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REVIEW BY THE U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
OFFICE OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL SAFETY AND SAFEGUARDS 

OF THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AGREEMENT RESPONSES RELATED TO 
THE POTENTIAL GEOLOGIC REPOSITORY AT YUCCA MOUNTAIN, NEVADA:

IN-DRIFT CHEMICAL ENVIRONMENT-RELATED AGREEMENTS FOR 
KEY TECHNICAL ISSUES EVOLUTION OF THE NEAR-FIELD ENVIRONMENT (ENFE.2.05,

2.06, 2.10, 2.13, and 2.17), TOTAL SYSTEM PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT AND
INTEGRATION (TSPAI.3.09), AND GENERAL (GEN.1.01, COMMENTS 47 AND 109)

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) issue resolution goal during this interim
prelicensing period is to ensure the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has assembled sufficient 
information about a given issue for NRC to accept a license application for review.  Resolution
by NRC during prelicensing does not prevent anyone from raising any issue for the NRC staff
consideration during the licensing proceedings.  It is equally important to note that resolution of
an issue by NRC during the prelicensing period does not prejudge the NRC evaluation of the
issue during the licensing review.  Issues are resolved by NRC during prelicensing when the
staff have no further questions or comments about how DOE is addressing an issue.  Pertinent
new information could raise new questions or comments about a previously resolved issue.

By letter dated November 25, 2003, DOE submitted a report, Technical Basis Document No. 5 
(Bechtel SAIC Company, LLC, 2003a), to satisfy the informational needs of numerous key
technical issue (KTI) agreement items pertaining to the in-drift chemical environment and to
respond to issues raised by NRC about the chemical environment on the surfaces of the waste
package and drip shield at the potential repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada.  The
information was requested by NRC during previous technical exchanges in September 2000
(Schlueter, 2000), January 2001 (Reamer, 2001a), August 2001 (Reamer, 2001b), and
September 2001 (Reamer, 2001c).  The specific agreements addressed in the technical basis
document are categorized according to five different KTIs:

(i) Evolution of the Near-Field Environment (ENFE) Agreements 1.05, 2.04, 2.05, 2.06,
2.09, 2.10, 2.11, 2.13, 2.14, 2.15, and 2.17

(ii) Container Life and Source Term (CLST) Agreement 1.01

(iii) Total System Performance Assessment and Integration (TSPAI) Agreements 3.09,
3.12, and 3.13

(iv) Thermal Effects on Flow Agreement 2.04

(v) General (GEN) agreement 1.01, Comments 47, 50, 81, 93, 98, 104, 109, 110, 113, 118,
122, and 124
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DOE stated in the technical basis document that it has satisfied the NRC information needs
regarding all these agreements (and comments) and that all agreements should be considered
complete.  This report provides the NRC evaluation of the extent to which DOE’s submittal
satisfies the informational requirements of six of the agreements (ENFE.2.05, 2.06, 2.10, 2.13,
and 2.17; TSPAI.3.09) and two of the GEN.1.01 Comments (47 and 109).  The NRC
evaluations of the extent to which DOE’s information presented in Bechtel SAIC Company, LLC
(2003a) satisfies the requirements of the other agreements will be provided in separate letters.

DOE’s responses to agreements ENFE.2.05, 2.06, 2.10, 2.13, and 2.17, and TSPAI.3.09 and
GEN.1.01 Comments 47 and 109 are provided in Appendixes B, D, E, G, I, and K of the
technical basis document.  In the following sections, the agreements are grouped according to
similarity in the aspect of the in-drift chemical environment being addressed.

2.0 AGREEMENT PERTAINING TO UNCERTAINTY AND VARIABILITY IN THE
NEAR-FIELD GEOCHEMICAL ENVIRONMENT [TSPAI.3.09]

2.1 Wording of the Agreement

The agreement reads (Reamer, 2001b):

“Provide the documentation that presents the representation of uncertainty and variability in the
near-field environment abstractions in the TSPA (ENG3.1.4).  DOE will present the
representation of uncertainty and variability in water and gas chemistry entering the drift in the
near-field environment abstractions for the TSPA.  This will be documented in the Abstraction of
Drift-Scale Coupled Processes (ANL–NBS–HS–000029) or other document expected to be
available in FY 2003.”

