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UNITED STATES

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0001

OFFICE OF THE
INSPECTOR GENERAL
June 6, 2011
MEMORANDUM TO: Chairman Jaczko
FROM: Hubert T. Belt
inspector General
SUBJECT: NRC CHAIRMAN’'S UNILATERAL DECISION TO TERMINATE

NRC’S REVIEW OF DOE YUCCA MOUNTAIN REPOSITORY
LICENSE APPLICATION (OIG CASE NO. 11-05)

This report conveys the results of an Office of the inspector General (OIG}, U.S. Nuciear
Regulatory Commission (NRC), investigation into an allegation that the NRC Chairman, Gregory
Jaczko, unilaterally and improperly ciosed out the NRC'’s review of the Department of Energy’s
{DOE) Yucca Mountain repository iicense application while the Government was operating
under a continuing resolution (CR) in fiscai year (FY) 2011. in addition, it was alleged that the
Chairman was purposely preventing the Commission from completing its ruiing on the Atomic
Safety Licensing Board’s (ASLB) decision fo deny DOE’s motion io withdraw its Yucca Mountain
repository license application from NRC. During the course of this investigation, concerns were
also raised about the Chairman’s management style toward staff and Commissioners and
whether his control of information prevents the other Commissioners from effectively fulfilling
their statufory responsibility to address poiicy matters.
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OIG’s investigation examined whether the Chairman exceeded his authority in directing the
NRC staff o ciose ouf the Yucca Mountain license application review during the CR period, the
Commission’s adjudicatory voting process, and the impact the Chairman’'s management style
has on the collegial functioning of the NRC Commission. The investigation findings appear in
section ill of this report.

[. BACKGROUND

NRC Mission and Commission Structure

NRC was established in 1974 to ensure the safe use of civilian nuclear matenals in the United
States. NRC'’s regulatory mission covers nuclear reactors, nuclear materials, and nuclear
waste. NRC is an independent regulatory agency headed by a five-member Commission. The
Commissioners are appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate for 5-year terms,
and their terms are staggered so that one Commissioner’s term expires on June 30 each year.
One member is designated by the President to be the Chairman, and no more than three
Commissioners may be from the same political party. This report uses the term Chairman to
refer to the Commissioner appointed as Chairman, the term Commissioner to refer to the other
members of the Commission, and the term Commission to refer to the entire body
(Commissioners plus Chairman).

In 1979, 5 years after NRC's creation, the most serious nuclear accident in U.S. history
occurred at Three Mile Island nuclear power plant in Pennsylvania. Afterthe accident,
President Jimmy Carter established the Kemeny Commission to examine and assess the
events that led to the accident. In addition, NRC organized its own review, known as the
Rogovin study. Boththe Kemeny Commission and Rogovin study recommended that a singie
administrator should head NRC. However, President Carter decided to maintain a Commission
structure, and he submitted Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1980 (Reorganization Plan) to
Congress with the intent to

.. . improve the effectiveness of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission by giving the
Chairman the powers he needs to ensure efficient and coherent management in a
manner that preserves, in fact enhances, the commission form of organization. ’

President Carter's main goals were to strengthen the Chairman'’s role to clarify where agency
responsibility resided while retaining the diversity that a commission form of organization offers.

On October 1, 1980, the Reorganization Plan, as amended, became effective. The
Reorganization Plan is the statutory guidance by which the Commission operates. The plan
articulates the role of the Chairman as it relates to executive powers and the Commissioners as

' This statement was made by President Carter when he presented the Reorganization Plan {o Congress on March
27, 1980.
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it relates to their policy role. Thus, the Commission’s interpretation and implementation of the
plan helps set the tone for how well the Commission members work together in a collegial
fashion.

Section 1 of the Reorganization Plan establishes the Commission’s functions and the
Chairman'’s functions. It designates the Commission as responsible for (1) policy formulation,
(2) rulemaking, and (3) orders and adjudications. It also provides that at any time, the
Commission may “determine by majority vote, in an area of doubt, whether any matter, action,
question or area of inquiry pertains to one of these functions.”

Section 2 of the Reorganization Plan assigns the Chairman responsibility for all otherfunctions,
including (1} serving as official Commission spokesman, (2) serving as the Commission’s
principal executive officer responsible for deveioping policy planning and guidance for
consideration by the Commission, (3) adminisirative functions of the Commission, {4}
distribution of business among the offices of the Commission, {5) preparation of the
Commission’s budget estimate, and (6) the proposed distribution of appropriated funds
according to major programs and purposes. The Reorganization Plan stafes that the Chairman
determines the use and expenditure of funds of the Commission, “in accordance with the
distribution of appropriated funds according to major programs and purposes approved by the
Commission.”

The plan also states that the Chairman and the Executive Director for Operations (EDO}, who
reports to the Chairman, are responsible for insuring the Commission is fully and currently
informed about matters within its functions.

NRC's Internal Commission Procedures reiterate the Reorganization Plan provisions concerning
the role of the Commission as a whole and the Chainman’s individual role. The procedures
state that each Commissioner, including the Chairman, has equal responsibility and authority in
all Commission decisions and actions, has full and equal access to information pertaining to
Commission responsibilities, and has one vote. The procedures note that one of the
Commission’s collegial functions is revision of budget estimates and determining the distribution
of appropriated funds according to major programs and purposes.

The procedures also reiterate the Reorganization Plan’s provision that the Commission may
determine by majority vote, in any area of doubt, whether any matter, action, question, or area
of inquiry pertains to policy formulation or any of the Commission’s functions. OIG learned-that
Commissioners use a written form of communication, referred to as a Commission action
memorandum (COM), to seek votes from the other Commissioners to determine whether a
matter falls into the Commission’s purview as opposed to that of the Chairman. A majority voie
by the Commission is needed for them to address the matter as policy.
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In December 1998, OIG issued a report, Special Evaluation of the Role and Structure of NRC's
Commission (OIG-39-E-09), which identified that Commission members, from time fo time, have
different inferpretations of the Reorganization Plan, which can adversely affect the
Commission’s coliegiality 2

Chairman Jaczko has been a Commissioner since January 2005 and Chairman since
May 2008. His term runs through June 2013.

U.S. Nuclear Waste Policy

The current U.S. policy governing permanent disposal of spent nuciear fuel and high-leve!
radioactive waste is defined by the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended (NWPA),
and the Energy Policy Act of 1992. These acts specify that spent nuclear fuel and high-level
radioactive waste will be disposed of underground, in a deep geologic repository. The NWPA
names Yucca Mountain, a high ridge in the Nevada desert approximately 100 miles northwest of
Las Vegas, as the singie candidafe site for this potential geoiogic repository. The NWPA
specifically states that NRC “shali consider an application for a construction authorization for a
repository” and “shall issue afinal decision approving or disapproving the issuance of a
consfruction authorization not later than 3 years after” the appilication is submitted.

DOCE, which is charged with constructing and operating the repository, submitted its license
application for a repository to hold no more than 70,000 metric tons of sperit nuclear fuel and
high-ieve!l radioactive waste to NRC on June 3, 2008, and NRC formally accepted it for review in
September 2008. NRC published its Notice of Hearing in the Federal Register on QOctober 22,
2008, starting the 3-year schedule set by Congress for NRC fo reach a decision on whether {o
approve construction. If necessary, NRC may give notice to Congress of the need for an
additional year to complete the review.

NRC'’s Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel’® (ASLBP) is responsible for conducting
hearings on a variety of legal and technical contentions regarding the Yucca Mountain license
application.

2 The special evaluation defined collegiality as the relationship between a group of associates or coworkers,
where authority is vested in all of the members, as they work towards a common duty or role. The full report and
NRC's response to the report may be accessed at hitp://www. nrc.govireading-rm/doc-coliections/insp-gen/2000/.

? The panel conducts all licensing and other hearings as directed by the Commission, primarily through individual
Atomic Safety and Licensing Boards (ASLBs) or single presiding officers appointed by either the Commission or the
Chief Administrative Judge. The panel, which has no fixed number of positions, is composed of {1) administrative
judges (full-time and part-time), who are iawyers, engineers, and scientists, and {2) administrative law judges (ALJs)
who are lawyers. Administrative judges and ALJs serve as single presiding officers or on three-member boards,
which generally are chaired by a lawyer, for a broad range of proceedings.
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Continuing Resolutions (CR)

A CRis a law that provides funding for Federal agencies, specific activities, or both to continue
in operation when Congress and the President have not completed action on the regular
appropriation acts by the beginning of the fiscal year. For the most part, CRs are temporary and
intended by Congress to be stop-gap measures enacted to keep existing Federal programs
functioning after the expiration of previous budget authority and until regular appropration acts
can be enacted. Unlike reguiar appropniation acts, CRs typically do not appropriate specified
sums of money. Instead, they usually appropriate “such amounts as may be necessary” for
continuing projects or activities at a certain “rate for operations.” An agency may determine the
pattern of its obligations under a CR provided it operates under a plan that will keep it within the
rate for operations limit set by the resoiution.

Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-11, Preparation, Submission, and
Execution of the Budget, provides guidance on operating under a CR. According to OMB
Circular A-11, agencies should carefully review each CR to determine the formula provided and
should keep in mind that the amount available under a CR is the product of negotiations among
the various factions in Congress and the Administration. OMB Circular A-11 notes that
agencies may not obiigate funds under a CR that would impinge on final funding prerogatives of
Congress. It also states that CRs usually include provisions directing agencies to execute
programs using the most limited funding actions permitted in order to provide for continuing
projects and activities.

The Comptroller General, head of the Govemment Accountability Office, has the legal authority
to issue decisions and opinions on appropriations law.

Chronology of Events

in September 2008, NRC formally accepted DOE's license application to build a geologic
repository at Yucca Mountain and embarked on its review process. According to the NWPA,
NRC was to reach a decision concerning the viability of the site within 3 years of the license
application acceptance date.*

NRC planned, at the end of its technical review, 1o issue a safety evaluation report (SER)
containing its findings on the repository design.” The SER would determine whether the
proposed facility would meet NRC regulations to profect public health and safety. NRC staff
responsible for developing the SER decided to issue the SER in five volumes, and estimated®
that Volume 1 (General Information) would be complete in August 2010, Volume 3 (Review of

* The NWPA additionaliy allows the NRC to extend the 3-year deadline by not more than 1 year.

® An SER summarizes the NRC staffs technical review and safety evatuation related to the anticipated effect of a
proposed license application or licensing action on public health and safety,

8 Dates reflect the NRC stafT's iast official estimate, announgced in March 2010.
5
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Repository Safety After Permanent Closure) in November 2010, Volume 4 (Review of
Administrative and Programmatic Requirements) in January 2011, and Volume 2 (Review of
Repository Safety Before Permanent Closure) and Volume 5 (License Specifications and
Conditions) in March 2011, '

On February 2, 2010, Energy Secretary Steven Chu noted during a Senate hearing that
President Barack Obama's Administration would seek to immediately suspend licensing for the
Yucca Mountain repository because it was “not a workabie option.” DOE's budget proposed
zero funding for the project in FY 2011, which conveyed the Administration's intent to terminate
the Yucca Mountain project.

In February 2010, NRC published its FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification, which aiso
conveyed the Adminisfration’s intent concerning Yucca Mountain, stating:

The Administration has indicated that it does not support developing a repository at
Yucca Mountain, Nevada. Consistent with that position, DOE may submit to the NRC a
motion to withdraw or suspend its Yucca Mountain license application during FY 2010.
The NRC Budget refiects that possibility. Upon the withdrawal or suspension of the
licensing review, the NRC would begin an orderly closure of the technical review and
adjudicatory activifies and would document the work and insights gained from the
review.

NRC’s FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification allotted $10 miliion for the Yucca Mountain
repository to "support work related to the orderly closure of the agency's Yucca Mountain
licensing support activities.” This amount was $19 million less than the $29 million appropriated
for license application review activities in FY 2010.

On March 3, 2010, DOE submitted to the ASLB a motion to withdraw its Yucca Mountain license
application. On June 29, 2010, the ASLB issued a decision that denied DOE's motion to
withdraw, concluding that DOE {acks the authority to seek to withdraw the application. The
ASLB grounded its decision in its interpretation of the NWPA, reasoning that Congress directed
DOE to file the appiication and the NRC to consider the application and issue a final, merits-
based decision approving or disapproving.

On June 30, 2010, the Commission issued an order inviting hearing participants to file briefs as
to whether the Commission should review, and reverse or uphold, the ASLB's decision, thus
signifying the Commission’s decision to review the ASLB'’s decision.

B
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On August 10, 2010, in accordance with NRC's process, the Office of Commission Appeliate
Adjudication (OCAA)’ submitted adjudicatory paper SECY-10-0102, “U.S. Department of
Energy (High-Level Waste Repository), Review of LBP-10-11, Docket No. 63-001-HLW.," to the
Commission for its review and vote. Commissioners began casting their votes on
SECY-10-0102 on August 25, 2010, and a majority of Commissioners had voted by September
15, 2010, Chairman Jaczko did not cast his final vote at that time.

On September 30, 2010, Congress issued the first in a series of CRs, directing Federal
agencies generally to spend money at FY 2010 levels, as necessary, to continue projects and
activities that were conducted during FY 2010.

On October 4, 2010, the NRC Chief Financiai Officer (CFO) and the EDO issued guidance to
NRC staff relaied to budget execution under the CR. The memorandum stated that offices were
to commit, obligate, and expend funds for ongoing activities at FY 2010 levels, with the
exception of the High-Level Waste Program. The memorandum stated that during the CR
period, new work that was not authorized and funded in FY 2010 should not be started in

FY 2011. With regard to the High-Level Waste Program, the memorandum directed staff fo
continue its activities on the Yucca Mountain license application in accordance with the
Commission’s decisions onthe FY 2011 budget using available Nuclear Waste Fund resources
during the CR period.

In early October 2010, Chairman Jaczko directed NRC staff working on the Yucca Mountain
license appiication review to stop working on Volume 3 of the SER and proceed to orderly
closure of the technical review.

On October 29, 2010, Chairman Jaczko voted on SECY-10-0102, completing the Commission’s
notational voting process on the Yucca Mountain matter, however, as of the date of this report,
the Commission has not held an affirmation vote on the matter and the draft order continues to
sit in deliberation before the Commission for affirmation.

Il. INVESTIGATIVE DETAILS

A. OIG Review of CR Issue

OIG iearned that the language in the EDO’s and CFO’s October 4, 2010, CR budget guidance
memorandum directing staff to follow FY 2011 budget guidance for High-Leve! Wasie Program
activities was based on instruction provided by the Chairman’s office and was used by the
Chairman to stop work on the SER and NRC's Yucca Mountain license application review.

"OCAA assists the Commission in its adjudicatory functions inciuding the resolution of appeals
from decisions of ASLBs; assistance includes analysis of adjudicatory matters and preparation of
adjudicatory decisions consistent with Commission pelicy and guicance,

' 7
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While the Chairman toid NRC senior officials that the CR budget guidance memorandum
language had been reviewed and agreed to by his fellow Commissioners, one Commissioner
was not informed of the language, two were provided some information but did not recognize
the impact the memorandum would have on the SER, and one Commissioner disagreed with
the language because he recognized the impact it would have on the SER.

Furthermore, while all of the NRC Commissioners in February 2010 (Chairman Jaczko,
Commissioner Kristine Svinicki, and former Chairman Daie Kiein) agreed to the agency’s

FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification, which specified criteria that needed to be met
before the license application review process could be shut down, there is disagreement among
current Commissioners and a former Chairman and agency officials as to (a) whether these
criteria were met and (b) the Chairman’s shutdown approach.

NRC’s Budgets for the High-Level Waste Repository Program

NRC's budget documents refiect a significant funding reduction for the High-Level Waste
Program between FY 2010 and FY 2011 and elimination of the program by FY 2012. OIG
learned that each NRC budget proposal and subsequent passback appeal letter® to OMB for
increased funding was voted on and approved by the Commission, although the Commission
composition was different for each year.

The Commission’s FY 2010 performance budget request — which was voted on and approved
by former Chairman Klein, then Commissioners Jaczko and Peter Lyons, and Commissioner
Svinicki — sought $998.1 million for the program to support two concurrent processes associated
with the “ongoing license review”: (1) assess the technical merits of the repository design, and
{2} support the adjudicatory hearing before the NRC ASLB convened to hear the technical and
iegal chalienges posed by parties to the DOE license application. Subsequently, Congress
appropriated $29 million to NRC for the High-Level Waste Program.

For FY 2011, the Commission (Chairman Jaczko, Commissioner Svinicki, and then
Commissioner Klein) requested $39.5 miliion to support the High-Level Waste Program. OMB
responded with $10 million for the program. In December 2009, Chairman Jaczko sent NRC'’s
FY 2011 passback letter of appeal to OMB. This letter, which had been approved by the
Commission, stated that DOE:

... is expected to submit to the NRC a motion to withdraw or suspend its Yucca
Mountain license application before the end of FY 2010. Assuming this scenario, the
$10 million provided in the FY 2011 pass-back would allow for us to start the process for
an orderly disposition of the adjudicatory and technical review activities. Additional
resources may be needed for an orderly disposition of activities beyond FY 2011, the
amount dependent upon the timing of the motion.

® The passback appeal letter is also referred to as the reclama letter.
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NRC'’s FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification, published in February 2010 after
Commission approval, also referenced the possibiiity that DOE wouid move to suspend or
withdraw its license application and noted:

Upon the withdrawal or suspension of the licensing review, the NRC would begin an
orderly closure of the technical review and adjudicatory activities and would document
the work and insights gained from the review.

Although this document also stated that NRC had requested $10 miliion, including 32 FTE, to
provide for licensing activities, the only activities described were those reiated fo the orderly
closure of the agency’s Yucca Mountain licensing support activities.

OIG noted differences between NRC’s December 2009 passback letter of appeal and the
February 2010 Congressional Budget Justification for FY 2011 with regard to (1) proposed
activities and (2) prerequisites to trigger those activities. While the NRC passback appeal letter
states that orderily disposition of the adjudicatory and technical review activities would be based
upon a motion to withdraw or suspend, the Congressional Budget Justification states the orderly
closure of the technical review and adjudicatory activities would be based on withdrawal or
suspension of the licensing review.

For FY 2012, the Commission (Chairman Jaczko and Commissioners Svinicki, William
Ostendorff, William Magwood, and George Apostolakis) requested $4.0 million for the
termination of ail program activities. OMB, however, allocated no money to NRC for the High-
Level Waste Program, which is reflected in NRC's FY 2012 Congressional Budget Justification.

CR Budget Guidance Memorandum

OIG reviewed the EDC’s and CFO's October 4, 2010, CR budget guidance memorandum and
four earlier versions that predated the finai document. The final October 4, 2010 memorandum
stated that NRC's FY 2011 budget request sustains agency programs at about the same leve!
as FY 2010, with the exception of the High-Level Waste Program and that offices shouid
therefore proceed to commit, obligate, and expend funds for ongoing activities to effectively use
available resources during the CR. The memorandum specified that, “During the CR period,
new work thaf was not authorized and funded in FY 2010 shouid not be started in FY 2011." I
also provided:

With respect to the High-Level Waste Program, the CR legislation does not include
specific restrictions on spending funds. Therefore, the staff should continue its activities
on the Yucca Mountain license application in accordance with the Commission’s
decisions on the FY 2011 budget using availabie Nuclear Waste Fund resources during
the CR.

9
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The first version of this memorandum — dated August 31, 2010, contained no mention of the
Yucca Mountain repository license application review. Two later versions (dated September 13
and September 14, 2010) directed that the agency wouid continue to conduct its Yucca
Mountain license application review with any available FY 2010 carryover funds until exhausted,
and made no reference to the FY 2011 budget. The first version reviewed by OIG that made
mention of the FY 2011 budget was dated September 27, 2010. This version directed staff to
continue its activities on Yucca Mountain in accordance with the FY 2011 budget.

Commissioner Ostendorff's COM

OIG reviewed a COM prepared by Commissioner Ostendorff, titled, “Commission Direction on
Staff Budget Guidance Under Fiscal Year (FY)} Continuing Resolution.” This document was
submitted by Commissioner Ostendorff to the other Commissioners on QOctober 6, 2010, in
response tothe CR budget guidance memorandum sent from the EDO and CFOQ to the staff on
October 4, 2010. The COM states that the direction given fo staff in the October 4, 2010
memorandum to continue its Yucca Mountain activities in accordance with FY 2011 budget
guidance “is a significant policy matter that | believe warrants the Commission’s attention, and
which requires that the Commission give direction to the staff to avoid confusion on the
Commission’s intent for operation under the Continuing Resolution.” Commissioner Ostendorff
referred to a March 30, 2010 memorandum titled, “Plans for the High-Level Waste Repository
Program,” from the EDO to the Commission that conveyed the staff's intent to complete SER
Voilumes 1 and 3 no later than August and November 2010, respectively, and the staff's plan to
continue to work on any remaining SER volumes unfil FY 2010 funds were exhausted.
Commissioner Ostendorff said that the March 30, 2010 memorandum was provided to the
Commission in the context of both the FY 2010 appropriation and the FY 2011 budget request
and must, therefore, continue as standing guidance to staff.

Commissioner Ostendorff wrote, "It is my view that whatever the ultimate disposition of the
High-Level Waste Repository activity, complete SER documents are the best and most
appropriate way in which to memorialize the Staff's work product.” He proposed that the
Commission take action no later than Qctober 8, 2010, to direct staff to continue to work on the
remaining SER volumes as stated in the March 30, 2010 memorandum, at the rate for
operations appropriate given the proposed FY 2011 budget as augmented by reprogrammed
funds remaining from FY 2010 appropriations.

Memo from NRC General Counsel Regarding CR Budget Guidance Memorandum

O1G also reviewed an October 15, 2010 memorandum from NRC's Genera! Counsel to the
Chairman and Commissioners, providing the General Counsel’s views regarding the October 4,
2010 CR budget guidance memorandum. The General Counsel concluded in the memorandum
that focusing the agency’s High-Level Waste Program activities during the CR period on
activities related to the orderly closure of the Yucca Mountain review does not violate iegal
requirements or the principles of appropriations iaw. According to the General Counsel, the
agency's guidance was appropriate for the following reasons:
10
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+ The agency's proposed expenditures during the CR are consistent with the terms of the CR
because they support and are within the scope of the continuing projects or activities
conducted in the prior fiscal year; unless the CR contains more specific language, the
phrase “projects or activities” generaily refers io the total appropnation for the account, not
to the specific activities contained as activities in a budget submission or committee report.

¢ While the Yucca Mountain license application may be on a different trajectory than in early
fiscal years, it cannot be said that the agency is spending its High-Level Waste Program
funds under the CR in a manner unrelated to its Yucca Mountain repository review or
contrary to the express direction in the pertinent legislation. Even if activities under the
EDO/CFQO’s guidance are of a more limited scope than in the previous fiscal year, it does not
appear that such activities would ireversibly compromise or preciude NRC’s ability to
engage in a license application review if Congress were to increase NRC's High-Level
Waste Program budget and direct a revival of the Yucca Mountain repository review.

s Agencies are directed to act prudently in expending funds under a CR so as not to impinge
on the finai funding prerogatives of Congress. NRC requested an appropriation from the
Nuclear Waste Fund for FY 2011 of $10 miliion, or about one-third of the FY 2010
approprniation, and there was no indication from the Senate or House that the FY 2011
budget wouid be increased.

The General Counsel’'s memorandum also noted that there had also been some internal debate
over whether final NRC action permiftting DOE to withdraw its appiication is a condition
precedent to the orderly closure activities under the FY 2011 guidance reflected in the
Commission’'s Congressional Budget Justification. Addressing this matter, the General Counset
wrofe, “Considering the entire text of the NRC budget document and the context in which it was
submitted, | do not believe such a conclusion necessarily foliows.”

OIG Interviews of Agency Officials Related fo CR Issue

Interviews of NMSS, OEDO, and OCFO Officials

O1G learned, through interviews with Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (NMSS),
Office of the Executive Director for Operations (OEDOQO), and Office of the Chief Financial Officer
{(OCFO) officials, that during the summer of 2010, NRC managers responsible for NRC's High-
Levei Waste Program anticipated there would be about $7 million in high-level waste funding left
over (carryover) at the end of FY 2010. The managers were interested in seeking Commission
feedback about what to do with the carryover funding in FY 2011, given that FY 2010 High-
Level Waste Program funding was for licensing review and FY 2011 High-Level Waste Program
funding was for orderly shutdown of the High-Level Waste Program. Because a Commission
decision was sfill pending concerning ASLB’s denial of DOE's motion to withdraw its license
application, the managers sought Commission feedback about how to proceed with the
licensing review.
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OIG iearned that the NMSS Director initially sought to write a paper for Commission review
conceming the staff's plans for the carryover money; however, a decision was made instead to
inform the Commission of the staff's plans via a CR budget guidance memorandum issued to
staff from the EDO and CFO giving guidance on how to carry out programs and activities during
the CR penrod. The Deputy Executive Director (DEDO) for Materials, Waste, Research, Tribal
and Compliance Programs initially proposed that the CR budget guidance memorandum direct
High-Level Waste Program staff fo use FY 2010 funds unti! they were exhausted to continue
the license appiication review; language to this effect was included in early versions of the CR
budget guidance memorandum. However, the Chairman’s office asked to review the draft
memorandum and subsequently provided direction to OEDO staff and the CFO that resulted in
the official memorandum, issued on October 4, 2010, directing staff to continue ifs activities on
the Yucca Mountain license application in-accordance with the Commission’s decisions on the
FY 2011 budget.

interview of NMSS Director

The NMSS Director® toid OIG that she had written a memorandum that she planned to present
to the Commission in September 2010 conveying the staff's intent o compiete Voiume 3 of the
SER with the remaining FY 2010 funding and the remaining SER volumes no later than the 2"
quarter of FY 2011 provided the availability of resources and the agency had not terminated the
license application review. However, the DEDO for Materials, Waste, Research, Tribal and
Compliance Programs toid her they did not need the memorandum and would handle the issue
through guidance in the CR budget guidance memorandum. The DEDO initially told the NMSS
Director that the CR guidance would be to use FY 2010 and FY 2011 funds to continue the
review. However, the NMSS Director later learned that the direction from the Chairman was to
transition to closure upon entering the new fiscal year. The NMSS Director was concermed
about whether the agency could use the FY 2010 carmyover — which had been appropriated for
iicense review — during FY 2011 for close-out activities.

Interview of DEDQ for Matenals, Waste, Research, Tribal and Compliance Programs

The DEDO for Materials, Waste, Research, Tribal and Compliance Programs told OIG that in
the absence of a Commission decision on the ASLB adjudicatory matter, he and the NMSS
Director recognized the need to communicate to the Commission, and that the Commission
needed to provide direction for the High-Level Waste Program. The DEDO toid the NMSS
Director he would rather communicate through the CR budget guidance memorandum than a
paper because it would yield a quicker response. He thought that due to the diversity of views
on the Commission, & memorandum simply to inform them would promptiy be converted info a
vote, and it was uniikely they would reach a decision within a month. The DEDQ wanted to
convey in the CR budget guidance memorandum that the staff would use FY 2010 carryover
funds in FY 2011, which would yieid a net of $17 million ($10 million from the FY 2011 budget

® The NMSS Director began working in that position in May 2010. Prior to that, she was the Deputy Director for
NMSS, and the DEDO for Materials, Waste, Research, Tribal and Compliance Programs was the NMSS Director.
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and $7 millien in FY 2010 carmryover funds) to move ahead with license application review
activities until they had a final decision from the Commission. This was the language the DEDO
originally inserted into early draft versions of the CR budget guidance memorandum. However,
after the CFO shared the memorandum with the Chairman's office, the Chairman's Policy
Director said she thought the Chairman would not want this type of language in the
memorandum because it wouid constitute a change in policy. The DEDO said he had not
previously viewed the language in that way, but the Chairman’s Policy Director conveyed that
when the Commission last addressed the issue inthe FY 2011 Congressional Budget
Justification, the language was to close out the program.

