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MEETING MINUTES
MEETING ON RENEGOTIATION OF THE MAY 7-8, 1986,
AGREEMENT ON FORMAT AND CONTENT OF U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
STUDY PLANS, JULY 23, 1992

INTRODUCTION

On July 23, 1992, representatives of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), State of Nevada, and Nye County, Nevada, met
to discuss the renegotiation of the DOE/NRC May 7-8, 1986, Agreement on Format
and Content of DOE study plans. Fourteen days prior to the meeting the DOE
provided participants with copies of its proposed revisions to the content
requirements for descriptions of studies in study plans. That information is
included as Attachment 1 to this report. The material provided by DOE was
used as a basis for discussions. A copy of the meeting notice is Attachment
2; the 1ist of attendees is Attachment 3; and viewgraphs and meeting handouts
are Attachment 4.

Prior to the meeting the NRC received comments relevant to the meeting topic
from the Inyo County, California, Yucca Mountain Project Assessment Office.
Those comments are included as Attachment 5. That office is opposed to
proposed changes to the format and content of study plans as it believes
deletion of references (procedures) to quality assurance controls in study
plans will seriously affect the quality of NRC’s review.

GENERAL DISCUSSIONS

Introductory statements were made by attending parties. The State of Nevada
representative presented a history of the Format and Content Agreement and
stated that a certain level of detail was needed in the Site Characterization
Plan (SCP) and in study plans. The state does not wish to see information
needed in study plans (e.g., procedures) scattered throughout several
documents. The NRC staff noted that it was willing to participate in
discussions, but it was not ready to come to any agreements at this time. DOE
stated, based on the experience gained through the development and
implementation of study plans since 1986, that its aim in requesting revisions
to the information required in study plans was toward more specific
information in each study plan and elimination of much of the duplicative
regulatory rationale for each study. In this way the content requirements
would be more tailored to the type of study plan (e.g., field tests, modeling,
or synthesis).
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The NRC, in its introductory statement, noted bases for its review of study
plans. NRC review of study plans is based on the fact that study plans are
considered an extension of the SCP which was a statutory document. Other
reasons for NRC’s review are to determine whether or not the study will cause
adverse impacts to the site or the ability to gather data from other tests
necessary for site characterization, and, as part of NRC’s pre-licensing
responsibility, to determine if information necessary for a complete license
application is being collected.

The NRC requested that an up-to-date 1ist of applicable procedures be included
with each study plan issued for review. It is acceptable for the procedures
list to be an attachment to the transmittal letter for the study plan. This
should allow DOE to provide the most up-to-date 1isting of procedures with
each study plan. The NRC will continue to monitor whether or not appropriate
procedures are being applied through surveillances and observations of audits.

Meeting attendees discussed specific revisions proposed by DOE in its draft.
The NRC staff proposed changes to DOE’s submittal (See mark-up, Attachment 6).

The State of Nevada requested that any revision to the format and content
agreement also include the statement that "copies of all transmittals and

~communications, including enclosures, between DOE and NRC regarding study

plans and their review as described [in the agreement] will be provided to the
affected state and local governments by the originating organization at the
time of its original issuance." DOE agreed to have its General Counsel give
an opinion whether this is .appropriate to include in a DOE/NRC agreement.

SUMMARY

Following discussions it was agreed that some time be allowed for all parties
to review and discuss potential changes to the format and content agreement.
NRC staff will review the DOE detailed revised version of the agreement and a
future date will be established for resolution of the proposed revisions to
the format and content for study plans.
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Department of Energy -
- - Washington, DC 20585

JUL 08 1832

Mr. Joseph J. Holonich, Director
Repository Licensing & Quality Assurance
Project Directorate

‘Division of High-level Waste Management

Office of Nuclear Material Safety
- and Safeguards

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Holonich:

In preparation for the July 23, 1992 DOE/NRC management meeting
on the level of detail agreement for Study Plans, the DOE has
prepared a revised draft DOE/NRC agreement for review by the NRC
(enclosure 1). The rationale for the proposed changes is
summarized in the following paragraphs. This revised agreement
would replace the May 7 & 8, 1986 and the December 15, 1988

"agreements. These agreements predated the acceptance of the Site

Characterization Plan (SCP) and the DOE's quality assurance (QA)
program by the NRC. Since these documents were signed, the Yucca
Mountain Site Characterization Project (YMP) has developed a
detailed plan for the management of site characterization. SCP
Study Plans are an integral part of this process. However, the
current format and procedures that relate to Study Plans are not
producing the optimum product for the project. Experience gained
in the site characterization program during the last six years
has led the DOE to propose a revision to the DOE/NRC level of
detail agreement on Study Plans. The DOE believes that the
following major points should be addressed.

1. How the format of SCP Study Plans can be revised to optimize
their role in the plan for management of the Yucca Mountain
Site Characterization Project?

2. . How NRC concerns about adverse effects on the site can be
: addressed in an efficient and timely manner, i.e., without
delaying the initiation of work any more than necessary?

