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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20555

August 20, 1987

Mr. Nick C. Aquilina, Manager
Nevada Operations Office
U.S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 98518
Las Vegas, Nevada 89193-8518

Dear Mr. Aquilina:

On behalf of the ACRS Subcommittee on Waste Management, we wish to
express to you our sincere appreciation for the tremendous effort Don
Veith and the DOE Waste Management Project Office Staff put forth to
make our recent visit to your facility so informative, worthwhile and
well-organized. We consider this interchange as a prime example of
excellent interagency cooperation in the pursuit of a common goal, i.e.,
a suitable geologic repository for high-level waste.

As a result of our visit and seeing in person the various efforts in
progress, we now have a firsthand understanding of what we previously
could only visualize from pictures and oral descriptions. Consequently,
we have fully achieved our objectives in making this visit, and are
therefore much better qualified to advise the NRC Commissioners on those
matters pertaining to the NRC role in this program.

We have recently received the enclosed letter reports from the five
consultants who were in attendance during our recent visit to the
University of Arizona and the Nevada Test Site. These reports, in
conjunction with Subcommittee Chairman Dr. D. W. Moeller's enclosed
Summary Report of ACRS Waste Management Field Trip to the above sites,
are being provided as a reciprocal action on our part in response to
your excellent, well-prepared and comprehensive presentations on your
programs.

Please note that the reports from our consultants and Dr. Moeller's
Summary are preliminary in nature; they represent the personal comments
and observations of these individuals on the discussions and field
trips. These reports are being provided to you for your information,
and they should not be regarded as representing official positions of
the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards, as they have not been
reviewed by and/or approved by that Committee.

Please convey our gratitude to all participating parties (WMPO, USGS,
SNL, SAIC, etc.) for their part in making this a very successful and
productive visit for us.
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Mr. Nick C. Aqult In na 2

If we can be of any further help in answering any questions you might
have regarding the enclosed comments or otherwise, please direct them to
me. Telephone Number: (202)634-1413.

Enclosures:
As stated

Sincerely,

Owen S. Merrill
ACRS Senior Staff Engineer

cc: With Enclosures:
M. Kunich, DOE/NVOO/WMPO
D. Vieth, DOE/NVOO
S. Kale, DOE/OCRWM
J. Knight, DOE/OCRWM
R. Browning, NMSS/DHLWM
P. Prestholt, NRC Nevada Site Representative
D. W. Moeller, ACRS
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August 11, 1987

SUMMARY REPORT OF ACRS WASTE MANAGEMENT
FIELD TRIP TO UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA AND
THE NEVADA TEST SITE - July 28-30, 1987

I. Introduction

The field trip consisted of three parts:

1. A visit to the NRC supported HLW Management research
program at the University of Arizona in Tucson. This included a
visit to their field investigations at the Oracle Ridge Mine near
Superior, AZ. o

2. A visit to the DOE supported HLW Management research
program in Las Vegas, Nevada. This visit included discussions with
the NRC Onsite Representative (Paul Prestholt), the leader (Carl
Johnson) of the State of Nevada review program organization, and
USGS and DOE personnel (including personnel from the Lawrence
Livermore Laboratory and the Los Alamos and Sandia National
Laboratories).

3. A tour of HLW Management research activities and
demonstration projects at the Nevada Test Site. This included a
visit to Yucca Mountain and discussions with personnel of the U. S.
Geologic Survey who are conducting onsite investigations there.

ACRS Committee members who participated in the tour included
Carson Mark, Dade Moeller, Forest Remick, Paul Shewmon and Martin
Steindler. Consultants taking part in the field trip included
Melvin Carter, Konrad Krauskopf, Frank Parker, George Pinder, and
Mihailo Trifunac. Also taking part in the trip were S. J. S. Parry,
Senior ACRS Fellow, and Owen Merrill, Senior Staff Engineer, ACRS;
Stephen Kale and James Knight of the DOE Staff 'Headquarters Office
of Geologic Repositories; and Keith McConnell,, Division of High
Level Waste, and Thomas Nicholson, Office of Nudlear Regulatory
Research, NRC Headquarters.

II. Visit to the University of Arizona (July 28, 1987)''

Presentations to the Subcommittee included coverage of
laboratory and field studies on borehole plugging, including the use
of cement and bentonite plugs in basalt,-granite and welded tuff, as
well as the sealing of salt with-cement,>'b'entonite and crushed salt.

