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([)p0AV i PR0CEEDINGS

2 DR. LAWROSKI We will resume the meeting that

3 began esterday on the subject of waste management which was{}
4 discussed ye sterday, which includec not only high level-

!

5 waste management, but also low level waste and uranium mill
,

6 tailings. Today, we will continue the meeting with

7 discussions of the fuel cycle program, and as I said

6 yesterday, we are particularly interested f.n learning as

9 much as we can at this meeting about the priorities of the

10 research program being performed by the NRC and its

11 con tr ac tors.

i2 The pucpose of our wanting this inf ormation is to

13 help with the prepara tion of parts of the report Congre ss,
--

NJ 14 due late this year or early next year. I guess everybody

15 who is here today was here . yesterday. Since there may be

16 some who are not, le t me introduce people at the table.

17 By the way, I am Stephen Lawroski, acting

18 subcommittee chairman for the waste management

19 subco mmi ttee . Dr. Moeller, who is the chairman, was not

20 able to be he re . Jeremiah Ray is another member of the

21 ACRS, who is a member of the subcommittee. And beginning on

22 his lef t are consultants to the committee as well as to the

23 subcommi ttee . Mr. Sylvan Cromer, Dr. Shailler Philbrick,

./ 24 Dr. Frank Parker, Dr. Richard Foster, Mr. Alex Grendon,

25 Dr. Martin Steindler, and Dr. Don Orth.

' -
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'

{ppDAV On my right are Mr. Ragnwald Muller, and on his1

2 right -- still on my right -- Mr. pe ter Tam, bo th o f whom

3 are members of the ACRS staff.773
'"

4 I note, Frank, that there are some words of

5 introduction which you have to make, and maybe the rest of

6 your people will have arrived by then.

7 MR. ARSENAULTr Not quite, but I can start.

8 DR. LAWROSKI Please go ahead.

9 MR. ARSENAULT: I'm Frarik Arsenault from the.

10 office of research. Tom Carter, f rom the division of fuel

!! cycle licensing, the office of nuclear materials safety and

12 saf eguards, will pre sen t the remaining part of this -

13 presentation. He has not yet arrived but I'll extend my

() 14 remarks until he does, or I<1l try to open that part of the

15 program and let him take over when he arrives.

16 But first, I would like to introduce the subject

17 by doing a little review of the background of this part of

18 the SAFER program. In reviewing the safety research program

19 of the NRC, the ACRS has in the past dealt separately with

20 the program of the SAFER division, tha t is, division of

21 saf eguards fuel cycle and environmental re seacch.

22 This program has evolved in its structure over the

23 .past few years, beginning with program elements that dealt

() 24 with health and environment saf eguards and fuel cycle, which

25 included transportation, fuel cycle f acilities and waste

!
. .
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(J'3pOAV
I management curing tne first year. In the second year we

2 dealt with health and environment, fuel cycle waste

3 management and saf eguards. And now, we have a' program which-

'
4 has four decision units, the safeguards decision unit, the

5 waste management decision unit, which we talked about

6 yesterday, and the reactor environmental dec t'!cn unit and

7 the fuel cycle safety and environmental cecision unit.

a I'd like to talk a little about the last two of

9 these, because they're the ones that have not yet b ee n -- or
,

10 until yesterday had not been reviewed explicitly and in full

.11 by the ACRS subcommittees.

12 Earlier this year, the subcommittee on site saf ety

13 and radiation protection was to meet, noting that fuel cycle

(]) 14 and reactor environmental eff ects did not appear to ba

15 o therwise displayed in the program. I inquired as to

lo whether or not it was intended that they be covered within

17 that presentation and it was indicated that whatever the

18 future may hold, that would be a good idea at the time. So,

19 during the meeting of that subcommi ttee earlier this year,

20 we did present the work we were doing in connection with

21 reactor environmental eff ects and fuel cycle saf ety

22 environmental effects. It was a somewhat rapid and general

23 overview of those programs.

() 24 So, we welcome the opportunity to review in

25 greater detail that part of the program cealing with f uel

_

c,'4 "
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1 cycle. Again, in previous reviews of this part of the SAFER{3p0AV
2 program, we have reviewed the research program and only

3 inferred or did in very general terms an overview of the
)

4 regulatory programs f rom which the research requirements

5 were derived. Thus, when we saw the invitations to the

o division of waste management and the division of fuel cycle

7 licensing to participate in the meetings yesterday and

8 today, we took this as an indication that the ACRS wished to

9 review in greater detail and depth the regulatory programs

10 f rom which the research requirements were derived.

11 You saw yesterday that considerable emphasis was

12 given to the evolving structure of the high level waste

13 management regulatory program and the existing and ongoing

s) 14 low level waste and mill tailings regulatory program.

15 Research was associated with that presentation in a way that
'
. .

16 we hoped would make it clear how it was responsive to the

17 necds being identified within the regulatory programs.

18 He also saw that in high level, the more recent

19 development of a regula tory basis indicated that -- we made

20 it clear that we were in the proce ss of review, reevaluation

21 and reformulation of the high level waste research program.

22 Indications of the fuel cycle program, that is an ongoing

23 program. The ragulatory basis has not changed drastically

() 24 in what we are doing in the research and technical
_

25 assistance programs, on trying to either confirm the

c46
.

i
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1 underlying basis for the regulatory standards or to develop(])pdAV
2 an increased capability for evaluating either saf ety or

r 3 environmental eff ects associated them.

4 Now, that last poin't leads me to a question. I

5 hope that it has been clear, but with your indulgence I'll

6 take just a moment. I t's clear tha t the safety research

7 program of the NRC .is dominated by reactor saf e ty. Probably

6 so, thac is the principal saf ety issue f aced by the agency.

9 There is a question of fuel cycle saf ety in transportation,

10 fuel cycle facilities and so on. The lack of any safety

11 issue within the fuel cycle program that even approximates

12 the que.stion of reactor accidents means that the saf e ty

13 program associated with f uel cycle is at a f airly nominal
-

N/ 14 level.
.

15 The other areas of inte.ast to u s in the saf e ty

lo division are the ma tters of routine efflueats, routine

17 operations. It's not a safety issue in the sense of
f

18 accidents, but it does affect the health and saf ety of the

19 public in the sense that there are effluents, there are

20 impacts.

