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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BHILFING ON STAFF COMMENTS ON DOR SITE
CHARACTERIZATION PLAN FOR YUCCA MOUNTAIN
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PUBLIC MERTING

Miclesr Hegulstory Commission
One White Flint North
Hockville, Maryland

Tuesday, July 11, 1989

The Commission met ip open session, pursusant
to wotyee, ot 10:00 a.m., Kenneth M. Carr, Chairman,

proesidonyg.

COMMISSTONERS PRESENT:

KENNETH M, CARR, Chairman of the Commission
THOMAS M. RORERTS, Commissioner

KENNETH €. HOGERS, Commimssioner

JAMES k., CURTISS, Commissioner
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“TAFF SEATED AT THE COMMISSION TABLE:

SAMUFL I, CHILK, Secretary

wILLIAM C. PARLER, General Counsel

HUGH THOMPSON, Deputy Executive Director for Nuclear
Materianl Safety uand Safeguards, and Operations
Supporl

HROREHT BERNERO, NMSS

NFWTON STABLEIN, NMSS

DADE MOELLEHR, ACNW

HOEENRT BHOWNING, NMSS
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CHAIRMAN CARR: Good morning, ladies and
vont lemen.

The purpose of today’s meeting is to hear
from the NHRC staff, as well as the Advisory Committee
«u Nuclear Waste, regarding their review of the site
churacterization plan developed by the U.S. Department
vl toergy for the proposed high-level waste repositors

‘trv Yucca Mountinin site in Nevads.
The Department of Energy is required by the
c1rut Waste Policy Act and Amendments Act, as well
Commission regulations, to preparc a site
¢haracterization piﬂn to obtain informalion necessary
te getermine suitability of the Yuecca Mountain site
ter o repostliory,

The RKNuclear Regulatory Commission also has
tenponsibilities under the Act and under Commission
tepulutions to review DOE’s site characterization plan
which was issued in December 1988 and to provide its
concerns Lo DOE in the form of a site characterization

Aannivsis, The NRC has previously transmitted to DOF

i1t councerns regarding the consultation draft site

charucterization plan for the Yucca Mountain site.

Wi will hear from the NRC staff first,
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Pollowed by the Chnifman of the Advisory Committee on
Nactenr Wasle, Copies of the presentation slides of
the NRC staff should be available at the entrance to
1he meetiny room.
heo my fellow Commissioners have sny opening
comments”
My . Thompson, vou may proceed.
Mh . THOMPSdN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
*: vou know, this huas been a major effort on
"svie.on of High-level Waste activity for some
T Todav., with me, in addition to Mr. Bernero, who
v oo e Ahe pramary briefing, is Mr. Bob Browning who
the Bivision Birector and King Stablein and many
rebiers of the staff who play key roles in this review
Gt vty oamre an the gudience todsy,
With that, I’d like to turn it over to Mr,
Bernere to do the briefing., We'll shoot for about 40
minutes and then give Doctor Moeller time for his
Pemal ke
M. HBERNERO: {Slide.) May 1 have slide
numb+~r one, please, Eileen? ‘
Today’s presentation, we're going to cover
four basic items. The site rcharacterization itself,
our «:t+v characterization analysis and comments on it,

sdent iy some of the near term site characterization
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w:testones and, finally, say just 8 few words as a
preamble 1o Doclor Moeller’s presentation about the
CNW involvement with our review.

kKefore 1 proceed, T would like to take the
opperiunity  {o clarify some terminology and the
curient program status to some degree. In the first
yJuce, NOE is not yel an applicant. What they have
tubmitted 18 a site churuclerization plan, the plan by

which thev would gather data to determine whether they

shoeatsd appdy lor s license for this site. As @
teseit. we  are commenting on a plan. We're not
wialany & safety evaluation report. I1t's a bit of »

mysnomer, bat the regulations do call it that, to say
the stalf site characterization analyvsis. If vou look
“t  *he  repulation, it's renlly our analysis witlh
tespect to their plan.,  So, keep that in mind. We'rc
commenting on a data gathering mechanism rather than
evicluntiny the site specifically,

While we'lre --

COMMISSIONEHRN ROBERTS: But if 1 may
interrupt, if vou iook at the Department of Energy’s
fetter of June 28th, 1 read, "First it appears to NOE
that the NRC staff views the SCP and other DOE
repository program submittals to the NRC essentially

v Tiiensiny documents,

NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
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MR. BERNERO: No, we do not.

COMMISSIONER ROBERTS: Well, they're saving
we do.  We obviously have a disagreement.

MK. TRHOMPSON: Well, to a certain extent,
they aren't licensing documents. But for the purposc
of our review and our process and where they’re open
tn our consultative nctivities, we do our reviews as
wie would do our review aﬁd our activity essociated
wi:th any other major aclivity, But the findings, the
Bedton anes that we draw the conclusions we draw are
et masae gn the licensing context of whether they meet
“uws tules or rvegulations, which is the key element
thiat we do in our licensing reviews.

Mit, BERNERO: Keep in mind, the consultation
tequired by the Act, and also fleshed oul in our
tepulatrons, hus a8 fairly ornate structure of the site
characterization plan coming in, of being reviewed, of
comrents being made or objections being made and so
forth, So, there is a structured mechanism for our
comment But we are not evaluating the site to say
veea  or nay, acceptable or unacceptable in these
comments, |

MR. THOMPSON: The bottom line on that is
that DOE still maintains the responsibility to decide

1t that  site  is  acceptable and in making the

NEAL R. GROSS
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determination of whether to make a submittal to NEC
for an applicalion. We are not the ones who call and
make a statement whether that site is acceptable or
ne .

MH. BERNERO: And in that wvein, there’s

#another term in the regulations that has a little bit

o

confusion associated with it. I think it's also
el tected in that same Jetter. If you go to the
secend page of the Commission paper we sent vou, the
repulationse an 10 CFR 60,18 speak of the term
"ohoae ot ion, " Now, il doesn’t mean, as a lay person
ooyt think, an objection to the plan overall or an

b e tion te the site, It is, and 1 quote, "u matter
of immediate seriousness to a particular area of the
1ty chatwcterization program that NHC would recommend
hoy net start  work in  that area until it is
satsstactorsdy resolved,” and you see that in our
discussion, that we're talking about specific areas of
COne e,

{Sliden So, with those, may I have slide
two o

Basically, the site characterization plan is
the plan for setting down -- its contents include the

esastang si1ie datn base, what is known about the site

todas, o {entative design for the waste form, the

N . NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W,.
Washington, D.C. 20005
- {202) 234-4433
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witte pachkage and the repository design itself and, of
crurse, the key wsspecl is a plan for characterization
nctivities, how does DOE intend to get the information
theyv need in order to decide whether to apply for the
l1cense for this site and what are the arguments or
the techniral contents of the application.

Thevy issued thé site characterization plan
iust before the turn of the year, December 28th. 1t
w i supplemented with the design nnalysis document for
fhe o haft in ear ]y TRY, Qur review is complete now
and we're belore vou on the schedule we projected.

'Stide? Mav 1 have slide 3, please?

What 1s the overall impression? If you ask
us. that, as we say in the Commission paper and we also
EINA v our  draft cover letter attached Lo the
Coammission paper, it’'s an improved documenti. About
two-thirds of the concerns identified in the CDSCP,
the consultation draft of last yvear, about {wo-ihirds
o3 those concerns have been resolved. Many of the
other remaining third of concerns have been partially
resolved, There are some areas of the program where
we den't huve concerns, An example is the climate
data gathering. So, basically, we see this =as an
improeved document and a useful basis to proceed with

s1te characterization as we resolve the comments thal

NEAL H. GROSS
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
wWashington, D.C. 20005
S {202y 234-441737%
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fSlidvﬁ. Mavy 1 have the next slide, please?

Our site characterization analysis, and I
temind you again this is our analysis of the plan, is
pat aof the hierarchy of comment. As we've said here
in the Commission paper, wc have a cover letter which
e ludes some substantive comment., We have, as an
witachment to it, the SCA or site characterization
woatvenrw which highlights all the principle issuves.
"t we o have the very large attachment of detsailed
i+ vt papers and concerns,

The point papers and the overall balance, if
vy ook at it, we list here, we have two that fall
inte the category of objections, 133 comments and 63
gunestions. This is the hierarchy of comment and
vuestion that we have.

In our briefing todov, 1'm Jjust going to
tuuweh on the two objections and the four top or most
mmportant comments.

COMMISSTIONEKR CURTISS: Before you do that,
rould vou explain whal the distinction i8? 1 read the
expianglion in the SECY paper, bul in a little bit
mor detail, how you - calegorized issues into
obsections, comments and questions and what the line

iv betweern those three,

NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode 1Island Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C., 20005
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ME, BHRNEHb: Well, we said in the paper--

siow,  the ohjection is one of these criiical patlh
1tems, Take the ‘nxperimental shaft facility, that
something irreversible might happen if you proceeded

and  then decided, "Oh, the hole is in the wrong

ploce,”  or  something. So, an objection is a
poetentiolly irreversible one. 1t was that definition
i read, L comment  is  one where looking et  the
[ RITY PP W basically have an opinion or |
S ayieemen! by haps, A gquestion is onc where the
s s o v et clear.,

COMMISSTONER CURTISS: In view of that,
contd o guestion  he, at some future point, o

tovnelreant  objection if we gather the informemtion
pcessary to evaluate it7?

ME. BERNERO: Yes . That's theoretically
11U,

COMMISSITONER CURTISS: In some respect then,
the questian, depending on the information we get,
might be as significant as the objections that we've
Fol, The point that I'm getting at is while the
objections go from five to two in this paper, I guess
I"'m puzzled that the comments go from 110 to 133 and
the questions go from 52 to 63. You’d just think we’d

be gorny an the opposite direction, that the numbers

NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
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of comments nnd questions would be going down.

