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Attached 1s the document RECOMMENDED PA PROCEDURAL REVISIONS, which i«
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including representatives of tha 0GC. This 4a provided per our agresments
of March 9 and 10, 1589, as confirmed 4n mestings this wask in Washington.

Please nots that this incorporates all comments that you providad last week
on an earliar draft.

It 41z cur understanding that review of tha attached will be completed March
21, 1989, Your assistance in this matter is greatly appraciaced.

cc: W. Patriek
R, Johnaoen
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EBURJECT: REGULATORY ELEMENTS OF PROOF

t There is a clear legal distinction betwasn (1) the
rules for which conpliance nmust ba denonstrated and (2) the
evidance subnitted in that demonstration. In order to maintain
that legal distinction while serving the technical needs of the
licensing procoss, new terminology end definitions have been
introduced. Thess changes are incorporated in the recommended
revision below. In addition, it has become necessary to Erovido
a nevw "f£iald" in the PA Databese (PADB) for material dealing with
technical evidence. That racommended ravision hegins on page 5.
This approach is beliavad to satisfy the intent of Refersnce 1,

Question 1; Raference 2, Section 15 and Rafarence 3, Discussion
Point #1.

RECOMMENDED REVISION TQ TOP=001-02, ATTACHMENT At

FIELD 15), REGULATORY ELEMENTS OF PROOF

Dslete the f2irst six paragraphs of Field 15 and substitute the
following:

Definition = REGULATORY ELEMENTS OF PROOF are what must be
demonstrated to suprort a conclusion that the REGULATORY
REQUIREMENT has been met. REGULATORY ELEMENTS OF PROOF must ba
directly stated in the requirement itself. When a potentinl
REGULATORY or INSTITUTIONAL UNCERTAINTXEZY existp//PP8IVIXTER
¥FCERTIKIRZX/RERPRET LGN/ LIV ERRER/RERL/BE/ ALV AL VLR S
ie_a potentisl uncerteinty redustion meth e a

of the affected rule musit be postulnted. Xhen thie occurs, the
resulting POSTULATED UNCEET2INTY REIRCTION IANGUAGE (PURL) is
developed ae 8 part of the NRC UNQERTAINIY REDUCTION METHOD (gee
Fiela 39, section h).

REGULATORY ELEMENTS OF PROOF would include thosa conditions,
specifications, criterla, or procaeduree which will be the
standard by which specitic evidence will be comparad to evaluate
the degres to wvhich the REGULATORY HEQUIREMENT has bean net.

Backaround ~ Given the concept of collecting closaly-relsted
pections of spplicable stetutes snd rules into & wulti-sjement

REGULATOPY RIQUIRFMHENT, the. demonmtrztion of requlatory
corpliance muet be nizde in p_stoictured manner thet takes into
cnl intierrelationshipre beatweon thosge regulatory

account the Joqgi

elemente, Thus the nead o develop & REGULATORY ELEMENT OF PROQE
dogic structure for each REGULATORY IFQUIREMENT, An example ie
shown in a hiersrchical format _in Af:tactment B, (Note for 3/21
== An example of the graphic hierarchy es it would be typed in
IBM DW4 is shown on pagea 4. When entered in the PADB, the
right~hand brackets are translated to vertical lines.]
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The REGUIATORY EILEMFNTS OF PROOF pt the Jowsst levels of the
dogig hierarchy (fthe o ach hranch) are the itans Lo
be proven directly uvsing ags evidence the results of snalvees and
intorpation daveloped during Site Charactm
higher item 4m ench branch of that logqic hieraxchy e, in turn.
proven by the conbinad proofs of its subordinate REGULATORX
ELEMENTS _OF PROQP. ‘

E

~ This field is to contain for gigyihe subjeck REGULATORY
REQUIREMENT ona or more statements that bagin with "DOE ahall
denonstrate that:", followed by a succincg definition of WHAT
nust be proven Lo demonsirats compliance.” These "WHATY
gintements shall be organized in g hierawrchical format that
giepleye thelr leogical intexrelatior
WWUMMW
repregentation of the logic bierarchy (gee Attachment B).
In_order to retain the force of lsw, individual RECULATORY

wummwwgwmwmm
Text (rule or et:

atute) to the waximm extent possible consistent
with the required change. in tense e
rtentiel uncert

