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NMEETING MINVES

NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE
. OCTOBER 21, 1987.

87.3 ATTENDEES

1.1 MEMBERS RSW^-a-'-

Clarence Williams Jr. - Chairman
Mike Nicol - Vice Chairman
Greg Fones - Acting Secretary for Don Summers
Bob Bearden
Mike Bell
Pete Bussolini
Bill Coleman (designee for Tom Colandrea)
Harley Kirschenmann
Dick Lowder

1.2 MEMBERS ASENT

Don Summers
Tom Colandrea
Stan Klein
Gene Langston

1.3 VISITORS PRESENT 

Wayne Baker
Dorsel Baden
Robert Dann
Charles O'Neil
Ron Schrotke, Jr.
Jim Sellards
Ray Vurpillat

87.4 ACTION ON AGENDA ITEMS

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

this Work Group. The Working Group was assigned with the following

actions:

o Provide recommendation for scope

[QA73J7.DSII I I . November 19, 1987



9

o0 Write charter for scope
o Provide Justifications.,for scope:and charter
o prepare task proposal noticesi*4W,- '"
o Identify external interfaces aind requirements
o Provide personnel-recommendations

These actfons are due by February1,"1988.

H. Kirschenmann, . HicoltB.' Bearden, and G. Fones volunteered to
assist the Work Group to accomplish this.

2.3 SU3B1Co[1: mLl "''''i'

The scheduled preliminary Subcommittee Meeting was postponed and the
proposed agenda was completed during the regular Subcommittee Meeting.

2.4 STATUS REPORT ON APPROVED SUBTAS-:

.1 'Test Control (IIS-2):" It was decided that this Item could be
closed since the requirements have been incorporated into NQA-3.

.2 Review of NOA Definition:'It was decided that this item could
be closed since the definitions required have been incorporated
in NQA-3.

.3 Surveillance by Technical Personnel: It was decided that this
could be closed since the requirements have been incorporated in
NQA-3.

.4 Review of j.QA-:j This will remain open.

.5 Review of OA-2: This will remain open.

.6 Oualitv Assurance Plannin:6 It was decided that this item could
be closed since the requirements have been incorporated Into NQA-3.

.7 Procurement Oocument Control (Revision to 4A-1): Don Summers to
provide status.

.8 Review of DOE-OGR Sunolements:'It was decided to keep this open.

.9 Subtask for NOA-3: Clarence Williams 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 REPORT 0N E QA ACTIVITIES

G. Langston was not present to provide current status, C. Williams did
state that MACTEC Services has been in the process of revising DOE's QA
Program (OGR/8-3). A request by C. Williams was made of DOE's
representative at the next meeting to give a briefing on DOE's record
systems being-developed for the Licensing Support System.

[QA73J7.DS]- 2 - November 19, 1987



2.6 REPORT ON NRC CA ACTIVITIES

Mike Bel'repo'rted on the-status`of NRC's activities relative to Nuclear
Waste Managem. .

.1 Mike Bell stated that the NRC Generic Technical Position for Peer
Review and Qualification of Existing Data have been issued. The

"Generic Technical Position.for Q-List is still.in draft.

.2 Mike reported that the NRC QA Plan is being revised. This revision
will incorporate a ist of the NQA-3 requirements. The QA Plan
will be issued for review next.spring.

.3 Mike also reported that 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 BWIP (Hydrological/Geological).

.4 Mike reported that the NRC Review Plan for the Application for
Low Level Waste is being developed. Mike was not sure of the
time table for completiontbut did state that it does have a QA
section.:,

2.7 DISCUSSION OF THE NEED FOR OTHER WORK GROUPS

Dick Lowder proposed that a new Work 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 Guidance position. C. Williams proposed that a Task Group be
formed. This Task Group (same as Section 2.2) will provide a
recommendation with justification.

2.8 NOA-3 BRIEFIHG

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 1st ballot by Main Committee;
and Jim Perry's meeting with ANSI and the Board of Codes and Standards
to Justify NQA-3.

Clarence also discussed the comments received from the Main Committee,
the States and Indians, Westinghouse, Morrison-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 Indians

.3 Miscellaneous (ASQC, ANSI, BWIP, WHC, M-K, etc.).

[QA73J7.DSI - - 3 - November 19, 1987



See the attached action items for specific assignments and

responsibilities for resolving comments.

2.9 SUBCOMMITTEE PERSONNEL

P. McDuffie resigned from the Subcommittee. It was agreed that

consideration 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.

2.10 ADJOURNED

This meeting was adjourned at 3:50 pm.

2.11 MEETING

A meeting is tentatively scheduled for 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.

. ... c�' -. , ..
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ACTION ITEMS

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

1. Low Level Waste Working Group will accomplish this following by
February 1, 1988:

o Provide recommendation for scope
o Write charter for scope
o Provide justifications for scope and charter
o Prepare task proposal notices --
o Identify external interfaces and requirements
o Provide personnel recommendations
o Provide recommendations concerning Mixed Waste.

2. C. Williams will prepare a memo to assure that NQA-3 is carried as
by the Standard Coordinating Committee.

3. The DOE Representative at the April 1988, Orlando, Florida meeting
brief Subcommittee on DOE's record systems being developed for the
Support System.

a subtask

will
Licensing

4. NQA-3 Comments Resolution

4.1 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-3 is currently on.

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

authors of

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

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

4.5 The following Task Group members
communicating/resolving comments
marked-up comment sheets:

shall be responsible for
listed as "Task Group" on the attached

M. Nicol (Lead)
M. Bell
P. Bussolini
B. Bearden
E. Langston

This Task Group actions are to:
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1. Prepare responses and new text for comments by Main Committee by
January 18, 1988

2. Provide M. Nicol with input to letters by December 1, 1987

3. M. Nicol to prepare two letters by January 15, 1988.

4.6 Clarence Williams will formulate an action plan to resolve comments
received from the States..,,, .:.

4.7 It was agreed that Russel Jim's comments would be incorporated where
appropriate, but we will.fill out a comment sheet to address his
comments.
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1C)KSI The American Society of
Mechanical EngineersCodes and Standards

_

Nuclear
212.705-7801

345 East 47th Street
New York NY 10017

October 19, 1987

To: The Nuclear Quality Assurance Main Coinnittee

Subject: Closure of Letter Ballot #148 :
Proposed Standard NQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0
Introduction and Basic Requirements; QAD 87-03
Supplement SW-l; QAD 87-04 Supplement 3SW-1; Q 87-U5
Supplement 11SW-1; QAU 87-06 Appendix 2AW-1; QAD 87-07
Aopendix 7AW-I1; QAD 87-08

Gentlemen:

The subject ballot on proposed NQA-3 has closed with the results as follows:

QAD# 87-03 87-04 87-05 87-06 87-07 87-08…

Aoproved
Approved-with-Comment
Disapproved with Reason
Abstain

10
12
5
0

17 17 20
6 6 4
4 4 3

14
6
6
1

20
4
3
00 0 0

iotaI votlng aiemoersnlp 27 .l a -7 dl 27

Not Returned I 1 1 1 1 1
Not Loting p 2 8 2 2 8
Total Listed iMembership 28 28 28 28 28 28

