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The US. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Advisory Committee on Nuclear Wast€l 
(ACNW or the Committee) held its1491h meeting on April 20-22, 2004, at Two White Flint North, 
11545 Rockville Pike. Rockville, Maryland. The ACNW published a notice of Ihis meeting in the 
Federal Register on April 1, 2004 (69 FR 17243) (Appendix A). This meeting served as a forum 
for attendees to discuss and take appropriate action on the items listed in the agenda 
(Appendix B). The entire meeting was open to public attendance. 

A transcript of selected portions of the meeting is available in the NRC's Public Document 
Room at One White Flint North, Room 1F19, 11555 Rockville Pike, Rockville, Maryland. 
Copies of the transcript are available for purchase from Neal R. Gross and GCl .. Inc., 
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, NW., Washington. DC 20005. Transcripts may also be (jown
loaded from, or reViewed on, the Internet at t:ill.P_:U~..D.rc.gov/reading-rm/d~!!;;,-coll~.GlIQn~;?{ 

acnwl!rl at no cost 

ACNW Members Drs .. B Jot1l1 Garrick, Chairman, Michael T. Ryan, Vice Chairman, 
George M. Hornberger, and Ruth F. Weiner attended this meeting. Dr. James Clarke, 
ACNW consultant, was also present For a list of other attendees, see Appendix C. 

I. CHAIRMAN'S REPORT (OPEN) 

[Dr. John Larkins was the Designated Federal Officla' for this portion of the meetin\l!; 

Dr. B. John Garrick, ACNW Chairman. convened the meeting at 1:00 p.m. and briefly reviewed 
the agenda. He also stated that the meeting was being conducted in conformance with the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act. In addition. Dr Garrick asked members of the pUblic WllO 
were present and had something to contribute to the meeting to inform the ACNW staff so that 
time could be allocated for them to speak. He concluded his report by noting the following 
items of interest 

The following office/personnel announcements have been made SinCE! the 1481 rneeting 
in February 2004: 

- J 
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-- On March 22,2004, a reorganization within the Office of Nuclear l\'later~al Safety and 
Safeguards (NMSS) affecting the future interaction with the Depat1ment of Energy's 
(DOE's) Yucca Mountain project was announced, John Greeves has been desig
nated Director, Division of Waste Management and Environmental Protection, and 
Bill Reamer, Director, Division of High~Level Waste Repository Safety. 

.•	 On March 31, 2004, Chairman Diaz announced a senior management realIgnment 
(Announcement No, 19). Of particular interest to the ACNW is thaI Luis Reyes. 
Region II Administrator, will become the Executive Director for Opflrations (EDO). 
Carl Paperiello will replace Ashok Thadani as Director of the Office, of Nuclear 
Regulatory Research (RES) and will be replaced as Deputy EDOfm Material~;, 

Research, and State Programs by Martin Virgilio, Jack Strosnider will be Director, 
NMSS. Appointments were to be made eHective ASAP. 

An abstract entitled, "'Future Volcanism at Yucca Mountain-Statistical Insights trom the 
Non-Detection of Basalt Intrusions in the Potential Repository," co-authored by 
Neil Coleman and Lee Abrarnsom, RES, has been accepted for oral presentation at the 

2004 American Geophysical Union Joint Assembly, May 17-21, 2004, Montreal, 
Canada. 

Margaret Chu, Director, Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Manage'Tlent (OCRWM). 
DOE, stated recently before the National Association of Regulatory Utliity CommIssion
ers that the single most important factor governing the DOE's ability to TTleet the 2010 
deadline for opening Yucca Mountain is fiscal year 2005 funding. (The' Administration's 
request for 2005 is $880 million and will be $1 billion for each of the next 3 years) 

Nebraska lost Its appeal with the U.S. Court 01 Appeals for the Eighth Circuit CDuri, 
which upheld a District Court judgment that the State should pay $151.4 million to the 
Central Interstate Low-Level Waste (LLW) Compact Commission. 

ThE! French nuclear waste agency, ANDRA plans to submit a complete safety case for 
a geological waste repository to nuclear regulator DGSNR by the end of March The 
submission will include a precise definition of waste packages to be emplaced in such a 
repository. Eiectricite de France (EDF) has said It is essential that a gfmlogical waste 
repository be in operation by 2008-2009. The dose criteria is 25 mrem/yr for 10,000 
years with evaluation out to 100,000 years with the same dose threshQld. 

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia said it found no evidence that 
Congress intended the Nuclear Waste Policy Act to prohibit the NRC fmrn issuin£~ a 
license to a privately owned independent spent fuel storage installation (ISFSI) 

American Ecology reported a net loss of $8.6 million for 2003, reflectinrJ a $21 million 
writeoff of site development costs related to the failed low-level waste c:lisposal project 
planned for Ward Valley In California 
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DOE has hired a Richmond, Virginia, law firm to represent DOE durintl repository 
licensing proceedings at N:RC. DOE spokesman Joseph Davis said t~lat under thl~ 

contract DOE signed with Hunton & Williams, the amount the firm will receive hinges on 
the amount of work done. The current contract ceiling is approximately $45 million for 
the 5-year base period. 

A bill approved recently by t.he Utah House would require the legislature and the 
Governor to give explicit approval anytime Envirocare seeks to dispose of radioactive 
waste that is hotter than Class A The legislation would not give Utah elected leaders 
any say over high-level waste (HLWl, such as the federally licensed facility planned for 
the Skull Valley Goshute Reservation. 

II. UPDATE ON WEST VALLEY AND PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT PLANS (OPEN) 

[Mr. Richard Major was the DeSignated Federal Official for this portion of the rneetin£\1 

Chad Glenn presented a general description of the West Valley site and the current status of 
the West Valley Decommissioning Project. He explained that West Valley is i1 complex 
decommissioning site with a number of challenging issues. These issues will be address(~d in a 
manner that protects the publIc health and safety and achieves some balance between what is 
economically and technically feasible. 

Beginning in the early 19605, the New York State Energy Research and Development Authority 
(NYSERDA) and Nuclear Fuel Services (NFS) constructed and began operattng a nuclear fuel 
reprocessing facility under an Atomic Energy Commission license. The West Valley facility 
conducted spent fuel reprocessing from 1966 to 1972. In 1972, the facility closed for modifica
tions required by new safety requirements. NFS decided compliance with the new requirE'
ments would be too expensive and left the fuel-reprocessing business. 

In 1981, Congress passed t'1e West Valley Demonstration Project Act (WVDP). Ttle act 
authorized DOE to demonstrate a method for solidifying 600,000 gallons of liqUid HLW th"t 
remained at the site. The act also directed DOE to develop containers for holding and 
transporting the solidified waste, to arrange for its transportation to a Federal repository. and 
disposal of low-level and transuranic waste resulting from solidifying HLW. DOE is also 
responsible for decontaminating and decommissioning the facilities used at th'l~ site 

In 1981, DOE and NYSERDA entered Into a cooperative agreement. At the same lime DOE 
and NRC entered into an agreement. The title for the HLW was transferred to DOE for as long 
as it takes to complete the project NYSERDA's license was put in abeyance in 198' and DOE 
took control of the facilities in 1982. In 2002 NRC issued its decommissioning criteria (the 
License Termination Rule, 10 CFR Part 20, SLlbpart E) for the WVDP and later in 2002 DOE 
completed the HLW solidification campaign. 

.., ....) ., 
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West Valley is located in western New York about :30 miles soulh of Buffalo. The site contains 
3300 acres owned by New York State and is called the Western New York NLJclear Service 
Center. The WVDP consists of 200 acres Cattaraugus Creek is the main dr'llinage channel for 
the area. The creek drains into Lake Erie. 

The site still contains residual contamination from activities over the years. Areas that contain 
contamination include waste burial areas on the South Plateau of the WVDP. There are two 
burial areas: one licensed by the NRC and the other licensed by New Year State. The North 
Plateau of the WVDP (which contains the reprocessing and vitrification facilities) contains a 
groundwater plume, a cesium prong, creek sediments, and the HLW tanks. The residual 
contamination in these areas will be evaluated in the decommissioning environmentalmpact 
statement fEIS) and in the decommissioning plan (DP). 

The State-licensed disposal area (SDA) contains 2.4 million cubic feet of waste with 130,000 Ci 
of activity. The LLW came from fuel cycle. industrial, medical. and research fltcilities ThE:: SDA 
is covered with soil and a synthetic cover, The NRC-hcensed disposal area (NDA) contains 
approximately 360,000 cubic feet of waste with about 300,000 Ci of activity. The waste 
includes hardware and equipment. spent fuel hulls. sludges, filters. and a damaged spenlluel 
element This waste came from the reprocessing operation. 

The South Plateau also contains a drum cell. Here 20.000 cement stabilized (Irums containing 
treated supernatant are stored, DOE plans to ship all the drum cell waste 10 a disposal faCility 
in the next few years. 

The North Plateau has a radioactive groundwater plume principally containing 90Sr. The source 
of radioactivity was a spill In the process building during reprocessing operations. The plume is 
being pumped and treated from three extractions wells. A treatment wall constructed and 
backfilled with zeolite is being used to absorb the 9051'. The mCs prong was (~:3used by an 
atmospheric release from the process building stack during reprocessing operations. There are 
low levels of l37Cs contamination in soils extending from the reprocessing planl northwest 
across tile site boundary. Some creek sediments have elevated levels of mes resulting from 
previous untreated lagoon discharges. 

The North Plateau also contains the process building, vitrification facility, and HLW tanks 
There are four waste tanks. two large and two small. These facilities must be decontaminated 
and decommissioned These facilities will be addressed in the decommissioning EIS and 
DOE's DP, The process building holds the 275 HLW canisters that are in storage awaitin~1 

shipment to a geologic repository. There is a recently constructed rernole handling facility that 
will be used to prepare high-activity waste for offsite disposal. 

The staff described the current state of activities at thH site. The NRC staff is Implementing the 
Commissions's final policy statement for the WVDP. The final policy statement preSCribes the 
NRC's License Termination Rule (L TR) as the decommissioning criterion for tile site Th€~ 

Commission recognized that the decommissioning of the West Valley site will present SOll1e 

-.:l ... 



MINUTES 
149TH ACNW MEETING 
APRIL 20-22, 2004 

unique challenges which may require some unique solut~ons. The final policy statement 
provides flexibility to consider the approaches for parts of the site where cleanup to thf) l TR 
dose limit is prohibitively expensive or technically impractical. Other approaches to LTR 
compliance might include robust engineered barriers. a long-term license, oraln exemption. It 
must be demonstrated that public health and safety is protected,. 

DOE is presently developing a DP The DP will provide the basis for NRC's determination of 
whether the proposed action meets the LTR. DOE intends to submit the DP in September 
2004. The DOE will maintain and update the DP as needed to be consistent with the decom
missioning EIS. The NRC intends to issue a safety evaluation report documenting the results 
of its safety and environmental review after the issuance of the decommissiorllng EIS record of 
decision. 

The scope of DOE's DP will Irlclude DOE's proposed action and a demonstration of compliance 
with the decommissioning criteria and evaluation of residual actiVity for the entire 3300-acre 
site. The DP will include planned decommissioning activities, the radiation corltaminatlon status 
of facilities, dose modeling, an ALARA analysis. and a final status survey. Tht~ DP will also 
include supporting information for DOE's waste incidental to the reprocessing determination for 
the residual material in the HLW tanks. The NRC staff has asked DOE to identify which parts 
of the site will be suitable for unrestricted release or for restricted release with some kind of 
institutional controls and which areas might remain under license. 