2 MR. BERNERO: No.. That would assume that

3 thie consultation draft and this site characterization
4 plun had the same scope and content. This is a much
5 bigger document. 1 think it's fair to say there’s a
G lot of additional material in here that we didn’t have
7 befoare, So, that larger number of commenis and
8 gqueslions isn't really reflective. We’re nol working
S the same databasec. I don't know that staff has
E% sdentified  any guestion that might fall into the
| k category of a serious, possibly even an objectlion, 1
il ! think 1l would have been singled out.
i e ﬁ MR. THOMPSON: I just would reiterate though
) ty § that this 15 an jterative process. We'll be going and
i” 5 lookting at study plans. We'll be looking at revisions
L6 to the site characterization plans as it goes, In
17 cach of these areas, [ wouid anticipate that we’ll
18 identify new questions and new comments as we go
19 through the process. So I think this is something to
20 be expected. As we get new material, we’ll look at it
21 and we'll provide our comments and questions to DOE in
20 4 consultative mode. Because we have new questions,
23 jt's tvpical because there’s new information that's
A presented there for us to look at and review.
e MEk. BERNERO: (Slide) May I have slide 5,
{
NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20000
(202) 234-4423R%
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You referréd to the objections. From the
consultation -drnftb site characterization plan, vyou
ook at five nhjeétians coming down to two. You can
see at a glance thai the‘previous objection number 2
is objection number ] now, virtually the same, the QA
Pragram quu]ifiéation. Then previous objections 3, 4

5 are really consolidated into one. The focus of

and
1t 1+ lhe design control process for the experimental
shodt facility, Pleste keep that in mind. 1t is the
contrel process so that the design is properly placed.
integrated and conducted.

We noted in our Commission paper that we had
sz mpjor  program meeting with DOE planned for last
Thursdiav and Triday, the 6th and 7th of July. That
meet iny did take place., We covered the QA program
status and the ESF design control process status and
we also got started on some of the agendn for pursuit
of ftectonics 1ssues,

We expect to modify and reflect the
tiistourical developments of that meeting in our
submitial, as we indicated to you in the t;ansmittal.
] will address these two objections and speank to what

hus tuken pluce on that,

CHATRMAN CARR: The objection that you've

NEAL R. GROSS
1322 Rhode 1sland Avenue, N.VW,.
Washington, D.C. 20005
a {202Y 234-4433
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really solved {hen is number one?

MR, PERNERO: Yes. They have the
alternntive conceptual models resolved,

MR. THOMPSON: But 1 do think that the
sperificv objection as we articulated in previously
with respect to the depth of the first shaft and some
«f the locations were resolved when we looked at those
things in their totality. 1t focused us on -- and 1
press  whal ww‘snid, we would refine our objections
~emewhol, 8o, 1 think some of the previous objections
wirre resolved, but it kind of refocused the basic
under iving concern thal we have.

CHATRMAN CARR: You Jjust rewrote the
objection?

MR. BERNERO: No, no. The shaft going Lelow
the Culico Hills deposit was a previous concern., That
ne longer goes below the Calico Hills deposil.

CHAIHMAN CARR: 1 guess what I meant was
that vou're 8o little more all inclusive in the
obicction number two now than you were specific in the
eurlict one,

MR. BERNERO: Yes,

MR. THOMPSON: Right. But some of those
specifics have been resolved.

ME. BERNERO: Yes.

NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode 1sland Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DB.C. 20005
o0 (202) 234-4433
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:sndé_)_‘ Now,:f' you turn to slide 6, the
need  for thv'ﬂdﬁﬁ{ffﬁéd'féA program, the ‘essentiul
eJement, and wé’ﬁeifﬁp §croas this in past regulatory
opevations, thot thé 'dutn nnd  designs as they uare
doeveloped should be usable in liéensing, that it would
he o terrible mistnke to proceed for three, four
years, whatever it takes for site characterization and
then at the end, al_the'time of license applicatlion,
have o whole QA program up in the air and reu)
gaes !t bon o gbhout i1,

Now, NRC and DOE have agreed on this and we
have apreed to continue implementation of agreed-upon
avpronch for rpsolving it. 1n your slidc package, it
mav not project very clearly. Ii's a status of the QA
program implementation. You have a cross chart. You
noti1ce a luowt of no,.no, no, fnho, no. There are date
blanks in  there for further actions or further
submittals. Iq the meeting last week in Las Vegas,
the 1Ol gave us dates for most of those remaining
actions, So, we have n schedule for that. So that'’s
nt least some evidence of progress.

Also, T feel I should note, 1 believe you
may  have received it by now. We sent wup an
information note to you late yesterday. DOE Jjust

1ssued o stop work order associated with the QA

NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.,
Washington, D.C., 20005
(202Y 234-4433
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program at Suhdia Ng(3onal Laboratory justﬁyesterdny.
T don’t have all of }ﬁgjfgéts or imp]jcqtions_on that,
but if nothinﬁ .éié;b i£;§4 evidence that the QA
vversight s in plncphﬂnd fﬁngtioning.

CHATRMAN CAﬁR:' The qua]ificaiion» audits
that were limited scope with the nos and the revision
and NRC accepts,‘dﬁes;fhat meanvthat we won’t have to
revise wand Hccept'thbse?

MR. BERNERO: Well, we're at the point, as
viw nlwavse get 1o iﬁ én'implcmentation audit, of how
much hus to be audited before you can fully implement
amd  how much can Bé ;imp1emented before you fully
pud it W havn:reacbéd the point where 1 think we
will agrece that the ones that have the bléck dot arec
enfficiently audited,

CHA1RMAN CARR: So, the plan didn’*t have to
revised, 1 guess is whai you're telling me, Or, if it
did, you didn’t have to relook at it because vou’ve
got lwo nes in Lthe blanks in front of those.

MR. BEKNERO: Yes, but --

CHATHMAN CARR: It's not &8 progression
across the page thati’s required?

Mit., BERNERO: Yes. It’'s a progression
wacrens Lhe page and then DOE has to -- if you look

orer an the qualified QA program where the black dots

"'NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
" Washington, D.C. 20005
) (202 234-4433
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Care, we par{icfpafhfjn'u DOE audit nnd_theh DOE draws

# conclusion Lased on their audit. Then, we fill in

ocur blank,

v'éabiéHAN ‘éAﬁR: | The problem I’ve got is
vou've got twn'ﬁoé in front of an audit you’ve already
aslarted tn.fun: Iﬁ other words; you’re auditing a
plan thnt hasn’t been revised snd accepted yet, it
tooks Tike.

MIk. BERKERO: 1'm not sure that once needs
AN Puoeo 317

MR, BHOWNING: 1 think in that case the
comnents {hat NREt made were clear enough and precise
enonrt thal the hﬁsis for the audit was well
vetablished, Two nos in "DOE revises” and "NRC
nocepte” are nuvussafy hﬁ! nol necessarily a precursor
te. o audit for implementation,

CHATRMAN CARR: Okavy.

MK . BHOWSING: 1 think one other thing I
might point oul is that the next to the last column is
onr of the most important ones. DOE has to accept the
fuet that thev think the program is audited be%ore we
do. i think in that case we probably want to make
surc that's c¢lear. They ought to say on the bnsis of
the s audit that they think it's qualified before we

toke w pasiiyon,

~NEAL R. GHOSS
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
~ Washington, D.C. 20005
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MH; BERSERO: (Slide) Could we go to slide
B, please? | o

The essential iséue with the experimental
shaft facility is the fact that it will become part of
the reposilory and Lherefore the design is part of the
repository should meet the regulatory requirements,

Now, this was covered in the July 7th
meeling and the staff has agreed with DORE that -- the
word here "participste" is not an sccurate way to
depaect it We have agreed on a schedule for the
process control and'ccrtajn review milestones so that
s DOV proceed with their final design, there is an
iterntive process where at certain milestones we'll be
able to Jlook at théir design development and comment
on it Through that iterastive process, they get our
consultation in a timely way.

Now, they are already working, and the next
figure, page 89, is a map that you may have seen before
from the site chdracterization plan and from
correspondence related to the case. DOE is already
working at the site on the geologic anomaly or fault.
If vou look at the circle -- not a circle but sort of
an eljipse of this site boundary and you see three
vertical lines, Lhe center line is what some people

call the no name faunldt. It's 8 geologicul anomaly.

NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C, 20005
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 Th; uxﬁériméntnlfféﬁéftg facility locations sort of
kﬁréfkot the nurth 0nd of thai iine[' DOE is sactively
inves txgatlng 'the ‘most“ recent tdata .on that to
determine whother or not it is a fault énd if so, how
it would affact the experlmenta] shaft facilities.

(S}xdw) ‘pr, if 1 can turn to slide 10, I'd
like to slnglv out '3ust some of the rparticulnrly
important comments,

The cnﬁex letter and the site
rharavir:izatloﬁ analysis both cite 10 CFR 60.112 and
(v on ihe need lo demonstrate jterative system
;u~rrnrmunée 4as$essments. “It’s right in the
yegsulat tons thﬁt pné thnt DOFE should be looking at
potentially adverse conditions in a way to weigh their
significonce and, of course, to direct the gathering
o} duata where neceésary to deal with uncertainties or
with difficulties. |

Now, the ﬁrincipnl focus of potentially
adverse conditiens =- remember, we're dealing here
with a voung, geo]ogién]]y complex site. The
principal focus of that is our particularly important
comment number two, the need for éarly investigation
of tectonic phenomena, ] just want to touch on a
couple examples of thal.