The revised agreement that is being proposed by DOE involves new
"content requirements for descriptions of studies in study plans®
(attachment 1 to enclosure 1) and procedural agreements
identified as points 2 through 4 of the agreement. The purpose
of a new agreement is to more accurately reflect the present YMP
site characterization program and to streamline and improve the
process of study plan preparation, review, approval and revision.

0!




-y

\J B

. q

The proposed agreement includes changes that the DOE believes are
needed in the format of study plan documents. This includes
changes to the requirement for referencing technical procedures
and recognition of YMP procedures that should eliminate the

. requirement for 3 to 6 month hold on the beginning of work while

the NRC conducts a "Phase I review",

The proposed format for study plans represents an improvement
‘designed to streamline and clarify the preparation and review of
the documents. At present, the format contains unnecessary

~material, as discussed above, and is unsuited to much of the work

involved in site characterization. The present format refers to
"tests and analyses". DOE believes that the broader term
"activities" would be more appropriate and consistent with the
hierarchy and nomenclature in the SCP. We believe that this
change in terminology should be accompanied by a change in the
organization and requirements of the study plan outline. The.
present organization is structured by the idea that the work
being described will involve data collection in a laboratory
setting or from instrumentation in a borehole or a similar
situation. However, many site characterization activities do not
fit such a format. For instance, geologic mapping involves
activities such as observing and interpreting geometric and
spatial relations in the field. This revision aims to improve

and broaden the format for the description and evaluation of

these activities.

The proposed format distinguishes four types of activities' (1)
observation and description of field relations, (2) laboratory
or field-based testing, (3) data analyses, and (4) synthesis and
modeling. The information required for each type of activity is
provided in the Study Plan annotated outline (attachment 1 to

-enclosure 1). We believe that our improved format will

facilitate reviews by emphasizing important material and removing
duplicative material from the study plan. For a comparison to
the o0ld agreement see enclosure 2. DOE believes that this will

- significantly shorten the time involved in the preparation,

review and approval of study plans.

Certain material should not be required in study plans written in
the future. All discussion of regulatory rationale is
unnecessary, because this information is provided in the SCP and
has, subsequently, been baselined and controlled by the DOE. All
reference to QA controls on the work to be performed is
unnecessary, because QA requirements are now specified in
documentation that is maintained outside of Study Plans.

All technical procedures that have been written and approved are
available to the NRC for information purposes. There is now a
requirement for each Study Plan to contain a list of technical
procedures to be used in that study. It has proven difficult to

- keep these lists current with the advent of new procedures and

revisions. It leads to unnecessary paperwork with no improvement
in quality, because of the potential to continually revise study
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plans as procedures are developed and/or modified. We recommend
that a list be maintained by each participant that identifies all

‘technical procedures that are being used for each study plan that

falls within the participants' area of responsibility. These
lists would be available to the NRC on-site representative who
could request copies of any procedure for review, either directly
from the participant organization or from the YMPO. DOE does not
maintain schedules for the preparation and approval of
participant procedures. Job Packages are prepared prior to
starting work and include verification that required technical
procedures are approved and available.

DOE suggests that the completion of reviews by the NRC, to
identify major concerns and objections, should no longer be
required to start work on studies that have met YMP requirements.
We believe that there is good justification for making this
change. The NRC Phase I Review addresses major concerns with
study activities, "that, if started, could cause significant and -
irreparable adverse effects on the site, and the site
characterization program, or the eventual usability of the data
for licensing". The YMP has developed internal procedures that
address these concerns in a systematic way. All of these
procedures are subject to quality assurance (QA) surveillance and
audit. Test planning packages for each study activity include a
waste isolation analysis and a test interference evaluation.
These analyses are available for audit by the NRC. 1In addition,
the NRC Phase I review was initiated before DOE and participant
quality assurance programs were accepted by the NRC. All project
participants, as well as DOE's, quality assurance programs have

.since been accepted by the NRC and all work is done under

approved procedures that are traceable to the requirements in
each participant's quality assurance program description.

Should you have any questions or require more information, please

contact Chris Einberg at (202) 586-8869.

40{) John P. Roberts ‘
Acting Associate Director for
Systems and Compliance

Office of civilian Radioactive
Waste Management

51ncere1y,

Enclosures:
1. Draft 1992 DOE/NRC Agreement on Study Plans

2.. DOE Content Requirements for Descriptions of Studies in
Study Plans
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Gertz, YMPO

Loux, State of Nevada
Baughman, Lincoln County, KV
Bingham, Clark County, NV
Raper, Nye County, NV
Niedzielski-Eichner, Nye County, RV
Derby, Lander County, KV
Goicoechea, Eureka, NV

Schank, Churchill County, NV
Mariani, wWhite Pine County, NV
Poe, Mlneral County, NV

Wright, Lincoln County, NV

Pitts, Lincoln County, NV
Williams, Lander County, NV
Hayes, Esmeralda County, NV
Hayes, Esmeralda  County, NV
Mettam, Inyo County, CA
Abrams, NRC
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ENCLOSURE 1 :
DRAFT 1992 DOE/NRC
AGREEMENT ON STUDY PLANS

Study Plans are documents that present details of the .
studies and activities from Chapter 8.3.1 of the YMP Site
Characterization Plan (SCP). Study Plans are developed by
the YMP participant organizations and are approved by the
YMPO. The content requirements for study plans are
presented in attachment 1. These requirements are not
retroactive to Study Plans that have already been submitted
to the YMPO. The DOE will determine if any Study Plans now
approved or in review would benefit from conversion to the
revised format.

