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December 4, 1996

MEMORANDUM TO:

THROUGH:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

John H. Austin, Chief
NMSS/DWM/PAHL

Keith . McConnell, Section Leader
NMSS/DWM/PAHL (Original signed by: T. McCartin for:)

Rose M. Byrne
NMSS/DWM/PAHL

ASCE 1996 ANNUAL MEETING TRIP REPORT

I attended the ASCE 1996 Annual meeting on Monday, November 11,
at the Washington Hilton and Towers, in Washington, DC. A trip
attached. The following items are particularly noteworthy.

1996,
report is

OCRWM (DOE): Transportation is virtually zeroed out. License application to
be delivered on March 2002. Current design has between-the-faults footprint
rather than porkchop footprint.

Public utilities: Many states have said that utilities cannot pass the NWTF
costs on to ratepayers. They will do onsite storage if they have to keep
operating, but they want DOE to take the SNF away.

Lobbyist: Stated that NRC doesn't give credit for engineered barriers for
LLW.

LLRWM (DOE): Is hoping to do increased work in commercial LLW using separate
disposal cells.
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Contact: Rose M. Byrne
415-6609
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Af'>s ,z,°s, UNITED STATES
0 Gil o NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20555-0

December 4, 1996

MEMORANDUM TO: John H. Austin, Chief
NMSS/DWM/PAHL

THROUGH: Keith I. McConnell, Section Leader
NMSS/DWM/PAHL

FROM: Rose M. Byrne
NMSS/DWM/PAHL

SUBJECT: ASCE 1996 ANNUAL MEETING TRIP REPORT

I attended the ASCE 1996 Annual meeting on Monday, November 11, 1996,
at the Washington Hilton and Towers, in Washington, DC. A trip report is
attached. The following items are particularly noteworthy.

OCRWM (DOE): Transportation is virtually zeroed out. License application to
be delivered on March 2002. Current design has between-the-faults footprint
rather than porkchop footprint.

Public utilities: Many states have said that utilities cannot pass the NWTF
costs on to ratepayers. They will do onsite storage if they have to keep
operating, but they want DOE to take the SNF away.

Lobbyist: Stated that NRC doesn't give credit for engineered barriers for
LLW.

LLRWM (DOE): Is hoping to do increased work in commercial LLW using separate
disposal cells.

Attachment: As stated

Contact: Rose M. Byrne
415-6609
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ASCE 1996 Annual Meeting
Trip Report

Washington, DC
November 11, 1996

Technical Session: Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program

Status of the Yucca Mountain High-Level Radioactive Waste Repository:

Wesley E. Barnes, US Department of Energy, Las Vegas, Nevada.

This paper was presented by Linda of DOE. She showed slides of the ESF. She
noted that they were coring in Alcove 6, looking for the ghost dance fault.
They want to look at it in its pristine condition. (John Thoma says they are
not sure that what they found recently was the ghost dance fault). She said
about their budget that Congress doesn't know what to do about storage.
Transportation was virtually zeroed out. She promised NRC a license
application in March 2002 (I did not ask for an estimate).

Engineering the Yucca Mountain High-Level Radioactive Waste ReDositorv

Kalyam Bhattacharyya, CRWMS M&O, Morrison Knudsen Co., Las Vegas, Nevada.
He described the changing design for the repository. In 1987, there was the
Conceptual Design. In 1996, there was the Advanced Conceptual Design. In
1998, there will be the Viability Assessment Design. In FY 2002, there will
be the License Application Design. From FY 2002 to 2010, there will be
Ongoing Designs covering things which he asserts NRC is not interested in but
which are necessary for the actual construction. It sounded like there is no
necessary connection between these designs.

His viewgraphs showed the in-between-the-faults footprint rather than the
porkchop footprint. He showed a main drift north of the ESF. He also showed
horizontal emplacement with no backfill. DOE has decided not to vent the
tunnels. DOE is searching for a single and robust ground support. Phil
Justus told me that this is the first time DOE has said something in a pub'ic
forum in writing about the in-between-the-faults footprint. He stated that
DOE doesn't know what will happen if Yucca Mountain doesn't fly. DOE also
doesn't know what they will do in 1998 re: acceptance of waste.

