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PEER REVIEW, LAS VEGAS, AUGUST 24-28, 1681

%E%gnization of Meetin% i
s meeting, the eig in a series, covered a broader _spectrum of NNWSI

project activities than previoys peer reviews.  The revfewers (fdentified

{n figures 1, 2, 3) were divided among three general subjects: geology/
"hydrology, geotechnical/geoengineering studfes. and environmental studfes.
From Monday morning, August 24, through early Tuesday afternoon, presentations
were made by the fnvestfgators to the collect{ve peer review group. Then,
through early Thursday afternoon, the three review groups separately heard
and discussed presentatfons on selected topfics. Finally. the ‘eollectivel
review group met {n executive sessfon through Friday, =~

About 130 observers were on‘hand. A

On Tuesday I provided to the col!ective,group @ short overview on the
present status of 10 CFR 60, . . . e

Developments since the:February NRC visit

The most striking impression to me is the reorientation of the work along
tines that correspond to the observations made §n the NRC trip report
covering the February trip to NTS. Especfally notable 1s the attention

 now befng given to 10 CFR 60, which was described as "the glue that holds

the pfeces together.® The requirements of the site characterization report
and the approach for the NRC review were accurately described (figures

4, 5 and 69 ‘The schedule for SCR preparation and the NRC review (three
months) was presented (figure 7) and discussed. The U, S. Geological

Survey showed & schedule of 19 geologfc, hydrologic and geohhysical studies
for which the SCR fs the “driving force" in E]anning. The SCR was described
as & "very good vehic!e to inform the public" about project activities.

Other developments, too. are consonant with NRC's trip observations: .
- The Bullfrog tuff: §g beingaassessed as to its strength and the

anticipated stresses on underground openings at repositor/ depthy _ Other
wtUffs. - Jess than 1000 feet deep.
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¢ di-cbuality assurance was mentfoned as &n integralvpart of several
studies. o

- During September, the barameters;qf"seismig exploration will be
s%g?ied gn Yucca Mountain to determfne whether a refined seismic approach
will work. .

- There 1s improved integratfon of project elements.

-« An interface with the

national program {s planned on performance
assessment, . _

B RN T

Project Schedule e .
reorientation of project planning has taken place since fntroduction of
the test and evaluation facility (TEF) concept. The TEF {s intended to

retrieving, and shie¥ding two to three hundred HLW waste packages.
be constructed at one of three places: NTS, BWIP, or salt. ]

The présent schedule 1s: e e e
1982 October. 3D performance assessment of tuff horizons.
December. Select horizon and Jlocate exploratory shaft (ES).

March. Start site preparatfon for the ES,

cost estfmates.and aetivities schedule, .. . .
June. Submit the SCR to NRC,
September. Start to sink ES.

1983
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June. Comp1etenreposfiéﬁx.coqgeptual,de§19n¢repgc§,_“,”
September. "Confirm site" for TEF,

December. Start at-depth test-facility for detailed. site =
characterizatfon. Start TEF, 1f NTS {is_selected,among three
sftes, for the TEF. e

R
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The schedule for national program ggttvities,ts_shdwnmin;ftgure 10. The -
NNBSI program through FY 86 is shown in figuwre 11, .. = =

Comments '
Yhere 1s a new note, in the
needs and programmatic milestones,
questions are, naturally, outstanding.
a sense of improved coordination among the tasks.
However, two problems are presented to us in the planning .for the site
characterization report, L

NNWST ‘project, of hefghtened ettention to licensing
A number of geoscience and geotechnfcal
These are being addressed and there is

-

demonstrate (and win public confidence in) methods of receiving, tra?zpo:%;ng,
W

See figures 8 and 9 for
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1. The SCR will cover only the ES and the Jfimited testing therein.
This 1s percefved as satisfying the site characterfzatfon function described
fn 10 CFR 60, -

2. Only 3 months allowed for analyses of the SCR by NRC,

ORIGINAL STGNED py

- s P w

bert J. Wright

igh-Leve] Waste Technical

Development Branch
Division of Waste Management

- e e

»» P

P

Enclosures: R

’ As stated . e
[ o/
|
|

\_
i
|
! OFFICE)
!,sunum_as’
! DATE"
- g

' NRC FORM 318 (16/80) NRCM 0240 OFFICIAL RECORD COPY — # USGPO: 1980—320-824




_ NEVADA
NUCLEAR WASTE STORAGE
'INVESTIGATIONS

PEER REVIEW —

RIVIERA HOTEL
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA

AUGUST 24-28, 19841

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY. I
~NEVADA OPERATIONS OFFICE— LAS VEGAS, NEVADA'I—




“ | o

NNWSI
GEOLOGICAL/HYDROLOGICAL
PEER REVIEW
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ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES

PEER REVIEW
e
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Peer LIAISON: ROYC. LincoLn
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PresToN H. HUNTER Forp, Bacon % Davis
HELEN F. GrRAM Los ALamos TECHNICAL
ASSOCIATES 1
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JRE OBJECTIES OF SITE CHARACTERIZATION |

® Collet sufficient informdlion so that construction
aPP\ICdﬁon will be Complete 5 and that mea.mngful
eva[ua‘hon will be PoSS!blP T'egardtng sile
suitabilily and compalibilify of desiqn aSPe.cis of ’”\e_
reposilory for the parlicular site. .

® Collect necessary data Ffrom a[fernai‘we. Siftes
and media To P&’J’mat NRC 1o make a NEPA f!ndm

e emanr A Vo e
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on the sife proposed in DOE: license
' 'aPpllcaTLon |
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SITE CHARACTERIZATION REPORT*

WHERE WE ARE -
- GEOGRAPHICAL
- TECHNICAL

How we GOT THERE |
- SELECTION METHOD/CRITERIA

HWHY CHOSEN
ISSUES AND MEANS OF RESOLUTION
SITE CHARACTERIZATION PROGRAM/QA

RaD

*10CFR60 (ADMIN) - FEBRUARY 25, 1981
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NRC REVIEH OF SCR

HAVE IMPORTANT ISSUES BEEN IDENTIFIED?

Does SCR SPECIFICALLY ADDRESS AND LEAD TO RESOLUTION
OF EACH ISSUE?

ARE TESTING AND ANALYTICAL METHODS APPROPRIATE?

Re #3, HAVE ALTERNATIVE METHODS BEEN EVALUATED
THOROUGHLY?

WILL THE DATA GENERATED IN THE TESTING AND USED IN
THE ANALYSES BE OF ADEQUATE QUALITY?
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| Los Alamos

EXPLORATORY SHAFT

PROJECT COST ESTIMATE
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS)

ENG INEERING - ~$2,200
CONSTRUCTION | -
SITE WORK AND SURFACE FACILITIES 4,100
DRILLING AND CASING 23,300
 MINING 14,600
MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS - 3,800
SUBTOTAL BASIC OPERATING EXPENSE $48,000
CAPITAL EQUIPMENT 6,400
TOTAL BASIC PROJECT ESTIMATE $54,400
ADDITIONAL CAPITAL EQUIPMENT $2,200 to 7,800

ADDITIONAL OPERATING EXPENSE EQUIPMENT 0 to 2.200 .

TOTAL PROJECT COST ESTIMATE (RANGE) $56 600 to 62,300

wx-4 7-81
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EXPLORATORY SHAFT

ACTIVITY

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN REPORT (DRAFT)

TITLE | AND Il ENGINEERING
SITE WORK AND SURFACE FACILITIES
DRILLING OPERATIONS
MINING OPERATIONS

CONSTRUCTION AND TITLE Il ENGINEERING
SITE WORK AND SURFACE FACILITIES
DRILLING OPERATIONS :
OQUTFITTING SHAFT AND SURFACE PLANT

- MINING
HORIZONTAL DRILLING

CAPITAL EQUIPMENT PROCUREMENT
SITE WORK AND SURFACE FACILITIES
DRILLING '
MINING

Los Alarnos

DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

START

4/81

4/82

CbMPI_.ETE
9/81 C C

3/84
5/83
5/84

5/84
5/84

84
1/84
9/85 ( |

1/84
6/83
1/84
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T & E FACILITY INCREMENT CASE
OPERATE | 1
CONSTRUCT '
ESIGN |
|
HANPORD BASALT , SHAFT ' o | I
= Lt ‘!"‘“{F TEEHNOLOGY N\ | | v_
| BEVELOBMENT -
) COMBLETE U ‘
NTB TUFF snm-'r! | ' g
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|
\ FInst
: REPOSITONY
—-;—,-} BEDDED SALT o
SHAFT| __ _ -
. DESIGN  CONSTRUCT SALT " HARD
DOME BALT < T ROGK
|
BHAET |
8ITES 4 AND & | SITES AVAILABLE FOR
— - ————t - LATER SELECTION
< A START LA. LICENSE APPLICATION
X COMPLETE C.A. CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION
[] REPOSITORY SITE SUITABILITY DETERMINED O.l. OPERATING LICENSE

3% SITE SELECTION
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