Technical procedures for the site characterization
activities described in the study plans are developed and
approved by the YMP participant organizations. A current
list of approved technical procedures for each approved
study plan will be maintained by the participants and will
be available to the NRC. The listed procedures will be
provided to the NRC staff or on-site representative upon
request. Technical procedures are not required to be
referenced in Study Plans. .

Some references cited in study Plans may not be readily
available to the NRC. Examples of not-readily-available
references are listed in attachment 2. Not-readily-
available references for approved Study Plans may be
requested by the NRC staff or on-site representative and
will be provided by DOE.

The NRC may conduct an initial acceptanEe review or a more

‘detailed technical review of any approved Study Plan at its

discretion. The completion of such NRC reviews is not
required. for DOE to start work on activities described in

approved Study Plans that have met all YMP prerequisites.

Joseph J. Holonich ~ John P. Roberts Carl P. Gertz
Director, Repository Acting Associate Project Manager
Licensing and QA Director for Systems YMPO

Project Directorate - and Compliance :

1.

2.

Attachments:

DOE Content Requirements for Descriptlons of Studies in SCP
Study Plans.
Exanples of not-readlly-available references.
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ATTACHMENT 1
DOE CONTENT REQUIREMENTS FOR DESCRIPTIONS
OF STUDIES IN SCP STUDY PLANS

The test program presented in Chapter 8.3.1 of the SCP will be
subdivided into a hierarchy of increasing detail. The SCP  test
program hierarchy will include (in increasing detail): generic
program, investigation, study, activity and test procedures.
Details for the studies, listed in Chapter 8.3.1 of the SCP, will
be presented in the study plans. Study plans will be separate from
the SCP proper and will be issued as required for site
characterization. Individual test methods will be discussed in
~study plans.

The following-outline describes the information on studies
that will be presented in SCP study plans. A study plan may
involve a single activity or a set of activities, as appropriate.
An activity includes preparation of procedures, set-up, data

acquisition and data reduction. Analyses include those
calculations or other evaluations needed to assess site
characteristics and support design activities. =~ All site

" characterization studies will be completed under DOE's quality
assurance program, that has been accepted by the NRC.

The items listed in the outline will be addressed for studies
and activities to the extent that each item applies. Not all items
will be applicable to all studies.

In some cases, activities may be planned for later stages in
the study when detailed plans depend on the results of earlier
activities. Under these circumstances, it will not be possible to
provide the same level of detail for all activities at the time the
study is first issued. 1In such cases, revision 0 of the study plan
will present complete descriptions of activities that occur early
in the study and less detailed information for activities that
occur later. _

I. Purpose and Objectives

Describe the objectives of this study. What technical issues,
of importance to the project, will be addressed by this study?
What aspect of site characterization will be accomplished through
this study? _

_Predecisional Drafi




.3 II. Scope of Work
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Describe the general approach for completing the study,
including (as appropriate) an evaluation of existing literature; a
description of the key parameters that will be measured or observed
and analyzed in the study, and a description of the methods that -
will be used to complete the study including a discussion of the
technical procedures to be used. Provide illustrations such as
maps, cross sections and schematic layouts of tests or other
planned activities.

If the study proposés the observation and description of features
in the field, provide discussion on:

= The area to be studied.

- Aspects of the area that are unknown or poorly known.

- Type of data to be collected.

- Methodology or classification system to be used.

-’Product, maps, cross—-sections, etc.; to be produced.

If the study proposes labofatory or field testing, provide:

= The test methods to be used.

- The representativeness of the test in terms of spétial and
temporal variability of the parameters that will be measured.

- Specific constraints on testing described in the study.
Factors to be considered include:

1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Potential impacts on the site from testing.
Whether the test needs to simulate repository conditions.

Applicability of tests conducted in the laboratory to the
scale of phenomena in the field.

Generic and site specific test to test interference.

Significant interference between tests . and design and
construction of the Exploratory Studies Facility.

Alternative test methods and a rationale for selecting a
specific method, if appropriate.

If the study proposes ahalyses, provide discussion on:

- The purpose of the analysis. Indicate any sensitivity or
uncertainty analyses that will be performed.



Pretmma.ﬂy ora Predesisione! Brat

- The methods of analysis, including any analytical expressions
or statistical methods that will be employed.

- The data input requirements of the analysis.

-= The representativeness of the analytical approach (e.q.
with respect to spatial and temporal variability of
existing conditions and future conditions) and indicate

limitations and uncertainties that will apply to the
results..

If the study proposes synthesis and modeling, provide discussion
on:

- soope of the data to be included in the study.

- The methods to be used, including computer software, if
applicable. .

- The objectives, or problems, that will be addressed by the.
study.

- The relationship of this study to pre-existing models or
syntheses.

- Sensitivities of the'mooel to input and calculation methods.

- How the model, or synthesis, will be tested against data and
other models.

- - How the model will be updated to incorporate new data.