As a first consideration ballot the proposed revisions
received negative ballots. The negatives and comments
been transmitted to 1tr. Williams for dispositioning.

are not approved having
are attached and have

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

Yours truly,

Steve Weinman, Secretary
Committee on Nuclear Quality Assurance
(212) 705-7025

S'W/bwr
0161D



LETtER BALLOT I 148

DATE MAILED: -- August 20, 1987

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE MAIN COMftTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON NUCLEAR QUALITYASSURANCE

BALLOT CLOSING DATE: -September 17, 1987

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

2) TYPE OF QUESTION:

A
S
M
E

a) PROCEDURE ........ 1 1 0

b) POLICY ........... 11

c) NEW DOCUMENT...4*. ITI :
d) ADDENDUM .......... = I

e) REVISION .......... 1=1

f) RECONSIDERATION ... 1 I -

g) PERSONNEL ........ 1 = I

h) 07HER ........... 1 I

1) INFORMATION SUBMITTED IS SUFFICIENT TO EVALUATE QUESTION? YES I _ NO i

N
Q
A

2) VOTED: A A/C

QAD87-03 11 =

QAD87-04 1 -

QAD87-05 = 1=

QAD87-06 1i = r
QAD87-07 | I I=I

QAD87-08 1-1 = =

D

1 _

1=1

12
. "R

N/V

I-I

I-I

I-I

I-I

I-I

I-I

AB

1_1

1 1

1=1

I I

I I
(A-Approved A/C-Approved-with-Comment

cre 1

&

D-Disapproved N/V-Not Voting AB-Abstain)

Vio. 

i .



LETTER BALLOT COMMENT FORM r
I Conmittee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by: rJ - D- Date: .__

Letter Ballot 1 148 SubJect: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08

Page & Paragraph D D/C I Comments and/or Recomnendatlons Disposition of CommentsReference I I I I1 _ _ _ _ 1 1 . _ ______ ,1

d D) S03

'j),2 ai)

C

wJ cyceS

's Qyv,: S W

C.

C-

C(pr e2 S ,reoee!,

f l ~ ~ ~ e i c ~ ~ O Z T i ± f 4
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E .,

-

:
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-.;
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: f;
. -D D >

R -AOTJ

M. A,5 I

I

Key: - signiffes negative comments: C - signifies

_________ .. I .

s other than negatives
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I
Coinmittee: Subcormittee On Nuc. st Mmt,, SubmItted by: M. Bell An kr du
Letter Ballot I tIqL-AD Subject: NQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0, August 1987

Date:

I Page Paragraph I
Reference I Oumifnts ind/or Recomnendations

I Disposition of CommentsII i
I I_

I
-1
I

Pg.2, Tble of Contents
I

I
I

C

I
I
I

Editorial
Under wIntroduction" add:
1. Purpose
2. Applicability
3. Responsibility
4. Definitions

I
I
I
I
I
I
II

C. W) LL/Aq 

Page 

.Tag e $
. .

2. Table of Contents C I
I
I
I

Editorial
116"Corrective Actions' should be
'Corrective Action"

i

5, Urganizatloii
I
I
I

L After ...Supplement IS-l shall apply." 
add, Except that Paragraph 2 is amplified
as follows.

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 personnel
but there are no provisions for
determining criteria).

I

I
I

I .

14.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~.

CAA/iLLI S * -S

. I
I

rKey: D - signifies negative commernnts:
1 C - signifies connents other than negatives

A-
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-TT-R BlALLOT Cl r r O'W-Co~vnl tte: Subconittee On Nuc. st.Mmt.,_ Submltted by: M. Bell 
Date:

I

Letter Ballot I QA -AD Subject: ?QA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0, Auqust 1987Page & Paragraph
Reference I

D91o -) Lbmm~nts nd/or Recomendations
I
I Disposition of CMents

Pg. 6, paragraph 2(a)
I
I
I

I
I

I

C
I
I
I
I

After the 4th bullet in paragraph 2(a)add after "responsibilities', forperformance of activities affecting
quality and implementing the qualitydssurance program or any part thereof".(This addition clarifies the intent ofwhat responsibilities are being planned for).

I

II
I
I
I

C. tV,L

I I
I I�Pg. 7, pFagraph 2(b)(1)

g.7-, paragraph (2)(.-)(1

4

AI V
I.
I
I
I

U I The use of the terms, "verificatiOraI and validation" are not clear as toI their applicability, i.e., is theI application of these terms intendedI towards software, design controlI or both?

I C

I I;

I -I.

.FthlI

.... s

LIA\C) I
X ..^.. ̂

*? D -

: - :.'"'- >.
.

i.g 

:. v X

: -- X

% t X,.: 0-. .. :'. X
: . ., . M 

...,^ ,...

- f- -.; .,
. 4, ?

- - :-S

.
..

S X, ' D:

I I_
- I- r

L I The use of the terms, Ostorage andI retrieval activities" are not clear as toI their applicability. i.e., is theI application of these terms intendedI towards quality assurance records,I nuclear waste or both?

I k 
6. Sctsr g

I

I

I

I

I

Key: D - signifies negative comments:

2
C - signifies conuents other than negatives

7
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Lt.ID(R 5ALLOI CILHILNI fO�1�
ConMittee: Subco tte On Nfuc. st. tMmt. Submitted by: M. Bell

Date:
Letter Ballot FIQA -AD Subject: 1rA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0, Auqust 1987

taOimnts and/or Reconmendations

.. .. . _

Page Paragraph
Reference I I I

DisposItIon of Comnents

-- i- - - a!

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

C I
I
I
I

After the last sentence add, "Records
of the job position analysis shall be
documented and available for verification"

.I
.1
I
I
I
I

*1~ IS5 1. .

.. : . :
. -

:.'D.'
.

:'
.: .. ..

. . + .

. ,

Pg. 9, paragraph (d) I C I NqA-2, Part 2.7 is presently in draft
I I form and should not be referenced until
I It f | | fully approved by ASME. I

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ I _ __ __ _ _
_ 

. .

t r A 

P. 91

paragraph d)t1) I L Th t"erms'fverfication and validat1Ui)n"
are used and have different meanings to
various individuals. e.g., ANSI/IEEE-ANS-
7-4.3.2-1982 defines these terms as:

validation. The test and evaluation of the
integrated computer 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. Both terms should
be consistent with industry practices.

I R -Scntt>jMI
I
I
I -
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I

_ i

l

f

Key: D - signifies negative comments: C - signifies Lomments

3 s
other than negatives

x



I 
5 U r r n l r n r -rrKwr.

