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1. QUALITY ASSURANCE

A.

fol lows:

The NNWSI project FY 87 QA audit schedule is a

ORGanization

LOs Alamos

Date

March

REQUIrement

NVO-196-17, Rev. 4, and LoS

Alamos QAPP and Implementing

QA procedures.



0 USGS/Denver

0 USGS/Menlo Park

0 Fennix & Scisson/

Tulsa

April

May

June

June

July

NVO-196-17, Rev. 5, H&N QAPP

and implementing QA

procedures, and design control

procedures for ESF.

NVO-196-17, Rev. 5, and T&MSS

QAPP and implementing QA

procedures.

NVO-196-17, Rev. 5, and USGS

QAPP and implementing

procedures.

Same

NVO-196-17, Rev. 5, F&S QAPP

and design control procedures

for ESF

0 Reynolds Electric

and Engineering

Company (REECo)

August NVO-196-17, Rev. 5, and REECo

QAPP and implementing

procedures

Firm dates for the above will be coordinated and issued in

an audit notification letter 30 days prior to the audit.

B. A draft abstract of a document titled "Initial Q-List

for the Prospective Yucca Mountain Repository Based on Items

Important to Safety and Waste Isolation" by T. W. Laub, Sandia

National Laboratories and L. J. Jardine, Bechtel National

Incorporated is enclosed.

Several paragraphs from this document are quoted. The first

deals with the handling of waste at the surface facility. It

says:



"Items important to safety were identified using a

methodology that was based on the definition in 10 CFR 60.2 and a

complete preliminary preclosure safety analysis performed for the

Yucca Mountain repository using a probabilistic risk assessment

(PRA) approach. The credible accident scenarios (those with a

frequency of occurrence greater than 105 /yr as defined by DOE

guidance) at Yucca Mountain did not result in any doses greater

than 500 mrem at or beyond the nearest boundary of the

unrestricted area; therefore, no items were found to be important

to safety. However, pending further analysis, several items

associated with cask handling in the receiving portion of the

waste-handling building were found to be "potentially" important

to safety. Items found to be potentially important to safety are

not on the Q-list but will receive a quality level I QA

assignment. The level I QA program satisfies the 10 CFR 60

Subpart G QA requirements for items important to safety and are

the same as those required in 10 CFR 50 Appendix B."

This paragraph says that no "credible accident scenarios"

were identified that would result in doses greater "than 500 mrem

at or beyond the nearest boundary of the unrestricted area." In

other words, there is little likelihood of a release to the

public greater than allowed in 40 CFR 191 resulting from waste

handling activities at the surface facility. This is a

significant finding and should be noted by the staff.

The document goes on to say:

"Since 10 CFR 60 and other NRC documents provide no explicit

guidance for the definition of items important to waste

isolation, the development of a definition of "important to waste

isolation" and numerical criteria to identify specific items as

important to waste isolation were required. This paper takes the

position that items important to waste isolation are those items

and activities required to demonstrate compliance with the

overall system performance objective of 10 CFR 60.112. This

differs from the recent NRC position (Draft Generic Technical



Position on Items and Activities in the High-Level Waste Geologic

Repository Program Subject to 10 CFR Part 60 Quality Assurance

Requirements, NRC, July 1986) that items important to waste

isolation include the engineered barriers used to demonstrate

compliance with the three numerical criteria for containment or

geologic setting of 10 CFR 60.113 (i.e., waste package lifetime,

allowable release rate, and pre-emplacement groundwater travel

time).

"Using this paper's definition, the methodology for the

determination of items important to waste isolation consisted of

procedures to: (1) screen initiating processes and events

applicable to Yucca Mountain during the 10,000-year postclosure

period of interest, (2) develop scenarios potentially resulting

in significant postclosure radioactive releases for anticipated

and unanticipated processes and events, (3) assign estimated

frequencies of occurrence to these scenarios, and (4) assess the

consequences of radioactive releases to the accessible

environment. When these procedures were carried out, the overall

system performance objective was satisfied by reliance only on

specific geologic units at the site and only on specific

characteristics of those units. Those units and characteristics

were therefore judged to be important to waste isolation and were

placed on the Q-list.

"The engineered barriers were not required to demonstrate

compliance with the overall system performance objective of

60.112; therefore, the engineered barriers are neither important

to waste isolation nor on the initial Q-list for the Yucca

Mountain repository. However, the engineered barriers contribute

to defense-in-depth for waste isolation and are subject to a

quality level I QA program. If future analysis shows that

engineered barriers are necessary to demonstrate compliance with

the overall system performance objective of 10 CFR 60.112, they

will be placed on the Q-list."
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These paragraphs take issue with NRC guidance concerning

engineered barriers. The staff should review this position and

the logic behind it.

