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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2055S-OaDo

November 8, 2002

Mr. Joseph Ziegler, Acting Assistant Manager
of Licensing and Regulatory Compliance

Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Office
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 364629, MS 523
North Las Vegas, NV 89036-8629

SUBJECT: MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 17,2002, MANAGEMENT MEETING
Dear Mr. Ziegler:

Enclosed is the meeting summary of the October 17, 2002, Management Meeting between theU.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). Thepurpose of the meeting was to discuss the status of various management and programmaticissues concerning Yucca Mountain, Nevada.

The meeting was held at the DOE office in Las Vegas, Nevada, and via video conference tothe NRC office in Rockville, Maryland and via telecon to the DOE office in Washington, DC; theNRC Region IV office in Arlington, Texas; and the Center for Nuclear Waste RegulatoryAnalyses in San Antonio, Texas.

If you have any questions regarding the enclosed meeting minutes, please contact Ted Carterof my staff at (301) 415-6684.

Sincerely,

etR. t Chief
igh-Level Waste Branch

Division of Waste Management
Office of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards

Enclosure: Management Meeting Summary

cc: See attached list
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Mr. Joseph Ziegler, Acting Assistant Manager
of Licensing and Regulatory Compliance

Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Office
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 364629, MS 523
North Las Vegas, NV 89036-8629

SUBJECT: MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 17,2002, MANAGEMENT MEETING

Dear Mr. Ziegler:

Enclosed is the meeting summary of the October 17, 2002, Management Meeting between the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). The
purpose of the meeting was to discuss the status of various management and programmatic issues
concerning Yucca Mountain, Nevada.

The meeting was held at the DOE office in Las Vegas, Nevada, and via video conference to the
NRC office in Rockville, Maryland and via telecon to the DOE office in Washington, DC; the NRC
Region IV office in Arlington, Texas; and the Centerfor Nuclear Waste RegulatoryAnalyses in San
Antonio, Texas.

If you have any questions regarding the enclosed meeting minutes, please contact Ted Carter of
my staff at (301) 415-6684.

Sincerely,

/RA!

Janet R. Schlueter, Chief
High-Level Waste Branch
Division of Waste Management
Office of Nuclear Material Safety

and Safeguards

Enclosure: Management Meeting Summary
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SUMMARY OF
NRC/DOE QUARTERLY MANAGEMENT MEETING

October 17, 2002

Introduction:

This Nuclear Regulatory Conunission/Department of Energy (NRC/DOE) Quarterly Management Meeting
was held on October 17, 2002 at the Yucca Mountain Project Office in Las Vegas, Nevada, with video
connection to the NRC in Rockville, Maryland, and audio connection to the Center for Nuclear Waste
Regulatory Analysis (CNWRA) in San Antonio, Texas. Participants included representatives from the
NRC, DOE, Bechtel SAIC Co. LLC (BSC), State of Nevada, Nye County, Electric Power Research
Institute, Nuclear Energy Institute, and members of the public. Copies of the agenda and a list of attendees
are attached as Enclosures 1 and 2, respectively.

Opening Remarks:

Margaret Federline (NRC) opened the meeting by stating that the NRC has reviewed the DOE's
Management Improvement Initiatives (MU) document and commended DOE for implementing changes
through the MU process. The NRC was impressed by the senior DOE management's commitment to the
MII, especially in delineating the roles and responsibilities within the organization. However, Ms.
Federline cautioned that the focus should be maintained on the outcomes and addressing previously
identified issues.

With regards to NRC review of the MU, the NRC was disappointed in the level of detail in Appendix A of
MU. They expected a similar level of detail as that provided in Appendix B. Ms. Federline noted that the
NRC will adopt a performance-based approach in reviewing MII implementation. The NRC also hopes to
see linkages between the performance measurement metrics and the associated outcomes. Other items of
interest mentioned by Ms. Federline were:

* The identification of clear goals and refinement of effectiveness indicators
* Emphasis on open communications and periodic meetings with DOE
* Continuing and increased interactions with the NRC on Key Technical Issue resolution process
* Continuation of Licensing Support Network (LSN) and Electronic Information Exchange interactions
* Emphasis on future interactions, in particular, as related to the current engineering design activities

In summary, Ms. Federlne noted that the focus of DOE's improvement program should be on outcomes
that are detectable and observable.