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I -

LEITEX ALoL LoHHENT 1`UK
Comivttee: Subcorrnittee On Nuc. st. M t, Submitted by: M. Bell

Date:

._ 
-Letter Ballot I *l9D

Page Paragraph I D51 03
Reference I I

Subject: NQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0. August 1987

UPACnts nd/or Recouniendations Disposition of Comments
IPg. 9, paragrapn (a)

Pg. 13, paragraph (d)

Pg. 11, paragraph 3 (a)

Pg. 11,-paragraph (b),
first paragraph

e.---.-~---- .: FEII IA 
-i 

_________________________________________
I .

I
I
I

II

ICII.
I
I

It appears paragraph (d), Conputer Sftware
Control' on pg. 9, and paragraph (d), "anagemee|
Assessments and (e), Conunications" have
been nadvertantly misplaced. Paragraph 9 shoulfollow paragraph (c) on page 12, and paragraph
(d) and (e) on page 13 should follow pardyraph
(c) on page 8.

In the 1st paragraph, 1st sentence,
after 'controlled", delete 'and",
and after "veriffied, add 'and
documented.

Adopt the wording in Section lY, 1., of
the NRC's GTP on Peer Review, with respect
to the 'applicability of Peer Reviews*
after the first sentence to read,

C. W14 IAN

hi .&L.L

M--.LL

I

I
I

1. 

a.

kpplicability of Peer Reviews I
A peer review shall be used when the Iadequacy of information (e.g., data, Iinterpretations, test results, design lassumptions, etc.) or the suitability 1of procedures and methods essential to Ishowing that the repository system metsor exceeds its performance requirtments I
with respect to safety arid waste isOldtionI
cannot otherwise be established standards I
and practices. I

Key: - signifies negative conunits: C - signiffies comments other than negatives

..



ComIdttee: Subconmtttee On Nuc. st.mtL Subultted by: .Bell _._. Date:
I Letter Ballot N-q D Subject: ?IQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. O, August 1987 _

Page & Paragraph | DIE°31 ufto^nts ind/or RecommendatIons I Disposition of CiNents_ IIReference 

i
I
I
I

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

Il M. BELL

Critical nterpretations or decisions
will be made n the face of significant
uncertainty, including the planning
for data collection, research, or
exploratory testing

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

Novel or beyond the state-of-the-
art testing, plans and procedures,
or analyses are or will be utilized.

Detailed technical criteria or
standard ndustry procedures do not
exist or re being developed.

Results of tests are not I
reproducible or repeatable !

I
I
I
I
I

Data or interpretations are ambiguousI
I

Data adequacy is questionable--such a.,
data may not have been collected in I
conformance with an established QA prdgram.

I Key: D - signifies negative comments:
5

C - significs comments other than negatives
I xJ
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LJILTR BALLOT OMMENT FORM
Coftitttee: Subconmittee On uc. Wst. Mqmt, Subtted by: M. Bell

I

Date:Letter Oil lot

Page Paragraph I
Reference I

# N -AD
I

I~ 0
I

Subject: NQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0. Auqust 1987

t6wimnts and/or Reconmendations
I Disposition of Comments

I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I

C. A peer review should be used when the Iadequacy of a critial body of infonmation
can be established by alternate means, butlthere s disagreement within the ognizant technical community regarding the dppl cablor appropriateness of the alternate mcans.,

i ty

Pg. ll, pard9raph 3(aJ I Editorial 
mlI I In the 6th sentence, delete the word "develop'.1 M .EL_

Pg. 26, section title IC I EDITORIAL 
-I I Section Title, Correction Action' should A KI I read, Corrective Action.

_ _ _ _~~t 

4 -- 

Pgs. 26, 27, entire section, C

Pg. 28, pardgraphs
(1), (2), and (3)

I
I

C

Reconmended incorporating the entiresection on Corrective Action as asupplement to NQA-l.

Paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) providethree types of QA record classifications
but do not provide criteria to classifythese records. An accurate determination
for placing d particular QA record into oneof the three categories listed in Section 17cannot be made without providing specificcriteria or basis. It is our recommendation

I
I

14. isda*A I ::

IIIIIIIIIIIIIKey: - signifies negative conmcnts:
6 3

C - signifies conents other than negatives

A'3
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I
I

I

I

- 5A-11EI Cr*T FRMMT
Com'mIttee: Subcomittee On Nuc. st. M1mt, Submitted by: M. ell Date:
etter Ballot

Page Paragraph
Reference

I NQA -)AD

O)0lot .

I

Subject: hQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0, Auqust 1987

I
I
I

tOmnwnts and/or Recommvendations
I Disposition of Comments

I
I I

i

I

I
I
I

II
I

that specificcriteria be deve-G-
Nuclear Waste Subcommittee on Waste
to determine which specific records
classified in the three categories 
Section 17. The criteria should be
with the needs of the NRC licensing

By uic
Management
should be
isted in
cupsistent
process.

_._s__ - I
I
I
I

_ I 
_ A A s _ s s _ . A

Pg. 28, Section 1 I
I
I
I
I
I
I

TThepreviousd-aftor NQA-3 contained a
I listing of the minimum QA records for Site
I Characterization. It is recommended such a
I listing of these QA records when finalized, be
I included in the next draft of NQA-3 as a
I Supplement in lieu of a nonmandatory! Appendix. (See Comnent for pages 42 ad 43).

I
Ir
I
I

(; - F6W

I I

Pg. 29, paragraph ta) I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
a

L.

I

I

7-d theword-technical' in the. first
sentence to read, "The audit program shall
include audits which address the technical
quality..."

11I
I

I
I
I

I
I

Key: - signifies negative comcnts:
7 x

C - signifies comments other than negatives
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CommIttee: ubctte On Nuc. Wst. gmt, SubmItted by: . Bell
Date:

Letter Bl lot

I Page Paragraph
I Reference
I

Pg. 30, paroagraph 3

I
I IQI)AD

D11- 04 

Subject: QA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0, August 1987
. _

tLunents and/or Reconwnendations Il Disposition of Coenents

; _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ |In I
u . The definition o f §-bogTT1creTU?7

should agree with the definition in
lOCFR 60.1 which states,

t

I

I

R. uss'4, -

I "Geologic repository' means a system wch
i is intended to be used for, or may be used

I for, the disposal of radioactive wstes n
I excavated geologic edia. A geologic
I repository includes: (1) The geolo ic

repository operations areas, and (2J the
I portion of the geologic setting that provides

isolation of the radiactive waste.

I

_�", N
I � . � 7 '.

____________________ - a30, paragraph 4 U

I

I

I
I

The definition for Peer Review limits :
the Peer Review process to untried or
state-of-the-art applications. It is
recommended that this definition be
revised to the NRC definition in the l
Peer Review GTP which states: 'A peer review
is a documented, critical review performed
by peers who are independent of the work being
reviewed. The peer's independence from the woif
being reviewed means that the peer, a) was
not nvolved as a participant, supervisor, I
technical reviewer or advisor in the work l
being reviewed, and (b) to the extent practical 1,
has sufficient freedom from funding considerdti ns
to assure the work is mpartially reviewed. I
A peer review is a documented, critical in-dep h
critique of assumptions, calculations, I
extraplotions, alternate interpretations, I
methodology, and acceptance criteria I
employed, and of conclusions drdwn in I
the original work. Peer revicws confirm .he
adequacy of work".,

Busso lir~

II
III

Key: D - signifies negtive comments:
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�IITIIR BALLOT (itNTT�1IlW

Coittee: Subcomtte On Nuc.s Submitted y: M. Bell

Letter Ballot iqL4-QAD Subject: KqA-3, Draft 3. Rev. 0. Auqust 1987
IA --

Date:

I
Page Paragraph

Reference
I D6 0T r
I I
I I

.

