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Enclosed are the minutes of the meeting which was held in San Franscisco, California
on October 21, 1987. Also included are the comments, recefved with the ballots
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87.3 ATTENDEES o
vllﬁ__ﬂﬂitﬂﬁm

c1arence Hi]1iams Jr. - Chairman
Mike Nicol - Vice Chairman =~ ' ’
Greg Fones - Acting Secretany for Don Summers
Bob Bearden ‘

Mike Bell

Pete Bussolini i
Bi11 Coleman (designee f
Harley Kirschenmann
Dick Lowder -

Don Summers

Tom Colandrea
Stan Klein ,
Gene Langston

Wayne Baker
Dorsel Baden
Robert Dann
Charles 0’Neil
Ron Schrotke, Jr.
Jim Sellards

Ray Vurpillat

87.4 ACTION ON AGENDA ITEMS

??9@”C61aﬁdrea) |

2.1 The minutes from the March 11 and 12, 1987. meeting were approved
without change. , }

2.2 Don Summers was not present to report on the activities of the Low
Level Waste Working Group. A meeting had tentatively been scheduled
during the week of October 19-23, 1987, in San Francisco, but had to
be postponed. See actions proposed for this Work Group in Section
2.7. Mike Bell and Dick Lowder repeated their commitment to be on

..thi? Work Group The Horking Group,was assigned with the following
actions: , | piviic Phalvil dioionliab it S

0 Provide recommendation for scope

[QA7307.D51] o 1 SERE November 19, 1987



- Write charter for scope
- Provide Justifications.for scop
- prepare task proposal notices S

Identify external interfaces and requirements
: Provide personnel recommendations =

®o0o000 |

These actions are due by February 15?1988

H. Kirschenmann, H Nicol B. Bearden,fand G. Fones volunteered to
assist the Hork Group to accomplish this,

2.3 SHBEQHHIIIEE_ﬂEEIIHEi

The scheduledip;eliminary"Subcommittee”neeting was postponed and the
~ proposed agenda was completed during the regular Subcommittee Meeting.

2.4 s1A1us_e:znzx_eu_ezzeeirn;suele;xslff;

.1 Test Control (115-2): It was decided that this ftem could be
_ ;:1closed since the requirements have been incorporated into NQA-3.

.2 Review of NOA Definitions: It was decided that this ftem could
?e ﬁAKsed since the definitions required have been incorporated
n -3 s o _

3 ,*sn:xg111;5;g;niizggnnigax;zgrsgnnel It was decided that this
' ﬁg:lg be closed since the requirements have been incorporated in

. This uilléremain open,
.5 Review of NOA-2: - “This will "emain open.j:jf~

DIt was decided” that this item could
be closed since the requirements have been incorporated into NQA-3.

.7,J,2:esu:ement_necument;9entrel;LBe!isien;te_ia:ll: Don Summers to
- - provide status. ' : e

5 it' , .p; H__r.-ﬂea, i 7

.9 ,Syhtjsk_fhr_ﬂga_z Clarence Hilliams stated that there was not a
- subtask for NQA-3.  Clarence took an action to write a letter to
_ the Standard Coordinating Committee.

2.5 BEEQKLJHLDQE_QAcAEIIIIIIES1'"”“'”‘ R

G. Langston was not present to provide current status, C. Willjams did
state that MACTEC Services has been in the process of revising DOE’s QA
Program (OGR/B-3). A request by C. Williams was made of DOE’s
representative at the next meeting to give a briefing on DOE’sS record
systems being developed for the Licensing Support System.

[QA7347. DSl]

,It was decided to keep this open.
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2.7

2.8

”,”Mikeweeii stated that the NRC Generic Technical Position for Peer
.+ Review and Qualification of Existing Data have been issued. The
’ :]Generic Technical Position forﬁQmList is still in draft.

Y.Ziihﬂike reported that the NRC QA“Plan is being revised “This revision
- -will incorporate a 1ist of the NQA-3 requirements. The QA Plan
aﬁ:will be 1ssued for’review next'spring.;g, SR

.3 ~-Hike also reported tha the NRC had conducted their first audit
. at Los Alamos,: NM this summer.::The audit report has been

published. The NRC’s next audits will be for the Salt Program

(Texas Bureau of Technology) and BHIP (Hydrological/Geological)

.4 vHike reported that the NRC Review Plan for the Application for
Low Level Waste §s being developed. Mike was not sure of the
tim:{table for completion, t did state that it does have a QA
section,

Dick Lowder proposed that a new Hork Group be established for Mixed
Waste. Dick Discussed the need for the Subcommittee on Nuclear Waste
Management to become involved stating that the EPA and NRC is proposing
a Joint Gufidance position. C. Williams proposed that a Task Group be
formed. This Task Group (same as Sectfon 2. 2) will provide a
recommendation with justi ication.svw=_xvu

NOA-3 BRIEFING

C. Williams briefed the subcommittee on the current status of NQA-3
including M. Nicol’s presentation to the Board of Codes and Standards;
all six parts of NQA-3 failing on the lst ballot by Main Committee;
and Jim Perry’s meeting with ANSI and the Board of Codes and Standards
to jJustify NQA-3.

Clarence also discussed the comments received from the Main Committee,
the States and Indians, Hestinghouse, Horrison-Knudsen, Kaiser
Engineers. Los Alamos, etc... - .

It was agreed that the priorities for incorporating comments will be
as follows:

.1 Main Committee -
.2 States and lndians
3 Miscellaneous (ASQC, ANSI BHIP. HHC, M-K, etc.).

(QA73J7.0S81] ’ ‘ . 3- R o November 19, 1987



2.9

2.10

2.11

See the attached action items f6r §ﬁécific assignments and
responsibilities for resolving comments.

P. McDuffie resigned from the Subcommittee. It was agreed that
consideratfon for replacements should be for technical personnel, i.e.
Hydrologist, Geologist, etc., before consideration of QA types. Pet
Bussolini agreed to contact Ray Watts concerning possible membership.

AD.JOURNED | e I L

This meétihg ##5 adjburhea Qi:;;soipm;-

A meeting is tehtathég;ﬁ;éﬁéddi;awfor January 18 and 19, 1988, in Las
Vegas, Nevada, pending a location to conduct the meeting. The backup

will be Columbus, Ohio. The purpose of this meeting will be to work
on the attached Action Items. .

