods should be
available. '

A better description should be provided of the qualification requirements
of the reviewers in Section 5.4 of the supplement. The supplement

should indicate any allowable and/or any prohibited reporting relation-
ships of these individuals. Further guidance in the area of peer
qualification and independence is given in Section 3 of the GIP on

peer review. {(See Comment A.l above, item b.)

Supplement 11, Draft 7/86: Defense Wastes

The limited oversight role of the NRC for defense wastes described in
this supplement is a concern expressed previously by the staff (see the
December 11, 1986 minutes from meeting with DOE on the Defense Waste
Processing Facility, DWPF). Further DOE/NRC discussions are necessary to
develop an acceptable approach for NRC oversight.
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MAILING LIST FOR

QACG GENERAL SESSION MEETING MINUTES

DOE Headquarters

James Knight
DOE (Forrestal)

Carl Newton
DOE (Forrestal)

Karl Sommer
DOE (Forrestal)

Stan Echols
DOE (Forrestal)

Gene Langston
DOE (Forrestal)

Hal Stelnberg
DOE (Forrestal)

DOE/Project Offices

Plerre Saget

BWIP Project Office
DOE, Richland

710 Jadwin Ave.
P.0. Box 550
Richland, WA 99352

Thomas H. Davies

BWIP Project Office, DOE/RL
710 Jadwin Ave.

P.0. Box 550

Richland, WA 99352

Mike Flannigan

Project Manager and Energy Division
U.S. DOE

9800 S. Cass Ave.

Argonne, IL 60439

W. J. Kehew
RTTD-CH

U.S. DOE

9800 S. Cass Ave.
Argonne, IL 60439

Pat Brewington
U.S. DOE-CH

9800 S. Cass Ave.
Argonne, IL 60439

Telephone No.

(202)
FTS

(202)
FIS

(202)
FTS

(202)
FTS

(202)
FTS

(202)
FTS

(509)
FTS

(509)
FTS

(312)
FTS

(312)
FTS

(312)
FTS

586-9300
252-9300

586-5059
252-5059

586-1639
252-1639

586-6047
252-6947

586-1252
252-1252

586-5616
252-5616

376-7250
444-7250

376-7924
444-7924

972-2219
972-2219

972-2315
972-2315

972-6623
972-6623



10.

11.

12,

Jerry Reese

U.S. DOE

SRPO

505 King Ave.
Columbus, OH 43201

Dennis Anderson
DOE-SRPO

505 King Ave.
Columbus, OH 43201

John Rinaldi

U.S. DOE

2753 S. Highland Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89109

Jim Blaylock

U.S. DOE

WMPO—-NV

2753 S. Highland Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89109

Ken Chacey

DOE-SR

DWPF Project Office
P.0. Box A

Aiken, SC 29801

Jim B. Shulse
DOE-SR

Bldg. 703

P.0. Box A
Alken, SC 29801

Ted Adams

West Valley Project Office
P.0. Box 191

West Valley, NY 14171-0191

Project Contractors

Mike Nicol

Rockwell Hanford Operations
Energy Systems Group
Rockwell International

P.0. Box 800

Richland, WA 99352

C. E. Ellingson
Rockwell-HWVP
Rockwell International
P.0. Box 800

Richland, WA 99352

(614)
FTS

(614)
FTS

(702)
FTS

(702)
FTS

(803)
FTS

(803)
FTS

(716)

(509)
FTS

(509)
FTS

424-5916
976-5916

424-5916
976-5916

295-1001
575-1001

295-1125
575-1125

725-1372
239-1372

450-1087
239-1087

942-4387

376-9979
444-9979

376-4183
444-4183



10.

Clarence Williams Jr.

Battelle Project Management Division

505 King Ave.
Columbus, OH 43201

Jake Lefman

Battelle Project Management Division

505 King Ave.
Columbus, OH 43201

E. A, Patzer

Battelle Project Management Division

505 King Ave.
Columbus, OH 43201

Stan Klein

The Valley Bank Center
101 Convention Center Dr.
Suite 407

Las Vegas, NV 89109

Richard Baxter
Dupont SR Plant
Bldg. 703A

P.0. Box A
Aiken, SC 29801

Dave Fenstermacher
Dupont—-DWPF

P.0. Box A

Aiken, SC 29801

John B. Silverwood
Management Analysis Co.
BWIP

710 Jadwin Ave.

P.0. Box 550

Richland, WA 99352

Roger Johnson

Energy Systems Group
Rockwell International
P.0. Box 800

Richland, WA 99352

WESTON

Librado D. Ibe
Weston, Inc.

Christine Van Lenten
Weston, Inc.

(614)
FTS

(614)
FTS

(312)

(702)
FTS

(803)
FTS

(803)
FTS

(509)
FTS

(509)

(202)

(202)

424-5332
976-5332

424-7280
976-7280

655-8608

295-0854
575-0854

557-1027
237-1027

557-1039
237-1039

376-5234
444-7250

376-8358

646-6661

646-6745



Gary L. Faust
Weston, Inc.

