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NOTE TO: Dan Martin
Technical Assistant, OCM/IS

Regis Boyle
Technical Assistant, OCM/FR

Seth Coplan
Technical Assistant, OCM/KR

Janet Kotra
Technical Assistant, OCM/JC

Kay Whitfield
Technical Assistant, OCM/GD

FROM: James Blaha
Assistant for Operations, OEDO

SUBJECT: NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES REVIEW OF SUPPORT
FOR EPA HLW STANDARDS

Several months ago, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) offered to carry out

seven items of technical work to assist the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA) in developing the technical support for EPA's high-level waste

(HLW) standards. Now that DOE has completed its work, a review of the results

is to be conducted September 23 and 24 by the National Academy of Sciences'

Board on Radioactive Waste Management. Enclosed are: (1) the agenda for the

Board's relow, (2) preliminary NRC staff views on DOE's products, (Z} NRC

staff comments on an earlier draft reports of DOE's work, and (4) the final

reports of DOE's projects.

fssstant for Operations, OEDO

Enclosures: As stated
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NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL
COMMISSION ON GEOSCIENCES, ENVIRONMENT, AND RESOURCES
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Milton Hare BFulding

Room 456
2001 V%¶cain Avenue. NW. 2 7September 18, 1992

Dear Workshop Participant:

Attached is a tentative agenda for the National Research Council's workshop on
the DOE technical basis for its views on the EPA draft revised high-level radioactive
waste standard, 40 CFR 191.

Please note that the location of the workshop has been changed to the
National Academy of Sciences (NAS) main building (Lecture Room) on
Constitution Avenue at 21 Street N.W., and C Street. A revised shuttle schedule
showing arrival and departure times at the NAS facility is at the bottom of this letter. If
you plan to use the Washington Metro, the station is Foggy Bottom. The shuttle picks
up and drops off at this station. It lies between the Georgetown Facility (GF) and NAS,
so you can judge the time from this.

If you have further questions, please call me at 202-334-2748.

Sincerely,

Ina B. Alterman
Senior Staff Officer
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DRAFT 40 CFR 191 WORKSHOP AGENDA

NAS Lecture Roorn
2101 Constitution Avenue. N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20418
September 23-24, 19Q2
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WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1992

8:30 am

8:40 am

8:50 am

9:00 am

Chris Whipple
Welcomne & Upening Remarks

Margo Oge
Int'odctory Remarks

John Roberts
Itnirductory Renw,*s

James Martin
introduction - Histoncal Perspective

Chairman, BRWM

EPA

DOE

Univ of Michigan

SESSION I: Aftemative Approaches to Standgrds for Human Intrus9on - Chair, Dan Reichor

9:30 am

10:00 am

10:15 am

10:30 am

10:50 cm

11:00 am

11:10 am

11:20 am

12:30 pm

Fehon Blngham
Technical Basi for DOE Position

EPA Comments

Questions from the Board

Discussion

Break

Thomas Kabole

James Chonnell

Donald Hancock

Discussion of Session I Issues

Lunch

Sandia Natf Labs

SRA Technology

EEG

SWR & Info Ctr

I
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SESSION I): Treatment of Uncertainty In 10.000 Years vy 1.000 Years - Chair, Kirk Nordstom

1:30 pm

2:00 pm

2:16 pm

2:30 pm

2:46 pm

3:00 pm

3:30 pm

6:30 pm

James Duguld
Technical Basis for DOE Posidon

EPA Comments

Questions from the Board

Discussion

Loring Mills

Benjamin Ross

Break

0(3cusslon of Session II Issues

Recess

INTERA

Edison Electric Inst.

Disposal Safety Inc.

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 1992

SESSION Illi: TRU Waste Criteria Epu1valenee - Chair, John Gsrrick

6:30 am

9:00 am

9:15 am

9:46 Gm

10:00 am

10:20 am

11:30 pm

Robert Klett
Technical Ba¢SL for DOE Posidon

EPA Comments

Questions from the Board

James Channell

Break

Discussion of Session IiI Issues

Lunch

Sandia Nat! Labs

EEG
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SESSION IV: The CollectIve Dose Alternative and Multicolumn TabON I - Chair, Sol Burstein

12:30 pm

1:00 pm

1:15 pm

1:30 pm

1:40 pm

1:60 pm

3:00 pm

Summary of Sessions:

3:30 pm

3:4S pm

4:00 pM

4:16 pm

4:30 pm

6:00 pm

Robert Kletn
TCchnical easi: for DOE Position

EPA Comments

Questions from the Board

Robert Budniltz

Robert Williams

Discussion of Session IV Issues

Break

Session I - Dan Reicher

Session II - Kirk Nordstrom

Session Ill - John Garrick

Session IV - Sol Burstein

Chris Whipple
Final Comments

Adjourn

Sandia Natl Labs

Future Resources Inc.

EPRI

Chairman. BRWM
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DRAF! -
NRC Staff Views on

DOE Technical Analyses
for EPA's HLW Standards

Issue: Human Intrusion

DOE Recommendation: Remove evaluations of potential human intrusion from the
CCDF. Require a deterministic demonstration that the release from drilling will
not exceed loX the tables of release limits. EPA's guidance would specify the
frequency and consequence assumptions to be used for estimating releases from
drilling. DOE's proposal would apparently require no consideration of other
types of human-induced releases (e.g., greenhouse effect or alteration of
groundwater flow by pumping).

Implications: Relaxes the standards in four ways. First, EPA's 1985 guidance
implies a probability of one that drilling will occur. If that guidance were
followed, EPA's 1985 standards would have limited releases to IX EPA's table,
rather than loX as now recommended by DOE. Second, DOE's proposed release limits
for releases to land (see Multimode Release Limits, below) are generally 10 - 100
times higher than EPA's 1985 release limits. Third, DOE's proposal would allow
releases from natural processes and events alone to be IX or 1oX the release
limits, depending on probability. EPA's 1985 standards would have applied the
release limits to the combined releases from both natural e*ents and from human-
initiated disruptions. Finally, DOE's proposal appears to place no restrictions
on human-induced releases, other than drilling, while EPA's 1985 standards seemed
to require incorporation of all human-induced processes and events if the
estimated probabilities are greater than 1/10,000 over 10,000 years.

NRC Staff July 1 Comment; DOE's earlier proposal called for a qualitative,
rather than a numerical, evaluation of human-induced releases. The NRC staff
expressed no objection to DOE's general concept, but noted a potential
jurisdictional problem with the wording proposed by DOE. Specifically, DOE's
proposal would not have been a *generally applicable environmental standard"
since it would not have contained "limits on radiation exposures or levels, or
concentrations or quantities of radioactive material, in the general environment

Current NRC Staff View: DOE's current proposal is attractive in two ways.
First, it eliminates the potential jurisdictional problem by providing a
numerical standard for Judging the acceptability of potential releases from
drilling. Second, it seems to eliminate potential speculation about future human
activities near a repository site, while still providing a test-of repository
safety in light of the natural resource potential of the site. Of course, the
appropriate level of allowable releases from drilling (1X, lOX or some other
value) is EPA's decision, and the NRC staff has no basis for endorsing DOE's
recommendation for a limit of 1OX.

Issue: Three-Bucket Approach

DOE Recommendation: Retain in the proposed standards as an option. However, DOE
finds "difficulties that keep it from being a completely acceptable way to



demonstrate compliance."

Implications: DOE could encounter unexpected difficulties producing and
defending probability estimates for rare geologic events, including volcanism at
Yucca Mountain.

NRC Staff JulY 1 Comment: The NRC staff's earlier comment provided an
explanation of the "three-bucket approach," revised regulatory text to clarify
the concept, and responses to several questions raised by DOE regarding the
proposal.

Current NRC Staff View: Agree with DOE that this alternative should be retained
as an option.

Issue: Multimode Release Limits

DOE Recommendation: At least four concepts are bundled together in this
proposal. (1) DOE recommends that EPA's 1985 table of release limits be
replaced with separate limits for releases to the land surface, a well, a river,
or the ocean. (2) Releases to the atmosphere (e.g., gaseous release of C-14)
would no longer be limited by EPA's cumulative release limits. (3) EPA's 1985
accessible environment/controlled area boundary would be replaced by 'points of
compliance," defined as locations where DOE expects environmental releases to
occur. (4) DOE could increase the allowable release limits of the standards by
application of 'site adjustment factors" derived by determining the fraction of
a river or an aquifer likely to be contaminated by a release.

Implications: The assumptions used by DOE to derive the well release limits are
not always clear and, in some cases, may be questionable. For example, DOE
assumed that the fraction of aquifer flow used for irrigation and drinking water
would be the same as estimated by EPA for rivers (0.1 and 0.00013, respectively).
If the NAS review does not probe these assumptions, the NRC staff will need to
do so. DOE's proposed release limits for releases to the land surface are
generally 10-100 times higher than the release limits of the 1985 standards.
This degree of relaxation of the release limits would mean that, at Yucca
Mountain, potential releases by volcanic activity would probably no longer be of
concern.

Application of DOE's concepts will be more complicated than DOE suggests. For
example, some radionuclides released through a well will eventually enter a river
through discharge from a sanitary sewer or through erosion of farm land. Such
transfers were apparently not considered by DOE when deriving the well release
limits, so site-specific modeling would be needed when applying the proposed
multimode release limits.

The "point of compliance" concept appears unworkable because of the
impracticality of trying to exercise long-term control over portions of the
environment outside the controlled area.

The "site adjustment factor" concept seems technically unsupportable. It is
based on an assumption that the population impacts resulting from release to a
river are proportional to the product of the volume flow rate of the river and
the length of the river. If DOE wants to make site-specific adjustments to the



release limits in an attempt to remove potential conservatism, it would make more
sense to directly estimate the parameters of interest -- the fractions of river
flow used for irrigation and for ingestion as drinking water. WSite adjustment
factors' derived from those parameters would have a technically supportable
basis.

NRC Staff July I Comment: The NRC staff did not object to the general concept
of using different tables of release limits for evaluation of releases to
different points in the environment. The staff did object to the "point of
compliance' concept, noting that it might be difficult for DOE to exercise
effective, long-term control over portions of the environment outside the
controlled area (especially aquifers). The staff also objected to DOE's "site
adjustment factors," noting that they seem to be derived from consideration of
individual, rather than collective, impacts of releases.

Current NRC Staff View: The NRC staff continues to believe that multiple release
limits may be an attractive compromise between the simplicity of the single table
of EPA's 1985 standards and the desire for greater realism that underlies DOE's
collective dose concept (see below). However, better documentation of the
derivation of the release limits is needed. Since EPA's containment requirements
have a "generic ALARA" basis, exclusion of atmospheric releases (or adding
atmospheric release limits that are reasonably achievable) seems an appropriate
solution to the C-14 problem. The NRC staff continues to object to the "point
of compliance" and "site adjustment factor" concepts for the reasons stated
above.

Issue: Collective Dose

DOE Recommendation: At DOE's option, compliance could be demonstrated for a
collective (population) dose limit rather than with a table of release limits.
DOE anticipates combining collective dose and cumulative material release
estimates in a single performance assessment. A "standard biosphere" would be
defined for use when making collective dose estimates. The same collective dose
limits would apply to each facility, regardless of the amount of waste disposed
in it. Despite drafting errors in the collective dose chapter, it appears that
DOE intends to exclude gaseous and human-initiated releases from collective dose
estimates.

Implications: For many remote sites, a collective dose option would allow much
larger releases than EPA's 1985 table of release limits. An exception might be
a site where abundant groundwater reserves are projected to be exploited for
irrigation or for drinking water use.

NRC Staff July 1 Comment: The NRC staff recommended that any collective dose
alternative be accompanied by specification of a 'standard biosphere."

Current NRC Staff View: DOE's "standard biosphere" recommendation appears
appropriate.

Issue: TRU Waste Equivalency Unit

DOE Recommendation: (1) Allow 1000 health effects for a "reference size" TRU



waste repository (one containing 20 MCi,
projected for 2013). (2) Apply the release
TRU) initially emplaced.'

about the cumulative U.S. inventory
limits to all radionuclides (not just

Implications: (1) Relaxation of the 1985 EPA release limits by a factor of five
due to the "reference size' concept. (2) Relaxation by an additional (unknown)
amount by deriving the release limits from the initial inventory of all
radionuclides, rather than just the TRU inventory.

NRC Staff July 1 Comment: EPA should provide comparisons with other risks and
standards as part of the derivation of the standards. Having done that, two
units of waste could be considered equivalent if release'to the environment of
the average activity present during 10,000 years would cause an equivalent number
of health effects.

Current NRC Staff View: DOE's logic is not compelling. Rather than equating 20
MCi of defense TRU waste with 100,000 MTHM of commercial spent fuel (1,000 health
effects each), it might be Just as logical to equate 20 MCi of defense TRU with
about 10,000 (equivalent) MTHM of defense HLW. The net effect would be to make
the release limits a factor of 2 more stringent than the 1985 standards instead
of relaxing the release limits by a factor of 5 as DOE proposes. However, this
is not the NRC's issue, and we should probably stay out of it.

Issue: Uncertainty Propagation

DOE Recommendation:
groundwater protection
projection of releases

The time
should be
and doses

period for assessments of individual and
no more than 1,000 years. No requirement for
for 100,000 years should be included.

Implicatiosn: DOE's recommendations b
1985 standards, rather than adopting l
recent EPA Working Drafts. If the
requirements are revised to apply for
than the containment requirements for

would maintain the requirements of EPA's
longer regulatory periods as proposed in
individual and groundwater protection

10,000 years, they may be more stringent
sites like Yucca Mountain.

NRC Staff July 1 Comment: NRC staff has reservations about projections of
repository impacts beyond 10,000 years. DOE did not provide convincing
justification for limiting individual and groundwater impacts estimates to only
the first 1,000 years.

Current NRC Staff View: Limiting the individual and groundwater protection
standards to 1,000 years, and to "undisturbed performance," means those criteria
are not likely to be very significant when evaluating repository safety. The
1,000 year period of applicability was one of the bases of the Federal court
remand of the standards in 1987. If EPA maintains the 1,000 year limit for the
individual and groundwater standards, there will likely be another lawsuit and
possibly another remand. Adoption of a 10,000 period would seem prudent.

Issue: Carbon-14

DOE Recommendation: (1) Exempt gaseous releases from the cumulative release
limits of EPA's containment requirements. (2) Require that the total individual



dose rate, during the first 1,000 years, not exceed 25 mrem/yr, with no more than
10 mrem/yr due to release of gaseous radio-r"lides.

Implications: DOE's recommendation would effectively remove any regulatory
restrictions on gaseous releases of C-14 and, presumably, other radionuclides.

NRC Staff July I Comment: EPA needs to directly face the regulatory significance
of large collective doses composed of tiny (microrem/yr) individual doses to the
entire world population.

Current NRC Staff View: NRC staff does not object to DOE's approach
the rationale for this proposal should elaborate on the regulatory
of large collective doses composed of tiny individual doses.

but believes
significance



UNITED STATES
' HNUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D.C.

JUL 1 99
J. William Gunter, Director
Criteria and Standards Division, ANR-460
Office of Radiation Programs
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Mr. Gunter:

Thank you for the opportunity to review early draft reports of several

technical analyses performed for you by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) as

support for your high-level waste standards. Because of the preliminary nature

of these analyses and DOE's obvious intent to continue working on them, we are

providing only an informal review at this time as you requested. Enclosed are

preliminary NRC staff comments on these early draft reports.

Sincerely,

B. Yoyngblood rec or
Di iSip6 of HighLevel Waste Management
Office of Nuclear Material Safety

and Safeguards

Enclosure:
As stated

cc: John Roberts, DOE



Preliminary NRC Staff Comments on
Draft DOE Technical Analyses

Human Intrusion The NRC staff has no objection to the general concept proposed
by DOE -- i.e., qualitative evaluation of the potential for, and the consequences
of, intrusion (and, presumably, other types of human-initiated releases). In our
view, the analyses of natural resources required by our own regulation would be
quite similar. We note, however, that DOE's proposed text for 40 CFR Part 191
would not constitute an environmental standard since it would not contain "limits
on radiation exposures or levels, or concentrations or quantities of radioactive
material, in the general environment . . .u Accordingly, if EPA chooses to adopt
DOE's recommendation, DOE's text should be incorporated as a non-binding
assurance requirement, rather than as part of the containment requirements.

If EPA chooses to adopt DOE's recommendation, EPA might also wish to consider
whether adjustments would be needed in the table of release limits of the
standards. EPA's release limits were originally Intended to apply to all
releases from both natural and human-initiated disruptions. If human-initiated
releases are to receive a separate, qualitative evaluation, some degree of
reduction in the release limits might be appropriate.

Three-Bucket Aporoach Evaluating the safety of an HLW repository involves
projecting its waste isolation capability within an environment that will evolve
in an uncertain manner. Because we cannot predict with certainty what the future
environmental conditions will be, we must postulate several future conditions
that are representative of the full range of conceivable environmental
conditions. It is neither possible nor necessary to foresee and evaluate all
possible futures. Rather, the 'reasonable assurance (or 'reasonable
expectation") test of repository licensing requires only that a set of potential
future conditions be identified that is reasonably representative of the full
range of possible futures.

A convenient way to evaluate possible future environmental conditions for a
repository is through use of a scenario analysis in which each 'scenario'
represents one possible set of future environmental conditions. For example, one
scenario might include no disruptive environmental conditions, a second might
consist of human intrusion into a repository, fault movement might constitute a
third scenario, and the combination of fault movement and human intrusion might
be a fourth scenario. As illustrated in the December 3, 1991, letter from Robert
N. Bernero to Margo Oge, it is possible to define mutually exclusive scenarios
using a technique similar to the event tree method used in probabilistic risk
analysis. Defining scenarios to be mutually exclusive is a key concept in
understanding the NRC staff's proposed alternative wording for EPA's containment
requirements.

EPA's 1985 containment requirements contained two relevant criteria: (1) there
must be less than one chance in ten that the cumulative release of radioactive
material will exceed EPA's table of release limits, and (2) there must be less
than one chance in one thousand that the cumulative release will exceed ten times
EPA's table.. In addition, EPA's 'Guidance for Implementation* suggested that
categories of events or processes' with less than one chance in ten thousand

need not be considered when evaluating compliance with the containment
requirements. EPA's guidance also suggested that an assessment of repository
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performance should produce a Complementary cumulative distribution function*
(CCOF) indicating the probability of exceeding various levels of cumulative
release. Construction of a CCOF would require estimation of the sizes of
potential releases and of the probabilities with which those releases are
expected to occur.

One effect of EPA's 1985 standards was to limit the size of the permissible
release from any credible release scenario to ten times EPA's table. This limit
applied to all scenarios, regardless of likelihood, provided the scenario has a
probability greater than about 10 to I0 4. (The exact threshold would depend
on the number of scenarios with probabilities in this range.) Importantly, if
an applicant could demonstrate that all credible, mutually exclusive scenarios
have releases less than ten times EPA's table of release limits, that alone would
suffice to demonstrate compliance with the second part of EPA's containment
requirements (less than one chance in one thousand that the cumulative release
will exceed ten times EPA's table). However, the wording of EPA's 1985 standards
also required estimation of the probabilities of unlikely scenarios as well as
estimation of the sizes of the releases. Since probabilities on the order of
10' over 10,000 years will be highly uncertain and contentious, and since they
are not needed to ensure that any credible release will be less than ten times
EPA's table of release limits, the NRC staff developed alternative language for
EPA's standards that would eliminate the need for such probability estimates.

The NRC staff's proposed alternative mimicked EPA's 1985 language, making only
the minimal changes needed to substitute a deterministic release limit applicable
to all scenarios for EPA's probabilistic limit for unlikely releases. In
retrospect, it appears that many misunderstandings of the NRC staff's proposal
would have been avoided if substantially different language had been suggested.
The following regulatory text might better describe the NRC staff's concept.

191.01 ~fntin

* * *

*Scenario* means a hypothetical future set of repository
environmental conditions including any sequence of potentially disruptive
processes and events that is sufficiently credible to warrant
consideration.

* * *

191.12a Conseauence limit

Disposal systems for radioactive waste shall be designed to provide
a reasonable expectation that, for 10,000 years after disposal, the
release of radionuclides caused by any scenario will not exceed ten times
the quantity calculated according to Table I (Appendix A).

191.12b Containment requirement

Oisposal systems for radioactive waste shall be designed to provide
a reasonable expectation that, for 10,000 years after disposal, there will
be at least a 90 percent likelihood that the cumulative release of
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radionuclides to the accessible environment will not exceed the quantity
calculated according to Table 1 (Appendix A).

DOE identifies a number of questions which DOE asserts must be answered before
DOE can evaluate the merit of the three-bucket approach. The NRC staff's views
on each of these questions is presented below.

-How to determine unambiauouslv the bucket into which each seguence of
events and orocesses falls. In the NRC staff's view, there would be no
need to assign scenarios to buckets" based on the likelihoods of the
scenarios. The NRC staff's proposed alternative would apply two separate
criteria to projected repository performance. First, no credible sequence
of processes and events (scenario) could cause a projected release greater
than ten times EPA's table of release limits. This limit would apply to
each scenario, regardless of probability, provided the scenario is
'sufficiently credible to warrant consideration." The second criterion
would require that there be at least a 90 percent likelihood that the
cumulative release, from all credible scenarios, would be less than EPA's
table of release limits. When evaluating compliance with this criterion,
scenarios would need to be included only to the extent necessary to
demonstrate compliance. If, for example, three scenarios have
probabilities of 0.5, 0.39 and 0.01, and if the projected release for each
scenario is less than EPA's table, compliance would have been demonstrated
without need to evaluate any other scenarios, regardless of likelihood.

I

-The Ieaninos of certain terms used in the statements of the approach
(e.g., "seguences." -anticiDated. "sufficiently credible to warrant
consideration." "scenario"). OSequencem would have its plain English
meaning. If the order in which processes or events occur within a
sequence is Important for a performance assessment, two options would be
available: define separate scenarios for each order, or use the worst
(highest release) order as an approximation of all orders containing the
same processes and events. As a practical matter, the latter option will
need to be used in most cases if the number of scenarios is to be kept
manageable.

"Anticipated" was used in the NRC staff's original proposal, but editing
of the staff's comments caused the word to lose all meaning. As indicated
in the revised wording above, the term is not necessary, and its use in
the previous proposal should be Ignored.

OSufficiently credible to warrant consideration" would have the meaning
intended by fPA in itts 1985 standards, i.e., scenario probabilities on the
order of 10 to 10 over 10,000 years. EPA's 1985 standards referred to
the release probability (sum of scenario probabilities) in the containment
requirements, but seemed to refer to scenario probabilities in EPA's
implementation guidance. Therefore, it is impossible to make a direct
numerical translation from EPA's 1985 standards to the NRC staff's
proposed alternative. In any case, the NRC staff considers it more
appropriate to state the concept qualitatively, and to provide numerical
guidance in a format (e.g., a Regulatory Guide) that allows some
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flexibility in application. The important point is that no change is
intended in the scope of analyses that would have been required by EPA's
1985 standards.

OScenarioO would be defined as suggested above.

-The logical consistency of comDaring incomplete CCDFs to limits
originallv established for a complete CCOF. When demonstrating compliance
with regulatory requirements, a demonstration of compliance must be
sufficiently complete to show compliance, but need not be complete in any
absolute sense. Even with EPA's 1985 standards, there would have been no
need to develop a *complete CCDF.0 EPA's 1985 standards required only
less than one chance in ten' of exceeding EPA's table, and 'less than one
chance in one thousand' of exceeding ten times the table. DOE could have
demonstrated compliance without constructing a CCOF at all by merely
showing that the projected release from each mutually exclusive scenario
would be less than EPA's table. Even if that were not possible (if
releases from some scenarios were greater than one), a *complete CCDFO
would not be necessary. In fact, EPA's own guidance recognized this by
acknowledging that scenarios with probabilities less than one in ten
thousand could be ignored, and when EPA noted that performance
assessments need not evaluate in detail the releases from all events and
processes.r

approach' is. when compared with the original standard. In the December
3, 1991 letter from Robert H. Bernero to Margo Oge, the NRC staff
demonstrated the basis for its belief that its proposed alternative would
be no more and no less stringent than EPA's 1985 standards.

-Whether the determinations of probabilities must be more accurate. or
less accurate. than those required for showing comDliance with the
oriainal standard. The NRC staff's alternative would require
significantly less precision for probability estimates for most 'unlikely'
scenarios since those scenarios would not need to be included in a CCDF.
If the consequence of an 'unlikely' scenario were greater than IOX EPA's
table, it would only be necessary to demonstrate that the scenario is not
*sufficiently credible to warrant consideration.' (If the consequence is
less than IOX EPA's table, no probability estimate would be needed at
all.) For 'likely' scenarios, i.e., those that significantly influence
the overall probability of exceeding I1 EPA's table, there would be no
difference between the two concepts.

-Whether the probability limits for the buckets take parameter
variabilities into account. As noted in the response to DOE's first
'question,' the NRC staff's alternative does not define 'buckets' into
which scenarios must be placed. The staff's alternative establishes a
deterministic release limit (ten times EPA's table) which applies to all
credible scenarios, regardless of scenario probability. An additional,
probabilistic requirement would also be applied to the more likely
scenarios -- i.e., at least a 90 percent likelihood that the projected
release would be less than EPA's table. DOE's demonstration of compliance
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with the latter requirement would need to include as many scenarios as
necessary to demonstrate a likelihood of at least 90 percent.

DOE's question may indicate a different concern -- i.e., treatment of
uncertainties in release estimates when evaluating compliance with the
deterministic release limit (ten times EPA's table). The NRC staff
recognizes that any estimate of release will be uncertain, and that only
a relative few of the sources of uncertainty can be quantified with any
precision. The NRC's regulations accommodate such uncertainties, both
those that can be quantified and those that cannot, by requiring a
demonstration of *reasonable assurance' of compliance. EPA's standards
use a similar term, *reasonable expectation,' for the same purpose. In
the NRC staff's view, the Treasonable assurance' concept will allow an
appropriate regulatory evaluation of the uncertainties in DOE's
demonstrations of compliance with EPA's standards, whether those standards
adopt the staff's proposal or retain EPA's 1985 language.

In summary, DOE's analysis of the NRC staff's proposal indicates no reason to
change the fundamental concepts originally proposed. The revised wording
suggested above may prove easier to understand since it more clearly articulates
the concepts of a scenario-based analysis of repository performance, and it more
clearly imposes two separate regulatory criteria on repository performance.
Also, formulating the containment requirement in CDF, rather than CCDF, language
might help observers to better understand this alternative. In particular,
'completeness' of an analysis is not required. It is only necessary to include
a sufficient number of scenarios to demonstrate the required 90 percent
likelihood that releases will be less than EPA's table. Once that level of
likelihood has been demonstrated, incorporation of additional scenarios into a
CDF would not be necessary.

Multimode Release Limits The NRC staff has no strong objection to the general
concept of using different tables of release limits for evaluation of releases
to different points in the environment. In fact, it may be an attractive
compromise between the simplicity of the single table of EPA's 1985 standards and
the desire for greater realism evident in DOE's suggestion for use of a limit on
collective doses resulting from releases. The multiple table approach would
eliminate some of the potential conservatism inherent in EPA's 1985 standards
while avoiding the significant difficulties inherent in projections of collective
doses over long time periods. The NRC staff notes, however, that additional
explanation will be needed regarding application of multiple tables of release
limits. Some releases may enter more than one environmental compartment, as when
a release to the land surface is transported to a river through erosion, and then
to the ocean. EPA will need to explain whether such pathways were considered
when deriving the tables of release limits, or whether pathway modeling is to be
done on a site-specific basis when implementing the standards.

The NRC staff anticipates substantial difficulty in implementing DOE's 'point of
compliance" concept for evaluating potential releases. The effect of this
concept would be to treat portions of the environment as 'barriers to release
of wastes. The NRC staff objects to this concept since it may be difficult for
DOE to exercise effective, long-term control over any portion of the environment
outside of the controlled area. Of greatest concern is DOE's suggestion that



6

releases to groundwater be ignored except to the extent that radionuclides are
projected to be withdrawn through a well. Projecting the locations of wells and
the amount of water withdrawn from them for 10,000 years after disposal may prove
to be as difficult as projecting population sizes and locations for collective
dose estimates. The NRC staff recommends that EPA reject DOE's "point of
compliance' concept and, Instead, retain the 'accessible environment' definition
used in the 1985 standards.

The NRC staff objects to DOE's proposed use of 'site adjustment factors." DOE
states that '[EPA] assumed, in deriving the release limits for the river and well
releases . . . that the entire drainage system of all rivers . . . and all
aquifers . . are contaminated by the released radlonuclides.' The NRC staff
questions both the accuracy of this statement and its relevance. In EPA's
environmental transport model, EPA estimated collective imacts by determining
the fraction of released radionuclides that would enter various pathways leading
to humans. The concentrations of these radionuclides were not determined and
were, in fact, irrelevant since individual imDacts were not estimated. In EPA's
model, potential releases would be transported by groundwater to a river. Then,
withdrawals of water from the river for irrigation and for drinking water use
would cause 10% of released radionuclides to enter food pathways and would cause
0.013% to be directly Ingested with drinking water. In EPA's model, these
fractions are not sensitive to the size of the river or to the location of
discharge of contaminated groundwater. DOE's suggested use of 'site adjustment
factors' appears to be an attempt to estimate the likelihood that any individual
person would be affected by a repository release. Since EPA's containment
requirements are based on collective, rather than individual, risk, DOE's Osite
adjustment factors' seem to be inappropriate, and the NRC staff recommends that
EPA not incorporate them into the standards.

The NRC staff would not consider it advisable to use duplicate tables of release
limits for traditional and SI units of radioactivity. A single table, perhaps
with a footnote indicating the conversion factor for the alternate system of
units, should be sufficient.

Collective Dose The NRC staff has no objection to a collective dose formulation
for EPA's standards, Rrovided that such a formulation is accompanied by
specification of a 'standard biosphere,' much like that suggested by DOE. As
noted above, however, multiple tables of release limits may prove to be a more
workable way to remove some of the potential conservatism inherent in EPA's 1985
standards while avoiding the problems inherent in projecting collective doses
over long periods of time.

The NRC staff does not recommend that EPA allow the option of selecting from a
suite of alternative standards (release limits or collective dose). The
complexity of such standards, as well as the appearance of allowing the applicant
to select the least stringent standards for a particular repository, would both
be serious drawbacks to the alternative standards concept proposed by DOE.
Instead, EPA should select a single, preferred formulation of its standards, and
require compliance with those standards for all repositories.

TRU Waste Eouivalency Unit The NRC staff has previously stated its view that the
technical achievability basis underlying EPA's standards should be supplemented
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by comparisons with other radiation protection standards and other accepted
risks. Using technical achievability alone, it is not clear that EPA can develop
any defensible basis for a TRU waste equivalency unit, since EPA has not
evaluated the waste isolation capabilities of conceptual TRU waste disposal
facilities.

Assuming that EPA adopts our previous recommendation for supporting the
standards, the NRC staff wishes to voice its support for the general concept
presented, at different times, by Neil Numark (EPA contractor), Jim Channell (New
Mexico EEG), and Bill Russo (EPA staff). Using this approach, equivalent units
of waste would be derived by considering both the half-lives of the radionuciides
present in different types of wastes and the 'environmental dose conversion
factorsm for those radionuclides. In effect, this approach would consider two
units of waste to be equivalent if release to the environment of the average
activity present during 10,000 years would cause an equivalent number of health
effects.

Uncertainty Propagation The NRC staff has previously expressed its reservations
about any requirement to project repository impacts longer than 10,000 years.
We continue to believe that such projections would be highly uncertain, and would
not likely provide a firm basis for judging the acceptability of a repository.

DOE argues that the time period for application, of the individual and groundwater
protection standards should be maintained at 1,000 years, rather than extending
it to 10,000 years. In our view, DOE has not provided convincing justification
for its recommendation. We see no reason why projections of individual doses or
of groundwater contamination levels should be significantly more difficult than
projections of cumulative releases. If cumulative releases can be projected for
10,000 years, it seems that the other measures of impact could be projected for
that period of time also.

Carbon-14 DOE's presentation of the "carbon-14 Issue' appears to the NRC staff
to be one-sided and misleading. DOE correctly notes that potential gaseous
releases from an unsaturated zone repository would be rapidly diluted to
concentrations so low that individual impacts would be only a very small
percentage of natural background radiation levels. However, DOE fails to mention
that collective impacts from such releases could be substantial. Suppose, for
example, that the 10,000-year release of carbon-14 would be 8,000 curies, as
estimated in DOE's presentation. It is well known that the projected global
collective dose commitment is about 400-500 person-rem per curie. Thus, 3 to 4
million person-rem would result from an 8,000 curie carbon-14 release. If these
person-rem were valued at $1,000 each, as suggested in the NRC's regulations for
nuclear power plants, the U.S. should be willing to pay as much as 3 to 4 billion
dollars to prevent such a release. Coincidentally, DOE's estimate of the cost
to prevent release of carbon-14 falls within this range.

The collective dose estimate of the preceding paragraph raises a fundamental
question which the NRC staff urges EPA to face head-on. That question is whether
a collective dose estimate composed of tiny doses over thousands of years to
billions of people is a meaningful basis for standard-setting. In the NRC
staff's view, it is not. Uncertainties regarding the health risks of tiny doses
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are so great as to make this type of collective dose estimate virtually
meaningless. In addition, the long times over which doses would be incurred
raises questions about a possible need to discount either the doses projected or
the value of current expenditures for prevention of future doses. As EPA is well
aware, discounting is a subject whose philolophical basis has uncertainties at
least as large as the uncertainties about the health significance of the dose
estimates. Thus, the NRC staff urges EPA to accept DOE's proposal, even though
the staff does not completely agree with DOE's rationale.



Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

August 12. 1992

William G. Rosenberg
Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington, DC 20460

Dear Mr. Rosenberg:

We have completed the tasks requested by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) on January 7, 1992, to provide technical
assistance related to the repromulgation of EPA's standard for
disposal of high-level and transuranic radioactive waste, 40 CFR
Part 191. The task report is enclosed.

Our efforts on these tasks reinforce-DOE's long-standing belief
that the standards themselves, as stated in our 1983 comments on
the previously proposed rule, "are unnecessarily conservative and
reflect a numerical risk that is unusually low in comparison to
other risks commonly considered acceptable by society. This low
level, when coupled with the unprecedented long-term and
probabilistic nature of the standards, adds additional predictive
uncertainties in demonstrating compliance. Consequently, the
proposed standards impose requirements that may be costly to
implement, without corresponding demonstrated health benefit."

DOE remains concerned that the approach being taken by EPA is to
make minor adjustments to a fundamentally flawed standard in an
attempt to make it nominally workable. Such an undertaking is
extremely difficult to carry out successfully and carries a high
risk of inadvertently creating future problems in being able to
demonstrate compliance in a licensing process for a high-level
waste repository. We believe that the changes being considered
by EPA will not adequately correct the underlying fundamental
problems with the rule.

There are two fundamental problems with the rule. First, the
risk management decisions initially made by EPA in developing the
hybrid achievability-health risk basis for the rule should be
reevaluated. DOE believes that the rule should be founded on a
true health-risk basis, although it probably should be somewhat
more protective than for traditional operating facilities because
of the long-term nature of the disposal facilities. Second, the
unprecedented probabilistic nature of the standards, particularly
for human intrusion, should also be reevaluated. Problems with
this approach are evident from the resounding criticism in the
scientific community and the widespread concern for the adverse



and unwarranted impacts of this approach on licensing of a
repository. The risk management strategy of including human
intrusion in overly stringent containment requirements is masking
and jeopardizing the real benefits to society of excellent deep
geologic disposal locations. DOE therefore believes that other
reasonable risk management strategies should be reconsidered.

DOE considers the development of a technically defensible and
implementable standard to be of the highest priority. If you
have any questions concerning the enclosed tasks or other issues
related to this standard, please call me.

Sincerely,

Paul L.Ph.D.
AssistanSecretary
Environment, Health and Safety

Enclosure
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Over the past several years, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has been working
on a revision to its environmental standard for management and disposal of spent nuclear fuel.
high-level and transuranic radioactive wastes (40 CFR Part 191) in response to the 1987 remand
by the U.S. Court of Appeals. In a December 20, 1991 management meeting between the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) and the EPA. the DOE volunteered to provide technical assistance
to the EPA in developing supporting technical justification for revising sections of 40 CFR Part
191. In a January 7, 1992 letter from M. Oge (EPA) to R. Berube (DOE), the EPA accepted the
offer and requested technical assistance in several specific areas. Those areas were: human
intrusion, the three-bucket' approach, multimode release limits, collective dose, TRU waste
equivalence unit, uncertainty propagation, and Carbon-14. The DOE envisioned that this
technical assistance would consist of a six-month effort of comprehensive technical analyses and
computer modeling exercises that could provide the technical foundation for any proposed
revision. However, due to time constraints resulting from the EPA's 40 CFR Part 191
repromulgation schedule, the technical studies were compressed and preliminary working papers
were provided to EPA on May 12, 1992, approximately six weeks after the initiation of the
contractor's efforts. EPA and the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) reviewed the
working papers and provided comments to DOE. During this period, the DOE contractors were
finalizing the technical analyses and modeling exercises. Based on the EPAINRC comments and
the results on the contractor's studies, certain sections of the working papers have been revised
or augmented with additional information. The Technical Assistance Document is considered a
final product at this time.

In its efforts to develop a technical foundation for the changes in the seven identified areas, DOE
found that it was not possible in some cases to construct a completely rigorous technical
foundation on which to base any revision. DOE believes this occurred because these tasks
attempted to correct a fundamentally flawed standard through a series of relatively minor
changes. DOE believes that the changes discussed in this document arm the minor adjustments
necessary to make the standard nominally workable. However, they do not correct the underlying
fundamental flaws. In an effort to accommodate EPA's structure and approach, much of the
language from the 1985 40 CFR Part 191 Final Rule was retained in the technical writeups of
the various chapter This was done only for ease and clarity of presentation and does not
indicate a Deparunental endorsement.

In order to guide its contractors in paeforming the technical studies, the DOE developed task
assignments containing statements of work for each area These task assignments and responsible
organizations are:

Task 1: Human Intrusion
Responsible Organization: Sandia National Laboratory

Develop the specifics of an approach that separates human intrusion from the
complementary cumulative distribution function (CCDF). Information developed from.
this task can be found in Chapter 3 of this document.
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* Task 2: Three-Bucket Approach
Responsible Organization: Sandia National Laboratory

Analyze the NRC's suggested "thr-bucket approach" (and EPA's modification of
NRC's approach), evaluate its usefulness in alleviating problems with the probabilistic
analysis, and determine the implementability of the approach. Information developed
from this task can be found in Chapter 4 of this document.

* Task 3: Multimode Release Limits
Responsible Organization: Sandia National Laboratory

Develop the concept of a multi-column release limit table to cover the possible release
modes for generic repositories, including methods for computing limits for each mode
and methods for implementation. Information developed from this task can be found
in Chapter 5 of this document.

* Task 4: Collective Dose
Responsible Organization: Sandia National Laboratory

Evaluate the feasibility and develop the concept of a collective dose option to the
release limits approach, including the implementabiity of such an option. Information
developed from this task can be found in Chapter 6 of this document.

* Task 516: TRU Waste Equivalence Unit
Responsible Organization: Sandia National Laboratory

Develop a fundamental criteria for disposal of TRU waste and a waste unit that is"-"
equivalent to HLW, based on a comparable acceptable collectve riskl (This task was
originally started as two tasks and latr combined because of similarities in scope.)
Information developed from this task can be found in Chapter 7 of this document.

* Task 7: Uncertainty Propagation
Responsible Organization: CRWMS M&O (MSS)

Conduct the necessary analyses and evaluations to provide a defensible estimate of the
uncertainty in repository performance predictions as a function of time, for periods
between 1,000 and 100.000 years. Information developed from this task can be found
in Chapter 8 of this document.

* Task 8: Carbon-14
Responsible Organization: CRWMS TMSS (SAIC)

Develop further infotmation concerning Carbon-14 releases from unsaturated media,
including costs of compliance with the present standard, and develop an alternative
requirement for regulating such releases. Information developed from this task can be
found in Chapter 9 of this document.
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For each of these tasks, information was developed to support a possible revision of the standard.
Four types of material were developed for each task and are presented in this document:

1. Statement of the Problem
2. Recommended Approach
3. Supplementary Information
4. Technical Support Documentation

The Statement of the Problem identifies the concern about the standard that is being addressed
in the sections that follow. The Recommended Approach provides example regulatory language
to illustrate how the proposed revision might be incorporated into the standard. The
Supplementary Information provides a general discussion of the technical and regulatory
justification for the proposed revision in a format that is similar to the information that would
be required in the Federal Register supplementary information text for the repromulgated
standard. The Technical Support Documentation provides the details of the technical analysis
that support the proposed revision; this type of information would be needed for the Background
Information Document (BID) that the EPA would prepare as part of the repromulgation process.

Since the DOE intends that tht recommendations in this document be considered as a whole. the
suggested revisions to the standard resulting from each task have been consolidated, and are
presented in Chapter 2.
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CHAPTER 2

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED CHANGES

2.1 OVERVIEW -

Chapters 3 through 9 of this document contain recommended changes to EPA's environmental
standard for, the management and disposal of spent nuclear fuel high-level, and transuranic
wastes (40 CM Part 191). Each chapter presents and discusses a separate set of changes in order
to describe ach recommendation clearly. The DOE intends, however, for the recommendations
be -considered as a whole. In formulating each recommendation, the DOE has considered its
effect on the other recommendations. Furthermore, the intentions of the DOE can be understood
fully only if the recommendations are thought of as constituting a single overall recommendation.
The recommendations contained in each of the chapters that follow are summarized below:

Chapter 3 describes a formulation of the containment requirements that eliminates some
difficulties with the inclusion of human-initiated events and processes in the
demonstration of compliance. The recommendation allows for -such processes and
events to be separated from the CCDF. ITe DOE intends that this formulation be a part
of each option for demonstrating compliance with the containment requirements. These
options, three in all, am discussed in item 3 below.

Chapter 4 describes, the DOE concerns with the proposed three-bucket approach" to
demonstrating compliance with the containment requirements. The DOE recommends
that this approach remain as an option in the next issuance'of the standard as a
Proposed Rule allowing additional time for review and analysis.

Chapters 5 and 6 describe additional options for the containment requirements. These
options are: (a) a multimode option that includes limits for all release modes to be
considered in the containment requirements (land, well, river, and ocean), and (b) a
collective dose option that would apply to population doses resulting from the same four
release modes. The DOE recommends that both of these options appear in the standard
in addition to the current requirement, after it has been modified according to the
recommendation for human intrusion in item 1 above. The DOE recommends that the
standard allow the DOE to choose any one of three options for the demonstration of
compliance. Furthrmore, the DOE recommends that the standard also allow the DOE
to choose the use of a combination of two of these options in generating the CCDF: the
DOE may elect to use a combination of the original (but reworded) release limit option
and the collective dose option (described in Chapter 6), or a combination of the
multimode release limit option (described in Chapter 5) and the collective dose option.

In addition, it is recommended that none of these options (or combination of options)
be used to regulate gaseous radionuclide releases.- In order to be consistent with other
EPA regulations that address similar releases from other facilities, these gaseous releases
should be regulated as part of the individual protection requirements in 40 CFR Part
191, as discussed in item 6 below.
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Implementation of the multimode release limit or collective dose options discussed in
Chapters 5 and 6 will result in the need to obtain more information regarding site
characteristics. Such site characterization activities may prove to be prohibitively
expensive. When compliance demonstrations require the input of more parameters (i.e.,
going from releases to collective dose), uncertainty is increased. The goal of the site
characterization activity is to reduce the uncertainty in these parameters. By specifying
acceptable values for some parameters (ie., providing a standard biosphere) site
characterization costs can be lower. Even though this cost may be viewed as a
disadvantage, these proposed options have the advantage of allowing site-specific
considerations to be taken into account while at the same time retaining the generic
nature of the standard. It is also important to note that each of the three resulting
options for the containment requirements has its advantages and disadvantages. For that
reason, the revised standard should not require the use of any particular option but
should leave the choice up to the Department Table 2-1 provides a comparison of the
various containment options being recommended.

* Chapter 7 describes the DOE recommendation of a new equivalence unit for TRU
waste, which can be used as the fundamental criterion for disposal of TRU waste. This
is based upon the same acceptable level of risk that was used for spent fuel and HLW.
and upon the same concept of a reference-size repository. The DOE intends that this
recommendation be a part of all options for demonstrating compliance.

* Chapter 8 discusses the propagation of uncertainty as it relates to demonstration of
compliance for different time periods. These discussions support the DOE
recommendation that the time period for individual and groundwater protection be
limited to 1,000 years after disposal, as it was in the 1985 standard. Furthermore, the
discussions in Chapter 8 support the recommendation that assessments of cumulative
radionuclide releases or collective doses should not be required for time periods greater
than 10,000 years or, in the case of individual doses, time periods greater than 1.000
years.

* Chapter 9 describes the DOE recommendation for dealing with releases of radionuclides
in gaseous form, with special focus on Carbon-14. In order to be consistent with the
manner in which the EPA regulates similar releases from other facilities, the DOE
recommends that gaseous releases from a repository be governed by the limits
established in 40 CFR Part 191 for individual protection, with some modifications. This
recommendation was developed in conjunction with the recommendations for
containment, individual protection, and groundwater protection. The DOE intends that
this recommendation be considered in conjunction with any revision of the requirements
that govern those three topics.

The DOE intends that these changes be considered as a whole, since they are interrelated. To
assist the EPA in this, the rest of this chapter presents a consolidation of all the changes. For
the most part, the changes refer to the 1985 standard. However, there are several instances where
reference is made to some provisions being considered by the EPA Otat are contained in Draft
Federal Register Notice, dated 213/92.
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Table 2-1. Comparison of Present Single Generic Release Limits and Alternatives

Alternative

Present Multimode Collective Dose Collective Dose
'Single Generc Standard. Option (with
Generic Release (withoutlease limit
Release Limits release limit option)

Limitsoption)
Characteristic i

Uniform Biosphere Yes Yes Only if standard Only if standard
biosphere biosphere

_. specified ~ pecified

Uses Appropriate Release No Yes Yes Yes
Modes . ._v_.

Uniform Assessment of All No Yes Yes Yes
Repositories and Pathways _ .

All Repository Components No Yes Yes Yes
in Evaluations

Inaccuracies Due to Generic Major Minor None None
Derivations

Corrections for Repository No Yes Yes Yes
Locations

Traceable to Fundamental- No Yes Yes Yes
Criteria

Site Specific No, but ris No. with No No
nonuniform nearly

- _ uniform risk

Additional Site - No Moderate Extensive None to
Characterization Extensive

Compatible with 191 Format Yes Yes Yes Yes

Philosophy Change -No No Extensive Moderate

PA Change No Moderate Extensive None to
Extensive

Status Complete Minor Minor Minor
derivations derivations derivations
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22 RECOMMENDED CHANGES

The changes below reflect an outline for Subpart B of 40 CFR Pan 191 that is similar to the
1985 standard, with some modification of the appendices. Other outline changes being-
considered, as reflected in the Draft Federal Register Notice (213192), are not addressed here.
To assist the reader in understanding the recommended changes, the modified outline is shown
below:

Subpart B - Environmental Standards for Disposal

191.11 Applicability
191.12 Definitions.
191.13 Containment requirements.
191.14 Assurance requirements.
191.15 Individual protection requirements.
191.16 Groundwater protection requirements.
191.17 Alternative provisions for disposal.
191.18 Effective date.
Appendix A Table for Subpart B
Appendix B Alternative Tables for Subpart B
Appendix C Calculation of Annual Committed Effective Dose
Appendix D Guidance for Implementation of Subpart B

The following new definitions should be added to Section 191.12, Definitions:

"Point of compliance" means the location, for a given release mode, where radionuclides
enter the biosphere. At this location, cumulative releases over 10,000 years are calculated
for comparison to the multimode release limits table. In calculating cumulative releases
over 10,000 years, the points of compliance are as follows:

Release Mode Point of Compliance

Land Location where radioactive material released from the
repository is brought directly to the land surface.

Well Any wellhead outside the controlled area from which
groundwater containing radionuclides released from the
repository is withdrawn for irigation or supplying drinldng
water.

River Location(s) of existing discharge of groundwater containing
radionuclides released from the repository to a river.

Ocean Location where river-water or groundwater containing
radionuclides released from the repository discharges to an
ocean.
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Release mode" means one of four potential ways in which radionuclides are transported
from the lithosphere to the biosphere, resulting in exposure to humans. The release modes
are: land (contaminated solids deposited on the land surface, such as volcanic materials);
well (con Ine groundwater pumped to the land surface); nver (all fresh surface
waters); and oceam

"Biosphere" means the zone of the Earth extending from (and including) the surface into
the surrounding atmosphere.

Section 191.13, Containment requirements, should be revised to read as follows:

191.13 Containment requirements.

The Department shall demonstrate compliance with either subsection (a) or (b) of this
section. If subsection (a) is chosen, the Department may select either of the two methods
of release calculations permitted for compliance demonson.

(a) Disposal systems for radioactive waste shall be designed to provide a reasonable
expectation that the cumulative releases of radionuclides in the solid or liquid phases,
calculated by performance assessments either to the accessible environment (for Table 1 in
Appendix A) or to the biosphere through all applicable release modes (for Tables 2 and 3
in Appendix B), for 10,000 years after disposal from all significant natural processes and
events that may affect the disposal system shall:

(1) Have a likelihood of less than one chance in 10 of exceeding the quantities calculated
according to Table I (Appendix A) or Tables 2 and 3 (Appendix B); and

(2) Have a likelihood of less than one chance in 1,000 of exceeding ten times the
quantities calculated according to Table 1 (Appendix A) or Tables 2 and 3 (Appendix B);
or

(b) Disposal systems for radioactive waste shall be designed to provide a reasonable
expectation, based upon performance assessments, that the collective (population) effective
dose, calculated using the weighing factors in Appendix C, caused by releases of
radionuclides in the solid or liquid phases to the accessible environment for 10,000 years
after disposal from all significamt natural processes and events that may affect the disposal
system shall:

(1) Have a llihood of less than one chance in 10 of exceeding 2.5 million person-rem
(25,000 person-siever); and

(2) Have a likelihood of less than one chance in 1,000 of exceeding 25 million person-rem
(250,000 person-sieverts).

Dose limits are based upon a repository containing the equivalent of 100,000 MTHM of
spent nuclear fuel and high-level waste or 20 MCi of transuranic waste.

(c) Potential radionuclide releases to the accessible environment resulting from
human-initiated events and processes shall be treated separately from potential radionuclide
releases due to natural processes and events. Disposal systems for spent nuclear fuel or for
high-level or transuranic radioactive wastes shall be designed to provide a reasonable
expectation that the cumulative releases of radionuclides to the accessible environment for
10,000 years after disposal from intermittent and inadvertent exploratory drilling for
resources into the disposal system shall not exceed ten times the quantities calculated
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according to Table I (Appendix A) or Tables 2 or 3 (Appendix B). The performance
assessments on which this expectation shall be based shall assume that drilling occurs. The
assessments shall also assume that drilling technology, reasons for drilling, and societal
structure remain the same as are present today. No human-initiated events and processes,
due to the occurnce of drilling. which have a probability of occurrence less than one
chance in 1,000 over 10,000 years shall be considered in the assessment.

(d) (the paragraph designated (b) in the 1985 standardj Performance assessments need
not provide complete assurance that the requirements of 191.13(a) or (b) will be met. . .that
compliance with 191.13(a) or (b) will be achieved.

The 'three-bucket approach" alternadve for the containment requirements, as proposed in Sections
191.12(x) and (y) of the Draft Federal Register Notice (2V3192), should be included in the
proposed rule.

Section 191.15, Individual protection requirements, should be revised to read as follows:

191.15 Individual protection requirements.

a) Disposal systems for radioactive waste shall be designed to provide a reasonable
expectation that, for 1,000 years after disposal, undisturbed performance of the disposal
system shall not cause the annual committed effective dose received through all potential
pathways from the disposal system to any member of the public in the accessible
environment to exceed 25 millirems (250 microsievers). The annual committed effective
dose for gases released through the atmospheric pathway shall not exceed 10 millirems. - -

The time period for assessments of individual and groundwater protection should be no more than
1,000 years after disposal (as in Sections 191.15 and 191.16 of the 1985 standard). rather than
10,000 years (as proposed in Sections 191.14 and 191.23 of the Draft Federal Register Notice
of 2/3/92).

The revised standard should not include uirements for projection of potential releases,
collective doses, or individual doses out to 100,000 years after disposal because of the increase
in uncertainty, as proposed in Sections 191.12(c) and 191.14(b) of the Draft Federal Register
Notice (23/392).

Appendix A should be revised to reflect the change in the reference size repository (from 10'
to 105 MTHI) and the new TRU waste unit (20 MCi).
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Appendix A: Table for Subpart B

TABLE 1 - RELEASE LIMTS FOR CONTAINMENT REQUIREMENTS
(See Table I at end of chapter)

Application of Table 1

Note 1: Units of Waste. The Release Limits in Table I apply to the amount of wastes in
any one of the following:
(a) An amount of spent nuclear fuel containing 100,000 metric tons of heavy metal

(MTHM) exposed to a burnup between 25,000 megawatt-days per metric ton of heavy
metal (MWd/MTM) and 40,000 MWd/MTHM;
(b) The high-level radioactive wastes generated from reprocessing each 100,000 MnM

exposed to a burnup between 25,000 MWd/MTHM and 40,000 MWd/MWHM;
(c) Each 10,00D,000,000 curies of gamma or beta-emitting radionuclides with half-lives

greater than 20 years but less than 100 yearsf(for use as discussed in Note 5 or with
materials that are identified by the Commission as high-level radioactive waste in
accordance with part B of the definition of high-level waste in the NWPA);
(d) Each 100,000,000 cunes of other radionuclides (i.eC, gamma or beta-emitters with half-

lives greater than 100 years or any alpha-emitters with half-lives greater than 20 years) (for
use as discussed in Note 5 or with materials that are identified by the Commission as high-
level radioactive waste in accordance with part B of the high-level waste in the NWPA);
or
(c) An amount of transuranic (TRU) wastes containing twenty million curies of

radionuclides.
Note 2: Release Un!ts for Specfic Dsposal Systems. To develop Release Limits for a

particular disposal system, the quantities in Table I shall be adjusted for the amount of
waste included in the disposal system compared to the various units of waste defined in
Note 1. For example:
(a) If a particular disposal system contained the high-level wastes from 50,000 MTHM,

the Release Limits for that system would be the quantities in Table I multiplied by .5
(50,O0 MTM divided by 100,000 MTHM).
(b) If a particular disposal system contained two million cmies of alpha-emitting

transuranic wastes, the Release Limits for that system would be the quantities in Table 1
multiplied by .1 (two million curies divided by twenty million curies).
(c) If a particular disposal system contained both the high-level wastes from 50,000

MTHM and 2 million curies of alpha-emitting transuanic wastes, the Release Limits for
that system would be the quantities in Table I multiplied by .6:

50,000 MTHM 2,000,000 curies TRU
- + - .6

100,000 MTHM 20,000,000 curies TRU

Note 3: (same as 1985 standard)
Note 4: (same as 1985 standard)
Note 5: {same as 1985 standard)
Note 6: (same as 1985 standard)
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A new Appendix B. similar to Appendix A, should be created as follows:

Appendix B - Alternative Multimode Tables :,r Subpart B

TABLE 2 - CUMULATIVE RELEASE LIMITS FOR 10,000 YEARS FOR
MULTIPLE RELEASE MODES (CURIES)

(See Table 2 at end of chapter)

TABLE 3 - CUMULATIVE RELEASE LIMITS FOR 10,000 YEARS FOR
MULTIPLE RELEASE MODES (BEQUERELS)

(See Table 3 at end of chapter)

Application of Tables 2 and 3

Note 1: {same as in Appendix A)
Note 2: (same as in Appendix A)
Note 3: Isame as in Appendix A)
Note 4: (same as in Appendix A)
Note 5: (same as in Appendix A)

Note 6: Use of Site Adjustment Factors. The Agency assumed. in deriving the release
limits for the river and well releases in Tables 2 and 3, that the entire drainage system of
all rivers (for river releases) and all aquifers (for well releases) is contaminated by the
released radionuclides. Site Adjustment Factors (SAFs) should be used with Tables 2 and
3 to account for specific site locations. The following are examples of how SAFs might
be developed for the surface flow system and other geologic and hydrologic components
of a geologic disposal system.

Example I--River Releases: For the river column, the release limits are calculated
assuming that the entire drainage of all rivers is contaminated. For an actual site, only the
downstream section of the tributary that is fed by groundwater passing through the
repository is contaminated. To correct for this, a Site Adjustment Factor for the river
release mode (SAP1t) is used as a multiplier to adjust the risk factors. The Reciprocal Site
Adjustment Factor (RSAFt), with which the release limits are multiplied, is calculated as
follows:

n A
(Lewf Fewca) + Mm4e) * Fuuds

RSAFJ * ' F )L
n

(Lw * C(I)

This approximation represents the sums of the products of all tributary lengths and flow
rates divided by the equivalent sums of contaminated tributaries. "L" is the length of the -

river segments and "F' is the volumetric flow rate of that segment. The subscripts "C" ant
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'U" refer to contaminated and uncontaminated segments, respectively. The release limits
in Tables 2 and 3 are then multiplied by this ratio to provide a site-specific release limit
for the river release mode.

Example 2--Well Releases: The derivation of the release limits for the well release mode
using world average parameters assumes all groundwater from the recharge area to the
locations where it enters surface waters is contaminated. For an actual site, wells up-
gradient of the repository do not produce contaminated water. In addition, during the
10,000-year regulation period, the contaminated plume may not reach the discharge
location, thus some uncontaminated water may also be withdrawn down-gradient from the
repository.

A method for approximating the ratio of contaminated to total available water can be
applied by dating the water at the repository (A,), at the point it is expected that the
radionuclides will reach- in-10,000 years (A2), and at the location where groundwater
discharges to a river (A.). With these ages, the Site Adjustment Factor for the well release
mode (SAPw) may then be calculated and used as a multiplier to adjust the risk factors.
Calculation of the Reciprocal Site Adjustment Factor (RSAFw) is done by dividing the age
of the water at the river by the difference in the ages of the water at the repository and at
the farthest point of migration in 10,000 years, or:

However, if it is found tha the contaminated plume will reach a river within 10,000 years
the fonmula becomes:

A 3-A

RS.^F,,, A3 ,. ..

Release limits in Tables 2 and 3 are then multiplied by one of these ratios (the RSAFqvs)
to provide a site specific release limit for the well release mode. The use of SA~s and the
parameters to be considered in calculating SAFs shall be determined by the Department.
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Note 7: Points of Compliance. In calculating cumulative releases over 10,000 years, the
points of compliance are as follows:

Release Mode Point of Compliance

Land Location where radioactive material released from the repository is
brought directly to the land surface.

Well Any wellhead outside the controlled area from which groundwater
containing radionuclides released from the repository is withdrawn
for irrigation or supplying drinking water.

River Location(s) of existing discharge of groundwater containing
radionuclides released from the repository to a river.

Ocean Location where river-water or groundwater containing radionuclides
released from the repository discharges to an ocean.

Note 8: Uses of Release Limits to Determine Compliance with 191.13. Once release limits
for a particular disposal system have been determined in accordance with Notes 1 through
7, these release limits shall be used to determine compliance with the requirements of
191.13 as follows. In cases where a mixture of radionuclides is projected to be released
to the accessible environment, the limiting values shall be determined as follows: For each
radionuclide in the mixture, determine the ratio between the cumulative release quantity
projected over 10,000 years and the limit for that radionuclide for each applicable release
mode as determined from Tables 2 or 3 and Notes 1 through 7. The sum of such ratios for
all the radionuclides in the mixture may not exceed one with regard to 191.13(a)(1) and
may not exceed ten with regard to 191.13(a)(2).