The visit to the Oracle Ridge Mine included examination of
welded tuff in the field and a review of data obtained through the
drilling of a series of nine boreholes+in a tuff formation.

DRAFT*vryfr~~~~~pp ~-1 -



The laboratoA)studies have shown that cogent borehole seals,
which were initially tight, will with time (7 to 9 months) become
loose. A critical factor in the success of the seal appears to be
the manner (and care) with which the hole is drilled. If the walls
of the borehole are damaged, this can lead to a poor seal. The
field studies have shown that the tuff formation "breathes."
sometimes the air flow is into the formation; other times it is out.

One interesting item reported was the development by Lawrence
Livermore Laboratory personnel of a technique for electromagnetic
geotomography which yields data that closely correlate with those
from hydraulic tests (of permeability). Support of further -
development of this technique at LLL has, however, been terminated.

The major observation noted in the Vniversity of Arizona
studies is that fractures within a geologic formation will dominate
the flow of water through the formation. Therefore. the primary need
is to understand fracture flow, as well as matrix flow.

Questions raised and comments made by the Subcommittee
included the following:

1. All the studies reported appear to be exploratory; there
does not seem to be a focus or delineation of clear goals for the
work. For example,- a number of experiments have been conducted in
which a variety of materials have been tested as possible seals for
a range of geologic media. If these studies had been arranged on
the basis of a factorial experimental design, much more information
could have been extracted from the data.

2. The possible influences of chemistry on the behavior of
the seals (and their bonding to the geologic medium) do not appear
to have been investigated. Although both laboratory and field tests
are underway, the integration of the two appears to be absent.
There is no clear indication of how either set of tests complements.
the other. Although they are attempting to obtain a water balance
in the flow tests (outlet versus inlet), this does not appear to
have been successful. The outlet flow, for example, continues for
some time after the inlet flow has been terminated.

3. There were also questions as to how data based-on small
borehole plugging experiments can be applied to the sealing of large
shafts. Plastic (flexible) seals might also be considered.
Finally, little attention appears to have been given to the
development of methods for testing the adequacy of borehole and
shaft seals in the field. This would appear- 'to be crucial to the
confirmation of the integrity of a completed repository.

4. Other questions raised included: The adequacy of their QA
program; uncertainties and limitations in the data they are
-obtaining; and who it is that performs independent reviews of the
work they are doing. In this regard, it might be noted that the
headquarters NRC Project manager appears to have had a major impact
on the nature of the research they are conducting.
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5. Lastly, there were questions as to how successful the
University of Arizona staff has been in keeping up with related
research being conducted elsewhere, and the transfer of the results
of their work to others. The NRC Onsite Representative (in Las
Vegas), for example, had essentially no familiarity with the work
being done at the University of Arizona, even though the work was
supposedly being conducted primarily in support of the proposed HLW
repository being considered for location in Yucca Mountain.

III. DOE Presentations in Las Vegas (July 29, 1987)

A. Presentation by NRC Onsite Representative

The opening technical presentation-was made by Paul Prestholt,
the NRC Onsite Representative for the proposed Yucca Mountain

i-> repository. Mr. Prestholt has a background in geology and quality
assurance and appeared to have a solid grasp of the project. He
accompanied the Subcommittee throughout the meetings in Las Vegas
and the tours at the Nevada Test Site. Mr. Prestholt appeared to
have good working relationships with the headquarters NRC Staff, the
DOE Staff and the State of Nevada personnel.

Comments and observations made as a result of contacts with
Mr. Prestholt included the following:

1. Both the DOE Staff and Mr. Prestholt indicated that the
NRC needs to give more attention to the guidance being provided to
the DOE Staff. At present, such guidance appears to be less than
effective -- certain terms are not clear or need to be better
defined; in some cases the DOE Staff simply does not understand what
the NRC desires be done. A clear example was the fact that the NRC
regulations (which are based on EPA standards) specify limitations
on groundwater travel time. What is important is the travel times
of the radionuclides being transported by the water. This should be
indicated and/or clarified.

2. Mr. Prestholt is hampered by a lack of funds for support
of travel by NRC headquarters personnel. For example, during a
recent QA review of the DOE HLW research work, he requested the
assistance of a QA expert from NRC headquarters. Such help was not
provided due to limitations on travel funds. Mr. Prestholt also
believes the project is frequently hampered by the high turnover
rate of NRC personnel. New people must receive orientation both
from Mr. Prestholt and the DOE Staff, with resultant delays. There
also appears to be little Commissioner interaction with NRC HLW
operations in the field. Except for a trip by Chairman Zech to the
BWIP site, the interaction of the .Commissioners with NRC and DOE
personnel at the several proposed repository sites appears to have'
been minimal.