Ms Anna Bradford presented an overview of the EIS preparation for the Western New York 
Nuclear Service Center. A draft EIS for West Valley was published in January 1996. The NRC 
staff provided extensive comments on this DEIS Examples of the staffs concerns were the 
need for an adequate long-term performance assessment (PA) and for realistic dose estimates 
and the need to identify a preferred alternative. The publication of the DEIS predates the LTR 
and final policy statement In 2001. DOE's National Environmental Policy Act strategy was 
revised t.o separate the EIS into two separate documents. One EIS would focus on waste 
management, the other on decommissioning and lon~Herm stewardship. 

The final waste management EIS was published in December 2003; it addres~,ed ttle manage
ment of wastes already in storage or those that Would be generated over the rlext 10 years 
during decontamination and decommissioning activities. DOE's preferred alternative was to 
keep the HLW on site until it had a destination; ship LLW and mixed waste to oither a DOE or a 
commercial facility, and ship the transuranic (TRU) waste to the Waste Isolaticm Pilot Project 
The record of decision for the EIS has yet to be published. The NRC staff had no involvement 
in the development of this EIS 

The decommissioning EIS addresses various decommissioning options and kmg-terl'll steward
ship. DOE and NYSERDA will have the lead responsibility for producing the 8:IS; the NRC is a 
cooperating agency. The staff is currently reviewing draft, predecisional documents for thiS 
EIS. 

-.) 
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The decommissioning EIS is evaluatlrlg five alternatives. Alternative 1 would require all 
buildings, structures, and burial waste to be removed and shipped off site, allowing unrestricted 
use of the site. Alternative 2 would remove all facilities from the North Plateau; the South 
Plateau burial grounds would remain under license. A third alternative would provide restricted 
release for the North Plateau with buildings rubblized and HLW tanks capped in place; U1E: 
South Plateau would continue under license. The fourth alternative is the nO-fiction alternative; 
the entire site would be monitored and maintained. The fifth, and DOE's prefE!rred, alternative 
is to allow restricted release for the North Plateau (process building left standing, decontami
nated to meet restricted release limits), and to continue to license the South Plateau bunal 
sites. At this point cost estimates have not been made, but the green field altt!rnative In the 
1996 draft EIS would have cost $8 billion with 9.3 million cubic feet of radioactllve waste bEling 
shipped off site. 

Ms, Bradford believes the PA for t~le EIS should be the same as the PA for thf~ decornmission
ing plan. The ErS should evaluate the entIre 3300-acre site, including the SDA. Impacts 
beyond 1000 years (the timeframe of regulatory interest in the LTR) should be analyzed. The 
staff also expects impacts from incidental waste to be evaluated and a cost-bE~nefit analysis 
should be included 

The NRC and other cooperating agencies have Gornpleted reviews of lhe following supporting 
EIS documents in the last 6 months: 

•	 NDA and SDA characterization reports 
•	 HLW tank farm charac:terization reports 

Four EIS appendices related to PA. 
.. Long-term PA methodology 
. Long-term PA models 
. Hydrogeology AnalySIS 
.. Erosion studies, 

The draft decommissioning and long,·term stewardship EIS is scheduled for pl.lblic release ijll 

November 2006. The final EIS is sctleduled for public release in October 200~7 

In response to questions, Ms. Bradford said the lelnd around West Valley is currently a~lriclll
tural The assumption is that future land use will include farming, 

Dr. David Esh presented the ~Jeneral approach for the NRC staff review of the PA of the West 
Valley site. From a PA perspective, the complexity of the West Valley site is high. There are 
significant potential source terms for contamination including: the process Bullding,lhe HI,.W 
tanks, the NDA, the SDA. the IIllSr plume, the mCs prong. and the LLW treatment 
facility/lagoons. 



MINUTES 
149TH .ACNW MEETING 
APRIL. 20-22, 2004 

In response to a question, Dr. Esh characterized the qeohydrologic environmEmt as moderate to 
high in complexity. There are some aspects from a PA perspective that make trle site easier to 
deal with; for one thing, the site doesn·t have a large unsaturated zone with thl? assocIated 
complexities of modeling radionuclide transport throuHh the unsaturated zone!. 

The sIte is separated into North and South Plateaus primarily based on hydro~leology consider
ations The water availability on each plateau affects the PA dose to a resident farmer. Water 
availability may be limited on the South Plateau. The site experiences relatively high rates of 
erosion, which can have a number of implications for a PA. Engineered barriers are expected 
to be used as part of the site decommissioning, although it's too early to say how important they 
will be. 

The mgulatory framework for the PA comes from the LTR (10 CFR Part 20, SIUbpar1 E}The 
LTR permits unrestricted release of a site if a 25 Illrem annual public dose Iim~t can be met with 
no controls or maintenance. A restricted release of the site is permitted if using institutional 
controls and maintenance and monitoring, a 25 mrem/yr public dose can be met. If fnstitutional 
controls fail. a 100 (or 500 in some cases) mrem/year public dose limit must still be rnet lor a 
restricted release termination, There are alternate criteria available under the LTR but the staff 
does not expect the WVDP to exercise this option. Staff guidance for performing a PA stresses 
using reasonably foreseeabje scenarios and current regional practices, 

Dr. Esll described NRC's expectations l:or DOE's PA DOE should incorporate as much rflalism 
as practical in the PA The PA should prOVide a liberal consideration of uncertainty. ThE! PA 
should provide probabilistic analyses. If the analyses are deterministic, they should include 
numerous sensitivity and uncertainty analyses. DOE's models are mostly internally developed 
for this project; therefore, QA is important. The staff expects DOE to provide Information on 
confidence building. including software and calculational verification and model support 
Receptors should be based on reasonably foreseeable scenarios and current regional pwc
tices. 

When asked about DOE's approach to uncertainty, Dr. Esh said it was a mixed bag, In some 
cases the Department is taking a conservative approach to parameter or model selection In 
other cases DOE will do a sensitiVity analyses to look at the importance of the uncertainty 
present. Finally, some parts of the system are being handled stochastically. 

There are two key elements that can significantly influence the PA. Engineere'd barriers (Waut, 
drainage barriers, slurry walls. french drains) may perform key functions at the site. A lechnical 
basis lis essential for as-emplaced peliormance and long-term performance. A second key 
process that could affect the PA is surface erosion. E.rosion rates may be hig h enough 10 
expose waste. Staff expectations include a rigorous consideration of uncertainty in the long
term prediction of erosion rates and consideration of how erosion may impact receptors. The 
staff is concerned about stream meandering, which can move the bank of the stream into the 
waste. The staff IS also concerned about gullying or the formation of new channels. 
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The plan for the NRC staff's review of DOE's PA was presented. In addition to NRC headquar
ters staff, the Center for Nuclear Waste Regulatory Analyses (CNWRA) will pro-vide technical 
support The staff has begun to review draft sections of the EIS that describe the PA review. 
The staff's review will be risk-informed 

The staff will likely begin development of its own PA model of the site with the commercial 
GoldSim software package in the summer of 2004, The staff will use this model to risk-inform 
its review to the extent practical. The staff may look at some uncertainties in more detail than 
DOE wOl have done. In generaj the staff will do a confirmatory analysis and see if its PA yi(~lds 

results similar to DOE's. The staff intands to make its l,Jser-friendly PA model available to Ihe 
public as part of the staff's outreach effort. 

Dr, Esh discussed the ',uSr plume to further illustrate the complexity of the site The plulTI~>' 

originates from a corner of the process bUilding, The plume extends to the northeast abou~ 

1000 feet and the plume itself is 150 feet wide, The groundwater contamination at its highest 
concentration is 100,000 pIca curies per liter. The water table at West Valley is shallow Hle 
plume is being transported in a shallow unit that is 20 feet in depth. Below the shallow samj 
and gravel unit lies an impermeable unit that prevents vertical contamination. 

DOE is pumping the groundwater containmg the plume to prevent offsite migration."Sr has a 
29-year half-life, so after 245 years contamination would decay away and be at an ac:ceptable 
level. Among the questions facing the PA analyst is who are the appropriate receptors':;) Are 
controls and/or remediation necessary for the ooSr plume? Do you assume a receptor at the 
site boundary (much further away than the project boundary)? How much credit is given for 
dilution of radionuclides in the surface water bodies? (A surface water user w011,lld get a. much 
lower dose than a groundwater user,) Receptor location (the critical group) and their food and 
water use can have a big influence on the outcome of the PA. 

The SClA has a slurry wall and geomembrane COVElL The cover is designed to limit water 
infiltration into waste. The slurry wall is designed to keep groundwater out of the SDA Tho 
NDA has an interceptor trench around it designed to limit the transport of contamination frnm 
the burial site. 

The 90Sr plume was caused by a spill of fuel that had been dissolved during processing. Only 
the 90S,. is migrating. The other components of thE: fuel are not migrating. The other elements 
can be seen in the soil and groundwater. Absorption coefficients may be large enough to fix 
the other radionuclides in place This is an area for fut'Jre study. 

Dr. Esh concluded by saying the review of the West Valley PA is expected to be very difficult 
The review will be performed in a risk-informed manner, The NRC staff will be supported by 
technical experts at the CNWRA. The staff willlikoly develop an independent F'A model of the 
site. 

-8 
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During a question and answer session between the Committee and the participants, the 
following pOints were raised. 

Tank bottoms could become waste incidental to reprocessing (rather than HLW) If the radKJnu
clides in the bottoms are removed to the extent economically and technically f013sible The 
waste must also be managed to meet the performance objectives of 10 CFR PclY1 61, 
Subpart C. Such a determination of waste Incidental to reprocessing would support the 
alternative of in place tank disposal. 

Dr, Esrl believed it will be more difficult to be risk-informed if you are doing a deterministic 
analysis. You will be unable to identify key parameters from a risk perspective. One element 
that is essential for an analysis IS to use a best-estimate, realistic calculation, Conservatisrns 
imply you know the true answer but are setting higher values to ensure protection. When 
dealing with uncertainty, conservatism may be used to escape from the task of collecting 
information on a particular parameter.. If the staff develops an independent PA model, it Will be 
probabilistic. 

When asked to predict the peak dose, Dr. Esh thought it would be caused by srlorter hatf-life 
radionuclides, Actinides with their long half-lives seem to be fixed in the soil and not able to 
migrate. There are long-lived materials at various sources on site. including rUI/tured fuel In the 
NDA and plutonium from SNAP (space nuclear auxiliary power sources) in the SDA. Much of 
the confidence from the PA will come from the ability of geology to retain long-lived 
radionuclides. He also said that this estimate IS only based on an educated gUE!ss. Ca!<:ula· 
tions could prove that long-lived radionuclides are the greater risk, 

Mr. Dan Sullivan, DOE at West Valley, believes that the DOE's PA associated vVilh the C1P and 
EIS win answer today's open questions. The Department believes it has a handle on many of 
the diWcult questions facing the West Valley site, Science Applications International Corpora
tion, Inc, will refine the models and perform the PA for DOE. 