For example, if all release modes (LWR, and 0 referring to land, well, river, and ocean
rc,..se modes) are used in the example, if radionuclides a and b are projected to be released
in amounts Q and Qu, and if the applicable release limits are RL. and RI4, then the
cumulative releases over 10,000 years shall be limited so that the following relationship
exists:

+ QORL1 +*^ +QwRw.. + Qw/Lw> + +

OJRLJ + Q ua/RL + . . . +Q0JRL., + QOL> +* +

Q0 J, 0 . < 1.
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A new Appendix C, Calculation of Annual Committed Effective Dose, should be created. This
Appendix could contain the information that was in Appendix B of the Draft Federal Register
Notice (2/3192). However, the information in that Apperndix, which is based on ICRP 60, has
yet to be fully accepted by the United States. Consideration should be given to returning to the
information contained in Appendix A of Working Draft 3 (4125191) until ICRP 60 has been
accepted.

The existing Appendix B from the 1985 standard should be renamed Appendix D. The following
should be inserted between the second and third sentences of the first paragraph:

Quantitative evaluations for these predictions compare predicted releases with either Table
I of Appendix A or Tables 2 and 3 of Appendix B. If the multimode release limits in
Tables 2 and 3 of Appendix B are used, the presence or absence of the four possible release
modes (land, well, river, and ocean) to be considered in the containment requirements must
be determined. The fifth release mode, for atmospheric releases, is considered under the
individual protection requirements. Site Adjustment Factors for the well and river release
modes, to be determined by the Department, may be calculated to account for differences
between the actual site-specific availability of water and the original assumption that the
entire drainage system is available and contaminated.

The following paragraph in the renamed Appendix D should be revised to read as follows:

Compliance with Section 191.13. The Agency assumes that, whenever practical, the
DepartmenC. .. compliance with 191.13(a) or (b) into a "complementary cumulative
distribution function' that. . .for each disposal system considered. Section 191.13
contains options for comparing results of performance assessments with release limits and
dose limits. -The complementary cumulative distribution function may represent both
summed release fractions and summed dose fractions. It is appropriate to apply dose
standards to specific events or processes for which the release limits are inappropriate.
The predicted doses for each event may then be normalized relative to the dose limits set
by the Agency in the same manner as predicted releases. The dose fraction then replaces
the summed release fraction for that event in the complementary cumulative distribution
function. The Agency assumes that. . this single distribution meets the requirements of
191.13(a) or (b).

The following paragraph should be added to the renamed Appendix D. This discussion of 'future
states' provides the Department with a means of addressing some of the uncertainties that could
result from predicting conditions 10,000 years into the future:

Future Siacs. Uncertainties about the future involving conditions that are
unknowable can only be dealt with by making assumptions and recognizing that
these may, or may not, correspond to a future reality. The Agency believes that
speculation concerning' future-conditions should not be the focus of the
compliance-determination process. Therefore, it would be appropriate for
assessments made for Part 191 to proceed under the assumption that many future
conditions related to humans or to interactions between humans and their

: environment will remain the same as those of today's world. Factors in this
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category include human physiology and nutritional needs, level of knowledge and
technical capability, the state of medical knowledge, societal structure and
behavior, patterns of water use, and pathways through the accessible environment .
that are affected by or result from human interactions with the accessible
environment In some instances, consideration of these factors may be specific
to the region in which a disposal site is located (e.g.. population distributions or
patterns of water and land use). In contrast, the Agency would not find it
appropriate to include in this category the future states of geologic, hydrologic,
and climatic conditions that may be estimated by examining the geologic record.
Additionally, the Agency would find inappropriate the assumption that national or
world populations will remain unchanged; however, assuming future wofid
populations that cannot reasonably be sustained by current abilities to produce,
distribute, and consume food would also be inappropriate. For this reason, future
world populations in excess of 10 billion people need not be assumed for
evaluations under 191.13. For standardization, a "reference person" is assumed
to ventilate (breathe) at a rate of m3/sec and to ingest - liters/day of
drinking water, lkg/day of fish; c kg/day of mollusks; - kg/day of
aquatic invertebrates; c kg/day of water plants; c kg/day of leafy
vegetables; c kg/day of root vegetables; - kg/day of grains; -

kg/day of fruit; - kglday of meat; - kg/day of poultry; - kgtday of
eggs; and - liters/day of milk.

Some standardization of current conditions unrelated to particular sites can be attained by
providing parameters for a "reference person." A physiological model of "reference man" is
available from the International Commission on Radiological Protection (see attached table)
(ICRP 23, 1975]. Values for other parameters need to be determined In addition, the Nuclear
Energy Agency initiated a BIOsphere MOdel Validation Study (BIOMOVS) in 1985. The first
phase of the study examined environmental assessment models for selected contaminants and
exposure scenarios. The second phase of the study, which began in 1991, has as one of its
objectives the development of a reference biosphere model that could be used in performance
assessments of radioactive waste repositones. Although this phase is not complete, preliminary
results of the study may provide an additional means for stanaardizing current conditions that
could be used as guidance for future states. The provisional reference biosphere(s) should be
formulated by October 1992, but the guidance for using the reference biosphere(s) is not expected
until 1996.

The following paragraphs in the renamed Appendix D should be revised to read as follows:

Consideration of Inadverten Human Intrusion into Geologic Reposories. The most
speculative potential disruptions of a mined geologic repository are those associated with
inadvertent human intusion. Some types of intrusion would have virtually no effect on
a repository's containment of waste. On the other hand, it is possible through speculation
to conceive of intrusions (involving widespread societal loss of knowledge regarding
radioactive wastes) that could result in major disruptions that no rcasonable repository
selection or design precautions could alleviate.

Neitr the Agency nor any other regulatory body has identified a reliable, defensible
basis for predicting future human behavior and for estimating the probabilities of possibl
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human actions. Therefore, the Agency does not require an estimate of the probabilities
that various human actions will affect a repository. Nevertheless, the implementing
agencies arm required to consider these actions in making their determination that there
is reasonable expectation'of compliance with the standard. Instead of estimating the
probability of drilling, it shall be assumed that drilling occurs and the consequences of
such drilling estimated. Tlese assessments may be supplemented by a description of the
natural and engineered features of the disposal system that reduce the likelihood and
consequences of human intrusion. The Agency believes that the most productive
consideration of inadvertent intrusion concezns those realistic possibilities that may be
usefully mitigated by repository design, site selection, or use of passive controls (although
passive institutional controls should not be assumed to completely rule out the possibility
of intrusion). In calculating the consequences of drilling, the implementing agencies can
assume that passive institutional controls or the intruders' own exploratory procedures are
adequate for the intruders to soon detect, or be warned of, the incompatibility of the area
with their activities.

Frequency and Severity of Inadvertent Human lmuion no Geologic Repositories by
Exploratory Drilling. In the calculations supplied in compliance with paragraph
191.13(c), the implementing agencies need not assume intrusion scenarios more severe
than inadvertent and intermittent intrusion by exploratory drilling for resources. The
implementing agency need not assume any drilling for the resources that are provided by
the disposal system itself. The implementing agencies should describe qualitatively the
effects of each particular disposal system's site, design, and passive institutional controls
in mitigating the potential effects of such inadvertent exploratory drilling. Descriptions
of such inadvertent and intermittent exploratory drilling over 10,000 years need not
assume that more than 30 boreholes per square kllometer of repository area will be drilled
in that time at geologic repositories in proximity to sedimentary rock formations or that
more than 3 boreholes per square kilometer will be drilled in that time at repositories in
other geologic formations. Furthermore, when the discussions treat the consequences of
inadvertent and intermittent exploratory drilling, the implementing agency need not
assume that those consequences are more severe than (1) direct release to the land
susfacc. . the permeability of a carefully sealed borehole.
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TABLE I - RELEASE LIMITS FOR CONTAINMENT REQUIREMENTS
[Cumulative releases to the accessible environment for

10,000 years after disposal]

Release limnit per 100,000
Radionuclide MTHM or other unit of

waste (see notes) (curies)

Americium-241 or -243 ...... . .. . ... 10,000
Carbon-14 .................................. 10,000
Cesium-135 or -137 ......... .................. 100,000
Iodine-129 . ................................ 10,000
Neptuniun-237 ........... ................... 10,000
Plutonium-238, -239, -240, or -242 ..... ........... 10,000
Radiumn-226 ............. ................... 10,000
Stroniumn-90 ................................ 100,000
Technetium-99 .............................. 1,000,000
Thonum-230 or -232 ........ .................. 1,000
Tin-126 ................................... 100,000
Uranium-233, -234, -235, -236, or -238 ..... ........ 10,000
Any other alpha-emitting radionuclide with a half-life
greater than 20 years ............. 10,000
Any other radionuclide with a half-life greater than 20
years that does not emit alpha particles ..... ........ 100,000
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A*"Lo%, -. .. - -

for Multiple Release Modes

_Relse imt (e 3 100p000 MTw11

N____de_ _ r Wesl Ocun LAnd

C.14 TBD TBD TBD UD

Ni 59 2E.07 9 1.06 TBD 1.09

Sr-90 4E.4 2E104 4E107 . 3E.0

Zr43 7E1.0 3E.0 3E.7 41+07

Tc49 .3.06 .10 6E.0 2E110

SD-126 IE.04' 41.03 9E+03 - 7E105

1-129 IE104 5E.03 4E.06 3.+05

G 135 iE+0S 6E104 2E+07 2E.06

G.137 #E.04 .E+04 2E.06 .SE07

Sax-151 .IE+03 4E+07 TED .1'E10

Pb-210 3E+03 4E+03 TBD 7E+06

RA-226 6E+03 3E+03 TED 2E+05

R&228 4E1.0 2E10 TBD 6E1.7

Ac-7 IE+04 6E.03 7E+03 31.0

-M229 3E1.04 .E+04 6E1.03 SE04

Th230 2.03 3. 'MD 31E03

-232 21.03 .IE403 TED 3E+03

PA-231 7E+03 1.03 2E104 4E104

U-233 SE+04 2E104 .iE06 IE.06

U-234 _ 514 20 TED , , 2E+06

U-23S 5E+04U 2E.0 11.06 IE+06

U 236 5E+04 2E10 TBD 2E106

U-238 SE1 2E.04 TD IE0

Np.237 IE.04 3103 71.04 E106
Po-233 2E+04 IE104 TD 31E06

P-239 2E1.0 1E+03 2E. 21.0

Po-240 2E04 31.03 2E10 21.05

tw241 5E+05 2E105 TBD 4E*10

-= 2E104 11E.03 TED 2E+.0

A.241 2E.04 1E+03 SE+03 1.06

Aw-243 2E104 1E+03 5E+03 4E1.0

Cm-245 ; 11E 4E+03 31.03 IE.05

Cm-246 210411.E+03 ED ' 3E.05
-0 bc cmun.. .

.5 4
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Table 3. Cumulative Release Limits for 10,000 years (TXq per I UU,uu 1vi i va)
for Multiple Release Modes

Release Limit (TBq per 100,000 MTHM)

Nuclide River Well Ocean Land
C-14 TBD' TBD TBD TBD

Ni-S9 8E+05 3E+05 TBD 5E+07

Sr-90 2E.03 7E+02 2E506 1E.06

Zr-93 2E405 1E+05 9E+05 2E406

TC-99 IE40 4E+04 2E+07 7E.08

Sn-126 4E.02 IE+02 3E.02 3E54

1-129 5E+02 2E+02 1E+05 9E+03

Cs-135 E503 2E+03 6E540 6E444

Cs-137 3E+03 3E+03 85E04 2E506

Sm-l5I 4E.06 2E+06 TBD 65.08

Pb-210 3E+02 1E.02 TBD 2E505

Ra-226 2E+02 IE+02 TBD 75403

Ra-228 2E+03 7E+02 TBD 2E506

Ac-227 6E502 2E502 2.+02 35+05

Th-229 E5+03 4E+02 2E.02 25M03

7h-230 7E+01 3E+01 TBD IE+02

lh-232 1E502 4E+01 llBD 1E+02

Pa-231 3E402 1E+02 6E402 2E403

U-233 2E403 7E+02 4E404 SE404

U-234 2E+03 8E502 TBD 6E+04

U-235 2E403 7E+02 45404 4E404

U-236 2E403 85E02 TED 6E54

U-238 2E+03 7E+02 TED SE+04

Np-237 5E+02 3E+02 3E+03 3E+05

Pu-238 9E502 4E5.2 TBD 1E405

Pu-239 7E402 3E+02 6E5Q2 6E+03

Pu-240 5E+02 3E+02 6E+02 7E+03

Pu-241 2E504 7E+03 TBD 1E407

Pu-242 SE402 3E402 TBD 6E+03

Am-241 7.402 3E+50 2E402 4E504

Am-243 6E402 3E+02 2E+02 25+04

Cin-245 4E+02 2E+02 1E402 5E403

Cm-246 75.02 3E+02 TED 1.04_
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EXAMPLE TABLE

REFERENCE MAN: SUMMARY OF PHYSIOLOGICAL DATA

Page

Carbon dioxide exhaled
Dietary intake (nutrients)

Protein
Carbohydrates
Fat

Dietary intake (major elements)
Carbon
Hydrogen
Nitrogen
Oxygen
Sulfur

Elements (summary of model values for daily balance)
Energy expenditure
Feces, weight of
Feces, components of

Water
Solids
Ash
Fats
Nitrogen
Other substances,

Feces, major elements in
Carbon
Hydrogen
Nitrogen
Oxygen

Human milk, composition of
Intake of milk
Lung capacities

Total capacity
Functional residual capacity
Vital capacity
Dead space

Lung volume and respiration
Minute volume, resting
Minute volume, light activity
Air breathed, 8 h light work activity
Air breathed, 8 h nonoccupational activity
Air breathed, 8 h resting

1000 glday

95 glday
390 glday
120 glday

300 gfday
350 g/day
16 glday
2600 g/day
I g/day
See section 0
3000 kcal/day
135 g/day

105 g/day
30 g1day
17 g/day
5 glday
1.5 glday
6.5 g/day

7 glday
13 g/day
1.5 glday
100 glday
See Table 128
300 mi/day

5.61
2.21
4.3 1
160 nl

7.5 l/min
20 l/nin
9600 1
9600 1
3600 1

340

351
351
351

352
352
352
352
352

338
353

353
353
353
353
353
353

353
353
353
353
361
357

345
345
345
345

346
346
346
346
346
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Metabolic rate
Nasal secretion, composition of (major elements)

Water
Calcium
Chlorine
Potassium
Sodium

Oxygen Inhaled
Saliva, composition of
Sweat, composition of
Urine values

Volume
Specific gravity
pH
Solids
Urea
"Sugars"
Bicarbonates

Urinary loss of major elements
Nitrogen
Hydrogen
Oxygen
Carbon

Water balance (gains)
Total fluid intake

Milk
Tap water
Other

In food
By oxidation of food
Total
Water balance (losses)

In urine
In feces
Insensible loss
In sweat
Total

17 cal/nmin-kg W 341

95-97 g/100 ml
11 g1fOO ml
495 g/100 ml
69 g/100 ml
295 g/100 mnl
920 glday
See Table 130
See Table 129

1400 ml/day
1.02
6.2
60 g/day
22 g/day
1 gfday
0.14 g/day

15 g/day
160 g/day
1300 g/day
S g/day

1950 nil/day
300 mi/day
150 nil/day
1500 ml/day
700 mi/day
350 nil/day
3000 nil/day

1400 mi/day
100 mi/day
850 mi/day
650 mi/day
3000 mi/day

365
365 -

365
365
365
340
364
362

354
354
354
354
354
354
354

354
354
354
354

360
360
360
360
360
360
360

360
360
360
360
360

'All sections reference ICRP 23, 1975
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CHAPTER 3

HUMAN INTRUSION



CHAPTER 3

HUMAN INTRUSION

3.1 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In the 1985 EPA standard, processes and events initiated by human actions are treated in much
the same way as naturally occurring processes and events. That is, the consequences of human
actions must be included in the calculations that examine compliance with the numerical,
probabilistic containment requirements. This provision creates difficulties that arise because it
forces a demonstration of compliance to estimate the probabilities and the consequences of
human-initiated phenomena that may occur during the next 10,000 years. TheI is no reliable
basis for estimating human behavior over so long a period. Consequently, assumptions about the
human activities that may occur at a repository site and about their probabilities are difficult to
defend, because they lack a firm technical foundation. An analysis of compliance may well be
so heavily dominated by such assumptions that it fails to reveal the adequacy, or inadequacy, of
the isolation characteristics offered by a repository site. Speculation about future human activity
should therefore not be the focus of the compliance determination process.

On the other hand, the human-initiated events and processes should not be ignored in that
process. They clearly should be part of an evaluation of the adequacy of a proposed repository
system. The problem, then, is to construct and propose a treatment of such phenomena that
guarantees their consideration in determining compliance but does not skew the process toward
rejection of adequate sites on the basis of indefensible assumptions.
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3.2 RECOMMENDED APPROACH

The following material suggests a way that section 191.13 of the 1985 version of 40 CFR Part ,-n

191 might be written to avoid the problems with putting human intrusion into the quantitative,.'
probabilistic comparison with limits. The same material, perhaps with minor changes, may be
used if the standard also allows for alternative approaches to the demonstration of compliance.

191.13 Containment requirements.

a) Disposal systems for spent nuclear fuel or high-level or transuranic radioactive
wastes shall be designed to provide a reasonable expectation, based on performance
assessments, that the cumulative releases of radionuclides to the accessible
environment for 10,000 years after disposal from all significant natural processes and
events that may affect the disposal system shall:

1. Have a likelihood of less than one chance in 10 of exceeding the quantities
calculated according to Table I (Appendix A); and

2. Have a likelihood of less than one chance in 1,000 of exceeding ten times the
quantities calculated according to Table 1 (Appendix A).

b) Potential radionuclide releases to the accessible environment resulting from human-
initiated events and processes shall be treated separately from potential radionuclide
releases due to natural processes and events. Disposal systems for spent nuclear fuel
or for high-level or transuranic radioactive wastes shall be designed to provide a
reasonable expectation that the cumulative releases of radionuclides to the accessible
environment for 10,000 years after disposal from intermittent and inadvertent
exploratory drilling for resources into the disposal system shall not exceed ten times
the quantities calculated according to Table I (Appendix A). The performance
assessments on which this expectation shall be based shall assume that drilling
occurs. The assessments shall also assume that drilling technology, reasons for
drilling, and societal structure remain the same as are present today. No human-
initiated events and processes, due to the occurrence of drilling, which have a
probability of occurrence less than one chance in 1,000 over 10,000 years shall be
considered in the assessment

c) (the paragraph designated (b) in the 1985 version, unchanged) Performance
assessments need not provide complete assurance that the requirements . . .

If the EPA includes in its next version of the standard some alternatives to the original section
191.13, (e.g., the 'four-column' approach or either of the two optional containment requirements
suggested in the draft Federal Register notice dated 213192). similar changes should be made.

The following paragraph is to be added to Appendix B of the 1985 version:

Future States. Uncertainties about the future involving conditions that are unknowable
can only be dealt with by making assumptions and recognizing that these may, or mar
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not, correspond to a future reality. The Agency believes that speculation concerning
future conditions should not be the focus of the compliance-detennination process.
Therefore, it would be appropriate for assessments made for Part 191 to proceed under
the assumption that many future conditions related to humans or to interactions between
humans- and their environment will remain the same as those of today's world. Factors
in this category include human physiology and nutritional needs, level of knowledge and
technical capability, the state of medical knowledge, societal structural and behavior,
patterns of water use, and pathways through the accessible environment that are affected
by or result from human interactions with the accessible environment. In some instances.
consideration of these factors may be specific to the region in which a disposal site is
located (e.g., population distributions or patterns -of water and land use). In contrast, the
Agency would not-find it appropriate to include in this category the future states of
geologic, hydrologic, and-climatic conditions that may be estimated by examining the
geologic record. Additionally, the Agency would find inappropriate the assumption that
national or world populations will remain unchanged; however, assuming future world
populations that cannot reasonably be sustained by current abilities to produce, distribute,
and consume food would also be inappropriate. For this reason, future world populations
in excess of 10 billion people need not be assumed for evaluations under 191.13. For
standardization, a "reference personT is assumed to ventilate (breathe) at a rate of
m'/sec and to ingest liters/day of drinking water, kg/day of fish;
kg/day of mollusks; kg/day of aquatic invertebrates; kg/day of water plants;

kg/day of leafy vegetables; - kg/day of root vegetables; kg/day of
grains; . kg/day of fruit; ckg/day of meat; kg/day of poultry;
kg/day of eggs; and iters/day of milk.

The above changes in paragraph 191.13 will require a change to the reference to 191.13 that
appears in Appendix B of the 1985 version in the paragraph called "Conmpiance with Section
191.13." Two other references to 191.13 will not need to be changed. The revised paragraph
will read as follows:

The Agency assumes that . . . compliance with 191.13(a) into a "complementary
cumulative distribution function' that indicates .. a disposal system can be considered
to be in compliance with 191.13 if this single distribution function meets the requirements
of 191.13(a) and if the calculation of the consequences of exploratory drilling for
resources required by 191.13(b) meets the requirements of 191.13(b).

Some sentences will need to be inserted into the paragraph in Appendix B called "Consideraton
of Inadvenent Human intrusion .. ." This paragraph will then read as follows:

Consideration of Inadvertent Human Intrusion into Geologic Repositories. The most
speculative potential disruptions of a mined geologic repository are those associated with
inadvertent human intrusion. Some types of intrusion would have virtually no effect on
a repository's containment of waste. On the other hand, it is possible through speculation
to conceive of intrusions (involving widespread societal loss of knowledge regarding
radioactive wastes) that could result in major disruptions that no reasonable repository
selection or design precautions could alleviate.
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Neither the Agency nor any other regulatory body has identified a reliable, defensible
basic for predicting future human behavior and for estimating the probabilities of possible
human actions. Therefore, the Agency doe . ,ot require an estimate of the probabilities ,

that various human actions will affect a repository. Nevertheless, the implementing.
agencies are required to consider these actions in making their determination that there
is reasonable expectation of compliance with the standard. sead of estimating the
probability of drilling, it shall be assumed that drilling occurs and the consequences of
such drilling estimated. These assessments may be supplemented by a description of the
natural and engineered features of the disposal system that reduce the likelihood and
consequences of human intrusion. The Agency believes that the most productive
consideration of inadvertent intrusion concerns those realistic possibilities that may be
usefully mitigated by repository design, site selection, or use of passive controls (although
passive institutional controls should not be assumed to completely rule out the possibility
of intrusion). In calculating the consequences of drilling, the implementing agencies can
assume that passive institutional controls or the intruders' own exploratory procedures are
adequate for the intruders to soon detect, or be warned of, the incompatibility of the area
with their activities.

The paragraph in Appendix B labeled 'Frequency and Severity of Inadvertent Human Intrusion
.. ," is to be modified as follows (with the original wording continuing from the ellipsis at the

end of this suggested wording):

Frequency and Severity of Inadvertent Human Intusion into Geologic Repositories by
Eploratory Drilling. In the calculations supplied in compliance with paragraph
191.13(b), the implementing agencies need not assume intrusion scenarios more severe
than inadvertent and intermittent intrusion by exploratory drilling for resources. The
implementing agencies need not assume any drilling for the resources that are provided
by the disposal system itself. The implementing agencies should describe qualitatively
the effects of each particular disposal system's site, design, and passive institutional
controls in mitigating the potential effects of such inadvertent exploratory drilling.
Descriptions of such inadvertent and intermittent exploratory drilling over 10.000 years
need not assume that more than 30 boreholes per square kilometer of repository area will
be drilled in that time at geologic repositories in proximity to sedimentary rock formations
or that more than 3 borcholes per square kilometer will be drilled in that time at
repositories in other geologic formations. Furthermore, when the discussions treat the
consequences of inadvertent and intermittent exploratory drilling, the implementing
agency need not assume that those consequences are more severe than: (1) direct release
to the land surface ...
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3.3 SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The following material could be used as supplementary information in explaining why the rule
is reasonable when written in the form on the preceding pages. This material could probably
appear in the EPA's supplementary information just after its explanations of the probabilistic
standard that is promulgated in paragraph 191.13(a).

In developing the ,probabilistic standard, the Agency recognized that themr is a
fundamental difference between estimating the probabilities of future natural phenomena
and estimating the probabilities of future human activities. Reasonable estimates of
natural phenomena can often be based on evidence provided by the geologic record.
Most of the natural phenomena that might be expected to affect a repository (e.g., fault
movement, erosion, or diapirism) can be studied in records that extend back for millions
of years. An extrapolation of that information through the next 10,000 years can be a
reasonable basis for estimating the probabilities that those phenomena will occur.
Although themr will seldom be unanimous agreement among experts about the precise
values of those probabilities, their reasonableness can be examined by reference to the
geologic record. Believing that probabilities can be derived and defended in this way, the
Agency deems appropriate the probabilistic standard required for natural phenomena in
paragraph 191.13(a).

On the other hand, there is no similarly reliable basis for estimating what human beings
are likely to do in the next few thousand years, or even in the next few hundred years.
The records of human activity are not nearly so long as the geologic record, and
10,000-year extrapolations would, for that reason alone, be less reliable than
extrapolations from the geologic record. More important, the past few hundred years--the
past few decades, in particular-have seen an enormous increase in the rates at which
human societies and their associated technical abilities have changed. With such rapid
changes in so short a time, extrapolation to 10,000 years would necessarily consist of
speculation about whether these rates will continue. Neither the Agency nor other
regulatory bodies have identified a reliable basis for such speculation, which the Agency
consequently believes should not be the focus of the compliance-determination process.

For these reasons, the Agency has not required a probabilistic treatment of human actions
that may affect a repository. Nevertheless, the Agency believes that an implementing
agency should carefully consider the effects of human actions in seeking reasonable
expectation of compliance. Paragraph 191.13(b) therefore requires an evaluation of the
consequences of exploratory drilling, which the Agency believes to be a reasonable
representation of severe human-initiated phenomena that might affect a disposal system.
The paragraph also requires that potential releases of radionuclides to the accessible
environment, resulting from such intrusion, shall not exceed ten times the quantities in
Table 1 of the rule. This limit is reasonable because, as originally developed, it applied
to phenomena with likelihoods between I chance in 10 and 1 chance in 1000 over 10,000
years.
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With this change in the rule, paragraph 191.13(b) avoids the problems associated with
speculative, quantitative estimates that human intrusions will occur. It simply requres
calculations made on the assumption that such intrusions do occur. It recognizes.
however, that treating future human actions will require that some further assumptions be
made.. It guides these assumptions by stating further requirements that follow hie
Agency's more extensive guidance, in Appendix B, for the treatment of future states. Tem
paragraph also recognizes that some phenomena occurring during and after the assumed
intrusions occur stochastically. To keep from introducing speculation about phenomena
of extremely low probability, the paragraph therfe limits the treatment of phenomena
that occur during and after the assumed intrusions. The limitations are essentially the
same as those applied to demonstrations of compliance under paragraph 191.13(a).

The requirement does not rule out the use of additional calculations that may produce
useful insights into the futre behavior of a repository system under intrusions by
exploratory drilling. Further information about the Agency's intentions is furnished in
Appendix B. which explains what the Agency would consider appropriate treatment of
future states of nature and of human civilization.
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3.4 TECHNICAL SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION

The. following material is supporting -information that could be cited as reasons for the DOE
suggestions for the above revision. It could be part of a technical support document for the rule.

Many comments on 40 CFR Part 191 have pointed out the difficulties that arise when human
activities are included vith natural phenomena in the complementary cumulative distribution
function (CCDF) that the Agency recommended in 1985 for examining compliance with
paragraph 191.13(a). The difficuldes also arise in alternative compliance methods that have been
suggested for incorporation into the standardi.e., the suggestions known as the four-column'
alternative, the collective-dose alternative, and the 'three-bucket' alternative. Summarized
broadly, these difficulties arse from the basic difficulty of guessing what future human societies
will be able to do or will wahnt to do. -For example, to include the drilling of exploratory
boreholes into a forgotten repository would require estimates of thef consequences of the drilling
and of the probability of Its occurrence. Estimating the consequences would require speculation
about how drilling would be done in the future. Given the rapid advances in drilling methods
in the past hundred years, it woud be extremely difficult to guess how drilling will be done
thousands of years from now. Estimating the probability of drilling would be even more
speculative; givenithat only 200 years ago deep drilling was a rar occurrence, it is hard to guess
how often people will want to drill thousands of years from now.

Because there is no-way to rigorously defend estimates of eidthr the consequences or the
probabilities of future human actions, the CCDF could easily be dominated by assumptions about
these estimates. And there would be Iittle possibility fthat the estimates could be Limited to
"reasonable' values, lecause there appears to be no defensible basis for deciding what will be
'reasonable" in future societies.

A specific example of, tis possibility appears in a detailed preliminary performance assessment
recently completed for the potential site at Yucca Mountain, Nevada (Reference 3-1). That study
examined the effect of varying the number of boreholes tiat it assumed would penetrate the
repository during the ncxt 10,000 years. -At the larger numbers of boreholes, the effects of
natural release mechanisms" (e.g., groundwater flow) were obscured by the effects of drilling.
There was, of course, no basis other than assumption for choosing one number of boreholes over
another-i.e., for deciding iwhich CCDF is best representative of the site's future performance.
(Although the EPA has provided suggestions that guide assumptions about numbers of boreholes,
licensing activities are not bound to follow those suggestions, which appear in the guidelines that
accompanied the 1985 version of the standard.) When CCDFs that include guesses about
numbers of future boreholes are introduced into licensing activities, the licensing process may
find itself focused on speculation about those numbers rather than on substantive issues of
repository performance.

In other words, a CCDF dominated by guesses about future human behavior may obscure the
more defensible estimates of the ability of a iepository system to isolate waste through its natual
characteristics and its engincered features. Thescharactri and features am barriers on
which geologic disposa relies, and it is important that the performance measure embodied in the
standard reveal their effectiveness. The CCDF can do so if the obscuring effects of estimates
about human actions are removed from it-
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This line of reasoning suggests only that human actions should not be part of a standard that
requires estimates of the probabilities of those actions. It would not be appropriate to eliminate
human activities altogether from a determination that a repository system will isolate waste
effectively. A simple way to remove the difficulties associated with estimating the probabilities
of future human activities is to assume that the activities occur and to calculate their
consequences on that assumption. This deterministic way of determining compliance must be
supplemented, however, if the calculations are to be used alongside the probabilistic standard that
governs natural phenomena and if they are to be kept from unconstrained speculation.

Frs, the human activities must be removed from paragraph 191.13(a) of the standard. That
paragraph is built on the use of likelihoods as an integral part of the determination of compliance.
Calculations that treat the likelihood of human intrusion deterministically could not be a part of
that method. Because the Agency feels that calculations should be evaluated against a numerical
standard, a limit on releases must, however, be established. A reasonable limit, which follows
the reasoning behind the original release limits, would be 10 times the quantities in Table 1 of
the current EPA standard. This limit is reasonable because, as originally developed, it applied
to phenomena with likelihoods between I chance in 10 and 1 chance in 1000 over 10,000 years.

Second, the human activities must be constrained by rule. If the likelihoods of human-initiated
intrusive activities are completely removed from consideration, there would be no restraint on
what should be calculated. Clearly, a site with otherwise acceptable natural and engineered
features should not be declared unacceptable simply because an unrealistic, highly improbable
future human activity could inadvertently exhume some of the waste. For example, drilling on
2-foot centers would be an improbable future event that would probably exceed the release limits
of any disposal system. It would be so improbable that it should not be part of a realistic -

appraisal of the system. But if its low probability of occurrence is ignored, an analysis of it
would show releases that violate a standard that makes no allowance for likelihood. A reasonable -

way to constrain the human activities is to follow the EPA guidance that says exploratory drilling
would be severe enough to adequately represent intrusive activities. Also reasonable would be
the inclusion of the current EPA guidance on the number of boreholes that should be assumed
for drilling in different types of rock. These constraints are compatible with the choice of a
release limit 10 times the quantities in Table 1 of the original standard.

Third, the phenomena that occur after or during the assumed drilling must also be constrained.
These phenomena occur stochastically for a number of reasons: e.g., natural variation in the
properties of materials, randomness in natural processes, randomness in the location of
exploratory boreholes, and uncertainties in data. Unless some constraints are placed on the
likelihoods of these phenomena, an evaluation of releases could be dominated by speculative,
highly unlikely events and processes. For example, the study of exploratory drilling described
in Reference 3-1 used the guidance suggested by the EPA for number of boreholes (17 boreholes
over 10,000 years); it also assumed today's drilling technology and methods. The study had to
assume, however, a probability distribution for the times at which the boreholes were drilled and
for the possibility that any particular borehole would actually penetrate a canister filled with
radioactive waste. If performed iteratively for many thousands of times, a stochastic calculation
like the one performed in Reference 3-1 would eventually produce, at extremely low probability,
a simulation of a set of events in which each of the 17 boreholes penetrated a waste canister at
an early time after the closure of a disposal system. Such a calculation would be unsuitable fc
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assessing the ability of the system to isolate waste, because the event it modeled would have
extremely low likelihood, but the calculated releases would clearly violate the current limits.

'he current standard avoids such unsuitable calculations by placing constraints on the natural
events and processes that must be examined. These constraints may reasonably be applied to the
events and processes thatfshould be examined once an assumption is made that human intrusion
occurs. Releases from phenomena with a likelihood of occurrence less than I chance in 1000
over 10,000 years are currently not compared with quantities stated in fth standard. It is
consistent with the original standard to accord the same treatment to the phenomena that occur
during and after drilling into a disposal system. Paragraph 191.13(b) can therefore defensibly
exclude such events and processes from comparison against the limits if their likelihoods of
occurrence are less than 1 chance in 1000 over 10,000 years.

Little experience from other countries is available for guiding the U.S. development of the
treatment for human intrusions. European nations have not come to consensus on an appropriate
way to handle human intrusion in their analyses of waste isolation. They do, however, recognize
that 'such low-probability, high-consequence scenarios would be difficult to treat within the
normal regulatory guidelines and might, therefore, need separate consideration . .. These issues
will be treated within the NEA Working Group on Assessment of Future Human Actions ... "
(Reference 3-2 ). Because these nations do not currently plan to use a probabilistic standard like
the EPA standard, the difficulties they perceive are somewhat different from those involved with
including human intrusion in a CCDF. But they clearly intend to pay special attention to the
problems of including human intrusion along with natural disruptions, even in nonprobabilistic
assessments.
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CHAPTER 4

TIRE-BUCKET APPROACH

4.1 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Agencies affected by 40 CFR Part 191 have experimented with the complementary cumulative
distribution function (CCDP) that the 1985 rule suggests for demonsating compliance with the
containment requirements. The NRC came forward with an alternative approach in 1991 and
offered it up for discussion in informal forums. The approach came to be known as the "three-
bucket approach' because it attempts to divide into three categories the phenomena that might
affect waste isolation. The EPA has informally circulated a somewhat modified version in the
draft Federal Register notice (213/92). The DOE examined both the NRC and the EPA
statements of the approach and some furer statements by the NRC staff: material in a letter,
dated July 1, 1992, from B. J. Youngblood (Director of the NRC Division of High-Level Waste
Management) to J. W. Gunter (Director of the EPA Criteria and Standards Division) and in an
informally circulated draft, dated October 10, 1991, giving examples of compliance
demonstration. The DOE has also benefited from an informal technical exchange with the NRC
staff (July 22, 1992) at which the three-bucket approach was discussed in some detail. A
preliminary series of calculations done under contract to the DOE has suggested that the approach
is not completely compatible with the DOE understanding of what will be needed for determining
compliance and is not necessarily simpler to implement than the original standard. The problem,
then, is to state the difficulties that the DOE sees in the "three-bucket approach."
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4.2 RECOMMENDED APPROACH

The DOE finds that the "three-bucket approach," as it has been stated up to now, contains some
difficulties that keep it from being a completely acceptable way to demonstrate compliance. The-
DOE would prefer to leave the approach as an option in a draft Federal Register notice intended
to solicit comment on the revision of 40 CFR 191. Additional comment could help to clarify the
difficulties that the DOE finds in the approach and might help to produce an acceptably
simplified form of the original standard.
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43 SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

-This material is not 'supplementary information" in the sense that it is normally used in the
rulemaldng process. Instead, it simply explains, in brief summary form, the reasoning behind the
DOE statement that the three-bucket approach may not be a useful alternative to the original EPA
standard. The material in this section may be useful to the EPA if its next proposal for 40 CFR
Part 191 is accompanied by supplementary information that explains the EPA position on the
athree-bucket approach."

The analysis reported in the' technical support documentation reveals some features of the
three-bucket approach that appear to make it unacceptable, at least in its present form:

1. It is possible to construct some scenario classes for which the three-bucket approach and
the original standard disagree about compliance. The analysis began by applying the three-
bucket approach to the results of a recent total-system performance assessment of the
potential Yucca Mountain site; the originalassessment had already compared its results to
the original standard. The comparison suggested that the two methods agree about
compliance for those particular results. Nevertheless, when those results were modified
slightly, the analysis showed that the two methods can easily disagree. Sometimes,
depending on the particular modifications, the original standard is sticter, sometimes the
three-bucket approach is stricter. This conclusion suggests that three-bucket approach is
probably not completely compatible with the original standard: Le., it does not yield the
same conclusions about compliance. Whether it would nevertheless be acceptable to the
regulatory community can probably be determined only after the community has examined
the approach more thoroughly and has debated the acceptability of -the apparent
inconsistencies.

2. The three-bucket approach is sensitive to the way in which 'scenarios" are defined as
part of the compliance examination. The approach introduces the term "scenario' into the
regulation and therefore requires that scenarios be used in the examination of compliance.
The technical community does not appear to be in complete agreement about the role of
scenarios in constructing complementary cumulative distribution functions, and that lack of
agreement would be an obstacle to the implementation of the approach. More important,
the analysis shows that compliance may, in at least some examples, be demonstrable when
a disposal system is described by one set of scenarios, but not demonstrable when it is
described by another set. It would be preferable for the standard to yield the same results
about compliance regardless of the details of the definition of scenarios. Studies of how
to implement the current standard have suggested that it is not necessarily sensitive to the
details of the definitions. Because of the way the three-bucket approach treats scenarios,
however, it probably cannot be made insensitive without fairly drastic revision.

3. The three-bucket approach adopts a bounding value for sequences of events and
processes that have low likelihoods. This bounding value, 0.01, is applied in the analyses
of all sequences whose likelihood is (a) great enough for the sequences to warrant
regulatory consideration and (b) snallur than 0.01. Tle adoption of this bounding value
can lead to an overemphasis of some low-probability sequences-an overemphasis that
contributes to the disagreements discussed in item I above.
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4. The examples that the NRC staff has used in its explanations of the three-bucket
approach have assumed that it is possible to identify for each scenario a single associated
value of radionuclide release. Although this assumption was made for didactic purposes
and not because the staff felt that it will be appropriate in actual licensing, the-
simplification achieved by it appears to mask some of the difficulties with implementing
the standard. The approach, as now stated, does not explain how to reduce the distribution
of releases associated with realistic scenarios to simple, if not single, values of release.

Many of these difficulties may be avoided by further definitions within the three-bucket
approach and by detailed guidance about how to apply the approach in licensing. The
additional details that would be needed, however, appear to require efforts that would be
approximately as complex as the effort needed to show compliance with the original
standard. For example, to overcome the difficulty with associating a single value of
release with each scenario class would probably require something like deriving a CCDF
for each class-an effort that would not be a reduction below the efforts required by the
current standard.

These points are derived in much greater detail in the accompanying technical support
documentation. Although there may be solutions to the problems that the documentation
raises. the three-bucket approach does not appear to necessarily offer less difficulty in
implementation than the current standard. And it does pose potential problems of its own.
Until these possibilities are sorted out, it would not be wise to adopt the three-bucket
approach in place of the original EPA standard. At most, the three-bucket approach should
be provided as an option for compliance demonstration.

4
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4.4 TECHNICAL SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION

The technical analysis of the three-bucket approach in Appendix A is offered as support for the
DOE recommendation that the approach not be taken as a replacement for the original EPA
containment standard. It should be offered as an option in the draft Federal Register notice in
hopes that additional review and analysis will provide answers to the Department's concerns.
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CHAPTER 5

MULTIMODE RELEASE LIMITS

5.1 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In some instances, the release requirements of Table I in 40 CFR Part 191 may result in an
inappropriate or overly conservative evaluation of repository sites because they do not adequately
account for significant features of a site. The 1985 version of 40 CFR Part 191 contained only
one release limit table (Table 1) for all release modes. The table was based on simultaneous
releases to all the world's rivers and oceans. The three other basic release modes-atmospheric,
land surface, and withdrawal-well, which are the only expected release modes for sites presently
under consideration-were not taken into account. Because a single release limit table cannot
represent all release modes and release locations, cumulative releases would have been evaluated
at the boundary of the repository instead of at locations of release.
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5.2 RECOMMENDED APPROACH

A multimode release limit option is proposed in addition to the existing Table 1 limit in
Appendix A of the standard. This additional option would include limits for all release modes -
to be considered in the containment requirements (land, well, river, and ocean). The atmospheric
release mode is addressed in the individual protection requirements (as explained in Chapter 9.
which discusses Carbon-14), and the human intrusion component is addressed in Chapter 3. In
incorporating the proposed new table, a number of corresponding changes to the wording of the
rule are needed. These changes are described below.

A number of new terms have been introduced. As used here, these terms are defined as follows:

Point of compliance - the location, for a givcn release mode, where radionuclides enter the
biosphere. At this location, cumulative releases over 10,000 years are calculated for
comparison to the multimode release limits table.

In calculating cumulative releases over 10,000 years, the points of compliance are as
follows:

Release Mode Point of Compliance

Land Location where radioactive material released from
the repository is brought directly to the land surface.

Well Any wellhead outside the controlled area from.-
which groundwater containing radionuclides released
from the repository is withdrawn for irrigation or
supplying drinking water.

River Location(s) of existing discharge of groundwater
containing radionuclides released from the
repository to a river.

Ocean Location where nver-water or groundwater
containing radionuclides released from the
repository discharges to an ocean.

Release mode - one of four potential ways in which radionucides are transported from the
lithosphere to the biosphere, resulting in exposure to humans. The release modes are: land
(contaminated solids deposited on the land surface, such as volcanic materials); well
(contaminated groundwater pumped to the land surface); river (all fresh surface waters); and
ocean.

Biosphere - the zone of the Earth extending from (and including) the surface into the
surrounding atmosphere.
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Subsection 191.13(a) needs to be changed to accommodate the option of multimode release
limits. The proposed wording is as follows:

a) Disposal systems for spent nuclear fuel or high-level or tansuranic radioactive wastes
shall be designed to provide a reasonable expectation, based upon performance
assessments, that the cumulative releases of radionuclides to the accessible environment
(for Table I in Appendix A), or the cumulative releases of radionuclides, considering
all applicable release modes, to the biosphere (for Tables 2 and 3 in Appendix B) for
10,000 years after disposal from all significant processes and events that may affect the
disposal system shall:

1. Have a likelihood of less than one chance in 10 of exceeding the quantities
calculated according to Table I (Appendix A) or Tables 2 and 3 (Appendix B); and

2. Have a likelihood of less than one chance in 1,000 of exceeding ten times the
quantities calculated according to Table 1 (Appendix A) or Tables 2 and 3
(Appendix B).

The Department shall select the release limits method to be used in evaluating compliance.

Appendix A remains the same as in the 1985 version of 40 CFR Part 191.

A new Appendix B would be created. It would be the same as Appendix A except for these
changes: replacement of Table I with Tables 2 and 3, the addition of two notes, and minor
changes to the original Note 6 from Table 1. (The creation of a new Appendix C will be
discussed in Chapter 6.)

Tables 2 and 3 provide release limits for the four potential release modes to be considered in the
containment requirements expressed in curies and terabequerels, respectively. The proposed
tables are included at the ehd of this section.

New infonmation would have to be added as Note 6 of Tables 2 and 3 of Appendix B. The
wording for the new Note 6 would be:

The Agency assumed, in deriving the release limits for the ivyer and well releases in Tables
2 and 3, that the entire drainage system of all rivers (for river releases) and all aquifers (for
well releases) is contaminated by the released radionuclides. Site Adjustment Factors
(SAFs) may be used with Tables 2 and 3 to account for specific site locations. The
following are examples of how SAFs might be developed for the surface flow system and
other geologic and hydrologic' components of a geologic disposal system.

Example I-River Releases: For the river column, the release limits are calculated
assuming that the entire drainage of all rivers is contaminated. For an actual site, only the
downstream section of the tributary that is fed by groundwater passing through the
repository is contaminated. To correct for this, a Site Adjustment Factor for the river
release mode (SAFP) is used as a multiplier to adjust the ris factors. The Reciprocal Site
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Adjustment Factor (RSAFx), with which the release limits are multiplied, is calculated as
follows:

£ (LC 4 Fed aw ( * FUI

RS(LC * AFM
1-1

This approximation represents the sums of the products of all tributary lengths and flow
rates divided by the equivalent sums of contaminated tibutaries. "L is the length of the
river segments and "F" is the volumetric flow rate of that segment. The subscripts "C" and
"U" refer to contaminated and uncontaminated segments, respectively. lhe release limits
in Tables 2 and 3 are then multiplied by this ratio to provide a site-specific release limit
for the river release mode.

Example 2-Well Releases: The derivation of the release limits for the well release mode
using world average parameters assumes all groundwater from the recharge area to the
locations where it enters surface waters is contaminated. For an actual site, wells up-
gradient of the repository do not produce con water. In addition, during the
10,000-year regulation period, the contaminated plume may not reach the discharge
location, thus some uncontaminated water may also be withdrawn down-gradient from the
repository.

A method for approximating the ratio of contaminated water to total available water can
be determined by dating te water at the repository (Al), at the point it is expected that the
radionuclides will reach in 10,000 years (Az), and at the location where groundwater
discharges to a river (A3). With these ages, the Site Adjustment Factor for the well release
mode (SAFW) may then be calculated and used as a multiplier to adjust the risk factors.
Calculation of the Reciprocal Site Adjustment Factor (RSAF,) is done by dividing the age
of the water at th iver by the difference in the ages of the water at the repository and at
the farthest point of migration in 10,000 years, or:

RSA{w Ats 3
-4, - Al

However, if it is found that the contaminated plume will reach a river within 10,000 years,
the formula becores:

A3RSAPw- 3 -

-4 - Al

Release limits in Tables 2 and 3 are then multiplied by one of these ratios (the RSAFws.
to provide a site-specific release limit for the well release mode. I> J
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The use of SAFs and the parameters to be considered in calculating SAFs shall be
determined by the Deparmnent.

A second new note, describing the concept of points of compliance for the multimode release.
limits in the containment requirements will also need to be added to Tables 2 and 3 of the new
Appendix B. The note would read as follows:

In calculating cumulative releases over 10,000 years, -the points of compliance are as
follows:

Release Mode Point of Compliance

Land Location where radioactive material released from
the repository is brought directly to the land surface.

Well Any wellhead outside the controlled area from
which groundwater containing radionuclides released
from the repository is withdrawn for irrigation or
supplying drinking water.

River Location(s) of existing discharge of groundwater
containing radionuclides released from the
repository to a river.

Ocean Location where river-water or groundwater
containing radionuclides released from the
repository discharges to an ocean.

The existing Note 6 from Appendix A, Table 1 should be revised and used as Note 8 for Tables
2 and 3 of the new Appendix B. Two changes will be necessary.

* The tid and fourth sentences should be repnrased as follows:

For each radionuclide in the mixture, determine the ratio between the cumulative release
quantity projected over 10,000 years and the limit for that radionuclide for each applicable
release mode as determined from Tables 2 or 3 and Notes I through 7.

* The last paragraph, the example, should be reworded as follows:

For example, if all release modes (LW,R, and 0 referring to land, well, river, and ocean
release modes) are used in the example, if radionuclides a and b are projected to be
released in amounts Q and Q%, and if the applicable release limits are RL, and R4L, then
the cumulative releases over 10,000 years shall be limited so that the following
relationship exists:
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QLJRL,+L + . .. +QwALwA+QwV4Mw)+...+

QJIRUL + + RLT+... + OQORL04 + QOA+I * + * +

QOJRL 0 < 1.

The existing Appendix B from the 1985 standard would be renamed Appendix D. The
introductory paragraph of this Appendix discusses evaluating long-term predictions of
compliance, focusing on compliance with 191.13. Because of the other proposed changes
outlined above, this introductory paragraph should aclnowledge two additional steps in 191.13
compliance. The following sentences should be inserted between sentences 2 and 3:

Quantitative evaluations for these predictions compare predicted releases with either Table
I of Appcndix A or Tables 2 and 3 of Appendix B. If the multimode release limits in
Tables 2 and 3 of Appendix B are used, the presence or absence of the four possible release
modes (land, well, river, and ocean) to be considered in the containment requirements must
be determined. Ile fifth reease mode, for atnospheric releases, is considered under the
individual protection requirements. Site Adjustment Factors for the well and river release
modes, to be determined by the Department, may be calculated to account for differences
between the actual site-specific availability of water and the original assumption that the
etire drainage system is available and contaminated.
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C-14 T__D _ , TBD TD TBD

Ni-S9 2E.7 9E+06 TBD IE+09

Srt90 4E 2E+04 41.07 31E47

Z_-93 7E 3E.0 3E107 4E17

Tc.99 SE+06 IE06 61E. 2E110

Sn-126 1E14 4E+.03 9E+03 7E+05

1-129 IE+04 5E+03 4E+06 3E.05

Ci-13S IE+.0 6E.04 2E107 2E+06

Cs-137 _ .09E4 E404 2E+06 SE07

Sm ISI IE. 4E107 TBD 11+10

Pb-210 IE+03 4E+03 TED 7E106

U-.226 6E.03 3E103 TBD 2E+05

RA.22 4E04 2E04 TBD 6E17

Ac.227 IE104 6E103 7E+03 1E106

Th.229 3E.0 E1.04 61E03 SE.04

Th*230 2E.03 1E102 TBD 3E103

lb-232 3E.03 IE+03 ITSD 3E+03

Pa-231 7E+03 31E03 2E104 4E104

UV233 51E04 2E.04 I.E406 1.06

UV234 SE104 2E.04 TD 2E106

U-235 5E+04 2E.04 11+06 IE.06

V-236 SE. 2E+104 TD 2E106

U1238 51E04 2E.4 TED - IE106

Np.237  IE.04 1E103 7E10 E1.06

_232 2E104 IE04 TBD 3E106

N.239 2E.0 1E103 2E4.0 2E105

Pta240 2E+.04 1E03 2E104 2E+10

4241 5E.05 2E105 TED 4E10

pa242 2E.0 1E103 TBD 2E105

A.241 2M 1E+03 SE.03 IE06

Am-243 _2E04 8E+03 SE.03 4E105

CM-24S IE04 4E103 3E+13 IE105

C 246 2EF t+0 N43M0

* To bk agenmined
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______________Retlrn limit (TMq per M(MJO MTlN) .
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C-14 TBED I TBD TED TED

Ni-59 8E.05 3E.05 TED SE407

ST 90 22E03 7E.0 2E406 1106.

ZD-93 2E405 IE.05 9.405 2.406_

TC-99 1E40 41+.0 2E40 7E.0

Sn-126 41.02 IE0 3140 3E404

1.129 SE.02 2E4.2 E1_40 9E03

Cs.13 SE+.03 2E403 6E10 6E404

Co-137 3E103 3E.03 8104 2E24

Sm-151 42.06 2E40 TBD 6E140

Pb.210 3E402 1E402 TED 21.05

Rb.226 2E102 IE402 TBD 71.3

Rs-228 224.03 7E102 TBD 2E106

Ao.227 6E402 2E+02 22402 3E+05

Tb.229 1103 4E1.2 2E102 2E403

Th-230 7E+01 3E401 TED .IE+2

Th-232 I1+02 4E+01 TBD IE+02

P.231 3E.2 E1402 61.02 2E.03

U-233 2E+03 - 27E02 40.4451.04

U-234 2E+03 1E402 TBD 6E104

U235 - 2E14 73402 41.=04 4104

U-236 2E+1 8E1402 TBD 61404

U-238 21+03 7.402 TRD SB+04

Np-237 SE402 31.02 3E103 31.05

Pu-23S 9402 4E040 TED IE05

Pu-239 71402 31402 6E402 6E403

Pu.240 SE+02 3002 6+402 71E403
Pa-Ul 2E+04 7B+03 TED IE07

Po-242 83+02 31.02 TBD 6E+03

A-241 7E402 3E142 2E10 4404.

Am-243 6E+02 30402 2E402 21404

Cm-245 4142 2E102 E102 SE403

".Us4 7Pnm w Rn ?

To be detarned
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53 SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The following material explains why the rule is reasonable when written in the form on the
preceding pages. This material could be used by the EPA as supplementary information for the.
proposed rule.

The 1985 release limits contained in 40 CFR Part 191, Section 191.13, which were stated
in terms of the allowable release from a repository containing 1,000 metric tons of heavy
metal, were developed by estimating how many curies of each radionuclide would cause
10 premature deaths over 10,000 years if released to the environment. For these
calculations, the Agency used very general models of environmental transport, based upon
a simultaneous release to all the world's rivers; and oceans. The resulting release limits
table (Appendix A, Table I of the 1985 version), provided a single cumulative release limit
per radionuclide that was to be evaluated at the boundary of the controlled area

Several commenters have suggested that release limits based solely upon a simultaneous
release to the world's rivers and oceans may not be appropriate for all releases at all sites.
As a result, the Agency has further evaluated the appropriateness of the single generic
derived version of the release limits. While the Agency continues to believe that
cumulative release limits per radionuclide are an appropriate way in which to regulate the
disposal of radioactive waste, several changes have been implemented in order to
accommodate any site-specific circumstances which may differ from the assumed
circumstances underlying the Table I release limits. The Agency further feels that today's
proposal gives the Department greater flexibility in complying with the standard, while at
the same time it provides at least the same level of protection to human health and the
environment as did the 1985 standard.

Given below is a brief description of the relevant changes in the present version from the
1985 version, with a more detailed explanation to follow:

* Table I in Appendix A is retained as an option for determining the releases to the
accessible environment.

* New multimode release tables (Tables 2 and 3 in Appendix B) for the containment
requirements are included as an option for determining releases to the biosphere. Each
table consists of four release modes Oand, weIs, rivers and oceans), each with specific
release limits, that can be used to account for site-specific features. Atmospheric
releases are considered in the Individual Protection Raeuirements.

* The multimode release limits (Tables 2 and 3 in Appendix B) are based upon a
repository containing 105 (100,000) MTIM rather thn 10' (10,00) MThM.

* Compliance with the release limits from the multimode tables is evaluated at the point
of release to the biosphere for the particular release mode rather than at the boundary
of the controlled area.
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Site Adjustment Factors (SAFs) are provided for use with the multimode release
limits. The Deparnment may use SAFs for the river and well release modes. The
department would determine the parameters to be used in accounting for specific site
locations.

l0o (100O0O) ATHM v. lo, (1,000) AITHM

The multimode release limits contained in today's version of Appendix A (Table 1) and
Appendix B (Tables 2 and 3) are based upon a l0C (100,000) MTHM repository rather
than a 1 (1,000) MM repository. This modification reflects no quantitative change
in the level of protection. It simply presents the information in a manner more clearly
related to the fundamental criterion (1,000 deaths per 10,000 years per reference
repository, whether HLW or TRU waste) and the individual protection dose standards
which are based upon a 10' (100,000) MhIM repository. For consistency and scaling
efficiency, 10' (100,000) MTHM for HLW and 20 MCi for TRU will now be used as the
reference repositories for the multimode release method.

Four Coluwn Release LUnus Tables

After receiving comments that a single generic derived release lithit based upon a
simultaneous release to all of the world's rivers and oceans as a radionuclide escapes the
controlled area may not be appropriate for all repositories, the Agency has reevaluated the
basis of the rule. The Agency feels that more is, known now about release modes and
pathways than when the 1985 version of the standard was promulgated. Advances in the
understanding of geologic disposal systems should be incopo into the present
version of the rule. As a result, the Agency has retained the single generic derivedt
release limit table and added an option of multimode release limit tables consisting of ,--,
four columns addressing land, well, river (including all fresh surface water), and ocean
release modes. A fifth release mode, for atmospheric releases, is considered in the
individual protection requirements.

The Agency feels that today's version of the multimode release limit toW1Is applies
uniformly to all repositories and pathways while allowing all major components of a
disposal system to be included in a risk assessment In setting the multimode release
limits for today's rule, the Agency has. used the same methodology described in the
Background information Document (BI) for the 1985 version. That is, for each
radionuclide, the maximum number of fatalities allowed by the fundamental criterion
(1000) was divided by the fatal cancers p curie for each release mode. The summed
normalized release limit for each scenario or event would include the release fractions for
each radionuclide for each release mode.

The derivations from the 1985 version of the standard have been reexamined. The
deivation for the land and river release modes in the 1985 version were basically
complete. The well release mode limits consist of a minor modificaton to the river
release mode, and the ocean release mode limits have been completely recalculated. For
a thorough treatment on exactly how the release limits were derived, the BID should be;,
consulted.
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Inplementation of Multimode Release Limits > f#6- t

While both the BID and the standard address the implementation of the multimode release
limits approach, the Agency feels that it should be addressed here also. It should be
stressed that the level'of -protection provided to, human health and the environment, for
both present and future populations, has remained thfae for today's version of the
standard as that contained in the 1985 version. The only significant change in the
containment requirements is the optional method that, the Agency is allowing the
Department to use in -determining compliance with the containment requirements. The
Agency believes that in some -instances this option may more realistically reflect the
actual processes and events that will take place between the repository and the potential
release points and therefore may more realistically reflect the potential risks posed by any
SUC repository.-

Multmode Well Release Limits Not Applicable within the Controlled Area

The Agency feels that it is necessary to make one point particularly clear with regard to
the implementation of the multimode well release limits. That is, these release limits do
not apply within the controlled area This view was upheld by the First Circuit Court
(Natral Resources Defense Council v. U.S.E.P.A., 824 F.2d 1258 (lst Cir. 1987)). As
the Court stated in upholding the Agency's decision hot to apply the groundwater
protection standards within the controlled area:-

n... the EPA's choice to sacrifice the purity of water at repository sites as
-part of the control strategy was impliedly sanctioned by Congress when,
subsequent to passage of the SDWA [Safe Drinking Water Act], it enacted
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act."

Ihus, the concept that acertain amount of area directly surrounding the repository is
devoted to 'the disposal of radioactive waste is clearly accepted. Application of the
multimode release limits for wells will therefore begin it the boundary of the controlled
area.

The multimode release limits method, in addition to expanding the release limits to a four
column table, also allows the Department to evaluate potential releases at the points of
release to the biosphere for each release mode rather than at the boundary of the
controlled-area'for all potential releases. This approach is consistent with the 1985
approach in that the Agency has modeled the effects of a release of each radionuclide via
each of the four release modes for the containment requirements and based the release
limits upon this modeling.

In setting the current multimode release limits, the Agency has assessed the impacts upon
human health -and the environment once a radionuclide escapes through one of the four
release modes for the containment requirements. This modeling from the release points
to humans ensures uniformity of the biosphere for all applications of multimode release
limits in the containment requirements. In contrast, the Agency has decided in providing
multimode release limits that it would be more appropriate for the Department to assess
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the movement of radionuclides from the repository to the points of release. This decision
is a result of comments received and further evaluation of potential repository locations.

While the Agency believes that the use of generic models to assess the impacts of
radionuclides once they are released into the environment via one of the four release
modes is an appropriate method to regulate the release of radionuclides, it is also the
Agency's belief that the Department may most appropriately assess the movement of
radionuclides from the repository to the points of release. This belief is based upon the
fact that the Department will be in a better position to evaluate the site-specific
attenuation factors and their impact upon the movement of radionuclides through the
lithosphere to the points of release. Attenuation factors depend on: groundwater velocity,
retardation factor, dispers'vity, distance of the actual release from the repository in the
direction of groundwater flow, duration of regulation, radionuclide half life, time of
release from the repository, and rate of release. All components of the disposal system
should be evaluated when determining compliance with the multimode release limits
unless it can be shown that their effects are negligible.