]f‘you go to the next figure, figure 11, you

NEAL R. GROSS
]?"3 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
" WHshxngton, n.c. 20005
' -{202) 234-4433




1
]

B1-M

G

-~}

H

19
have @ pholdcopy'ﬁf:ft that’s in black and whilte and
perhaps not qhiié‘ Qn legible, but we hgv<z a color
version we can but on the screen, I passed out at
vour tables o figurc; vlt’s the overall geography of
the sitle,  Some qf‘us who will get very close to this
nre able 1o Iook-ut it and remember what we're looking
HL,

It vou look ut the overall map of the site
wrea, vou find Yucca Mountain just to the left there,
‘he loewer left-hand corner., Visuanlize that you're on
Yus o Mountain Jooking wesl and this is the view in
e Ty sLeveen., 'This is looking west from the top of
Yuccan Mountan, You're leooking out across what is
valled Crater Flat, You c¢an see the evident volcano
cContts.,

S0, there are immediate geological issues
raised,  When you're in an area, you see the evidence
o)l volounism, Ié the voleanic period over or are we
merely in a8 recurring volcanic cyecle? 1f Crater Flat
it o voleanic zone, that valley out there, if Crater
Flat is the volcanic zone, how far does it go? Is
Yucen Mountain part of it? These are major surface-
based investigntion questions that have to be pursued.

A Further, in pursuing the site

chmracterization, there are difficult questions of how

: NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode Ialand Avesue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
. {202) 234-4433
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ﬂHHQ xnlranxc arl1v1ty tle in thh sezsmxcxty, because

thiq is 0 fnlr]v actavv-qlte. It’s a faxrly young
site, parhaps no more than about a million years old.

".lldeiz If }ou go to the next sl1de, the

slnde 12, Lhis is ﬁbphotograph taken in trench 14 and
if you refer.agaln to‘the area map that was left at
four' placé» and look ‘at. the word "Yucca Mountain,"
right above 1hu Ufin.Yucca is thé approximate location
i trench 14, And &ou look at ﬁhis and the gentleman
i+ louokiny at thc —¢‘if’$ fauifing. You’re‘looking atl
a cut of ihe'rbck:thqt was excavated away. You'’re
Tooking &l fnu]ting:andbyou see mineral deposits in
id, But. of coufs;;'there's serious quéation. Is
that m]H(Yﬂl dﬁpnﬁ)t éf upward welling water at some
pust t\mn!‘ You know,»geothermal water coming up or
are those mihvrul deposits of water coming down? of
course, that's very significant to site performance in
modeling Yucen Mquntnin and how it will perform.

Now, if 1 cquld go back to slide ~-

CHAIRMAN CARR: But our responsibility in
this 1is to comment_gﬁgt the plan should take care of
finding out those aﬁswers, right?

MR. BERNERO: VYes, to gather sufficient data
to dea!l wi{h the questions. That’s the whole purpose

«f the site characterization plan.
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So,if w;‘go bnrk to slide 10, our two most
amuuxtunl Lﬁmmvnts ‘are'.té dcmonstrntc by euxly and
1tvratlvo‘ana1vals the potentiallv knotty problems of
teetonie phcnnmenn,?’“ ‘ S

Now, wéiéiégvhévo énmmehtéd on the lapses in
technical integration and coordinntion.b It's not
clear to us 'ih"iﬁé: program that it is adequately
iniugrnled and fs#ues' are cqordinated one to the
e her, Aguiu;,thé;jectonics are very complex and it
poker 2t all the mofe difficult. This isvﬁot a simple
£l

Our last commeni is one thal yép have heard
he fore, In faci.‘it appeared in our September 1988
lr*ter omn -@he_’mission plan. For some time, the
schndule for iﬁe ‘repository has had an application
divte nnd o final operntlonal date that hasn't changed.
1995 applxcullon, 2003 operation as the years. What
hirs huppéned is thoro has been substantlnl schedule
slippnge nt the front end. We nsre expressing our
concern that this compression can potentially affect
the mite churncterization program and we feel the need
to nuke that commenf.

{Slide) 1If 1 may go to slideA13.

There was a Commission request to touch on

thoss comments directly related  toi regulatory

s EAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhodp Island Avenue, N.W.
' Wushington. pD.C. 200056 .
- (202 234-443% ‘
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i Ube f[:; anxcﬂll?;jﬁiﬁ: three

vaivgur1ns, methndologies to ',dembnstrate

:om|1lﬂn1v hxth FPA atﬂndnrd, we hnvv two romments on

thint, Thuv r»¥ comments number 98 and 110 in the

- wection 4 of thv'ailc chnracterization anulyain. This

Cis n convern lhat wv‘wxll nddross ‘with you in a later
ﬂnﬁmlsﬁluﬁ pnpé;’ “ .

Ev’in f§iL;& ‘hefore ‘aboul the  use of
beo t formane éqaassmwnt‘ the wvaknesscs, the slrengths.

St dsziru|tivﬁ.; And nt thv same time that we carry

St owilhh DOE cumm«nixng on the site characterization

plan and !!u _usu «:f porformnnce assossment. we are

faoking at rulemnk;ng'to clarify or to determ1ne how

fo uske il i th« rugulﬂtory proceaa and ] would remind

vou that st lhp sam iiﬁé EPA is”lookiné"at their

stundard which was remanded by the courts in order to
revise it upprppriately and reissue it,

Yo, we hnvﬂftwu comments in that vein. The

'suhsiantiulfﬁalcompl«t“}fcontuinmeht issue was also

discussed hvrv at thlsliable in the pnat. This is the
pasrd nf the regulntions that speaks of a 300 year to
1, 000 veur package llfotime and so forth. We have two

cumments ,6n _@hatv,and that too is the BubJPCt of

Zru}nmahing bf u£rj"lpnra1Ie] with the pursull along

J T NEAL R. GROSS

, §3v Rhodv ‘1sland Avenue, N.W.
N Washington. D.C. 20005
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thél’diélufﬁéﬂ' 2§56 'b§§hdary, that

We have one comment in that teo.

"Thﬂav nre nl] unvertulntios thnt are covered in the

:ulcmaking utrnt«gy of SEOY B8-285 that we submitted

to you ]ab. yeaywand w1]1 update periodlcally as we

pruceed in the program.

(S]tde) ch]. if 1 can turn to s]xde 14,
1'd gust tikv ln tnlk about the near term milestones
wind just atatv whﬂre we expect to go from here.

-P:rs! of nll, we would need to resolve ACNW

fand (ummnsaxon cummvnts.’ You’re goiny to hear from

Doecl oy anll»r nffthe ACNW shortly and obvxouslv yout

rummvnls,ﬁwn vvvnsked:for them in tho next couple of

weeks, ;Then, presuming that we have trunsmitted this

by the cnd o! July“as we forecast DOE wll] consider

our cun«ﬁtns.’resolvn'thOSe obJertxons conslslent with
the qchvdu]vs we pre ume that were agreed upon last

1%ursday und Frtdng;pnd fhcy will proceed with site

xhuru(terxzu(ion.gf {‘

l’d like vto emphasxze, as those last two

bullets dn,; that we env1sion not a sequential but

parallel - purbuxt ‘of: site charscterization. They

romplﬁtr the "ESF deazgn and start construct1on. In

thc under{round search.. And, in parallel

\ NEAL R. GROSS

‘1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W,
“.Washington, D.C, 20005
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hilh that, ,rnmplpting koy study plans and beginning

surface hdsed lGQtlng.,‘]ﬁfs very lmportant that thcv

are foousin{ ”bn_ the highest prlorxty issues and

carvying forwurd s:tb‘cbnracterlzatlon in parallel.

(§l1de) May I havo sl1de 15, please°

an. we havu had intensive involvement with
§hn ACKNW during lhg stgff development of'comments and
ruﬂwicularly_iﬁ,tﬁdji st two months. You know, we
fu-nished Vgur varltes& draft material lo the ACNW,
We've met with them,‘w:th their consultaﬁts énd tried
t: expedite ~LhPirf'fevieQ so that they could be
propared te sii.hefg]tpday with you,

Now, 'wefp;ééognize that they were working
vith draft maféfiniﬂ=as we proceeded. When they
penerated their le@ﬂer of July 3rd, we sort of brought
it up to date with the Jatest version by’prnpnring an
annointion, item fér item of their letter with our
tetter and I think your staff members have had access
to that annotated version. We, of course, have given
thaut to Doector Qoe]lér}

1 believe thnt we are in essential agreement
on all the major iséucs. but I defer t; the ACNW
briefing for their opinion.

{Slide) So, our conclusion, on slide 16, is

basically thot we  intend o transmit the site

NEAL R. GROSS
l3°3 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
Washlngton, D.C. 20005
.-(202) 234-4433
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uharayteri}u!ion pnhiyéis and coﬁménfs,by Ju1y 28th,
ﬁnle&s ydu djrodﬁtoihe;wisc. You have our material.
We will ﬁmend il,iﬁ'basicnlly an>editorial fashion to
reflect 1ho_m§étiﬁg of.]ast Thursday and»Friday and
certain cdhﬁéntéj EQ‘ ACNW; thatu are evidently worth
clarifving and we wii] transmit by the 28th.

Now 1°'d like to Iturn it over to Doctor
Moeller, unless yﬁﬁ.hﬁvé questions.

CHATRMAN CAHlH: No, T think we can see if
<come of the quvs{inns aré answered by Doctor Moeller
ot route,  Then we can address questions at the end,

tGo shead.

NOCTOR MOELLER: Thank you, Mr. Chairwan.

