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Enclosed for your information is a copy of the NRC staff evaluation of the
On-Site Licensing Representative (OR) Program. We plan to evaluate the
effectiveness of the OR program periodically. In summary, this report contains
an evaluation of the OR program over the past three years based upon the
following criteria developed from the program objectives:

1. Facilitation of prompt exchange of information between DOE Project and NRC
headquarters technical and management staffs to increase staff knowledge
of site~specific activities and DOE project awareness of NRC activities.

2. Early identification, prioritization, and tracking of site-specific
concerns, issues, and information needs.

3. Coordination of NRC activities aimed at identification and resolution of
site-specific concerns/issues.

4. NRC representation at the DOE project sites in interaction with DOE, DOE
Project Participants/Contractors, States, Tribes, and other interested
parties.

To assess the observed effectiveness of the OR program, comments were solicited
from individuals having had significant interaction with the ORs. DOE
observations made on the OR program during various meetings were also
considered. As discussed in detail in the enclosed report, we consider that
the OR program has been effective in meeting its objectives and in providing
the NRC staff with an increasingly valuable source of timely, on-going
information. From this comprehensive evaluation some needs for improvement
were identified to further increase the effectiveness of the program. These
include better access to site-specific information and more frequent
interaction with NRC headquarters staff. In addition, OR objectivity is
discussed to address the potential for bias as the ORs continue to work with
DOE and DOE Project representatives. Finally, recommendations and plans for FY
1987 are discussed to realize the improvements identified and to ensure
maintenance of OR objectivity.

The report that has been issued represents the DWM views. However, DOE's
suggestions or recommendations concerning the OR Program or the OR
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effectiveness report are also of interest as we continually strive to improve
our program. If you have any questions or recommendations regarding the OR
effectiveness report please contact Sandra L. Wastler of the NRC DWM staff at

427-4780. .
Original Signe -'
MICHARD I« BEED 7
Michael J. Bell, Deputy Director
Division of Waste Management
Office of Nuclear Material Safety
o and Safeguards
Enclosure:
As stated



AN EYALUATION OF THE EFFECTIVEMESS
OF THE
U.S. FUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION'S
HIGH-LEVYEL RADIGACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT
ON-SITE LICEZNSING PEPRESENTATIVE PROGRAM

I. Introduction

The Nuclear Regulatory Ccamission {MFC) Division of Waste Management {CWM)
On-site Licensing Representative (OR) program was established shortly after
tssuance or the NRC/DGE Site-specific Procedural Agreement in August 1983. At
that time, one OR was stationed near each DOE Project Office to oversee
activities for the first repository candidate sites. The OR role, as described
in the Site-specific Aqreement, is to facilitate prompt, on-going exchange of
fnformation and consultation with COE and to preliminarily identify ccncerns
about site investigations relating to potential licensing issues. Sufficient
experience has been gained over the pas* three years to support an in-depth
evaluation of the OR program and determine its effectiveness in meeting the OR
and High-level Waste (HLW) program objectives. The purpose of this report is
to provide the results from the staffs evaluation, identify areas where
improvements are desirable and recommend changes for possible implementation in
FY 1987.

To evaluate the (R program, the staff corducted a comprehensive review based on
criteria developed from the objectives stated ir the Site-specific Agreement,
and through direct staff involvement fn Site-specific aspects of the HLW
precgram. The criteria 23tiblished fall in four broad catecories: facilitasis-
of prompt information exchange; early identification, prioritization, and
tracking resolution ¢f site-srecific concerns; coordination of DWM activitias
for identification and resclution of site-specific concerns: and NRC/DW!
representatfon at the UJZ project sites. The specific criteria are listed 1
Apperdix A ard the evaiua“:cr conducted against “hese criterfa is summar<red i-
the foliowing secticrs of this report,

The PR praqram has been =2€-s~ctive in meeting the cblectives ¢ra providire =«
YRC with an increasirc'. valuable source cf timely, cn-foing information.
improvements car be mads, rfuwaver, in several areas. Thesa areas, summaric.:
in the following report. ‘rciude better access to site-specific informeticn o @
rore frequent interaction with LRC headquarters. 1In addition OR objectivi*y -
discussed tc address the potential concern of bias which may result from
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irdividuals working in clnse contact with DOE/CCE Project representatives and
in relative physical d¢sclatior from NRC staff, Plans for the OR office &t the
sals Repositery Project (SRP) are also discussed in response to UGE's plans for
relocation of the SRP office. .

[i. Background

The HLW program is unique relative to other NRC programs in that the Nuclear
Waste Palicy Act {NwPA) and HLY regulations (10 CFR Part 60) provide for NRC
involvement with the potertial applicart during earlier phases of the program.
The objective of early KPC involvement is to provide guidance and consultation
during key studies which are to be conducted well before submittal of the
license application, The hLW repository i1s a first-of-a-kind facility
fnvolving developmental and state-of-the-art scfentific and engineering
practices and where many decisions rely on development of consensus on complex
technical fssues. In additior, some ¢ritical site investigation activities can
rot be effectively repeated once the site has been disturbed, at least not in a
manner so as to meet the rigorous schedule for receipt of waste mandated by
Congress. To help assure that activities ccrducted and informatior collected
are adequate to suppor? licensing findings, and to avoid delaying the licensing
process, early NRC involvement {s therefore necessary.