III. Application of Results

Discuss how the results of this study will support performance

- assessment and design activities and other site characterization

studies. Provide specific information about the way data from this

study will be used in other activities, including performance

assessment, design and site characterization. Discuss the

technical issues that will be addressed by the data collected under
this. study.

IV. Schedule

Summarize the schedule for the study, including the estimated

length of the investigation and any milestones and decision points

- for the study. = Show the interrelationship with other studies,

indicating dependencies on data derived from other studies and

activities that will affect or be affected by the scheduled
completion of this study.
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1.

5.

6.

7.
8.
9.

10.

11.

12.

ATTACHMENT 2
Examples of Not-Readily-Available References

Contractor and participant reports that will not be captured. -
in the national data base for government-sponsored information
(National Technical Information Service).

Such items as USGS Open-File Reports, SAND Reports, etc. are

- captured in the National Technical Information Service.

Foreign national journals and books that would not be expected
to be found in a good research library (i.e. Library of
Congress) .

State publications.

Symposium, meeting, and workshop abstracts and papers that are
not published.

Commercial and trade contract reports (e.g. EPRI).

Acadenmic M.S. theses (dissertations are not included because
they can be obtained from University Microfilms Inc., of Ann
Arbor, Michigan). .

Participant mangement plans, QA plans, etc.

Computer code manuals.

Draft, unpublished, or "letter" reports and documents.

Personal communications (written only) (oral or personal
communications are not included).

Manuscripts of "in press," “in review," or "in preparation"
works are to be provided only if the publication outlet is a
medium defined in this 1ist.'~

Monograph reports and handbooks from Federal agencies (e.g.,
local USDA soil reports).
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DOE CONTENT REQUIREMENTS FOR DESCRIPTIONS OF STUDIES
IN STUDY PLANS

The test program presented in Chaptox £.3.1 et the ECP will be

- subdivided into a hierarchy of incressing detail.  The SCP test p:ogra~
hierarchy will includa (in incressing detail): generic program; .
investigation; study:; activities: testor—snd—analyeod! Bnd test
‘procedures. Details for studies and activities vest—and-ondlyscs,
ligted {n Chapter 6.3.1 of the 6CP, will be presented in study plens,
Study plans will be separate from the SCP proper snd will be issued
pericdicelly throughout site characterization., Individual test
mathods will be discussed in stucy plans,

Tha follewing outline describes the information on studies end—4osts—and
snalyses that will be presented in SCP study plans. A study plan may

‘involve & aingle activity or & set of activities s—single—test—os-g
s8t-of—t0sts—and—anilizaes, &8 2pproprizte. Thoe—tests-inslude—those
PEBEVLONON LO—6-L—Phis Lot —p i A Ne 18 —oi—oboorvatione—of—physicsl
phonomenar—that—dre—posformo d—in-the—field-ox—in--tho—dboratory,

Testing setiwities includes preparation of procedures, test set-up,

" eonduct of the test, data acquiesition, and deta reduction. The anzlyses
include those calculations or other evaluastions needed to assess site
cheracteristics and support design activities. Al)l site
characterization studies will be coxmpleted under DOR's

. quality assurance program, that has been accepted by the KRC.

The items listed in the outline will be add:esﬁes for studies and
activities tesis—ard—analyseé to Lhe cxtent thet each item spplies.
Not all items will be applicable to 21l studies.

In some cases, activities ross—and—ondiyees may be plenned for later
stages in the study when fei—which deteiled plans depend on the resuits
of earlier activities tests—and—ondiyses. Under these circumstances,
it will net be posszible Lo provide the same level of detail for all
sactivities teste—and—analyeeco 8L the time the study is flrst issued.
In such cases, the—initial revision 0 of the study plan will presen:
complete descriptions of activities tests—and—anadyses thas ocour
‘esarly in the study and lees detailed information for activities ceste

+Rd-analyses that occur later.
I. Burpogse_and Obdsctives ef-studiess

. Describe the objectives informatien—that—will—be—obiained
in of this study. Bbefiy—adisocust—hov-Shis—informtion
widi-bo—used/—and What taechnicsl {Lssues, of
importance to the project, will ba addressed by
this study? What aspect of site characterization
will be accoumplighed through this study?

a—--@4ov&do-;ho-cee&eao4o;ond—éuo+&44o0%Loa—coc—eia~4a£ciaaaieﬁ
M‘M b’ 'b‘he .h“di' ;h e ‘l !..b“‘ii 5 . gad
porfosmanos—goti—and—a—oonfidonse—lovolin-thet—godl

| 48ouslopedia=thi~poiforminoe—diT- o0t io—Pprosedd—nd—the
sesvlts that—will-ba-described—eleowhere-in the—E88r—3i- &
daaiQ@—qeaé—snd-a—cqntidenee—40#04—4a—$§it—§0&&—+&—doa&qn




... Predecisional Draft_  Prelimingry tuaft

IX.