Dr. Margaret Chu (DOE) briefly discussed the reorganization whereby there would be two Deputy
Directors, one located at the DOE Headquarters in Washington, DC, and the other at the Office of
Repository Development in Las Vegas, Nevada. She provided a brief career biography of John Arthur, the
Las Vegas-based Deputy Director and indicated that Dr. Russ Dyer will work very closely with Mr. Arthur.
Dr. Chu then introduced Mr. Dennis Brown as the new Director of the Office of Quality Assurance (QA).

Dr. Chu acknowledged the receipt of the NRC's letter, dated October 3, 2002, on staff's review of the MEI
and noted that procedures are being prepared to implement this initiative. She also noted that DOE is
assessing the impact on the FY 2003 budget in light of the "continuing resolution" and is developing
means to maintain the current repository schedule.

Dr. Russ Dyer (DOE) provided an overview of the tactical approach to transitioning from site
1
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recommendation to license application. The DOE characterized the overall sequence of work to support
the license application to involve three major components - post-closure safety, design, and pre-closure
safety analysis. An overview of the scope and schedule associated with these activities was presented. The
NRC inquired if the documents developed between site recommendation and license application would be
QA documents. In response, Dr. Dyer noted that documents used to feed the license application (LA) will
meet the applicable QA requirements.

Dr. Dyer reiterated that DOE will continue to make the KTIs a top priority. He noted that some of the KTIs
can not be closed until the repository models and analyses are completed. In some cases, these analyses
will not be finished until 2004. He further stated that the project is trying to maintain schedule, in spite of
the "continuing resolution" status of the Project's funding. Furthermore, he emphasized that some of the
actions to complete model validations and LA-generation software will not be completed for some months
and effectiveness of these actions can not be verified until they are implemented. DOE's intention is to
maintain a critical view of these activities and ensure that the actions are taken to correct and prevent
problems.

Dennis Brown (DOE), the newly assigned Director of the Office of Quality Assurance provided a brief
summary of his career biography and experience prior to this assignment.

Presentations:

Joseph Ziegler (DOE) presented the Yucca Mountain LA status (Enclosure 3). DOE's plan for submittal of
a LA to the NRC in December 2004 is on schedule. Programmatic sections of the LA are still under
development as are the supporting documents. The focus of the work is on the design and engineering
efforts. A Technical Exchange on Repository Design is scheduled for November 5-6, 2002.

DOE has adopted the risk-informed performance-based approach as it is defined in 10 CFR 63. DOE
analysis and compliance arguments will be presented in the LA with updated models that include qualified
data and validated models.

Bill Reamer (NRC) commented that based on DOE's current schedule for submittal of KTI agreement
resolution information, the NRC might not have sufficient time to review DOE's submittals of models used
for LA and fully resolve issues prior to LA. He indicated that the NRC expects DOE to take leadership to
identify issues that exist in the pre-closure safety analyses area and communicate and discuss them in
public and allow the NRC to review the issues in a timely manner. Mr. Ziegler agreed that it was important
for DOE to keep the NRC informed of the designs and analyses as they are completed.

Sally Devlin (member of public) questioned why the Department of the Interior and the Bureau of Mines
were not coordinated and involved in the review and approval cycle. Messrs. Ziegler and Dyer (DOE)
informed her that these agencies were integrated into the safety assessment process earlier in the Project
and that their responsibilities and concerns were incorporated into the safety management plan. Dr. Dyer
stated that DOE follows Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration Standards in conducting
its activities at the Yucca Mountain Site.

Janet Schlueter (NRC) provided an update of the related NRC activities. She introduced Mr. Thomas
Matula (NRC) as the new NRC Senior QA Specialist and the NRC point of contact for QA related issues.
Ms. Schlueter stated that DOE's Risk Prioritization Report was under review and reiterated previous
comments that it is important for DOE to continue submittal of all documents as soon as possible so that a
comprehensive and timely review could be performed. She noted that the NRC is looking forward to
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receiving a DOE "white paper" explaining the basis for potential use of less than fully qualified
information to resolve KTI agreement items. The NRC is also assessing its own review processes for more
timely and effective review of documents. Ms. Schlueter noted that the public comment period for the
Yucca Mountain Review Plan had been extended through August 2002 and over 1,000 comments were
received. She then provided a summary of recent DOE/NRC interactions and schedule for additional near-
term interactions.