The OR program is described in the NRC/DOE Site~-specific Procedural Agreement
sfgned August 1983, with details provided in Appendix 7 to this agreement.
Appendix 7, which was completed June 1985, provides guidelines faor interactions
between the OR and DOE/DOE Project representatives (including prime
contractors, subcontractors and project participants) during site investigation
and characterization. Irn addition to the OR, Appendix 7 guidelines address NRC
personne! tempnrarily assigned to the OR nffice. This applicaticr cf Appendix
7 is in“ended to provide ‘he staff with direct access %o informaticn availar'»
to the GR, the techrical review of which is necessary to meet missicr
objectives of the HLW program. Additional clarificaticn and guidance on staff
assignments to the OR of“ice {s provided in a memorandum from P. 8rowning tc
CWM staff dated Februarv l7, 1986,

NPC's HLW program is cper %0 public cbservatior 2rd invites the participaticon
of internsted partiec, such as the affected States and !rdian tribes. 7o
facilitate fnvclivement cr these par<sfes, all HLW related infcrratfon recetve
5y WAC hedacuarters {c r~&intained in the Public Cocument Room /{POR). Tha 1732
pelicy, hewever, is to ro* release information (fincluding data and reparts) =9
the public urtil it has been reviewed and published through the spplicable IS
review procedures. .n practice this 1s a lergthy process (with examples of
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greater than 4 yearsj, therefors “he NRC headquarters staff {s generaily vrable
to obtain current, on-going informatfon for review veing DOE released
{nformation alone. The ORs help to facilitate on-guing exchange of current
site-specific informaticr and identify {ssues by review of decuments and
DOE/DOE Project representasive interactions visible crly at the Project
facilities. Until irfcrmation can be released by 0OE in 2 timely manrer %o
allow MRC hsadquarters s5%aff review the staff must rely largely on the OR
orogrém, data reviews, and ather technical meetings.

The OR program hac been in place for the past three years, during which NRC
involvement in the HLW program has increased sianificantly. One OR was
assigned to each cf the three Project offices managing the first repository
sites. The orfgiral GRs were selected based on their technical backgrounas,
professional experience, krewledge of NKC policies, and management skilic.
Each of these fnafviduals established an office near the three 00E Project
offices with par:-time secretaria) suppert. Originally, the D¥M antfcipated
that a second OR would be assigned to each OR offfce tc provide additional
NRC/DWM representation and more diverse technfcal expertise at the sites as
site-related activities fncreased. Due to delays in DOE's schedule for site.
characterization, the need for the second OR has not yet been justiffied.

[Il. Evaluation

The first step ir review and evaluatfon of the OR program was to establish
performance criteria. Criteria were developed based on objectives of the (R
prograrm. status of hlW activities, and comments from NRC staff (e.g. ORs,
Project Managers, ard o%her DWM management staff)., To assess the observed
effectiveness of the 0% rrcaram, comments were alsc solicited from individuals
having had significant interaction with 4ke ORs (including individuals frcm C3C
ard '£). DOE observazrans mace on the OR program duréng various rmeetings wora
alse ccnsidered. The criteria are presented in Appendix A and results of the
evaluation are sumrarized below. Recommerdations acdressing needs for
{mprovement identified ia the evaluation are discusted in Secticn V.

1. Facilitation c¢f pram2t infcrmation evchange,

The most sfonfficant term“it af the CR program has been in facilitaticrn ¢f
prompt infoerration eect ir e batweer the DOE Projects and NFC headquarters
staff. This inforrat :~ =«charge has helped the NRC and COE Project siatf®s s
raintain awareness c¢f site-related activities ard generic policies/pesitiorns <
each organization. Much tatcrmation from current and on-going activities,
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tncluding raw data, analyses, plans, procsdures, policies, and technical
rositions can be obtaitned only through on-site review of craft documents,
observation of DO and DOE Prolect representive meetfngs, and/or other
interactions with COf and DOE Project representatives. The ORs not only serve
as means tc cbtain this informatifcn, but are also able to cbserve DOE
reactfons, concerns, and causes for concerns through continvcus and direct
interaction with various DOE and DOE Project representatives. This infcrmation
contributes to understanding the impetus of activities conducted by the DOE
Project representatives, to identify needs for staff intaractiens with DOE/COE
Project representatives {nvolvement, arnd to independently verify NRC staff
informatior end interpretations. The ORs are responsible for promptly relaving
information and interpretations to appropriate NRC headquarters staff through
frequent telephone commurications, briefings of the Office director and
appropriate technical/management staff (1.e. NRC Project teams) through
biannual visits to headquarters, written reports, and cuarterly meetings with
the OWM ranagement.

