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MEMORANDUM FOR: Dr. Dade W. Moeller, ACRS Member
Dr. David Okrent, ACRS Member
Dr. Paul G. Shewmon, ACRS Member

FROM: Dr. S.Jd.S. Parry, ACRS Senior Fellow ‘£j§

SUBJECT: MEETING REPORT: MODEL VALIDATION WORKSHOP -
’ BETHESDA, MD - JANUARY 27-29

The agenda and some ground ruleslb?,this_workshop are attached. Also includ-
ed is a copy of a Randall/Costanzi paper presented last year in Tucson on
modeling phenomena.

1 attended the opening session and the session on the engineered barriers on
Wednesday. There continues to be evident an attitude that the development of
models and codes should precede the obtaining of laboratory and field test
data. This. is not an attitude that is limited to the RES staff. It is
implied in the Waste Management Division's (WMD) approach to performance
allocation, as an example. Further, it is a blatant position of the ONWI
staff presented during the DOE/NRC Salt Project Waste Package meeting in
January. In fairness it should be noted that during the RES presentation a.
clear statement was made, by a contractor, that the primary need was for
field and laboratory data. Similarly, WMD insists that the development of
reliable data is a primary requirement. However, I wonder if the relative
expenditures on data confirmation versus modeling support these statements.

These attitudes, I believe, result from two factors. First, a2 large fraction
of the NRC's program is reactive. That {is, if DOE is interested in ftem A,
the NRC studies item A, and so forth. Secondly, DOE, since it has not
finalized its sites and or the repository design, has had to stress .
analytical studies of generic conditions. This has led to & heavy dependence
upon the use of models and performance assessment techniques. The first
point requires that as DOE stresses analytical processes to the minimization
of "hard" data that the NRC reacts by shifting their emphasis in a similar
manner.

The DOE approach was strikingly demonstrated during a presentation on model
development during the 1/22-24 workshop at Columbus. The presentor clearly
indicated that the steps to be followed were:

1. Develop model based on theory from literature

2. Gather experimental data to test the model. ..
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lhen the obvious stress on first developing a model was questioned there was
an immediate response that the model was developed as a result of experi-
mental studies. From the presentation and my personal observation, I am
categorically convinced that this is not the actual situation, but that the
process being followed is given above.

The overall result of this approach has been noted in the WMD minutes and my
report of the 1/22-24 salt waste package workshop results. These are: 1) no
confirmed data as to the corrosion mechanism or its rate exists for brine
environments, 2) no viable alternative material has been proposed for the
waste package overpack and 3) the dependence upon the "1imited brine" theory
has focused the Salt Project's efforts on proving that hypothesis rather than
investigating the actual situation.

Conclusions:

1. The RES and WMD studies are largely reactive to the work and approaches
taken by the DOE and its contractors. This is in opposition to the
alternation of focusing our limited resources on gross assumptions or
points being ignored by DOE. Dr. McNeil's work on pitting corrosion is
an example of this latter approach.

2. By attempting to duplicate DOE's program it is possible that alternative
viewpoints may be overlooked, until the 1icensing review process has
been initiated.

3. The quality and competence of the studies is equal to or better than
that of DOE and its contractors.

Attachment:
As Stated

cc: ACRS Members
ACRS Technical Staff
ACRS Fellows
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Our second short term obJectlv - also reflects this desired change

in mode of interaction with thé DOE: We are interested in
meeting with you and your technical staff to review the "pre-SCP"
concerns of the YIN., This meeting would be followed by specific
technical meetings to discuss study plans of interest. The
initial scoping meeting would be difficult to prepare for without
the brief letter report describing ongoing activities that was to
be drafted by the project offices after the May 7 - 8, 1986, SCP
meeting held in Washington, D.C., (see Attachment 1,p. 7)

It is critical that we clearly understand the nature of the
ongoing work at Hanford (and that which was ongoing prior to the
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sfop work order) to address the Site Characterization Plan in a
comprehensive and effective manner. Your efforts in expediting
the release of this letter report would be much appreciated.