The DEDO said OEDO and OCFO staff subsequently worked with the Chairman’s office to
revise the language to reflect something like, “. . . should coniinue to follow the established
Commission policy.” He thought the language ultimately used in the memorandum seemed
Jinnocuous and did not indicate specifically that this meant “ciose down the licensing process
and commence the ordery closure of the program.” He asked the Chainman’s Policy Director
why not be more expiicit in the CR budget guidance memorandum to reflect what was intended,
and the Chairman’s Policy Director told him it was unnecessary because the CR budget
guidance memorandum was poinfing to the FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification, which
already captured the intent in writing. The DEDO said he guestioned both the Chairman’s
Policy Director and the Chaimman’s Chief of Staff as to whether people would understand the
connection. The DEDO told them the Congressional Budget Justification paragraph on the
High-Level Waste Program could be read as “entry conditions,” providing that until the agency
allowed “withdrawal or suspension,” it should continue the ficense application review. The
Chairman’s Policy Director and Chief of Staff responded that this was incorrect and that the
budget justification ianguage was background and set the context for the status of the program.
They said the program’s status was described in the workload paragraph of the Congressiona!
Budget Justification, which reflects what the agency is going to use its resources and funding
for. In this case, they said, this was closing down the program.

The DEDO also said the Chairman’s Chief of Staff toid him that in anticipating the potential
contraversy that would ensue with the implementation of the CR budget guidance
memorandum, the Chairman had consulted with the other Commissioners and that at least a
majority of the Commission was supportive of moving forward with the orderly closure of the
High-Level Waste Program. The DEDO also recalled a meeting with the Chairman during which
the Chairman stated he would compiete discussions with the other Commissioners before the
end of September 2010, and then NRC would initiate an orderly ciosure of the High-Level
Waste Program.

Interview of the CFO

The CFO told OIG that in August 2010 the staff began generating variations of the CR budget
guidance memorandum. At one point, they were prepared {o issue the memorandum at which
time the Chairman asked to see it. Up until then, his office had not received any direction from
the Chaimnan’s office on the memorandum, and the CFO thought the Chairman just wanted to
13
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be informed abouf the document. He said that the Chairman’s Policy Director e-mailed him the
paragraph on the High-Level Waste Program and he directed his staff to insert the language
into the memorandum. He recalled that just before one of the Chairman’s regularly scheduled
meetings, the Chaiman called the CFO, the General Counse!, and the EDQ into his office and
asked whether they were “all okay with this memeorandum.” The CFO said the Chairman said,
“I'm going to talk to my other Commissioners, but [ think there's a good chance that this might
turn into a vote on Yucca Mountain.” The CFQ said he did not understand how the
memorandum could turn into a vote on Yucca Mountain because, in his view, the memorandum
was a financial budget execution memorandum and not intended to redirect the staff
programmatically. He said he was surprised at the interpretation by the Commission that the
memorandum was providing prograrnmatic direction. The CFQ recalled that on October 1,
2010, Commissioner Ostendorff's Chief of Staff called him at home o tell him he had spoken
with the Chairman’s Chief of Staff about the CR budget guidance memorandum and had
problems with the paragraph concerning high-level waste. Later that evening, the Chairman's
Chief of Staff called him at home and said the Chairman’s office had clearance on all of the
Commission offices to sign out the memorandum. The CFQO said that after the issuance of the
CR memorandum and the direction to initiate High-Level Waste Program close-out activities, he
asked the Chairman if he had missed something during the meeting with the General Counsel
and EDQO. The Chairman explained that his intent was that the memorandum would result in a
change in direction for the staff and they were going fo go from issuing an SER to a NUREG. ™
The CFO later asked the Chairman’s Policy Director whether the conditions regarding
withdrawal or suspension reflected in the FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification had been
met. She replied that the conditions were met when DOE submitted its motion to withdraw its
icense application.

interview of the EDO

The EDO said that initially there was no plan to include specific language about the High-Level
Waste Program in the CR budget guidance memorandum. At the same time, he said, given the
Administration’s direction to withdraw DOE’s Yucca Mountain license application, the staff
understood the High-Level Waste Program was on a path to closure. The DEDO for Materials,
Waste, Research, Tribal and Compliance Programs and he had asked {o prepare a paper for
the Commission describing how the staff would go about close-out and how much funding
would be needed. The staff's intent was to use the $7 million in carryover funds for continuation
of the technical review and the $10 million proposed for the FY 2011 budget for close-out
activities. The EDO said that one of his primary responsibiiities as EDO is to ensure the entire
Commission is kept informed, and that a staff paper on the close-out plan would serve to inform
the Commission and seek its input on the matter, which he felt was necessary. The EDO said
the staff had never prepared any papers for the Commission discussing plans for the closure of
the High-Level Waste Program in part because the NWPA required NRC to perform a quality

®NRC NUREG documents communicate various types of information, including support for regulatory
decisions, guidance for complying with reguiations, results of task force investigations, results of
contractor research programs, resolution of generic safety issues, and proceedings of conferences and
workshops,
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review in a timely manner. According to the EDO, his mindset and that of the staff was to
accomplish as much of the technical review as they could. He and the NMSS staff believed
that even if DOE were to withdraw the application, or the facility was not permitted to operate, it
would benefit the country for NRC to have completed the technical review. Furthermore, he felt
that because there had not been a Commission decision on DOE’s withdrawal request, they
should continue the technical review. However, over a period of weeks and months and
interaction with the Chairman’s office, they received direction from the Chairman to address the
High-Level Waste Program in the CR budget guidance memorandum. The EDO said he
understood that the Chairman’s intent, prior to issuance of the CR budget guidance
memorandum, was 10 close out the license application review process.

The EDO thought it would be okay to address the issue in the CR budget guidance
memorandum because he believed the entire Commission would review the CR budget
guidance memorandum. He thought the CR budget guidance memorandum would accomplish
what needed to be done with regard to the High-Level Waste Program absent a paper from the
staff. He believed that if the Commissioners decided the matter was a policy issue, they could
vote on it. He said he expressed his concems to'the Chairman that the Commission needed to
see the memorandum, and the Chairman toid him the memorandum would not be issued until
he had spoken with the other Commissioners and ali were on board with the memorandum
language. Prior to the EDO and CFO signing the memorandum, the Chairman told the EDO
that all four Commissioners were in agreement with the language, understood that they were
going to close out the High-Level Waste Program, and authorized the issuance of the CR
budget guidance memorandum. The EDO anticipated that the contentious issue for the
Commission would be whether they would close out or continue the technical review. The CR
budget guidance memorandum did not provide any direction on the issue, so the EDO feit it was
okay to sign because on face vaiue, it did not provide questionable direction.

Interview of Commissioner Apostolakis

Commissioner Apostolakis told OIG that before the October 4, 2010 CR budget guidance
memorandum was issued to the NRC staff, Chairman Jaczko advised him that he was prepared
to authorize budget guidance under the CR process and wanted his support. During this
conversation, which occurred on September 30, 2010, Chairman Jaczko asked Commissioner
Apostolakis whether he would support him if a Commissioner chalienged the CR guidance.
Chairman Jaczko assured Commissioner Apostolakis that OGC advised him the planned CR
guidance was appropriate. Chairman Jaczko requested that he respond to his question that
same day. Commissioner Apostolakis told the Chairman that he did not see a problem but
wanted to discuss the matter with his staff. Commissioner Apostolakis told OIG that the CR
guidance fo the staff to follow the Commission’'s FY 2011 budget direction subject to funding
conditions under the CR seemed innocuous. His understanding of a CR was that the agency
would continue ongoing work from the previous year.
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Following the September 30, 2010 discussion with Chairman Jaczko, Commissioner
Apostotakis’ staff received a copy of the paragraph that discussed the High-Level Waste
Program in the CR budget guidance memorandum. He recalled that his staff showed him
language from the Commission’s FY 2011 budget request, which stated that the orderly
transition would begin upon withdrawal of the license application or suspension of the licensing
review. Commissioner Aposioiakis advised that although Chairman Jaczko said he would ask
the staff to conduct activities in accordance with the FY 2011 budget, this is not what he did.
Commissioner Apostolakis stated that the FY 2011 budget reflected that if the proceedings were
suspended, then the agency would proceed with close-out of the license application review.
However, the proceedings were not suspended. The Chairman ignored the portion of the
budget which referenced upon withdrawal or suspension and directed the staff to close out the
High-Level Waste Program. Commissioner Apostolakis stated that Chairman Jaczko did not
explain to him what the CR guidance wouid mean in practice.

Commissioner Apostolakis said that he did not know from his initial discussion with Chairman
Jaczko that the likely effect of the October 4, 2010 CR guidance was that SER Volume 3 would
not be issued in November 2010 as originally scheduled. Members of his staff raised the
prospect that the NRC staff would not complete SER Volume 3 and would work to incorporate
Volume 3 in a NUREG report. He did not know what work was required to complete Voiume 3.

During the week of October 4, 2010, Chairman Jaczko sought Commissioner Apostolakis’
support in opposing any challenge to the CR budget guidance memorandum based on
Commissioner Ostendorff's October 6, 2010 COM. Commissioner Apostolakis told Chairman
Jaczko he did not provide him with details of the practical impact of the CR guidance when the
Chairman originally requested his support. Commissioner Apostolakis was concerned about
preserving the staff's work product and he wanted the Commission to see the staff's plan for
implementing the October 4, 2010 CR memorandum guidance. The Chairman told him that
preserving the staff's work products, such as the draft SER Volume 3, in the intemal agency
records wouid not be a problem. However, the Chairman did not want to include regulatory
conclusions in any public release of Volume 3.

During the week of October 4, 2010, Commissioner Apostolakis also discussed issues related to
the budget guidance and Commissioner Ostendorff's COM with the Chairman and
Commissioner Magwood. On October 7, 2010, Commissioner Apostolakis learned of a petition
filed with the NRC Commission on behalf of Aiken County, SC, and the States of South Carofina
and Washington, raising issues about the budget guidance and its relation to the adjudicatory
High- Level Waste proceedings, from which he had recused himself. Based upon this action he
decided he wouid not participate in voting on Commissioner Ostendorff's COM.

Interview of Commissioner Magwood

Commissioner Magwood told OIG that on September 28, 2010, during a regulariy scheduled
periodic meeting with Chairman Jaczko, the Chairman informed him that the NRC staff was
developing a pian for operating under the CR passed by Congress and that this plan would
16
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move toward close-out of the High-Level Waste Program as anticipated by the Commission in
the FY 2011 budget. According to Commissioner Magwood, the Chairman said that the NRC
staff drafted language regarding the High-Level Waste Program and the Chairman asked if he
would review the language and let him know if he had any objection. Commissioner Magwood
told the Chairman that it would be appropriate to formulate a plan for moving forward and that
he would review the draft guidance. He also told the Chairman that he would not support a
“precipitous” termination of the High-Level Waste Program. Accoerding to Commissioner
Magwood, the Chairman assured him that this was not his expectation.

Commissioner Magwood told OIG that his staff reviewed the draft language on the High-Level
Waste Program and compared it to the FY 2010 budget and FY 2011 guidance. His staff
concluded that the language, which indicated that the staff should begin implementing the

FY 2011 plan as reflected in the agency’'s Congressional Budget Justification, was consistent
with both Commission policy and Congressional actions to date. Commissioner Magwoced said
he thought it prudent to ensure that the NRC's rate of expenditures on the High-Level Waste
Program remained within the $10-million ceiling. He instructed his staff o inform the
Chairman’s office that he wouid not object to the instruction in the draft CR budget guidance
memorandum.

Commissioner Magwood stated that after the October 4, 2010, CR budget guidance
memorandum was issued, he learned this memorandum was interpreied as requiring the staff to
shut down its work on the Yucca Mountain license application, not issue SER Volume 3 as
planned in November 2010, remove the findings from SER Volume 3, and issue the document
as a fechnical evaluation report (TER).

Commissioner Magwood said that after discussions with NRC senior staff members, he learned
that what had been portrayed as guidance developed by senior agency staff had actually come
from the Chairman. On October 7, 2010, he discussed concerns he had about Chairman
Jaczko’s actions with the Chairman. According to Commissioner Magwood, the Chairman
became very agitated and said that he would never have taken these actions had both
Commissioners Apostolakis and Magwood not agreed to support the guidance. Commissioner
Magwood said he objected fo this statement quite strongly and that the Chairman never told him
his plan had been to shut down the High-Level Waste Program and withhold publication of SER
Volume 3. The Chairman responded to him, “You should have asked.” Commissioner
Magwood said that under the statutory framework, the Chairman had an obligation to provide
full and accurate information to Commissioners.

After the staff was directed o stop working on the SER, Commissioner Magwood considered
wrifing a COM to address this matter directly. He later found out that Commissioner Ostendorff
felt strongly about the actions of the Chairman and was in the process of publishing a COM. He
encouraged Commissioner Ostendorff to proceed and offered suggestions to the COM's
development which was published on October 8, 2010.
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On October 8, 2010, Commissioner Magwood concluded that Commissioner Ostendorff's views
and his were in agreement with regard to the Chairman’s actions. However, based on
subsequent motions filed by petitioners from Aiken County, SC, and South Carolina and
Commissioner Apostolakis’ recusal from the matter, he decided the best thing to do was to step
back from the matter to examine the issues, particularly the legal issue. Therefore, he decided
not to participate in response to Commissioner Ostendorff's COM.

On November 12, 2010, Commissioner Magwood issued a COM to the Chairman and
Commissioners pertaining to future activities of the High-Level Waste Program. As of the

publication date of this report, this matter was still under deliberation by the Commission.

Interview of Commissioner Ostendorff

Commissioner Ostendorff toid OIG that on September 30, 2010, his Chief of Staff toid him that
the Chaimman was planning fo issue guidance on the CR and that this guidance wouid include
language that would effectively have the staff discontinue work on DOE's license application,
specifically SER Volume 3. His office received a copy of the draft language in the CR budget
guidance memorandum pertaining to the High-Level Waste Program from the Chairman’s Chief
of Staff on the evening of September 30. Commissioner Ostendorff said his Chief of Staff was
informed that Commissioners Magwood and Apostolakis had already given their support to this
guidance, so there was no point in his office making an issue of it since a majority had already
agreed 1o the CR guidance. The Chaiman’s Chief of Staff toid Commissioner Ostendorff's
Chief of Staff that if Commissioner Ostendorff disagreed with the CR guidance, they should
discuss a compromise on the Yucca Mountain adjudicatory matter.

Commissioner Ostendorff stated that on October 1, 2010, Chairman Jaczko told him that the CR
budget guidance memorandum would have the staff commence orderly ciosure of the Yucca
Mountain license application review. Ostendorff toid the Chairman that he disagreed with his
direction, the direction was wrong, and he shouid not issue it. Chairman Jaczko told him he
would consider his advice, and get back to him before he made a decision. Later that day,
Chairman Jaczko informed him that he had decided to issue the guidance. Commissioner
Ostendorff said he told the Chairman that he strongly disagreed with his decision. He said he
asked Chairman Jaczko what he planned to do with respect to SER Volume 3. According to
Commissioner Ostendorff, the Chairman told him that SER Volume 3 would not be issued in this
current form, the staff's findings would be removed from the document, and a document woulid
eventually be issued, possibly as a NUREG.

Commissioner Ostendorff advised OIG that he disagreed with the CR guidance memorandum’s
direction to foliow FY 2011 budget guidance because the conditions that would authorize
“orderly closure” had not been met. According to Commissioner Ostendorff, the FY 2011
budget request stated that such ciosure would not begin untit *withdrawal or suspension of the
licensing review.” Since the issue of whether the license application may be withdrawn was
currently before the Commission and a final decision had not been made, that condition ciearly
had not been met.
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On October 4, 2010, Commissioner Ostendorff related that he spoke with Commissioner
Svinicki about the CR guidance memorandum, and explained his concems on the matter and
that he considered issuing a COM. Later that day he was informed that the EDO and CFO had
published the CR budget guidance memorandum.

On October 5, 2010, Commissioner Ostendorff directed his staff to prepare a COM that would
raise the CR guidance issue as a policy matter for Commission consideration. He met
separately with Commissioners Apostolakis and Magwood 1o discuss his concerns and explain
his objections concerning the CR budget guidance memorandum. The feedback he received
from both Commissioners was that they felt the memorandum’s guidance on the High-Level
Waste Program was wrong. Commissioner Ostendorff's COM was issued on October 6, and on
October 8, he ieamed that Chaiman Jaczko and Commissioners Apostolakis and Magwood
decided not to participate. Only Commissioner Svinicki voted on the matter.

Interview of Commissioner Svinicki

Commissioner Svinicki told OIG that on the morning of September 30, 2010, her staff learned
that Chairman Jaczke was proposing to unilaterally issue guidance to the NRC staff on the use
of funds for the High-Level Waste Program during the FY 2011 CR. The CR guidance would
direct agency staff to follow the FY 2011 budget direction.

Commissioner Svinicki stated that although she attended a regularly-scheduled periodic
meeting on the afterncon of September 30 with Chairman Jaczko, neither she nor the Chairman
raised the CR budget guidance memorandum. She did not raise the issue because she was not
sure if the CR budget guidance memorandum was a rumor. Nevertheless, her legal counsel
contacted the NRC General Counsel to question the legal basis for the purported CR guidance.
Also during the afternoon of September 30, she ieamed from Commissioner Ostendorff that he
was aware of the same rumor concerning the CR budget guidance memorandum. Both she
and Commissioner Ostendorff agreed that the CR guidance was not appropriate. During the
evening of September 30, Commissioner Ostendorff e-maiied her a copy of the CR guidance
language, which was identical fo the language included in the final October 4, 2010 CR budget
guidance memorandum. Commissioner Svinicki said that Commissioner Ostendorff's staff was
approached by the Chairman’s Chief of Staff {o discuss the CR budget guidance memorandum.
Commissioner Ostendorff's staff specifically asked the Chairman’s Chief of Staff if
Commissioner Svinicki's office had been informed of the CR budget guidance memorandum.
The Chairman’s Chief of Staff replied that Commissioner Svinicki’'s office was already aware of
the guidance because her staff had made inquiries to the General Counsel.

While Commissioner Svinicki was on international travel from October 1 to 9, 2010, she learmed
that the CR budget guidance memorandum was officially issued on October 4. On October 5,
her staff informed Chairman Jaczke's office that she objected to the CR guidance.

19
OFFICIAL USE ONLY - OIG INVESTIGATION INFORMATION



OFFICIAL USE ONLY - OIG INVESTIGATION INFORMATION

Commissioner Svinicki stated that she did not have any direct communication with Chairman
Jaczko regarding this matter before the CR budget guidance memorandum was issued on
Qctober 4, 2010. She iearned on QOctober 1 that the Chairman’s staff leit two messages for her
staff on the evening of September 30 and on October 1. After the CR budget guidance
memorandum was issued, she questioned the CFQ about his knowledge and involvement in the
development of the memorandum. The CFO told her although he was out of the office during
much of the memorandum'’s development, when he returned, he inquired about the status of the
memorandum and was told by the Chaimman's Policy Director that Chairman Jaczko was
walking the guidance memorandum around to the Commissioners.

Commissioner Svinicki said that in reviewing the FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification
and her vote on this budget, she noted that her vote contained specific edits o the narrative
description of activities related to the High-Level Waste Program. Of note, she voied to change
the fanguage describing the commencement of orderly close-out of the high-level waste
technical review from “Assuming withdrawal or suspension...” to “Upon withdrawal or
suspension....” The purpose of this edit was to make clear that erderly close-out of the High-
Level Waste Program would not begin unless and until the license application had been
withdrawn or the fechnical review had been suspended. This edit was supported by the
Commission at that time (Chairman Jaczke, then Commissioner Klein, and Commissioner
Svinicki) and was incorporated into the final document.

Commissioner Svinicki told Q|G that when reviewing her vote on the FY 2011 budget in light of
the events refated to the October 4, 2010 CR budget guidance memorandum, she recalled a
conversation she had with Chairman Jaczko regarding her January 2010 vote. Shortly after she
cast her vote, Chairman Jaczko requested to meet with her. During this meeting, Chairman
Jaczko expressed his frustration that she had voted to edit ianguage in the FY 2011
Congressional Budget Justification document, deeming most of her edits insignificant. Further,
Chairman Jaczko interpreted her edits {o the language describing the High-Level Waste
Program to indicate a belief en her part that he was at the NRC for the purpose of dismantling
and terminating the Yucca Mountain program at the bidding of Senator Reid. Commissioner
Svinicki said the Chairman was very animated and objected to this perceived accusation. She
told Chairman Jaczke that none of her edits were intended as an accusation, but rather they
were offered to improve the quality of the document on substantive matters.

Commissioner Svinicki said that during the veting process on the appeal {o OMB for the

FY 2011 budget passback, she had proposed edits to the passback appeal letier. However, the
Chairman calied her and advised that he was leaving the building in “8 minutes” and if she did
not retract her vote edits on the passback appeal letter, he woulid leave and not submit the letter
on behalf of the agency to OMB, which would cause the agency to absorb the funding
reductions proposed by OMB. Given this ultimatum, she agreed to the edits of another
Commissioner which were similar to hers.
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Commissioner Svinicki told OIG that on October 14, 2010, she voted o approve Commissioner
Ostendorff's COM because the FY 2010 budget direction governs during the CR, and even if
that were not the case, the prerequisites in the FY 2011 budget under which “orderly closure” of
high-level waste review activities wouid begin had not been satisfied. She objected o the
Chairman’s CR direction because the NRC Commission had not conciuded action on the
Commission’s ongoing adjudicatory proceedings on the Yucca Mountain license application.
She said the direction to NRC staff to stop the license application technical review could achieve
the same practical result as overturning the ASLB’s decision, effectively granting DOE’s motion
fo withdraw. The proper vehicie for resolving the legal question of DOE’s authority {o withdraw
the license appiication is through Commission action on the adjudicatory matter, and any
direction on the use of funds during the CR, absent specific direction from Congress to the
contrary, should not predetermine the outcome of the iegal matter pending before the
Commission.

Interview of Former Chairman Kiein'’

Former Chairman Klein recalled that he and Commissioner Svinicki wanted two things: first, to
follow the NWPA's requirement that NRC evaiuate DOE’s license application and, second, to
see a solution to the high-level wasfe issue. They felt strongly that the NRC staff needed to
make a determination whether the Yucca Mountain site was acceptabie or not, and they wanted
to make sure the staff had the resources needed to make that determination. There was
considerable uncertainty about the future of the High-Level Waste Program, and he and
Commissioner Svinicki paid attention to the FY 2011 budget language to make sure it allowed
NRC and the staff to fulfill these responsibilities. Even if there was a request to withdraw the
license application, a determination had nof, and has still not, been made as fo whether or not it
can be withdrawn. Former Chairman Klein said it was important to capture all the knowledge
gained through the license application review and complete the work that staff had ongoing. For
example, if they had an SER that was about to be finished, it should be finished. Former
Chairman Klein felt strongly that until the license application was withdrawn iegally and/or
suspended legaliy, NRC needed to do as much as it could to evaluate the application.

interview of Chairman’s Chief of Staff

The Chairman’s Chief of Staff fold OIG that he had minimal invoivement in the development and
publication of the CR budget guidance memorandum and that the draft document was presented
to the Chaimman’s office from the CFO's office. He said the Chaimnan’s Policy Director provided
guidance to the EDO and CFO regarding the memorandum on behalf of the Chaimman and that it
should follow established Commission policy and OMB Circular A-11. The Chaimrman spoke with
Commissioners Ostendorff, Apostolakis, and Magwood about the CR budget guidance
memorandum but did not talk to Commissioner Svinicki.

" From July 2006 to May 2009, Dale Kiein was the NRC Chairman. From May 2008 until he resigned in March 2019,
he served as a Commissioner.
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According to the Chairman’s Chief of Staff, the intent of the CR guidance was to provide a
spending limit against the proposed FY 2011 budget, which OMB had directed. However, in the
case of high-level waste, Congress did not provide specific direction on how to spend those funds,
and NRC actually conveyed its spending intent to Congress through its Congressional Budget
Justification and its reclama process. The intent was to spend $10 million, based on the
President's budget, and the Commission’s decision to proceed to close-out. The Commission
knew that for the prior fiscal year, Congress had given NRC half of what it had requested, which
conveyed that they were moving NRC toward close-out rather than ramping up the review. The
Commission did not oppose OMB's proposed funding for the High-Level Waste Program for

FY 2011, and the ietter that NRC sent to OMB reflected that the Commission expected DOE to
withdraw its license application and understood that the $10 million wouid be used for orderly
close-out. The policy was set when the Commission voted on the passback appeal letter to OMB.

interview of the General Counsel

The General Counsel toid OIG that the direciion given in the CR budget guidance memorandum
was consistent with existing Commission budget guidance. He recognized some ambiguities,
but believed on the whole the CR budget guidance memorandum was consistent with existing
Commission budget guidance, and was appropriate to issue. Had the Commission disagreed
with that, they could have voted to overturn it, or given some other direction. The General
Counse! said that changing this direction would require a majority vote by the Commission and
that focusing on close-out activities was a rational and tawful way to proceed. Moreover, close-
out activities do not constitute new work under the CR. The CR budget guidance memorandum
does not preclude NRC from resuming its licensing review if Congress decides to fully fund
DOE and NRC.

The General Counsel noted the wording difference between the OMB passback appeal letter
and the NRC Congressional Budget Justification, indicating the OMB letter contained far less
ambiguity conceming the conditions to begin close-out activities. He said the NRC’s
Congressional Budget Justification is an informative document that describes NRC's budget
request but ultimately does not have any legal force and effect. Rather, it is the enacted budget
that is appropriated by Congress that has authority. When the Congressional Budget
Justification is not representative of the final appropriation, it is of somewhat limited vaiue.

interview of Chairman Jaczko

Chairman Jaczko told OIG that he met with the General Counsel, EDO, and CFO about the
language in the CR budget guidance memorandum. During this meeting, he asked them what
they thought it meant. He asked if everyone understood that the language meant close-out of the
program and whether they were in alignment. He specifically asked, "Does everybody understand
what this means, and that this means close-out?" He recalled the EDO said, "t don't really
understand what the big deal is with this." Chairman Jaczko then told them he was going to talk to
the Commission about the memorandum before he issued it. He said that "there may be
Commissioners who don't agree with this, and will try and make it a policy issue.” He told OIG that
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the CR budget guidance memorandum was his decision and he wanted to talk directly to the
Commissioners to explain it. He did not recall whether he informed the EDO that the discussions
had occurred; however, he recalied telling the EDO that he couid publish the memorandum.

He told Commissioner Apostoiakis that the memorandum would result in closing out the High-Level
Waste Program and he was doing this under his authority. Chairman Jaczko expiained that the
other Commissioners could make an argument that this was a policy issue for the Commission,
and he wanted his support if that happened. He specifically recalled coming back from the meeting
with Commissioner Apostolakis with the impression that Commissioner Apostolakis did not
understand what he meant. As a resulf, he asked his Chief of Staff to follow up with Commissioner
Apostolakis’ Chief of Staff to ensure his message was understood.

He did not recall much of the conversation he had with Commissioner Magwood, but did recali he
was clear that the CR budget memorandum guidance was to begin closing out the High-Level
Waste Program. Commissioner Magwood's Chief of Staff subsequently contacted his office and
related that "Commissioner Magwood was fine with how you're going to go forward with the
memo." Chairman Jaczko stated at this point he decided to go forward and direct the CFO and
EDO to publish the memorandum. Chaimman Jaczko said that Commissioner Magwood may not
have understood what the CR guidance meant and if he did not understand that was not his fault.
He then spoke with Commissioner Ostendorff about the CR budget guidance memorandum.
Commissioner Ostendorff immediately understood and was very unhappy about it. Chaimrman
Jaczko spoke with Commissioner Ostendorff twice on the matter during which Cormmissioner
Ostendorff urged him not to pubiish the memorandum.

Chaiman Jaczko told OIG that prior to the issuance of the CR budget guidance memorandum, he
had two meetings with the staff about moving to close-out, and that they would stop working on the
SER. In doing so, they would capture the information and publish a TER, and they were not going
to be reporting findings for a project that they were no longer working on formally for licensing
review. According to the Chairman, this was the general understanding iong before October 1.

Chaimman Jaczko related he had discussions with two Commissioners concerning the publication
of the CR budget guidance memaorandum and its result being to stop the publication of Voilume 3 of
the SER. He believed these discussions were subsequent to the memorandum’s publication,
During these discussions, the Commissioners asked what impact the CR budget guidance
memorandum would have on the SER, and the Chaimman responded that publishing the SER
volumes was not something they were going to be doing as part of this close-out. Furthenmore, he
told OIG that if his colleagues did not understand, there was only so much he couid do to expiain.
Chairman Jaczko related that these were heated, intense discussions, but his colleagues had
given him a commitment to support him on the CR budget guidance memorandum.