Anv_nmestmptions that are recuired to develop the REGULATORX
eyplained in the Notes for thie field, FExsmples of such
asgupptions ipciude the interoretinticn of th e

the logical relationship of two or were requirements, and the
reeclution of an Institutional Unceytainty, Assurmptions gdo not
include the presumec reéf mummgmmmgmmt

1 HOW compliance {s to ba proven by DOE will be

defined in Field 28, DOE COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATION METHOD.
gimilarly, HOW the NRC intends to dctermine whether the
DOE/system is in compliance will be defined in Field 28, NRC
COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION METHOD.
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WWQWW
mmwmmw
recommended to ba modified as shown.

RAGRAFPH TO THE TECHNICE
¥here appropriste, these dafinitions are to include KPErgrrXigys
grobnbility and/or confidencs statements for pyrYgefsannlysas that
nvolve spacially or temporally distributed parameters.

JMOVE THIS PARAGRAPH TO THE TERCHENIC?

ir alternative 'EIECHNICAL, REVIEW COMPONENTH
nxg‘ﬁcceptablc, x#iﬁiﬁfﬁgﬁgilgﬁpggﬁiily identified am such and
included in this field. The preferned method of inclusion and
ddentitication ap an alternative ja through » logio ¥

¥here this ie_ insppropriate, the primary ELEMEKZ/PF

PROSTTECHNICAL REVIEW COMPONENT and the alternative shall each
clearly referenca the other,

IMOVE THIS PARAGRAPH TO THE DG EECTION] This field also mayls/¥g
contain general guidelines and criteria for acceptable DOE

COMPLIARCE DEMONSTRATION METHOD(g) for gfg¥ RECULATORY ELEMENTS
OF PROOF. Guidelines and oriteria are intended to defins the
boundg of acceptable demonstration methods without epecifying a
particular approach; i.e., without prescribing HOW.

JMOVE THIS PARAGRAPH TO THE RR_SECTION] If the REGULATORY
REQUIREMENT is expressed in deterninistic terms or implies a
deterministic proof, and a probabilietic approach is considerad
to be more appropriate or meaningful, a REGULATORY gyY/ZEZENIZKYL
UNCERTAINTY chall be included in Field 30, Uncertainties, and a
reference tc the Uncertainty made )grsg/ in the Notes for thim

Format - Field mize: vVariable length up to 32K characters.
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EXAMPLE OF GRAPHIC REGULATORY ELEMENT OF PROOF HIERARCHY

NOTE FOR EXAMPLEt This structure, which references by nunber
(8.g., 2.0) the statements in the Regulatory Elanent of Proof
Ytextual hierarchy®, is to follow that text in Fiald 15A of the
PADB. Its intent is to gepict the logical interrelationships
wore clearly than is posaible in the text,

When prepared in IEM DW4 on the input form, hyphens are used for
horizontal lines and right-hand brackets are ussd for vertical
lines (as shown below). The IBM mainframe stores and prints Dwé
right-hand brackets as vertical bars (and vice versa).

RR4¢
Ap
] ] ]
{1.0) {2.0) (3.0}
20.106 60.111(A) 40CFR191.03 (&)
60.132 (b) 20,105 ,
€0.132(0) ]
60.133;q)(1) ;
AND AND
3 ]
)"1”‘ ]--ﬂ)n
1 ] )
]I )-={1.1) ] }-=(2.1)
} % 20.106(a) } g 20.105(a)
1 J1-={1.2) ] 1=={2.2)
} 20.106(b) % 20.105(b)
J=~{1.3) J=={2.3})
20.106(e) 20.108(c)

NOTES: 1. All reguletions listed are from Title 10 of the CFR
unlese indicated otherwise,
2. Citations enclosed in braces () are the numbers
assigned to individual REGULATORY ELEMENTS OF PROOPF,
(foe the textual hierarchy.)