I look forward to your prompt reply.

Sincerely,

YAKIMA INDIAN NATION

Lo, =

Jatk Wittman
chnical Advisor

JW/d11

Enclosure

cc:

Nancy Hovis, Hovis,Cockrill, Weaver & Bjur
Georges Abi-Ghanem, EWA, Inc.

Dua Guvanasen, GeoTrans, Inc.

Jim Mecca, DOE, Richland

Ralph Stein, DOE, Washington, D.C.

Joe Bunting, NRC
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SUMMARY OF THE NRC/DOE MEETING
ON THE LEVEL OF DETAIL FOR
SITE CHARACTERIZATION PLANS

AND STUDY PLANS

DATE AND LOCATION OF MEETING:

May 7-8, 1986
Room 4A~104
Forrestal Building
washington, D. C.

LIST OF ATTENDEES:

See Attachment 1

BACKGROUND

The purpose of the meeting was for the NRC and the DOE to
reach agreerment on the level of detail to be presented by the DOE
in the SCP &and seperate study plans. The DOE's approach to level
of detail was described in advance materials provided by the DOE
ten working days prior to the meeting (Attachment 2). The DOE
presented additional explansatory information in materials -
distributed at the meeting (Attachment 3).

NRC presented and discussed their commente on the advance
materials provided by the DOE. NRC's comments are summarized
below under cbservations. Representatives from the States and
Indian Tribes alsoc participated in discussions on selected
topics. Agreement was reached concerning revisicns to the
advance paterials, as noted under the DOE/NRC agreements listed
below and in Attachment 4.

Representatives from the States of Washington, Utah,
Mississippi, Texas, Nevada, a&nd louisiana, and from the Yakima
and Kez Perce Indian Tribes attended the meeting. They
interacted extensively in the meeting and provided comments and
questions which were considered in revising the advance
materials. Agreements were achieved between the Department of
Energy, and the Stetes and Indian Tribes as noted in the DOE-
States/Indian Tribes agreements listed below.

A rough draft of the revised advance materials was
given to the States and Indian Tribes for their information and
comment during the meeting with the understanding that word
changes might still be needed. The States and Indian Tribes were
given the opportunity to submit their own written cbservations,
agreements, and open items to be included in the meeting summary.

None was submitted.

00" o 1
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Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

(Y NOTE FOR THE READER

Enclosed for your information is a copy of The Summary of the
NRC/DOE Meeting on the Level of Detail for Site Characterization
Plans and Study Plans., This meeting was held May 7-8, 1986 at
DOE Headquarters offices at the Forrestal Building. Please
contact Carol Hanlon at FTS 252-1224 if you have questions
regarding the meeting or the record summary.

Donald H. Alexander, Chief

\_ Technclogy Branch
Office of Geologic Repositories
Office of Civilian Radiocactive
Waste Management




J¥Rc OBSERVATIONS
The NRC had the following cobservations: .

1. The revised and agreed-to approach to the level of
detail in the SCP, the "Content Requirements" for both
studies and investigations and the defined terms documented
. in Attachment 4 should provide sufficient guidance, along
with DOE's "Annotated Outline for SCPs* for the DOE to
prepare Section 8.3 of the SCPs and separate study plans.

The NRC staff considers that the revised and agreed to
approach in Attachment 4 is consistent with previous NRC
staff positions and agreements regarding the SCP in NUREG-
960, Regulatory Guide 4.17, and DOEs Annotated Outline for
\_ SCPs, the October 29-30, 1985 meeting on site
characterjization plans in Section 8.3, and NRC's December
12, 1985 letter to the DOE on the subject. In these
documents the NRC staff has stated that it is the DOE's
decision to determine the location of study plens, i.e.,
within Section €.3 of the SCP or as references to
Section 8.3. 1In addition, while the SCP should be
comprehensive to some level of detail, plans may be more
defined and detailed for early phases and less defined and
detziled for later phases. .

