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The following status report is provided for Commitments 1, 3, 5,
6, 7, 8, ¢, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, and 17 from the February 12,

' 1987, Spokane, Washington, Quarterly Meeting. We will report

the status for Commitments 2, 4, 14, and 16 in the next couple of

weeks.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Judy Leahy

on (202) 586-8320.
Commitment Status

l. DOE will inform the States The States and Indian Tribes .
and Indian Tribes of steps to were invited to the most recent
ensure opportunities for . meeting of the NAS Board on
meaningful participation of March 26, 1987, at which the
the States and Indian Tribes subject of State/Tribal partic-
in the DOE/NAS technical ipation was discussed. Future
meetings. NAS Board meetings will also be

N . open to the States and Indian

Tribes. The attached handouts
(see attachment 1) were discussed
and comments were received from
the States and Indian Tribes.
DOE will continue to work with
the NAS to help ensure that
meaningful opportunities for
involvement are provided. DOE
understands that the next Board
meeting, scheduled for July 14,
1987, in Seattle, Washington,
will allow for significant input
by the States and Indian Tribes
regarding their technical

concerns.
3. DOE will send a copy of the = Copy of "Fiscal Year 1988
FY 88 budget request to the Congressional Request Civilian
States and Indian Tribes. Radloactive Waste Research and
‘ Development, Nuclear Waste Fund"
TB705080007 8704090090 was sent to State and Indian
: p%85°ﬁasre 70407 o Tribe representatives )

P WML PDR * February 17, 1987.
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DOE is available to meet with
the States and affected Indian
Tribes to discuss the Mission
Plan Amendment before the

April 3 deadline for comments.

At the DOE/NRC Interagency
Coordinating Committee meeting,
DOE will discuss with the States
and Indian Tribes the LSS and
the negotiated rulemaking,
pending the S. Kale conversa-
tion with procurement

officials.

BWIP will meet during the
week of February 17-20 with
the State of Washington and
the Indian Tribes to address
technical scoping and how
full-year funding can be
awarded in an expeditious
manner.

BWIP will provide to the State
of Washington and the Indian
Tribes the exact date for
closure on their grants as
gsoon as possible after the
meeting referenced above.

Each Project Office will
continue to work with the
States and Indian Tribes to
come to agreement on full-year
grants.

DOE will put on the ISCG agenda
a discussion of grant problems
and possible approaches to
resolve problems.

Conversations were held with
each State and Indian Tribe
representative regarding the
draft Mission Plan Amendment.
However, there were no requests
for & meeting.

Because of the status of the
procurement for the LSS, a
meeting scheduled for March 25,
1987, was postponed (see attached
letter dated March 5, 1987). 1In
view of the NRC's planned
establishment of an Advisory
Committee, it may be best to have
further discussions in this
context. DOE would, however, be
willing to have prior discussions
ii the States and Indian Tribes
wish.

Completed. Meeting held
February 18, 1987. 1Issue also
discussed at ISCG Meeting
March 10-12, 1987,

Completed. Meeting held
February 18, 1987. 1Issue also
discussed at ISCG Meeting

March 10-12, 1987. Washington
Legislature and Indian Tribes
grants awarded March 31, 1987;
Washington Department of Ecology
grant awarded March 24, 1987.

Completed. 1Issue discussed at
ISCG Meeting March 10-12, 1987,
(see attachment 3).

Completed. Item added to
March 12, 1987, ISCG Meeting
(see attachment 3).
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DOE/HQ and BWIP will contact
the State of Washington and
the Indian Tribes to discuss
and resolve quality assurance
issues.

DOE will provide a description
at the ISCG of the format of
SCP reference documents and

of the locations where the
documents will be provided, and
DOE will provide all reference
docunents at the same time the
SCPs are released.

NNWSI will provide the State of
Nevada with letters regarding
participation in the stop work
orders, and will provide a
briefing at the State's request.

DOE/HQ and the Project Offices
will:

a) continue to work on near-
term funding issues, identify
any recommendations for
changes, and report at the
next ISCG meeting; and

b) work on the near-term needs
for urgent action to release
funds.