Mr. Paul Piciulo, NYSERDA, reminded the Commiltee I.hat much of the work being dono now 
for the PA will form the basis for the termination of the NRC license, if NYSERCiA seeks ell 

license termination. 

In response to questions, Dr, Esh said a number of chemical components used in reprocessing, 
in addition to the radionuclides are contaminating the site The chemical contamination might 
lead to reducing conditions in the groundwater. Whether this is the case ;s a subject of fulure 
study. 
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III.	 RISK·INFORMED REGULATION FOR THE OFFICE OF NUCLEAR MATERIAL. 
SAFETY AND SAFEGUARDS AC"nVITIES (OPEN) 

[Mr. Neil Coleman was the Designated Federal Ofiicial for this portion of the meieting,] 

Christiana Lui, James Smith, and Alan Rubin gave the Committee an overview of the prop<)sed 
Risk-Informed Decisionmaking Process in NMSS, Two pilot studies had been conducted to 
illustrate the risk-informed process and draft guidance (1) dry cask storage, and (2) chemical 
agent detectors/monitors, The presentations covered the decisionmaking proCl~ss and decision 
metrics for routine/normal exposures, accident risks, and cost-benefit analyses. Accomplis~l

ments to date include (1) development of draft guidance, (2) development of draft accident risk 
guidelines for the public and workers related to nuclear materials and waste activities, 
(3) completion of two pilot studies, and (4) identification of key issues related to the use 0' Ihe 
risk guidelines, 

Much of the discussion focused on the task group's emphasis on identifying coilectivFJ dose as 
a measure of risk and health effects. The Committee questioned this and recommended that 
individual dose be the focus, inclUding use of concepts like the reasonably maximally exposed 
individual. The NMSS staff had considered the alternatives and found that the doses were 
usually trivial. Unless collective dose was considered, there was no increase in cancer risk. 
Vice Chairman Ryan advised the staff to consider oat using collective dose at I(~vels of dose 
that are trivial compared to background levels. If the individual dose case is near zero, you 
can't easily measure it. You can't add up the doses and make meaning out of it Dr. Ryan 
suggested going with the individual dose because a stylized case of individual risk is more 
easily understood and defensible than aggregatin9 dose over some large population. Collective 
dose in such a case doesn't mean anything. 

Chairman Garrick said that what the staff needs now IS an information base, a database, 
derived from more experience. Then the issue of appropriate standards for various categories 
of licensees will manifest itself Experience will have to be the basis. Chairman Garrick. noted 
that the West Valley site could help provide that experience because it includes just about l~very 

waste and decommissioning high-levei/low-ievel problem. West Valley could be a practical site 
for getting some of the experience that's needed tC) assess the sensibility of standards. Mr. 
Alan Rubin (NRC staff) noted that a lot is also being learned in doing the pilot dry cask 
probabilistic risk assessment Chairman Garrick observed that more pilot studies are needed 
that are in the mainstream of the issues of decommissioning and waste associated with NMSS 
activities (I.e., similar to projects like the Sequoyah Fuels cleanup or a West Valley cleanup), 
A similar cleanup would preclude really attractive Clpportunities for implementinn risk-informed 
regulation, 

Dr. Weiner agreed that a site ~lke West Valley covers a wide range of risks and applications. 
In addition, Vice Chairman Ryan suggested selecting an example from an area like industrial 
radiography to track through the risk-informed process . 

. \ 0', 
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IV.	 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY ADVANCED NOTICE OF PROPOSED 
RULEMAKING, 40 CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS CHAPTER 1, 
"APPROACHES TO AN INTEGRATED FRIIlM:EWORK FOR MANAGEMENT AND 
DISPOSAL OF LOW·ACTIVITY RADIOACTIVE WASTE: REQUEST FOR COMMENT" 

[Mr Howard Larson was the Designated Federal Official for this portion of the rneetlng J 

Mr. Dan Schultheisz, Project Manager, Office of Radiation and Indoor Air, Radiation Protection 
Division, EPA, said that the Advanced Notice of Public Rulemaking (ANPR), which is not a 
proposed rule but rather a vehicle for soliciting public comment and dialogue, was publisheCl in 
November 2003 and the comment period, which had been extended, ended on May 17, 2004. 
The extension was provided to ensure that local communities were aware of the ANPR and 
would have sufficient time to comment 

The driving force behind the ANPR was the belief thall~fficient disposal of low-activity waste is 
discouraged not only by the limited disposal options but also by dual and inconsistent regula
tion. Additionally there are only a few current disposal sites for LLW and these involve ~ong 

transportation routes. Such conditions result in increased exposure ancj risk to human health 
and the environment. In addition to what is usually considered to be LLW, there are large 
volumes of both uranium and thorium mill tailings as well as technologically enhanced natlll'ally 
occurring radioactive material. 

Mr. Schultheisz stated that the ANPR was an outgrowtl1 of a 1999 proposal focused on the 
mixed waste problem for NRC and State licensees, From that start the agency has undertaken 
a broader consideration of potential wastes and taken a "bigger picture" look at the current 
origin-based system, The overall approach outlined in the ANPR is to identify additional 
protective options appropriate 10 potential risks of disposal and apply consistent method~5 kl 
evaluate the risks. regardless of ongin It is EPA's belief that these additional disposal options 
will result in greater protection of public health and permit a more efficient use of resources and 
site cleanups. A primary consideration is that the ANPR articulates, for the first time,the 
potential universe of "low activity," 

The ANPR proposes c;onsidering the use of hazardous landfills, suggesting that they [laVe 

explicit design and engineering reqUirements and a robust regUlatory framework, have been 
used for radioactive materials in the past. and are designed to contain chemicals that do 
present a significant risk to public health, Also discussed in the ANPR is the potential use of 
other types of landfills (e.g., solid waste landfills). 

Mr. Schultheisz discussed potential regulatory anel nOl'1regulatory approaches, ending his 
discussion by indicating the remaining major uncertainties (need and level of both State support 
and NRC oversight are not clear, concerns over liability and public perception, Hnd public 
acceptance) remain a focus of this partiCUlar action, 

-II 
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He discussed the spectrum of the 115 comments. received to date (in addition to the public, two 
U.S. Senators, five States .. the Southwest Compact, a Resources Conservation Recovery Act-C 
facility operator, the NRC. and several interest groups). 

After many scheduled meetings with stakeholders and a detailed evaluation ;mel analysis of the 
public comments, EPA will develop a recommendation for a future course of action 

Mr. Adam Klinger, EPA, stated that the general theme of the ANPR was "Wh~ not lreclt slPlilar 
risks similarly regardless of origin?" 

Members asked sevmal questions .. including the degree of consideration bein!~ given II) 
international practices in this arena. (The response to that question was "essentially none,' but 
that perhaps there should be.) It was also suggested that EPA look at the agl!!ncy's expenence 
in dealing with the licensing of the WIPP as well as its dealings with the State .and othflf 
stakeholders. 

The CClmmittee concluded the session by thanking the EPA representatives for their most 
interesting participation and requesting that the Committee be kept informed as EPA decides 
whether to proceed with a rulemaking that addresses the questions associate,! with the ANPR. 

V.	 NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION DIVISION OF WASTE MANAGEMENT 
EVALUATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY BUNDLING APPROACH (OPEN) 

[Mr Neil Coleman was the Designated Federal Officia~ for this portion of the meetinq.] 

Mr. Greg Hatchett, Mr Chris McKenney, and Dr. John Trapp, staff from the NRC's Division of 
HLW Repository Safety, presented an evaluation ot DOE's approach to "bundle'" agreement 
items. They discussed the process for reviewing technical basis documents and used TBD#12, 
"Biosphere Transport," as an example. The staff has finished reviewing five bl,osphere 
agreements. The staff is still reviewing two igneous activity agreements (IA 211 and 2.14) 
related to mass loading parameters used to calculate dose from contaminated volcanic ash. It 
is expected that a staff request for additional information on these agreements will be sent to 
DOE in June 2004. 

Chairman Garrick asked whether there is guidance from NRC to DOE to encOllrage the 
strategy of addressing the agreements of high significance to waste isolation? Mr. Yatchetl. 
responded that the staff is reviewing t.hat question with respect to DOE's new schedule to'1 
submitting agreement items. For example, what will be the disposition of the \ow-signiflcanl! 
agreements? How are the low-risk significant items related to other agreemen~s? Mr. Hatchett 
noted that low-significant agreements that relate to medium- or high-significant agreements 
relevant to DOE's safety case should be investigated sufficiently to assure that combinE~d 

effects have been considered. But low-significant agreements that mainly relale to overall 
scope. or add greater depth or perspective, are beIng considered in a different light regarding 
disposition. Mr. Hatchet said that the NRC staff SE.'eks ways to more efficiently and effectively 
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address low-significant agreements in the context of the significance baseline. If low-risk 
significant items address compliance Issues, DOE would still have to provide sufficient 
justification, whether they are high. medium, or low. Mr. Hatchett further stated that the staff is 
thinking about more efficient ways to handle agreements and to implement tnH risk insights. 

Dr. King Stabfein (NRC staff) noted that in various management meetings with DOE, the staff 
has pointed out the value of DOE providing information on the high-risk-signifl,cant agreements 
as earry as possible before a license application is received, so that the staff can deal with 
those up front. In some instances, DOE's schedule does not appear to allow it to get this 
Information to NRC as soon as the staff would like. 

Chairman Garrick noted that one reason to employ a risk-informed process is that it aHows the 
staff to have a better technical basis for prioritizIng work. If that process isn't irnplemented, then 
NRC will not get the full benefit of the process 

Mr. Mike Lee (ACNW staff) noted that, tor many years, NRC's Division of Waste Management 
has had a goal for its pre-licensing consultations with DOE. That goal is to ensure DOE 
submits a complete and of high-quality license application, Based on the recent quality 
assumnce (QA) evaluation, DOE might have additional work to do to ensure that a license 
application is complete and high quality, Mr. Lee a·lso noted a possible conflict between the 
demand for additional information to address KTI agreements, and the DOE's other main goal 
of preparing a license application. Dr. Stablein responded that this was really a question tor 
DOE as it relates to DOE's work flow He noted that DOE is extremely busy. a,s is the NRC 
staff. There's a lot going on in the high-level waste program, but the NRC staff has not made 
any judgment about DOE's readiness to submit an application by December 2004, Or. 8tablein 
noted that when the Hcense application arrives. the staff hopes to be ready to nive it a good, 
complete review. 