21 The third area is the area of environmental impact

22 a sse ssmen ts. In a sense this is no , a saf ety issue, but it

23 does enter into the licensing process. It's an impor tan t

(j 24 and essential part of the licensing process. And in many

25 cases it has been the element of the licensing process which

.

v
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S
(vip 0AV I has delayed licensing the f acilitie s.

2 So these are the three areas in which we direct

3 our a ttention. Then, I think you are f amiliar with the f actc)
4 that the prooabilistic analysis staff brings to bear that,

5 area of expertise in conducting and developing methods f or

o risk asse ssment. This is the scope of our program.

7 Now, I'd like to in troduce Tom Carter, who is the

8 deputy director of the fuel cycle licensing.

y DR. LAWROSKI Excuse me. Would you introduce all,

10 of your people at this time, and tell us where in the

11 organization they fit in?

12 MR. ARSENAULT Yes. Since most of them actually

13 are f rom Tom's division, I'll let him do that.
-~ ,

N/ 14 DR. LAWROSKI: All right, fine. I don' t care.

15 MR. ARSENAULT In the back row, in the yellow

16 shir t, is Ralph Jones, who's from the office of standards

17 development. Would you tell me what your new title is,

16 Ralph?

19 MR. JONES: I have two ha ts a t the moment. I'm

20 acting for Bob Bernero as assistant director of material

21 safety I'm also chief of the transportation and product

22 safety branch.

23 MR. ARSENAULT In the f ron t row is Sam Bassett,

I) 24 deputy director of the saf eguards, f uel saf ety division,

25 Mark Gao, who is in the f uel cycle division. I don't know

,

~/
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m
(,)p0AV i the next gentleman. -

2 MR. LOYSON : Peter Loyson f rom fuels and spent

??N 3 fuels licensing.
s- '

4 MR. ROUSE: I'm Lee Rouse , chief of the advanced

5 fuel, spent f uel licensing branch.

o MR. NUSSBAUMER: Don Nussbaumer, assistant

7 director for materials and safety licensing.

8 liR. BARTLETT: Charlie Bartlett, research.

V DD, LAWROSKI: Maybe you could sign a pad and have'

10 it Xeroxed later, so that all of our consultants as well as

|| committee members could have our memories refreshed some

12 time later about your names and your role s in this

13 business. Thanks, Frank.

14 MR. CARTER : Good morning, gentlemen.

15 (Slide.)

16 The first : hart is somewhat academic, since we

17 have started and Frank has given a brief overview.

IS (Slide.)

You've had a ' asic description of the interf ace19 c

20 cetween NMSS anc research in this area. Wha c we'd like to

21 do this morning, briefly, is give you a brief scope of NMSS

22 f uel cycle activities, how we've oroken out our projec ts,

23 how we would expect to addre ss them this morning with you,

) 24 then have an informal discussion of the technical issues

25 that we consider f acing us, technical assistance projects,

.

,
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({}apVAV I research projects. The gentlemen that were introduced a f ew

2 minutes ago are prepared to discuss in detail the projects

em 3 that were included in your handou' of yesterday. It is
-) .

4 somewhat thick and somewhat confusing to use, in a way, but
t

5 maybe as we go through this presentation we can put it in

o some kind of perspective for you.

7 (Slide.)

6 We break up the responsibilities in the fuel cycle

i materials saf ety division in three major categories. We

10 have the basic fuel cycle licensing, radioisotope licensing,

11 and certification of transpor tation packages. The ne xt .

12 charts -- and we're going to discuss issues related to each

13 of these three major categories as we go through this

() 14 morning, and tie those to the pro jec ts.

15 (Slide.)

16 Tha t's somewhat of a busy chart. I think it does

17 give a very good summary, though, of the parts of the

le regulations that we're interested in, the facilities at

19 which they impac t in the licensing process. It's basically

20 there for a reference chart. It can be used in the future

21 to come back to other que stions. That covers the

22 transportation certification fuel cycle licensing.

23 (Slide.)

) 24 In Mr. Nussbaumer's area, we have the oyproduct

25 licensing, radioiso; ope licensing. You can see the

_

|
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I'5puAV I categories that are covered there, and on this side, the
us

2 academic medical practice all the way down f or deple ted

3 uranium, military munitions testing, the various parts of
~

4 the regulations that im pac t --

5 DR. LAWROSK T : W hat is the number of those

o licenses?

7 MR. CARTER t About 8000, I guess, now, i sn ' t i t ,

e Don? We have a backlog that we're working off of about 800,

v 850. We're going to get it down to about 500 this year and

10 then maintain a backlog of about 500 after this year.

11 (Slide.)

'
12 Now, to go back to fuel cycle licensing, I will

13 step through each of these major areas. Frank's people and

k} 14 our people have identified four technical issues which we

15 . f eel are of importance to us now as a concerted effort

16 between the work that he's doing and the work that we're

17 doing. We have broken out tne pro jects that Frank su pports

16 f or us, and also the work done by standards, tha t we feel

19 supports or helps solve these issues, on the charts, under

20 eaca of the f our tssues, as we go through them.

21 (Slide.)

22 Now, the first issue under the fuel cycle

23 licensing environmental si ting, to include siting, 40 CFR
,

j 24 190, Clean Air Act, and trying to drive the offsite

25 effluents down to as low as reasonably achievable, we have a

.

M
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()hp0AV I series of projects listea there. In the detailed handout we

2 have a orief description of each of the projects. They

3 should follow tne viewgra phs as we go througn here, in the.}
same order as they're listed bn tne viewgraph. If there's4

5 any particular one you'a want to delve into, we'd be glad to

6 Co so.

7 Under the natural phenomena NMSS, we have

e basically three projects there. We're taking a look at

v natural phenomena, winds, earthquake, fl.cocs, for plutonium

10 facilities. We're doing a peer review of those anclyses.

11 Then we have another project where we're taking a look at

12 the natural phenomenon impact of the f uel reproce ssing and

13 fuel fabrication facilities. Cost-benefit fuel cycle model

14 is useo more now in support of NRR for their cost-benefit

15 analyses.