DOE will poll the States and
Indian Tribes on the proposal
to hold the next quarterly
meeting in lLas Vegas and on
the date for that meeting.

Completed. Issues discussed
at the ISCG Meeting March 11,
1987.

Completed. Description provided
at the ISCG Meeting March 12,
1987, (see attachment 4).

Completed. Letter sent to
Bob Loux on March 24, 1987,
(see attachment 5).

Completed. Progress report
given at ISCG Meeting
March 10-12, 1987, (see
attachment 3).

Completed. Memorandum sent
February 24, 1987, polling
State and Indian Tribe repre-
sentatives for the date and
location of next meeting (see
attachment 6). Next meeting
scheduled for May 28, 1987, in
Las Vegas, Nevada.

AN e

Stephen H. Kale

Associate Director for
Geologic Repositories

Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management

Attachments



PROFOSED STATEMENT OF WORK

The general cbjective of this stixdy is to conduct a contiming independent
\_/teclmiczl review and evaluation of certain portions, selected by the National
Research Cauncil, of the U. S. Department of Energy's program for the
characterization of each of three candidate sites preliminary to the selection of
cane to be the first geologic repository for high level radicactive waste. The
National Research Council, through its BoardmRadioadtive Waste Management, will
conduct the study as follows:

. The Chajrman = National Research Council, upon recommendation from the
Camission on Physical Sciences, Mathematics and Resources and its Board on
Radiocactive Waste Management (ER®M) will appoint three multidisciplinary panels
of approximately twelve experts each in such fields as geological sciences, '
including rock mechanics, geochemistry and hydrology; envirormental science;
socio~econamic sciences; radicbiclogy ard health physics; public policy,
including law and requlatory practices; systems analysis; and repository
ergineering (e.g., considerations of corrosien, chemical engineering, and
thermo-hydraulic engineering). ,

2. The panel for each site will review the scientific and technical adequacy

of documentation supporting portions of:

a. the program for site characterization including assessment of key elements
of DOE's scientific analysis—pa:tiwlarly; the identification of critical
uncertainties and limitations in the analytic framework:

b. the performance assessment for the repository and the waste packages

- including, where necessary, appraisal of the scope and quality of technical
judgments leading to major technical decisions;

c. the implementation of the experimental program and subsequent analysis

' including identification of important scientific and technical issues that

deserve greater attention.



During the site characterization phase of the Radicactive Waste Repository
Program, significant detailed scientific and technical questions associated with
the candidate repository sites may arise. When camment from the National
Research Council may be heipful, and is both within the campetence of the
‘assenbled study group and eppropriate for study and review by the Research
Council, the panels will consider addressing such questions.

Reportsuwl\ﬁingmlusimamremexﬂatimsmlbeprepamdbyﬂm
panals, reviewed in accordance with standing Academy procedures, and reproduced
in sufficient quantity to ensure distrilution to the sponsor, to committee
menbers, and to other relevant parties in accordance with Academy policy. The
reports will be made available to the public without restriction.
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DRAFT OPERATING PROCEDURES

The following statements are imdicative of the operating procedures
the Board intends to set up for the site characterization panels

requested by the Department of Energy

whS/
The Chairman of the National Research Council,(NRC) has agreed to a request

by the Director of the Department of Eneruy's (DOE) Office of Civilian
Radicactive Waste Management for scientific and technical advice during the
site characterization phase of the national geological repository program.
Upon negotiation of an appropriate agreement, tg:l:; is prepared to
establish three separate panels, one for each site to be characterized, to
review the technical bases for portions of the DOE characterizatien

programs.

The role of each panel will be to evaluate key technical aspects of the DOE
site characterization program for campleteness and accuracy, and to provide
a mechanism by which valid technical concerns from outside the DOE program
can be given appropriate and timely consideration.