[QA73J7.DS1]) -4 - November 19, 1987




Acriok" irsns [

The following Action Items were agreed upon at our meeting in San Francisco.

1.

Low Level Waste Working Group wi]l accomp]ish this following by
February 1, 1988:

CoOO0O000O0

C')

Provide recommendation for scope

Write charter for scope - .
Provide justifications for scope and charter
Prepare task proposal notices -

Identify external interfaces andprequirements
Provide personnel recommendations .

Provide recommendations concerning Mixed Waste

Williams will prepare a memo to assure that NQA-3 is carried as a subtask

by the Standard COordinating/Committee.

The DOE Representative at the>Apri1 1988 Orlando, Florida meeting will
brief Subcommittee on DOE’s record systems being developed for the Licensing
Support System. .

NQA-3 Comments Resolution

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

C. Williams to send all comments received as of 10/31/87 to all
committee members by November 6, 1987. Clarence will also identify
computer type that NQA-B}is currently on.

Specific comments will be evaluated and responded to by the authors of
the original section (see attached marked-up comments for
responsibilities to be completed by January 18, 1988.

Mike Bell will send two approved GTP’s to committee members by
November 6, 1987.

Send new drafts to C. Hil]iams for compiling and typing as soon as
possible before the January 18, 1988 meeting.

The following Task Group members shall be responsible for
communicating/resolving comments listed as "Task Group" on the attached
marked-up comment sheets

. Nicol (Lead)
. Bell
Bussolini
Bearden
Langston

MOOIX

This Task Group actions are to:

[QA73J7.DS1] -5- November 19, 1987



1. Prepare responses and new text for comments by Main Committee by
January 18, 1988 Lo

2. Provide M. Nicol with 1nput to 1etters by December 1, 1987
3. M. Nicol to prepare two letters by January 15, 1988.

4.6 Clarence Williams will. formulate an action p1an to resolve comments
received from the States WELL

4.7 1t was agreed that Russe1 Jim’s comments would be incorporated where
appropriate, but we wi]l fi]] out a comment sheet to address his
comments. ‘ AR

[QA73J7.DS1) B -6- November 19, 1987



’ @% The American Society of
Codes and Standards : & Mechanical Engineers

Nuctear LR o 345 East 47th Street
212-705-7801 e S TP New York. NY 10017

October 19, 1987

To: The Nuclear Quality Assurance Main Committee

Subject: Closure of Letter Ballot #148 ‘
Proposed Standard NQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0
Introduction and Basic Reiuirements; QAD 87-03 .
Supplement SW-1; QAD 87-0 . Supplement 3SW-1; QAL 87-4d5
Supplement 11SW-1; QAD 87-06 : Appendix 2AW=-1; QAD 87-07
Appendix 7AW-1; QAD 87-08 = :

Gentlemen:

The subject ballot on propased NQA¥3 bas closed'with the results as followus:

QAD # 87-03  87-04 87-05 87-06 87-07 87-08
Approved 10 17 17 20 14 20
Approved-with~Comment 12 6 6 4 6 4
Disapproved with Reason 5 4 4 3 6 3
Abstain 0 0 0 0 1 0
TotaT Voting lembersnip ~ 27 i/ 2/ Z/ l/ 2/
Not Returned 1 R IR 1 1
Not Yoting g 0 0 0 0 g
Total Listed (embership 28 28 28 28 28 28

As a first consideration ballot the proposed revisions are not approved having
received negative ballots. The negatives and comments are attached and have
been transmitted to Mr. Williams for dispositioning.

Mr. J. Knight is recorded as not returned for all items.

Yours truly,

Steve Weinman, Secretary
Comittee on Nuclear Quality Assurance

(212) 705-7025

SH/bwr
0161D



i ff?iem‘a‘ BALLOT # 148

DATE MAILED: August zo. 1987

T0 THE HEMBERS OF THE MAIN COMMXTTEE OF THE COMMXTTEE ON NUCLEAR QUALITY
ASSURANCE

BALLOT CLOSING DATE.“ September 17, 1987

1) QUESTION: Proposed Standard NQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0
“Introduction and Basic Requirements: QAD 87-03
Supplement SW-1; QAD 87-04 Supplement 3SW-1; QAD 87-05
- Supplement 11SW-1; QAD 87-06 - Appendix 2AW-1; QAD 87-07
~ Appendix 7AH 1 QAD 87-08 :

| 2) TYPE OF QUESTION.

mXXwv>

a) PROCEDURE |"_"_‘_| ) REVISION veveererne |
b) POLICY eeeveeveaes |="I  £) RECONSIDERATION ...| |
¢) NEW DOCUMENT...... || g) PERSONNEL .evvewere] ™|
d) ADDENDUM wveeeeens [=1 R OTHER weeeervunnne] ]

| 1) INFORMATION SUBMITTED IS SUFFICIENT TO EVALUATE QUESTION? YES

2) VOTED: T Sy .
A Me D N/V AB
; wer03 1T 1T XY o S
A Qez-04 |1 1l . XK I I
| oavs7-0s |1 I =<1 1
Qae7-06 11 I I—l — 1|
8707 11 1 IS<r e S o
Qapg7-08 1| I IS - -
(A-Approved A/C-Approved-with-Connmnt D-Disapproved N/V-Not Voting AB-Abstain)

\N bl Worss (NBC)



leuncy musnes cmm ey cr——— —— a— t—

Committee:

Nuclear Quality Assurance

- LETTER BALLOT COMMENT FORM
Submitted by:

P\J- -Qc-r.s f“"&‘;

Date:

>34 9

Key:

D - signifies negative comments:

Poblleatrce o vefor (.J\'lamaz(S) USe
ok NVAS | stavudgvd melhnls ol F5TH
Menuc&(v:@], St hshasy/ g lyses
of Vavdies ot Tre Sutd

“efndveciilily of data, vomdnm us
o{' Testy ‘"'7 be sove dtp({)wyvfd&
Thta Some of The e tursg Jis Tef

C - signifies

"
] ¢

Letter Ballot # 148 Subject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08
Page & Paragraph D/C Comments and/or Recommendations Disposition of Comments
Reference
aﬁ D 8703 C SUYU_Q‘//,J O’)u(,() Svuvi | 560M R K A)Nl\)
P & C(a) Y laanl W THh st Coprestery
YAD ©2-05 .
T | . .
> g, 3C0) 1@ [ Clan by Thal cuet peex renavy L
” mus Loawrm-eaT hL's own MB‘ :
e 3 Eden S
" -o
,;_D 57 C $Z¢ou1/ vc(iwe«c@ MWW E ih
P @) Gr Lo Gt M ' ROTYE
. . '-fLW O-G (/1/"‘ p&dﬁm
o Valelatis, ,
18D 8105 c

M. /\]:Zol

s other than negatives




- LT ¥XTCOT TORRERT FORR -
Committee: Subco:wmltte_g_On Nuc. Wst. Mgmt, ~ Submitted by: M. Bell_/ Ankl‘du\ Date:

T
Letter Baliot ¢ NQA -0AD  Subject: N_QA-J,_()_Q_Q 3, Rev. 0, Auqust 1987

TS S et it ——— — —

Page 8 Paragraph UE s L
Re!erenge p 05E ; Lomments and/or Recommendations Disposition of Comments
Pg.2, Table of Contents C Editorialt duction® add C MLL/’\MS
Under "Intro on : . .

