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MEMORANDUM FOR THE DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF CIVILIAN RADIOACTIVE
WASTE MANAGEMENT
Lillbwin J§. Tlibisery
FROM: William S. Maharay
Deputy Inspector General

SUBIJECT: INFORMATION: Audit Report on "Yucca Mountain Project
Document Suspension"

BACKGROUND

The Department of Energy's Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Managemerit
(OCRWM) is preparing to obtain a license from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to
construct a permanent repository at Yucca Mountain for the disposal of high-level
radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel. In December 2005, OCRWM identified design
process inadequacies and suspended the approval of new documents 'important to waste
isolation' or safety analysis that were subject to quality assurance procedures. Waste
isolation refers to limiting radioactive exposure to the public after the waste is placed in
the repository; while safety refers to limiting exposure prior to emplacement.

OCRWM lifted the suspension in October 2006 after its contractor, Bechtel SAIC
Company, LLC (BSC), revised its quality assurance procedures. Subsequently, the
Office of Inspector General and OCRWM received allegations concerning the
effectiveness of the suspension. The objective of our inquiry was to determine whether
quality assurance procedures were followed — specifically, whether quality affecting
documents that were important to waste isolation and safety were issued during the
suspension or reclassified so that they would not be subject to the established quality
assurance process.

OBSERVATIONS

Prior to our audit, OCRWM performed an internal review and determined that BSC had
issued five documents that were questionable under the terms of the suspension. Our
independent review confirmed that these five documents were issued during the
suspension period. However, we determined that issuance of the documents had no
material effect on quality since they were revised after the suspension, reviewed under
the new quality assurance requirements, or were not affected by any requirement
changes. We did not identify any documents that were reclassified during the
suspension. A discussion of these and related matters follows.
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Analyses of Documents Issued During Suspension

As stated previously, both the Office of Inspector General and OCRWM received a
complaint, submitted through the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, alleging that
documents had been inappropriately processed during the suspension. OCRWM
conducted an internal review and identified five documents, which had been issued
during the suspension and were defined as important to waste isolation or safety. These
documents included three change notices to a previously issued waste isolation or safety
document and two studies related to waste isolation or safety.

Based upon its review, OCRWM issued a condition report to the Corrective Action
Program requiring the contractor to address the issuance of the five documents in
question. BSC officials responded by indicating that the documents had either been
revised since the suspension, reviewed under the new quality assurance requirements, or
the documents were not affected by any requirement changes. The OCRWM Concerns
Program reviewed BSC's actions and accepted them as sufficient to close the condition
report.

The Office of Inspector General conducted an independent examination of the facts
surrounding the allegation. The examination included a review of all documents issued
during the suspension period by the contractor. Our analysis identified the same five
documents that were quality affecting and were either important to waste isolation or
safety. A further examination of the matter confirmed that the issuance of the documents
had not impacted quality since the documents had been either revised and reviewed under
the new quality assurance requirements after the suspension, or were not affected by any
of the quality assurance requirements.

During the course of the Office of Inspector General examination of the matter, we did
not find any evidence to support the allegation that BSC inappropriately reclassified
documents so that they would not be subject to the suspension. However, we identified
two procedural issues relating to quality assurance that had not been fully resolved.
These issues are discussed below.

Justification for Use of Unqualified Data Supporting Quality Documents

Our examination identified one case where data that was not subject to quality assurance
procedures was used as input to support waste isolation documents without sufficient
justification. According to OCRWM's procedures, data used as direct input for safety
and waste isolation issues must meet applicable quality assurance requirements.
Unqualified data can be used only if its status as unqualified data is clearly identified and
its use is justified.

In the specific case, an unqualified study was used as input to four waste isolation
documents. However, there was insufficient justification for the use of the study, which
was not always identified as containing unqualified data. We discussed the issue with
OCRWAM officials, and they agreed that additional justification was needed to support the
use of the unqualified study in waste isolation reports. OCRWM issued a condition
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report and directed its contractor to review the use of unqualified data in waste isolation
and safety documents, including studies, drawings, specifications, and calculations.