Chairman Jaczko said the intent of the budget was that when DOE submitted its motion to
withdraw, the iicense application would be withdrawn. Therefore, submittal of the motion was
the triggering factor and not the actual withdrawal. In hindsight, the language in the
Congressional Budget Justification, given what has materiaiized in the adjudicatory process,
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appears to make it seem different that what it really meant. The infent as he understood it was
that DOE wouid submit its motion to withdraw and that wouid be the agency’s trigger to begin
closing the program. That has always been his intent, and he could not read the budget any
other way. Chairman Jaczko said that while the Commission composition has been different at
various decisionmaking points during the FY 2010, FY 2011, and FY 2012 budget processes, in
each case the Commission at the time has approved the budget documents currently in place.
‘These budget documents show the agency’s shift to program close-out, and include the

FY 2012 Congressional Budget Justification, which the current Commission approved, and
which reflects close-out of the program without conditioning it on a motion to withdraw.
Chairman Jaczko said even if one read the FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification to mean
that the Commission should not have closed out the program at the beginning of FY 2011,
waiting to see the completion of the motion to withdraw, he made the decision at the beginning
of the fiscal year. He told the staff {o *follow the guidance in the FY 2011 budget.”

Chairman Jaczko said he asked the General Counsel about the significance of the language
(withdrawal or suspension) in the FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification, and the General
Counsel told him that one of the Commissioners had made the point that the document does not
mean begin close-out. Chairman Jaczko asked the General Counsel whether that viewpoint
was consistent with the General Counsel’s interpretation of the budget, and the General
Counsel said “no.” Chairman Jaczko said the withdrawal or suspension language in the
Congressional Budget Justification was odd and probably got inserted through the
Commission’s editing process. He clearly missed it and it was not the intent of what they were
doing. According to Chairman Jaczko, the language was irrelevant because if a withdrawal
request came in, there was no way the Commission would disapprove it, and in his mind it did
not change the operative nature of what the budget did. Moreover, the Congressional Budget
Justification had to get approved by OMB, which missed it. He commented that the passback
letter to OMB iaid out the frigger as being the withdrawal request, which put them on the path to
ciose-out.

He told OIG that the ciosure of the High-Level Waste Program was not an endeavor he
accompiished through his executive authority over budget that he could not accomplish through the
adjudicatory process. He commented that they were closing out the review in budget space, and
that what was not understood was they had not resolved the adjudicatory matter,

Coordination with U.S. Government Accountability Office

OIG coordinated with the U.S. Government Accountability Office with regard to the allegation
that the NRC Chairman had exceeded his authority during the CR period by stopping the review
of the DOE license application for a geological repository at Yucca Mountain, NV. GAO
declined to provide a formal legat opinion regarding this issue as it was too ciosely related to an
authority matter rather than an appropriations matier.
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Coordination with U.S. Office of Management and Budget

OIG coordinated with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) regarding how it was
determined to appropriate $10 million for NRC’s High-ievel Waste Program for FY 2011. OMB
advised that it does not disclose this type of information in accordance with Circular A-11,
paragraph 22.1, “Confidentiality of budget deliberations.”

B. DiG Review of SER Issue

0IG leamed that between April and May 2010, NMSS staff informed the Chairman that they
were ahead of schedule with their work on the SER voiumes, and they inquired whether they
should attempt to issue the volumes at eariier dates than those which had been established in
March 2010. The Chairman responded in a June 2010 memorandum that they should not
expedite issuance of the reports, but should instead maintain the timeline that had been
announced publiciy in March 2010. According to that timeline, Volume 1 would be issued in
August 2010, and Volume 3 in November 2010. Volume 1 of the SER was issued as
scheduled; however, in October 2010, at the start of the new fiscal year, Chairman Jaczko
directed staff to stop working on all SER volumes. Subsequently, the Chairman gave direction
to the staff to prepare a document for public release that captures the knowiedge gained
through the NRC's technical review of DOE's license application but would not contain any of
the staff’s findings and conclusions.

NRC'’s Plans for Developing SER To Meet NWPA Review Requirements

Completion of NRC’s technical review of DOE’s license appiication and subsequent issuance of
the SER are governed by the schedule established in 10 CFR, Part 2, Appendix D, which
requires the SER be completed no later than 18 months following NRC's issuance of a Notice of
Hearing regarding DOFE's license application. The schedule in 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix D,
codifies an NWPA stipulation that NRC issue a decision approving or disapproving the issuance
of a construction authorization no later than 3 years after the date of the submission of an
application for authorization to construct a geologic repository. The NWPA additionally allowed
NRC to extend the 3-year deadiine by no more than 1 year. NRC published the Notice of
Hearing in the Federal Register on October 22, 2008, starting the 3-year ciock. The date
corresponding to the 18-month deadline for issuance of the SER was April 23, 2010. Originaliy,
NRC planned to meet the April 23, 2010 deadline to complete and issue the SER; however, due
to budgetary constraints, NRC indicated in July 2008 that it wouid not be able to issue the SER
in accordance with the 10 CFR Part 2, Appendix D, schedule. If was at this point that the
agency announced the SER would be issued serially in five volumes. As of July 2008, Voiume
1 {General Information) was projected to be issued in March 2010, and Volume 3 (Review of
Repository Safety after Permanent Closure) in September 2010; at the iime, NRC was unable to
esfimate completion dates for the remaining three volumes,
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On January 27, 2010, NRC revised its schedule regarding issuance of SER Volumes 1 and 3;
SER Volume 1 was now scheduled to be issued in August 2010 and SER Volume 3 in
November 2010.

On March 30, 2010, the EDO sent a memorandum fo the Commission informing the
Commission of the staff's plans regarding the High-Level Waste Program, including its review of
DOE'’s application, in light of the Administration’s plan to terminate the Yucca Mountain
repository program and DOE's March 3, 2010 request to withdraw its repository application.
This memorandum proposed to the Commission that in iight of the President’s FY 2011 budget
and assuming Congress provided no additional funding or direction to the contrary, the staff
would continue the technical review of DOE'’s application and SER preparation until FY 2010
funds were exhausted. The memorandum aiso informed the Commission that as of the end of
February 2010, DOE had responded fo all of NRC's requests for additional information and, at
that time, the NRC staff had nof identified a need for additional information from DOE to
compiete the SER volumes., The memorandum included a projected schedule for completion of
all SER volumes. Volumes 1 and 3 were still on schedule to be issued in August and November
2010, respectively, and all of the remaining volumes would be issued by the end of March 2011.
OIG learned that between May and June 2010, the Commission was informed that SER
Volumes 1 and 3 were ahead of schedule; however, on June 11, 2010, Chairman Jaczko sent a
memorandum to the EDO titled, “Schedule for HLW SER,” stafing that the staff shouid not
attempt to issue the volumes ahead of the projecied schedule provided in the EDO’s

March 30, 2010 memorandum. The Chairman wrote:

| believe it is in the best interests of the agency not fo alter the schedule for the
completion of SER volumes at this fime, but instead to maintain the predictable schedule
previously provided to the Commission in March 2010, regarding plans for the High-
Level Waste Repository Program. The agency’s overall resources would be better
utilized by maintaining the current schedule. Therefore, the information in Volume 1 of
the SER should be finalized and presented no earlier than August 2010, and subsequent
volumes consistent with and not earlier than the scheduie provided to the Commission in
March 2010,

in accordance with the March 2010 scheduie for SER volume publication, Volume 1 was issued
on August 23, 2010. No additional volumes have been issued.

interviews of Senior Staff on SER Issue

The NMSS Director said that prior to the Chairman’s June 11, 2010 memorandum instructing
staff to maintain the March 30, 2010 SER pubiication schedule, she had attended meetings with
the Chairman, EDO, and DEDO for Materials, Waste, Research, Tribal and Compliance
Programs concerning the status of the staff's progression on the SER voiumes. She said she
informed the group that the staff was well ahead of schedule with regard to completing the SER.
She said the group discussed the appropriateness of slowing down the work and that she and
the EDO specifically indicated to the Chairman that it would be contrary to the agency’s values
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of openness and fransparency to do so. She recalled that the Chairman thanked them for their
views and ended the discussion. The NMSS Director said she believed the motivation to slow
down the work was related to the DOE’s request to withdraw its license application and the
formulation of the Blue Ribbon Commission to iook at the national policy on waste. She had
been toid that if NRC were to publish the SER volumes, it would indicate that NRC was “out in
front” of the Administration with regard to the disposal of high-level waste. The NMSS Director
told OIG that she received SER Voiume 1 for review, concurrence, and authorization to publish
on June 24, 2010, and Volume 3 for review, concurrence, and authorization to publish on

July 15, 2010. The NMSS Director believed that minimal resources were needed to complete
the review process and issue Volume 3. She also commented that by September 30, 2010,
NRC had all the information it needed from DOE to compiete the SER. The NMSS Director
recalled that prior {o October 1, 2010, the DEDO directed that her staff would begin transition fo
closure on October 1.

The DEDO for Materials, Waste, Research, Tribal and Compliance Programs told OIG that
when they met with the Chairman in June 2010 to discuss the staff's progress on the SER, the
Chairman already knew that as of October 1, 2010, when the agency moved into the new fiscal
year that he would be closing down the license application review. The DEDO said the reason
that he and the NMSS Director went to meet with the Chairman was to inform him that they
could publish the volumes ahead of the designated schedule if the Chairman preferred.
However, the Chaimman’s preference was to stick to the original schedule. The DEDQ said the
practical effect of the Chairman’s June memorandum was that it prevented the staff from issuing
Volume 3 should it have been finalized prior to October 1.

The Deputy Division Director for the Licensing and Inspection Directorate, Division of High-Level
Waste Repository Safety, NMSS, told OIG that Volume 3 of the SER was nearly finished, minus
the office director comments and concurrence and review by the Office of the General Counse!
(OGC). In early October 2010, staff were in' the process of resoiving OGC comments on
Volume 3. He and the Deputy Division Director for the Technical Review Directorate had
personally reviewed Volume 3 and they were both comfortabie with the insights gained from the
information DOE had provided. The Deputy Division Director for the Licensing and Inspection
Directorate said the direction to stop working on the SER came directly from the Chairman, who
met with the NMSS staff in early October 2010. The Chairman explained that the budget drove
his decision and that the NRC General Counsel agreed with his decision. The Chairman did not
indicate for the staff to shut down in a way from which they couid not recover. Instead, the
Chairman conveyed that the shutdown should take place in a reversibie manner so that, if
needed, they could resume their review activities.

The Deputy Division Director for the Licensing and Inspection Directorate also explained that an
SERis a licensing product based on regulatory requirements, and a TER is a technical review
without licensing requirements. He advised that a TER has scientific value, but littie ficensing
vaiue.
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The EDO toid OIG that he had the impression that Volume 3 was ready for publication in late
summer 2010. He recalled that it was around the period of the election and that they were
going to wait untif elections had concluded to publish the volume. He said the staff had advised
the Chairman that the work on Volume 3 was done, and the Chairman said to maintain the
original schedule because earlier publication of the volume could be interpreted as trying to
influence the decision on whether DOE was authorized to withdraw its license appiication.

The Assistant General Counsel for High-Level Waste, Fuel Cycle & Nuclear Security, OGC, said
that the compietion status of Volume 3 was open to interpretation. She said that as of July 15,
2010, Volume 3 had been provided to the NMSS Director and was reported to be substantially
complete. However, the document was undergoing additional editing and formatting, including
a final quality control check, to assure appropriate nomenclature, proper numbering, and
sequencing, and other minor administrative changes that may be necessary to ensure
completeness and accuracy. OGC had been asked to review the document and indicate, by
August 25, 2010, whether they had any legal objections regarding the document.

The Chairman’s Chief of Staff recalled that when the Chairman was informed by NMSS staff
that they were ahead of schedule with regard to the SER volumes, the Chairman did not think it
best to change the timing that had been publicly announced as to the publication dates. The
Chief of Staff said that Volume 3 had not undergone senior management or General Counsel
review and was a predecisional document. His understanding was that the NMSS Director had
not completed her review of the document, and that as of the new fiscal year NRC had
transitioned to a categorically different activity (close-out) for which $10 miliion had been
aliocated. Based on this transition, the agency needed {0 use the resources for thaf specific
purpose,

The General Counsel acknowledged that under the NWPA, the NRC was to determine up or
down within 4 years from the DOE application acceptance date on the license application.
However, many factors have come to bear, such as a non-willing applicant and an unfunded
program. This is budget reality and he would argue this course is a prudent way; if Congress
decided to fund this project, the agency is actually in a better position to resume than shutting it
off all together. He did not believe that the Chaimman had put the Commission in jeopardy
because Congress has not properly funded the program to meet its obligations. He further
advised the activities and authorizations outlined in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act are subject to
appropriations. He stated that “unless Congress appropriates money, you can't do any of those
things.”

interviews of Commissioners on SER issue

Commissioner Ostendorff recalled Chairman Jaczko informing him, during a routine periodic
meeting on June 8, 2010, that the Chairman was considering whether to provide direction to
NMSS to delay issuance of SER Volume 1, which was ready to be issued 2 months ahead of its
scheduied issuance in August 2010. The Chairman asked him for his thoughts on the matter
and said he thought it would ook "funny” for the SER to be issued in the middle of the ongoing
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high-level waste adjudication. The Chairman told Commissioner Ostendorff he was directing
this action in his capacity as NRC’s principal executive officer and that it was not a policy matter.
Following the meeting, Commissioner Ostendorff cailled the Chaimnan to tell him he strongly
disagreed with the Chaiman’s proposed course of action. Commissioner Ostendorff thought it
was a “big mistake” to provide direction to the staff to slow down the SER review, and that it
would look very bad for the Chairman to interfere with the staff's aclivities, particularly in fight of
the ongoing high-level waste adjudication. Commissioner Ostendorff cautioned the Chairman
that he would likely have to deal with any accusations of tampering with the proceedings if word
got out that he had provided such direction.

Commissioner Ostendorff said that on June 11, 2010, during a routine periodic meeting with the
General Counsel, he discussed his concems with the Chairman'’s proposed direction on
delaying issuance of SER Volume 1. The General Counsel told Commissioner Ostendorff that it
was his opinion that the direction was not legally obiectionable, but that he did not provide an
opinion to the Chairman on the policy implications. The General Counsel told Commissioner
Ostendorff that it was his experience that there were certain issues that the Chairman does not
want to hear from him on. This conversation left him with the impression that there was possibly
not an open environment for OGC to provide unfiltered advice to the Chairman without fear of
retribution.

Commissioner Ostendorff was aware that the draft SER Volume 3 had been sent to the NMSS
Director for review in July 2010. On October 1, when the Chairman informed Commissioner
Ostendorff of his plans to issue the CR budget guidance memorandum and fo remove the
findings from SER Volume 3 prior to issuance, the Commissioner expressed his concerns about
not completing SER Volume 3 as previously planned by the staff. Commissioner Ostendorff's
concerns included censoring staff technical work aiready completed and the fact that the actions
directed to the staff were directly related to the outcome of the high-level waste adjudication that
was currently before the Commission but had not yet been decided.

Commissioner Svinicki advised OIG that she considered the issuance of the SER volumes to be
a policy matter for Commission involvement, particularly in fight of the Chairman’s unilateral
direction in June 2010 to direct agency staff to issue SER Voiume 1 no earlier than the staff's
scheduled date of August 2010. She recalied advising against that course of action when the
Chairman informed her of his intent to issue that direction. According to Commissioner Svinicki,
she voied to approve Commissioner Ostendorff's COM because she supported finalizing and
issuing Volume 3.

Commissioner Magwood advised that the Chairman’s actions relative to Volume 3 of the SER
may not, strictly speaking, be illegal from the perspective of approprniations and CR law, but his
actions under the Commission’s organic statutes present a different picture. Under the
Commission’s statutes and standing procedures, policy determinations are made by majority
vote of the Commission, not by the unilateral action of the Chairman. According to the
Commissioner, the Chairman’s specific direction to the staff regarding implementation of the CR
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(e.g., the decision not fo issue SER Volume 3 as planned and previously communicated to the
Commission) was a significant policy shift, not merety administrative guidance, and therefore
was nof proper.

Former Chairman Klein said that NRC is under a legal obligation to review DOE’s application
but he recognized that the agency needs the funding to complete the task. He recalled once
making the point duning a speech that guidance was needed from Congress on this matter. He
thought it was inappropriate for Congress not to fund NRC for a law it had passed, and that the
agency had to meet. He said because NRC had that law, and the requirement, but not the
funds to carry it ouf, the agency needed relief. He said, “Either we needed to get the money te
do it, or they needed to give us relief from it. And they have not given us relief from it.”

interview of Chairman on SER Issue

Chairman Jaczko told OIG that he did not want NRC to publish Volume 3 early because it couid
give an impression that the agency was trying to rush information out before it was actually
complete, knowing the project was terminating. This wouid create challenges for NRC from a
public communications perspective; it would look political if they moved forward in this way. He
said that as Chairman, it is his responsibility to manage the agency’s workioad and workflow
with regard to scheduiing. Shortly after the CR budget guidance memorandum was published,
he personally directed the staff that the agency would publish Volume 3 as a TER that would
reflect where they were in the review process, but would not reflect NRC's findings. He said the
staff's work on the SER would be preserved as an interna! non-pubiic document in ADAMS, the
agency's document management system. Further, he never directed anyone {0 destroy or
deiete the document as the hearings have not ended. Chairman Jaczke said the agency has an
obligation to preserve the document if hearings are to resume.

Chairman Jaczko advised that his office had contacted several members of Congress who told
them there was nothing illegal or wrong with what he was doing in refation to the CR guidance and
it was perfectly consistent with appropriations. The commentary and correspondence he received
reflecting congressional dismay against his actions were solely poiitical in nature. The agency had
a budget from OMB that refiected "do close-out” and Congress had not passed an appropnation
which was how they indicate to agencies what to do with their funding. He fold OIG that several
times, Congress passed a CR and had the opportunity to specifically direct the agency not to
proceed with close-out activities but that several CRs had been passed with no direction to NRC {o
do anything different. He related the fundamental obligation for the agency was {0 go with the
lower values of what has been approved by the House and the Senate. This was reflected in OMB
Circular A-11. The FY 2011 budget that was approved by the Senate and the House for NRC was
$10 million for closure activities. Chairman Jaczko said that as the head of the agency, he was
bound by the agency's budget. He also commented that the activities in the NWPA wers subject to
appropriations. For example, there are provisions in the NWPA that say NRC is supposed to finish
its licensing review within 3 years. According to the Chairman, “ that language is fairly meaningiess
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because it has no enforcement mechanism. It does not say what happens if we miss that
deadline. And clearly, based on the $29 million that we were getting in FY 2010, we were not
going to meet the 3-year deadline.”

C. Commission Voting on ASLB Decisions

OIG learned that the Office of the Secretary (SECY) did not enforce adherence to the
Commission’s adjudicatory voting process with regard to SECY-10-0102 and generally does not
enforce the voting process to facilitate completion of adjudicatory matters. Although SECY staff
attempt to enforce the process, their success is dependent on whether and how the Chairman
and Commissioners respond to their attempts. According to NRC's General Counsel, the
Commission’s procedures are guidelines that have been deveioped based on practice but they
are not requirements.

Commnission Procedures

NRC'’s internal Commission Procedures expiain that Commission decisionmaking is
accomplished through voting at scheduied Commission meetings, through notational voting on
prescribed vote sheets, and by orally affirming a notational vote at an affirmation session.
Appendixes 4 and 5 of the procedures address the basis for determining voting results and how
to resolve a 2-2 vote. According to the procedures, votes from at least a quorum of three
Commissioners are required to act, and action is based on the majority of those participating.
As a general matter, requests for Commission action will be denied if the Commission vote is
2-2.

The Internal Commission Procedures also describe Commission voting on adjudicatory SECY
papers'Z such as SECY-10-0102 and for hoiding the subsequent affirmation session vote;
however, they do not provide details or direction on the process that occurs between the
completion of an adjudicatory SECY paper vote and the conduct of an affirnation vote on the
matter. OIG iearned about the latter process through an interview with a SECY Technical
Advisor who tracks adjudicatory SECY papers for the Commission,

According to the internal Commission Procedures, Commissioners are expected to vote on
adjudicatory SECY papers no later than 10 business days after receipt of the paper. The
procedures state that when a majority of the Cornmission has voted, a request for an extension
of time to vote beyond the 10 business day voting period or a request to delay the affirmation of
the vote shouid be granted only by a majority of the Commission. Per the procedures, it is the
Secretary of the Commission’s responsibility to schedule a weekly affirnation session. It is aiso
the Secretary's responsibility to, within 48 hours of the issuance of an adjudicatory SECY paper,

' The Internal Commission Procedures state that written issue papers, referred to as SECY papers, are the "primary
decision-making tool of the collegial Commission.” These papers are submitted by the Office of the Executive
Director for Operations, the Chief Financial Officer, or other office directors reporting directiy to the Commission,
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notice the affiimation of the paper so that the affirmation will be held at the earliest available
session foliowing the close of the 10-day voting period unless a majority of the Commission has
advised that the affimation should be set for a later date. Although the infermal Commission
Procedures state that it is the Secretary's responsibility to schedule these sessions, they also
state that in order for Commissioners o vote orally af meetings, the Chairman must call for the
vote.

A SECY Technical Advisor fold OIG that although the procedures state that Commissioners are
expected to vote within 10 days after the issuance of an adjudicatory SECY paper, in practice,
the significant deadline in the process is the point at which the majority of Commissioners have
voted. This is the point that the Technical Advisor tracks for adjudicatory SECY papers because
at this point it is required that Commissioners who have not voted either submit a vote or
request an extension to which a majority of other Commissioners must agree. The Technical
Advisor said that he sends e-mail notices (addressed from the Secretary of the Commission} to
the Commissioners who have not vofed to request that they either vote or ask for an extension.
{f a Commissioner requests an extension, the Technical Advisor said he polis the other
Commissioners to see if a majority agree to grant it. The Technical Advisor, who has been
tracking Commission voting on adjudicatory matters for more than 20 years, could not recall any
occasion where an extension request was denied by a Commissioner,

The Technical Advisor explained that after he has received all of the Commissioners’ notational
vote sheets on an adjudicatory SECY paper and the attached ASLB order, he drafts an
affirmation notice that is high-level in nature and is used during the affirmation voting process.
He said the affirmation notice simply provides the outcome of the vote; thus, when all
Commissioners vote “aye” during the affirmation vote, they are vofing to note their agreement
with the {anguage in the affiration notice. In contrast, the vote sheets note whether a
Commissioner is in favor of the order, against it, not participating, or abstaining and wili
sometimes include comments explaining why they are for or against, or suggesting modified
tanguage for the order.

The Technical Advisor also expiained that OCAA may need to revise the order before an
affirmation vote can be held if Commissioners indicate in their notational vote sheets that
revision is needed. The Technical Advisor said that OCAA works with lawyers in the
Commissioner offices to make the modifications requested and obtain their concurrence on the
updated language. The iength of time it takes for OCAA to make the Commissioners’ changes
in the order and obtain their concurrence on the update varies, depending on the leve! of
change needed. The Technical Advisor said an affirmation vote is not held until all of the
Commissioners are satisfied with both the affirmation notice and the order.
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OIG Review of Commission Adherence fo Procedures

OIG reviewed the Commissioners’ voting process associated with SECY-10-0102" and learned
that the Infernal Commission Procedures were not foliowed relative to voting deadline,
extension requests, or polling of other Commissioners to determine whether they agree with
extension reguests. As nofed in section | of this report, OCAA issued SECY-10-0102 to SECY
on August 10, 2010, and Commissioners were asked to provide completed vote sheets and
comments to SECY by August 25, 2010. The paper was to be scheduied for an affimation vote
at an open meeting once all votes were received.

Despite the August 25, 2010 voting deadline, voting was not complete until Chairman Jaczko
submitted his second vote (approximately 6 weeks after the majority of Commissioners had
voted) on October 29, 2010. The voting process proceeded as follows:

Commissioner and Action Date
Cammissioner Apostolakis announcad he would August 10, 2010
not participate ‘

Commissioner Svinicki voted August 25, 2010
Chairman Jaczko provided initial vote August 25, 2010
Commissioner Ostendorif voted August 26, 2010
Chairman Jaczko retracted initial vote August 30, 2010
Commissioner Magwood voted September 15, 2010
Chairman Jaczko voted for second time October 29, 2010

OIG reviewed SECY documents associated with SECY-10-0102 and learned that the
Commission Secretary sent an August 27, 2010 e-mait notice advising Commissioner Magwood
to vote or request an extension to vote, but the request was withdrawn after Chairman Jaczko
retracted his first vote. This occurred after the first time the majority of Commissioners had
voted. After Commissioner Magwood voted on September 15, 2010, now constituting a
majority, the Secretary sent an e-mail to Chairman Jaczko requesting his vote or an extension
request. The e-mail stipulated absent the Chairman providing a vote or request for an
extension, which must be approved by a majority of the Commission, it would be presumed, in
accordance with the Commission’s rule of procedure, the Chairman would not be participating in
the action. There were no additional documents indicating that the Secretary foliowed up with
the Chairman or his office. However, OIG identified (1) a September 16, 2010 e-mait from the
Chairman's Chief of Staff to the Chairman recommending that the Chairman never request an
extension on the Yucca Mountain matter and (2) an October 8, 2010 e-mail from the Secretary
to NRC's General Counsel stating that the Chairman’s Chief of Staff had indicated that the
Chairman would vote the following week.

** Because this remains an open adjudicatory matter before the Commission, QIG could only report matters of
process and not of substance.
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OIG reviewed 13 other adjudicatory SECY paper files' to assess whether Commission voting
and polling procedures were followed in connection with these documents. OIG sought to
determine whether {1) memoranda were sent to Commissioners reminding them to vote after a
majority of Commissioners had voted, (2) Commissioners requested extensions or voted timely
in response to the e-mail prompt, and (3} polling of other Commissioners occurred as
warranted. OIG's review found that procedures were noft followed in connection with 7 of the 13
files reviewed. In three of the seven cases, memorandum prompts shouid have been sent after
the majority voted, but were not. In three other cases, memorandum prompts were sent;
however, extension requests and polling did not occur. In one case polling was initiated but not
concluded.

OIG also learned that 2 days after the Chaiman voted on SECY-10-0102, the OCAA Director
provided the Commission with a draft affirmation order detailing the status of the Commission’s
votes. Although the notational voting process associated with SECY-10-0102 was complete as
of October 29, 2010, as of the date of this report the Commission has not held an affimation
vote on the matter and the draft order continues to sit in deliberation before the Commission for
affirmation.

OIG Interviews of Agency Officials Concerning Commission Procedures

The Secretary told OIG that she uses a “voting notice document” to prompt Commissioners who
have not yet voted on an adjudicatory matter after the majority has voted, and that she sent
such a notice to the Chairman concerning SECY-10-0102 on September 16, 2010. She said
that although the Chairman never formally responded to the notice with a request for an
extension to vote on SECY-10-0102, he told her on several occasions that he planned to vote.
She never documented these exchanges, and did not proceed with the polling of other
Commissioners to see whether they agreed with the delay. She recalled having conversations
with some of the Commissioner staff members prior to Chairman Jaczko’s second vote wherein
they asked her to draft an affirmation statement even though Chairman Jaczko had not yet
voted. She did not do this because the Chairman had told her he would be participating in the
matter and because, based on discussions with one Commissioner and several Commissioner
staff members, she believed that not all of the Commissioners who had voted were ready to
affirm their votes during an affirmation session. The Secretary also said that while the Infernal
Commission Procedures direct her to schedule affirmation votes at the earliest opportunity after
the 10-day voting period, Chairman Jaczko has wanted to make sure that all Commissioners
are ready to affirm their votes before an affirmation session is scheduled.

The OCAA Director told OIG that in accordance with their process, following the Chairman’s
October 29, 2010 vote on SECY-10-0102, she prepared a draft affirmation order for circulation
via e-mail that indicated the status of the votes at the completion of the voting process. She
circulated the draft via e-mail to all of the Commissioners on November 1, 2010, and was
subsequently called to the Chairman’s office, where an OGC atiorney and the Secretary were

" Files corresponded with adjudicatory SECY papers issued between March 2008 and August 2010,
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also present. The OCAA Director said the Chairman was animated and expressed dispieasure
that she had circulated the document. She told him she had done this as part of the normal
process of circulating the draft decision. She was surprised and shaken up by the Chairman's
manner and that he had never been angry with her before. The Chairman asked her something
like, “Do you think this was a helpful thing to do?” She responded that she thought it was and
he told her he was working with the Commissioners to settle the matter and to “just stay out of
it.” In hindsight, the OCAA Director said the Chairman may have felt that in circulating the draft
decision, she did not give the other Commissioners time to consider the content of the
Chairman’s vote. However, at the time, she thought she was doing the correct thing by being
prompt with a matter that was of interest to the Commission.