Through verbal and written communications the ORs have contributed
significantly to maintaining NRC's awareress of on-going activities and new
information available through OR interactions with DOE and DOE Project
representatives. Communications between the ORs and NRC headquarters staff
have become increasingly effective over the past three years, especially as the
CR role has become better understood through experience and as relationships in
the HLW program have matured. Improvements were specifically noted in OR
reports following development of guidelines addressing their content and
consistency (February 14, 1986 memorandum to DWM staff on OR interactions with
NRC headquarters) and thrcugh implementation of regqularly scheduled conference
calls with DwM Project Managers and the Director's office.

Communication between the URs and headquarters staff is two-sided. V¥hile the
written and verbal GR raparts provide heidquarsers staff with much nesled
fnfaormaticn, DwM heaacuarters stacf are also respensible for providiry tha <
with information on NRC activities, plans, stafr positiors and information
reeds. As the OR operates in relative physfca' isolation of MRC headovarser;
*hey rely on frequent interactions with headquzrters stafr via majl, teferk ra,
and meetirgs. These interactions should not anly help to 1dentify stav~
fntormatior reeds, but erable the CFs tc provide feadback %o tha NOE ¢ -
Project represertatives cn MRC positicrs, policies, and concerns, ahile
prcblems with irit12ting freauent comrurications tetween the Chs and
headcuarters staff have beer esperfenced, sianificant impreverments haye *.
rnalizec curfng the past *wo years. Cormenst from sta“f and J0E/DUE Freie -
representatfves indicate -hat the effectiveness of the OPs ir facilitas:
tnformaticn exchange has increased and that the QRS dre corsidered te be



valuable scurces of relevant fnformation. Evenr so, improvements are stilil
cdesirable for wnich reccrmendations are addressed in section Y.

Though the QR procram has provided the staff with an exclusive scurce of
important {nformation, OGE and DOE Project representatives hbave not been giving
the ORs the access to records, meetirgs, personnel, and facilities intended in
hppendix 7 to the Sitte-specific Agreement and reeded to be fully effective.
Access provided to the (F varies between DOE Prolects due to differing levels
cf cooperation of COE arc DOE Project representatives and to the workira
relaticnship the CRs have beer abie to establish. Intcractions with DOE and
DOE Project representatives have been the least effective at BWIP where the OR
has been restricted frem access to scme draft information, select meetings, and
other interactions with various DCE Project representatives. The restrictions
imposed by DOE/Rockwell can be largely attributed to differences in
fnterpretatior c¢f Appendix 7 which affect not only the OR program, but
interactions with NRC headquarters staff as well,
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Also addressed in Appendix 7 to the Site-specific Agreement are temporary staff
assignments to the CR office. The cbjective of staff assignments was to
prcvide another mechanism for facilitating information exchange between DOE and
COE Project representatives by providing staff temporarily assigned to an OR
office with access to informatfcn equal to the OR. The staff have, hcwever,
experienced more restricticons than encountered by the ORs. These restrictions
have further reduced the effectiveness of the information exchange intended
through implementation of Appendix 7. Staff access to COE WIPP information and
facflities, the experience of which D0E is considering for applfcation to SPP, L
has also been restricted. These restrictions are, however, beyond control of :
the DOE SRP office and need to be resolved through CCE headquarters. :
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[n additfon to restrictfons encountered in interactions with DOE and COE
Project representatives, limited travel rssources have placed some restrictiors
cn 0% iand the staff's arc=ss to site-specific irformation. Prior to irs
release, much site-specific infcrmation can be cbtafned cnly through attendance
at significant meetrgs and fnteractions with UOE ana Frolect representatives
at their work places. Tnis h2s required much trave! cue tn the verious rercte
locaticrz of the 0Ot Fr:z:act representatives, especfa’ly for NNWS! ard SRPO,
while travel rasources »re currently 2 factor In access %0 s1te-cpecific
information, the need “ur= trave! will likely Jdecrease during the site
cheracterizotion phass oy =or2 activities are concucted nesrer to Sthe 3ites
where the CRs will be 'r-1%2d4,
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2. Early identification, prioritization, and tracking resolution of
site-specific concerrs.

In addition to facileting exchange of infurration beiween OUE Projects and REC
heaaquarters, the ORs are resgcnsible for identifying, prioritizing, and
tracking DOE activities to address and/or resolve site-specific concerns,
fssues, and information needs. The ORs are expected to perform this functicr
by review and evaluation of information available through the Appenrdix 7 to the
Site-specific Agreerent. These tasks depend largely on the OR's comprehensive
¥rewledge of technica’ c¢rd policy issues related to the HLW program. Alcse,
wher guestionzble or interpretive, the ORs are expected to verify their
evaluation of inforration thrgugh discussien with appropriate COE and DOE
Froject representatives., Fctential ccrncerns jdentified by the CRs shouid be
prioritized relative to their pctential impact on on-ceing activities and
meeting the licensing recuirements, prior to relaying them tc the staff. The
ORs should identify ccncerns, issues, and needs for guidance or clarification
to appropriate NRC headquarters staff for consideration in planning of starf
activities (such as site visfts, technical meetings, and studies). Once
identified to the staff, the OR is then responsible for tracking, as
approepriate, DOE site-specific activities related to clarification or
resolution of those concerns,