VI.	 DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY SCHEDULE FOR RESPONSES TO KEY TECHNICAL 
ISSUE AGREEMENTS (OPEN) 

[Mr. Neil Coleman was the Designated Federal Official for this portion of the meeting. II 

Messrs. Tim Gunter (DOE) and Donald Beckman (Bechtel SAIC Company, ll.C) discusselj the 
status of DOE's responses to the remaining KTI agreement items. DOE considers that it has 
fully responded to 168 of the original 293 agreement items. Seven of the 14 supporting 
technical basis documents have also been submitted to NRC. DOE has submitted all of lrle 
agreement items for saturated zone flow and transport and for biosphere transport The largest 
number of agreements that. remain to be submitted. 21 relate to the waste package and drip 
shield. DOE expects to respond to the remaining 125 KTI agreements and additional informa
tion needs by August of 2004. The current status and plans for completion of Hny remaining 
work under criticality and the total system PA will be provided at that time 
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Mr. Howard Larson (ACNW staff) asked what is meant by DOE has "fully responded" to 1166 
agreements. This appears to be DOE's evaluation because the agreements am not yet 
complete in the view of the NRC staff. Mr, Gunter replied that "fully responded" means DOE 
has submitted a response that DOE thinks will fully address the agreement, and then It'S up to 
NRC to determine whether it is complete or not. Chairman Garrick noted that aqreements are 
referred to as "responded to" and "addressed" and askod what this meant. Mr. Gunter replied 
that DOE didn't want to say the agreements were complete because that's up to NRC DOE 
can submit what it believes is a full response, but there can be additional infoml,ation requests 
coming back from the NRC staff. Once those are satisfied, NRC determines wtlether al1 

agreement is complete, 

Dr. Weiner asked whether DOE's success rate at resolving agreements is improVing Have 
there been fewer back and fori~1 requests for information? Mr. Gunter noted thclt DOE 
submitted a large number of documents last fall and hasn't received an evaluation of tl"IOSe 
pending review by the NRC staff. He noted that some of the NRC evaluations are on their way, 
Some agreements will be closed and some will have requests for additional information, 
Mr. Gunter stated that the technical basis documents in the recent agreement submittals 
appear to be more complete than some of the earlier submittals. Mr. Larson followed up on the 
difference between agreements being "fully responded" and "addressed." Mr. Gunter state!) 
that those terms were used pretty much interchangeably. There's no real differi:mce, 

Mr. Gunter noted that NRC's recent (~A evaluation of three analysis model reports (AMRs) 
identified the need for more transparency. flexibility, and defensibility in some of DOE's 
technical basis documents DOE is assembling a team to review the AMRs from that persw~c
live to identify where some improvements are needed. Mr. Beckman noted that the team 
involves five major disciplines that include both the natural and engineered barrier systems with 
a mix of both technical personnel and regulatory staff. fhe team will look at each AMR fror1"l a 
lraceabiJity, transparency, and technical defensibility perspective. 

Mr. Gunter noted that some agreements will now be addressed earlier than anticipated. 
Chairman Garrick asked whether more resources were applied to achieve this? Mr. Gunte! 
said that more resources were used, Including a dedicated team referred to as the "KTI" 
completion group. 

Dr. Weiner asked about the technical areas in which "hlgh-risk-significant" agreElmenls remain 
10 be completed. Mr Beckman noted that container life and source term contain several 
agreements that have high risk significance. The repository design and thermo-mechanIcal 
effects have several agreements of hi9'h significance that involve tunnel stability and rock 
mechanics properties. Total system performance assessment has four or five. Under i~lneous 

actiVity, the dike-drift interaction issue remains of high risk significance. 

Dr. Weiner commented that tt)e high-risk-significant agreements seem to be the! ones DOE 
should focus on. Mr. Beckman replied that the timing of those items depends on Ihe sequence 
of the analytical work. For example, radionucllde transport involves radionuclid€~ solubility and 
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the impact on chemical conditions. That analysis IS just now being completed and is available 
in draft form. Therefore the timing (availability) of process model results drives the ability to 
generate responses to related KTls. Similarly, agreements that are tunnel stability related are 
affected by the seismic studies for the tunnel stability calculations. Mr. Beckman noted that in 
this way agreement submittals are driven more by the development sequence ()f the analysis 
than by DOE's desire to move them up in the schedule 

Dr. Weiner asked abolJt corrosion chemistry. The Issue has been around for a 10n£1 tirnl:l, and 
this project has been under way for 20 years. She wondered why it is taking so long to develop 
technical documents related to corrosion. Mr. Beckman noted that, over the last year, therE: 
has been quite a bit of additional thinking and development on the project with r1espect to thEl 
treatment of passive film behavior and localized corrosion, and the models have undergone 
continued evolution, and new data have come in. Data from the analytical work have to be 
analyzed and prepared in a reportable form to apply to the KTls. 

Dr. Garrick noted that early on DOE received considerable criticism for the apPl:lrent emphasis 
that was being given to engineered systems over the analysis of the natural system, and the 
NRC has always indicated that safety has to come from both sources. He stated that most of 
the activity still seems to center around the engineered barriers. He wondered if this IS 

because DOE feels they have been reasonably responsive with respect to the natural system 
and its containment capability. Mr. Beckman noted that part of this perception r'eflecfs tile 
interest of the NRC staff in the engineered barriers. DOE is responding to iSSUElS raised by the 
staff or questions asked about the responses to those issues. 

Mr. Neil Coleman (ACNW staff) asked about the kind of planning the NRC staff has done for 
upcoming reviews. DOE is planning to send in a large number of agreement items in the near 
future. Has the risk baseline work been used to prioritize the upcoming reviews? For example, 
would the higher risk ranking agreements be reviewed first? Mr. Tim McCartin (NRC staff) 
replied that each bundle has a variety of agreements in it, and certainly staff will look deeper 
into high-risk-significant items. But a bundle has a package of agreements that are all 
mterrelated, and you can't necessarily pull out a few high-risk-significant things and review them 
separately from the others. Dr Garrick noted a possible problem, that the groupings are not 
done by risk, but rather by system, and so each bundle of agreements has a mix of all levels of 
risk. Dr Andrew Campbell (NRC staff) replied that when the staff reviews the bundles, It 
usually has a mix of agreements from different KTls. Those are submitted as attachments to 
wha1's called a technical basis document, and those attachments refer to the technical basis 
document. So the staff really has to review the whole bundle. Risk information will be used in 
that review, but it's difficult, and it wouldn't be very productive, to pull out the high-risk-signifi
cant agreements and only focus on them. The staff has to look at the whole bundle anel 
evaluate it in the context of risk .. 
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VII. UPDATE ON RISK INSIGHTS (OPEN) 

IMr Michael Lee was the Designated Federal Official tor this portion of the meoting,:1 

At its 148th meeting, the ACNW was briefed on initial results of the staff's risk in,ights in~t:atlve 
(dated June 2003), Embracing past ACNW advice,' the NRC staff developed 1m integrated 
synopsis report that describes its understanding of the key contributors to performance for a 
geologic repository at Yucca Mountain, This report IS entitled the "Risk Insights Baseline 
Report." It reflects the informal expert opinion of the NRC staff regarding the risk significance2 

of 14 integrated subissues (ISis) to overall repository performance. This opinion was based on 
the staff's own independent PA work. reviews of DOE PAs, and other documented sources 

For each of the 14 model abstractions found in the Yucca Mountain ReVIew Plal1 (NURECi 
1804),3 the staff has developed the fo~owing types of information in its report: 

1" ranking of risk significance to waste isolation 

:2. discussion of the speCific risk insights. inclUding the technical basis for the staff's 
ludgment and the identification of uncertainties associated with that judgment 

:3. recommendations for areas for additional analyses to reduce the uncerlf.lInly in the 
judgments 

4. Identification ot principal technical references 

._---_.._,,----,--_.'_.-' 

'This past advice has included recommendations that the staff (a) use P,A results 10 
judge quantitatively the effectiveness of individual repository barriers; (b) develop and lise PA 
techniques such as a post-processor to rank-order individual barrier contribution to 
performance; (c) use probabilistic methods (i.e., the risk triplet) in PA modeling .. and (dl use 
PA analyses to prioritize key technical issues, and to reexamine KTls and attendanlt subissues. 

'Risk significance was evaluated by the staff relative to the waste isolation capabililies of 
the repository system. In general, high-risk significanc€! is associated with featUlres, events, 
and processes that could (a) affect the integrity and longevity of a large number of wast~3 

packages; (b) affect the release of radionuclides from the waste form and wast,e package; or 
(c) affect the transport of radionuclides through the geosphere and biosphere. Medium-risk 
significance is associated with a lesser effect on waste packages. radionuclide releases, or 
radionuclide transport. Low-risk significance is associated with no or negligible effect 

Iindependent of the risk insights initiative, the NRC staff identified 14 model atJstractlons 
that, in its view, collectively contribute to Ihe waste isolation capabilities of the repository 
system. Within each oi these 14 model abstractions, now called ISis. the staff !las also 
identified key features, events, and process important to repository performanco 
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Using the synthesized Information described above" the NRC categorized the risk significance 
of the so-called 293 DOE/NRC KTI agreements. In general, the risk significance of an 
agreement is associated with the level of uncertainty addressed by the agreemenl and the 
relationship of the uncertainty to risk. 

At its 149th meeting, the NRC staff provided a briefing on the contents of ttle final report {which 
was in concurrence at the time of the briefing). Speaking for the NRC staff, Dr. Brett Leslie 
reviewed the risk insights and rankings for each of the 14 ISis as a result of the staff's finaliza 
tion of the report. He also noted that the risk ranking for about 20 percent of the KTI agree
ments had changed from the staff's initial assessment provided to the Commission in a 
memorandum dated June 5. 2003. In his presentation, Dr. Leslie provided an example ot why a 
rating might change. One new risk insight has been added by the staff relating to' the niumbel' 
of waste packages affected by a possible igneous eruptive event at the site. Dr. Leslie noted 
that this item has been identified consistently by DOE as a dominant contributor to risk Despite 
adjustments in the ranking assignments, Dr. Leslie noted during questioning that the relative 
proportions of the agreements in the three respective risk categories (high. medium, Jow) have 
remained fixed at 41/92/160, respectively. No KTI agreements have been eliminated from 
further consideration as a result of the staff's evaluations In closing, Dr. Leslie noted ttlat the 
staff intends to use the Risk Insights Baseline Report in Gonjunction with the Yucca Mountain 
Review Plan (NUREG-1804) and the integrated issue resolution status report (NUREG-H62:~ to 
review DOE's license application The "high," "medium," and "low" agreement deSignations are 
that staff's tool to identify where the staff will place the most emphasis in its revievv of the DOE 
safety case. He also noted that the staff will conduct additional PA analyses beM/een now and 
the scheduled license application submittal to reduce the uncertainty in the risk judgments. The 
staff also intends to expand the risk insights report to indude consideration of the pre-closurE' 
phase of repository operations. 

Dr. Leslie's presentation was followed by a few questions (mostly clarifications) and bflef 
comments from some of the ACNW members and their invited consultant. Dr. Clarke. At times 
during the staff rebuttal, he was assisted by Messrs. McCartin and Hatchett. Speaking for the 
NRC staff, Dr.. Leslie noted in response to one question (from Dr. Weiner) that DOE's general 
approach to judging risk significance is how the presenc!~ or absence of a reposllory struGtur·e, 
system. or component affects Ihe magnitude of the dose estimate. Citing zeolite geochemistry 
and climate change/infiltration rate coupling as examples, Dr. Leslie elaborated on differences 
in the respective staff approaches 10 the assessment of risk significance in response to 
questions from ACNW Members and staff. 

(Later during Its 1491~ meeting. as a general observation, Dr. Garrick noted that no nf:31 benelll 
from the risk ranking exercise had been reaHzed to the overall DOE program because the NRC 
positions on the basic information requests embodied in the 293 KTI agreements had remained 
unchanged. ) 
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VIII. SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL PRIORITIES AT YUCCA MOUNTAIN (OP'EN) 

[Mr. Michael Lee was the Designated Federal Official for this portion of the meeting.] 