3. there are also questions about the availability of written
reports pertaining to the HLW repository investigations and related
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work. Neither Mr. Prestholt nor any of the DOE personnel had seen
any of the recent ACRS reports on the HLW repository program. This
includes the recent report (letter) expressing our concerns about
the associated QA program. In a similar manner, none of the ACRS
Subcommittee members or consultants have seen any of the quarterly
reports being submitted to NRC headquarters by Mr. Prestholt.
Efforts may need to be taken to make such reports more widely
available.

4. Finally, the question was raised as to whether the three
sites currently proposed as possible locations for a HLW repository
are receiving comparable attention in terms of laboratory and field
investigations, evaluations and reviews. According the the NWPA,
all three should be evaluated on a comparable basis.

B. Presentation by State of Nevada Representative

The next presentation was made by Mr. Carl Johnson, Director
of the Nevada Office of Technical Programs, who is responsible for
reviewing the proposed repository in Yucca Mountain. Mr. Johnson's
office includes 4 to 5 technical staff members, and is supported by
a seven member Citizens Advisory Committee. Also interacting with
his group is a seven member committee from the State legislature.
Mr. Johnson indicated that, on the basis of his work, there were six
critical issues related to the proposed repository in Yucca
Mountain.

1. Characterization of moisture movement through the
unsaturated zone.

2. Relation of the groundwater beneath Yucca Mountain to the
regional aquifer system in that area. This was considered
significant because such a system may be. a potential future source

-' of drinking water for the city of Las Vegas.

3. Effects of long term climatic changes. Here Mr. Johnson
stated that predictions (based on historical records) are that the
climate will become wetter and cooler.

4. Future faulting and other tectonic events.

5. Future volcanism.

6. Possible human interference -- natural resource
exploration.

Of these issues, Mr. Johnson stated that the last three were
most critical and that any one of them could (in his opinion)
represent grounds for disqualification of the Yucca Mountain site
from further consideration for a SLW repository.

Mr. Johnson also indicated that he was concerned about
potential impacts on the site of future underground nuclear weapons
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testing at the Nevada Test Site. In response, the DOE staff
indicated that limitations on the ground shaking in the city of Las
Vegas should assure protection of the Yucca Mountain region. Mr.
Johnson also indicated that there was some potential for
hydrothermal activity within the region and this was a concern to -
him. Overall, he stated that he is not satisfied with the DOE
research program or the directions in which it is heading.

With respect to the review activities being conducted by the
State of Nevada, the Subcommittee made the following observations:

1. The Staff program is funded by the DOE. Over the past six
years, it was indicated that the funds prpvided had totalled about
$100 million, a portion of which is used to provide contracts to
State organizations (for example, the University of Nevada in Las
Vegas and related units in Reno).* Such contracts range on an annual
basis from $150 thousand to well over $1 million. In spite of this,
Mr. Johnson indicated that the funding'level needed to be increased.

2. The Governor of Nevada has indicated that he is opposed to
the siting of a HLW repository in his State. It is his opinion that
the State of Nevada has, through the nuclear weapons testing
program, contributed more than its share to the Nation's nuclear
programs. Since Mr. Johnson is a political appointee and must be
responsive to the Governor, the objectivity of his review may be in
question.

3. Although the State of Nevada and the NRC would appear to
share identical objectives -- to assure that any repository located
within Nevada can be constructed and operated with full protection
of the health and safety of the public and the environment, and also
comply with all applicable regulations -- these two organizations
do not conduct any research activities on a cooperative basis, nor
do they appear to share thoughts and concerns in terms of their
reviews and evaluations of the Yucca Mountain project. Since their
interests and roles would appear to be identical, such cooperation
might be explored.

C. Presentations by DOE Staff and Contractors

Opening remarks in this portion of the program were made by
Donald Vieth, former director of DOE HLW operations in Nevada. He
indicated that DOE's major goals were to determine whether the
geology would support a repository and to gather sufficient
scientific data either to support or deny that indication, while
also striving for intellectual honesty in the pursuit of these
goals. To assist in these activities, they have established an
"issues hierarchy" and a system for resolving each of the issues
identified.