Site Adjustment Factors

hi determining compliance with the multimode river and weil release limits, the Agency
allows the Department to use site adjustmnt factors. (SAFs) This is necessary because,
in deriving the release limits for the river and well release modes, the Agency assumed
the entire drainage system of all rivers (for the river release mode) and all aquifers (for
the well release mode) would be contaminated by the released radionuclides. Thus, in
order to obtain a more realistic depiction of the potential releases from specific sites, the
Agency allows SAFs to be used when determining the release limits for actual sites.

As stated earlier, there is no need for adjustment factors in computing compliance with
the release limits for the land and ocean release modes. The Department determines the
factors to be used in determining SAPs for a specific repository. - In applying the
multimode release limits to specific sites, the Department should recognize that it will be
necessary to allocate radionuclides that reach an aquifer to either the well or river release
modes. Surface (river) and groundwater (well) usages vary for different regions in the
United States. Thus, the Department will be responsible for determining the appropriate
allocations for the specific region in which the site is located.

The effect of multimode release tables on the release CCDF is to change the magnitude
of the nomalized release (R) for each scenario or event relative to the single release
method in the 1985 version of 40 CFR Part 191. The probabilities of the individual
scenarios or events that make up the CCDF are unchanged.

The Agency believes that today's rule satisfies comments received concerning the
appropriateness of using only a single generic derived release limit applied at the
boundary of the controlled area. The option of multimode release limits refines the
release limit approach used in the 1985 version of 40 CFR Part 191, Section 191.13. The
use of multimode release limits accounts for all release modes to be considered in the
containment requirements in assessing the performance of a disposal system. Th
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Department is responsible for determining release idaes and release locations for all
pathways for each repository. Because the Agency has computed all 3ansport and
biological effects from the release location *^ humans for all four release modes, the
biosphere and effects are uniform for all applications of the containment requirements..
Multinode release limits are not site specific and can therefore be applied to future
repositories.
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SA TECHNICAL SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION

The following material is supporting information that could be cited as reasons for the
suggestions in the proposed revision. It could be part of a technical support document for the
rule.

Background

The 1983 version of 40 CFR Part 191 (Reference 5-1) contained a single derived release limit
for all release modes that was based on simultaneous release to all the world's rivers and oceans.
Cumulative releases would have been evaluated at the boundary of a repository. The EPA based
the decision to use this approach on their determinations that releases to surface water through
groundwater are usually the most important release mode for mined repositories and that the
health effects per curie released are usually the highest for this release mode (Reference 5-2).

In reexamining 40 CFR Part 191, the EPA has received substantial comnnts addressing release
limits based on a single release mode. Characterization of disposal sites currently under
consideration indicates that release modes for these proposed repositories are gaseous, land
surface, and withdrawal wells. Therefore, it is appropriate to add the option of multimode release
limits that, except for gaseous releases, may be used to evaluate these additional release modes
in compliance evaluations for the containment requirements. Gaseous releases, although included
in this discussion for completeness, are considered in the individual protection requirements of
the regulation. Ihe option of multimode release limits satisfies any deficiencies that may have
existed in the 1985 version by providing the ability to account for all applicable release modes
in assessing the perfonnance of a disposal system. The use of multimode release limits applies
the standard at actual release locations (Figure 5-1), so risk attenuation between the boundary and
the release locations is considered in the risk assessment. In addition, the methodology for
multimode release limits allows corrections for repository locations.
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Figure 5-1. Schematic of a Radioactive Waste Disposal System Showing Possible Release
Modes and Risk Attenuation Factors Outside the Repository.

(Gaseous releases are considered in the individual protection requirements. In
some instances, human intrsion may not be considered in evaluations of the land
release mode, as explained in Chapter 3.)

Description of Multimode Generic Release Limits

Tables 2 and 3 are included in Appendix B of 40 CFR Part 191 to supply generic release limits
that are --.: at the locations of release to the biosphere for each applicable rele'se mode, which
is just one step in the derivation prior to where they were set in the 1985 version of 40 CFR Part
191. The following sections describe multimode release limits, methods used in developing the
four-column table of release limits, methods for combining releases from all applicable modes
into a single summed normalized release limit, corrections for repository locations and geologic
risk attenuation, and suggestions for performance assessments. These multimode release limits
contain some generalizations that may not apply to specific repositories, but the generalizations
are limited to the processes between the release locations and humans. Multimode standards
apply uniformly to all repositories and all release modes considered in the containment
requirements. All major components in the disposal system are included in risk assessments.

EPA generic analyses from the release locations to humans ensure uniform modeling of the
biosphere for all applications (dashed lines in Figure 5-2). The four-columnm release table
proposed for 40 CFR Part 191 covers all applicable release modes for repositories. The
appropriate release mode is selected for each pathway, and all disposal system components are
included in the performance assessment. This is similar to the approach used for the 1985

WP.158 S-15 89/10/92



version of 40 CFR Part 191, and most of the derivations of risk factors were completed for that
version of the standard (References 5-2 and 5-3). Differences are that risk factors for well
releases have been calculated, and risk factors for ocean releases have been recalculated.
Release limits are still calculated by dividing the fundamental criterion (1,000 deaths per 10,000.
years per reference repository) by the risk factor for each radionuclide.

MIsk

Performance Assessment "t-
* Delne Approplate

ReleaseModes, and - I
Path ays uul P <wlo" UM1tI Derlvatioai

* Comp" A atenuMo EPA
To Risas PMInS Reba"Um4

Figure 5-2. Multimode Release Limit in the Risk Assessment Process. (Atmospheric rleases
are considered in the individual protection requiremnts.)

Derivation and Implementation of Muldmode Release UmLits

The following sections summaize the factors considered in the derivation of the four-column
tables of release limits in the present version of 40 CFR Part 191. Factors considered in analyses
for the river and land release modes are from the Background Information Document (BID) for
the 1985 version of 40 CFR Pan 191. Factors considered in analyses for the ocean release mode
are from a recent study. Data for the well rlease mode are new and are presented in this
chapter.

MTmis technical ppoi docmnu asunes hanalyss will be comped using a pwom such as MARDRAD
(efrae 54) and a deaied model wi a shef compan=e Othe references in hids document to ocen reas
male he e ass pidon 1 tis study is compleed valus obtained from the evaluation should be substiuned
in Tables S-3 through 56 of dtis Techrdcal Suppon Dcwnera and in Tables 2 and 3 in Appedix B of 40 CFR Par
191.
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The derivation of the single generic table for release limits in the 1985 version of 40 CFR Part
191 assumed that all the f water that is 'used comes -fomi the world's rivers. -he new
multimode release tables separate fresh water into surface water and groundwater. Suf&-- water
comes from laikes and rivers, butthese sources are combined'into a river release mode to be.
consistent with earlier notation. The USGS publishes estimates of water sources and uses at 5-
year intervals. Table 5-1 gives the 1985 percentages of water used for irrigation, livestock, and
human drinking water that came from groundwater and surface water. Values are given for the
United States and for regions with disposal sites currently under consideration. This table (or
an updated version of it) is used to allocate water use to the well and river release modes. The
values in Table 5-1 represent th cpercentages of each radionuclide that reach an aquifer by any
means that would be available for well withdrawal or discharge to a river. It does not mean that
all or any of these radionuclides will reach any points of release before they decay or during the
10,000 years of regulation. The DOE selcts the percentages appropriate for each repository
region.

Table 5-1. Fresh Water Sources in' 1985 (Reference 5-5)

- - ~Percentage

Region Groundwater Surface Water

Rio Grande Region 28 72

Great Basin 19 -_81

United States 36 64

Adjustments of Generic Release Linits

Generic or world average parameter values are used to compute multimode release limits, just
as they were in the derivation of the present standards. Therefore they may not represent the
actual radionuclide pathways or risk of specific repository locations. There are many site
adjustment factors (SAFs) that could be applied to release limits for specific repositories to
compensate for these generalizations. Alternatively, generic SAFs could be defined in the
standards that would apply to all sites, or the selection of site specific adjustment factors could
be left to the implementing agency for each repository. Generic SAFs have the advantage of
consistent use for all repositories, and an equitable selection of SAFs that increase and decrease
the release limits would be predefined. The disadvantages of generic adjustment factors are that
they may overcorrect or underconect at any given site. The advantage of developing SAFs for
each repository is that local conditions such as repository location relative to rivers, oceans,
agriculture, and populations pt the te -of pssssment can be defined mor precisely. The
disadvantage is the potential for nonuniformity in the selection of SAis and demands for an
unreasonable number of SAFs.

Either option should produce more accurate predictions of actual risk than generic analyses with
no site adjustments. The magnitude of the net adjustment would depend on site characteristics
and may be insignificant for some repositories. Generic SAFs for two of the most obvious cases.

WP.158 S-17 8/0t92



are suggested for the river and well release modes in their respective sections. The alternative
tc SAFs for repositories that cannot be adequately assessed with generic release limits is the use
of collective dose limits, which do not require adjustments, but require additional site
characterization and PA.

River Release Mode

World-average parameters were used to compute risk factors included in the 1985 version of the
standards (Reference 5-3). This approach is compatible with fundamental criteria for collective
risk and can be used with multimode derivations The pathways to humans for the river release
mode include ingestion of drinldng water, freshwater fish, food crops, milk, and beef; inhalation
of resuspended material; and external exposure to ground contamination and air submersion.
"River" includes all sources of fresh surface water. Derivations for the river mode have not been
updated with more recent data. Ocean releases, which were included in the 1985 version of the
table, have been removed from the river release mode and are now considered separately.

The derivation of the risk factors for the river release mode, using world-average parameters,
assumes that the entire drainage system of all rivers is contaminated with the released
radionuclides regardless of the repository location (Reference 5-2). Site Adjustment Factors
(SAFP) may be used to correct for actual repository locations and may be selected by the DOE.

As an example, Figure 5-3 shows that, in reality, only the downstream section of the tributary
that is fed by groundwater passing the repository is contaminated. The ratio of the actual
available contaminated water to the total available water in the drainage system is approximated
by dividing the sum of the products of contaminated tibutary lengths and flow rates by -

equivalent sums of all tributaries:

s (LC* F.,)
SA, - .1 (5-1

(L. * Fed + ul( * Fd
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Figure 5-3. Generic River Basin for the River Release Mode

SAFR is the site adjustment factor used to correct the risk factors for the river release mode. 'L'
is the length of the river segments and 'F is the volumetric flow rate of that segment. The
subscripts 'C" and "UU refer to contaminated and uncontaminated segments, respectively. The
risk factors for the river release mode are adjusted by multiplyg by the SAFR. If the adjustment
is applied to the release limits rather than to the risk factors, the Reciprocal Site Adjustment
factor (RSAFR) is used as the multiplier to adjust the release limits. This definition of water
availability is compatible with the derivation in the 1985 version of 40 CFR Part 191.

Attenuation factors (AWs) for radionuclide transport in aquifers depend on flow rates. diffusion,
dispersion, retardation, decay rates of the nu clides, the duration of regulation, and the
performance of all preceding repository components (Reference 5-6). Determining AFs for the
river release mode would extend the present assessments beyond the controlled area.

Well Release Mode

Pathways for the well release mode are the same as those for the river mode except for fish
consumption. The radionuclide concentrations in groundwater used to compute risk factors for
the well mode are based on world averages, the same as the river mode, so that the standards are
consistent. The total volumetric flow rates for both modes are computed by dividing the volumes
of each part of the hydrosphere by their exchange activities. Ihis information is available in a
UNESCO report for all the major hydrosphere divisions (Reference 5-7) and is summarized in
Table 5-2.
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Table 5-2. World Hydrosphere Activities (Reference 5-7)

Part of Volume Exchange Volumetric 7
Hydrosphere (km3) Activity (yrs) Flow (km'/yr)

Rivers 1.2 x 10' .032 3.8 x 10'

Lakes 2.3x 10' 10 2.3x 10'

Active Groundwater 4.0 x 10' 330 1.2 x 10'

Total Groundwater 6.0 x 10 1.2 x 10'

World Oceans 1.4 x 10 3000 4.6 x 10'

The derivation of the river risk factors in the 1985 version of 40 CFR Pan 191 used a volumetric
flow rate of 3 x 10' lar/yr. This flow rate is a good average of the lake and river divisions,
which comprise surface water sources. The flow rates for groundwater are a factor of 2.5 lower,
or the radionucLide concentrations in groundwater are a factor of 2.5 higher. Because the risk
factors in the EPA derivations (Reference 5-3) are linear functions of concentration, the risk
factors for the two modes scale with concentration. Te ratio of release limits for the well
release mode to those for the river mode range from 0.400 for Zr-93 to 0.803 for Cs.137. This
variation is caused by fish consumption in the river mode.

The derivation of the limits for the well release mode using world average parameters assumes
all groundwater from the recharge area to the locations where it enters surface waters is
contaminated. Site Adjustment Factors (SAFW) may be used in the same muamer as for the river -
release mode. Ai an example, Figure 5-4 shows thax, in reality, wells upgradient of the
repository do not produce contaminated water. In addition, during the 10,000-year regulatory
period, the coitaninated plume may not reach the discharge location, and some uncontaminated
water al. wvould be withdrawn downgradient from the repository. he ratio of contaminated to
total available water can be appro d by dating tne water at the repository (A1), at the point
that fth radionuclides are eected to reach in 10,000 years (A"), and at the location where
groundwater is discharged to a river (A,), as shown in Figure 5-4. The site adjustment factor
(SAFW) can then be approximated by dividing the difference in the ages of the water at the
farthest point of projected radionucLide migration in 10,000 years (A2) and at fte repository (A,)
by the age of the water at the point of discharge to the river (A,):

A2P- -A1 (5)U 'W a il (S-2)
A3

However, if the contaminated plume is projected to reach a river within 10,000 years, the SAFw
is approximated by the following formula:
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SF W A (5-3)
A3

The risk factors are multiplied by these ratios. If the correction is applied directly to the release
limits rather than to the risk factors, the release limits are multiplied by the Reciprocal Site
Adjustment Factor (RSAFw).

Computations of attenuation factors are similar to those for the river release mode. Over a
10,000-year period, withdrawal wells could be located anywhere in the contaminated plume
outside the controlled area. Therefore, to assume uniform withdrawal in the plume for the entire
time is reasonable. The well A~s are then based on a statistical sampling of distances to wells
instead of being based on a single distance, as- the river mode AFs are.

.f f fl l ... - --

AE*-m- AA oAA 2

AA 1

Figure 5-4. Gnener~icroundwater Diagramn for the.WellRelease Mode

Ocean Release Mode

Ocean risk factors in References 5-2 and 5-3 were compared with those computed with the
MARINRAD (Reference 5-4) computer program and'deep. ocean and shelf models for the
Subseabed Disposal Project (References 5-8 and 5-9). The comparison showed that the ocean
risk factors used to derive the release limits in the 1985 version of 40CFR-Part 191 were upto
a factor of 1 00 too low (Reference' 5-1 0).. This difference was confirmed by a preliminary study
of ocean risk factors that were defined in a letter-from R.D. Klett (SNL) to D. Ensnminger
(TASC) concerning the "Ocean Model for Release Limit Derivation," dated October 22, 1991.
The preliminary study was conducted by TASC and explained in a letter from S. Oston (TASC)

WP''--'.-., ''.58i' :-2 81. .
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to R. Williams (EPRI) about "Ocean Pathway Modeling," dated December 10, 1991. [Note: A
thorough study of the ocean mode should be conducted with MAPINRAD.]

No correction factors for repository location are required for the ocean mode. With the'
conservative assumptions of no risk attenuation in the rivers and the return of all irrigation water
to the rivers, the same geologic AFs are used for the river and ocean release modes for each
repository.

Land Release Mode

Changing the method of computing risk factors for the land mode is not necessary, and the risk
factors have not been updated with more recent data. No corrections for repository location and
no computations of risk attenuation are required for the land release mode.

Atmospheric Release Mode

For the multimode release approach, no corrections for repository location and no additional
computations of attenuation are required. The method for computing C-14 risk factors in EPA
520/5-85-026 (Reference 5-3) used a good global circulation model with release to the
atmosphere. Updating the analysis with a later version of the global circulation model would
only increase the release limit by a factor of 1.4. For completeness, a value for 1-129 (Reference

-1l1) has been added to the atmospheric column.

Risks from releases to the atmosphere are proportional to the amount of radioactivity in the
atmosphere during the period of regulation, not the total amount of activity released. Because
the release limits are based on total released activity, the C-14 limits are accurate for early
releases but very conservative for later releases. One alternative would be to regulate
atmospheric releases under the Individual Protection Requirements of 40 CFR Part 191. This
would result in an evaluation of releases in a manner that is consistent with the National
Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS, 40 CFR Part 61). A dose limit
of 10 mrem/yr for atmospheric releases would be added to the individual Protection Requirements
in addition to the existing 25 mrenfyr limit for individual exposure from all pathways.

For completeness, limits for atmospheric releases have been provided in the Tables. However,
as discussed earlier, atmospheric releases will be regulated under the Individual Protection
Requirements.

Risk Factors

This section presents the derivation results in terms of risk fcmtors, the premature fatal cancers
induced over 10,000 yeas for each curie of the various radionuclides that may be released to the
biosphere. These risk factors were used to develop the radionuclide release limits proposed for
Tables 2 and 3 of Appendix B of 40 CFR Part 191. Risk factors in cancers per TBq are shown
here in Table 5-3, and risk factors in cancers per curie are shown in Table 5-4.
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Development of Release Limits for 40 CFR Part 191

The analyses described in this chapter were used to develop radionuclide release limits for the
multimode method that correspond to the level of protection chosen for the containmeni
requirements of the final rule (Section 191.13). The 1985 BID describes the procedure used to
determine release limits from the risk factors. The maximum number of fatalities allowed by the
fundamental criterion were divided by the fatal cancrs per curie for each release mode and each
radionuclide. The reease limits in SI units are shown here in Table 5-5, and the release limits
in curies and associated units are shown in Table 5-6..

Summed Normalized Releases

Note 8 for Tables 2 and 3 included in Appendix B of 40 CFR Part 191 indicates how release
limits are used in determining compliance with the containment requirements (Section 191.13).
In most instances, a mixtire of radionuclides is projected to be released to the biosphere. The
summed normalized release linit for each scenario or event includes the release fiactions for each
nuclide for each release mode:

OQJ/RLW + Q,~,R-QwRlw.L + QWRL +. .+..L

QR/J^S+ Qffi .. +. *.+ QO/R + % + QOJLJ ,,. . . (5.4)

Q.OOMLO < 1. (5-4)-- ---

Q is the computed 10' year release of a radionuclide for each release mode at the release location,
and -RL is the release liiiit for that-nuclide and release mode. The subscripts L, W. R. and 0
refer to the land, well, river, and ocean release modes, respectively, and the subscripts a, b, . .

n refer to the individual radionuclides listed in the tables. -The effect of multimode release
tables on the release CCDF is to change the magnitude of the normalized release (R) for each
scenario or event relative to the single release method in the 1985 version of 40 CFR Part 191,
as illustated infigure 5-5. The probabilities of the iidividual scenarios or events that make up
the CCDF are unchanged.
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Table 5-3. -atal Ltancers per a q xcmc&4u U- U * .. ., - -

Multiple Release Modes

Cancers per TBq -_;

Nuclde T ____ _ Tw _ _Td | Atcean La
Cl14 TE' T.D TBD TBD 1..7.40|

Ni-59 1.2AE3 3.03E-03 TED 1.83E.05 NA'

Sr-90 6.081- 1.51E+00 6.62E-04 __0_1_03 NA

Zr-93 4D80 1.023-02 2.61E03 6.103-4 NA

Tc-99 9.86103 2.41E2 4293-: 153E-06 NA

Sn-126 2.84E400 6.95E400 2.89E00 3.73E-02 NA

1-129 2.I8E40 5,43E+0 732S-03 IE 01 6.723-W

Cs-135 2.09101 4.691-01 1.73E43- 135E-02 NA

Cs.137 29-01 3.601-1 1332 1.910E44 NA

Sm-151 2533-04 6.141-04 7TD 1.81E-06 NA

Pb.210 3.19E+00 7.03E+00 TD 4.103S03 NA

Ra-226 4.401E4 1.053401 TED IS201 NA

Rz-22 631-01 132E400 TED 4.243-0 NA

4227 I.OE3400 34E4300 4.13E+00 33SE-03 NA

Th-229 9A2E.01 230E+00 4.64E400 5.13E41 NA

Thn230 ISE401 3.601401 TBD 1.04E1.1 NA

Th-232 9.18140 2.29E401 TED 1.2E401 NA

Po-231 4.00.0.0 9.87B0 1.603E 637B-01 NA

U-233 5.1101 1.442. 230102 203M0 NA

U.234 5.298U0 1313.00 7BD 1.77&-02 NA

UV235 5630i 1.4510E 2.26 2 227S NA

U.236 5.003-01 124E400 TBD 1.67E-02 NA

U-238 536E301 138E40 TED 1.86PA02 NA

Np-237 2.1SE+00 3.27140 3.89E-01 327W03 NA

Pu.239 1.1400 2U82E40 TED 83703 NA

P-239 1.34E30 332E40 1.55E300 16SE1 NA

PU-240 1313400 323ME.0 1.5E140 1AIE-01 NA

Pu-241 586-2 IASE-01 O.0E000 6.75305 NA

Pu-242 1.29340 3.20E+00 TBD 1.711-I NA

Am-241 1A63E00 328E40 5.48E+0 2.84E-2 NA

AJ-243 1 34E+00 3A9E400 537.400 6.623S02 NA

Cm-45 2.73E400 6.58E+00 .07E300 2.18E-01 NA

TNT)4 9 4 5 6E-M_ NA

fed

'Referaec 5-2
AnThs rp

rimizwy inccmplets analyz by TASC usinS MAIWRAD
'To be deamind

'Not Appicblse
'Referc= 5-1 inz 0.04 cmcas perA
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uver AUwu yc)41 uAU £VAT ALLIJM..

CAnm Pr cUre

Nuclde Rive. wc1I* O_ _, Ca__ __ _

C-14 TBD' TBD TED TBD S13E-02'

Ni-59 4.61E05 1.12E04 TBD 6.79E-07 NA!

Sr.90 22SE.02 S.60E42 2ASES05 3.76EMS NA

Zrg93 ISSE44- 3.77E-4 3.94E05 226E45 NA

Tc.99 -3.6SE44 8.93E404 159E406 S.6SE-C6 NA

Sn.126 1.OSE-01 257E-01 1.07E41 1.38E.03 NA

1.129 8.07E.02 2.01E-01 2.71EM04 396E.03 2.49E.01'

Cs .135 7.73E403 1.74E.02 639E-05 S.7SE04 NA

Cs.137 IME-02 .133E-02 4.92E-04 : 2.19E.OS NA

Sm-151 9.38E46 2.27E'05 TED : 6.71E.OS NA

Pb-210 1.ISE-1 - 2Ai1E41 tED 152E-04 NA

Rx-226 1.63E401 3.t7E-1 TED -MM-3 NA

Ra-228 2AIE402 S.2E42 TBD - 17E.05 NA

Ac-227 667EW2 t1E.o6 1 IS3E01 124E44 NA

Th-229 SA9E.02 - S51E O 1.72E41 1.90E.02 NA

h-230 S38EO1 - 133E+0 TBD 3.86E.O1 NA

lh-232 3AOE.01 - A7EOI TBD 3.76E-01 NA

Pa-231 IASE-01 3.66E.O1 S94E.Q2 236E-t2 NA

U-233 2.1SEM2 533E.02 92SE.04 7.SI1E _4 NA

U.234 1.96E.02 4.86EM2 TBD 6.S4E4*4 NA

U-235 2.17E 02 S39E.02 - 36E-04 8A2E04 - NA

U-236 1.SE.02 4.59E.OQ TED 6.18E.04 NA

U.238 2.06E.02 S.IIE.02 TBD 6.90E-04 NA

Np-237 7.95E.02 1.21E-01 IA4EM 2 IILE04 NA

Pu-238 4._23E4 2 _ _ I0QE.01 MD 3.IOE-04 NA

Pu-239 4.9702 1.23E.O1 5.73E-02 6.23EM NA

Pu-240 414E.02 121 S.73E-02 S22E403 NA

Pu-241 2.17E.03 S36E03 TBD 2.SOE.06 NA

Pu-242 4.79E Q2 1.1sE.O1 TBD 634E.03 NA

Am-241 SA2EA2 122E41 2.03E.01 1.OSEM3 NA

Am-243 S.72E.02 L29E-01 1.99E.01 2ASE-03 NA

Cm-a245 .IOE--O _ 2A4E-01 2.9Et41 £.OE.03 NA

Cm-24 4£* pm
;our=:

I Rdeance 5-2
'Fi n

* Pelim incomplete aysis by TASC amir MA1RMAD * Not applmak
' To be dEambd .'Refraee 5.11 uing 00 cEaer per L'v
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for Multiple Release Modes
(This table should be used only with RSAFs)

Release Limit (fBq ps 100.000 MTHM)
p p y

AtmmohpNuclide Rivoe Well' Ocean' Land'
C.14 TBD' TBD TBD TBD 6E402

Ni.59 8E405 3E+5 TBD SE+07 NA

Sr-90 2E+03 7E202 2E406 IE+06 NA

Zr-93 2E.05 1E405 9E405 2E106 NA

Tc-99 2.I05 4E404 2E407 7E108 NA

Sn126 4E102 1E.02 3E102 3E4C4 NA

1.129 SE202 21.02 1E.05 9E103 12E.02
Cs-135 5E403 2E403 6E2.5 6E.04 NA

Cs4137 3E+03 3E2o3 8E404 2E+06 NA

Sm.151 4E406 2E1.6 TBD 6E+O NA

Pb.210 3E1X2 1MM02 TBD 2E405 NA

Ra-226 2E+02 1E.02 TBD 7E403 NA

Ra-223 2E+03 7E1.2 TD 2E106 NA

Ac-227 6E+02 2M1.2 22.02 31.05 NA

Th-229 1E+03 4E12 2E+02 2E103 NA

Th-230 7E201 3E101 TBD IE+02 NA

Th-232 1E202 4E.01 TBD 1E+2. NA

Pa-231 3E10 E1.2 6E202 2E+03 NA

U-233 M2M+3 7E102 4E104 S+04 NA

U-234 2E103 8E+02 TBD 6E104 NA

U-235 2E4 72.02 4E+04 4E+04 NA

U-236 2E403 8E02 TBD 6E104 NA

U-231 2E.03 7E+02 TBD SE24 NA

Np.237 SE+02 3M1. 3E+03 3E+05 NA

Pu-238 9E+02 42.02 TBD IE+05 NA

Po-239 7E+02 32+02 6E.02 6E.03 NA

Pu-240 8E+02 3E+12 6M20 7E+23 NA

Pu-241 2E+04 72.03 TBD 1E07 NA

Pq-242 8E+02 3E+02 TBD 6E243 NA

Am-241 72+02 3E&02 2E202 4E3.0 NA

Am-243 6E1.2 3E422 2E+02 22+04 NA

Cm-245 41.02 2E+02 1E202 E503 NA

.,J

'Reference S-2
1o be determined

-nus Kepon-
'Not aplicable

-erCmury icompletS WanaS Dys I A.. Ull MAUL

'Refcrnce 5-11 using 0.04 caucen per sv
w
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taDle . Umuiauvc c- - . _ _ _ -

Multiple Release Modes
(This table should be used only with RSAFs)

_ Relese livit (cenie Per e10.000 mt{m

Nucide ,it Wdl Ocuan' Land Aumspbest

C-14 TED' T BD TD 2E.04'

Ni549 2E107 9E+06 TBD IE+09 NA

Sr-90 4E 2E.04 4E+07 3E+07 NA

Zr-93 7E 3E.06 3E.07 4E+07 NA

Tc49 E1.06 IE106 6E+4 2E+10 NA

Sa-126 JE.4 4E+03 9E103 7E+05 NA

1-129 1E.04 1E+03 4E.06 1.5E- 4E+0

C-135 IE+05 6E104 2E+07 2E406 NA

CsG137 9E10 1E104 2E106 5E+07 NA

Sm-1SI I1.2 4E.07 TBD IE.10 NA

Pb.210 1E103 4E+03 TD 71E.06 NA

Rb-226 6E.03 3E403 TED 2E+05 NA

Ra-221 4E+04 2E+04 'TD 6E17 NA

Ac-27 IE104 6E+03 7E+03 E+06 NA

Th-229 3E104 IE04 6E403 SE.04 NA

Th-230 2E+03 1.+02 TBD 3E+03 NA

Th-232 3E+03 iE+03 TBD 31E03 NA

P&.231 7E1+03 .E+03 2E+04 4E14 NA

UV233 SE04 - 2E.4 E1.6 IE+06 NA

U-234 51.04 2E+04 TBD 2E06 ;NA

U_235 SE104 2E+04 11.06 E1.06 NA

UV236 51E04 2E.0 TED 2E.06 NA

U-23 - SE44 2E+04 TOD .E+06 NA

Np-7 1144 - - E+03 7E4 1E106 NA

Pu-23S 2E+04 IE04 TBD 3E.06 NA

Pu-239 2E4 1E+03 2E44 2E14 NA

Pu-240 2E14 .E+03 2E14 2E145 NA

Pu-241 SE+50 2E1.5 TED 4E10 NA

Pu-242 2E144 E103 TBD 2E+10 NA

AM-241 2E+04 1E+03 51E03 E106 NA

AM-243 2E04 1E+03 E503 4E40S NA

CG-245 IE44 4E+03 2143 IE14 NA

*ce 5 4 * Is Rrpon Wanfin by A g ;-
.*re be detemined O4ct saipiaue Udemtcc 5.1! uI ng' 0.04 =ma per sv

WP.158 S-27 8/10/912



I

Probabwty co
C0n.00yncr

G~rOM&F.Thn A
in 10.000 YOAM

c f

AP a
Pro~biltV d

EveW i OcC9g I
0

; - - ;

Iwi 7Z7z,7,XA
F F F IF . -

I

0
&UMMid NOMWIze ROelaM

:AR

m uWV Ii t1 CIU by
mstimoft reease bilaa

Figure 5-5. Effects of Multinode Release Limits on the Release CCDF

Performance Assessments with Multimode Release Limits

Figure 5-2 illustrates the function of performance assessments (PA) using multimode release
limits. Some releases from disruptive geologic events (e g. volcanos) would be through the upper.-
surface of the controlled volume as shown in Figure 5-1. For these pathways, the PA segment
of the risk assessment evaluates releases against land release limits.

For radionuclide transport through an aquifer, the groundwater that is not withdrawn by wells
would eventually reach rivers, lakes, and oceans. Computations of releases to wells, rivers, and
oceans may require additional attenuation factor analyses (Reference 5-6) by PA, and some site
characterization past the controlled volume may be required. Site characterization and analyses
only have to extend far enough to show compliance. The remainder of the disposal system could
be considered an additional, but unqu fied, margin of safety. Because the standards do not
specify average fractions of fresh water usage obtained from ground and surface water, regional
values are defined by the DOE and incorporated into assessments. ITe river and well release
limits are adjusted by PA to account for the location of each repository relative to the recharge
location and closest river or ocean.

Summary

The inclusion of multimode release limits as an option in the containment requirements refines
the release limit approach used in the 1985 version of 40 CFR Part 191. The use of multimode
release limits accounts for the applicable release modes in assessing the performanc of a
disposal system for the containment requirements. The DOE would be able to select release
modes and release locations for all pathways for each repository. PA will include all pre-releasr
disposal system components in the assessments, from the repository to the release locatio\,
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Because all transport and biological effects from the release location to humans for all four
release modes have been calculated, the biosphere and effects are uniform for all applications.
These derivations were conducted with generic models ind data, so the multimode release limits
still contain some generalizations that may affect risk assessments. Multimode release limits are
not site-specific and can therefore be applied to future repositories. This approach is compatible
with the 40 CFR Part 191 format. The derivations for the river and land release modes were
performed for the 1985 version of 40 CFR Part 191 and are complete. The limits for the ocean
release mode should be recalculated, and the derivation for the well release mode is a
modification of the limits for the river release mode. The roles of the DOE in -PA have been
expanded to include release mode selection, corrections to account for repository locations, and
possible analyses of attenuation factors outside the controlled area. Site characterization and
analyses only have to extend far enough to show compliance.
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COLLECTIVE DOSE



CHAPTER 6

COLLECTIVE DOSE

6.1 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In some instances the release limits of Table I in 40 CFR Part 191 may result in an inappropriate
or overly conservative evaluation of repository sites because they do not adequately account for
significant features of a site. Release limits are derived standards used only to facilitate
regulation. A more fundamental citon of dose limits could be used without jeopardizing
safety. A dose option siridar to tit provided in the draft Federal Register notice of 40 CFR Part
191 (2/3/92) would allow the Department to show compliance with collective dose limits that are
equivalent to the fundamental criterion, i.e., equivalent to 1,000 health effects over 10,000 years
per 100,000 metric tons of heavy metal.
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6.2 RECOMDMENDED APPROACH

Incorporation of the collective dose option requires onay minor wording changes to language
developed in EPA's draft Federal Register notice (213/92). Issues to be considered in using this-
option are discussed in Chapter 2. Atmospheric releases are considered in the Individual
Protection Requirements, as discussed in Chapter 9. Human intrusion is discussed in Chapter 3.
A standard biosphere, as described in the uFuture States" section to be added to Appendix D
(Guidance for Implementation of Subpart B), should be specified.

The following material suggests a way that the standard might be rewritten to incorporate the
collective dose option. Most of the text for subsection (b) is taken from the draft Federal
Register notice (23192) but is provided here for clarity. Section 191.13 would be rewritten as
follows:

191.13 Containment Requirements

The Department may invoke either subsection (a) or (b) of this section.

(a) Disposal systems for spent fuel .... ; or

(b) Disposal systems for radioactive waste shal be designed to provide a reasonable
expectation, based upon performance assessments, that the collective (population)
effective dose, calculated using the weighing factors in Appendix C, caused by
releases of radionuclides to the accessible environment for 10,000 years after
disposal from all significant processes and events that may affect the disposal,
system shall:

(1) Have a likelihood of less than one chance in 10 of exceeding 2.5 million person-
rem (25,000 person-sieverts); and

(2) Have a likelihood of less than one chance in 1,000 of exceeding 25 million person-
rem (250,000 person-sieverts).

Dose limits are based upon an HLWISF repository of 10 MTHM and 20 MCi for a TRU
repository.

Appendix C should contain the information that was in Appendix B of the draft Federal Register
notice (2/3/92). However, the information in that Appendix has yet to be fully accepted in the
United States. Consideration should be given to returning to the information contained in
Appendix A of Workdng Draft 3 (4t25/91) until acceptance of the ICRP 60 methods used in the
draft Federal Register notice (2/3/92) has been achieved.

Appendix D would contain the information found in Appendix B of the 1985 version of the
standard. Guidance on future states' would provide the Deparment with a means of addressing
some of the uncertainties that could result from predicting conditions 10,000 years into the future.
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The following wording shoAl.be added to Appendix D, Guidance for Implementation of Subpart
B:

Future States. Uncertainties about the future involving conditions that are
unknowable can only be dealt with by making assumptions and recognizing that
these may, or may not, correspond to a future reality. The Agency believes that
speculation concerning future conditions should not- be the focus of the
-- compncee ate ion process. Therefore, it would be appropriate for
assessments made for Part 191 to prooeed under the assumption that many future
conditions related to humans or to interactions between humans and their
environment will remain the same as those of ioday's world. Factors in this
category include human physiology and nutritional needs, level of knowledge and
technical capability, the state of medical knowledge, societal structure and
behavior, patterns of water use, and pathways through the accessible environment
that are affected by or result from human interactions with the accessible
environment In some instances, consideration of these factors may be specific
to the region in which a disposal site is located (e.g., population distributions or
patterns of water and land use). In contrast, the Agency would not find it
appropriate to include in this category the future states of geologic, hydrologic,
and climatic conditions that may be estimated by examining the geologic record.
Additionally, the Agency would find inappropriate the assumption that national or
world populations will remain unchanged; however, assuming future world
populations that cannot reasonably be sustained by current abilities to produce,
distribute, and consume food would also be inappropriate. For this reason, future
world populations in excess of 10 billion people need not be assumed for
evaluations under 191.13. For standardization, a "reference person" is assumed
to ventilate (breathe) at a rate of mn3/sec and to ingest - liters/day of
drinking water, - kg/day of fish; - kg/day of mollusks; - kg/day of
aquatic invertebrates; - kg/day of water plants; - kg/day of leafy
vegetables; - kg/day of root vegetables; - kg/day of grains;
kg/day of fruit; - kg/day of meat; - kg/day of poultry; kg/day of
eggs; and - liters/day of milk.

Some standardization of current conditions unrelated to particular sites can be attained by
providing parameters for a "reference person." A physiological model of "reference man' is
available from the International Cominssion on Radiological Protection (see the example table
at the end of this chapter). Values for other parameters need to be determined. In addition, the
Nuclear Energy Agency initiated a BIOsphere MOdel Validation Study (BIOMOVS) in 1985.
The first phase of the study examined environmental assessment models for selected contaminants
and exposure scenarios. The second phase of the study, which began in 1991, has as one of its
objectives the development of a reference biosphere model that could be used in performance
assessments of radioactive waste repositories. Although this phase is not complete, preliminary
results of the study may provide an additional means for standardizing current conditions that
could be used as guidance for future states. The provisional reference biosphere(s) should be
formulated by October 1992, but the guidance for using the reference biosphere(s) is not expected
until 1996.

,pls ._ 
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The following wording should be added between the 2nd and 3rd sentences of the paragraph
entitled. 'Compliance with Section 191.13":

Section 191.13 contains options for comparing results of performance assessments with
release limnits and dose limits. The complementary cumulative distribution function may
represent both summed release fractions and summed dose fractions. It is appropriate to
apply dose standards to specific events or processes for which the release limits are
inappropriate. Ile predicted doses for each event may then be normalized relative to the
dose limits set by the Agency in the same manner as predicted releases. The dose fraction
then replaces the summed release fraction for that event in the complementary cumulative
distribution function.
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63 SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The following information explains the basis for incorporating a collective dose option in the
rule. This material could be used by the EPA as supplementary information for the proposed
rule.,

The fundamental criterion, which is the basis for the containment requirements in 40 CFR
Part 191, is that in disposing of radioactive waste there must be a reasonable expectation
that releases from a reference repository will cause no more than 1,000 premature cancer
deaths over the entire 10,000-year regulatory period. hIIs criterion was based primarily

- upon technical achievability and the premise that the overall risks to future generations be
comparable to the risks that those generations would have faced from the uranium ore used
to create the wastes. The Agency intends that the fundamental criterion shall be met in
either of two ways: (1) through the use of derived release limits or (2) through the use of
a collective dose standard.

The Agency has provided a collective dose alternative in the present version of the standard
as a result of comments received. Some commenters have expressed the view that, in some
instances,. the use of a dose standard may be more appropriate than, the use of generic
derived release limits. According to the commenters, generic release limits do not fully
account for site-specific attenuation factors that indicate variability in the lithosphere and
biosphere surrounding repositories. It is the Agency's -belief that derived release limits,
either single generic or multimode, are appropriate for application to repositories. However,
the Agency does realize that thenr may exist instances where comparisons to a dose
standard more clearly reflects the performance of a repository. In applying the dose
alternative, the Departent would assess the movement of radionuclides from the repository
to contact with humans. Whden applying the release limits, the Department assesses the
movement of radionuclides from the repository to the accessible environment (for Table I
in Appendix A) or to a point of compliance or the biosphere (for Tables 2 and 3 in
Appendix B), with the Agency generically assessing the impacts beyond this point.

The performance of dose-based risk assessments may require extensive site characterization
for repositories that may not have attenuation processes adequately represented by
comparison with release limits. Any extensive site characterization activity may prove to
be prohibitively expensive. Uncertainties arise as more parameters are included in
compliance demonstration analyses. The larger the number and extent of uncertainties, the
greater the cost of the site cha izaton activity required to reduce them. To reduce
somewhat the scope of such site characterizations, the Agency has. added a section in
Appendix D of this rule that provides guidance concerning projections of occurrences in the
future.

It would be appropriate to apply the dose standards only to specific events or processes for
which comparisons to the release limits do not adequately reflect repository performance.
Predicted dose for each analyzed event may be normalized relative to the dose limits set
by the Agency in the same manner as predicted releases. The dose fraction then replaces
the summed release fraction for that event in the CCDF. The probability remains the same,
so the only effect is to change the consequence level for that event in the CCDF.
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A preliminary performance evaluation may be needed to select the most appropriate
standard for a particular repository. Repository evaluations using release limits are less
expensive and can be completed in less time because they require less site characttion { >
and a less complex performance assessment. However, the approximate release limits may
not adequately represent the attenuating processes of some repositories, and the less
approximate dose standards may be used.

The Agency believes that the collective dose altntive and the release limits alternative
are both viable means of providing protection to human health and the environment In
fact, the fundamental criterion, which is expressed in terms of health effects per unit waste
over time, remains the same regardless of which alternative is used. The containment
requirements are simply a method of showing compliance with the fundamental criterion.
Providing both release limits and dose limits does not mean that proposed repositories are
expected to comply with both standards. An unsafe repository could not comply with either
dose or release limits, so evaluating compliance against both standards is neither expected
nor required.

Thus, the Agency is providing the Department with the option of using the alternative it
determines is the most appropriate for a given site. The key in determining the
appropriateness of one alternative over the other should be based upon the ability of the
particular alternative to reflect more clearly the capability of a disposal system to meet the
fundamental criterion.
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6.4 TECHNICAL SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION -^

The following material is supporting information that could be cited as justification for the
proposed revision. It could be part of a technical support document for the rule.

The 1985 version of 40 CFR Part 191 (Reference 6-1) contained derived release limits as the
standard for evaluating protection of future populations for at least 10,000 years from disposal
of radioactive wastes. These release limits, which were derived from a dose standard, used
predictive assumptions, generalizations, and simplifications in order to provide a generic standard.
The EPA believes that, in most instances, exceptionally good protection can be achieved with
release limits. However, in reexamining 40 CFR Part 191, the EPA has received substantial
comments addressing the use of derived release limits. One aspect that has been commented on
in depth is that, for some repositories, the conservative approximate release limits may not
adequately account for attenuating processes and that evaluation against a dose standard, which
would be more comprehensive, may be required. Dose limits provide a more precise measure
of actual risk but may require more extensive site characterizations and performance assessments.
In order to allow for possible circumstances that may require a more comprehensive analysis, the
Agency has provided dose limits as an alternative to using the release limits in the present rule.
Performance assessments now have the option of constructing the CCDF by using all normalized
releases, all normalized doses, or a combination of the two. Providing both release limits and
dose limits does not mean that proposed repositories are expected to comply with both standards.
An unsafe repository could not comply with either dose or release limits, so evaluating
compliance against both standards is neither expected nor required.

Description of the Dose Limit Alternative

The information used to develop the dose limit was used in the development of release limits.
The implementation of dose and release limits have many similarities.

The dose limits are based on the fundamental criterion of 1,000 premature deaths during the
10,000 year regulatory period for the reference repository. The premature cancer deaths in the
fundamental criterion were converted to allowable effective doses using a conversion factor
supplied by the ICRP (Reference 6-2) to produce the dose limits. This procedure is explained
in the next section.

Consequences using dose limits are normalized for an event or process similar to the way they
are normalized using release limits. The normalized dose consequence is the computed dose
divided by the dose limit Perfomance assessments using dose limit standards produce the same
type of normalized CCDF that is produced using release limits. Therefore, consequence CCDFs
based on the dose standard and release limits are regulated by the same containment
requirements. The probabilities of events or processes in the CCDP are the same with either
limit. Only the values of individual normalized consequences (R for summed normalized release
and D for normalized dose) are different, as illustrated in Figure 6-1. The CCDF may be
constructed using all normalized releases, ill normalized doses, or a combination of the two. The
latter option is particularly advantageous for repositories that are expensive to characterize and
analyze and have only a few events or processes that cannot be represented properly by generi.
release limits.
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Figure 6-1. CCDF Made Up of Normalized Doses or Normalized Releases

Dose Criteria and Reference Future States - N.

The consequences of radiation exposure that were used to develop the dose standard in the draft
Federal Register notice of 40 CFR Part 191 (2/3/92) (Reference 6-3) are the same as the latest
1CRP recommendations (Reference 6-2), which have not yet been accepted in the United States.
The nominal probability coefficient for stochastic effects used to set the effective dose limits is
0.04 premature cancer deaths per Sv. Applying this coefficient to the fundamental criterion of
1,000 premature deaths in 10,000 years for the reference HLW repository containing 100,000
MTHM gives an effective dose limit of 25,000 person-sieverts per 100,000 MTHM (0.25 person-
sievertsMtHMI). For the reference TRU repository containing 20 MCi the effective dose limit
is 25,000 person-sieverts per 20 MCi of radioactive waste (0.00125 person-sieverts/Ci).

Two basic procedures can be used to compute collective effective doses. lhe procedures in
Appendix B of the Draft Federal Register Notice of 40 CFR Part 191 (2/3/92) (Reference 6-3)
for computing the effective dose are identical to those in Annex A of ICRP 60 (Reference 6-2).
The effective dose (E) is the sum of weighted absorbed doses from all radiation types and

energies, in all tissues and organs of the body. It is given by the expression:

E = T w 1 £ wT * DTj = £ WT £ wR . D*
I T T it

(6-1)

where D{jt is the mean absorbed dose to organ T delivered by radiation R. The radiation is th'
incident on the body or emitted by a source within the body. Values for the radiation weig~hk
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factors (wi) are given in Table 6-1, and values of the tissue weighing factors (wT) are given in
Table 6-2.

Table 6-1. Radiation Weighing Pactors, wR

Radiation Type and Energy Range' wp value

Photons, all energies 1

Electrons and muons, all energies

Neutrons, energy <10 keV 5
10 keV to 100 keV 10
>100 keV to 2 MeV 20
>2 MeV to 20 MeV 10
>20 MeV 5

Protons, other than recoil protons, >2 MeV 5

Alpha particles, fission fragments, heavy nuclei 20

All values relda to tie radiation Incident on the body or, for Interal sources. eitted from the Source.
2 Te choice of values for other radatilon mpes and energies not in the table. see paragraph A14 in ICRP

Publication 60 (Reference 6.2)
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Table 6-2. Tissue Weighing Factors, WT'

Organ or Tissue wT Value

Gonads 0.20
Red bone marrow . 0.12
Colon 0.12
Lung 0.12
Stomach 0.12
Bladder 0.05
Breast 0.05
Liver 0.05
Oesophagus 0.05
Thyroid 0.05
Sldn 0.01
Bone surfaces 0.01
Remainder 0.0523

The values have been de-veloped from a refernc populatiom of equal miwnbers of both sexes arnd a wide
28nge of ages. In the definition of effective dose, they apply t idividuals and populatins and to bodt sexes.

2 }:or pwposes of clulao the mainde is comtised of the following adlitional tissues and organs:
adrenals, brain Wupper largc intestine, small ite , kIdney, muscle, pancreas, spleen, thymus, and uterus
The list includes organs which ame iely tO be selecdvdy inadiated. Sowe organs in the s am Inown to be ,
susceptible to cancer induction. If other dssues and organs subsequently become identified as having a
significant risk of induced cance, they will be included ether with a specific wt or in this additional list
constiing the renainder. The laner may also include other tissues or ans selectively idiatd.
In those exceptional cases in which a single one of the remainder tissues or organs receives an equivalent
dose in excess of the highest dose in any of the twelve organs for which a weighing factor is specified. a
weighing factor of 0.025 should be applied to ta tissue or organ and a weighing factor of 0.0225 to tfh
average dose in the rest of the remainder as defined above. -

An additional method for calculating doses is provided here because it was considered as an
alternative to the approach in Appendix C of the proposed final rule. The NEA used a
modification of the ICRP procedures in the dose analyses for the Subseabed Disposal Program
(Reference 6-4). The average effective dose per unit intake of activity for the ingestion and
inhalation pathways was computed for each radionuclide Similar dose conversion factors were
computed for external exposure. Most of the radioactive doses per unit intake for all the major
radionuclides were taken from ICRP Publication 30 (Reference 6-5). The exceptions are the
doses per unit intake values for isotopes of plutoniun and neptunium; cthese were calculated using
values appropriate to the forms of these radionuclides found in environnental materials
(Reference 6-6). Tables 6-3 and 6-4 list the dose conversion factors for both systems of units.
These tables simplify the dose calculations and assure uniform application. The values used in
the averaging of tissue and organ exposure are reasonable approximations considering the
accuracy of the dose model and the weighing factors. Tables 6-3 and 6-4 were computed usiNm,
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Table 6-3. Dosie-quivalent Factors for Humans (Curies and Related Units)

jkgenia2 Jahahzna lnmcnic Ezporun to Sai
Nudidc (Ramta) (RU2JCI) oamn%-MS*3) OtCE .- M.3)

C14 - 2.07E+.3 2.07E.03 O.OOE+Co OOOE.Co

Ni-59 2.OOE-2 133E+03 2.30E.03 .OOEC+O

Sr90 i-4EO L26E.+06 SAOE.04 QOOE+co

Zr-93 - LSSE+03 3.18E.05 QOOE.+4 C.OOE.OO

TC-99 125E+03 7AOE.03 130E04 OEOOEC+O

Sn-126 129E.04 7AOE+04 L.OE.02 9.00E+00

1-129 2.74E4EOS 1.70E02 4.50E.O1

|G135 7.O+E03 - 4.44E+W 6.6OE45 OOE4W

Cs-137 S.IIE04 S.22E.04 I.OE+OM 420E.OO

SL-ISI 3.37EM 2i81E+04 2.60E.04 4i0E.02

Pb-210 - S.IEAO6 130E+0 3.0OE.03 130E402

Ra-226 - 1.ISE.6 7.77E.06 IAOE*CO 6AOE+OW

-Ra-223 122E*M 4.44E.06 6.7SE.C 2.6DE+O1

Ac-227 IA1E+7 '6.+9 1.69E+OO -21E+M

Th.229 3.70E+. 2.IIE+07 SJOE41 220E+OO

Th-230 S5E.OS 3.18E+C IAOE+W 63mE+.o

-U-232 2.74E.06 - A3E+4 4.OOE.0 1S6E+O1

Pa-231 IZE+07 126E.09 SOOEI41 2.20E+OO

|U233 2E.MO5 1.33E08 S.40E4O1 2.30E+OO

VU234 2.63E05 1.33E+OM -. liE403 7-32E03

U-23S 2.ZE.0S 1.22E.O 2.96E01 131E*OW

U-236 2ASE+W5 126E.08 2.97E06 2.06E04i

UV238 2.33E. I.IIE.8 7.36E.02 3M2E 01

Np-237 - 4.07E+06 4.IE+ - 3.60E1R IAOE.+O

-P-28 IASE.06 44E+.O8 ISOE-4 130E.03

PD-239 222E.06 SSE#O 1.20E44 7190E04

Pu 240 2IE+06 5.ISE+09 lACE-C 1.30E403

PIU41- 4A4E+IX 1O4E*07 6.IOE05 4.60E.03

P?-242 LO4E.O6 41E.CS ICOE4O I.OE403

Am-241 2.22E.C6 5.IUE+C 3.90E.02 ItOE-01

Am-243 21tE.06 S.IEOS- 3.10E01 1.30EOO

CO-245 6.66E4 1.74E#C7 3AOE404 SSOE03

C3 -246 1.1 IEi06 2.74E* 2A0E44 2.40E-03
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Table 6-4. Dose Equivalent Factors for Humans (TBq and Related Units) .

Y I-.
Nuohdc Izigetioo

(SvI1Bq) (SVfraq)
1mmenica
(Svlw.T~q.m"*3)

Excposa to SaoI
(SvIjr,.thq443) Vl

C-14 5.60E.02 0OME.00 0OOE.0OD-

Ni-59 5.40E.01 3.W1.M 6.21E144 O.00E+OD

Sr-90 3.901.04 3.401.05 1461.04 MO.01.

Zr-93 4.20E.02 2.W0E.0 0001.00 0001.00

TC-99 3.401.40M 2.001.03 3311.0 &M001.0
Szk-126 S.IO01.0 2.00I.04 4161.03 2.431.00

1-129 7.401.44 4.701.4N 4.59E103 1221.0

Ca-135 1.901.03 1.2O1. 1.731-05 0.00E4.

Cs-137 1.40!.04 3.701.03 2.70E-01 1.13E.0O

SM-ISI 9.1OE.601 7.6014W0 7.021-5 1.30E142

Pb-ZIG M.41.0 330.SO06 L301E04 3.SIE-0

Ra-226 M.OE40S 2.101.06* U36-01 1.731.00

Ra-=2 3.301.05 1L201406 1.121.0 7.021.0

At*227 3.301.06 1.SOSG.09 3601.0 1221.0

Th229 L.00I.0 S.704i06 1.57-01 5.941411

Th-230 I1301.0 L60E.07 4161.01 1.761.00

Th.232 7-401.0 4.d04a0 1.021.0 4.2IE.CD

Pa.-231 219014.0 3.40E4.03 1.351-01 5.941-01

U-233 7.2E.44 3.601E07 1.39141 6.211-01

U-234 7.IOE.06 3,601.07 3.1 9144 1.921-03

U.233 6301.04 3.301.0 7.991402 33S4E-01

U-236 6701.44 3.40140- 3.E-0? 5.36105

U-233 6.30E.06 3I20E.0 1.991402 9-501.0

Np-237 1.101E06 1301.0 9.721-0 3.711-01

Po-233 S.00E*W 1.201E0 4.05105 35E1044

Pt-mg9 6001E.05 1.409S0 3.241-5 2.13E44

Pa.240 &001.0 IAOE1.0 3.7"10 3311044

P..241 1.20E.04 1301.06 1.65-OS 'la"10

PI-242 530.0E~ 1.301.0K 2971-OS 2971-44

AmO-ut 601.0 1401.06 1.051-02 4361-0

AM-US 3.90E.OS 3401.06 3371- 331E-01

Ckt-242 1.1E.44 4.70140 9.13103 1A9E-03

QD-244 3.00E*W 7401.0? 7.021-O 7.13144

N
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1975 to 1985 models and data. In defining reference future states, demography, and human
characteristics, uncertainties involrvig things that are unknowable about the future can only be
dealt with by making assumptions and recognizing th._: hese may, or may not, correspond to a
future reality. Speculation concerning future conditions should not be the focus of the-
compliance determination process. Therefore, it is appropriate for assessments to contain the
assumption that many conditions remain-the same as today's. Conditions included in this
category are population distributions (i.e., current population distributions should be assumed),
level of knowledge and technical capability, human physiology and nutritional needs, the state
of medical knowledge, societal structure and behavior,,patterns of water use, and pathways
through the accessible environment. However, including in this' category the geologic,
hydrologic, and climatic conditions whose future states may be estimated by examining the
geologic record would not be appropriate. Although assuming that national or world populations
will remain unchanged is not appropriate, assuming future world populations that cannot
reasonably be sustained by current abilities to produce, distribute, and consume food would
likewise be inappropriate. For this reason, future world populations in excess of 10 billion
people need not be assumed in evaluations for the containment requirements.

Changes covering varying climatic, geologic, and hydrologic conditions may be assessed with
sensitivity studies and stochastic analyses.

Performance Assessment

Dose based risk assessments, for repositories that may not have attenuation processes adequately
represented by comparison with release limits, could result in extensive site characterization and
analyses. If release limits are inappropriate for evaluation of only a few events or processes that
are responsible for the significant releases, these events or processes may be analyzed using dose
criteria. The predicted doses for each event are normalized relative to the dose limits set by the
EPA in the same manner as predicted releases. The dose fraction then replaces the summed
release fraction for that event in the CCDF. The probability remains the same, so the only effect
is to change the consequence level for that event in the CCDF.

Summary and Conclusions

It is appropriate to add a collective dose option to 40 CFR Pan 191. In addition, a method for
selectively substituting dose limits for events or processes that cannot be represented accurately
with generic derived release limits is also an appropriate alternative. Dose analyses are possible
on only selected events and processes, and doses can be normalized to the EPA supplied dose
limits. These normalized doses would replace the corresponding normalized releases in the
CCDF.
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EXAMPLE TABLE

'(From ICRP 23, 1975)

REFERENCE MAN: SUMMARY OF PHYSIOLOGICAL DATA

Page

Carbon dioxide exhaled
Dietary intake (nutrients)

Protein
Carbydmates
Fat

Dietary intake (major elements)
Carbon
Hydrgen
: rogen
Oxygen
Sulfur

Elements (summary of model values for daily balance)
Energy expenditure
eces, wight of

Feces, components of
Water
Solids
Ash
Fats
Nitrogen
Other substances

Fecms major elements in,
'Carbon
Hydrogen
Nitrogen
Oxygen

Human milk. composition of
Intake c: z.Ik
Lung capacities

Total capacity
Functional residual capacity
Vital cwcty

Dead space
Lung volume and mpiraion

Minute volume, rsting
Minute volume, light activity
Air breazhed, 8 b light work activity
Air breathed, 8 b oooccupadonal activity
Air breathed, 8 h resting

Metabolic mrm
Nasal sewreon. composition of (major eements)

Water
Calcium
Chlorine
Potassium

1000 g/day

95 tlday
390 g/day
120 g/day

300 glday
350 g/day
16 glday
2600 f/day
1 g/day
See section O
3000 kcal/day
135 g/diy

105 f/day
30 g/day
17 g/day
5 ghtay
1.5 f/day
6.5 g/day

7 g/day
13 g/day
1.5 g/day
100 f/day
See Table 128
300 mi/day

5.61
221
4.31
160 ml

7.5 I1/mn
20 Vhmi
96001
9600 1
36001
17 cal/mm-kg W

9597 g/100 ml
11 gflOO ml
495 g/100 ml
69 gao ml

340

351
351
351

352
352
352
352
352

338
353

353
353
353
353
353
353

353
353
353
353
361
3S7

345
345
345
345

346
346
346
346
346
341

365
365
365
365
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EXAMPLE TABLE

(From ICRP 23,1975)

REFERENCE MAN: SUMMARY OF PHYSIOLOGICAL DATA (Continued)

Page

Sodium
Oxygen Inbaled
Saliva. composition of
SweaL. composition of
Urine values

Specific gravity
pH
Solids
Urea
'Suganr
Bicarbonates

Urinary loss of major lemint
Nitrogen
Hydrogen
Oxygen
carbon

Water balance (gains)
Total fluid intake
Mik
Tap water
Other

in food
By oxidation of food
Total
Water balance (osses)

in urtme
in feces
Insensible loss
in sweat
Total

295 g/100 ml
920 g/day
See Table 130
See Table 129

1400 ml/day
1.02
6.2
60 /day
22 g/day
Ig/day
0.14 g/day

15 s/day
160 g/day
1300 /day
5 g/day

1950 ml/day
300 Ml/day
150 ml/day
1500 mi/day
700 ml/day
350 ml/day
3000 ml/day

1400 mi/day
100 ml/day
850 ml/day
650 mi/day
3000 ml/day

365
340
364
362

354
354
354
354
354
354
354

354
3S4
354
354

360
360
360
360
360
360
360

360
360
360
360
360

'1A sections rfaence ICRP 23, 1975
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CHAPTER 7

TRU WASTE EQUIVALENCE UNIT



CHAPTER 7
TRU WASTE EQUIVALENCE UNIT

7.1 STATEMENT OF PROBLEM

The use of values in the 1985 version of 40 CFR Part 191 that equate transuranic (TRU) waste
with high-level waste (HLW) and spent nuclear fuel (SF) is not technically sound because
military TRU waste is not associated with commercial reactor fuel, does not have a unit
comparable to a metric ton of heavy metal (MTHM) of fuel, and does not have a comparable
risk/benefit relationship. None of the proposed quasi-equivalent units equate the risks of a TRU
repository to those of a HLW/SF repository. It would only be possible to equate HLW and TRU
repository risks for a specific pair of inventories and a specific pair of repositories. One option
is to develop a fundamental criteria for TRU waste based on acceptable risk to the populace.
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7.2 RECOMMENDED APPROACH

The following material proposes a fundamental criterion for transuranic (TRU) waste disposal, (op
based upon the same risk allowed for high level waste/spent fuel (HLWISF) repositories and..
upon the same concept of a reference-size repository. To incorporate this proposed approach,
only minor changes in the wording of the rule are needed. The definition of the TRU unit of
waste (in the notes accompanying Table 1) must be modified in two ways. Furst, the definition
must include the activity from all radionuclides (not just long-lived alpha-emitters) contained in
the waste. Second, the definition must reflect the adoption of a reference size for. a TRU
repository. Table I should be adjusted to the reference release limits (based on 101 MTHM for
HLW/SF). The activity associated with the TRU unit of waste would be changed to 20 MCi

Appendix A: Table for Subpart B

TABLE 1 - RELEASE LIMITS FOR CONTAINMENT REQUIREMENTS
{See Table 1 at end of section)

Application of Table I

Note 1: Units of Waste. The Release Limits in Table I apply to the amount of wastes in
any one of the following:
(a) An amount of spent nuclear fuel containing 100,000 metric tons of heavy metal

(MTHM) exposed to a burnup between 25,000 megawatt-days per metric ton of heavy
metal (MWdtMdTHM) and 40,000 MWdIMTHM;
(b) The high-level radioactive wastes generated from reprocessing each 100,000 MTHM

exposed to a burnup between 25,000 MWdfMTHM and 40,000 MWWMTHM;
(c) Each 10,000,000,000 curies of gamma or beta-emitting radionuclides with half-lives+

greater than 20 years but less than 100 years (for use as discussed in Note 5 or with
materials that are identified by the Commission as high-level radioactive waste in
accordance with part B of the definition of high-level waste in the NWPA);
(d) Each 100,000,000 curies of other radionuclides (iLe., gamma or beta-emitters with half-

lives greater than 100 years or any alpha-e-wters with half-lives greatx: than 20 years) (for
use as discussed in Note 5 or with materials that are identified by the Commission as high-
level radioactive waste in accordance with part B of the high-level waste in the NWPA);
or
(e) An amount of transuranic (TRU) wastes containing twenty million curies of

radionuclides.

