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ACCs.P1ANCE OF PESPONSES 'IO OBSERVATIONS RESULTING FROM YUCCA MOUlfrAIN PROJECT
OFFICE (PROJECT OFFICE) QUALITY ASSURANCE (QA) AUDIT 90-07 OF FENIX ' SCISSON

'

OF NEVADA (FSN)

The Project Office QA staff has evaluated the responses to observations-
90-07-01 through 04, generated as a result of Project Office QA Audit 90-07 'of
FSN. The responses to these observations are acceptable. Copi6s-of the
observations are enclosed for your information.

If you have any questions, please contact either Catherine E. Hampton at
794-7973, or Frank J. Kratzinger et 794-7163 of the Yucca Mountain Project
QA staff.
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ld G. Horton, Director: --

Quality Assurance
QA:CEH-850 Yucca Mountain Project Office

Enclosure:
Observations 90-07-01 thru 04

cc w/ encl: sf.[ <

K. R. Hooks, NRC, Washington, DC 4

M. J. Regenda, FSN, Las Vegas, NV
S. W. Zittunerman, NNPO, Carson City, NV
N. J. Brogan, SAIC, Las Vegas, NV, 517/T-08

1

cc w/o encl:
J. W. Gilray, NRC, Las Vegas, NV

i
1

1

;gh t2g ocu 20
WM-11 PDC g g ]L

FULL TEU AS0il SCAN yp-|1m
i

__ __ .

A D; U OU W



WMa bs t f4A* .,
THIS IS A ASD STARAP

*

YUCCA MOUNTAIN PROJECT OFFICE N-QA-012 l
.

1YMPO OBSERVATION NO. 90-07-01 4/89'
-

2Noted During: 3tdentified By: 4Date:

FSN Audit 90-07 C.G. Walenga/R.L. Weeks 9/27/90g

f 50rganization: FSN 6 Person (s) Contacted: 7[**$"a*y*M*m 0b*e
0*

2
R.L. Bullock of Trarv,mittal

O
8 Discussion:

% QM.', Revision 6, Section 2.1 addresses the criteria to be used to determine
5 when a readiness review should be conducted. FSN has not conducted a r u liness
E review nor has the first readiness review been scheduled. Discussions with FSN
O TPO revealed that while no readiness reviews have been scheduled, FSN management
N has intentions to conduct at least one readiness review pric; to start of Title
3 II ESF design.
.o-

Since it is a requirement of the QAPP to conduct readiness reviews, it is
O .,

90AE/ Lead Audift r Date 10 Branch Man r Date

I U N6 A // tohho {!6 w% mhl9e
11 Respon(0:/ /

' " ' '

FSN will conduct a Readiness Review prior to the restart of Title 11
Engineering Design. Project Procedure PP-10-09 will be revised to requireo

j an annual readiness review schedule. This revision is scheduled to be
g completed by December 15, 1990.
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YMPO OBSERVATION NO. 90-07-01 N OA-012.

CONTINUATlON PAGE 1/89-

...
.

8 Discussion: ( continued )
important to DOE in assessing the adequacy of the FSN QA program to know the specific
major scheduled or planned activities where FSN will conduct an internal or external

readiness review. These specific readiness reviews should be 1.isted in the QAPP (or
possibly the PP-10-09) to ensure that they are auditable for implementation
purposes.
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|' YUCCA MOUNTAIN PROJECT OFFICE N OA 012
M9

1YMPO OBSERVATION NO. 90-07-02
w

2Noted During: 3ldentified By: 4Date:

FSN Audit 09-07 C.G. Walenga/R.L. Weeks 9/27/90c
._9

,
50rganization: FSN 6 Person (s) Contacted: J. Rue 7ge nsege Dag

of ransmmal

O 8 Discussion:

# 0 APP-002, Revision 6, Section 2.5.1.3 states in part, " Prior to assigning person
to perform activities affecting quality, (personnel) will be indoctrinated asC

,

E to the purpose, scope, methods of implementation, and applicability of the
1 following documents (including changes thereto), as a minimum, as they relate
D to the work to be accomplished....
S

Implementing Procedures and Work Instructions (applicable to the
-

{ o

E individual's reponsibilitiss)..."

23 . . .