As Mr.ABerhero has pointed out, the comments
i Lthe Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste were
transmitted to vou in our letter of July 3rd, 1989.
W .at 1'd planned to do this morning was to comment on

he three bullets or the three more important or most
important items in terms of the Committee's
deliberntions,

Before 1 do that, 1 want to make two
commentis in terms of the approach that we use. One
Mr. Bernero has already commented on and that is
realizing that we as a Committee could in no way ever

read the entire SCP, nor even become familiar in

" NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode 1sland Avenue, N.W,.
. Washington, D.C. 20005
st~ {202) 2834-4433
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i} detnil with,all thchomponents of the SCA as it was
huihg' drnf(éd: 'ﬂfWg?*nppninted from our  team of
cnnsultants indlvxdual members, individual‘consu]tunts

who then 1ntora¢ted one on one with the NRC staff and

then brought back vreports’ and reported to the full

f; Committee and we del:berated on their reports on each
1ﬁ . a T of the key srxent1fxc areas.
13 ‘ ' i mentlon that because we found it to be a
* viery efficient ﬂnﬂ“ aﬂ cffeclivé way to operate.
3?, ‘ 1 : Whether our finai,;%ot}cm.]ine proves that, 1 don’t
;  | 1] % know. but al leas£ Qe thought it was a very good way
) 1o 1 al desng things. |
E,,M 1 The second item 1 want ‘to mention is to
ég;; 14 repeat what Mr. Bernero said, and that was it was an
1n , iternative PYU(?SQ; We were dealing with drafts. We
KN i were denaling with predecisional documents,v' We were
17 exchanging ideas as.Qc went along. So, thére was no
18 ; wavy at the time fhét we wrote our letfer to take each
19 item and say, "This is‘resolved all except such and
20 such parls.” Réther, what we tried to do in the
, 21 letter was to high]ight what we considered to be the
; 22 most important items»and simply to set them down for

; o3 vour information,
24 “Above all, we wanted to be supportive of the
26 NRC  staff, ”,Ohﬁiohgjy, if we have .a point of

" NEAL R. GROSS
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Washlnyton, D.C. 200056
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d;»ngrnpmént, gefdilﬁnn! to bring it”Adut. But
.vwf’“in]y thrﬁuﬁﬂéﬂ}w’this entire process, the NHC
staff has a]kays mét-our needs. They have beesn very
cooperative in vpfqvjdfﬁg us drafts at the earliest
rorsible moment: >Q§, in turn -- they haQe'attended
our meetings and wc’§e tried to make known to them our
thinking as it evolved.

Also, the DOE staff has certainly been
cecperstive in Lhat they were always willing to meet
with we aml 1o answer our questions and to help us
weve along with tﬁebprocess.

1 bclivvv. to give you a bottom line at this
vernt, that T do not believe -- the Committee believes
thol the SCA in its present form is adequate for
subtnission. We will, as you'll see in a few
minutes -- we do desire that perhaps a look at the
tiansmittial letter and make certain changes there to
incorpornte ~- if they agree, to incorporate more of
the comments which we shared with them.

Now, to look a8t our three bullets or more
important items. The first one was our statement that
"the absence in the SCP of statements addressing the
systemalic and early identification and evaluation of
potentiolly  disqualifyving features at the Yucen

Mountain sitle,"

“~ NEAL H. GROSS
1323 Rhode I1sland Avenue, N.W.
. Washington, D.C. 20005
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'Whén'wéwﬁhtefacted with the DOE staff and

when we qucs(iannd ih%m on. this. dobyou have an SCP

i that is desxgned to bring to your attentxon at the

earliest ‘possxh]eﬂ QOent :any and all disqualifying
features, there response was, "Really, the way we're
operating, if a diSqunlifying feature is there, it

LI

will ‘’pop up. 7 The Cnmmittco Just was not of the
opinion théf ihni wasﬁudequate. You should not sit
e b, bt we db not'héliéve that DOE should sit back
and  cxpeert Lhe diéqﬁaiifying features to pop up.
Holber, we believe that thej should aggressively seek
then out aud indeed have in their plan a method for
sppressively sceking fheée out,

an"'thé, NﬁC staff, in their comments on
fhis motter, did address it. In particular, they have
addressed it in ihé {rnnsmittn] letter. Let me quote
some portions of that. This is found in item number
Pwa o oat !hf top off pﬁgv 3 of the draft transmittal
letter, |

Now, in it they emphasize, as Mr. Bernero
Wi pointed out. this morning, that investiéations
sssovialed with teclonic phenomena should receive
early attention and they call for exploration of

vofcauism, faulting and seismicity to evaluate the

sife  suitability in  terms of potential adverse

. '“‘nﬂﬁNDA! R. GROSS
. 1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
' Washington. D.Cc. 20005
{202) 234-4433
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'cnnditioﬁs.‘-IQfEﬁfon they say ~-- well, in the lest

sentence - lbﬁ!',éﬁch investigations need to Dbe
cbnducledvénrly iﬁwfhe site characterization, So, in
hnnv ways, (hoy buve pddressed our criticism.

In the hé#t'parugraph they say in line 3,
this is stil} soéiidn 2, that the full spectrum of
pite chnrnntorizstién activities should proceed with
jroped vnnrdinutioh  and integration. The reason 1]
rewd that line or those iines to you is that we would
bitve preferred -- and rchlly I shouldn't say we. 1,
nn Chnirﬁan bf‘the'Committee. I'm speaking really--
trvang to spenk on behalf of the Committee, but
recopnizing full Qell that we as a Committee have not
had time nor the abportunity to discuss these matters.

But 1n view of my understanding of what we
#e. o Commitiee were seeking to do, 1 would have
preferred that the seéond paragraph really be first.
In other words, DOFE seeck out the ‘full spectrum,
investigate all possible processes and events, et
cetero, nnd look for the carly idcntifiéntion of these
disquulifying feotures. And  then, within this
process, we would recommend that the tectonic
phenomena be highiighted or be emphasized. In other
words, reverse the sequence in which those two

paragraphs are worded.

.  NEAL R, GROSS
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an ekhmble;! nnotherv item to mention our

coneery is groﬁgd. wntér frnve] time.v Well, ground

witler lrdvyl:time‘is a go/no go feature. It could be

o cquun1ifyingvf¢niﬁrﬂ. Well, we want to be sure

that somewhere aloﬁgdthe liné they éré looking at that
pariicular aspoct of the pfopnsed site.

Moving on now to our second bullet, it is on
the nppnrenl"iaﬁkjydf sufficient attention to the
]\miiatxnnﬁ .and 7§ﬂqértuinty in the data bases and
oy eult des in  'proving or demonstrating the
difficulties in démonstrating compliance with the EPA
sianddard, Nﬁw, in terms of the response of the stuff
ta that .pafticqlhr subject, let me offer a few
comment., |

lnﬂih;?proposcd transmittal letter on page
e dn the négl t6 the last paragraph in line 7, it
statern, "Twn concerns relale to methodologies DOE
plans  {v. use 1o demonstrate the total repository
system compliance with EPA’s standards.”

Excuse me, That is not -- 1'm misleading
vou. 1 made an error. That is not in the Lransmittal
letter, That is in SECY-89-199, transmitting the
package to you., So, it’s on page 3 of SECY-89-199 and
it’s in the next to the last paragraph beginning about

line 7.

. NEAL R. GROSS
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'Twﬁaﬁt{téfehphasize this because here in the

SECY it says;;erﬂdemonstrate total repository systen

cnmpliaﬁce‘wifh'tﬁéhgéﬂ’s standard."”

| Now,‘{f”§6u go to the transmittal letter--
and here Iré# bé&ktgﬁ track at this point and indeed
i1 is the prdppéedldraft,transmittal letter. If you
go to {tem oneiat thé;bpttom of page 2 of the proposed
draft Lransmittai_ietfer. it says in about the eighth
Tine == it's five iines up from‘the bottom -- that

they want performance assessments conducted to provide

ar #avly and ongoing evaluation of -whether any of the

Apntrn*ia] ndverse conditions significantly effect the

atility cf the éitevto meet 10 CFR 60 performance
chiectjves.

ﬁe would have preferred for that to have
s3aid to meet EPA's stahdard. Now, I would leave it to
the ataff to telllyou whether meeting 10 CFR 60 is
couivalent to meetiné the EPA standard, ﬁut we as a
Committee believe that it would be better to
demonstrate compliance with the EPA standard.

COMMTISSIONER CURTISS: Does 10 CRF 60
incorporate the EPA standard?

MR. BERNERO: Tt will. It doesn't yet.

MR. THOMfsoﬁ: That's one of the rulemakings
that's kind of‘bn héiéiright now, depending on --

" NEAL R. GROSS
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MR. BERNERO: ’I think when we wrote this we

hand - excuse mu,,nq(tnr Moeller. 1 think we had in

mind the finéi_vérsi@h, which is both the segmented

parts now jniPéftjdduand the integral part that’s in
the EPA standard.

connlssioxhn_cunrlss: Okay. Excuse me.

MK, PARLERf.‘Mr. Chairman, our regulations
do provide thai the EPA standards have to be met. So,
iv e vovered une way or the other,

BOCTOR MQELLER: And perhaps it is covered,
ae they  sav, Bﬁt ﬁe thought that might be a key
Y SRR

Now, as background on this mattler, in
discussing the procedures for demonstrating compliance
with the EPA standard, of course the staff will be
preparing the complementary cumulative distribution
function, When we talk to some members of the
stuff -- well, all of the members of the staff said.
“"Yoes, we ouan prepare a CCDF.”™ However, some of the
staff members left us with the implication that
although thev could prepare a CCNF, when you consider
the adversarinl nature under which demonst, ation of
compliance will take place, several members of the
staff shared with us, appeared to share with us the

conce: . that they might not be able to reach that

v NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
- Washington, D.C. 20005
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ot ject ive,
Why afﬁ_wf%ﬁringing this up at this point?
Fe'te hringing‘ii,up.bgéause one of our consultants to
the ACNW was u Qémbé;‘nf the EPA’s Science Advisory
Foard Subcommittee, wﬁich five years, whatever it was,
arc  reviewed and commented on the EPA’s proposed
standard.  And dat‘fthe time they pointed out the
girobiems, the Subbommiifee pointed out to EPA the
iroblems  of demnnstrhting compliance. But their

vmmvnduliuns:appnrenlly were not acceptéd.

in view of the fact that the standard has
i cemanded by the courts, so 1 understand, and EPA

ir reconsidering the standard. Indeed, they mav be

—

cvansidering the entire standard and not certain

omponents,

-

This may, in our opinion, offer a window of
oppoertunity for the NRC to consult with EPA to see if
some  of the problem areas could be clarified and
resolved. 1 savy NRC because, again, by no means am 1
n iawver nor do 1 understand all of these things, but
we do net siew this as DOE's task. We view it rather
at au NRC/EPA task.