Note 2: Release Linitsfor Specific Disposal Systems. To develop Release Limits for a
particular disposal system, the quantities in Table 1 shall be adjusted for the amount of
waste included in the disposal system compared to the various units of waste defined in
Note 1. For example:
(a) If a particular disposal system contained the high-level wastes from 50,000 MTHM,

the Release Limits for that system would be the quantities in Table 1 multiplied by .5
(50,000 MTHM divided by 100.000 MTHM).
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(b) If a particular disposal system contained twosfnillion curies of alpha-emitting
transuranic wastes, the Release Limits for that system would be the quantities in Table 1
multiplied by .1 (two million curies divided by twenty million curies).
(c) If a particular disposal system contained both the high-level wastes from 50,000

MTHM and 2 million curies of alpha-emitting transuranic wastes, the Release Limits for
that system would be the quantities in Table 1 multiplied by .6:

50,000 MTEM 2,000,000 curies TRU

100,000 MTHM 20,000,000 curies TRU

Note 3: (same as 1985 standard)
Note 4: (same as 1985 standard)
Note 5: (same as 1985 standard)
Note 6: (same as 1985 standard)
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TABLE I * RELEASE LIMITS FOR CONTAINMENT REQUIREMENSZ
[Cumulative releases to the accessble environment for

10,000 years after disposal]

Release limit per 100,000
Radionuclide MTIM or other unit of

waste (see notes) (curies)

Americium-241 or-243 ........ ................ 10,000
Carbon-14 . .................................. 10,000
Cesium-135 or -137 ......... .................. 100,000
Iodine-129 . ................................. 10,000
Neptzuium-237 .. ............................ 10,000
Plutonium-238, -239, -240, or -242 ..... ........... 10,000
Radium-226 ............. ................... 10,000
Strondum-90 ................................ 100,000
Technetium-99 .............................. 1,000,000
Thouium-230 or -232 ........ .................. 1,000
Tin-126 . .................................. 100,000
Uranium-233, -234, -235, -236, or -238 ............. 10,000
Any other alpha-emitting radionucide with a half-life
greater than 20yeas .........ye................. 10,000
Any other radionucide with a half-life greater than 20
yearsthatdoes notemitalphaparticles ............. 100,000
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7.3 SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The following material could be used as supplementary information in explaining why the rule
is reasonable when written as suggested in the preceding section.

The Agency based the cumulative release limits of 40 CFR Part 191 on the fundamental
criterion of no more than 1,000 premature cancer deaths over 10,000 years from the
disposal of the wastes from 100,000 metric tons of reactor fuel. This fundamental
criterion is expressed in terms of allowable health effects per quantity of waste over a
specific time.

The Agency reasoned that this fundamental criterion satisfied two objectives. First, it
provided a level of protection that appeared to be reasonably achievable by the then-
considered geologic disposal options. The Agency reached this conclusion after assessing
the performance of a number of model repositories, using very general transport models.
The second objective satisfied by the selected fundamental criterion was the limitation of
risks to future populations to acceptably small levels. This conclusion was made after
comparing the estimated risks posed by a HLW/SF repository to those that would result
if the uranium ore used to create the waste had never been mined. In meeting these two
objectives, the Agency established a rational fundamental criterion for the disposal of
HLW and spent fuel.

The fundamental criterion formed the basis for the derived release limits, expressed as
radionuclide release per "unit of waste." For HLW and spent fuel, the unit of waste
selected was 1,000 metric tons of heavy metal. The Agency provided a scaling rule for
different szed repositories. The Agency selected one million curies as the TRU
equivalent to the HLW/SF unit, which was intended to provide the same degree of control
for the long-lived alpha-emitting radionuclides.

For a number of reasons, the Agency is reconsidering the approprateness of defining the
TRU unit of waste in terms of equivalence with the HLW/SF unit of waste. The
1.000,000 CiI1,000 M M relationship was derived based on specific initial inventories
of transiranics in TRU wastes and HLW. The method of application of the release limits
table, by limiting the summed normalized release fractions of both transuranics and fission
products, may result in inconsistent controls of HLW and TRU repositories. In addition,
the original approach, comparing initial inventories, fails to take into account the 10,000-
year timeframe, the presence of radionuclides other than long-lived alpha emitters, and
the risk attenuation which depends on pathways and release modes.

A number of options in mdefining the TRU waste unit were examined. The possibility
of using an alternative basis for comparison (ie., other than initial inventories) of TRU
and HLW was dismissed due to the lack of a defensible relationship between the two.
Another option, a comparable riskibenefit analysis, is not possible due to the remote (and
difficult to quantify) nature of benefits associated with TRU wastes. For these reasons,
,the Agency is proposing a TRU unit of waste, independent of the HLWISF unit of waste.
The option of developing a new absolute collective risk limit was considered, but was.
deemed impractical because of the extensive analysis required (comparable to the original
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analyses supporting the development of 40 CFR Part 191) and fth difficulty in eliminating
(or justifying) inconsistencies between the approaches for HLW and TRU wastes.

The approach proposed for defining the TRU unit of waste is to derive a fundamental
criterion for TRU waste disposal, developed in the same manner as the HLW fundamental
criterion. Te fundamental criterion for both HLW and TRU waste disposal would then
be based on collective risk limit. This approach is consistent with the radiation protection
objectives and methods recommended by the Nuclear Energy Agency and the
International Commission on Radiological Protection. An advantage to the proposed risk
limit approach is the ability to frame the approach in a man=er that is both consistent with
the technical basis for the HLW release limits and compatible with other provisions of
40 CFR Part 191. Finally, the collective risk limit can be applied uniformly, to all release
modes, all repositories, and all inventories. A collective risk limit of 1,000 deaths over
10,000 years for a reference repository is proposed, adopting the same basis used for the
HLW standards.

The remaining element in the implementation of the collective risklc:imit is the total
quantity of TRU waste to which the limit applies. For HLW, the fundamental criterion
was based upon an inventory (100,000 MIM) expected to accmulate by the year 2000,
encompassing all existing HLW and most future waste from all then-operating reactors.
This inventory constituted the HLW *reference repository,' used in the original risk
analyses supporting the containment requirements. For TRU wastes, a "reference
repository" must be defined, consistent with the approach used for HLW.

Using the same timeframe as that for the HLW reference repository, TRU wastes
quantities are expected to reach 9.8 MCi by the year 2,000. Extending the timeframe to
2013, the latest dated cited in the Integrated Data Base, provides an estimate of 14.3 MCi.

Based on the projections, a reference TRU repository size of 20 MCi is proposed.
Because this reference size was developed consistent with that established for HLW, the
conservatism inherent in the HLW criteria is maintained for TRU. In addition, this size
is believed to be conservative in light of the projected inventories and is alsc ! zught to
represent, in practical terms, the largest geologic repository size due to the limited lateral
extent of suitable, homogenous formations.

As the final step in incorporating the fundamental criterion for disposal of TRU wastes
into the rule, modification of the cumulative release limit table (now based upon 10'
MTlM) is proposed. This modification reflects no quantitative change to the level of
protection required, but merely presents the information in a manner more clearly related
to the fundamental criteria (1,000 deaths per 10,000 years per reference repository,
whether HLW or TRU waste). For consistency and saling efficiency, 10 MTHM of
HLWISF and 20 MCi of TRU will now be used throughout the standards. To apply the
release limits, the standards would be scaled. the proportion determined by rationing the
size of the actual repository to the reference repository. For example, for a TRU
repository with an inventory of 5 MCi and a reference repository of 20 MCi the limits
applicable to the repository would be S/2, or 0.25, of the reference release limits. This
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approach is consistent with that used for the HW standards and does not require any
new derivations. - nflards
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7.4 TECHNICAL SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION

The following material is supporting information that could be cited as reasons for the DOE (
suggestions for the above revision. It could be part of a technical support document for the rule.

The 1985 version of 40 CFR Part 191 contained a fundamental criterion for high-level waste and
spent fuel that allowed no more than 1,000 premature deaths over the first 10,000 years from
disposal of the wastes from 100,000 metric tons of reactor fueL In developing the disposal
criterion for transuranic waste, the Agency felt that it was possible to equate a TRU waste unit
to the HLW/SF waste unit. Thus, the standards did not contain a fundamental criterion
specifically developed for TRU waste disposal.

Fundamental criteria (Level 1) are the only standards that explicitly define the radiological safety
requirements of the repositories. Level I criteria control risks to the populace, have a significant
effect on he cost of repositories, and are the basis for other levels of radiological criteria. To
have any radiological risk significance, all other levels of criteria must be traceable to an
appropriate fundamental criterion (Reference 7-1).

In reexamining 40 CFR Part 191, the EPA has received substantial comments addressing the
TRU waste unit. One aspect in particular, that has been commented pn in depth, is the need to
more fundamentally define the TRU waste unit, rather than trying to equate it to the HLWISF
unit. The Agency believes that the fundamental TRU waste criterion promulgated in the present
version of the rule satisfies any deficiencies that may have existed in the 1985 version that
resulted from equating TRU waste and HLWISF. The present version of the TRU criterion is
based on established principles for fundamental criteria, and all steps in the development are
parallel to those used in the HIW fundamentil criterion development The regulatory philosophy
for this fundamental criteria is consistent with that for the HLWiSF fundamental criterion and
is also compatible with the existing release limits approach.

HLW Fundamental and Derived Criteria In 40 CFR Part 191

The present fundamental criterion for HLW and SF allows no more than 1,000 premature cancer
deaths over the first 10,000 years from disposal of the wastes from 100,000 metric tons of reactor
fuel (average of 10 HE/MTHM-yr). This is a risk/benefit criterion that allows the risk from
waste disposal to be proportional to the amount of power generated. For convenience of analyses
power is equated to the amount of fuel used to generate the power (MTHM). It is also based on
collective world population risk over the 10,000 year period of regulation. The HLW/SF release
limits were derived by computing hem risk factors (fatal cancers per curie released) for each
radionuclide for several release modes (Reference 7-2). The fundamental criterion was divided
by each of these risk factors to produce a table containing release limits for each radionuclide
(Reference 7-3), which is compatible with the risk/benefit, collective population risk fundamental
criterion.

The allowable risk level for HLW/SF disposal was based on predicted capabilities of a reference
HLW/SF repository in several geologic media. This results in a high level of stringency relative
to standards for other carcinogens. The 100,000 MTHM size of the reference repository was
selected because it was the estimated cumulative inventory by the year 2000 (Reference 7-4)k_

WP.158 7-8 8J1@92



This is also about the largest geologic HLW/SF repository thit would be built because of the
limited horizontal extent of homogeneous formations with characteristics acceptable for HLW/SF
repositories.

.Fundamental and Derived Standards for TRU Waste Disposal

The 1985 version of 40 CFR Part 191, while providing a fundamental criterion for HLW and SF,
did not contain a fundamenial criterion for TRU waste disposal. In developing the TRU waste
unit, one million curies was selected as equivalent to the HLW/SF unit. The TRU waste unit was
intended to provide comparable levels of protection for the long-lived 'alpha-emitting
radionuclides' in TRU waste to that provided -for all radionuclides in the HLW/SF unit. The
1,000,000 Cifl,OOO MTHM relationship was derived based' on , the' initial inventories of
transuranics in a TRU inventory compared to -an inventory of HLW/SF. However, due to the
method of application of the release limits table (limiting the'Summed normalized release
fractions of both tnsuranics and fission products), the sPecified limits do not provide the same
levels of protection for HLW/SF and -RU repositories. Thus, after a review of the numerous
comments submitted addressing the need for a more accurately defined fundamental TRU waste
disposal criterion, the Agency has concluded that military TRU waste cannot be appropriately
associated with commervial reactor fuel to facilitate the equation of the TRU unit to the HLW/SF
unit. As a result, the Agency has decided to promulgate a separate fundamental criterion for
TRU waste in 40 CFR Part 191.

Several alternatives have been-suggested to the Agency in addressing the fundamental criterion
for TRU waste. One approach was to develop a fundamental citeron based on acceptable risk
to the populace and the expected quantity-of IRU waste (Reference 7-5, 7-6). However, since
collectve population risks arc the-basis for the fundamental criteria and derived release limits
used to show compliance in 40 CFR Part 191, neither the ICRP! standards nor the EPA standards
for chemical carcinogens could be used for TRU waste. Thbe ICRP fundamental standards are
based on a peak individual risk rate, which is not compatible with collective risks or release
limits. The standards for chemical carcinogens are based on individual risks as a function of the
number of people at risk. This method is also incompatible. Since the benefits associated with
military 'TRU waste are not readily quantifiable, it has been suggested that the EPA 'develop a
new absolute colkctive risk limit. This TRU fundamental criterion would be completely
independent of the HLW/SF fundamental criterion and based solely on expected quantities of
TRU waste and acceptable levels of risk. One of the difficulties with an absolute TRU criterion
is the uncertainty in predicting the total quantity of TRU waste that will be generated so that a
risk allocation can be made for each repository. There are also inconsistencies in regulatory
philosophy between the riskibenefit HLW/SF criteria and an absolute TRU criteria, and a new
relase limit table would have to be derived. Thus, it would not be practical to develop this fom
of fundamental criteria for IRU waste disposal at his time.

Instead, the Agency has developed a TRU fundamental risk criterion parallel to that for HLW/SF
repositories. Development of this fundamentaltcriterion used the same rationale'and type of
analyses as the' development of the HLW/SF standards (Reference 7-2, 7-3). No new release
limits arc needed, and the fundamental criterion for TRU waste is compatible with the HLW/SF
criteria and all other requirements in 40 CFR Part 191. Although this TRU fundamental criterion -
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is not a true risk/benefit criterion, the allowable risk can be scaled relative to repository size,
making the allowable risk units for TRU waste comparable to those of HLW/SF.

The fundamental risk criterion for HLWISF is intended to assure adequate protection for a
HLW/SF reference repository of 100,000 MTHM. This reference repository was then used, in
the 1985 version of 40 CFR Part 191 (Reference 7-3), for derivations and in comparison studies
of waste disposal systems and undisturbed ore bodies (Reference 7-7. 7-8). A TRU reference
repository has now been established by equating the allowable risk to that of the HLWISF
reference repository.

The size of the HLW/SF reference repository was based on the expected inventory in the year
2000 including all existing HLWISF and the projected waste from existing reactos. A consistent
size for the TRU reference repository has been defined using the same guidelines. he Integrated
Data Base for 1991 (Reference 7-9) lists the current inventory and projected accumulation of
known remote-handled (RH) and contact-handled (CH) TRU waste in the year 2000 as 9.8 MCi
(Table 7-1). This value is 14.3 MCi in 2013, which is the last year listed. Following the same
rationale used to select the size of the HLW reference repository, a conservative size for the TRU
reference repository, including RH and CH waste, is 20 MCi Given the conservatism built into
the HLW/SF criteria, this size gives the TRU reference repository a very conservative allowable
risk. The allowable risk for smaller TRU repositories is scaled proportionally to their size
relative to the reference repository.

New release limits were not required for the TRU fundamental criterion. The risk factors used
to derive, the release limits were computed for individual radionuclides and apply to any
inventory or waste category. The fundamental HLWISF risk criterion and dose limits in the 1985
vezsion of 40 CFR Part 191 were based on 100,000 MTHM, while the release limits in Table I
of Appendix A were based on 1,000 MTL For consistency and scaling efficiency, 100,000
MTHM for HLWISF and 20 MCi for TRU waste are now used throughout the standards.

Scaling the release limits for different sizes of repositories uses the method defined in Note 2 to
Table 1 in Appendix A of 40 CFR Part 191 (Reference 7-7). Calculating release limits for both
HLW/SF and TRU-waste repositories uses the values in the release limit table for the applicable
reference repository (10,000 MTHM or 20 MCi) multiplied by the ratio of actual repository siz
to the reference repository size.

Summary

A TRU fundamental criterion has been developed that is related to thc allowable risk for
HLWISF repositoris Development of this criterion used the same rationale and Wpe of analyses
as development of the HLW standards, as shown in Table 7-2. Te approach using a TRU
fundamental criterion is based on repository safety and applies equally to all release modes. all
repositories, all inventories, and all times. It uses the same format and regulatory philosophy as
the HLW standard and it is completely compatible with other aspects of the standards. It
eliminates the need for a TRU waste unit that is 'equivalent' to the HLW/SF waste unit, and the
repository risks may be more accurately computed because the release limits are traceable to a
fundamental criterion.
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Table 7-1. Total Systm Inventories, Projections, iad h escs of all Stored DOE TRU
Waste in 5-year Increments'

End of Volume Tmass 2 Rerliiva l MMW powrl'

calendar - (i) ____(kg) (1, Ci) (10'W)

yer Annual A==nU- Annual Accuinau- Annual Acumiu- Annual Accum

Me_ __ _ _ _ lation RIC - aioan tate u-

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ la f o

___ _ - _ _ _ __ - -Store4 contact-handleds -

1990 1,4782 :59,022.1 375 2,1145 166.70 2534AS S.26 68A2

1991 2.108.9 61,131.0 1205 2,235.0 535.65 3,020.68 16.90 4A1

1995 2,108.9 69,566.6 1205 2.717.0 3S.65 4.89656 16.90 146.15

2000 2.108.9 80.111.1 120.5 3,3195 S355S 7,09898 16.90 218.71

2005 2.108.9 90655.6 1205 3,922.5 S35.65 9,160.70 16.90 286.71

2010 Z108.9 101,200.1 1205 4,5245 535.65 11,097.70 16.90 350.64

2013 2.1089 170,526.8 1205 4886.0 S35.65 12,72 16.90 387.23

20156 _

t mAusb ft rodaz pvided n Table 3.2 3.53.U. mg 33, Rdace 7-9.

U sd TRU adidez.
'Vahe Were nalWlsd usin the etimsed iwtc aeogk ons for TRU vwv at the senal !es live in Table 3.. Set Secio 3.3 for deArs.

Reference 7-9.
4Annuai nt is an avwae.

Edued Waie s managed sLLV. See Table 3.S. Reference 7-9.

de 6 ntiosi ef TRU wast after 2013 is at defined
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Table 7-1. Total System Inventories, Projections, and Characteristics of all Stored DOE TRU
Waste in 5-vear Increments (Continued)

End of Volume Mass Radioactivity 7bermal power
calendar (mI) (kg) (103 Ci) (1o W)

year A Accumu- Annual Accumu- Annual Accumu- Annual Accumu-

_ rae laon rate lation Im |Ltion rame lation

Stored, remote-bandledS '

1990 14A 1,585. 0.03 1182 3038 2,24.76 0.18 6.15

1991 191.1 1.776.5 0.1 1183 101.26 3345.43 .60 12.31

1995 191.1 2,540.9 0.1 118.7 101.26 2,966.12 .60 10.87

2000 191.1 3,495.4 0.1 119.2 101.26 2,675.07 .60 9.91

2005 191.1 4,451.9 0.1 119.7 101.26 2,420.13 .60 9.07

2010 191.1 S.407.4 0.1 120.2 101.26 2,193.49 .60 8.32

2013 191.1 538D.7 0.1 1203 101.26 2,06982M .60 7.91

201_

Total stored'

1990 1,492.6 60.60735 3735 2..232.7 197.0 4,779.21 5.44 74.57

1991 2300.0 62,907.5 120.6 2.3533 636.91 6,366.11 17.50 96.72

1995 2?30.0 72.107.5 120.6 2,835.7 63691 7,62.68 17.50 157.01

2000 2300.0 83.607.5 120.6 3,438.7 636.91 9,774.03 17.50 228.62

2005 2,300.0 95,1073 120.6 4,041.7 636.91 11,380.83 173S0 295.78

2010 2300.0 106,6073 120.6 4.644.7 636.91 13,291.19 17150 358.96

2013 2300.0 113507.5 120.6 5.006.5 636.91 14.27553 1730 395.14

2015_

A

5EWd WAt" magtd ua W. Sa Tal 3J., Refemc 7-9.

am. d&esdsa d IRU am Lfta 2013 is nX defined.
7Tb. Ia ta diom M d tW e &al powe mbm3s do nc iclde valm for Hanfos pmesed naiad mwbandle wa4 ThM isac

Ccmposam of this wan is nknow.
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Table 7-2. Parallelism in the HLW/SF and TRU Fundamental Criteria

__ Waste Type

Feature HLW/SF TRU Waste

Maximum deaths from . 1000 1000
reference repository in
10,000 years - -_.

Basis for reference Cumulative inventory by Cumulative inventory by
repository site year 2000. Waste from year 2013. Wastes from

currently operating reactors existing facilities rounded
- 100,000 MTn up to 20 MCi

Fundamental Criterion Deaths per 10,000 yearis Deaths per 10,000 years/
Reference repository size Reference repository size

Release limit values 40 CFR 191, Table 1 40 CFR 191, Table 1

Scaling factor for release Actual repository size/ Actual repository size/
limits Reference repository size Reference repository size
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CHAPTER 8

UNCERTAINTY PROPAGATION

8.1 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In 1985, -the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) promulgated standards for disposal
of spent fuel, high-level and transuranic radioactive wastes in the United States. These standards
included an individual protection requirement of maximum individual dose rate that was
applicable for 1,000 years and a containment requirement of cumulative radionuclide releases to
the accessible environment applicable for 10,000 years. In 1986, the Natural Resources Defense
Council and others challenged EPA's decision to limit the individual protection requirement to
1,000 years as arbitrary and capricious. The First Circuit Court of Appeals ruled on this matter
and others on July 17, 1987. The court held that the Agency's choice of a 1,000-year individual
protection criterion was arbitrary and capricious and remanded that portion of the regulations to
the Agency for reconsideration or a more thorough explanation of the reasons underlying the
choice of 1,000 years.

In addition, the Draft Federal Register Notice of 40 CFR Part 191 (2/3/92) includes proposed
requirements for calculation of dose and radionuclide release projections for undisturbed
conditions up to 100,000 years.

The problem is that there are significant uncertainties associated with calculation of individual
doses for 10,000 years, or with projections of doses and radionuclide releases out to 100,000
years.

This task consists of calculating uncertainty propagation from 1,000 to 10,000 years to select an
appropriate time period for individual protection and for groundwater protection requirements,
and from 10,000 to 100,000 years to evaluate the usefulness of requiring performance assessment
calculations beyond 10,000 years.
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8.2 RECOMMENDED APPROACH

The time period for assessments of individual and groundwater protection should be no more than.
1,000 years after disposal (as in sections 191.15 and 191.16 of the 1983 standard), rather than
10,000 years (as proposed in sections 191.14 and 191.23 of the Draft Federal Register Notice of
40 CFR Part 191 (2/3/92)).

In addition, the new standard should not include requiruments for projection of potential releases
or doses out to 100,000 years after disposal, as proposed in subsections 191.12(c) and 191.14(b)
of the Draft Federal Register Notice of 40 CFR Part 191 (213192).
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8.3 SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The following material provides an explanation of why the rule should be retained as onginally
suggested in the 1985 standard. This material -could be used by the EPA as supplementary.
information to accompany the proposed rule.

The containment requirements in 40 CFR Pat 191 limit cumulative releases to the
accessible environment for 10,000 years after disposal. Ihese requirements were based on
a world-wide population risk criterion. The Science Advisory Board (SAB) Subcommittee
recommendation at the time the 1985 standard was being promulgated (50 FR 38073,
September 19, 1985), included the following statements: 'We support;the use of a
population risk crt We believe it is impractical to provide absolute protection to every
individual for all postulated events for very long periods. On the other hand, in our view
it is important that, for the first several hundred years, residents of the region immediately
outside the accessible environment have very great assurance that they will suffer no, or
negligible, ill effects from the repository." Therefore, the Agency felt that this additional
assurance (individual protection requirements) was needed to provide protection for the
individual since the primary containment standard was for cumulative releases over 10,000
years, with no limits placed on the rate of such releases.

The individual protection requirements in the final rule issued in 1985 limited annual
exposures to individuals from a disposal system during the first 1,000 years after disposal.
The Agency examined the effects of different time periods and selected 1,000 years for the
individual protection requirement because the Agency's assessments indicated that 1,000
years was long enough to ensure that good engineered barriers would be used.

Demonstrating compliance with individual exposure limits over time frames much longer
than ',000 years appeared to be difficult because of. the uncertainties involved. The
performance assessments that must be conducted to demonstrate compliance with regulatory
requirements include evaluation of parameters and processes that are uncertain. Regardless
of how extensive a site characterization program is, these uncertainties will be presenL In
additiorA to the initial uncertainty inherent in these parameters and processes, the uncertainty
will increase with time. Ihe extent to which these uncertainties change depends, in part,
on the -extent to which projected site conditions. are expected to change. All these
uncertainties result in uncertainties in calculation of ze performance measures.
Demonstrating compliance, therefore, requires an understanding of all the uncertainties,
including those inherent in the estimates of future site conditions.

If the present hydrologic conditions at a waste disposal site are cxkected to persist over
time, the uncertainties in calculation of individual dose arise primarily from uncertainties
in the description of hydrologic parameters, geochemical paramneters, and radionuclide
release rates from the repository (canister failur times and leach rates). The uncertainties
in calculation of te individual dose rates will increase with time for time periods
significantly longer than the radionuclide travel times. These uncertainties will increase
significantly over the time period of 1,000 to 10,000 years.
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If the present hydrologic conditions at the site arm expected to change over time, additional
uncertainties are introduced. For example, a change in climate, and thus in infiltration,
could affect the hydrologic system at the disposal site. In addition to -hanging the
parameters discussed in the paragraph above, it could change the hydrologic boundary.-
conditions affecting both the radionuclide release rates from the repository (through changed
leach rate) and groundwater flow rates. Since uncertainties in the climate change are larger
over longer time periods, the uncertainties would further increase over the time period of
1,000 to 10,000 years.

The Agency believes that a 1,000-year time period is more than adequate to protect
individuals from the potential risks associated with geologic disposal. The containment and
individual protection requirements are complementary to each other and are not inconsistent
with each other. They apply to different site conditions (undisturbed versus disturbed
performance). Therefore, there is no need for them to cover similar time periods. The
containment requirements in Section 191.13, which cover releases over 10,000 years after
disposal, are the primary standard for waste isolation. This standard covers all significant
processes and events that may affect the disposal system. thus ensuring that the site has
natural characteristics that will adequately protect the environment. The individual
protection requirement governs only the undisturbed performance of the disposal system.
It is designed to ensure that engineered barriers provide adequate protection to individuals
living in the vicinity of the repository.

The groundwater protection requirements contained in Section 191.16 of this proposed rule
are similar to the individual protection rqmrements. Their primary purpose is to ensure
that engineered barriers perform in such a way as to prevent significant degradation of the
groundwater in the vicinity of the disposal facility, and thereby protect the individuals in
tMe area These requirements only apply to the undisturbed performance of the disposal
system and are deterministic in nature, just like the individual protection requirements.
Consequently, the Agency has decided to also retain the 1,000-year time period for
groundwater protection.

As discussed above, the regulations being proposed by the Agency for individual and
groundwater protection cover a time period of 1,000 years after disposal. The containment
requirements cover a time period of 10,000 years. Questions have been raised regarding
the extent to which periods past 10,000 years should be evaluated. As indicated in the
supplementary information accompanying the 1985 standard, the Agency believes that
10,000 years is an adequate time period for demonstration of compliance with the
containment requirements, and 1,000 years for individual and groundwater protection.
Nevertheless, the Agency asked for comments on whether 100,000-year assessments are
likely to provide useful information in selecting preferred disposal sites. Comments
received from various groups, including the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Advisory
Committee on Nuclear Waste, and the Department of Energy, agree that such assessments
would not be meaningful as a measure of disposal system performance.

The discussions in the paragraphs above were limited to change in performance of the
disposal system for undisturbed conditions over the time period of 1,000 to 10,000 years.
If the time period for dose or release projections is increased to 100,000 years, then the
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uncertainties may become so large as to render, the calculations not meaningful. If
disturbances were included, then the uncertaintiesM in calculation of the performance
measures would increis Xurcher, depending on the uncertaihties in the disturbed conditions.
Estimating the effects of disturbances to 100,000 years requires the inclusion of relatively
low-probability geologic events in the modeling of repository behavior. Hydrologic and
geochemical properties of the site may change significantly as well. Merely extrapolating
the present conditions is not a defensible way to extend performance assessment
calculations over long periods of time.

The Agency continues to believe that a disposal system capable of meeting the containment
requirements for 10,000 years would continue to protect'people and the environment well
beyond 10,000 years and, therefore. assessments for time periods past 10,000 years should
not be required. This is supported by the views of other groups. When the 1985 standard
was being promulgated, the SAB'Subcommittee reviewed and supported the technical
arguments for limiting the containment requirements to a 10,OO-year period. In addition,
NRC requirements in 10 CFR Part 60 already contain siting criteria and performance
objectives that reduce the potential for significant release aftir the 10,000-year period has
elapsed.

Consequently, the Agency has decided to not require projections of releases or doses out
to 100,000 years after disposal.
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8.4 TECHNICAL SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION

The following material is supporting information that could be cited as reasons for the
suggestions in the proposed revision. It could be part of a technical support document for the .
rule.

Background

The performance assessment of radioactive waste repositories involves the comparison of
potential radionuclide releases from the repository and the resultant dose to man with regulatory
standards. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standards for such releases and
doses are contained. in 40 CFR. Part 191. The 1985 EPA standards included- (i) individual
protection in terms of maximum individual dose rate applicable for 1,000 years, (ii) groundwater
protection standard applicable for 1,000 years, and (iii) a containment requirement of cumulative
radionuclide releases for 10,000 years. The individual and groundwater protection standards were
deterministic and the containment standards were probabilistic. In 1986, a lawsuit was filed
against the EPA questioning the choice of 1.000 years as the time limit for the individual
protection. In 1987, the First Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that the EPA needed to reconsider
the 1,000 year time limit or provide more thorough explanation of the 1,000 year time limit.

The EPA has considered extending the individual and goundwaterprection time limit to 10,000
years. In addition, the EPA has also considered requiring performance assessments using
undisturbed conditions for up to 100.000 years without any quantitative standards. Both of these
considerations have resulted in a number of comments to the EPA in opposition to these time
limits on the grounds of uncertainties in the performance assessments. The analysis presented
below shows how uncertainties propagate with time, and can be used to support the selection of
an appropriate time period for the individual and groundwater protection standards.

Measure of Uncertainty

Uncertainty is defined as the level of confidence or degree of accuracy in prediction or
calculation of results. Uncertainty is quantitatively defined as a probability density function.
Generally accepted quantitative measures of uncertainty are variance and standard deviation.
Standard deviation of the total release is used as a quantitative measure of uncertainty in this
discussion.

Thre is both initial uncertainty and uncertainty propagation with time. Initial uncertainty is due
to uncertainty in site description. The initial uncertainty may be due to several factors, including:
data/parameter uncertainty and model uncertainty. Data collection methods are imprecise and
spacially incomplete. Understanding of the naurl processes occurring at any site is also
incomplete in that it is impossible to know exactly which processes are controlling under all
conditions. These factors will lead to uncertainty in the data and model of the repository.
Uncertainty propagation with time is primarily due to uncertainty in the fume state of the system
that results from changes in boundary conditions, such as climatic conditions. Assuming
hydrologic conditions persist with time, and assuming the model is truly representative of the
natural processes, then that same model can be used to calculate uncertainty propagation.
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However, hydrologic conditions may not persist with time;. A change in rainfall and thus in
infiltration could affect the hydrology of a disposal site situated in the unsaturated zone. A
pluvial climate cycle could increase the volume of fluid contacting the repository, which may
lead to accelerated canister corrosion and may allow an increased mass of leached radionuclides
to dissolve. In addition, the groundwater travel time from the repository to the water table could
be shortened. The effect on discharge rates could be approximated using the same steady state
flow model by broadening the range of uncertainties inherent in the source term and groundwater
flow rate. Discharge rate uncertainty would not only increase, but also the period of growing
uncertainty would be extended. Thus, it becomes even more likely uncertainty will increase
during the time periods of regulatory interest. For a repository in the saturated zone, the impact
of increasing the infiltration would affect primarily the travel time from the repository to the
accessible environment

Analyses to show compliance with the standards generally include simulations of the repository
for the specified time period. Ithe simulations incorporate as much information about the
repository and surrounding site as'possible. Given the information which is known about a site,
the simulations may provide results in terms of release to the accessible environment and dose
to man.

The individual and groundwater protection standards have been defined in terms of individual
dose rates. The dose rates depend upon biosphere tansport and dose-to-man pathways.
Uncertainties in projection of these transport processes, pathways, and biospheric parameters and
variables are substantial. An accepted practice is to assume the present biosphere for analysis
purposes. While some limited dose analysis is presented below, the primary focus of the
uncertainty analysis conducted was on cumulative radionuclide release. Consequently, the
cumulative release analysis results have grossly undemstimated uncertainty because dose
calculations involve more parameters (e.g., dose pathways, human behavior) than cumulative
release analysis. Inherent uncertainty in models and these additional parameters substantially
increase uncertainty in dose calculations.

Simulations were conducted to analyze the propagation of uncertainty with time, considering total
radionuclide discharge at selected times. Release of several specific radionuclides was analyzed.
The results include a common evaluation of uncertainty, the standard deviation of total release
as a measure of how uncertainty propagated, and an evaluation of 'the significance of the
uncertainty.

Repository Inventory

For the uncertainty propagation analyses, projected spent fuel Inventory for the high-level
wasteispent fuel (HLW/SF) repository was used. Table 8-1 lists the expected total curies for
70,000 metric tons of heavy metal (MTHM) for 13 of the significant radionuclides in a potential
HLW/SF repository (Reference 8-1). These thirteen radionuclides contain virtually all of the
radioactivity contained in the repository. Table 8-1 also shows cumulative release limits
contained in Table I of EPA's 1985 standard.
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Table 8-1. Curies in Proposed Repository

Radionuclide C iMTHM Total Curies for Cumulative
70,000 MTHM Release Limit per
using EPRI 1000 MTHM
Values (CiQ for 10,000

__ __ Years

._ _ Wilson ° EPRI 2)

C-14 1.54 1.38 9.66E+04 100

Se-79 3.81E-01 SE-01 3.50E+04 -

Tc-99 1.23E+01 1.3E+01 9.10E+O5 10,000

1-129 2.95E-02 3.15E-02 2.21E+03 100

Cs-135 3.51E-01 3.45E-01 2.42E+04 1,000

Ra-226 3.67E-07 3.12E-03 2.18E+02 100

U-234 1.13 2.03 1.42E+05 100

U-235 1.68E-02 1E-02 7E+02 100

U-238 3.18E-01 1E-02 7E+02 100

Np-237 2.87E-01 9.99E-01 6.99E+04 100

Pu-239 3.08E+02 3.05E+02 2.14E+07 100

Pu-240 5.07E+02 4.78E+02 3.35E+07 100

Pu-242 1.60 1.72 1.20E+05 100

,

1)

2)

3)

Reference 8-2
Reference 8-1
Reference 8-3

Radlonucdde Selecdon

To evaluate uncertainty propagation, it is not necessary to simulate all the radionuclides present
in the repository. It is not even necessary to simulate all thirteen of the major radionuclides.
However, it is important that the radionuclides selected for simulation be representative and
generally cover the range of possibilities.

Three radionuclides were evaluated in the analyses: Technetium-99, Iodine-129, and Neptunium-
237. Th first two were chosen primarily because of their low retardation characteristics (1-10).
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Neptunium-237 was chosen because of its higher retardation characteristics (10-200). The half-
lives for these three radionuclides vary from 100,000 to 10,000,000 years.

Generic Site Description

For regulatory analysis, a generic site description must be used as the basis for evaluation. Since
the standards are to be applicable to all types of geologic sites, the site description should be
representative of potential sites under-consideration as well as those which may be considered
in the future. -Any site description will include a near surface unsaturated zone, a combination
of hydrologic layers with varying permeabilities, and source (recharge) and discharge for the
hydrologic system. For geosphere transport of radionuclides to take place, the radionuclides must
dissolve in water and be transported vertically to an aquifer for subsequent transport to the
biosphere. The accessible biosphere is assumed to be at 5 km distance from the repository.

The generic repository is defined as a simplified one-dimensional system. For generic
description, convenience, and simplicity, a constant permeability, homogeneous, one-dimensional
flow system is assumed. This description does not represent a specific potential site, but can be
assumed to represent virtually any site in a simplistic manner. Site specificity comes from
differences in hydrologic properties. The one-dimensional site description used here assumes
constant thickness and width of the aquifer.

The generic repository was assumed to be in a steady-state, saturated hydrogeologic environment
(Figure 8-1). The repository, or source term, was composed of one radionuclide per simulation.
The radionuclide was allowed to decay, but daughter products were not accounted for in the
analyses. The accessible environment where radionuclide release was accumulated was defined
to be 5 kilometers from the repository. Simulations of the repository and transport of the
radionuclide to the accessible environment covered 100,000 years. Conditions, such as climate
change or human intrusion, were not included in the generic site.

Parameter Description

The major parameters in the analyses included groundwater velocity, retardation of transported
radionuclides, alteration rate of radionuclides, and access fraction of radionuclides. The
groundwater velocity was specified to provide groundwater travel times within the range of 500
to 50,000 years. Base case retardation values were selected based on generic geologic
environments, and were varied about that range. The alteration rate or leach rate of radionuclides
specifies the fraction of the radionuclide inventory in the repository which leaches per unit time.
ITe access fraction of radionuclides indicates the fraction of the inventory which is available for
transport. For completeness, a dispersivity term was included in the analyses, though it had little
effecm Also, the source of the radionuclide (curies), and its half-life were included in the
analyses.

The analyses were based on several assumptions. The parameters of groundwater velocity,
retardation, dispersivity, alteration rate, and access fraction were assumed to be uncertain with
specified probability distributions. The parameter values were considered representative of
generic sites. Disturbed conditions, such as human intrusion were not considered. The
simulations assumed one isotope was transported in a saturated flow system 5 kilometers to the
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Figure 8-1. Schematic of Genetic Repository
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accessible environment. ,The simulations were conducted to 100,000 years. Source rate was
assumed to be essentially uniform for the transport simulation time. This could be caused by a
constant -ate of leaching for a long-lived isotooe. As noted, only one radionuclide was
transported at a time and the decay products of Np-237 were ignored. I

Groundwater velocity was assigned a loguniform distribution with the endpoints defined in the
following tables on each of the radionuclides (Tables 8-2. 8-3, and 8.4). Over a travel path of
5 km (16,000 ft), the base case range of 0.33 ft/yr to 30 ft/yr gives a range of groundwater travel
times from less than 500 years to greater than 50,000 years. For a specific site, uncertainty in
groundwater velocity is usually characterized by assigning a lognonral distribution. However,
to include all sites in a generic simulation, a loguniform distribution is more appropriiat. Such
a distribution gives equal weight to each log decade. Ihus, there are as many realizations having
groundwater travel times from 500 years to 5,000 years as there are from 5,000 years to 50,000
years. Retardation, dispersivity, jand alteration rate were varied loguniformly. Access fraction
was varied from .01 to 1, also in a loguniform distribution.'

The most realistic simulations are those that include probability distribution functions for each
parameter in the simulation. Such simulations represent the overall uncertainty in the parameters
and thus in the repository system. These simulations indicate whether or not uncertainty grows
with time and thus, whether or not the level of confidence in the simulation results changes with
increasing time of simulation. For each radionuclide, one such basec'ase simulation (analysis 1)
was conducted. Note that in the analyses, the base case is not a single simulation but rather a
compilation of a significant number of realizations, so that uncertainty is included in the base
case results. Uncertainty propagation simulations for selected parameters were also conducted.
In particular, groundwater velocity, retardation, and access fraction probability distribution
functions were varied from analysis to analysis in order to determine the effect on total release
and thus on the uncertainty with time. Four simulations were conducted for Technetium-99 and
Neptunium-237. Only three simulations were conducted for Iodine-129, because its retardation
factor of 1 is considered relatively certain.

A summary of the parameter distributions for the Technetium-99 analyses is presented in Table
8-2. The base case simulations are followed by the groundwater velocity, retardation. and access
fraction variations.
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Table 8-2. Summary of Parameter Distributions for Technetium-99

Analysis GW Retardation" Dispersivity Alteration Rate Access
Velocity (ft) (l/yr) Fraction

. Lo | Hi Lo Hi L| H Lo I Lo Hi

1 .33 30 1 10 100 630 IE-6 IE-4 I 1

2 .1 |100 I 10 100 630 1E-6 1E-4 .1 I

3 .33 30 1 100 100 630 iE-6. 7E-4 .1 1 I

4 .33 30 1 10 100 630 IE-6 lE-4 .01 1

'1Values from Reference 8-4, p. 65. Range was 1 to 100 for Tuff.

The distributions used in analysis of Iodine-129 are presented in Table 8-3.
probability distribution functions axe followed by the groundwater velocity and
variations.

The base case
access fraction

Table 8-3. Summary of Parameter Distributions for Iodine-129

Analysis GW Velocity Retardation" Dispersivity Altration Access
(ft/yr) (ft) Rate (l/yr) Fraction

Le Hi Lo | Hi Lo Hi Lo Hi Lo |i

1 .33 30 1 100 630 IE-6 EA4 .1 I

2 .1 100 1 100 630 1E-6 IE-4 .1 1

3 .33 30 1 - 100 630 1E-6 IE-4 .01 1

- .. 0,

") Reference 84

The distributions used in analysis of Neptuniur-237 are shown in Table 8-4. As with the
Technetium-99, the base case probability distibution functions are followed by the groundwater
velocity, retardation, and access fraction variations.
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Table 8-4. Summary of Parameter Distributionslfor Neptunium-237

Analysis GW Retardation'} Dispersivity Alteration Rate Access
Velocity (ft) (l/yr) Fraction

(ft/yr)

L_ HE Lo Hi Lo Hi Lo Hi Lo Hi

1 .33 30 10 200 100 630 1E76 |E-4 .1 |

2 .1 100 10 200 100 630 IE-6 IE-4 .1 1

3 .33 30 5 500 100 630 1E46 IE-4 .1 1

4 .33 30 10 200 100 630 IE-6 IE-4 .01 1

')Refcrnce 8-4

Codes

NEFIRAN (Reference 8-5), a code developed by INTERA and Sandia National Laboratories for
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, was used for simulating release of radionuclides from a
repository. NEFTRAN is a pseudo 3-dimensional flow and transport code. However, the 1-
dimensional flow and analytical tansport optons of NEFTRAN were utilized. The model was
linked to a statistical sampling rotne to evaluate the uncertainty propagation with time. The
values for each of th ese parameters were selected by the sampling routine, and then 200
realizations of the flow and transport model were evaluated.

Response Variables

The F-1ay response variable for the analyses was total radionuclide .ease (Ci). The
uncertainty of total radionuclide release at a point in time was measured by the sample standard
deviation (cumulative). Since the distribution of releases at a point in time is not, in general,
normally distributed, the standard deviation cannot be used to calculate percentiles and confidence
limits as though the distribution were normal. However, the standard deviation is a valid
indicator of the spread (or uncertainty) of the response variable. Furthermore, a second measure
of uncertainty (the difference between the 95th and the 56 percentile) exhibits the same behavior
as the standard deviation does.

Another response variable for the analyses is annual effective -dose equivalent. The standard
deviation of such doses were calculated for selected times. By using the NEFIRAN code to
calculate the release, concentrations and total discharge as a function of time were obtained. To
compare to the groundwater standards, concentration was converted to dose. This was done in
three steps:
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Stepl - Assume that the primary dose pathway is ingestion. According to ICRP-77 the effective
dose commitment by ingestion is:

Tc-99 1.02x1O3' remr/uCi = 1.02x10 mrem/Ci
1-129 2.34xl1' rem/uCi = 2.34x10 mreni/Ci
Np-237 4.69 rern/uCi= 4.69x10' mrem/Ci

Step 2 - Assume ingestion of 2 liters of water per day and ignore accumulation. For each
radionuclide the effective dose equivalent is found by multiplying the effective dose commitment
by the consumption rate of 0.73 m/year giving:

Tc-99 7.4x105 mrem-m'/Ci-yr
I-!29 1.7x10 mrem-m'/Ci-yr
Np-237 3.4x10' mrem-m'ICi-yr

Step 3 - The annual effective dose equivalent for year T is the product of the release
concentration at time T and the effective dose equivalent. The dose units are mrnem/yr.

Results

The results presented show the uncertainty propagation with time for Tcchnetium-99, Iodine-129,
and Neptunium-237. The analyses show without exception an increase in uncertainty from 1,000
to 100,000 year

Each of the three radionuclides analyzed here has a long half-life, compared to the simulation
time, and a long source pulse in time. Consequently, for a given radionuclide, each realization
has a discharge curve that exhibits thr phases. There is no discharge during the first phase,
particles have not yet reached the release point. During the second phase, discharge increases
from zero to its maximum. The third phase shows a flat (constant) discharge rate equal to the
source rate. Uncertainty is measured at a point in time by measuring the spread of discharge
from all realizations at that time. During the time that none of the realizations show positive
discharge (all realizations are in the first phase), the uncertainty is zero. Since each realization
has unique values for groundwater velocity and radionuclide retardation, each will exhibit a
different breakthrough time, passing from the first to the second phase. As soon as one
realization breaks through, uncertainty begins its increase. The uncertainty continues to grow
until most of the realizations have reached their maximum discharge rate. At that point each
curve maintains its separation from the other curves and any measure of the spread amongst the
curves is constant Thus, uncertainty starts at zero, increases while most curves are in the second
phase, and levels off after most curves have reached the third phase. In the results that follow,
the time of increasing uncertainty begins earlier than 1,000 years and begins to level off between
10,000 years and 100,000 years. For a candidate disposal site, the time at which uncertainty
begins to increase and the duration of the increase will depend on the physical properties of the
disposal site and the chemical properties of the migrating radionucides.

It is important to remember that the results presented are for individual radionuclides. Any
uncertainty in the results would be increased if the complete suite of radionuclides present in the
repository were included in the analyses. In addition, if daughter products were included in hir
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analyses, the uncertainty Jin the results would increase. ,Also, if disturbed conditions were
included in the analyses, the uncertainty in the results would increase.

Base Case: The base case (analysis 1) for each of the three radionuclides is presented in Figure
8-2. Remember that the base case represents 200 realizations of the given parameter
distributions; The magnitude of uncertainty is summarized in Table 8-5. An indication of the
increase in uncertainty with length of simulation time'is explicitly shown in the base cases. For
Technetium-99, the standard deviation of total release in curies increases by nearly 3 orders of
magnitude from 1,000 years to 10,000 years. The increase from 10,000 years to 100,000 years
is approximately an order of magnitude, and the increase in the value (from 50,000 Ci to nearly
200,000 Ci) is significant This pattern is repeated often in the results: initial increase in
uncertainty by orders of magnitude, followed by continued increase in uncertainty by a significant
amount. For Iodine-129, the standard deviation of total release in curies increases by 2 orders
of magnitude from 1,000 years to 10,000 years, and nearly an order of magnitude from 10,000
to 100,000 years. The value of the standard deviation of total release is smaller than; that of
Techneduum-99, owing primarily to Iodine-129's significantly smaller source term. For
Neptunium-237, the standard deviation of total release in curies increases by i2 orders of
magnitude from 2,000 years to 10,000 years, and by over 2 orders of magnitude from 10,000
years to 100,000 years. Note that even though it appears that the increase in uncertainty is
slowing at later times, the actual value is significantly higher than early times.

Table 8-5. Summary of Uncertainty in Base Case Analyses

- Analysis Increase in Uncertainty
(Orders of Magnitude)

1,000 - 10,000 yrs. 10,000 - 100,000 yrs.

Technetium - 99 3 1

Iodine- 129 2 1

Neptunium - 237 12' 2

1hUW 2.m 0 u u sa 10t000 yan

The standard deviations of the annual effective doses at 1,000 years and 10,000 years for the
assumed base case (analysis 1) and groundwater velocity variation (analysis 2) are presented
in Table 8-6. For the base case analyses, the dose uncertainty increases from 1,000 to 10,000
years for all radionuclides reviewed.
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Table 8-6. Annual Effective Dose Uncertainty

For the individual radionuclides, additional results are presented below to show the effect on
uncertainty propagation caused by varying a parameter. Groundwater velocity, retardation.
and access fraon were varied and the results are presented.
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Figure 8-2. Uncenainty Propagation for Base Case Simulations
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Technedum-99 (Figures 8-3, 84, and 5-5)

The base case simulation is presented on each plot

Groundwater.velocity: Increasing the uncertainty in the groundwater velocity distribution by an
order of magnitude increases the standard deviation of the total release by over an order of
magnitude at 1,000 years and a smaller amount at 10,000 years (Figure 8-3). By 100,000 years
there is not a significant difference between the curves. Also, the dose uncertainty increases
when the groundwater uncertainty is increased (Table 8-6).

Retardation: Increasing the uncertainty in the retardation parameter distribution by increasing the
highest retardation value an order of magnitude reduces the standard deviation of the total release
slightly at 1,000 years as well as at 10,000 years (Figure 8-4). However, the overall uncertainty
increases several orders of magnitude from 1,000 to 10,000 years. The simulated response of
total release to a larger uncertainty in the retardation parameter value indicates the importance
of the endpoints of the range of uncertainty as well as the total order of magnitude of uncertainty.

Access Fraction: The sensitivity of the standard deviation of the total release to a decrease of
one order of magnitude in accessible action shows a small decrease in the standard deviation
of the total release (Figure 8-5). This change may be. explained similar to the retardation
variation. While the access fraction was more uncertain, only the lower end of the distribution
was modified so that the reduction in uncertainty may be explained by the reduction in the
availability of the radionuclide for transport. Again, the endpoints of the uncertainty are
significant as well as the overall range of uncertainty.

The multiple order of magnitude change observed for Technetium-99 becomes moem significant
when one considers that the total release of each- radionuclide inventory in the repository
inventory may have a similar amount of uncertainty. Thus, the uncertainty effects are additive.
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Iodine-129 (Figures 8-6, 8.7)

The base case simulation is presented on each plot.

Groundwater Velocity: Increasing the uncertainty in the groundwater velocity distribution by an
order of magnitude increases the standard deviation of the total release by nearly an order of
magnitude at 1,000 years and a smaller amount at 10,000 years (Figure 8-6). By 100,000 years,
the curves have converged similar to the Technedum-99 curves. Again, the dose uncertainty
increases when the groundwater velocity uncertainty is increased (Table 8-6).

Retardation: The retardation of Iodine-129 is 1 so this parameter was not varied.

Access Frcon: Increasing the uncertainty range by decreasing the lower limit of the
distribution of the access fracdon results in a small decrease in the standard deviation of fth total
release (Figure 8-7). The simulation with a low end value of .01 shows a slightly smaller
uncertainty than the simulation with a low end value of .1. However, the standard deviation
grows nearly 2 orders of magnitude from 1,000 years to 10,000 years.
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Figure 8-6. Groundwater Velocity Uncertainty Propagation for Iodine-129
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Neptunium-237 (Figures 8.8, 8-9, 8-10)

The base case simulation is presented on each plot

Groundwater Velocity: Increasing the uncertainty in the groundwater velocity distribution by an
order of magnitude increases the standard deviation of the total release by 9 orders of magnitude
at 2,000 years and by over 1 order of magnitude at 10,000 years (Figure 8-8). By 100,000 years,
the total release is not sensitive to groundwater velocity as indicated by the convergence of the
curves. However, there is considerable uncertainty in the total release as shown by the large
values of the standard deviation. Likewise, the dose uncertainty increases signifcantly from
1,000 to 10,000 years (Table 8-6).

Retardation- Increasing the uncertainty in the retardation of Neptunium-237 by one order of
magnitude produces an increase in the total release standard deviation at 2,000 years of 6 orders
of magnitude and nearly an order of magnitude difference at 10,000 years (Figure 8-9). Both
ends of the distribution of the retardation parameter were modified, unlike the Technetium-99 and
Iodine-129 analyses. Thus, much of the increase in uncertainty may be due to the reduction of
retardation caused by lowering the endpoint of the distribution from 10 to 5.

Access Fraction: Increasing the uncertainty in the access fraction distribution does not affect the
total release at early times and only slightly affects the results at times after 10,000 years (Figure
8-10). However, the standard deviation grows 11 orders of magnitude from 2,000 to 10,000
years, and over 2 orders of magnitude from 10,000 to 100,000 years.
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Demonstration of Compliance

The individual and groundwater protection limits in the 1985 standard and in the draft revised
standards are presented in terms of individual dose rates. As stated previously, only a portion
of the radionuclide inventory was used in these analyses and all the results arm interpreted in
terms of cumulative release. However, some results are also presented in terms of annual
effective dose equivalent

Table 8-6 summarizes the propagation of uncertainty with time as it relates to the calculation of
doses that were generated using the assumptions discussed earlier in this chapter. The calculated
values are an extremely conservative (ie., low) estimate of uncertainty in dose as critical
parameters were not modeled. Areas of that'would contribute to uncertainty in any actual
compliance demonstration that were'ignored inthese analysesvinclude transport mechanisms,
climate changes, gradual changes in geologic parameters, and human behavior. One key
assumption that greatly reduced the uncertainty in these calculations is the assumption that the
model is representative of actual site conditions. Even if the uncertainties appear low in absolute
terms, their real significance lies in the percentage of the allowable dose rate that these
uncertainties represent. Under the individual protection requirements in the 1985 standard, the
annual individual dose equivalent is limited to 25 mrem. Under the groundwater protection
requiremnts of the same standard, the Emit is 4 mrem/yr. As shown in Table 8-6, the standard
deviation at 1,000 years for the base case (analysis 1) for Technetium-99 and Neptunium-237 is
a small percentage of the EPA limits. On the other hand, the standard deviation for Iodine-129
at 1,000 years is more significant when compared to these limits. Uncertainty in dose increases
from 1,000 to 10,000 years, particularly for Neptunium-237. The dose uncertainty at 10,000
years is quite large in comparison to the standard for all three radionuclides. Furthermore, the
nther sources of uncertainty that were not considered in the analysis would increase the
incertainty even more.

Summarv/Conclusions

This work was done to analyze uncertainty propagation in order to examine various time periods
for the individual and groundwater protection standards. Unquestionably, uncertainties exist
through the waste `eolation system and grow with time. Fo- 'e three radionuclides evaluated,
simulations of a simple, generic repository show that the uncertainty propagation with time is
significant. In particular, the analyses show considerable uncertainty in the total curies released,
and resulting doses. The total uncertainty continues to grow in all circumstances to the end of
the simulation period at 100,000 years. They grow so large at 10,000 years that demonstrating
compliance with the standard is meaningless. The assumptions used in these analyses made the
modeling exercises extremely simple when compared to those that would be requited in any
actual compliance demonstration. Tem uncertainties resulting from these simple modeling
simulations grossly underestimate the uncertainties that would result had the full range of model
parameters and values been utilized. Any actual compliance demonstration for a dose limit at
10,000 years would be totally speculative . Ihe uncertainty band would be so large that it would
be impossible to determine any defensible endpoint. Therefore, based on uncertainty propagation
analysis, the time period for regulatory concern for the individual and groundwater protection
limits should be set at no more tand 1,000 years.
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CHAPTER 9

CARBON-14

9.1 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The purpose of 40 CER Part 191 is to protect public health and safety. The 1985 rule was
developed on the basis of the assumption that the repository would be located in a geologic
formation that lies below the water table. It was therefore assumed that the principal mechanism
of pollutant migration would be via dissolution of radionuclides in groundwater and transport by
aqueous means.

We now find the nation examining the suitability of unsaturated sites, specifically Yucca
Mountain, a site that is located above the water table. At this site, and other unsaturated sites,
it is appropriate to examine gaseous release and transport of pollutants in order to determine site
adequacy. When the provisions of the 1985 standard are applied to Yucca Mountain, specifically
the limits for Carbon-14, we can release in 10,000 years no more than 7,000 curies of Carbon-14
in the form of carbon dioxide. Meanwhile, calculations indicate that the repository may release
about 8,000 curies of Carbon-14 dioxide, an amount that exceeds the standard by 10 to 20
percent.

For the first 1,000 to 2,000 years after the repository is closed, it is expected that the host rock
will contain the Carbon-14 dioxide. For containment for longer periods of time, we must rely
on a durable waste package, one utilizing a multiple-layer design. Such an approach could be
very costly. Estimates indicate the repository program cost would increase by approximately $3.2
billion if the multiple-layer waste package is required.

The basis of the 1985 standard was that, in a site below the water table, the limit for Carbon-14
was technically achievable. It was not a standard based on a release level that would prevent a
danger to public health. If we examine the danger to public health of the release of 8,000 curies
of Carbon- 14 dioxide during an 8,000-yea period, this release would not pose a significant threat
to public health. Industy and natural sources release many times this amount of Carbon-14
dioxide each year. The question therefore becomes: is it appropriate to spend an additional $3
billion on waste packages when this will not provide an improvement in public health?

A situation exists in which the 1985 rule has an unintended result. It appears that a potential
repository at Yucca Mountain can release its inventory of Carbon-14 dioxide without endangering
public health, yet the site may not be able to satisfy a standard that has as its ultimate purpose
the protection of public health. Thus, an alternative approach is needed. The EPA should
regulate Carbon-14 dioxide under a more equitable standard, similar to those in the clean air
regulations, or not regulate it at all.
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9.2 RECOMMENDED APPROACH

The following material suggests an alternative method of regulating gaseous releases from the
repository. The containment requirements, expressed as curies1,000 MTHM, would apply only
to solid and liquid releases to the land, a well, a river, and the ocean (see Chapter 5). The
individual protection requirements, expressed as millirems/year, would continue to apply to all
releases through all pathways. However, exposures from radioactive gases cannot exceed 10
millirems/year.

The following is a possible revision of subsection 191.13(a) of the 1985 standard:

191.13 Containment requirements.

(a) Disposal systems for spent nuclear fuel or high-level or transuranic radioactive wastes
shall be designed to provide a reasonable expectation, based upon performance assessments,
that the cumulative releases of radionuclides in the solid and liquid phases to the accessible
environment for 10,000 years after disposal from all significant processes and events that
may affect the disposal system shall:

(1) Have a likelihood of less than one chance in 10 of exceeding the quantities calculated
according to Table 1 (Appendix A); and

(2) Have a likelihood of less than one chance in 1,000 of exceeding ten times the quantities
calculated according to Table I (Appendix A).