A majority of Commission staff members interviewed told QIG that with the exception of SECY-
10-0102, the Infernal Commission Procedures are generally followed. All of the staff members
were aware that the procedures directed extension requests to be made and that extensions
needed majority Commission approval. The Chairman’s Chief of Staff acknowledged that
although he was aware of the procedures concerning extension requests, he sent an e-mail to
Chairman Jaczko recommending that the Chairman never ask for an extension to vote in
connection with SECY-10-0102. A Commissioner's Chief of Staff asked the Secretary how her
office would proceed given that a majonty of the Commissioners had voted. The Secretary
responded that she knew that one Commissioner would not proceed to affirmation before the
Chairman voied, so she would not initiate measures to move the issue. According to this Chief
of Staff, the Secretary was in a difficult position because she feared being “chewed out” by the
Chairman if she were to proceed fo affirmation before he cast his vote. A Commissioner's Legal
Advisor told OIG that the Chairman wanted matters pertaining to the affirmation to be decided
prior to scheduling an affirmation session and that he would not support the Secretary in moving
to affirmation until that time.

The General Counsel told QIG that the /nfernal Commission Procedures should generally be
foliowed, but that there are circumstances that require deviations, and the procedures
themselves are not binding law. The procedures are a reflection of decisions among the
Commissioners of how to handie and process certain matters, especially those matters
identified in the Energy Reorganization Act and the Reorganization Plan. With regard to
adjudicatory affirmation voting, the Commission needs to have a majority willing to go to
affirmation. Normally, the Secretary would poli members to see if they were ready to go to
affirmation; however, he said that if there is no consensus it is hard for the Secretary to go
forward with a draft affirmation notice or order to refiect a consensus position. The General
Counsel said that this is the situation with the high-level waste matter. He acknowledged that
this matter has sat in abeyance with a draft affirmation order before the Commission since
November 1, 2010. He said that as a theoretical matter, this couid “rest in limbo” until NRC is
posed with a forcing function, such as being party to litigation against the Government. He told
OIG there have been matters previously before the Commission in appeal status that have gone
unresoived for a year or longer. '
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Interviews of Commissioners Conceming Commission Procedures

Commissioner Ostendorff told OIG he queried Chairman Jaczko about when he planned to vote
on SECY-10-0102 during meetings he had with the Chairman on September 9, September 14,
October 5, October 19, and October 27, 2010, and the Chairman always responded that he
would vote. Commissioner Ostendorff said Chairman Jaczko offered different reasons for not
voiing. For example, Chairman Jaczko told him he was concerned that a 2-2 vote would leave
the ASLB “in limbo.” He also told Commissioner Ostendorff that he would not take action until a
majority of the Commission agreed to suspend the ASLB's adjudicatory proceedings.
Commissioner Ostendorff disagreed with the Chairman’s view that a 2-2 split could leave the
matter unresolved. Rather, after discussions with OGC, OCAA, the Chief Administrative Judge
of the ASLBP, and Commissioner Ostendorff's legal counsel, Commissioner Ostendorff
concluded that based on the Infernal Commission Procedures, a 2-2 split would uphold the
ASLB’s decision. Commissioner Ostendorff communicated this view to the Chairman.

Commissioner Svinicki said she believed it was important for the Commission to act on the
adjudicatory matter to resolve the legal question of DOE's authority to withdraw.

Commissioner Magwood advised that subsequent to the Chairman initially casting his vote on
the matter, the Chairman allegedly withdrew his vote asserting he had done so as to afford
Commissioner Magwood time to prepare a vote. Commissioner Magwood advised this
representation was not accurate and he had not asked the Chairman to assist or to remove his
vote on his behalf.

Interview of Chairman Conceming Commission Procedures

Chairman Jaczko told OIG he did not recall the e-mail from his Chief of Staff advising him not to
request an extension to vote on SECY-10-0102, and that he did not realize that an extension
was required on adjudicatory matters if a vote was not cast within a 10-day period. He said that
the Commission does not always act in accordance with the procedures. For example, the
procedures say that the Commission votes on matters within 10 days of receiving them. Yet, he
noted, the Secretary waits until three peopie have voted to issue notices to other
Commissioners that they need to act. He said the Commission procedures are a guidefine, and
not absoiute rules. However, he said he did at one point talk to the Secretary, who toid him that
he needed to request an extension, but he responded that he was getting ready to vote and,
furthermore, told the Secretary she needed to proceed however she wanted to proceed.
Chairman Jaczko fold OIG that while some people have an impression that he is purposely
holding up the affirmation vote, this is not the case. Iinstead, the reason the Commission has
not heid an affirmation vote on the Yucca Mountain matter is that the Commission has not come
to majority agreement on the affirmation notice. He said NRC's governing statute directs that
Commission action is accomplished by majority vote. According to Chairman Jaczko, his
practice is to go to affirmation once the Commission is in agreement about the language in the
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affirmation notice even though the procedures describe a process wherein the affirmation is
scheduled once the votes are in. He said that has proven to be an embarrassing situation
because “voting does not end the process. It's just the beginning of the process for us.”

Chairman Jaczko advised that all of the Commissioners agreed to the practice of proceeding to
affirmation only after everyone agrees to the affirmation notice and “there has really been little

discussion.”

D. Information Flow/Work Environment

During the course of the investigation, a number of interviewees conveyed their perception that
Chairman Jaczko controls and restricts the information available to his fellow Commissioners
and noted concemns about his interpersonal style. Senior officials, managers, and staff provided
examples that they beiieved illustrated the Chairman’s failure to share with his fellow
Commissioners information needed to support their fully informed decisionmaking. Examples
included the CR budget guidance memorandum described earlier in this report, the FY 2012
budget process, the Commission agenda planning process, and the Chairman’s involvement in
determining what constitutes a policy versus an administrative matter. In addition, a number of
interviewees described instances of behavior by the Chairman that they viewed as
unprofessionalt or manipulative. Examples included the Chairman’s use of foreign travel or
threats to contact members of the Administration as means of persuading his fellow
Commissioners to support him on issues, and displays of anger towards individuals whom he
does not view as supportive.

The Chairman defended his management style with regard to information flow as aligning with
the division of Commission and Chairman responsibilities established by the Reorganization
Plan and as necessary for efficiency and effectiveness. He acknowledged using forceful
management technigues to accomplish his objectives but maintained that these techniques
were necessary to facilitate the work of the Commission.

The FY 2012 Budget Process

OiG learned from Commissioner chiefs of staff and legal advisors that, historically, when the
NRC Chairman presented hisfher budget estimate to the other Commissioners, the Chairman
inciuded the staff's independently deveioped “Program Priorities and Considerations” document.
This is a spreadsheet, prepared by staff, that presents each division’s plans and priorities,
which, historically, the Chairman has used to deveiop his/her budget proposal based on the
staff's considerations. OIG learned that the FY 2012 process differed from past practice in that:

1. The Chairman personally met with division directors regarding their funding and programs
and provided direction and priorities for the agency. Subsequentiy, the staff formulated
their requirements for funding and programs based on the Chairman’s direction, which was
then incorporated into the Chairman’s budget estimate.
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2. The Chairman’'s budget estimate was submitted to the Commission for its consideration
without fundamental supporting documents deveioped by the staff.

The majority of Commissioner staff members and Commissioners indicated that this process
caused problems in that the Commission could not assess the differences between the staff's
projected needs and priorities and those of the Chairman. Furthermore, staff explained that the
Chairman direcied that if the Commissioners wanted to make inquiries to division directors
regarding their funding needs and priorities, the requests needed to be funneled through the
Chairman'’s office. Office responses, in turn, were submitted to the Chairman’s office, and OIG
learned that responses were either edited or not provided back io the requestor. OIG also
learned that all of the Commissioner offices were able fo obtain various versions of the
“Program Priorities and Consideration Documents” through personal connections that
Commissioner office staff had with NRC staff. However, the Commissioners remained unable
to distinguish the staff's priorities from the Chairman’s priorities due to the Chairman’s process
for developing the budget.

The CFO told OIG that the Chairman’s FY 2012 budget process, wherein the Chairman had
meetings with staff to discuss priorities directly before the offices developed their priorities
document, was much quicker than the previous budget process. However, he said, the probiem
was that the Chaiman did not provide the staff's supporting documents to the Commission.
The CFO said he raised this issue to the Chairman’s Chief of Staff and conveyed that without
the supporting documents i would be difficult for the Commission to decide on a budget. The
Chairman’s Chief of Staff responded that the Commission did not need that level of detail, that
this was the Chairman’s budget, and that all inquiries to the CFO from the Commission about
the budget should be cleared with the Chairman prior to providing a response.

The EDO foid OIG that the Chairman did not want any differences between his budget and
staff's budget and saw it as his budget proposal. The Chairman aiso wanted the opportunity to
review and change any of the staff's responses to the Commissioners’ questions.

An OEDO manager told O1G that he was familiar with the issue of information from the staff to
the Commission being edited by the Chairman before it was provided to the Commission. He
said the Energy Reorganization Act addressed this issue and that it couid be debated in two
ways. One way woulid be to edit information provided by the staff, and the other is to be passive
and just present what the staff has identified on a matter. He said he discussed this matter with
the General Counsel, who said the Chairman had the authonty o edit information that was to be
provided to the Commission. The OEDQO manager said the Chairman did not believe there
should be two separate budget proposals (Chairman’s budgei and staff budget). He said the
Chairman viewed himself as the head of the agency and felt that there should be just one
budget — the staff's proposal reviewed by the Chairman — presented to the Commission for its
consideration,
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Chairman Jaczko told OIG that he was closely involved in the budget process as it is his
responsibility to present the budget to the Commission and he was entitled to deveiop the
budget however he wanted. He said he chose a method to help the staff shape a budget that
would be more successful in getting through the Commission. He believes that this is what
occurred with regard to the FY 2012 budget proposal. He said that the budget was presented 3
weeks earlier than usual and went through the Commission with almost no real change. He
said he had assumed he did not have to provide the Commission with the “Program
Considerations and Priorities” documents, but had since leamed from the General Counsel that
he had been incorrect. He said he now understood that once the budget was developed and
presented to the Commission, the Commissioners were entitled to some of the draft documents.

Agenda Planning Process

According to the Infernal Commission Procedures, policy, rulemaking, and adjudicatory matters,
as well as general information, are provided to the Commission for consideration in documents
referred to as SECY papers. There are four categories of SECY papers. Commission meeting
papers present a major issue on which coliegial deiiberation and vote at a Commission meeting,
usually in a public session, is anficipated. Notation vote papers present an issue requiring
consideration by the Commission or consultation with the Commission prior to action by the
staff, but not requiring collegial deliberation among Commissioners or a formal vofe in a
meeting, thereby lending themselves to a written notation process. Affirmation papers convey
Commission business that does not require deiiberation among the Commissioners in a meeting
mode, but must be voted on by the Commissioners in each others’ presence. Information
papers provide information on policy, ruilemaking, or adjudicatory issues. These papers are
purely informational and should not assume or request any action by the Commission.

The Internal Cornmission Procedures also describe monthly agenda planning sessions during
which the Commission reviews and approves the Chairman’s proposed meeting agendas that
he has deveioped with the SECY and representatives from OGC, EDO, and the Office of
Congressional Affairs. The procedures state, “in recognition of the collegial process, an
individual Commissioner's request that a meeting be scheduled will be granted unless a majority
of the Commission disapproves the request.”

During this investigation, OIG leamed that the process by which SECY papers are conceived by
the staff and subsequently submitted for Commission consideration is subject to the Chairman’s
influence and allows him, in his role as principal executive officer, to influence information that
staff deveiop for Commission review.

OIG learned that the general practice for developing a SECY paper is as follows:

» Staff develop an issue that is either identified as a potential policy matter or of significant
interest to the Commission for their consideration.
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s The Division Director may have periodic meetings with individual Commission members
with regard to this information and may present the issue as an informal informational
matier.

» Senior staff coordinate the matters identified by the staff with their designated DEDO
who holds “alignment meetings” to determine whether this information is to be conveyed
to the Commission and in what form.

» |f the alignment meeting consensus is to develop a paper, the paper is generated by
staff and submitted to the EDO who provides a paper to SECY for tracking, and
simultaneously tracks the paper in the EDQO's system.

« The paper topic is provided to the Commission for consideration at the Chairman’s
agenda planning session at which time the Commissioners vote to determine when they
will address the paper,

OIG learned that the Chairman, unlike the other Commission members, can direct the staff not
to develop a paper for the Commission’s review. Based on information learned during the
periodic meetings or any other meetings, the Chairman sometimes directs the EDO not to
develop a paper for Commission review. If other Commissioners disagree, they must prepare a
COM and gain majority support to direct the staff to prepare a paper for Commission review.

The EDOQ told OIG that the Chairman’s staff track staff-generated papers and the Chairman
decides what is considered a policy matter and whether he will inform the Commission of the
matter. The EDO said the only way a Commissioner can influence when a staff paper is
submitted or the timing of presentation to the Commission wouid be to prepare a COM and gain
a majority on the matter fo direct the staff. The EDO said the Chairman told him that he wanted
to control the fiow of policy issues to the Commission to enable them to be more efficient and
effective by not overloading them so they could focus on certain issues.

Several OEDQ managers and managers of offices that report fo the EDO told OIG of problems
with information flow, while others said they were unaware of any incidents where information
was not provided to the Commission. For exampie, one manager told OIG that the current
approach to information flow to the Commission was not the best way, and the Chairman
regulates the information fo the extent he believes the Commission needs the inforrnation to
make a decision. He said the Commission is “not working well at all today, unfortunately” and
attributed this to the Chairman’s interpretation of his role and responsibilities and the other
Commissioners disagreeing with his interpretation. in addition, he said, there is so much
distrust at the chief of staff level that the Commissioners often jump to conciusions about the
Chairman’s directions. In contrast, ancther manager believed the current Chairman has taken
the initiative to better integrate the Commission’s agenda through agenda planning. He said the
" Chairman has the view that there are policy matters and there are administrative matters and he
believes the administrative matters should not go to the rest of the Commission. However, he
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acknowledged that the Chairman could incorrectly label something as administrative and not
inform the Commission. He said the staff was sensitive to this and noted that with the CR
budget guidance memorandum, a known controversial matter, the staff asked the Chairman if
he was coordinating the matter with the other Commissioners.

The majority of Commissioner chiefs of staff and legal advisors toid OIG that the Chairman
withholds information to the Commission by either suppressing papers or manipulating the
agenda planning process because he controls the sequencing of papers to be presented to the
Commission for vote. They said that this, in turn, causes papers to sit for weeks or months as
the Chairman decides when information meetings are to be scheduled. Commissioner staff
perceived this as an effort to control information available to the Commission as the Chairman's
priorities often did not align with those of individual Commissioners.

Commissioners Svinicki, Ostendorff, and Magwood told OIG that they sometimes learn of
potential papers the staff intend to submit fo the Commission during their periodic meetings with
agency managers, but then the papers do not materialize. This makes them question whether
they are sufficiently informed and aware of policy issues affecting the agency. In particular, the
three Commissioners mentioned a paper on the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)
805 rule,'® where there were indications the staff wanted to raise policy matters to the
Commission, but were unable fo do so as the Chairman had determined the matter was not a
policy issue. One DEDO told OIG that the Chairman stated he did not want a paper on NFPA
805 and as a result staff stopped working on the paper.

Another exampie provided by two Commissioner staff members was a paper on the
International Regulatory Review Service (IRRS),"™ which the Chairman allegedly directed staff
to stop preparing.” Commissioners toid OIG that the distinction between policy issues and
administrative actions was a subject of contention within the Commission. One Commissioner
said that where disputes exist, the matters should be decided by the Commission; however, the
Chairman has established a practice of categorizing a matter as "administrative® when it may
have policy implications. The Commissioner noted that the CR budget guidance memorandum
was a good example of this behavior.

' NRC regulation 10 CFR 50.48(c), otherwise known as NFPA 805, is a risk-informed, performance-based fire
protection regulation adopted by the agency in 2004. Lessons learned by the NRC staff from their review of the two
NFPA 805 pilot plant license amendment requests revealed that the NRC staff had underestimated the resources
necessary fo review NFPA 805 license amendment reguests. The NRC siaff anticipated receiving 25 license
amendment regquests by the end of June 2011 as a result of the current Commission enforcement policy related to
NFPA 805, Completing the reviews of such a large number of submittals would be a significant chalienge to the
agency. The NRC staff desired to propose an approach to the Commission to address the expected large number of
submitiais.

'® The IRRS is an Internationat Atomic Energy Agency peer review and appraisal service. At the
Government's request, during October 2010, an international team of safety experts reviewed NRC's
regulatory framework for safety regarding operating U.S. nuciear power piants and the effectiveness of
regulatory functions implemented by the NRC. The 'RRS team identified a number of good practices, and
made suggestions and recommendations where improvements are desirable or necessary.

' Since OIG’s interviews with the Commissioners, the staff submitted a paper on NFPA 805 to the Commission for
review, and the Commissioners received a copy of the IRRS assessment.
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The Chairman’s Policy Director told OIG that she meets with the EDO and the Secretary of the
Commission at jeast twice monthly to coordinate upcoming policy matters and open items
before the Commission, the EDO, and SECY. The EDO maintains a tracking system for all
open and upcoming policy items from staff, and that SECY maintains a separate tracking
system for all matters before the Commission. She uses these coordination sessions to ensure
that ail matters are addressed and fo ensure the Commission has been notified on alf matters.
She said that Chairman Jaczko is very transparent in keeping the other Commissioners
informed on matters, inciuding when he makes decisions from a non-policy, resources
perspective. She cited the CR budget guidance memorandum as an exampie where the
Chairman held back issuing the memorandum unti{ he had coordinated the guidance with the
other Commissioners.

Chairman Jaczko told OIG he decides what is and is not a policy matter by consulting with the
General Counsel, his interpretations of his statutory authority, and consultations with the EDO.
He said the statute notes that the Commissioners always have the option to raise a matter as
policy, which is why he consulted as he did with the other Commissioners on the CR budget
guidance memorandum. He said he knew the Commission did not support the budget guidance
for the High-Level Waste Program and that he wanted to be prepared for battle. He said he

~ proceeded to line up the votes on the matter to ensure if it was addressed as a policy matter, his
position would be supported. Chairman Jaczko said the agenda planning process aliows the
Commission fo decide by majority which direction to proceed. He said it is a tool for him to keep
the agency's business moving and gives the Commission a more predictable and efficient way
to manage its business.

Chairman Jaczko told OIG that it was within his authority to tell the staff to prepare or nof prepare
papers. With regard o NFPA 805, he said he never directed staff not to prepare a paper on the
topic. He recalled the staff came to him and said they would not be able to compiete the required
number of license amendments applications for NFPA 805. Chairman Jaczko told the staff they
had been budgeted o complete the license amendments and they needed to figure outf how to
accompiish the task. As Chairman, it was within his authority to execute the budget and manage
the policy and workload of the agency. Consequently, he decided the issue would not be on the
Commission’s agenda. The staff later informed him that they were unabie to conduct the
application reviews, and that this would have enforcement discretion impiications. As a result, he
directed them to prepare a paper for the Commission because now this was a policy issue the
Commission needed to work out.

Foreign Travel

NRC Management Directive (MD) 14.1, Official Temporary Duty Trave!, assigns the Chairman
responsibility for approving official foreign travel for himself and the Commissioners. The
handbook associated with MD 14.1 assigns approving officials responsibility to ensure that the
travel is necessary to carry out NRC’s mission and directs officials reviewing requests for official
foreign frave! at NRC's expense to “scrutinize the official purpose of the trip and the value of
collateral purposes to ensure validity.”
42
OFFICIAL USE ONLY - OIG INVESTIGATION INFORMATION



OFFICIAL USE ONLY - OIG INVESTIGATION INFORMATION

OIG leamed the Chairman required different levels of justification from each Commissioner
conceming their requests for foreign travel. For example, one Commissioner was required to
provide written justification to the Chairman for intemational trips, while other Commissioners
were granted approval by the Chairman based simply on verbal notification of the pianned trip.
Additionally, the Chairman used foreign fravel as an incentive for supporting him on issues.

Commissioner Svinicki said the Chairman has ambiguous approval criteria for foreign travel,
which has made her reluctant {o pursue frips. She said it is not worth her time and effort fo
develop a justification for a trip that she may be denied and because the Chairman does not
provide an answer in a timely manner. For example, when requested by a host country to
speak at conferences, she is unable to provide a timely response. She is now reluctant fo
pursue foreign travel because she is concemed about having to cancel depending on the
Chairman’s decision and the impact this has on her reputation.

Commissioner Magwood relayed one example where Chairman Jaczko wanted Commissioner
Magwood to withdraw his request for an additional staff member to support the Cornmission
offices. He said the Chairman told him that if he pursued the request, he would withhold
authorizations on Commissioner Magwood’s foreign travel.

Chairman Jaczko told OIG that as the Chairman of the agency he is responsible for managing
the agency's workload and workflow, and in that respect he has overali management authority
of the staff. He reiated that it was within his discretion to approve or not approve his colieague’s
foreign travel requests. As Chairrnan, he has tools that he uses to manage the agency, including
the Commission, and to negotiate and get ieverage. One suchtool is his discretion to approve
foreign travel. If was his responsibility to decide who best represented the agency and if he had
colleagues who did not support him on votes, he was not likely to send them to represent him and
the agency on intemational travel. Chairman Jaczko commented that there is nothing unethical or
inappropriate about that and, in fact, it was his job, to make those difficult decisions. Further, he
has never taken away anybody's intermational travel, or not signed a request for intemational travel.

inferpersonal Interactions with Commissioners and Staff

Commissioner staff members told O!G of incidents they perceived as unprofessional behavior
by Chairman Jaczko toward their Commissioners or members of the staff. For exampie, staff
mentioned the Chairman’s behavior foward the OCAA Director when she circulated the draft
order for SECY-10-0102 shortly after the Chairman submitted his vote. Several Commissioner
staff members relayed incidents where the Chairman angrily confronted their Commissioner on
issues; however, the Commissioners themselves did not relay such examples. Several current
and former Commission staff members said the Chairman’s behavior caused an intimidating
work environment. A former Chairman told OIG that the Chairman often yelled at people and
his tactics had a negative effect on people. He described the behavior as ruling by intiridation.
The former Chairman said he verbally counseled Chairman Jaczko on his behavior on two
occasions before leaving the agency.
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A number of NRC senior managers interviewed described exampies of the Chairman losing his
temper with them or stories they had heard about him losing his temper with others. Some
characterized these incidents as disagreements on matters where the Chairman held a strong
view and they were reluctant to characterize the Chairman'’s behavior as unprofessional;
however, they said that if they had subordinates who displayed the same behaviors, they would
not tolerate it. Conversely, other sehior managers interviewed said they never witnessed any
unprofessional behavior on the Chairman’s part.

Chairman Jaczko acknowledged that he sometimes loses his temper. He said he worked to
control it and there are times when he has wished he has said or done things differently. He
said he mainly loses his temper with the Commissioners, but acknowledged that there have
been a few times when he has said some fairly strong things to the staff. He concluded that his
behavior created an environment sometimes in which it is difficult for people {o work with him,
and he regretted that.

lil. FINDINGS

1. OIG determined that Chairman Jaczko used a FY 2011 CR budget guidance
memorandum to initiate NRC’s FY 2011 plans to close out its Yucca Mountain license
application review even though the FY 2011 budget had not yet been passed. The
Chairman’s decision to direct the staff to foliow the FY 2011 budget guidance was
supported by the NRC General Counsel and consistent with (1) the discretion within his
budget execution authority under the Reorganization Pian, (2) OMB Circular A-11
guidance to spend prudently during a CR peniod, (3) the Administration’s decision to
terminate the Yucca Mountain repository project, and (4) the Chairman’s interpretation of
the Commission’s FY 2011 budget policy decisions, which arficuiated close-out
activities.

OIG determined that although the Chairman had the authority to direct staff to foliow the
FY 2011 budget guidance, he was not forthcoming with the other Commissioners about
his intent to stop work on the SER as part of implementing close-out activities. This
included stopping work on SER Volume 3 (Review of Repository Safety After Permanent
Closure}, which NRC staff believed to be near completion by the end of FY 2010. The
Chairman anticipated that proceeding fo close-out in this manner could be controversial
and viewed as a policy decision for full Commission consideration. Therefore, prior to
directing issuance of the CR budget guidance memorandum, he strategically provided
three of the four other Commissioners with varying amounts of information about his
intention to proceed fo closure and not complete SER Volume 3. He did not provide
Commissioner Svinicki with any information about his intentions. Aithough two of the
three Commissioners he spoke with did not fully understand the impiications of the CR
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budget guidance memorandum, the Chairman told the EDO and the Chairman’s Chief of
Staff told the CFO, prior to their signing the memorandum, that all the Commissioners
were informed and supported issuance of the CR budget guidance memorandum. In
fact, subsequent to the issuance of the CR budget guidance memorandum, a majority of
Commissioners disagreed with the outcome of the memorandum, which was the
Chaiman'’s direction to stop work on SER Volume 3. Additionally, a majority of the
Commissioners did not think the conditions to proceed to closure (i.e., withdrawal or
suspension) had been met.

OIG aiso determined that after Commissioner Ostendorff issued a COM to the
Commission asking to direct the staff to continue its work on the SER, the Chairman
communicated to Commissioners Magwood and Apostolakis that he expected their
continued support. He told them that he would not have directed issuance of the CR
budget guidance memorandum had they not committed to support him., Despite their
view that they had not been fully informed about the Chairman’s intent behind the CR
budget guidance memorandum, Commissioners Apostolakis and Magwood elected not
to participate in voting on the COM. Therefore, without a majority, the Commission was
unable to move the matter from budget space, within the Chairman’s purview, to poiicy
space, within the Commission’s purview.

OIG determined that although the NWPA requires NRC to consider DOE's Yucca
Mountain repository license application and issue a final decision approving or
disapproving issuance of a construction authorization, there are various factors
preventing the agency from meeting its statutory obiigation. These factors inciude the
Administration’s decision to terminate the Yucca Mountain repository project, decreasing
appropriations to NRC for the High-Level Waste Program, and the Chairman'’s direction
to stop working on the SER.

OIG determined that although the Commission has internal procedures intended to
facilitate coliegial Commission decisionmaking based on majority rule, adjudicatory
voting procedures are not consistently enforced. Furthermore, these written procedures
do not provide details on the process that occurs between the completion of an
adjudicatory SECY paper vote and the conduct of an affirmation vote on the matter. The
lack of enforcement of and specificity in the Commission’s written procedures, coupled
with the Commission’s practice not to move to affirmation until all Commissioners agree
o the affirmation notice and order, allows matters to sit in abeyance without final
Commission action.

OIG determined that the Chairman controls information provided to the other
Commissioners based on his interpretation of his statutory authority as Chairman versus
the authority given to the Commission. Because he acts as the gatekeeper to determine
what is a policy mafter versus an administrative matter, and manages and controls
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information availabie to the other Commissioners, they are uncertain as fo whether they
are adequately informed of policy matters that should be brought to their attention.
Ultimately, however, all Commissioners have the ability to bring what they perceive as
policy matters before the Commission by writing a COM and gaining majority
Commission support.

Please respond fo this office on what, if any, action you intend to take in response to this report.

cc: Commissioner Svinicki
Commissioner Apostolakis
Commissioner Magwood
Commissioner Ostendorff
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INSPECTOR GENERAL
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MEMORANDUM TO: Chairman Jaczko

FROM: {%‘Z{J )&c{’

inspector General

SUBJECT: NRC CHAIRMAN'S UNILATERAL DECISION TO TERMINATE
NRC’S REVIEW OF DOE YUCCA MOUNTAIN REPOSITORY
LICENSE APPLICATION (OIG CASE NO. 11-05)

This report conveys the results of an Office of the Inspector General (OIG), U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC), investigation into an allegation that the NRC Chairman, Gregory
Jaczko, unilaterally and improperly closed out the NRC's review of the Department of Energy’s
(DOE) Yucca Mountain repository ficense appiication while the Government was operating
undar a continuing resoiution (CR) in fiscal year (FY) 2011, In addition, it was alleged that the
Chairman was purposely preventing the Commission from completing its ruling on the Atamic
Safety Licensing Board's (ASLB) decision to deny DOE's motion to withdraw its Yucca Mountain
repository license application from NRC. During the course of this investigation, concerns were
aiso raised about the Chairman's management style toward staff and Commissioners and
whether his cantrol of infformation prevents the other Commissioners from effectively fulfilling
their statutory responsibility to address policy matters.
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OIG's investigation examined whether the Chairman exceeded his authority in directing the
NRC staff to close out the Yucca Mountain license application review during the CR pariod, the
Commission’s adjudicatory voting process, and the impact the Chairman's management style
has on the collegial functioning of the NRC Commission. The investigation findings appear in
section Il! of this report.