COMMISSIONER CURTISS: Let me¢ ask just one
yuestron on that point because it wasn't clear to me

frovw what vyou've said exactly what the concern is

| NEAL R. GROSS
13243 -Rhode . Island Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20005
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“‘gr:r; Thare are naybe three separate concerns. I

want to {ocus on exactly what the Conmittee is saying

héfe:_

At one point. os you pointed out, the letter
*tsﬁlf and‘fhn °ECY paper don t clearly state that the
NOF repoaz*ory hac to meet 10 CFR Part 60 and that may
e a4 matter of eoitorial word smithing to clarify that
bymv cithe r.ﬂace fo meaﬁ thé EPA standard or 10 CRF
T.oo1 ER incorporatesftﬁe EPA standard. It seems to me
that'e avfairly e%sy_one to éeal with.

The twe other possible interpretations that
s auess T7'Ad like your thoughts on, one, the plan that
DSF has put §e£org>uo will not result in the oathering
of suffiéioni_ﬁnfofmation in order to determine
whether the EPAoéfoooard is met with the uncertainties
thatl arc inherentvih that, one‘possible interpretation
or two) fhe}‘revoathering sufficient data but there
arc prnh]é#é of a fundamental nature with the EPA
standard‘itéelf;fooan you clarify which of those two
it is that‘you're raising here?

DOCTOR MOELLER: I would say it's a

cambination, & little bit of both. We have‘problems

with the standard and it could be reworded so that

_confirwaticn_or demonstration of compliance would be

more znadxly rwcogn1aed And, number two, the fact

' f":-aV»:zFAz, R. GROSS
13”3 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
fv,f;quhington. nD.C. 20005
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that there ‘nrna uncertainties in the data and

uncertninties in the models and uncertainties in the

scenarios and -sbi“forth. Because of this, the
construction nf‘iﬂé éCDF will be subject to.criticism
or comment and ébjéqtions.

CHATRMAN CARR: Bob?

MR.iﬁRHNERO: 'Ibwonder if T could interject
once again, w¢; by.thekﬁay, are planning a specific
staff moeting wilﬁ tﬁe ACKW consultant to follow up on
this 18suc, Thai‘své subject 1 was'feferring to about
@ torheoming pupér on the performance standard.

The cssential issue is whether the
vuvantitative standard can serve, as framed now, as a
discipline for the vthought process to consider
seitamicity, volcanism, grouﬁd water travel, whatever
the tunhnirnl‘issués are, or whether we would, in an
adversarial process, bogged down with number
crunching, that.my number is lower and your number is
higher. That’s the essential issue,

This wasbargucd a good deal some vears back
and  it's up on the table again. That’s the
essentinl - -

MR. THOMPSON: And there are clearly
differing views in the staff as to the appropriate

approach and that's why 1 think it’s important for us

NEAL R. GROSS
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te have 51Cnmmi55io;fpaper'and a dialogue with the

Comistion on ihisﬂissuc.
CHATRMAN CARR: Okay. Doctor Moeller?

pOCTOR MOELLER: We also, as part of this

issue of the delermining compliance or demonstrating

i [ compliance, we ca]]éd‘for a scoping PRA or suggested
f 7 that a scoping PRA . be done. Let me clarify at this
: fi point or be sure to set down on the record that the

fotul system performance assessments that the staff is

VR caltling for resolves, in my opinion, that issue. That
]
§

‘i ; in certuinly equivalent or maybe even better than a
. ‘

[ « oping PHRA. So, we have no concerns on that.

e v Moving to our third bullet, which is simply
ot the QA, we shﬁrcAihe concern with the NRC staff on

tf:» dv-Javs by DOE on implementing satisfactory QA

?
Ty i programs. Pvrhaps Lhe Committee, if anything, would
17 i have been less pntient with DOE than the NRC staff has
I8 i been, 1 think with thut, ngain because of time, those
19 i were the main features and main concerns of the ACNW.
20 | wWe hud 4 number of additional comments, I believe they
21 E were on page 3 or so of our letter, mentioning
i?“ 2 individosl points. These,  I'm not in 5 position
ﬁf 23 really 1o say whether they’'ve been resolved, but
gQ_ 1 24 certainly thv.staff has heard them and they have becen
?fj‘~ 25 very  cooperative nil along the way and I'm sure
£
NEAL R. GROSS
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thes'11 cungﬁdep £hém and use them where they can be
used and r«jévt tﬁeﬁ ;here théy should be rejected,

Thank yéu, sir.

MR, THOMPSON: That completes our
presentation. . VWe’d be glad to respond any
quest rons yﬁﬁ may ane,rsir.

CHATRMAN CARR: CommisSioner Roberts?

COMMISSTONER ROBERTS: |No.

‘CHAIRMAN CARR: Commissioner Rogers?

COMMISSTIONER ROGERS: Have you received the
mate: ol requesied to complete the review of the ESF
ve-luted study plans? There was some missing material
from DOE.

MR. THOMPSON: This is the DAA material that
the time we lovoked at it?

COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Yes.

ME. BHOWNING: I believe the answer to that
it ves.,  They were supposed to provide an analysis of
the process under which those plans were produced. 1
really think evenis are pnssing us by in some
respects,  The question of the electromagnetic anomaly
o1 what some people are referring to as n potential
fault near the site of the proposed location for the
ESF hue caused DOE to go back and relook in addition

te whether {hey ought to be doing some things prior to

.. NEAL R. GROSS
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commi i ment te . sink the shaft of that particular

 1nvaiian;:,We;theﬁfﬁ hand a study plan related to

tha} aspect. ‘

So,_:I thiﬁ#"thc answer is yes, but it
probably doesn’t reélly.have any real impact. We're
going to have to_také'é fresh look at what it is they
want {o do ai‘the engineering -~ the proposed location
of 1he enginavfing shafi facility.

COMMISSTIONER ROGERS: Well, what does that

menn, vou need a new set of sludy plans for the ESF

M. BROWNING: They need to size up exactly
whot they wan! us 1o look at and let us know. So, the
holl i really in their court right now.

MR. THOMP'SON: Remember, on the study plans,
there were going to bé more study plans than we could
review in deﬁail. but there were going to be key ones
tha! we would review. 1 think this is one of thr key
ones that we wanted --

COMMISSIONER ROGEHS: Well, I'm just talking
about the ESF now.

MR. THOMPSON: That's right, and I believe
there were gsome study plans associated with the ESF
and T think, what, we had two on it, King?

MiK. STABLEIN: Five.

- " " NEAL R. GROSS
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‘Mh, THOMPSON: 4‘But some of those, we were

yv:ﬁr to look ;sn mure detnil than we would ju.t
nmmw]lv lookmg atwa'fatal flaw type of approach.
CAnd 1 do ho);evu thcy st:ll owevus some of thosc study

pians.

3 . COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Well, that's really
7 the quvstinn;  Thero vwere some additional wmaterijals
K that vou ﬁéededAbcfore you could complete your review

«t the FESF study plans, The question is, have you

%
Y j ot tern thut? ‘ ‘
il i Miz, STABLRiN: We got it last week.
N i COMMXSSIONER ROGERS: Oh, okay. All right.
i % v- . vun do have ihut.
14 ! DOCTOR MQEiLER:V Excuse me, On that aspect,
e g upe of  Lhe Coﬁmiilee'; comments pertaining to the
P ! provision of detanils, the manner in which DOE would
N peovide detﬂils on certain of their investigations,
18 ard we just wanted to be sure that these details
14 didn’1 draop throdgh the slats. Where they’re not in
20 the SCP, fhvy're supposed to be in the study plans.
21 If the staff can only review and detail 20 percent or
22 s¢ ! the study plans, somebody should be sure that
23 the details are where they're supposed to be.
. 24 MR. THOMPSON: And that's why we're putling
i% ‘25 s much emphuﬁisian'thv QA program, hecause we can't
S NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
Washlngton. pD.Cc. 20005
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3 hat's'thé reason we're doing an

ébe t;oﬂwouf"oun.'zaut'it’s DOE's

| twsvonsibilitapﬁ tn dc that and vwe want to have sone

f;ronfidence they re doing it.

CHA’RY 'CARR: And wherever they put those

dptails,.wc re“qcina to have a hard time looking at

all the ma*pr:a.s.,' o

MF. waonpqon- Right. I 3just cannot do it

COVK.«SIONFR ROGFRS: When do you think that
the BEF Cnns*vurtxon will begin? 13 that now sliding?
‘»MR. THOMP#ON-» I think DOE is obviously

goinz to hav~’+n 46 two things. They're going to have

e evalun;e their program based on the conmments that

v have‘herg_and-then I think they’re having to lcok
at thfir;éwnbfrbgtqm, Programmatically, I think
Admiral Watkins has said he's going to take a fresh
Jaok wt this area and T think that's an important
thing. ¥e have_ﬁé%ﬁﬁad a meeting with DOE recently.
Whaivi{§§qld recommend is that we iay ask
DOE to come 6ver and give us the specifics once
thicy've had a chance tovdigest these conzents and

€ither havc idcntified a new director or at least sone

Cperiod of ti e and }no?ed at the schedule. Right now

they have not changed their schedule trom their

B NEAL R. GROSS
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fﬂptvv:nus ost:mate nf n November time frame. But they

Wmay wull ﬂnd 1 lhlnk 11 depends on ~-

CHAIRMAN CARR It s falr to say from what ]
gve,énd from whdt I rend that certainly the plan and

our commentis wnn't‘he the controlling factor on when

‘they start.

R.vTHOMPsoﬁ{ Well, that’s right.b They're
cven having trouble just getting some activity started
there off of the Yucen Mnuntafn site. So, they’re--

ME. BﬁRNEROE “Permitting is a reni problem
to:r them ryght nnw.’