2.2 Technical Information Provided in DOE’s Agreement Response

In Appendix B of the technical basis document, DOE stated uncertainty and variability in
the near-field geochemical environment were addressed by evaluating results of
thermal-hydrological-chemical simulations for an expected range of input conditions.  Sensitivity
analyses were performed to evaluate the impact on the near-field geochemical environment of
(i) uncertainty and variability resulting from initial input water chemistry, (ii) carbon dioxide soil
boundary conditions determined from ambient geochemical measurements, (iii) vapor-pressure
lowering, (iv) spatial variability of model output, (v) uncertainty and variability of the model with
respect to percolation flux, and (vi) methods by which the identified uncertainty and variability
are captured in the model.  The technical bases for DOE’s response to TSPAI.3.09 are
described in Section B.4 of Appendix B.

2.3 Relevance to Repository Performance

Total system performance assessment calculations of degradation of engineered barriers and
radio-nuclide release from waste forms and waste packages depend on the abstraction of the
in-drift environment and the chemistry of water contacting the engineered materials.  The total
system performance assessment calculations need to adequately account for the uncertainty
and variability in the in-drift environment and water chemistry.
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2.4 Result of the NRC Review

In agreement TSPAI.3.09, NRC requested information about how DOE represented uncertainty
and variability in the near-field environment in its total system performance assessment.  DOE’s
response described the process-level approach it used to account for this uncertainty and
variability.  No information was provided by DOE as to how the uncertainty and variability
actually were implemented in the total system performance assessment.  Consequently, DOE’s
response to agreement TSPAI.3.09 did not satisfy the intent of the original agreement. 
Therefore, the NRC staff found DOE’s response to agreement TSPAI.3.09 unacceptable.  The
NRC staff, under the original agreement, expected DOE to provide a description of the
abstraction of the in-drift chemistry as a function of time in the performance assessment (PA)
model.  In addition, the NRC staff expected DOE to describe how this abstraction is linked to
engineered barrier degradation PA calculations.  Further, a description of the in-drift chemistry
abstraction in the form of lookup tables, distributions, or process-level model results could have
been provided to assist the staff in its understanding of how DOE handled the uncertainty and
variability in the near-field environment PA calculations.

3.0 AGREEMENT PERTAINING TO IN-DRIFT GEOCHEMICAL DATA AND MODEL
UNCERTAINTIES [ENFE.2.05]

3.1 Wording of the Agreement

The agreement reads (Reamer, 2001a):

“Evaluate data and model uncertainties for specific in-drift geochemical environment submodels
used in total system performance assessment (TSPA) calculations and propagate those
uncertainties following the approach described in Agreement #5, Subissue 1.  DOE will evaluate
data and model uncertainties for specific in-drift geochemical environment submodels used in
TSPA calculations and propagate those uncertainties following the approach described in
Subissue 1, Agreement #5.  DOE will document the evaluation in an update to the Engineered
Barrier System:  Physical and Chemical Environment Model AMR (ANL–EBS–MD–000033) (or
in another future document), expected to be available in FY02.”

3.2 Technical Information Provided in DOE’s Agreement Response

In Appendix D of the technical basis document, DOE stated that data and model uncertainties
pertaining to the in-drift physical and chemical environment have been evaluated and
propagated into the model output that will be used for the total system performance
assessment.  The evaluation of these uncertainties is summarized in Appendix D of the
technical basis document and detailed in Bechtel SAIC Company, LLC (2003b, Section 6.13). 
The in-drift physical and chemical environment model provides water chemistry lookup tables
for abstraction into total system performance assessment.  Uncertainties in output parameters
also are provided to total system performance assessment.  These uncertainties account for
uncertainties in the two process models feeding the physical and chemical environment
model—Bechtel SAIC Company, LLC (2003c,d)—and for sources of uncertainty internal to the
physical and chemical environment model.  Data uncertainties are addressed within the two
process models.
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The abstraction process model uses a binning methodology that groups chemically similar
waters together.  For the incoming seepage waters, there are 11 groups or bins and there are 6
bins for the dust leachate waters.  A median representative was selected from each group and
used to generate total system performance assessment lookup tables.  The uncertainty is
determined by measuring the standard deviation for each chemical parameter in each bin and
is quantified as two standard deviations.