The ORs have been helpful in identifying and tracking DOE activities regarding
site-specific licensing concerns and previding feedback to NRC headquarters
staff. The OR reports, occasional management and technical meetings, and
periodic telephone conversaticns have been the primary mechanisms for relaying
such informatfon to headquarters staff therefore their effectfveness in this
area is largely dependent on the these interactions. As noted in the
evaluation of criterion 1 abuve, effectiveness in this area has increased over
the past three years. [Imprcvements could still be made recommerndations for

which are addressed #r section V,

3. Coordination of MN2L activities for identification arnd resoluticn of
site-specific cencerns,

QR invclvement in NRC size-related activities, such 1c site visits and
technica: meetings. have been the c<econd mest significant terefit o€ *he .-
preeram.  The GR's fam-T<:rity with the site, factlisfes, arc OOE/DNE Pre oot
representatives, is @ vaiuch’a rescurce in plannirg and coarcdination or &+ ~
wetings. site vigits, ar! Liher s%aff activities., Irn 2cdition tec clannmirg
coordiration of site v c*%5 1inc reetings, the ORs are reszonsible tor ransy -
spmporary staff assigrrerts to the CR cffice, as pruvided for in Appendi.

the Site-specific Aqrec=nent.
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The OR progrem has been effective in coordinaticn and facilitation of s
cite-related activities. The ORs involvement in team plarning has primarily .
been through NRC headquarters staff recuests for information and coordinaticn

of site-specific activities. To increase the benefits derived from the OR s

srogram, headquartere szaff need to involve the ORs to a greater degree in il
prioritization and planring of site-specific cctivities. This may be B
accomplished “hrough increased interactions be‘ween headgquarters staff and ORs,

as discussed in the section V. '

4, NRC representztion at the CCE project sites.

Ancther important element of the OR program is the continucus NRC/DWM
representation that the ORs are responsible far providing at each of the DOE
project sites. In additicr to facilitating interactions between the HRC &nd
DOE/NOE Project representatives, the OR is responsible for acting as NRC liason
with affected States and [ndian tribes and other involved parties. To support
this role the OR must maintain a general understanding of technical and
pregrammatic aspects of the HLW program and of current NRC positions on
associated issues. This kncwledge is needed to erable the OR to answer general
questions or to direct detailed questions tc the appropriate staff for
response. The OR is also respcnsible for notifying cstaff of areas where
sfgnificant questions, concerns, or comments are raised by DOE and Project
representatives and by involved parties, and for recommending the need for
clarification, guidance or other staff action, as appropriate.

The ORs have accomplished the rale of NRC/DWM representation well, demonstrated
in part through the positive reaction from States and Indian tribes to the OR
program. The States and Indian tribes involved in the HLW program are, in
fact, considering stationing their own reprecentative at each site. The Nez
Perce/Umatilla Indians already have such a representative a*t BWIP, witF whom
the BAIP 0P has frequent interaction. ODifficulties that heve been enccunterszd
in this area are primarily due to DOE reluctance to release or make informatiern
availzble for staff review ‘discussed in the evaluation of criterion 1 above,.

Tc provide effective NPC,[wM representatfon the ORs must conrtinuously maintain
their objectivity in irteractions with D05 and (CE Project representativaes,
Their interacticrs witn SO and DOE Project representatives sheu'd be conaue ot
in a corstructive manner in orcer to matntain effective relatiors, ensure
maxfmum visfbility of si*e-rulated activities and informaticn, and aveid :
directing CCE activities. 0R cbjectivity ¢ censidered at this time 1n atse~re i
to adaress potential concerns with contirued, long-term operaticn of 2 singix £
Ok at the same DOE projec® 5i‘%e.
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ks site characterization proceeds, the OR, as NRC representative wili likely
become more impartant and more vicible, due to increased COE and NRC
site-related activities and increased involvement of the States and [ndian
tribes. COE/NRC starf relaticnships and CR objectivity rust be censidered by
the staff to maintair or increase effectiverecs of the OR program in the
future. In recognition c¢f the need v address objlectivity the staff reviewed
relevant experience in the NRC Resident Inspector program and have developed
recommendations, the summaries of both are included in the following two
sections of thic report.

iv. Comparison with the XRC Resicent Inspector Program

During this evaluaticn, D0WM staff met with appropriate Orfice of Inspection and
Enforcement (IE} staff tc discuss lessons learned in the Resident [nspecter
fR1) program that are potentially applicable tc the OR program. There are some
similarities between the OR role and that of the RI therefore the Rl program
serves as a useful comparison to identify potential improvements to the OR
program. The RI provides NRC representation at nuclear powerplants under
construction and in cperation, performing aspects of the MRC inspection program
which primarily involve cbserving work in progress and independent verification
or licensee activities, as appropriate.