10 In the reactor licensing and evaluation of reactor

17 cost benefits, we expect to have a NUREG document out this

lo year, toward the end of the year, carrying cost analyses up

19 through abcut ene year 20C0 for the f uel cycle and the

20 reactor impacts. The next project listed there in the table

21 S-3 upaate is really an upda te of the environmental survey

22 of the uranium fuel cycle, which I am sure you're quite

23 familiar with. The saf e ty and environmental asse ssment
'' 24 project gives us licensing assistance support for

25 a pplications. We have that broken down into five different

.

eu,
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(])puAV i projects, which enforce various aspects of the licensing

2 proce ss. We currently have G.E Morris renewal review

3 underway. as have sotae work '.vitn NRS West Valley underway
)

4 for tornaco effects.

5 Frank, do you want to talk a little bit about the

o research standard projects?

7 MR . ARS EN AU LT r I can addre ss these as we go

o along, but my f eeling is that if you run through this

- 9 overview to give a f eel f or the overall s truc ture of the

10 program, the conni ttee has always guided our details by

11 asking some questions.

12 MR. CARTER: Fine.

13 DR. LAWROSKI I want to make sure we save enough

) 14 time for your parts okay?s

15 MR. CARTER: Okay.

10 (Slide.)

17 Next chart, the occupational ALARA, basically, the

le inside the plant ALARA situation -- all of the projects

19 there are either under research or under standcrds. You can

20 briefly scan those. They're quite extensive. They cover,

21 I think, a very good spec trum of the ALARA problem.

22 DR. LAWROSKI Does that cover the criticality

23 safety study, any work related to spent fuel storage?

0[) 24 MR. BARTLETT: Yes, i t does. They are developing

25 some specific cross-sections on neu tron absorption data for

^T
-

i
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("SpdAV I typical spent fuel geometries. They're actually using the
.. j

2 002 fuel in arrays whicn will provide the licensing people

3 witn a be tter hancle on neutron reflection and aosorption in
{

4 closely spaced geometries.

5 DR. LAWROSKI: So it will include the situation

o that more and more densified storage --

7 MR. BARTLETT: Yes, si r.

e DR. LAWROSKI: A lot of sites are increasingly

9 obliged to. Alex?

10 MR. GRENDON: Do I understand the standards

il division is doing tnis ra search, or that research is doing

12 it for standards division?

13 MR. CARTER: These listed on the right-hand side

s) 14 are funded by standards.

\ 15 MR. GRENDON: Funded by, bu t the work is being
a

& lo done by research.

17 MR. CARTER: No, those are ac.tually f unded by

16 stancaros and being done by a contr . tor who is answering to

19 standards, as I understand it.

20 MR. BARTLETT Yes.
.

21 DR. LAWROSKI That's why it would be called

22 tecnnical assistance, as o ppo sed to re search.
.

23
'

24'

25
,

/

CH?
b

_. ._ -

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



7140 02 01 384

''1cOAV 1 MR. CARTER : That could be a good point.
'

v
2 DR. LAWROSKI: Would you like to enlarge on tha t.

q 3 I think some of our members are not clear about the
V

4 distinction, and there isn't perhaps very much distinction

5 between something labeled RES and that which is technical

6 a ssis tanc e .

7 MR. ARSENAULT: In addition to the contracts which

8 are sponsored by and managed by the Of fice of Research,

9 there are funds made available to the licensing, the other'

10 office of the agency, for what are called technical

11 assistance projects.

12 The difference in nomenclature -- a project is by

13 definition technical assistance if it is sponsored and
T

s- 14 managed by anyone other than the Of fice of Research. So in

15 terms of nomenclature, you'll find that usage prevalent.

16 Regardless of the content of the contract, if somebody else

17 does it, it's TA, and if we do it, it's.research.

IS We are guided, however, by the following

19 . definitions of what is properly TA and what is procerly

20 research, and tha t which f alls under the definition of

21 research, we would expect other offices to solicit our

22 a ssistance in performing.

23 The definitions are as follows: te c hnical

() 24 assistance is the use of outside contractor expertise to aid
_

25 in the gathering of existing data and its use or the

'-,

e v (.i
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(]Dc0AV 1 application of existing evalua tive me thodologies to specific

2 problems in the licensing process, where research is the

3 development of new data f or that. purpose and the development])
4 of new evaluative methods or analytical methods and

5 analytical tools. So tha t is the distinction.

6 There is a f urther guideline which is used,

7 because clearly a number of things will fall in the grey

8 area be. tween these two. definitions. For example, the

9 a pplication of an existing analytical methods with

10 considereble modifications to that method, well, which one

11 is that? Generally, .ne additional guideline we use as we

12 make those decisions is that if it is a relatively

13 short-term activity, six months to a year, then something

14 f alling in the grey arc; is sponsored by the user office and

15 is a technical assistance project, whereas if it is a

16 multi-year project and in the grey area, we would ask the

17 Office of Research to sponsor and to manage it.

18 DR. LX1ROSKI Coesn't technical assistance, in

19 some cases, involve development of new information as
'

20 opposed to what you said -- this collection or gathering of

21 existing data?

22 MR. ARSENAULT: I think now we get into a semantic

23 questior. of what development of new information means. If

) 24 it involves any kind of experimental field measurement or

25 laboratory measuremen t, then I would say that that would be

_

g
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[[)cDAV I research. If it merely means going out and surveying --

2 DR. LAWROSKI Ic might be research, but it could

3 still be cone under technical assistance, or am I wrone;?')
4 MR. BASSETT Ideally, it would not, but

5 o ccasionally it ha ppens.

6 DR. LAWROSKI I'm sure tha t some times the time

7 schedule would require sych.

S MR. ARSENAULT Okay. That's why I indicated

9 there is the additional guideline.

10 DR. ORTH: I could stand a little clarification on

11 the previous slide, then, which dealt with -- there was a

12 group of items there related to thd air cleaning busine ss.

13 The total Air Cleaning Conf erence papers now would probably

) 14 be a stack at least as high as this table and would probably
,

15 cover it. So I'm sort of wondering, what are we doing by

16 way of research, or is this a matter of reviewing the

17 availabio data and trying to derive such things as the HEPA

18 test performance and that sort of thing -- those items?