3.3 Relevance to Repository Performance

Total system performance assessment calculations of degradation of engineered barriers and
radionuclide release from waste forms and waste packages depend on the abstraction of in-drift
geochemical environment and the chemistry of water contacting the engineered materials.  The
total system performance assessment calculations need to adequately account for uncertainties
in the data and models used to support abstractions of the in-drift geochemical environment.

3.4 Result of the NRC Review

The approach used by DOE to evaluate the data and model uncertainties in its abstraction of
the in-drift geochemical environment appears reasonable.  The NRC staff agrees with DOE that
a primary source of uncertainty in the physical and chemical environment model is the water
chemistry binning and abstraction process.  The binning approach taken by DOE to address the
uncertainty, caused by the propagation of uncertainties from process-level models, in the total
system performance assessment predictions seems reasonable to the staff.  However, there is
insufficient information presented in the technical basis document about how the frequency and
median composition of evaporated thermal-hydrological-chemical waters falling into each bin
were derived.  An important issue is the very low probability of occurrence (0.22 percent or less)
for bins with calcium chloride as a dominant constituent in the brine.  Moreover, calcium
chloride brines could have a deleterious effect on the Alloy 22 waste package material.  DOE
should provide the NRC staff with its technical bases supporting the low probability of
occurrences for bins with calcium chloride brines, and such information should be publically
available.

4.0 AGREEMENTS PERTAINING TO THE RANGE OF LOCAL CHEMISTRY CONDITIONS
AT THE DRIP SHIELD AND WASTE PACKAGE SURFACES (ENFE.2.06) AND THE
RANGE OF WATER COMPOSITIONS THAT COULD CONTACT THE DRIP SHIELD
OR WASTE PACKAGE SURFACES [ENFE.2.10]

4.1 Wordings of the Agreements

ENFE.2.06

The agreement reads (Reamer, 2001a):

“Evaluate the impact of the range of local chemistry (e.g., dripping of equilibrated evaporated
cement leachate and corrosion products) conditions at the drip shield and waste package
considering the chemical divide phenomena that may propagate small uncertainties into large
effects.  The DOE will evaluate the range of local chemical conditions at the drip shield and
waste package (e.g., local variations in water composition associated with cement leaching or
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the presence of corrosion products), considering potential evaporative concentration and the
chemical divide effect whereby small differences in initial composition could cause large
differences in brine characteristics.  This evaluation will be documented in a revision to the
Engineered Barrier System:  Physical and Chemical Environment Model AMR
(ANL–EBS–MD–000033), expected to be available in FY02.”

ENFE.2.10

The agreement reads (Reamer, 2001a):

“Provide additional information about the range of composition of waters that could contact the
drip shield or waste package, including whether such waters are of the bicarbonate or
chloride-sulfate type.  The DOE will describe the range of bulk composition for waters that could
affect corrosion of the drip shield or waste package outer barrier, in a revision to the
Environment on the Surfaces of the Drip Shield and Waste Package Outer Barrier AMR
(ANL–EBS–MD–000001), expected to be available in FY02.”

4.2 Technical Information Provided in DOE’s Agreement Response

ENFE.2.06 and ENFE.2.10

In Appendix E of the technical basis document, DOE summarized its approach to evaluating the
range of local chemistry conditions at the drip shield and waste package.  The chemical
conditions on the drip shield and waste package surfaces are established by the chemistry of
water leaving the host rock as modified by interactions with drift support materials and in-drift
gases and by evaporation from warmer drip shield and waste package surfaces.  DOE used the
in-drift precipitates and salts model (Bechtel SAIC Company, LLC, 2003d) as the primary tool to
investigate the evolution of in-drift chemical environments and applied the chemical divide
concept to explain the chemical evolution of evaporating seepage waters and the composition
of brines formed by dust deliquescence.  The composition of seepage waters entering the drift
through time and the predicted fluxes of oxygen and carbon dioxide gases into the drift were
derived in the drift-scale coupled processes models (Bechtel SAIC Company, LLC, 2003c),
whereas the in-drift temperature and relative humidity values were derived from the multi-scale
thermohydrologic model (Bechtel SAIC Company, LLC, 2003e).  DOE also examined the
effects of in-drift materials on water chemistry and gas composition in the drift.  In addition,
the possible effect of corrosion products on the in-drift water and gas compositions was
determined.  However, analysis of the effect of cement on seepage water composition was
not performed by DOE staff because the repository design no longer includes grouted
rock bolts.