The purpase of the OR program is to have NRC representation at the DOE HLW
Projects tc oversee on-gcing site-related activities and to {dentify pctential
Ticensing issues. The RI program focuses on inspection and enforcement during
construction and cperation of nuclear powerplants while the OR precgram focuses
on design, site characterization and licensing infcrmation needs; however, both
provide mechanfsms for prompt exchange of fnformation and early fdentification
of potentfal safety corcarns., Differences in the proarams and responsibilities
may limit the applicibrlity of come aspects of the RI pregram, but lessons
learned relative to employee conduct and cbjectivity, for example, provide
useful insights ard cun undaubtedly help irprove the effectiveress o7 the O
program.

The Rl program was irplemerted in 1978 with 20 inspecturs from regicral of€ce;
relocated to 20 nuclear powerplert sites. Fech RI recetves ‘echnical suppor:
frem the reqional {nspecticr offices to which they report. In 1981 the ©:
proyram was expanded te 'aciuce at least one RI assigned to each powerplers
under censtruction ¢r r <peration, Additicra) RIs were assigned to sites ~»
tha basis cof plant cesi.m7, cast utility performance, and aveilability of
acequatelyv trained incgeciors.,
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A major councern with establichment of the Rl program was the potential loss eof
the RI's objectivity. ODObjectivity is key to the effectiveness of the RI's
activities. The RI!c are responsible for representing the NRC without deference
to the licensee, while working in freguent contact with the plant cperator or
contractor and in relative isolation of the NRC headquarters staff. As defined
by the IE, objectivity exists when the fnspector implements the inspecticn
program, interfaces with the public and cerducts personal/orgari:zational
relationships in an unbiased manner, free from both partiality and antagcrism
toward a licensee or vendor, or the employees of a licensee or vendor. This
has been one of the rmcst difficult issues for NRC to resolve due to the
subjective nature of evaluvating objectivity, the influence of individual
behaviar on conduct and interactions, ard the relative independence from direct
agency supervision. NRC originally planned to minimize the potentfal risk of
loss of objectivity by carefully selecting RIs. limiting their duty tours at a
site to no lcnger than 3 years, and ensuring that they had frequent contac?
with regional inspectors, supervicors, and other RIs. In additicn, NRC
developed a strict code of conduct for the RI as provided in the if Manual
Chapter 02CC {Appendix C}.

NRC's Office of Inspection and Auditor found that the costs of relocating RIs
were generally greater than what NRC could reimburse under government
relocation allowances. Tec reduce the financial loss associated with the
preposed 3 year relocation cycle, as well as the potential for the RI to seek
employment outside of the NRC to avoid frequent relocation, the tour of duty
was extended to 5 years. Extending the tour of duty cycle increased the
potential for an inspector to incur a loss of objectivity. Therefore, to
reduce this rfck of objectivity loss the NRC elected to assign more than one Rl
to each site. At this time the NRC also requested legislative authority to pay
RIs higher relocation expenses. In lieu of granting this authority, Congress
directed NRC to conduct a study of financial kardships related to perfodic
relocaticn of RIs. The resulting NRC report, entitled "Study of Financial
impacts cn Resident Inspectors”, was submitted to Congress April 1982,

In response to NRC's concerns, the General Accounting Office (GAO) conducte.
review of the RI program to evaluate the issue of R! ecbjectivity. In the
recuiting report, submitted to NRC in lcvember 1¢E3, GAO recommended th:* '
adopt a flexible policy reqarding rotation 2rd identify alternative mnasuy-~.
2ssess inspector objectivity {Aprendix B). The Commission concurred wizh °-.
GAQ recommendation on ‘lexible tour length and IE developed manual chags-

to address measures to use as guidance in ensuring objectivity of N=
inspectors. This marual chapter provides acdditional guidance ¢ that
greviously previded in chepter 0235 which addresses conduct ¥ NRC emply.-o
genera! {both chapters are included in Appendix C).
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Like the Rl, the effectiveness of the CR {s largely dependent on the OR's
ability to function chiectively. Mafntainence and evaluation of objectivity
are, hcwever, more difficuls for the OPc than the R{s tecause the ORs currently
operate alone and in greater physical isclation from other NRC staff. Two Rls
are assigned to each site, they report to a NRC Regicrai Office, interact with
other NRC region and headquarters staff during detailed fnspectiors conducted
freguently at each site, and attend periudic meetings at the region or NRC
headquarters. The GRs, in conirast, work alone at each site, report directly
tn the Director of DWM at* NRC headquarters, and interact in person with NPC
staff only during quar*erly meetings and occacional site-visits or site-related
meetings. The ORs rely heavily on communications with staff via telephone or

mail.

There are other parallels between the Rl and OR programs. While the Rl it rot
considered ar expert in the various technical fields associated with powerplant
construction and operation, the RI job does reguire a background knewledge of
powerplant and the pcwerplant program as well as a current knowledge of
relevant NRC activities, policies, guidance, and other concerns. When the RI
identifies a potential safety concern, he is responsible for reporting that
concern to appropriate NRC staff who will follcw-up, through a detailed
inspection or other mechanism. The OR role is similar since it requires 2
comprehensive and current knowledge of technical and programmatic aspects of
the HLW program, but relfes on the NRC headauarters staff to provide expert

advice in specific techrical areas.

