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NRC-NNWSI PROJECT EXPLORATORY SHAFT DESIGN/CONSTRUCTION MEETING SUMMARY
August 27-28, 1985

Willste Building
Silver Spring, Maryland

Attendees

A list of attendees and their organizational affiliations is attached as
Enclosure 1.

Background/Facts

An agenda is attached as Enclosure 2. Copies of the viewgraphs used in the
NNWSI presentations and responses, and in the NRC presentations are attached as
Enclosures 3 and 4, respectively.

Observations

The NRC had the following observations:

1. The location of the proposed exploratory shaft was stated by the DOE to be
approximately 1,000 feet from the Ghost Dance Fault. If this fault is
active, ground motion associated with movement along this fault could
threaten stability of the shaft and thus adversely affect integrity of the
repository. The DOE should include data gathering related to
determination of the potential for seismic activity along the Ghost Dance
Fault in its site characterization plans.

2. The NRC recommends that the DOE provide early insight to the NRC into
proposed testing during exploratory shaft construction and in the shaft so
that potential concerns can be identified in time for the DOE to factor
them into its planning for site characterization.

3. At this time the NRC cannot accept the conclusion in the Performance
Analysis document that construction of the Exploratory Shaft facility will
not affect the ability of the site to meet public health and safety
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performance requirements. Specifically, the NRC raised many points on the
DOE Performance Analysis including the following:

a. A total systems analysis should be done, including, but not limited
to, the effects of all ramps and shafts on the volume of water coming
in contact with the waste packages even though these shafts, ramps,
and entrances may be in other drainage areas than the exploratory
shaft. In general, anticipated processes and events that must be
considered in any evaluation of compliance with 10 CFR 60 performance
objectives need to be considered;

b. A range of scenarios that might increase flood volumes due to lesser
storm events (e.g., 20-year floods, annual floods) should be
considered; it is possible for the volume of water to be several
orders of magnitude greater than that estimated in the performance
analysis due to total runoff over a 10,000-year period;

c. Scenarios that consider water escaping up the shaft(s) and ramps
should be considered to determine whether they are credible events;

d. The DOE considers the impoundment of water near the exploratory shaft
to be a highly conservative condition and an unanticipated process.
The NRC staff considers that an equivalent to this impoundment could
be achieved by an anticipated process, namely erosion, subsidence,
and channelization at the surface, causing runoff to move along a
preferred path directly toward the ES area. Inasmuch as erosion,
slumping, landsliding, and debris movement may be seen in many places
on and about Yucca Mountain, the DOE should show why such events
should not be considered anticipated events in the performance
analysis document.

e. Given uncertainty about parameters included in assessments of
performance in terms of 10 CFR 60 performance objectives, any
analysis should be essentially a sensitivity study which recognizes
these uncertainties. For example,

(i) Sensitivity analyses of various flood parameters to the total
flood volume should be included;
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(ii) Sensitivity analyses of parameters important to the results such
as damaged rock thickness need to accompany and support the
narrow numerical ranges considered for those parameters;

(iii) Waste form performance parameters should be considered.

4. On the basis of information presently available to the staff and
considering each of the aspects that are important to waste isolation and
safety, the NRC staff has no reason to believe that formations other than
the Topapah Spring (TS) formation are clearly superior. Uncertainties
exist with respect to the site and the TS formation which will have to be
investigated during site characterization and, as a consequence, a
position cannot now be taken on horizon suitability.

5. The scenario that considered that water flowing from fault zones
underground could not flow to the ES based on the long term performance of
the emplaced dams and/or drains does not consider the implications of
failure of those features. If these engineered barriers are considered in
future evaluations, expected performance over 10,000 years should be
addressed.

6. The value of hydraulic conductivity 10- 5 cm/sec used in the performance
analysis document appears nonconservative when viewed in light of the
DOE's statement that 10,000 barrels of drilling fluid were lost down G-4
during the drilling of that hole.

7. The NRC questions DOE's estimate of the percentage of water within the
repository that will contact the waste packages. In particular, the
possible convective effect of decay heat on the water should be
considered.