In Appendix G of the technical basis document, DOE stated that two reports—Bechtel SAIC
Company, LLC (2003b,f)—discuss solutions on drip shield and waste package surfaces.  
Bechtel SAIC Company, LLC (2003b) provides tables of compositions of solutions formed both
by evaporation of seepage and deliquescence of dust at different temperatures, partial
pressures of carbon dioxide, and relative humidities.  For the total system performance
assessment lookup tables of these values are used, in conjunction with the temperature and
relative humidity values derived from the multi-scale thermohydrologic model, to derive discrete
chemical values through time.
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DOE’s abstraction of the in-drift chemical environment used a binning methodology that
grouped chemically similar waters together.  For the incoming seepage waters, there are
11 groups or bins, and there are 6 bins for the dust leachate waters.  A median representative
was selected from each group and used to generate the total system performance assessment
lookup tables.  Appendix G of the technical basis document contains figures that show selected
chemical properties (e.g., pH, concentrations of F– and Cl–, ionic strength, and Cl–/NO3

– ratio) of
solutions formed by the evaporation of seepage waters (Bins 3 through 11) for a range of
relative humidity values.  DOE considers Bins 1 and 2 waters are not possible chemistries for
seepage water and are not expected to drip onto the waste package or drip shield.  Figures
showing selected chemical properties of solutions formed by evaporation of the six dust bins
are also presented in Appendix G.

4.3 Relevance to Repository Performance

The degradation of engineered barriers and radionuclide release from waste forms and waste
packages depend on the chemistry of water contacting the engineered materials.  Various
processes can affect the evolution of in-drift water chemistry including interactions with drift
support materials and in-drift gases, evaporation from hot surfaces, and deliquescence of salts. 
The evaluation of engineered barrier performance should account for the range in local
chemistry that may arise because of these processes.

4.4 Result of the NRC Review

ENFE.2.06 and ENFE.2.10

Agreements ENFE.2.06 and 2.10 focus on the variation in chemical conditions on the drip
shield and waste package surfaces that may result from processes such as evaporation,
deliquescence, and interaction with in-drift engineered materials.  Based on information
presented in Appendix G of the technical basis document, DOE appears to have adequately
accounted for this variation in chemistry by applying the in-drift precipitates and salts model and
the chemical divide approach.  DOE also examined the possible effect of in-drift materials on
water chemistry and gas composition in the drift and evaluated the possible effect of corrosion
products, as called for in the KTI agreement.  The NRC staff agrees with DOE that the analysis
of the effect of cement on water composition is not needed because the repository design no
longer includes the use of cementitious materials in the emplacement drifts.  Although the two
documents referenced in Appendix G of the technical basis document—Bechtel SAIC
Company, LLC (2003b,f)—are not publicly available, NRC considers sufficient information has
been provided by DOE in the technical basis document to satisfy the intent of KTI agreements
ENFE.2.06 and 2.10. 

5.0 AGREEMENT PERTAINING TO THE IMPACTS OF DUST DEPOSITION ON THE
SALT ANALYSIS (ENFE.2.13)

5.1 Wording of the Agreement

The agreement reads (Reamer, 2001a):

“Provide documentation regarding the deposition of dust and its impact on the salt analysis. 
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The DOE will provide documentation of dust sampling in the Exploratory Studies Facility and
analysis of the dust and evaluation of its impact on the chemical environment on the surface of
the drip shield and waste package in a revision to the Engineered Barrier System:  Physical and
Chemical Environment Model AMR (ANL–EBS–MD–000033), expected to be available
in FY02.”

5.2 Technical Information Provided in DOE’s Agreement Response

In Appendix I of the technical basis document, DOE stated samples of dust were collected in
the Exploratory Studies Facility and both bulk chemical analyses and analyses of aqueous
leachates were made by the U.S. Geological Survey.  Analyses showed the dust comprises
crushed and comminuted tuff host rock generated during construction, mixed with dust from a
variety of anthropogenic sources.  These analyses also showed salts of evaporated
construction and native porewater are important components of the collected dust samples. 
DOE used the measured, water-soluble leachate compositions to evaluate the mineralogy of
deliquescent salt minerals that might be present in the dust and the composition and probability
of occurrence of brines that might form through deliquescence.  Results of modeling the
evaporation of leachate solutions were used for binning and abstracting of the composition and
probability of deliquescent brines.