Dr. Gene Runkle (DOE) discussed DOE's implementation of the Management Improvement Initiatives
(MI). Handouts from this discussion are provided in Enclosures 4 through 11. Dr. Runkle highlighted the
five key areas associated with the MII including roles and responsibilities, project procedures, QA
program, corrective action program, and safety conscious work environment (SCWE). Dr. Runkle
provided an overview of how the strategies related to these five key areas of the MIT program are being
implemented by DOE and BSC. Also discussed were development of effectiveness indicators and closure
and verification process for completion of action statements in MU. Effectiveness indicators for the ME
program have been identified and are being developed and evaluated accordingly. Dr. Runkle noted that
work has continued on closing of backlog of Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management concerns.
The pre-2002 backlog of concerns has been cleared with one exception still in resolution process. The BSC
Concerns Program is also in place and personnel are actively participating. Dr. Runkde stated that this is
encouraging because it is an indication that some cultural changes are being made within the work force.
Dr. Runlde added that self-identification is the primary means of improving the adherence to regulatory
and Project requirements.

Judith Holmgren (member of public) asked how many people completed the SCWE training provided by
DOE. DOE stated that approximately 400-500 managers and supervisors representing DOE, BSC,
National Laboratories, USGS and all other contractors and subcontractor completed the training. It was
noted that all of the Project's employees will have completed the training by the end of December 2002.

Larry Campbell (NRC) asked about the difference between the Technical Error Reports (TERs) and the
Deficiency Identification Referrals (DIRs). DOE stated that TERs identify nistakes or omissions of a
technical nature in an approved product other than administrative errors, such as typographical or syntax
errors (unless they affect the results). TERs are not intended to identify conditions adverse to quality
subject to Deficiency Reports (DRs) and are administered under the QA Program provisions for
"nonconformances" with technical requirements. As part of the TER preparation process, Administrative
Procedure AP-15.3Q, "Control of Technical Product Errors," requires that BSC Quality Engineering
review the technical error description to determine the need for further corrective action in accordance with
AP-16.lQ, Management of ConditionsAdverse to Quality. Should this reviewvidentify a condition
adverse to quality, either a DR or a Correction Action Report (CAR) would be issued. Because of
previous problems in timely processing of TERs, NRC inquired as to whether AP-15.3Q had been revised
to include timeliness criteria. After consultation with the BSC staff, Mr. Fray (BSC) advised that the
procedure was being revised with the same timeliness criteria that are applied to DRs.

In contrast to the TERs, DIRs are used to document a newly identified condition adverse to quality that is
found to be part of the extent of condition for a current, open DR or CAR being administered in
accordance with AP-16.IQ. It is used to incorporate the evaluation and corrective action for the newly
identified condition into an existing corrective action vehicle.

Susan Lynch (State of Nevada) asked if there were ongoing communications and interactions between
BSC and DOE regarding commonality and tracking of SCWE issues identified by both DOE and BSC
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SCWE programs. Dr. Runkle (DOE) stated that the programs were integrated and shared information
across the organizational interfaces.

Robert Latta (NRC) noted that experience showed limited management involvement when it comes to
timely closure of CARs and asked about the management process if a CAR were not closed in a timely
fashion. Dr. Chu stated that implementation of MII and roles and responsibilities will address this concern.

Ram Murthy (DOE) provided the status of the QA program including a discussion of recent audit and
surveillance activities, status of trend program, and verification of corrective action reports (Enclosure 12).
Mr. Murthy discussed the number of audits that were completed, the status of DRs from those audits,
Quality Observations, and the conclusion that the implementation of the overall QA program was
satisfactory. In response to a question by Wes Patrick (CNWRA) regarding the criteria for distinction
between performance based and compliance based audits, Dennis Brown (DOE) indicated that he will
provide information during the next quarterly QA Meeting.