. BACKGROUND

NRC Mission and Commission Structure

NRC was estabiished in 1974 to ensure the safe use of civilian nuclear materials in the United
States. NRC's regulatory mission covers nuclear raactors, nuciear materials, and nuclear
waste. NRC is an independent regulatory agency headed by a five-member Commission. The
Commissioners are appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate for 5-year terms,
and their terms are staggered so that one Commissioner's term expires on June 30 each year.
One member is designaied by the President to be the Chairman, and no more than three
Commissioners may be from the same political party. This report uses the term Chairman to
refer to the Commissioner appointed as Chairman, the term Commissioner to refer to the other
members of the Commission, and the term Commission to refer to the entire body
{Commissioners pius Chairman).

in 1979, 5 years after NRC's creation, the maost serious nuclsar accident in U.S. history
occurred at Three Mile island nuciear power plant in Pennsyivania. After the accident,
President Jimmy Carter established the Kemeny Commission to examine and assess the
events that led to the accident. in addition, NRC organized its own review, known as the
Rogovin study. Both the Kemeny Commission and Rogovin study recommended that a single
adminisirator should head NRC. However, President Carter decided to maintain a Commission
structure, and he submitted Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1980 (Reorganization Pian) to
Congress with the intent to

... improve the effectiveness of the Nuclear Regulaiory Commission by giving the
Chairman the powers he needs to ensure efficient and coherent management in a
manner that preserves, in fact enhances, the commission form of organization. *

President Carter's main goals were to strengthen the Chairman’s role to clarify where agency
responsibility resided while retaining the diversity that a commission form of organization offers.

On October 1. 1980, the Reorganization Plan, as amended, became effective. The
Reorganization Plan is the statutory guidance by which the Commission cperates. The plan
articulates the roie of the Chairman as it relates to executive powers and the Commissioners as

' This statement was made Dy President Canar when he preserted the Reorganization Plan to Congress on March
27.1980.
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it relates to their policy role. Thus, the Commission's interpretation and implementation of the

plan helps set the tone for how well the Commission members work together in a collegial
fashion.

Section 1 of the Reorganization Plan establishes the Commission's functions and the
Chairman’s functions. it designates the Commission as responsibie for (1) policy formulation,
(2) ruiemaking, and {3) orders and adjudications. It also provides that at any time, the
Commission may “determine by majority vote, in an area of doubt, whether any matter, action,
question or area of inquiry pertains to one of these functions.”

Section 2 of the Recrganization Plan assigns the Chairman responsibility for all other functions,
including (1) serving as official Commission spokesman, (2) serving as the Commission's
principal executive officer responsible for developing policy ptanning and guidance for
consideration by the Commission, (3) administrative functions of the Commission, (4)
distribution of business among the offices of the Commission, (5) preparation of the
Commission’s budget estimate, and (6) the proposed distribution of appropriated funds
according to major programs and purpuses. The Reorganization Plan states that the Chaiman
determines the use and expenditure of funds of the Commission, *in accordance with the
distribution of appropriated funds according to major programs and purposes approved by the
Commission.”

The plan also states that the Chairman and the Executive Director for Operations (EDO}, who
reports to the Chairman, are responsibie for insuring the Commission is fully and currently
informed about matters within its functions,

NRC's Internal Commission Procedures reiterate the Reorganization Plan provisions concerning
the roie of the Commission as a whoie and the Chairman’s individual role, The procedures
state that each Commissioner, inciuding the Chairman, has equal responsibility and authority in
ali Commission decisions and actions, has full and equal access to information pertaining to
Commission responsibilities, and has one vote. The procedures note that one of the
Commussion’s collegiat functions is revision of budget estimates and determining the distribution
of appropriated funds accarding to major programs and purposes.

The procedures aiso reiterate the Reorganization Plan’s provision that the Commission may
determine by majority vote, in any area of doubt, whether any matter, action, question, or area
of inquiry pertains to policy formulation or any of the Commission’s functions. OIG ieamed that
Commissioners use a written form of communication, referred to as @ Commission action
memorandum (COM), to seek votes from the other Commissioners to determine whether a
matter falis into the Commission’s purview as opposed to that of the Chairman. A majority vote
by the Commission is needed for them to address the matter as policy.

3
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In December 1999, OIG issued a report, Special Evaluation of the Role and Structure of NRC's
Commission (01G-99-E-09), which identified that Commission members, from time to time, have
different interpretations of the Reorganization Plan, which can adversely affect the
Commission’s coliegiality ?

Chairman Jaczko has been a Comrnissioner since January 2005 and Chairman since
May 2009. His term runs through June 2013,

U.8. Nuclear Waste Policy

The current U.S. policy governing permanent disposal of spent nuciear fuel and high-leve!
radioactive waste is defined by the Nuciear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended (NWPA),
and the Energy Policy Act of 1882, These acts specify that spent nuclear fuel and high-level
radicactive waste will be disposed of underground, in a deep geologic repository. The NWPA
names Yucca Mountain, a high ridge in the Nevada desert approximately 100 miles northwest of
Las Vegas, as the single candidate site for this potential geclogic repository. The NWPA
specifically states that NRC “shall consider an application for a construction authorization for a
repository” and “shall issue a final decision approving or disapproving the issuance of a
construction authorization not later than 3 years after” the application is submittad.

DOE, which is charged with constructing and operating the repository, submitted its license
application for a repository to hald no more than 70,000 metric tons of spent nuclear fuel and
high-teve! radioactive waste to NRC on June 3, 2008, and NRC formally accepted it for review in
September 2008. NRC published its Notice of Hearing in the Federal Register on October 22,
2008, starting the 3-year schedule set by Congress for NRC to reach a decision on whether to
approve construction. If necessary, NRC may give notice to Congress of the need for an
additional year to complete the review.

NRC's Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel’ (ASLBP) is responsible for conducting
hearings on a variety of legal and technical contentions regarding the Yucca Mountain license
application.

* The spectial evaluation defined coliegiality as the relationship between 8 group of associates or coworkers,
where autharity is vested in all of the members, as they work towards a common duty or role. The full report and
NRC's response to the repart may be accessed al hitp/iwww_ nrc. govireading-nm/dog-collections/insp-genf2000/.

? The pane! conducts ali licensing and other hearings as directed by the Commission, primarily through individual
Atomic Safety and Licensing Boards (ASLBs) or singie presiding afficers appointed by either the Commission or the
Chief Administrative Judge. The panel, which has no fixed number of positions, is composed of (1) administrative
judges (full-time and part-time), who are iawyers, engineers. and sciertists, and (2) administrative law judges (ALJs)
who are lawyers. Administrative judges and ALJs serve as singie presiding officers or on three-member boards,
which generally are chaired by a iawyer, for a broad range of proceedings
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Continuing Resolutions (CR)

A CR is a law that provides funding for Federal agencies, specific activities, or both to continue
in operation when Congress and the President have not completed action on the reguiar
appropriation acts by the beginning of the fiscal year. For the most part, CRs are temporary and
intended by Congress to be stop-gap measures enacted to keep existing Federal programs
functioning after the expiration of previous budget authority and until regular appropriation acts
can be enacted. Uniike regular appropriation acts, CRs typically do not appropriate specified
sums of money. Instead, they usually appropriate “such amounts as may be necessary” for
continuing projects or activities at a certain “rate for operations.” An agency may determine the
pattern of its obligations under a CR provided it operates under a plan that will keep it within the
rate for operations limit set by the resolution.

Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-11, Preparation, Submission, and
Execution of the Budget, provides guidance on operating under a CR. According to OMB
Circular A-11, agencies should carefufiy review each CR to determine the formula provided and
should keep in mind that the amount available under a CR is the product of negotiations among
the various factions in Congress and the Administration. OMB Circuiar A-11 notes that
agencies may not obligate funds under a2 CR that would impinge on final funding prerogatives of
Congress. It also states that CRs usually include provisions directing agencies to execute
programs using the most limited funding actions permitted in order to provide for continuing
projects and activities

The Comptrotier General. head of the Government Accountabiiity Office, has the legal authority
to issue decisions and opinions on appropriations {aw.

Chronology of Events

In September 2008, NRC formally accepted DOE's license application to buiid a geologic
repository at Yucca Mountain and embarked on its review process. According to the NWPA,
'NRC was to reach a decision conceming the viability of the site within 3 years of the license
application acceptance date

NRC pianned, at the end of its technical review, to issue a safety evaluation report (SER)
containing its findings on the repository design.’ The SER would determine whether the
propesed facility would meet NRC regulations to protect public health and safety. NRC staff
responsible for developing the SER decided to issue the SER in five volumes, and estimated®
that Volume 1 (General information) wouid be complete in August 2010, Volume 3 (Review of

‘ The NWPA additionally alfows the NRC to extend the 2-year deadline by not more than 1 year.

* An SER summarizes the NRC staffs technical review and safety evaluation refated to the anticipated eflect of a
proposed license application or ficensing action on public heatth and safety.

® Datas refiect the NRC staifs last offizial estimate. announced in March 2010.
5
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Repository Safety After Permanent Closure) in November 2010, Volume 4 (Review of
Administrative and Programmatic Requirements) in January 2011, and Volume 2 (Review of
Repositary Safety Before Permanent Closure) and Volume 5 (License Specifications and
Conditions) in March 2011.

On February 2, 2010, Energy Secretary Steven Chu noted during a Senate hearing that
President Barack Obama'’s Administration would seek to immediately suspend licensing for the
Yucca Mountain repesitory because it was *not a workable option.” DOE's budget proposed
zero funding for the project in FY 2011, which conveyed the Administration's intent to terminate
the Yucca Mountain project.

In February 2010, NRC published its FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification, which also
conveyed the Administration’s intent concerning Yucca Mountain, stating:

The Administration has indicated that it does not support deveicping a repository at
Yucca Mountain, Nevada. Consistent with that position, DOE may submit to the NRC a
motion to withdraw or suspend its Yucca Mountain license application during FY 2010.
The NRC Budget reflects that possibility. Upon the withdrawal or suspension of the
licensing review, the NRC would begin an orderly closurs of the technical review and
adjudicatory activities and would document the work and insights gained from the
review.

NRC's FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification aliotted $10 million for the Yucca Mountain
repository to "support work related to the orderly closure of the agency’s Yucca Mountain
licensing support activities.” This amount was 519 million less than the $29 million appropriated
for license appiication review activities in FY 2010,

On March 3, 2010, DOE submitted to the ASLB a motion to withdraw its Yucca Mountain license
application. On June 29, 2010, the ASLE issued a decision that denied DOE's motion to
withdraw, concluding that DOE lacks the authority to seek to withdraw the application. The
ASLB grounded its decision in its interpretation of the NWPA, reasoning that Congress directed
DOE to file the application and the NRC to consider the application and issue a final, merits-
based decision approving or disapproving.

On June 30, 2010, the Commission issued an order inviting hearing participants to file briefs as

to whether the Commission should review, and reverse or uphold, the ASLB'’s decision, thus
signifying the Commission’s decision fo review the ASLB's decision.

6
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On August 10, 2010, in accordance with NRC's process, the Office of Commission Appeliate
Adjudication (QCAA)’ submitted adjudicatory paper SECY-10-0102, “U.S. Department of
Energy (High-Level Waste Repository), Review of LBP-10-11, Docket No. 63-001-HLW," to the
Commission for its review and vote. Commissioners began casting their votes on
SECY-10-0102 on August 25, 2010, and a majority of Commissioners had voted by September
15, 2010. Chairman Jaczko did not cast his final vote at that time.

On Septernber 30, 2010. Congress issued the first in a series of CRs, directing Federal
agencies generally to spend money at FY 2010 levels, as necessary, to continue projects and
activities that were conducted during FY 2010.

On October 4, 2010, the NRC Chief Financial Officer (CFO) and the EDO issued guidance to
NRC staff related to budget execution under the CR. The memorandum stated that offices were
to commit, obligate, and expend funds for ongoing activities at FY 2010 levels, with the
exception of the High-Level Waste Program. The memorandum stated that during the CR
period, new work that was not authorized and funded in FY 2010 shouid not be started in

FY 2011, With regard to the High-Leve! Waste Program, the memorandum directed staff to
continue its activities on the Yucca Mountain license application in accordance with the
Commission’s decisions on the FY 2011 budget using available Nuclear Waste Fund resources
during the CR period.

in early Qctober 2010, Chaiman Jaczko directed NRC staff working on the Yucca Mountain
license application review to stop working on Volume 3 of the SER and proceed to orderly
closure of the technical review.

On October 29, 2010, Chaiman Jaczko voted on SECY-10-0102, completing the Commission's
notational voting process on the Yucca Mountain matter, however, as of the date of this report,
the Commission has not held an affirmation vote on the matter and the draft order continues to
sit in deliberation before the Commission for affirmation.

1i. INVESTIGATIVE DETAILS

A. OIG Review of CR Issue

OIG learned that the language in the EDO's and CFO's October 4, 2010, CR budget guidance
memorandum directing staff to foliow FY 2011 budget guidance for High-Leve! Waste Program
activities was based on instruction provided by the Chairman’s office and was used by the
Chairman to stop wark on the SER and NRC’s Yucca Mountain license application review.

"OCAA assists the Commissian in its adjudicatory functions including the resolution of appeais
from decisions of ASLBs. assistance inciudes analysis of adjudicatory matters and preparation of
adjudicatory decisions consistent with Commission policy and guidance.
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While the Chairman told NRC senior officials that the CR budget guidance memorandum
language had been reviewed and agreed to by his fellow Commissioners, one Cammissioner
was not informed of the language, two were provided some information but did not recognize
the impact the memorandum wouid have on the SER, and one Commissioner disagreed with
the language because he recognized the impact it would have on the SER.

Furthermore, while ali of the NRC Commissioners in February 2010 (Chairman Jaczko,
Commissioner Kristine Svinicki, and former Chairman Dale Kiein) agreed to the agency's

FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justffication, which specified criteria that needed to be met
before the license application review process could be shut down, there is disagreement among
current Commissioners and a former Chairman and agency officials as to (a) whether these
criteria were met and (b) the Chairman’'s shutdown approach.

NRC'’s Budgets for the High-Levet Waste Repository Program

NRC's budget documents reflect a significant funding reduction for the High—Level Waste
Program between FY 2010 and FY 2011 and elimination of the program by FY 2012. OIG
learned that each NRC budget proposal and subsequent passback appeal lefter’ to OMB for
increased funding was voted on and approved by the Commission, although the Commission
composition was different for each year.

The Commission's FY 2010 performance budget request - which was voted on and approved
by former Chairman Kiein, then Commissioners Jaszko and Peter Lyons, and Commissioner
Svinicki ~ sought $99.1 miliion for the program to support two concurrent processes assaciated
with the “ongoing license review”: (1) assess the technical merits of the repository design, and
{2) support the adjudicatory hearing before the NRC ASLB convened to hear the technical and
legal challenges posed by parties to the DOE license application. Subsequently, Congress
appropriated $29 million to NRC for the High-Level Waste Program.

For FY 2011, the Commission (Chairman Jaczko, Commissioner Svinicki, and then
Commissioner Kiein) requested $39.5 miflion to support the High-Leve! Waste Program. OMB
responded with $10 million for the program. in December 2009, Chairman Jaczko sent NRC's
FY 2011 passback letter of appeal to OMB. This letter, which had been approved by the
Commission, stated that DOE:

.. . is expected 10 submit to the NRC a motion to withdraw or suspend its Yucca
Mountain license application before the end of FY 2010. Assuming this scenario, the
$10 million provided in the FY 2011 pass-back wouid aliow for us to start the process for
an orderly disposition of the adjudicatory and technical review activities. Additional
resources may be needed for an orderly dispositian of activitiss beyond FY 2011, the
amount dependent upon the timing of the motion.

® The passback appeal ietier 15 aiso referred (o as the rectama ietter.
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NRC’s FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification, published in February 2010 after

Commission approval, also referenced the possibility that DOE would move to suspend or
withdraw its license application and noted: )

Upon the withdrawal or suspension of the licensing review, the NRC would begin an
orderly closure of the technical review and adjudicatory activities and would document
the work and insights gained from the review.

Although this document aiso stated that NRC had requested $10 million, including 32 FTE, to
provide for licensing activities, the only activities described were those related to the orderly
closure of the agency’s Yucca Mountzin ficensing support activities.

O1G noted differences between NRC's December 2009 passback letter of appeal and the
February 2010 Congressional Budget Justification for FY 2011 with regard to (1) proposed
activities and (2) prerequisites to trigger those activities. While the NRC passback appeal letter
states that orderly disposition of the adjudicatory and technical review activities would be based
upon a motion to withdraw or suspend, the Congressional Budget Justification states the orderfy
closure of the technical review and adjudicatory activities would be based on withdrawal or
suspension of the licensing reviaw.

For FY 2012, the Commission (Chairman Jaczko and Commissioners Svinicki, Witliam
Ostendorff, William Magwood, and George Apostolakis) requested $4.0 million for the
termination of all program activities. OMB, however, aliocated no money to NRC for the High-
Levet Waste Program, which is reflected in NRC's FY 2012 Congressional Budget Justification.

CR Budget Guidance Memorandum

OIG reviewed the EDQ’s and CFQ's October 4, 2010, CR budget guidance memorandum and
four eariier versions that predated the fina! document. The final October 4, 2010 memaorandum
stated that NRC’s FY 20711 budget request sustains agency programs at about the same level
as FY 2010, with the exception of tha High-Level Waste Program and that offices should
therefore proceed to commit, obligate, and expend funds for ongeing activities to effectively use
avaflaple resources during the CR. The memorandum specified that, “During the CR period,
new work that was not authorized and funded in FY 2010 shouid not be started in FY 2011.” it
also provided:

With respect to the High-Level Waste Program, the CR legislation does not include
specific restrictions on spending funds. Therefore, the staff should continue its activities
on the Yucca Mountain license appiication in accerdance with the Commission’s
decisions on the FY 2011 budget using available Nuclear Waste Fund resources during
the CR.
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The first version of this memorandum ~ dated August 31, 2010, contained no mention of the
Yucca Mountain repasitory license application review, Two later versions (dated September 13
and September 14, 2010) directed that the agency would continue to conduct its Yucca
Mountain license application review with any available FY 2010 carryover funds untif exhausted,
and made no reference to the FY 2011 budget. The first version reviewed by OIG that made
mention of the FY 2011 budget was dated September 27, 2010, This version directed staff to
continue its activities on Yucca Mountain in accordance with the FY 2011 budget.

Commissioner Cstendorff's COM

OIG reviewed a COM prepared by Commissioner Ostendorff, titied, *Commission Direction on
Staff Budget Guidance Under Fiscal Year (FY) Continuing Resolution.” This document was
submitted by Commissioner Ostendorff to the other Commissioners on October 6, 2010, in
response tothe CR budget guidance memorandum sent from the EDO and CFO to the staff on
October 4, 2010. The COM states that the direction given to staff in the October 4, 2010
memorandum to cortinue its Yucca Mountain activities in accordance with FY 2011 budget
guidance “is a significant policy matter that | believe warrants the Commission’s attention, and
which requires that the Commission give direction to the staff to avoid confusion on the
Commission’s intent for operation under the Continuing Resolution.” Commissioner Ostendorff
referred to a March 30, 2010 memorandum titied. “Plans for the High-Level Waste Repository
Program.” from the EDO to the Commission that conveyed the staff's intent to complete SER
Volumes 1 and 3 no {ater than August and November 2010, respectively, and the staff's plan to
continue to work on any remaining SER volumes until FY 2010 funds were exhausted.
Commissioner Ostendorff satd that the March 30, 2010 memorandum was provided to the
Commission in the context of both the FY 2010 appropriation and the FY 2011 budpet request
and must, therefore. continue as standing guidance to staff.

Comrmissioner Ostendorff wrote, “it is my view that whatever the ultimate disposition of the
High-Level Waste Repository activity, complete SER documents are the best and most
appropriate way in which to memorialize the Staff's work product.” He proposed that the
Commission take action no jater than Octaber 8, 2010, to direct staff to continue to work on the
remaining SER volumes as stated in the March 30, 2010 memorandum, at the rate for
operations appropriate given the proposed FY 2011 budget as augmented by reprogrammed
funds remaining from FY 2010 appropnations.

Memo from NRC General Counsel Regarding CR Budget Guidance Memorandum

OIG also reviewed an October 15, 2010 memarandum from NRC’s Generat Counsel to the
Chairman and Commissicners, providing the Generai Counsel’s views regarding the October 4,
2010 CR budget guidance memorandum. The General Counse! conciuded in the memorandum
that focusing the agency’s High-Level Waste Program activities during the CR period on
activities reiated to the orderly ciosure of the Yucca Mountain review does not violate legal
requirements or the principles of appropriations iaw. According to the Generai Counsel, the
agency’s guidance was appropriate for the following reasons:
10
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» The agency's proposed expenditures during the CR are consistent with the terms of the CR
because they support and are within the scope of the continuing projects or activities
conducted in the prior fiscal year: uniess the CR contains more specific language, the
phrase "projects or activities” generally refers to the total appropriation for the account, not
to the specffic activities contained as activities in a budget submission or committee report.

* While the Yucca Mountain license application may be on a different trajectory than in early
fiscal ysars, it cannot be said that the agency is spending its High-Level Waste Program
funds under the CR in @ manner unrelated to its Yucca Mountain repository review or
contrary to the express direction in the pertinent legislation. Even if activities under the
EDO/CFO's guidance are of a more limited scope than in the previous fiscal year, it does not
appear that such activities wouid irreversibly compromise or preclude NRC'’s ability to
engage in a license appiication review if Congress were to increase NRC'’s High-Level
Waste Program budget and direct a revival of the Yucca Mountain repository review.

* Agencies are directed to act prudently in expending funds under a CR so as not to impinge
on the final funding prerogatives of Congress. NRC requested an appropnation from the
Nuciear Waste Fund for £Y 2011 of $10 million, or about one-third of the FY 2010
appropriation, and there was no indication from the Senate or House that the FY 2011
budget wouid be increased.

The General Counsel's memorandum aiso noted that there had also been some intemal debate
over whether final NRC action permitting DOE to withdraw its application is a condition
precedent to the orderly closure activities under the FY 2011 guidance reflected in the ;
Commission's Congressional Budget Justification. Addressing this matter, the General Counsel
wrote, “Considering the entire text of the NRC budget document and the context in which it was
submitted, | do not believe such a conclusion necessarily follows.”

OIG Interviews of Agency Officials Related to CR Issue

interviews oféﬁss. OEDQ. and QCFgOﬁicials

OIG learned, through interviews with Office of Nuciear Material Safety and Safeguards (NMSS),
Office of the Executive Director for Operations (OEDO), and Office of the Chief Financial Officer
{OCFO) officials. that during the summer of 2010, NRC managers responsibie for NRC's High-
Level Waste Program anticipated there would be about $7 million in high-leve! waste funding ieft
over (camryover) at the end of FY 2010. The managers were interested in seeking Commission
feedback about what 1o do with the carryover funding in FY 2011. given that FY 2010 High-
Level Waste Program funding was for licensing review and FY 2011 High-Leve! Waste Program
funding was for orderly shutdown of the High-Leve! Waste Program. Because a Commission
decision was still pending concerning ASLB’s denial of DOE’s mction to withdraw its jlicense
application, the managers sought Commission feedback about how to proceed with the
licensing review.

11
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HSYCIT I . , e .
OIG iearned that the ) initially sought to write a paper for Commission review

conceming the staff's plams Tor arryover money; however, a decision was made instead to
inform the Commission of the staff's pians via a CR budget guidance memorandum issued to
staff from the EDO and CFO giving quidance on h iasith i

the CR period [®)THCLENTID]
and Compiéanl?‘?rcygm?ﬁs niiaily proposed that the CR budget guidance memorandum direct
High-Leval Waste Progra# staff 1o use FY 2010 funds until they were exhausted to continue
the license application review: language to this effect was inciuded in earfy versions of the CR
budget guidance memorandum. However, the Chairman’s office asked to review the draft
memorandum and subsequently provided direction to OEDO staff and the CFO that resulted in
the official memorandum, issued on October 4, 2010, directing staff to continue its activities on
the Yucca Mountain license application in accordance with the Commission’s decisions on the
FY 2011 budget.

. (DN 7HCY.(BI7HD)
interview of

(D)7 HCLIBHTID)

told OIG that she had written a memorandum that she planned to present

to the Commussiorn’in September 2010 conveying the staff's intent to complete Volume 3 of the

SER with the remaining FY 2010 funding and the remaining SER volumes no later than the 2™

quarter of FY 2011 provided the availability of ) i

license application review. However, the BITCLEXTHE)

(EINC)BID) told her they did not eed the memorandum_angd would handie the(b')s&e;ue
_ncx B)(

uidancen e CR budget guidance memorandum. The fg“;i‘g?' fnitially told the

[§3§§g§<m~<b> hat the CR guidance would be to use FY 2010 and FY 2011 funds to continue the
review. However, the ONNCLEITID) ater leamed that the direction from the Chairman was to
transition to closure u entering the new fiscal year, The RGO was concemed

about whether the agency could use the FY 2010 carryover - which had been appropriated for
license review — during FY 2011 for close-out activities.

, Y THCYBNTHD)
interview of

-

CEEIEsE S
bH7YC).
) hecognized the nee to communicate (o the Gommission, and & hia"il?nm_g’;’éiii,
y |recognized the need to communi , at the
(b){?)(, d to pc:gvide direction for the High-Levef Waste Program. The Qld th
PO be would rather communicate through the CR hudget guidance memorandum than a
paper because it would yield a quicker response. He thought that due to the diversity of views
on the Commission, a memorandum simply to inform them would promptly be converted into a
vote, and it was unlikely they would reach a decision within a month. The|®™"© fwanted to
convey in the CR budget guidance memorandum that the staff would use FY 2010 carryover

funds in FY 2011, which would yield a net of $17 mitlion ($10 million from the FY 2011 budget

- ) BYTHC).(E)7)D)
GBI BTNDY gegan working in that pesition in May 2010, Prior to th( e » !
i -

&N TRE (6 713 7HD) LEOED) |
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and 57 million in FY 2010 carryover funds) to move ahead with license application review

activities until they had a final decision from the Commission. This was the language the 53{5@

originally inserted into early draft versians of the CR budget guidance m Ver,
rg{(t%{m CFO shared the memorandum with the Chairman'’s office, the EXTHCLENTHO) I
wy7y0; |Said she thought the Chairman would not want this type of language in the
memorandum because it would constitute a change in {07 D aid he had not
previously viewed the language in that way, but the (eXTHC)B) onveyed that
when the Commission last addressed the issue in the FY 20711 Congressional Budget
Justification, the language was to close out the program.

_1h
(7){0}

Theli?;)}%g ;aid OEDO and OCFO staff subsequently worked with the Chairman's office to

revise the-fanguage to reflect something like, “. . . should continue io foliow the established
Commission policy.” He thought the language uitimately used in the memorandum seemed
innocuous and did not indicate specifically that this meant “ciose d
and commence the orderly closure of the program.” He asked the
why not be more explicit in the CR budget guidance memorandum to reflect what was intended,
and the{™ - 7 told him it was unnecessary because the CR budget
guidance memorandum was pointing to the FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justificatior, which
already captured the intent in writing. The DEDQ said he questioned both the
and the Chairman’ (b“?“m"b)mio} s to whether people would understand the

connection. The DEDO toid them the Congressional Budget Justification paragraph on the
High-Leve! Waste Program couid be read as “entry conditions,” providing that until the agency

allowed *wit ension,” it should continue the license application review. The
{ "b)m‘c"ib)(?m ;énd[("?é?}‘C)’{b}(?)(D} kesponded that this was incorrect and that the
Bbudget justification language was background and set the context for the status of the program.
They said the program’s status was described in the workioad paragraph of the Congressional

Budget Justification, which reflects what the agency is going to use its resources and funding
for. In this case, they said, this was closing down the program.

