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MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Hubert J. Miller, Chief
Repository Projects Branch
Division of Waste Management

Robert J. Wright
Repository Projects Branch
Division of Waste Management

FEWER DRAFTS OF PROJECT DOCUMENT

There are a number of ways in which the technical branches can help us keep to
a minimium the number of drafts of a project document. Enclosed are: (1) an
outline of the steps the BWIP section been following to prepare a project
document: (2) a listing of what is required in a project document; and (3) the
WMPB draft guidance on how to write comments.

Enclosures 2 and 3, if implemented by the technical branches, will help reduce
the number of iterations between the technical branches and WMRP.

Robert J. Wright
Repository Projects Branch
Division of Waste Management

Enclosures:
1. Steps in Preparation of a Project
2. Requirements for Preparation of a
3. Guidance on Comment Writing

Document
Project Document



Draft as of 84/06/11/ejc
Draft as of 84/06/14/mkg

GUIDANCE ON COMMENT WRITING

1. Completeness

Our review comments should contain sufficient information for a third party
knowledgeable about the high-level waste program (i.e., someone besides the
writer or addressee who may be thoroughly aware of surrounding details) to be
able to follow what is going on. The comments must stand on their own and
clearly and completely communicate specifically what problems we have with a
document, program, or work element, etc.

The reviewer must avoid making unsupported statements or sweeping
generalizations which require subsequent quantification or technical
elaboration. Failure to provide a complete technical rationale may result in
additional coordination and iscussion with the staff reviewer in
order to develop a complete, fair and defensible comment. The following
paragraph illustrates an incomplete review comment as it appeared in an early
draft of a comment document.

The ESTP has not considered retrievability, sealing, waste package and
other engineered barriers testing. The NRC has serious concerns about
putting off tests that could be needed to support a License Application.

The more complete analysis, prepared for the final draft, addresses the
significance and proposes a general approach for resolving the problem:

The ESTP does not include testing of concepts on retrievability, sealing,
waste package and other engineered barriers. The DOE should explicitly
address and provide supporting rationale for what testing, if any, DOE
considers is required in these areas to support making the findings that
must be made during construction authorization proceedings against all of
the performance objectives, requirements and criteria contained in 10 CFR
60. As indicated previously (most recently in NRC staff comments on the
Mission Plan), the license application must be complete with respect to
design information and supporting data and and analysis to make such
findings. (see comment number 3 under Section C, "Comments on
Geomechanics.")

The reviewer must recognize uncertainties in data and information that could
point to several interpretations. For example, consider the following comment
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from our review of a draft EIS on the disposal of decommissioned, defueled
Naval submarine reactor plants:

It is stated, in Section 1.H., that the activity concentrations were
calculated on the basis of the reactor compartment volume, and that the
"disposal package" would be in the category of Class B stable waste. The
determination is questionable since 99.9 percent of the total
radioactivity would be contained within the reactor pressure vessel. It
would be more consistent with the pathway evaluations performed to
determine the waste classification system limits, if the concentrations in
such a heterogeneous waste form were based on the volume of the pressure
vessel rather than on the total volume of the reactor compartment. Thus,
it is possible that the waste could be classified as Class C waste (10 CFR
61.55). The waste classification analysis conducted by the Navy should be
reevaluated in the final EIS to determine if additional disposal measures
would be required at the disposal facility.

In raising concerns, making comments and criticisms, the reviewer should
explicitly anticipate and, in the analysis, deal with the major
counterarguments that might be made to the criticism. This must be done for
fairness, objectivity, and also for self-defense---as a check, and for maximum
effectiveness in delivering a point.

2. Be Concrete and Specific

The reviewer must clearly identify the underlying concern in a comment so that,
in the response, attention is not given to something other than the real
concern. Concrete, specific examples may be needed to support the comment. The
guidance that we provide should be laid out in a logical, systematic fashion.

The following is another example of a review commment first as it appeared in
draft form and then as it was written in the final version:

The ESTP has omitted an important objective of exploratory shaft
construction, namely: preliminary characterization of the reference
repository location block (RRL). It is necessary for the test plan to
provide an adequate discussion of this basic objective of the ES
construction.