1. Purpose ,
2. Applicability

3. Responsibility -

4, Definitions

Page 2, Table of Contents C tditorial -
T , orrective Actions™ should be
o 'Corrective Action” . ;4 |(Hl$ck5yd,4ﬂfd
C After ...Supplement IS-IAEhaTl app]y.

'Page‘S;‘ﬁfganization
S ‘ add, “Except -that Paragraph 2 1s amplified
~ as follows. e .

.C. "\/ILLnAMs

Criteria shall be established for
determining the resources and numbers

- of personnel required to perform and
execute activities that affect quality.”

(Note: Pg. 13 Last sentence of (d)
provides measures for management
assessment of resources and personne)
but there are no provisions for
determining criteria)

R Y ———
D T R I G —m ] GRS G S Sel ey G— S=— " — — > on e —
- — —

I
|
|
|
!
|
!
|
|
|
I
!
|
|
|
I
I
]
]
]
|
]
|
!
|
|
I
|
l
]
I
I
|
I
|

__.._.__.._..___.__.__..__...._._._--..;_
—
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TETTTR BALLOT CORHERT TORN -

Reference

1

I

i Committee: ‘

| ee: Subconmittee On Nuc. ‘V.st._.__ﬂﬂg_,_ Submitted by: M. Bell L Date:

: Letter Ballot ¢ HQA -0AD Subject:_NQA-J. Draft 3, Rev. 0, Auqust 1987 '
| Page 8 Paragraph | 0} o . -
| ? ; Lomments and/or Recommendations Disposition of Comments

l .

After the 4th bullet in paragraph 2(a)

add after "responsibilities”, "for
performance of activities affecting
quality and implementing the quality
dassurance program or any part thereof”.

(This addition clarifies the intent of
what responsibilities are being planned for).

Pg. 6, paragraph 2(a) C

The use of the terms, "verification™
and "validation® are not clear as to
their applicability, i.e., is the
application of these terms intended
towards software, design control

or both?

Pg. 7, paragraph Z2(bJ{1) C

The use of the terms, 'storage and
retrieval activities® are not clear as to
their applicability, i.e., is the
application of these terms intended
towards quality assurance records,
nuclear waste or both?

¢

|
|
|
|
]
!
i
|
]
|
|
)
|
¥
)
|
|
]
|
I
Pg. 7, paragraph (2){bJ(1} :
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
{

——— —— S S SR EED YiEs GmEs WD WGP SRS G S G S G Sl G S Ghm GRS GEAP It Gl WIS G TN SAA GRD AR S G SNED e S S
W W G WS N TR TS YRS GUUD ARG G M ST RSTR GUND NN SR SRy S N R SN S L————-—————q—-——
* .

r

Key: - 5i .
y D - signifies negative Commci;s:' C - signifies comments other than negatives ///”,ﬂ



T CETTOR BKTCOT TORRTRY TN ' —

Committee: Subcommittee On Nuc. Wst. Mgmt,  Submitted by: M. Bell Date:
[ . - . -

Letter Ballot ¢ !l_q_{i_-ﬂ_&o Subjcct:.N_QA-j, _Drli_"t 3, Rev. 0, Auqust 1987 N

-N3 :
Page 8 Paragraph 07& : Lomments and/or Recommendations

Reference Disposition of Comments

T ey Wt —— ———
.

After the last sentence add, “Records
of the job position analysis shall be
documented and available for verificatjon”

(o]

" Pg. 7, paragraph (2)(b)(2)

C;. gEYQEES. i

NQA-Z, Part 2.7 1s presently in draft
form and should not be referenced until
fully approved by ASME,

[

R. Schrorye

Pg. 9, paragraph (d)

The terms "veritication” and "validation™
are used and have different meanings to
varfous individuals. e.g., ANSI/IEEE-ANS-
7-4.3.2-1982 defines these terms as:

(%

Pg. 9, paragraph (dJ(1] R.Shepiye.

integrated cumputer system to ensure
compliance with the functional, performance
and interface requirements.

verification. The process of determining
whether or not the product of each phase
of the digital computer system development
process fulfills all the requirements
imposed by the previous phase.

The definition and use of verification
above is different than that included in
Supplement S-1 ofNQA-1. Boih terms should
be consistent with industry practices.

o I G G A W GO S D G G G GHE) HERS G G D S G G =~ o — S AN GUE G D g wen ame
. b —l

' |
| |
! |
! l
' j
' |
' !
! |
¥

! !
' |
! !
i

l {
' |
: l
| validation. The test and evaluation of the :
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
| |
! |
| |
' |
' |
! n
! |
| |
! l
| .
' n'
| l
' |
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LETTER BALLOT TORRENT FORH

Committee: Subcormittee On Nuc..gssgwﬂgmg, Submitted by: M. Bell Date:

Letter Ballot # NQA-QAD  Subject: NQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0, August 1987

(2]

Page 8 Paragraph | DBE'O% " Uomments and/or Recommendations
Reference }

.‘mmr———{*t———}—fvmrh:
3, paragraph (d) Tt appears paragraph (d), "Computer Suftware
Control® on pg. 9, and paragraph (d), "Managemen
Assessments” and (e}, "Communications™ have

been inadvertantly misplaced. Paragraph 9 shoul
follow paragraph (c) on page 12, and paragraph
(d) and (e) on page 13 should follow parayraph
(c) on page 8.