Although in a "typical" respository, access would be through a
vertical shaft drilled from the surface, the Yucca Mountain site
would permit access by drilling through the side of the Mountain, as
* According to DOE's iAnnual Report to Congress" (DOE/RW-0144, dated April, 1987)

the funds granted to the State of Nevada for FY 1983-86 totalled $7.3 M.
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well as from the top. Current thoughts are that the primary
entrance will be through the side.

Individual presentations were then made by DOE representatives
on each of the following subject areas:

1. Site Characterization -- the objective was to provide
information on what the program was designed to accomplish.
Subcommittee questions pertained primarily to the performance
allocations for the various site parameters -- how the individual
goals or limitations were set and the basis for the specific numbers
chosen. -

2. Groundwater Travel Time -- the studies are designed to
determine flow through the matrix and the fractures. Dr. Steindler
noted that they had observed a 300 foot hydraulic discontinuity in
the water table; this is similar to observations made at the BWIP
site.

3. Geologic Faults -- several have been observed in the
region of Yucca Mountain. Trenches have been dug to examine them in
more detail.

4. Volcanism -- recent studies indicate that a nearby
calandra may have been located that has an age less than 20,000
years. However, the releases appear to have declined substantially
in recent history, and calculations indicate that the population
doses accompanying a volanic release of material within the
repository would be minimal (millirems, at most). Nonetheless,
because of the interest of the State of Nevada in these matters, the
DOE Staff is continuing these studies.

5. Hydrothermal Activity -- this is being investigated.
Recent data indicate some potential for such activity in the area.
Accompanying releases could affect the waste containers.

Following these presentations, the Subcommittee members
formulated a list of questions they thought should be addressed.
These were provided to the DOE Staff who offered to provide written
responses, including a list of appropriate references, on each
topic. The questions included the following:

1. How will the integrity of the completed repository be
determined? That is, how will the integrity of the sealed shafts be
assured?

2. Which is important -- the travel time of the groundwater.
or the radionuclides that it contains? The DOE staff is to clarify
its questions regarding this issue and the Subcommittee will seek a
response from the NRC Staff.

3. How were the retardation coefficients determined? In
fact, could more information be provided on all the geochemistry
work from the standpoint of how it was assured that collected
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samples were representative, that their analyses were accurate, and
that the interpretation of the resulting data were properly
conducted.

4. The same information is needed regarding measurements of
stress fields in the area. Where did the numbers come from?
Details of the calculations should be provided.

5. Indications are that the underground nuclear weapons tests
have altered (temporarily and/or long range) the water tables in the
area. Data on these changes should be provided.

6. As previously indicated, the procedures for determining
the performance allocations for various .parameters within the HLW
repository should be carefully documented and provided to the
Subcommittee.

7. Finally, the Subcommittee encouraged the DOE Staff not
only to seek to meet the NRC regulations in the design, construction
and operation of a HLW repository, but also to assure protection of
the health and safety of the public, as well as the environment.

D. site Tours (July 30, 1987)

The third day of the field trip was devoted to a tour of
relevant work and research activities within the Nevada Test Site
and at Yucca Mountain. Specific items covered included the
following:

1. Drilling Rigs -- included a description and tour of rigs
for constructing holes up to 12 feet or more in diameter (in a
single cut). Current plans call for increasing the size up to
perhaps 20 feet. Newer techniques permit more rapid drilling at far
reduced cost.

2. G-Tunnel -- this includes tunnels one mile or more into
the side of a mountain, including excavations within welded tuff
some 1400 feet beneath the surface. The tuff (which was in a thin
layer that cooled rapidly) was highly fractured and cracked. Within
Yucca Mountain where the welded tuff layer is thicker and cooled
more slowly, it is anticipated that far less fracturing will be
present.

3. Spent Fuel Test -- Climax -- this consisted of a vertical
shaft down some thousand feet or more into a granite formation.-
Spent fuel elements from the Turkey Point (PWR) Plant were
encapsulated and remotely transported and stored here for some three
years, during which extensive analyses and testing were conducted.
Later the fuel elements were retrieved and the tests were
subsequently terminated. This was a positive demonstration of the
capability to emplace spent fuel in a granite repository at depth
and later to retrieve it.
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4. Sedan Crater -- the Subcommittee observed the Sedan Crater

that was formed by an underground 100 KT explosion in 1962 as part

of the Plowshare Program. The crater is in excess of 1200 feet in

diameter and 300 feet deep.