VI wva siw v
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EURBJECT: TECHNICAL REVIEW COMPONENTS

BACEGROUND: Two key parts of the liconsing process ars (1) the
identification of ths technical analyses nacessary to demonstrate
and evaluate ragulatory complianca end (2) the demonstration mnd
evaluation of the validity and applicability of the demonstration
method and the data offered as prcof of regulatery compliance.
This new PA Databasa (PADB) "field" addrasses thosae parts of the
procesa. (6es Referonce 1, Question 13 Referencs 2, Saction 1;
and Raference 3, Discussion Point #i.)

RECOMMENDED REVISION TO TOP=001-02, ATTACHMENT At
Insert the following ==
F;ELD 158, TECHNICAL REVIEW COMPONENTS

= TECENICAL REVIEW CONPONENTS are what will be uged to
support a DOE demonstration or NRC deteraination of reguiatory
compliance. TECHNICAL REVIEW COMPORENTS include both thae
analyses to be used as proof of compliance with the REGULATORY
ELEMENTS OF PROOF and tha supporting matarial to be usad to
demonstrate tha technical adequacy of the regulatory compliance
denonstration. TECENICAL REVIEW COMPONENTS are derived from the
REGULATORY ELEMENTS OF PROOF (including FURLa, whers present) at
the lowest levels (tha end point of each branch) of the
REGULATORY ELEMENT OF PROOF logic hierarchy.

The technical adequnoy of analyses used for compliance
demonstration includes the validity end applicability of the
demonstration method (e.g., the theory, analytical rmathod,
analytical uncertainties, model, test technicua), and the
adequacy of data usad for demonstration (e.g., measurenant
techniques and instrumaentation, measurement uncertainties, data
collection proceduras (including quality assurance provisions),
fidelity of anvironment simulation, sample sizs, spacial and
tezporal distribution of measurements).

TECHNICAL REVIEW COMPONENTS identified in the PADB ara not stated
in the REGULATORY REQUIREMENT and, consequently, 4o not have the
force of law. They arae being developed golely for the internal
use of NRC’s Office of Nuclear Material Bafety and safeguards,
Divigion of High=Leval Waste Management, as a nmanagement tool,
The TECHNICAL REVIEW COMPONENTS identified represent the minimum
acceptakle breadth of analyses. They are not intended to
represent the nacessary dspth (deteil) of analyses to be used.
The detalled information the NRC needs for COMPLIANCE
DETERMINATION is to be daveloped urder INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS.

Background ~ The REGULATORY ELEMENTS OF PROOF hierarchy of Field
15A defines a atructured requirament for regulatory compliance
demonstration and evaluvation that takes into account the logical
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interralationships betwean the elements of the REGULATORY
REQUIREMENT. Given that logic structurs, it is necessary to
identify the mini{mum TECHNICAL REVIEY COMPONENTS raguired for
demonstration/evaluation of the REGULATORY ELEMENTS OF PROOF at
the lowest levels (the end point of emch branch) of the
REGULATORY ELEMENTS OF PROOF logic hicrarchy. B8ince the
TECENICAL REVIEW COMPONENTS also have inhorent logical
interrelationships, they muct be defined in a set of logic
hierarchies -- one for aeach lowest-level REGULATORY ELEMENT OF
PROOF. Thess represant extensions of tha logic for compliance
demonstration and evaluation that is provided by the REGULATORY
ELEMENTS OF PROOF.

The lowest=leval TECHNICAL REVIEW CCMPONENTS identified in these
logic structures are, in turn, the iteoms to be demonstrated and
evaluated {n tha licensing process using the analyses and infor-
mation developed during Site Characterization. The technical
adequacy or conpliance of the next Ligher item in each branch of
that total logic hierarchy is, in turn, demonstrated by the
conmbined evidenca of its subordinate TECHNICAL REVIEW COMPONENTS
or REGULATORY ELEMENTS OF PROOF.

contant = This field is to address tha lowast=level REGULATORY
ELEMENT OF PROOF in each of the branches of the logic structure
in Field 1%A. For each such REGUIATORY ELEMENT OF PROOF, this
field is to contain muccinct statemonts defining WHAT (e.g..
analytical product) {s to ba used to (1) demonstrate and evaluate
regulatory compliance and (2) demonmtrate the technical adeguacy
of analyses that are to ba usad in clemonstrating/datermining
conmpliance. Each of these statements is to be entered in normal
sentence (lower~-casae) format and is to be ended with the
following: (TECHNICAL REVIEW COMPOMENT). All TECHNICAL REVIEW
COMPONENTS derived from a PURL are ¢ ba snded with: (TECHNICAL
REVIEW COMPONENT = PURL).