Tle following is a possible revision of Section 191.15 of the 1985 standard:

191.15 Individual protection requirements.

(a) Disposal systems for radioactive wastes shall be designed to provide a reasonable
expet-'1tion that, for 1,000 years after disposal, undisturbed performance of the disposal
system shall not cause the annual committed eim4tive dose received through all potential
pathways from the disposal system to any member of the public in the accessible
environment to exceed 25 millirems (250 microsevents). The annual committed effective
dose for gases released through the atmospheric pathway shall not exceed 10 millirems.
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9.3 SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

The following material explains the basis for the revisions suggested in the preceding pages.
This material could be used by the EPA as part of the supplementary information for the
proposed rule.

Besides the remand from the First District Court of Appeals, much has transpired since the
Agency issued its standards in September, 1985, -that has led us to reconsider our
containment and individual protection requirements. "Congress amended the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act (Act); the Agency proposed and Issued new'clean air regulations (40 CFR Part
61); and the U.S. Departnent of Energy (DOE) has begun to characterize an unsaturated
site.

The Act directed the Agency to issue generally applicable'standards, and the amended Act
directed the DOE to characterze only Yucca Mountain, an unsaturated site. We issued our
standards after the Act was passed but before the Act was amended. At that time, saturated
sites were the leading contenders for a repository. Consequently, our containment
requirements were not intended to control gases that would be released through fractures
in unsaturated rock.

Information developed by the DOE and others indicates tha, when applied to gases, namely
Carbon-14 dioxide, the containment requirements become overly stringent - millions of
times mor stringent than the clean air regulations. The stringency would not affect a
saturated repository, but would discourage te development of any unsaturated repository.
Thus, to keep our'standards generic and consistent with other regulations, the Agency
proposes these changes.

After considering these developments, we propose to change the requirements. The
containment requirements would apply only to solid and liquid releases to the land, a well,
a river, and the ocean. The individual protection requirements would continue to apply to
all releases from -an undisturbed repository through all pathways, but now exposures from
radioactive gases cannot exceed 10 mraernyear. Without these changes, the standards would
not be generic, they would not be consistent with the clean air regulations, and the
standards could force the DOE to needlessly spend billions of dollars.

The Agency proposes to regulate solid and liquid releases under the containment
requirement and regulate gases in a manner that is consistent with our National Emissions
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) (40 CFR Part 61). In developing
NESHAP, we found that a maximum individual dose of 10 millimrms per year (mremlyr)
provides an ample margin of safety. We now propose this same dose limit for a repository.
The dose would appear in our individual protection requirements along with the current 25
mremlyr limit that an individual could receive through all pathways.

Even though te changes could potentially allow approximately 8,000 curies of Carbon-14
dioxide to be released over a 10,000-year period, such a release does not pose a significant
thireat to public safety.- If the 8,000 curies were released in just one year, an individual
would be exposed to less than 05 inrem. During the same year, this individual would
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receive 300 mrem from natural background radiation and 1.3 m~rm from the Carbon-14
within his own body.

Without the above revisions, DOE would be forced to design and fabricate an overly
expensive waste package to completely contain the 8,000 curies of Carbon-14 dioxide.
Complete containment does not make sense when Carbon-14 dioxide is routinely released
throughout the world. A typical nuclear power plant releases, without any restriction, about
24 curies of Carbon-14 each year and a typical reprocessing plant about 860 curies. But
under the 1985 standard, a repository filled with 70,000 MTHM can average a release of
no more than 0.7 curies/year. If just 3 waste packages fail in 1 year, about 1 curie of
Carbon-14 dioxide will be released.

The more durable Carbon-14 package could cost $213,000 each, or $5.3 billion for the
23,000 packages that will be needed. The DOE is considering several designs, such as
thick-walled packages and multi-layered packages with either metallic or ceramic inserts.
The fabrication of these more conservative packages will need development, particularly
those made of ceramic materials. The DOE believes that ceramics are feasible but
development will be difficult For example, a hot isostatic press must be designed and
constructed to remotely fuse the ceramic around the spent fuel assemblies. With an
additional $100 million for research and development, the Carbon-14 packages cost a total
of $5A billion.

The DOE's present reference waste package could cost $88,000 each or $2.2 billion for
25,000. Fabricated from a corrosion-resistant alloy, these packages may provide
substantially complete containment for 1,000 years, but the DOE cannot guarantee that they 7
will contain the radioactive gases for 10,000 years.

The difference between these two ypes of waste packages, $3.2 billion, constitutes the cost
of meeting the current (1985) limits for Carbon-14 dioxide. Stated another way, the DOE
must spend $400 million to contain I curie of Carbon-14 dioxide, while the world's
industries release thousands of cumies each year. The Agency finds that the negligible
benefits to public safety do not justify the high cost. We thereorm propose to exclude gases
from our containment requirements and regulate them under th more equitable individual
dose limits of 10 mrem/yr. A cost-benefit analyses follows.

The NRC requires applicants to employ 'reasonably demonstrated technology' that can
reduce, in a cost-effective manner, a population's exposure to radiation. A population's
exposure to radiation, called collective dose, is expressed in person-rems. The NRC values
a 'favorable cost-benefit ratio at $1.000 per person-rem (Reference 9-1). Most utilities use
a higher ratio; the DOE uses $10,000 to $15,000 per person-rem.

A cost-benefit analysis of the reduction of world population exposure for 10.000 years
would appear to be consistent with fth objectives of our. HLW standards. Here the
collective dose is taken to mean the world's exposure to Carbon-14 dioxide. The cost, $3.2
billion, would reduce 10 billion persons' exposure to Carbon-14 dioxide by 8,000 curies.
Over a 10,000-year period, each curie of Caubon-14 dioxide would expose the world to 400
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person-rems (Reference 9-2). Thus the cost-benefit ratio is $3.2 billion / 8,000 curies x 400
person-rem per curie`br $1,000/person-rem.

Despite the Agency's objective to protect 10 billion people for 10,000 years, a cost-benefit
ratio with the same objective is meaningless. The cost is diluted by a high collective dose.
Composed of tiny doses over thousands of years to billions of people, this collective dose
grossly overstates the risk and thereby makes expensive but trivial benefits appear
cost-effective. As stated by the NRC in the Below Regulatory Concern Policy Statement,
"As a practical matter, consideration of dose rates in the microrem per year range and large
numbers of hypothetical individuals potentially exposed ... may unduly complicate the dose
calculations.... The Commission believes that inclusion of individual doses below 0. 1 mrem
per year (0.001 inSv per year) introduces unnecessary complexity into collective dose
assessments and could impute an unrealistic sense of the significance and certainty of such
dose levels." (Reference 9-3) The National Council for Radiation Protection sets the
collective dose lower cut-off limit at S 1 mrem/yr. (Reference 9-4).

More traditional analyses confine the collective dose to a local population. Often called
ALARA or as low as reasonably achievable, these analyses must be completed by most
NRC applicants and licensees (Reference 9-5). Here the collective dose is taken to mean
a "population reasonably expected to be within 50 miles of the [repository]" (10 CFR 50,
Appendix 1). Approximately 12,000 people live within 50 miles of Yucca Mountain
(Reference 9-6). We conservatively assume that the 8,000 Curies of Carbon-14 dioxide
exposes each of the- 12,000 people to the same radiation dose that the maximally exposed
individual would receive (0.5 numen or 0.0005 rems). Thus the cost/benefit ratio is $3.2
billion / 12,000 persons x 0.0005 rems or $533 millionferson-rcm.

We prefer the more traditional ALARA-type analysis. While not totally accurate or
equitable, this analysis at least gives a cost-benefit ratio that can be compared to an
industrial baseline.

No nuclear industry has ever been compelled to spend $533 million to reduce a collective
dose by one person-rem. Moreover, the collective dose is caused by a radionuclide that the
world's industries freely and routinely release. The Agency therefore finds that it is not
cost-effective to contain Carbon-14 dioxide for 10,000 years.
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9.4 TECHNICAL SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION

The following material is information that could be cited in support of the above revisions. It
could be part of a technical support document for the nrle.

Carbon-14 Inventory

By law, the repository can hold no more than 70,000 metric tons of heavy metal (MTIHM).
Approximately,7,000 MTHM comprises defense waste which contains little or no Carbon-14.
The remaining 63,000 MTHM comprises spent fuel from nuclear power plants; approximately
60% from pressurized water reactors and 40% from boiling water reactors. With the above
assumptions, Carbon-14 inventories can be estimated.

Based on nitrogen impurities and experimental data, Van Konynenburg estimates the total
Carbon-14 inventory at 71,000 curies (Reference 9-7). Park adjusted this estimate to account for
a higher spent nuclear fuel burn-up and reports 78,000 curies (Reference 9-8).

The literature reports that one to ten percent of the Carbon-14 inventory can be rapidly released
as Carbon-14 dioxide. The one percent value (Reference 9-9) is probably too low and the ten
percent value (Reference 9-10) may not be the upper bound. The term 'rapid release' means that
the Carbon-14 dioxide escapes immediately after fth waste container falls. Ihe rate at which the
gas escapes has been investigated (Reference 9-11). but not determined. The rapid release
frcion is assumed to be 8000 Ci as a maximum value.

The remaining Carbon-14 will gradually oxidize and reach the accessible environment Some , >

or all may escape as a gas; some or all may dissolve and escape in the ground water; and some
or all of the Carbon-14 dioxide may partition between the gaseous and aqueous phases (Reference
9-12). Given these uncertainties, performance assessments completed by the NRC staff
(Reference 9-13) and the DOE (Reference 9-14) have not attempted to model the gradual release
fracdon of Carbon-14. However, even if these 70,000 curies of carbon-14 are ignored, the other
8,000 cuuies (ie., the rapid releas fracdon) dominates all other releases combined (Ibid).

Cost to Contain Carbon-14 Dioxide

Containment of Carbon-14 dioxide, or any other radioactive gas, requires a multi-barrier waste
package concept with, at least, one of the barriers utilizing a material that has very low corrosion
characteristics The DOE is currently considering robust waste packages to increase design
margins, but DOE is not specifically addressing Carbon-14 containment. This evaluation
attempts to quantify the additional costs of developing and manufacturing such a containment
without a determination of its technical feasibility, which can come only after considerable
research and development

Using a statistical model to calculate the cumulative failure distribution for high-level radioactive
waste containers, Bullet (Reference 9-15) shows that multiple-baier systems have the potential
to delay the failure of waste packages depending on the choice of each barrier material. A
multi-barrier approach was assumed for the Carbon-14 containment cost evaluation. with one
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barrier utilizing a ceramic material known to have very low corrosion rates. Other barriers would
be similar to the reference design described in the Site Charicterizaton Plan (SCP) allowing the
cost evaluation to focus on added costs to contain Carbon-14 within a ceramic barrier.

The selection of ceramics infers a requirement for considerable research and development (R&D)
to develop the data, processes, and equipment necessary to produce this material and predict its
performance. The consensus of the Engineered Barrier System Concepts Workshop (Reference
9-16) regarding use of ceramics was that their feasibility was undetermined because of the current
lack of appropriate data on these materials. An R&D progam for ceramics costing $10-Sl
million per year out to license application in the year 2001, totaling $S8100 million, would be
necessary to generate the performance data and develop the manufacturing processes (see Table
9-1). These costs would be- in addition to' the currently estimated costs of developing the
reference waste package. Currently, no facility in the U.S. can fabricate a ceramic large enough
to hold the spent fuel. Moreover. the DOE would have to build a facility to remotely encapsulate
the spent fuel within the ceramic.

For this cost evaluation, it was assumed that the Carbon-14 package would contain the same
amount of waste as the reference design, so that direct comparisons can be made. This design
contains three PWR and four BWR spent-fuel assemblies. Approximately 25,000 waste packages
would be required to accommodate the first repository inventory. Larger concepts are currently
being evaluated that could reduce the number of packages, but this effort has not proceeded far
enough to provide a basis for comparison.

The Carbon-14 package, defined for this evaluation, is based on an external metallic barrier and
an inner second barrier of alumina or titania ceramic to contain Carbon-14. Inside the ceramic,
a steel handling canister would hold the spent fueL Alloy 825 is assumed for the outer container
because cost data are available for it (Reference 9-17). The diameter of this external container
must be increased over the reference design to accommodate the ceramic barrier. The ceramic
barrier would be approximately 3 inches thick, and the steel canister would be 0.39 inch thick.

Cost estimates for the ceramic barrier in the size needed are not readily available, because these
sizes are larger than what is currently manufactured. However, it is the opinion of ceramic
researchers and manufacturers that a ceramic containero the size needed would have costs
comparable to the corrosion-resistant high-nickel alloy container being considered for the metallic
barrier. The cost of 25,000 ceramic packages plus R&D totals $5.4 billion. The cost of 25,000
reference packages plus R&D totals S2.2 billion. The difference, $3.2 billion, constitutes the cost
of containing Carbon-14 dioxide (see Table 9-2).

Othr Informdon

Many technical analyses and evaluations regarding Carbon-14 have been done by the DOE, its
contractors, national laboratories, and other These have included analyses of the source term,
transport mechanisms, health effects, uncertainties, as well as evaluation of the regulatory
implications concerning releases of Carbon-14. Appendix A of this document contains a paper
written by Dr. U-Sun Park, of Science Applications International Corporation, that discusses these
various aspects. This paper was prepared in support of the workshop on 40 CFR Part 191
sponsored by the Electric Power Research nstitute in February 1992.
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Table 9-1. Ceramic Research and Development Costs Leading to
License Application, $1,000

LA
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Table 9-2. Carbon-14 Containment Costs, $

0A
co

'0

CONCEPT PACKAGE BARRIER BARRIER UNIT ASSEMBLY TOTAL
QUANTITY NUMBER MATERIAL COST COST COST

SCP! 25000 I ALLOY 825 83000 5000 88000

C-14 Package 25000 1 ALLOY 825 95000 2000 p7000

2 CERAMIC- 75000 5000 80000

._'_3:_:_ . STEEL 31000 5000 -36000

TOTAL C-14 201000 12000 213000

Added Costs Over SCP Per Package 118000 7000 125000

Added Cost for Research and Development __._.__ ; I.E+08

Total Added Cost to Program 3.2E1+09
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1 Introduction

The U S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is currently reconsidering its 1985
radioactive-waste standard, 40 CFR Part 191, because it was partially remanded by a U. S. -
district court. Although the part of the standard regulating releases of radioactivity to the
environment (the 'containment requirements") was not part of the reason that the court
ordered the remand, the entire standard is being reconsidered. The staff of the UT. S. Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission (NRC) have proposed to the EPA a different way of combining
releases of radioactivity estimated from different scenarios and comparing them to the re-
lease limits set by the EPA. The NRC staff's proposal has come to be known as the 'three
bucket" approach because release scenarios are divided into three groups, depending on their
probabilities of occurrence. The EPA, in its most recent working draft of 40 CFR Part 191,
included a version of the three-bucket approach (somewhat different from the NRC staff's
proposal) in a section of the draft that is for comment only. The purpose of this paper is to
compare the three approaches: EPA's original standard, NRC's version of the three-bucket
approach, and EPA's version of the three-bucket approach.

Let us begin with a description of the three approaches.

1.1 The original 40 CFR Part 191
The original statement of the standard's containment requirements, in 40 CFR 191.13(a)
(EPA, 1985), is as follows:

(a) Disposal systems for spent nuclear fuel or high-level or transuranic radioactive
wastes shall be designed to provide a reasonable expectation, based upon performance
assessments, that the cumulative releases of radionudides to the accessible environment
for 10,000 years after disposal from all significant processes and events that may affect
the disposal system shall:

(1) Have a likelihood of less than one chance in 10 of exceeding the quantities
calculated according to Table I (Appendix A); and

(2) Have a likelihood of less than one chance in 1,000 of exceeding ten times the
quantities calculated according to Table 1 (Appendix A).

Furthermore, Appendix B of 40 CFR Part 191 offers the following guidance about how
to apply the standard:

Scope of Performance Asesements. Section 191.13 requires the implementing agen-
cies to evaluate compliance through performance assessments as defined in §191.12(q).
The Agency assumes that such performance assessments need not consider categories
of events or processes that are estimated to have less than one chance in 10,000 of
occurring over 10,000 years. Furthermore, the performance assessments need not eval-
uate in detail the releases from all events and processes estimated to have a greater
likelihood of occurrence. Some of these events and processes may be omitted from
the performance assessments if there is a reasonable expectation that the remaining
probability distribution of cumulative releases would not be significantly changed by
such omissions.

Compliance with l191.1. The Agency assumes that, whenever practicable, the
implementing agency will assemble all of the results of the performance assessments
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Figure 1: An example of a complementary cumulative distribution function, or CCDF.
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-to determine compliance with J191.13 into a 'complementary cumulative distribution
function"- that indicates the probability of exceeding vaious levels of cumulative release.
When the uncertainties in parameters are considered'iE a performance assessment, the
effects Of the u ncertainties considered can be Incorporated into- a single such -distribution

.function, for each disposal systemn consierd TeAncyasn tta disposal
system can be considered to be in compliance with 1191.13 if this single distribution
function meets the~ requirements of 1192.13(a).--

It is not necessary to discuss here all details of the above requirements. For our purposes,
it' is not necessary-~to know anything about Table Il of Appeidix A, for example. What is

-important to know is that the- standard defines a performance. measure-the cumulative
release of radioactivity to the accessible environment over 10,000 years, normalized in a
particular way. 'This performance meas ure is assumed to have some uncertaisty because
of geologic vaniability, uncertainty about the future, etc., so that a probability distribution
for the performance measure is to be presented rather than a Isingle estimate or a simple
range of possible values. An example of such a probability distribution, or CCDF, -is given
in Figure 1.- L-

Euhpoint on the curve in Figure I -gives the probability 'of exaceing a particular value
of the performance measure, Wh~ich is referred to as 'Normalized release."L Mathematically, if
the normalized release in general is denoted by M and a particular value of the normalized
release is denoted by m, then the'CCDF at that point, G(M), is defined by

-- G(m) Pr(M > m).

3



With this notation, the EPA limits in 40 CFR 191.13(a) may be restated as

G(1) <0. ."

G(10) < 10-

These limits are represented in Figure 1 by the cross-hatching. Though the EPA limits are
only stated as upper bounds on the CCDF curve at two points, the fact that a CCDF,
by definition, must never increase (it is a monotonically nonincreasing curve) implies the
restriction of the curve from the entire cross-hatched region.

Let us conclude the discussion of the original EPA standard with three important points.
(1) Only one CCDF is called for, and it is expected to include all significant sources of
uncertainty; (2) there is a cutoff probability of 10-4, below which "categories of events or
processes" need not be considered; (3) the implementing agency for the Yucca Mountain site
is the NRC, so interpretation of ambiguities (such as 'reasonable expectation') would be up
to the NRC.

1.2 The NRC staff's three-bucket approach
The following discussion of the NRC staff's proposed alternative to the containment require-
ments in the EPA standard is based on NRC (1991). Their recommendation is to change
the wording of 40 CFR 191.13(a) to read

Disposal systems... shall be designed to provide a reasonable expectation that, for
10,000 years after disposal:

(1) anticipated performance will not cause cumulative releases of radionuclides
to the accessible environment to have a likelihood greater than one chance in 10 of
exceeding the quantities calculated according to Table 1 (Appendix B); and

(2) the release resulting from any process, event, or sequence of processes and
events that is sufficiently credible to warrant consideration will not exceed ten times
the quantities calculated according to Table I (Appendix B).

(The Table 1 of Appendix B referred to here is the same as Table I of Appendix A
referred to previously.) The key concepts here are 'anticipated performance' and 'suffi-
ciently credible to warrant consideration." These terms are deliberately vague to allow the
implementimg agency flexibility in evaluating a proposed site. From NRC (1991) and from
discussions with NRC staff members, it appears that 'anticipated performance' is meant
to encompass events, processes, and sequences of events and processes with probabilities
greater than about 0.01 to 0.1; "sufficiently credible to warrant consideration" is meant to
encompass events, processes, and sequences of events and processes with probabilities greater
than about 10-3 to 10-4. In their examples in NRC (1991), the NRC staff use a probability
of 0.01 to determine which processes and events are 'anticipated.' For the examples in
NRC (1991), a probability of 10-3 to determine which processes and events are 'sufficiently
credible to warrant consideration was thought to make the three-bucket approach equally
stringent to the original EPA standard (that is, the same scenarios survived the scenario-
screening process). Because the NRC staff seem to prefer the values 102 and 10-3 for tht.
two cutoffs, those values will be used in this report when this alternative is applied. i
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We can now see the 'or'igin of the phrase "three-bdcket- approach." The first 'bucket'
contains processes and events with probabilities greater than 0.01, the second "bucket" cOn-
tains processes and events with probabilities between 0.001 and 0.01, and the third "bucket"
contains processes and events with probabilities below 0.001. In the three-bucket approach,
the comparison with regulatory limits is done differently for the different buckets.

The first bucket contains the anticipated processes and events, and they are handled as in
the EPA standard, but with only one limit rather theai. two. 'A CCDF of normalized releases
caused by those processes and events is 'constructed and its value at rm = 1 must be less
than or'equal to 0.1 (G.(1)-< 0.1). Note that the change'in wording from the EPA standard
results in a S rather than-a <; this difference is not important. ' Note also that G. is being
used rather than G to denote this CCDF, to indicate that only anticipated processes and
events are included, rather than all significant processes and events. Rather than the limit
on the CCDF at m = 10 that is in the EPA standard, each sequence of processes and events
is to be evaluated and the normalized release is supposed to be no more than ten for each
one: m < 10. . .

The second-bucket contains unlikely processes and events, but ones judged sufficiently
credible to consider. It is the'NRC staff's intention that calculations for these processes
and.events be done deterministically rather than probabilistically, with a single normalized
release calculated for each'sequence of processes and events and compared with a limit of
10, as above. For each one, we must have m < -10.

The third bucket contains processes and events that are judged too unlikely to consider
further, so there is no limit on releases from these processes and events and therefore no
need to perform any calculations.

The NRC staff's concern is the difficulty in quantifying the probabilities for, unlikely
events. The EPA's cutoff probability of 10' for a 10,000year period is a rate of only 10"
per year. Probabilities this low are very difficult to estimate accurately. The NRC staff's
three-bucket concept is an attempt to change the standard so as to require less precision
in the estimates of low probabilities and to require simpler modeling of the low-probability
events. The three-bucket method also has the advantage of not requiring calculation of the
extreme tail of the CCDF, down to a probabilty of -03, as the EPA standard requires.

One final comment on -theabove'statement of the three-bucket-approach rennirements.
In the second part, 'release' is referred to without the qualifiers 'cumulative' and 'to the
accessible environment," thereby creating some confusion. It will be assumed throughout this
report that releases are calculated in the same way as in the first part and in the orginal EPA
containment requirements-by calculating cumulative releases to the accessible environment.

1.3 The EPA's version of the three-bucket -approach
The most recent working draft of the EPA's modified 40 CFR Part 191 (EPA, 1992a) contains
a number of changes from the 1985 version, including adding radiation dose as an optional
alternative to cumulative releases of radioactivity as the'performance measure. This report
will not be concerneA with the issue of radiation dose -vs. radioactivity as performance mea-
sures. In all the following discussion, cumulative release of radioactivity to the accessible
environment will be used as the performance measure to'make comparisons with the 1985
standard easier.
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The part of the revised (draft) standard of interest here is essentially unchanged from the
1985 standard. In addition, however, the EPA included a section for comment in which it
states that they are considering inclusion of the following as an option for the implementing ("\
agency:

Disposal systems for radioactive waste shall be designed to provide a reasonable expec.
tation that releases resulting from all significant processes and events (including both
natural and human-initiated processes and events) that may affect the disposal system
for 10,000 years after disposal shall:

(1) Have a likelihood of less than one chance in 10 that cumulative releases to
the accessible environment will exceed the quantities calculated according to Table 1
(Appendix A); and

(2) Not exceed; ten times the quantities calculated according to Table 1 (Ap-
pendix A) based upon the projected release resulting from any process, event, or
sequence of processes -and events which has a likelihood of occurrence between one
chance in 10 and one chance in 10,000.

This statement of the three-bucket approach is different from the NRC staff's recommen-
dation in two ways.. First, there is less ambiguity. Rather than using terms such as 'antici-
pated performance- and "sufficiently credible to warrant consideration,' concrete probability
values are specified. Second, the CCDF calculated for part (1) is to include releases resulting
from all significant processes and events rather than only those anticipated, as in the NRC
version.

As stated here, the CCDF is the same as the one that would have been calculated for use
with the original EPA standard, but only the first limit is applied G(1) < 0.1. The second
limit on the. CCDF is replaced by the NRC staff's idea of requiring m S 10 for any sequence
of processes and events with probability between 10-4 and 0.1 (but remember that the NRC
staff used probabilities between 10-3 and 1 for this limit).

Finally, note that the EPA statement of the three-bucket approach has the same prob-
lem the NRC staff's statement had in not specifying cumulative releases to the accessible
environment in the second part. As stated before, it will be assumed throughout this report
that rH-*ases always refer to cumulative releases to, the accessible environment.

1.4 Summary of the three methods
In the rest of this report, thethree methods will be referred to as EPAI (the containment
requirements of the 1985 EPA standard, unchanged in EPA's most recent revision), NRC1
(the NRC staff's three-bucket approach), and EPA2 (the EPA's version of the three-bucket
approach, included for comment only in the recent revision of the EPA standard).
* All three methods allow events or processes with very low probability to be neglected.
The guidance section in both the original standard and the recent draft revision states that
categories of events or processes with probabilities less than 104 need not be considered.
Presumably this cutoff also applies to the NRC staff's three-bucket approach since they did
not suggest any revision to it.
* Methods EPAI and EPA2 both require construction of a CCDF G(m) that includes
releases resulting from all significant processes and events. EPAI and EPA2 both place the
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following restriction on the CCDF:
G(1) < 0.1

EPA1 places the additional restriction

G(10) < 10-.

* Method NRC1 requires construction of a CCDF G. that includes only anticipated pro-
cesses and events, and places the following restriction on it:

G.(1) < 0.1

In NRC (1991), the NRC staff include scenario classes with probabilities greater than 0.01
in the CCDF calculation. This quantification is not necessarily easy, especially since there
is considerable difference of opinion over just what is meant by a 'scenario.' This report
conforms to the Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Plan (DOE, 1988) in the following
terminology: An individual scenario is a possible future history of the repository system and
has a probability of zero, just as a single line has a volume of zero. It takes a bundle of lines
with nonzero cross-sectional area to have a nonzero volume. Similarly, a 'scenario class" is a
'bundle" of scenarios. The scenario classes must be defined in such a way that they include
all the modeled scenarios and are mutually exclusive.
* Methods NRC1 and EPA2 place a limit on the normalized release resulting from indi-
vidual scenario classes: m, < 10. This limit only applies to scenario classes within a range
of probabilities. EPA2 specifies that this limit applies to scenario classes with probabilities
between 0.1 and 10 , while for NRC1 the limit applies-to scenario classes with probabilities
greater than about 10- (and less than or equal to 1, of course).

NRC1 and EPA2 are more different than this description would indicate, as can be seen
by looking at the examples in the NRC staff's paper (NRC, 1991). When comparing a
scenaino-class probability against the ,O- cutoff, they do not use an actual estimate of the
scenario-class probability, but rather a number that is more of an upper bound. In their
Examples 1 and 2, they consider a possible sequence of events as follows: faulting; drilling,
but with no hits on waste packages; and volcanism (not necessarily in that order). Their
estimates of the probabilities of these events are 0.55, 0.975, and 3 x 10-4, respectively,
when calculating a CCDF for comparison with the EPA standard, leading to a probability
of 1.6 x 10-4 for the sequence. But, when making a comparison with their three-bucket
approach (NRC1), they replace the 3 x 10- probability for volcaism with a< 1D2," on
the grounds that the probability of 3 x 10-4 is not well known but the probability is fairly
certain to be below 10-2. Following this replacement, the probability for the sequence comes
out to be < 5.4 x 10-3, which is above the 10-3 cutoff even though the initial estimate of
1.6 x 10-4 ivould have been below the cutoff.

For this report it was decided not to apply this bounding-probability procedure to method
EPA2 for two reasons. (1) It doesn't seem appropriate to use this procedure with the very
low probability cutoff (10-4) specified by the EPA; and (2) by using different interpretations
for methods NRC1 and EPA2, we can see the advantages and disadvantages of the two
interpretations.

A problematic issue for this limit (m S 10) is that it is stated deterministically. How L.
it to be applied when there is uncertainty about the normalized release for a scenario class
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Figure 2: CCDFs for a single scenario class, with scenario-dass probability of 3 x 10-3 and
mean normalized release of 5 (1.5 x 10-2 if adjusted for probability of occurrence).

(as would normally be the case)? Suppose, for illustration, that there is a scenario dlass that-Wa
has probability 3 x 10-3 and a normalized release of 5 but, if probability distributions for the
input parameters are included to take into account their uncertainty, has a distribution- of
normalized releases extending up beyond the limit of 10 (see Figure 2). There are calculated
m's greater than 10, but they occur at low probability levels Dwell below the 10-3 probability
that would cause the 1985 EPA standard to be exceeded. It is not clear how the NRC or
the EPA intend for this situation to be resolved; it is very difficult to assign a single release
number to each scenario clos in a consistent manner. For this report it will be assumed
that the release limit is exceeded only if m > 10 at the cutoff probability level or higher,
where the cutoff probability is 10-3 for NRCI andi 10-4 for EPA2. To put it another way,
the release vralue that will be assigned to each scenario class will be the value at the cutoff
probability level The hypothetical case illustrated in Figure 2 would exceed the EPA2 limit
but would not exceed the NRCI limit.

The choice was made for this paper to use the release value at the probability cutoff so that
the same level of strnugency in probability is applied to all scenario classes. Certainly, there
are simpler choices that could be made. For example' the mean of the release distribution
for each. scenario class could be used, or some percentile of the release distribution (e.g.,
the median or the 90th percentile) could be used. Suchl choices' have the problem that
the m <5 10 limit is then much more stringent for low-probability scenario classes than for
high-probability scenario dlasses. This lacki of consistency is what leads to the problem ok'
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sensitivity to the choice of scenario classes that will be discussed in Section 3.3.
The problem with using percentiles of the release distribution may be illustrated as

follows. Suppose we have a set of scenario classes, {SJ. The limit m < 10 is required for
each one (ignoring for now the fact that the EPA's version of the three-bucket approach does
not place this restriction on scenario classes with probabilities greater than 0.1), and for this
exanple we choose the median of the, release distribution as the value to use for M. Thus,

Pr(m > 10 1 Si) < 0.5 for all i.

The notation Pr(m > 10 ISi) means the probability that m is greater than 10, assuming
that scenario class Si occurs. The exceedence probabilities for the individual scenario classes
can be summed to obtain the exceedence probability for the system as a whole if they are
weighted by the probabilites of occurrence for the scenario classes:

Pr(m > 10) = piPr(m > 101 Si),

where pi is the probability of occurrence for scenario dass Si. Using the above inequality for
the individual exceedence probabilities, the following result is obtained:

Pr(m > 10) < ,pi .0.5

< 0.5.

The final result follows from the fact that all the scenario-class probabilities have to add up
to one:

In the notation used previously, Pr(m > 10) = G(10), where G is the CCDF. So,
if medians are used to define the scenario-class releases, the m < 10 part of the three-
bucket approach only requires that G(10) < 0.5. This is not the whole story, because the
three-bucket approach also requires that G(1) < 0.1 (ignoring for the moment the fact that
the NRC's version of the three-bucket approach only places restrictions on the CCDF for
anticipated events, G ). Because the CCDF is a nonincreasing function, the restriction
at m = 1 is also a restriction at m = 10: G(10) < G(1) < 0.1. Thus, interpreting the
three-bucket approach in this manner would be much less restrictive than the 1985 EPA
requirement that G(10) < 1O3. To ensure that the m < 10 limit was at least as stringent as
the original EPA standard would require taking m to be the value at the 99.9th percentile.
Such a definition would place a much more stringent restriction on low-probability scenario
classes than required by the original EPA standard.

There are similar problems with other methods of assigning scenario-class releases. For
example, requiring the mean normalized release for a high-probability scenario class to be
less than or equal to 10 does not ensure that its CCDF probability is less than 10-3 at
m = 10. Another way (and, in fact, an easier way) to assign a single release number to a
scenario class is to use some statistical measure of the input parameters and calculate the
release only once (for example, calculate the release using the mean values of all the state
variables). This procedure can still have some of the problems just discussed, and it has
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the additional drawback of being sensitive to the choice of model parameters. There is DO

unique way to specify what the model parameters should be, and in a nonlinear system the
mean of some combination of parameters is not necessarily the same as the combination of
the means (and similarly for any other statistical measure). It should also be kept in mind
that a calculation with typical (mean) values for the input parameters does not necessarily
produce typical (mean) output. See, for example Barnard et al. (1992, Section 4.8).

2 Sandia Laboratories' TSPA-1991

Sandia National Laboratories recently completed a preliminary total-system performance
assessment (TSPA) of the Yucca Mountain site (Barnard et al., 1992). The calculations
for that report were made using the EPA performance measure from the 1985 standard.
The results are presented in terms of CCDFs and are compared to the EPA limits from
the standard. A natural starting point for the comparison of the three regulatory methods
described in the previous section is to recast the TSPA results in the form prescribed by
each method. This will be done in the following subsections.

The results from TSPA-1991 are sunnmarized in Figure 3. The calculations were made for
different processes separately and combined at the end into overall CCDFs for comparison
with the EPA standard. Figure 3 shows the component CCDFs before the final combination.
It should be kept in mind that these results are preliminary and do not constitute a final
performance assessment for Yucca Mountain. They are used here only to illustrate the
methods described in the previous section. Note that the curves stop abruptly rather than
going all the way down to zero probability. This is a result of the Monte Carlo method that
was used to generate the curves. In a Monte Carlo simulation, there is always a minimum
probability that can be observed because of the finite number of realizations. The curves
could be extended vertically downward, but the curves were left as is because that way the
reader has some additional information about the statistical significance of the results.

The curves included in Figure 3 are as follows:

1. Gaseous (composite). Releases resulting from gaseous transport of 14C under nominal
conditions (no disruptive events). The composite-porosity model of water flow was
used in defining the releases of '4C from the waste packages.

2. Gaseous (weep). Releases resulting from gaseous transport of 14C under nominal con-
ditions. The 'weeps' model of water flow was used in defining the releases of 'IC from
the waste packages.

3. Aqueous (composite). Releases resulting from aqueous transport of radionuclides under
nominal conditions. The composite-porosity model of water flow was used in defining
the releases from the waste packages and in calculating groundwater flow and transport.

4. Aqueous (weep). Releases resulting from aqueous transport of radionuclides under
nominal conditions. The weeps model of water flow was used in defining the re-
leases from the waste packages and in calculating unsaturated-zone flow and trans-
port (saturated-zone flow and transport were calculated using the composite-porosity
model.) -,
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Figure 3: C~omponent conditional CCDFs from TSPA-1991.

5. Drilling. Releases resulting from exploratory drilling. Four components have been
combined in this curve: releases directly'to the surface due to direct hits of waste
packages,'releases directly to the surface 'due to 'near misses" that bring up contami-
nated rock, releases due to direct hits of waste packages that cause some waste material
to fall to the tuf aquifer and be transported to the accessible environment by ground-
water, and releases due to direct hits of waste packages that cause some waste material
to fnll to the carbonate aquifer and be transported to the accessible environment by
groundwater.

6. Volcanism (method 1). Releases directly to the surface resulting from a basaltic igneous
intrusion through the repository.

7. Volcanism (method 2). Releases directly to the surface resulting from a basaltic igneous
intrusion through the repository.

It is not necessary for the present discussion to know what the composite-porosity and
weeps models are, except to know that they are treated as alternative conceptual models
of unsaturated-zone flow and transport. For the TSPA-1991 report, they were taken to be
mutually exclusive models, i.e., either one is correct or the other is correct, with no mixtures
allowed. In the following, results will be presented separately for the two conceptual models:
when nominal releases are combined with drilling releases and volcanic releases to get the
total release, it will be done twice, first using the composite-porosity model to obtain th.%
nominal releases and then using the weeps model to obtain the nominal releases.
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The two volcanism curves represent modeling of the same processes, but different formu-
las were used to calculate the amount of waste entrained by the intruding dike. The two
volcanism release models will also be treated as alternative conceptual models, including only :

one of them in any given composite CCDF. However, the treatment of the two volcanism'
models has little or no effect on the overall CCDF because of the low probability of direct
volcanic releases (2.4 x 10-4).

2.1 The original 40 CFR Part 191 (EPAI)
For method EPA1, all of the model results should be combined into a single CCDF, and
the CCDF compared to the EPA limits at m = 1 and m = 10. To combine releases
from the different processes (that is, to combine the component CCDFs shown in Figure 3)
the simplifying assumption is made that the processes operate independently. With that
assumption, the CCDFs can be combined by a simple Monte Carlo simulation in which
a release is drawn at random from each of the three release categories (nominal flow and
transport, exploratory drilling, and igneous intrusion) and the releases are added together to
obtain the total release. Those operations are repeated many (10,000) times to obtain the
probability distribution of the total release. The results are shown in Figure 4. As already
noted, the composite-porosity and weeps models are not combined, but instead results are
reported for each separately. The volcanism releases do not contribute significantly to the
combined CCDFs, no matter which model is used, so it is not necessary to present alternative
curves for the two volcanism models.

It can be seen in Figure 4 that the releases calculated using the composite-porosity model
exceed the EPA limits by having a probability greater than 0.1 for a normalized release,
exceeding 1 (G(1) - 0.2). Neither CCDF exceeds the limit at m = 10. At this point, it
should be emphasized once again that these results are preliminary, and it is likely that the
EPA-limit violation is a result of overly conservative assumptions made in the gaseous-release
calculations.

2.2 The EPA's version of the three-bucket approach (EPA2)
Method EPA2 uses the same CCDF as method EPAI, induding all significant processes
and events. Only the limit at m = I is applied, however, so it would not be necessary to
calculate the CCDF as precisely (i.e., fewer realizations could be used in the Monte Carlo
simulations). Since we already have the CCDFs in Figure 4, we will use them. The result is
the same as for EPAI: the CCDF for the composite-porosity model exceeds the limit, but
the CCDF for the weeps model does not.

Determination of compliance with the other EPA2 criterion, that m < 10 for any sequence
of processes and events with probability between 104 and 0.1, depends on resolution of some
ambiguous terms. The largest calculated normalized release for nominal conditions (using the
composite-porosity model) is 3.0, the largest calculated normalized release for exploratory
drilling is 4.3, and the largest calculated normalized release for volcanism (using method 1)
is 7.2. Thus, it is possible to get a normalized release as high as 14.5 from the calculations
that we are using. But, the high releases from volcanism occur at very low probability levels
in Figure 3, so one would not expect them to cause violation of the regulatory limits.
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Figure 4: Conditional -CCDFs including all~modeled processes and events.

' ~As discussed in Section 1.4, in this report it is assumed that the m < 10 limit is applied to
_ so i scenario classes, and is applie to the scenario-class CCDF at the 10-4 'probability level (for

- EPA2). So, the next step must be to define the scenan'o dlasses for the system, as modeled in
- TSPA-1991. The assumption 'M TSPA-1991 is that nominal gaseous and aqueous transport

ad exploratory drilling always occur, so the only out of the modeled processes and events
.that may or may not' occur is vol ism. The occurrence or non-occurrence of an igneous
intrusion into the ieposiioiiy defines two scenario classes, wh~ich will be referred to as V
and Al, respectively. V is assigned~probability 2.4 -x 10-4, so V has probability 0.99976.
Conditional CCDFs for scenario class V, normalized by probability of occurence, are given
.in Figure 5. The-re are four curves because of the two alternative models of fiowJ and the two

altrntie mdes f olcnim;Alcombinations are shown n Fiue 5.- The cross-hatched
region. in the figure' shows the EPA2 limitation on scenario-class CCDFs at m = 10, as it
is interpreted in this report'. It can be seen that the m < 10 limit-is not exceeded for the
conditions 'modeled. The conditional CCDFs fo scenario class Px are the same as those
shown in Figure 4, because releases due to vol ansm had negligible effect on those curves.
-Curves for scenario classy Vae not shovn in Figure 5 because in EPA2 the limit at'm =i1
'does nlot apply to scenario doases- with probabilities above 0.1.
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Figure 5: Conditional CCDFa for scenario class V (method EPA2).

2.3 The NRC staff's three-bucket approach (NRC1)

Compliance with method NRC1 will be determined by following the steps outlined in NRC
(1991). As described there, the method is closely linked to a particular methodology re-
quiring the specification of 'scenarios,' which are referred to here as scenario classes. This
is a significant change from the 1985 EPA standard; note that compliance with EPAI was
determined without ever having to specify a set of mutually exclusive scenario classes.

For TSPA-1991, the scenario classes are defined as in the previous subsection. There are
only two scenario classes, V and P. What is different from the previous subsection is the way
the NRC staff handles low-probability events such as volcanism. In their method, rather than
using 2.4 x 104 as the probability for an igneous intrusion, the bounding estimate < 0.01'
is used instead. After the scenario classes are defined and their releases are estimated, the
next step is to check them against the m < 10 criterion. This comparison is presented in
Figure 6. There are three differences between Figure 6 and Figure 5. (1) Scenario class V
(with four possible alternatives) is shown at probability 0.01 rather than 2.4 x 10-4. (2)
All scenario classes with probabilities greater than 10-3 are included, rather ihan scenario
classes with probabilities between 10^4 and 0.1. Scenario class V is included because its
probability was adjusted upward to 0.01. (3) The limit at m = 10 is set to probability 10-3
rather than 10-4. The last point is a result of the interpretation being followed in this report,
and is open to other interpretations. From Figure 6, it can be seen that all alternatives of
the scenario classes are below the m S 10 limit.

The last step in determining compliance with NRC1 is to construct a CCDF fromn onl
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Figure 6: Conditional CCDFs for scenario classes (method NRC1).

the scenario classes having probabilities greater than 0.01. The CCDFs so constructed are
indistinguishable from the CCDFs shown in Figure 4 because volcanism had no significant
effect on those curves. The CCDFs are then checked to determine whether they have prob-
abilities greater than 0.1 at m = 1. As before, the CCDF for the weeps model passes this
test and the CCDF for the composite-porosity model fails.

2.4 Summary

To sum up, there is no difference in compliance when comparing the TSPA-1991 results with
the three regulatory methods. The details of the three comparisons are different, but the
answers are the same: the weeps model passes and the composite-porosity model fails.

3 Variations on TSPA-1991
In this section, some variations on the TSPA-1991 results will be used to illustrate various
peculiarities and differences in the three regulatory methods. Of particular interest are cases
in which the three methods disagree about compliance.
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3.1 A high-consequence, low-probability scenario class
The NRC1 and EPA2 methods place more severe restrictions on low-probability processes
and events than did the old EPA standard, EPAL. To illustrate this fact, let us consider.
what would happen if the consequences (i.e., the normalized releases) were higher for an
igneous intrusion. There is no need to carry along all the alternative models to make the
point, so we will just consider the case where nominal flow and transport are represented by
the weeps model. Releases from volcanism will be represented by the "method 1" releases
increased by a factor of 100. The resulting total-system CCDF is presented in Figure.7. The
CCDF is the same as the weeps-model curve in Figure 4 except for the low-probability tail,
where releases are increased because of the higher volcanic releases. The higher releases in
the tail do not affect compliance with the EPAI standard because they occur at probability
below 10-3.

The CCDF for the volcanism scenario class, V, is shown in Figure 8. This figure cor-
responds to Figure 5, but with higher volcanic releases. As shown in the figure, this sce-
nario class no longer satisfies the m < 10 criterion for method EPA2. Similarly, it can be
shown that this scenario class fails to satisfy the criteria of method NRC1. Thus, for high-
consequence, low-probability scenario classes, methods NRCI and EPA2 are stricter than
EPAL.

..0

.0
.0
a0.

I
i

I'

100

10'1

10-2

10-3

10.4

10' lo -S - 10-4 W-3 10 .3 10.1 100 101 102

Normalized release

Figure 7: Total-system CCDF with volcanic releases multiplied by 100.
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Figure 8: CCDF for scenario class V with volcanic releases multiplied by 100 (method EPA2).

.3.2 -A high-probability scenario class with some high releases

Ab peculiarity of method EPA2 is that the m < 10 limit does not apply to scenario classes
with' probabilites greater than 0.1. Because of that, it is possible to have a situation in
which 'the EPA2 criteria will be satisfied while the EPA1 and' NRCI limits are exceeded.
To illustrate this occurrence, let us consider the situation in which the direct releases from
exploratory drilling are increased by a factor of 100. The wreeps model will be used for
nominal fiow and transport, method I will be used for volcanic releases, and the near-miss
and aqueous-release components of the drilling releases will be kept the same as previously.
To make the point, the probability of getting a direct drill-hit on a waste package will be
decreased from 12% to 9%.
.'The total-systemn CCDF for the system just described is show in Figure 9.- It can be

seen that the CCDF is below the EPAI limit at m = I but exceeds the limit at m = 10.
The same CCDF is used for method- EPA2, but -only the- m =1 limit. is applicable. Thus,
this system passes the CCDF part of the EPA2 requirements. Similarl, 'it passes the CCDF
part of the NRCI requirements.

Figure 10.shows the comparison with the m < 10 criterion for EPA2. The limit only
applies to scenario class V, as was the case prevously (Figure'5), and scenario class V passes
the test. Figr 11 shows the comparison with the, m S 10 criterion'for NRC1. In method
NRC1, the limit applies to both scenario classes, V and 'V (se e also Figure 6). and scenario
class V exceeds the limit. Thus, this syste is in violation of methods EPAI and NRCI,
-but is in compliance with method EPA2.
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Figure 10: Scenario-class CCDF with direct drilling releases multiplied by 100 (EPA2).
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3.3 Sensitivity to the choice of scenario classes

For the methods (NRC1 and EPA2) that place restrictions directly on scenario classes rather
than on the system as a whole, compliance or noncompliance depends on how the system is
split up into scenario classes. This is potentially a serious problem because there is not a
single, unique way to define the scenario classes. The possible problems will be illustrated
with two examples.

For the first example, consider the system described in the previous subsection, ,- which
direct drilling releases were increased and their probability decreased from the values used
in TSPA-1991. We could have separated drilling with a direct hit on a waste package
and drilling with no direct hits into separate scenario classes (the NRC staff make such a
separation in the examples in NRC, 1991). Such a split results in four scenanio classes: SI
(nominal fow and transport, no direct hits, no volcanism), S2 (nominal flow and transport,
no direct hits, releases from an igneous intrusion), S 3 (nominal flow and transport, at least
one direct hit, no volcanism), and S4 (nominal fiow and transport, at least one direct hit,
releases from an igneous intrusion). This separation into scenario classes is illustrated in
Figure 12. The figure also shows the scenario-class probabilities.

Changing the way the system is separated into scenario classes does not affect the total-
system CCDF (Figure 9), but the component scenario-class CCDFs are different and so the
comparison with the m 5 10 criterion must be revisited. The comparison of the new scenario
classes with the m < 10 criterion in EPA2 is shown in Figure 13. Note that SI is not included,
because its probability is too high and S4 is not included because its probability is too low.
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Drill-hit Volcanism
Pr(Si) -0.90978

Pr(S2 ) _ 0.00022

Pr(S3 ) _ 0.08998

Pr(S4 ) - 0.00002

Figure 12: Logic tree for separation of the model system into four scenario classes.
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Figure 13: Scenario-class CCDFs with direct drilling releases multiplied by 100 (EPA2).
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Drill-hit Volcanism
Pr(S2) %- 0.91

1 < 0.01
N Pr(S2 ) < 9.1 x to-3

No 09
Yes 0.09

Pr(S3) t 0.09

< 0.01
Pr(S4 ) < 9 x 10-

Figure 14: NRCI version of the logic tree.

Scenario class S3 exceeds the limit.
Because of the different way method NRCI handles scenario-class probabilities, it is

worth showing the NRC1 comparison to the m < 10 criterion-as well. Figure 14 shows the
logic tree in Figure 12 with the probabilities amended as was done by the NRC staff in NRC
(1991). Scenario class S4 has a probability low enough that the m < 10 limit does not apply
to it, but the limit must be applied to the other three scenario classes. The comparison
with the limit is shown in Figure 15. It can be seen that scenario class S3 exceeds the limit.
Thus, using this set of scenario classes all three regulatory methods agree on failure but,
using the previous set of scenario classes, method EPA2 showed compliance while the other
two methods showed failure.

To show that the problem of sensitivity to the choice of scenario classes is not unique to
method EPA2 but also occurs .n method NRCI, let us go back to the system as modeled in
TSPA-1991 and put an additional hypothetical effect into the exploratory-drilling calcula-
tion. Suppose that, for some reason, a small portion of the direct hits have unusually large
releases, at about a probability level of 5 x 104 (0.4% of the direct hits, with direct hits
occuring about 12% of the time). The occurrence of these 'special' direct hits need not be
a result of some event occuring 0.05% of the time, but could result from some combination
of undesirable parameter values, out in the tail of the joint probability distribution. The
total-system CCDF for this hypothetical system is shown in Figure 16. It is quite similar
to the CCDF in Figure 7, but with the high releases in the tail resulting from a different
process. Because of the low proabability of the special direct hits, the EPAI criteria are
satisfied.

A comparison of the V and f' scenario-class CCDFs with the NRCI m < 10 criterion
is shown in Figure 17. The limit is not exceeded. A comparison of the Si, S2, S3, and S4

scenario-class CCDFs with the same criterion is shown in Figure 18. Once again, the limit
is not exceeded.

Suppose now that we break out the special, high-release drilling events into separate
scenario classes, as shown in Figure 19. Because of the way the NRC staff handle low-
probability events, the probability level for the special drilling events is changed from 5x 10-4

to I< 0.01," and treated as if the probability were 0.01. Because of the increase of over an
order of magnitude in the probability, the m < 10 criterion is now exceeded (Figure 20;'

21



.0

U)

E
0.

.0
am

100

1012

10-3

10 4

l

Namine1 + NWrc __ (3

04 10-S 10 4 10'3 10.2 10-' 100

Normalized release

Scenario-class CCDFs with direct drilling releases multiplied

101 102

by 100 (NRCI).Figure 15:

.4)0

I
co

0.S82

100

10o'

10-2

10-3

10-4

104 0.5 10' 10 2 10-3 100 10'

Normalized release

Total-system CCDF for the system with 'special' drilling events.

102

Figure 16:

22



100 I X I

I . . . . . .......

U) A # d r) ;MU

... ....... . . . ...............

Nolmalized rdenea

Figure 17: CCDFs for two scenario classes, wvith special drilling events (NRC1).

6) .

10°'

1 4, 10 .'…- / ...

t: n -2 ~.... .... ...... Z...
104

E 10 _ _ -_ -- 2 1

Figure IS: :-D~ fo fou scnai :lsewt pca rligeet NC

-- . . . _ _ 7../._
Is + ~ l =&s) .. \/,

4-

4~~~ . .

E 10ast7drees
.. 6).

Figre 8: CD2 fo fuaims1)ai lsewt pcaldiln vns(R:)

23



Drill-hit Volcanism
Pr(ol) t 0.88

0.88
Pr(o2) < 8.8 x 10-3

Pr(o3 ) t 0.12
t0.12 __1

< 0.01
Pr(o4) < 1.2 x 10-3

Pr(O5 ) < 0.01

< 0.01
Pr(oe) < 10-4

Figure 19: Logic tree for six scenario classes (including special drilling events).
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note that the CCDF for scenario class ao' is not shown in the figure because its probability
is below the 10-3 cutoff). This result shows that the'NRCi procedure is sensitive to the
choice of scenario classes; -the NRC1 requirements are more restrictive when the system is
split up into several low-probability scenario classes rather than a few higher-probability
ones. The sensitivity results from the modification of scenario-class probabilities without
corresponding modification of probabilities for calculations within a scenario class. With
additional guidance, this ambiguity could possibly be removed. The NRC staff's concern
was with estimating probabilities for infrequent events. What complicates resolution of the
ambiguity is that the event probabilities may not always be direct inputs to the calculations,
but may be calculated from other input parameters in a way that is not easily amenable to
the procedure outlined by the NRC staff.

Comparison of this system with the EPA2 version of the m < 10 criterion will not
be illustrated here,' but it is easy to see that the limit is exceeded for all three choices of
scenario classes. The compliance of this model system with the three regulatory methods is
summarized as follows. With method EPAI it passes, with method EPA2 it fails, and with
method NRC1 it depends on how the system is divided up into scenario classes.

Table I summarizes some of the results of this subsection. To produce Table 1, normalized
releases were calculated for all of the scenario classes in the four different scenario-class
structures for this model system. Releases were calculated using four -different statistical
definitions of the release for each scenario class: (1) the mean of the distribution of releases;
(2) release at the 90th percentile; (3) release at a fixed probability level of 10-4; and (4) release
at a fixed probability level of 10-, but with probabilities handled in the way suggested by
the NRC staff in NRC (1991). Number 3 is the same as the method called EPA2 in this
report, but scenario classes with probabilities above 0.1 were not excepted., Number 4 is the
method called NRCI in this report. In each case, Table I lists the highest release for the
scenario classes with.probabilities greater than 104 (greater than 10- for method NRC1).
- Sit canbe seen from the table that the only one of these methods for which releases do
not depend on how the system is divided into scenario classes is the third one, that uses the
release at a fixed probability level. This result should not be surprising, because cboosing
'the release value at a fixed probability level is the only one of the methods that treats the
probability cutoff consistently. If the mean release or a percentile of the release 'distribution is
used, then low-probability scenario classes are restricted at lower absolute probability levels
than are high-probability scenario classes. Using the value at a fixed probability level, as was
done for the EPA2 examples in this report, is consistent and avoids the problem of sensitivity
to the choice of scenario classes, but it requires calculating the scenano-class CCDFs down
to that probability level and so is no savings ovr the original EPA standard, which required
calculating CCDFs down to the 10-3 probability level. (The sensitivity to choice of scenario
classes that was demonstrated in Section 3.2 for method EPA2 resulted from the unfortunate
stipulation that the in < 10 limit does not apply to scenario classes with probabilities over
0.1. With this aspect of method EPA2 removed, sensitivity to choice of scenario classes is
no longer a problem.) For the NRC1 examples in this report the value at a fixed probability
level was used, but the scenario-class probabilities were replaced by bounding values. This
procedure is effectively a cross between using the value at a fixed probability level and using
the value at some percentile of the release distribution, and it was shown above that such
a procedure does not give a unique answer, but depends on how the system is split up into
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Table ': Normalized releases for four scenario-class structures, calculated in four wavs.

mean 90 percent. 10-4 cutoff 10-3 cutoff
(NRC method)

1 scenario class 0.057 0.11 16 2.6

2 scenario classes 0.33 0.62 16 2.6

4 scenario classes 0.31 0.60 16 2.5

6 scenario classes 14 23 16 23

scenario classes.
To conclude this section, let us consider what determines the choice of scenario classes. Is

one choice more natural or preferable to the others for some reason? For regulatory method
EPA1 (the old EPA standard), the choice of scenario classes is primarily driven by the mod-
eling tools available. If a single computer program were available that contained models for-
all the significant processes and events, tbere would be no real reason to separate the system
into scenario classes at all: a single all-encompassing Monte Carlo simulation would suffice.""
This method of using a 'total-system simulator" is described in DOE (1988). It is often the
case that computer models exist that can represent only part of the parameter space, so that
to represent the whole parameter space requires using several models. The big advantage
of breaking the system up into subsystems appears in this situation, if the scenario classes
can be chosen so that each scenario class corresponds to one (or a particular combination of
more than one) of the models. For example, for the system just considered, there could be a
good reason to split the system into six scenario classes, as shown in Figure 19, if different
models are used for calculating drilling releases resulting from near misses, drilling releases
resulting from direct hits, drilling releases for the special circumstances that lead to the high
releases, and releases resulting from igneous intrusions. On the other hand, if one model is
used to calculate all drilling releases and one model is used to calculate volcanic releases, the
simple division into the two scenario classes V and V is more natural.

For the other methods, EPA2 and NRC1, with their more explicit reliance on the division
of the system into scenario classes, some criteria for how that division should be made are
needed. Without such criteria, as has been shown in this subsection, there may be too much
ambiguity to be able to determine whether the system meets the regulations or not.
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4 Advantages and disadvantages
From the preceeding discussion and the examples presented, some of the strengths and
weaknesses of the three ieulatory methods should be apparent. In this section, advantages
and disadvantages of each method will be summarized.

4.1 The original 40 CFR Part 191 (EPAl)
Advantages:

* History. The EPA standard has been around for a number of years and considerable
effort has gone into developing methods for determining compliance with it. That effort
will aot necessarily be wasted if a version of the three-bucket approach is implemented
instead, but changing to different containment requirements will certainly require re-
examination of what has been done ald development of some new methods.

* Clarity. The EPA standard is relatively clear. Specific numbers are given for release
limits and probability cutoffs.

* Aesthetics. The EPA standard treats the disposal system as a whole, rather than
requiring treatment of susbsytems in any particular way. The system can be broken
into scenario lasses or not, according to the judgment of researchers as to the best
way to do it.,

Disadvantages:

* CCDF tail. The EPA standard puts a limit on the probability distribution of nor-
malized releases-the CCDF-at a probability level of one part in 1000. Thousands
of realizations may be required in a Monte Carlo simulation to reach statistical sig-
nificance at such a low probability level. The three-bucket approaches only put limits
on the CCDF at a probability level of one part in 10, which would only require tens
of realizations to reach statistical significance. Thus, the three-bucket approaches are
potentially much cheaper in computer time and analyst time.

* Low-probability events. The NRC staff regard the necessity of estimating probabilities
for low-probability events as a serious disadvantage of the EPA standard. However,
there is nothing in the standard that requires an accurate estimate of the probabilities.
If there is uncertainty about a probability, a defensible conservative estimate would
normally be used. And if the results (i.e., compliance or noncompliance with the
standard) are sensitive to the value used for the probability, within its plausible range,
then it would be difficult to argue that the standard's requirements were met with
.reasonable expectation.'
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4.2 The EPA's version of the three-bucket approach (EPA2)

Advantages:

* Low-probability events. Rather than putting a limit on the total-system CCDF at a
low probability level, the three-bucket approaches put release limits on low-probability
events and processes directly. This avoids the necessity of determining the probabilities
as precisely, to some extent, and also avoids having to calculate the tails of the CCDFs
for high-probability events and processes down to the probability level of one part in
1000, as discussed above under 'CCDF tail." Unfortunately, with the m < 10 limit
interpreted as in this report, it is still necessary to know the probabilities of the events
so that the conditional CCDFs for the scenario classes can be compared with m S 10
down to the 10-4 probability level, as in Figures 5, 8, 10, and 13. Furthermore,
the conditional CCDFs must be calculated down to the 104 probability level, so
there is no savings from not having to calculate the tail of the CCDF. Choosing a
relative probability level rather than an absolute probability level (for example, only
examining the scenario-class CCDF down one order of magnitude below the scenario-
class probability) would alleviate these problems but causes additional problems. It was
shown previously that using a relative probability rather than an absolute probability
as the criterion for determining the scenario-class release (1) causes the determination
of compliance to depend on how the system is split into scenario classes, and (2) can
make the approach less stringent than the original EPA standard for high-probability
scenario classes while at the same time making it more stringent than the original
standard for low-probability scenario classes.

* Clarity. Like the original EPA standard, the EPA's version of the three-bucket apn
proach gives specific numbers for release limits and probability cutoffs.

Disadvantages:

* More stringent. The three-bucket approaches place greater restrictions on releases from
low-probability events than does the original EPA standard.. The standard basically
places no restrictions on an event with probability below lo-, but the three-bucket
approaches place limits on releases down to a probability of 10-4.

* Requirement of a particular methodology. The three-bucket approaches apparently
require dividing the system into mutually exclusive scenario classes to determine com-
pliance The total-system-asimulator method proposed for the Yucca Mountain Site
Characterization Project (DOE, 1988) may not be allowed sinC, it treats the system
globally rather than breaking it into parts.