GoR18—2otudliy
whers t%e—ga&-e—opp& -eo—l—gim—of—uu

CThe U 0 4587—d -G L-iRA e S—PR ARt OF—~ i e B4 b5 el B
Faticnsle—ahou mnwwesr

- Ecope of Work

Describe the general approach for completing the atudy,
ineluding (as appropriate) an aevaluation of aexisting
literatura; the key parameters that will be measured, or

observed and analyzed in the atudy:; including a

discussicn of the technical proceduzres to be used.
Provide dillustraticns such as maps, cross sections, and
schematic layouts of tasts.

:f the -tudy p:opou- the observation and dncription of
features in the field provide discussicen on:

. The ares to be studied.

. Aspects of the u:u thu: are unhknown or poorly
known.

. Type of data to be celhétod.

. Methodology or classification systez to be vused.

s Product, maps, cross-sactions, ete., to be
produced..

A L G —B U H-C B KO OIMPEL 0060 E—L 88 LO—ANE—a PRI NS S o r—Provide
If the astudy propeses laboratory or field testing,
provida fcr—oa-eh—-;ype—o&—&eﬁ—-p&ou&de dilcuulon on:
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Ad—the=0Hpari-honti—Gonditione—under
whioh—the—toot—wid te—the—rurbes
.of: thoR
€013V 0L 7L Or—ONPLOTAL
. . . .

Summanice &The t.eui methode to be used. Refewonoe
SRY—SL- NS AL P10 IO S—Lorg—A

—.&M&pmmmmu

my—e-u-eh—oqe-t-pmen&—e-hn;—w-opeem+

——Dmﬂbﬁmuem—dwmd

m-y«_sa'e—e‘-—&bo—mu-k-&o

tiscuse—tThe representativeness of the test dpoauding.
Wmmmmw-&t
Luture—nonditions—or-the dn terms o©f spatial and
temporal wvariability of the paramsters that will
be massured existimg—oonditions~—Aleo—Lndicace
u«mmmemmpq-tm
50—l -tho—roturtss—and

and—3sility -dosigrdrevings-to-ahou—the logations of

gosio—and-gontidenco-deveier

Doscribe The specitic conetreints on testing descx-bed ir.

spproaches. Factors to be considered include:

Potential 1mpact.a on the aite from tosting:

Whether the tast study neede to aimu.a:e repository
cenditions:
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-——-——G&pab##&&y—oé—aaa&yE&ea&—wb&heﬁo—té—&uppo:&-%%a—eﬁudy+
and

e—the

reto—t-he
studyy : -
——he =6 sal oo~ tho—phenomen By—the—limivetions

- Applicebility of tests etudios conducted in the
laboratory to the scale of the phenomeng in. the field,

————Interril stions hips—of—tasto—invelving-oignificant
dnterf o renoo—with—othot—te ot 8=0at-—how-Planc—fave-bobn

- .Generiec and site cpncltie test to test
1nt.:£a:ence
—— Fetatreddtionshipe—iAvolving-sighiticsnc—intorloronca
. SFENG-LoBto— RS HPlor o y—tha ft—faoitit y—dosiga—and

63 Loty —de tigr—informion—such—as—dosign
Sravings—oe—spsoi-ficitionti—irefor—o-NRC—obicrvatien
djor .

- Significant Lntnrtdtinec among tests and
design and construction of the Exploratory
Studies Facilicy,

- H—bpproprister—dososibe—aAlternacive test methods
and provide 2 rationale for selesting a apec;f-
method, 4f appropriate.

] For If the study proposcs ecasch—type—of anslyses provide
diocueaicn en:

- évete—The purpose of the analysie r—&ndteoeiaq-the
- Sesting-or—-dasigrsctivity-being-supported. Indicate
Hhat—oohditions—os—onvirormento—widl-be—ovplud ted-—and

&ny sensitivity or uncerteinty enslysee that will be

performed; Blecuse—tho—telotlonship—of—sha-ondiyveis
Lo—tH o080t f—POr£Ormnca~pgodtlt—and-sonfidenseoveiet

~ ' Desoribe--tThe methods of analysie, including eny
analytical expressions and numerical models that ray
well be employod: .

_ . ™"
be—#e;%cue&—du&&aq-ehe—onaiye&ow——;é—p;ooodufee-afe
fst—yot—svailablep—indicoste—when they—will-be

. P ADA ORI GO LHE = 0VO L gt it yag s SurnGe
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st tonalo—fordny—ahalyses—whioh—aro—pot—iudgsd—to-be
- QU OV Il R £6 EOHEH—L N0 2 PPH-C AL I 0—RA=t a5 LFaROAL S+
- 3dontife—LThe datas input :equixemnu of the
analysis;
- Pongribo-4The tép:eaentativeness of the snalytical

spproasch (e.g., with respect tc spatisl and texporal
veriebility of existing conditions and future
cenditions) and indicate limicaticne and unceztainties
that will apply to the results.

E £ 4 ehc study proposes esynthesis and uodannq
provide discussion on:

- Bcope of the data to bs included in the atudy.

- The mathods to be used, dncluding conmputar
scftware, 4f applicable.

- The objactives, or problems, that will be
addressse by the atudy.

- The relastionship cof this atudy te pnexiu.‘.aq
model- or asynthases.

- . How the model, or synthesis, will be tuted
against data and otht: nodels.