For several years, there has be~:lfl a dedicated staff at the Electric Power Research Institute 
(EPRI) tracking developments in the Yucca Mountain repository program. The key focus of tnis 
has been the PA work conducted both by the DOE and ttle NRC. The EPRI staff has also 
conducted iterative PAs for Yucca Mountain independent of those performed by the govern
ment staff and its contractors. The most recent results of EPRI's PA efforts are documented In 
a December 2003 report entitled "Scientific and Technical Priorities at Yucca Mountain" DUring 
this meeting, the ·Committee was briefed by Dr. John Kessler, EPR/'s HLW project manager, 
on the main findings from this report and EPRI's broader views on repository risk measures and 
the resolution of NRC-DOE KTI agreements. 

Dr. Kessler began his presentation with an overview of the PA model used in EPHI's repOlit. He 
described the major components of EPRI's performance model and key assumptions in modE~1 

abstractions. In summary, he noted that EPRI's performance model assumes slow waste 
package and drip shield failure rates, limited diffusive releases from failed waste packages, 
beneficial radionuclide isolation in the unsaturated zone, and long groundwater tmvel times In a 
solubility-limited saturated zone. Following this introduction, he presented EPRI PA results that 
predict doses at 10,000 years that are about seven orders of magnitude lower than NRC's 
10 CFR Part 63 limits. Dr. Kessler also presented results indicating that failure 01 two or more 
barriers would not cause the predicted doses from the repository to exceed NRC's limits 

The second portion of Dr. Kessler's presentation focuseej on EPRI's views on repository risk: 
measures. Citing examples of EPRI sensitiVity and uncertainty analyses, Dr. Kessler sug· 
gested that no single engineered or natural barrier, or repository feature, event, or process 
(FEP) is of high risk importance to overall repository performance.4 He argued that only certain 
"common mode failures." if they were to occur, might be risk significant. Unexpectedly 
corrosive local (near-field) conditions, simultaneolJs failure of multiple barriers, al1d dramatically 
higher repository temperatures were mentioned as possible common mode failun~ ex.amples. 
In light of this work, Dr. Kessler expressed EPRl's view that the DOE and NRC staffs should 
focus their pre-licensing efforts on those issues that have the greatest risk signific;ance. Citin9 
10 CFR Part 505 power reactor licensing practice, which requires incremental regulatory 
decisionmaking, Dr. Kessler suggested that NRC should adopt that analogy to thl~ ongoing KTI 
agreement process. Dr. Kessler argued that by virtue of the two-step Part 63 licensing process, 
---_..__.._-

olin its 2003 analysis, EPRI has assumed that any engineered barrier and/or FEP' exerts 
a significant influence on overall PA and is thus important when variation in that input paraml~ter 

causes the dose risk estimates to shift by a "significant percentage," in this case, a "significant 
percentage" is defined in EPRl's 2003 report to be a 1 millirem per year shift relative to the 
15-millirem standard or about a 7-percent change. 

S"Domestic Licensing of Production and Utilization Facilities" 
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which requires a separate decision to receive waste, and because there is no inherent fiSk. 10 

the public in the construction of the repository itself. it is not necessary for DOE to address all of 
NRC's technical concerns at this time, especially when a majority of these concems relate to 
the post-closure performance of the repository and more than half of them are of low-risk 
significance.1i Dr. Kessler was careful to point out that EPRI was not advocating that DOE: liell 
provide information to the staff; rather, he acknowledged that NRC's Part 63 argu,es thai DOE 
must demonstrate a fundamental understanding of repository system behavior rel~ardless of its 
risk significance. Alternatively, he suggested that the inf()rmation to be provided to the NRC 
should be commensurate with the decision the Commission is being asked to make at thEI tinle. 
Consequently, Dr. Kessler suggested that the types and kinds of KTI information provided by 
DOE should be DOE's decision to make, in the first instance, as the potential licensee. 

In the last portion of his presentation, Dr Kessler focused on EPRl's views regarding DOE:s 
and NRC's risk prioritization activities. He cited three references as the basis fOI his comments: 
a 2002 DOE contractor report,7 the staff's preliminary "Risk Insights Baseline Report,"S and a 
June 2003 NRC staff presentation to the ACNW. 9 In summary, it was noted that EPRI agrees 
with the DOE approach to defining which FEPs and repository barriers are of "high risk 
significance"; however, EPRI does not believe that DOE's consideration of combined repository 
effects is fisk Informed. Dr. Kessler noted that EPRI partially agrees and partially disagrees 
with NRC's approach to determining risk significance. 11l 

---_._-"---, 
(oln general, low-risk-significant KTI agreements are those considered by the NRC staff 

to have no or negligible effects on waste package performance, waste form/waste package 
radionuclide release rates, or radionuclide mobility throu9h the geosphere and bklsphel'e 

'Bechtel-SAIC, Inc., "Risk. Information to Support Prioritization of PA Modf!ls," Las 
Vegas, TDR-WIS-PA-000009 Rev. 1, ICN 1, Augusl2002. 

XAUactlment 2 ("Baseline of Risk Insights":1 to staff memorandum entitled "Final St.an 
Response to March 19, 2003, Staff Requirements Memorandum on the Waste Arena BriE!fing-·
M030303A:' dated June 5, 2003. 

"Earlier presentahon by Dr. Esh entitled "Status of the HLW Risk Insights InitiativE;," 
dated June 25, 2003. 

I()Absent from Dr Kessler's remarks in this area were key recommendations from 
EPRI's 2003 report concerning technical work to address risk-significant issues in the Yucca 
Mountain program. In summary. EPRI has recommended that ongoing technical work to 
evaluate the effects of disruptive events on the release and transport of radionuolides would be 
valuable to complete. EPRI has also recommended that work related to the evahJation 01 
common mode failures of the engineered barrier system should be completed. lesser priority 
work identified by EPRI for completion included evaluation of colloid-aided transport. EPRI is 
also conducting an independent evaluation of the consequences of igneous actiVit}'. Although 
this worl< has not been completed by EPRI, EPRI's preliminary PA results sugget;t that CLlrrenl 
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EPRl's formal presentation was followed by questions from Individual ACNW Members 
Dr. Kessler was asked to elaborate on some of his earlier discussion points and views 111 

response to a question from ACNW Member Hornberger. Mr. McCartin noted thai DOE was. 
not legally bound to address all KTI agreements prior to the submittal of a Part 63 license 
application .. 11 

.._--_....__.---_.._._ ..__._

NRCIDOE analyses overestimate risk from this potentially disruptive event.
 

11 Previously, the NRC staff has taken the position that all of the information needs 
contained in the 293 KTI agreements need to be addressed by DOE to ensure a complete and 
high-quality Part 63 license application; DOE has preViously committed to address all of the 
agreements by the time of licensing. 

·2n.. 
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APPENDIX A 

Fedonl RegislBr / Vol. tl9, :'lJo. 03/ Thursday, April 1, 2004/ Nutict's 

111. Finding of No Signifkanl Impart 

The ,;t'lff hilS pmp'lrod lhL; ~~\ 

i.slJmrnarized ahovel in SUppdft Ill' tl,,~ 

pr"posed IiLunse amendment to mlulIs', 
\he facilitv fOl' \lIll'llstricted u:!(,. Tbe 
NRC slal'(hlls evaluated the Experiment 
Station's request. .Uld the results of Ihe 
.~un·eys and the Ilssessment. and ha~ 

condudlld that the completed HGtion 
cnmplies with Subpart E of 10 ern Pari 
20, The ~taff has found that the 
f'1l\'ironment.a I im pacts from t1:1 e 
pJ'oposed actiol\ are bounded bv the 
impacts evaluated by the "Gmwric 
EnvirQm:wl1lal Impact Stateluollt 11\ 

Support at F;uiemHking on Rudie,logical 
( :rileria lor Licens" TermiJlatloll of NRl.:'
Licenslld Fa<:ilitios" (NUREG·-1<191.i) On 
t.he basis oFthe Et" the NRC hn. 
cnndudud that the envjronmental 
i mplIcls from Ihe proposed Bl:tion are 
Hxpocted to hI' insignificant 'lnd has 
detOflnlllell not tn prepare an 
onvironmental impact statt'monl forlhe 
prop,»;pd action 

IV, I"urther ~nt'o..miltiull 

('he E/\ and tll ... docunwlIts related 10 
this proposed fjr;tion, induding the 
applicalioll lor the license amendnlf.~nt 
and supportillg documentation, dru 
available fo)' inspectio/l at NRC's I'ubh,
E1el;tronic ROilding Room at http.// 
www.nn•. gOl·ll.eading·mllodlwI5.htli/1 
[ADAMS Accession Nos. Ml.040ft400n, 
l\1L0325410211, ML032790.'i311, 
l\'lL03363060~ and ML0401l30Blfl). 
TbHse documents are also IIvailable lilt' 

inspection and copying for a Fe'" at tll\1 
Region I Office, 475 AllemJalll Hoad, 
King of Prussia. PA 1940B. Pursons who 
do no( llilvp. aCClJSS to ADAMS, shouJd 
contact the NRC PDR ReferanctJ staff by 
telephone at (1l0U) 197-4209 fir (:lOlj 
415-47:1:'. OJ by e·mail to pdl'@nrc,gnv 

Datt>lI al King of Prussia, !'elllll<yl"""i. Ihis 
24th dav ()fMll,~;lI, 21)04, 
1'ItI' the Nudo'd Regl.datory C(lmltlh~"ion 
lull.. D, Kinnaman. 
c:hiel. NlJdear ,11-/0/01'1111" SlJfp.!,1 llra.ll,·1! 2 
nhi"hw n,( ,\'!j,")(!Ot llu'CfW]S ,'.'0 t;· 't.y. Re~/(lll 

I 

IFIl Do' U4'7115 FiJ"d :1 .:Jl··1l4. II.'.! ,In' I 
BILLI~G COllE 7S'~·-O'·p 

a NUCLEAR REGULATORY
t;ef COMMISSION 

Advisory Committee on Nuclear 
Waste: Notice of Meeting 

ThH Advisllrv Committee on NLH:ln,'1 
W'iI~tl' [ACNVV) will hold its 14f1tl! 
IlJP"ting (Ill Aprilzo-n, 20!H. RoomT 
W:l, 11545 Rockville Pike, Rockville, 
\1m'vlal1d, The Ililtire meeting will hL' 

op"..; to public attlmdance, The schedule 
1(,1' Ihis meeti ng is as follows 

Tuesday, April 20. 20M 

I pm, .. J:1 () p,m.: Openins Slotument 
(Dpenj,·..·,Thl' Chilinnllll will 'lpell thfl 
mtlBtinH with hriE>l openillg I'lJmarks, 
outline the \upiGS to hll discussed, and 
inrlicllh' items of intemst. 