Timothy Gunter (DOE) provided an overview of the KTI status and schedule for FY2002-FY200S
(Enclosure 13). Mr. Gunter noted that DOE shares NRC's concerns regarding early resolution of the KTI
agreement items. All agreement items except for one concerning the criticality validation report for
Plutonium will be responded to prior to the LA submittal in December 2004. He also indicated that DOE
will continue to look at ways to improve the schedule for resolution of the agreement items.

Sally Devlin (member of public) expressed concern about the lack of discussion about the proposed
microbial attack on the waste packages. DOE noted that microbial induced corrosion was covered under
some of the KTIs related to waste package issues. Ms. Devlin also found the public meetings in Las Vegas
very inconvenient and wondered if there wasn't a better way for members of the public living at a distance
from Las Vegas to attend these meetings. DOE stated that they are open to suggestions to improve the
meetings.

Susan Lynch (State of Nevada) expressed concern about discussions that transpire and decisions made
between the contractors and the government agencies regarding the KTI agreements and those discussions
or decisions were not on the public record. Mr. Joseph Ziegler (DOE) and Mr. Bill Reamer (NRC)
acknowledged that there were conversations of clarifying nature between the DOE, BSC, and the NRC.
However, agreements are not changed nor new agreements made in these conversations. Any changes in
the present agreements or any new agreements would be made only in prescribed processes and put in the
public record or they would be part of the LA, also in the public record.

Action Items:

Tim Gunter (DOE) presented the status of the action items from past meetings. There were no new action
items. The current status of action items is provided in Enclosure 14.

Closing Remarks:

Bill Reamer (NRC) commented that the meeting was successful and that DOE's presentation improved his
understanding of the MU. He was encouraged that the MU implementation will move forward. Dr.
Margaret Chu (DOE) noted that she would like to look at effectiveness indicators regarding VMI activities,
especially those related to roles and responsibilities to make sure the related issues are addressed.

Judith Holmgren (Public) noted that radiation mitigation is solely dependent on waste package for the first
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100 years, yet the waste package degradation issues remain unresolved. She requested the name of a DOE
contact to provide infornation on waste package related schedule and activities. DOE noted that the
requested information would be provided upon receipt of her name and address.

There were no additional closing remarks.

Janet chlueter, Branch Chie
Division of Waste Management
Office of Nuclear Material

Safety and Safeguards
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Date Ii/4/4 2
;ffphT .Zi 1er/cting AM

of Lic nse Application
and Strategy

Office of Repository Development
U.S. Department of Energy
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Enclosures

NRC/DOE QUARTERLY MANAGEMENT MEETING
October 17, 2002

Enclosure Description

1 Agenda
2 Attendance List
3 License Application Status
4 Status of ME Implementation
5 Management Improvement Initiative Confiumation Review Process
6 Management Alignment Process for the MIT
7 Program Manual, Phase 1
8 BSC QA Program Summary of Phase 2 Activities
9 MIE Conmnunication Process
10 Letter, Dr. Dyer, Ken Hess to Dr. Chu, MIT Effectiveness Indicators,

Dated October 15, 2002
11 ME Effectiveness Indicators Story
12 Status of QA Program
13 Status of KTI Agreement Items
14 Action Items
15 Table showing how SCWE recommendations from Morgan-Lewis report

are being addressed
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Agenda
DOE/NRC Quarterly Management Meeting

October 17, 2002
9:00 AM- 12:30 PM (PT)

12:00 Noon - 3:30 PM (ET)

BSC
Room 915

9960 Covington Cross
Las Vegas, NY

And via Videoconference to:

U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Room 0-3B4

11555 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD

INTERESTED PARTIES MAYPARTICIPATE VIA TELECONBY CALLING 702-295-6082

9:00 AM Introductions ALL

9:10 AM DOE Program/Project Update DOE
* Program Update Dr. Chu
* Project Update Dr. Dyer
* LA Status Ziegler

9:50 AM NRC Program Update NRC

10:10 AM Status of MII Implementation Runkle

11:00 AM Break All

11:15 AM Status of QA Program Murthy

11:30 AM Issues From QA Meeting DOE/NRC

11:45 AM Status of IM Agreement Items GunterINRC

12:00 N Action Item Status DOE/NRC

12:15 PM Closing Remarks ALL

12:30 PM Adjourn

10/15/02 MM Agenda - Final - 1002.doc
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Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
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CONFIRMATION REVIEW PROCESS

Revision 00

September2002

U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management

Washington, D.C.



