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MEMORANDUM FOR: Dade W. Moeller, Chairman
Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste

FROM: Paul Shewmon, ACRS Member..'

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF WASTE PACKAGE MATERIALS PROGRAM

On May 16 I went to the NRC Building at White Flint to discuss the HLW
waste package. I met with Bob Browning and Joe Bunting, separately,
and had a several hour review with the NRC technical staff and their
contractors from the SWRI and NBS (now NIST).

Much of the time was spent discussing what should, or could, be done
to better define the "substantially complete containment" criteria
which 1OCFR60.113 says the container must provide for the first
300-1000 yr. This is ambiguous, and it is desirable to have something
more quantitative for the designer and regulator to work with. Some
would like to have a rule written to better define this. Others feel
that we aren't yet knowledgeable enough to do this, and that the
flawed rule one could write now would cause more contention than no
rule.

Dr. Interante (NIST, contractor) has written a paper on the elements
of what might be acceptable as a 'proof' that only an acceptable
number of packages would fail during the containment period. His
points were:

1) the cannisters will be built so as to assure that each is a
quality product -- good material, good fabrication, and
demonstrably sound as made.

2) the environment will be characterized for the containment
period, and possible challenges and alterations will be
identified. These will be understood well enough to show
that their impact on release rate will be acceptable.

3) the confirmation testing will be done during the period
between emplacement and closure to test the validity of the
models and other information used in 2).

1) is something that could be spelled out now, but hasn't been. 2) is
much harder. It would appear to the NRC staff that DOE/NRC could go a Pol
good ways in defining acceptable tests and test conditions, but there
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has been little or no progress in this area. Where the going gets
-tougher is how to put limits on the tests that DOE must do to provide
an acceptable basis for this 'proof'. Any good corrosion man can find
conditions that will crack, or pit, most any alloy, and proving that
nothing like this could ever happen in the repository is something
like establishing how many angels could dance on the head of a pin. 3)
is something that DOE hasn't committed to on their own, but seems so
reasonable and obvious to the NRC staff that I am sure DOE will see
the light.

HLWM is having their contractors develop a technical basis for what
can be done to define 'substantially complete containment', and then
the Natl. Matl. Advisory Board (of NAS/NAE/NRC) will set up a group to
do a peer review of the technical basis. The hope is that when all
this is done the technical basis for an adequate rule will be in hand.

We also talked some about the "point papers" that we were given at the
last ACNW meeting that dealt with the review of the SCP. It was
useful, and I had the feeling that the final set of point papers will
differ some from the draft set we received.
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