Three panels, one for each site to be characterized, will be established
with mermbers selected in accordance with current NAS/NRC procedures and
appointed for an initial term of three years. Although there will
g;nerallybeseparatewbez'sforeachpanel, sane members may serve on
more than ane panel where the material under review is similar,

The Board on Radicactive Waste Management (ER®Y) will provide contimuing
oversight to each panel as well as a cross-cutting function between panels.

Meetings will generally be held at the sites being characterized or in

Washington D.C., and their freguency will depend upon the rate at which
technical material of interest to each panel is generated. :
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Advance notice of each meeting, with a preliminary agenda and an invitation
to attend, will be sent to the designated technical representative of each
affected State and Indian tribe.

. It is intended that the first meeting of each panel and, as deemed

desirable, subsequent meetings fram time to time will be held in
conjunction with a meeting of the Board on Radicactive Waste Management,
and that public attendance will be encouraged éuring the open portion of
the meetings.

Subsequent panel meetings will usually include both cpen and executive
sessions. The open sessions may consist of technical presentations by DOE,
DOE contracters, panel consultants, or invited quests having technical
information to present and, consistent with space limitations, will be open
to interested cbservers. Any document submitted as imput to a panel will
be accepted and considered only if the supplier of the document is willing
to make it available without restriction to cther interested parties. The
executive sessions will be restricted to panel menbers, members of the
Board on Radicactive Waste Management, and Research Council consultants and
staff, '

Invited guests will be scheduled en the agenda at the discretion of the
Chairman en specific topics of concern to panel members or, failing such
specific scheduling, will be given an opportunity to make brief technical
remarks to the panel at each meeting. If an invited quest desires more of
the panel's consideration than the brief remark period will permit, he or
she should submit the concern, in writing, to the panel staff at least two

weeks prior to the meeting.

The panels are not intended to provide fora for polemics, nor can they
redress wrongs, real or imaginary. Panel chairmen will, therefore, limit
both presentations to the panels and the work of the panel members to
technical matters. Panels will, however, seek written cament on technical
matters fram, and will strive to maintain active contact with amxd
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participation of, the technical representative or review erganization set
up by each first round repository State or Indian tribe. Invited technical
representatives will be encouraged to participate in all open sessions of
the panels, to cament on materials presented to the panels, and to provide
yrfittena:ﬂo:alcamnentsmpanel:eportsmmeyamreviwedinme
2cademy's normal procedure and released to the public.

Interested parties, other than invited quests of a panel, will be admitted
toﬂzecpensassiorsascbservemmafizst—cane%&fi:st-se:vedbasis
limited by the capacity of the meeting roam. Observers may not ask
questions or speak or otherwise participate in the meeting and may be asked
to leave (mglasth}firstwthasis)tomakeroanforaxrivirghwited
quests.

Althouxsh the formal product of each panel will be a sequence of written
reports, provision will be made in open sessions for panel menbers to
discuss issues and to question informally the invited representatives of
DOE, its contractors, and other agencies, ocrganizatiens or interested
partiesmte&micalmatters. '

Panel reports will be prepared from time to time at the panel's initiative
ard as the panel deems eppropriate. The reports will be based upon
technical material including documented personal commmnications provided by
DCE or ctherwise cbtained by the panel. No report will be prepared on
material presented to a panel that is not also available to other
interested parties upon request, although any such material presented
during the open session portion of a panel meeting may be the subject of
cament by individual panel members. Panel reports will be reviewed under
existing Academy procedures, ard prepared in sufficient quantity to ensure
their distribution to the sponsor, to camittee menmbers, and to other
relevant parties in accordance with Academy policy. They will be available
to the public without restriction.

The results of the panels' efforts are expected to be reports that will
assess the technical basis for portions of the DOE Site Characterization
Program and, when necessary, indicate a need and rationale to consider
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additional factors. The reports will review and should clarify selected
important technical aspects underlying the process for characterizing
sites, should illuminate residual uncertainties. The reports will not
cansider non-technical aspects of site characterization. The results will
not, however, provide independent verificatieon of the accuracy of raw data,
assess overall program adequacy, or evaluate site adequacy for repository
use. .