5.3 Relevance to Repository Performance

The degradation of engineered barriers depends on the chemistry of water contacting the
engineered materials.  Deliquescence of salts in dusts that have deposited on the engineered
barriers could potentially be corrosive to the engineered materials, affecting radionuclide
release from the waste packages and waste forms.  The evaluation of engineered barrier
performance needs to account for the range of chemistry of brines that may form on the
surfaces of engineered barriers, including those formed by salt deliquescence.

5.4 Result of the NRC Review

The dust samples collected by the U.S. Geological Survey, and used by DOE as its basis for
the abstraction of brine chemistry that may arise from salt deliquescence, were deposited
during a relatively short period of construction of the Exploratory Studies Facility.  The dusts
that will deposit on the waste package and drip shield surfaces during the much longer period
of waste emplacement would likely be different from those collected from the Exploratory
Studies Facility.  For example, samples collected during the construction period would contain
significantly higher fractions of dust produced inside the drift, such as rock dusts, whereas the
dust deposited during the long emplacement period could have a higher fraction of ambient air
dust from the ventilation system.  In the technical basis document, DOE acknowledged that
they had not characterized atmospheric dust as part of the Yucca Mountain project.  However,
literature about the general properties of atmospheric dust, relevant atmospheric processes,
and material from desert playas in Nevada had been evaluated.  Based on this literature, DOE
concluded that nitrate and other soluble salt components would be more abundant in outside
dust than in the current tunnel dusts.  DOE did not provide detailed information regarding its
evaluation of literature about the general properties of atmospheric dust, relevant atmospheric
processes, and material from desert playas in Nevada.  Such information, however, was
provided in an enclosure to a DOE letter (Ziegler, 2004) dated August 12, 2004.  The
enclosure, Role of Chemical Processes, Their Coupling Effects, and Bounding Conditions for
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In-Drift Water Compositions Affecting Drip Shield and Waste Package Corrosion (Response to
ENFE.2.07 AIN–1), provided information to support closure of agreement ENFE.2.07.  In
addition, information recently presented at a Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board meeting
(Kessler, et al., 2004; Pabalan, 2004) indicates the ratio of corrosion-inhibiting oxyanions
(nitrate, sulfate, and carbonate) to chloride anion in atmospheric dusts is sufficiently high to
mitigate the potential for localized corrosion of the Alloy 22 waste package material.  Therefore,
NRC staff found DOE’s response to agreement ENFE.2.13 acceptable.

6.0 AGREEMENT PERTAINING TO THE ASSESSMENT OF DATA UNCERTAINTY AND
DOCUMENTATION OF DATA USED TO CALIBRATE MODELS AND SUPPORT
MODEL PREDICTIONS [ENFE.2.17 AND GEN.1.01 (COMMENTS 47 AND 109)]

6.1 Wordings of the Agreements

ENFE.2.17

The agreement reads (Reamer, 2001a):

“Provide documentation of data used to calibrate models and data to support model
predictions, and an assessment of data uncertainty (e.g., sampling and analytical), that includes
critical analyses of variables that affect the data measurements and their interpretations
(e.g., drift-scale thermal test and evaporation tests).  DOE will provide documentation of data
used to calibrate models and data to support model predictions, and an assessment of data
uncertainty (e.g., sampling and analytical) in the area of water and gas chemistry from the
drift-scale thermal tests and evaporation tests.  This documentation will be provided in revisions
to the following AMRs:  Environment on the Surfaces of the Drip Shield and Waste Package
Outer Barrier (ANL–EBS–MD–000001), Engineered Barrier System:  Physical and Chemical
Environment Model (ANL–EBS–MD–000033), and Drift-Scale Coupled Processes (DST and
THC Seepage) Models (MDL–NBS–HS–000001), or other documents as appropriate.  All
documents or revisions are expected to be available in FY02.”

GEN.1.01, Comment 47

The agreement reads (Reamer, 2001c):

“The DOE should fully document all observational and experimental data used to validate
models, and provide an analysis on the reliability of these data.  Basis:  Evaporation studies
performed at LLNL and water and gas data from the Drift-Scale Heater Test, for example, are
used to support model validation of the DOE’s Coupled THC models and Salts/Precipitates
Analyses, but analytical uncertainties and data interpretation efforts were not adequately
described in Chapter 6.”

