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MEMORANDUM FOR: --John B. Martin, Director . -~ NCostanzi :
" Diviston of Waste Management ~Dacket File WMiz -

. Docket ¥/f
_FROM: Jares C. Malaro, Chief POR ~ » o
S High-Level Waste Licensing Management Branch o o

. SUBJECT:  MEETING REPORT - | -

o, Time: Tuesday, October 16, 1979 at 9: 30 &.m.- 12:00 pann.
© Place: NRC Offfces, Willste Buflding, Sfiver Spring, D S

Subject: Utiiity Waste Management Group (UWMG) commentsson a draft of NRC = - f
High-LeveT Haste Management Regulations (10 CFR Part 60) : LA
,:'Attendees' B I | | I -
Owen H. Daids,POGEE Frank A. Costanzi, SO Regls Boyle, WML |
n ‘Walton A. Rodger, NSAI - - C. W. Nfisen, SD - ‘Michael Kearney. wwpr
Joseph A. Lieberman, NSAI W. R. Ott, SD -J. B. Martin, WM :
o . A. David Rossin, Comm. Eff{son _E. F. Contf, SD M. J. Bell, WMHG
| Maurice Axelzad, LNRAST Fred Forscher, SD RE E. Browning,. vml* :
o J. Surmefer, WMPI =~ D. J. Fehringer, NMHT
/ ' Lawrence A, White, WMHT - Seth M. Coplan, WMHT
- .Edward F. Hawkins, WMHL Edward Regnier, WMHL
Summagy of Discussion- _ n o o T i"e 5
" The UWMG opened the meeting by stating that they had serious reservations ebout the f
strawman regulations (10 CFR 60). In particular they: , | o
. Questioned the advisability of requiring ‘the characterization of. miitiple _ é
repository sites, Further, they belfeve that 1f such a requirement were E
to be imposed, 1t wshotid be in the technical rule and not in the procedurel 3
portfon of the rule. They stated that such 2 requirement was directing !
- rather than regulating the DOE program.k o
. §tt§ed that the draft regulation did not properiy apply the systems approach
- sten'as oppos~dito the geoi ' !
ermeer he gystens dppro '
sumnansdx oyl d. be optim zed- together-For-2- single
‘Aﬂ}; .....“...u-. u-o.uu.-. sssepassnspeusgacessesceafiocucccasnsccnsnacesnsossscthesctrconcsrorersesnsnse . ‘ . y
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S Expressed concern that the retrievability required in the draft regulation

" . ‘Believe the rule should state that the need for a waste disposal facility |

4 - characterization of a site.
 UWMG:. | |
The requirement for complete characterization of several sites is not appropriate':

. to formal NRC review, but. this needs to be done at only one site. Characteriaatfon

John_B-.vMart‘i_n ,'_ A - 2- HOV 9 197? “

rationale should be presented for Values even for & so called strawman
regulation.

vas a requirement for retrievab{lity over a perfod of 110-130 years.

They are concerned that this {s essentially.a return to the old retrievable

surface storage faciifty (RSSF) concept excebt for the storage being deep

- storage instead of surface storage. They noted that the retrievable surface
" storage fac{lity concept had not been found acceptable. that the current -

“requirement for retrievability for 110-130 years-was putting off the

-decisfon .on disposal for two generations and\wilY¥ most\probably not be

any more acceptable than the RSSF concept waé\ .

Expressed concern that the concept of ALARA was not being properly applied -
in the waste management regulatfons. That as applied in the current draft -
regulatfons, 1t effectively required looking for the bett site and not -
Just an acceptable site. ‘ -

~

-has ‘been determined, thus, resolving the issue of need dufing the rulemaking
- . on 10CFR60 regulation instead of resolving that issue in site specific

1icensing hearings. . They believe that. similar decisions on Clinch River

" provide precedent for this befng a programmatic decision which should be

resolved at an early stage. .

This was followed by additional discussion of the following principal issues. ' 1
Multiple Sites o '
NRC Staff

The procedural portion of the draft rule requires characterizatfon at

several sftes, but leaves open the issue of whether or not a shaft must -

be sunk at these sites. The technical portfon of rule, which will follow

the procedural portion, encourages and may require the sinking Of . shafts for

‘at this time. It {s appropriate for DOE to sink a shaft to obtatin data .prior

of alternate sites does not require equal data on sites other than the preferred
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Y alternative._ The precedents established in. the Seabrook Ticensing actfon .
support this view. The costs of multiple site characterfzation have been L .
_ underestimated by the NRC staff. They be%}éxe that characterization of mu1t1ple .
sites will cause delays in the implementation of waste management and that in
the evaluation of the need for charac/erization of multiple sftes the NEPA
balance should include thewddks of 1oss of the nuclear power option, - "They o]
believe that the characterization of multiple sites is more properly a technfcal
- decisfon than a procedural decision and that this decision should bave the T
© . benefits of peer review before such a requirement 1s imposed. Further they
- believe that exploration of multiple sftes {s fundamentally a programmatic '
{ssue. They pofnt out the pessibility that a Presidential dedision could direct
S DOE to submit an applfcation to NRC after exploring either one or some specific.
- number of sites and belfeve that fn such an dnstance it would be NRC's proper
~ role_to review the application so submitted by DOE. They pofrited out that 1t {s
not the function of NRC to assure that the sfte selected andxthe application
submitted by DOE will be acceptable, and that the NRC shouldnot prejudge
_whether or not‘DOE will err in {ts site selection procedures.