2. NRC believes that the quality, completeness, and consistency
- of the SCPs will be significantly improved by using the -
cuidance agreed to in this meeting. This was 2 result of
effective and constructive discussion among the DOE, NRC,
and participants from the States and Indian Tribes.

— In order for NRC to complete its SCP review in the six month
review period, numerous pre~SCF consultations are needed to
allow NRC to provide early feedback to the DOE on

- development of investigations and study plans for resolution

- of issues &nd collection of data. 1In order to plan such
consultations, the KRC repeats its earlier request for the
DOE to identify milestones and schedules for pre-exploratory
shaft activities to allow agreexent on appropriate points
for consultation with NRC.

3. NRC asked how off-site studies would be included in the
SCF (e.g., studies conducted by SRPO at the Avery Island
rine and the Asse mine). The DOE stated that off-site
studies which provide information for licensing would be
included; however, studies such as those which are used for
improving instrumentation or testing methods would not be
included. An agreement on this iter was included in

Attachment 4.

4. NRC observed that study plans concerning the exploratory
shaft testing ( that would be available at the same time
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* #as the SCP) sho\sj include studies from th( ,xploratory
that

shaft, etudiea night be affected by th¥ exploratory
shaft construction (e.qg., large-scale pump tests at the
ganford Site) and studies that might affect shaft design and
construction. The DOE expressed concern that this could be
interpreted to include all studies in or from the .
underground facility. NKRC indicated that information on
studies in the underground fecility that might
significantly affect the exploratory shaft would be needed
(e.g., the extent of drifts needed for testing affects the
e6ize of the shafts). NRC also asked that the DOE identify
which studies would be available at the time of SCP
issuance. An agreement on this topic is given in Agreement
2, Action Item 1, and in Attachment 4.

NRC asked if the DOE was preparing an exploratory shaft
design report that would be a reference to Section €.4 of
the SCF. The DOE stated that such a report is being
prepared and that it might be available at the time of SCP
issuance. As NRC has stated before, all SCP references
must be availeble at the time of SCP issuance.

NRC observed that a comritment from the DOE was needed for
peking available study plans after those provided at the
time of SCP issuance. NRC proposed that study plans be
avzilable for review six months before studies are initiated
ueing the mechanism of the semi-annual progress reports.

The DOE asked NRC to notify them of major concerns during
the first three months of review. This was &greed to and -~
incorporated into Attachment 4. .

NRC observed that DOE's propcsal of releasing nonstandard
procedures 30 days before the test is initiated is not
enough time for review. Sixty days is more appropriate to
elliow for review by NRC etaff and contractors. The DOE
asked that NRC notify DOE of pajor concerns during the
first 30 days. NRC &lso noted thet for selected, non-
standard procedures specific early review and cénsultation
with the DOE and other parties will be needed. This was
egreed to and incorporated inte Attachment 4.

NRC repeated the suggestion made in NRC's December 12,
1965, letter to the DOE to include in the content
requirements for studies (Attachment B) rationales for the
selected nurmber, location, duration, and tiring of tests.
The DOE expressed concern that NRC wanted advantages and
limitations written up for ell alternative nunmbers,
locations, durations and timings considered. NRC responded
by stating that the DOE should identify reasonable
alternatives and summarize reasons for not selecting them.
An agreement on this topic was incorporated into Attachment

4.

NRC expressed the need for having information on
interrelationships and interferences among tests and among
tests and exploratory shaft facility design and construction
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th in the sc§~&t the investigation levell\_Uad in the study
jans. Such attention is needed to show how tests fit into

"fho overall testing program and how tests have been'chosen,

designed or sequenced such that adverse interferences with
other tests have been minirized or avoided. An agreement o
this topic was incorporated into Attachment 4. . .