In response, BSC analyzed nuclear facility calculations and other engineering documents
and determined that the calculations and documents using unqualified data contained
sufficient justification. However, we determined that BSC's review did not completely
address the concerns raised. In conducting its analysis, BSC examined 2 of the 4
documents that we identified and determined that there was sufficient justification for
using the unqualified data. The contractor did not fully analyze the remaining 2 waste
isolation documents. BSC told us that it would analyze the remaining documents;
however, the contractor subsequently closed the condition report without performing the
analysis. In responding to a draft of this report, OCRWM officials informed us that BSC
had reviewed the remaining 2 documents and that the condition report would be updated
to include the results of the supplemental review.

Documentation and Resolution of Review Comments

During our review, we also noted other quality assurance procedural issues that OCRWM
had previously identified, but had not been fully resolved. OCRWM conducted an
internal assessment in January 2007 and found that BSC was not (1) consistently
documenting review comments and their resolution, and (2) tracking document changes
and their impact on other documents. OCRWM prepared a condition report for each
concern and directed BSC to correct the noted conditions. The issues were classified as
minor conditions adverse to quality or opportunities for improvement. BSC addressed
the issues raised by modifying its procedures and closed the associated condition reports.

Our examination indicated that although BSC had taken certain action, the previously
identified issues had not been fully resolved. Reviewers providing formal comments
continued to write directly on some engineering documents or send their comments by
e-mail messages, instead of using required comment sheets. Also, ten of the sixteen
engineering documents that we examined since the procedures changed did not clearly
indicate how formal comments had been addressed. OCRWM officials told us that
reviewers are required to sign the Engineering Document Review record indicating that
their comments were resolved. However, we found that these documents were not
always used to show how the comments were resolved.

In addition, when documents changed, BSC procedures emphasized using the Document
Input Reference System (DIRS) to conduct impact analyses to review the relationship
among documents or to review Infoworks, a separate engineering system, for reference
relationships, depending on the type of design input, i.e., calculations, scientific test data,
etc. However, we found that engineering groups did not always follow the revised
procedure. Specifically, some engineers told us that they relied on weekly staff meetings
to determine whether or not document revisions impacted other documents. As a result,
neither OCRWM nor BSC could be assured that all relevant documents and other
information had been identified that could be affected by a change and the impact of the
change had been assessed.

OCRMW officials told us that the design of controls over inputs to quality-affecting
design and preclosure safety analyses is sound and meets regulatory requirements. Our
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concern, however, in bringing the above examples to management's attention relates to
the consistency to which the controls are implemented.

OCRWM Follow-up

Although OCRWM required BSC to correct the issues associated with the use of
unqualified data and resolution of reviewer comments, agency officials did not examine
the effectiveness of BSC's corrective actions. OCRWM personnel assigned levels of
significance or potential consequence to each condition report, ranging from A to D. For
the previous cited issues, OCRWM assigned Level Cs and Ds to the condition reports for
the above areas. OCRWM officials told us that follow-up was optional for these lower
level condition reports.

Recommendations:

We recognize that resources need to be applied based on an assessment of risk.
Nonetheless, the fact that the contractor's actions did not effectively address the
aforementioned issues raises concerns as to the adequacy of actions taken in response to
the agency's condition reports. To address this matter, we recommend that OCRWM
conduct:

1. Follow-up reviews of the condition reports that we identified in this report; and,

2. On a selective basis, follow-up reviews to ensure that other actions contained in
condition reports, assigned a Level C or D, are effectively implemented.

Management Comments

Management concurred with our recommendations. OCRWM has already started follow-
up reviews on some condition reports and additional reviews will be conducted to ensure
effective implementation of corrective actions for other condition reports. Management
comments are included as Attachment 2.

Auditor Comments

Management comments were responsive to our recommendations.

Attachments

cc: Acting Deputy Secretary
Under Secretary of Energy
Chief of Staff
Team Leader, Audit Liaison Team, CF-1.2



ATTACHMENT 1

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

We reviewed engineering and preclosure safety analysis documents (PCSA) dated
between December 19, 2005, and October 15, 2006, to determine if any documents
subject to the quality assurance requirements were issued. We also reviewed whether
quality affecting procedures and processes were followed in the development of
engineering and PCSA documents. Specifically, we analyzed whether BSC prepared,
reviewed, approved, changed and tracked engineering and PCSA documents according to
established policies and procedures. In addition, we analyzed BSC's justification and use
of unqualified data in quality affecting documents. The audit was conducted from
October 2007 through February 2008 at the Office of Repository Development and
Bechtel SAIC offices in Las Vegas, Nevada.