Disposition of Comments

—— i ——— g

Pg. 9
1

Pq. C. WitLiamg

[}

Pg. 11, paragraph 3 (a)
after "controllea®, delete “and",
and after “"verified", add “and
documented®. o

Adopt the wording in Section 1V, 1., of

<

Pé; 11, paragraph (b),
first paragraph the NRC's GIP on Peer Review, with respect

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
: to the “applicability of Peer Reviews®
|
|
j
|
|
|
|
}
|
|
|
)
|
|
|
|

after the first sentence to read,

1. Applicability of Peer Reviews

a. A peer review shall be used when the
adequacy of nformation (e.g., data,
interpretations, test results, design
assumptions, etc.) or the suitability
of procedures and methods essential to
showing that the repository system meetls
or exceeds its performance requiruments
with respect to safety and waste isolation]
cannot otherwise be vstablished standards |
and practices. ]

|
|
]
|
|
)
%
In the lst paragraph, lst sentence, : M. Bel
P
|
|
|
|
|
}
|
]
|
I
)
|
|
i
I
|

— — WA SR VAR W G cnm S aeS- WS CIND Vil D S GIND W IS G WD G D G G G S S
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Key: D - signifies ncgative comm%pts:‘ C - signifiecs comments other than negatives ///’,a
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Committee: Subcommittee On Nuc._wsgénﬁgmg, _ Submitted by: M. Bell Date:

LEYTCR BAUTOT COMRINT FORN

Letter Ballot # QA -0AD  Subject: NQA-3, Oraft 3, Rev. 0, August 1987

Page & Paragraph

Reference

05E-03'" e T -
i COoanénts and/or Recommendations Disposition of Comments

|
|
|
[
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
]
|
|
|
|
l
(
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
]
|
|
|
|
{
!

Key:

b. In general, the following conditions are
indicative of situations in which a peer
review shall be considered:

-
on]
m
'—
r

Critical interpretations or decisions
will be made in the face of significan
uncertainty, including the planning
for data collection, research, or
exploratory testing

Decisions or interpretations having
significant impact on performance
assessment conclusions will be made.

art testing, plans and procedures,
or analyses are or will be utilized.

Detajled technical criteria or
standard industry procedurecs do not
exist or are being dueveloped.

Results of tests are not
reproducible or repeatable

I RO WIS S S G G AT . W WS G G W SR P WA WD S G SN G R S TS — —

Data or interpretations are ambiguous{

Data adequacy §s questionable--such ad,
data may not have been collected in
conformance with an established QA prdgram.
|

|

|

D - signifies negative commi?ts:’ C - significs comments other than negatives ’/”,n

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
=
| Novel or beyond the state-of-the-
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
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LETTER BALLOT COMRENY FORK

Committee: Subcommittee On Nuc. Wst. Mgmt,  Submitted by: M. Bell Date:
-~ . ‘ - T - "
Letter Ballot ¢ NQA -QAD  Subject: MQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0, Auqust 1987 :

-3 :
Page § Paragraph D?é ] Lomménts and/or Recommendations

Reference Disposition of Comments

T e G ST — . w— g

M. B

c. A peer review should be used when the
adequacy of a critial body of information
can be established by alternate means, but|
there {s disagreement within the gognizant
technical community regarding the applicability
or appropriateness of the alternate mcans,

|
|
|
i
|
|
|
!
|
|
|
i)

Pg. 11, parayreph 3(a) ¢

!
Editorial , !
Tn the b6th sentence, delete the word “develop®.) M. BeLr. '

f;{.kﬁﬂeiiinAouLL;;

EDYTORTAL A ‘
Tection Title, "Correction Action® should i

Pg. 26, section title
' read, "Corrective Action”.

Reéommended incorporating the ehtire
section on Corrective Action as a
supplement to NQA-1.

H. kGQSC}u%JA4AAJ )

Pgs. 26, 27, entire section

Paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) provide

three types of QA record classifications

but do not provide criteria to classify
these records. An accurate determination
for placing a particular QA record into one
of the three categories listed in Section 17
cannot be made without providing specific
criteria or basis. 1t is our recommendation

Pg. 28, paragraphs G. FonES

|
|
)
{
L]
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
(1), (2), and (3) :
i
i
|
|
|
i
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: Letter Baliot ¢ flg,l_-n_)_\_ Subject:’N'QA-L Draft 3, Rev, 0, Avqusi 1987
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LT BRULOY COMRTRY YORH
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Disposition of Comments

that specific criteria be developed by hT
Nuclear Waste Subcommittee on Waste Management
to determine which specific records should be
classified in the three categories listed in
Sectfon 17. The criteria should be copsistent
with the needs of the NRC licensing process.

Pg. £8, Section 1/

(]

The previous draft or NQA-3 contatned a
1isting of the minimum QA records for Site
Characterization. It is recommended such a
1isting of these QA recurds when finalized, be
included in the next draft of NQA-3 as a
Supplement in lieu of a nonmandatory

Appendix. (See Comment for pages 42 and 43).

G. Fongs

Pg. 29, paragraph (a)
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Key:

¢

Kdd the word "technical™ in the. first
sentence to read, "The audit program shall
include audits which address the technical
quality...”

M. Beyy
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|
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[

o~

-04
Page 8 Paragraph Dsf ' Lomments and/or Recommendations

Reference Disposition of Comments

o

The definition ot geologTc reposiTUry
should agree with the definition {n
10CFR 60.1 which states,

Pg. 30, paregraph 3

¢ .

o
>®
&
1
z

"Geologic repository” means a system which

is iutended to be used for, or may be used
for, the disposal of radioactive wastes in
excavated geologic media. A geologic
repository includes: (1) The geolugic
repository operations areas, and (2) the
portion of the geologic setting that provides
fsolation of the radiactive waste. -

The definition for Peer Review limits

the Peer Review process to untried or
state-of-the-art applications. It {s
reconmended that this definition be

revised to the NRC definition in the

Peer Review GTP which states: “A peer review
is a documented, critical review performed

by peers who ares independent of the work being
reviewed. The peer's independence from the wors
being reviewed means that the peer, a) was
not involved as a participant, supervisor,
technical reviewer or advisor in the work
being reviewed, and (b) to the extent practicall,
has sufficient freedom from funding consideratiduns
to assure the work is impartially reviewed.
A peer review is a documented, critical 1n-dep1h
critique of assumptions, calculations,
-extraplotions, alternate interpretations,
methodology, and acceptance criteria
employed, and of conclusions drawn in

the original work. Peer-revicws confirm the
adequacy of work". .
Key: D - signifies negative comments:
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Page 8 Paragraph D% ? Lomments and/or Recommendations

Oisposition of Comments

!

|

|

|

: Letter Baliot ¢ HQA -0AD Subject' NQA-J Draft 3, Rev, 0, Auqust 1987
|

: Reference

¢ Editorial

In accordance with the ANSI/ASME
standards writing policy, references ,
to federal regulations are not normally
included in a national standard. :

Pg. 30, paragraph 7

R Bussoli;

In order to be consistent with the
definition 1n 10CFR 60.2, after the word
"Repository” in the last sentence add,
*but does not include preliminary borings
and geophysical testing needed to decide
whether site characterization should be

undertaken®.