Uonents and/or Recommendations Disposition of Coments

-_ _ __ ; j , _ _ I-~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Pg. 30, paragraph 7 I
I
I
I
I
I

C Editorial
I
I
I

P Assow"
In accordance with the ANSI/ASME
standards writing policy. references ,
to federal regulations are not normnlly
included n a national standard.

I
II

I
I

- - 9 - 4

Pg. jU, paragraph I I
I
I
I.
I
I
I
I
I

L In order to be consistent with the
definition n IOCFR 60.2, ifter the word
'Repository n the last sentence add,
"but does not include preliminary borings
and geophysical testing needed to decide
whether site characterization should be
undertaken'.

, I
I I

: I

I
I
III

PBUSSO), 
IN. 

I 9

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I II~~~~~~~
I I
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I

(Conmittee: SubCovnvntttee On Kuc. WIt. Mq Submitted by: M. BellONO~tte : Sull- committee O Hu . s t. M nt Date:Letter Ballot

Pagc Paragraph
Reference I

#liqL-OAD

D1- s
I

Subject: NQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0, Auqust 1987

Lftnents and/or RecomMendations

L Disposition of Coments
_I

Page 34, section 9
i
I
I
I
I

I
I

D The factors to be considered" in thu
first paragraph should include the
additional elements described in Sectipn Vof the NRC's GTP on Qualification of Existing
Data which are:

Qualifications of personnel or organizations
generating the data re comparable to
qualification requiremetnts of personnel
generating similar data under the approved QAprogram.

I

I

I

N . cot

I.

I
I
I
I

The technical adequacy of equipment and
procedures used to collect and analyze th.

i
datar 

i .

.; i
j The extent to which the data demonstrate
I the properties of interest (e.g., physical,
I chemical, geologic, mechanical).

I The environmental conditions under which theI data were obtained if germane to the quality d
I data. 

I
The quality and reliability of the measurement'
control program under which the data were
generated. 

II
I
I
I
I
I
I

The extent to which conditions under which theldata were generated may partially meet regulationsSubpart G. I
I

- IKey: D - signifies negative cmTwents:
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L- HRDLIICH[U nW
Cotitee: Subcownlttee n uc. Ws t. lg. Submitted by: M. Bell

so __ _ _ _ _ 
Date:

Letter Ballot # 1QAD Subject: NQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0, Auqust 1987

Page Paragraph
Reference

I DR'
O5 s 

LOnnnts nd/or Recommendations

.,

Disposition of Co= ents
_ . _ . j ~~~~~~~~~~~~~I 

I
I
I
I
I
I

I.
I

I
I
I
I

I
I

Prior uses of the data and associdted verificat
processes. I

Prior peer or other professional reviers of thel
data and their results. t

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

I
Won

I : -, t;

, �1 u Ic

I 
, .

* . . . ..
I .S, f

I . . . .
; :

j ' - wW ; f f ; 'ES , X 0
, .X : . . ....... .. :: :.; - .. i , . = ,.

| # { + X , .^ � 'r

| S :D'0 "Su.' ' ' 0 0 't� ', ;; ' .f '' '' Cs,;"' ' f

| f ' -" ' uX''S S " ' , "t , '-i"

Extent and quality of corroborating data or
confirmatory testing results.

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

Pdge 33, paragraph 6 j j C EDlIORlAL I

I I In the 1st sentence it appears
computerized ntromentatloln" should I

I I read, computerized nstrumentation". I
I I I

Page 33, paragraph 6 C EDITORIAL

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

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

M. fcil) 

Key: D - signifies negative comments:

11 X
C - signifies commvents other than negatives



i
I
I
I
I
I Pa ge

t r ~~~~~~~---

C Ittee: Subcmttee On uc. St Subitted by; 9. Tejl

Letter Ballot H Finn nan _. -

.

Date: _ 

- 2t - I q U
9,Paragra ph ONL 0 

Subject: WA-3. Draft 3, Rev. 0. Auqust 198?

elernce I I D^e.&>gL) zn.uor HecnendaIions I Disposition of CMents

_ _ [~~~~ I _ I I 
I

______________________________ I____I_ I

Page 35, section 3,
second paragrdph

I
I
I

C Identify what or who the acronyms
ASTM, API, EPA, or APHA refer to. II M qjczI

IPage 36, sectio 4 C i After th fc.- r ... -i_
. . _ _ _ _ 

.

.

I irst paragraph I
I
I
I
I.
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I

I

I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I

I
I

I
I

., *,*,, .,, , a a11nr , - }ne extent
and type of review required is a function of...
the following should be added:

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

2) The degree in which functional compliance
can be demonstrdted by inspection and test.

M A I, 1 -

I
I

I

I
I

C - ignifies comerants other than negatives
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I Coinmittee: Subcomittee On uc. st- Miqtt Submitted by: H. Bel)_ Date:Letter Ballot I Ii OAD Subject:,HrA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0, August 1987I Page A Paragraph I D) L mmnts nd/or Reconwendations I Disposition of Counents
Reference I I 

I
* _ _ _ _ I __ 

I
Pg. 39, pragraph (g)
Pg. 41, paragraph (f)

I
I
I
I

0 These sections should be deleted.Cost should not be a factor whenI providing adequate safety.
. ::

.'X':
.^ .

.,

.: X

.

i
I
I
I

Fl.bo

p.
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LETTER ALLOT CMMENT FORM

Committee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by: Gene Basile Date: 9/24/87

Letter Ballot 1 148 Subject:_ Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08

Page & Paragraph D/C Comments and/or Recommendations I Disposition of Comments
Reference

_ _ _ _ _ _ I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~P. I .
CvAO 31-;-0 -

3.1. - 0 tG.
-,1.,
�,.7 �
.1.

IT IS STILL NOT CLEAR TO HE THAT WE NEED

A NEW STANDARD. I BELIEVE WE SHOULD MAKE

AN EFFORT INTO FOLDING TESE

INTO NQA I and QA 2.

REQUIREMENTS

¼-'

t

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

1A ON

&R9t

S. A. Bernsen's Comments on
Letter Ballot No. 148

General Comment

1. Would prefer to see programmatic elements of NQA-3
incorporated into NQA-l so that only those applicable to the
specific scope of NQA-3 need be identified. Examples
include:

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.