II. GEOLOGY-GEOHYDROLOGY

A. On November 3, 1986, I participated in a field trip to

Crater Flat. Marith Reheis and John Whitney, USGS lead a group

consisting of USGS, State of Nevada, WMPO and SAIC geologists to

the Bare Mountain range front fault and to trenches CF-2, CF-2.5

and CF-3.

Marith Reheis has been working on the Bare Mountain fault

and took the group to several exposures of the fault plane. Ms.

Reheis demonstrated that the fault dips at approximately 600 at

the southern end and at about 35D to the north. It has been

suggested that this fault is a detachment fault with a very

shallow dip. It is obvious, from the exposures, that the Bare

Mountain range front fault does not have the shallow dip usually

associated with detachment faults.

John Whitney finished the day by discussing his mapping of

trenches CF-2, CF-2.5 and CF-3. Dr. Whitney indicated that he

was presenting his results at the GSA meeting in San Antonio,

Texas, later in the month.

B. Since Keith McConnel, WMGT, was attending the GSA

meeting in San Antonio, I suggested that he listen to Whitney's

presentation and then come to Las Vegas on his way home and visit

Crater Flat.

On November 17, Keith McConnell, Jerry Szymanski, WMPO, and

I visited the Bare Mountain fault and the trenches noted above.

Mr. McConnell was able to compare the information he gained from

Dr. Whitney's talk, with the trench. He was also able to compare

notes on the Bare Mountain fault and the tectonic history of

Crater Flat with Mr. Szymanski.
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C. Charlotte Abrams, WMGT, is proposing a field trip to

Yucca Mountain and the region surrounding the Mountain in

February 1987. This field trip would include a visit to the

Cedar Mountain fault in central Nevada, the site of a major

earthquake in the 1930's. This feature is being investigated by

Dr. John Bell, State of Nevada.

I support this field trip. It is important that the staff

understand the regional tectonic setting so that a reasonable

assessment of the various tectonic models is possible.

III. GEOCHEMISTRY

Nothing to report.

IV. ROCK MECHANICSL FACILITY DESIGN AND EXPLORATORY SHAFT

An Appendix 7 interaction will be conducted by members of

the WMEG Branch during the week of December 8, 1986. Dinesh

Gupta and John Peshel represent WMEG Branch. Contractor

personnel taking part in document review in Las Vegas include

Jaak Daemen, University of Nevada; Swapan Bhattacharya, Engineers

International; and Kanaan Hanna, Bureau of Mines. Jim Grubb,

State of Nevada, will also be present. This team will review the

first 5 chapters of the "Site Characterization Plan Conceptual

Design Report" compiled by Hugh R. MacDougal, Sandia National

Laboratory.

On Thursday evening, the 11th of December, Dinesh Gupta,

John Peshel, Jim Grubb, and I, will fly to Albuquerque, N.M. to

talk to Sandia National Laboratory, Parsons Brinkerhoff, and

Bechtel personnel.

V. WASTE PACKAGE

Nothing to report.
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VI. PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT-ALLOCATION

During the November TPO- Project Manager meeting a

presentation on the NNWSI Project Configuration Management Plan

was given. Enclosed are two handouts from this meeting: the

relationship between Systems Engineering and Configuration

Management and Annex 8 to the NNWSI Project Management Plan. The

handouts are self-explanatory.

VII. ENVIRONMENT

Nothing to report.

VIII. LICENSING AND NRC INTERACTIONS

During this reporting period an Appendix 7 interaction

between WMEG and NNWSI personnel has been approved. The

discussion topics are: The surface facility conceptual design,

the underground facility conceptual design and some discussion of

the exploratory shaft proposed prototype testing in "G" tunnel.

On December 9, 10, and 11, the group will review draft

documents pertaining to the above subjects in the Las Vegas OR

office. Some discussions with WMPO personnel are planned. On

December 12, discussions with SNL, Parsons Brinkerhoff, and

Bechtel personnel are planned in Albuquerque, N.M.

IX. STATE INTERACTIONS

A. On November 17, 1986, Dr. Donald Vieth gave a

presentation to the "Nevada Commission on Nuclear Waste." The

handouts from these presentations are enclosed.

In his presentation to the Commission, Dr. Vieth discussed:

1. DOE activities regarding alternatives to geologic

disposal.



2. Impact of recent Congressional budget action on the

NNWSI project.

3. Status of stop work orders, corrective actions, and

State involvement.

During this presentation, Dr. Vieth stressed that no money

is budgeted by DOE in FY 87 for alternative disposal methods.

The Commission raised the question of whether or not

additional funds can be allocated to the State grant now that

Nevada has been picked for characterization. Dr. Vieth replied

that every nickle was allocated and that, since the State grant

request goes to OMB several years in advance, the State would

have to live with the Federal budget procedures.

In his presentation to the State Legislative Committee, Dr.