8. There appears to be a discrepancy between the thickness of the Calico
Hills presented in the performance analysis document and that determined
by the NRC from the DOE literature. The NRC review of the data indicates
that the Calico Hills may be substantially thinner at the exploratory
shaft location than stated in the performance analysis document. This is
important to the performance analysis in that the DOE assumes a thickness
of 150 m for the Calico Hills unit as a bounding value.
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9. During the various DOE presentations the term Calico Hills was apparently
used to designate at least three different entities: a geological unit; a
geohydrological unit; a thermomechanical unit. The DOE should establish
consistency in the use of the term Calico Hills.

10. The NRC has some concern about the penetration of the exploratory shaft
into the Calico Hills because it may have an adverse effect on the ability
of that unit to retard radionuclides. Heated water that has contacted the
waste may enter the Calico Hills via the exploratory shaft and react with
the zeolites. Temperatures need be only 80-100 degrees C for reactions to
occur (or less depending on the composition of the groundwater leaving the
waste). This may compromise the sorptive capacity of that unit. Further,
if the ES shaft-bottom is used as a sump, the impact of water flows during
the construction and operational periods should be considered.

11. NRC identified that both ES-1 and ES-2 must be considered in response to
the NRC letter of April 14, 1983.

12. NRC has particular interest in getting a better understanding of DOE
specifications for construction of the shaft (i.e., control of blasting)
and specifications for liner construction. A followup meeting is
necessary after NRC staff have had an opportunity to review them, possibly
in Las Vegas.

13. One of the principal objectives of the meeting was to discuss the quality
levels to be applied to items and activities associated with the
exploratory shaft. There are three primary areas which were discussed in
the meeting, and the staff observations on each are presented below.

o Regarding construction of the ES, DOE has conducted performance
analyses of the ES demonstrating that rock damage associated with
construction activities will not be a factor in meeting the NRC and
EPA criteria. As a result, DOE has taken the position that
construction activities do not need to be classified as Level I QA.
Level I is defined in the NNWSI QA Plan (NVO-196-17) and prescribes
that the NRC QA requirements in Subpart G of Part 60 be utilized.
Level I also involves NRC review to assure that the requirements of
Part 60 are being met. During the meeting, the NRC staff identified
a number of concerns with the analyses presented, which are
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identified elsewhere in this report. In addition, in their June 7,
1985 letter to the NRC staff, the DOE indicated that the conclusions
presented (including those related to quality levels), were based on
preliminary data and unverified assumptions. The staff therefore
cannot agree at this time that Level II is an appropriate
classification. Either DOE should resolve the concerns and reduce
uncertainties in the analyses so that there is adequate confidence
that the classification is correct, or should assume for the time
being that shaft construction is Level I.

During the meeting the DOE representatives indicated that the actual
QA measures applied to specific construction activities could be
identical whether they were classified as Level I or II and need not
necessarily be elaborate. The principal difference in this case
could be the NRC review of Level I activities. The staff agreed with
this statement about the amount of QA which may need to be applied,
and is ready to review the specific approaches DOE selects for
assuring quality if Level I is required. This should be the subject
of a follow-up meeting.

o Data collection during construction (although not explicitly
addressed in the DOE submittals) -- it was indicated during the
meeting that data collection activities conducted during construction
of the shaft would fall under the Level I QA requirements.

o Design -- a number of specific items/systems and their associated
quality levels were identified by the DOE in their June 7, 1985
letter to the staff. Based on the information provided, the staff
does not agree with the classification of the liner and rock
structure and support (both of which are influenced by the
performance analysis). In addition, additional information is needed
on the dewatering system to justify its classification.

14. The NRC recommends that the damaged zone analysis should be extended into
the portion of the ES that penetrates the Calico Hills.

15. The NRC recommends that if seals are determined to be needed for long term
isolation, then the DOE should investigate degradation mechanisms that
affect performance.
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16. The NRC recommends that the DOE investigate and provide detail (including
caliper logs from bored shafts) on shaft sinking experience in welded tuff
in the vicinity of Yucca Mountain.

