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Attached for your information and assistance in the resolution of Main Committee
negatives on NQA-3, is a letter written to me by Tom Colandrea regarding
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To: Mr. Clarence Williams, Jr.

Battelle Project Management Division

505 King Avenue

Columbus, OH 43201

Dear Clarence:

As you requested, I have summarized my recommendations as to how the

negative ballots from Terry Dunn and Jim Perry should be handled on NQA-3.

My comments in this regard are attached. I have not provided any input on

Ford Knight's negatives because I did not have a chance to discuss them

with him in Orlando.

I hope this summary is of use to you.

Sincerely,

T. R. Colandrea

TRC/jkk
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Attachment

T. E. Dunn - Comments/Resolution:

Page 3, Paragraph 2.3 (b):

Terry suggests deleting or rewriting the last sentence since it is in
direct conflict with the first sentence. I told Terry that I agree with him.
We have already addressed this comment by the changes we made in our meeting
last week.

Page 4, Paragraph 2.3 (e) (4):

Terry recommended that the term timely in (4) be deleted. I agree with
Terry since, as he indicates, the prompt identification and reporting of
deficiencies is covered in (2)and(3). Furthermore, notification to responsible
managers of the status and performance of work under surveillance may be in a
monthly report or some other (less timely?) manner. In summary, I feel that we
can delete the word timely from (4) without any substantive impact on this
section of the standard.

Page 5, Paragraph 3.2:

Terry suggested deleting or replacing this with the requirements of 3SW-1
since, according to him, the latter appears to cover the same activity with much
more detail. I told Terry that the existing wording is needed as a brief
summary to introduce the details of what is contained in 3SW-l. Terry was
willing to accept this and will drop his comment.

Page 8, Paragraph 6 (c) and Others:

Terry suggests use of the word "ensure" as being more consistent with NQA-1
than "assure." We discussed this and it appears that he does not feel very
strongly about it. Let's leave it as it is.

Page 14, Paragraph 16.3 (f)

Terry suggests deleting the term remedial to avoid confusion with action
taken in 16.2 (1) (1) to remedy the specific condition. I agree that this
would be a beneficial change without changing the substance of what we are
trying to say.

Page 14, Paragraph 17.3 (a)

Terry suggested adding a statement indicating that post-closure records are
determined during the process of amending the operating license to allow closure
of the repository. He wanted to add these words to be consistent with a
February 24, 1988 OCRWM policy. I told Terry that I didn't feel that this was
necessary as guidance to be contained in a standard. I got the impression that
he was agreeable to not making this change.
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Page 25, Paragraph 4, Last Paragraph:

Terry indicates that the organization responsible for testing should not
"define criteria." He suggests instead, the use of words in IIS-i of NQA-1
which states that "Test requirements and acceptance criteria shall be provided
or approved by the organization responsible for the design of the item to be
tested unless otherwise designated." I tend to agree with Terry on this and
feel that we should make a change to the wording accordingly. I am not sure
whether this constitutes a substantive change or not, however.

Page 28, Paragraph 3, Second Sentence:

Terry suggests deleting the words "within each level" since QA measures
should be selected to efficiently achieve specified requirements, regardless of
the level. Whereas I don't think it would matter much If we deleted the words
"within each level," I don't necessarily see the same connotation to the words
that Terry does since they don't prevent QA measures from being efficiently
selected. It's up to you, Clarence, as to whether you delete the words.
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J. A. Perry - Comments/Resolution:

Page 2, Paragraph 2.1 (b) & (c)

Jim recommended that these two elements be deleted since they are not
minimum requirements but rather suggested guidance per Appendix 2AW-1. I do not
agree; they are more than guidance since the introductory paragraph states that
programmatic planning shall include the following elements. In any event,
however, I believe that the word changes that we made in Orlando to these two
elements will hopefully clarify the matter to Jim's satisfaction.

Page 3, Paragraph 2.3 (b):

Jim provides wording to clarify the third sentence of this paragraph. This
will not be necessary since the sentence has been deleted.

Page 6, Paragraph 3.3 (b):

Jim suggested clarifying the intent of the statement. I'm not sure that
the word changes he suggests accomplished this, however. Instead, we might
consider rewording as follows "Decisions or interpretations will be made which
have a significant impact on performance assessment conclusions."

Page 8, Paragraph 3.5 (e)(3):

Jim suggested deleting the words understand errors and replacing them
with "detect and correct errors." The suggested word change seems to have merit
and, if it is acceptable to Sid Ayles, I recommend that we make this change.

Page 9, Paragraph 4:

Jim suggests deleting the sentence which states "This situation would
normally exist when the scope of work or schedule requirements cannot justify
the cost of development and maintenance of a quality assurance program at the
supplier facility." Rather than deleting this sentence, it would be more
appropriate to include it as an example as follows: "... is adequately
addressed therein (e.g., when the scope of work or schedule requirements cannot
justify the cost of development and maintenance of a quality assurance program
at the supplier facility)."

Pages 27-32, All Paragraph:

Jim states that Appendix 2AW-1 should be deleted since he feels that it is
cumbersome, too prescriptive, confusing and not very helpful guidance. He also

indicated that he feels that good information regarding selective application is
already contained in NQA-1. I discussed Appendix 2AW-1 at length with Jim in
Orlando and, whereas we didn't reach any clear-cut resolution, I think he would
be willing to accept a modified version of the write-up.