- How the modal will b. updatead to {ncesporate
nevw dsata. .
applicarion of results

Briefly BDdiscuss how the results of this study will supporc
performance assesesment and design ectivities and other site
characterizetion studies. Provide specific information
about the way dsta fron this study will be used in other
activities, 4including performsnce asssaszent, design and
site charactarization, Discuss the technical Lseces '
that will be addressed by tha datas collected under thie
study. )
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Summarize the lchoduh for the ctudy. tnczud.inq the
estirmstad length ¢f the investigation and any n!.lutonel
and decision points for the study. thow the
interrealationship with other studies, indicating
depandencies on dats derived from other studies and
activities that wil) affect or be affected Dby the
schedulad completion of ¢thie (tudy
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* MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:

. SUBJECT:

DATE:
TIME:
LOCATION: *

. 89001638
L 6B

Joseph J. Holonich, Director

Repository Licensing and Quality Assurance
- Praject Directorate

Division of High- -Level Waste Management

Charlotte Abrams, Senior Project Manager

Repository Licensing and Quality Assurance
Project Directorate )

Division of High-Level Waste Management

“FORTHCOMING NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION/U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

ENERGY MEETING ON FORMAT AND CONTENT OF STUDY PLANS

July 23, 1992

19:00 a.m. -_5100~p.m.

One White Flint North
115558 Rockville Pike
Rockville, MD 20852
Room 4-B-11

PURPOSE: To hold discussions on the renegotiation of the May 7-8, 1986, :
Agreement on Format and Content of U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)

PARTICIPANTS:

NRC
J.Holonich
C.Abrams -
D.Brooks
K.McConnell

Dep e,

Yucca Mountain study plans.

State of Nevada

DOE o
J.Roberts C.Johnson
C.Einberg - S.Frishman
S.Jones T.Hickey
S.Skuchko '
L)}{’Cﬂlil
Wm-n
/02\¢

FRO7240228- 920706 L

PDR WAS .
WM-11 TE

PDR



v: " ' u . . \J
% . Joseph J. Holonich 2

Affected Loﬁa] goxgtnmengs
Bradhurst, Nye County, NV . M. Baughman, Lincoln County, NV

s T

D. Bechtel, Clark County, NV . P. Niedzielski-Eichner, Nye County, NV
V. Poe, Minera1 County, NV -~ F. Sperry, White Pine County, NV

R. Williams, Lander County, NV - P. Goicoechea, Eureka County, NV o
C. Schank, Churchill County, NV "~ L.-Vaughan II, Esmeralda County, NV
B. Mettam, Inyo County, CA I R U

Charlotte E. Abrams, Senfor Project
Manager

" Repository Licensing and Quality Assurance -
Directorate

Division of High-Level Waste Management

cc: S. Go1dber§, OMB
D. Weigel, GAO
P. Meyer,NAS

Enclosure: Meeting agenda

* Meetings between NRC and DOE are open to members of the pub]ic,

: petitioners, intervenors, or other interested parties wishing to attend
as observers pursuant to the spirit of "Open Meeting Statement of NRC
Staff Policy,* 43 Federa] Regjster 28058, dated June 28, 1978, which
details the open meeting policy for applicants and licensees.

 DISIRIBUTION |
Central File BJYoungblood Jlinehan RBallard LSS
On-Site Reps JHolonich CNWRA - MFederline LPDR
CAbrams , 3g;go§sF _ -ACNW KMcConnell PDR

HLPD R/F CAbrams

HLPD ‘%Ar
CAbrams/dh

g:\caagenda OFFICIAL RECORD COPY
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welcome/Protoc01/Opening'Remarks

Purpos

Rationale for New Agreement

Discus

Enclosure

" DOE/NRC Meeting on Renegotiation of the May 7-8, 1986,
Agreement on Format and Content of DOE Yucca Mountain Study Plans.

July 23, 1992, 9:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.
One White Flint North, Room 4-B-1
Rockville, MD

e of Meeting

Lessons Learned

Recommended Changes

sion

Summary Remarks

Ajourn

NRC

DOE RW-331
State of Nevada
Counties

DOE

- DOE

Al

NRC
DOE
State of Nevada
Counties '
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Attachment 4" T T

Civilian Radioactive Waste

Management System | Principle Changestothe @ = .

Management & Operating Study Pian Annotated Outline

Contractor

I. Deleted regulatory rationale

This rationale was established in the SCP and is baselined in the Site C
Characterization Program Baseline (SCPB). The preliminary goals and
confidence levels from the SCP performance aliocation will be revisited
during site characterization. Revisions to this performance allocation will
be documented in the SCPB -- not in the study plans.

ll. Deleted additional rationale and moved constraints on testing (as
appropriate) to the discussion of the study (new section lIi).

This section applies to field and laboratory testing and is more logically a
subsection of the description of the study rather than a stand alone section.

ll. Deleted references to QA levels and QA requirements.

QA levels are no longer part of the DOE's QA program. QA requirements are
documented in grading packages which can be audited by the NRC.

LV-SC-0317 PRELIMINARY DRAFT 7122/92 3
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Civilian Radioactive Waste

Management System Principle Changes to the
Management & Operating  Study Plan Annotated Outline (contmued)

Contractor

Iil. Deleted references to technical procedures.