The NNWSI had the following observations:

1. The Exploratory Shaft Design Workshop, with specific objectives and a
clear focus, has been an effective means of communicating and
understanding similar and divergent viewpoints. The NNWSI project
objectives for the workshop were basically achieved.

2. The specific comments regarding the Performance Assessment for the
exploratory shaft were presented in a constructive manner. DOE will
revise the analysis considering alternative (realistic and bonding)
scenarios. DOE will also add a sensitivity analysis to the Performance
Assessment.

3. The comments provided by NRC regarding the specification of quality levels
were valuable. The open discussion of the technical basis, in the context
of radiological health and safety, of the NRC staff's position was
beneficial to the DOE participants and is essential in reaching a common
viewpoint in a timely fashion.

4. NRC staff and DOE staff have different viewpoints on determining whether a
construction activity will affect radiological health and safety. The
logic used by both organizations to arrive at their conclusions needs to
be better defined.

5. NRC staff is concerned about the potential pathway created by the
exploratory shaft for introduction of water into the repository. There
appeared to be no significant argument put forward by NRC for a scenario
in which water contaminated with radionuclides moves upward through the
shaft to the surface.

6. NRC staff holds strong views about the potential impact of construction-
induced rock damage around the exploratory shaft. It is not clear that
NRC staff's views on the impact of such damage are supported by any
calculations related to radiological health and safety. It is also not
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clear which research on this issue represents the authoritative technical
basis for evaluating this phenomena.

7. The NRC staff did not have any significant comments on the proposed
horizon in the Topopah Spring for the repository.

8. The NRC staff did not have significant comments on the choice of
conventional mining as a construction method, for the exploratory shaft,
over the use of large hole drilling.

9. The NRC staff raised an issue about the exploratory shaft location within
the context of the representativeness of the testing area. Before this
issue can be resolved, both NRC staff and DOE staff must decide which
properties or characteristics, capable of being measured from the surface,
need to be evaluated as a basis for determining representativeness.

10. NRC is cncerned about the DOE/NNWSI project perception of requirements for
Level I quality assurance. While details of documentation requirements
are not yet defined, NRC staff expressed a view that it will not be
"onerous." This situation needs to be formally clarified in view of the
potentially conflicting implications from ANSI-N45.2 and NQA-1.

11. Several points of confusion arose as a result of poor use of words. It is
important to minimize these difficulties by effective use of a common
lexicon.

12. The draft comments on the Performance Assessment were helpful in
understanding the areas of NRC concern. However, many of the points were
presented in a cryptic notation. In order to assure that the comments are
properly addressed, the final comments should be adequately expressed.

13. The workshop idea as discussed in March was viewed as a small group.
Interest in these working sessions has grown with a concomitant increase
in attendees. If these meetings are to be conducted efficiently while
meeting the requirements of the observers, better physical facilities and
equipment are required.

14. The Nevada representative misinterpreted Tom Merson's comments on
controlled blasting. Position was that we will tighten up specification
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but will not promise something that will not buy us anything. We need to
determine what constitutes a successful method.

The State of Nevada had the following observations:

Many of the State's initial comments and concerns about the NNWSI exploratory
shaft design and the materials provided to the State on the subject were
addressed during the meeting discussion. We desire to further emphasize two
points noted during the meeting.

1. It seems premature in the exploratory shaft performance analysis to
conclude that the presented event scenarios can be categorized as
unanticipated events. In our view there is insufficient evidence to
support such a conclusion.

2. We fully support the view expressed by Tom Merson, LANL, that an overall
goal of the NNWSI exploratory shaft design and construction effort is to
minimize the damage zone and overbreak during excavation. Such a goal
will help achieve public confidence that NNWSI is committed to insuring
public health and safety and protecting the environment.