* Sensitivity to choice of scenario classes. Because the m < 10 limit only applies to
scenario classes with probabilities less than 0.1, applicability of the limit depends on
how the system is divided up into scenario classes. This problem could be eliminated
by applying the m < 10limit to all scenario classes with probabilities above the cutoff
probability level. With the restriction of this limit to scenario classes with probabilities
less than 0.1, as the draft of the EPA's three-bucket approach is written, it is necessar-
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to provide guidan&e4atout how the system should' b'divided into scenario classes in
order to avoid ambiguity.

4.3 The NRC staff's three-bucket approach (NRC1)

Advantages: -' -.

* Low-probability events. Much of the discussion of the EPA's three-bucket approach
applies here. The difference is that the NRC staff in NRC (1991)'explicitly suggested
a' echanisrn to make sure that precise probability values are not needed for low-
probability events in their method: they do not use tih actual probability estimate,
but only the bounding estimate of "< 0.01." 'To some extent, this approach amounts
to using a relative probability cutoff rather than'an absolutie probability cutoff, as
discussed above. And the consequence isa 'significant -sensitivity to the choice of
scenario classes (see below).

Disadvantages: -

* Vagueness. The statement of the NRC staff's three-bucket approach is extremely vague,
giving no explicit values for probability cutoffs. Such vagueness makes a regulation
very difficult to work to-like trying to hit a moving target. Furthermore, one would
never guess from the statement of the requirement that one is supposed to follow
the procedure that the -NRC staff go through in their examples (using the bounding
probability estimate of 0.01, etc.). Any, such procedure that is expected should be
clearly stated in the guidance section of the regulation.

'* More stringent. As discussed above, both versions of the' three-bucket approach place
release restrictions down to the 10-4 probability leveI rather than down to the 10-3
level, as in the old EPA standard.

* Requirement of a particular methodology. Same as above.

* Sensitivity to choice of scenario classes. Because of the probability "renormalization".
feature of t e NRC staff's procedure, the-results are sensitive to how the system is
divided into scenario'classes. Such sensitivity would be very undesirable, and to avoid
it some explicit'guidance would have to be given on just how to define the scenario
classes.

- . ,r

5 Conclusions-

The original EPA standard is wonderfully concise. It is simple, logical, and consistent. The
biggest problem with it is that it requires calculation of the system probability distribution
all the'way down to a probability level of one part in 1000. As a result, Monte Carlo
simulations to calculate the probability distribution may require thousands of realizations
to obtain the desirned statistical significance. The three-bucket approach seems like a way
around having to make such large numbers of calculations. However, as has been shown in
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this report. the simple statements of the three-bucket approach given in recent NRC and
EPA draft documents have problems with logic and consistency. To make the three-bucket
approach work, it is necessary to provide far more guidance about how it is to be applied. h

The original concept 'of the three-bucket approach was to evaluate the anticipated, or,
high-probability, part of the system with a CCDF as in the original EPA standard, but with
the CCDF calculated only down to a probability level of one part in 10 rather than one
part in 1000. Then the low-probability part of the system was to be evaluated by simpler
means-deterninistic calculations rather than probabilistic ones, so that it was not necessary
to know the precise probabilities.

This sounds like a reasonable concept, but it is not easy to apply. Some estimate of the
probabilities is necessary in order to avoid disqualifying every site because of extremely un-
likely combinations of events that lead to high releases. The process of assigning probabilities
is not as straightforward as it might seem because any given uprocs, event, or sequence of
processes and events" has a probability of zero-to get nonzero probabilities it is necessary
to look at collections (or, as it is stated in Appendix B of 40 CFR Part 191, categories) of
processes and events. That is why the concept of 'scenario class' was introduced in this
report. A scenario class is a collection of future histories of the system, and so a scenario
class can have a nonzero'probability and the probability cutoffs can be applied to it (see
DOE, 1988). But the problem is that there'is no unique way to define the scenario classes,
and if the system is divided into scenario classes in different ways, the comparison with the
probability cutoffs and the release limits can be different.

An additional difficulty with the three-bucket approach is that, because a scenario class is
not a single event or process but rather a collection of them, there is no single answer for its
release. Several methods- are possible for assigning a single release value to a scenario class.
including using the mean of the release distribution, using some percentile of the distribution;
(e.g., using release at the 90th' percentile of the distribution), and using the release at soLrn -:
fixed probability value. Using release at a fixed probability value is consistent, but eliminates
the simplicity of the three-bucket approach and makes it as difficult, or even more difficult, to
work with as the original EPA standard because CCDFs have to be calculated down to some
low probability level for every scenario class. With any of the other methods, compliance
or noncompliance with the threebucket-approach release limit (normalized release less than
or equal to 10 for each scenario class) depends on how the system is split up into scenario
classes. This phenomenon is referred to in this report as sensitivity to the choice of scenario
Classes.

The considerations just presented lead to the conclusion that a simple, concise statement
of the three-bucket approach is probably not possible. Additional guidance is needed to
remove the ambiguities in order to make the three-bucket approach usable

6 Addendum
After this report was written, the EPA and the NRC staff both came out with suggested
revisions to the wording of the three-bucket approach. The revised versions will be discussed
in this section. The revisions make no material difference in the conclusions stated above,
though there are some minor changes in the advantages and disadvantages.
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6.1 Revised NIt: three-bucket approa&
In NRC (1992), the NRC Staff suggest the following new wording for the three-bucket ap-
proach:

191.01 Definitions

'Scenario' means a hypothetical future set of repository environmental conditions
including any sequence of potentially disruptive processes and events that is sufficiently
credible to warrant consideration.

191.12a Consequence limit

Disposal systems for radioactive waste shall be designed to provide a reasonable
expectation that, for 10,000 years after disposal, the release of radionuclides caused by
any scenario will not exceed ten times the quantity calculated according to Table 1
(Appendix A).-

191.12b Containment requirement

Disposal systems for radioactive waste shall be designed to provide a reasonable
expectation that, for 10,000 years after disposal, there will be at least a 90 percent
likelihood that the cumulative release of radionuclides to the accessible environment
will not exceed the quantity calculated according to Table I (Appendix A).

The first part (191.12a) is essentially the same as the corresponding part of the previous
NRC-staff statement of the three-bucket approach, though different words are used. For any
"sufficiently credible" scenario class, the normalized release should be -less than or equal to
10: m < 10. Note that the NRC staff is using the word 'scenario" to mean essentially the
same thing as this report's term "scenario class.' However, they have the idea of credibility
built into their definition of scenario, so presumably a very-low-probability scenario class is
not a scenario, in their terminology, but remains nameless.

The second part (191.12b) is worded quite differently from its original wording. If we put
it in terms of a restriction on ^aCCDF to make comparison with previous methods clearer,
we have G(1) < 0.1. As before, the NRC stc5-'- version of the statement as slightly different
from the EPA statements in having a S rather than a <. The statement also is different from
the previous NRC-staff statement in not mentioning 'anticipated" processes and events, so
the restriction has been stated here in terms of the total-system CCDF, G, rather than the
CCDF including only anticipated processes and events, G..

6.2 Revised EPA three-bucket approach

The following revised statement of the EPA's three-bucket approach is taken from EPA
(1992b):

(1) Disposal systems for radioactive waste shall be' designed to provide a reason-
able expectation, based upon performance assessments, that 'the cumulative releases
of radionuclides to the accessible environment for 10,000 years after disposal from all
significant.processes and events (including both natural and human-initiated processes
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and events) that may affect the disposal system shall have a likelihood of less than one
chance in 10 of exceeding the quantities calculated according to Table 1 (Appendix A).

(2) Disposal systems for radioactive waste shall be designed to provide a reasonable
expectation that the release of radionuclides to the accessible environment for 10,000 '
years after disposal resulting from any one of the set of mutually exclusive scenarios
that Way affect the disposal system and is sufficiently credible to Warrant consideration
shall not exceed ten times the quantities calculated according to Table 1 (Appendix A).

The following paragraph has been added to the guidance section (now Appendix C rather
than Appendix B):

Evaluation of compliance with 1§191.12(b)(1) and (d)(1) need not consider cate-
gories of processes or events that are estimated to have less than one chance in 100 of
occurring over 10,000 years. Sections 191.12(b)(2) and (d)(2) require the implement-
ing agency to evaluate mutually exclusive scenarios which are sufficiently credible to
warrant consideration. Such evaluations will be warranted at a likelihood greater than
one chance in 1,000 over 10,000 years if the potential for release is dominated by a
single release scenario. Consideration will be warranted at a likelihood greater than
one chance in 10,000 over 10,000 years if there is the potential for releases from more
than one scenario at probabilities near this value.

It can be seen that these statements continue the EPA's policy of stating probabilities
explicitly rather than using only vague qualitative terms. However, in most other respects
this statement of the three-bucket approach is closer to the NRC staffs original statement.
The CCDF that is required in part (1) is to include only scenario classes with probabilities
greater than 0.01, as was the case of the original NRC-staff threlebucket approach. The limit
placed on the CCDF.can be stated as G.(1) < 0.1.

In part (2), the EPA took out the restriction of the m < 10 release limit to scenario classes
with probabilities less than 0.1 that was in their previous three-bucket-approach statement.
In addition, rather than restricting the releases of all scenario classes with probabilities
greater than 10-4, the lower probability limit now depends on whether there is one or more
than one scenario class at the 10-4 to 10-3 probability level.

6.3 Analysis

* The most important lchange in the new three-bucket approaches may be that both
versions now explicitly refer to 'scenazios.' The concept of mutually exclusive scenarios, or
scenario classes in this paper's terminology, was present implicitly in the previous versions
of the three-bucket approach, but with these new versions the concept is elevated to a higher
status.
* In their statement of the m 5 10 limit, the NRC staff still refer to release without
specifying that it is cumulative release to the accessible environment. The EPA included 'to
the accessible environment' to their statement, but not "cumulative." The whole phrase
should be included to avoid confusion.
* Though the EPA seems to have realized that their old three-bucket approach placed
release limits on processes and events at lower probabilities than the original EPA standard,
the new wording is not really any better. Under the new wording, the m 5 10 limit wou'
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not apply to a single scenario class with a probability of ,.4 x 10' (such as the volcanism
scenario class V in the examples in Sections 2 and 3 of this report), but if there were two such
scenario classes the limit would apply. It would take five such scenario classes t- teach the
probability of 10-3 where the CCDF is restricted in the original standard (at low probability(
the probabilities are approximately additive). It is unclear whether the NRC staff's three-
bucket approach is stricter than the 1985 containment requirements, just as it was unclear
with their previous wording. If the procedure from NRC (1991) is followed, limits are placed
on processes and events down to a probability of 10' because event probabilities between
10-2 and 10-' are called "< 0.01" and treated as though they have a probability of 0.01.
* The EPA's new wording places the m < 10 limit on all scenario classes with probabilities
greater than a probability cutoff rather than excepting probability classes with probabilities
greater than 0.1. This change eliminates one source of sensitivity to the choice of scenario
classes, but making the lower probability cutoff depend on the number of scenario classes
introduces a new source of sensitivity to the choice of scenario classes-whether there is one
low-probability scenario class or several just depends on how the system is split into scenario
classes and not on any intrinsic property of the system.
* It was not mentioned before in this report, but the procedure of using only the scenario
classes with probabilities greater than 0.01 to construct the CCDF that is to be compared
to a probability limit at m = 1 could potentially lead to problems with sensitivity to the
choice of scenario classes. This possibility seems like a minor problem because it would
require the system to be divided into a large number of low-probability (below 0.01) scenario
classes before there would be a significant problem. Nonetheless, it is preferable to avoid
this possibility by simply specifying that all significant processes and events be used in
constructing the CCDF.
* The problem of how to define a single release for a scenario class that has a distribution
of releases is not addressed by either of the new wordings of the three-bucket approach.
The problem of how the system is to be divided into scenario classes is also not addressed.
Because there is no unique way to define the scenario classes or the release from a scenario
class, compliance or noncompliance of a given system will be ambiguous unless the standard
includes guidance for the division into scenario classes and for the assignment of a single
release value to each scenario class.
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Excerpt from SAND92-0556 (To be published)
EXPANDED PROPOSED EXTENSIONS OF STANDARDS FOR HIGH-LEVEL

AND TRANSURANIC RADIOACTIVE WASTE DISPOSAL
Robert D. Klett and Marilyn M. Gruebel

Task 3
M-LTIHODE RELEASE LIMITS

Justification for Developing Alternative ReleaseLimits

Bases for the Release Limits

- The EPA standards for radioactive waste disposal are unique in several
ways [11, and this uniqueness must be taken into account when changes or
extensions are considered. 40 CFR 191 121 is different in philosophy, method
of regulation, and level of protection than the recommendations made by the
International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) [31, high-level
waste (HLI) standards being considered by other countries (11. and standards
for environmental carcinogens promulgated by the EPA and other U.S.
regulatory agencies [4,5) The subject of this chapter Is the generic
derived release limits (Table 1 in Subpart B of Reference 2), briefly
described below.

A slngle derived standard that limits time integrated radionuclide
releases from repository boundaries applies to all HLW, SF, and TRU
repositories and all release modes. The variability in lithosphere and
biosphere surrounding the repositories, the site locations, and repository
designs were not considered in the derivation. The dependence of the
detriment on the release mode was also not considered. Because there is a
large difference in dose attenuation by each disposal system and for each
pathway. the single reliaselimit forces the level of protection to be
different for every site and-every mode of release for each site. The
derivation of the release limits omitted one of the most important components
in the disposal system, omitted the three most likely release modes for the
Yucca Mountain Project (KP) and the Uaste Isolation Pilot Plant (VIPP), and
was based on two release modes that are highly itprobable for these
repositories.

Differences of opinion exist on this and other features of 40 CmR 191.
Review panels 161. advisory boards t7,81, and individual investigators have
recommended numerouis modifications to all versions of the EPA radioactive
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waste standards (2.9,10]. Host of the reviewers recommended substantial
changes in regulation philosophy. format, and stringency, but there was not
complete agreement on what to change or how to change it. Minor changes have
been made that involve models and data, but there have been no changes to the
promulgated standards or to any of the many drafts that involve the
philosophy, methodology, or format of the standards. Although major changes
of the type recommended probably would produce the most appropriate
standards, they may not be practical at this stage of standards development
and could result In challenges. unacceptable delays, and loss of public
confidence. The second obstacle to change is obtaining agreement on all
aspects of the standards. There is no single solution that is best for all
situations and meets everyones values. Uhichever approach is selected, the
development of the standards should be consistent and logical.

This chapter, which is based on one of the features of 40 CFR 191
discussed in Reference 11. suggests two extensions of the existing release
limit standard without changing the form or the way lt is developed. The
suggested modifications pertain to development and application of the
standards, rather than to the level of regulation.

The designs of radioactive waste repositories, performance assessments
to evaluate them, and licensing are all driven by radiological criteria as
much or more than they are by scientific and engineering principles.
Therefore, accuracy and appropriateness of the regulations are essential.
Apparent stringency of a standard alone does not assure safety if the
standards are inaccurate or inappropriate for the application. Inappropriate
standards can greatly Increase the cost of a repository while offering
inadequate protection to the populace.

The first stop in the critique of the release limits is a reviev of
development procedures, functions, and characteristics of derived standards.
The development and resulting release UJlits in 40 CFR 191 are then reviewed
and analyzed. Differences between the requiraents and the standards and
their possible causes are discussed. Problem that may be caused by the
present standards are also covered. Suggestions are then made for modifying
or extending the present standards but no specific recoinendatLons are made.
Methods of anayses are sugges ted for the proposed extensions.

rivation of the t

The background documents 112,13.14. 151 for 40 cO 191 were reviewed to
trace the development of the 104 year, time integrated release limits that
apply to any surface of the repository controlled volume. The generic models
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used by the EPA (13,14] considered four general modes of radionuclide
releases to the environment: direct releases to a river, to an ocean, to a
land surface,' and'from a volcanic or meteorite interaction with a waste
repository. The purpose of the EPA analyses was to compute the number of
premature cancer deaths per curie of each radionuclide released to the
biosphere via the various release modes. the geologic foruations and
resulting dose attenuadton between the repository and the release points were
not included in any of the computations. It was assused-that all
radionuclides leaving any surface of any repository boundary instantaneously
enter the river, ocean. -etc. This is an extremely conservative
simplif c'ati6n because a large part of the risk attenuation takes place
outside the repository. -'.

All consequences-vere assumed to be independent of release rates and
times' of release' 'The models were based on world average values and
contained many predictive assumptions. Except tor the-world population,
which was assumed to bea constant j10°, the'values ofall parameters were
the curge world average.. The following Is a list of some parameters-used
in the analyses with values that are very likely to change over time or are
not presently well deflned.

*Iorld'population '
'Total flow rates of all rivers

- The amount of river vater drunk by humans
- Fresh water fish consumption
- Fraction of river water used for irrigation
- Land area irrigated
- Consumption of irrigated crops, milk, and meat

Number of people fed per unit area of irrigated land
tSlt vater fish and ihellfish consumptlon

- ResuspensLon factors''
Household shielding and oecupancy factor
Uptake factors

-Ithole body effective dose Iqulvalents
- Health effect conversion factors

The river release mode bosphere model included lngestion of drinking
water, freshwater fish food crop, milk, and beef; LnhalatLon of resuspended
material; and external exposure to ground contamination and air submersions.
No other pathways and no sorption or sedimentation in the riversovere
Included in the river model.' Th derivation only accounted for the'
approximately 60% of water use that comes from surface water. Contaminated
wall water was omitted. Considering the uncertainties in the data, the model
simplifications *and the variability with site location, 'the model for the
river release node could be either conservative or Pon-conservative.
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The same source term was used for both the river and ocean models. That
is, all nuclides leaving the controlled volume of the repository were assumed
to enter both the river and the ocean instantaneously. There are several
serious problems vith the ocean model. The model represents all ocean waters
with only two layered compartments (elements). It assumes that all releases
instantaneously mix in the top compartment. The model contains no ocean
circulation and only vertical nuclide transport is allowed between the two
compartments. The coastal shelves where rivers enter the ocean and aquatic
food is concentrated, are not represented in the modal. The Subseabed
Disposal Project 116,171 showed that radioactive vaste released to a shelf
region would result in 104 year population doses that are about 100 times
higher than those predicted by a model without shelf compartments. There are
much better ocean models available than the one uked in the EPA analysis
t17,181. Ingestion of fish and shellfish was the only pathway to humans that
was considered in the EPA model. References 16 and 17 showed that these are
not the only significant pathwaya when radionuclLdes enter the shelf as they
would from a river. Harvest limits of the ocean fisheries would affect

maximum population dose rates but were not included in the analyses.

Dose rates are proportional to release rates only when the radionuclides
have a short residence time, such as in rivers or on ocean shelves 161. In
ocean waters beyond the shelves. dose rates are proportional to the
accumulated inventory in the oceans (the tise integrated release rate minus
decay, scavenging, and removal) or concentration. The peak accumulation
occurs long after the time of peak release rates. Therefore, doses from the
deep ocean are very sensitive to when the radionuclides enter the ocean. The
only reliable derived metric to represent doses from deep oceans was found to
be the accumulated inventory, not the time integrated release. The present
EPA model assumes exponentially decreasing release rates to the oceans,
whereas any releases to the ocean during the period of regulation would start
late and gradually Increase. Considering all the omissions, simplifications,
and predictive assumptions, the ocean model is probably non-conservative.

The land surface biosphere model represents vaste brought to the surface
by Inadvertent human Intrusion. These releases vere assumed to be small and
of short duration. Pathways to humans include food crop, milk, and beef
Ingestion, Inhalation of resuspended material,. and external exposur from
ground and air contamination. This is a realistic model because
Instantaneous rolease is appropriate, fewer assumptions are required, and it
Is less dependent on predicted data values.

Carbon.14 was treated as a separate case and a single risk factor was
used for all release modes. It was assumed that all C.14 is released as
carbon dioxide. Although Reference 14 describes the release mode used in the ,

4



~_ ~, ,. -.

derivation as global atmospheric, the EPA stated they did not consider the
possibility of pure gaseous release of C-14 when developing the standards
(193.

The risk factors (cancers per curie) for each release mode apply
uniformly to all repositories and all release modes. If release limits based
on each of these risk factors had been applied at the points of release, PA
could have selected the appropriate release mode for each pathway and
included the entire lithoipheric pathway in the analyses. However, the
derivati'n vas carried one step further, which caused non-uniform levels of
protection, several inconsistencies, and the omission of an important
component of the disposal system.

In the derivation of the release limits the EPA chose to base the values
on only surface water releases, which is the combination of the river and
ocean release modes. Risk factors for the other modes that had been computed

(131 were not used. The release limits were derived by dividing the number
of acceptable premature deaths from 103 ETHN of waste for 104 years (10) by
the risk factors (deaths per curie) for each radionuclide. The limits are
applied to releases from all surfaces of the CV rather than to the locations
for which they were computed. They are also used for all repository
locations, all applicatiLons, and all pathways.

The variabilities and uncertainties found in risk assessments also apply
to derived standards. The single valued release limits in Table 1 of 40 CFR
191 are actually distributions that span from five to over nine orders of
magnitude, depending on the radionuclide 112,14,20,211. The Envirosphere
Company performed a combined variability and uncertainty analysis on the
river release model that was used to derive the release limits [20.21;.
Probability distributions were assigned to 12 of the input parameters and
stochastic analyses were conducted for each radionuclide. Uncertainties in
process assumptions and varying expert opinion on probability distributions
were not included in this study. Figure 1 is a typical predicted probability
distribution of population risk per curie released to the generic river.
Also shown is the risk factor that corresponds to the EPA release limit.
Most release limit equivalents for the 13 radionuclides that were analyzed
are above the medians of the risk factor distributions. In the Envirosphere
analys s, 90 percent confidence intervals for release limits span an averagp
of about four orders of magintude. This illustrates that the use of derived
standards does not reduce the total uncertainty in risk assessments.
Referncne 20 concluded that identifying specific repositories would
considerably reduce many key uncertainties, -which is another reason for not
using a single generic release table.
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Figure 1. Probability distrlbution of the population risks per curio of AQ-
243 relcased to a generic river.#

The dorived release limits in Tablo-lI of Reference 2 specify teh amount

of cach radionuclidb that can bo released from the controlled volume (CV)

during the regulation poriod, If that is the only radionuclide in the

inv entory. For teh actual Y ste isventorles a summed normalized release (R)

is us*d The ratios of total release of *eah r dionuclide (Q), to the
release Ii0lt for that nuclid (RLI) ummed over all r dionuclides, must be
less thin ons (Equatdion 1).

W&/Ih + Qb/Lb> + .. + 0QSRl c 1.(1

There are several inconsstsezcics god discrepancles between the

derivrationl and application of the 40 CFR 191 r loasc limits', and the
reasoning for some decisions Ls obscuro. Mlost of the assumptions and
limitations of the risk factor computations vers clearly stated n Reference
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14, but the results were not used accordinrly The following are the major
features of the present release limits and their derivation that do not meet
the requirements for derived standards, or are internally inconsistent.

1. One of the most important parts of the disposal system was left
out of the release limit derivation. The assumption that all
radionuclides, except C-14, that exit through any surface of the
controlled volume of any repository, instantaneously enter both
a generic river and the ocean is not realistic. This assumption
ignores all forms of risk attenuation outside the repository
boundary.

2. The release limits were not applied to the same circumstance for
which they were derived. The generic model used in the
derivation cannot represent specific disposal systems. The two
systems currently being considered, the UIPP and MHP, have very
dissimilar lithologies, hydrologies, inventories, distances to
release points, pathways to humans, and system attenuation
factors. The only release modes considered in the release limit
derivation were rivers and oceans. It is unlikely that any
waste from either repository would reach any surface water in
104 years. The only plausible non-gaseous release modes are
withdrawal wells, which were not included in the derivation, and
release to the land surface, which was computed but not used.
It is unclear which release mode and which assumptions were used
in the C-14 release limit derivation. The inappropriateness of
the release modes used in the generic release limit derivation
is illustrited in Figure 2.

3. Reference 22 requires that the regulatory process must *consist
of establishLng generally applicable gronvirnenxa standards for
the protection of the general evironment. The EPA interprets
this to mean that requirements may not be site-specific 1231.
Environmental standards are level I criteria, which means that
the fundamental criterion for HIL/SF of no more than 10
premature deaths from 103 WMM of waste in 104 years. cannot be
site-specfic. Presently a single derive standard, that only
limits radionuclide releases from repository boundaries applies
to all repositories. Since there is a large difference in the
dose attenuation of each repository system and each mode of
release, the single generic release limit forces the fundamental
criterion (population safety) to be different for every site and
for every mode of release at each site.

4. The degree of conservatism in the derivation is unknown. Some
siuplifications, predictions, and assumptions were conservative
and some non-conservative. Even when the assumptions and
omissions are definitely conservative, the level of conservatism
is far from uniform for all repositcries and all release modes.
The standard is probably unrealistically conservative for all
applications, but the confidence level of this conclusion is
low.
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Figure 2. Possible release modes from radioactive waste repositories.

It may be that the release limits in 40 CFR 191 were promulgated before
there was suficient Information available on repository designs, vaste
forms, site locations, and site properties. Doming 1241 stated that the
quality of a process suffers vhen standards and regulations are set before
they have operational meaning. A workshop on radiological protection
standards for the Subseabed Project 1251 recomended that procedures for
implementing dose standards should not be specified until the feasbSility
phase of the project is complete and that derived and prescriptive standards
should not be sot until a site is selected and the basic repository design is
defined. Fundaaental safety criteria should remain fixed but derived
standards should reflect the characteristics of the waste disposal system.
If derived standards are set before this ca be accomplished, provisions
should'be made to update thea if there are significant changes In repository
configurations , data, or process definitions, or If new information shows
that they are inappropriate for a specific application.
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Alternatives to the Present Release Limits

Fundamental and dose standards are the only criteria levels that
accurately limit risk for all repositories and all pathways (11,261. Derived
standards are requirements placed on the performance of components or
processes in the disposal system, or on the flux or concentration of
radionuclides at locations along pathways from the waste site to humans.
Because derived standards require modeling of specific pathways and
processes, using specific data, the ICRP cautions that they must only be used
for the circumstances for which they were derived [271. Therefore, g neric
derived standards that apply to all repositories'and all pathways, such as
the present release limits in 40 CFR 191, are inherently inaccurate and the
more generic they are, the more Inaccurate they are. All assumptions and
simplifications in generic derivations must be conservative to assure
adequate protection for all applications.' The compounding of conservatism
resulting from generic derivations can lead to excessive repository costs or
exclude some repositories that have acceptable risk levels. In all cases the
degree of conservatism is unknown and Is not uniform for all applications.
In addition, generic derived standards applied close to the repository force
the fundamental criterion to change for each repository and each pathway.
The generic derived release limits in 40 CFR 191 are briefly described below.

The present release limit table In 40 CFR 191 [2) is an example of a
single generic derived standard. Only one release limit table is used for
all release modes, and it is based on simultaneous release to all the world's
rivers and oceans. Cumulative releases are evaluated at the boundary of the
repository instead of at actual locations of release (Figure 3). Because the
limits are based on releases to surface Q-uers and the only release modes
expected for the UJIPP and the YTP are gaseous, land surface, and withdrawal
wells, this single generic derived standard Ls not being applied to the
circumstances for which it was derived. This distinction is illustrated in
Figure 2. By applying the stndard n at the repository boundary instead of at
the actual release locations, one of the most important components of the
disposal system, risk attenuation between the boundary and the release
locations. is left out of the risk assessment. Examples of the magnitude of
geologic risk attenuation outside the repository boundary are given later in
this chapter. In addLtion, the risk limit derivation was based on world-
average parameters, which could cause inaccurate -risk evaluations unless
corrections for local conditions are made during performance assessments.
These difficulties are to be expected with a single generic derived standard.
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Figure 3. Schematic of a radioactive waste disposal system shoving
possible release modes and risk attenuation factors outside the
repository.

At least four approaches can be taken to obtain more realistic risk
assessments and regulation of HLI and TRU repositories than with the present
release limits. The two approaches discussed in this chapter would retain
the derived release liait format. The other two, which are not described
here, would use the higher lovel, more precLse dose limits as either the
primary criterion or an option to release limits.

Sft&.aid-Pathvav-SRseifIe Release Limits

One alternate approach that uses release limits is an extension of the
present derivations. More ia known about ralease modes and pathways .than
when the present release limits were computed, and better data and models are
available. Tvo very different candidate sites have been selected, and siteo
specific definitions of the disposal systems between the repository and the
release points can now be made. Although site-specific parameters probably

10



will change more with time than world-average parameters, site-specific
analyses do not have the initial bias that world-average analyses do Ylore
complete and appropriate release limits applied at the surfaces of the CV
could be computed-for each site using the same basic methodology that the EPA
used in the original derivation.

The first step for each site would be to define the possible pathways
and release modes. The generic illustration in FLgure 2 applies to-both
sites. For the YMP, C14 gas could escape through the unsaturated tuff.
'Other radionuclides could be brought to the land surface by human intrusion
or abnormal natural events. Unsaturated flow could eventually transport
radionuclides to the underlying aquifer, which would carry them off site.
The most likely release mode for this pathway would be withdrawal wells. For
the WIPP, human intrusion could bring radionuclides to the land surface, and
drilling into the repository could enhance transport to the overlying
aquifer. Diffusion and advection would eventually transport radionuclides to
the aquifer, where' they would be carried off site. The most likely release
mode from the aquifer would be withdrawal wells. It is very unlikely that
either repository would release any radionuclides to surface water in 104'
years. Gaseous,' land surface, and withdrawal wells are the only probable
release'modes for these two sites, but the river and ocean modes should be
included-unless they can be conclusively shown to be insignificant. ' Kethods
of updating the risk factors, computing the attenuation in the formations
outside the CV, and allocating releases for each mode are suggested 'in
Reference;ll.

Release tables would be computed using the EPA method described-in
Reference 12. The maximum number of fatalities allowed by the fundamental
criterion would be divided by the fatal cancers per curie for each site and
each significantly different pathway. Upward movement of gas, radionuclide
movement to the land surface caused by human intrusion, and radionuclide
transport through an aquifer and subsequent withdrawal by a well would be the
only pathways for release from the controlled volume, resulting'in a maximum
of three release'tables for each repository. The summed normalized release
limit would include the release fractions for each nuclide for'each release
pathway (up to three release fractions for each nuclide).

Qfa/RlG,a + QGb/RL,b + . . * + QLa/RLLa + QLb/RLL,b +

. + Qt,a/RLAa+ QAbfb/MA,b+ . * + Qn/RLA,n < L (2)

Q is the computed 104 year release of a radionuclide from the controlled
volume and RL is the release limit for that nuclide. The subscripts G, L,
and A refer to the gas, land surface, and aquifer pathways, respectively, and

11
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the subscripts a, b, . n refer to the individual radionuclides listed in (

the tables.

This approach would use the appropriate release mode for each pathway
and include all pathways and all components for the repositories covered in
the derivation. It also would assure uniform safety requirements. The

negative aspects of this approach are that the requirements would be site
specific, would not cover future repositories, and would require additional
site characterization and considerable time and effort to develop.

DescriRtion of Multimode Generic Release Limits

The other alternate approach that uses generic release limits would set
releahe 1lrns nM Sh1 Raints Qf rla se U Xha blns hersa fZ= uAzh release
2Ads which is just one step in the derivation prior to where they are

presently set. The following sections describeomultimods release limits,
methods used in developing the five-column table of release limits as well as
methods for combining releases from all modes into a single summed normalized
release limit, corrections for repository locations and geologic risk
attenuation, and suggestions for performance assessments. These Multimode
release limits would still be generic derived standards and consequently
would contain some generalizations that may not apply to specific
repositories, but the generalizations would be limited to the processes
between the release points and humans. Multimode standards would apply
uniformly to all repositories and all pathways. All major components in the
disposal system would be included in risk assessments.

EPA generic analyses from the release points to humans would ensure
uniform modeling of the biosphere for all applications (dashed lines in
Figure 4). A five-column release table would be required to cover all
possible release modes for generic repositories.. As previously described,
only three of the modes-gaseous, land surface, and withdrawal wells-are
probable for the YMP and the UIPP. PA would be able to select the
appropriate release mode for each pathway and include all disposal system
components in the assessment. This is similar to the present approach, and
most of the derivations of risk factors have already been completed [12,14J.
The only difference Is that the final step In the present derivation is
eliminated. Release limits would still be computed by dividing the
fundamental criterion by the risk factor for each radionuclide. Besides
eliminating inconsistencies and omissions, this approach would not be site
specific and would allow the fundamental stAndard to remain constant for all
repositories and all pathways.

12
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Table 1. Fresh Water Sources in 1985 (Reference 281 )

Percentage
Region Groundwater Surface Water

Rio Grando Region 28 72
Great Basin 19 81
United States 36 64

The EPA used world-average parameters to compute risk factors included
in the present standards (141. This approach is compatible with fundamental
criteria for collective risk and can be used with multimodo derivations. The

pathways to humans include ingestion of drinking water, freshwater fish, food
crops, milk, and beef; inhalation of resuspended material; and external
exposure to ground contamination and air submersion. In order to be
consistent with previous EPA usage, river* includes all sources of fresh
surface water.

Adjustments of Generic Release Limits

Generic or world average parameter values are used to compute sultimode
release limits, just as they were in the derivation of the present standards.
Therefore they may not represent the actual radionuclide pathways or risk of
specific repository locations. There are many site adjustment factors (SAFs)

that could be applied to release limits for specific repositories to

compensate for these generalizations. .lternatively, generic SAFs could be
defined in the standards that would apply to all sites or the selection of

site specific adjustment factors could be left to the implementing agency for
each repository. Generic SAFs have the advantage of consistent use for all
repositories, and an equitable selection of SAWs that increase and decrease
the release limits would be predefined. The disadvantages of generic
adjustment factors are they may overcorrect or undercorrect at any given
site. The advantage of developing SAFs for each repository is local
conditions such as repository location relative to rivers, oceans,
agriculture, and populations ii Shb SI Qf *gassessment can be defined more
precisely. The disadvantage is the potential for nonuniformity in the
selection of SAFs and demands for an unreasonable number of SAPs.

Either option should produce more accurate predictions of actual risk
than generic analyses with no site adjustuents. The magnitude of the net
adjustment would depend on site characteristics and may be insignificant for
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some repositories. Generic SAFs for two of the most obvious cases are
suggested for the river and well release modes in their respective sections.
The alternative to SAFs for repositories that can not be adequately assessed
with generic release limits is the use of collective dose limits, which do
not require adjustments, but require additional site characterization and PA.

River Release Mode

There are several generalizations and assumptions that are common to
both the EPA derivation of river release limits (141 and the derivation of
well release limits presented in this report. They are:

1. The ratio of local consumption of water and food to local water flow
rates equals the ratio of world consumption to world water flow
-rates.

2. The ratio of local population at risk to local contaminated water
flow rates equals the ratio of world population to world water flow
rates.

All risk factor pathway equations for river and well release modes are of the
form:

QI
De - _ /(inditvidual use rates and conversion factors) (3)

where

Di - dose rate to individuals (rem/person-yr)

- release rate of radionuclide to the environment (Cl/yr)

F - river'or groundvater flow rate (km3 /yr)

Multiplying by population (P) and -integrating over time produces the
final 'form of the risk factor equations:

Dp P - -,
_ (individul use rates and conversion factors) (4)
Q F

where

Dp - population dose (rem)

Q - total release of radionuclide to the enkironment (CL).
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Except for the fish-consumption pathway, which applies to only the river
mode, all biosphere pathway equations are the same for the river and well
release modes. The only difference in the risk factor is caused by the
radionuclide concentration in the water (Q'/F). With the assumptions used in
Reference 14, the concentration is a linear function of total world
volumetric flow rates. The total volumotric flow rates for both modes are
computed by dividing the volumes of each part of the hydrosphere by their
exchange activities. This information is available in a UNESCO report for
all the major hydrosphere divisions (301 and is summarized in Table 2.

Table 2. World Hydrosphere Activities [Reference 301

Part of Volume Exchange Volumetric
Hydrosphere (km3) Activity (yrs) Flow (km3/yr)

Rivers 1.2 x 103  .032 3.8 x 104
Lakes 2.3 x 105 10. 2.3 x 104
Active Groundwater 4.0 x 106 330. 1.2 x 104
Total Groundwater 6.0 x 107 5000. 1.2 x 104
World Oceans 1.4 x 109 3000. 4.6 x 105

Therefore, the risk factors for each biosphere pathway for the well mode
will be the river mode values times the river flow divided by the ground
water flow in Table 2. Except for fresh water fish consumption, which would
be totally in the river mods, the risk factors for the river pathway would be
weighted by the water source fractions in Table 1. The world-average
radionuclide concentration in river waters was = independent variable in the
risk factor equations for all pathways 114). It was evaluated by dividing
the reference release of each nuclide (1 curio) by the total volumetric flow
rate of all rivers (3 x 104 km3 /yr). This flow rate is a good average of the
lake and river divisions, which comprise surface water sources. Except for
updating the release limits for the river mode vlth more recent data and
removing ocean releases, which would be a separate release mode, this
derivation is complete.

The derivation of the risk factors for the river release mode, using
world-average parameters, assumes that the entire drainage systea of all
rivers is contaminated with the released radlonuclideo regardless of the
repository location [12). Figure 5 shows that, in reality, only the
downstream section of the tributary that is fed by groundwater passing the
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Figure 5. Generic river basin for the river release mode.

repository Is contaminated. The ratio of the actual available contaminated

water to the total available water in the drainage system can be approximated

by dividing the sum of the products of contaminated tributary lengths and

flow rates by equivalent sums of all tributaries:

- - n
Z (C(L) *FC(L))

SAFR- (5)

- n n
'C (Lci) *FC(i)) + Z (Xa(j) *FU(j))

-L-1 J-1
i-I- . .

SAPF is the site adjustment factor used to correct the risk factors for the

river release mode, L is the length of the river segments, and F is the

volumetric flow rate of that segment. The subscripts C and U refer to

contaminated and uncontaminated segments, respectively. If the correction is
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applied directly to the release limits rather than to the risk factors, the
reciprocal of the SAFR is used. This definition of water availability would
be compatible with the present derivation.

Attenuation factors (AFs) for nuclide transport in aquifers depend on
flow rates, diffusion, dispersion, retardation, decay rates of the nuclides,
the duration of regulation, and the performance of all preceding repository

components 1291. Some examples of geologic risk attenuation between a

repository and a river are given later in this section. The AFs for the
river release mode would be an extension of the present assessments inside
the controlled volume.

- Well Release Mode

Pathways for the well release mode would be the same as those for the
river mode except for fish consumption. The radionuclide concentrations in
groundwater used to compute risk factors for the well mode must be based on
world averages, the same as the river mode, if the standards are to be

consistent.

The present derivation of the river risk factors used a volumetric flow

rate of 3 x 104 km3/yr. The flow rates for groundwater are a factor of 2.5

lower, which means the radionuclide concentrations in groundwater are a
factor of 2.5 higher. Because the risk factors in the EPA derivations 1141

are linear functions of concentration, the risk factors for the two modes
would scale with concentration. The ratio of release limits for the well

release mode to those for the river aode would range from 0.400 for Zr-93 to

0.803 for Cs-137. This variation is caused by fish consumption in the river

mode.

The development of the well release limits Is parallel to that of the
current river release limits. Both are based on world populations and flow
rates. Neither depend on the actual size of the aquifer or river basin or
the water velocities because of the linear hypotheses and the use of
collective population doses in the criteria. In base case performance
assessments, the rivers are assumed to be at their present location and the
groundwater plume is computed based on present hydrology. Withdrawal wells
can distort the contaminated plume by draving uncontaminated waters into the
plume as illustrated by Well 1 in Figure 6 or by enlarging the plume (Well
2). Over the 10.000 year regulation period, these effects should tend to
cancel.
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This derivation of the limits for the well release mode using world r
average parameters assumes all groundwater from the recharge area to the
locations whore it enters surface waters is contaminated. This is similar to
the river derivation problem. Figure 7 shows that, in reality, wells up-
gradient of the repository do not produce contaminated water. In addition.
during the 10,000-year regulation period, the contaminated plume may not
reach the discharge location, and some uncontaminated water also would be
withdrawn down-gradient from the repository. The ratio of contaminated to
total available water can be approximated by dating the water at the
repository (Al), at the point that the radionuclides are expected to reach in
10,000 years (A2), and at the location whore groundwater is discharged to a
river (A3). as shown in Figure 7. The site adjustment factor (SAFN) can then
be approximated by dividing the difference in the ages of the water at the
farthest point of projected radionuclide migration in 10.000 years (A2) and
at the repository (Al) by the age of the water at the point of discharge to
the river (A3):

A2 - Al
SAFN - (6)

A3

However, if the contaminated plume is projected to reach a river within
10,000 years, the SAFW can be approximated by the following formula:

A3 - Al
SAFW - - (7)

. A3

The risk factors could be corrected by these ratios. If the correction is
applied directly to the release limits rather than to the risk factors, the
reciprocal of the SAFW is used.

Computations of attenuation factors would be similar to those for the
river release nods. Over a 10,000-year period, withdrawal wells could be
located anywhere in the contaminated plume. Therefore, assuming uniform
withdrawal in the plume for the entire time is reasonable. This is in
contrast to the single fixed distance for the river release mode.

- Ocean Release Mode

Ocean risk factors in References 12 and 14 were compared with those
computed with the MARINRAD (311 computer program and deep ocean and shelf
models for the Subseabed Disposal Project [17,181. The comparison showed
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that the ocean risk factors used to derive the present release limits were up
to a factor of 100 too low (11j. This difference was confirmed by a
preliminary study of ocean risk factors that are defined in a letter from
R.D. Klett (SNL) to D. Ensminger (TASC) concerning the 'Ocean model
forRelease Limit Derivation,' dated October 22; 1991. The preliminary study
was conducted by TASC and explained in a letter from S. Oston (TASC) to R.
Williams (EPRI) about *Ocean Pathway Hodeling," dated December 10, 1991. A
thorough study of the ocean mode should be conducted with a program such as
MARINRAD and more detailed coupled shelf and deep ocean models.

No correction factors for repository location are required for the ocean
mode. With the conservative assumptions of no risk attenuation in the rivers
and the return of. all irrigation water to the rivers, the same geologic A~s
could be used for the river-and ocean release modes for each repository.

Land Release Hode'

Changing the method of computing risk factors for the land mode is not
necessary, but the risk factors could be updated using the latest data. No
corrections for repository location and no computations of risk attenuation
are required for the land release mode.

- Atmospheric Release Mode

The method of computing C-14 risk factors for release to the atmosphere
is consistent with the other derivations in Reference 14. Updating the
analysis with a later version of the global circulation model would-only
increase the release limit by a factor of 1.4.- For completeness, a value for
I-129 1321 could be added. One alternative would be to base the C-14 release
limit on the Clean Air Act (331 and the corresponding regulations promulgated
by the EPA 134). However, 40 CFR 61, Subpart 1 states that it does not apply
to facilities-regulated by 40 CFR 191, Subpart B. It is also currently in
litigation. No corrections for repository location and no additional
computations of attenuation are required.

- Risk Factors

This section presents the-derivation results in terms of risk factors,
the premature fatal cancers induced over 10,000 years for each curie of the
various radionuclides that may be released to the accessible' environment.
These risk factors could be used to develop the radionuclide release limits
in Table 1 of 40 CFR Part 191. Risk factors in cancers per TBq are shown in
Table 3, and risk factors in cancers per curie are shown in Table 4.
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Table 3. Fatal Cancers per TBq Released to the Accessible Environment over
10,000 Years for Multiple Release Modes ('W� .

Cancers per TBa
Nuclide Rivera Wellb Oceanc Landa Atmosphere

C- 14
Ni-59
Sr-90
Zr-93
Tc-99
Sn- 126
1-129
Cs -135
Cs- 137
S.- 151
Pb-210
Ra-226
Ra-228
Ac-227
Th-229
Th-230
Th- 232
Pa-231
U-233
U-234
U- 235
U-236
U-238
Np-237
Pu-238
Pu-239
Pu-240
Pu-241
Pu-242
Am-241
Au-243
C.-245
Cm-246

NA
1.24E-03
6.08E-01
4.08E-03
9.86E-03
2.84E+00
2.18E+00
2.09E-01
2.89E-01
2.53E-04
3.19E+00
4.40E+00
6.51E-01
1.80E+00
9.42E-01
1.45E+01
9.18E+00
4. 00E+00
5.81E-01
5.29El01
5.86E-01
5.O0E-01
5.56E-01
2. 15E+00
1.14E+00
1.343+00
1. 31E+00
5.86E-02
1.29E+00
1.463+00
1.54E+00
2.731+00
1.35E+00

NA
3.03E-03
1. 51E+00
1.02E-02
2.411-02
6.95E+00
5.43E+00
4.69E-01
3.60E-01
6.14E-04
7.03E+00
1. 05E+01
1. 52E+00
4.34E+00
2.30E+00
3. 60E+01
2.29E+01
9.87E+00
1.44E+00
1.31E+00
1.45E+00
1.24E+00
1. 38E+00
3.27E+00
2.823+00
3.32E+00
3.23E+00
1.451-01
3.20E+00
3.281+00
3.49E+00
6. 583+00
3.25E+00

NA

6.62E-04
1.06E-03
4.29E-05
2. 89E+00
7.32E-03
1.73E-03
1. 33E-02

4.13E+00
4.64E+00

1. 60E+00
2.50E-02

2.26E-02

3.89E-01

1.55E+00
1. 55E+OO
0.OOE+00

5.48E+00
5.371+0O
8.07E+00

NA
1. 83E-05
1.02E-03
6.10E-04
1. 53E-06
3.73E-02
1.07E-01
1.55E-02
5.91E-04
1.811-06
4.10E-03
1.52E-01
4.24E-04
3.35E-03
5.13E-01
1.04E+01
1.02E+01
6.37E-01
2.031-02
1. 77E-02
2.27E-02
1. 67E-02
1.86E-02
3.27E-03
8. 37E-03
1.681-01
1.41E-01
6.751-05
1.71E-01
2.841-02
6.62E-02
2.18E-01
9.56E-02

1. 57E+00a
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

6.72E+O0d
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

'NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

*1 -

Sources:
A Reference 12
b This report
c Preliminary incomplete analysis by TASC using MARINRAD
d Reference 32 using 0.04 cancers per Sv
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Table 4. Fatal Cancers per Curie Released to the Accessible Environment over
10,000 Years for Multiple Release Modes -

Cancers yer curie
Nuclide Rivera Wellb OceanC Landa Atmosphere

C-14
Ni-59
Sr-90
Zr-93
Tc-99
Sn-126
1-129
Cs-135
Cs- 137
Sm-151
Pb-210
Ra-226
Ra-228
Ac 227
Th-229
Th-230
Th-232
Pa-231
U-233
U-234
U-235
U-236
U-23B
Np-237
Pu-238
Pu-239
Pu-240
Pu-241
Pu-242
Am-241
Am-243
Cm-245
Cm-246

KA
4.61E-05
2.25E-02
1.51E-04
3.65E-04
1.05E-01
S.07E-02
7.73E-03
1.07E-02
9.38E-06
L.18E-0l
1.63E-01
2.4lEb02
6.67E-02
3.49E-02
5.38E-01
3.40E-0l
1.48E-01
2.15E-02
1.96E-02
2.17E-02
1.85E-02
2.06E-02
7.95E-02
4.23E-02
-4.97E-02
4.84E-02
2.17E-03
4.79E-02
5 .42E-02
5. 72E-02
1.lOE-01
4.99E.02

NA I
1.12E-04
5.60E-02
3.77E-04
S.93E-04
2.57E-01
2.O1E-0l
1.74E-02
1.33E-02
2.27E-05
2.61E-0l
3.87E-01
S. 62E-02
1.61E-0l
8.51E-02
1.33t+00
8.47E-01
3.66E-01
5.33E-02
'4.86E-02
5.3BE-02
4.59E-02
5.11E-02
1.21E-01
1.OSE-0l
1.23E-01
1.20E-01
5.36E-03
1.18E-01
1.22E-0l
1.29E-01
2.44E-01
1.20E-01

2.45E-05
3.94E-05
1.59E-06
1.07E-O1
2.71E-04
6.39E-05
4.92E-04

1.53E-01
1.72E-01

5.94E-02
9.25E-04

8.36E-04

1.44E-02

5.73E-02
5.73E-02

2.03E-01
1.99E-0l
2.99E-0l

NA
6.79E-07
3.76E-05
2.26E-05
5.65E-08
1.38E-03
3.96E-03
5.75E-04
2.19E-05
6.71E.08
1.52E-04
5.62E-03
1.57E-05
1. 24E-04
1.90E-02
3.86E-01
3.76EOl
2.36E-02
7.51E-04
6.54E-04
8.42E-04
6.18E-04
6.90E-04
1.21E-04
3.10E-04
6.23E-03
5.Z2E-03
2.50E-06
6.34E-03
1.OSE-03
2.45E-03
8.08E-03
3.54E-03

5.83E-02a
NA -
NA
NA
NA
NA

2.49E-Old
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA I
NA
NA
NA
NA
KA
NA
NA
NA

, NA,
NA
NA,
KA

. NA
N A
NA

Sources:
a Reference 12
b ThLs report
c Preliminary incomplete analysis by TASC using HARINRAD .
d Reference 32 using 0.04 cancers per Sv-
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Table 5. Cumulative Release Limits for 10,000 Years (TBq, per 100,000 KfIM)
for Multiple Release Modes

Release Limit (TBg per 100.000 MTHM)
Nuclido Rivera We1l1 Oceanc LAnda Atmosphere

C-14
Ni -59
Sr-90
Zr-93
Tc-99
Sn-126
I -129
Cs- 135
Cs - 137
5-151
Pb-210
Ra-226
Ra-228
Ac- 227
Th-229
Th-230
Th-232
Pa-231
U- 233
U-234
U-235
U-236
U-238
Np-237
Pu-238
Pu-239
Pu-240
Pu-241
Pu-242
Am-241
Am-243
Cm-245
Ca-246

NA
8E+05k
2E+03
2E+05
l3+05
4E+02
5E+02
SE+03
3E+03
4E+06
3E+02
2E+02
2E+03
6E+02
1E+03
7E+01
1E+02
3E+02
23403
2E+03.
2E+03
2E+03
2E+03
53+02
9E+02
7E+02
8E+02
2E+04
83+02
7E+02
6E+02
4E+02
7E+02

NA
3E+05
7E+02
1+05
4E+04
1E+02
2E+02
2E+03
3E+03
2E+06
1E+02
1E+02
7E+02
2E+02
4E+02
3E+01
4E+01
l1+02
73+02
8E+02
7E+02
8E+02
7E+02
3E+02
4E+02
3E+02
3E+02
7E+03
3E+02
33+02
33+02
2E+02
3E+02

NA

2E+06
9E+05
2E+07
31+02
1E+05
6E+05
SE+04

2E+02
2E+02

6E+02
4E+04

4E+04

3E+03

6E+02
6E+02

2E+02
2E+02
lE+02

NA
5E+07
1E+06
2E+06
7E+08
3E+04
9E+03
6E+04
2E+06
6E+08
2E+05
7E+03
2E+06
3E+05
2E+03
IE+02
lE+02
2E+03
5E+04
6E+04
4E+04
6E+04
5E+04
3E+05
1E+05
63+03
7E+03
1E+07
6E+03
43+04
2E+04
5E+03
lE+04

6E+02a
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

1E+02d
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

Sources:
A Reference 12
b This report
c Prelluinary incomplete analysis by TASC using MARIERAD
d Reference 32 Using 0.04 cancers per Sv
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1- Table 6. Cumulative Release Limits for 10,000 Years (curies per 100,000

TITHH) for Multiple Release Modes

Nuclid,

C- 14
Ni-59
Sr-90
Zr-93
Tc-99
Sn-126
1-129
Cs-135
Cs-137
SM-151
Pb-210
Ra-226
Ra-228
Ac-227
Th-229
Th-230
Th-232
Pa-231
U-233
U-234
U-235
U-236
U-238
Np-237
Pu-238
Pu-239
Pu-24C
Pu-241
Pu-242
Am-241
Am-243
Cm-245
Cm-246

. I

Release Limit (euries per 100.000 HTHM) ,
le Rivera -Wellb OceinC Landa - Atmosphere

NA
2E+07
4E+04
7E+06
3E+06
1E+04
lE+04
1E+05
9E+04
1E+08
8E+03
6E+03
4E+04
IE+04
3E+04
2E+03
3E+03
7E+03
5E+04
5E+04
5E+04
5E+04
5E+04
1E+04
2E+04
2E+04
2E+04
:5E+05
2£+04
2E+04
2E+04
lE+04
2E+04

NA
9E+06
2E+04
3E+06
1E+06
4E+03
5E+03
6E+04
8E+04
4E+07
4E+03
3E+03
2E+04
6E+03
1E+04
8E+02
lE+03
3E+03
£2+04

2E+04
2E+04
2E.04
2E+04
-8E+03
1E404
-8E+03
88E03
2E805
88E03
8E+03
8E+03
4E+03
BE+03

A.

4E+07
3E+07
6E+08
9E+03
4E+06 :
2E+07
2E+06

7E+03
6E+03

2E+04
1E+06

lE+06

7E+04

2E+04
2E+04

SE+03
5E+03
3E+03

NA
1E+09
3E+07
4E+07
2E+10
7V+05

3E+05
2E+06
5E+07
1E+10

2E+05
6E+07
8E+06
5E+04
3E+03
3E+03
4E+04
1E+06
2E+06
1E+06
2E+06
1E+06
8E+06
3E+06
2E+05
2E+05
4E+08
2E+05
1E+06
4E+05
1E+05
3E+05

2E+04&
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

4E+03d
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA -
NA'
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
KA
NA
NA,

Sources:
4 Reference 12 .

b This report

c Preliminary incomplete analysis by TASC using KARINRAD

d Reference 32 using 0.04 cancers per Sv
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- Development of Release Limits for 40 CFR Part 191

The analyses described in this chapter could be used to develop
radionuclide release limits that correspond to the level of protection chosen

for the containment requirements of 40 CFR Part 191 (Section 191.13). The
198S5 BID 112] describes the procedure used to determine release limits from

the risk factors. The maximum number of fatalities allowed by the

fundamental criterion were divided by the fatal cancers per curie for each

release mode and each radionuclide. The release limits in SI units are shown

in Table 5, and the release limits in curies and associated units are shown

in Table 6.

- Summed Normalized Releases

-The four additional columns of release limits would be computed using

the EPA method described in Reference 12. The maximum number of fatalities

allowed by the fundamental criterion would be divided by the fatal cancers

per curie for each release mode and each radionuclide. These computations
would result in a maximum of five columns in a release limit table. The

summed normalized release limit for each scenario or event would include the

release fractions for each nucllde for each release mode,

QAa/RLA a + QAb/R3 Ab + + QLa/RLLa + QL,b/RLL,b 4. * .-

QWa/RLWa + QW b/RLW b + * QRa/RLRa + QRb/RLRTb 4.

Qo a/RLo a + Qo b/RO, b + * .+ Q0, n/Ro n < 1. (8)

Q Is the computed 104 year release of a radionuclide for each release mode at
the release location, and RL is the release limit for that nuclide and
release mode. The subscripts A, L, VU R, and 0 refer to the atmospheric,
land, well, river, and ocean release modes, respectively, and the subscripts

a, b, . . .,n refer to the individual radionuclides listed in the tables.
The effects of multimoda release tables on the release CCDF would be to
change the magnitude of the normalized release (R) for each scenario or event
relative to the present single release method as illustrated in Figure 8.
The probabilities of the individual scenarios or events that make up the CCDF
would be unchanged.
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Figure 8. Effects of iultiLode release limits on the release CCDF.
. I

- Geologic Risk Attenuation

A study of parametric geologic attenuation factors (AFs) was conducted

to show the significance of the geologic component that isaomitted in the

present standards (controlled volume to location of release to the

environment) and show the sensitivity of AFs to the input parameters. The

input parameters were: groundwater velocity, retardation factor,

dispersivity,- distance from the repository in the direction of groundwater

flow, duration of regulation, radionuclide half life, time of release from

the repository, and rate of release. Figures 9 and 10 are examples of the

results.
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Figure 9 shows the retardation sensitivity 
when groundwater velocities

are similar to those at the WIPP. Instantaneous release is assumed, which is

unrealistically conservative even for human 
intrusion breaching an underlying

brine pocket'immediately after repository 
closure. The retardation factors

for all the actinides in TRU waste are greater 
than 10 [35I, so the longest

travel distance for any nuclide would be 
about 12 km, indicating that the

geologic component of the disposal system that is outside the controlled

volume is too important to be omitted from performance assessments.

Figure 10 shows the large effects of the time and rate of release from the

repository on the distance traveled by a weakly retarded nuclide in 10,000

years. These important features of repository design cannot be evaluated

when the geologic formation outside the controlled volume is not included in

the assessments. The conclusions of this study are: all components 
of the

disposal systems should be included in risk 
assessments unless it can be

shown that their effects are negligible, and the attenuation 
factors are

strongly dependent on too many variables to be included in the standards

rather that being part of PA.

- Performance Assessments

Figure 4 illustrates the function of performance 
as sessments using

multimode'release limits. Gaseous releases and some releases from human

intrusion would be'through the upper surface of the controlled volume as

shown in Figure 3. For these pathways, the PA segment of the risk assessment

would be unchanged, but the releases would be evaluated against atmospheric

and land release limits instead of the present single generic 
release limits.

For nuclide transport through an aquifer, the groundwater that is not

withdrawn by wells would*eventually reach rivers, lakes, and oceans. -

Computations of releases to wells, rivers, and 
oceans could require

additional attenuation factor analyses (293 by PA, and some site

characterization past the controlled volume might be required. Site

characterization and analyses would only have to extend far enough to show

compliance. The remainder of the disposal system could be considered an

additional, but unquantified, margin of safety. If the standards do not

specify average fractions of fresh water usage obtained from ground and

surface water, regional values would be defined by PA. PA also would have to

adjust the 'river and well release limits to account for the location of each

repository relative to the recharge location 
and closest river or ocean.
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Excerpt from SAND92-0556 (To be published)
EXPANDED PROPOSED EXTENSIONS OF STA"'ARDS FOR HIGH-LEVEL

AND TRANSURANIC RADIOACTIVE WASTE DISPOSAL
Robert D. Klett and Marilyn M. Gruebel

Task 4.
COLLBCTIZ DOBE OPTION

Justification for Developing a Collective Dose Option

The first part of this section discusses the uses of dose
standards as an alternative to the present derived release
limits. The second part describes the procedures for allowing
the applicant or the regulating agency the option of using
either dose or release limits, whichnever is the. most appropriate
for the repository being regulated. -

Dose CriteriiA
The alternative that has been most widely recommended, but

would require the greatest change in regulation philosophy,
would eliminate the generic derived release limits and replace
them with dose limits. FThese limits can be placed on individual
or population doses. An-individual dose standard that limits
peak rates to the maximally exposed group at any time has been
recommended by the ICRP, NEA, and IAEA [1,2,3] and is being used
with some modifications by other countries [4]. Population dose
limits could be on peak rates, or total dose for the period of
regulation. Since the fundamental criterion in 40 CFR 191
defines the maximum allowable cancer deaths per unit of waste
during the time of regulation, collective dose per MTHM is the
only type of dose limit that would be compatible.

The argument that-risk assessments using dose standards
require tore predictive assumptions and computations, contain
more uncertainties, and are less accurate than those using de-
rived standards is invalid. If the use of approximations and
predictions is valid for deriving release limits, they are also
valid for dose analyses. The total risk assessment is the same

.in either case.

