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Dear Mr. Davis'
REF: WACC-WTG

Review Comment

Sheets

(U)

Attached to this memo are the WACC-WTG Review Comment Sheets covering my review
of the "Quality Assurance Project Plan for the INEL Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Waste
Characterization Project," EGG-WM-9526 DRAFT dated February 12, 1991. Appendices
A and B were reviewed with the document as requested.
I recommend approval of the QAPjP document with the requirement that the organizational
names, addresses, and phone numbers be provided in detail for the primary document and
Appendix A activities prior to reporting of data. The critical organizations are described in
the documents but the people filling the key positions are left unnamed in those documents.
This leaves the impression that the organization exists only on paper and is not real.
I made several observations concerning the DOE QA Program Plan requirements for the
WiPP project while doing my review and wish to pass these to you. First, I felt more emphasis on the safety of the personnel involved in the study should be in the DOE Plan. I
believe DOE should have required those involved in the program to pass safety and health
concerns between the many groups involved as part of the program requirements. I believe
safe characterization of these hazardous materials should be a primary objective of DOE.
This does not appear to be a requirement in the Plan. It was not possible to see how, for
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example, the laboratory analyzing a gas sample would be clearly alerted about a sample
which the samplers believed would have a high alpha internal surface contamination and
might therefore required extra monitoring. DOE could have required that this information
be passed on the chain-of-custody form. Our experience at Savannah River has shown that
it is critical to safe handling of WIPP waste analyses to pass safety information between
groups. This information is usually part of the process history records for the waste
materi_.
Second, the DOE Plan appears to be inconsistent in the quality of calibrations required to
meet the measurement objectives, especially if one contrasts the DOE nuclear analyses with
the chemical calibrations required by the EPA methods. For example the DOE Plan for
radio-assay (RA) allows a single point calibration of a non-matrix matched standard to be
used for the Passive-Active Neutron assay (PAN). The "Pink Drum" is a Cf-252 source.
Savannah River experience with assay of TRU wastes indicates that a multiple method
assay is needed for some waste types to adjust for sources of neutrons generated by
(alpha,neutron) reactions. Other corrections are needed for waste containing neutron
absorbers.
At Savannah River these factors if not corrected would cause a high
uncertainty in the neutron measurement of the waste even though the assay of the "Pink
Drum" falls within the required precision and accuracy. I am not familiar with the INEL
waste and DOE may have supporting data to indicate that the simple calibration is not a
problem with these wastes. But I saw no requirement in the DOE Plan which would
account for matrix issues on the neutron assay.
In contrast to the RA, the organic measurements require multiple five level calibration
curves with internal spiked standards. I suggest that DOE require that a matrix matched set
of standards be used periodically to independently check the alpha activities for the primary
types of waste forms.
The DOE QA Program Plan requires that a high resolution gas mass spectrometer be used
for the assay of hydrogen and atmospheric and radiolysis gases. The Plan requires that the
mass spectrometer resolve common mass interferences at mass 28. The DOE Plan did not
appear to allow for alternative methods for making the same determinations. For example,
the same measurement can be made using a GC coupled to a lower resolution quadrupole
residual gas mass spectrometer. This latter option would be much cheaper (>$600K vs
<$200K for instrumentation.) I assume that ali of the sites that will need to follow the plan
already have access to the high resolution gas mass spectrometer?
The plan should have options to reduce the amount of hazardous sampliog as process
knowledge develops. If a site determines that a certain type of waste is well characterized
from process knowledge or RTR examination why is 100 percent sampling required. For
example a quick screen for hydrogen and methane could quickly indicate if a radiolysis
problem exists with a particular waste container. The present plan appears to require full
determinations.
The DOE Plan does not formalize exchanges between sites of waste samples fo_ performance evaluation. I suspect that a requirement to analyze a common and easily obtainable
gas, inorganic, organic standard would improve the data transferability between laboratories. I suggest contacting the DOE EM-532 Laboratory Management Branch to coordinate
a program of this type.
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Finally, I suspect that the laboratories will not be able to maintain the 40 day reporting requirement especially if one considers the number of laboratories, people, and data validation review cycles involved. I recommend that DOE change the requirement. I suggest that
DOE require the W_P project groups to average less than 40 days for sample reporting.
DOE should require that a non-conformance report be generated for analyses taking longer
than 120 days or some other agreed upon time. The Plan should call for a summary of
problems in making measurements early in the program to adjust for problems. In this way
DOE will be able to focus on the real problems as opposed to problems such as key people
on vacation or having extended medical care. DOE should impose maximum holding times
for analyses of samples based on the suspected stability of the sample but not a 40 day
reporting period.
My specific comments are attached. Most of my comments concern the primary document
which appeared to be written with several key documents planned for but not completed.
Key documents are missing references implying they do not exist. The two appendices
were in excellent agreement with the requirements in the DOE plan.
I am forwarding my copy of the project plans to Jessie Donnan, the WSRC Waste
Analyses Manager, and to Moheb Khalil, the QA/QC Manager for the WSRC
Environmental Monitoring group. They will contact you directly with any comments they
might have.
My review comments are being sent to you immediately before completing
the other WSRC reviews. Pleast contact me directly if you have questions. My number is
(803) 725-5256 or FTS 239-525e

],

Sincerely,

William A. Spencer, Ph.D.
Senior Fellow Scientist

cc:

C.E. Coffey, Manager WSRC Analytical Development Section
J.D. Heffner, Manager WSRC Environmental Monitoring Section
M. Khalil, Manager WSRC Environmental Monitoring QA/QC Group
J.G. Donnan, Manager WSRC Waste Analyses Group
K. Wiersbicki, Manager WSRC Waste Management Technology group
M.G. O'Rear, Branch Chief, Waste Technology, DOE-SR
C.D. Morissette, Manager Waste Technology, Westinghouse WIPP
D. Standiford, Westinghouse WIPP
SRL Records (4)

DISCLAIMER
This report was prepared as an account of work sponsored by an agency of the United States
Government.
Neither the United States Government nor any agency thereof, nor any of their
employees, makes any warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information, apparatus, product, or
process disclosed, or represents that its use would not infringe privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial product, process, or service by trade name, trademark,
manufacturer,
or otherwise does not necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, recommendation,
or favoring by the United States Government or any agency thereof. The views
and opinions of authors expressed herein do not necessarily state or reflect those of the
United States Government or any agency thereof.
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