Agreements

1. The DOE has proposed construction methods for the two exploratory shafts
(ES-1, drill and blast, ES-2, raised bored) in the DOE letters dated June
7, 1985 from D. Vieth to J. Linehan entitled, "Comments on the NNWSI
Exploratory Shaft Conceptual Design Report (SA-9179-MS)." The NRC has no
objection to the use of the proposed construction methods, provided that
they are properly constructed and controlled with an adequate quality
assurance program. This position is taken considering both information
gathering and final site sealing objectives. This is further based on
specific information related to these objectives made available to staff
over the past several years and the discussion in this meeting.

2. The calculations in the performance analysis document based upon a 12 foot
shaft diameter and a 6 foot damaged rock zone will be redone utilizing the
full excavated diameter of the exploratory shaft.
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3. In the performance analysis t is assumed that the fuel cladding breaches
linearly from year 300 to year 10,000. The DOE will redo the calculations
using a more conservative scenario in which all cladding has been breached
1,000 years after the container has failed. This is in accord with the
work presented by Lawrence Livermore Laboratory at the NNWSI Project/NRC
Waste Package meeting in July, 1985.

4. The uncertainties in dissolution rates of spent fuel need to be clearly
recognized in the performance analysis document. In its present form the
performance analysis gives the impression that such uncertainties do not
exist.

5. The NRC agrees to provide written comments on the DOE response to the NRC
letter and the Performance Analysis report within 30 days.

Open Items

1. DOE would like copies of Ted Johnson's analysis that indicated the 1/2"
run-off from the E. S. Drainage Area could result in a 4 order of
magnitude increase of water into the ES over the SNL 500 year flood
scenario.

2. DOE would like a copy of the report on in situ stress measurement at NTS
referenced by David Conover.

3. DOE would like specific details on the areas of landslides at Yucca
Mountain referenced by John Trapp.

4. NRC position on the 1 part per 100,000 release limit as an instantaneous
differential or an integral over a year.

5. Need to establish an authoritative set of references on the subject of
rock damage around openings in the earth.

6. Need to establish a common approach to evaluating the magnitude of the
damage around openings.
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7. Need to establish the properties of characteristics that can be used in
the evaluation of "representativeness." A method for analyzing the data
also needs to be established.

8. Need to structure the open items in a manner that will allow the April
1983 NRC Letter (Coplan to Vieth) to be closed out.

9. NRC final comments on the Draft Performance Assessment on the Exploratory
Shaft.

10. Need to review section 60.21(c) to determine NRC's expectations regarding
the information of fracture characteristics to be obtained from the
exploratory shaft.

11. NRC staff concerned about the fact that the second exploratory shaft was
located outside of the preferred area, needs to more thoroughly explain
his logic as to why this is a significant point. Is it an issue related
to validity of testing data or radiological health and safety?

12. During the DOE presentation on the rationale for selection of the site for
the exploratory shaft, the DOE stated that the site chosen is
representative of the repository block but indicated that discussion of
the question of representativeness would be deferred. The NRC staff
agrees that this should be an agenda item for a future meeting.

13. The DOE will provide to the NRC the Keystone Document 6310/85/1,
Recommended Matrix and Rock Mass Bulk, Mechanical, and Thermal Properties
for Thermomechanical Stratigraphy of Yucca Mountain, Version 1, October,
1984, related to selection of the repository horizon.

14. The DOE delineated the underground layout of the exploratory shaft and
drifts and stated that underground testing considerations heavily
influenced the layout. The NRC cannot assess the adequacy of the planned
tests and hence the testing layout until the test plans are provided prior
to the NNWSI/NRC ESTP meeting.

15. The NRC is to furnish the DOE with the information as to whether NRC's

10 5/yr release rate applies on a discrete year by year basis or a
continuous rate basis.



16. The DOE will furnish the NRC with the document which contains recent
information on thickness of the Calico Hills.

17. The DOE will send the NRC copies of the viewgraphs used in the DOE's
presentation of the damaged zone model for tuff.

18. The DOE will provide the NRC with the data (e.g., RQD's, stresses,
hydraulic conductivities) used to get the results presented during the DOE
presentation on damaged zone model for tuff.