The DOE has delegated the review, approval, and control of technical C
procedures to the technical part:cnpants Study Plans, on the other hand, are
DOE documents that are reviewed, approved and controlled by the DOE.
Programmatically, the appropriate 'level to maintain current lists of approved

technical procedures is with the technical participants and not in DOE study
plans.

The term "nonstandard procedure" is not utilized by the project participants.
Under the current QA program, prototype/experimental work is documented
in scientific notebooks. Once a procedure is approved by a participating
organization, they are considered standard procedures.

Deleted information that is more appropriately discussed in technical
procedures (tolerance, accuracy, and precision).

WIl. Text clarification.

1v. 7",extscclgrification. Deleted reference to the master schedule in Section 8.5 of
the A

LV-SC-0317 P IN 712292 4




Interference Evaluation

*INFORMATION CHECKLIST.

The following documents describe essential criteria and planning for proposed boreholes:

Criteria Letter(s)

Request(s) for Test Planning Package(s)
ESFDR

SBTFRD

Needed information:

A. Location (including topographic map)
1. legible topographic map showing borehole location, repository block, other nearby
boreholes and features

B. Purpose of the Borehole

C. Physical Dimensions of Borehole
1. depth
2. diameter
3. angle from vertical
4. expected amount of deviation

D. Proximity

1. other boreholes
a. existing
b. planned

2. repository

3. other underground facilities, experiments, etc.

4. significant geologic features immediately in the area within 1000 feet of the
borehole

5. water table

6. other surface-based testing studies

E. Drilling Methods

1. wet/dry - conventional or reverse circulation
2. use of tracer gases

F. Handling of In Situ Water
1. below water table drilling
2. encountering perched water



_/ o/

. Borehole Construction

1. casing ,

a. surface casing

b. borehole casing to TD
2. grouting

a. casing groutin

b. borehole grougng

. Expected Borehole Conditions

1. borehole geology
2. anticipated faults borehole will/may encounter
3. expected fracture conditions, rock quality

. Access Roads

1. new roads construction
2. dust control methods

. Drill Pad Construction -

1. pad dimensions
2. pad's affect on surface topography and water drainage
3. dust control methods

. Experiments and Operations

1. materials used and purpose
2. duration ‘
3. materials/objects permanently left behind



(% \/

General Concerns in Evaluations
of the Impacts of Surface Drillholes on Waste Isolation

1. Water
1. Surface sources
A. Roadwatering for dust control
B. Drill pad dust contro! and rig washdown
C. Runoff
D. Cuttings piles
E. Accidenta! water spillage
2. Underground
A. Water loss during drilling
i. Normal
ii. Fishing
iii. Unexpected
B. Recovered or produced during drilling
i. Perched water
ii. Water table -
II. Materials(eHa, thew wetsrJ
1. Surface construction
A. Dust control
B. Pad construction
2. Used in borehole construction
A. Use of grout for surface casings
B. Drilling fluids
C. Other materials left in the borehole
IIl. Sealing Considerations
1. Conductivity of Seals
2. Seals may not achicve design objectives
IV. Fast pathways
1. To the water table
2. Gas flow to the surface

Page1of1
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Necessary Information t’ovaluaﬁng the Impacts of Surface Drillholes on ute Isolation

« Access Roads
« New
o Size
o Location
« Identification of existing roads that will be used
« Proximity to repository
« Dust control methods
« Pad Construction
« Dust control methods
« Materials and purpose
-« Surface topography
« Drainage
« Experiments/operations
« Materials used and purpose
« Duration
« Materials/objects permanently left behind

Page20f 2



Necessary Information for Evaluating
the Impacts of Surface Drillholes on Waste Isolation

.. o Purpose
« Location on a topographic map
« Physical dimensions (Diameter, Depth)
« Proximity
« Other boreholes
« Repository
« Other underground facilities, experiments, etc.
« Significant features such as faults
« Water table
« Flood plain ( £hud enetys's -
o Drilling methods
s WCVny
s Other
« Methods for handling cuttings
« Fluid preparation
« Disposal
« Borehole construction
« Casing
o Material
o Depth
o Method of setting
» Drilling fluid
« Other materials and purpose
« Size of rig
« Expected drilling conditions
« Anticipated geology
« Expected hole conditions
o Fractures
« Rock Quality
« Anticipated problems and countermeasures
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT =  Countyof
T CRANER L'+ NDEFENDENGE « CALFOMMA OSSR INY O

OFFICE: (619) 878-2421
FAX: (619) 872-2712

Roger DeHart ) Brad Mettam
Planning Director . : _ -Project Cooidinatér
July 15, 1992

s~

Joseph J. Holomch Director

Repository Licensing and Quality Assurance
Project Directorate

Division of High-Level Waste Management

Office of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

M/S 4H3

- Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Holonich:

~ Inyo County would like to go on record as being opposed to the proposed
changes to the format and content of the SCP Study Plans by the DOE, as described in
their July 8, 1992 letter (Roberts-Holonich). Inyo County, an affected unit of local
government under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act as Amended, is approximately
fourteen miles from the proposed repository site at Yucca Mountain. As Inyo County
is also hydrologically down-gradient from the site, we have specific concerns about the
geologic and hydrologic site characterization activities the DOE will perform.