U
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Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

March 5, 1987

Mr. Joseph O. Bunting, Chief

Policy and Program Control Branch

Division of Waste Management

Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards
Nuclear Regulatory Commission

7915 Eastern Avenue

Silver Spring, Maryland 20555

Dear Mr. Bunting:

Charles Head of my staff and Phil Altomare of your staff have
arranged for a meeting of the DOE/NRC Licensing Support System
(1SS) Interagency Coordinating Committee (ICC) to be held on
March 25, 1987. Unfortunately, this date occurs shortly prior to
the date on which we expect to receive the responses to our
request for proposals (RFP) for a contractor to carry out the
design and implementation of the LSS. '

I an confident that a number of parties interested in our
procurement action would attend the LSS ICC meeting, and that
both those parties and the representatives of the States and
Indian Tribes will wish to ask questions concerning the RFP
and/or DOE's plans for proceeding with the LSS, including the
procurement process and the manner in which they will be involved
in it or affected by it. However, DOE's procurement specialists
have informed us that, to avoid potentially prejudicing the
procurement process, we will be unable to answer questions that
touch in any way on the RFP or the associated procurement
process, or in any other manner discuss these matters.

This restriction places such a limitation on the meeting that I
have decided that it should not be held at this time. Otherwise
I am sure that we would greatly disappoint the non-DOE/NRC
attendees by calling them in from all over the country and then
refusing to answer their questions. Charles Head has already
informed Phil Altomare and Chip Cameron of this decision, and has
begun to contact representatives of the States and Tribes to
inform them and determine a suitable, later, date on which to
reschedule the meeting. We are expecting at least a five week
delay to place us well beyond the proposal preparation period.
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I apologize for this abrupt change in our plans, but I believe

that it is clearly in the best interests of our two agencies, and

the other meeting participants, to delay the meeting as I am

doing. Thank you for your understanding and cooperation.
Sincerely,

4% -

Ralp¥ Stein, Director

Engineering and Geotechnology
Division

Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management

Copy to:
Phil Altomare, NRC
Chip Cameron, NRC
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‘Unitéd-States Government Department of Energy

memorandum

oave: APR 0 1 1967

REPLY TO
ATTN OF: RW=223

susJECT: Grant Review Process

vo:J. Anttonen, BWIP
J. Neff, SRPO
D. Vieth, NNWSI

\_/ at the Institutional/Socioeconomic Coordination Group meeting in
Albuquerque, New Mexico, on March 12, 1987, a new grant
review process was discussed and agreed to. The purpose of
the revised process is to speed the review of grant
applications and to be more responsive to the needs of the
States and Indian Tribes.

By now your staff should have briefed you on the content of this
process. If you have any questions, please contact Allen Benson.

The following process should now be in place for the review of
grant applications: ‘

*GRANT REVIEW PROCEDURES*.
\_—/ =« POs survey eligible jurisdictions to develop three-year budget
‘ and program projections and annual updates as required. WPAS
schedule should be followed.
- Grant applications submitted by States/Tribes to POs at least
four months prior to expiration of current grant. POs send
copies to HQ.

- POs immediately set schedule for 90-day review of applications
and notify HQ of schedule.

- POs notify applicants of application receipt indicating review
- schedule.

- POS prepare analyses and recommendations for grant award and ‘
send within 30 days to HQ for concurrence.

- Proposals and PO analyseé are distributed at HQ to OGR
divisions, 0GC, and Weston for 2-week review.

- Tiger Team composed of PO and HQ reviewers meets, if needed, to
review applications to resolve outstanding issues.

- POs prepare award documents and send to HQ for concurrence.
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HQ concurs on avard documents and forwards to POs.

POs make grant awvard and develop schedule and plan to resolve
outstanding issues. Grant award should specify activities that
are justified and approved for funding, activities which are not
approved for funding and the reason(s) why, and those activities
for which additional information is required before a
determination is made on funding. States and Indian Tribes are
to be notified of the schedule and plan for resolving outstanding
issues. Partial full-year awards will be made if all outstanding
issues cannot be resolved.

DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

POs administer grants.

POs have responsibility for the maintenance of the documenta-
tion and administrative record for grants activities.

HQ maintains financial clearinghouse which includes copies of
all grant applications, awards, modifications, amendments, and
other grant related correspondence.

HQ maintains computerized grant application tracking system.

LU Ee

Stephen H. Kale

Associate Director for
Geologic Repositories

Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management



TIMING:

LOCATION:

FORMAT:

SCP REFERENCE DOCUMENTS

References will be available at the time
the SCP is released.

References will be sent to the usual State
and Indian Tribe contacts (one set each).

References will be available for inspection
in the DOE Operations Office closest to
the site (e.g., Nevada, Richland) and at
the DOE Headquarters Reading Room in
Washington, D.C.

Additional requests will be handled on &a
case~-by-case basis.

References will be available in either hard
copy or microfiche (whichever DOE has).
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&/ \o’/
Dapartment of Energy
Nevadz Operstions Office

P. 0. Box 14100
Las Vegas, NV 83114-4100

MAR 24 1987

Robert R. Loux, Jr., Executive Director
Nuclear Vaste Project Office

State of Nevada

Evergreen Center

Sufte 252

1802 North Carson Street

Carson City, KV 89701

CLARIPICATION OF POINT RAISED AT QUARTERLY MEETING REGARDING STATE REVIEV OF
STOP VORK ORDERS (SVO)

Dear BOb’

At the recent quarterly meeting in Spokane, Vashington, Carl Johnson indicated
that the state of Nevada may not have been given comparable treatment as the
stete of Vashington end Indian Tribea vith regard to access te information
pertinent to SV0s. The point arose after the Basalt Vaste Isolation Project
(BVIP) uanager indicated that they had offered Vashington State and Indien
Tridbes a briefing on the status of their SV0s. Carl subsequently indicated
that the state of Nevada had requested a briefing and had been refused by my

office. cemeree meem o mee o

At that point, I indicated the position Carl stated vas inaccurate. We
further pointed out that your request was to have a formal reviev of the
corrective actions wvith your office and the U.S. Ruclear Regulatory Commission
prior to resumption of vork. It vas noted that this proposal vas rejected,
but & detailed briefing, similar to the one offered by the BWIP, was extended
to your office (see last paragraph of October 7, 1986, letter that is
enclosed). Per the commitment made at the Spokane meeting, I am providing
copies of your inconing letter and our response. I have checked our
correspondence files vith Jim Blaylock, and would like to note that there has

not been any record of our offer being pursued.

There {2 one £inal point that I vant to address vith regard to the State’s
understanding of the status of the Nevada Ruclear Vaste Storege Investigations
Project Quality Assurance gitvation and SW0. The State routinely receives
timely information through tvo channels. Both you and Carl Johnson receive
copies of the Nevada Nuclear Vaste Storage Investigations (NNVSI) Project
Veekly Righlights Report. 6ince October 1986, the first topic covered by the
report has been stop vork status. Also, a member of your steff attends my
monthly management meeting vith ay contractors. At these meetings in
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October, November, December, January, and Fedruary, ve have had a deteiled
treviev of the status of the 5V0s. Ve vould hope that a balanced picture of
the information availeble to the state of Nevads vith regard to the S$W0s would

be presented.
Sincerely,

)714 ZSWLIM’ROZ'
Donald L. Vieth, Director

VNMPO:DLV-11680 j\hste Management Project Office

Enclosures:
1. Ltr, Loux to Vieth, dtd 7/24/86

2. Ltr, Vieth to Loux, dtd 10/2/86

cc v/encls:

V. J. Cassella, HQ (RV-222) PORS

D. C. Nevton, BQ (RV-24) FORS

A. B. Benson, BQ (RV-252) PORS

J. P, Knight, BQ (RV-24) FORS

Edvard Regnier. BQ (RV-24) FORS

§. 8. Kle SAIC, Las Vegas, NV

M. D. Voegeh. SAIC, Las Vegas, NV e e e
R. V. Taft, AMES, NV T A c .
D. T. Schueler, DMGR, N :

M. P. Kunich, WNPO, RV

M. B. Blanchard, UMPO, NV

L. P. Skousen, VMNP0, NV

V. R. Dixon, VNP0, NV

J. S§. Seymanski, WMPO, NV
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AGENCY FOR NUCLEAR PROJECTS
NUCLEAR WASTE PROJECT OFFICE
Capitol Complea
Carson City, Nevada 89710

cC: ey (702) 895-3744
Lol
ce: - 4470 July 24, 1986
FE\'O N v "b
7% ACTIO
INFO _
n.F.
Dr. Donald Vieth . AVA
_U.s.dbogggtm:?t o!ofgftgy ‘,/'
Nevada rations ce
Post Office Box 14100 :m &s &

Lag Vegas, Nevada 89114-4100

"Dear Dt.'V£e£b:

I am in receipt of your letter of July 14, 1986, transmitting
the Nevada Nuclear Waste Storage Investigations (NNWSI) Project
Suspension of Work Orders, and I appreciate receiving thenm,
However, my concern is with the actions being taken by yourself
and the various contractors to resolve the problems which resulted
in the gtop Work Orders themselves. To that end, I am requesting
that your Office provide me with & copy of all of the corrective
action plans designed by the various contractors to alleviate the
current quality assurance problems. Additionally, prior to any
resunption of work, I would like to request a formal review of
those plans with you and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
in order that we may be able to evaluate on our own whether or not
those plans are sufficient in terms of assuring the quality of the
work to be conducted in characterizing Yucca Hounta¥n as a
potential high-level waste repository site. I believe that the
issve of quality assurance, both in terms of future work as well
as your plans to certify historic work which was not conducted
under the auspices of a quality assurance program, needs to be
thoroughly reviewed and evaluated in order to ascertain whether or
not the historical data will be useable In a licensing proceeding,
and to engsure that future work will, in fact, be admissible.

I look forward to discussing this matter with you and members
of the NRC in greater detail, and I am hopeful that we can conduct
thie reviev in a timely fashion in order that it will not impact

your schedule.
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ghoudd you have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Sincerely, | —
'/?’&/,::'/.-/&——'

Robert R, Loux
Executive Director

RRL/g3b

cc: Mr, Robert Browning, Director, Waste Management Division,
Office of Material Safety & Safeguards, NRC
Hri S;aﬁf Sawyer, Chairman, Nevada Commission on Nuclear
tojects
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Robert Re loux, Jrs, Executive Director
Nuclear Waste Project Office

State of Nevada

Evergreen Center

Suite 252

1802 North Carson Street

Carson City, NV 89701

STATUS OF STOF WORK ORDERS (SWOs)

We are in receipt of your letter of July 24, 1986, regarding the otstus of the
§W0s Sesued to the Nevada Nuclear Waste Storage Investigations (NNWSI) Project

rticipantss We regret the delay in responding to your letter, however, your
f:tter taised a nunber of basic policy issues, apd it has taken us sone time
to addreas the pofnts you raised. With thie letter, we hope to outline the
Departaent's position with respect to these posata.

Your first request vas for the Departmeat to provide you with all the
corrective action plans degigned by the vprious contractors. Eaclosure 1
suazarizes the basis f£6r thé §W0s and theCorreitive actions ‘vequiredsttn °
nany cases, the action and products to cortect epecific situstions are
fundamental and clear, and a "plan” to accoaplich the objective is not
required. We will fpternally review the results of the corrective effort when
conpleted and approve or disapprove thea., As a result of the SWOs for gl
contractors, only three “plans” were required. The “plans® were as follows:
¢ revised USGS QAPP, & USGS staffing plen for QA resources, and a revised
REECo QAPPe When they are complete, we will be pleased to forward you a copy
of the approved plans. .