19 MR. ARSENAULT: In the case of that --

20 DR. LAWROSKI: I thought we were going to let him

21 get back to that. Is that not going to be a subject that

22 you're going to cover?

23 DR. ORTH: If you were going to cover it later,
, . ,

_
24 fine.

25 DR. LAWROSKI I would hope so, when you get into

..

M
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(])c0AV 1 the research area, and that's labeled RES.

2 MR. CRENDON: There is in this stack of detailed

3 projects some description, for example, the HEPA one,-)
4 tornado tests on the filter and such things.

5 DR. LAWROSKI Ckay? I'd rather not lose his

6 perspective and keep breaking in. Let him get that done _nd

7 then get to the nitty-gritty. Okay?

8 DR. STEINDLER: Can I addre ss a question on this

9 particular topic?

10 DR. LAWROSKI: Yes.

11 DR. STEINDLER: In your second very early slide

12 where you listed the f our technical issues that are

13 concerned in the fuel licensing, the implication is that

() I4 these technleal issues contain unresolved or incompletely

15 handled bits of information end that each one of these-

16 contain areas in which come kind of either technical

17 assistence or resecrch activity is required in order for you

18 to f ulfill your licensing f unction. Are there other

19 technical Lssue s, that is technical topics, for which there

20 are no such unresolved things that need attention by either

21 .research or through a technical a ssistance program -- in

22 other words, in which you're content with the amount of

23 information you currently have of a technical nature?

(, 24 MR. CARTER: I'm no t sure that I understand the

25 ques *. ion.

'
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(bcDAV i MR. ARSENAULT: I might be able to help with that,

2 Tom, because I think I uncerstand the background motivation

3 for the question.
/}

4 The simple answer to the question, I think, is

5 yes. But let me illuminate it. Almost all of the

o requirements for research certainly, and I think this is

7 also true f or much of the TA work, almost all of those

8 requirements arise out of a specific problem that is

9 encountered in the licensing progre ss.'

10 Now an issue that's raised by an intervenor, a

11 need to review and perhaps revise a regulatory standard,

12 some thing like a review of Table S-3 and oc on, almost every

13 requirement f or contractor effort -- and certainly this is

14 true for research -- arises out of a need that develops in

15 the course of a licensing process.

16 Now we're dealing with a f abric of activity by the

17 licensing staf f. They do a great many things. Not every

18 action they take generates such a need. So I think w ha t

lY you're asking is, are they simply looking at everything they

20 do and generating some kind of technical requ rement out of.

21 it? The answer is no. The re is generally a pre ssure poin t

22 that results in the identification of the need.

23 Now you could take any one of these and track it
(A

> 24 back to . its stimulus. Have I responded to your question?'

25 DR. SIEINDLER: Yes, in part. My only o the r --

_
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i I don't want to make a feceral case out of this, because I]gc0AV1

2 see the Chairman mumbling. The only other point that I

3 would raise is obviously the licensing, for example, of a

4 uranium mill which consists of a whole raf t of things other

5 than the mill tailing pile. A terrible example, but let me

6 u'1 it.

I assume, for example, that in the are a of'

8 understanding the safety and license ability of the actual

9 operation of the mill equipment, there is no such overriding

10 technical issue that requires the a ttention of research or a

11 technical a ssistance program. If tha t's the ca se , then my

12 answer is yes. Only a portion of your licensing activity

13 spills out some technical issues which need .ssoluttor_.

() 14 Otherwise it looks to me, the other alternative is that

15 everything you do that has to do with the technical

16 community is elevated to che position of technical issue,

17 which means you've got a never ending, never closing

18 research program.

19 MR. ARSENAULT: I think I understand the question,

20 and the answer is tha t on many issues adoressed by the sta f f

21 that don't result in a requirement, I think I can turn the

22 question over to Tom at this point.

23 MR. CARTER: Lee Rouse, I think, wanted to expand

() 24 a little bit on this poin t.

25 MR. ROUSE: I agree with what Frank is saying.

-

, _

(' L4 \
*

__ __ .. _ __



7140 02 07 390

(])cDAV 1 The only comment that I would at f is using the example of

2 t he -i. ll s . Ther s technical r.ssistance work going on in

3 these rather broad categories, like ALARA, that, you know --

)
4 looking at it in the s>snse that the se are rather broad,

5 decommissioning and ALAR? A would cover quite a scope of

6 looking at a given facility. And whether it be t'chnical

7 assistance or research, you have projects going on in both.

8 I think if we look a t the details you'll see that

9 we are covering a pretty wide range of them.

10 DR. LAWROSKI I think you should go ahead,

!! Mr. Carter.

12 (Slide.)

13 MR. CARTER: I think if I can expand a little bit

\) 14 on your question on this next chart also. In the area of

15 the decommissioning in cne tuei cycle, we've got a situation

16 at NFS West Valley with the waste tanks, which I'm sure

17 you're quite f amiliar with, where one of the tanks .thich is

18 not being used -- a spare tank -- there was a leak found in

19 the outside barrier.

20 DR. LAWROSKI If it wasn't being used, b>w come

21 there was a leak found?

22 MR. CARTER: They did a test -- ran water into the

23 inside liner. It leaked out. Really the state of the tank

l ) 24 tha t's in use ha; come uncer a lot of question. It's opened

25 up a lot of technical issue s. We're having to ask ourselves

,

=*

I
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'
1 a lot of hard questions. W' looked around the country to,J)cDAV

2 see who was qualified to take a icok at tanks of this

3 n a tur e . It really boils down to Savannah River or Hanford.
. )

4 We've entered into a contract with Rockwell, the
,

5 Hanfora centractor for DOE. They are taking a look at the

6 tanks at West Valley. They've gone up a couple of times and

7 looked at the physical characteristics of the tanks and how

6 they can ge t television cameras down inside the tanks, how

9 they can take their samples also in the ground surrounding

10 the tanks. That's an area where we have some real tough

!! technical issues.

12 We f eel we have not turned to research because of

13 the timing. There probably are some things that research

() 14 could help us do in the long run, but Lt's something we're

15 trying to solve this fiscal year or next fiscal year, so I

16 think that's an example of the technical issue that has not

17 been elevated to a research project. We have a technical

18 a ssistance project for it.