5. Yucca Mountain -- here the Subcommittee observed the site,

the local geology, and interacted with the USGS Staff 
who are -

conducting field studies in the area. The studies include

measurements of the porosity of the overlying soil and 
welded tuff,

and downward migration of surface rainfall. Nearby activities .

include the digging of exploratory trenches to explore 
faults in the

area. The site is in a very remote and desolate area.

Summary Comment: The Subcommittee members and consultants were

unanimous in their conclusion that the -ield trip had been a major

success. Being provided the opportunity to observe the DOE

laboratory and field facilities engaged in HLW research 
enhanced our

understanding of the work and the associated problems.

1,
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August 10, 1987

Dr. Dade Moeller
27 Wildwood Drive
Bedford, KA 01730

Dear Dade:
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Though I was unable to attend the morning meeting at the University of
Arizona due to the delay of the plane because of an intense electrical storm
in Nashville, I have read all of the material sent to me and did participate
in the visit to the geohydrology test site. In addition, I did participate in
the discussions in Las Vegas, though I did not make the field visit. I have,
however, previously toured most, if not all, of the sites.

Because of the lack of time on both occasions for full detailed discus-
sions with the researchers involved, and without access to the voluminous
documentation already available on the site, I shall restrict my comments to
general impressions based upon the information that I have, recognizing that
we did not have complete briefings, particularly on performance assessment
that would indicate how they intend to meet the requirements of both 40 CFR
191 and 10 CFR 60.

Perhaps it would also be best to recall that the Environmental Assess-
ments specifically do not address the system guidelines except in a prelimi-
nary and conservative way. It would be useful then to compare the technical
guidelines for selection of sites for characterization and note that they must
be met. They will be discussed in a manner corresponding to that outlined in
the Guidelines and the EA Overview Document whose pages will be cited,

In the section on Geohydrology on page 22, it states that there are four
major considerations:

1.
2.
3.
L.

ground-water travel time and flux
effect of climatic changes
ease of characterizing and modeling the geo-hydrological system
-zv^al ftra%* "atr- ivaaA fret * na…s-mnt- nA 4vvlratln

.Since ease of characterization impacts.all the others, I shall address
this.first,.despite the fact that DOE says that "Since it-is not an intrinsic

e physical characteristic of the geohydrological setting,. this consideration is
a.notasimportant as the first two considerations."; This statement is true if

!I. , oneKhadrinfinte time and dollars and were willing to destroy the site in
en heorder to.,understand it, 'However, under the circums tn~es Qt tight money and

.. ptirne~s~efulesthe pg1c of this escapes me becauseifthe site cannot be
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Dr. Dade Moeller
August 10, 1987
Page 2

characterized and modelled in real time without endless scientific dispute,
then one cannot get reasonable scientists to agree on the first two topics.
Looking at all of the literature and even more importantly at what we learned
on our field trip, such as that when rain water flows into the unsaturated
zone, the impact is felt 5000 feet in the limestone aquifer below the tuff
within one month. Visual observation of the- tiff outcrops indicates it is
highly fractured. Two of the topics in geohydrology about which there is not
agreement even on the fundamentals is fracture flow and vadose zone flow. Yet
this is precisely what one has at the Yucca Mountain site. Both are extra-
ordinarily difficult problems. One cannot tall from the surface nor by geo-
physical means what are the number, orientation, size, connectiveness and
chemical characteristics of the fractures. In the vadose zone, the hydraulic
conductivity is a function of the head and the moisture content. Determining
the moisture content in detail is difficult, and in addition, the conductivity
varies depending upon whether the matrix is wetting or drying. Taking mean-
ingful samples is also very difficult. Finally, the recharge is obtained by
indirect means based upon the precipitation and the calculation of evapo-
transpiration. Evapotranspiration remains a black box with the empirical
calculation of Thornthwaite in the 30's still the standard methodology, if
any. The recharge is determined by the difference between precipitation and
losses by runoff and evapotranspiration. Therefore, a small error in any of
the input data can make a major difference in the output. The accuracy of the
Thornthwaite formulation is low. Consequently, one can expect large differ-
ences in the source term. Taking all of these considerations into account, it
is difficult to understand how one can fashion a credible model in the time
available to do so.