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, nor any of their contractors,
subcontractors or their employees, makes any warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal liability or
responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or any third party's use or the results of such use 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 or its contractors or subcontractors. The views and opinions of authors
expressed herein do not necessarily state or reflect those of the United States Government or any agency thereof.



---

Thf% ;'ij 1~r

flIuA 4-/~ .

tz.

crrna~fdfx.I TE-rn M~hcTr

lDr. ri1s F. Wcamihruit
Comifmion Twarn Mcu!Lv

b~f-drxS" --i
44/Pvk-

-Dl- tje
::CRWM P-ro mrahiprIran Ma1azu
lr:firs t-tutV jnM-WacMA m

. ¢



CHANGE HISTORY

Revision
Number

Interim Effective
Change No. Date Description of Change

0 0 09/12/2002 Initial issue

V



INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

vi



CONTENTS

Page

ACRONYMS ................................................................. viii

1. INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................................. 1-1

2. PURPOSE .............................................................. 2-1

3. DEFINITIONS .............................................................. 3-1

4. SCOPE .............................................................. 4-1

5. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES .............................................................. 5-1
5.1 DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY .............................................................. 5-1
5.2 BECHTEL SAIC COMPANY, LLC .............................................................. 5-1
5.3 CONFIRMATION TEAM .............................................................. 5-2

6. MU CONFIRMATION REVIEW PROCESS .............................................................. 6-1
6.1 CONFIRMATION PLANNING, SCHEDULING AND COORDINATION .............. 6-1
6.2 CONFIRMATION REVIEW AND ACCEPTANCE REQUIREMENTS ................... 6-1
6.3 DOCUMENTATION OF CONFIRMATION REVIEWS ........................................... 6-2
6.4 CONFIRMATION ISSUE RESOLUTION .................................. 6-2
6.5 CONFIRMATION PERFORMANCE AND MANAGEMENT REPORTING ........... 6-2
6.6 COMMUNICATIONS ............................................................... 6-3
6.7 SELF-ASSESSMENTS ............................................................... 6-3
6.8 CHANGE CONTROL ............................................................... 6-3

7. RECORDS.............................................................................................................................7-1

8. REFERENCES ............ 8-1

APPENDIX A MII CONFIRMATION ACTION SHEETS.................................................A-1

APPENDIX B MU CONFIRMATION SUMMARY SCHEDULES ........................................ B-1

APPENDIX C ME ACCOUNTABILITY AND INTERFACE MATRIX ......... ...................... C-1

APPENDIX D SAMPLE MII CONFIRMATION CHECKLIST . .............................. D-1

FIGURES

4-1. Management Improvement Initiatives Process Sumnmary ................................................. 4-2

vii



ACRONYMS

BSC Bechtel SAIC Company, LLC

CAR Corrective Action Report
CT Confirmation Team

DOE U.S. Department of Energy

HQ Headquarters

MII Management Improvement Initiatives

NRC U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

OCRWM Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
OPIM Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program Improvement

Manager
OQA Office of Quality Assurance

QA Quality Assurance
QARD Quality Assurance Requirements and Description

R2A2 Roles, Responsibilities, Authority, and Accountability

SCWE Safety-Conscious Work Environment

YMP Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Project

Viii



1. INTRODUCTION

On July 19, 2002, the Director of the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management
(OCRWM) issued Management Improvement Initiatives (MM (DOE 2002a). The MIE was
developed to address weaknesses in implementation of OCRWM quality assurance (QA)
requirements and establish a foundation for continuous improvement. The ultimate goal of the
MEL is to ensure Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Program (YMP) work productsconsistently meet quality objectives and are fully defensible.