The following points should also be mentioned in passing in your discussion
with Jim regarding the resolution of his negative comments on Appendix 2AW-1:
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The introduction to 2AW-1 clearly states that it is not a part of NQA-3
and is included for information purposes only.

While Appendix 4A-1 of NQA-1 may contain some of the same grading
factors, 2AW-l has several additional ones (e.g., cost and schedule
impacts) which should be considered. While it may be possible to
reference back to NQA-1 and only present the additional elements in
2AW-1, this fragmented approach would result in confusion and extra work
for the users of NQA-3. Furthermore, 2AW-1 was written in the context
of the site characterization effort and provides examples relative to
site characterization that make the grading factors more meaningful.

I don't remember Jim voting negatively on Appendix 2AW-1 in the previous
ballot although I don't have a copy of it handy. if he did not, it
would seem inappropriate for him to do so now since the theme of the
Appendix is basically the some as it was before.

In any event, I recommend that we adopt the following revised wording for
increased clarity of the Appendix (See marked-up draft of 2AW-1, enclosed):

Change the first sentence of Section 2 to read as follows: "A
methodology should be established for assigning quality levels to those
items and activities that are related to site characterization."

Delete Section (b) since it has become redundant with (a) with the word
changes we made in Orlando.

Change the first word of 2 (c) from "Defensible" to "Definitive."

Change the first paragraph of Section 3 to read as follows: The extent
of management controls applied to an item or activity will vary as a
function of the degree of confidence needed regarding the quality of the
item or activity. Certain items or activities may require extensive
controls throughout all stages of development, while others may require
only a limited quality assurance effort in selected phases of
development. QA measures should be selectively applied to an item or
activity based upon the following grading (weighing) factors:"

Modify the format and revise the wording slightly of the grading factors
as shown on the enclosed marked-up draft of 2AW-1.
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IV APPENDICES

APPENDIX 2AW-1

NONMANDATORY GUIDANCE FOR THE DETERMINATION AND USE OF QA PROGRAM

CLASSIFICATION AND GRADING FACTORS

1 GENERAL

This Appendix provides nonmandatory

guidance on the determination and use of

QA Program classification and grading

factors. This Appendix is not a part of

NQA-3 and is included for information

purposes only.

2 CLASSIFICATION OF QUALITY LEVELS

y formal QA programs should

assigned quality levels. The assignment

of quality levels should be based on (1)

the relative importance of an item or

activity with respect to safety, waste

isolation, and other mission objectives

(e.g., cost and schedule) (2) the need

to demonstrate compliance with specific

regulatory design and QA requirements;

and (3) the results of performance

assessments and engineering analyses.

Quality level assignments should be a

technical management responsibility.
{COULD NOT BE CONVERTED TO SEARCHABLE TEXT}
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3 GRADING FACTORS
{COULD NOT BE CONVERTED TO SEARCHABLE TEXT}
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5 SUB-ELEMENT CLASSIFICATION

An item or activity should Effect
classified at the highest quality No risk to the health and safety

of any included sub-element. A onsite personnel

element (or sub-activity) of an item(or Limited risk to the health and

activity) may be classified at a safety of onsite personnel
level than the higher level item (or Significant risk to the health

activity) if the consequences of its a and safety of onsite personnel
failure satisfy the criteria for or limited, risk to the public

lower classification Undue risk to the health and

should be documented). safety of onsite personnel and

to the public.

6 WEIGHTING FACTORS Maximum Effect

The following qualitative factors may Development of Requirements

be used as grading measures within an Minimum Effect

area of consideration. Items listed Minimal effort and simple

below in each area of consideration Significant effort but simple

from those having little or no effect to Significant effort and some

those having a maximum effect on the item complexity.

or activity being graded. Extensive effort or complex

effort and complex

6.3 Activity Complexity,

{COULD NOT BE CONVERTED TO SEARCHBLE TEXT}
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(6.4) Investigation Method Maturity
Minimum Effect

* Proven investigation method
available for same use

* Proven method available for

similar use

* Modification of method for

same use

* Redesign method for different

application

Completely new method for a new
use

Maximum Effect

Minimum Effect
Negligible inconvenience or cost
or schedule impact
Limited decrease in service
capability or moderate cost or
schedule impact
Significant downgrade in service
capability or serious cost or
schedule impact
Serious downgrade in service
capability and serious cost
or schedule impact

Total loss of service capability

and extreme cost or schedule
impact

Maximum Effect

(6.5)

Minimum

Characteristics

Effect

No restraining or interrelated

dependence on other

items/activities

Few restraining or interrelated

dependence on other

items/activities

Many restraining and/or

interrelated attributes
Maximum Effect

31
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(g) Activity Importance

Minimum Effect

Standard industrial or laboratory
practice; no impact on achieving

objectives

Some indirect impact on achieving

mission objectives

Directly impacts ability to

achieve mission objectives

Supports development of licensing

or safety documents

* Critical to obtaining NRC license

for facility construction

Maximum Effect

32