The "WHAT" statemsnte derived from each lowest-level REGULATORY
ELEMENT OF PROOF shall be organized in a hierarchiocal format that
displail their logical interrelationships (using the basic format
shown in Attachmant B). The completa set of "taextual hiarar-
chies” shall be followed by & met of graphic representationa of
the TECHNICAL REVIEW COMPONENTS logic hierarchies (ses Attachment
B).

Any assumptions that are required to develop the TECHNICAL REVIEW
COMPONENTS in the presence of UNCERTAINTIES are to be explained
in the Notes for this field. Examples of such assumptions
include the technical interpretation of a statement in the rule
and the meane chosen to resolve & tachnical program need. Thig
includes the presumed result of pesgible rulemaking presented ag
POSTULATED UNCEETAINTY REDUCGTION LANMCUAGE (FURL) in rield 39.

In all cases {n which POSTULATED UNSERTAINTY REDUCTION LANGUAGE
is developed for a lowest=-level REGULATORY ELEMENT OF PROOF
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(L.e., for the corrasponding Regulatory Text), the TECHNICAL
REVIEW COMPONENTS lodged in this finld shall be darivad from the
REGULATORY ELEMENT OF PROOF (i.s., the rula)

revised by the PURL, unlegs radirecs

'D_FROM_TEF. REGULATORY EP SECTION)
sppropriate, descriptions of TECHNICAL REVIEW COMPONENTS are to

include EppYerrirys probability and/or contidence statsments for
&

Frgpfaanalyses that gnvolvo spacially or temporally distributed
paraneters. '

L§EIﬁ_E%%AEB&EH_H§E7E¥¥RD_E§Q§ 3 ; It ¥p
allernative : TEGH

gccipgaE}I; ggggigiegglgxgs;éltarly igigtitiod as such and
noluded in 8 f£ield. prefaxre [
ddentification as on nliermstive de through & logi
sppropriate, the priwary ELEMERT/PF

and the alternative shall aach

PROPY X
Clearly raference the other.

Format - Field size: Variable length up to 32K characters.
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SUBJECT: NRC COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION METHOD
BACKGROUND: See "Background" addition below.

RECOMMENDED REVISION OF TOP=001=02. ATTACHMENT At
Pield 28, NRC COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION METHOD
Ad4 the following:

packaround - Yor every "WHAT" in the REGULATORY ELEMENTS OF
PROOF and the TECHNICAL REVIEW COMPONENTS, thers must be &
THOW® in the NRC COMPLIANCE DETERMIMATION METHOD. Thus, the
NRC COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION METHOD structure must duplicate
exactly tha structures of the REGULATORY ELEMENTS OF PROOF
and tha TECHNICAL REVIEW CONMPONENTS.

In developing a NRC COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION METHOD, it is
important to avoid entirely the presumption of a particular
epproach to design or operations. That includes, to the
extent graoticablt, current DOE basalines. This is best
accomplished by directing attention exclusively to the
verification of the functions ¢f tha Nuclear Waste
Management System equipment, scftware, perscnnsl and/or
procadures that are ralated to the Regulator; Requirement.
nSystem functiona" are the actions to be performed or
capabilities to be provided by each element of the system to
contribute to the accomplishment of the mission of the
conplete system. Tha migsion of the Ruclear Waste
Management Systen, as derived from the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act and 10 CFR Part €0, is to permanently isolate high-level
radiocactive waste (HLW) from the accessible environment.

Modify the Content section as follows!