Your second requeat may fadicate a less than full understanding on your part
of the regulatory process. The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comzmission (NRC) has
6o formal sols {o revieving the Quality Assurance (QA) Programs for adequacy
and cotpu* uptil the Departaent of Eaergy (DOE) eubaits a forsal licease
applicatioani. This position has beea clesrly established in reguletions and
practice, aml 48 expected to reaain so until the regulations governing
1icensing are changed, Interaction with the NRC has been conducted in the
spirit of consultation aund cooperation as descridbed by the Morgan-Davis
Agreentut. Hence, the NRC has had, to date, no formal favolveseat in the
identification of QA audit and surveillance questions associated with the
Nevada Nuclear Waste Storage Investigations (NNWSI) Project or ia the jfssuance

of SWOs, ’

)

—
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The DOX m’jﬁlﬁmuy eud prudently adopted the concepts outlined in the MRC
Stendard Reviaw Plaa, vhich $s NRC staff guidasce, for fnclusion {n the
Project Offices’ QA Programs. This {s coosisteat with the role of the Q4
Program as & saopgesent tool to assure thet work is belog eccomplished in o
manner consisent with meeting requiressots set forth by s regulatory body,
The acceptance of the techniceal work {s {ofluenced, fo part, by coapliance
wvith the QA requirements, Ove of the NRC Stsndard Reviev Plan vequitements
calle for {dentification of apecific aspagesent positions having stop work

responsibility and suthority; vithin the NNWSI Project, the Directer, WMPO,
exercises this mspsgement responsidility. -

Tbis clearly establishes that the fsguance of a SWO {s a nanagezment preogative
of the Director, WMPO. The basis for issuing the existing SWOs was derived
from audits and surveillances performed by WMPO during the execution of its QA
vespousibiiities. The Director, WMPQ, took the positive management action in
fesuing the 5W0s to assure that procedures, placs, and practices required for
a vigble, sctive QA Progran vere firnly established prior to allowing the
organizatiocns to proceed with gcientific investigations. Likewise, the
ultinate respousibility for the corrective action proposed and japlenented by
those orgsnfzations under the SWO rests with the same managesent. To our
koowledge, there 18 0o precedent for involving interested parties ia
sanagenent gctions executed {n the proceas of lifting s SWO. To do eo
represents dilution of sansgeaent responsibility, and is coatrary to the
practices necessary to achieve the control of quality.

Ve vould further 1ike to clerify _a-gofnt.,gu_h',rturd to the NRCe The
Departnent has fnvited the NRC to evaluate the Depsrtuent’s QA Progran. That
revievw vill look st the entire program. Although NRC has beea extended this
iavitaticn, the NRC has no formal or legal suthority or vequiresment for
iovolveasgt at this tise. Iu this case, NRC has no authority to issue SW0s
for the KNWSI Project and they have po formal role in 1ifting them. While the
State is assigned the responaiblity to overview the program, 1ike NRC it has
pot been delegated the guthority to participate in direct msnagement of the

" Projects Covsequently, ve believe that {t is inappropriate for the State to
participate fo the evaluation of the QA Program requirements to assure that
they are sufficient to assure quality, prior te resunption of work. Bowever,
ve are prepsred to provide you with our QA requiremseats, plavning docunsnts
and techaical results, for your independent evslustion, Having reviewsd this
asterial, gm establish your fpdependent vievs coocerning the daots, At
osuch tine W ‘ ild be prepared to discuss your findings.



. - )
Robert Re lewpe dre - e3e o1 0T apy

YR your desire to better understand the currest eftuatlon, we are
prepar you or your staff & briefing oo the reasons for the
asnagensnt aetion, the corrective sctions required, and the status of the
effort to correct the aftuation. If you so desire, pleass contact Jim
Blaylock of By office to srrange the time for the briefing. DBecause of the
vorkload on the QA group, we would bope that you would agree to bave the
briefing in las Vegss.