Vieth covered the following topics:

1. Status of major elements of the program

Environmental consideration

Socioeconomic considerations

Transportation

Communications

2. Status of decision to delay the second repository

program

3. Status of Fy 1987 budget

In the enclosed handout is a schedule for the production of

the SCP and EIS. In answer to a question from the Committee, Dr.

Vieth stated that the schedule for the EIS (draft EIS, 1/91,

final EIS. 7/91) was tight but doable.

B. Enclosed are the minutes of the Nevada Legislative

Committee June 24, 1986 meeting held in Carson City, Nevada.
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C. Enclosed is a letter from Dr. Donald Vieth to Robert

Loux, inviting the State of Nevada to participate in the Appendix

7 visit scheduled for the week of December 8 1986.

Also enclosed is a memo from Dr. Vieth to the NNWSI

participants informing the participants that they "may expect

regular State participation at future formal technical

interactions between the NNWSI Project and the NRC."

X. MISCELLANEOUS

A. Enclosed is the "Sandia National Laboratories NNWSI

Data Catalog. "

B. Enclosed is a 5 part series by Mary

appeared in the Las Vegas Sun during the week

1986.

C. On November 18, Jerry Szymanski and

members of the GAO staff on a tour of NTS and

The three GAO staff members were:

Manning that

of November 3O

I took three

Yucca Mountain.

O

0

0

J. Ken Goodmiller

Ronald E. Stouffer

Christopher S. Herndobler

They were visiting the NNWSI on behalf of Congressman

Markey.

The GAO staff members asked questions concerning:

0 Technical issues concerning the Yucca Mountain Site

0 Effectiveness of the interactions between DOE and NRC

A verbal report on these discussions has been given to Dr.

Michael Bell.

PTP:nan
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cc: With enclosures:
J. J. Linehan
K. Stablein
S. Wastler

cc: No enclosures:

D. L. Vieth G. Cook
J. P. Knight N. Still
R. R. Loux S. Bilhorn
J. Szymanski C. Abrams
M. Glora F. R. Cook
D. M. Kunihero J. K. Goodmiller

Enclosures:

Five part newspaper article series
Sandia National Laboratories data catalog
Handouts: Seismic-Tectonic W.G.

NNWSI QA Update (11/5-6/86 TPO Meeting)
NNWSI Project Configuration Management Plan

(OCRWM)
Relationship Between Systems Engineering and

Configuration Management, 11/6/86
The Nevada Legislative Committee on High-Level

Radioactive Waste (Presentation--OCRWM)
11/24/86

Nevada Commission on Nuclear Projects Meeting,
Las Vegas City Council Chambers 11/17/86

Agenda, Nevada Commission on Nuclear Projects Meeting
11/17/86

Letter to Robert R. Loux. Jr. from Donald L. Vieth re:
Nevada Nuclear Waste Storage Investigations Project
Nuclear Regulatory Commission Appendix 7 Interaction

Letter and Memo re: State Participation in Nuclear
Regulatory Commission/Department of Energy Technical
Interactions

Minutes of the Meeting of the Nevada Legislature's Committee
on High-Level Radioactive Waste, Carson City, NV,
6/24/86

WMPO QA Audit Schedule for FY 87
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Nevada Nuclear Waste Project Office

Nuclear
WastE Newsletter
Vol. 2 No. 4 November 1986

DOE Budget Slashed: Drilling Prohibited



Repository Search: What's Next?



DOE's Hanford Choice
Goes to Washington Voters



Hereditary Effects of Radiation
By Dr. Peter Spiegler



DOE Loses Bid to Transfer
Wave of Repository Lawsuits

Nevada Nuclear Waste Newsletter



Lincoln County: Are We
Being Railroaded?



Here's What You Can Do...

Nevada Nuclear Waste Newsletter



NRC's Asselstine:

Repository Program is in Jeopardy; Pause Needed



Getting the Word Out



Sawyer: Report Discredits DOE Repository Siting



State Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Begins



Place
Postage

Here

Nuclear Waste Project Office
Agency for Nuclear Projects
Capitol Complex
Carson City, Nevada 89710





DOE takiNG





for the nation's first high-level nuclear
waste repository, was released by
Energy Secretary Jobn Herrington on
May 28, 1986. This is the second of a five-
part series.

Atomic decay causes several kinds of radioactivity
Once spent fuel has been removed can stop their progress. They also harm

from a nuclear power plant, it contains living cells, if inhaled or swallowed, or



Chernobyl accident brought new. radiation fears



Transport of nuclear waste key concern

BURYING NUCLEAR WASTE

RISKY BUSINESS FOR NEVADA?



Nevada cautious about DOE routes



NuCLEAR waste dUmp politics dismay Nevada leaders



Arguments
continue over
safety of tuff



Dilemma of nuclear waste dump: No state wants it

Thursday. December 4,1986



Burial only latest
of dumping plans