1:]0 j:!TII.-2:40 p,II/' Update on West 
ValleI' and Pt'rforlllanc~.lllss~',ssmel1t 

(PAl Plan lOpen)-Th'J CoU\rulttee will 
hear Irol'll reprllsantllti vas of lhe NRC 
staff Oil the West Valley Demonstration 
Projoct 'Illd Its Perfrml'li<llCe j\SSI:ssment 
plans, 

2:.55 fllll,·'1:30 p,m. Fli,<,k·ln(ormerl 
Regulation for I"'MSS ... lctl\'itiIJ,s 
IOpfJn)·-The Committee will Jwar 
pl'GSentlltions by lind hold dhcw;siol1s 
with rlllJresentlltivlls nfthe NRC NMSS 
Risk Task Group regardIng tIw current 
status of' incDJ'porflHng risk-inl'or.med 
regulations in NMSS IIctivitin" 

4:45 p m-f) p,m,: Pmpllratilln of 
i\CNW fleports [Oplml-T'he Committee 
will discuss proposed ACNvV reports all 
matters I;OIlSidllrf:d dun fig t!HS meeting 
l'eganling reports 011 \<\'est Vlllley 
PerfUrlTlRnr.:ll ,"S8I1ssmellt Plans, Risk· 
Infol'med RII!Julation 1'01' NMS.s 
Activities, Biosphere Working Group. 
Public Itlterar;tion,~ during Nuvelllbel' 
20U3 NlwudR Field Trip (tentdtive). and 
ACNW Annual Repor! on W,lsle
Manal~tllllenl·Rellited RL'SllElfl.,h 

Wednellda~', A\lTlIZ·1. 2004 

8::J() il..fll,-,1J ..40 IJ.lIl.. UPf.'lII,~g 

Stllll,/WUlt (Opllnl-The Chainnen will 
make opening rmnnrks regarding the 
camlllel: ()floday'1\ sessions. 

8:40 lun.. j() l1,m, EPA, 40 CFn 
Chap/I'! I . .-ldvof1ce Nl:>tice 01' I'mposed 
Rufl'JIIokinJj (ANPR/ "Approl'Jcht'~· to an 
Integr,'1!et1 Fmmewori- fi11' Mcmageme.rrt 
{md Disposal ot'l.ow·i\didt:r 
Rodio(JctIve Waste" (UpelJ)-Tlw 
Committ,,,~ will hOllr an inf'or Illation 
briefing by H reprlJsontnth'e of (h~! F:PA 
on ils prnposlld ANPR which discusses 
allornlltivlls fOT the dj~posallij'waste 
containing low concentratlOlls of 
radioactive lIlatorilll 

10: J5 a.w,··,ll :15 rJ,fII.' I:1',,'tJte on 
Ijjs~ Insigh/'\' (Opun)-,ThtJ CIlImnit1ee 
will hUllr a bl'iel"ing by lind hold 
di8l:ussion~ with the NRC stllW!' 011 the 
nlCHnlly ptlb\ished I1l.W Risk Insights 
Kapurl, 

/1 'I':, ',)/17··12,15 "'1'1'1, DUl~: Schl'e/life 
101' 111'1,'FlUIlSf'S to RRy '1"edwjcoll"sllf~ 
.'\gl'nf'm'lJ'Jts·-Thf) CommiHee will hellr a 
bri"nllg by ilnd hold dhlcussi"m \lI'ith a 
DOE n~pl'aslmtilt.ive on tJleir llmellded 
Hmlltflbhl' for responding tlf l.be 293 KTJ 
agr(.,EllIlOnl'S 

211,111 -·4 p.m,: VWM E'vo!wdiO\l of 
DO£' BIJrldlin,~ ApproQch (Open)·-The 
COIumit!Lll' will heilr presen1alions by 
lind hold discus,inll" with 

represlmtatlves: 01" th(, NRC staff 011 its 
evaluation of till" DOE f3undl i!lg. 
Approach, 11 is Imticifllll:od tiH;1 the 
BiospJlere bundle ;,viii he "se.d as a 
rlJpresllntati ve,<IUl1p It' 

4:15 p.m,...fi p.IlI,: l'n, pW'(J;!10 I,' of 
ACNW Reports (Open]·-TI)() C:'lllmittee 
will discuss prol'o~ed Al.~I\lW!'lrorts on 
matters considl'lred dllri rig thi'" ,(loeting, 

Thursday, April 22, 2lJtl4 

8:30 a,m,-8::15 'l nl .. Openin,I,: 
Statenmnt (Opl"Il)-··The Chnil'llIIUI will 
make opening ItllUarks nf,ganJill/\ the 
cunduct of Illdl1l1's se'61011'" 

8:35 a,m,..12!1'/onl1 l'J'lfPOIU(filll of 
I1CRS Report. (Opl'lll·.. T~H' Clmmliulle 
will C(}ntilUle it.~ discugSlon co I' lh,,: 
proposed "CNW leUnr ID!:,u,t.< 

12 Noon-I:!::::, p m·:' MhcelJnlWOIJS 
[Openl-The Cr:,:nlllilt£'ii wil!,!i,sl:USS 
matler~ related to the cnnd"':l ("I 
Committee activ"ti"s ,mil IlHill'jl'S and 
specific issues tba\ were 'HII clHnpletod 
during previous lIloetinw., 'I>, 1nlle and 
availability of illJorm'll1on F''''nIJit, 

ProcedllreS tor the cond.",:\ ,,:1 :Hld 

plirtici palion ill i\CN\'\' IJI01.11 u'I:'; were. 
published ill th'j Foderal Regi!l1'lr 011 

Octobol' 16, 2003 (118 F"R :,9114:1: In 
accordance with lhesH pr \)cl!i,.IH:".1:;, oral 
or written staleJfllell1s Inay Illl I'nJsenled 
by memburs of thll public. EItKtronic 
recordings will bo pennittl.".lunly 
during those portions of lho Jl1lleting 
that arfl open to tha pubIie,. I'flIsuns 
desiring to make oral stMllIlllml:i should 
notify Mr. How,ml I. Larson, Special 
Assistknt [Telepl.J()l1A :l1ll/41 !,-·13805]. 
betwell.l1 7:30 a.nl. aud 4 p, rn, e,t, ~s far 
in advance ilS pl1'ICtiCHbie SI.) t.lliff 
appropriate arrrnlgRmellls can ["" mado 
to Sclll!(jule the IWOJs~arv tllm, Iluring 
the mep-ling [or ,~uch ~lahlmeIlL'" LSI! of 
still, motioll pictlw,". IHlei t",ll1I,j""ioo 
cameras dming lhia nwehng will be 
limited to seloctll,d portions 0:( lhe 
meeting as determined by !.hll ACNW 
Chairman, IllfolJnatioll reg"l'ding the 
time to he sm i1side for taking pictures 
may bll obtained by conlHC tm,i~ t \w 
ACNW aftke prior to th" l!I\j'lti.ng In 
view of the possIbility Illat tJm 'f:lli~duh' 
I'or ACNW Jllee1ill8s ma)' b" ildlll,lud by 
the Chairman as IHlceSSII,:'y lu t",;i!itate 
the conduct ofth"l uAeting, persons 
planning to alto lid :,hou],1 \fOII1:" Mr, 
Howard!, LRr~"" 'H to th"j,. F"lIl' , r:u)ar 
I'HlBds, 

FurthST illformalllJll r'lf;ardllJ,l; topics 
to be discussed, .,...beth~r 1:l1e:, HlHJ1.ing 
has beLon canclllflt! or I'flsclwdulnd. the 
Chaiml<lII's lulillg ('11 tlHllll'st; 1m lhe 
opportunity !1ll"Tosenl lInd ~tate'lIIent~ 
lind tho time allnlted llwmj-'ol'n 'inn be 
obtained bv conlbl:tillg lviI', 11·')\".'iml J, 
Larson' . 

ACNW 1lI0etirl!; i1go11d", rlll:','~.lrig 
transcripts, and ("IHnr r"pHlI.'~ .'1'" 
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ilvailable I:brough the NRC Public 
I)ucumenl Room at pdr@nrc.glH', 01 hy 
calling lhe }'fJR at 1-800-391'-4209,01' 
from the Publidv AvailablE' R..cords 
Sy:;lem (Pi.. R.'>1 l;omponent of NRC", 
document 8v~lel1l [.I\O,O,M5) whiehis 
af:cessible fll)1Il1he NRC W!lh sIle at 
hrtp;/llI'ww,f1rc.gvvlreadillg·nni 
udall/shtml or http://www.nrc..JjQv/ 
rnoding·rnJi'doc·collfu:tionsi I.ACRS '" 
;\eNW Mig ',,::hedules/agllildasl 

Videoteler:onflll'encing servjc,., is 
ilvllilahln lor obs'lrv'ing open ,ses~im,,, rtf 
,\CNW m~,e1ings Those wishing 10 II!>" 

this sllrvice fDr obsllrving ..\CN\V 
meetings should contactMr. Theron 
Brown. ;\CNW i\udioyisllaJ Tm:hnil'ilill 
(:iC1/41~:,-8()1}6J, botwelln 7:,l(1 ,un. IJIHI 
3:'151un ',.1., alleast "Ill ddys b"fnl'e- tIll" 
lr.~,eling to nnSUl'll the availability 01 tim 
SPI'I'lce. Indi,!idullls or organiziltio!l'> 
l'Ilquesting Ihis Sl'l'vice wl11 'b", 
!'!lsponsibJe fur tnlnphone line charges 
ilnd for providing the equipl'uenl and 
fadliliB!' that thev use 10 Ilstllblish the 
Vldoo ldeconferti!'lcing link rlH' 
Qvai!abililY of video teleconhmmcing 
S!~rvices is'DIlI guaranteed. . 

The'\CN\N llIf1f'1lll1g d'IIIlB for 
r:~lellClar Yea]' 21104 al'e provided t~l, lII' 

~.~e~~91 Meetmg (latfll;
No. 
- - - - -- . ~ ----~-

15(' .. May :25-27. 2004 
151 , June 22-24. 2004. 
15, ' ,.July 20,-22. 2004. 

, August 2004-No Meeling, 
If," I Seplember 21,,23, ~'004 (Las 

I Vegas, Nevada). 
Fl,1 I October 19-21. 2004 

I~overnber 2004--,No Meelwlg, 
bt Docernber 7 -9, 2()04 

['aled, 'vI.nll 2.(;, :':004. 

A,,,tre,, I.. BahlS, 

1,/1'/.<0/) : ;omrnilt{.'o MQ!lugt'm" 'II C::01':"1 
IFf< Dul.: r14-,.'"\n Fi!ed :I,.:n'{'4: 11:'15'\11,1 
BILl.ING coDe 1".lJl>-Ol··p 

NUCLEAR REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 

Advlsorv Committee on Reactor 
Safeguards; Joint Meeting of the 
Subcommittees on Reliability and 
Probabilistic Risk Assessment and on 
Human Factors; Notice of Meeting 

TllIl ;\CRS SubcornmitteflR on 
RElI iab!litv and Probabilislic Rj"l 
:\~se,~sHlI;n\ 'lIld CHI Humall l"ar;llll's '''iil! 
bo),] a jOllltl1W"ling Oil April n. ~OIl4, 
Roum T-2BI 1\:"15 Rockvil,le Plk(" 
H", kvill .. , /'vl'I:'v 1.\) 1(1 , 

Ih" pnlire nlef'till~ will l~e IlIH'I1 tu 
11I1I,lie atlen,dane!". 

Th" ilgendn for thei':ubincl meeting 
sha Il b" as I'ollo\'\:'s: 

Thursday. April 22. 2004....8::10 n,m 
rJJlIi'I ~':.30 p. m. 