2. Believe that some of the content of the proposed duplicates
the text of NQA-l and could be deleted. Examples include:

I. Introduction, Section 2 Applicability -
IP subparagraphs (a), (b), (c)

and Section 3 Responsibility

3. The NQA Committee should review other aspects of the
proposed NQA-3 to determine what additional requirements
should be added to NA-1 to cover future nuclear power plant
site investigations. This need not be a high priority item
but should be added to the Strategic Plan.

QAD 87-03

1. Page 6 (a), 6th bullet, last word - delete the "s" in
"verifications" - it should read "verification".

2.

3.

Page 8 (2), 4th line - delete the s" in "surveillances"- it
should read "surveillance".

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.

hi. Page 13 - These two items are part of Item 2 QA Program and
should be after Page 8.

r~ r-.,

65 .

6.

7 .

Page 25, last line - Correct spelling from "Supplenent" to
'Supplement".

Page 26 - Change the title'from "Correction Action" to
"Corrective Action". Also delete or define the term
"unusual occurrence" identified in item (b) (4).

Page 28, paragraph (c)'(3) - Retention times for
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:

readiness review
unusual occurrence
data defensibility :, W :I .:�: , ...... ,
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I Committee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by: J .
Letter Ballot 148 Subject: Proposed New Standard HQA-3, QAD 87-1

Page & Paragraph D/C Conments and/or RecommendationsReference 
:

1. ~ ~~~~~~ 1. 
Q/~b 7-03

P33 S W-/7

C .:

.

.

* ;,
...

. A -

.

;

r --
-.- :

,:

.

* V f
r

.,. Di

: .. ::.::

: "

C '

Ej . ,-t .

., .f.

' '''

:

,V4,97 , tw as $ W7 A Cr l
CA Ar#- * v 7;tr bkAQ~r J S

/34'* tI~~ep

~ S ~ r ~ Vc7 W a

A n r $ , / 1E 4 ~ ~ 4 , C k #
"View'FD i PTXXc~ly~w ?

I
_ _ _ _ _ _ Date: __ /

03 thru QAD 87-08

Disposition of Conments j

f~~~~~~~~ 4 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ d

:Z"' , '"I,: 47-:
I

r.
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SEP 22 87
I DATE MAILED: : Aucust 20, 1987 . NIJCLF4RISAFETY C & S

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE MAIN COMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON NUCLEAR QUALITY
ASSURANCE . - .. -

BALLOT CLOSING DATE:, September 17, 1987

I 1) QUESTION: Proposed Standard NQA-3, Draft 3, Rev. 0
A I Introduction and Basic Requirements: QAD 87-03
S I Supplement SW-1; QAD 87-04 Supplement 3SW-1; QAD 87-05
M ' Supplement 1lSW-l; QAD 87-06 Appendtx Z-l; QAD 87-07
E E Appendix 7AW-1; QAD 87-08

| 2) TYPE OF QUESTION:

a) PROCEDURE ........ | | I) REVISION .......,...1_

I b) POLICY ............ I- f) RECONSIDERATION ... 1=

I c) NEW DOCUMENT...... FT1 g PERSONNEL .1

I d) ADDENDUM I......... h h) OTHER .............1=

I _-
I 1) INFORMATION SUBMITTED IS SUFFICIENT TO EVALUATE QUESTION? YES 1 _ NO

I 2) VOTED:-
A A/C 0D N/V A

N I QAD87-03 I-h __ I II __I

A [ QAD87-04 1
I QAD87-OS = = 1:1 = I

QAD87-06 i- I = |I III

I QAD87-07 I1 = 1 -I __=

I QAD87-08 1 1

I(A-Approved A/C-Approved-with-Comment D-Disapproved N/V-Not Voting AB-Abstain)

c eL _ g st ~~~~~~QA-3 4 _

' d~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~0. 

jZZ ~ ~~ 6>E.;7fs-
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Conn Ittee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by: : . Date: 19 �-7 19,7 -�
Letter Ballot 148 SubJect: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-

I Page b Paragraph
* I Reterence

.3 .. S

A -.

.. ~ 7 %. . -

r4-8'li
L ~ r ; ; #, 6- LV 

D/C Comments and/or Recomnendations

i a I
I e' I

I-

IC

I I

-

C

C

1'

1~~? I u~ n ,V 7j74.e - L I

-rn's Ye-*.C T - ' C;" ' .

b s1At U s e -C.C r4.L d f4 , Z > e 4 A A,'n , L -

DeL.Aon~~c - a.

tx.L J C~- .f r tb. caO~.j ~ ~ t~

.03 thru QAD 87-08

Disposition of Couments

.~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~~~C

.. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . .s.

Date:NN
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- ^ t - Connittee: 

I;; | Letter allol

Page & Paragraphj- -! ::Reference

g |: I. * C)dKe

V Q PG-I L,¶ 3 -

9~~p .iA, iP(.9 . i 

f~~rfr0SLLEAf

LEITER BALLOI COM*EN1 FORMI

luclear Quality Assurance Submitted by:

L 1 148 SubJect: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-

D/C j Conaents and/or Recommendations

c

C.

C-

C i4 . a i u lm r n g v 4 c

J,4'.F A A 4 A C

M.. IS Wy ire " A . ~ ~ T ~ j r E ~ , *c

V ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Sr

Date:

03 thru QAD 87-08 -

DisposItion of Colments .

4~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ . -. .

V.

. ;R , -;. 0', ' ,4 .

C- . K'I i.

, Key: D - signifies negative coments: C - signifies connents other than negatives
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ConicIttee: 1uclear Quality Assurance Submilttul by: I) , /ea
Letter' Ballot 1 148 SubJect: Proposed New Standard HqA-3, QAD 87-

Page Paragraph | D/C I Comments and/or Recommendations
Re erence I 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .

P4-23,T�La), �) I
iLc�

p&-2L17- I
�, (')(')

II
r.4qz,*�i-j I

I
I

1 1 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~I
.
C

Ic

C

C

/~s~'.#air" o¶.,r yp0 W4 P, C.-*-b~qJ '

Prtrra- A'WxCtf~dvn OCCA-4' J44

ta.ts OAA5 q. C>Cj C. C

Aeta dtr -Pir D -1-rV *4 13- D%'LLJr

he "4 rJ ~,L Iy A.4r- 4 ,cj-)T5*

'I

I.
Date: J7 8 7

-03 thru QAD 87-08 :

Disposition of Comments

14.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~y

D~~~~~ a-.-'.: ... '."- 

_ . _: ....... .: : . : _ 0 : :., ~~~~~~~' ,:.-;

54 1A n ; JA-< ' -- 4%-w
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Conwuittee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted y:

Letter Ballot 1 148 Subject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-

Page Paragraph Coments and/or Reconmendations
Reference | |; 4

I
Date: |

-03 thru QAD 87-08 I
-I I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

, 
.

P4,-2 17

j

C

C.