Date90AE/ Lead Auditpr Dato it'Granch Manager j

f4 //2n,V idisiv le N n rAbo
' / '''

11 ResponstI:/ 49

Quality Assurance will establish a list of Quality Assurance Procedures which
g identify responsibilities for technical personnel. Technical perscnnel will be
3 given appropriate indoctrination or training prior to assigning them to perform
g. activities described in the Quality Assurance Procedures.
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YMPO OBSERVATION NO. 90-07-02 N OA-012
'

CONTINUATION PAGE 1/89-

8 Discussion: ( continued )

Several QAPs provide responsibility statements for and require action by line
personnel. It was established that, at least for design engineers, th se
applicable QAPs were not identified as training requirements and training was
not provided. Also, it is unclear as to how other line personnel training
requirements are affected.
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YUCCA MOUNTAIN PROJECT OFFICE N OA 012 )
1YMPO OBSERVATION NO. 90-07-03 "9

,

,

2Noted During: 3ldentified By: E. M. Cikanek 4Date:

FSN Audit 90-07 9-27-90g
.

5 Organization: FSN 6 Person (s) Contacted: 7[a n,sege,D'b*eD

g J. Grenia, B. Stanley of ransmmal

O
8 Discussion:g

y FSN conducted an internal review of Study Plan 8.3.1.14.2 in accordance with
.E FSN procedure DC-09 before this document was submitted to the Project Office.
E In spite of this review, the Study Plan's reference list contains national
O consensus standards that are not current, are no longer appropriate, or are
A incorrectly cited. In addition, the transmitted text contains errors intro-
3 duced during the incorporation of resolved review comments. The quality of
{ execution of this procedure for the review of the Study Plan was inadequate.
E Specific examples are provided on the continuation page.
0

90AE/ Lead Audit Date loBr hhnager Date

I:J / % b ich ho dn A L l i A ic
11 Respond:' gf 7 / ''

The document audited was a review draft and should not be considered complete
until review comments and the resolution of resulting comments have beenS

f incorporated. However, it was agreed during conversations between FSN and
the auditors that the concerns stated in this observation would be answeredo

( k during the resolution of review comments to the document. It is still the
| c intent of FSN to make these corrections as agreed. The document review is

A exoected to be completed by the DOE reviewers by the end of November,1990.i
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YMPO OBSERVATION NO. 90-07-03 N-QA 012~

'. CONTINUATION PAGE 1/89
'

8 Discussion: ( continued )

Reference List examples:

- ASTM D-1586-67 as listed is outdated. The current version is
ASTM D-1586-84.

- ASTM D-421-58 as listed is outdated. The current version is
ASTM D-421-SS.

- ASTM D-2166-66 is listed twice. The second listing uses the title
" Uniaxial Compressive Strength of Rock Materials"
The current version of this standard, 79TM D-2166-85, is titled
" Unconfined Compressive Strength of Cohesiva Soils."

- 19 of the ASTM refe-( .: listed b !. ,ome form of error - typo-
graphical or otL-..

Text example:

Sections 2.2.2, para 3 In each of the referenced sections,
-

there is mention of " sand cone pene-
4.2.2, item 1 tration resistence" which does not

exist. The reviewed draft mentioned
3.2.3, para 3 " Dutch Cone Penetration Test" which is

correct. Documentation of the review
gives no indication that such a change
was to be made.
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YUCCA MOUNTAIN PROJECT OFFICE N OA 012*
. . #9'

1YMPO OBSERVATION NO. 90-07-04
'

2Noted During: 3ldentified By: K. McFall 4Date:

c FSN Audit 90-07 9/29/90
_

._

5 Organization: FSN 6 Person (s) Contacted: W. Straight 7ge nsege Da e
of ransmittal

O 8 Discussion:g
y QAP-6. l (N) , Rev. 3, Para . 6.1.1.6 requires the FSN QAPP to be distributed to
E the TPO and other interfscing organizations for review and comment. The TPO
E serves as the interfacing orgtnization and his review is considered to cover
k both the TPO's and the interfacing organizations review responsibilities.

This combination of reviews and responsibilities by the TPO is not stated inD

3 the FFN procedures. It would improve the clarit'; of the situation if the
{ requirement for interfacing organizations review is modified and the dual
E review role of the TPO is plain! 1 Mablished.

8
90AE/ Lead itor Date 10Brarch Manager . Date

br /0|6|90fY / |0| 3|'iO { 1 uj.

11 Respo'nse: 47
' /' '

Future revisions to the Quality Assurance Program P'.an will be reviewed by the I

Project Manager / Technical Project Officer and the interfacing organizations |o
j impacted by the change.'
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