Thn pllJ'lIOSU o"thi~ meeting is to 
diSCUS" the prOpUSIHJ staff ~uidflnr.e Oil 

Goud Practices fur Inll.liementing 
I'!IlUlal'l .RfJliability i\llfllysi.s (HRA) and 
devolopment of data 1,)1' HUHlan Event 
Repositnrv and Anlllv.~as IH'r:RA) TIHl 
SUhC',llClllliHl'es will hear pn,s,mtlltions 
by and !tultl ,!isCUUi(lllS with 
repl'ElslIllfalives ofthn NRC slaff, and 
otlwl' inteNlsted persons regarding this 
matl(,r, The SUbCOll1l1'11tlt1IJ will gather 
information, analyze l'Illevnnt issues and 
fal I,. and formulatn proposf.rl IHlsilions 
'lnd acl1l''l11s. liS a}lpropriate, lor 
del iblll 'I IIO:<l by lie full Commillee 

Membf'rs ufthu public desiring to 
pnwido oml'llatlllTlel'lts lind/or written 
commeDls should nUjjty Ih" Designaled 
Fedum! Official, Mr. BhagW11l1 P. lain 
tte!(.phollll 301/415-7:170). five days 
prior to the Illl'lltillg. if possible, so thaI 
nppropriatll f1rrangomllnls can I", made, 
EI€lctl'On if: If!conl ings wUI be jlllllllitled. 

Further information ragurding this 
IUtllltin!! can be obtai ned by contacting 
fhE> Designated f1'ldfJl'ilJ Officinl belween 
7::m ,un nnd. 4:15 p m. (".1.:. Persons 
planmng In Ilttend Ihil; IT/eptlog ,:Ire 
llrg"r1 to contacllJu, dlmve lFUlled 
indwid \Ial J,llleallt two working days 
prior to thl" ITwBting If) be advislld of i1ny 
pOlontiill chang"~ In tlHl agllnda 

U"I""I: 'Milrr:h lh, ~llO'1. 

Mllllb..t M. 1I)..z"nawy, 
ACI.,i'nM .Ab'.C,'OC;(Jte DIFfictor (or '/'1'1.' 'hrw,:ul 
81//'1""1. M;llS/ tlCNHI 

IFl~ DOl '14· '1314 Filed :":., :11,.(\':: Il:'~,) ~ml 

~IL UHG (. ODE 7!f1Kl-01'P 

POSTAL RATE COMMISSION 

(Docket No. C2004-';: Ord.r NCJ. t399J 

Periodicals Rate Complaint 

AGENCY: Po~tl>l Rate, C,iHnrn,ssiofl, 

ACTION:1'Jotlce dmI cm:lor on nWil' 

complai.nl dDckel. 

SUMMAR\': 'rhis document announces the 
ClJll'1l11il!sioll'S intention 10 hold huarings 
on a formal complaint fillld by sllvoral 
major Pllriodicals mailers, TIl!' 
Lompl.ilint concerns tlul alll.geL! 
inconsilli'tI/lI;Y of cIl11ain Pnri"ldkalF 
rates will: snveral pm\iision~ I)f IhI' 
Postal R"organ.iullion Acl. loll ven sElvenri 
r!.t1\"!lopments affecling tho Viability of 
tho longstam:!ing rate 'ltl'udll rfl. Tho 
COlllluission also Hnl\IJUnces "ov(~ral 

relarud iJrocedul'l'1 ~tt'I"" 

DATES:'~ D"'HdhlHl for riJlIl~: ,111'<";1 
t'~stinIOll\, i\pril :Ul, 2004 

2. Deadline for mill~ r,(lIIU'II; 01 
IOtarvBlltion: ''''lily 21. :WO·'!. 
ADDRESSES: Flhl all dOf:lllllilntB l'L'ferred 
to in t'his order dElctmnicl,:J,. V!H the 
COJl1lnission's Fi Im8 Unlinf: :'.ystnm al 
http://WWlI..pF ...8° v. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION I;ONTA.CT: 
Sleph'ln L ShHl'fman, ZIi2-/II'J.jl81B, 
SUPPLI!MENTARV INFORMATION: ,,'ummarv 
rive mailers who 1TI1Ikll CXleTI.!"VO use (',f 
Oulside County I'eriudkals I'l'Il,18 have 
lodged a formal cum plain! 'with the 
Commission PIII'SI.ant to i'llt~ti.f)n 3662 of 
the1970 PostaJReClrgallizatinli I\cl (the 
Act or Ihn PFlA.) , Thev 'ISt':I,I,1 Ihat tlw 
Compl~int "concerns i'tHuJaln,mwl 
reform of the Periodicals l'i11'f;l.rue\ure'· 
in the iutel'es\ 1.11' m:hi,'!VI llg ~nllJ.ter 
conformity will: SI'ltulIlI'V rllte making 
provisions. Coni pJ... inl ;,,1 ,~. 

Comp.lainants contend Ihat ttw nned for 
such reform is ,:;I.ear. ell i.ll tilt' path that 
should be taken 10 achillv!: i.t 'T'hny seek 
hearings 011 thn,j" aUllga!ion& ]'e~ardillg 
the in"'ffieaev of \J:ke rut I" strwj Urt' and 
other relief COIIAIstllntV\iil.lr IhHir claims. 
including the PQtlllltial ddliplic'lI of an 
allermltivll rate lichedllle 

The Cornmis~.ion a co;", p' '; 1 fHi 
Complaint ull!llj!' section :1(;1:,,:. :''ier the 
Postal Service's 'JbjoctiClfl, rilld 
announCE'S its irHtmticm 10 hold hearings 
lInder sec\lolI, III 2'1 10 d!lterrni rH' ' 

whether the allllf:lltion~ ill the 
Complaint are v·alld.'; [I' Ihl' Cf 'IllHrission 
l1nds thai 10 I}e '1 Ill., cas,' it WI iS3ue II 

rocommended liec,sion ull c!a,,';ification 
chang'~s \IndoI' sm:!ion 'Ii,~:! TI,;s 
decisioll willll<bi illclud," Ii "'lit: 

rtlcommenda!i"H' 

J. The Time Warner llll:, Ht <lL 
Complaint 

The Comphllll\ ind:.Hiw: l'lf, "'lIratiull 
addre!>sing apphcable Rul.. iLl, 
provisions. sLlch /IS ir:hmtihf;olilill of the 
Complainants; ~ Stlltllll1lHH of 111' 
grounds fm tlH' ',:omplaint '1nd tlw 

I Complbinl uf Tl. r.tJ I::'! ,"Varm,1' 1111 r.uLlI:il~ Nast 
PuhUr;JttllJn::.,8 D\\'ltiL,On of Ad',dn' t' Mi.,~I;ll;!!jtW 

Publish(~rs 1m.:., New:" .....~m~ hit Th(11~fqHh)r'!> 

()iges1 1\l'.'IodllUon. tnt:, .uu1 TV G'ahk~ :\-t.;t~lIZIlH! 

(;mup, 11lc. Cllnc:erT'ttrl~ Per(odlCB,h, Rilt~'5·, lanuM" 
12.2004 {Cumplaint:1 rhmw IOfLllr!:rs j~Je 1:;1:'0 . 

collectivelv ~eforr'h'( 1.0 in thi~ (,·~(h~f' -/1": 

Complainants. 
:4 The AIlU~ri(;nn l'o:ildi, W01'llUHS j In1!II\, }~FL-(:IU 

{l\PWlJ:l, \n Il Fohnun' .~ J, 2U!.H l'~1 11-! ' Ildrpr:i6od tv 
tbn Secr"tar,v of thE! C~I;lllrnis~if"ll, 1:~:PI,:~.ljIf~C~, its 
opp()sitil')t1 1(1 th~ Cr~':npla,b::lt j;:I"!I1S' III" PI: h,th~ Uw 
Comphlllit's reliAllr:a ,:m Dochl Nn R:;!,W.lf'"1 rah\ 
case a.nuJnptlon,;; C[JnCfml UUII tbf' prr.:lp"(l~~l] if; it 

"l1ldilml dCpaJ111rn·· '!'r'Ul'J lllt~ l,urTt~nj ~neth(}dol(Jg}' 
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REVISED
 
AGENDA
 

149u, ACNW MEETING
 
APRIL 20·22, 2004
 

TUESDAY! APRIL 20.. 200~L ..c.QtfE~~qEB.Q.Qt~LT~~B3, TWO WHITE FI",INTN_Q!HH, 
ROCKY-~LE,MARY~ANQ 

1) ~oo	 Q~J)J.Q9.-Et~m9.Lls.lLQy,. 11 0 p~ ..t.b.§:.b_CNW ChairmilD (Open) (BJGiJTL: 
11) Opening Statement (BJG/JTUHJL) 
:! '1) Hems of Current interest (BJG/HJL) 

2) 1'1 {) - 240 P M	 ~·!m;tf:!t~.Q.Q..WeSI Va~.nd..eerformanceAsse.§~m~11.U:f.:\JE!.ans 
(Open) (MTR/RKM) 
Briefing by and discussion with the NRC staff on the VVesl \/i~lIey 

[>emonstration ProJect and 'ts Performance Assl~ssment plans 

2:40 - 2:55 P.M. '''BREAK''· 

3) 2:55 . 4:36 PM	 13, IskJo.f.Qrmed Begl.jlatiolllgr NMSS Activities (Open) (MTR/NMC) 
Briefing by and discussions with representatives of the I~RC NMSS 
Risk Task Group regarding the current status of incorporatlfl9 risk
informed regulations In NMSS activities 

'r. I..: ':., ::)' , 

4:31:1 -*4S'P.M. *·'BREAK'·* 

4) 4A,6·- 6;.00 P. M. Pum.'!L~~JQ.O_QfA~~.~J~~QQrts(Open) (MTR/AII) 
:! -t~ ') "0/) The Committee will discuss potential reports on:, <. 

4 1) West Valley Perfc.rmance Assessment Pians (B.JG/RI-<M) 
(tentativo) '.:' 

4 ~~) Risk-Informed Re9ulation for NMSS Actjv~t1es (BJGINMC)'. 
4.3) Biosphere Working Group (MTR/MPL) 
44) PIJbllC Interactions dUring November 2003 Nevada FII:~,d frip 

(BJG/MF'L) (ten1a::ive) 
4 5) ACNW Annua! Fi:eport on Waste Man~gerne!lt f~elated 

Research (RFW/MTR/RPS) 

WEDNESDAY, APRIL_21 .. 2004, CONFERENCE;.. ROOM T-2B3. TWO WHrU=.Eb.!.NJ 
NOBTH, ROCKVILLEj.MARYk!'NQ 

/-..)1 8.30··840 AM	 QQ.enlng_St~tern§.1J!(Open) (BJG/JTLJ 
The Chairman will make opening remarks regarding the 
conduct (If today's sessions 



6) 840  1'&Be'AM ferA, 4.Q. CFR C~..1, Advance Notice of PrOp'g~d .B.\Jl~aking 

::.Approaches to an Integrated Framework for Mafl~emen.1j!nd 

pJ.m.osal of Low-ActiyjtyRadipactive Waite" (Optm) {MTR/HJL) 
The Committee will hear an information briefing by a representative 
of the EPA on its proposed ANPR which discuSSl9S alternatlves for 
the disposal of waste containing low concentrations of radioactive 
matenal, 

10":'0'0·10:15 A.M. H*BREAK"""" 

7) '1015 - 12:1'~ FI.M PYVM Evaluation ,of..QQf, Bundling Approach (Open) (GMHINMC) 
J 0;/.:',,':;, Briefing by and discussions with representatives <:If the NRC staff on 

its evaluation of the DOE Bundling Approach It is antiCipated that 
the Biosphere bundle will be used as a represen1atlve sample 

12:15·2:00 P.M. 