NRC Staff: -

. The staff expressed the strong felling that the characterization of mu1t1p1e
sites 1s the best way to proceed in that in the long run it will result in a
shorter licensing review schedule and a greater probability that there will be

o sufficient information to support a licensing . decision.

yf.d '7 ' The UWMG stated that they beiieve NRC's fee!ing are premature.

A . : CONA L
- Systems Approach o a .-j ) : ~ N\
-\ UWMG. | . o T \‘ R | . - ;'/
- | N
' The UWMG believes that NRC is splitting the waste repository eva]uation R NN
into two systems, engineered barriers and geologic barriers, where in ' \\\f
- fact the ®ntire repository shoudd be considered ‘and eva]uated as a R

: single totel system. :
NRC: Staff:

The NRC responded that the first 1000 years of storage, while the radiotoxicity 1
-~ of the waste is reduced by about five orders of magnitude, fs the most important.
" . Therefore we haee added the waste form and repository design requirements ,
for.the first 1000 years to provide additional protection and have adaopted
the requirements for a low leach rate after the first 1000 years. We have
put specific performance requirements on the components of the system to .,
give the designers something to “"shoot for“. The méaning of a systems
approach s not we11 defined. Few people {f anyone seem to know what 1s -
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The UWMG pointed out that they belfeve tﬂﬁt theytoxicity of the wastes reaches ,
that of the original ore body after 300 years, but were.not overly concerned
about the practical significance of the difference between the 300 and 1000

~years for the initial containment perfod. The UWMG pointed out that they

prefer to distinguish between isolation and containment with containment meaning a
keeping the wastes within the confines of 1{ts place of intérment to the :
degree necessary to prevent significant Jeakage to biosphere which results in

~ harm to the ganeral public, and fsolation meaning emplacing the wastes in -

&place or manner that humans are not lfkely to intrude and come into centact °

_with a concentrated waste form. They belfeve thit during the initdal time
period, when-quantities of wastes are stil1 relatively large, containment

‘1s important. They agree that for the first}1000 years NRC's approach of

requiring containment 1s correct. After the wastes reach the toxicity levels
of a natural ore body, containment §s no Tonger the most {mportant objective,
but the high concentriition of the wastes creates a continuing need for {solation.
That is to say, the most 1ikely harm to regult would be from intrusion by man-
dfrectly into the reposfitory and that inssuch fnstance the high localized

concentrations of wastes would present a significant hazard. Therefore, they

P

‘suggest that after the inftia) period when large quantities have decayed it
‘would desirable to reduce the Tocal concentratfons of the wastes byaallowing

1imited migration from the container and that therefore the NRC's requirement
which restricts leach rates after the 1n1t1a1 1000 year time period is 1n fact’
counterproductive. B ,

The UWMG observed that there was no apparent connection made between the toxfcity

\ {ofian ore body and doses recefved by anyone 1n the publfc, that without a

‘pointed out that the differences in to

. “Todel of pathways and a calcylation of impacts on the biosphere and on the

population there would be no basis for the quantitdtive numbers fn the regu1ation. ;

They fnquired {1f there was any modeling analyses available to jJustify numbers :

such as the requirement for 1000 years of contafnment by the waste form and N
iicity between spent fuel and high-levél

- -wastes would seem to require different time frames of containment for each.

Thé UWMG also observed that increased degrees of containment by the waste form '

< could be provided at increasing levels of cost.to nearly any degree desired.
- They expressed the hope that a quantitative requirement, supported by

ana]ysis. could be estab1ished as opposed to/using an ALARA concept.

NRC staff: ~ - i/ﬂ

- NRC responded that, while no current results of modeling are available, our’

contractors in Sandia are in the process of such modeling and-analytical work.
We have based our criterion on providing reasonable assurance of contéinment.

i‘ﬂﬂ

ometftr the 1n1t1aq
';"‘"hts yet. to. be res

erfod by redu ‘tion of concehtrations. THe
containment period by red it sveer thel RTETAT Toou fyears™
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. Retrievability
CuMe:

-_~retr!evability also reduce subsidence and th

. @ more exposed position.for a consfderable time period.
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The UWMG éxpressed?concern‘that NRC's retrievability requirements effectively

“mean that the current generation s not gofng to dispose of the wastes but

will leave. the decistons on disposal §o furture generatfons. They also

- suggested that during the long perfod ofrretrievability the wastes w111 be
11ess safe than if stored in & non-retrievable mode. :

- The UWMG exgressed concern with the requirement that adequate storage capacity

for a1l wastes in the repository be provided on the surface near the repository

, in case retrieval should be necessary.

‘ NRC Staff:

-

;e The staff agreed that the requirement fOr surface storage may weil not be
- approprfate and will reassess the need for it.

'The staff stated thﬁt its requirements for retrieVabiiity may not preclude

backfi1ling of the repository during construction. The NRC has changed the
draft requirements so that they no longer require that the wastesbe removed as -
quickly as it was emp]aced _ ] S

The staff pointed out that the conservative ivil designs necessary to assure
is may increase Tong term safety.

UWMG: . : . "; S o P . “ o ‘1

The . UWMG respondéd that they agree stable civii designs are a good objective. 35
but they can be mplemented without a concurrent requirement for retrievability, -,
‘In 1tseff the requirement for retrievability will mean leaving the wastes in N

\

) The UWMG expressed 1ts apprecfation for the opportunity to present {ts views

to the NRC and a desire to continue the discussfons at a later date.

Jdames C. Malaro, Chief

High-level Wasfe Licensing
Managemfnt Branch . -

Division of Waste Management
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