Pg. 30, paragraph / o
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Conmittee: Subcommittee On Nuc. Wst, Mgmt,  Submltted by: M. Bell Date:
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Letter Ballot # nga -0Ap Subject: NQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0, Auqust 1987

Page 8 Paragraph
Reference

-~ 05 ' : ;
D . 3
5& i Lomments and/or Recommendations Disposition of Comments

TS S Gt e m— 4 —

M. Nico|

The “factors to be considered” in the

first paragraph should include the
additional elements described in Sectipn V
of the NRC's GTP on Qualification of Existing
Data which are:

o

Page 34, section 9

Qualifications of personnel or organizations
generating the data dre comparable to
qualification requirements of personnel
generating simjlar data under the approved QA

program.

|
,' |
T |
I |
! |
I |
1 |
I |
I |
I |
I |
} |
i |
| |
I |
I |
| ~ The technical adequacy of equipment and :
: procedures used to collect and analyze the datar'
| The extent to which the data demonstrate
) the properties of interest (e.g., physical,

| chemical, geologic, mechanicalg

| .

[

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

data were obtained if germane to the quality o
data.

The quality and reliability of the measurement
control program under which thc data were

)

|

|

|

The environmental conditions under which the ;
]

|

}

}

generated. :
]

The extent to which conditions under which the
-data were generated may partially meet regulatjons
Subpart G.

r
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: Letter Ballot ¢ HQA -qAD Subject: NQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0, Auqust 1987
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]
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Disposition of Comments

Page 8 Paragraph | E 05+ . . . ) )
Reference 3 ' Lomments and/or Recommendations

processes.

Prior peer or other professional revieps of the
data and their results.

Extent and reliability of the documentation
associated with the data. :

Extent and quality of corrobordtlng data or
confirmatory testing results.-;” o

The degree to which independent audits of .
the process that generated the data were
conducted.

T EDITORTAC

Page 33, paragraph &
In the 1st sentence it appears

"computerized intromentation” should
read, “computerized instrumentation”.

¢ EDITORJAL

Page 33, p;ragraph 6

In the last sentence, "Data shall be
suitable...™ should read, "Data shall be

|
|
[
|
|
|
[
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
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|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
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| Page & Paragraph | o ~ 06 - . I
: Reference | 9 Lomments and/or Recommendations : Disposition of Comments !
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I
' .
Page 35, section 3, C Identify what or who the acronyms | }\1 f\b (
second paragraph ASTM, AP1, EPA, or APHA refer to. | - NI
. ' |
]
Page 36, section 4 C Rfter the Tirst sentence, "The extent 1

tirst paragraph

]
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i
]
|
1
I
|
|
|
|
|
l
|
I
)
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
]
]
!

|

Key:

]
!
'
]
I
I
I
|
1
{
|
!
|
|
!
|
|
]
|
]
|
I
|
!
!
|
]
!
J
J
I
!
{
{
{
!

and type of review required is a tunction of,,.
the following should be added:

1) The need for special controls and
survetllance of the test activity.

Z) The degree in which functional compliance
can be demonstrated by inspection and test.

”
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Subject: NQA-3, Draft 3,
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Rev. 0, Aufqust 1987

~ tomménts and/or Recommendations

Disposition of Comments

Pg. 39, paragraph (g
Pg. 41, paragraph (f
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Key:

D

providing adequate safety.
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These sections should be deleted.
Cost should not be a factor when

F. froen

!
]
|
]
|
|
I
!
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
).
)
!
|
|
|
i
|
l
|
|
|
I
|
|
l
|
|
!
{

C - significs comments other than negatives /



i
i
]

Committee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by:

LETTER BALLOT COMMERT FORN

Gene Basile Date:

1
9/24/87

Letter Ballot #

148 Subject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08

Disposition of Comments

Page & Paragraph D/C Comments and/or Recommendations
Reference
@AY 31~03 — IT 1S STILL NOT CLEAR TO ME THAT WE NEED L
| D \ Task (;RDL\P o
A NEW STANDARD. | BELIEVE WE SHOULD MAKE P A

31-03

Key:

AN EFFORT INTO FOLDING THESE REQUIREMENTS
INTO NQA 1 and HQA 2.

D - signifies negative comments: C - signifies comments other than negatives
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9/14/87
Page 1 of 2

. 8. A. Bernsen's Comments on
Letter Ba;lot No.n148

General Comment

ll

Tosk
Co®

Task
GRouP

Would prefer to see programmatic elements of NQA-3
incorporated into NQA-1 so that only those applicable to the
specific scope of NQA-3 need be identified. Examples
include: ' I T

2. Quality Assurance Program
(a) Planning =-'introductory paragraph and bullet
numbers 1,:4,:6 and 10.. -
(b) Personnel Selection, Indoctrination, Training and
"~ Qualification - subparagraphs (2) and (3).
(c) Surveillance - subparagraph (1) appropriately
modified for scope and all other subparagraphs.
(d) Management assessment (note - this is really the
- (d) on Page’'13). -
(e) Communications - note this is (e) on Page 13.
16, Corrective Actions - good material for a Supplement.
18. Audits - Add to Supplement 18S-1 as appropriate.