The proposed deletion of reference to QA controls will seriously affect the
quality of the review performed by statutory and regulatory ovessight agencies, as the
implementation of QA controls in the Study Plan activities can only be seen if the
controls are cited in the plans. The deletion of both the QA controls and technical
procedures is also inconsistent with the DOE’s stated goal of ultimately determining
both the suitability and the licensability of Yucca Mountain as a repository for High-
Level waste. In addition, elimination of the NRC Phase I Review seems guaranteed to
encourage "activities that ... could cause significant and irreparable adverse effects on
the site”. Inyo County is specifically concerned with boreholes through the repository -

Dpe ' | HOS‘(O

9PO72301 7L
FDR WASTE
WM-11 _

920715 ~

PDR | (02.4
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. horizon to the saturated zone.. We consider the potential for creation of a migration

path to the aquifer to be great, but have been unable to generate any concern on the
DOE’s part for this potential disqualifier.

Continued review of detailed Study Plans by the NRC and affected parties

is crucial to a site characterization program that is both sclenuﬁcally and publicly. e

acceptable.

Sincerely,

\W\

Brad Mettam
Project Coordinator
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NRC REVISION TO ENCLOSURE 1

DRAFT 1992 DOE/NRC
AGREEMENT ON STUDY PLANS

1. Study plans are documents that present details of the studies and
activities form Chapter 8.3.1 of the YMP Site Characterization Plan
(SCP). Study plans are developed by the YMP participant organizations
and are approved by the YMPO. The content requirements for study plans
are presented in attachment 1. These requirements are not retroactive
to study plans that have already been submitted to the YMPO. The DOE
will determine if any study plans now approved or in review would
benefit from conversion to the revised format. NRC will be provided a

ist_of study plans to be converted or developed under the revise
ormat. v

t)E?‘aa'“‘eﬁ;

2. Only those study plans transmitted from DOE headquarters, Office,of the
Associate Director for Systems and Compliance, will be consider‘(:fficial
transmittals for NRC review. The time allowed for NRC review will only
start after the ‘Lt.ud{ plan, not transmittal letter, is receivedif € 7«0(:4‘4/{'!4

olle ocument recesot Sorm.

Technical procedures for the site characterization activities described

in the study plans are developed andwapprovd® Dy the YMP participant

organizations. A current 1ist of approved technical procedures for each
approved study plan will be maintained by the participants, and will be
submitted to NRC as an attachment to the study plan transmittal letter.

The listed procedures will be provided to the NRC staff or on-site

representative upon request. Technical procedures are not required to

be 1isted in a study plan if a 1ist is provided as stated above. The

NRC staff should be notified by DOE when any technical changes to

procedures result in changes to activities in the study plan.

4. Not-readily-available references (Attachment 2) should be made available
to NRC by telephone request, within five working days of that request, y AR
ar LG icel ~p MRS Phase T s
5. NRC should receive all study plans in sufficient time prior to the start
of work (90 days). If NRC’s review has not been received after that 90-
day period, DOE may begin work, at its own risk. For studies that &=
involve no rface disturbance or penetration, DOE has the option to

begin work (again, at its own risk) as soon as the study plan is,
submitted to the NRC. %WMW
%/&)Q_c will Cousioler exemdtlons on a case-by.

6. NRC will conduct an initial acceptance review or a more detailed  eac e basts,
technical review of any DOE approved study plan at its discretion.

If a lan §s revised after the NRC has conducted its review, +he

Y P
analysis of whether or not changes to the study plan activities will
have an impact on the site, other tests, or the site’s ability to
isolate waste. If no impacts are determined, DOE should submit the
revised study plan to NRC for information. If there are potential
impacts, the study plan revision should be submitted to NRC for review

DOE ‘romem: Hal letfer wlll summanze Y
+echwical chamges, awd sfec:gthlly h:ﬁkltgﬂi'
ehanges 4o discussions o5 potevdkial imupacts
or \wterferences
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Study plans should describe in sufficient detail what work is planned
and how it will be conducted. Without sufficient detail the NRC staff
may have to rely on information contained in the technical procedures.
The study plan should be in sufficient detail to stand alone.
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ATTACHMENT 2

-

1.

11.

12.

REFERENCES THAT DOE WILL SUPPLY UPON REQUEST
Not peeviously drawsaitt

Alontractor and participant reports such as Open-File Reports, Sandia

reports, Los Alamos reports, etc.

Reports published in foreign national Jourha1s and books.
Stite publications.

Symposium, meeting, and workshop abstracts and papers.
Commercial and trade contract reports (e.g., EPRI).
Academic M.S. theses and dissertations.

Participant management plans, QA plans, etc. .

Computer code manuals.

Draft, unpublished, or “"letter" reports and documents.

Personal communications (oral o%-pemoonu$’;;;munications are not

acceptable in study plans).

Manuscripts of "in press” works (manuscripts "in review” or “in
preparation" are not acceptable in study plans).

Monograph reports and handbooks from Federal agencies (e.g., local USDA
soil reports).