19 Now there are probably others that we don't even

20 have technical assistance projects for that we're working

21 with in the staff. The radiological evaluation of

22 contaminated sites is a very pressing, public , and poli ti cal

23 issue now. We've got an RFP out, or are in the process of

() 24 getting ,an RFP, to develop the capability to go out and

25 survey the sites that are f elt to be contaminated, ac tually

2.-

L('m
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{]pc0AV 1 make engineering recommenoations on how to decontaminate the

2 sites, and go from there. That is direct assistance to the

3.) staff of an expert nature, giving guidance also, acquiring
'

4 special instrumentation, and things of that nature, which we

5 f eel is not a ppropriate for the staff to acquire. We feel

o its better to go through a contgractor or a lab in this

7 case.

8 (SliJe.)

9 Just quickly, on the alternative fuel cycle, a

10 request was made by Congre ssman Udall to study the

.! ! regulatory diff erence be tween the thorium f uel cycle and the

12 current uranium f uel cycle. That project is underway -- I'm

13 so rry , it is not underway. Oak Ridge National Labora tory

\) 14 has proposed it. We've had it funded in the budget before.

15 We have not gone into a contract with them. The budget

16 request we had was cut significantly. We're not sure tha t

17 the money we have available to do that project is enough to

18 satisfactorily work the problem. We are continuing to

19 approach it f rom a budgetary standpoint.

20 You have a handout there that indica te s wha t they

21 hope to study. In comparison --

22 DR. LAWROSKI Could you be specific as to what

23 types of fuel cycle f acilities you are currently studying

'
j 24 the decommissioning of ? You can just name them.

25 MR. CARTER: Well --

U

eu6 0 '
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^S
.,;gc0AV I DR. LAWROSKI: It is specific sites, as opposed to

2 generic.

{{} 3 MR. CARTER : They're specific sites. We have been

4 giving advice to the La tti Avenue site in St. Louis to move

5 the contaminated materials, the dirt there, out to the

o a ir port. Their old landfills are sites that were abandoned

7 some time back.

8 DR. LAWROSKIr Your job is specific sites as

9 o ppo sed to the mo re generic studies, like P&L has been doing

10 some work, I think.

Il MR. CARTER: On engineering. That's right. Ours

12 ara very specific, hands-on, actual surveys of the sites.

13 DR. LAWROSKIr Would that include like low level
_

\- 14 waste sites that might have to be decommissioned?
,

15 MR . CAR TER : The one s tha t have really been

16 abandoned in the past are the ones that we're concerned

17 about.

18 Don , did you wan t to add anything?

IV MR. GRENDON: The description of the project r

20 doesn't make that very clear. It says in the objective "to

21 survey and evaluate two currently licensed burial sites.2'

22 Then in the description it speaks of performing radiologic

23 surveys and engineering evaluations at designated sites in

J 24 Mi sso uri , Illinois, and Tennessee , four in all. Tha t

25 doesn't seem to fit with the objective.

b ljl$i ji
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''7cDAV I There are two burial sites that are going to be
v

2 evaluated, but it certainly turns out there are four in

3 Missouri, which doesn't have a burial site so f ar as I know,

4 and Illinois and Tennessee, which don't have burial sites as

5 far as I know. ,

'

o MR. CARTER We're using that contract to survey

7 two out of tour candidate sites.

6 MR. GRENDON Are they burial sites, or are they

9 some other kind? The Missouri and Tennessee ones aren't

10 licensed burial sites.

11 MR. NUSSBAUMER: These are not commercial land

12 burial sites. These are sites for operation. These are

13 conducted where waste material is buried on-site.

() 14 MR. GRENDON : 2' Licensed burial site s" doe sn't

15 sound like that kind.

16 DR. LAWROSKI: You mean it's like the old facility

17 in west Chicago?
,

16 MR. GR ENDON: They bury their own waste.

19 MR. CARTER: The Kerr-McGee type of thing.

20 (Slide.)

21 Let's move for a few minutes into the radioisotope

22 licensing area. We're interested here in the manuf acture

23 and use. We werk closely in the standards development

( ) 24 area. We give support to the agreement state programs, the

25 tritium releases. Recently at Tucson, Arizona -- is a good

~

\'\"c
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,
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"%
y,;cDAV I example there -- we have cone quite a bit in the last f ew

2 months, especially Dick Cunningham, the Director of the

3 Division has testified at Tucson numerous times in Arizona.])
4 He's given support to the Arizona officials in trying to

5 solve that problem.

e The first i ssue --

7 (Slide.)

8 Environmental Siting, ALARA, and Clean Air Acts,

9 we've goc two technical assistance projects there. We're

10 taking a look at the ef fluent f rom radiopharmaceutical

il manufacturers. Our objective there is to take a hard look

12 so we can come up with a guide that we can assist to the

13 radiopharmaceutical manuf acturers in approaching ALARA for
-s

'/ 14 their effluents. To be perfectly honest, we've had some

15 problems with the contrac t. There's been turnover of key

lo personnel supporting the contract. It looks like the

17 contractor may def ault. This contract will probably be

18 extended into next year. The due date will probably be, I

19 would say, 18 months later than we had antici pa ted.

20 MR. GRENDON: Can you tell me where Melville, New

21 York, is. I've never heard of it.

22 MR. C ARTER : I certainly cannot.

23 MR. BASSETT It's .Just a little bit east of

24 J e ri cho .

25 (Laughter.)

Yh\ ''
C.('b
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(])cDAV I MR. BASSETT Halfway between New York and

2 Brookhaven.
,

3 MR. GRENDON: Thank you.(}
? MR. CARTER : The real problem, since you asked

5 about Melville, is the company moved the project down to the

6 Washington area. That's the reason we have turnover in key

7 perso nnel .

8 DR. LAWROSKIt Not in any way reflecting

9 unfavorably about the importance of this, but I think you

10 might just give these areas a light treatment.

11 MR. CARTER 8 Fine. We've already talkad about the

12 tritium analyses at the University of Arizona.
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.

(Slide.)Cr 37140 ;
DA jsis ,

The next technical issue, Consumer Products forsis-1 2
t-3

the radio isotope area-- what we're looking for there is a
3{)

look that how to dispose of how to educate the public on4

smoke detectors. We get quite a few requests on how dangerous
5|

is a smoke detector in my house, how should I clean up after
6

i

7! it, things of that nature.