The DOE indicated that it will use various Quality Assurance
(QA) levels for conducting teste and analyses described in
Seczion 8.3 (see pages 10-11 of advance materiels). The
DCE QA level I includes 10 CFR Part 60 Subpart G
requirements wvhich are applicable to items important to
safety, barriers izmportant to waste isolation and related.
activities (such as site characterization). The KRC staff
believes most activities conducted during site
characterization should be subject to QA level I, especially
at this stage of the prograr when the importance of
individuzl iterms and activities (including research and
preliminary testing) to demonstration of compliance with
licensing requirements is uncertain (reference June 25,
1985, letter from Miller to Vieth and February 12, 1986,
letter from Linehan to Purcell). Assuming most tests and
analyses in SCP Chapter 8.3 relate to demonstrating a site's
ability to protect public radiological health and safety and
the environment and therefore will potentially be utilized
in the license application, the staff believes they should
zeet Q2 level I requirements.

In addition, the NRC steff believes that new data
collection, interpretation, and analyses to be conducted
prior to and during site characterization should be covered
by an appropriate level of quality assurance. All on-going
activities should be evaluated as soon as practicable (prier
to the SCP) to determine the level of Qk which is
eppropriate, implement the measures ezssociated with the
appropriate level, and determine what is needed to qualify,
if possible, the informztion obtained prior to
irplementation of the appropriate QA meesures. The NRC
staff believes that the DOE should not rely on

qualifying licensing-related information collected by the
DOE and DOE contractors/subcontractors for any work
conducted under a non-Subpart G QA program for new work
initisted prior to issuance of the SCP. An agreement on
this topic is given in Action Item 3 and incorporated into

Attachment 4.

DOE OBSERVATIONS

The DOE had the following cobservations:

The DOE has agreed to provide extensive detalls of plans
for site characterization activities through the SCF, study

plans, and procedures. The DOE will provide this information to



the NRC in 2 wé?’%hat allows the NRC to rebrew and corxment
on the plens sufficiently in advance of starting the
activities. Although the DOE believes that this level of
detzil is not required at this stage of pre-licensing
consultation, the DOE has agreed to provide this information
to the extent practicable in the agreed-to timefrares,
consistent with the requirements of the Nuclear Waste Policy

Act.

An unapproved, working draft of the DOE/NRC SCP level of
detail meeting was distributed among the meeting
participants to facilitate discussion. This draft was
revised by DOE anéd NRC, &nd additional materials were added
to reflect additional agreements and concerns of the meeting

participants.

The DOE intends to provide the NRC with an issues hierarchy

document for NRC review. The DOE requested that NRC
schedule 2 meeting in mid-June to discuss the issues hierarchy.

OPEN ITEMS

There were no open items remaining at the close of the

neeting.

DOE~-NRC AGREEMENTS AND ACTION ITEMS

The DOE and NRC made the following agreements:

1.

During the course of the rmeeting NRC presented numerous comments
on the DOE's approach to the level of detail in the SCP and the
"Content Requirements” for both the study plans and
investigations described in the advance materials (Attachzment 2).
These comments are summarized in the preceeding KRC cbservations.
The comments were discussed and changes agreed to wvere
incorporated into the advance materials. Attachment & includes
all of the changes and represents an agreed upon approach for
presentation of site characterization plans and study plans.

During the course of the meeting NRC staff and various
representatives of the States and Indian Tribes discussed at
length the need for the availability of information from on-going
studies, new studies started before SCP issuance and studies that
right be started immediately after SCP issuance.

In accordance with pre-consultation agreements in the NRC-DOE
Procedural Agreexment, NRC expressed concern that plans for the
above studies be made available for review and consultation in a

tizely manner.
For studies conducted prior to SCP issuance at the salt



‘site(s), NRC r aested study plans before, :udies are

initiated. Forstudies to be initiasted wirhin six months
after issuance of the SCP, study plans should be given to NRC

“before the SCP issuvance in time for NRC review. These study

plans should follow the "Content Regquirements for Studies" in
Attachment 4-B agreed to in this meeting., Consultations with
the DOE during the development of these studles need to be
planned to discuss NRC concerns with such items as complete
study rationales, adecquacy of test/analysis methods,
interference arong tests, and adequacy of study=-specific

QA programs.