Dose standards are more versatile than derived standards
because they apply to all repositories and all pathways. Though
derived standards, such as generic release limits may poorly
represent the actual attenuating process of some repositories,
there is a reluctance to modify derived standards because of the
complex and -time consuming steps that are required. Another
advantage of dose standards is they allow the risk assessment to
be conducted sequentially from the waste source to humans. This
is the only way that all attenuation functions of all components
in the disposal system can be included in the assessment. The
derivation of release limit standards does not start at the
source and therefore cannot include all the retardation and
temporal dispersion effects of all preceding components [53.
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Dose standards regulate the entire disposal system whereas
lower level standards regulate components or groups of compo-
nents. The requirement to have efficient components is not
sufficient; components have to work together to produce an
effective disposal system. If dose standards are used, a
reference person or a standard biosphere and a standard set of
exposure pathways, similar to those used in release limit
derivations, could be specified in the regulations. This would
assure uniformity for all repositories, reduce the complexity of
performance assessments, and maintain more control by the
regulating agency. There are many advantages to using dose
standards [I,6,7,81 and the change to a higher level standard
would not require additional derivations by the EPA. However,
it would require a change in regulatory philosophy, would
increase the amount of site characterization, and additional PA
analyses that would be required.

gelease Limits with a Dose Standard Alternative
A recommendation was made during the first EPRI workshop

on the technical basis for EPA HLW and TRU waste disposal
criteria, September 24-26, 1991 in Arlington, Virginia, to
allow the applicant or regulating agency the option of
selecting either cumulative population dose standards or
cumulative normalized release limits to satisfy the containment
requirements of 40 CFR 191.12. The advantage of this option is
the conservative but approximate generic release limits could
be used for many repositories resulting in less site
characterization and less complex performance assessments. For
other repositories that are not adequately represented by
generic release limits, the more precise dose standards could
be used.

There are precedents for alternate methods of evaluation
in EPA regulations. 40 CFR 191.17 permits the use of alternate
provisions if the existing provisions of Subpart B appear
inappropriate (93. The use of alternative methods of
regulation also appears in 40 CPR 264.94(b), which allows the
use of alternative concentrations for chemicals [10] and 40 CFR
268.6. which allows the use of an alternative to the treatment
of hazardous waste [113.

Three changes to 40 CPR 191 would be required to make
this modification work effectively. First, it is essential to
explain why the use of alternate criteria is acceptable.
Second, a clear statement is needed that defines the optional
dose standard method, guidance on when it should be used, and
how it would be implemented. Third, the standard should
include the fundamental safety criterion that is the basis for
the dose limits, the maxim=u allowed 10,000 year collective
dose, and a standard procedure and factors for computing the
effective doses that are compatible with the rest of 40 CFR 191
and its supporting documentation. Future states consisting of
some combination of a reference biosphere, reference
demography, and reference human characteristics could also be
defined. suggestions for these changes are given in the
remainder of this section.
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Justification forMalternative dose standards
The hierarchy of criteria levels is explained in Section

2.2 of this report. The top level fundamental criterion is the
only level that explicitly defines the safety requirements of
the repository. Some analyses are required to develop each
criteria level below the fundamental requirement and each
analysis adds uncertainty to the criteria. Derived standards
are only used to facilitate regulation and therefore can always
be replaced bymore precise, higher level criteria without
jeopardizing safety.: Here, the more expedient, but ultra-
conservative derived release limits can be replaced by the
'higher level, more exact dose limits. The Table" 1release
limits were derived from dose limits and this derivation added
considerable uncertainty because of the many predictive
assumptions,'generalizations, and simplifications. The
derivation of. the present generic single mode release. limits
contains many conservative Assumptions and some important
attenuating processes are omitted. The release limits are
-intended only to provide a simplified method of evaluation,- and
are not a true measure'of risk. Complying with the release
requirements is sufficient, but not necessary to prove
compliance with the fundamental criterion. Dose limits provide
a more accurate measure of actual risk but require more
extensive site characterizations and performance assessments.
An unsafe repository could not comply with either dose or
release limits, so thereis no advantage of using both
standards.

A preliminary performance evaluation may be needed to
select the. most appropriate standard for a particular
repository. Repository evaluations using release limits are
less expensive and can be completed in less time because they
require less site characterization and less -complex PA'.
However, the conservative approximate release limits may not
adequately represent the attenuating processes of some
repos .vries and-the more accurate dose standards may be
required.

Description of the dose limit alternative
The information used to develop the dose limit is also

used in the development of release limits. There are :alo many
similarities .in the implementation of dose and release.limits.

The dose limits would be based on the fundamental
criterion of 2,000 premature cancer deaths during the 10,000
year regulation period for the reference repositories (1OooOO
KMTH for HIW and a. suggested 20 MCi for TRU waste). The
premature cancer deaths in the fundamental criterion are
converted to allowable effective doses using a conversion
factor-supplied by the-ICRP [12] to produce the dose limits.
'The EPA could, specify procedures for computing the effective
'doses-for-a repository by one of the methods suggested in the
-next section, or the procedure selection could be left to the
implementing agency.'
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Consequences could be normalized for any event or scenario
using dose limits, similar to the way they are normalized using
release limits. The normalized dose consequence would be equal
to the computed dose divided by the dose limit. Performance
assessments with dose limit standards-could produce the same
type of normalized CCDF that is presently being produced using
release limits. Therefore, the consequence CCDF based on dose
and release limits could be regulated by the same containment.
requirements. The probabilities of events or scenarios in the
CCDF would be the sane with either limit. Only the values of
individual normalized consequences (R for summed normalized
release and D for normalized dose) would be different as .
illustrated in Figure 1. The CCDF could be constructed using
all normalized releases, all normalized doses, or a combination
of the two. The later option would be particularity
advantageous for repositories that are expensive to
characterize and analyses, and have only a few scenarios or
events that cannot be represented properly by generic release
limits.

The dose standard alternative could be used with either
the present single generic release limits or the multimode
release limits. The single generic release limits would be
inappropriate for some repositories even if used with the dose
standard alternative. It is also extremely conservative for
most repositories, possibly making it necessary to use dose
standards with added site characterization and analyses, when
it would not be necessary with more appropriate release limits.
The multimode release limit approach would produce more
accurate predictions of risk for all repositories. Since the
conservatism would be uniform for all repositories and the risk
attenuation of all disposal system components could be included G
in the performance assessment, fewer repositories would have to
use the more expensive and time consuming dose option.

Dose Criteria and Reference Future States
The consequences of radiation exposure that was used to

develop the dose limits in Working Draft 4 of 40 CFR 191 [13]
are the same as the latest ICRP recommendations [12).: The
nominal probability coefficient for stochastic effects used to
set the effective dose limits is 0.04 premature cancer deaths
per Sv. When this coefficient is applied to the fundamental
criterion of 1,000 premature deaths in 10,000 years for the
reference BLW repository containing 100,000 MTHH, the effective
dose limit is 25,000 person-sieverts per 100,000M uTHH (0.25
person-sieverts/TM)M). For the reference TRU repository
containing 20 MCi that is defined in Chapter 7 of this report,
the effective dose limit would be 25,000 person-sieverts per 20
MCi of radioactive waste(0.00125 person-sieverts/Ci).

The standards could provide two basic procedures to
compute collective effective doses. The procedures for
computing the effective dose in Appendix B of Working Draft 4
of 40 CFR 191 [13] are identical to those in Annex A of ICRP 60
[12]. The effective dose (E) is the sum of weighted absorbed
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doses from all radiation types and energies, -in all tissues and
organs of the body,tIt is given by the ekpression:

E = WR T 0w D1

where DT, is the mean absorbed dose to organ T delivered by
radiation R. The radiation is that incident on the body or
emitted by a source within the body. Values for the radiation
weighting factors (wR) are given in Table 1 and values of the
tissue weighting factors (wT) are given in Table 2. This basic
procedure is the moct versatile, but it allows some variability
in its use and would require detailed predictions of pathways
and uptake of radionuclides.

The NEA used a modification of the ICRP procedures in the
dose analyses for the Subseabed Disposal Program (14]. The-
average effective dose per unit intake of activity for the
ingestion and inhalation pathways was computed for each
radionuclide., Similar dose conversion'factors were computed
for external exposure. Most of the radioactive doses per unit
intake for all the major radionuclides were taken from ICRP
Publication 30 [153. The exceptions are the doses per unit
intake values for isotopes of plutonium and neptunium; these
were calculated using values of the gut transfer fraction
appropriate to the forms of these radionuclides found in
environmental materials (16]. Tables 3 and 4 list the dose
conversion factors for both systems of units. These tables
simplify the dose calculations and assure uniform application.

An intermediate approach was taken by the U.S. Department
of Energy. They have published dose conversion factors for
internal and external exposure for each radionuclide and each
exposed organ [17,183. Reference 17 states that DOE/EH-0071 "is
intended to be used as the primary reference by the U.S. - -
Department of-Energy (DOE) and its contractors for calculating
radiation dose -equivalnts for members of the public, resulting
from ingestion or-inhalation of radioactive materials." It also
states that "The use of these committed dose equivalent tables
should ensure that doses to members of the public from internal
exposures are calculated in a consistent manner at all DOE
facilities."* The series of ICRP publications starting with
Publication 26 119] provides the technical base used in
calculating the dose equivalent factors listed in References 17
and 18.

When defining a reference biosphere, demography, or human
characteristics, care must be taken not to obscure important
site characteristics and to assure compatibility with the
standards and their derivations. Except for world population,
present processes and parameter values were assumed in the
derivation and justification of the standards. Therefore, it
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would be appropriate to assume that the reference future states
are essentially as they are today. Changes in parameters could
be assessed with sensitivity studies and stochastic analyses
covering varying climatic, geologic, -a.d hydraulic conditions.
The present demographic pattern could be retained by
multiplying local populations by the ratio of the 1010 world
population used in the release limit derivation to the present
world population. Human characteristics such as physiology,
nutrition, technical and intellectual ability, medical
resources, social structure,, and values could be as they are
now. Although the five basic release modes probably would
still exist, they would not all apply uniformly to all
repository sites. Geologic and hydraulic risk attenuations are
site specific and it would not be appropriate to include them
as part of the standards. The more that is included in
definition of future states in the standards, the closer the
dose limit alternative comes to the multimode release limit
approach.

Performance AsDessment
Dose based risk assessments, for repositories that do not

have their attenuation processes adequately represented by
either single mode or multimode release limits, could result in
extensive site characterization and analyses.- If release
limits are inappropriate for only a few events that are
responsible for the significant releases, it would be possible
to analyze only these events using dose criteria. The
predicted doses for each event could be normalized relative to
the dose limits set by the EPA in the same manner as predicted
releases. The dose fraction could then replace the summed
release fraction for that event in the CCDF. The probability
would remain the same so the only effect would be to change the
consequence level for that event on the CCDF. Depending on the
events, this could still be a large site characterization and
analysis program, but it would be preferable to conducting dose
based assessments for all events.

Dary and-Conclusions
The selective substitution of dose limits for events or

scenarios that cannot be represented accurately with generic
derived release limits is a viable option. Substitution of
higher level standards is always justified. This option could
require additional site characterization and more analyses for
PA. It would be possible to do dose analyses on only selected
scenarios, and normalize them to EPA supplied dose limits.
They would replace the corresponding normalized releases in the
CCDF. All the information needed for dose limits is available
so no development program is necessary. This option would
require a thorough explanation and justification in the
standards.
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Table 1. Radiation Wcighing FNctors, w'

Rnmdation Type and Energy Range w~t value

Photons, all energies I

Electrons and muons, al eneeims 1

Neutrons, energy dO keV 5
10 lkV to 100 kV 10
>100 lkeV to 2 MeV 20
>2 MeV to 20 MeV 10
>20 MeV 5

Protons, ote than recoil protons. >2 MeV S 5

Alpha particles, fission fragments heavy nuclei 2

n lvales rd=e mU ft I a hitid t a ae btoyor, for _I _ wI _ tm b s=
Ie diceef val nor obffta ad w te ad emern au ht e fbe, asm pmgrvh A14 to ICRP

Publi~cado 60 (Raforea 6-2)
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Table 2. tissue Weighting Factors. wTI

Organ or Tissue

Gonads
Red bone marrow
Colon
Lung
Stomach
Bladder
Breast
Liver
Oesophagus
Thyroid
Slin
Bone srfaces
Remainder

WT Value

0.20
0.12
0.12
0.12
0.12
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05 -
0.05
0.01
0.01
0.052
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Table 3. Dose Equivalent Factors for Humans (Curies and Related Units)

1agaum hb"Admi lmmuiac Eqxw=z w Sail

Nudade (acmfa) GLem) 0RzmI1r-G-M03) G(km-tGa.3)

C.14 2.07&.03 2XE7503 0om0B.CO 00E4400

tNi-S9 2005.0 U3M&M 230543 0005400

Str90 1.445.40 1265.406 SAOE.04 0050

Zr-93 LSS&.0 MEOW.0 0.00540 0.05+00

TO9 1265.03 7405.03 1.30504 0.0540

so-126 U95.04 7405.04 130542 9005.00

1-329 2.745.05 1745.+S 1..3M 4-05.01

ej-1s 7.035.0 4A44.04 6A6060 0MEOW0

Ca-137 LI3SBON 3325.0 1005.0 4205.00

SWI51 3375.03 231.4& 2.6064 4105.0

?bp-210 LISB.O6 130&.0 3.0060 13.305

3.a&= LURS.0 7.775406 L305.IO 446.00

l______ 125.0 4A445.0 6.7653O0 3405.0

AD= 1415.0 6AGOW0 495.00 U331.0

Th4229 2.7080 2115.0 506.01 2.205.0

Tb-2SO Ussfa 3.335403 1.30640 6306400

Tb432 M7EOW MEOW 4.00640 1565.01M

P*23 07p407 LI65.0 5.0061 2.305.0

U232Aidso t335.01 MM6~ 2306400

U.234 LEBOW 133540 3.Imm0 7325.0O

U-235 2525.0 13225.0 23650 1315.00

u4w ABW L64 237B06 23SS04

U.IS WE2 LISBON0 7.3050 3325.0

Np-237 4X75.0 4115.06 SAM50 3406.0

1.433 MEOW0 4A445.0 140504 13050

P*-239 LISBON53340 1306.4 7106.04

1.440 2335.6 5LI54ON 140504N t306403

P0.441 4445.0 L.07& 6.106 41060

Ma2045.0 431.01 U6.4300

Am441 22390M LI3SBON 330603 S.3060

Aft43 2LISB0N LISBON1 3100 1305.00

-4+ -M 5M
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Table 4. Dose Equivalent Factors for Humans (TBq and Related Units)

NoUfid Ingaaim lakdacabm Imudais Eipoiwm m Soil

(SvfBq) (SVAMOq) (viTtM*3) ( M-)

C-14 _ _ _ _ _ __ 5.603401 0.0 0 0

Ni-59 5.403*01 3.60542 6.1144 0.00540

Sr-90 3.906.4 34030 UMAX .0*0400

_z___ 4203;2 L606+01 O006400 0.00400

TO.9 3.403M 2.00640 35130 000340_

S.226 10430 2.0034 4563. 2.43500

1.129 740504 4.703.0 4.59E03 1.22301

C.135 105403 12064 1.7MIMS 0=000

CIOI7 1403.04 L37050 270641 L133400

S.1St 9.106401 7.609.00 7.0 1 _306_2

Pb.210 1406406 3306406 3.10904 351300

I_= ___3.106oW 2.10SBO 436&1 L73B30

__________ sow940 L203.6 1313.0 7.023.0

339 .06 1.306409 4-41E 2=3_400

T.229 1.006.0 3706.0 1t3741 5.94

Th230 1009.07 .41 .763*400

7AOB#- 4A64 LWOW 42B10 *

U.231 3.443 1341 5-4:.1

U235 7. 3309.07 MM _ 2131.

U43 36B0 L02m 7 41 _

U_23____ 09.0 30.07 L7. 3.5 412

Np-237 LCBSOM L3609f72-23.7 _
b225 _ __ _ ,E__
U.238 47904306.0 4.M07 556340

_ _ _ _ _ z.so 4w.0 _ _ _ _ _

______ LS0090 140640 33450 2133.44

Pm20 4009.0 240940 SAW 3V104

N-241 1.2069.0 2.0906133 1343-00

P.443 3306.06 0.06403 2973.0 1973.04

AMl &00600 3406.0 LO02 _ _ _ _

A.2G 5309.0 1409.0 3751 M1M

C..242 109.04 467.06 U1 .9B43

2bAA 7406.0 7U30 7.333.4
I - h I
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Excerpts from SAND92-0556 (To 
be published)

EXPANDED PROPOSED EXTENSIONS OF STANDARDS FOR HIGH-LEVEL

AND TRANSURANIC RADIOACTIVE WASTE 
DISPOSAL

Robert D. Klett and Marilyn M. 
Gruebel

Task 5-6
CRZTER-TOR TRANSURANC WUTZ 

DISPOSAL

Justification for Developing 
Alternate TRU criteria

Since 40 CFR 191 was not developed-as an integrated system,

it contains many provisions 
and constraints that prevent 

effective

modifications and additions 
such as -criteria for TRU waste.

disposal. Although far from ideal, the 
following are the only

feasible options that have been 
suggested for regulating TRU 

waste

disposal. The options are: two types of. 
fundamental criterion

developed specifically for TRU 
waste [1l,23, and a family of

procedures that use a reference TRU waste unit with commercial HIW

criteria (1,2,3].. This chapter compares these options.

Background information pertinent to both opthons is covered in the

following sections on the functions of fundamental criteria, 
and a

description of the HEL fundamental criterion and release limits

presently in 40 CFR 191. The section on criteria'specifically for

TRU waste suggests a methodology for developing or adapting

fundamental and derived criteria that are consistent with all

other aspects of the standards. The .section on reference TRU

waste units covers all the parameter variations that have been

suggested for this option. The technical bases of each approach

are reviewed, implementation is discussed, and their relative

attributes and deficiencies are evaluated.

tRu repositories.will contain some radioactive wastes that

are not officially classified as transuranic waste. yActinides and

dau-hters of short lived transuranics can be a significant part of

the risk potential. Since all r.2ionuclides constitute a

potential risk, the standards for TRU repositories should be based

on and apply to all radionuclides 
in the inventories.

i Fundamental Criteria.

Fundamental criteria (Level 
1) are the only standards that

explicitly define the radiological safety requirements of the

repositories. iLevel 1 criteria control risks 
to the populace,

have a significant effect on the cost 
of repositories, and are the

basis for other levels'of radiological criteria. 
To have any

radiological risk significance, 
all other levels of criteria 

must

be traceable to an appropriate 
fundamental criterion [13. The

position of the REA is, "The 
general risk limit should be

considered as the lower boundary of a region 
of unacceptable risks

rather than as the upper demarcation 
of a-region of unchallenged

acceptability. Therefore, the level at which 
these objectives are

set should be based as far 
as possible on a scientific assessment

of risk in relation to well 
established radiation protection

standards. Where exposures could arise from various sources,



there will be a need to take this into account by an apportionment
of the general limit" (4].

Appropriate fundamental criteria are needed for all
repositories and for each waste category. These criteria should (
be based on established principles and set at the lower boundary' --:
of unacceptable risk. The regulatory philosophy for any
fundamental criteria that is added to 40 CFR 191 should be
consistent with that of the HLW fundamental criterion and it
should be compatible with existing release limits.

1.1 HLW Fundamental and Derived Criteria in 40 CFR 191

The present fundamental criterion for HLW and SF allows no
more than 1,000 premature cancer deaths over the first 10,000
years trom disposal of the wastes from 100,0o0 metric tons of
reactor fuel (average of 10-6 HE/MTHH-yr). This is a risk/benefit
criterion that allows the risk from waste disposal to be
proportional to the amount of power generated. Power is equated
to the amount of fuel used to generate the power (MTHM) for
convenience of analyses. It is also based on collective world
population risk over the 10,000-year period of regulation with no
constraints on population risk rates. Derived standards for HLW
must follow this format. The HLW release limits were derived by
computing risk factors (fatal cancers per curie released) for each
radionuclide for several release modes (53. The fundamental
criterion was divided by each of these risk factors to produce a
table containing release limits for each radionuclide [63, which
is compatible with the risk/benefit, collective population risk
fundamental criterion.;

The allowable risk level for HLW disposal was based on
predicted capabilities of the reference HLW repository in several
geologic media instead of the lower bound of unacceptable risk.
This accounts for the high level of stringency compared with
standards for other carcinogens. The 100,000 MTHM size of the
reference repository was selected because it was the estimated
cumulative inventory by the year 2000 [7]. Reference 3 states
this is the quantity of existing US HLW waste plus the future
wastes from all currently operating US reactors. There has never
been a clear and consistent statement of the basis or rationale
for the HLW fundamental criterion, nor has it been shown that it
assures an acceptable level of risk to the populace. TRU waste
was not considered in the development of this fundamental standard
and therefore it does not apply to TRU waste disposal.

1.2 Fundamental and Derived Standards for TRU Waste Disbosal

The present version of 40 CFR 191 contains no fundamental
criteria for TRU waste disposal, and no safety requirements have
been established that apply to TRU waste. This may be the only
major waste disposal process without a fundamental safety
requirement. Military TRU waste is not associated with commercial
reactor fuel, does-not have a unit comparable to a MTHM of fuel,
and. does not have a comparable risk/benefit relationship. These
TRU waste characteristics preclude direct application of the HLW4
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fundamental criterion, but 'a fundamental criterion can be
developed specifically for TRU waste disposal.

One approach would be to develop a fuJiamental criterion for
TRU waste based on acceptable risk to the populace and the
expected quantity of TRU waste. This is the general approach
recommended by NEA and ICRP (4,83. Assuming collective
population risks will continue to be used as the basis for the
fundamental criteria and derived release limits will be used to
show compliance in 40 CPR 191, neither the recommended ICRP
standards nor the EPA standards for chemical carcinogens could be
used for TRU waste. The 1CRP fundamental standards are based on
a UN& individual risk te, which is not compatible with
collective risks or release limits. The standards for chemical
carcinogens are based on individual risks as a function of the
number of people at risk. This method is also incompatible.-
Since there is no quantifiable benefit associated with military
TRU waste, the EPA would have to develop a new abolutez
collective risk limit. This TRU fundamental criterion would be
completely independent of the HIM fundamental criterion and based
solely on expected quantities of TRU waste and acceptable levels
of risk. One difficulty with an absolute TRU criterion is the
uncertainty in predicting the total quantity of TRU waste that
will be generated, which is needed to allocate a risk for each
repository. New release limits would -also have to be developed
based on the absolute TRD fundamental criterion. Developing the
new absolute collective risk limit, agreeing on the total future
TRU inventory, and developing new release limits could be a very
time-consuming process. There also would some inconsistencies in
regulatory philosophy between the risk/benef it HUM criteria and
an absolute TRU criterion and these differences would have to be
justified. It is probably not practical to develop this form of
fundamental criteria for TRU waste disposal at this time.

Another approach would be to develop a TRU fundamental
criterion that is related to the allowable risk for HIW
repositories. There is a straightforward and simple method of
developing a TRU fundamental criterion us±ng rationale and
analyses that are parallel to that used by the EPA to develop the
HLW standards [5,6]. No new release limits would be needed and
it would be compatible with the HIM criteria and all other
requirements in 40 CFR 191. Although this TRU fundamental would
not be a true risk/benefit criterion, the allowable risk would be
scaled relative to repository size, making the TERU waste
allowable risk units comparable to those of HLW. This would
allow either single mode or multimode EMiW release limits to be
used for TRU waste with no changes or additions.

One justification used by the EPA for the level of the HIM
fundamental risk criterion was it assures adequate protection for
the EPA's reference HLW repository (105 MTHT). The reference
repository was used in derivations (63 and in comparison studies
of waste disposal systems and undisturbed ore bodies (3,9]. it
should then be acceptable to establish a reference TRU repositorv
and equate the risk to that of the reference HIM repository.
With this risk level as the basis, the only task remaining would
be to define the size of the reference TRU repository.
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The EPA based the reference HLW repository size on the
expected inventory in the year 2000 including all existing HLW
and prcjected waste from then operating reactors. A consistent
TRU reference repository size could be defined using the same
guidelines. The Integrated Data Base for 1991 [10] lists the ,
total known remote-handled (RH) and contact-handled (CH) TRU
waste in the year 2000 as 9.8 MCi. This value is 14.3 MCi in
2013, which is the last year listed. Following the rationale
used to select the HILW reference repository size, a conservative
size for the TRU reference repository would be 20 MCi including
RH and CH waste. Given the conservatism built into the HLW
criteria; this size vould give the TRU reference repository a
very conservative allowable risk. The allowable risk for either
the HLW or TRU reference repositories would then be 1,000
premature cancer deaths over the first 10,000 years for an
average of 1 premature death every 10 years. The allowable risk
for smaller 5RU repositories, such as the WIPP, would be scaled
down proportional to their size relative to the reference
repository.

The size of the proposed TRU reference repository is based
on current inventory predictions. If larger quantities of TRU
waste are generated because of changes in waste management
strategy such as decommissioning an decontamination of DOE
facilities, the size of the TRU reference repository could be
increased. However, there is no parallel provision in the HLW
criterion that would increase the HLW reference repository size
if new reactors are built or new sources of HLW arise.

If this approach is adopted, no new release limits would
have to be derived. The risk factors used to derive the release.
limits were computed for individual radionuclides and apply to
any inventory or waste category. Presently the fundamental HLW
criterion and dose limits in Working Draft 4 of 40 CFR 191 (11]
are based on 100,000 MTHHI, but the release limits are based on
1,000 MTHM. The standards would be more consistent and less
scaling would be required if the 100,000 TH5M for HLW (20 MCL for
TRU waste) base is used throughout the standards. Scaling the
release limits to different size TRU repositories could be the
same as the method defined in the present version of 40 CFR 191.
Release limits for both MMW and TRU repositories would be the
values in a 100,000 MTHM (20 MCi) based release limit table,
multiplied by the ratiod'of repository size to the reference
repository size. For example, for a TRU repository with an
inventory of 5 MCi and a TRU reference repository of 20 MCi, the
release limits applicable to the repository would be 5/20, or
0.25 the values in the release limit table. The purpose of this
scaling is to prevent compliance by using the strategy of making
repositories small instead of well designed.

The characteristics of this approach to TRU waste disposal
regulations are:

1. It is based on repository safety and applies equally to all
release modes, all repositories, all inventories, and at all.
times. _



2. It uses the same format and regulatory philosophy as the HLW
standards BO additional justification is not needed.

3. It is completely Compatible with other aspects of the
standards.

4. No new derivations are required.
5. There is no need for a quasi-equivalent TRU waste unit.
6. It is as conservative and defensible as the HLW standard.
7. Repository risks can be computed because the release limits

are traceable to a fundamental criterion.

The parallelism-of TRU and HLW criteria with this approach
is shown in Tible 1.

Table 1 Features of HLW and TRU criteria when parallel
development of the fundamental criterion is used

Waste Type
Feature HLWISF - TRU Waste.0

Maximum deaths from
the reference
repository in
10,000 years

Basis for reference
repository size

Fundamental
-Criterion

Release limit
values

Scaling factor for
release limits

1000

Cumulative
inventory by year

2000 [73
Waste from

currently operating
reactors [33
100,000 XTHM

Deaths per 10,000
years / Reference
repository size

40 CFR 191, Table I

Actual repository
size / Reference
repository size

1000

Cumulative
inventory by year
2013 from existing
facilities rounded

up to 20 MCi

Deaths per 10,000
years / Reference
repository size

40 CFR 191, """ble 1

Actual repository
size / Reference
repository size

This is definitely not an endorsement of the present HLW
fundamental criterion. If the HLW criterion is improved, a
combined ELW/TRU criterion should be considered, or the same new
procedure should be used to develop both the HLW and TRU
fundamental criteria.

2 Reference TRU Waste Units

The present version of 40 CPR 191 contains no fundamental
criterion or safety requirements that apply to TRU waste.
Instead,G TRU waste repositories are evaluated using HIW/SF
criteria and a TRU waste unit (1 MCi) that is "equivalent" to
1000 MTHM of commercial HLW.
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There is a whole family of quasi-equivalent TRU waste units that
have been suggested for use with the regulations developed for
HLW disposal. These include the one that is presently in 40 CFR
191. Combinations of four or five groups of parameters could be
used to compute the quasi-equivalent TRU waste unit, with varyi. .g

degrees of realism. These parameter groups are:

1. Reference inventory - High-level waste, spent fuel, or some
average.

2. Included nuclides - All radionuclides in the inventories or
only actinides with half-lives greater than 20 years.

3. Time - Initial, averaged over the time of regulation, or end of
the regulatory period.

4. Metric - Risk potential, untreated dilution index, or activity.

If the risk potential metric is selected, the release mode
parameters - rivers, oceans, withdrawal wells, land, and
atmosphere - also would be included. There is also variability
in the reference HLW/SF inventories and the TRU inventories that
are equated. Sample analyses of 12 of the possible 126
combinations have shown that these reference TRU units could vary
by at least a factor of 525 depending on the parameters selected.
This large spread makes the selection of parameters difficult to
justify. None of these parameter combinations produce a true
equivalent unit and subjective judgment must be used in the
selection of the best combination. Any of the reference TRU
waste units can be equivalent to only one HLW or SF inventory, at
a single time, for one repository, and for only one parameter
that is not proportional to actual risk. A clear statement of
the basis for equating waste units, including substantiated -

reasons for the selection, would be required.

The parameters selected from each parameter group affect the
value of the reference waste unit. In the following discussion of
two of the 126 combinations, the effects of each parameter will be
discussed separately but the effects of all parameters must all be
vie-wed together to see the net result.

One of the above combinations was used to compute the
reference TRU unit presently in the standards. Initial activities
of the actinides with half-lives greater than 20 years in a
reference TRU waste inventory were equated to those in a reference
1,000 MTHM HLW inventory. This quasi-equivalent TRU waste unit
was computed to be 3 MCi, which was rounded to 1 MCi in the
standards.

Appendix A of 40 CPR 191 limits the summed normalized release
fractions of both transuranics Wd fission products. Risk and
performance assessments (12,131 have shown that releases and doses
from undisturbed ELW repositories during the first 10,000 years
would be completely dominated by the more mobile fission products
(Tc-99, 1-129, S-79, C-14, etc.), with almost no contribution
from transuranics. Since the radionuclides in the summed
normalized release from HlW repositories are almost entirely
fission products and those from TRU repositories are almost L

entirely transuranics, this aspect of the present regulations \_
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requires a higher degree of control and higher retention fraction
of transuranics in a HIM repository than in a TRU repository.

Another inconsistency arises from tie6 election of initial
activities as the parameter that was equated for the two types of.
waste. Most of the releases and risks come near the end of the
regulation period, not the beginning. Using the initial value of
any parameter for equating risk potentials would not typify actual
releases to the environment. Also the risk from each radionuclide
depends on the dose equivalent weighting factor, pathways to
humans, and risk attenuation of the entire disposal system [14),
not just the activity of the nuclide.

Reference - suggests a combination of parameters that
2artUally rectify som problems with the present reference TRU
waste unit. An approximation to the risk potential was chosen as
the metric for equating the entire inventory "! a reference TRU
inventory to an average HLW/spent fuel reference inventory. The
time varying risk potential was approximated by multiplying the
activity of each radionuclide by the risk factors (cancers per
curie) for surface water release given in Table 7.8-1 of Reference
6. This accounts for uclide transport pathways from a generic
river to humans and resulting biological effects, but does not
include the risk attenuation between the repository and the river,
which is assumed to be the release location. This risk'potential
is both unsuitable and incomplete for computing an equivalent
waste unit. Actual release modes of planned repositories include
atmospheric, land, and wells - not surface water (15]. It is
incomplete because risk attenuation between the repositories and
release locations is not included and is different for each
repository, each release scenario, and each radionuclide, so
actual risk potentials would not be comparable to the risk
potential used in this analysis, and risk potential ratios between
repositories would be far from uniform. The inappropriateness
could be eliminated by using the five risk potentials from the
multimode release limit derivation. However, this would result in
five different equivalent TRU waste units, one that is 'appropriate
for each release mode.'

These approximate risk potentials for both the HLW and TRU
inventories were then integrated over the time of regulation.
Actual risks could occur any time, but a time averaged value is a
better representation than the initial value. The resulting
average risk potentials were equated to define a reference TRU
waste unit. This quasi-equivalent TRU waste unit was computed to
be 8.1 MCi. The same analysis was later repeated by other
investigators using different pairs of HIM and TERU inventories
[16,17), which made their results slightly different as expected.

Although this time averaged parameter combination appears to
be more logical and appropriate than the method used to derive the
present TRU standards, it does not produce a TRU waste unit with
the same risk as the HLW unit. The ability to equate risks could
be worse than the present TYU Nequivalent' waste unit for some
repositories and scenarios. The problem is not in the combination
of parameters selected or the method of analysis. The entire
concept of trying to equate risks by matching repository component
parameters, using specific inventories, at specific times is



unsound. There are no generic equivalencies between any waste
categories that apply uniformly to all repository designs and
locations, to all inventories, and at all times. The variability
and inconsistency of this approach can be illustrated with the
following parametric example. All the cases used risk p,.etntiaI
as the metric. Only two release modes (river and land) were
analyzed. The inventory pairs were spent fuel and reprocessed
HLW, used with a single TRU inventory. All radionuclides in the
inventories were included in the analyses. The TRU and HLW risk
potentials were equated at times 0 and 10,000 years and averages
over the 10,000-year duration. The results are shown in Table 2.
The variability is demonstrated by the factor of 485 separating
the highest and lowest *equivalentm TRU waste units. The
variability with time of evaluation can be a factor of 261, with
waste form a factor of 43, and with release mode a factor of 17.
There are also interactions between parameters. -Time factors vary
from 1.96 to 261 depending on the waste form and release mode
selected. Similarly, waste form factors vary from 1.05 to 43 and
release mode factors vary from 1.07 to 17.4.

Table 2 - Examples of TRU Waste Units (MCi) that are "equivalent"
to 1,000 MTHH HLW based on risk potential metrics.

Reference HLW Release Initial 10,000 Yr 10,000
Waste Mode Time Average Yrs

Spent Fuel River 63. 12. 6.0

Spent Fuel Land 11. 6.9 5.6

Reprocessed HLW River 60. 4.0 0.23

Reprocessed HLW Land 5.3 0.23 0.13

All quasi-equivalent TRU waste units would make the
acceptable risk proportional to the amount of waste placed in a
repository, similar to the HLW criteria. However, none of these
reference TRU waste units equate repository risks and there would
be no rationale for using the HLW/SP criterion. There would
still be no fundamental safety criterion for TRU waste.

3 Evaluation of-the Ontions
The three basic options for regulation of TRU waste disposal

are so different that there can only be 4 limited characteristic-
by-characteristic comparison. These are compared in Table 3. The
remaining characteristics are summarized separately.
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Table 3 - Characteristics -of TRU criteria options

option-
Fundamental

Absolute TRU TRU Criterion
Fundamental Parallel to Reference TRU

Characteristic Criterion HLW Criterion Waste Unit

Based on -Yes Yes No
acceptable risk

Applies Yes Yes No
uniformly to all
repositories and
scenarios

Defensible Yes Yes No

Scales to Yes Yes Yes
repository size

New derivations Major None -None or minor
required

Follows 40 CFR No Yes Yes
191 format

Uses HLW release No -Yes Yes
limits

TRU fundamental criteria could be related to the allowable
risk from a HIW repository or could be completely independent of
the HMA fundamental criterion. Either method of developing
separate fundamental standards for TRU waste would base then on
repository safety and acceptable risk. Both methods would apply
to all release modes -nd all repositories, would scale with
repository size, and would apply any time during the regulatory
period. This allows easy computations of repository risk from
release analyses. The method that -equates the allowable risk
from the reference TRU repository to the risk from the reference
HIM repository would require no new derivations of risk criteria
or release limits and is more compatible with HIM criteria and
other -requirements in the standards. It would be as conservative
and defensible as the HLW standards. The method that develops an
independent absolute risk limit for TRU waste disposal would
require the derivation of a new fundamental criterion and
different derived release limits. -It would be at least as
defensible as the HLW standards.

A TRU repository risk limit is not used by the family of 126
reference TRU waste units. Instead, several combinations of
parameters are used to equate MCi units of TRU waste to I MM
units of HIM. HLW criteria are then used to evaluate ThU
repositories. All the quasi-equivalent TRU waste units scale
with repository size and are compatible with HIW criteria And
other requirements in the standards. However, collective risk is.
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not evaluated or equated to HLW risk. Other parameters that do
not scale linearly to risk are equated at a single time during
the regulation period or the average is equated over a specified
time interval. The reference units can differ by factors of 525
depending on the combination of parameters selected. It would
difficult to justify the selection of any parameter combination,
and to rationalize the use of any reference waste unit instead of
fundamental safety criteria. Protection provided by reference
TRU waste units is far from uniform.. It is different for each
repository, scenario, pathway, release mode, and inventory. The
present standards give no rationale for using this method of
regulating TRU waste disposal or for equating the initial
activity of only some radionuclides. If this method of
regulation is retained, a detailed explanation of how it assures
repository safety is needed. Development time would be
insignificant even if a different combination of parameters is
selected.

In addition to the technical arguments concerning
uniformity, appropriateness, and defensibility, it is also useful
to put the risks allowed by each regulatory option in
perspective. References 18 and 19 reviewed and analyzed U.S.
regulations governing exposure to environmental carcinogens,
which were promulgated by several regulating agencies. Both
found a high degree of consistency in the agencies' implicit
definition of de minimis levels of lifetime individual risk as a
function of the population size at risk. Using the results of
their studies, the total de minimis risks from a carcinogen over
a 10,000 year period were computed for three population sizes
significant to the WIPP. If the carcinogen placed the entire
U.S. population at risk, the de minimis number of premature
cancer deaths would be 26,000 for 10,000 years. If only the
population of New Mexico would be at risk, the de minimis level
would be 2,570 premature deaths. If only the residents of Eddy
county, where the WIPP is located and where any human intrusion
and well water withdrawal would take place, would be at risk, the
do minimis level would be 514 premature deaths.

The projected total inventory for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (WIPP) used in the 1991 WIPP performance assessment,
including all radionuclides of both CH and RH waste, was 11.1 MCi
[203. More recent inventories given in the draft report The
Radionuclide Inventory for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant,"
DOE/WIPP 91-058 by B. M. Batchelder define the total WIPP
inventory to be 7.7 MCi. It is unlikely that any future TRU
repository would be more than twice the size of the WIPP because
of geologic limitations. Table 4 lists the allowable premature
cancer deaths for LlW repositories and for TRU repositories using
the most recent inventories, with requirements based on a
fundamental criterion and on reference waste units. It compares
the WIPP requirements to the do minimis risk level if all the
risk would be confined to Eddy county. The 8.1 MCi equivalent
TRU waste unit would allow the WIPP to have only one percent of
the risk allowed for the YMP, and the risk level would be a
factor of 50 lower than do minimis. The TRU fundamental
criterion also would be conservative, but the level of protecti-
would be more realistic.
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Table 4 - Relative stringency of several radioactive waste
disposal criteria alternatives. .

Reference
for -

standard

Allowable
premature
deaths per
10.000 vrs

Ratio of
allowable
risk to

. Eddy Co.
de minimisSource of risk Standard

MRW reference
repository,
(100oO0o MTHM)

fundamental
criterion

3 0 .00 , NA

YMP
(70,000 MTHM)

TRU reference
repository
(20 MCi)

(7.7 NMCi)

WIPP
(7.7 MCi)

WIPP
(7.7 MCi)

Saw
fundamental
criterion

TRU '
fundamental
criterion

3 700 NA

T-U
I fundamental

¢ criterion

I MCi
equivalent
waste unit

S.1 MCi
equivalent
waste unit

This
report

This
report

3

1

1000

385

77

9.5

0675

0.15

0.02

Table 4 shows the allowable risks that are computed using
methods prescribed in the standards. Actual risks would be
orders of magnitude lover because of the present conservatism in
the release limits used for human intrusion, the absence of
aquifer risk attenuation for the well, river, and ocean release
modes, and the conservatism in the stepped containment
requirements. Also, actual releases from repositories would be
far below the limits for most scenarios.

In establishing the reference TRU repository, the size could
be increased to 60 MCi based on projected inventories of DOE
facilities that might be decommissioned. This would be
equivalent to 8 WIPP repositories. The factor of three increase
in the base for the TRU fundamental criterion would decrease the
allowable risk for any given TRU repository by a factor of three.
The HIW criteria does not have this flexibility to account for
changes in expected inventories, so the option to change to a 60
MCi TRU reference repository could create an inconsistency in the
standards.

Figure 1 shows another way to put the alternate TRU criteria
in perspective. The bar graph shows the amount of TRU waste that
would be required to produce the same risk as the 100,000 MTHM

11



reference HLW repository with each of the proposed TRU criteria.
These values are compared to the amount- of TRU waste that is
predicted for the year 2000. This is the same year that was used
to define the inventory for the HLW reference repository. All
proposed TRU criteria are higher (more conservative) than the
year 2000 inventory. However, the 1 MCi equivalent waste unit is
factor of 10.2 higher than the year 2000 TRU inventory and the
8.1 MCi equivalent waste unit is a factor of 82.7 higher making
these criteria inconsistent with projected TRU inventories and
risk levels set for HLW. Also shown in Figure 1 is the inventory
for eight repositories the size of WIPP, which is one of the
higher estimates of TRU waste from decommissioning and
decontamination of DOE facilities. Both values for equivalent
waste unit criteria are even greater than this inventory, while
the 60 MCi based fundamental TRU criterion has the same value.

The above discussions and the Table 3 summary show that all
the reference TRU waste units are nonuniform, inappropriate, and
indefensible, and Table 4 and Figure 1 show that their risk
limits are unrealistic. The fundamental TRU standard is more
defensible, is consistent with the development of the HLW
fundamental criterion, and the levels of protection are more
realistic. However, as stated earlier, it is not possible to
develop a TRU standard that is completely defensible because of
the unintegrated and unique structure of 40 CFR 191.

, .
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SUMMARY

.The release of gaseous carbon-14 
(C-14) dioxide from a potential Yucca

Mountain repository to the accessible environment, with the current design of

waste packages, could exceed the 
release limits set by the U.S. Environmental

Protection-Agency (EPA) and U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission MNRC). The

amount released depends on the sources of C-14, mechanisms 
to free C-14 from

the sources, and transport mechanisms to the accessible environment, each of

which is in turn affected by many parameters in the natural geologic.

environment. This'paper examines the current 'information on the amount, the

sources, and the transport of carbon-14. From this information, the paper

assembles a coherent conceptual model for C-14 release and transport. It is

shown that the uncertainties in our knowledge and data are so large that we

must conclude there is a significantly high probability of exceeding both the

NRC and EPA release limits, and consequently violating both NRC and EPA

regulations. The uncertainties are in both the source term (engineered) and

transport (natural), of which the former may be more dominant. The source

term, however, is also so strongly influenced by the natural system, primarily

thehydrology of the site, that even after site characterization the residual

uncertainties may still be unacceptably high. This may force the U.S.

Department of Energy (DOE) to look for an expensive solution to the source

term (costing billions of dollars 
and years-of delay).

Analyses done by the DOE contractors and others have 
been reviewed, including

-the regulatory implications of the preliminary results. It has already been

demonstrated that the additional expenditures that would be required to

contain C-14 would not measurably benefit the public health and safety.

Several regulatory alternatives have been discussed. The gaseous release of

radionuclides'could be regulated by the Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements,

either through EPA's National Emission Standards 
for Hazardous Air Pollutants

(NESHAP) or by a rulemaking in consultation with the NRC. It is recommended

that the currently existing NESHPP Subpart I be used, which exempts the

facilities regulated by 40 CFR Part 191.

In terms of the gaseous'emission standard, there are several options

available whose pros and cons are discussed in detail. Among them, the

following option seems to be most reasonable in terms of providing a technical

basis for the numerical criteria and regulatory consistency with the CAR

requirements.

The gaseous release of radionuclides shall not exceed the amounts

that would cause any meber of the public to receive an effective

dose equivalent of 5 mremlyr, except that any combined releases

that would cause an effective dose equivalent of 0.1 mrem/yr or

less need not be regulated.8

although the implementation was considered in recommending the alternatives,

other political considerations may have to be factored into the final

formulation of the emission standard applicable to the gaseous releases.

There is no one solution that will solve all the problems and satisfy all the

parties involved. In addition, the problem is a global one and may require a

global solution.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The release of carbon-14 (C-14) from potential high-level nucleaz Gaste
repositories in the U.S. is regulated by the NRC's 10 CFR Part 60. This
regulation implements environmental standards specified in the EPA's 40 CFR -

Part 191. When these regulations were promulgated, major candidate sites for
repositories were in saturated zones in different geologic formations.
Although an unsaturated zone in tuff was also considered before 40 CFR Part
191 was finalized in 1985, no specific consideration for the release of
gaseous radionuclides was made. The only gaseous radionuclide that could be
released in any significant amount from a potential repository in the
unsaturated zone at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, is C-14 in the form of carbon
dioxide (Ref. 1).

Recent performance assessment studies conducted by the DOE (Ref. 2) and the
Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) (Ref. 3) show that Yucca Mountain's
compliance or non-compliance with the regulations is largely dominated by the
uncertainties associated with the release of C-14. Among the radionuclides
regulated by the EPA and NRC, C-14 is the only radionuclide that is a part of
our essential environment, is in our daily-diet, is present everywhere on
earth and in the atmosphere (even in the human body), is abundant in nature
(global inventory of 230 million curies: 7.5 million curies in land
biosphere and humus, and 3.8 million curies in the atmosphere) (Ref. 4, 5),
and gives a very small exposure to any individual from a very large
inventory. The expected release rate from a potential repository at Yucca
Mountain (less than a few curies per year) is so small that it would hardly
affect the radiation dose that any individual on Earth would receive
naturally during his or her lifetime. Yet this release could violate the EPA
and NRC regulations unless very costly design alternatives are adopted or a --

significant amount of additional site characterization work is done with
great cost and significant project delays. A more robust design of the wasters-
package will undoubtedly enhance the confidence that the regulations are met
for other, more soluble radionuclides. However, the requirements on C-14 are
more severe than on other radionuclides, as evidenced in the DOE's
Performance Assessment Calculation Exercise (PACE). The inappropriateness of
regulating such a low release as that expected from a geologic repository has
been expressed by many scientists (Ref. 6, 7).

This paper reviews what DOE Yucca Mountain Project (XMP) researchers know
about C-14; i.e., measurements made and analyses performed to date by YMP
scientists and others. It also discusses regulatory aspects of C-14 releases
through both liquid and gaseous pathways, lays out possible alternative
regulatory standards for C-14, and recommends a technical position on C-14
for the DOE to consider. Attempts were made to use references extensively in
order to avoid unnecessary duplication of information readily available in
the literature.

II. REVIEW OF ANALYSES

Since the current regulations governing the geologic repositories are
expressed in terms of cumulative release, individual doses and release rate,
the main questions to be addressed are how much C-14 has been emplaced
(inventory), how much and how fast it can be freed from the various
confinements (source term), how fast it can travel toward the accessible
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environment (transporttfJ,1and what it will do to the'individual in the
population (radiological exposure). These quest'6io are examined
individually with our current knowledge and understanding, based on actual
measurements or analyses with ranges of assumptions where these are available
or on pure speculation where they are not. An effort was made to identify
the sources of information so one can trace the original source of
information and make a reasonable guess on the associated uncertainties.

A. Inventory

Carbon-14 is produced as an activation product during reactor operation by
neutron reactions with nitrogen-14 (N-14) impurities in the fuel, cladding,
hardware and coolant, and with oxygen-17 (0-17) in the oxide fuel and
coolant. Production of C-14 by ternary fission can be safely ignored
(Ref. 8). The amount produced is directly proportional to the neutron flux
and the duration of irradiationI time provided the lattt: is much shorter than
one-tenth of the half-life of activated product, which is the case for C-14.
In other words, the amount of C-14 in the spent fuel depends on the amount of
power generated from the fuel. For this reason, most literature values of
C-14 production in the reactor are expressed in terms of curies per
gigawatt-year of electricity produced. Since not all fuel elements are,
exposed to the same'level of neutron flux and nitrogen impurity content
varies, the amount of C-14 in each fuel element can vary substantially.
Calculations based'on average burnup and expected level of nitrogen
impurities and 0-17, therefore, can provide as reasonable an estimate of the
total C-14 inventory in the spent fuel as those based on the few available
laboratory measurements of 'samples.

The most comprehensive calculations for U.S. fuel were done by Davis at Oak
Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) (Ref. 9). and have subsequently been updated
by others (Ref. 10,' 11). The values in the studies have been used as a'base
in the Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Plan (SCP) and other regulatory
analyses (Ref. 6). shown'in'Table 1.'.

TABLE 1

Estimated C-14 Content of Spent LWR Fuel (Ci/HTHH)

Burnup- U02  Zircaloy Fuel Assembly Total
(MWd/MTHM ' - Hardware

BWR 27.500 0.54 0.76 0.23 1.'.

PWR 32,300 0.60 0.35 0.60 1.55

The estimated C-14 content in the U02 fuel matrix agrees with actual
measurements made by the Materials Characterization Center at Pacific
Northwest Laboratories. Van Konynenburg documented available measured data
on C-14 content in the spent fuel (4 Pressurized Water Reactor a-d 1 Boiling
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Water Reactor fuel'assemblies) (Ref. 12). Using the actual measured
concentrations of C-14 and more recent data on nitrogen impurities, he
revised the estimate of C-14 content in spent Light Water Reactor fuel (Ref. f
7) as shown in Table 2.

TABLE 2

Revised Estimate of C-14 Content in Spent LWR Fuel (Ci/MTHM)

Burnup U02  Zircaloy Fuel Assembly Total
(MWd/MTHM) Hardware

BWR 27,500 0.54 0.38 0.10 1.02

PWR 33,000 0.60 0.18 0.22 1.00

He then adjusted these numbers for higher average burnups of 29,500 and
37,500 MWd/HTHH for BWR and PWR, respectively, and a total inventory of
70,000 metric tons of initial uranium equivalent, which consisted of 22,500
MTHH of BWR, and 40, 500 MTHH of PWR fuel elements, and 7,000 MTHH equivalent
of defense waste, to get an average of 1.12 Ci/MTHM in the spent fuel and a
repository total of 71,000 curies of C-14.

A more global review of C-14 production from nuclear industries, including
seven different types of power reactors and fuel reprocessing, was done by
Bush et al. for the Comiission of the European Communities (Ref. 13). Their -

numbers were also based on actual measurements and calculations, including
those from the U.S. Since the purpose of their review was to address the I>
total C-14 production from the nuclear industry that will eventually have to
be managed, they also included estimates of C-14 in the reactor hardware,
which will become low or intermediate level wastes after decommissioning.
Table 3 summarizes the values for BWR and PWR. Since the C-14 production is
expressed as Ci/GWe-yr in the report, the numbers have been converted to
Ci/MTHH using nominal values of 40.2 and 33.5 MTHM/GWe-yr for BWts and PWRs,
respectively.

TABLE 3

Total Production of C-14 from nuclear power generation (Ci/HTEM)

U02  Zircaloy and Reactor Reactor Total
- Fuel Hardware Off-Gas Hardware

BNR 0.5 0.5 0.25 1.11 2.36

PWR 0.6 0.6 0.15 0.75 2.10
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The C-14 inventory in' the uranium fuel matrix,-cladding, and hardware
compares well with those given by Van Konynenburg Jef. 7). The latter are
used as a reference inventory for the following burnup adjustment.

The Table 1 release limits for containment requirements in 40 CFR Part 191'
apply to the wastes containing 1,000 MTHM exposed to a burnup between 25,000
and 40,000 MWd/HTHM (Ref. 14). If the burnup is higher, a credit is given.
In other words, more release per MTHM is allowed for fuels with higher burnup
(where more energy is produced) only if the burnup is higher than 40,000
MWd/MTHM; -likewise, a penalty (less release per MTHM) is imposed on those
with a burnup less than 25,000 HWd/MTHM. The table does not make any
distinction between-the BWR and the PWR, and the burnup credit is calculated
in reference to a standard burnup of 30,00D HWd/MTHM. Any fuel with a burnup
higher than the nominal values of 27,500 MBWR) and 33,000 (PWR) MWd/MTHM but
below 40t 000 Mwd/MTEM will have a higher C-14 inventory than those in Table
2,.but will not be allowed with a commensurate increase in the release limit.
This would penalize fuels.,with a higher burnup than the nominal one in terms
of allowable fractional release of C-14 if we used the inventory of C-14 in
fuels with a nominal burnup as a reference. It is true that any fuel with a
burnup below the nominal values but higher than 25,000 HWd/MTHM will benefit
in terms of allowable fractional release of C-14 inventory. However, the
general trend is toward higher burnups for both the BWRs and PWRs. In
addition, the actual measurements for the PWR fuels with high burnups show a
substantially higher C-14 content than those in Table 2 (Ref. 7). For those
fuels, even after the burnup credit the use of the values in Table 2 will not
be conservative. For the purpose of regulatory compliance analysis in this
review, the values in Table 2 have been adjusted upward toward higher burnups
as shown in Table 4.

TABLE 4

Adjusted C-14 Content in Spent Fuel (Ci/MTHM)

Burnup U02  Zircaloy Fuel Assembly Total

(HWd/MTHM) Hardware

BWR 35,000 0.69 0.48 0.13 1.30

PWR 40,000 . 0.73 0.22 0.26 1.21

Weighted Average 0.72 0.31 0.21 1.24

The 70,000 HTHM to be emplaced in the first repository will consist of 22,500
HTHm of BWR and 40,500 MTHK of PWR spent fuel, and 7,000 !THEM equivalent of
high-level defense waste. The average C-14.content for both the BWRs and
PMRs is shown in Table 4. -The high-level defense waste is the liquid waste
generated in fuel reprocessing that has subsequently been solidified iii a
glass matrix. Because of an almost complete removal of C-14 during the fuel.
reprocessing and the subsequent vitrification process, these contain hardly
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any C-14. The total repository C-14 content will then be 78,000 curies,
almost entirely from spent fuel.

At present, it is not clear how the burnup credit is going to be applied to
the defense waste. If the burnup credit is given on each radionuclide, the
defense waste may not be allowed to release any C-14, since all C-14 in the
fuel has already been released to the atmosphere during the processing, or at
best it could be treated as a waste with the lowest burnup (i.e., 5,000
MWd/HTHM) allowed in 40 CFR Part 191 and get one-sixth 5,00C 30,000) of
release credit. In other words, the Table 1 limit for the 7,.00 HTHE
equivalent defense waste will be either zero or 117 (700/6) curies. Note 4
in Appendix A (Table for Subpart B) of 40 CFR Part 191, however, strongly
indicates that no credit may be taken for C-14 for the defense waste, since
the release during reprocessing of the fuel already exceeds the release limit
of the spent fuel had it not been reprocessed. The release limit for the
nominal spent fuel (25,000 to 40,000 4Md/HTHH burnup) for 63,000 MTHH is
6,300 curies. The total release limit for the entire repository would then
be 6,300 curies, which represents approximately eight percent of the total
inventory.

B. Source Term

C-14 in the spent fuel is distributed in the U02 matrix, Zircaloy cladding,
and other fuel hardware. A small but significant amount has also been found
on or near the surface of the cladding (Ref. 15. 16). Compared to the
uncertainty in the inventory of C-14 discussed in the previous section, there
is a tremendous uncertainty about the amount of C-14 that will become mobile
and be released out of the waste package and Engineered Barrier System (EBS);
i.e., the source term for transport to the accessible environment. In fact,
this uncertainty may becnme the main source of difficulty in determining the
compliance or non-compliance of the repository system with the regulations.
The source term depends on many factors, including the container failure
rate, fuel cladding failure rate, fuel oxidation rate, and fuel dissolution
rate, all of which in turn depend on conditions in the repository environment
such as temperature, amount of water, and water chemistry. Detailed
discussion of these subjects is beyond the scope of this paper; only a brief
analysis of relevant studies on C-14 is provided below.

1. Waste Container Failure

The container failure rate, as well as the cumulative container failures in
10,000 years, must be known to assess compliance with both the NRC and EPA
regulations. At present, our knowledge of both is preliminary. The
container material has not yet been selected and the design of waste packages
for the spent fuel and defense waste is only at the conceptual stage. The
problem, however, is more fundamental than that. There is no established
method of predicting, with any certainty, the performance of any man-made
material tens of thousands of years into the future. Efforts are being made
to develop methods to project the life of containers that far into the
future.

It has been shown that, for the release of radionuclides by the aqueous
pathway, extending container life beyond 300 years and up to 1,000 years
does not improve the total system performance (Ref. 17). 10 CFR Part 60



requires only 300 tot.11000 years of substantiallyj;omplete containment. The
SCP reference strategy for meeting the NRC regulatibn for the gradual release
of radionuclides after the containment period does not rely on the integrity
of the containers. Therefore, unless the containers are designed for a
longer lifetime to contain gaseous nuclides, the probability of failure of a
large fraction of the current reference design containers in 10,000 years is
assumed to be high if water comes in contact with the containers, primarily
because of a large uncertainties in our knowledge.

The container failure rate depends greatly on the environmental conditions.
It is believed that the current candidate repository horizon has remained
unsaturated for more than one million years (Ref. 18). Even during the hot
period immediately after waste emplacement, when there could be much
refluxi,; of moisture around the waste packages, the DOE's near field
performance assessment show that the rock around the waste packages would not
become saturated. In addition, there is no known mechanism by which the
water in the pores can cross the air gap between the containers and the host
rock other than through diffusion across contact areas that might develop or
by fracture flows. Depending on the climate, the containers may or may not
fail completely during the next-10,000 years. Uncertainties'in predicting
the climate and repository environment may be so great that the DOE must
assume that all containers will fail in 10,000 years. Even with an
expensive, more durable container, it would be difficult to-guarantee its
integrity with any Treasonable assurance."

2. Release from the Waste Container

When a container fails, the spent U02 fuel is normally still protected by the
Zircaloy fuel cladding, but C-14 on the surface of Zircaloy cladding is not
protected and can be released in the form of carbon dioxide. This C-14 is
termed the 'rapid release fraction of C-14' in the SCP. One measurement of
C-14 released from the cladding surface by this mechanism was obtained from
an intact PWR-spent fuel assembly with 204 rods in it (Ref. 15). The fuel
assembly was stored in a test canister filled with air and radiated about
10*4'Rad/hr. The canister was heated to 2750 C and slowly cooled. A gas
sample taken at 1180 C during the heating period indicated very little release
of C-14. A second gas sample was taken 38 days later at 2750 C and'contained
1.5 mCi of C-14. It was not reported how long the fuel had been at 2750C
before the sample was taken. A third gas sample taken a month later at 2700C
indicated an additional release of 0.3 mCi of C-14. It also indicated that
one fuel rod out of 204 had breached, as evidenced by the presence of the
fission product gas Kr-US. It is, however, believed that the additional C-14
also originated from the external surface of the fuel assembly, based upon
later analyses of fuel rod fill gas from other assemblies (Ref. 12). The
total release of 1.6SmCi is 0.26 percent of the estimated total inventory of
690 mCi in the sample. -Since the estimated total inventory was based on high
values of nitrogen content in the fuel and Zircaloy, the actual fractional
release may have been somewhat higher than 0.26 percent. Samples taken four
months later contained little C-14.

Additional laboratory tests were conducted to determine the magnitude of the
rapid release fraction of C-14 and its distribution in-the Zircaloy.
The results showed that the concentration of C-14 in the 10-micron thick
oxide layer is up to five times higher than that in the bulk cladding
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(Ref. 19). Release tests were performed with a small piece of Zircaloy
sample heated in both air and argon atmospheres at different temperatures.
The results indicated that most of the C-14 was released in the form of
carbon dioxide from the oxide layer. A release as high as about three percef>
of total inventory in eight hours was observed at 3500C in air. After eight~'-.''
hours at 3500C, the release appeared to be relatively complete. Considering
the variations in the C-14 inventory among different fuel assemblies, H. Shaw
of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratories (LLNL) believes that as much as
five percent of the inventory could be rapidly oxidized and released (Ref.
20).

It was also observed that a much smaller, but still significant, amount of
C-14 was released in an argon environment. It was speculated that some C-14
might have been present in an oxidized form or could be oxidized even in the
absence of air before the container was breached (Ref. 21). The implication
of this speculation is significant. Since the rate of oxidation of C-14
strongly depends on temperature, the size of the fast release fraction of
C-14 could decrease significantly as the waste package cools. However, if
the C-14 was oxidized before the container breached, then the amount of rapid
release would not depend much on when the breach occurred. This speculation
still must be confirmed. The argon gas used in the experiment contained
approximately 10 to 50 ppm (vol) of oxygen, an amount far in excess of what
would be required to oxidize all the carbon in the sample used (Ref. 21).
The presence of other, preferred oxygen-getters such as zirconium may not
have completely blocked the oxidation of C-14. Further tests with ultra-pure
argon gas were planned but not carried out due to a reduction in funding.
[Note: R. Van Konynenburg, LLNL, informed me that a more recent German
experiment conducted in an ultra-pure argon environment indicated that an
external supply of oxygen would be needed to oxidize the C-14.]