1

Origloct Sianid
A

: Donald L. Vieth, Director
WHPO:DLV-2281 Waste Macagesment Project 0ffice

Roclosures
As . stated

ce v/o encls

Ss H. Xlein, SAIC, Las Vegas, NV
Janes Blaylock, WMPO, DOR/NV

Ve Jo Casaells, DOE/H? (Rw-221) FORS
D« Co Newgon, DOR/HQ (RW~24) FORS
g‘ "l Tlft. m’ wzlm

D. T. Schueler, D/MGR, DOR/NV

M. Pe Konfch, WPO, DOL/NV

Me B, Blanchard, WMPO, DOE/NV

L. Pe Skousen, WMPO, DOE/NV

¥, R. Dizon, WMPO, DOE/NV

Je So Stymanski, WMPO, DOE/NV

M. D. Voegele, SAIC, Las Vegss, NV
A. B, Benson, NEIKQ (RW=252) FORS
Je Pe Knight, DOB/HQ (RW-24) FORS
Edvard Regnier, DOE/BQ (RW-~-24) FORS

Lo,
P

Record  1atter was faxed to Jim Rnight for comaent on 9/26/66.
D: L. Vie ived comasnts from Carl Newton on 9/30/86.



ORGANIZATION

Los Alamos

1

8

BAS1S

Audit 86-2a

Surveillance 86-025

Surveillsnce 86-026

Survelllance 86-021 .

Surveillance 86~-024

Andit 863

STOP WORK ORDERS

1.
2.
3.
A.
3.

Enclosure L

CORRECTIVE ACTION

Respond to Audit Findings

Revise USGS QA Manual

Approval of SIPs and QAIAS
Indoctrination and Trainiag of Persomnel
Adequate QA staff.

WMPO approval of SiPs and QALAS

WMPO approval of SIPs and QAIAS

WMPO approval of SIPs and QALAS

’ O
2.

de
2
3.

WNPO approval of SNL QAPP
WMPO approval of SIPs and QAIAS

Respond to Audit Findings
Revise REECo QAPP

Indoctrination and Training of persoccmel

»
LWy .-
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ATTACHMENT
W \~/ e °

United States Government | Department of Energy
memorandum
DATE: FEB 2 4 1937 . " e

REPLY TO - ) .-
ATINOF: RW«223 ‘ .

suEcT. Date and Location of Next Quarterly Meeting

70: Distribution

L4

Commitment Number 17 from the Quarterly Meeting of States and

\_/ Indian Tribes in Spokane, Washington, calls for DOE to poll the
States and Indian Tribes on their suggestions for the date and
location of the next Quarterly Meeting. 1In Spokane, DOE proposed
that the next Quarterly Meeting be held in Las Vegas, Neveada, in
mid-May. 1In accordance with the above commitment, we are
requesting your comments on this proposal.

Please forward to me by March 20 any comments or suggestions
you may have on the location and date of the next Quarterly

Meeting.
iudy Leah%/v/ 1’7/‘

- Economic and Intergovernmental
R, Analysis Branch
Office of Civilian Radioactive
Waste Management

cc: S. Kale, RW=-20 -
T. Isaacs, RW~-22
J. Bresee, RW=-22
B. Gale, RW-223 *
R. Gale, RW=40 !
J. Anttonen, BWIP
J. Neff, SRPO
D. Vieth, NNWSI
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" pistribution:

Harold Aronson, Yakima Indian Nation

Hall Bohlinger, Louisisana

William H. Burke, Umatilla Indian Reservation
Louie Dick, Umatilla Indian Reservation
Wendy Dixon, NNWSI

Steve Frishman, Texas -

John Green, Mississippi

Ron Halfmoon, Nez Perce

Terry Husseman, Washington

Russell Jim, Yakima Indian Nation

Robert Loux, Jr., Nevada

Linda McClain, SRPO

Elwood H. Patawa, Umatilla Indian Reservation
Max Powell, BWIP

Max S. Power, Washington

J. Herman Reuben, Nez Perce

" Melvin R. Sampson, Yakima Nation

Patrick Spurgin, Utah
David Stewart-smith, Oregon Dept. of Energy

o