Due to the requirements and responsibilities of their jcbs, the RIs need
relatively flexible schedules and resources for travel. This flexibility is
reeded in order to respond to licensees schedules and concerns as they are
identified. The ORs share similar needs for flexibi}ity, though considerably
magnified by the number of participarts involved in each Project and by the
Jocation of those participants at distances from the Project sites. In order
to provide adecuate ciersicht of site-spacific activities erc maintainir~
effective communicaticn with the staffr, travel should not, however, exceed 507

of the ORs time.

V. Needs for Improveranr® and Racermendatiurns/Plans “or FY 1987

Prior to anc curing tre rrecess of this review, Several dreas were fdentifiay
vhere charces could b« ~ade %o improve the erfectiveness ¢f the OR pragram,
These areas, reccmmerded crarges 4and plans tor FY 1987 are classified into

.
L
e

(
{

[V

o, Cogwiin e e LS
PRI 2 T3 T AACRINPEL R ST AR O

XA

4

LRGN

SIS

R TR T

S PRI

R LY



- 11 -

three categories fcr the discuscion belew. The categories are: -irteractions
with MPC headquarters, access to relevant informatfon, and OR cbjectivity.

1. Interactions yith NRC heaaquarters.

Over the past twc years several mechanisms have been developed, such as written
reports, reqularly scheduled ccri“erence calls, and cuarterly meetings, to
effect interactfons between staff and CRs and tu increase the chared awarerness
of activities at NPC headquarters and the RCE Project offices. Teo further
impreve fnteractions between the ORs ana NRC headquarters staif, the ORs need
to be aware of NRC team activities rfor the associated projects, and be more
fnvolved by staff {r planning and conduct of NRC site-specific activities ard
technica! meetings. The OPRs should be considered as team resources,
responsible for providing input to and for cooperating with the Project teams
a5 needed to maximize the effectiveness of {nteractions with staff and COE/UOE
Project representatives. ’

Communications between the ORs and OWM headauarters staff need tc be more
frequently conducted. Heaaguarters sta®f need to communicate mere with the ORs
on the ccntent of their reporis to provide feedback and response, where
appropriate. [In 2ddition to the OR reports, OWM plans tc have the Project
teans prepare a brief repor: rmonthly providing fnformation on their HLYW
activities. These reports are intended to keep the DWM staff, including the
CR, informed of on-going activities in each technical area and to help
facilitate planning and prioritization of HLW activities. Through OR and team
reports, DWM staff will be able to maintain a current knowledge cf site-related
activities, identify issues or questions related to those activities, ard more
consistently plan and track site-related activites in a coordinated, proactive
manner. In addition, OkM anticipates that NRC heacquarters staff will be
conductirg more on-site activities during FY 1987 in respecnse to increased CCE
site activities. These irteractions will be corcducted thrcugh temporary
assfgnments to the ORF cffices, participaticr {n technical meetings and in
visits to the sites or DUE Project facilities. Increased staff activities with
the DOE Projects and CRs will prcvide the ORs with insight on staff pcsiticns
ar¢ activities, and pravicde “eedback to NRAC headcrarters on site-specific “La
activities of DOE arnd tha QRs,

2. Access ic relevart “rfprmation,

Tre ability ¢t an GR to “acilfsate prcrpt Informatior exchange depends heru:',
cn access to irfecrmation, facilities, and personnel. This access requires *ve
cooperation of DOE/CCE Project rerresentatives. While eble to ohtain more
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cfte-specitic infaormation than the staff, the CRs have been restricted from
access presumably provided in Appercix 7 to the Site-specific Agreement. The
variaticre in access provided by the DOE projects indicates that Appendix 7 is
beina ircensistantly interpreted and applied. OR ability to obtain informaticn
is further reduced due to limitations in the budget ailowed the CRs for travel.
The ORs need flexibility in travel tc enable them to follow and nbserve COE/COE
Prcject representative activities, especiaily for NNWSI and SRPQ where
locaticns uf the Frolect representatives are widely spread. Problems with CP
access to information at *he project sites are also emphasized cue to the fact
that informaticn is still not being released to NRC headquarters staff in a
timely manner,

At EWIP, in particular, there appears fto be a lack of agreement or the OR role
and the access previded by Appendix 7 to the Site-specific Agreement. This was
best demonstrated in a letter from 0.L. Olson to the Rockwell General Manager,
March 27, 1986, which provides restrictive guidance fcr implementation of
Appenagix 7 thrcugh narraw interpretaticr of it's intent. With support of the
ORs, OWM will evaluate access restrictions at each project and determine the
scurce of inconsistencies. (nce these are identified, the staff will, in
cecrdination with DOE, develop guidance on the intent and implementation cf
Appendix 7 to elimirate inconsistencies and improve the OR effectiveness. The
staff will also continue to menitor the situation until access provided in
Appendix 7 is obtained.