A list of on-going studies at the Federal sites will be
given to NRC to eseist them in requesting specific
procedures for review. aStudy plans for those

tudies which ' «il}

: niformation fron the list
ueon NRC request,if available Study plans for new studies
nitiatea DEITTFE"SCF 1ssuance should be provided before
studies are initiated and consultations scheduled during
development of these plans as described ebove for the
salt site(s). The study plans should follow the "Content
Requirements for Studies" in Attachment 4-B agreed to in
this meeting.

While the NRC did not request a letter report sumrarizing
2ll on-going and new pre-sSCP studies such as the one agreed--
to by DOE, States and Indian Tribes, the NRC staff will make
use of this report when it becomes available.

In addition, if the DOE determines that data from studies

conducted before the SCP issuance precludes the need for further

studies in a2 particular area, the basis for this conclusion
in the SCP should include specific reference to the study or
test plans for collection of the data.

The DOE agreed to provide the NRC the recuested information

- identified above.

The DOE and the NRC agreed to the following DOE action items:

1.

In the December 12, 1585 the NRC letter to DOE which provided
comnents on the level of detail in Section €.3 of the SCP,

* NRC expressed an interest in receiving an hierarchal listing

of the names of programs, investigations, studies, tests and
analyses which will be conducted for each project during
site charzcterization. This information would be useful
early in NRC SCP review preparations to understand the
integrated framework of each overall program. During the
meeting, the NRC asked for this information and the DOE
agreed to provide it when it is developed. '

Furthermore, in response to another NRC request, the DOE
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sgreed to use i above hierarchy to 1dené¥¢§ to the NRC

these study plans that would be available at the time of scp

-{gsuance and etudy plans for studies that would be initiated

betwveen the Presidential approval of site recommendation and
ECP issuance. ,

The DOE e&creed with NRCs request to revise the compirison of
content requirements in Attachment D of the advance
material to make it consistent with the agreed to revisions
of the content requirements for studies and investigations as
epecified in Attachment 4.

Ezsed on concerns in NRC Observation 10, the DOE and :
NRC staff agreed that a meeting is necessary to discuss the
methodology, implementation, and schedule for implementation
of the DOEs quality assurance level assignments.. The DOE
will schedule this meeting in the next three months and
preovide NRC with the information necessary te support

. discussions (e.g., the current OGR and Prociects procedures

for quality level assignments).

The DOE agreed to preovide 2 description of the QA program for
development of the SCP. This description should include the
rationale for assigning the SCP and related preparation
activities to QA level II. The description will include the
approach for zssuring that internal reviews consider the
rationale and integration of the SCP, and the control of
changes associated with site characterization plans, studies,
and individual investigations.

In the rminutes from the Decerber, 1985, meeting with the

DOE on Q&, the NRC staff expressed concern “that the
traceability of QA requirements from the administrative
procedures to the detailed technical procedures could be
hindered by an insufficient level of detail in the QA
administrative procedures referenced in the SCP." The NRC
requested examples be provided prior to submittal of the SCP
ghowing the hierarchy of docuzments which define and
inplement QA measures. The DOE agreed to provide this
information by September 30, 1986.

DOE-STATES/INDIZN TRIBES AGREEMENTS

1.

For Federal site(s) the DOE will prepare:

a. A 15=-20 page letter report to describe the
following items, for on-going activities and planned
site characterization activities to be initiated
between Presidential approval of site recommendation

and SCP issuance:
1. Llist of on-going tests;
2. List of planned tests;



3. Rationale for activitié51 and
4. Tie-in to SCP's.

b. HKeetings will be arranged between the DOE-
Project Office(s) and States and Indian Tribes to
discuss the letter report and identify workshops
to cover tests in more detail.

2. For non-Federal site(s) the DOE wiil provide:

Copies of plans for studies to be conducted at a
candidate site(s) prior to issuance of the SCP for
review prior to implementation. These study plans will
follow the content requirement per this meeting
agreenent, and include:

—/
1. Rationale for each study and
2. Relationship of the study to the SCP.
The review period for these plans will be negotiated
between the affected States, Indian Tribes, and the DOE
Salt Repository Project Office.
Y
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