Since the region around Yucca Mountain is a closed basin and the water
in the vadose zone appears to move primarily in the fractures and joints,
which one is not sure to intersect, it is difficult to measure flow times and
be sure that the total flux is accounted for and that the fastest flow times
have been included. As discussed above, a credible model is difficult to
obtain, therefore determination of flow times and water flux with acceptable
accuracy will be difficult to obtain. The effects of climatic changes can be
calculated only if there is a credible model. As discussed above, that is
difficult. Consequently, %he effects of climatic change can be calculated
only with a high degree of uncertainty.

This is not to imply that the work is not of high scientific caliber.
Though we did not have time to make such determinations, the researchers are
scientists with fine reputations. Rather the problem is one of approach. The:
problem cannot be solved scientifically with the time, manpower and funds
available. Consequently, much higher reliance must be placed on the engi-
neered barriers and an optimized combination of-the engineered barriers with
the natural barriers. The proper approach would be to determine precisely
what can be said now with existing theory plus the advances that can reason-
ably be expected in the time available and the data already in hand and that
which can reasonably be expected for use in license application, and design
the engineering system to fulfill the system requirements with some degree of
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* Dr. Dade Moeller
August 10, 1987
Page 3

safety. I am quite confident that this would indicate that the system's
requirements could easily be met. It is less clear to me that all of the
individual technical requirements can so easily be met. These determinations
require a symbiotic relationship with the performance assessment group so that
the most important parameters can be determined so that the investigations
will focus on reducing the degree of uncertainty in the most critical Items.
While all of this may be happening, it was not clear to me that this was in
fact the case.

In summary, to reach the goals of acceptance of waste at the repository
in a timely fashion, an engineering approach to the problem is mandatory. We
need as much as possible of the underlying theory, but will have to accept
increased factors of safety to offset our uncertainty in theory and data.

O

Detailed comments on the individual presentations would require far more
detailed information than we have available to us at this time.

Sincerely yours,

Frank L. Parker

FLP:bl

cc: Owen Merrill
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Georgia Institule of Technology
A LUNIT OF THE UNIVERSErY SYSTEM OF GEORIA

NUCLEAR ENGINEERING AND HEALTH PHYSICS PROGRAMSI,,' SCHOL OF MECHANICAL ENGINEERING ; -

August 6, 1987 uCLEAo ENONEERINQAND

HEALTH PaYSCS PROGRAMS
CHERRY EMERSON bULIDI`J
GEORGIA NST. O1 TECK
ATLANTA GEORGIA 30332 USA

Dr. Dade Moeller, Chairman
ACRS Subcommittee on Waste Management
Harvard University
Kresge Center for Environmental Health
Environmental Health Sciences
665 Huntington Avenue
Boston, Massachusetts 02115

Dear Dade:

As requested, following our recent visit to the University of
Arizona and certain of its research facilities, I want to
provide several comments. These are based on the discussions
we had with the researchers as well as the pertinent
briefings.

The closure techniques they have developed are being tested on
a very small scale and with a limited number of variables.
I'm concerned about scaling these up to practical size and to
possible effects produced over time by radiation levels,
elevated temperatures, etc.

In addition, they seem to be producing more or less ideal
conditions in the way that plugs are emplaced and tested.
This does not appear to simulate a repository environment.

These lead to major concerns in the sealing program and its
application to a repository. Can we model large opening
closures and sealings on a practical basis and effectively
evaluate their performance? Also, can we develop a system
which will allow testing of the repository or major portions
of it before use?

In Nevada, I'm concerned Iabout the movement of radionuclides
in various media and the retardation coefficients. Besides
mobility and transport of radionuclides, other factors which

ACRS 4 07L Fe=44 14
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Dr. Dade Moeller
Page 2
August 6, 1967
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must be considered are the inventories, half lives, and
relative hazards. These latter factors, in fact, are what
reduce tritium to a non-problem In spite of its rapid
?mobilization and transport.

Hopefully these brief comments and questions will be useful to

you.

Sincerely,

Melvin W.Carter
Consultant

MWC/bc
cc: Mr. Owen terrill
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** STANFORD X NUNIVERSY

DEPARTMENT OF GEOLOGY WIMONE. (415)723-2537

School of Eanrh Sciences 
1ELEX 348402 S DSTNU

Striford.California 9430532115
31 July 1987

Yr. Owen eerrill r 4n tj
e eniir Staff Engineer " L

U.S. Nuclear Reguletory Commission a
Washington, DC 20555 L le

Dear Owen:

I-ere are some random thoughts about the presentations we heard during the past

three days in Tucson and Lae Vegas. If you think the y would be of any interest to Dade,

I hope you will send then along to him.