To reduce problems with access to information due to travel resources, the ORs
and apprcpriate DaM management will identify anticipated travel needs at least
a quarter in advance to be considered in planning for the next quarter. These
needs will be evaluated against funds for the Director's office, DWM, from
which the OR budget 15 derived, and resources will be allocated to each OR, as
appropriate. Resource estirates will take into account unanticipated charces
due to uncertainty of DOL activities and the need for OR presence at the
prelect site at least %) ¥ of the time. This planninc should reduce 2he
uncer<ainty regarcding %ravel resources ard the impact of fluctuating use of CwM
resources, as well as grve the UR responstbility for managing the resources
allocated.

OwM ccritinues to have ar-a6ing discussicrs with DCE heacdquariers reqarding <re
need fcr timely release oF intcrmation to the staff in general, with little
success. The starf have encountered situations where the inability to cbta‘-
documents or access to meetfres Timited the staff's abil‘ty to understand o~
cerment on COE materdal o-c activities. Those siiuations include review (! <v»
draft £As and preparét:ure fur specific teckhrical meetings, The staff wiil
ccrtinue to raise this r<tre to DOE management, citirg such examples, as *rev
are fdentified, to sugpor: this caoncern.

. ,u44mmr:-: i&?ﬁ&i@fim&éﬁﬁﬁ?ﬂ:‘& WswE
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J. OR Objectivity.

Gbjectivity is an aspect c¢f the OR progrem that can sianificartly impact the S
effectiveness of an OR. DWM etaff plan to address this topic by developina e
quidance on the maintenance and evaluation of objectivity and by a*tempting to i
increase interactions between the ORs and ‘he staff, '

First, DWM plans to evaluate ard modify applicable portions of IE Manual
Chapters 0235 and CZ2:15 (Appendix C} which address emplc:ree conduct and
ma‘ntenance of inspector objectivity, for application to the CR program. As
in the Rl program, rotation will te ccnsidered optional for the ORs and applied
only as needed cr a case-by-case basis. Until more than one OR is assigned to
each site, however, rotaticn will not be likely. The number of ORe available
for rotation and the overridirc need for continufty in representation at each
site currently makes rotation imgpractical. Written cufdance on OR ccrduct and
cbjectivity is teing prepared by OWM through lead of the ORs.

As criginally intended, DWM plans to assign a second OR to each site as soon as
the need is justified ty increased site activities. A second OR will introduce
a continuous NPC presence for indeperdent interpretations of and feedback
between ORs on site-specific activities. This should prcvide the headquarters
staff with a second view of DOE and DOE Project representative activities and
vice versa.

VI. Changes at SRP

In addition to the éreas addressed above, DWM has developed plans to accomadate
00E's plans tec relgcas2 the SRP Office. CCE plans to move the SRP cffice from
Columbus, Ohio to.rear -h2 se’ected site {in Deaf Smithr Ccunty, Texas;. OUE
irtends to conduct the Tove in phases, erding in thre fourth quarter of FY 1967,
These plans and schecules are subject to perncing DOE resclution of budqet, larc
accuisiticn and other urcertairties. DwM plans %c have ectzbiished ar
ingependent CR office ir Fmarillo Veras, aporoaimately <G riles from the sizs,
prior tc start of site characterization. Based on past esperience with
establishing CR offices 1t £wlIP and NNZS{, GSA nezds at least & renths 2o
accuire office space fr 3 Zesignateu lcratfon, This lead time will be allra-:
for in DWM's plans, whirn will be ceveloped wher LOE's schecule for
chdracterizaticr activ:ties s confirmed.

Besides relocaticn of :nx (% cffice, the former OR for SPPQ has been reassivyre- b
to the Geotechnical Eranch in CkM as senfor staff hydrolegist. To satisfy the -
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need for a new OR. [WM is in the process of; icdentifying pctential cardidates,
developing criteria for tra‘ring a new CR, and determining hew to rill the GR
functicns as needed prior to assignment of a new OR. Actions have been
initiated to post the positicn with plans for seieciton of the new OR as socn
as pessible. In acddition to lccking for an individval with experience in tre
HLW program, DM intends that the new OR trair for approximately six months
baefore being permanrently staticned near the LDOE SRP office.

Y1I. Conclusion

The OR srogram has beenr in place for the past three years, during which time
significant bererits have been realized for NRC/DWM headouarters staff. ¥hile
largely effective in achieving its objectives, the results of a comgrehensive
evaluation indicate that imprcvements can be made ir QR access to informaticn
and interactions/cemmunications between ORs and NRC headquarters staff, OR
effectiveress is largely dependent on access to information and interaction
with DOE and COE Project representatives which have not been consistently
provided by eack project to the extent described 1n Appendix 7 to the NRC/DOF
Site-specific Frccedural Agreement. DWM plans to continue to pursue the broad
jssue of staff 2ccess to and timely release of information. Also the staff
will fdertify the scurce of incorsistencies and provide additional guidance cn
implementation of Appendix 7 to improve access to information, as necessary,
and thereby improve OR and NRC headquarters staff effectiveness. Finally, DWM
will attempt to increase interactions between NRC headquarters and the CRs to
reduce the isolation of ORs and to benefit from CR involvement in plannirg of
project team activities, especially as site activities continue.