The MH identified the following areas in which improvements were needed:

a Program Roles, Responsibilities, Authority, and Accountability (R2A2)
* QA programs and processes
* Program procedures
e Corrective Action Program
* Safety-Conscious Work Environment (SCWE).

Within the MIT, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) identified specific actions for
implementation to achieve improvement in each of the areas listed above, as well as indicators to
measure progress and effectiveness. There are 29 Action Statements associated with the five
MIU Action Plans. In addition, there are 12 Action Statements associated with Corrective ActionReports BSC-01-C-001 and BSC-01-C-002.

The MU Confirmation Team (CT) was established by OCRWM management direction to
provide a mechanism to evaluate and confirm satisfactory completion of MH Action Plans. DOE
management will use the results of the confirmation reviews along with other quality and
independent reviews to determine overall Program and MU effectiveness.
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2. PURPOSE

The MU identified that a review and closure process would be instituted to ensure the action
plans were implemented and effective in improving performance. As part of the MIH closure
process and prior to advising the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission of the final closure
results, reviews by the Office of Quality Assurance (OQA) and the CT were directed to assess
completion of the MH Action Statements. This Confirmation Review Process (Process) is
delineated herein.

Confirmations will be conducted by the CT for the Action Statements listed in Section 5 and
Appendices A and B of the MIl per the Process. The results of this Process will assist in
demonstrating that implementation of ME items have been completed to the expectations of
Bechtel SAIC Company, LLC (BSC) and DOE, with sufficient evidence to allow substantiation
by other third parties. This Process will also assist senior DOE management in their activities
associated with implementation of the Management Alignment Plan and the Communication
Plan that assists in communicating the management approach and expectations to both federal
and contractor employees.

NOTE: This Process and the CT activities are in addition to those required actions of OQA.
The confirmation is not intended to be a surrogate or replacement for duties/responsibilities
required to plan and execute "the work" governed by Project plans and procedures.
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3. DEFINITIONS

The definitions contained in the QualityAssurance Requirements and Description (DOE 2002b)
apply to this Process. Additional terms are defined below.

* Action Plan Responsible Manager-The DOE person assigned responsibility for
completion of the Action Plans described in the ME.

* Action Statement Responsible Manager-The DOE and BSC person(s) assigned
responsibility for completion of the Action Statements described in the MI.

* BSC Management Sponsors-The BSC person assigned responsibility for completion of
the Action Plans described in the Mu. They are Action Plan Responsible Manager
counterparts.

Confirmatory Reviewv-A review of objective evidence to confirm the adequacy and quality for
completion of Mfl actions.

Corroborating Inforimation-Information that is used to support or substantiate other information.

MIl Confirmation-The act of reviewing and validating, or otherwise determining and
documenting whether MU action items, and related processes, services, or documents conform to
specified requirements or conmmitmnents of the MI.
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4. SCOPE

This Process has been prepared to assist in planning and documenting the completion of thecommitments contained in the MIT. The Process covers the duties, roles, and responsibilities ofthe MIu CT, as well as identifying those specific actions essential for the CT and others toimplement the MIE Process. Specifically, the scope of this Process covers the confirmation ofthe 29 Action Statements listed in Section 5 of the MII and the remedial and corrective actionsnoted in Appendices A and B of the MI. The CT will also support senior DOE and BSCmanagement requests for information and progress related to the MU.

Figure 4-1 illustrates the flow of the MUI confirmation process and the relationship of this
Process with respect to the overall MIU effort. This Process is not intended to provide adetermination of MIH effectiveness. Evaluation of effectiveness will be addressed separately, aspart of the quality and management reviews.
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5. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

£.1. DEPARTMIENT OF ENERGY

5.1.1 The Director, OCRWM, is responsible for the QA program and the effective execution ofthe MI1, including oversight and authority on matters pertaining to the performance
commitments and the MI1 confirmation review process.

5.1.2 The OCRWM Program Improvement Manager (OPIM) is responsible for administering
and overseeing the MII on behalf of the Director, including the MT confirmation review
process.

5.1.3 The YMP Manager (and Deputy) is responsible for meeting quality and performance
objectives related to YMP, including implementation of assigned MIH actions and
supporting the OPIM.