I *-,-~~~ eL r- iotF C.D*#c .(-

I 5W)&'AJ 7-tC Pf IJ aI jV'.. t f 4 s"' 

AC.~7aP..V 70 ~tr~Lt~~ eeoul*Et C~

c4 5.,~'-t,- ~k17 Of 0l g'"J,(L~ ,a

P' £~~~~~~e -e 0A -7f

IS LuI'~~ 7~ C&,4 15 i~i.' Ft ~ ,h%'D

DIsposition of Coments

4

A

fl. kJ�L�JLiAJ

&. r�C

C-

0
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Comin Ittee: Nuclear Qualit)

Leter Ballot I 148

LtLI lIlt UAJLLUI WM NlI 101111i

y Assurance Submitted by: , d 6 Da

Subject: Proposed flew Standard tIQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08

te: q /1-7 57

Page & Paragraph
Reference

[)/C Conxnents and/or Recomniendattons Disposition of Comnents

I I I

I -350 -

1°G -37 4.1 L#.

*. i

-3 3, , 

f -3 ,7)¢

36 - , BA 

pG -34, Lq.8t

IC I

C
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C I
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Rews rv- /Ae>c>yjf r *.tr AD.sT
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M. Nlic1
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:; M. 41-C

M. 4;11
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:

t:
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:

:
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C .LJ C42O 0 IC. 7" f D A4r- iF. ?

M. NJUc

I C
I
I
I
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I I. M. 4E.
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Coi Lnittee: ticlear ualit- Assurance Submitted by: _' . Date: 9 1i/ 7
Letter Ballot 1 148 Subject: Proposed New Standard 8QA-3, QAO 7-03 thru QAD 87-08

Page Paragraph I D/C Comnents and/or Reconmiendations Dispositton of Counents
Reference . | I

I_ : _ ______

I

PG :.' ,. I 'POkA., L.* 1Ji x.q..*

a)

P4 -3. 4 7, tJ, |
rk-JOkr r- "ilC

C

c-

P'" lrr 7 <.2 0"r 0149S - 7"C D-0,947?

oF- 7rz3 PesLrTaLrs I AJ-7i -1 ep,+

a-c's. C 7AJ.

| D>:^ 5¢ P -tc~se- S~t- - Pr r4c t@aA^,v,

.

4-41heJ-C P., - Or tvs&r '#Oa'

f. 4mt)

r 4c
.b .~

M.j'J'

I
I . I

I

II
I
I

I

I
I

I
. .1

Key: D - signifies negative conments: C - signiIfies conmients other than negatIves



LETTER BALLOT # 148
(Continued)

OCT 12 1987
C. WILLI1AMS JR.

"Not Voting":

"Abstain":

3) COMMENTS:

Neither approved or disapprovead, but the total
committee voting membership is reduced by one for
each "Not Voting" ballot for that particular action.

Neither approved or disapproved, but the total
committee voting membership remains unaffected
by such action. -

PLEASE LIST COMMENTS ON LETTER BALLOT COMMENT FORM

b S A- kin? e C /

4) NAME (PRINT):

5) SIGNATURE:

6) DATE SIGNED:

7) PLEASE FILL OUT AND RETURN A COPY TO THE ASME NUCLEAR DEPARTMENT
IN THE ENVELOPE PROVIDED (3East 47th Street, N.Y., N.Y. 10017).

YXL *Z1~ - -
A,'. l/.-A

A



Ken Goad:
Comments to Letter ballot #1 48 Proposed Standard NQA-3, Revision 0

~~OKJI As noted I have approved the letter ballot with comments.

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

I still have concerns which are generic to 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 differences in the
application of the administrative controls (quiality 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 tye of conditions, but with different players.

It is my understanding that there was great reluctance by the other subcommittees to acceptance
any word changes to NOA-11 to accommodate the Waste Repository subcommittee; hence their
frustration and proposal for NOA-3. An alterative course of action could have been to write
specific Waste Repository supplements and appendices for both NQA I & 2. Much of what I see
in NOA-3 is a simply rewording of NQA-1 splinkled with some references to NOA-1. NA-3 is
almost a stand alone standard with little or no need for NOA-1. In my opinion there Is some
confusion In the NOA-3 between technical (specification) requirements and programatlc
controls simular to the N46-2 activity.

What standardIs to be applied to the balance of the repository facfiliies? Wi1 NA-3 as the
base document be kickided i the PSAR & SAR for lrcensirig or wil1 NOA-11 .2, & 3 be used?
There is further concern what quality assurance standard s to be levied on the producer of the
waste to be placed In the repository: currently DOE has levied NQA-1 on a its contractors. The
repository ricensee SAR cornmittrnents will back up to the waste producers.

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

Incluided are some aditional comments from MA. J. Plodinec who has shared technical
responsibility for the waste product form to be produced at Savannah River for the waste
repository. IV1



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

FROM: M. J. PLODINEC, 2170 (.l-- DATE: 9/24/87

SUBJECT: NQA-3

Ken : - 0 ;

Thanks for the "opportunity" to review QA-3. I have several co,.-
ments which I hope will be of some use to you. I'm afraid they
are in no particular order. In 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 seriously consider abandoning the whole project. I think
that this is that bad.;_'-,

(l) The purpose of the document is rather unclear. In particu-
lar, why is it necessary to have an ANSI std on as narrow an ac-
tivity as repository site characterization? This appears to e-

59 ther trivialize the national A stds, or elevate repository site
characterization to a level of importance badly out of line with
reality. If a national std is needed, it ought to be more compre-
hensive, and cover not only site characterization but waste acceD-
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
<gab_ write a national sd for QA of repository site characteri:at ion,

¢ A; 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, thus
isn't always the case. Further, it seems that the writer(s) n-
tend the std to cover repository design activities as well. if
so, this needs to be spelled out in the applicability sect.on.

(3) It is not clear what is meant by baselining software on p. 9.
This appears to be someone's organization-specific jargon, and

t;-uof 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. If so, this should be explicitly considered. For example,

j2. 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-
loSt 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 s
supposed to be; if you are trying to determine the outcome, then

M i 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 =Zf of data, and less on trying to predetermine how
much control is necessary to collect the data.

The ancestor of every action is thought



This s 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. In addition, it is clear that
the repository projects intend, eventually, to collect a lot of
data. This standard never addresses one of the most impor-
tant parts of the scientific process: using information
you have collected for one 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 point. 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 some-
thing. It must be made to apply to the eosciences. If the
scientific investigations must be controlled this way, then at
least have someone familiar with the job write the prescriptions,
i.e. this section should simply codify what are considered to e
good experimental practices for the discipline.

(,pro+ (6) Samples (p. 18). If there has to be a narrow standard, ther.
make this section specific to the kinds of samples which will, in
fact, be taken, i.e. rocks, groundwater, etc. Have a geoscientist
or two codify how this is to be done.

hst 95u (7) It is very unclear where the split between Test Control (p.
21) and Scientific Investigations occurs.

,Grow?/ (8) The Corrective Action and Audits sections seem to add nothin.-i
to what is already available. If I'm wrong, then these belong in
a higher level standard, because I don't see anything specific
site characterization.