while not & problem a% this time, maintenance cf obJectivity is a pctarsial
concerr in the future of %ne CR program. dased an review of NRC esperi=--a
regarding objectivity {n tke R[ program, DWM staff have identified lessons
learrned that can be applied to help assure maintenance cf objectivity in the -
prcgram. Also, in responie %0 changes at SkPO, DWM hac ceveloped plans fur <o
asscciated OR office. These include reiccation of tte orffice tc Amarilln,
Texas ard selectior cf 3 new 02,

This repors represen*s ste first ferral evaluation of the effectiveress .= - -
OR program. Similar evalvaticns will be conducted perfodicaly In an ases. »: ¢
to contirue Improuerert ard t¢ ircreise the terefits derived from tre 092 .
the HLA precram progressel,
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APPENDIX A

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING THE ;
SECTIYENESS OF THE QR PROGRAM i

-
--
-

Facilftation c¢f promot exchange of fnformation between DOE Project and NRC
headquarters teznrfzal and management staffs to increase siaff knowledge «
of site-specific activities and COE nproject awareness of NRC activities:

a. Observe of 222 Sroject.00E Project represenzative meetings and ciher
activities

b. Cbzain visizili=y of and review (as appropriate) of DOE and NRC drafe
documents, gplans, zalicies, tecnnical positions, etc.

c. Indeperdently verify information obsained through NRC headquarters/OR
communications with CCE or observations of COE meetings

d. Notify accrzoriate NRC staff of new site-specific technical
information (frciucing data, interpretaticns, and plans) presented in
meetings, 2-af: reports, and discusstons and obtain samples as
appropriaze for NRC contractor use

e. Relay inf3-=ation to DOE Project staff of NRC/DWM site-specific
activittes an2 positions

f. Relay rew p-35rammatic information between DOE/DOE Project
recrese~s1%° .2 3nd NRC management staffs (such as milestones and
scracu’es - e2m122 in meetings, C=afc regorts and 3discussices)

g. Relay UCE ~=iz:-cns, cancerns and tne causes cf tnase concerns i3 MAl
headquarie-~s

Zarly f2enstfizye =, crocettizgtion, ang traciieg of slioe-scest’
corcerns, fs3ues, 373 *rilemation cepls:

3. Tealuata Iita 1t Cet2esrgtltting 2eALEN%eT h T4kt ingy 42 13t
Saz.%erts © o o4 is'e fse gareryt 3t30Y f3.tew



b. uce discussions with DGZ/C0E
.bal represantatives
of Projact informaticn oresented

Project participants, and State and

to verify OR evaluations and interpretations

in meetings and draft documents and

ather COZ/NAL inceraziicns

c. Relay concerns and issues to appropriate NRC staff and irgicate the T
potential imgact of these concerns and 1ssues on the site-specific
program

d. Identify apcarent needs for COE and NRC interactions, guidance,
clarification of guidance, work programs, studies, etc. for staff
consideratsn ar2 glanning of Project team activities

Ccordination of NRC activisies aimed at icdentification and resolutfon of
site-specific ccrcarns/issuas:

a. Assist in planning and coordination of NRC/DQE Project technical
meetings and management meetings

b. Assist in planning and management of Appendix 7 assignments and site
visits by NRC technical and management staff

¢. Advise #M of csrcerns r~egarding conduct of MRC site-related

activities

NRC representation at the DOE Project sites in interactions with DOE, OQE
Project Participanss/Contractors, States, Tribes, and other interested
parties:

3.  Maintain aa:-372335 9f NAD 237 activitias (oolicias, poscsicns,
etc.) in a-caer 20 provice information or recommend apprecpriate sta*®
contacts ¢ 2% orcoject staff and other intereasted parties

-~ -

nt Sfscussiens with 222
azatiens of s3zaff
mavion

b. Hotify apprac-’
other fnrtera:-s
ocsftfons, 22

3te NAC staff of significa
2 zarsies fryclving fnters
T7. 473 siner celated fefo

1 3

¢. Maintafn sZ:azeret, 0 tnteractions with staff, 202 representas: .-
angd ather irtarsageaz 23rsies

d. [nteracs wro~ J1Z rezresantatives {n a conssr.ztive marner %0 275.- i
maximum vises ' 1y of site-related activities and information




teantify sresless with and suggest mechanisms to fmgrove NRC/CCt
f{nptaracticng ralated to site characterization activities

Act as NRC 'faisca for the projects with representatives of affectad
States and Indian tribes and other {nterested parties, maintaining an
open envirgnment arc credibility with involved parties/public
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APPENDIX E

A0 PEPORT TO THE NRC CHAIPMAN -
"MRC NEEDS ALTERMATIVE TO MANDATCRY RELOCATIGN FOR
MAINTAINING CRJECTIVITY O-F RESIDENT INSPECTCRS"
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