5.1.4 The MII designated Action Plan Responsible Managers are responsible and accountable
for the planning and execution of assigned MIT actions within DOE to meet effectiveness
indicators and performance. DOE Action Plan Responsible Managers are:

* Roles, Responsibilities, Authority, and Accountability Action Plan-M. Chu
* Quality Assurance Program and Processes Action Plan-G. Runkle
* Program Procedures Action Plan-D. Horton
* Corrective Action Program Plan-M. Chu/R. Dyer
* Safety-Conscious Work Environment Action Plan-J. Ziegler.

5.1.5 DOE Action Statement Responsible Managers are assigned responsibility for the
accomplishment of the various Action Statements that comprise the overarching Action
Plans. These Managers will be responsible for the planning, execution, documentation,
and status reporting of their respective Action Statements, including any assigned subtask
actions required to complete the Action Statement.

5.1.6 The OQA is responsible for providing guidance and direction to the line organization onQA matters, and for the overview of the MIL.

5.2 BECHTEL SAIC COMPANY, LLC

5.2.1 General Manager (and Deputy General Manager) is responsible for BSC activities covered
under the DOE contract, as well as effective implementation of MI Action Statement tasks
related to BSC's scope of work.

5.2.2 Manager of Projects is responsible for effective implementation of MIE Action
Statements related to BSC Projects and those specifically assigned to the Manager of
Projects.

5.2.3 BSC Management Sponsors are the counterparts to DOE Action Plan Responsible Managers.
They support development and implementation of Action Plans, including responsibility for
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planning, monitoring progress, and facilitating management actions to eliminate barriers to
success. BSC Management Sponsors and their respective Action Plan Assignments are:

* Roles, Responsibilities, Authority, and Accountability Action Plan-K. Hess
* Quality Assurance Program and Processes Action Plan-K. Hess
* Program Procedures Action Plan-N. Williams
* Corrective Action Program Plan-D. Pearnian
* Safety-Conscious Work Environment Action Plan-D. Pearman.

5.2.4 BSC Action Statement Responsible Managers are assigned responsibility for the
accomplishment of the various Action Statements that comprise the overarching Action
Plans. These managers will be responsible for the planning, execution, documentation,
and status reporting of their respective Action Statements, including any assigned subtask
actions required to complete the Action Statement.

5.3 CONFIRMATION TEAM

MII CT representatives are responsible for the preparation and execution of this Process,
with the primary mission being confirmation and documentation of DOE and BSC
completion of MII actions.
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6. MU CONFIRMATION REVIEW PROCESS

The MlI CT will assess completion of the MU action items, prepare objective evidence of their
evaluation, and provide input to management on the progress to assist the DOE and BSC senior
management team's determination of the effectiveness of the improvement initiatives.

6.1 CONFIRMATION PLANNING, SCHEDULING AND COORDINATION

6.1.1 The CT will prepare a schedule for each MII Action Statement item consistent with the
commitment dates provided in the MIU.

6.1.2 Within the CT, Action Statements will be assigned to team members for confirmation,
and ensure ample review time and resources are available to perform the necessary
confirmation functions.

6.1.3 The CT will coordinate its overall schedule for vIIi confirmations such that it is
integrated with specific Action Statement execution schedules prepared by DOE and
BSC.

6.1.4 When schedules are in conflict, the CT shall contact the Responsible Action Plan
Manager(s) to work out schedule differences and arrangements.

6.1.5 When it is observed that work has not been planned to accomplish the necessary actions
(Fiscal Year 2002 or in FY 2003), the CT will inform the appropriate DOE or BSC MI!
management for planning consideration.

6.2 CONFIRMATION REVIEW AND ACCEPTANCE REQUIREMENTS

6.2.1 Documentation and supporting confirmation and acceptability reviews for MIT action
items shall be made available by the assigned Action Statement Responsible Manager
upon completion of the action item.

6.2.2 Notification by the Action Statement Responsible Manager shall be made, via e-mail or
memoranda, to the OPIM with copy to the CT when the action is ready for the
confirmation process. An Action Statement will not be considered confirmed until all
sustaining actions and supporting documentation reviews are completed.