COMMISSjONER ROGERS: This June 28Lh letter
bar come up and I.wondcr>if you could ~-- if you'’re
Prepared tdiénv soﬁelhing about where you stand with
respect to that letter. It's a little --

MR. THOMfSON: 1 basically responaed on July
Tth to Mr. Rouésp 'and, indicated that -- his basic
concerns, as 1 undor#tﬁod them, was he felt that if we
used the words "objections,” that they may send a
wrong signal or send a wrong message out to the state
and local individuals that NRC is objecting to site
clinvacterization activities.

I Jjust indicated back to him in my answer
thit! we were followxng our own regulntxons which had a

fairly sperxf:r dnfanltlon of what objections were.
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75f?t‘wusnﬂﬁ:n;si;uatfcﬁ”where we did not have agreement

"erso]ution}:>v But if- wéf‘had not

ﬁréached agrééﬁéhlf;oh the rcsolution and ‘the issues
were rusolveﬂ._wc wou]d cnl] them obJectxon . That's

~ . Just consis tcnt Wlth the way our program is in plare.

Wé_me‘ilqsl‘week to setlout. and I'm sure we
hﬁd»fnrvhnth;éﬁjéé£;bﬁé,:a ﬁrogfam in'placg that we
ﬂvand.tn,{{hn DOF ngrvvs to and now itfﬁ o process
of 1mplemﬂnfatipn. But that was the terminology and
shat My Bernu£b Is; bY our regu]atioﬁs, required to
rdentr fy din his letter back. A_

| CHALIHMAN CARR: 1 read his letter as, "How
do vnu.nxfunt mé;loignt my work done if yﬁu guys keep
asking mu»qubsiinnsé". That's kind of like the staff
savs, "How du>you}guys‘expect:us to gel our Qork done
I the Commissinﬁ keeps asking us questions?"

MR._hEﬁNBRO:‘ We never say thét.

CHAIRMAN CARR: 1 take his letter for what
oS, ‘we can reguike him tb answer so m~ny qQuestions
1IN 80 much'detail‘that we do divert them from their
principle effort and that’s not our intent. What
we're t:v:ny t(>vdé is assisi {hem by' po;nting out
areas where we think they ought to focus more.

COMMISSIONER KOGERS: I wonder if we could

gt that me#éage over though because it seems to me

. NEAI R. GROSS
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R Washlngton, D. 20005
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that it‘si&ef& ibp6rtant at this stage for them to

“understand) what

gﬁé;naturc.of our ques}ion is. My
imprnssi66 f§?{t;§}p he1pfu1 process that'’s going on
hﬁrp and {ﬁatfbg"séiflingvsomc of these matters early
on, we ;éyqﬁﬁoid really serious probléms lafér.
"1'm a little uncomfortable with the view
from DOE'4that we are frequently devoting time to
repeatedly .uddréésihg' matiers Lhat could be more

prndurlivé1y eva1puted by proceeding with the program

and jicinting monitoring trcatment of the issues.

i A Qouple of questions come to mind there as
3e te reive of the differcnt organizalions. This isn’l a
12 Joint project. " _
13 MIl. THOMPSON: No.
5 RO , COMMISSTIONER ROGERS: And we are not
: KR partners 1!4‘this. We're trying to be helpful and
:; 17 we're tryinév to bring up to the surface potential
; 18 problems, bdt‘in the long run there is a somewhat
?N 19 adversarial relationship that’s going to have to be
20 recognized here. We're not starting off that way, but
21 ! if we can get the issues cleared up to begin with that
22 l simply arise from a lack of understanding of what our
23 requirements are énd what our point of view is,
21 evervhody’s going to be better off. 1 can understand
25 t b cnmpiuinf thnt'ﬁn don’'t have the tiné to do our
L _ NEAL H. GNOSS
- 1323 Rhode 1sland Avenue, N.W,
= Washington. D.C. 20005
o {(202) 234-4433
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" work hbecasuse we're answering questions, but these are

Ve imporiant quééfions»ak this time.

VMR.' BERNERQr;'  Excuse me, Commissioner
4Rpfﬁrs. If:! couid éGd, that's one of the reasons 1
tfied ln.émﬁhasiéé.5@ the beginningbof the briefing
that this is a rgyieﬁ‘of a site characterization plan,
a dala gatherinélﬁeChanisﬁ;

1 wouid Hadd  that our regulations even
inetude explicit recpgnition of the iterative process
z@ el fou, that por%ndica]]y'DOE will provide updated

'mnivrialihamically saving, "Here's what we know now.
Here's  what it jnoks like now. What are vyour
comments ™" v.Thnt iterative process, we expect to
proceed on basically a semi-annual basis with new
nalerial and new édﬁmentary.

in the ovééall-commcnts we’'re emphasizing,
the ACNW is emphasiéing and others whose comments have
Leen made available to you, have emphasized the nced
te focus on high ﬁriority issues.

CHAIHRMAN CARR:  Well, in any effort like
this where it has never been done before, there’s no
doubt in my mind we can always point out more problenms
than they can find answers for. So, we've got to make

surc that we scparate the trivial from the important

“and we think that's a3 message we need to remember.

NEAL R. GROSS
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_ COMWISSIONFR ROCERS Well, 1 guess [’'m

. $1§115‘v(xy¢ cnncerncd7iabout thc question  of quality
. assurance program thal‘keeps coming up. It must have

" been a year afo wevsat here with DOE people and they

were working very ‘hard on trying to solve that
vroblem. . I1 st:l] seems ‘to be an open issue, It’s

hving apﬁronéhed, but it hasn't been met yet. I think

Cwe aust have tojkeép hammefing on that. 1 don’t think

s zmproper for us to keep making noises that we’re
vt happy with the ]nck of a8 QA program.

| CHATRMAN CARR:  Well, it would certainly
feelpe 1 f the Svcrctnrv could get his people in place
vvetr there, |

MR. THOMPSON: That would help o great deal.

=COMMISSIONﬁR ROGERS: That's fundamental to
our. being  able vté' go back later on and use the
information that’s.béing collected.

MI. BERNEKO: And we treat it with very high
priority and we-wi!l -

COMMISSIONER ROGERS: Well, I personally
would urge vyou to jusli keep on it. It may be
uncomfortable, but until it’s resolved it's an open
1ssue that hésvgot to be recognized.

MR. BROWNING:  In fact, it's probably the

yocd rause of the very thing they complain sbout in

NFAL H GROSS
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\ihfif lette 1f ;yéﬁﬁlli look. at the case of the

'

f&éifity,»if they could concentrate

on thot ' des

 ﬁurﬁmwni rotionnli ng’ why it's okay even though it

was produced. under ‘a non-QA base lined system, we
would have at leasl one less document to look at. We

conld uj);fbgnhwhira@e_ on the design instead of =

~design aud & rationalization as to why the design is

ey even though it wasn't done under an approved

BY O A,

COMMISST1ONER  ROGERS: Just for Doctor
Mose b T, ‘Tﬁu nilérnatiyc conceptual models question

that veu Jn}hvﬁ'&h yQur point F of your memo of July
Sed, the s{hf{f’hask said that the conceptual model

problenm or objection has been resolved. Do you feel

it's buvn,resulyed?; ﬂhere does that stand? 1 feel a

—
-y

ttle uncumrprfﬁhlé%.ahuut whether that has really

mh#nd’tn alngYn whéFe ACNW will be satisfied.

poOCTON ﬁOELLEH: On the basis of my
undﬁrstaGdihg of thé people or consultants who are
hnowledgeable in {his aren and the members ’of the
Cnmmitteé f;ﬁuq>af;;  they are still not satisfied.
Purtirn]nflk. sincfn as we point out in our letter,

‘Lhat thef'qunls are essential to determining the

performance of  the repository. Again, you need

U S0 NEAL R. GROSS
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sceﬁhribs.an Y

f,‘ﬁTbis is still5_.j

'?7“MR z"If*I’cbuld clarify. When I

nid earlier, and I”think 1 d1d use the phrase

’:"resolved, it was resolved out of the ob;ect;on

aategory und now it is down in the iterative process
whaere -- this is not to say that all conceptual models

are there and it.s.n'loo percent complete matrlx.

Ve

S would agree'wlth the chararteriaation. You need

scenarios, ym

CHAIRMAﬁ,CARR: T heard your comment to say
it'e sufficiently resolved that it's no longer an
nbjehtioh.“igege“

"MR._ BERNERO:

Yes, because in the
cbnsnltationkdraft_there was a virtual absence cof
alternate models. - . =

CQMMISSTCNER'ROGERS: Well, the word that

keeps coming up in concerns here is the integration of
~aectivities., That #s_difficult. It's not easy to do,
but T think it's impoftant to keep harping on it.
COMMISSIONER CURTISS: Yes.
,COﬁﬁISSIOﬁER ROGERS: Thank you.

VFCHAIRMAﬁ CARR: Comnissioner Curtiss?

"Jcommrsszonzk CURTISS: Just picking up on

Ken's point, 1t looked to me like the two issues that

: e NEAL R GROSS
“13“3 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.

NWashington, D.C. 20005
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rpmmnn!s;ns we rall;fhem.lii'lboked_gdbhe likg it was
o mu«h v]oser call o | . |
. .comment ~about the letter
hhrﬁﬁgawwhai it DOE is. sa&ing in - their June
, "ﬂth lrtter is thnt wo;arp cnsting ‘our regu]atory net

tao hrondly hare.if

He re getting into areas that
vn?ly ouvht to he addreasod at some point downstream,

the, l uslng phnse when the formal appllcation is

ubmitivd

nncnuse 0f the nppronch that we've uqed herc

iu oauvxng from flVP to two the number of objeclzon
;nﬁd rju safving commonts and quostlnns sepuratcly._]
rucss ] wouldn wanl o create the impresaion with
mﬁ 1hnt classxflcatlon nnd in the context of DO 's letter
 :f(hnt addrnsexng the two objectxons will put our minds
ut cuse abau! procecding with churactarxzatzon, either
ot the «urfnre or:sinkxng the shaft becnuse it looks

o me, pnrl:rulnrlv in thosc two areas, llke there are

‘ £§i1l sarious queations that they ought to come to

’rrlpa wnth.
That s all I have.
counxssronan ROGERS: Well, just if I could
”romp back..