In a different experiment in a saline environment at 200OCt German
researchers found that about 50 percent and 95 percent, respectively, of the
C-14 inventory in cladding samples of PWR and BWR fuel could be released by
corrosion (Ref. 22). This suggests that in addition to the rapid release
fraction of C-14 from the oxide layer of Zircaloy cladding, C-14 can also be
released as carbon dioxide after the cladding corrodes. The corrosion rate
of Zircaloy cladding under conditions at Yucca Mountain is not known. An
initial evaluation of samples from two-, six- and twelve-month
electrochemical corrosion experiments indicated no Zircaloy-4 corrosion at a
detection sensitivity of I to 2 microns of corrosion per year (Ref. 23).
Further study also indicates that for the storage conditions investigated,
the outer zirconium oxide layer is in a state of compression, thus making it
unlikely that stress corrosion cracking of the exterior surface will occur
(Ref. 24). However, the uncertainty in the long-term corrosion rate of
cladding remains. It is assumed, therefore, that once the container is
breached, the cladding will also likely breach within a 10,000-year time
frame. For this reason, the SCP states that credit will be taken for the
cladding as a barrier only if analyses could support it. Even if the
cladding does not breach, corrosion processes could release some C-14. In
the absence of any data on the corrosion rate of the cladding, Park and Pflum
speculated that the combined release in 10,000 years from the rapid release
fraction and cladding corrosion could reach ten percent of the total
inventory (Ref. 6).
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A different type of 'ialysis measured gaseous C-14 through penetrations that
corroded through'the canisters (Ref. 25, 26, 27L'The flow of gases in and
out of the container through the penetrat-:ns was modeled as a function of
time after emplacement, size of the penetration, time of the breach, and
internal packaging pressure. The results show that small penetrations will
limit the rate of escape of gas from the container. These analyses are
useful in analyzing the release of C-14 during the substantially complete
containment period. However, they all show that 10,000 years is enough time
for the oxygen'to diffuse into the container .and oxidize C-14 in the Zircaloy
oxide layer, and for the'C-14 dioxide to escape from the container. In
addition, the uncert...nties involved in these analyses are too great for the
results to be directly useful. It is not presently possible to predict how
many and what size'penetrations would be created by metal corrosion, and when
they would occur. Studies in this area are still very preliminary and the
uncertainties involved in the predictions, even if they were possible, would
beavery large. For the C-14-analysis, therefore, we cscume C-14 can move
freely through the penetrations once the container is breached.'

3. Release from the Fuel Matrix

After the container and cladding are breached, the U02 fuel matrix will be
altered and dissolved when contacted by the water. Data on the long-term
matrix alteration rate are not available. Although a value of5.3xU10'/yr
was used in the Fiscal Year 1990 PACE exercise (Ref. 28), the uncertainty is
very large. A value as high as 103/yr was used in source term calculations

-for the tuff repository (Ref. 29). Any contact with water would be limited
by the small amount of water flux at the repository horizon, even if a
pluvial climate developed in the future, and it is highly likely that the
site will remain unsaturated for the next 10,000 years. The earlier study at
250 C indicated a saturated dissolution rate of less than 10-5/yr (Ref. 30).
More recent studies indicated, however, that the rate could be two orders of
magnitude higher at higher temperatures (Ref. 31). Atwthe flux assumed in
the SCP (20 liter/yr/waste package), the entire spent fuel inventory could be
dissolved in 10,000 years if the -container and cladding breached. This, of
course, is a very unlikely scenario, especially in view of the fact that the
SCP assumed a flux rate 80 times higher than the 0.5 mm/yr considered a
reasonable and conservative upper bound for a Yucca Mountain repository (Ref.
32). It should be noted that the nominal flux used in the FY 90 PACE
exercise is 0.01 mm/yr. Nonetheless, in the presence of high water flux, a
substantial portion of spent fuel and hence C-14 could be dissolved and
transported'in water. Due to an extremely low diffusion coefficient in
unsaturated -rubble around the waste package (Ref. 33) and low flux, the
liquid would travel very slowly and would be exposed to gas flow moving
upward. The heat from the emplaced wastes in an unsaturated site could
induce a large-scale air and gas convective movement (Ref. 34).

The C-14 in the water will reach thermodynamic equilibrium between gaseous
C02 and aqueous 100'* Once the C-14 transfers to the gaseous phase. it will
go through the same process as the gaseous C-14 released from the Zircaloy
surface. It should be noted that the conditions above and below the
repository level are almost identical -in terms of the C02 environment, so the
CO2 will partition between the liquid and gas regardless of the origin. The
C-14 in the gaseous phase will move upward much faster than the liquid will
travel downward. The. net result is that most of the C-14 in the water, after
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some time-delays due to retardation, could end up being released in gaseous
form to the environment. Therefore, the net source term for the gaseous
transport of C-14 would be the sum of the rapid release fraction from the N
Zircaloy surface and a significant fraction of the C-14 dissolved in water.
While the former is a one-time release from the breached container, the
latter is a continuous and cumulative release from all breached containers as
long as the fuel continues to dissolve. The cumulative release of C-14 from
spent fuel dissolution could provide a much larger source term than the rapid
release fraction, depending on the amount dissolved and the degree of
thermodynamic equilibrium (partitioning between the gas and liquid).

Carbon-14 may exist in various chemical forms in spent fuel and hardware.
Release of C-14 from reactor off-gas was observed to be in the form of carbon
dioxide, carbon monoxide, and hydrocarbons including methane (Ref. 12). The
C-14 in the Zircaloy surface is oxidized first, before it is released. The
actual release measured from the test fuel assembly was in the carbon dioxide
form with no measurable amount of carbon monoxide, except for one sample that
contained an insignificant amount (Ref. 15). During the dissolution of
chopped spent LNR fuel rods with air sparging at ambient temperature (in
nuclear fuel reprocessing plants), almost all C-14 is released into the
dissolver off-gas in the form of carbon dioxide. Therefore, it appears that
the gaseous release of C-14 from the tuff repository would most likely be in
a carbon dioxide form.

C. Transport of C-14

The transport of gaseous C-14 from the repository to the environment would be
controlled primarily by the flow of gas through fractures and rock pores.
The gas interacts with the water trapped in rock pores or on the fracture
surface. C-14 in the gas will exchange with the C-12 in the pore gas, which
is in equilibrium with the bicarbonate ions in the pore water, which in turn
may be in equilibrium with calcite in the rock. The net result is an
effective retardation of C-14 movement through the rock. The degree of
retardation depends on the degree of deviation from a thermodynamic
equilibrium between the gas and liquid in the pores.

1. Gas Flow Through the Mountain

Gas moves through the deep unsaturated zone at appreciable velocities (Ref.
18). This is a convective movement caused by the density difference in gases
with depth due to the geothermal temperature gradient, as well as by diurnal
and seasonal changes in barometric pressure (Ref. 35, 36). Substantial air
flow has been observed in several wells drilled in the vicinity of Yucca
Mountain and a section of open hole above the water table. In one well, the
observed flow rates are so great they can only be explained as fracture flow
phenomena (Ref. 37). Nearly 40 percent of the actual flow from one
observation well is generated by wind effects. The flow' log also indicates
that the midpoint for flow entering the well is at a depth of 20 meters (Ref.
37). Although the observed gas flow velocity - ranging from negative to +7
m/s at the top of the well - has been modeled, gas flow throughout the
mountain is not known well, especially at the repository depth.
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If high-level waste is.placed in an unsaturated repository, the heat
generated by the waste sill provide a driving force that moves large volumes
of gas. Tsang and P'2etfs estimated the velocity',of heat-driven gas flow from
a hypothetical repository and natural geothermal temperature gradient (Ref.
38).: Their results show that gas phase convection could take place with
appreciable velocity, of the order of 22 m/yr. This average velocity has
been used by others to calculate the rate of C-14 transport through Yucca
Mountain (to be discussed later). -More detailed simulation of gas flow
velocities as a.function of depth shows a range from 4.5 to 1174 mryr at 100
years after waste emplacement, with the highest velocity at the repository
level. Other studies of the potential repository at Yucca Mountain indicate
that the temperature disturbance resulting from emplacing the waste will be
significant even after 10,000 years-(Ref. 39, 40).. In a recent study, Tsang
simulated the~temperature and gas velocity field up to 10,000 years after
waste emplacement'using the layered stratigraphy at Yucca Mountain and the
reference heat load of 57 kW/acre at the-time of emplacement (Ref. 41). The
re-ilts still show a wide range of-velocities through the different strata,
from a fraction ofv'a meter per year in Paintbrush tuff (gas -flow only through
matrix pores with'porosity of 0.4 was assumed) to over 200 m/yr at the
-repository level. The average velocity near the top.of Tiva Canyon still
approaches 40 r/yr at 100 years, 20 r/yr at 1,000 years, but then decreases
to a few m/yr at 5,000 years. Due to a buoyancy effect,'the locus of the
fastest velocity moves toward the top of the Topopah Spring tuff.

Water vapor movement produced by the heat pipe -near the waste package could
affect the migration of gaseous radionuclides. Zhou et al., however, show

x .that for the equivalent waste sphere the heat pipe exists from eight days to
40 years after.emplacement (Ref. 42). In addition, they also conclude that
the heat pipe. extends from the waste surface to about three meters from the
center of the equivalent waste sphere. For a large-scale gas movement for
10,000 years, -therefore, we can safely ignore the heat pipe'effect.

2. Retardation

The movement of gaseous C-14 can be retarded by complex chemical interactions
with the pore water and the solid rock.. Ross describes a general chemical
model for C-14 retardation at Yucca M:-7ain and estimates the bounds of the
retardation factor to be 2 to 2,000 (Ref. 43). In a more recent study, he
calculated the retardation factors for three different stratigraphic layers
as a function of temperature, obtaining a ranz; .of 30 to 70 with an
approximate median at 50 (Ref. 44). Ross used the PEBEQE computer code to
obtain the equilibrium distribution coefficient. Others used data from the
literature, expressed as a function of pH and temperature, to account for the
retardation of gaseous C-14 movement in their transport equations (Ref. 45,
46). Although they did not calculate retardation-factors explicitly, their
numbers are of the same order of magnitude but higher than those calculated
by Ross. While Knapp used the equilibrium distribution coefficients at pH S
as a function of temperature, Light et al. used a fixed value at pH 7 and
500 C to get an Equilibrium distribution coefficient of 3 (Ref. 47).

Many implicit assumptions have been made in calculating the retardation
factor, of which the most important is that of a thermodynamic equilibrium
between the gas and liquid. On the time scale involved in the repository
C-14 travel, Ross justifies the validity of such an assumption. Yang
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analyzed pore fluid and pore gas to determine the extent of the water-rock
interaction and gas travel time at Yucca Mountain using an isotope ratio of
carbon, oxygen, and tritium (Ref. 48). His preliminary finding suggests a
lack of thermodynamic equilibrium between the gas and liquid but: the resultsf
are not conclusive. Although the gas and pore liquid were obtained generally --
from the same geologic strata, the actual gas sample was collected from the
UZ-1 hole while the pore water was extracted from UZ-4 cores. The data still
strongly suggest the possibility of a very low retardation,' especially if the
liquid is confined to small pores (high suction pressure) and the gas flows
through the path of least resistance (fractures and large pores) with minimal
contact with pore liquid.

All this suggests that the degree of retardation may also strongly depend on
the degree of saturation. With a pluvial scenario, more liquid flux to the
repository (still unsaturated) may accelerate the corrosion of containers,
thus increasing the source term for C-14. A possibly lower temperature
resulting from more cooling may also reduce the rate of oxidation, but in the
long run the total release may not be affected. much. On the other hand, a
higher saturation may enhance liquid-gas contact, hence increasing the
retardation. No quantitative data are available on the relative contribution
of these two counteracting effects from increased flux. However, it can be
seen that the source term and transport strongly depend on the expected
hydrology.

3. Far Field Transport

A. nominal travel time of gaseous C-14 from the repository to the accessible
environment can be obtained from the gas flow velocity through the mountain
and the retardation coefficient of C-14. As. mentioned earlier, the
unretarded gas travel time through the mc ntain is relatively short -- from
tens to hundreds of years - which means the retarded travel time could be
from less than 1,000 years to over 10,000 years. Since the half-life of C-14
is 5,730 years, the effect of retardation can become significant with a long
travel time. Although this view of gas travel time is very simplistic, it
clearly indicates that the travel time is neither very short nor very long
and more accurate estimates are needed.

Ross first modeled the C-14 transport at Yucca Mountain (Ref. 43). His
preliminary calculations based on the governing equation and order of
magnitude estimates indicated that a substantial portion of C-14 could reach
the surface in less than 10,000 years. Knapp solved an analytic equation for
gas phase transport of a C-14 kinematic wave, incorporating advection,
isotope exchange between CO in a flowing gas phase and RCO3- in a stastic
aqueous phase, and radioactive decay (Ref. 45). His calculations indicate
that the C-14 wave takes about 5,900 years to reach the surface. This
implies that about half of the C-14 released from the repository during the
first 4,000 years will reach the surface during the regulatory time frame of
10,000 years. His calculation is based on an estimated gas Darcy velocity of
1 m/yr and no diffusion, with'dispersion and temporal and spatial variations
in rock and fluid properties taken into consideration.

Lerman also estimated the travel time of gas through an unsaturated rock zone
based on the expanding gas volume and the density gradient caused by the heav.
generated in the repository and diffusional flux (Ref. 49). He estimated ar
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average gas velocity of 2 m/yr, using a gas permeability three'orders of
magnitude lower than the values reported by Montazer et al. (Ref. 32).
Although his analysis made the point that some gaseous radionuclides .. siht
reach the surface ifii"'ielatively short time, hsinodel grossly lacked the
complexities needed; e.g., no geochemical retardation was modeled.

Light et al. also solved the governing equation-using an equivalent
porous-medium approach and calculated the gas concentration at the ground
surface as a function of time and gas flow velocity in the mountain (Ref.
46). They used the Darcy velocity of gas calculated by Tsang and Preuss
-(Ref. 38) 'as a reference, and calculated the gas travel time for.O.l, 1.0,
and 10 times the reference Darcy velocity. A fixed equilibrium distribution
coefficient of 3 at pH 7 and 500C was used to calculate the retardation. The
results show C-14 travel times to the surface to be in hundreds to thousands
of years for the assumed parameter values.

The most rigorous and comprehensive modeling was done by Ross et al. (Ref.
44). A two-dimensional, steady state numerical model of rock-gas flow driven
by temperature and humidity differences, called TGIF (Thermal Gradient
Induced Flow), was developed to determine flow paths by -particle tracking and
to calculate C-14 travel time. The model takes into consideration the
different geologic strata with different permeabilities, tilting of the bed,
Yucca Mountain topography, and geochemical equilibrium between the gas and
liquid. The model treats the fractured tuff as a homogeneous medium. C-14
travel times were'calculated for three different repository temperatures
two levels of permeability contrast between the Paintbrush nonwelded tuff and
the Tiva Canyon and Topopah Spring welded units at four east-west cross
sections. Fixed repository temperatures were used instead of the actual time
dependent heat generation rate of the waste. The temperature profiles
generated using a waste heat load of 57 kW/acre by Tsang indicate the
repository temperature could be higher than the values used by Ross,
especially during earlier times, even up to several thousand years (Ref. 41).
The C-14 travel times calculated were shown in histograms. As expected, the
unretarded travel times range from tens to hundreds of years, and the
retarded travel times are generally in thousands of years. His calculations
also show that at lower temperatures and higher pezmeability contrasts, many
or most of the retarded travel times exceed the C-14 half-life of 5,730 years
and the regulatory time frame of 10,000 years.- On the other hand, with a low
permeability contrast and a repository-temperature of 3300K, almost all C-14
escapes to the atmosphere in less than 2,000 years.

,Overall, these calculations show.that the expected' C-14 travel time is
generally several thousands of years or less, including retardation. These
calculations assume the maximum retardation possible using thermodynamic
equilibrium, but do not take into account the effects from wind and
barometric pumping. 'Analysts used a retardation factor of about 50, which is
a very high retardation for gas movement. In many other geologic media, the
retardation results from physical or chemical sorption of C-14 on the media
itself. There is little information on the sorption of C-14 on various kinds
of rocks. There are some indications, however, of the magnitude of
retardation that sorption provides'. Bush et al. used a value of 8 for
retardation in a clay medium, which is highly sorptive (Ref. 13). The high
retardation at Yucca Kountain is due to the geochemical interaction of C-14
dioxide with HCOW in the pore water, which-is -.n equilibrium with an
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abundant amount of calcite in the rock. Other geologic media may not have as
high a retardation factor as Yucca Mountain; therefore, it appears that the
relatively short C-14 travel times may nc: be unique to Yucca Mountain, but
may apply to most generic unsaturated sites in the U.S. Ross also states
that the general conditions used in his simulation would apply to most other
unsaturated sites (Ref. 44).

D. Health Effects of C-14

Carbon is one of the most abundant elements on earth and in the biosphere.
It constitutes over 22 percent of the human body by weight (Ref. 8) and is
abundant in out daily diet. Natural carbon contains about 1.4x0-12 g C-14/g
C. A reference human being weighing 70 kg contains 0.1 microcurie of C-14,
from which he receives 1.3 mrem/yr of radiation exposure (Ref. 8, 50). The
global inventory is estimated to be 230 million curies, which are distributed
as follows: 90 percent in deep ocean more than 100 m from the surface: 8
percent in surface waters, sediment and biosphere; and two percent in the
atmosphere (Ref. 51). In addition to the large inventory of C-14 already
existing in the natural system from cosmic ray production, additional C-14 is
continuously produced in the atmosphere by the interaction of cosmic ray
neutrons with nitrogen. The amount in the atmosphere is estimated to be 3.8
million curies, and the annual natural production of 28,000 curies in the
atmosphere (Ref. 52) balances the loss by radioactive decay.

C-14 released from a repository in gaseous form would enter the atmosphere
and mix completely in about four years to become part of the global
inventory. C-14 in the human body also comes to an equilibrium with the
atmospheric C-14 after a lag time of 1.4 years (Ref. 53). Once it is
released, C-14 becomes a part of the global inventory and any increase in r'

concentration in the atmosphere could affect the entire world population,
provided the assumption of a linear no-threshold relationship between the
health effect and radiation exposure holds. It should be noted that this
assumption is not well established at a low level of radiation.

The C-14 -in the atmosphere exchanges with carbon in the ocean surface waters,
which in turn exchanges with carbon in other reservoirs such as deep ocean,
land biosphere, and humus; most of the radioactive decay occurs in the ocean,
where it stays longest during the global circulation cycle. As a result, the
effective half-life of C-14 in the biosphere is much shorter than its natural
half-life of 5,730 years.

The potential health effects of C-14 from both the natural and man-made
sources have been studied extensively (Ref. 50). Infinite time (effectively
about eight half-lives or 46,000 years) population dose-comnitment of C-14
has been calculated by many studies (Ref. 13i 50). The numbers range from
370 to 620 man-rem/Ci (divide the number by 100 to get person-Sievert/Ci)
based on a projected steady world population of 10 to 12 billion.. In a more
recent study, McCartney et al. reported a value of 460 man-rem/Ci for the
100,000-year dose commitmeat based on a steady world population of 10 billion
(Ref. 54). The biological effect per unit population dose also varies
depending on the pathway model and other assumptions used. Reported values
range from 100 to 200 cancers for ll0*6 man-rem (Ref. O, 50). The EPA used
a value of 146 cancers per Wl0+6 man-rem exposure in their analysis,
although they also indicated the value probably was lower by a factor of 1.'
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based on newer data (Ref. '55). ['Note: They are using 400 cancers per 
lxLO*6

man-rem now, according to Mr. 
Galpin at the li/91 EPRI Workshop]. 

We use a

number of 200 cancers per lx10'6 
man-rem,.which is consistent with 

the value

recommended by the ICRP.. The number of genetic effects 
from C-14 exposure is

estimated to'be'abo i6one-tenth 
to two-third of-th~e total cancers (Ref. 50,

55). Using these numbers, the limit 
of 6,300.Curies to comply with 

the-EPA

regulation from the 70,000 MTHM 
repository equates to a total 

cancer death of

580 over 10,000 years. It is to be compared with 370,000 
cancers from

natural C-14 and 37 million from 
total natural background radiation 

over the

same time period.'

The healthieffect of a release 
of C-14 from a.potential repository 

at Yucca

Mountain has been calculated 
by Daer under two different scenarios 

(Ref. 56).

-Under the first bounding'scenario,.a 
release of.,1000 curies in one 

year from

the ground surface was assumed. 
-It was also assumed that the-entire

-projected surface area of the 
repository was, covered i.an 

invisible

confinement 2 meters high, and 
the C-14 inside stayed within 

this volume fc-

the entire year. People lived inside the confinement 
eating contaminated

food grown inside and drinking 
contaminated water. Under this

ultra-conservative, almost implausible 
scenario, the maximum exposure 

was

calculatedto be about 2 mrem/yr. 
Obviously C-14 would not be trapped

locally, the annual release would 
be almost three orders of magnitude 

lower,

and there would not be much vegetation 
near the Yucca Mountain area.

Ingestion dose dominated over 
submersion and inhalation doses, 

as expected.

The second' analysis was only 
for internal and external doses 

from air

containing C-14, and was based 
on a uniform release of 1,000 

curies from the

ground surface of the repository 
in one year and currently prevailing 

climate

conditions, such as wind velocity, direction, dispersion of the plume, etc.,

at Yucca Mountain. Under this still conservative scenario, the exposure to

the maximally exposed individual was calculated to be 0.05 mrem/yr. Under

the allowable release limit of an average of 0.63 Cilyr (6,300 Ci-per 10,000

years), the corresponding exposure would be 
3x10 5 mrem/yr. The second

analysis did not include the 
dose from ingestion. In areas with much'

vegetation, the ingestion dose 
from the food chain dominates 

over,-the dose

from inhalation'ind immersion 
by about two orders of magnitude. 

.At Yucca

Mountain, however, the ingestion 
dose is.expected to be only one 

or"at of

magnitude larger than the inhalation 
dose, primarily due to the low 

potential

for vegetation' {Ref. 57)-.- If we include the dose from ingestion' 
in the

second scenario, the total dose 
from C-14 from the potential Yucca 

Mountain

repository would be 3 -104 mrem/yr, which is about one one-millionth 
of what

an average individual receives 
from natural'background and one 

ten-thousandth

of what an individual receives from natural'C-14 from the atmosphere.

In a more recent study, done:as a part of the FY 91 PACE by Pacific 
Northwest

Laboratory and Sandia National 
Laboratories, the potential dose'from the

repository C-14 was calculated (Ref. 57). The ground surface source term 
of

C-14 for the dose calculation 
was estimated probabilistically 

for different

container failure times, two 
different gast flow modes; i.e., 

matrix and

fracture flow, an average wind 
speed of 3.3 m/sec with no vertical 

or

horizontal dispersion,' and different matrix 
gas permeabilities.' The overall

scenario, including the source 
term from the EBS, was very conservative.

Under this scenario, the calculated dose to a hypothetical, maximally exposed

individual living on the surface 
of Yucca Mountain ranged from 

2.3x10-17 to
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1.2x10 1- mrem/yr. No attempt was made to calculate an average or median
value in this preliminary study. The numerical values calculated
deterministically by Gary Daer fall within the range of this study.

For the purpose of the regulatory analysis in the next section, we will use
3x0-4 mrem/yr as the basis.

E. Uncertainties

Among the factors influencing the release of C-14 to the accessible
environment, the inventory estimates have the least uncertainty, though they
are still significant. Considering the accuracy of the ORIGEN code used in
the calculation of isotope generation in the reactors, the amount of nitrogen
impurities in the fuel, cladding, hardware, variability among fuels, the fact
that two-thirds of the spent fuel to be emplaced in the repository doesn't
even exist today, and the trend toward ever higher fuel burnups, the
uncertainties in the inventory are probably at least -50 to +100 percent.

The largest uncertainty, however, is in the source term, which in part stems
from the uncertainty in the post-closure near field environment. Container
failure rate is largely unknown and uncertainties will remain even after the
material and design are fixed. If the near field environment remains
unsaturated and relatively dry, the container failure rate would be very
small and a large fraction of the waste containers will survive for 10,000
years. If the climate changes to a pluvial condition, fracture flows
dominate at the repository level, and a large amount of water comes into
contact with the waste containers, then, conservatively, with the current
design of the waste package it should be assumed that most of the containers
would fail during the first 10,000 years. The uncertainties in the container .-

failure rates would be at least one order of magnitude and could be higher,
depending on the degree of site characterization and material testing. The God
uncertainties in container failure rate could be reduced by employing more
robust, long-life waste package design, but presently there is no regulatory
need for a long-life (10,000 years or longer) waste package to meet the EPA
performance requirements other than that for C-14. Compliance with the NRC's
subsy.:tm performance requirements on waste packages and EBS may necessitate
a long-life waste package because of the need-to contain gaseous
radionuclides and several other readily soluble radionuclides. Among these,
the requirement for C-14 would still be the most imposing.

Data on the C-14 release from the surface of fuel assemblies; i.e., the rapid
release fraction, are extremely limited, so more experimental measurements
are needed. The value assumed for the rapid release fraction in the SCP;
i.e., one percent, appears low in view of more recent laboratory experimental
results. Two to ten percent may be a reasonable range, although there is a
possibility that it may even exceed ten percen6. Again, it should be
mentioned that these figures are based on a 1'.4ted number of observations
and are speculative at best.

Release of C-14 from the fuel matrix would be strongly influenced by the
alteration rate of the fuel. Current assessment indicates a possible range
of at least two to three orders of magnitude. There is an additional
uncertainty in the fraction of C-14 released in liquid form initially that
might eventually be released to the accessible environment in a gaseous form.
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Depending on the scenarios for the near and far field environment, the
fraction could vary from almost 0 to 100 percent.

Most calculations on.th'i C-14 travel time at Yucca Mountain indicate that it
may be relatively shdirt~compared to the 10,000-year regulatory timeframe and
the half-life of C-14. The natural barriers at Yucca Mountain may not be
able to delay the movement of C-14 past the regulatory time limit or until it
decays by a significant amount, even with the retardation due to geochemical
interactions. It would be reasonable to assume that all C-14 released from
the waste packages within the 10,00D-year timeframe would reach-the
accessible environment quickly, without much radioactive decay. Aside from
the uncertainties in the retardation factor, from one to an average of 50,
the travel time is strongly influenced by rock permeabilities that vary in
different strata. 'C-14 could'reach the surface in a few years to tens of
thousands of years, although a few thousand years seems the most likely'

The long-time population dose commitment of C-14 is generally well
established. Models for the global carbon circulation cycle have long been
in existence, from the simple three-reservoir models of earlier days to
recent, more sophisticated-multi-reservoir, models. Most of the models-
currently in' use are- variations of the six-reservoir model by Bacastow and
Keeling (Ref. 58). Results from different models generally agree well
because the deep ocean'acts as the primary reservoir, holding more than 90
percent of global C-14 and dominating the circulation cycle.

The overall combined uncertainties are so large, including those for the
disturbed scenarios, that from almost 0 up to 50 percent of the total
inventory'in the repository (up to 40,000 curies) could be released in the
gaseous form over the 10,000-year period. Of course, this is a very high
estimate, and most likely the probability distribution of release would be
highly skewed toward lower values. Tbe big question is what would be the
probability-of the release exceeding eight percent of the total'invent:ry.
Due to the uncertainties discussed above, it would be reasonable to as. -e a
ten percent probability that the gaseous release would exceed eight percent

-of the C-14'inventory. -

F. Need for Additional Analyses

The results of most analyses are uncertain because of lack of data,
especially long-term data that may or may not be fully obtainable. Some
uncertainties could be reduced by site characterization data and laboratory
and field experimental measurements, but there will always be residual
uncertainties from both the known and unknown unknowns. Since the transport
of C-14 is relatively fast, what is needed most is more data on the source
term, not only for Yucca Mountain but for other unsaturated sites as well.

''Analyses that could reduce the uncertainty band in the source term should be
emphasized.

It might be worthwhile to solicit expert opinions in each of the categories
discussed above to narrow the range of uncertainties, then to run a simple
model to obtain a-probability distribution of C-14 gaseous release by
employing time-distributed container failure, range of retardation and travel
time, etc. The results, however, would still be speculative at best since we
are limited more-by the lack of real data than by reliable means of analysis.
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Additional data needs have already been discussed in the Yucca Mountain SCP
and briefly in the sections above, and will not be repeated here.

The analyses in the previous sections deal only with undisturbed performances
of the geologic repository. Based on our preliminary knowledge of volcanism
scenarios, it was assumed in this study that any gaseous release of
radionuclides under disturbed conditions of the repository would be
insignificant. This, however, should be investigated further.

III. REGULATORY IMPLICATIONS AND POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES

A. Requlatorv Implications

The NRC's subsystem performance requirements in 10 CFR Part 60 require that
the containment of radionuclides in the waste packages be substantially
complete for 300 to 1,000 years, and that after containment the annual
release rate of any radionuclide from the EBS not exceed one part in one
hundred thousand of the inventory of that nuclide at 1,000 years after
emplacement with an exclusion limit for radionuclides with an extremely small
release potential. The regulatory term substantially complete containment
has not yet been defined quantitatively. The NRC made it clear in its Site
Characterization Analyses that the term should be interpreted to mean that
the release during the containment period be much less than that allowed
during the post-containment period (Ref. 59). Design goals were established
in the SCP with a goal of achieving a C-14 release rate of less than 10'6/yr
of the 1,000 year inventory, which would correspond to 7.8110-2 Ci/yr. Even
if we assume the rapid release fraction to be two percent of the inventory in
the container, failure of two or fewer containers per year would exceed the
SCP goals and the 10 CFR Part 60 requirements even if we ignore the C-14
released through the aqueous phase. If we take a more conservative number of,
ten percent for the rapid release fraction, then it takes only a fraction of " >
one waste container to violate the requirement in a given year. The 10 CYR
Part 60 requirements could also be violated if 2 to-20 waste containers
breach in a given year. If we include the cumulative release from all failed
containers that will cross the EBS boundary in either a gaseous or liquid
form, the number of containers that can breach annually would be even less.
This level of containment may be possible if an expensive waste package
design with multiple barriers is employed. Nevertheless, it would be almost
impossible to guarantee such a low level of failure on an annual basis as the
NRC regulations require.

The EPA regulation, 40 CFR Part 191, does not specify any requirement on the
performance of subsystems. It is an overall environmental standard, and as
such it only limits cumulative release to the accessible environment. The
limit for C-14 is 100 curies per 1,000 MTHH over 10,000 years with better
than 90 percent probability that the level would not be exceeded, provided no
other radionuclides are released at the same time. If other radionuclides
are released concurrently, the release limit must be prorated (i.e., reduced)
by a formula given by the EPA. The release limits were conceived to limit the
number of fatal cancers to 1,000 over 10,000 years from a repository
containing 100,000 mTHH. As shown in the previous section, the final number
used for C-14 is equivalent to 570 fatal cancers over 10,000 years from a
repository containing 70,000 MIHE, of which 63,000 HTHH are spent fuel. The
level of risk; i.e., 1,000 cancers over 10,000 years, was considered easily
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achievable at the time based on performance assessment of generic sites, and
was also considered:tovie comparable to the risk from the unmined uranium ore
(Ref. 55, 60).

The EPA limits total release of C-14 to 6,300 curies in 10,000 years and the
NRC limits the release to about 0.63 Ci/yr. If only eight percent of the :
14 inventory at emplacement escapes to the accessible environment, we could
violate the EPA and NRC regulations. The current lack of data and high
uncertainties also reduce the confidence that we can meet the regulations.

It has also been shown in the preliminary performance assessment of the Yucca
Mountain repository that the complementary cumulative distribution function
(CCDF) of the release is largely dominated by the release of C-14 (Ref. 2,
3). Although the results show that the C=DF curve is still within the bound
of the EPA limit it is very close to violating it, even without taking into
account all the uncertainties discussed in the previous section.

A few alternative waste package strategies have been proposed in the SCP
that could be very expensive and still might not be able to provide
reasonable assurance that the release would be within the EPA and NRC limits.
Some of the proposed technologies have not yet been fully developed or
demonstrated. They are discussed below in conjunction with regulatory
alternatives.

B. Discussion of Regulatory Alternatives

The EPA conclusion that its release limits were easily achievable was based
on assessments of several hypothetical repositories (Ref. 61). Unsaturated
repositories and gaseous radionuclides were not considered in determining
whether the release limits could be met. The hypothetical repositories were
also simpler than the real sites the DOE has studied, making the validity of
the EPA's conclusions questionable.

An apparent basis for the EPA limits is hidden in their comparison of
repository risks to the risk from unmined uranium ore:

'Accordingly, the Agency has promulgated environmental
standards that would restrict projected releases from high-
level waste disposal system - for 10,000 years after
disposal -- to levels that should keep the risks to future
generations less than the risks they would have been exposed
to from the unmined ore if these wastes had not been
created. (Ref. 55)-

The level of risk from unmined uranium ore was calculated for a few real and
one hypothetical uranium mine (Ref. 62). Using a hypothetical uranium mine
as a basis is unreasonable in view of the fact that most of the uranium mines
from which the first 70,000 MTHM fuel would be produced could be identified
(both domestic and foreign), and the risks from unmined uranium ore body
could also be obtained from environmental documents. The probability limits
EPA assigned tothe release; i.e., 0.1 and 0.001, also have no basis, since
the probability of releasing the calculated amount from a real mine is almost
1.0, because those assessments are based on actual measurements. These facts
have been pointed out in testimony to the Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste
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(ACNW) by U. Park (Ref. 63). A subsequent ACNW evaluation confirmed that the
EPA release limit was at least one order of ma-- tude more stringent than the
limit that would produce the same risk from re... unmined uranium ores in
terms of release probability, and three orders of magnitude in terms of the t
associated health effects due to radionuclide releases (Ref. 64). In
explaining why the EPA did not choose higher (less protective) release
limits, they state:

... The differences in costs for different levels (of
protection) are much smaller than the overall uncertainties
in waste management costs. For example, consider the
increased costs of complying with the release limits we have
proposed, rather than release limits 10 times less
stringent. The potential increase ranges from zero to 50
million (1981) dollars per year.... As discussed above,
setting the release limits at the level we chose -- as
opposed to a level 10 times less or 10 times more stringent
-- appears to cause only very minor effects on the costs of
high-level waste disposal. This is why we did not choose
higher (less protective) release limits." (Ref. 65)

The EPA was mistaken. Costs are very sensitive to the level of protection,
especially when the requirements push the design of waste packages to the
limits of practical engineering and science. If costs were properly
considered, the release limit could be justified at 10 times higher than what
was finally set by the EPA and the public health and safety would still be
fully protected.

Given this general background on the EPA regulation, the following approachep-
to develop an alternative standard for allowable release of C-14 would seem
to merit consideration:

o Keep the current regulation and

use longer-life containers
- release the C-14 before emplacement
- use fuel reprocessing

o Relax the current release limit for all radionuclides by a
factor of ten.

o Give special consideration to C-14 because of its unique nature
and because it produces an individual dose that falls well below
regulatory concern (dose truncation).

o The same as above, except base the truncation on the affected
population (geographic truncation).

o Change the basis of the standard from population dose to
individual dose.

o Regulate repository gases under the National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants Act (NESHAP) (40 CFR Part 61).
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o State that.the release limits in Table 1 of Subpart B, Appendix
A do not apppy>.to gaseous release of radionuclides and hold the
regulation of gaseous releases in reserOeQ"

These options are discussed individually below in terms of their advantages
and disadvantages from a scientific point of view and, to the extent
possible, from their political implications.

1. Keep the Current Requlation

The current regulation was promulgated based on three basic premises: (1) it
is easy to meet the limits; (2) the risk is comparable to the risk from

-unmined uranium ore, which is acceptable to the public; and (3) more
stringent regulation dots1not.incur any significant additional cost.
However, what may have been a reasonable assessment based on the state of
knowledge 10 to 15 years ago-is no longer valid. The degulation is outdated
and should be changed.

There appears to be a high probability that it will not be possible to
satisfy the EPA and NRC regulations because of overwhelming uncertainties in
the source term. The preliminary performance assessment clearly zhowed that
the main reason for potential violation of the regulations is the gaseous
release of C-14. This has been foreseen by YMP scientists for a long time,
and the DOE has proposed several alternative approaches in the SCP in case
the reference waste package cannot meet the requirements due to uncertainties
in the site conditions, (Ref. 18). The alternatives were presented primarily
to address the NRC's 10 CFR 60.113 requirements. They include the use of
alternative container-design and materials, use of 10 CFR 60.113 (b)
(variation in containment period and post-containment release rate), release
of C-14 from the surface of fuel assemblies prior to emplacement, taking more
credit for cladding if this could be supported by more testing, and inclusion
of part of the host rock in the EBS. Among these, only two could address the
C-14 problem for both the EPA and NRC requirements: a long-life waste
package using alternative material, and the pretreatment of fuel assemblies
to release the rapid release fraction of C-14. These are discussed in more
detail below.

a. Use.of long-life waste packages .

The current reference design for-the waste packages is a thin-walled,
single wall metallic container that capitalizes on the unsaturated
nature of the site.- In the absence of any significant water movement
at the repository level, this design would be adequate to protect the
public health and safety. Under any scenario that would allow the
breach of waste containers in any significant quantity during 10,000
years, the reference design and the current candidate materials may
not be adequate or may be adequate but cannot be so proven. Since the
rapid release fraction'of C-14 is on the outside'surface of the fuel
cladding, the'waste container wall must be gas tight for 10,000 years%
Most metals have only a short performance history and are susceptible'
to various failure mechanisms. Ceramics such as alumina were
-considered in combination with metal inner or outer layers. The
additional cost over that of the reference design is estimated to be
in the billions of dollars for 35,000 waste packages. In addition,
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the technology exists only in small-scale applications. Significant
technology development would be needed involving an additional cost
and schedule delay. The DOE is studying other long-life waste package
designs that rely on multiple barriers to increase reliability, but
firm designs have evolved yet. The high cost of developing and
fabricating long-life waste packages compared to the negligible gain
in public health and safety has already been pointed out (Ref. 6,7).

b. Pretreatment of the fuel assemblies

The existing regulations do not regulate the release of C-14 from
nuclear power reactors and other nuclear fuel cycle facilities. The
operating PWRs and BWRs release gaseous C-14 at the rate shown in
Table 3. Each reactor releases 5 to 10 curies every year. If the
C-14 on the surface layer of Zircaloy cladding is released prior to
emplacement, it would not violate any regulation. The rate of release
from this operation would be much higher than the release of C-14 from
the repository, since at least two percent of the total inventory
(1,500 curies) would be released in less than 50 years. Assuming that
the linear dose-response model is valid, the resulting health effects
would be much higher than the effects produced by the expected release
from the repository, although both would still be very low.

To release C-14, the fuel must be heated to about 2750C for an
undetermined length of time. Under laboratory conditions with a purge
gas flow, the release was almost complete after 8 hours. However, the
only actual test done with an intact fuel assembly indicates up to two
months might be needed. The cost of performing this operation, even
if it was technically feasible, would be extremely high. The annual
spent fuel receiving rate is twice as high as the rate at a
full-scale, 50 GWelyr fuel reprocessing plant, and the fuel would these
have to be stored for up to two months at 2750C. The fuel assemblies
would have to be cooled before transport to the repository. The cost
of such a facility, operated remotely, would be prohibitively high
when the off-gas treatment and other handling facilities are included.

In addition, the effe-- of heating the fuel in a dry condition is not
known. One out of th- 204 fuel rods failed during the test. Other
technical problems include finding a method of heating the fuel
assemblies uniformly without overheating to prevent cladding failure,
and the treatment of radioactive off-gases Kr-85 and I-129 from
breached fuel rods. Both Kr-85 and I-129 are regulated under current
regulations. The C-14 gas from heating would have to be vented to the
atmosphere, since it would be diluted so much with air it could not be
recovered economically.

It should be noted that releasing the C-14 at a higher rate just to
circumvent the repository regulations may not be acceptable to the
public regardless of the low health affects.

c. Fuel reprocessing

Fuel reprocessing is not a real solution to the C-14 problem, since
the decision to reprocess will involve many considerations and C-14
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may not be an important one. Although the release of C-14 from a fuel
reprocessing plant (FRP) is not regulated at present, primarily
because there 1s no FRP in the U.S. exceptl for the defense facilities,
the off-gas stream is concentrated enough to warrant its collection
from a cost/benefit point of view (Ref. 66).

Technologies are available to collect theIC-14 (diluted with C-12 to
increase the efficiency the fixation process). The problem is what to
do with the waste containing C-14. Most fixation processes capture
the C-14 in a carbonate matrix. The release rate of C-14 from such
waste forms packaged in a less stringent container buried in a shallow
or deep geologic disposal may be significantly higher than the release
.rate from a repository. (See Radiation Physics & Chemistry, Vol. 37,
No. 2, pp.;363-365, (1991) on radiolytic decomposition of Ca1 4 CO3.1

2. Relax the Stringency by a Factor of 10

The stringency of the current regulation does not have its basis on a firm
need to protect the public health and safety. The ACNW showed that the EPA
used a factor of 10 conservatism in the probability and three orders of
'magnitude in the associated health effects (Ref.'64).- In 1984 the EPA's
Science Advisory Board (SAB) recommended that EPA relax the risk objective
for all nuclides'by an order of magnitude (Ref. 67).

There is plenty of justification to relax the regulation by a factor of 10
based on a realistic estim.te of risks from unmined uranium ores, difficulty
for any generic site to meet the current regulation under real repository

_ . conditions (all unsaturated sites may be penalized), and the high cost of
meeting the regulation with little benefit to the public health and safety.
On the other hand, it might be perceived by the public that the public health
and safety would be compromised, if the regulation were relaxed.

3. Dose Truncation

It has already been shown that the expected radiation exposure from C-14 by
the repository release is very small, even to the maximally exposed
individual; i.e., on the order of 3x10O4 mremlyr. Although the no-threshold
linear dose assumption is well accepted by the scientific comxunity, its
applicability to low levels of radiation dose has been questioned
continuously. The current acceptance of the no-threshold assumption at low
doses is not because of demonstrated validity but because it is believed that
it will not make much difference, 'since most sources of such low doses are
not regulated. Most other EPA regulations allow a lifetime risk factor of
10-4 to 10-6, and the EPA's RESHAP allows an exposure of 10 mremlyr, which
corresponds to an individual risk of 3.3xlO-4. The NCRP also reconmends the
exclusion of any exposure of 1 mrem/yr (3.3x10-5 individual risk) or less
from the assessments (Ref. 68).

The 3x10- mrem/yr radiation exposure from the repository would be 3 to 4
orders of magnitude lower than the level for below regulatory concern (1
mrem/yr). This level of exposure is equivalent to an additional exposure to
cosmic rays caused by reduced 'shielding when one wears a pair of shoes with
heels of an inch higher than normal. Evidence does not suggest a higher ratt.
of cancers at higher altitudes, even at several thousand feet higher than sea
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level. Women are not reluctant to wear high heels because of higher
exposures to radiation, nor are people reluctant to live in the "Mile High
City' of Denver, Colorado. The public should readily accept this level of
imaginary risk.

Some people may be concerned over the possibility that most of the
radionuclides in Table 1 may be excluded under this rule since, depending on
the scenario, the expected exposure of the public to many radionuclides may
be very small. It should be noted, however, that the low exposure from
gaseous C-14 is generic; i.e., it is almost independent of scenarios. The
low exposure is the result of the abundant presence of non-radioactive carbon
everywhere on earth, especially in the biosphere. The number of potential
health effects from the release of one curie of C-l4'used in developing the
EPA regulation is based on applying the inherently low dose to over 1.4
trillion people over their lifetime (70 years). No other radionuclide was
applied to such a large critical population base, so a stronger case can be
made for dose truncation for C-14 than for other radionuclides.

4. Geographic Truncation

Carbon-14 in the global inventory affects the total world population, which
is the basis of the EPA regulation. The EPA model is valid when the release
is large, such as that expected from a commercial nuclear fuel reprocessing
plant; i.e., 860 Ci/yr from a 50 GWe/yr plant, if no treatment is done, as it
is not required under the current regulation. When the release level is low,
it would be within the natural level of variation among different regions.
(The C-14 concentrations in the Pacific and the Atlantic oceans are
different, and the difference is used to measure the communication between
them under the North Pole.) At that low level, the potential effect would be,,-.--
localized. Eventually, the C-14 would become a part of the global inventory
but its residence time in the ocean is so long that its global impact on
other regions of the world would for all practical purposes be nil. The
health effect should therefore be calculated based on regional population,
such as that of the U.S. or North America.

This logic is not meant to ignore the health impact outside the region.
Rather, it is based on the premise that at an extremely low level of release,
at a Onoisel level, the actual impact would be limited to the regional
population. It should not be confused with dose truncation, since the
population dose, no matter how small, would still be calculated based on the
regional population. This would have the same effect as relaxing the release
limit for C-14 (but not for other radionuclides), by an order of magnitude.

5. Change to an Individual Dose Basis

This was strongly advocated by the Waste Isolation Systems Panel (WISP) of
the National Research Council (Ref. 69). The current EPA philosophy is based
on prot;:ting both the population and the individual, not one or the other.
Although most E-:ropean countries have adopted individual dose as the basis
for regulation, it was done for reasons more applicable to them, such as a
high population density in the region, which makes for less difference
between population and individual protection.'
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If a standard based on individual dose is adopted, gaseous C-14 will no
longer be of concern, . Af, however, C-14 is released in liquid form through
fracture flows, such''i standard would penalize sites with no means of -

diluting the radionuclides, as was shown in tne"WISP report (Ref. 69).

It should also be noted that the geologic repository system relies on
favorable geologic conditions, which may include a lack or slow movement of
the media that would carry the'radionuclides and a significant retardation of
movement of radionuclides by sorption and precipitation. 'Since for most
sites (excc-: probably those in the salt media) there are .groundwater flows
that could carry the radionuclides, the retardation by sorption would play an
important role in limiting the release. The sorption process, however,'
concentrates the radionuclides in the media by a similar process to that used
in chromatographic separation and concentration. The irony is that the
better the site is, the longer it delays the release, but the more it
concentrates the radionuclides and the higher the dose to the maximally
exposed individual becomes when the concentrated peak finally reaches the
accessible environment unless the retardation is so large that the
radionuclides decay by'ta significant amount. -For most sites t'e peak dose
would appear after the 10,000-year regulatory time frame, and :Or some sites
the peak dose may not appear for over 100,300- years. Concerns about the
delayed appearance of the peak dose have been expressed (Ref. 69). Since the
only alternatives to a high peak dose, aside from a perfect site with no
carrier, media, are no'retardation (earlier release)-and dilution (more
population exposure), the truncation of the regulatory timeframe before the
appearance of a delayed peak dose would be a justifiable and better
alternative.

Because this is an alternative with far more impact on all other
radionuclides than on C-14, its consideration is outside the scope of this
paper.

6. Apply Clean Air Act

Neither the EPA's 40 CFR Part 191 nor the NRC's 10 CFR Part 60 were intended
to regulate radioactive gases released from the repository after closure.
When the initial analysis was done for the EPA standards, gaseous releases
were not considered credible by the NRC nor the DOE (Ref. 70). It now
appears that -only the Clean Air Act (CAM) provides a general framework for
the regulation of gaseous release of radionuclides from the repository after
closure. In 1979, the EPA listed radionuclides as hazardous air -)llutants
under Section 112 of the CAA (Ref. 71). As A result, the EPA was required by
Section 112(b) (1.)(B) of the-CAA to establish the national Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPI. Following their earlier attempts not
to regulate NRC-licensed facilities (including the high level radioactive
waste facilities), the EPA in 1991 published Subpart I of the NESHAP for
radionuclide emissions from facilities licensed by the NRC, but exempted
facilities regulated under 40 CFR Part 191, which include the high level
radioactive waste repository (Ref. 72).' The EPA estimated the individual
risk from the HL disposal facilities to be very small, 7x10-, much less
than the lxlO-4 benchmark, and determined no NESHAP was needed (Ref. 72). In
this determination, however, the EPA did not consider the gaseous release
after permanent closure of the repository (Ref. 73). In essence, the NESHAP
never addressed the'gaseous release of radionuclides from the repository
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after closure. Regulatory implications of this omission of post-c'Losure
gaseous release of radionuclides is discussed below in conjunction with the
1990 amendments to the CAA. It should be noted that the CAA has not e:e'mpted
the gaseous releases from the HLW repository from the CAA requirements. It .(
provided the EPA two options: (1) promulgate emission standards (NESHAP) for
the HLW repository, or (2) exempt it from the NESHAP by rulemaking after
consultation with the NRC, provided the program established by the NRC
provides ample margin of safety. Since the CAA does not delegate the
regulation of gaseous release of radionuclides to 40 CFR Part 191, any
regulation of gaseous release from the repository added to 40 CFR Part 191
would have to be made consistent with the CAA. This is in keeping with the
court ruling that remanded the 40 CFR Part 191, Subpart B because of the
inconsistency of the groundwater protection requirement with the Safe
Drinking Water Act.

Section 112 d)(9) of the CAA, addressing the emission standards for NESHAP,
states:

"No standard for radionuclide emissions from any category
or subcategory of facilities licensed by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (or an Agreement State) is required
to be promulgated under this section if the Administrator
determines, by rule, and after consultation with the NRC,
that the regulatory program established by the NRC pursuant
to the Atomic Energy Act for such category or subcategory
provides an ample margin of safety to protect the public
health." (Ref. 74)

Since the EPA (Administrator) has not determined by rule that the regulatory
program established by the NRC provides an ample margin of safety to protect
the public health, and since the NRC regulation 10 CFR Part 60 did not
consider gaseous release of radionuclides in the analysis during promulgation,
the CAA still requires the gaseous release to be regulated under the NESHAP
until the Administrator makes the determination mentioned above in regard to
the regulatory program established by the NRC. In fact, Section 112 (f (2) (3)
further states:

'Nothing in subparagraph (A) or in any other provision in
this section shall be construed as affecting, or applying
to the Administrator's interpretation of this section, as
in effect before the date of enactment of the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990 and set forth in the Federal
Register of September 14, 1989 (54 Federal Register
38044).'

The (EPA) Administrator's interpretation of the gaseous release of
radionuclides has been reflected in 40 CFR Part 61 (NESHAP), including the
background analyses and records of promulgation. Within this regulatory
framework, the EPA has a few options to regulate gaseous release of
radionuclides under the CAA.

a. Repromulgate the NESHAP to include the HLV repository. Since the
current NESHAP, Subpart r, exempted the HuL repository with no
consideration of gaseous release of radionuclides after closure of
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the repository,-it did not fully implement the mandate of the Gus.
Under this choice, the EPA would p:-mulgate an emission standard in

the NESHAPISuboart I, that would apply ;tb the repository after
closure and the standard would-be consistent with the standards in
other subparts of the NESHAP.

b. Regulate repository gases under the current NESHAP. However, since
the current NESHAP, Subpart I, exempts the facilities regulated by 40
CFR Part 191, and delegates the responsibility to 40 CFR Part 191,
the EPA would haveto add a new performance-stand&rd to 40 CFR Part
191 that would apply to gaseous release of radionuclides. This new
performance standard for gaseous nuclides could be any of the
alternatives-already discussed or the standard in (6)a. above.

c. Consult with the NRC and amend the NRC regulation 10 CFR Part-60 to
include performance standards for gazecus o of radionuclides
for the post-closure period. Then no NESHAP would be required. The
NRC could also consider the alternatives already discussed.

Under the first option, the standard would be consistent with those' in other
subparts of'NESHAP. In establishing the policy for setting NESHAP, the EPA
determined that emissions resulting in a lifetime maximum individual risk
(MIR) no greater than approximately hiD' are presumptively acceptable (Ref.
72). The subparts of NESHAP involving radionuclide emissions are all based
on an MIR equal to -or greater than x10-4 . Subparts B, H, and I limit, the
emissions to a level -that would cause 10 mrem/yr effective dose equivalent
(ede) exposure, which is equivalent to an MIR of 3.3x10'4; Subpart K limits
the release of Po-210 from elemental phosphorus plants to 2 Ci/yr, which is
also equivalent to an MIR of 3.3x10-4; and the Subparts Q, R. TS and V limit
the release of Rn-222 to 20 pCi/m-sec, which is equivalent to an MIR of
lx10-3 (Ref. 72).- Therefore, a consistent standard for gaseous release of
radionuclides from the repository could be set in the NESHAP at 10 mrem/yr
(MIR=3.3x10') or 3 mrem/yr (MIR=x10-4). It should be noted that 3 mrem/yr
is based on the EPA's own dose conversion factors (Ref. 72). If we use the
dose conversion factor of 200 cancers for 1x106 man-rem, discussed in
section T-I-D, then the 10mrem/yr exposure would correspond to an MIR of
1.4xO-4 and a IMIR of -x 'O-4 would repres 6..6 about 7 mrem/yr. The
discrepancy between the two numbers representing'different dose conversion
factors, can be resolved by averaging'the two numbers .- namely use 5 mrem/yr
for a MIR of ix1i-4.

No additional explanation is necessary for the second and third options,
except to say that the same degree of individual protection would be
incorporated in 40 CFR Part 191 under the second option.'

If the EPA does' not defer to NRC regulations and exempt the nLW repository
from the NESHAP regulation per Section 112 (d) (9), the EPA may be subject to
Section 112(f) requirements. Althczgh there is no advantage to any party
involved, it would be detrimental for the DOE to proceed with no clear
regulatory criteria for gaseous releases. If the EPA decides to use Section
112(f), it may be forced to comply with the Section 112(f) by default if they
do -not take any of the actions discussed above; i.e., the three'options. It
is interesting to note that Section 1121f) indirectly provides a minimum 14IR
cutoff level at lxlO-6 for lifetime, above which the EPA is mandated to
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promulgate standards if the pollutants are classified as known, probable, or
possible carcinogens. This risk level corresponds to an annual exposure of
0.03 mrem, using the EPA's own dose conversion factors. If we use the dose
conversion factor discussed in Section II.D, the same risk level would
correspond to an annual exposure of 0.07 mrem, or approximately 0.1 mrem,
since these are not exact numbers.

The lxlO6 risk cutoff is consistent with other regulatory precedents.
Analyses of regulatory decisions based on risk showed that every chemical
that presents an individual risk of 4X10-3 was regulated (Ref. 75). Except
for one case, no action was taken to reduce the risk below lxlO-16. Similar
cutoffs for lifetime risk for individuals, typically 1x10-6 for large
populations like that of the U.S. and 1.5x10 3 for smaller populations, were
noted by oLusers (Ref. 76). [Note: The information in this paragraph was
provided by Robert Wilems, RAE.)

7. Hold the Regulation of Gaseous Release of Radionuclides in Reserve

As discussed in the previous section, the EPA will have to comply with the
requirements in the CAA either through the NESHAP or by exempting the HLW
repository from the NESHAP process by complying with the requirements in
Section 112(d)(9). In either case, the EPA has the option of not making any
decisions or taking any actions immediately. This would temporarily relieve
the EPA from the gaseous C-14 problem without affecting the court-mandated
repromulgation of 40 CFR Part 191, Subpart B. This alternative could also be
treated as a fourth option under the CAA, which was discussed in the previous
section. It has been separated because it does not provide any solution, but
avoids the problem by deferring any action on it.

This alternative, however, should be considered as a last resort. It is -

clear that the implementation of the current (court-vacated) regulation to
gaseous radionuclides is impractical, although not impossible, as was
discussed earlier. To have the EPA state that the current Table 1, Subpart B
does not apply to gaseous radionuclides and that regulations governing their
release will be held in reserve would provide the EPA grounds for future
actions. While not providing the DOE any advantage over the current
regulation, and the uncertainties about future regulation would be so great
that the DOE would be forced to assume the worst case scenario, resulting in
unnecessary expenditures and schedule delays.

IV. DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Regulation of Gaseous Release of Radionuclides

The regulation of gaseous release of radionuclides certainly falls under the
CAAM and it leaves the EPA with only two choices: Alternatives 6 and 7 in
the previous section. Alternatives 1 through-5 are possible options only
through Alternatives 6a through 6c.

Among these possible alternatives, the most logical choice would be 6c, which
has its basis in the 1990 amendments to the CAA. It would provide the EPA
and NRC the highest flexibility, although it does not provide them any
technical basis to develop quantitative criteria unless they borrow the same
basis used in Alternatives 6a and 6b. Both 6a and 6b employ the NESHAP as
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vehicle to regulate the gaseous release of radionuclides, the diference
being that Lb takes the EPA out of using NESHAP 'through the existing
interpretation of NESHAP, Subpart I, which is allowed in the CAM. In teUs
of quantitative criteria, both 6a and 6b would have to rely on the same type,
of risk assessment dsUed;in the NESHAP as discussed in 6a. Alternative 6L
would have Alternatives 1 through 5 available tolthe EPA. For this reason,
it is strongly recommended Alternative 6b be adopted.

Under 6b, the EPA has six options altogether, namely Alternatives 1 through O
and adoption of the same numerical values used in 6a, since both 6a and 6b
employ the NESHAP process. Adoption of the same risk criteria as NESHAP
(Alternative 6a) through the 6b process would be my first recommendation,
followed by the Alternatives 4, 3, 2, and la,- in that order.

The preferred option can be stated as follows:

Per the 1990 Amendments to the CAA, the EPA determines to
uphold the current KESHAP (40 CFR Part 61, Subpart I) and
regulate the gaseous-release of radionuclides by adding a new
standard-to 40:CFR Part 191, which would apply to the gaseous
releases only. The new standard shall be consistent with the
requirements in the CAA and the risk assessment methodology
used in other subparts of the NESHAP; i.e., the release of
gaseous radionuclides shall not exceed those amounts that would
cause any member of the public to receive an effective dose
equivalent to 5 mrem/yr, except that any combined release that
would cause no greater than 0.1 mrem/yr'effective dose
equivalent need not be regulated. In addition, since the
CAA/NESHAP already insures public health with an ample margin
of safety, the release of gaseous radionuclides need not be -
included in the probabilistic calculation of releases required
in 40 CFR 191.13.

B. Exempt C-14 Release from Regulation

As mentioned earlier, C-14 has unique characteristics. As long as there are
sources of neutrons in the presence of nitrogen, the Production of C-14,
whether in a reactor or in the atmosphere, will continue. Once it is
produced it can only decay away, but never disappears. Therefore, the best
management of C-14 from a public health point of view would be the one that
would minimize the exposure of the public (decay in isolation) and slow the
release to reduce the individual dose to a noise level, at which there is no
evidence of discernible health effect. The geologic repository provides such
a solution.

As the use of nuclear energy increases, the generation of C-14 will also
increase, even with the'efforts to minimize the C-14 production per unit
energy produced. In addition, there are other technical reasons why the
production of C-14 per unit energy produced may even increase substantially
in order to gain other benefits (Ref. 13). In one estimate, the annual C-14
release to the atmosphere from envisaged global nuclear power production
could even approach the same level as the natural production of C-14 in the
atmosphere (28,000 Ci/yr), twice as much accumulating in solid wastes. At
present, the release of C-14 from nuclear power plants and fuel reprocessing



plants is not regulated anywhere in the world. Even if some control mneasure
is adopted to capture it in solid waste forms, the resulting waste forms do
not provide the same degree of isolation as she spent fuel emplaced in the
geologic repository. It should be noted that the release would be
significant in terms of curie amount but, not in terms of health effect.

Restricting a repository's release of C-14 to less than 1 Ci/yr, which is
less than the annual release from a single operating reactor, is almost
meaningless compared to the global release of C-14 into the atmosphere. This
is a global problem, if it is a problem, and requires a global solution.
Spending billions of dol. 3 to keep the repository release below 1 curie per
year while others are pou-. ng thousands of curies into the atmosphere simply
does not make any sense. It would be prudent for the EPA to exempt the
gaseous release of C-14 from 40 CFR Part 191.
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