(9) Records (p. 28). Generally a good section with specific
G ee guidance on subject. However, it is marred by this designation f

a sample as a record - this abortion is an affront to the lan-
guage! It is things like this that trivialize A to outsiders.

CQW c(10) The definition of peer review is poorly written. It also
/ needs to better delineate the difference between a technical re-
view and a peer review, in the context of site characterization.

(11) The definitions of data quality, accuracy, etc. are very well
done. I'd like to plagiarize them for SRL's manual.

(12) On p. 32 the phrase "data processing" is used to mean clle^-
-;'9' tion and handling of data. This is an unfortunate usage, because

M < \ the computer scientists have preempted the term. A better one



should be found.

(13) Supplement 3SW-1 should be thrown out and re-written. It
simply does not match the science being practiced. Get a geoscl-
entist to write something up.

/ L5% A
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land definitions in SW-1, instead of "quality-

affecting."
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Change the words "affecting organizations" to
"affected organizations.*
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'All documents referenced by final reports,
except readily available references such as
encyclopedias, dictionaries, engineering
handbooks, national codes and standards, etc.
shall be retrievable from the QA records systi

C- WI1 I 4nW

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

Key: D - signifies negative comments: C - signifies conents other than negatives



- r F R BALLOT COlMENT FORM,-, . ~ -. X. __. . .. . ....
t

Date: 9/e7Committee: Nuclear Quality Assurance

Letter Ballot 148 SubJect: I

Submitted by: 6, i. /A 20
ProDosed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08

Page Paragraph
Reference

DlC Comments and/or Recommendations Disposition of Comments j

_ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Il

-f)~1-3t

.. * A 0.

i .,3c} V- {

: II-Olt

'0 i 
I

tH ~~~~~~~~doe |I ' mz / e~& az i

I t~
. { -o df2-

C. F5Es

9D P g 1 � 0 � ,

R>~~~~~o, S7 7 -01'. a,,~4~ a
~~L44. ~~~ / ~~~~~I2~~1 /~~~ ~

O 
QaM t1-65

e3 3 M" Y c
C

.e 

< f~~~~~~~~~~~~~~,4 --. ^ .
M. N1%CA

M. Nec41
? - 33 7

Key: D - signifies negative comments: C - signifies comments other than negatives
&~S *1



F

LETTER BALLOT CMENI FORH

Committee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by: X•.,e iVaCzc - Date _ _ z z l

| Letter Ballot 1 148 SubJect: Proposed Nev Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru qAD 87-08

I Page & Paragraph D/C Comments and/or Recomnendations . Disposition of Comnents
Reference , _ -

.. 

.

: /z. t12

* XS,
.... . . .

. .

E " S ' 0 /.
. . . - . .

::; -Q^tX1-
.

..,.... ,..E ....
.

007 - - - 0
r . .

.

..

.

- :'',.'';
..

.

C

C

ald - 1 . M.A4C'I
V

V"4 4 x t1 ~dZ-

G. rcws
. ..

G. Fje•3

67

9

Key: D - signifies negative conents: C - signifies comments other than negatives
.. ..



V.
LUi ILK UALLUI LLiMtLIl UkM

Submitted by:A, M FI coICommittee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Date: __/l_1__ _

Letter Ballot 1 148 Subject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08

Page Paragraph
Reference

I D/C Comments and/or Recommendations Disposition of Comments

--

An4 )5t
.,-

-3, (? 9 PMA&.

.r I)-d
tlM -It

C

C

r1, :
'. 

. .

c -t ato4ue4~
I.~~~ . A

S. IE

LAIWV.- E Vu L *
& A - .

3. PZ1-& I

,, ,Mee h}

W-1 S. KkA4

.-V I Key: D - signifies negative comments: C - signifies comments other than negatives



6 LElIER BALLOT CENT FORH

Conumilbee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by: J.A. Perry

| Lettertallot 1 148 Subject: Proposed ew Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-I

Page A Par~arph D/C Comments and/or RecommendationsI Referue at

QAD 87-03
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Pg. 10, Para.

Pg. 11 Para

Pg. 12, Para.

Pg. 21, Secti

Pg. 23, Secti

Pg. 27, Secti

-*- QAD 87-05

Pg. 33, Secti

.natn- 9/14/87 1

2(d) (4)

2(d) (5)

31.)

Computer program documentation last bulleted Item
- delete word all' Just before "formal code
reviews" no need to be all inclbsive on
descriptions.

4th line delete word fully".

6th line from bottom of page. left column - delete
word 'develop".

Title - change word *CONROL' to CONTROL.

Last line - delete 'NQA-3".
I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ he wo -

33 tru QA0 87-08 

Dispositionl of Commentsj

R. S cau

M .~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~A

3(c)

on11

0O 13(C)! 2nd to last sentence - delete last
*shall be used".

three words -

on 16(C)i

0o3 

|st sentence, 2nd line, delete word "apparently".

i
I Last sentence - change word to" to word of f.

QAD 87-07

Appendix 2AW-1

QAD 87-08

Appendix 17AW-1

X:

Totally confuses QA
(programmatic) with
witb activities and
guidance.

Program Grading factors
level of effort associated
items. Confuses not good

IKM- u

f

i C i General - identifies listings as minimum - which I b NU.,
tends to make this more than guidance.
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Comments on the NQA-3 draft, Section D on Software control:

Section (d) (2)

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 compatible with Part 2.7.

Section (d) (3)
Believe this is redundant with the Part 2.7 sections 5.1,
"Configuration Identification", and 5.2 "Configuration Change

Control*.

Section (d) (4)

Paragraph 2 - The code history will be available from the
traceability that comes from configuration management. Don't
understand the need for a "brief description of code history".

Paragraph 4 - User documentation is covered in Part 2.7 Section
6.5. This is redundant.

Paragraph 5 - This information is required by Part 2.7, Section
6.4, "Verification and Validation Documentation". This is
redundant.

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) (6)
This is redundant with the Part 2.7 section 5.2 "Configuration
Change Control".

Section (d) 7

In most cases it 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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DATE MAILEDr`, August 20, 1987

I TO THE MEMBERS OFITHE MAIN COMMITTEE OFJTHE COMMITTEE ON NUCLEAR QUALITY
I ASSURANCE w''' ' ' -'

BALLOT CLOSING DATE September t7, 1987
Standard NQA-3,'Draft 3, Rev. 0

I 1) QUESTION::Proposed a'd
A j Introduction and Basic Requirements: QAD 87-03
S I . -E,; ';.:.',..>, Supptement SW-I;'QAD 87-04 Supplement 3SW-1; QAD 87-05
M I Supplement 71SW-1; QAD 87-06 Appendix 2AW-1; QAD 87-07
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t a) PROCEDURE ...... .e) REVISION ...... , I
| - -,- j>2MS@^ i-<, ;-- -

I b) POLICY .-.......... I ___I f) RECONSIDERATION ... I

I c) NEW DOCUMENT ........... g PERSONNEL ..... l,.I

I d) ADDENDUM ....... . ' ; h) OTHER 0 ............ 
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1zI NO C.~

AB

I-I

I-1

I-I

I-I

I=

1=1

_ _,

i AB-Abstain)



,~~~~~~ET

I '': .'='.'-."."g.''-.'7+--.'LETTER BALLOT I 148
I | 0f-'-0-.. ;0..-(Continued)

"Not Voting": Neither approved or disapprovead, but the total
-- Committee voting membership is reduced by one for
each.,'Not.VotingTM ballot for that particular action.