19. The NRC will provide the DOE with the U.S. Bureau of Mines reference
related to horizontal stress of southern Nevada rocks.

20. DOE will provide NRC with information relating to testing performed in/or
on samples obtained from USW G-4 in addition to that presented in
USGS-OFR-84-789.

21. NRC requests that DOE identify the schedule for providing the items
identified n DOE's response of June 7, 1985 as being under development.

22. A decision (and the implications of such a decision) on whether the DOE
will remove the liner at permanent closure or use it as part of the long
term sealing system has not been determined.

23. A discussion of sealing materials and placement method and timing for
exploratory boreholes from the ES will be provided in a future meeting on
repository design.

24. The testing program to characterize perched water zones will be discussed
at the ESTP meeting.

25. The design specifications and acceptance criteria for the shaft
construction including construction controls, test blasting and overbreak
control will be provided to the NRC when available.

26. The NRC will provide guidance on the key parameters that should be
considered in determining the representativeness of the ESF.
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27. DOE's plans on the characterization of lithophysal zones and on
demonstrating horizontal emplacement and exploration holes will
discussed in a future meeting on repository design.

plans for
be

28. Has DOE/OGR made a decision that the use of radioactive materials in the
site characterization program will not be considered in the future?

Donald L. Vieth, Director
Wa te Management Project Office

DOE/NV
August 28, 1985

DOE Comment:
(Original signed with accompanying
note: "These notes were signed as
a basis for completing the require-
ments for the meeting. Time con-
straints due to travel requirements
prohibited finalization of comments
at this time. Supplemental points
will be submitted.")

Division of Waste Management
US NRC

August 28, 1985

,< John T. Greeves
Dsion of Waste Management

US NRC
August 28, 1985
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DRAFT MEETING NOTES FOR THE NNWSI/NRC EXPLORATORY SHAFT DESIGN MEETING

Observations

1. The location of the proposed exploratory shaft was stated by the DOE to be
approximately 1,000 feet from the Ghost Dance Fault. If this fault is active,
ground motion associated with movement along this fault could threaten
stability of the shaft and thus adversely affect integrity of the repository.
The DOE should include data gathering related to determination of the potential
for seismic activity along the Ghost Dance Fault in its site characterization
plans.

2. The NRC recommends that the DOE provide early insight to the NRC into
proposed testing during exploratory shaft construction and in the shaft so that
potential concerns can be identified in time for the DOE to factor them into
Its planning for Site characterization.

3. At this time the NRC cannot accept the conclusion in the Performance
Analysis document that construction of the Exploratory Shaft facility wilL not
affect the ability of the site to meet public health and safety performance
requirements. Specifically the NRC raised the following points on the DOE
Performance Analysis

a. A total systems analysis should be done, including, but not limited
to, the effects of all ramps and shafts on the volume of water coming in
contact with the waste packages, general, anticipated processes and events
that must be considered in any evaluation of compliance with 10 CFR 60
performance objectives need to be considered

b. A range of scenarios that might increase flood volumes due to lesser
storm events (e.g., 20-year floods, annyal floods) should be considered; it is
possible for the volume of water to be orders of magnitude greater than

* that estimated in the performance analysis due to continuous total runoff over
a 10,000-year period;

c. Scenarios that consider water escaping up the shaft(s) and ramps
-to be considered in addition to the scenarios of water going down the shaft

presented in the performance analysis document to determine

d. The DOE considers the impoundment of water near the exploratory shaft
to be a highly conservative condition and an unanticipated process. The NRC
staff considers that an equivalent to this impoundment could be achieved by an
anticipated process, namely erosion, subsidence, and channelization at the
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surface, causing runoff to move along a preferred path directly toward the ES
area. Inasmuch as erosion slumping, landsliding and debris movement may be
seen n many places on and about Yucca Mountain, the DOE should show why such
events should not be considered anticipated events in the performance analysis
document.

e. Given uncertainty about parameters included in assessments of
performance in terms of 10 CFR 60 performance objectives, any analysis should
be essentially a sensitivity study which recognizes these uncertainties. For
example,

(i) Sensitivity analyses of various flood parameters to the total flood
volume should be included;

(11) Sensitivity analyses of parameters important to the results such
as damaged rock thickness need to accompany and support the narrow
numerical ranges considered for those parameters.