We try just to give it a generic impact -- we areg
,

just trying to get a generic impact statement for the public9

|

10 |
to use to evaluate smoke detectors and all the type things that

11 they buy off the shelf.

12 ' (Slide.)

13 Occupational safety for radio isotopes licensing,
.

14 we have one project there for sealed source protection, a

15 relatively small project. Just reviewing the cataloging of

16 sources, standardizing the review procedures, etcetera for

17 the users of the sealed sources.

18 (Slide.)

1) We have a decommissioning project under radio

20 isotopes licensing that ties in very personally with the

21 decommissioning project we mentioned earlier.

h 22 As the contractor goes through the old Part 30,

23 terminates the file, he looks for questionable areas where we

{. 24 feel there may be contaminated sites as a result or abandoned
Am-Federal Rooorters, Inc.

25 sites as a result of those ore piles. Then we'll take thpse
;,C 04J '

1

!
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sis-2 candidates out to do a hand-offs survey, where. we feel it;Q
J

2
is necessary to do further research in this area.

3| MR. GRENDON: These are sites that have been
s

-) |
;

abandoned and now you're checking. Now, are there people
4

5
occupying the sites with some other sort of activity?

6 1 MR. CARTER: Some are.

I

7| MR. GRENDON: Then what do they propose to do in
i

g! a case where scmebody has built a house or set up a plant of

!

9| some kind? ,

I

jo ! MR. CARTER: We have a situation similar to that

11 with the Latti Avenue site; isn't that right, Don? #here they

9

12, actually have a chemical processing firm who is in there. We
m
As) go in and give them advice, technical advice, on how to13

-

14 decontaminate, what they have to move, how deep down into the

15 floors they have to go -- into the floors to clean stuff.

16 MR. GRENDON: And who pays for all that if some new

17 occupant didn't know that he was stepping into that kind of

18 problem in there?

!
19 MR. CARTER: There's DOE support. I guess there's

20 | legislation that supports up to 10 sites up to~the end of 1981

21 to actually go in and give financial assistance to decontaminate

(d'T 22 up to 10 sites.'

23 MR. GRENDON: Then the Government pays for it.

24 ! MR. CARTER: In some cases.#

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 Now, the Latti Avenue site, Don, who is paying for

(U{ O ')
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sis-3 it? Is that the contractor? i

O
'

MR. ROUSE: In that case we were able to get back2

|
to what we say is the former licensee because of some statementsi

.

he made at the time of the license termination and not being,

rne m y later s m eys. This pa M alar case, de Latti
5

~

|

6; Avenue site, the former licensee is paying for essentially all

of the clean-up.
7

I MR. GRENDON: Is there no checkup when the
8|

i

9||
licensee says the place is not clean? Is there no check by

NRC?
10

11 MR. CARTER: There is now.

12 , MR. GRENDON: But formerly there was not?

O
13 MR. CARTER: In a lot of cases there definitely was

74 not. Yes, that's correct. In a lot of these cases, the sites

15 were just abandoned.

16 MR. ROUSE: Could I add one comment, Tom? These

j7 licenses that we are looking at on these sites, basically, the

18 cut was made in about 1965. Subsequent to 1965 there has been

19 , sufficient documentation to conclude yes, the site was cleaned

20 up in the survey. There are a number before that time where

. 21 the documentation is just not adequate.

G, Itdoesnotnecessarily|
22 mean that there is a contamination.

t

'
23 i MR. MUILER: Does that include radium?

|
!24 MR. CARTER: Yes, that's the biggest problem.

,

. Ace-Federm Reporters, Inc.
-

! p)[\ |23 MR. GRENDON: Does it -

0 9 <9
!

. . - . _
_ ._____._ ___ l

--

_ . _ _ _ _ _ _ .



400

sla-4 MR. CARTER: And yet that wasn't under AEC Control.
'

L.)
MR. ROUSE: It is the same situation with mill

2

tailings. The Government has had to.-

3
's

MR. GRENDON: But there is the uranium that gave the
4

AEC lesponsibility. Uranium once extracted, and it never came
5

under AEC's authority.6;
I

MR. ROUSE: That's true.
7

;

MR. CARTER: I think most of the uranium sites were
g

,

used for two different purposes. The uranium associated with
9

|

Latti Avenue wasn't.
10

11 MR. NUSSBAUMER: There is radium associated with

uranium sites, but in that case our main concern -- we are
12

-w
\I concerned with the radium.j3

MR. GRENDON: I understand that. What I thought
14

15 was being said was that sites that use radium and medical

16 establishments or such which got contaminated in many cases.

17 MR. NUSSBAUMER: Those sites are not under our

18 jurisdiction. We have to look to the states for that.

19 MR. GRENDON: That's right.

20 DR. LAWROSKI: The State is responsible like for the

21 one in Denver? The Institute of Radium Research, or whatever

O
22 it was called?

..
23 MR. NUSSBAUMER: Right. There are several sites

24 in Denver that have been identified and the state is dealing I

I
Am-FewW Recrun, Is |

25 with those. j
, i
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DR. LAWROSKI: Go ahead.34 -5 j
\

MR. CARTER: Let's move to transportation
2

:
'

I certification.
#]) 3;

We have one technical issue which is quite broad,
3

increased protection of public health and safety, which really
5 j

I

6| applies to all licensing functions. We chose that format

|
because (Slide) we wanted to address, really, three common7j

!

contracts which do all lead toward the increased protection of
8

9| public health and safety, but not a specific technical issue
i

ig that's generic to each of them. As a result of seme

11 accidents involving low specific activity, transport of low
,

12 specific activity material, the work study was developed. It1

-s

13 led us into improving the package design for the LSA and the

14 Type A packages. We got an ongoing contract to take a hard

15 look at that -- to take a look at really the environment during

16 ! an accident situation for the packages to see where the

17 containers can be improved.

is , We also have a project similar to a research project where

19 we are trying to improve the analytical techniques to evaluate

20 the accident environments and to take a look at the response

i
21 to the various containers through computerized systems codes.