Al - A>-;

Abstain: 'Neither approved or disapproved, but the total
' ":: --;'committee voting membership remains unaffected

by such action.,.

3) COMMENTS: PLEASE LIST COMMENTS ON LETTER BALLOT COMMENT FORM

4) NAME (PRINT): voti s i u

S ) SI5GNATURE:t tt f- P :

6j DATE SIGNED: ) / 8

7) PLEASE FILL OUT AND RETURN A COPY TO THE ASME NUCLEAR DEPARTMENT
IN THE ENVELOPE PROVIDED 345East 47th Street, N.Y., N.Y. 10017).



LETTER BALLOT COMMENT FORM

Committee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by:. // .

Letter Ballot 148 Subject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-

Page & Paragraph I D/C j Comnents and/or Recommendations I
Reference I I I

__I I _ I

I
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ D ate: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Io /C-'' - . Date: - / ' 4 237 I

, i

QA-

I~~~~

jAE '

PAIIII"

C

C

C

A, aw-. I-AJ~4- bLie4r /4.t.

A.)I - -'-

~ .LCPO

03 thru QAD 87-08 ' / :

Disposition of Comments
:: AS

:: I

P 3 s~ i f*;' 

f 0.- l ~'½ \

Key: D - signifies negative comments: C - signifies comments other than negatives



1 ~~ LETTER BALLOT CORMENT OR

I Committee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by: / , 5, /fiC °O( Date: /0-/ ' 7 I-

Letter Ballot 1 148 Subject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAV 87-08 4' '

I Page & Paragraph | D/C I Coments and/or Reconendations 1 Disposition of Comnents

I Reference I I 
I

I - 1- i - -- --- 
I

\f% 8 7-oZ

J I .

C, C

QAQ 7 3

Q^) 37N'
,4AJ2IL°

4A)

I

C

C

C

TJ~~~
4A. ' t 

A A~y~d;Ie Id- , t~-iIL

7 L 41~~ 2 t , ~ .A t i > / e 2A o 9 l l , r e 4 . 4 f

l 

P. cx-�Izwxc

M. &3

M- f3 ,cLL

l~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

I JA

I I n c t- -

Key: D - silgnifies negative conents: C ̂  signifies commnents other than negatives



Comittee: Nuclear QualftY Assurance 
Submitted by: // ,7 it-SL.0oC Date 

Letter Ballot 1 148 SubJect: Propeosed New Standard NQA-3 
QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08 

/f ,/ 

Page & Paragraph I D/C 1 Corments and/or Recommendations 
j Dlsposft1on of Corrents

Reference 

Dip s t o o o m t

A^O 8 - o C 
. t _ d|- ..

I C I Adc I

* I I p7MM)M1<JI

I I ;I es ¢,,,(4 1 A a

(@)\9) 82 e )2 J Ct*ta 1 S,kft;;.;-:;0 I ~~~~~~~~tt~~~~~~~L4 A~~~~~~~~~j~~~~~

I

r
0 -

Is

di) (21J
V--A ),.. LJS

3nt ,() )

I !

i

I
I
I

III
Li

I

III

I A&"1V * * 
'' & % C,0&&

e", O" at Ara. /> ,. A~ Ck_

> S c s ~~~~~~.

Sv Q ff QJ~t t ,r- .- ,I
Qg S.1 AN /)~~~~~

aI
;ol
I

If~~~~~~~~~~~~ I
I VM

I t A 1 ,:t #,

A~g > (LtL) C9e~jtC I

S. IKjrj

j %� �' ,

Yo n-
'ey; U - signifies negative comments: C - signiffe mments other than negatives

/ ~ V 4



I LEITER BALLOT COMMENT FORM I

I Committee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by: / Lo Date: /_O_-- ;'

Letter Ballot 148 Subject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-03 thru QAD 87-08 w I
I Page & Paragraph I D/C j Comments and/or Recomnendatlons *Dispositlon of Comments

Refprenep I I I I
I ;*.7---- _ I I -__ __II - s I -- I I 

C6- tL..1LLA4 '

3

1QAO 87-0
.1 PO? I 

r
.".,'- 

al4 4r pI/tr2 a,-,x?#8 >

A 4 A/-

/ 1/ '2 A:..+ .
6_. .. L

/7Lr ,- ;fi 647 aAJ"._

C.I3 C

C

.

. .

.

; ; i. tO S -- 0 C. t 8

,'' , . . ' ': ' .. '.t' '. i ;'

'' D 00 % i CS a k 4

.. ,,,., .; 5 V .,, 'l ,;i,,''N ' Hi'

'.,; . n . ' : . .d' 0 ' < 'S''. '' .'"' "', X ""''. ," ,'o' ".," ' a; ' f '

. S , ; A X , Q Xu 0 ., ; ; - , i , W ' . . i S 0, 0 S

',; , ' ' '- 0'- ' '; '' X, ' :: -)S'iSl";', ' ,,;f

HiLLl4 = 0 0 i 0 <.g

;. 0- Vi ; tzii>,<.f ,i,

' 0 ' d' "' '0 ,'S'S C;<
''. : iR ,. hi -D :'t ,: . S

4 ,.

- S , ;f

- '':. . . , '; :

S

f : ::

Klexhts4m : :03-;:
(5 -,C>(.

AnciA 62-o
C,,,l O 9 I . 4 "t

4.

Key: D - sgnifies negative comments: C - signifies comments other than negatives



I LEIER BALLOT COMMENT FORM

I Committee: Nuclear Quality Assurance Submitted by: /1 . % '

| Letter Ballot 148 Subject: Proposed New Standard NQA-3, QAD 87-C

Page & Paragraph D/C I Comments and/or Recommendations
: : Reference I I

I .______ .I A
Q^AD 87-cA

:Y' v-c 3

t. T-r7. T2-*

IA I

-i1O 87- r
0- p §S9

. 3(*)

C / d Q ~ L ~ t f j A c t ~ j A a f 4 : ~ . c X

IL Y- d ;L' L :
, ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ j t J 4~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .~ ~ ~

Date: |

13 thru QAD 87-08 if 5 I
Disposition of Comments :

MAI't.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .

p, f3§DtN ;"t ' ' '0 ''''' ; 

N ~ ~ ~ ~ j \ I , ~ ~ ~ : ,b. C

C /4 j
, , 

/LM 7-

e�'J

,t&

I

lizz ( /tr f, 6 f )) 2 t,-
#$~~~~~~~~~'t ,QJ e t. ot

_IA~ tl--z - ,, ,AI , , I
I I tI

Key: D - signifies negative comments: C - signifies comments other than negatives