University of Arizona. SeemF to me some good &esearch is being done, and just for

the sake of scientific knowledge I'm gird to see such work supported, but I wonder if

all of it is relevant to 14RC's problem of judging the licensability of DOE's disposal

efforts. For example, Jaak Daemen gave a good presentation of his work on sealsin

repositories in granite end basalt, but a major worry seemed to be the effect of wetting

and drying. Such repositories, as far as I know, will be well below the water table,

so I wonder if this worry ir relevant? Once a repository is closed, only in extra-

ordinary circumstsnces would it ever dry out. Also I doubt that finding an exact

relation between flow rate and pressure is important for an actual repository situation.

Shlono Ueuran's talk was an i-. pressive analysis of the difficulties of predicting 
flow

thru fractured rocks and of his efforts to surmount the difficulties, but 14was left

with the feeline (os I have been after many other discussions of this forbidding subject)

that I still didn't understand how his equations and experimental results would 
help

much in judging a real-life repository. Much the same criticism can be leveled 
at the

work of Dan Evans and his colleagues: they have developed methods for obtaining much

useful scientific inforr.ation, but are they asking the right questions to get information

quickly an'1 efficiently that will apply directly to licensing problems? One other

objection I had to the presentations in Tucson was the repetition in the talks 
of materials

that we had already seen in the pre-meeting handouts.

Tnlk by Carl Johnson of the Nevada Arency for Nuclear Projects. It is hard to

comment objectively about this talk, because the rpeaker took a negative attitude 
toward

every question regarding the Yucca Mountain site.-- which 1 expect he was required 
to do

by his political position. At least it is encouraging that the State and DOE are looking

at the same set of questions, and I expect it is salutary for DOE to be continually

reminded of the possible negative answers.

DOE - USGS presentations in Las Vegas. These talks were well organized and well

presented. Seems to me the right questions are being asked, the methods of attack are

reasonable, and appropriate attention is being paid to estimates of uncertainty. There

is some overkill in the planned research, but much less than at Tucson. The only talk

that disappointed me was the one on radionuclide retardation by K. iggert. We were shown

tables of retardation factors, and told about plans for getting additional numbers, but

we heard very little about how the numbers were obtained. Retardation factors have no

meaning unless the conditions of the experiments are specified very precisely - the

nature of the solid raterial used, the ph and Eh and chemical composition of the solution,

the assurance that steady-state conditions were reached, and so on. To me, one of the

major unknowns about the unsaturated zone is the oxidation potential and acidity of

solutions that move thru it, and I wish more had been said about how these will be
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determined. They are essential not only in limiting retardation, but also in limiting
solubility of radionucli-es and in influencing the formation of colloids. Very probably
the people doing the research are aware of all this, but I wish Mr. Eggert had made it_
clear in his talk.

Jo:--.n Stuckless in his talk on hydrothermal activity made it pretty clear that there
is little evidence for warn solutions or mineralization at the site. Much of his talk
concerned the exposures in trenches across a fault that we saw at the end of our field
trip, and from tr.e very superficial examination we could make I would certainly agree
with him that the calcite-onal mixtures look like the'work of pretty cold water. As I
remember it, the only evidence he cited for elevated temperatures was from work on fluid
inclusions in quartz from the matrix of the Tiva breccia. Just to be on the safe side,
I suggest that sar.-les of this matrix be assayed for gold and silver; if the solutions
from whiich the natrix formed were warm, traces of the metals might be present. If the
metals are co,-letely absent (as I expect they will be), this would help to confirm that
the site laces mineral resources of any consequence. Assaying is a simple and inexpensive
procedure, so it .,-|-t be well to incluce also samples of the calcite-opal material from
the fault zone an.^ any similar material from fault- or vein-fillings elsewhere at the site.

G-tunr.el. .ee:.s to M~e te.at -to_.r Zi,.:.ertein is getting va uable information about
the behavior of ueld-c tuff fro:;: his in-situ experiments. The heating experiments, however,
give sonewhiat a.:c-4 uous results because they are done with short holes drilled into a
rock face tha.t is exzo3ed to a well-ventilated tunnel. I would like to see an experiment
on a larger scale, of this general sort: seal a section of the tunnel a few tens of
meters long, or drive a branch tunnel that can be sealed; put heaters in the tunnel so
ti.at its tempirature can be raised to the point expected in a repository; and equip the
tunnel witi. is.ru-ents to see what hazpens to water in the adjacent rock. My guess is
that water moving down ti.ru the unsaturated zone toward a heated repository would never
reach the repositcry, but wculd be deflected around it by multiple vaporization-and-

\_'cor.iensation. G-zunne. woul: be a fine place to see if the guess is correct.