O
22 DR. LAWROSKI: Who handles this when it involves ,

23 criticality other than thermal, referring to the slide before

24 this,

Ace-Federal Rooo, ten, Inc. ,

25 MR. BARTLETT: Steve, I think a comma dropped out.

hbb b!/
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That is thermal, meaning heat transfer, rather than thermo-sis-6 i'(i) '

nuclear.

* *#"" ' # ***' #^ I'
*

3i

(Laughter.)
'

,

DR. LAWROSKI: I was just worrying about stuff
S

falling in where it got moderated reflected, et cetera.

No one else was worried. Go ahead. Sorry.
7

(Slide.)
~

8j ,

MR. CARTER: Okay, one final slide in this area.
9|1

There are two major projects which we're quite
10

concerned about and which have not been funded. We've got a
j;

As a result ofI fiscal year ' 80 supplement in for the first one.
12

Three Mile Island, we are taking a hard look at the fuel
- 13

.

cycle facilities as far as the accidents in areas detailed,
g4

accident analyses, and incident response to them. If we get,

'
15,

! the supplemental funding for fiscal year '80, we can do, I
16

!
think, a little better job in this area. We have staff'

37

people looking at it already from within. The limited resources
jg

that we have available to bring the program to this project
39

is another area in which Mr. Dircks is very interested in
20

as Director of NMSS, is to establish the ALARA from the
21

() effluent releases from byproduct facilities. He's quite
22

concerned.23
,

As a result of the tritium release in Arizona, he's
24

Ace s.oni seconm. inc. having us take a hard look now at the byproduct facilitics.
23 |

C r ,~

' ): s>
|

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



i

403

We're gathering the data that we can get our hands on frem thes]-7 ;
v .

|
i

2| licensees, from the inspection and enforcement files, to see
|

what the daily releases for effluents in these facilities are.] 3

We hope to get further funding in approximately '80 and '81 to |4,

- 5i pursue this further.
|

f
That's basically the coments that I had.

I We certainly can expand in any area, in any project
7|

|
you'd like, or we can have Frank discuss the recearch.8 i

I

9| DR. LAWROSKI: I assume you don't have any responsi-
|

10 | bility with respect to the mining?
i

11 | MR. CARTER: We do not. That went to the waste

12. management in reorganization. That is right.

U DR. LAWROSKI: Even the NRC -- isn't it the
13

Department of Labor that's responsible or the Bureau o' Mines?14

15 I didn't hear anything.

16 MR. NUSSBAUMER: We do not regulate the mining of

!

17 ' uranium or -- that's correct. Our regulatory program starts

18 with the uranium mill.

19 DR. LAWROSKI: Thank you.

20 Is it the Bureau of Mines then?

21 MR. NUSSBAUMER: I think that's in the. Department of

22 Labor.

23 DR. LAWROSKI: Okay.

~

24 DR. STEINDLER: This last viewgraph you had up

Am-Federed Reporters, Inc,

25 indicated that you were interested in modeling the vital safety-
j
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I

sis-8 systems and fuel cycle facilities; is that a generic study? |
.

IJ ;

MR. CARTER: No, a specific study on a site by site |
2 |

basis. We are going to try to put a priority on the

r]
3

facilities that we address and then model to a similar extent !
4

so that we can see the reaction to fires, explosions, et

I cetera.
6}

! DR. STEINDLER: My question is why are you doing
7;

I

that? Don't you go through this process pretty much doing the
a|,

preparation of it, PSAR and FSAR for these facilities in
9

response to accidents, building the facilities to withstand
10

them, et cetera?
11

MR. CARTER: Up to a design basis accident, yes.
12

t
^

,

We're concerned that there are combinations of human error
13

and other naturally induced events and accidents which may bey

greater than the design basis accident.
15

DR. STEINDLER: Aren't you in an extremely low riskg

area with perhaps a high consequence, but a vanishingly small
37

probability?. jg

MR. CARTER: We may be,
39

DR. STEINDLER: I guesa my problem in this whole
20

presentation has been that I couldn't discern the level of
21

O priorities of the rather large number of different projects
22

that was mentiened. Would you classify that as a very high
23

24 priority level? You must feel that important.

AceJea ras Reporan ine. |
25 MR. CARTER: Yes, we did classify it as a high

C G l_s \j) rjt_
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s11-9 priority item, until we can answer your question.

'& DR. STEINDLER: That is even though the potential fo::
I

2.
'

.

risk is apparently quite low?'

9 3,I
s | MR. CARTER: Well,'the potential for risk may be

'

4
|

quite high or the consequences may be high, but we would like to
5

look at the risk side of the equation.
6,

:

I DR. LAWROSKI: But you don't always let therisk
7,.

}
! settle che matter.

'I
! MR. GREN30N: And may I comment on that? I notice

9|
g| that under the transportation that you are considering

!

;; | ssetage, somebody's attempt to blow up a cask perhaps,
I sabotage a fuel cycle plant might be something where the

g

D probability is indeterminate. But if it occurs, it might cause
g

a rather serious accident.y

DR. STEINDLER: The Safeguard's people, I assume,
15

have looked at the whole question of, for example, sabotage.
16

Are you duplicating what the Safeguard's people are doing in
37

reviewing not only the methods to prevent sabotage fremjg

being effective, cask design, et cetera, but also the consequences
19

f that. Are you duplicating that kind of effort?
20

MR. ARSENAULT: I'll pick that up.
g

MR. CARTER: I have been the Deputy Director of
3

Safeguards before I came over to this division. We are not
23

24 i duplicati.g what they did. They looked at the probability of

w .a.,e n. cort.rs,ine.!
the act, not the consequences of the act, except into the

| 25
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sis-10 spent fuel shipment.;

DR. STEINDLER: I don't think that's quite right.
2

MR. ARSENAULT: It isn't quite right. Excuse me.
- 3

The reason is only in the formulation of the Safeguard's !
4

.

Research Program, before the user request procedure was5,

eat 211?hed, the project was identified to cry to assess the
6:

l

7|
c-.: sequences of sabotage as well as other violations of

security in the nuclear area. It was recognized at that time
g

.

thet tnere was essentially an infinite variety of variables
9

10 involved in the sabotage event, and that the best one could do

11 is to develop a set of reference events for which consequences
i

-

I could be established, estimated, and that was the form that
12

13 the project took.