(iii) Waste form performance parameters should be considered.

4. On the basis of information presently available to the staff and
considering each of the aspects that are important to waste isolation and
safety, the NRC staff has no reason to believe that formations other than the
Topapah Spring (T.S.) formation are clearly superior. Uncertainties exist
with respect to the site and the T.S formation which will have to be
investigated during site characterization anda a consequence, a portion
cannot now be taken on horizon suitability.

5. The scenario that considered that water flowing from fault zones
underground could not flow to the ES based on the long term performance of the
emplaced dams does not consider the implications of failure of those dams

Furthermore, the NRC believes that the underground dams proposed to imposed
water orginating from the host Dance Fault to the exploratory shaft are

evaluation,expected performance over lOOO0years should be addressed. A more
acceptable approach may be to consider excavations for containment of water

infiltration when reliances on natural conditions of the site

6. The OUR value of hydraulic conductivity 10-5 cm/sec used in the
performance analysis document appears nonconservative when viewed n light of
the DOE's statement that 10,000 barrels of drilling fluid were lost down G-4
during the drilling of that hole.

7. The NRC questions DOE's estimate of the percentage of water within the
repository that will contact the waste packages. In particular, the possible
convective effect of decay heat on the water should be considered..
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8. There appears to be a discrepancy between the thickness of the Calico Hills
presented in the performance anal sis document and that determined by the NRC
from the DOE literature. The NRC data indicate that the Calico Hills may be
substantially thinner at the exploratory shaft location than stated in the
performance analysis document. This is important to the performance analysis
in that the DOE assumes a thickness of 150 m for the Calico Hills' unit as a
bounding value.

9. During the various DOE presentations the term Calico Hills was apparently
used to designate at least three different entities: a geological unit; a
geohydrological unit; a thermomechanical unit. The DOE should establish
consistency in the use of the term Calico Hills.

10. The NRC has some concern about the penetration of the exploratory shaft
into the Calico Hills because it may have an adverse effect on the ability of
that unit to retard radionuclides. Heated water that has contacted the waste
may enter the Calico Hills via the-exploratory shaft and.react with the
zeolites. Temperatures..need be only 80-100 degrees C for reactions to occur
(or less depending on the composition of the groundwater leaving the waste)
This may compromise the sorptive capacity of that unit. Further, if the ES
shaft - bottom is used as a sump, the impact of water flows during the
construction and operational periods should be considered.
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Agreements

1. The DOE has proposed construction methods for the two exploratory shafts
(ES-1, drill and blast, ES-2, raised bored) in the DOE letters dated June 7,
1985 from D. Vieth to J. Linehan entitled "Comments on the NNWSI Exploratory
Shaft Conceptual Design Report (LA-9179-MS)". The NRC has no objection to the
use of the proposed construction methods, provided that they are properly
constructed and controlled with an adequate quality assurance program. This
position is taken considering both information gathering and final site
sealing objectives. This is further based on specific information related to
these objectives made available to staff over the past several years and the
discussion in this meeting.

2. The calculations in the performance analysis document based upon a 12 foot
shaft diameter and a 6 foot damaged rock zone will be redone utilizing the full ;
excavated diameter of the exploratory shaft.

3.In he performance analysis it is assumed that the fuel cladding breaches
linearly from year 300 to year 10,000. The DOE will redo the calculations.
using a more conservative scenario in which all cladding has been breached
1,000 years after the container has failed. This is in accord-with the work
presented by Lawrence Livermore Laboratory at the NNWSI Project/NRC Waste
Package meeting in July, 1985.

4. The uncertainties in dissolution rates of spent fuel need to be clearly
recognized in the performance analysis document. In its present form the
performance analysis gives-the impression that such uncertainties do not exist,

5. The NRC agrees toprovide written comments on the DOE response to the NRC
letter and the Performance Analysis report within 30 days.