8) ;'00- 3:00 PM POE ~beQuleJor ResP.lw-§es to Key TechnicaLJ~.Y.fil\gr~§'ment!? 
(Open) (GMH/NMC) 
Briefing by and diSCUSSion with a DOE representative on the I!" 
amended timetable for msponding to the 293 KTI agreements 

'..1)' ~j. 1,1 

9) 3.00·4-:00 P.M ~jpdalsum Risk Insi9hl§ (Open) (BJG/MPL) 
Briefing by and discussion with the NRC staff on the recenlly 
published HLW Risk Insigh1s Report 
"E\ A, ~'::l'. h, 

10) 4~OO-- 5:00 P.M Scientific ao.Q..Iechill'l~Lel!oritiesat Yucca Mountil:1.!J (Opeflf 
."'';1: '" 00 (BJG/MPL) 

The Committee will hear an information briefing tl'y a representative 
of the Electric Power Research Institute on its December 2003 report 
regarding scientifIC and technical priorities at Yucca Mountam 

fi 1~I ,. 6:00 PM Erepa.[~ion oCACN~.Rm2.Qrts (Open) (MTR/AIl) 
The Committee will continue its discussion of potential reports 
11' 1) Risk Insights Report (BJG/MPL) (tentatiVE:') 
'1 12) Report on DWM Evaluation of DOE Btmdlinq Approach 

(GMH/NMC) (tentative) 
'11.3) r~lsk-lnformed Regulation for NMSS ActiVIties (BJG/NMC) . 
11.4) Public Interactions during November 200] Nevada Field Trip 

I.BJG/MPL) (tentative) 
11.5) Biosphere Working Group (MTR/MPL) 
11.6) West Valley Performance Assessment Plurls (BJG/RKM) 

(tentative) 
11 7') ,ACNW Annual RHp<)rt on Waste Managernent R.elated 

F<esearch (RFW/MTRfRPS) 



THURSOAY, APRIL 22. 2004. CONFERENC~.~ T-283, TWO WHITE F..k!.t!T 
NORTt:i-l-B_OCKVILj.g...M.AJ!Y~A~.R 

830 - 835 A.M	 Q~lli!l9..§.tatemJill! (Open) (BJG/JTL) 
The Chairman will make opening remarks regardln9 the conduct of 
loday's sessions. 

131 8 35 " 1·2:00Noon	 PI~.2@!ion of ACNW R~ports (Open) (BJG/AlI) 
The Committee will continue its discussion of the proposed ACNW 
letter reports listed undel" Item 11. h ,', 'l I ,. 

(:: i, .• {. I" . I 
/ (1 I': , ~'I: ,k~,. ., 

.Mjsc~U'?'![leQU& (Open) 
The Committee will discuss matters related to tlu} conduct 011 

Committee activities and matters and specific iSl3ues that 
were not completed during previous meetings, af, time and: 
availability of information permit 

PI"esentation time should not exceed 50 percent of the total time allocated fOI' a spec.tic Item. 
The remaining 50 percent of the time IS reserved ,for discussion. 

Thirty-Five (35) hard copies and one (1) electronic copy of the presentation materials 
should be provided to the ACNW. 

ACNW meeting schedules are SUbJect to change, Presentations may be canceled or 
rescheduled 10 another day If such a change would result in significant inc1;)nvenlonce 01 

hardship, be sure to verify the schedule with Mr Howard Larson at 301-415-6805 between 
800 a.m and 400 pm prior to the meeting. 
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APPENDIX 0: FUTURE AGENDA 

The Committee approve1j the following tOPiCS for discussion during its 150lh meeting, scheduled 
for May 2S-27. 2004: 

Safeguards and Security Matters (Closed) 

Louisiana Energy Services Gas Centrifuge Uranium Enrichment Project 

Review of DOE Documents Supporting the Yucca Mountain License Application 

Decommissioning Program Changes 

Preparation for Meeting with tile NRC Commissioner~, 

Treatment of Uncertainties in Hydrologic Models Conceptual Model and Parameter" 
Uncertainty 

Preparation of ACNW Reports on: 

- West Valley Performance Assessment Plans 
- Risk-Informed Regulation for NMSS Activities 
- Louisiana Energy Services Gas Centrifuge Uranium Enrichment Program 

Decommissioning Program Changes 
Review of DOE Documents Supporting Yucca Mountain License Application 



APPENDIX E
 
LIST OF DOCUMENTS PROVIDED TO THE COMMITIEE
 

[Note: Some documents listed below may have been provided or prepared for Commit·· 
tee use only. These documents must be reviewed prior to release to the pUblic.] 

MUIING HANOQ.U.TS. 

AGENDA DOCUMENTS 
ITEM NO, 

2 Update on West )lI.!J.tYJln-.Q Perforl'lll:.nce Assessment Plans 

1.	 General West Valley Site and Project Description and Current Status. 
presented by Chad Glenn, Decommissioning Directorate, DWMEP NRC, 
[Viewgraphs] 

2.	 Overview of Environrnentallmpact Statement for the Western New York 
Nuclear Services Center, presented by Anna Bradford, Environmental and 
Performance Assessment Directorate, DWMEP [Viewgraphs] 

3.	 General Approach for NRC Staff Review of the Performance Assessrnent (If 
the West Valley Site, presented by David Esh, Environmental ,and 
Performance Assessment Directorate, DWMEP [Viewgraphs] 

3 Risk-Informed Regulation for NMSS Ac~ivitie5 

4.	 Risk-Informed Regulation for NMSS Activities, presented by Christiana LuI, 
NMSS, and Alan Rubin, RES [Vlewgraphs] 

6 EPA, 40 CFR Chapter 1. AdvaniCe NOilce of ProPosed Rulemaiin9.. 
•APproaches to an Intgrated Framework for Management antl...Q.1l.RQ.ULQ.f 
Low-Activity Basnoactlve Wa,te'~ 

5.	 Improving Radioactive Waste Management, An Overview of EPA's Lm,o\i 
Activity Waste Effort, presented by Daniel Schulteis, EPA [Viewgraphs] 

7 DWM Evalyat.ionof DOE Bunsillng.ARProach 

6.	 Issue Resolution, presented by Gregory Hatchett, Christepher McK~mney, 

and John Trapp, Division of High Level Waste Repository Safety, NMSS 
[Vlewgraphs] 

8 POE Schedul9 for Responses to K~ Technical Issue Agreem~nt!! 

7.	 Key Technical Issue Status, presented by Timothy Gunter, Office 01 

Repository Development, DOE [VlewgraphsJ 
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MEETINQ HANDOUTS {CONT'ID 

AGENDA DOCU~~.NI§ 

ITEM NO, 

9 Update 00 Risk In~ 

8.	 Update on the Risk Insights Report, presented by Bret Leslie,. Divisior of 
High-Level Waste Repository Safety, NMSS [Vlewgraphs] 

10 Scientific and Technical priorities iii-Yucca Mountain 

9.	 SCientific and Technical Priorities at Yucca Mountain- EPRl's Risk 
Prioritization Effort. presented by John Kessler, HlW and Sptmt FW31 
Management Program. EPRI [Viewgraphs] 

').. ..,,:~ 
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MgTING NOTEBOQ~NTENTS 

TAB 
NUMBER DOCUMENTS 

Opening Statemell.t..RL~NWChaiI!]!IDJ 

1.	 Agenda, 1491h ACNW Meeting, April 20-2;~, 2004, dated April 6, 2004 
2.	 Color Code - 149lh ACNW Meeting 
3.	 Introductory Statement by ACNW Chairman, Tuesday, April 20. 2004, 

undated 
4.	 Items of Interest for 1491

1> ACNW Meeting. with attachment (organizational 
changes), undated 

5.	 Introductory Statement by ACNW Chairman, Wednesday, April 21, ~~004. 

undated 
6.	 Introductory Statement by ACNW Chairman, Thursday .. April 2::), 2004, 

undated 

2 Update 0[1 Wntyalley imlPprtorm.il!l&e Assessment FJlans 

7.	 Table of Contents 
8.	 Schedule 
9.	 Status Report 
10.	 Map and Pic1ures of Site 
11. ACNW letter on West Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP) Decomrnission 

Criteria, November 1, 2000 
12.	 Subpart E - Radiological Criteria License Termination 
13.	 Regulators Communication Plan 
14.	 NRC Implementation Plan for the Final Policy Statement on the DecCinmlls

sioning Criteria for the WVDP 

3	 R!JlLoo!.nformed Regulation fpr NMSS Activities 

15.	 Status Report [Official Use Only] 
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~G NQTRBOOK CQNIE~~S (CQNT'O) 

TAB 
NUMBER DOCUMENTS 

6	 EPA, 40 CFR Chapter 1, Advance Nmlce of Proposed RulemaiiruL.-''AP.... 
proachu to an In&tgrattd Framework for Management Ind DtlQQ.L~LQ.f 

Low-Activity RadlQactlyt Wast.: Reau.st for Comment~ 

16.	 Table of Conlents 
17.	 Status Repor1 
18.	 Early Notice by EPA entitled, "Alternatives for Disposal of 'Lmv-Acti\lity' 

Radioactive Waste" 
19.	 Memo dated January 21, 2004, from H. J. Larson, ACNW, toA.CNVV 

Members, Subject: Environmental Protection Agency, 40 CFR, Chapter 'I, 
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, "Approaches to an Integrated 
Framework for Management and Disposal of Low-Activity Radioactive 
Waste: Request for Comment," dated November 18, 2003 

7	 DWM Schedule fQf Resppnses to Key Tgchnicallssue AgreemltOD 

20.	 Status Report 
21.	 Letter dated February 4, 2004, from Janet R. Schlueter, NMSS, 10 

Joseph D, Ziegler, DOE. Subject Total System Performance Assessment 
and Integration (TSPAI) Agreements 3.33, 3.34, 3.35, 3.36, and Igneous 
Activity (IA) 215: Status: TSPAI3.33, 3,34,3.35,3.36. and IA 2.15 
Complete 

8	 DOE Sch~for Respon"s to Key Technical Issue Agreemg:nts 

22.	 Status Reporl 

9	 .Update OIJ Risk Insight, BaseUne Repor:~ 

23.	 Status Report 
24.	 Attachment 3 to NRC Staff's June 5, ;2002, Commission Memorandum Oil 

KTI Risk Significance 
25.	 Attachment 2 to NRC Staff's June 5, 2002. Commission Memorandum on 

KTI Risk Significance 

-4. 
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.~~G NOTEBOOK CONTENTS (CONI'D) 

TAB 
NUMBE~ DOCUMEJns 

10 Technical.A!!d..§.cientiflc. Priorities BtRQrt 

26. Status Report 

14 Miscellaneous 

27. Activities of the AdvIsory Committee on Nuclear Waste and Perspectr"es 
on Selected Technical Issues, B. John Garrick, Chairman, ACNW., 417104 

.)