Ed Sulek
3035 Hetherton Dr.
Aston, PA 19014

NRC

James Kennedy

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
7915 Eastern Ave,

Mail Stop 623-SS

Washington, D.C. 20555

States

Carl Johnson

Nuclear Waste Project Office
State of Nevada

Capitol Complex

Carson City, NV 89710

Don Provost

0ffice of High-Level Nuclear
Waste Management

Department of Ecology

Mail Stop PV-11

Lacey, WA 98503

Susan Zimmerman

Nuclear Waste Program Office
Office of the Governor

P.0. Box 12428

Austin, TX 78711

Dennis Bechtel

Planning Coordinator
Clark County Goverument
225 Bridger St.

Las Vegas, NV 89155

Cheryl Runyon

National Council of State Legislatures
1050 17th Street, Suite 2100

Denver, CO 80265

Max S. Power

Washington State Institute for
Public Policy

Science and Technology Project

The Evergreen State College

Olympia, WA 98505

(202) 646-6759

(215) 485-3527

Telephone No.

(301) 427-4786

(702) 885-3744

(206) 459-6718

(512) 463-2198

(702) 386-4181

(303) 623-7800

(206) 786-7285



10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

Steve Frishman, Director
Nuclear Waste Program Office
Office of the Governor

201 E. 1l4th Street, Room 205
Austin, TX 78711

Mr. Robert Loux, Jr.
Director

Nuclear Waste Project Office
Office of the Governor
Capitol Complex

Carson City, NV 89710

Mr. Terry Husseman

Program Director

Office of High-Level Nuclear
Waste Management

Washington State Department of
Ecology, MS PV-11

Olympia, WA 98504

Mr. Patrick Spurgin, Director
High-Level Nuclear Waste Office
355 West North Temple

Suite 330

Salt Lake City, UT 84180-1203

Mr. Hall Bohlinger

Assistant Administrator Nuclear
Energy Division

P.0. Box 14690

Baton Rouge, LA 70898

Mr. John W. Green, Jr.
Executive Director
Department of Energy &
Transportation

214 Watkins Building
510 George Street
Jackson, MS 39202

Mr. James Reed

Advisory Committee on Institutional
Government Relations

P.0. Box 13206

Austin, TX 78711

Mr. Robert Mooney

State of Washington

Dept. of Social & Health Services
Office of Radiation Protection

MS LE-13

Olympia, WA 98504

(512) 463-2198

(702) 885-3744



15.

16.

Bim Oliver

355 W. North Temple

#3 Triad Center

Suite 300

Salt Lake City, UT 84180-1203

Robert Palm

Clark County Government
Clark County, NV

225 Bridger St.

Las Vegas, NV 89155

Indian Tribes

Ron Ti Halfmoon

Nex Perce Tribal Executive Committee
Box 305, Main Street

Lapwai, ID 83540

Hal Aronson

Nuclear Waste Program
Yakima Indian Nation
5041 West Fair Ave.
Littleton, CO 80123

J. Herman Reuben, Chairman

Nex Perce Tribal Executive Committee
Box 305, Main Street

Lapwai, ID 83540

Elwood Patawa, Chairman
Board of Trustees

Umatilla Confederated Tribes
P.0. Box 638

Pendleton, OR 97801

Melvin R. Sampson, Chairman
Yakima Tribal Council
Yakima Indian Nation

P.0. Box 151

Toppenish, WA 98948

Bill Burke

Board of Trustees

Umatilla Confederated Tribes
P.0. Box 638

Pendleton, OR 97801

Russel Jim

Yakima Tribal Council
Yakima Indian Nation
P.0. Box 151
Toppenish, WA 98948

Mr. Stephen S. Hart

Council of Energy Resource Tribes

1580 Logan Street, Suite 400

Denver, CO 80203
. —6-

(801)

(702)

(208)

(303)

(208)

(503)

(509)

(503)

(509)

538-5548

455-3135

843-2253

794-7936

843-2253

276-3165

865-5121

276-3165

865-5121
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Others

Robert Poe
DOE-HQ (Germantown)

Royce Monks

U.S. DOE

WMPO—-NV

2753 S. Highland Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89109

Steve Metta

The Valley Bank Center
101 Convention Center Dr.
Las Vegas, NV 89109

Nancy Montgomery

Edison Electric Institute
1111 19th Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20036

Tom Colandrea

Edison Electric Institute
P.0. Box 27121

San Diego, CA 92128

Doug Smith

The Valley Bank Center
Suite 407

Las Vegas, NV 89109

Stephen Kale
DOE (Forrestal)

Dale Hedges
P.0. Box 15090
Las Vegas, NV 89114

Stan Echols
DOE (Forrestal)

(301) 353-5639
FTS 233-5639

(702) 575-0999

(702) 295-0858
FTS 575-0858

(202) 828-0874

(619) 487-7510

(202) 586-9694

(702) 735-7136

(202) 586-6947