Open Items

1. During the. DOE presentation on the rationale for selection of the site for
the exploratory shaft, the DOE stated that the site chosen is representative of
the repository block but indicated that discussion of the question of
representativeness would be deferred. The NRC staff agrees that this should
be an agenda item for a future meeting.

2. The DOE will provide to the NRC the Keystone Document
related to selection of the repository horizon;

3. The DOE delineated the underground layout of the exploratory shaft and
drifts and stated that underground testing considerations heavily influenced
the layout. The NRC cannot assess the adequacy of the planned tests and hence
the testing layout until the test plans are provided prior to the NNWSI/NRC
ESTP meeting.

4. The NRC s to furnish the DOE with the information as to whether NRC's 10-
5/yr release rate applies on a discrete year by year basis or a continuous
rate basis.



5. The DOE will furnish the NRC with the document entitled
which contains recent information on thickness of the Calico Hills.

6. The DOE will send the NRC copies of the viewgraphs used n the DOE's
presentation of the damaged zone model for tuff.

7. The DOE will provide the NRC with the data (eg., RQD's, stresses, hydraulic
conductivities) used to get the results presented during the DOE presentation
on damaged zone model for tuff.

8. The NRC will provide the DOE with the US Bureau of Mines reference related
to horizontal stress of southern Nevada rocks.
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ob NRC identified that both ES-1 and ES-2 must be considered in response to
the NRC letter of April 14, 1983.

Open NRC requests that DOE identify the schedule for providing the items
identified in DOE's response of June 7, 1985 as being under development.

ob NRC has particular interest in getting a better understanding of DOE
specifications for construction of the shaft (i.e. control of blasting)
and specifications for liner construction. A followup meeting is
necessary after NRC staff have had an opportunity to review them possibly
In Las Vegas.



QA OBSERVATIONS

*One of the principal objectives of the meeting as to
discuss the quality levels to be applied to items and
activities associated with the exploratory shaft. There
are three primary areas which were discussed in the
meeting and the staff observations on each are presented
below.

Construction of the ES-DOE has conducted performance
analyses of the ES demonstrating that rock damage
associated with construction activities will not
be a factor in meeting the NRC and EPA criteria. As a
result,DOE has taken the position that construction
activities do not need to be classified as Level I Q A
Level I is defined in the NNWSI A Plan (NVO-196-17
and prescribes that the NRC QA requirements in Subpart
G of Part 60 be utilized. Level I also involves NRC
review to assure that the requirements of Part 60
are being met. During the meeting, the NRC staffs
identified a number of concerns with the analyses

- presented which are identified elsewhere in this
report; n addition, in their June 7 1985 letter
to the NRC staff, the DOE indicated that the
conclusions presented (including those related to
quality levels), were based on preliminary data and
unverified assumpumtions. The staff therefore cannot
agree at this time that Level II i an appropriate
classification. Either DOE should resolve the
concerns and reduce uncertainties in the
analysis so that there Is adequate confidence that
the classification is correct, or should assume for
time being that shaft construction is Level I.

During the meeting the DOE representatives indicated
that the actual A measures applied to specific
construction activities could be identical whether
they were classified as Level I or 1I and need not
necessarily be elaborate. The principal
difference in this case could be the NRC review of
Level 1 activities. The staff agrees with this
statement about the amount of QA which may need to
be applied, and is ready to review the specific
approaches DOE selects for assuring quality if Level I
is required. This should be the subject of a follow-up
meeting.

Data collection during construction-although not
explicitly addressed in the DOE submittals, it was
indicated during the meeting that data collection.
activities conducted during construction of the shaft
would fall under the Level I QA requirements.



Design-a number of specific items/systems and their
associated quality levels were identified by the DOE-
i in their June 7, 1985 letter to the staff.

Based on the information provided, the staff does not
agree with the classification of the liner and rock

structure and support (both of which are influenced
by the performance analysis). In addition, additional
information s needed on the dewatering system to
Justify its classification.






