(DX7HC).DUTHD)

The‘(b)WJ(C) B THC).(BHTNHDY

o710y j31S0 said the Chairman's oid him that in anticipating the potential
controversy that wouid ensue with the imiplementation of the CR budget guidance
memorandum, the Chairman had consulted with the other Commissioners and that at least a
majority of the Commission was sypporiive of moving forward with the orderty closure of the
High-Leve! Waste Program. Th §2§§§§§§§ {aiso recalied a meeting with the Chairman during which
the Chairman stated he wouid compiete discussions with the other Commissioners before the
end of September 2010, and then NRC would initiate an orderly closure of the High-Level

Waste Program.

Lol

\ 1
interview of the (€ (b)

Theoid OIG that in August 2010 the staff began generating variations of the CR budget

guidance memorandum. At one point. they were prepared to issue the memorandum at which
time the Chairman asked tc see it Up until then, his office had not received any direction from
the Chairman's office on the memorandum, and the‘é?;}f‘fé) thought the Chairman just wanted to
13
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be informed about the document. He said that the Chairman’s{(b)wc)‘(b)m(m !e—maiied him the
paragraph on the High-Level Waste Program and he directed his staff 1o insért the language
into the memorandum. He recalied that just before one of the Chairman's reguiarly scheduled
meetings, the Chairman called thethe General Counsel, and the EDO into his office and
asked whether they were “ali okay with this memorandum.” Theaid the Chairman said,
“I'm going to talk to my other Commission, ut | think there's a god chance that this might
turn into a vote on Yucca Mountain.” Trgéib} kald he did not understand how the
memerandum could turn into a vote on ¥dcca Mountain because, in his view, the memorandum
was a financial budget execution memorandum and not intended to redirect the staff
programmatically. He said he was surpnsed at the mterpf tton by the Commission that the
memorandum was providing programmatic direction. The ecalied that on October 1,
2010, Commissioner Ostendorff's BT OINO) Balied him &t iome to tell him he had spoken
with the Chairman sf®'7C) 00 Bhoyt the TR budget guidance memorandum and had
problems with the paragraph concerrung high-ievel waste. Later that evening, the Chairman's
EUNCTENNO ¥ 2 iied him at home and said the Chairman’s office had ciearance on ali of the
Commission offices to sign out the memorandum. Th E}Qf?}; >said that after the issuance of the
CR memorandum and the direction to initiate High-Leve Waste Program close-out activities, he
asked the Chairman if he had missed something during the meeting with the General Counsel
and EDO The Chairman expiained that his tntent was that the memorandum would result in a
cha direction for t o go from issuing an SER to a NUREG. 1
BT (o HC)LIDTHD)

Thejc, ) later asked th whether the conditions regarding

withdrawal or suspension reflected in the FY 2011 Congressmna Budget Justification had been
met. She repiied that the conditions were met when DOE submitted its motion to withdraw its
license application.

interview of the EDO

The EDO said that initially there was no pian to include specific language about the High-Level
Waste Program in the CR budget guidance memprandum. At the same time, he said, given the
Administration’s direction tc withdraw DOE's Yucca Mountain license application, th

Srs100 ighsi & path to closure. Thq"'—‘—gmmc; (b)(?){ﬁm A “]
(B nd he had asked to prepare a paper for
Commission describing how the staff would go about close-out and how much funding

would be needed. The staff's inten: was to use the $7 milfion in carryover funds for continuation
of the technical review and the $10 miliion proposed for the FY 2011 budget for close-out
activities. The EDQ said that one of his primary responsibilities as EDQ is to ensure the entire
Commission is kept informed, and that a staff paper on the close-out plan would serve to inform
the Commissian and seek its input on the matter, which he felt was necessary. The EDO said
the staff had never prepared any papers for the Commission discussing plans for the closure of
the High-Level Waste Program in part because the NWPA required NRC to perform a quality

UNRC NUREG documents communicate various types of information, including support for reguiatory
decisions, guidance for complying with regulations, resuits of task force investigations, results of
contractor research programs. resolution of generic safety issues, and proceedings of conferences and
workshops,
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review in a timely manner. According to the EDO, his mindset and that of the staff was to
accomplish as much of the technical review as they could. He and the NMSS staff believed
that even if DOE were to withdraw the application, or the facility was not permitted to operate, it
would benefit the country for NRC te have completed the technical review. Furthermore, he felt
that because there had not been a Commission decision on DOE’s withdrawal request, they
should continue the technical review. However, over a period of weeks and months and
interaction with the Chairman's office, they received direction from the Chairman to address the
High-Level Waste Program in the CR budgat guidance memorandum. The EDO said he
understood that the Chairman's intent, prior to issuance of the CR budget guidance
memorandum, was to close out the license application review process.

The EDO thought it would be okay to address the issue in the CR budget guidance
memorandum because he believed the entire Commission would review the CR budget
guidance memorandum. He thougnt the CR budget guidance rmemorandum would accomplish
what needed to be done with regard to the High-Level Waste Program absent a paper from the
staff. He believed that if the Commissioners decided the matter was a policy issue, they could
vote on it. He said he expressed his concemns to the Chairman that the Commission needed to
see the memorandum, and the Chairman told him the memorandum would not be issued untit
he had spaken with the other Commissioners and ali were on board with the memorandum
language. Prior to the EDO andigning the memorandum, the Chairman told the EDO
that ali four Commissioners were in agreement with the language, undarstood that they were
going to close out the High-Level Waste Program. and authorized the issuance of the CR
budget guidance memarandum. The EDO anticipated that the contentious issue for the
Commission wouid be whether they wouid close out or continue the technical review. The CR
budget guidance memorandum did not provide any direction on the issue, so the EDO felt it was
okay to sign because on face value. it did not provide questionabie direction.

Interview of Commissigner Apostolakis

Commissioner Apostoiakis told OIG that before the October 4, 2010 CR budget guidance
memorandum was issued to the NRC staff, Chairman Jaczko advised him that he was prepared
to authorize budget guidance under the CR process and wanted his support. During this
conversation, which occurred on September 30. 2010, Chairman Jaczko asked Commissioner
Apostoiakis whather he would support him if a Commissioner chalienged the CR guidance.
Chairman Jaczko assured Commissioner Apostoiakis that OGC advised him the pianned CR
guidance was appropriate. Chairman JaczKo requested that he respond to his guestion that
same day. Commissionar Apostolakis told the Chairman that he did not see a problem but
wanted to discuss the matter with his staff. Commissioner Apostolakis told OIG that the CR
guidance to the staff to follow the Commission’s FY 2011 budget direction subject ta funding
conditions under the CR seemed innocuous. His understanding of a CR was that the agency
would continue ongoing work from the previous year.

15
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Following the September 30, 2010 discussion with Chairman Jaczko, Commissioner
Apostolakis’ staff received a copy of the paragraph that discussed the High-Level Waste
Program in the CR budget guidance memorandum. He recalled that his staff showed him
language from the Commission’'s FY 2011 budget request, which stated that the orderly
transition wouid begin upon withdrawal of the license application o suspension of the licensing
review. Commussioner Apostolakis advised that although Chairman Jaczko said he would ask
the staff to conduct activities 1n accordance with the FY 2011 budget, this is not what he did.
Commissioner Apostolakis stated that the FY 2011 budget reflected that if the proceedings were
suspended, then the agency wouid proceed with close-out of the license appiication review.
However, the proceedings were not suspended. The Chairman ignored the portion of the
budget which referenced upon withdrawal or suspension and directed the staff to ¢lose out the
High-Level Waste Program, Commissioner Apostolakis stated that Chairman Jaczko did not
explain to him what the CR guidance would mean in practice.

Commissioner Apostolakis said that he did nat know from his initial discussion with Chairman
Jaczko that the likely effect of the October 4, 2010 CR guidance was that SER Volume 3 would
not be issued in November 2010 as orniginally scheduled. Members of his staff raised the
prospect that the NRC staff would not complete SER Volume 3 and wouid work to incorporate
Volume 3 in a NUREG report. He did not know what work was required to compiete Volume 3.

During the week of October 4, 2010, Chairman Jaczko sought Commissioner Apostoiakis’
support in opposing any chalienge to the CR budget guidance memorandum based on
Commissioner Ostendorff's October 6, 2010 COM. Commissioner Apostolakie told Chairman
Jaczko he did not provide him with details of the practical impact of the CR guidance when the
Chairman oniginally requested his support. Commissioner Apostolakis was concemned about
preserving the staff's work product and he wanted the Commission to see the staff's plan for
implementing the Octobsr 4, 2010 CR memorandum guidance. The Chairman told him that
preserving the staff's work products, such as the draft SER Volume 3, in the intermal agency
records wouid not be a problem. However, the Chairman did not want to include regulatory
conclusions in any public retease of Volume 3.

Duning the week of October 4, 2010, Commissionar Apostolakis also discussed issuss related to
the budget guidance and Commissioner Ostendorff's COM with the Chairman and
Commissioner Magwood. On October 7, 2010, Commissioner Apostoiakis leamed of a petition
fited with the NRC Commission on behalf of Aiken County, SC. and the States of South Carolina
and Washington, raising issues about the budget guidance and its relation to the adjudicatory
High- Level Waste proceedings, from which he had recused himself. Based upon this action he
decided he woulid not participate in voting on Commissioner Ostendorffs COM.

interview of Commissioner Magwood

Commissionar Magwood toid OIG that on September 28, 2010, during a reguiarly scheduied
periodic meeting with Chairman Jaczko, the Chairman informed him that the NRC staff was
developing a plan for operating under the CR passed by Congress and that this plan would
16
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move toward ciose-out of the High-Level Waste Program as anticipated by the Commission in
the FY 2011 budget. According to Commissioner Magwood, the Chairman said that the NRC
staff drafted ianguage regarding the High-Level Waste Program and the Chairman asked if he
would review the language and let him know if he had any objection. Commissioner Magwood
told the Chairman that it wouid be appropriate to formufate a plan for moving forward and that
he wouid review the draft guidance. He also told the Chairman that he would not support a
“precipitous” termination of the High-Level Waste Program. Aceording to Commissioner
Magwood. the Chairman assured him that this was not his expectation.

Commissioner Magwood told OIG that his staff reviewed the draft fanguage on the High-Level
Waste Program and compared it to the FY 2010 budget and FY 2011 guidance. His staff
conciuded that the janguage, which indicated that the staff shouid begin implementing the

FY 2011 pian as refiected in the agency's Congressional Budget Justification, was consistent
with both Commission policy and Congressional actions to date. Commissioner Magwood said
he thought it prudent to ensure that the NRC's rate of expenditures on the High-Level Waste
Program remained within the $10-million ceiling. He instructed his staff to inform the
Chairman’s office that he would not object to the instruction in the draft CR budget guidance
memaorandum.

Commissionar Magwood stated that after the October 4, 2010, CR budget guidance
memorandum was issued. he learned this memorandum was interpreted as requiring the staff to
shut down its wori on the Yucca Mountain license application, not issue SER Volume 3 as
pianned in November 201C. remove the findings from SER Voiume 3, and issue the document
as a technical evaluation report (TER).

Commissioner Magwocd said that after discussions with NRC senior staff members, he {eamed
that what had been portrayed as guidance developed by senior agency staff had actually come
from the Chairman. On October 7, 2010, he discussed concerns he had about Chairman
Jaczko's actions with the Chairman. According to Commissioner Magwood, the Chairman
became very agitated and said that he would never have taken these actions had both
Commissioners Apostolakis and Magwood not agraed to support the guidance. Commissioner
Magwood said he objected to this statement quite strongly and that the Chairman never toid him
his pian had been 1o shut down the High-Level Waste Program and withhold publication of SER
Volume 3. The Chairman responded to him, “You shouid have asked." Commissioner
Magwood said that under the statutory framework, the Chairman had an obligation o provide
full and accurate information to Commissioners.

After the staff was directed ic stop working on the SER, Commissioner Magwood cansidered
writing @ COM tc address this matter directly. He later found out that Commissioner Ostendorff
felt strongiy about the actions of the Chairman and was in the process of publishing a COM. He
encouraged Commissioner Ostendorff to proceed and offered suggestions to the COM's
development which was published on October &, 2010.
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On Qctober 8, 2010. Commissioner Magwood concluded that Commissioner Ostendordf's views
and his were in agreement with regard to the Chairman's actions. However, based on
subseqguent motions filed by petitioners fram Aiken County, SC, and South Carolina and
Commissioner Apestolakis’ recusai from the matter, he decided the best thing to do was to step
back from the matter tc examine the issues, particularly the legal issue. Therefore, he decided
not to participate in response to Commissioner Ostendorffs COM.

On November 12, 2010, Commissioner Magwood issued a COM to the Chairman and
Commissioners periaining to future activities of the High-Level Waste Program. As of the
publication date of this report, this matter was still under deliberation by the Commission.

interview of Commissionar Ostendorff

Commissioner Ostendorff told OIG that on September 30, 2010, his Chief of Staff told him that
the Chairman was planning to issue guidance on the CR and that this guidance would include
language that would effectively have the staff discontinue work on DOE's license application,
specifically SER Volume 3. His office received a copy of the draft language in the CR budget
guidance memorandum pertaining to the High-Leval Waste Program from the Chairman's Chief
of Staff on the evening of September 30. Commissioner Ostendorff said his Chief of Staff was
informed that Commissioners Magwood and Apostolakis had already givan their support to this
guidance, so there was no point in his office making an issue of it since a majority had already
agreed to the CR guidance. The Chairman’s Chief of Staff told Commissioner Ostendorff's
Chief of Staff that if Commissioner Ostendorff disagreed with the CR guidance, they should
discuss a compromise on the Yucca Mountain adjudicatory matter.

Commissioner Ostendorff stated that on October 4, 2010, Chairman Jaczko told him that the CR
budget guidance memorandum would have the staff commence orderly closure of the Yucca
Mountain license application review. Ostendorff told the Chairman that he disagreed with his
direction. the direction was wrong, and he should not issue it. Chairman Jaczko told him he
would consider his advice, and get back to him before he made a decision. Later that day,
Chairman Jaczko informed him that he had decided to issue the guidance. Commissioner
Ostendorff said he toid the Chairman that he strongly disagreed with his decision. He said he
asked Chairman Jaczko what he planned to do with respect to SER Volume 3. According to
Commissioner Ostendorff, the Chairman told him that SER Volume 3 would not be issued in this
zurrent form, the staff's findings would be removed from the document. and a document woutd
eventually be issued, possibly as a NUREG

Commissioner Ostendorff advised OIG that he disagreed with the CR guidance memorandum's
direction to follow FY 2011 budget guicance because the conditions that would authorize
*orderly closure” had not been met. According to Commissioner Ostendorff, the FY 2011
budget reguest stated that such closure would not begin until “withdrawal or suspension of the
icensing review.” Since the issue of whether the ficense application may be withdrawn was
currently before the Commission and a final decision had not been made, that condition clearly
had not been met.
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On October 4, 2010. Commissioner Ostendorff related that he spoke with Commissioner
Svinicki about the CR guidance memarandum, and expiained his concemns on the matter and
that he considered issuing a COM. Later that day he was informed that the EDO and CFO had
published the CR budget guidance memorandum.

On October 5. 2010, Commussioner Ostendorff directed his staff to prepare a COM that would
raise the CR guidance issue as a policy matter for Commission consideration. He met
separately with Commissioners Apostolakis and Magwood to discuss his concemns and explain
his objections concerning the CR budget guidance memorandum. The feedback he received
from both Commissioners was that they felt the memorandum’s guidance on the High-Level
Waste Program was wrong. Commissioner Ostendorff’'s COM was issued on October 6, and on
October 8, he learned that Chairman Jaczko and Commissioners Apostolakis and Magwood
decided not to participate. Only Commissioner Svinicki voted on the matter,

interview of Commissioner Svinicki

Commissioner Svinicki told OIG that on the maming of September 30, 2010, her staff learmed
that Chairman Jaczko was propesing to unilaterally tssue guidance to the NRC staff on the use
of funds for the High-Leve! Waste Program during the FY 2011 CR. The CR guidance would
direct agency staff to follow the FY 2011 budget direction.

Commissioner Svinicki stated that aithough she attended a reguiarly-scheduied periodic
meeting on the afternoon of September 30 with Chairman Jaczko, neither she nor the Chairman
raised thae CR budget guidance memorandum. She did not raise the issue because she was not
sure if the CR budget guidance memorandum was a rumor. Nevertheless, her lega! counsel
contacted the NRC General Counse! to question the legal basis for the purported CR guidance.
Also duning the aftemoon of September 30, she leamed from Commissioner Ostendorff that he
was aware of the same rumor concerning the CR budget guidance memorandum. Both she
and Commission=r Ostendorff agreed that the CR guidance was not appropriate. During the
evening of September 30, Commissioner Ostendorff e-mailed her a copy of the CR guidance
language, which was identica! to the fanguage included in the final October 4, 2010 CR budget
guidance memorandum. Commissioner Svinicki said that Commissioner Ostendorff's staff was
approachad by the Chairman’s Chief of Staff to discuss the CR budget guidance memorandum.
Commissioner Ostendorff's staff specifically asked the Chairman’s Chief of Staff if
Commissioner Svinicki's office had been informed of the CR budget guidance memorandum.
The Chairman’s Chief of Staff replied that Commissioner Svinicki's office was already aware of
the guidance because her staff had made inguiries to the General Counsel.

While Commissioner Svinicki was on international trave! from October 1 to 9, 2010, she learmed
that the CR budget gutdance memorandum was officially issued on October 4. On October 3,
her staff informad Chaimman Jaczko's office that she objected to the CR guidance.
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Commissioner Svinicki stated that she did not have any direct communication with Chairman
Jaczko regarding this matter before the CR budget guidance memorandum was issued on
October 4, 2010. She learned on October 1 that the Chairman’s staff left two messages for her
staff on the evening of September 30 and on October 1. After the CR budget guidance
memorandum was issued, she questioned the CFO about his knowledge and involvement in the -
deveiopment of the memorandum. The CFO toid her although he was out of the office during
much of the memorandum’s development, when he returned, he inquired about the status of the
memorandum and was told by the Chairman’s Policy Director that Chairman Jaczko was
walking the guidance memorandum around to the Commissioners.

Commissioner Svinicki said that in reviewing the FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification
and her vote on this budget, she noted that her vote contained specific edits to the narrative
description of activities related to the High-Level Waste Program. Of note, she voted to change
the ianguage describing the commencement of orderly close-out of the high-leve! waste
technical review from “Assuming withdrawal or suspension...” to “Upon withdrawal or
suspension....” The purpose of this adit was to make clear that orderly close-out of the High-
Level Waste Program would not begin unless and until the license application had been
withdrawn or the technical review had been suspended. This edit was supported by the
Commission at that time (Chairman Jaczko, then Commissioner Klein, and Commissioner
Svinicki) and was incorporated into the final document.

Commissioner Svinick: toid OIG that when reviewing her vote on the FY 2011 budget in light of
the events rejated to the October 4 2010 CR budget guidance memorandum, she recaiied a
conversation she had with Chairmar Jaczko regarding her January 2010 vote. Shortly after she
cast her vote, Chairman Jaczko reguested to meet with her. Duning this meeting, Chairman
Jaczko expressed his frustration that she had voted to edit language in the FY 2011
Congressional Budget Justification dacument, deeming most of her edits insignificant. Further,
Chaiman Jaczko interpreted her edits to the language describing the High-Leve! Waste
Program to indizate a belief on her part that he was at the NRC for the purpose of dismantiing
and terminating the Yucca Mountain program at the bidding of Senator Reid. Commissioner
Svinicki said the Chairman was very animated and objected to this perceived accusation. She
told Chairman Jaczko that none of ner edits were intended as an accusation, but rather they
were offered to improve the quaility of the document on substantive matters.

Commissioner Svinicki said that during the voting process on the appeal to OMB for the

FY 2011 budget passback. she had proposed edits to the passback appeal lefter. However, the
Chairman calied her and advised that he was leaving the buiiding in "8 minutes” and if she did
nat retract her vote edits on the passback appeat ietter. he would leave and not submit the letter
on behalf of the agency to OMB, which would cause the agency to absorb the funding
reductions proposed by OMB. Given this uitimatum. she agreed to the edits of another
Commissioner which ware similar tc hers.
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Commissioner Svinick: told OIG that on October 14, 2010, she voted to approve Commissioner
Ostendorff's COM because the FY 2010 budget direction governs during the CR, and even i
that were not the case, the prerequisites in the FY 2011 budget under which “orderly closure® of
high-level waste review activities would begin had not been satisfied. She objected to the
Chairman's CR direction because the NRC Commission had not conciuded action on the
Commission’s angoing adjudicatory proceedings on the Yucca Mountain license application.
She said the direction to NRC staff to stop the license application technical review could achieve
the same praciical result as overturning the ASLB's decision, effectively granting DOE’s motion
to withdraw The proper vehicle for resoiving the legal question of DOE's authority to withdraw
the license application 1s through Commission action on the adjudicatory matter, and any
direction on the use of funds during the CR, absent specific direction from Congress to the
contrary, should not predetermine the outcome of the legal matter pending before the
Commission.

Interview of Former Chairman Kiein''

Former Chairman Klein recalled that he and Commissioner Svinicki wanted two things: first, to
follow the NWPA's requirement that NRC evaluate DOE's license application and, second, to
see g solution to the high-level waste issue. They felt strongiy that the NRC staff needed to
make a determination whether the Yucca Mountain site was acceptabie or not, and they wanted
to make sure the staff nad the resources needed to make that determination. There was
considerable uncertainty about the future of the High-Level Waste Program, and he and
Commissioner Svinicki paid attention to the FY 2011 budget ianguage to make sure it allowed
NRC and the staff to fulfill these responsibilities. Even if there was a request to withdraw the
license application, a determination had not, and has still not, been made as to whether or not it
can be withdrawn. Former Chairman Kiein said it was important to capture all the knowledge
gained through the license application review and compiete the work that staff had ongoing. For
exampie, if they had an SER that was about to be finished, it should be finished. Former
Chairman Klein feit strongly that until the license application was withdrawn legally and/or
suspended legally, NRT needed to do as much as it could to evaluate the application.

Interview of Chairman’ﬁef of Sta&
7 P

Th(e@nrman‘s Chigf of Stw OIG that he had minimal involvement in the development and

pdbiication of the CR budgel guidance memorandum and that the dr. s presented
to the Chairman's office from the CFO's office. He said the [P/ 17 vided

guidance to the EDO anregard’;ng the memorandum on behal of the Chairman and that it
should follow established Commission policy and OMB Circular A-11. The Chairman spoke with
Commissioners Ostendorf’, Apostolakis, and Magwood about the CR budget guidance
memorandum but did not tatk to Commissioner Svinicki.

* From July 2006 to May 2009. Dale Kigin was the NRC Chairman. From May 2008 until he resigned in March 2010.
he served as @ Commussioner
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According to the Chairman's Chief of Staff, the intent of the CR guidance was to provide a
spending limit against the proposed FY 2011 budget, which OMB had directed. However, in the
case of high-level waste. Congress did not provide specific direction on how to spend those funds,
and NRC actually conveyed its spending intent to Congress through its Congressional Budget
Justification and its reclama process. The intent was to spend $10 million, based on the
President’s budget. and the Commission’s decision to proceed to close-out. The Commission
knew that for the prior fiscat year, Congress had given NRC half of what it had requested, which
convayed that they were moving NRC toward close-out rather than ramping up the review. The
Commission did not oppose OMB’s proposed funding for the High-Level Waste Program for

FY 2011, and the letter that NRC sent to OMB refiected that the Commission expected DOE to
withdraw its license application and understood that the $10 milfion would be used for orderly
close-out. The policy was set when the Commission voted on the passback appeal lstter to OMB.

Interview of the General Counsel

The General Counsel told OIG that the direction given in the CR budget guidance memorandum
was consistent with existing Commission budget guidance. He recognized some ambiguities,
but believed on the whole the CR budget guidance memorandum was consistent with existing
Commission budget guidance. and was appropriate to issue. Had the Commission disagreed
with that, they could have voted to overturn it, or given some other direction. The General
Counsei said that changing this direction would require a majority vote by the Commission and
that focusing on close-out activittes was a rational and lawful way to proceed. Moraover, close-
out activities do not constitute new work under the CR. The CR budget guidance memorandum
does not preciude NRC from resuming its iicensing review if Congress decides 1o fully fund
DOE and NRC.

The Generai Counset noted the wording difference between the OMB passback appeal letter
and the NRC Congressional Budget Justification, indicating the OMB letter contained far tess
ambiguity concerning the conditions t¢ begin close-out activities. He said the NRC's
Congressicnai Budget Justification is an informative document that describes NRC's budget
request but ultimately does not have any legal force and effect. Rather, it is the enacted budget
that is appropriated by Congress that has authonty. When the Congressional Budget
Justification is not representative of the final appropriation, it is of somewhat limited vaiue.

Interview of Chairman Jaczko

Chairman Jaczko toid OIG that he met with the General Counsel, EDO, and é?%g about the

language in the CR budget guidance memorandurmn. During this meeting, he 2sked them what
they thougnt t meant. He asked if everyone understood that the language meant close-out of the
program and whether they were in alignment. He specifically asked, "Does everybody understand
what this means, and that this means close-out?" He recatied the EDQ said, "l don't really
understand what the big deal is with this." Chairman Jaczkeo then toid them he was going to talk to
the Commission about the memorandum before he issued it. He said that "there may be
Commissioners who don't agree witt this. and will try and make it a policy issue.” He toid OIG that
22
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the CR budget guidance memorandum was his decision and he wanted to talk directly to the
Commissioners tc explain it. He did not recall whether he informed the EDO that the discussions
had occurred; however, he recalled telling the EDO that he could publish the memorandum.

He told Commissioner Apostolakis that the memorandum would result in closing out the High-Level
Waste Program and he was doing this under his authority. Chairman Jaczko explained that the
other Commissioners could make an argument that this was a policy issue for the Commission,
and he wanted his support if that happened. He specifically recalled coming back from the meeting
with Commissioner Apostolakis with the impression that Commissioner Apostolakis did not
understand what he meant. As a result, he asked his Chief of Staff to follow up with Commissioner
Apostoiakisﬁf‘%’j"“c”b”’ o ensure his message was understood,

He did not recall much of the conversation he had with Commissioner Magwood, but did recall he
was clear that the CR budget memorandum guidance was to begin closing out the High-Level
Waste Program. Commissioner Magwood’ubsequent%y contacted his office and
related that "Commissioner Magwood was fine with how you're going to go forward with the
memo.” Chairman Jaczko stated at this point he decided to go forward and direct the CFO and
EDO to publish the memorandum. Chairman Jaczko said that Commissioner Magwood may nat
have understood what the CR. guidance meant and if he did not understand that was not his fautt.
He then spoke with Commissioner Ostendorff about the CR budget guidance memorandum.
Commissioner Ostendorff immediately understood and was very unhappy about it. Chairman

Jaczko spoke with Commissioner Ostendorff twice on the matter during which Commissioner
Ostendorff urged him not to publish the memorandum.

Chairman Jaczko told OIG that prior to the issuance of the CR budget guidance memorandum, he
had two meetings with the staff about moving to ciose-out, and that they would stop working on the
SER. indoing so. they would capture the information and publish a TER, and they were not going
to be reporting findings for 2 proect that they were no tonger working on farmally for licensing
review. According to the Chairman, tnis was the general understanding long before October 1.

Chairman Jaczke retated he had discussions with two Commissioners conceming the publication
of the CR budget guidance memorandum and its resuit being to stop the publication of Volume 3 of
the SER. He believed these discussions were subsequent to the memorandum'’s publication.
During these discussions, the Commissioners asked what impact the CR budget guidance
memorandum would have on the SER. and the Chaimman responded that pubiishing the SER
volumes was not something they were going 10 be doing as part of this close-out. Furthermore, he
told OIG that if his colieagues did not understand, there was only so much he could do to explain.
Chairman Jaczko reiated tnat these were heated., intense discussions, but his colieagues had
given him a commitrment to support nim on the CR budget gudance mamorandum.