Caontent = This field is to contain a summary of (and, if
gublishad, 2 reference to) the strategy and thae tast,

nvestigative and/or analysis nethod(s) to bs used by the
NRC to determina if the DOE han met, or can be expected to
meat, each REGULATORY ELEMENT OF PROOF. Cure_of

NCE DETERIMINATION METEOD ehall duplicate

evsctly the complete loaic structures of the REGULATORY
ELEMENTE _OF PROOF nnd_the TECHIICAL REVIEW COWPONENTS. The
method(s) must be sufficiently specific and detalled to
provide the basis for identifying INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS
(Field 42). If the DETERMINATION METHOD is documented by
the NRC (e.g., in a ggrgrlf Technical Position or Regulatory
Guide), provide tho number, name and date of the document.
Contingency, backup or other alternative methods under
gerious consideration shall also bhe described.
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»

EUBJECT: COMPLETION OF THE 22~STEP PROCESS IN THE PRESENCE OF A
REGULATORY OR INRSTITUTIONAL UNCERTAINTY

BACKGROUKDt Two zunltionl are addrossed in this revision. One,
thera is a reacognized need for an early judgment of the
significance of each uncertainty in ordar to assess the risk
asmsociated with completion of the 22-step process and make
appropriate decixions (Reference 1, Question 2), Two, thare has
basn concern that the Center may be parceived to be making
decisions regarding the specific uncertainty resduction mathod to
ba used (e.qg., rulcmaking). aAn approach to uncertainty reduction
analysis that would avoid such a peroeption was proposed in
Roference 1, Question 8, with the obmervation that the solution
to Question 2 could be included in that approach. Refinenments to
that aiproach were developed in subneguent discussions and
;o?mgn'g?ca (Reference 2, section 5§, and referancs 3, Discussion
QLn .

RECOMMENDED REVISIONS

Include i{n the datniled Program Architectura Network to be
devaloped and in TOP-001, the following --

When a potantial Regulatory Uncertainty is identified, the Center
shall implement the following pracedureas

1. Aszans the attributes of the uncertainty (e.q.,
Inportance, Time constraintse, Durabllity, Inmpact on
gite Characteriration),

2. Conduct preliminary rank-ordering of the uncertainty
ueing the NRC-approved general weighting factors,

3. Define the desired outcoms of the uncertainty
reduction,

4. Idantify reasontble alternaztive methods for achieving
that outcona,

§., Summarize the advantages and drawbacke of each
alternative method and, considering the naturs of the
uncertainty and its ranking, select ona uncertainty
reduction method for reconrendation to the NRC.
Document the rationala for the recommendation,

6. If the recommended uncerthinty reduction method is
rulemaking, prepsre & draft of the Postulated
Uncertainty Raeduction Langyuage (PURL) for that
lovest=leve]l Regulatory Toxt in which tha potantial
uncertainty is located [Rogulatory Text iz defined in
TOP~-001~02, Attochment A, Field ¢, pefinition),

7. Forward the groductu of steps L through 6, together
with appropriate background material, to the RRC (HLEN,
Director, Pepomitory Project Licensing and Quality
Acsuranca Directorate). From the time of receipt by
the NRC, allow ten (10) governnent business days for
review and commant. After ten government working days,
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procesd to step 8 based on the Center recommendation of
step 5, unless redirected by the NRC.

8. Complete the plan for the condust of appropriate
uncertainty reduction activities (i.e., complata the
remaining PA Process eteps).

To ensure consistency and a systen perspactive, the Center
WSELI Manager will be responeibla for the performance of
steps 1 and 2 above. Steps 3 through 8 are to be parformed
under tha direction of the cognizant Element Manager. Steps
1 through 7 constitute a Decision Point for the purposes of
the Center Quality Assurance Manual, Section 19.
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>

SUBJECTt NKRC UNCERTAINTY REDUCTION METHOD
BACKRGROUNDS

RECOMMENDED FEVISION TQ T0P-001-02. ATTACHMENT At
In Pield 39, KRC UNCERTAINTY REDUCTION METHOD,
Definitiong =~ Add the following:

POSTULATED UNCERTAINTY REDUCTION LANGUAGE is defined as an
identification by the analyst of what the rule would be
revised to contain if the uncertainy were to ba reduced
through rulemaking. Thuz, POSTULATED UNCERTAINTY REDUCTION
LANGUAGE would reflect tha difference bstwesn vhat is
written in the rule now and vhat would be thera in order to
ameliorate the particular REGULATORY, TECHNICAL, or
INSTITUTIONAL UNCERTAINTY Af the uncertainty were to be
rEugydfredyced through rulemaking.