"CHA]RMAN CARR Surc.

roMMrssronsR ROGERS 1 wonder if we really

]
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’  ﬂ}9e1 that théfe'is’something being done‘to bring to

fbw top of the przorzty 11st the really serious

%ﬁfnndamental £1aws\that night ‘cancel out this site.

Everyone that_s:cqmmenting on the program touches on
}frhat. The Ju;§vf§sponse touches on it, ACNW. 1It's
come up arnuﬁﬁeffbf ﬁimes and yet somehow in the list
»* things to be done, it just seems to be one other
i§ﬁ$ on the list.f And yet it is so fundamental and
lén; worrtns‘ahout whether the enormous inertia that
sta}te to build'up iﬁ.momentum that devel&ps when you
e A pro:er? of thls magnztude going, that the really
fUndd“Hthl ques£ion somehow or other gets lost in the
dust,

7 thinﬂ we've ¢got to Keep that 1ssue right
uy there bacéuse we havevto be prepared to look at
killer issues on this site very early on.

MR. THOMPSON: That was the intent of the
focus wheli we identified what we £el£ were the
impnrtant comments, to look as best as we could as to
which of thqse needvfo be focused on early in the site
charanterization prégram. So, we certainly agree with
you.

MR. BERNERO: Yez. But let me add to that.
JPA: ﬁﬁe work1ng 1eve1, last Friday's meeting, the

:“meeting invpas Vegao with}DOE and the State, of
2y | NEAL R. GROSS
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course, participated in that, we gave them a tectonic

models meeting proposed agenda, Now, that's not onc

‘mﬂuting. Thnt’siigoing to be quite complex and =a

family of mectings, We'rce trying to pursue as carly
n~ possible with .DCE technical meetings to get the
spectrum of tectonics issues which we think will
dominate the early issue priority and the performance
models that ﬁfe being conceived of or even applied on
these, We're (rying to get that sort of analysis in
place eurly,

CHAIRMAN CARK: But our responsibility at
1, point is to make sure the plan includes the
determiuntl jon of those facts --

MR. BERNERO: Yes.

CHATIRMAN CARR: -~ that would bring out the
killerv imsues. The plan has got to include those.
Whit we're trying to do is make sure they include them
parly on.

MR. BERNERO: Yes, right, and that they
iterate that they --

COMMTSSI10ONER ROGERS: Yes. But 1 just
wonder if that's getting as much attention as it
realty should,

MR, BRERNERO: Well, 1’ve  had verbsl

arcuranre that their performance assessment plan,

i
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) their everall plan, will be complete and given to us
J Ceothe end of this vear and that they should be able
v i te support this activity or display this activity is

verhaps o better word,

5 CHATRMAN CARR: But it concerns me that the
G overnll performance assessment is nol going to be done
- unt il -~ the whole thing isn’t until '83.

fi MK. BEKNERHO: But individusl issues can be

et oup te sav, “"How does one assess the significance

P CF tie eohnmic ivnne or this ground water travel or
i ‘6.« voicanrsm.”  And take the issues at least one at
1 i tame nnd jook for the key data that makes it or
. . :j.'.- I'."Iii“" 1.
igi“ 14 COMMISSIONER ROGERS: There's no reason why
RO thint should wiit unti]l the very end and be part of the
f o | Fiaas applieation,
17 CHATRMAN CARN: 1 have a few questions and
15 comments, You list four particularly significant
1Y prroyrammat 1o concerns., One, performance nssessment:
20 varly identification of potentinlly unacceptable
21 adverse conditions: necd for improved integration; and
22 unrealistic schedule milestones, Do you really
23 believee the sile characterization program is improved
24 with those major problems stil]l sticking out there?
25 MKE. RERNERO: Well, the term "improvement,"

1

B
| S

NEAL R. GROSS
1423 Khode 1slnnd Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C., 20005
{202) 234-4433




[ 4

wn

22

.
23

2L

25

53

it's a velative comparison. The conaultation draft

was seriouéiy-défiéient, we thought. It certainly
didn’'t aﬁpear to us as a suitable basis to proceed.

This one, with difficulties, we see as a
basis to prcceed.u.Obviously, you can't do anything
without thc.QA program in place and the ESF design
process requires that discipline that would reflect QA
in place, And this early priority we Jjust talked
about eclearly has to be there, but there's an awful
1ot ¢f hasic wcfk,cévered in the plan that we're not
talking ahout that really can proceed. So, basically,
wlhiae! we're suying is it's improved over the
consultaticn draft and it is fundamentally a usable
vrogram to proceed with site characterization.

CHATIRMAN CARR: Okay. It looks 1like the
regulatory uncertainties, the five concerns you've got
thers., have a potential rulemaking implication. Is
the schedule for rulemaking 6n those going to have an
adverse impact, aésuming everybody else makes their
dates?

MF. BFRNERO: I don't think so, but I'm
perhaps more sanguine about the outcome of some of the
rulemakingas than others might be. We have identified
the rulemakings in these areas as matters of high

priority. In that SECY paper of last year, SECY~-88-

NEAL R. GROSS
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2T, and all of the éctivity we're doing in staff
1o tuted to it, we treat it as high priority matter.

T don’t think it's going to end up on the
cvitical path, but keep in mind when we make these
comments, for instance on what constitutes
substantially complele containment, DOE is forced to
frope somewhat Lo detlermine what the real regulatory
roequirement will he, There is a potential for that
thasie comment,

Our comments -~ we're basically trying to
jool abead 1o what the outcome will be in performance
netessment rulemaking, in substantially complete
vontainment or in disturbed zone rulemaking, and sew
whether we can guide DOE fruitfully with our comments
now while we proceed with priority on the rulemaking.

ME. THOMPSON: But T think 1 am correct.
The current schedule right now 1is consistent with
theis applicotion lime. But what we're concerned
sbout as these things keep slipping -- not just ours
but even the site characterization activities -~ the
pressures are going to «collapse on the application
date for us and I think we're very mindful of that. 1
think though right now, we do have contemplation
completing these rulemakings scheduled in a sufficicent

tipe to give DOL -~ was i1 two vears?
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MR. Bﬁ0WNIﬁG: Yes, we're shooting for 1892
te give them sﬁfficient guidance becsause that's when
thev'd  need the‘ guidance to submit a licensc
application in ]995, which of course is the current
schedule. It may slip, but --

M. THOMPSON: But I agree with Mr. Bernero,
Some of these rulemakings may be more difficult really
te resolving the issue totally than we can project
ripht now., But some of them, 1 think, we will clearly
bove success on,

CHAIRMAN CARR: Okay. And our objections
and concerns and commenis are glill the priority. We
espect DO to work the problem in, huh?

MR. BERNERO: Thal's essentially it.

CHAIRMAN CARR: Take care of objections
first and concerns second?

MR. BERNERO: Yes. That's a hierarchy of
comment reallyv.,

MR. THOMPSON: Well, certainly those in the
kev technienl issues that we've got. We've worked
with some schedules for meeting schedules and 1 think
there's some that we may even be able to meet some of
the technical issues before you might do some
resolutron of the exploratory shaft activities., But

think we ¢learly identified the top activities that we
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need to focus DOE and management’s attention to.

| éOMMISSiONER CURT1SS: Just so 1 understand
that, if DOE addresses the two objections and their
Jet1er suggests lhut’fhey may view their burden to be
more narrow given what they perceive as our broader
exercise of jurisdiction, but if they address the two
ohiectlions Lhat we have raised, are we saying that
thev're in the position to proceed with site
chartacterization?

Mit. THOMPSON: That's the basic issue, yves,
tho! if they address those objections satisfactorily,
thenr  we  would be able to proceed with site
thasacterization, What I was trying to say is that we
wmay be able to address some of the technical issues
betore thev're able to actually complete and resolve
seme of the objeclions, You know, they’ve got QA
programs Lhat are going to have to be reviewed and in
place, 1 think we c¢an continue looking at some of the
issues nassociated with volcanism and tectonics in
parallel with the resolution of the quality assurance
prugram, for example,

MR. BERNERO: 1 would suggest -- 1 don’t
think DOE is narrowly looking at just to take care of
the two objections and soldier on. I think the

dialoyur we've had with them so far on the other

NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode 1sland Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20005
(202) 234-4433
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iggues, likévtﬁefﬁéftonics,_indicate they're intending
td proceed on fhaflfront as well. It just wouldn't be
prudent to do otherwise.

COMMISSIONEﬁ CURTISS: I agree with that.
The tenor of the létter though suggested that they
think we're getting into areas that ought to be
addressed downstream or that really aren't part of the
rre-licensing respongibility of the agency. To the
extent that that reflects a concern on the part of DOE
atd, in turn, a more narrow focus, T guess we ought to
3 «<abuse them of that. That's why I think it's
¢z ticai what you call an objection and what you call
4 concern if their focus is narrow here,

MR. BERNERO: Well, I think the context of
tha* “stter ought to be understood. As part of this
process, you'll recall that the Commission, of course,
wanted to review these comments. You wanted the
benefit of the ACNW's advise and any activity whereby
wr: cnllaborate with the ACNW as quasi-public as we go
along and the meetings are open and so forth.,

DOE had the overview or highlights of the
principal comments and that's really the basis of that
1etterr. They're probably a good deal of frustration.
They've got a list of problems and none of the back-up

anaiysis and none of the full flesh and a little bit

NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
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wof 1rustrntiun,.l think, was displayed in that letter.