Now, the final version:

The ESTP has omitted an important objective of exploratory shaft
construction, namely: preliminary characterization of the reference
repository location block (RRL). It is necessary for the test plan to
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provide an adequate discussion of this basic objective of the ES
construction. For example, the test block, including the lateral
boreholes occupies an area of roughly 500 feet by 500 feet, i.e., one-
hundredth of a square mile. However, the RRL block covers an area of
approximately 20 square miles, and the underground portion of a repository
would occupy about 3 square miles. The ESTP should discuss the adequacy
of the test volume to establish the representativeness of the rock being
tested. Discussions should outline a methodology of integrating the data
from the ES tests and those from the surface boreholes, and any other
existing data including those which can be demonstrated to be applicable
from the Near Surface Test Facility, to characterize the RRL.

Explicit discussions should be made of the scenarios for which the ES test
data may not be representative of the entire RRL block. For example,
non-representativeness resulting from structural and stratigraphic
inhomogeneities and unpredictable tectonic features in the basalt flows
should be considered. (See Chapter 4 of NUREG 0960, Vol. 1 for detailed
discusions on uncertainties about stratigraphic and structural
discontinuities.) Alternative approaches to bound the uncertainties in
the repository system performance should be presented.

3. Say Specifically What is Wrong

The comment should succinctly state what is wrong and what should be done to
correct the problem. If there is missing information, or other deficiencies,
the reviewer must provide specific guidance on what is needed. The reviewer
must strike the right balance between providing sufficient guidance and not
being overly prescriptive.

4. State What the Importance or Significance of the Comment is

Document review comments and criticisms must convey the significance of the
concern being raised. The staff reviewer should indicate why the concern is
important and what should be considered to resolve the concern. The comment
should generally follow the facts/discussion/action format:

FACTS - a brief review of relevant past actions leading to a statement of
the facts at hand. The comment should progress from general background
information to a statement of specific facts that define the problem.

DISCUSSION - a discussion of all significant aspects of the problem that
will bear upon the decision being made. Facts previously presented are
analyzed.
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ACTION - statement of action that is needed, that is to be taken, or that
is recommended. Also, the conditions upon which action will be taken are
summarized.

5. Structure of Comment Package

The comment package should be a complete product of the review, and should
describe detailed and general comments. The comment package consists of the
following linking elements:

a. Letter of Transmittal: This should contain a statement of subject
and purpose of the comment document. Comments or concerns of special
interest or significance should be introduced to the reader.
Conclusions and recommendations may also be included. As an example,
a copy of the BWIP ESTP letter is attached.

b. General Comments: A section for general comments should be included
as an attachment to the letter of transmittal. These are major
comments that relate to the overall document or program being

reviewed,
rather than to limited or specific aspects.

c. Specific Comments: Specific comments should also appear in a separate
section and enclosed to the comment package. These are detailed
comments and should identify the page and paragraph containing the
concern being addressed.

d. NRC Contractor's Comments: When appropriate, the NRC contractors
comments are enclosed as appendices for informational purposes.

6. Other Points

Comments should be completely developed and well focused, and only one concern
should be raised in a paragraph. The structural organization of a comment
should be as follows:

a. Develop one technical concern per paragraph.

b. State the concern at the beginning of the comment.

c. Indicate the significance of the concern.

d. Suggest what is needed to resolve the concern. This may require more
than one paragraph.
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The reviewer should avoid excessive use of jargon, and use the simplest words
that will accurately convey the message. The comment should make sense not
only to the technical specialist but also to the person who will make decisions
based on the comment. Additional guidance and detailed information on writing
style and organization are contained in NUREG-0650. Guidelines, issued to the
staff for the preparation of the BWIP SCA, are also enclosed for guidance.

Enclosures:
1. BWIP ESTP Letter
2. SCA Preparation Guidelines
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D. C.

Mr. O.L. Olson
Project Manager
Basalt Waste Isolation Project Office
U. S. Department of Energy
P. O. Box 550
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Olson:

Enclosed are our follow-up comments on the Exploratory Shaft Test Plan,
BWI-TP-007 (ESTP) that was discussed during the BWIP/NRC workshop held in
Richland on November 29 through December 2, 1983.

Our comments are presented in three sections. Section A includes general
comments that address NRC concerns which apply to the overall ESTP and
would be of interest to reviewers in all technical areas. Specific
comments about the hydrogeologic issues in the ESTP are provided in
Section B, while specific comments on geomechanics appear in Section C.
There are no follow-up comments on geologic issues; geologic matters were
discussed during the workshop, and comments were presented in the Summary
Meeting Notes.