Believe that some of the cdntent of the proposed duplicates
the text of NQA-1 and could be deleted. Examples include:

I. Introductioﬁ{ Section 2 Applicability -~
subparagraphs (a), (b), (c¢)
and Section 3 Responsibility

3. The NQA Committee should review other aspects of the
WESK proposed NQA-3 to determine what additional requirements
0 should be added to NQA-1 to cover future nuclear power plant
e site investigations. This need not be a high priority item
but should be added to the Strategic Plan.
QAD 87-03
LNW“N“I. Page 6 (a), 6th bullet, last word - delete the "s" in
"verifications" - it should read "verification".
,CalN 2, Page 8 (2), 4th line - delete the "s" in "surveillances"- it
) should read "surveillance". :
.gywd§3. Page 9 - This should be item (d) under 3 Design Control. It

should be reviewed against the proposed revisions to NQA-1
(currently out for reconsideration ballot) for consistency
of terminology and to delete duplication of content. Also
do not believe that reference to NQA-2, Part 2.7 is
appropriate or necessary. It is somewhat redundant and
could delay approval of NQA-3 if NQA-2 Part 2.7 is not
approved by the ASME Board Codes and Standards or ANSI.



Page 2 of 2

Also this’would be better'as a’ Supplement to Basic Requirement 3
and with minor word modification could be”suitable for NQA-1.

-VﬁLUNﬂh ”-Page 13 - These two items are part of Item 2 QA Program and
o should be after Page 8. : i th.' -
NIIETLLLE T Page 25, last line - Correct spelling from "Supplenent" to
: "Supplement" _3 L V‘e‘ ,
A. 6. Page 26 = Change the title from "Correction Action" to
2 ENMAN] "Corrective Action".  Also delete or define the term
‘ : unusual occurrence. identified in;item (b) (4) .
G, fongd 7. Page 28. paragraph (c) . (3) - Retention times for
10 nonpermanent records appears to be too long and should be
reevaluated. Three years after operation if 15+ years from
now. Are audit reports, surveillance reports, etc., really
needed for that duration? ’
QAD 87-04

Recommend addition of the following‘terms:

P Russolini

readiness review
unusual occurrence . = . oo
data defensibility - . o
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"Not Voting": Neither aﬂpkp'roved or disapprovead, but the total
committee voting membership is reduced by one for
: each "Not Voting ba'Hot for that particular action.

"Abstain": | Ne1ther approved or disapproved, but the total
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Ken Goad:
Comments to Letter ballot #148 Proposed Standard NQA-3, Revision 0

As noted | have approved the letter banot m;h cornme_nts. :

The main committee voted to accept the motion by C. Williams to write a separate standard
NQA-3 specifically for-—- Site Characterization of High-Level Nuclear Waste Repositories.

| still have concemns which are generic o the entire proposed standard. Not too long ago
another part of the industry the Reprocessing Facilities (N 46.2) attempted to write a separate
standard because of the fact there was major technical differences in a reprocessing facility and
a power reactor. It was the judgement of the responsible, authorizing organization for nuclear
standards, specifically Quality Assurance Standards that there was no ditferences in the
application of the administrative controls (quality assurance)for a power plant and a
reprocessing facility; the identified differences were technical and not programatic. It appears
we are confronted with the same type of conditions, but with different players.

It is my understanding that there was great reluctance by the other subcommitiees to acceptance
any word changes to NQA-1 to accommodate the Waste Repository subcommittee; hence their
frustration and proposal for NQA-3. An alterative course of action could have been to write
specific Waste Repository supplements and appendices for both NQA 1 & 2. Much of what | see

. in NQA-3 is a simply rewording of NQA-1 splinkled with some references to NQA-1. NQA-3 is

almost a stand alone standard with little or no need for NQA-1. In my opinion there is some
confusion in the NQA-3 between te&ncal(specxfcahon) requirements and programatic
controls simular to the N46-2 activlty g

What standard is 1o be applied 1o the balance of the repository facllities? Will NQA-3 as the
base document be included in the PSAR & SAR for ficensing or will NQA-1 .2, & 3 be used?
There is further concern what quality assurance standard is to be levied on the producer of the
waste to be placed in the repository; currently DOE has fevied NQA-1 on all its contractors. The
repository licensee SAR committments will back up to the waste producers.

The main thrust of my concern is the issue of profiferation. We are getting a lot of pressure
from the various DOE Laboratory facilities that they to are different and NQA-1 doesn't really
apply to them.

Included ara some additional comments from M. J. Plodinec who has shared technical
responsibility for the waste product lorm to be produoed at Savannah River for the waste 2.9

repository.
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DON'T SAY IT - WRITE IT
TO: K. E. GOAD R LOCATION: 703-A

FROM: M. J. PLODINEC, 2170 - DATE: 9/24/87
SUBJECT: NQA-3 -

Ken: -

Thanks for the "opportunity" to review NQA-3. I have several com-
ments which I hope will be of some use to you. 1I'm afraid they
are in no particular order. 1In what follows, I'll try to keep my
parochial interests out of mind. However, I must say that if any-
one intends to make the DWPF work under this as is, then DuPont
should seriocusly consider abandoning the whole project. I think
that this is that bad.3¢;;;_”&,“_

(1) The purpose of the document is rather unclear. In particu-
lar, why 1s it necessary to have an ANSI std on as narrow an ac-
tivity as repository site characterization? This appears to ei-
ther trivialize the national QA stds, or elevate repository site
characterization to a2 level of importance badly out of line wizh
reality. If a national std is needed, it ought to be more compre-
hensive, and cover not only site characterization but waste accep-
tance and disposal as well, It will be much more important to
control these other activities.

(2) Given the fact, however, that someone perceives a need to
write a national std for QA of repository site characteri:zation,
then such a std should be focused on the kinds of activities which
will be performed, and should only have sections in it which are
additive to what is already available. As discussed below, this
isn't always the case. Further, it seems that the writer(s) in-
tend the std to cover repository design activities as well. 1If
so, this needs to be spelled out in the applicability section.

{3) It is not clear what is meant by baselining software on p. ¢.

This appears to be someone's organization specific jargon, and
should be better defined.

(4) Has anyone checked to see how this meshes with federal regu-
lations covering mining? It would seem that there is some over-
lap. 1If so, this should be explicitly considered. For example,
federal mining regulations and inspections could be used to assure
personnel safety during exploratory shaft activities. Why impose
redundant (at least in intent) requirements?

(5) The section on control of scientific investigations is ex-
tremely poor. I think this is because it is based on a fundamen-
tal paradox. You can only control if you know what the outcome is
supposed to be; if you are trying to determine the outcome, then
there is no guarantee that the "right" controls have been applied,
Where this leads me is to the conclusion that we should focus much
more on the ugse of data, and less on trying to predetermine how
much control is necessary to collect the data.

* The anmtor of every action is thought.



