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Summary Report of QA Audit of
Pacific Northwest Laboratory

Material Characterization Center

Auditing Organization:

Audited Organization:

Audit Number:

Dates of Audit:

HQ-OGR/BWIP/LLNL

Pacific Northwest Laboratory
Material Characterization Center (MCC)
Richland, Washington

8801

February 23-26, 1988

Audit Scope: To verify implementation of the MCC QA Program as it
applies to the control and characterization of spent
fuel and the preparation of glass.

Audit Team: T. K. Subramanian
D. Brown
J. Dronkers
C. Kasch
H. Litz
K. Vadlamani
W. Camp
S. Gomberg
C. Pescatore
D. Van Rooyen
H. Shaw
P. Lamont
N. Voltura
J. Mathur
D. Langstaff
J. Haugen

Audit Team Leader
Audit Team Member
Audit Team Member
Audit Team Member
Audit Team Member
Audit Team Member
Audit Team Member
Technical Advisor
Technical Advisor
Technical Advisor
Technical Advisor
Technical Advisor
Audit Observer
Audit Observer
Audit Observer
Audit Observer

DOE-RL/QSD
WESTON QA
LLNL
DOE-RL/QSD
DOE-RL/QSD
DOE-RL/QSD
DOE-RL/QSD
HQ-OGR
BNL
BNL
LLNL
DOE/RL
NRC
DOE-HQ/DTM
DOE-RL/STD
DOE-CH/MIO

Summary of Audit

The MCC Is responsible for the control and characterization of spent fuel and
the preparation of glass. Activities involving spent fuel include receiving,
handling and storage; cutting fuel into segments; physical and chemical
analysis and transmitting samples to other organizations, as applicable.
Glass activities include batch preparation, analysis and testing. MCC
provides these services to Q-OGR, LLNL and others (including BWIP before
1/88); therefore, a joint audit was performed.
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Summary of Audit (cont'd)

At the audit entrance meeting, the audit team leader made a few opening
remarks, introduced the other audit team members and indicated the intended
scope of this audit. Each team member was assigned specific activities to be
audited. A daily caucus between the audit team and MCC was conducted to
discuss any problems found that day. An audit exit meeting was conducted on
the last day of the audit and the results were discussed.

Due to the size of the audit team
divided into three (3) sub-teams,
was assigned technical advisors.
procedures, the advisors verified
any questions.

and areas to be audited, the audit team was
each with a sub-team leader. Each sub-team
Having previously reviewed the technical
implementation and sought clarification to

Results of Audit:

The results of the audit indicated that, in general, the MCC personnel are
performing their responsibilities in accordance with required procedures.
Preliminary results indicate that there will be no findings, seven (7)
concerns and six (6) observations. The concerns pertained to procedural
adequacy and qualification and the observations identified areas in which the
program could be strengthened to provide more meaningful and consistent
results.

For information, the following are definitions of finding, concern and
observation:

o Finding -

o Concern -

A significant condition adverse to quality or a failure
of a control system to achieve the intended purpose.
Requires response ncluding root cause, action taken to
prevent recurrence and impact on completed work.

A noncompliance to requirements which would not lead to
reduced product quality. Requires documentation of
corrective action.

o Observation - A written expression of an auditor's opinion on a
perceived quality-affecting condition. Does not

- require a response.

The QA Audit Report is being prepared by the audit team leader and will be
issued in the near future. The Report will include a summary from each of the
technical advisors.
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Evaluation of Conduct of Audit:

The audit was conducted in a professional, knowledgeable and organized
manner. The audit plan, agenda and checklists were transmitted to the audit
team members in time for review. The audit team leader conducted daily audit
team meetings to discuss problems dentified.

The technical advisors provided valuable insight into the adequacy of
Implementing procedures. Both the technical advisors and the audit observers
were afforded ample opportunity to have their concerns addressed.

The MCC staff were very cooperative in responding to the questions of the
audit team. MCC management appeared genuinely nterested in the opinions and
concerns of the audit team, especially the technical advisors and, from the
MCC responses during the audit, acknowledged that MCC procedural controls
could be strengthened.

Recommendation:

Once the concerns of this audit are addressed by MCC and verified by DOE, it
is recommended that the MCC be considered as a candidate for a NRC mini-audit.