Chairman Jaczko said the intent of the budget was that when DOE submitted its mation to
withdraw, the license application wouid be withdrawn. Therefore, submiftal of the motion was
the triggening factor and not the actual withdrawal. in hindsight, the language in the
Congressiona! Budget Justification. given what has materialized in the adjudicatory process,
23
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appears to make it seem different that what it really meant. The intent as he understood it was
that DOE wouid submit its motion to withdraw anc that would be the agency's trigger to begin
closing the program. That has aiways been his intent, and he could not read the budget any
other way. Chairman Jaczko said that while the Commission composition has been different at
various decisionmaking points during the FY 2010, FY 2011, and FY 2012 budget processes, in
each case the Commission at the time has approved the budget documents currently in place.
These budget documents show the agency's shift to program close-out, and include the

FY 2012 Congressional Budget Justification, which the current Commission approved, and
which reflects close-out of the program without conditioning it on a motion to withdraw.
Chairman Jaczko said even if one read the FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification to mean
that the Commission should not have closed out the program at the beginning of FY 2011,
waiting to see the completion of the motion to withdraw, he made the decision at the beginning
of the fiscal year. He toid the staff to “follow the guidance in the FY 2011 budget.”

Chairman Jaczko said he asked the General Counsel about the significance of the language
(withdrawal or suspension) in the FY 2011 Congressional Budget Justification, and the General
Counsel told him that one of the Commissioners had made the point that the document dees not
mean begin close-out. Chairman Jaczko asked the General Counsel whether that viewpoint
was consistent with the Generai Counsel's interpretation of the budget, and the General
Counsel said "no.” Chairman Jaczko said the withdrawal or suspension language in the
Congressional Budget Justification was odd and probabiy got inserted through the
Commission's editing process. He clearly missed it and it was not the intent of what they were
doing. According to Chairman Jaczko. the language was irrelevant because if a withdrawal
request came in, thare was no way the Commission would disapprove it, and in his mind it did
not change the operative nature of what the budget did. Moreover, the Congressionai Budget
Justification had to get approved by OMB. which missed it. He commented that the passback
ietter to OMB laid out the trigger as being the withdrawa! request, which put them on the path to
close-out

He toid OIG that the closure of the High-Level Waste Program was not an endeavor he
accomplished through his exascutive autharity over budget that he could not accomplish through the
adjudicatory process. He commented that they were ciosing out the review in budget space, and
that what was not understood was they had not resolved the adjudicatory matter.

Coordination with (.S, Government Accountabifity Office

OIG coordinated with the U.S. Government Accountability Office with regard to the allegation
that the NRC Chairman had exceeded his authority during the CR period by stopping the review
of the DOE license application for & geological repasitory at Yucca Mountain, NV. GAQO
declined 10 provide a formal legal apinion regarding this issue as it was too closely related to an
authority matter rather than an appropnations matter.

24
OFFIGHRE-USE-ONEY — OIG INVESTIGATION INFORMATION



OFFICIACUSE ONCY - OIG INVESTIGATION INFORMATION

Coordination with U.S. Office of Management and Budget

OiG coordinated with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) regarding how it was
determined to appropriate $10 miltion for NRC's High-level Waste Program for FY 2011, OMB
advised that it does not disclose this type of information in accordance with Circutar A-11,
paragraph 22.1, “Confidentiality of budget deliberations.”

B. 0OIG Review of SER Issue

OIG iearned that between April and May 2010, NMSS staff informed the Chairman that they
were ahead of schedule with their work on the SER volumes, and they inquired whether they
should attempt to issue the volumes at earlier dates than those which had been established in
March 2010, The Chairman responded in a June 2010 memorandum that they should not
expedite issuance of the reports, but shouid instead maintain the timeline that had been
announced pubficly in March 2010. Accerding to that timeline, Volume 1 would be issued in
August 2010. and Voiume 3 in November 2010. Volume 1 of the SER was issued as
scheduled: however, in October 2010, at the start of the new fiscal year, Chairman Jaczko
directed staff to stop warking on all SER volumes. Subsequently, the Chairman gave direction
to the staff to prepare a document for public release that captures the knowtedge gained
through the NRC's technical review of DOE's license application but would not contain any of -
the staff's findings and conclusions.

NRC's Plans for Deveioping SER To Meel NWPA Review Requirements

Compietion of NRC's technical review of DOE’s license application and subsequent issuance of
the SER are govarned by the schedule established in 10 CFR, Pan 2, Appendix D, which
reguires the SER be completed no iater than 18 months following NRC's issuance of a Notice of
Hearing regarding DOE's iicense application. The scheduie in 10 CFR Part 2. Appendix D,
codifies an NWPA stipulation that NRC issue a decision approving or disapproving the issuance
of a construction authorization no iater than 3 years after the date of the submission of an
application for authorization to construct a geologic repository. The NWPA additionally allowed
NRC to extend the 3-year deadline by ne more than 1 year. NRC published the Notice of
Hearing in the Federal Register on October 22, 2008, starting the 3-year clock. The date
comresponding to the 18-month deadline for issuance of the SER was April 23, 2010. Originalty,
NRC planned to mest the Aprii 23, 2010 deadline to complete and issue the SER; however, due
to budgetary constraints, NRC indicated in July 2009 that it would not be able to issue the SER
in accordance with the 10 CFR Pan 2, Appendix D, schedule. it was at this point that the
agency announced the SER would pe issued serially in five voiumes. As of July 2009, Volume
1 (Genera! information; was projected to be issued in March 2010, and Volume 3 (Review of
Repository Safety after Permanent Closure] in September 2010, at the time, NRC was unable ta
estimate completion dates for the remaining three volumes.
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On January 27, 2010, NRC revised its scheduie regarding issuance of SER Volumes 1 and 3;
SER Voiume 1 was now scheduled to be issuad in August 2010 and SER Volume 3 in
November 2010.

On March 30, 2010, the EDO sent a memorandum to the Commission informing the
Commission of the staff's plans regarding the High-Level Waste Program, including its review of
DOE's appiication. in light of the Administration’s pian to terminate the Yucca Mountain
repository program and DOE's March 3, 2010 request to withdraw its repository application.
This memorandum proposed to the Commission that in light of the President’s FY 2011 budget
and assuming Congress provided no additional funding or direction to the contrary, the staff
would continue the technical review of DOE’s appiication and SER preparation untit FY 2010
funds were extiausted. The memorandum also informed the Commission that as of the end of
February 2010. DOE had responded to all of NRC's requests for additional information and, at
that time, the NRC staff had not identified a need for additional information from DOE to
compieie the SER volumes. The memorandum included a projected schedule for completion of
all SER volumes. Volumes 1 and 3 were still on schedule to be issued in August and Novernber
2010, respectively, and all of the remaining volumes wouid be issued by the end of March 2011.
OIG learned that between May and June 2010, the Commission was informed that SER
Volumes 1 and 3 were ahead of schedule: however, on June 11, 2010, Chairman Jaczko sent a
memorandum 10 the EDO titied, “Schedule for HLW SER," stating that the staff should not
attempt to issue the volumes ahead of the projected schedule provided in the EDO's

March 30. 2010 memorandum. The Chairman wrote:

| helieve it is in the best interests of the agency not to alter the schedute for the
compietion of SER volumes at this time, but instead to maintain the predictable schedule
previously provided to the Commission in March 2010, regarding plans for the High-
Level Waste Repository Program. The agency’s overall resources wouid be better
ytilized by maintaining the current scheduie. Therefore, the information in Volume 1 of
the SER should be finalized and presented no eartier than August 2010, and subsequent
volumeas consistent with and not earlier than the schedule provided to the Commission in
March 201C.

In accordance with the March 201C scnedule for SER volume publication, Volume 1 was issued
on August 23, 2010, No additional volumes have been issued.

Interviews of Senior Staff on SER [ssue

W &
(B)Y(79C) (bR7H D

}said that prior to the Chairmar’s June 11. 2010 memorandum instructing
Staff Io mainam the March 30 201 icati ings with
. B CLERHTHDY
the Chairman, EDO. and
B0 oncerning the STatUs of The stafl's progression on the SER volumes. She said she
mrormed the group that the staff was well ahead of schedule with regard to compieting the SER.
She said the group discussed the appropriateness of slowing down the work and that she and
the EDQ specifically indicated to the Chairman that it would be contrary to the agency’s vaiues
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of openness and transparency to do s hat the Chairman thanked them for their
views and ended the discussion. Tne aid she befieved the motivation to siow
down the wark was related to the DOE s request to withdraw its license application and the
formulation of the Blue Ribbon Commission to look at the national policy on waste. She had
been told that if NRC were to publish the SER volumes, it would indicate that N
front” of the Administration with regard to the disposal of high-level waste. The
told OIG that she received SER Volume 1 for review, concurrence, and authorization to publish
on June 24, 2010, g gﬁ?;@fé%(t}? review, concurrence, and authorization to publish on
July 15, 2010. The pelieved that minimal resources were needed to complete
the review process and issue Volume 3. She also commented that by Sept

NRC had all the information it needed from DOE to complete the SER. The| <P 1O
recalled that prior to October 1, 2010, theirected that her staff would begin transition to
closure on October 1.

(BX7HC)(bXTHD)

The[®TNT GITD: ﬁﬁd OIG that

whehmeymerwrme-CrammaT T IS Z0TU 16 GiSe0ss the staff's progress on the SER, the
Chairman already knew that as of October 1, 2010, when the agency mo the new fiscal
(C).(b)

year that he wouid be closing down the license application review. Thelt\n, Isaid the reason
that he and the|™""< P11 Luent to meet with the Chairman was to e him that they
could pubiish the volumes ahead of the designated schedule if the Chairman pre
However, the Chairman's preference was te stick to the original schedule. Thﬁg)){zg)(y
practical effect of the Chairman's June memorandum was that it prevented the staff from issuing
Volume 3 shouid it have been finalized priar to October 1.

and

(B)(THE) (oHT D

[T T Jtoid OIG that Volume 3 of the SER was nearly finished, minus
the office director comments and concurrence and review by the Office of the Generat Counsel
(OGC). in early October 2010, siaff were in the nrorees of resaluing OGE sameaants on

Volume 3. He and the| *" (P75 ad
personally reviewed Volume 3 and they were both comforta i
information DOE had provided. The]°(D/CHEND)

safd the direction to stop working on the SER came directly from the Chairman, who
met with the NMSS staff in early October 2010. The Chairman explained that the budget drove
his decision and that the NRC General Counse! agreed with his decision. The Chairman did not
indicate for the staff to shut down in a way from which they could not recover. Instead. the

Chairman conveyed that the shutdown should take ptace in a reversible manner so that, if
needed. they could resume their review activities.

BTN EIm= Jbiso expiained that an
SERIS alicensing product based on regulatory requirements, and a TER is a technical review
without ficensing requirements  He advised that a TER has scientific value, but little licensing

value.
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The EDO told OIG that he had the impression that Volume 3 was ready for publication in late
summer 2010. He recalled that it was around the period of the election and that they were
going to wait until elections had concluded to publish the volume. He said the staff had advised
the Chairman that the work on Volume 3 was done, and the Chairman said to maintain the
original schedule because earlier publication of the volume could be interpreted as trying to
influence the decision on whether DOE was authorized to withdraw its license application.

-
(BYTHC).(BYTHD)

PGC, said

COMPIEtion siatus of volume 3 was open to interpretation. She said thatasof July 15,
2010, Volume 3 had been providea to the NMSS Director and was reported to be substantially
complete. However, the document was undergoing additional editing and formatting, including
a final quality control check, to assure appropriate nomenclature, proper numbering, and
sequencing. and other minor administrative changes that may be necessary to ensure
completeness and accuracy. OGC had been asked to review the document and indicate, by
August 25, 2010, whether they had any legal objections regarding the document.

The Chairman’s|>"®’ e (ecaned that when the Chairman was informed by NMSS staff

that they were ahead of schedule with regard to the SER volumes, the Chairman did not think it
anae the timing that had been publicly announced as to the pubiication dates. The

((KC)‘b)(”D) Kaic that Volume 3 had not undergone senior management or, ol
aid tha r i:ﬁ
g ¢ (PITHCT)(BXTHD)
a

review and was a predecisional document. His understanding was that the had
not campleted her review of the document, and that as of the new fiscal yea

transitioned to a categorically different activity (close-out) for which $10 million had been
allocated. Based on this transition, the agency needed to use the resources for that specific
purpose.

The General Counsel acknowledged that under the NWPA the NRC was to detarmine up or
down within 4 years from the DOE appiication acceptance date on the license application.
However. many factors have come to bear, such as a non-willing applicant and an unfunded
program. This is budget reality anc he would argue this course is a prudent way; if Congress
decided to fund this project, the agency is actually in a better position to resume than shutling it
off all togethzr. He did not believe that the Chairman had put the Commissiaon in jeopardy
because Congress has not properly funded the program to meet its obligations. He further
advised the activities and authorizations outlined in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act are subject to
appropriations. He stated that "uniess Congress appropriates money, you can’'t do any of those
things.”

Interviews of Commissioners on S&ER Issue

Commissionar Ostendorff recalled Chairman Jaczko informing him, during a routine periodic
meeting on June 8, 2010, that the Chairman was considering whether to provide direction to
NMSS to delay issuance of SER Volume 1, which was ready to be issued 2 months ahead of its
scheduled issuance in August 2010, The Chairman asked him for his thoughts on the matter
and said he thought it would look “funny” for the SER 1o be issued in the middie of the ongoing
28
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high-ievel waste adjudication. The Chairman told Commissioner Ostendorff he was directing
this action in his capacity as NRC's pnncipal executive officer and that it was not a policy matter.
Following the meeting, Commissioner Ostendorff called the Chairman to tell him he strongly
disagreed with the Chairman's proposed course of action. Commissioner Ostendorff thought it
was a “big mistake” to provide dirsction to the staff to siow down the SER review, and that it
would look very bad for the Chairman to interfere with the staff's activities, particularly in light of
the ongoing high-tevel waste adjudication. Commissioner Ostendorff cautioned the Chairman
that he would iikely have to deal with any accusations of tampering with the proceedings if word
got out that he had provided such direction.

Commissioner Ostendorff said that on June 11. 2010, during a routine periodic meeting with the
General Counsel, he discussed his concerns with the Chairman’s proposed direction on
delaying issuance of SER Volume 1. The General Counse! told Commissioner Ostendorff that it
was his opinion that the direction was not legally objectionabie, but that he did not provide an
opinion to the Chairman on the policy implications. The Generai Counse! toid Commissioner
Ostendorff that it was his experience that there were certain issues that the Chairman does not
want to hear from him on. This conversation left him with the impression that there was possibly
not an open environment for OGC to provide unfiltered advice to the Chairman without fear of
retribution.

Commissioner Ostandorfi was aware that the draft SER Volume 3 had been sent to the NMSS
Director for review in July 2010. On October 1, when the Chairman informed Commissioner
Ostendorff of his pians to 1ssue the CR budget guidance memorandum and to remove the
findings from SER Volume 3 prior to issuance, the Commissioner expressad his concerns about
not completing SER Volume 3 as previously planned by the staff. Commissioner Ostendorff's
concerns included censoring staff technical work aiready compieted and the fact that the actions
directed to the staff were directly related to the outcome of the high-level waste adjudication that
was currently before the Commission but had not yet been decided.

Commissioner Svinicki advised OIG that she considered the issuance of the SER volumes to be
a policy matier for Commission involvemens, particularty in light of the Chairman'’s unilateral
direction in June 2070 to direct agency staff to issue SER Volume 1 no eariier than the staff's
scheduled date of August 2010. She recalled advising against that course of action when the
Chairman informed her of his intent to issue that direction. According to Commissioner Svinicki,
she voted to approve Commissionar Ostendorffs COM because she supported finalizing and
issuing Volume 3.

Commissioner Magwood advised that the Chairman’s actions relative to Volume 3 of the SER
may not. strictly speaking. be illega from the perspective of appropriations and CR law, but his
actions under the Commission's organic statutes present a different picture. Under the
Commission’s statuies and standing procedures. policy determinations are made by majority
vote of the Commission. not by the uniiateral action of the Chairman. According to the
Commissioner, the Chairman's specific direction to the staff regarding impiementation of the CR
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(e.g.. the decision not to issue SER Volume 3 as planned and previously communicated to the
Commission) was a significant policy shift, not merely administrative guidance, and therefore
was not proper.

Former Chairman Kiein said that NRC is under a iegal obligation to review DOE's appiication
but he recognized that the agency needs the funding to complete the task. He recalled once
making the point during a speech that guidance was needed from Congress on this matter. He
thought it was inappropriate for Congress not to fund NRC for a law it had passed, and that the
agency had to meet. He said because NRC had that law. and the requirement, but not the
funds to carry it out, the agency needed relief. He said, “Either we needed t0 get the maney to
do it, or they needed to give us refief from it. And they have not given us relief from it.”

Interview of Chairman on SER [ssue

Chairman Jaczko toid OIG that he did not want NRC to publish Voiume 3 early because it could
give an impression that the agency was trying to rush information out before it was actually
complete, knowing the project was terminating. This would create challenges for NRC from a
public communications perspective; it would look politica!l if they moved forward in this way.  He
said that as Chairman. it is his responsibility toe manage the agency’'s workioad and workflow
with regard to scheduting Shortly after the CR budget guidance memorandum was published,
he personaily directed the staff that the agency would publish Voiume 3 as a TER that would
reflect where they were in the review process, but would not reflect NRC’s findings. He said the
staff's work on the SER woulid be preserved as an internal non-public document in ADAMS, the
agency's document management system. Further, he never directed anyone to destray or
delete the document as the hearings have not ended, Chairman Jaczko said the agency has an
obligation to preserve the document if hearings are to resume.

Chairman Jaczko advised that his office had contacted several members of Congress whe told
them there was nothing illega! ar wrong with what he was doing in relation to the CR guidance and
it was perfectly consistent with appropriations. Tha commentary and comrespondence he received
reflecting congressional dismay against his actions were solely pofitical in nature. The agency had
a budget from OME that reflected "do closs-out” and Congress had not passed an appropriation
which was how they indicate to agencies what to do with their funding. He told OIG that several
times, Congress passed a CR and had the opportunity to specifically direct the agency not to
proceed with close-out activities but that several CRs had been passed with no direction 1o NRC to
do anything different. He related the fundamental opligation for the agency was to go with the
lower values of what has been approved by the House and the Senate. This was reflected in OMB
Circular A-11. Tne FY 2011 pudget that was approved by the Senate and the House for NRC was
$10 milion for closure activities. Chairman Jaczko said that as the head of the agency, he was
bound by the agency's budget. He also commented that the activities in the NWPA were subject to
appropriations. For exampie. there are provisions in the NWPA that say NRC is supposed to finish
its ficensing review within 3 years. According to the Chairman, * that language is faifly meaningless
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because # has no enforcement mechanism. It does not say what happens if we miss that
deadiine. And ciearly, based on the $29 miflion that we were getting in FY 2010, we were not
going to meet the 3-year deadling”

C. Commission Voting on ASLB Decisions

OIG learned that the {1 71¢-10) ldid not enforce adherence to the
Commission’s adjudicatory voting process with reGard to SEGY-10-0102 and generally does not
enforce the voting process to facilitate completion of adjudicatory matiers. Although SECY staff
attempt 1c enforce the process, their success is dependent on whether and how the Chairman
and Commissicners respond to their attempts. According to NRC's Generat Counse!, the
Commission’s procedures are guioelines that have been developed based on practice but they
are not requirements.

Commission Procedures

NRC's Internal Commission Procedures explain that Commission decisionmaking is
accomplishad through voting at scheduled Commission meetings, through notational voting on
prescribed vote sheets, and by crally affirming a notational vote at an affirmation session -
Appendixes 4 and 5 of the procedures address the basis for determining voting resufts and how
to resoive a 2-2 vole. According to the procedures, votes from at least a quorum of three
Commissioners are required to act. and action is based on the majority of those participating.
As a general matter, requests for Commission action wili be denied if the Commission vote is
2-2.

The Internal Commission Procedures aiso describe Commission voting on adjudicatory SECY
papers’? such as SECY-10-0102 and for holding the subsequent affirmation session vote;
however, they do not provide details or direction on the process that occurs between the
completion of an adjudicatory SECY paper vote and the conduct of an affirmation vote on the

matter 0IG learned about the iatter process through an interview with aIfbx?)(C}'(m(?)(D)
(B)(7HC).
‘m(m

vho tracks adjudicatory SECY papers for the Commission.

According to the /nternal Commission Procedures, Commissioners are expected to vote on
adjudicatory SECY papers na {ater than 10 businass days after receipt of the paper. The
procedures state that when a majority of the Commission has voted, a request for an extension
of time 1o vote beyond the 10 business day veting period or a reguest to delay the affirmation of
the vote shouid be granted oniy by a majority of the Commission. Per the procedures, it is the
Secretary of the Commussion’'s responsibility to schedule a weekly affirmation session. It is also
the Secretary's responsibility 1o, within 48 hours of the issuance of an adjudicatory SECY paper,

*2 The Internal Commission Procedures state that written issue papers, referred to as SECY papers, are the *primary
decision-making tool of the collegiai Commission.” These papers are submitted by the Office of the Executive
" Director for Operations. the Chief Financial Officer. or other office directors reporting directly to the Commissian.
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naotice the affirmation of the paper so that the affirmation will be held at the earliest availabie
session following the close of the 10-day voting period unless a majority of the Commission has
advised that the affirmation should be set for a {ater date. Although the Infernal Commission
Procedures state that it is the Secretary's responsibility to schedule these sessions, they aiso
state that in order for Commissioners to vole orally at meetings, the Chaimman must cati for the
vote.

R BT N
. old OIG that aithough the procedures state that Commissioners are

expected to vote within 10 days after the issuance of an adjudicatory SECY paper, in practice,
the significant deadline in the process is the point at which the majority of Commissioners have

voted. This is the point that the{*b HTHELBIDO) Eracks for adjudicatory SECY papers because
at this point it is required that Céf_nm‘sstonars who have not voted either submit a v

(BHTHC){BH7}
reguest an extension to which a majority ‘of other Commissioners must agree. Thejp;
_{b)(mc)

(b} (T)D

said that he sends e-mail notices {addressed from the Secretary of the Commission) to
the Commissioners who have not voted to request that they either vote or ask for an extension.

If a Commissioner requests an extansion, the{®71C) 7D |said he polls the other
Commissioners to see if @ majority agree to it EUTIC.BITHD) ho has been
tracking Commission voting on adjudicatory matters for m years, could not recall any

occasion where an extension request was denied by a Commissioner,

The[®ICHEMOT loypiained that after he has received all of the Commissioners’ notational
vote sheets on an adjudicatory SECY paper and the attached ASLB order, he drafts an
affimnation notice that is high-level in naturs and is used during the affirmation voting process.
He said the affirmation notice simply provides the outcome of the vote; thus, when alt
Commissicners vote “ays” during the affirmation vote, they are voting to note their agreement
with the language in the affirmation notice. In contrast, the vote sheets note whether a
Commissioner is in favor of the order. against it, not participating, or abstaining and wili
sometimes include comments explaining why they are for or against. or suggesting modified
language for the order.

The["*“ TR also explained that OCAA may need to revise the order before an
affirmation vote can be hei ers indicate in their notational vote sheets that
revision is needed. The [ 70N eaid that OCAA works with lawyers in the
Commissioner offices to make the modifications requested and obtain their concurrence on the
updated ianguage. The length of time it takes for OCAA to make the Commissioners' changes
in the order and abtain their concurrence on the update vanes. depending on the fevsl of
change needed. Thé [PV ICHBIND Teaid an affirmation vote is not held until all of the
Commissioners are satisfied with both the affirmation notice and the order.
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OIG Review of Commission Adhersnce to Procedures

OlG reviewed the Commissioners' voting process associated with SECY-10-0102" and leamed
that the /nternal Commission Procedures were not followed relative to voting deadiine,
extension requests, or polling of other Commissioners to determine whether they agree with
extension reguests. As noted in section | of this report, OCAA issued SECY-10-0102 to SECY
on August 10. 2010. and Commissioners were asked to provide completed vote sheets and
comments to SECY by August 25, 2010. The paper was to be scheduled for an affirmation vote
at an open meeting once all votes were received.

Despite the August 25, 2010 voting deadiine, voting was not complete until Chairman Jaczko
submitted his second vote (approximately 5 weeks after the majority of Commissioners had
voted) on October 26, 2010, The voting process proceeded as follows:

Commissioner and Action Date
Commissioner Aposiofakis announced he wouid August 10, 2010
not participate
Commissioner Svinicki voted August 25, 2010
Chairman Jaczko provided initial vote August 25, 2010
Cammissioner Ostendorff voted August 26, 2010
Chairman Jaczko retracted initial vote August 30, 2010

i Commissicner Magwood voted September 15, 2010
! Chairman Jaczko voted for second time October 29, 2010

OIG reviewed SECY documents associated with SECY-10-0102 and learmed that the

(BHTHCH IO} ent an August 27, 2010 e-mail notice advising Commissioner Magwood
6 VOte or requast an extension to vote, but the request was withdrawn after Chairman Jaczko
retracted his first vote. This occurred after the first time the majority of Commissioners had
voted. After Commissionesr Magwood voted on September 15, 2010, now constituting a
majority, the ‘\‘;’i%"c ®© kent an e-mail to Chairman Jaczko requesting his vote or an extension
request. The &man stpulatsd absent the Chairman praviding a vote or request for an
extension, which must be approved by a majority of the Commission, it would be presumed, in
accordance with the Commission’s rule of procedure, the Chairman would not be participating in
the action. "here were no additional documents indicating that the Secretary followed up with

the Chairman or i However, OIG identified (1) a September 16, 2010 e-mail from the
Chairman’s “’K?’{C’ PRTIE] to the Chairman recommending that the Chairman never reauast an

. (D) THCLD) '
extension on tHe yucca wountain matter and (2) an Octgberfs 2010 e-mail from thegryo)

to NRC's General Counsel! stating that the Chairman’ 5{‘ MCLENND! Ihad indicated that the
Chairman wouid vote the following week *

" Because this remains an open adjudicatory matier pefore the Commission. OIG couid only repart matters of
process and nat of substance
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OIG reviewed 13 other adjudicatory SECY paper files'™ to assess whether Commission voting
and polling procedures were foliowed in connection with these documents. OIG sought to
determine whether {1) memaranda were sent to Commissioners reminding them to vote aftera
majority of Commissioners had voted, (2) Commissioners requested extensions or voted timely
in respanse to the e-mail prompt, and (3) polfing of other Commissioners occurred as
warranted. OIG's review found that procedures were not foilowed in connection with 7 of the 13
files reviewed. In three of the seven cases, memorandum prompts should have been sent after
the majority voted, but were not. In three other cases, memorandum prompts were sert;
however, extension requests and polling did not occur. In one case polling was initiated but not
conciuded.

OIG also iearmed that 2 days after the Chairman voted on SECY-10-0102, the OCAA Director
provided the Commission with a drafl affirmation order detaiiing the status of the Commission’s
votes. Afthcugh the notational voting process associated with SECY-10-0102 was complete as
of October 29, 2010, as of the date of this report the Commission has not held an affirmation
vote on the matter and the draft order continues to sit in deliberation before the Commission for
affirmation.

O!IG Interviews of Agency Officials Concemning Commission Procedures

The [Sim [oid OIG that she uses a “voting notice document” to prompt Commissioners who
have not yet voted on an adjudicatory matter afier the majority has voted, and that she sent
such a notice to tne Chairman conceming SECY-10-0102 on September 18, 2010. She said
that although the Chairman never farmally responded to the notice with a request for an
extension tc vote on SECY-10-0102, he told her on several occasions that he planned to vote.
She never documented these exchanges, and did not proceed with the polling of other
Commissioners to see whether they agreed with the delay. She recalied having conversations
with some of the Commissioner staff members pnor to Chairman Jaczko's second vote wherein
they askad her to draft an affirmation statement even though Chairman Jaczko had not yet
voted. She did not do this because the Chairman had told her he would be participating in the
matter and because. based on discussions with one Commissioner and several Commissioner
staff members, she believed that not all of the Commissioners who had voted were ready to
affirm their votes during an affirmation session. Thef 7o }§so said that while the /nternal
Commission Frocedures direct her to schedule affirmation votés at the earliest opportunity after
the 10-day voting period. Chairmar Jaczko has wanted to make sure that all Commissioners
are ready to affirm their votes before ar affirmation session is scheduled.