It should ba noted that in postulating the piggirg
Inggyrrstgyreviead Janguaga, no decision has been made on
how to implement the reduction; e.g,, rulemaking, technical
position, or other NRC regulatory instrument,

Add the following:

Backaround ~ The procedure to be followed in uncertainty
reduction analysis iz detailed in TOP-001, section TED.

That procedura is designed to produce a coordinated judgment
of the sigrificance of each uncertainty and of the preferred
NRC UNCERTAINTY REDUCTION METHOD. Tha steps of that
procedure relevant to this field of the PADB are numbers 1
through 6 and 8. The assumptions, decigion ariteria,
rationales, recommandations and oconclusions of thosa ataps
area to be doocumentaed as specified under Content below.

Sontent --

Ad4 the following new gections ("a" throuih ne") to correspond
with gteps 1 through 6 of the new uncerteainty reduction analysis
procedure (the preceding Recommended Revision) and modify the
section identifiers of the existing sections accerdingly:

a. Attributes: The results of the attributes assessment
performed in accordance with (the procedure for this
activity developed upon the approval of the process
usad for the R8 and RS delivernblcsl.

b. Praliminary Rank-Ordering: Tho preliminary results
using the NRC-approved general weighting factors. The
rank~ordering shall ba performed in accordance with
[the procedurs for this activity developed upon the
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approval of the procass uned for the R8 and RS
deliverables].

Uncertainty Reduction Outcome: Defins the desired
outcoma of the uncertainty reduction in terms related

lfﬁnizinnllx_tg;ths"nnhjgﬂ:,nn;nnma:nmx. The
discussion of desired cutcome shall be basically a

_brief expansion of the part of the NRC UNCERTAINTY

gtatement that "... defines what iz nesded to corract
the uncartainty . . . and identifies why the
uncertainty nesds to be corrected.”" (ses Field 30,
Content).

Alternative Methods: An identification of the most
visble gotnntial pethodas for reduction of the
uncertainty. The discussion of alternative nmethods
shall identify the most credible uncertainty reduction
nathods (three slternativns are preferred) and list the
activities that would be required by each method for
the subject UNCERTAINTY. The activities identified aras
to ba of the following typs and lavel == exploratoery
discuseiona) legal or tachnical resesarch snd/or
enalyses; preparation of a draft MOU, position, quide,
rule or cther NRC regulatory instrumsnt; coordination
and review with tha KRC; coordination/review with
affected parties &nd/or the pudblic; srnparaticn,
approval and public release of the f£lnal NRC regulatory
instrument.,

Provide tha following additionel alternative NRC
Uncertainty Reduction Mathod for all Regulatory and
Ingtitutional Uncertaintinss "If 10 CFR €0 is subject
to rulemaking to resclvae one or more other Regulatory
ang/orY Inctitutional uncertainties, clarigication [or

dafinition or ...] of this Uncertainty could be
included in that action.n

Reacommanded Reduction Mathod: A summary of the
advantages and drawbacks of each alternative method.
Considering the nature of the uncertainty and its
ranking, identify one uncartainty reduction method for
reacommendation to the NRC. Document the raticenale for
the recommendation in this subrection.