GEN 1.01, Comment 109

The agreement reads (Reamer, 2001c):

“Page 6T–15 provides an example of using average values in a model and not propagating
uncertainty/variability through the coupled models.”
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6.2 Technical Information Provided in DOE Agreement Response

ENFE.2.17, GEN.1.01 (Comments 47 and 109)

In Appendix K of the technical basis document, DOE provided information regarding the data
used in the validation of the thermal-hydrological-chemical model.  Water and gas chemistry
data from the Drift-Scale Test were used to validate the thermal-hydrological-chemical model,
independent of the calibration of the model.  Information also was provided in Appendix K and
in other sections of the technical basis document regarding Drift-Scale Test data uncertainty,
primarily in the context of measurement and analytical uncertainties.

With respect to data from evaporation tests, DOE stated the data used to validate the in-drift
precipitates and salts model came from four sources:  (i) Rosenberg, et al. (1999a), evaporation
of average J–13 Well water at 85 EC [185 EF]; (ii) CRWMS M&O (2000), evaporation of 100×
average J–13 Well water at 90 EC [194 EF] and 85-percent relative humidity; (iii) Rosenberg,
et al. (1999b), evaporation of Topopah Spring Tuff pore water at 75 EC [167 EF]; and
(iv) McCaffrey, et al. (1987), evaporation path of seawater.  DOE assessment of data and
model uncertainties is summarized in Appendix B of the technical basis document and
discussed in detail in Bechtel SAIC Company, LLC (2003d).

6.3 Relevance to Repository Performance

The degradation of drip shields and waste packages depends on the environmental conditions
to which they are exposed.  Uncertainties in both model and data used to support abstractions
of in-drift physical and chemical environments should be accounted for in performance
assessment calculations.

6.4 Result of the NRC Review

ENFE.2.17, GEN.1.01 (Comments 47 and 109)

The technical basis document submitted by DOE inappropriately linked Agreement GEN.1.01
Comment 47 to Agreement ENFE.2.17.  The DOE, during a technical exchange with the NRC
staff held from September 18-19, 2001, agreed to provide a response to Agreement GEN.1.01,
Comments 50 and 109.  However, during that technical exchange DOE agreed to provide a
response to several Agreement GEN.1.01 comments, which included Comment 47, if the DOE
adopted a lower temperature operating mode or the approach used in the Supplemental
Science and Performance Analyses.  Consequently, the NRC staff did not review DOE’s
response to Agreement GEN.1.01, Comment 47 because is was not part of the original
agreement.  

The NRC staff, in a letter dated June 25, 2004, completed its review of Agreement GEN.1.01
Comment 50 and found that DOE provided a satisfactory response to the comment. 
Agreement GEN.1.01 Comment 109 was developed to ensure that uncertainty and variability in
in-drift environment is captured in the DOE coupled models.  In response to the agreement
item, DOE, documented its approach to propagation of uncertainty and variability in its coupled
models.  For example, DOE used a binning methodology that grouped chemically similar waters
together.  A median representative was selected from each group and used to generate lookup
tables in total system performance assessment.  Estimated total uncertainties were applied to
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parameters such as pH, ionic strength, chloride concentration, and chloride to nitrate ratio,
within the lookup tables.  The NRC staff believes that DOE has adequately addressed the issue
of propagating the uncertainty/variability in its coupled models as identified in Agreement
GEN.1.01 Comment 109.

7.0 SUMMARY

NRC staff reviewed DOE’s KTI agreement responses within Technical Basis Document No. 5
(Bechtel SAIC Company, LLC, 2003a) to determine whether sufficient information was provided
to close the agreement items.  On the basis of this review, and notwithstanding new information
that could raise new questions or comments concerning these agreements, NRC staff found
that DOE’s response satisfied the intent of agreements ENFE.2.06, 2.10, 2.13, 2.17, and
GEN.1.01 Comment 109.  However, additional information is needed, to satisfy the intent of KTI
agreements ENFE.2.05 and TSPAI.3.09.

8.0 STATUS OF THE AGREEMENTS

Based on the preceding review, NRC agrees with DOE that the information provided satisfies
the intent of agreements ENFE.2.06, 2.10, 2.13, 2.17, and GEN.1.01, Comments 47 and 109. 
Therefore, NRC considers those agreements complete.  KTI agreements ENFE.2.05 and
TSPAI.3.09 need additional information to satisfy the intent of the agreements.
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