The [PXTHOLGIED) Taig OIG that ir accordance with their process, following the Chairman's

October 28, 0 vote on SECY-10-0102, she prepared a draft affirmation order for circulation
via e-mail that indicated the status of the votes at the compfetion of the voting process. She
circulated the draft via e-mai! to all of the Commissioners on November 1, 2019

“HSRTL
. . OB
subsequently called to the Chairmar’s office. where an OGC attorney and the E%ED’,{C“ ! i'

' Files comesponded with adjudicatory SECY papers issued between March 2008 and August 2010.
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(BH7HCLBNAEY

also present. The Laid the Chairman was animated and expressed displsasure
that she had circulated the doefiment. She told him she had done this as part of the normal
process of circulating the draft decision. She was surprised and shaken up by the Chairman’s
manner and that he had never been angry with her befare, The Chairman asked her something
like, "Do you think this was a helpful thing to do?® She responded that she thought it was and
he told her he was working with the Commissioners to settle the matter and to “just stay out of
it.” In hindsight, thé 7" ®2 kaid the Chairman may have felt that in circulating the draft
decision, she did no cmmissioners time to consider the content of the
Chairman’s vote. However, at the time, she thought she was doing the correct thing by being
prompt with a matter that was of interest to the Commission.

A majority of Commission staff members interviewed toid OIG that with the exception of SECY-
10-0102. the internal Commission Procedures are generally followed. All of the staff members
were aware that the procedures directed extension requests to be made and that extensions
needed majority Commission approval. The Chairman’s Chief of Staff acknowledged that
althcugh he was aware of the procedures concerming extension requests, he sent an e-mail to
Chairman Jaczko recommending that the Chairman never ask for an extens'(nc)‘() in
connection with SECY-10-0102. A Commissioner's Chief of Staff asked the|o

office would proceed given that a majority of the Commissioners had voted. Thej
respended that she knew that one Commissioner would not proceed to affirmation be ore the
Chairman voted_sa she would not initiate measures to move the issue. According to this Chief
of Staff, thel o101 |was in a difficult position because she feared being “chewed out” by the
Chairman if she were to proceed to affirmation before he cast his vote. A Commissioner’s Legal
Adviser told OIG that the Chairman wanted mattars pertaining to the affirmation to be decided
prior to scheduiing an affirmation session and that he would not support the Secretary in moving
to affirmation until that tme

The General Counse! told OIG that the internal Commission Procedures should generally be
followed, but that there are circumstances that require deviations, and the procedures
themseives are not binding {aw. The procedures are a refiection of decisions among the
Commissioners of how to handie and process certain mattars, especially those matters
identified in the Energy Reorganization Act and the Reorganization Plan. With regard to
adjudicatory affirmation voting, the Commission needs to have a majority willing to go to
affirmation. Normally. the Secretary would poll members to see if they were ready to po to
affirmation; however, he said that if there 1s no consensus it is hard for thec go
forward with a draft affirmation notice or order ic reflect a consensus position. The General
Counsel said that this is the situation with the high-leve! waste matter. He acknowledged that
this matter has sat in abeyance with a draft affirmation order before the Commission since
November 1, 2010. He said that as a theoretical matter, this could “rest in limbo” until NRC is
posed with a forcing function, such as being party to litigation against the Government, He toid
OIG there have been matters previously before the Commission in appeal status that have gone
unresolved for a year or langer.
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Interviews of Commissioners Concerning Commission Procedures

Commissioner Ostendorff told OIG he gueried Chairman Jaczko about when he planned to vote
on SECY-10-0102 during meetings he had with the Chairman on September 9, September 14,
October 5, October 19, and Qctober 27, 2010, and the Chairman always responded that he
wouid vate. Commissioner Ostendorff said Chairman Jaczko offered different reasons for not
voting. For exampie, Chairman Jaczko toid him he was concerned that a 2-2 vote would ieave
the ASLE “in limbo.” He aiso told Commissioner Qstendorff that he would not take action until a
majority of the Commission agreed to suspend the ASLB's adjudicatory proceedings.
Commissioner Ostendorff disagreed with the Chairman's view that a 2-2 spitt could leave the
matter unresolved Rather, after discussions with OGC, OCAA. the Chief Administrative Judge
of the ASLBP, and Commissioner Qstendorff's legal counsel, Commissioner Ostendorff
conciuded that based an the /nternal Commission Procedures, a 2-2 split would uphold the
ASLB's decision. Commissioner Ostendorff communicated this view to the Chairman.

Commissioner Svinicki said she believed it was important for the Commission to act on the
adjudicatory matter to resolve the legal question of DOE's autharity to withdraw.

Commissioner Magwood advised that subsequent to the Chairman initially casting his vote on
the matter. the Chaimrman aliegedly withdrew his vote asserting he had done s6 as to afford
Commissioner Magwood time to prepare a vote. Commissioner Magwood advised this
representation was not accurate and he had not asked the Chairman to assist or to remave his
vote on his behaif.

fnterview of Chairman Concerning Comimission Procedures

Chairman Jaczko told QIG he did not recall the e-mail from his Chief of Staff advising him not to
request an extension to vote on SECY-10-0102, and that he did not realize that an extension
was required on adjudicatory matiers if a vote was not cast within a 10-day period. He said that
the Commission does not always act ir accordance with the procedures. For example, the
procedures say that the Commission votes on matters within 10 days of receiving them. Yet, he
noted. the Secretary waits until three people have voted to issue notices to other
Commissioners that they need to act. He said the Commission procedures are a guideline, and
not absolute rules However, he said he did at one point tak to the Secretary, who told him that
he needed to request an extension, but he responded that he was getting ready to vote and,
furthermore, told the Secretary she needed to proceed however she wanied to proceed.
Chairman Jaczko told OIG that while some people have an impression that he is purposely
helding up the affirmation vote. this is not the case. instead. the reason the Commission has
not held an affirmation vote on the Yucca Mountain matter is that the Commission has not come
to majority agreement on the affirmation notice. He said NRC's governing statute directs that
Commission action is accomplisnec by majority vote. According to Chairman Jaczko, his
practice is 10 go o affirmation once the Commission is in agreement about the language in the
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affirmation notice even though the procedures describe a process wherein the affirmation is
scheduied once the votes are in. He said that has proven to be an embarrassing situation
because *voting does not end the process. It's just the beginning of the process for us.”

Chairman Jaczko advised that alt of the Commissioners agreed to the practice of proceeding to
affirmation only after everyone agrees to the affirmation notice and “there has really been little

discussion.”

D. Information Fiow/Work Environment

During the course of the investigation, a number of interviewees conveyed their perception that
Chairman Jaczke controls and restricts the information avaitabie to his fellow Commissioners
and noted concerns abeut his interpersonal style. Senior officials, managers, and staff provided
examples that they betlieved illustrated the Chairman’s failure to share with his fetiow
Commissionars information needed to suppart their fully infformed decisionmaking. Examples
included the CR budget guidance memorandum described eartier in this repont, the FY 2012
budget process, the Commission agenda planning process, and the Chairman’s invoivement in
determining what constitutes a policy versus an administrative matter. in addition, a number of
interviewaes described instances of behavior by the Chairman that they viewed as
unprofessional or manipulative. Examples included the Chairman’s use of foreign travel or
threats to contact members of the Administration as means of persuading his fefiow
Commissioners to support him on issues, and displays of anger towards individuals whom he
does not view as supportive.

The Chairman defended his management style with regard to information flow as aligning with
the division of Commission and Chairman responsibilities established by the Reorganization
Plan and as necessary for efficiency and effectiveness. He acknowiedged using forceful
management technigues to accamplish his objectives but maintained that these techniques
were necessary to facilitate the work of the Commission.

The FY 2012 Budgs! Process

OIG learnec from Commissioner chiefs of staff and legal advisers that, historically, when the
NRC Chairman presented tusfher budget estimate to the other Commissioners, the Chairman
included the staff's independently deveioped “Program Priorities and Considerations” document.
This is a spreadsheet, prepared by staff, that presents each division's plans and priorities,
which, historically. the Chairman has used io develop his/her budget proposal based on the
staff's considerations. OIG leamec that the FY 2012 process differed from past practice in that:

1. The Chairman personally et with division directors regarding their funding and programs
and provided direction and priorities for the agency. Subsequently. the staff formutated
their requirements for funding and programs based on the Chairman’s direction, which was
then incorporated into the Chairman’s budge! estimate.
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2. The Chairman'’s budget estimate was submitted to the Commission for its consideration
without fundamental supporting documents developed by the staff.

The majority of Commissioner staff members and Commissioners indicated that this process
caused problems in that the Commission could not assess the differences between the staffs
projected needs and priorities and those of the Chairman. Furthermore, staff expiained that the
Chairman directed that if the Commissioners wanted to make inquiries to division directors
regarding their funding needs and priorities. the requests needed to be funneled through the
Chairman’s office. Office responses, in turmn, were submitied to the Chairman’s office, and OIG
ieamed that responses were either edited or not provided back to the requesior. OIG also
learned that all of the Commissionar officas were able to obtain various versions of the
"Program Priorities and Consideration Documents” through personal connections that
Commissioner office staff had with NRC staff However, the Commissioners remained unable
to distinguish the staff's pricrities from the Chairman's priorities due to the Chairman’s process
for developing the budget.

The cid OIG that the Chairmar’s FY 2012 budget process, wherein the Chairman had
meetings with s:aff to discuss priorties directly before the offices deveioped their priorities
document, was much quicker than the previous budget process. However, he said, the problem
was that the Chairman did not provide the staff's supporting documents to the Commission.
Theaid he raised this i1ssue to the Chairman’s Chief of Staff and conveyed that without
the spporting documents it would be difficult for the Commission to decide on a budget. The
Chairman’s Chief of Staff responded that the Commission did not need that level of dstail, that
this was the Chairman’s budget. and that all inquiries to thef?!7). lfrom the Commission about
the budget shouid be cleared with the Chaimman prior to providing a response.

The EDO toid OIG that the Chairman did not want any differences between his budget and
staff's budget and saw it as his budget proposal. The Chairman also wanted the opportunity to
review and change any of the staf’s responses to the Commissioners’ guestions.

An OEDO manager toid OiG that he was familiar with the issue of information from the staff to
the Commission being edited by the Chairman bsfore it was provided to the Commission. He
said the Energy Reorganization Act addressed this issue and that it could be debated in two
ways One way would be to edit informatior provided by the staff. and the other is to be passive
and just present what the staff has identified on a matter. He said he discussed this matter with
the General Counsei, who said the Chairman had the authority to edit information that was to be
provided to the Commission. The OEDQ manager said the Chairman did not believe there
should be two separate budget proposals (Chairman’s budget and staff budget). He said the
Chairman viewed himself as the head of the agency and felt that there should be just one
budget - the staff's proposal reviewed by the Chairman ~ presented to the Commission for its
consideration,
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Chairman Jaczko told OIG that he was closely involved in the budget process as it is his
responsibility to present the budget to the Commission anc he was entitled to develop the
budget however he wanted. He said he chose a method to help the staff shape a budget that
would be more successful in getting through the Commission. He believes that this is what
occurred with regard to the FY 2012 budget proposal. He said that the budget was presented 3
weeks earlier than usua! and went through the Commission with atmost no real change. He
said he had assumed he did not have to provide the Commission with the "Program
Considerations and Pricrities” docurments, but had since leamed from the General Counsel that
he had been incorrect. He said he now understood that once the budget was developed and
presented to the Commission, the Commissioners were entitled to some of the draft documents.

Agenda Planning Process

According to the Internal Commission Procedures, policy, rulemaking, and adjudicatory matters,
as well as general information, are provided to the Commission for consideration in documents
referred to as SECY papers. There are four categones of SECY papers. Commission meeting
papers present a major issue on which collegial deliberation and vote at a Commission meeting,
usually in a public session, is anticipated. Notation vote papers present an issue requiring
consideration by the Commission or consultation with the Commission prior to action by the
staff, but not requinng coliegial deliberation among Commissioners or a formal vote in‘'a
meeting, thereby lending themseives to a written notation process, Affirmation papers convey
Commission business that does not require deiiberation among the Cammissioners in a meeting
mode, but must be voted on by the Commissioners in each others’ presence. Information
papers provide information on policy, rulemaking, or adjudicatory issues. These papers are
purely informational and should no: assume or request any action by the Commission.

The intemal Commission Procedures aiso describe monthiy agenda planning sessions during
which the Commission reviews and approves the Chairman’s proposed meeting agendas that
he has deveioped with the SECY and representatives from OGC, £D0, and the Office of
Congressional Affairs. The procedures state, “in recognition of the coliegial process, an
individual Commissioner's reguest that a meeting be scheduled will be granted uniess a majority
of the Commission disapproves the reques:.”

During this investigation, OIG learmned that the process by which SECY papers are conceived by
the staff and subsequently submitted for Commission consideration is subject to the Chairman’s
influence and aliows him. in his role as principal executive officer, to influence information that
staff develop for Commission review.

OiG iearnad that tne general practice for deveioping a SECY paper is as foliows:

« Staff develop an issue that & either identified as a potential policy matter or of significant
interest to the Commussion for their consideration.
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s The Division Director may have periodic meetings with individual Commission members
with regard to this information and may present the issue as an informal informational
matter.

= Senior staff coordinate the matters identified by the staff with their designated DEDO
who holds “alignment meetings” to determine whether this information is to be conveyed
to the Commission and in what form.

« |f the alignment meeting consensus is to develop a paper, the paper is generated by
staff and submitted to the EDO who provides a paper to SECY for tracking, and
simuttaneously tracks the paper in the EDO's system.

e The paper topic 1s provided to the Commission for consideration at the Chairman’s
agenda planning session at which time the Commissioners vote to determine when they
will address the paper.

OIG learned that the Chairman, uniike the other Commission members, can direct the staff not
to deveiop a paper for the Commission’s review. Based on information leamed during the
periodic meetings or any other meetings, the Chairman sometimes directs the EDO not to
develop a paper for Commission review. If other Commissioners disagree, they must prepare a
COM and gain majority support to direct the staff to prepare a paper for Commission review.

The EDO told OIG that the Chairman’s staff track staff-generated papers and the Chaimman
decides what is considered a policy matter and whether he will inform the Commission of the
matter. The EDQO said the only way a Commissioner can influence when a staff paper is
submitted or the timing of presentation to the Commission wouid be to prepare a COM and gain
a majority on the matter to direct the staff. The EDO said the Chairman told him that he wanted
to control the flow of policy issues to the Commission to enable them to be more efficient and
effective by not overloading them so they could focus on certain issues.

Severai OCEDO managers and managers of offices that report to the EDOQ told OIG of problems
with information flow, while others said they were unaware of any incidents where information
was not provided to the Commission. For exampile, one manager toid OIG that the currant
approach to information flow to the Commission was not the best way, and the Chairman
regulates the information to the extent he believes the Commission needs the information to
make a decision. He said the Commission is “not working well at all today, unfortunately” and
attributed this to the Chairman’s interpretation of his role and responsibilities and the other
Commissioners disagreeing with his interpretation. In addition. he said, there is so much
distrust at the chief of staff level that the Commissioners often jump to conclusions about the
Chairman’s direclions In contrast, another manager believed the current Chairman has taken
the initiative to better integrate the Commission’s agenda through agenda planning. He said the
Chairman has the view that there are policy matiers and there are administrative matters and he
believes the adminisirative matiers should not go to the rest of the Commission. However, he
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acknowledged that the Chairman could incorrectly label something as administrative and not
inform the Commission. He said the staff was sensitive to this and noted that with the CR
budget guidance memorandum. a known controversial matter, the staff asked the Chairman i
he was coordinating the matter with the other Commissioners.

The majority of Commissioner‘{‘mm{c’ oinm) toid OIG that the Chairman

withholids information to the Commission by either suppressing papers or manipulating the
agenda planning process because he controis the sequencing of papers to be presented to the
Commission for vote. They said tha this, in turn, causes papers to sit for weeks or months as
the Chairman decides when information meetings are to be scheduled. Commissioner staff
perceived this as an effort to control information availabie to the Commission as the Chairman's
priorities often did not align with those of individua! Commissioners.

Commissioners Svinicki, Ostendorff, and Magwood told OIG that they sometimes leamn of
potential papers the staff intend to submit to the Commission during their periodic meetings with
agency managers, but then the papers do not materialize. This makes them question whather
they are sufficiently informed and aware of policy issues affecting the agency. In particular, the
three Commissioners mentioned a paper on the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)
805 rule,'® where there were indications the staff wanted to raise policy matters to the
Commission, but were unabile to do so as the Chairman had determined the matter was not a
policy issue. One E?fﬁéﬂ told QIG that the Chairman stated he did not want a paper on NFPA
BOS and as a result staff stapped working on the papser,

Another exampie provided by two Cammissioner staff members was a paper on the
international Regulatory Review Service (IRRS),"® which the Chairman allegediy directed staff
to stop preparing,"” Commissionars {old OIG that the distinction between policy issues and
administrative actions was a subject of contentior within the Commission. One Commissioner
said that where disputgs exist, the matters shouid be decided by the Commission; however, the
Chairman has established a practice of categorizing a matter as “administrative” when it may
have policy implications. The Commissioner noted that the CR budget guidance mamorandum
was a good example of this behavior.

¥ NRGC requiation 10 CFR 50 48{c;. otherwise known as NFPA BC5. 15 a risk-informed, performance-based firg
protection reguiation adopted by the agency in 2004, Lessons leamed by the NRC staff from their review of the two
NFPA 805 pilot piant license amendment requests revealed that the NRC staff had underestimatsd the resources
necessary to review NFPA BDS ficense amendment requests. The NRC staff anticipated receiving 25 ficense
amendment requests by the end cf June 2011 as a resuft of the current Commession enforcement palicy related to
NFPA 805. Compieting the reviews of such a jarge number of submittals wouid be a significart chafienge fo the
agency. The NRC staff desired to propose an approach to the Comimission to address the expected (arge number of
submittais.

'8 The IRRS is an Intemational Atornic Energly Agency peer review and appraisal service At the
Government's request, duning October 2010, an international team of safety experts reviewed NRC’s
ragulatory framewaork for safety regarding operating U 5. nuclear power piants and the effectiveness of
reguiatory functions impiemented by the NRC . The IRRE team identified a number of good practices. and
made suggestions and recommendations where improvements are desirabie or necessary,

7 Singe OIG's interviews with the Commissioners. the siaff suomitted a paper on NFPA 805 to the Commission for
review, and the Comimissioners received s copy of the IRRS assessment
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The Chaiman's[” "~~~ _foid OIG that she meets wih the EDO and the[S1T® !&f the
Commission at least twice mdnthly to coordinate upcoming policy matters and open it

befare the Commission, the EDQO, and SECY. The EDO maintains a tracking system for ail
open and upcoming policy items from staff. and that SECY maintains a separate tracking
system for all matters before the Commission. She uses these coordination sessions to ensure
that all matters are addressed and to ensure the Commission has been notified on ali matters.
She said that Chairman Jaczko is very transparent in keeping the other Commissicners
informed on matters, including when he makes decisions from a non-policy, resources
perspective. She cited the CR budgst guidance memerandum as an example where the
Chairman held back issuing the memorandum until he had coordinated the guidance with the
other Commissicners.

Chairman Jaczko toid OIG he decides what is and is not a policy matter by consulting with the
General Counsel, his interpretations of his statutory authorfty, and consultations with the EDQ.
He said the statute notes that the Commissioners always have the option to raise a matter as
policy, which is why he consulted as he did with the other Commissioners on the CR budget
guidance memorandum. He said he knew the Commission did not support the budget guidance
for the High-Level Waste Program and that he wanted to be prepared for battle. He said he
proceeded to line up the votes on the matter to ensure if it was addressed as a policy matter, his
position wouid be supported. Chairman Jaczko said the agenda planning process allows the
Commission to decide by majority which direction to proceed. He said it is a tool for him to keep
the agency’s business moving and gives the Commission a more predictabie and efficient way
to manage its business.

Chairman Jaczko told OIG that it was within his authority to tell the staff to prepare or not prepare
papers. With regard to NFPA BU5, he said he never directed staff not to prepare a paper on the
topic. He recailed the staff came to him and said they would not be abie to compiete the required
number of license amendments applications for NFPA 805. Chairman Jaczko told the staff they
had been budgeted to complete the icense amendments and they needed to figure out how to
accomplish the task. As Chaimman, it was within his authority to execute the budget and manage
the policy and workioad of the agency. Consequently, he decided the issue would not be on the
Commission’s agenda. Thne staff later informed him that they were unable to conduct the
application reviews, and that this would have enforcement discretion implications. As a result, he
directed them to prepare a paper for the Commission because now this was a policy issue the
Commission needed to work out.

Foreign Travel

NRC Management Directive (MD) 14.1, Official Temparary Duty Travel, assigns the Chairman
responsihility for approving official foreign trave! for himself and the Commissioners. The
handbook associaied with MD 14 1 assigns approving officials responsibility to ensure that the
travel is necessary to carry out NRC's mission and directs officiais reviewing requests for official
foreign trave! at NRC's expense to “scrutinize the official purpose of the trip and the value of
collateral purposes to ensure vahdity.”
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OIG leamed the Chairman required different levels of justification from each Commissioner
congeming their requests for foreign travel. For example, one Commissioner was required to
provide written justification to the Chairman for international trips, while other Commissioners
were granted approval by the Chairman based simply on verbal notification of the planned trip.
Additionally, the Chairman used foreign travel as an incentive for supporting him on issues.

Commissioner Svinicki said the Chairman has ambiguous approval criteria for foreign travel,
which has made her refuctant to pursue trips. She said it is not worth her time ang effort to
develop a justification for a trip that she may be denied and because the Chairman does not
provide an answer in a timely manner. For example, when requested by a host country to
speak at conferences, she is unable to provide a timely response. She is now reiuctant to
pursue foreign trave! because she is concerned about having to cancel depending on the
Chairman’s decision and the impact this has on her reputation.

Commissioner Magwood reiayed ane example where Chairman Jaczko wanted Commissioner
Magwood to withdraw his request for an additional staff member to support the Commission
offices. He said the Chairman told him that if he pursued the request, he would withhold
authorizations on Commissioner Magwoad's foreign travel.

Chairman Jaczko told OIG that as the Chairman of the agency he is responsible for managing
the agency's workioad and workfiow. and in that respect he has overall management authority
of the staff. He refated that it was within his discretion to approve cr not approve his colieague's
foreign trave! requests. As Chairman, he has toals that he uses to manage the agency, including
the Commission. and to negotiate and gel leverage. One such too! is his discretion to approve
foreign travel }t was his responsibility to decide who best represented the agency and if he had
colleagues who did not support him an votes, he was not likely to send them to represent him and
the agency on infernational trave!. Chairman Jaczko commented that there is nothing unethical or
inappropriate about that and, in fact, it was his job. to make those difficult decisions. Further, he
has never taken away anybody's international trave!, or not signed a request for intemational travel.

interpersonal Interactions with Commissioners and Staff

Commissioner staff members toid OIG of incidents they perceived as unprofessional behavior
by Chairman Jaczko toward their Commissicners or members of the staff. For exampie, staff
mentioned the Chairman’s behavior toward thel>!7¢ (P7HD) en she circulated the draft
order for SECY-10-0102 shortly after the Chairman submitted his vote., Several Commissioner
staff members relayed incidents where the Chairmar angrily confronted their Commissioner on
issues: however, the Commissioners themselves did not relay such examples. Several current
and former Commission staff members said the Chairman’s behavior caused an intimidating
work environment. A former Chairman told OIG that the Chairman often yelled at people and
his tactics had a negative effect on peopie. He described the behavior as ruling by intimidation.
The former Chairman said he verbally counseied Chairman Jaczko on his behavior on two
occasions before isaving the agency
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A number of NRC senior managers interviewed described exampies of the Chairman losing his
temper with them or stories they had heard about him losing his temper with others. Some
characterized these incidents as disagreements on matters where the Chairman held a strong
view and they were reluctant to characterize the Chairman’s behavior as unprofessional;
however, they said that if they had subordinates who dispiayed the same behaviors, they would

not tolerate it. Conversety, other senior managers interviewed saic they never witnessed any
unprofessional behavior on the Chairman's pan.

Chairman Jaczko acknowiedged that he sometimes ioses his temper. He said he worked to
controf it and there are times when ha has wished he has said or done things differently. He
said he mainly ioses his temper with the Commissioners, but acknowiedged that there have
been a few times when he has said some fairly strong things to the staff. He concluded that his
behavior created an environment sometimes in which it is difficult for people to work with him.
and he regretied that.

[fl. FINDINGS

1. OIG determined that Chairman Jaczko used a FY 2011 CR budget guidance
memeorandum to initiate NRC's 7Y 2011 plans to close out its Yucca Mountain license
appiication review even though the FY 2011 budget had not yet been passed. The
Chairman’s decision to direct the staff io follow the FY 2011 budget guidance was
supported by the NRC General Counsel and consistent with (1) the discretion within his
budget execution authority under the Reorganization Pilan, (2) OMB Circular A-11
guidance to spend prudently during a CR peried, (3) the Administration’s decision o
terminate the Yucca Mountain repository project, and (4) the Chairman's interpretation of
the Commission’'s FY 2011 budget policy decisions, which articulated close-out
activities.

OIG determined that although the Chairman had the autherity to direct staff to follow the
FY 2011 budget guidance. he was not forthcoming with the other Commissioners about
his intent to stop work on the SER as pari of implementing close-out activities, This
inciuded stopping work on SER Volume 3 (Review of Repository Safety After Permanent
Closure). which NRC staff believed to be near completion by the end of FY 2010. The
Crairman anticipated that proceeding to ciose-out in this manner could be controversial
and viewed as a poiicy decision for fuli Commission consideration. Therefore, prior to
directing issuance of the CR budget guidance memorandum, he strategically provided
three of the four other Commissioners with varying amounts of information about his
iniention to proceed to closure and not compiete SER Volume 3. He did not provide
Commissioner Svinicki with any informatior about his intentions. Although two of the
three Commissioners he spoke with did not fully understand the implications of the CR
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budget guidance memorandum, the Chairman told the EDO and the Chairman's Chief of
Staff toid the CFO, prior to their signing the memorandum, that all the Commissioners
were informed and supported issuance of the CR budget guidance memorandum. In
fact, subsequent to the issuance of the CR budget guidance memorandum, a majority of
Commissioners disagreed with the gutcome of the memorandum, which was the
Chartrman's direction to stop work on SER Volume 3. Additionally, a majority of the
Commissioners did nat think the conditions to proceed to closure (i.e., withdrawal or
suspension) had been met.

OI1G aiso determined that after Commissioner Ostendorff issued a COM to the
Commission asking to direct the staff to continue its work on the SER, the Chairman
communicated to Commissioners Magweood and Apostolakis that he expected their
continued support. He toid them that he would not have directed issuance of the CR
budget guidance memorandum had they not committed to suppor him. Despite their
view that they had not been fully infoermed about the Chairman's intent behind the CR
budget guidance memorandum, Commissioners Apostolakis and Magwood elected not
to participate in voting on the COM. Therefore, without a majority, the Commission was
unable to move the matter from budget space, within the Chairman’s purview, to policy
space, within the Commission’s purview.

OIG determined that although the NWPA requires NRC to consider DOE’s Yucca
Moeuntain repository license application and issue a fina! decision approving or
disapproving issuance of a construction authorization, there are various factors
preventing the agency from meeting its statutory obligation. These factors include the
Administration’s decision to terminate the Yucca Mountain repository project, decreasing
appropriations to NRC for the High-Leve! Waste Program, and the Chairman’s direction
to stop working on the SER.

OIG determined that although the Commission has internal procedures intended to
faciiitate collegial Commission decisionmaking based on majority rule, adjudicatory
voting procedures are not consistently enforced. Furthermore, these written procedures
de not provide details on the process that occurs between the completion of an
adjudicatory SECY paper vote and the conduct of an affirmation vote on the matter. The
lack of enforcement of and specificity in the Commission’s written procedures, coupled
with the Commission’s practice not to move to affirmation until all Commissioners agree
to the affirmatior notice and order, ailows matiers 1o sit in abeyance without final
Commission action.

OIG getermined that the Chairman controis information provided to the other
Commissioners based on his interpretation of his statutory authority as Chairman versus
the authority given to the Commission. Because he acts as the gatekeeper to determine
what is a policy matter versus an administrative matter, and manages and controls
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information available to the othzr Commissioners, they are uncertain as {o whether they
are adequately informed of policy matters that shouid be brought to their attention.
Ultimately, however. ali Commissioners have the ability to bring what they perceive as
policy matters befare the Commission by writing a COM and gaining majority
Commission support.

Piease respond 1o this office on what, if any, action you intend to take in response to this report.

ce: Commissioner Svinicki
Commissioner Apostotakis
Commissioner Magwood
Commissioner Ostendorff
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