This is a fundamentally different view of QA of scientific inves-
tigations than the writer({s) have. It leads me still further.
This implies that what is most important is knowledge of what was
actually done; thus, sections on record keeping of scientific in-
vestigations need to be beefed up. 1In addition, it is clear that
the repository projects intend, eventually, to collect a lot of
data. This standard never addressaes onae of the most impor-
tant parts of the scientific process: using information
you have collected for ona purpose for something differ-
ent. By focusing this section on data use rather than data col-
lection, it would be greatly strengthened. For one thing, it

would put samples and sample handling, archiving of samples, etc.
in a better context.

One more pecint. Even if no one else agrees with my ideas above,
the present section is inadequate because it is not specific to
the activities it is intended to cover. Geosciences are not engi-
neering disciplines. They are conducted in a very different man-
ner. This section is an engineer's view of how to control scme-
thing. It must be made to apply to the a@eosciences. If the
scientific investigations must be controlled this way, then at
least have someone familiar with the job write the prescripticns,
i.e. this section should simply codify what are considered tc¢ ke
good experimental practices for the discipline.

1;51C5“ﬁ/(6) Samples (p. 18). If there has to be a narrow standard, then

¢ yioN make this section specific to the kinds of samples which will, in

d fact, be taken, i.e. rocks, groundwater, etc. Have a geoscientist
or two codify how this is to be done.

/ﬁﬁléﬂi§7(7) It is very unclear where th2 split between Test Control (p.
m Nl 21) and Scientific Investigations occurs.

Ts%éwuv (8) The Correctiva Action and Audits sections seem to add nething
Rax% to what is already available., If I'm wrong, then these belong in

axeseromsl 2 higher level standard, because I don't see anything specific =z
site characterization.

ﬁuﬂGﬂNﬁ/ (9) Records (p. 28). Generally a good section with specific
., fenet, Quidance on subject. However, it is marred by this designation c¢c$
' a sample as a record - this abortion is an affront to the lan-
guage! It is things like this that trivialize QA to cutsiders.

4;*:&zp7/(10) The definition of peer review is poorly written. It also

./ needs to better delineate the difference between a technicai re-
PRusolan view and a peer review, in the context of site characterization.

oex (oroof/ (11) The definitions of data quality, accuracy, etc. are very well
FBu“ﬂ“ﬁ done. I'd like to plagiarize them for SRL's manual.

(12) On p. 32 the phrase "data processing” is used to mean ccllec-

- a TS

139Lb"f7/tlon and handling of data. This is an unfortunate usage, because
M N@o\ the computer scientists have preempted the term. A better one



should be found.1 ’

/ {&ﬁwﬂ](13) Supplement BSw-l should be ‘thrown out and re-written. It
9&3- simply does not match the science being practiced. Get a geosci-
entist to write somet hing up._5;. -
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Committee: Nuclear Quality Assurance

LETTER BALLOT COMMENT FORM

Submitted by: R. F. Hartstern Date: 9/23/87

Letter Ballot ¢/

Page & Paragraph
Reference

148

p/C

Subject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08

Comments and/or Recommendations

QAD 87-03, Pzqe !

Disposition of Comments

aa¥ 311-0)

General

Page 4, Sect. 1

Sect. 1

Sect. 2

Sect. 3

|
Key:

D - signifies neqative comments:

General Comment - Many of the requirements
imposed by NQA-3 do not add to the requirements
of NQA-1l and don't appear necessary. For
example, on page 36, supplement 11SW-1, section
6.0 test results is almost per batium from NQA-1,
supplement 115-1, section 4.0. This is scattered
throughout the document and becomes redundant.
Suggest NQA-3 be limited to unique or necessary
additions associated with site characterization.

Sect. 1 NQA-~3 should use Qame intro. as NQA-2 &
NQA-1 as applicable, i.e. change "defines" to
"sets forth the".

Sect. 1 -~ move last paragraph to Sect., 2 and
begin with "This standard shall be used" to
agree with NQA-2.

Sect. 2 - remove "(a), (b), & (c)". These are
redundant to NQA-1 requirements and do not add
to the document.

After lst sentence add "to the extent necessary,
this organization shall invoke the applicable
provisions of ANSI/ASME NQA-1 Basic and
Supplement Requirements to specify a complete
Quality Assurance Program appropriate for
specific items or services". Taken from NQA-2,
This will require use,NQA-1 where applicable.

o5

Tasy Geoups

kl;ﬂ&ﬁlLbd»ﬁ;
C. V\xwhm
C.- Walrrmg

c. Whams

C - sianifies comments other than nanativae
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1 LETTER BALLOT COMMENT FORM

Committee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by: R. P. Hartatern Date: 9/23/87

Letter Ballot # 148 Subject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08

Page & Paragraph D/C | Comments and/or Recommendations Disposition of Comments
. Reference . ol
QAD 87-03, Paqe Z S o
“OLATTT-03 - I
Page 7, Sect. 2(B) C Lead in sentence not standard terms as ~Nas-3 o !
(1) : Introduction or NQA-1. Should it be "activities (; FANES )
' e affecting quality” to agree with words in NQA-1
28~ 4 Section 2. . , v
~ Page 8, Sect. 2(Cc] C Surveillance is out of place ln Sect.ion 2. Move B DMN
to Section 10. ST ! o
Sect. 2(¢)} c Section (C)(l) - use standard terminology for '
(L “activities affecting quality or "activities. - SMN

that affect quality" as used in NQA-1 and NQA-2 '
and definitions in SW-1, inqtead of ?'quallty-' '
affecting." S SR ; :

- Page 10, Sect.3(a)] C Remove "deve10p" in aentence, "Development . - M BELL_
activities to develoE establish new methods R

Page 11, Sect.3(b)] C Define or better describe meaning of ° minorit,y M~&LL
positions"
Page 12, Sect.3(d)|] C The amplification, additions and modifications p Sche
- appear to be more then that. If NQA-2, Part 2.7 ' oTE

, is used, it will provide the same direction.