ﬂﬂ. RROWNING: One case example that seems
te be a point of controversy beiween us, and I'm not
tur - hons gane away pasvdbon that meeting we had, which
15 the way ww'ré'hioéking nt the engineering shaflt
facility, As we trv lo highlight in the comments, the
teason we're looking ﬁt it so closely is that if this
v, turns eut to-be sutisfactory, that shaft will be
part of the repositery, Therefore we, in fact, are
Techaga a0 today ﬂﬁ if we were going to eventually
ticv v Tviense that piece as‘piece of the repository,

Therve  seems to be a8 rather fundamental
e enned' Athere,  They don't want to look at the--
vor hnow,  the enginecring shaft is an experimental
thiny whioh may or may not show that the site is okay.
oy 7 thituk that s@ems to be the point at which we
have o basye philosophical difference in the way we’re
Poooh ny at that particular aspect of this --

CHAJHMAN CARHK: But it goes right back 1o
the quastity control problem,

Mi. BROWNING: Exactly.

MR. THOMPSON: Right.

CHATRMAN CARK: Well, 1 would like to thank
the stall and Doctor Moeller, the Chairman of the

Advisary Committee on Nuclear Waste, for the useful

NEAL R. GROSS
1423 Hhode Island Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
(202Y 234-4433
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briefing and discussion regarding the review of the
Depurtment of [uurgy;s site characterization plan and
the development of the Commission’s site
chnrascterizntion anulysis,

Certainly, all members of the NRC staff whao
participated in this review, and particularly Mr.
Stablein, whg vcoordinated the uactivity, are to be
commended for the thoroughness of the review in light
f the tight time schedule and early delay that you
foced o completingg the review., 11’8 obvious a lot of
v~4t1n hours went inie the effort and J believe the
frroduet reflects that professional attitude.

Doctor Moeller, T also wish (o thank the
members. of the ACNW and their consultants for theisr
conttnminy interaction with the staff throughout the
review tn the development of the site characterization
analvsis to insure that any concerns could be factored
it Le eariv in the process as possible. 1 understand
From the staff these interactions were most useful,

1 cun't emphasize enough the importance or
this pre-licensing consultation period when the need
for improvements to the site characterization program
can be raised leading Lo the early identification of
potentianl resolution of issues,. 1 urge the staff to

cantinne the disnlogue with DOE to insure that our

NEAL R. GROSS
1323 Rhods Island Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20005
{202) 234-4433
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trterartions during this period are as fruitful and
pstiructive as pqssib]v.

These interactions, as well as those with
the states and tribes are very important during our
pre-licensing period. 1 am particularly concerned
thit DOF's schedule or objectives may be impacting the
tntepration of necessary technical information
yothering asctivities which arce essential in developing

therough understanding of the site as the basis for
by osmni bty Laicense application.,

1T believe it 18 important to emphasize these
cencarns te BOE and to continue our interaclion to
sy e hea undgrstaud our concerns,

The hcxt saction on this matter by the
Comwp:s6~10n 18 i hotation vote on SECY-89-199, which !
hoape we complete ns soon as possible so that we mav
transmit our comments to DOE.

T ask my felluw Commissioners to carefully
consider the information tefore us in formulating
therr votes on the site characterization anulysis and
the transmiital letter proposed by the staff.

Are there any additional questions or
copments from my fellow Commissioners?

COMMISSITONER ROGERS: Well, Just to

tesnufceror thanks to the staff for the enormous effort

NEAL K. GROSS
1323 Rhode Islund Avenue, N. WA,
wWashington, D.C. 20006
_(202) 234-443%
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that ) know was guang on to clear this for our mceting

toduy and tu roaliv get !hxs job done. 1 th)nk it's

lu-vn‘firs! l"lﬂ?. Pt
COMMISSIONER CURTISS: 1'11 add my voice to
that too. 1 ihink iifs an excellent piece of work.

CHATHMAN - CARR: If there are no further

comment s, we s!nnd‘adjourned

Thnnk yuu.

t3
t3

¥Wher«upcn,u at, 11 p.m., the above-

vl it ded matter wos ¢:onrr]uded. )

. NEAL H. GROSS
11”3 Rhodr Tsland Avenue, N.W.
. Washington, D.C. 2000&
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PRISENTATION OUTLINE

©  SITE TRARAITERIZATION PLAN (SCP)

© NRT STAFE SITE CHARACTERIZATION
ANA_YSIS (STA) AND COMMENTS

© NEAR-TZIRM SITE CHARACTERIZATICN
MILESTONES

© ACVISCARY COMMITTEE ON NUCLEAR
WASTE (ACNW) INVOLVEMENT WITH SCP
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SITE CHARACTERIZATICN PLAN

EXISTING SITE DATA BASE

DESCRIPTION OF WASTE FORM & PACKAGE
CONCEPTUAL DESIGN OF REPOSITORY

PLAN FOR CHARACTERIZATION ACTIVITIES

£ 1SSUED SCP-12/28/E8
NRC REVIEW COMPLETED JULY 1989

=



OVERVIEW

© 10% OF 167 NRC CDSCP CONCL3INS RESOLVED
IN TP

© MANY OF THE OTHER 62 CONCERNS
PARTIALLY RESOLVED

© NRC STAFF HAS NO CONCERNS WITH A
NUM2ER OF PROGRAMS (E.G., CLIMATE)
IN SCP



SITE CHARACTERIZATION ANALYSIS (SCA)

© PDIRECTOR'S COMMENTS
¢ SUMMARY OF CONCERNS
©  POINT PAPERS

- OBJECTIONS (2)

- COMMENTS (133)
- QUESTIONS (63)

-4-



(XA L S 7V 3 N B

Yo
.

CDSCP OBJECTIONS

A_TERNATIVE CONCEPTUAL MODELS
QUALIFICATION OF QA PROGRAMS

CEPTH COF FIRST SHAFT

S4AFT CONCEPTUAL DESIGN INFORMATION
LOCATION OF SHAFTS

SCP OBJECTIONS

QUALIFICATION OF QA PROGRAMS
ESF DESIGN AND DESIGN CONTROL PROCESS

-5



NEED FOR QUALIFIED QA

PROGRAM
SIGNIFICANZE: DATA COLLECTED SHOULD BE
CSABLE 1N LICENSING.

ACTION:  NRC AND DOT TO CONTINUE
IMSLEMINTATION OF AGREED-UPDN APPROACH
FOR RESOLVING THIS CONCERN. DOE AND NRC
UD1TS IN PROGRESS.



STATUS OF DOE QA PROGRAM

IMPLEMENTATION
(As of July 1, 1989)

QA PROGRAM PLAN

QUALIFIED QA PROGRAM

Organization s DOE NRC D(?E NRC Qlll'“iC,~ DOE NRC
ubmits Comments Revises Accepts tion Audits [Accepts |Accepts
' Aug 26, 1988 | Sep 28, 1388 | Nov 29, 1968 | May 8, 1989 NO NO NO
OCRWM, |[Sep 16, 1383 |Nov 3. 1968 | Dec 21, 1988 | May 2, 1969
YMP(88-9) |Aug 15, 1988} Oct 14, 1988 | Dec 13, 1988 | Dec 30, 1968 NA NA NA
YMPO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO
F&S  |Feb 21,1389 [Mar22,1389| NO NO - s | NO | wo
Ha&N  |Mer 3,1%9]|Apr2s,1%e3| NO NO AP'N:!. e | NO | WO
SNL Apr 14, 1989 NO NO NO NO NO NO
USGS Ape 14, 1989 | Jun 20, 1989 NO NO NO NO NO
REE CO | Feb 21, 1989 | May 5, 1969 NO NO NO NO NO
LINL  |{Mar 3,1%89|Jun 19,1983  NO NO sunss 1ses| NO | WO
LANL Mar 15, 1989 NO NO NO NO NO NO
® aanp @ Limited Scope Audit
@ QA PD {Programmatic Audit

Only)




ESF DESIGN AND CESIGN
CONTROL PROCESS

SIGNITICANCE: ESF WILL BECOME PART OF
REPOSITCAY. DESIGN SHOULD MEET
REGULATCRY REQUIREMENTS.

ACTION: MEEZTING IN NEVACA (JULY 7).

NRC-DOE CONSULTATION DURING FINAL ESF
DESIGN. NRC TO PARTICIPATE IN DOE'S

DESIGN REVIEWS.
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PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT COMMENTS

NEZD TO DEMONSTRATE EARLY AND
ITERATIVE TOTAL SYSTEM PEFORMANCE
ASSESSMENTS

EARLY INVESTIGATIONS OF TECTONIC
PHENOMENA

TECHNICAL INTEGRATION AND
COORDINATION

PRESSURE TO MEET MILESTONES
ADVERSELY AFFECTING THE SITE
CHARACTERIZATION PROGRAM

-10-
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COMMENTS RELATED TO REGULATORY
UNCERTAINTIES

METHODOLOGIES TO DEMONSTRATE
COMPLIANCE WITH EPA
STANDARD (TWO COMMENTS)
SUSSTANTIALLY COMPLETE CONTAINMENT
(TWO COMMENTS)
DISTURBED ZONE BOUNDARY (ONE COMMENT)
THESE UNCERTAINTIES ARE TO BE
ADDRESSED IN THREE POTENTIAL
RULEMAKINGS

-13-
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NEAR-TERM SITE CHARACTERIZATION
MILESTONES

RESCLVE ACNW AND COMMISSION COMMENTS

ISSUE SCA BY END OF JULY

DOE CONSIDERS NRC CONCERNS

NRC AND DOE AGREE ON APPROACH TO

RESOLVING OBJECTIONS

DOE PROCEEDS WITH SCP

~ CCMPLETES ESF DESIGN, AND STARTS
CONSTRUCTION

- COMPLETES KEY STUDY PLANS AND
BEGINS SURFACE-BASED STUDIES

-14-



ACNW INVOLVEMENT WITH SCP

© INTENSIVE INVOLVEMENT DURING STAFF
DEVELOPMENT OF COMMENTS (2/89-6/89)

© ACNW LETTER DATED 7/3/8%



CONCLUSION

STAFF INTENDS TO TRANSMIT SCA TO DOE BY
JULY 28, 1989 UNLESS THE COMMISSION
DIRECTS OTHERWISE.
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