I hope this will be of some use. You arranged a fine trip for us to Tucson and
Las Vegas, and I do than:k you for takin:- care of all the details.

Sincerely, A

Konrad B. Krauskopf

-a, ~}*
.I
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Dr. D. Moeller
Chairman, Subcommittee on Waste Management
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards
Washington. D. C., 20555

Dear Dr. Moeller:

This letter report on our trip to Arizona is provided at the request of
0. S. Merrill. It briefly summarizes my perceptions of the ongoing NRC
research program at this location.

Mission. Goals and Objectives: Because of my brief exposure to the NRC
program, I have virtually no perspective on the management structure. breadth
or depth of the program. My comments are therefore limited to the specific
objectives documented in our pre-trip documentation and the presentations.

. Overall research planning direction and structure are extremely
Important. I strongly recommend that a subcommittee of the newly proposed NRC
committee be charged with the responsibility of working with NRC in defining
the most cost-effective and technologically rewarding research objectives
.possible. I believe it Is essential that critical problem areas, that Is
those that must be solved for the mission of NRC to be realized (such as the
determination of site permeability), be identified and that research be
focused on these areas. Certainly the activities we reviewed addressed
important questions, but I am concerned that outstanding critical problems
remain that require additional consideration. An Interdisciplinary. highly
competent oversight committee would be able to examine the overall research
activity and provide guidance regarding not only areas of Importance but also
activities that way be either redundant or unlikely to contribute
substantially to the Commission's goals.

03uality and Relevance of Research: Given my brief exposure to the Arizona
activities, I believe they by and large constitute careful and relevant
research. While one can criticize In retrospect some details of the various
programs, they appear to be on a par with ongoing activities elsewhere In the
United States and abroad. I am. however. concerned that certain high-risk.
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high-return research activities, such as those associated with the now
inactive field site. may have been prematurely terminated. I believe that
carefully designed field programs of this kind are needed, and should be
supported.

Qualitv of Princiial Investizators: Of the principal investigators we met, I
know only Dr. Neuman by scholarly reputation. He is unquestionably an
outstanding researcher in the field of groundwater hydrology. His published
papers document carefully executed and insightful research. I believe the
NRC if fortunate to have him as a contractor.

Qualitv of Facilities: Regrettably, we were unable to visit the inside
laboratories, but the unsaturated flow experiment was interesting. I think
this is a unique facility and I believe that with careful planning and
support, additional useful and important Information could be obtained. It Is
evident that some of the results from both field studies were perhaps
unanticipated, for example, the heterogeneity of the fractures in the tuff.
and revealed new areas of concern for the waste repository program.

I hope these comments are helpful. I have enjoyed my participation on
the subcommittee and regret I cannot devote the time needed to continue as a
member.

Sincerely yours.

I4,_

George F. Pinder
Professor and Chairman

GFP:dh
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Mr. Owen Merrill
Senior Staff Engineer
ACRS
USNRC
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Merrill:

On July 16, 1987, 1 met with the members of the NRC staff, in Silver
Spring, to hear their presentation on the Yucca Mountain site and to
ask questions. They were very helpful. They supplied all the important
references I requested and outlined for me what they know so far about
the site. During our discussion it became clear that they lack much the
same technical information which I was hoping to get from them and that it
is the material which is presented to them that does not have sufficient
detail for further evaluation and verification. In this respect it is
clear that there should be more formal communication between the NRC staff
and their technical counterpart.

The NRC staff presented to me their current understanding of the
proposed techtonic models for the Yucca Mountain site: right lateral
slip faulting not expressed on the surface, bending of the top plate,
and the variations of the extension model. We also discussed the local
seismicity and how the design levels for vibratory ground motion are
developed.

Again, as I indicated in my previous letter to you, I find that the
NRC staff questions do appear to cover the right topics, but it is also
clear that we do not have the adequate and more specific coverage of the
technical material to evaluate the calculations and conclusions in the
reports on this site.

- - Yours sincerely,

M. D. Trifunac

ACRS CO SUNLTANTCS
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