Page 23, Sect.lB(cL c 2nd to last sentence 18 not clear as written. S. Klew
Page 26, Sect.(9) | C Change to read "Trends determined to be
’ (2) significantly adverse to quality ~---" H. lﬁl&kmkm‘”
1

0 Key: D - signifies negative comments: C - signifies comments other than negatives
|
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LETTER BALLOT COHMENT FORM
Committee: HNuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by: R, ¥, Wartstern Date: 9/23/817
Letter Ballot 7 148 Subject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08
Page & Paragraph p/c | Comments and/or Recommendations Disposition of Comments
Peference QAD 87-07, Fage | :
aAd -0 :
Page 37, Appendixj € The term "Q" List is not defined in this : r HDDA )
~2AW-1, Sect. 2(a) document. Suggest removing "Q", identify '
: as "Quality-List (Q-List)"or provide definition.
" " c The terms "design classification system, = Fj L4C¥>& ’

graded QA, quality levels and important to
,aafetyrappear to be used interchangeably in

this Section. This along with the last sentence
makes the intent confusing. It also appears
you intend to have a "Q-List" based on design
classifications resulting in quality levels
with grading consideration. Please be more .
specific. S

' ]
Key: D - signifies negative commenls: C - signifies comments other than negatives
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Letter Ballot # 148 Subject: Proposed Mew Standard RQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-68 -
Page & Paragraph p/C Comments and/or Recommendations
Reference
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LETTER BALLOT COHMMENT FORM

Committee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by: A.L. MacKinney Date:  9/10/87

Letter Ballot 7

148

Subject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08

Page & Paragraph D/C Comments and/or Recommendations Disposition of Comments
Reference
QAD 87-03 C Change the words “affecting organizations™ to C. V\C]l,hm
. 6 para. 2(a) “affected organizations."” )
QAD 87-03 c Paragraph should read:
. p. 23 para. 17(b) ' '
. “Al1l documents referenced by final reports, (;.fiucs
except readily available references such as
encyclopedias, dictionaries, engineering S
handbooks, national codes and standards, etc.,
shall be retrievable from the QA records system.”
QAD 87-07 c I believe that everywhere the word “weighing®

-p. 37-41, Section 3

&c -

Key:

D - signifies negative comments:

appears in this section, it should be changed
to "weighting." N

F. Hood

C - signifies comments other than negatives
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Committee: Nuclear Qua]it)} Assurance Submitted by: (3. /% /Sazo Date: 7/{/7

Letter Ballot # 148 Subject:_Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD B87-08
pisposition of Comments ’

Page & Paragraph p/C Comments and/or Recommendations
Reference
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Submitted by: &L. Mroo Yt pates 9/{47

Letter Ballot # 148 S'ubject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87 08 _
Page & Paragraph D/C Comments and/or Recommendations Disposltion of Coments'
Reference - . .
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D - signifies negative comments:
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Committee: Nuclear Quality Assurance

LETTER DALLOT COMMENT FORH

submitted by: M, E Nico|

Letter Ballot §

Page & Paragraph
Reference

D/C

148

Date: q!l'?/a’]

Subject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08

Comments and/or Recommendations

Disposition of Comments

g
i

®AD 87-03
\. . lB)POﬂd‘.BC‘:
(), and Bullit,
2nd Coluwmm y 138

T

D - signifies negative comments:
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) { CETTER BALLOT CORFENT FORH
| Committee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by: J.A. Perry . Date; __9/14/87
| LetterBallot 4 148 Subject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08 . ’
| Page & Paragaph | D/C . Comments and/or Recommendations Disposition of Cowments
: J| Refereace v _

QAD 87-03

Pg. 10, Para. 2d)(4)] C ! Computer program documentation last bulleted Tten R. Scheyyr
. v - delete word ™all® just before “formal code ‘ o
reviews® no need to be all inclusive on ’

_ o - descriptions. , , TN SR :

'_'Pg. 10. Para. 2d)(s) ¢ law line delete word "full_y . | R RS‘)"'ZOTKF

‘.Pg- 11 Para, 3(:) ¢ |6th Vine from bottom of page. left column - deletd M.Bal 'ﬁ

. - lword -deve'lop . R I

"P9- 12- Para. Xc) ! c riue - change word 'counou' to CONTROL. MBm~ ;
Pg. 21, Sectio1l ¢ lvrast 1ine - delete "NQA-3*. | ';ii;§% Ad;hQﬂLblv

Pg. 23, Section13(C)} C 12nd to 1ast sentence - delete last three words - | S,VK;S'N
R *shall be used®. ‘ v o :

" Pg. 27, Sectiom 16(C) c 1st sentence, 2nd line, deleté word "apparentiy". H K\Qq))eNMHN

QAD 87-05 _
Pg. 33, Section?} C |Last sentence - change word “to" to word “of". M. Nieol
"~ QAD 87-07
Appendix 2AH-1 D |Totally confuses QA Program Grading factors T Hood
R (programatic) with level of effort associated
with activities and items. Confuses & not good
guidance.
QAD 87-08 ) ‘
Appendix 17AW-1 ¢ | General - identifies listings as minimum - which G. Fones
s ﬁ to make this more than guidance. .
o Key: D -5 jes negative comments: TC - signifies comments other than negatives S
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Comments on the NQA-3 draft, Sectxon D on Software control:

Sect1on (dl_(Z)

CALoTS ‘
Instead of the words'"Software Design, Test and Configuration

Management"”, would suggest "Software Development, Maintenance,
~Verification and Validation, and Configuration Management”.
These words are more compatiblefwith Part 2.7.

Section (d4) (3) _ . NPT
Believe this 1is redundant wzthfthe Part 2.7 sections 5.1,
"Configuration Ident1f1cation ‘and 5.2 "Configuration Change
Control”. R AR

Section (d) (4) ;;gwﬁ}_'

Paragraph 2 - The code h1story will be available from the
traceability that comes from configuration management. Don’'t
understand the need for av“brlef descrzptlon of code history”.

Paragraph 4 - User documentation is covered in Part 2,7 Section
6.5. This is redundant.@uwg =

Paragraph 5 - This 1nformatlon:1s required by Part 2.7, Section
6.4, "Verif1cat1on and Valldation Documentat1on This is
redundant. S :

Section (d) (5)

Believe this section is making a case for "qualification', which
is not a part of Part 2.7. Would suggest that it be rewritten
in the following manner: “New software shall be qualified for
use. This qualification shall determine the ability of the
software to provide acceptable results for it's particular
application, and may be performed by testing, or other
applicable methods.

Section (d) (61
This is redundant with the Part 2.7 section 5.2 "Configuration
Change Control”~.

Sectxon_idl_?

In most cases 1t does not make sense to retrofit development
documentation. The sole purpose of this documentation is to
support development. Also, software cannot be verified if this
development documentation does not exist. Believe that there is
some misunderstanding on the distnction between verification and
validation. :
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