For your information, we have included our contractors' comments as
appendices to the enclosure. As a matter of routine, these are placed in
the public document rooms.

Except for coupled conditions, discussed in the next paragraph, we agree
that the proposed test plan includes the tests that will be needed to
make license application findings. However, we are not convinced that
the amount of proposed testing will be sufficient as presented. The
additional testing that could be needed cannot be settled until DOE
establishes (1) how much performance will be expected from the various
engineered and natural system components and (2) the degree of
conservatism built into performance analysis. The need for additional
testing could affect the ESTP test schedule. We note, in this
connection, that the testing schedule makes no provision for
contingencies.

We are concerned that the ESTP does not address the issue of coupled
thermomechanical and hydrologic conditions associated with waste
emplacement. This is a point that we have raised frequently over the
past several years (see references identified in Item 3 of Section A).
The ESTP does provide for mining of full scale openings over a limited
area, and conventional tests are proposed to measure specific parameters
relating to underground construction. However, neither direct testing of
coupled behavior, nor demonstration that coupled behavior is unimportant,
appears to be planned.
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In our view, the approach to underground testing in the ESTP could be
acceptable only if certain other conditions are met. These are the
following:

a. In evaluating overall repository performance, no credit is
taken for that portion of the rock that cannot be evaluated
adequately without direct testing of coupled thermal effects.

b. The components of the natural system, for which performance
credit is taken, are characterized adequately for evaluation of
overall repository performance.

c. Components of the engineered system, such as the waste package,
are designed with adequate conservatism to compensate for, or
reduce, uncertainties with respect to the coupled thermal
mechanical, hydrologic and geochemical conditions that will be
encountered. As examples of conservatism in design, we would
cite such matters as: -- (1) limiting of thermal loading to
temperatures that are low enough so that performance
predictions can be reliably made; and (2) thickening of waste
container walls to increase confidence in waste isolation.

d. As with all site charcterization tests, the tests that support
the design of the engineered system are carried out under
conditions that bound repository conditions. This means that
the design of the tests takes into account the full range of
hydro-thermal conditions that are expected to be encountered.

If you have any questions, please call me at FTS 427-4674.

Sincerely,

Robert J. Wright
Senior Technical Advisor
Repository Projects Branch
Division of Waste Management

Enclosures:
1. Follow-up comments on the Exploratory Shaft Test Plan, BWI-TP-007

(ESTP)
2. Contractors comments
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ENCLOSURE 1
06/20/84

STEPS IN PREPARATION
(PRESENT

OF A PROJECT DOCUMENT
PRACTICE)

STEP

1. Draft is reviewed by BWIP section for scope, coverage, correlation with
other project and NRC documents, emphasis on key points. This review
usually leads to reorganization of the draft by the technical section.

2. Reorganized draft is reviewed by BWIP section for clarity of expression,
construction of sections and paragraphs, consistency of usage throughout
document. Numerous editorial suggestions are made.

3. Final tuning of text by
contents made jointly.
BWIP section.

technical section. Decision on cover letter
Preparation of draft cover letter normally done by

4. Final text is prepared by technical section; cover letter is
BWIP section.

prepared by

5. Concurrences sought from all contributors and appropriate section leaders.
Minor requests for changes in document are occasionally made.
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ENCLOSURE 2
06/20/84

REQUIREMENTS FOR PREPARATION OF A PROJECT DOCUMENT

Technical quality
Is it up to professional standards? Does the document make the
proper points with appropriate emphasis and interrelationships among
the points?

Completeness
Is the technical support for the points (comments, concerns,
observations, positions) adequately documented? Is the document
defensible with the technical rationale in place so as to handle
counter arguments?

Clarity
Is the document organized to make its points effectively? Are the
sentences and paragraphs clear and succinct? Is the grammer and
syntax up to professional standards?

Consistency
Is the document consistent with current and past technical positions?
(Note: any differences should be explained.) Is the document
consistent with earlier statements and guidance to DOE (e.g.,
comments on DOE Mission Plan)? Is the document internally
consistent?

Form and content
Are comments presented in an appropriate form? Are all needed
sections covered, such as the purpose, background, scope, type of
data reviewed (for data reviews), and relationship to previous
documents (1OCFR60, USTPs, and NUREG-0960)?

Coordination
Has proper coordination been made with other branches, RES, ELD?