In accordance with TOP-001, section TBD, forward the products of
subsections a through e, tcgether with appropriate background
material, to the NRC (HLEN, Director, Repository Project
Licensing and Quality Assurance Dirasctorate). If the Recomnended
Reduction Method (aubsection e) is rulemeking, include in the
subnittal to the NRC a draft of the POSTULATED UNCERTAINTY '
REDUCTION LANGUAGE (seae subsection m, below). Frrom the time of
receipt by the NRC, allow ten (10) government busineas days for
review and comment., After ten governmant working days, proceed
to subsaection £ basad on the Center recommendation of subsaection
¢, unless redirected by the NRC.
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existing section "b¥, new section "{® =« gubstitute the
followingt

summary of Approachi A summary of the overall agproach or

strategy to be used for UNCERTAINTY reduction using ths KRC-
approved method. '

Existing section "c", new section "h" -~ gubstitute the
following:

Reguired Tasks: An abbraviasted statsment of works i.,e., the
tasks PYegeryry/fersiigrgd necassary for reduction of the
UNCERTAINTY to an acceptable lavael. The tasks identified in
this section are to bhe carried to the level necassary to
define INFORMATION REQUIREMENTH; i.e., tha NRC INFORMATION
REQUIREMENTS for Field 42 will ba derived from the tasks
ddentified in this section. The tasks in this section are
expected to begin with the busic tasks regquired for
uncertainty reduction that are applicable to the selected
reduction method. Exarples ars exploratory discussions;
legal or technical ressarch and/or analyses; preparation of
a draft MOU, position, gquide, rule or other NRC regulato
instrument; coordination and review within the NRC; coordi-
nation/review with affectad parties and/or the publics
preparation, approval and public release of the final KRC
regulatory instrument. In addition, this section is to
includa those tasks &t the naext lower level, and any uvnusual
tasks at the second lower leval that require definition. an
example of a task at the "noxt lowar level! would be,
"conduct an invastigation to ide¢ntify candidates for an
inproved measure of tite izolation capability.”

Existing section "h%, naw section "a" -- Substitute the
f£ollowing:

Postulated Uncertainty Reduction Language: This subsection
applies ONLY when an INSTITUTIONAL and/or REGULATORY
UNCERTAINTY exists thet, per NRC direction, may be resclved
by rulemaking. In those cases, this subsection shall
present the POSTULATED UNCERTAINTY REDUCTION LANGUAGE (FURL)
for the REGULATORY REQUIREMENT; {i.e., the relevant
Regulatory Text am it is presunmed to ba written after the
subject UNCERTAINTY io acceptable reduced:. Prepare the FURL
for that lowest=lovel Regulatory Text in which the potential
uncertainty is located [Regulatory Text is defined in Fiald
9, De J+ In tha PURL, vording may be added or
modified as necessary to reflect tha prssumed result of the
rulemaking, if that should be the chosen reduction method.

Delete the final paragraph of rield 39, Content (beginning
"Contingency, backup or other . . ."
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EUBYECTt USE OF THE TERM "FIELDS™

BACKGROUND: For a numbar of persons associated with Progranm
Architecturs and the PA Database (PADB), the use of tha term
nrield" or "fielda' appeara to have inhibited an understanding of
the true structurs and cperation of the PADB., It seens to have
rasulted in an association with the structure and coperation of a
PC spreadshest rather than that of a relational database. In
turn, this has led to misconceptions ralative to the flexibility
and capabilities of the PADB es avicdenced by 2 significant number
of comments concerning the ordering and the permanence of
neiglde", In fact, while a relational databasa is less flexible
than a PC aireadshalt (in the sensa of the ability to change the
apparent [displayed] satructure), it is far more powerful in
operation. This increased powsr is reflected in saveral ways
including retrieval sgced and potantial database mize. A Xecog-
nition and understanding by all participants cf the baslic
structurs, capabilitiss and limitations of relational datahases

will aid {mmeasureably in cemmunicating and satisfying NRC needs
in the PADB.

RECOMMENDED REVIGIONS

1. Delete tha ternm "field(s)" from the process descriptions and
procedures, replacing it with the proper relational database term

("record(s)"] or with the subject title (e.g., Uncertainties), am
appropriate.

2. Prepare & one page description, in non-computer-programner
texrms, of the basic structure and operation of the PA velational
database. Distribute thie description to all persons associated
with the HLW Management Program within both the NRC and the
Center. Insert this sanma description in TOP-001=-02.

' CNWRA SA~ GVI Twe seee e .
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