The Perspective of the Public Utilities Commissions

Janice Owens, National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners,
Washington, DC. In the modified Craig bill, interim storage had to wait for
1998. The utilities were not happy. The utilities are upset in expectation
of DOE not picking up their fuel. DOE hasn't said what it is going to do.
The utilities think that congressional action will occur. If the VA is
positive, perhaps the nation will move forward on centralized interim storage.
Many states have said that the utilities cannot pass the Nuclear Waste Trust
Fund costs onto ratepayers.
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Onsite dry cask storage difficult but possible. She pointed out that there is
more competition in the modern energy market, and that nuclear power has
problems competing because of the uncertainties surrounding SNF disposal. She
notes that the (nation, utilities, DOE) lack the capacity to move the SNF all
at once.

I asked what will they do on December 31, 1998, if DOE does not show up and
take away their SNF? She said they can do onsite storage, but they don't want
to do that.

The papers listed below were basically about Decommissioning, only for DOE. I
have detailed handwritten notes on them if anyone wants to review them.

1. Remediation of Uranium Tailings in Grand Junction. CO
Donald Sanders, Morrison Knudson Corporation, San Francisco, CA

2. Remediation of the National Lead Plant in Colonie. NY
Lawrence Lacy Baldy, Bechtel National, Inc., Oak Ridge,TN

3. Cleanup of RadioloQicallv Contaminated Sites in West Chicago. IL
Larry Jensen, US Environmental Protection Agency, Chicago, IL

4. Restoration of Radium Contaminated Sites
Jeff Stevens, OHM Remediation Services, Denver, CO

The West Chicago project is Kerr McGee. All of the presenters agreed that
public involvement was essential to get the Job done at their site. Larry
Jensen said that it was very important to come to an agreement with the
property owner about what was going to be taken out, what was going to be put
back in, and any compensation (to the property owner) to be paid. He said
that if the party responsible for cleanup takes out 15 tulips, they had to let
the property owner pick out 15 tulip, daffodil, or crocus bulbs to preserve
community relations. Their most difficult negotiations concerned trees. The
others agreed. However, Jeff Stevens wishes there was a way to do cleanup
without all of this com-unity involvement because it adds to the cost.

The papers by Stephen Cowen and James Grulke (shown on program) were not
presented.

Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal--The States Compact

Holmes Brown, Afton and Associates, Washington, DC.
The author is a national lobbyist. He went through the history of the state
compacts. He noted that SC dropped out of the Southeast compact. Envirocaire
modified its license--LLW only A and low activity. CA licensed--in court over
land transfer. TX's preliminary opinion of the state licensing agency is
positive. NB and NC have licenses pending. He noted that all of the proposed
LLW sites have highly engineered designs featuring lots of concrete. He said
ONRC doesn't give credit for engineered barriers". I did not challenge him on
this because I know that technical staff making statements about policy when
those statements have not been vetted up to the Division level is frowned
upon.
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Low-Level Radioactive Waste ManaQement

Gregory J. Duggan, DOE, Germantown, MD_,
He is pleased with DOE's accountability and efficiency. DOE is trying to
decentralize. They have flat funding. In 2006, DOE hopes to have its waste
management system privatized. They hope to do increased work with commercial
LLW, and have a separate disposal cell. He noted that they have a mission to
assist the states and compacts with their LLW. They are putting waste into
cells now, using shallow land burial. He noted that DOE got stuck with GTCC
waste, which is a special case because of its need for long term storage.

At the end of the session, I announced that NRC would soon be publishing a BTP
on LLW for public comment. In response to the moderator's question "Do we
have any idea what will be in it?", I answered, Yes, in the Public Document
Room there is a document which lists the major policy issues and gives the
Commission's decisions about each. Someone else asked me when the BTP would
be published. I replied, At first it was going to be the beginning of
November, now it's supposed to be the end of November, and I wouldn't be
surprised if it's December".
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