We conducted our performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained provides
a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We
included tests of compliance with those laws and regulations which could, if not
observed, have a direct and material effect on the internal control structure.

An exit conference was held on April 24, 2008, at the OCRWM offices in Las Vegas,
Nevada.



ATTACHMENT 2

MANAGEMENT COMMENTS
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MEMORANDUM FOR GEQRGEW. COLLARD
ABBISTAMT MEFECTOR GENERAL
FOR PCRFORMANCE ALUDITS
OFFICE QF [WSPECTOR GEMERAL

FROM: ENWARTYF, SPROAT, T, DIRECTOR ? ' (_: é:::_‘—:‘
CFFICE OF CI¥ILIAN EADIOACTIVE (5:7 S
WARTE MANAGEMENT ‘
SUBMECT: Comments on lospector Gencral Draft Report on “Yucca
Wowntain Project Document Suspension™
The purpose of this menrorandum is to pravide the Df_ficc of Civilian Radivactive Wasls
hMataparnunl’s response to e draft IC Repont recommendations and onr delajied

canuments on the draft repert.

We appreelate the gpportunity b comment on the dreft report. 1f you have any guestions,

please contact Paul G, Harringlon of my staff ue 702-794-54135,

Adtachments
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Responses t0 Broemmeodations ic Draft Aodis Reponl
“Thesigm of the Engineered Barrier System at the Yuesa Mownialn She"

RECOMMENDATION |

We recommend that the Gifice of Civilian Radioactive Waste hManagemcnt (OCR WM
conduct {ollew-up reviews of the condilicn reports thut we identified in this report.

MANAGEMENT RECISION

Congur.

OCE WM has alveady begun such follow. up reviews, resulting i1 the additivnal
dogunientation to be provided o CE 11482, Other CRs as idepbfied mn the ropart wall be

reviewed.

Estimated detr of closure: May 30 2008

RECOMMENDATION 2

We recommend that QCEW M conduct, on a selective basis, Follow-up revices fo cosumm
that other actions containgd in condivion reports assigwed a Level Cor D, are effectively
imnplemcnbed.

MAMNAGEMENT DECIHIOMN
COmst,

OCRWR will perfeern follow-up reviesws on scleeted Level € and T2 condition reporis lo
ensure «ffactive inTplememtation.

Estimated date ol clagure: Scptmb:r T 20a3E



IG Report No. OAS-M-08-07

CUSTOMER RESPONSE FORM

The Office of Inspector General has a continuing interest in improving the usefulness of
its products. We wish to make our reports as responsive as possible to our customers'
requirements, and, therefore, ask that you consider sharing your thoughts with us. On the
back of this form, you may suggest improvements to enhance the effectiveness of future
reports. Please include answers to the following questions if they are applicable to you:

1. What additional background information about the selection, scheduling, scope, or
procedures of the inspection would have been helpful to the reader in understanding
this report?

2. What additional information related to findings and recommendations could have
been included in the report to assist management in implementing corrective actions?

3. What format, stylistic, or organizational changes might have made this report's
overall message more clear to the reader?

4. What additional actions could the Office of Inspector General have taken on the
issues discussed in this report which would have been helpful?

5. Please include your name and telephone number so that we may contact you should
we have any questions about your comments.

Name Date

Telephone Organization

When you have completed this form, you may telefax it to the Office of Inspector
General at (202) 586-0948, or you may mail it to:

Office of Inspector General (1G-1)
Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585
ATTN: Customer Relations

If you wish to discuss this report or your comments with a staff member of the Office of
Inspector General, please contact Judy Garland-Smith (202) 586-7828.



The Office of Inspector General wants to make the distribution of its reports as customer friendly
and cost effective as possible. Therefore, this report will be available electronically through the
Internet at the following address:

U.S. Department of Energy Office of Inspector General Home Page
http://www.ig.energy.gov

Your comments would be appreciated and can be provided on the Customer Response Form
attached to the report.