6.2.3 The CT evaluator shall establish confirmation expectations and checklists for each
assigned Action Statement based on the MI1 and expected results.

6.2.4 When insufficient information is supplied, such that a confirmation cannot be completed
satisfactorily, it shall be communicated by the CT to the Action Statement Responsible
Manager as soon as possible. It will then be documented, including identification of
specific issues and a schedule as to when the remaining information is required to meet
the confirmation schedule.

6.2.5 Scope and schedule changes that extend completion of MU implementation are to be
approved or authorized by the OPIM or assigned designee.
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6.2.6 Confirmation Summary Sheets shall be controlled and updated as the confirmation
proceeds by the CT. Updates shall be made using revision and change control standards
(revision bars, revision numbers, dates).

6.3 DOCUMENTATION OF CONFIRMATION REVIEWS

6.3.1 Records shall be assembled using the information reviewed and the confirmatory
evaluations documented to demonstrate completeness of the MIl Action Statements.

6.3.2 MII Action Statements and corrective action items shall be documented using, as a
mninimum, Confirmation Summary Sheets accompanied by all supporting documents and
the Confirmation Checklist.

6.3.3 Information on the Confirmation Checklist will include, as a minimum, that given on the
sample MII Confirmation Checklist in Appendix D of this document.

6.3.4 Objective evidence obtained for review shall be judged by the CT to be considered
satisfactory, and any related materials provided in a "Green File" maintained by the CT.

6.4 CONFIRMATION ISSUE RESOLUTION

6.4.1 Resolution shall be worked between the CT and the Action Statement Responsible
Manager(s) to address any identified issues.

6.4.2 Resolutions shall be documented to the extent necessary to ensure a clear record is
established as a basis for decision or escalated resolution.

6.4.3 Issues that cannot be resolved between the CT and the Action Statement Responsible
Manager shall be brought to the attention of the Action Plan Responsible Manager or
other management, as appropriate, as soon as possible for resolution.

6.4.4 Where issue resolution may be governed by other procedures, those procedures shall be
adhered to accordingly.

6.5 CONFIRMATION PERFORMANCE AND MANAGEMENT REPORTING

6.5.1 The CT will brief the OPTM on confirmation status and performance issues, as requested,
and any issues warranting management attention will be noted.

6.5.2 The MII Confirmation Summary Schedule will be updated and provided to appropriate
management weekly.

6.5.3 A monthly report will be prepared for the OPIM to include the following:

* Identification of potential issues affecting MII commitments and schedules
* Highlights of CT activities completed during the last month
* CT activities planned for the next month
* Ninety day look-ahead. (issues and actions on the horizon)
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* Confirmation performance indicators, for example:

- Items confirmed (number and percent of total)

- Items completed awaiting confirmation (number and percent to be confirmed)

- Items needing additional information (number and percent of total)

- Items not submitted on time (days late)

- Items rejected or not meeting minimum confirmation expectations (number and
percent of total)

- Percent Complete

* General confirmation trends.

6.6. COMMDUNICATIONS

Communications relating to this plan will be made between the respective CT members,
the DOE and BSC senior management team, and assigned Action Statement Responsible
Managers tasked to perform the specific subactions of the MR Action Plans.

6.7 SELF-ASSESSMENTS

Self-Assessments may be performed as necessary or as directed. During the course of the
MI[ confirmation activities, it is contemplated that at least one self-assessment be
performed on the Process in accordance with AP-2.20Q, Self-Assessments.

6.8 CHANGE CONTROL

6.8.1 Change control of this Process will be managed and maintained by the CT.

6.8.2 This Process may be modified by management directive, as Program changes require.
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7. RECORDS

If not already submitted, information and records collected and used by the CT to demonstrate
adequate completion of specific MU Action Plans shall be submitted to the Records Processing
Center in accordance with AP- 17.1 Q, Record Source Responsibilities for Inclusionary Records.
This also may include non-quality records, such as ML[ Confirmation Checklists, Confirmation
Summaries, and other supporting documents.
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APPENDIX A

MUI CONFIRMATION ACTION SHEETS
























































































































