14 The project was subsequently reviewed in connection

15 with the user request procedures and it was endorsed by the

16 Division of Safeguards with the exception of . hose reference

17
events which had to do with clandestine nuclear explosions.

i

18 The project continued, including reference events in that'

|
19 class. The final report on the project has been delayed for

20 j an extraordinary lengt.h of time because the contractor,

21 discovered just prior to the issuance of the final report,

(> some errors in the computer program by which the estimates- 22

23 were being developed. And he has gone back.and he has

24 extracted and is correcting those programs in the ecmputer
Ac 7=s.,e a.oon.n, inc. c

QJd25 program. q. i
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I

sls 11 I might point out that I strongly suspect that I
I

.

he is losing money on the project at this point, but he has
2|

gone back ana he is correcting them. The repare will de i

3 I
1exposed to peer review when iti's produced, and that's the

,

answer to 'four question.
5

| DR. ORTH: Is that Sandia?
6|

7| MR. ARSENAULT: No, it's SAI.
|
i

DR. LAWRCSKI: Let's go on, Frank. I think you
8

|
were next.9;

Anyway, we are going to talk about the research.
10

I

11 | MR. ARSENAULT: If you note in the program, I don't

:

12 | show up in that, and I'd like to address chat point for a moment.
O I

DR. LAWROSKI: Well, we offer you part of the
13

g program.

MR. ARSENAULT: I think that during the past day aid
15

16 a half it has become evident to me that there was a mismatch

j7 between our perception of the subcotmaittee's intention and the

subcommittee's intentions. And I'd like to address that for ala

19 moment before going on and trying to respond to what I now

20 perceive what the intentions were as distinct from what I

21 perceived them to be earlier.
'

22 DR. LAWROSKI: I think there is a misunderstanding

23 ' only on a part of it, because the uranium mill tailings and

24 so on we got almost what we asked for. But go ahead.'

AceJederal Reporters, Inc.

23 MR. ARSENAULT: The fact that the invitations to the!
!

- i
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Als-12 1 meetings were addressed to the Division of Fuel Cycle and

2 the Division of Waste Management, and the fact t. hat we have

3 presented our programs in the area of the fuel cycle research

4 to the earlier subcomittee, led us to conclude that the

5 focus of the subecmmittee's attention would be en the regulator'J

6| programs from which the research programs were derived. We

i

7| did, of ccurse, join with the NMSS people in preparing the
,

8! presentations.
,

!

9| So, you see the research program is today presented

i
10 j in the context of that regulatory program which was our

11 intention yesterday. I think it came across fairly well.
,

12 And of consequence, the focus was on the pr e entation by the

13 Regulatory people as distinct from the research people.

14 Now, having made that observation, I think that it

15 is pliable, nevertheless, to go to material that was prepared

16 for this presentation and run through it and addressing scme

17 technical detail of the individual project in research in

I
18 this decision unit we do not have.

19 I would like now to address some factors that
,

20 relate to the questien of priorities. In this decision unit,

21 unlike waste management, we do not have an expanding program.

U 22 We have, in fact, a diminishing program. The budget for thic

23 decision unit has to climb, I think, every year or at least

24 it's certain that it climbed significantly in the current
was.rw Reconm, inc.

25 fiscal year. As a consequence, we have been forced en several ,

|
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occasions to go back to the plant program and to prioritize,$s-13 ;
v'

to cut our projects. So, what you see in front of you is the
2

list of the research projects that have survived this process.
] 3

"

MR. GRENDON: Where do we see this? ,
4

MR. ARSENAULT: You see it in two respects: Each of
5

the slides shown by Mr. Carter on which the projects are
6j

7| listed together with the indication of the office which sponsored
,

the project, i# you look through these papers, each of the
g

i

! projects with an RES beside them, the sum total of those
9

10 projects constitutes our program.

Now, you will notice that it isn't presented as a
11

12 coherent program. It is presented in the structure of the
,

b Regulatory program, because that was our understanding of your
13

14 interests.

DR. FOSTER: Frankly, you say this decision unit,
15

16
is that the fuel cycle decision unit?

MR. ARSENAULT: Yes. The SAFER Division has four
17

18 decision units. One of them is a decision unit entitled

19 fuel cycle safety and environmental effects. That decision

unit deals with or covers research on all aspects of the20
.

21 licensing process, associated with fuel cycle. And fuel

(v2

22 cycle, of course, deals with everything except pcww reactors,

23 and waste management. facilities. That includes the reprocessing
,

24 plant, should there be one, and the waste storage on site for ;

- hFederal Reporten, Inc. j

25 those plants. At least I understand that's the current
.

13/"
3 I"

cub 3 i

|End t-3 assumption. <
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hcuAV i I think the backup list, the detailed list, that

2 was distributed gives you a very brief statement of the

3 objective and character of each of the projects that you've])
4 seen listed. I've glanced through it, and I've noticed tha t

5 it is now always easy to tell which office is sponsoring the

6 project. But I do believe that the research project will

7 always be visible as research.

8 Now I also would peint out that we now have in the

9 SAFER Division a computerized project management system in

10 which we will have an updated statement. We're currently

11 going through the exercise of reviewing all of the

12 statement's objective and work scope of the SAFER Division,

13 and we will have possible this month, but very soon, an

14 upda ted version of all of our projec.ts.

15 The other things is that as a result of the

16 Congressional action on the fiscal '80 budge t, in spite of a

17 diminished budget plan developed by NRC, they've cut back

18 still f urthLr on the amount of funds available for this

19 oecision. As a consequence, I've been in touch with Tom

20 Carter and there is a memorandum somewhere in the mail or

21 about to ge t there wnich presents him with a current

22 statement of all of the current projects in our program and

23 the way in which we would propose to a Congre ssional cut.

() 24 And this would indica te what priorities we a ssocia te, a t

25 least it would indicate where the low priority items were in

,c ,

Q k( g
)
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{})cdAV 1 our view.

2 I think what is very important is what his view of

-q) 3 priorities is, and we will consult and take action in the
> .

4 '80 program on that basis.

5 Now you can go further and say, well, of the

o projects which are lef t in '80 after you've taken all of

7 these cuts, which ones are high priority and which ones are

8 low priority. You run into a little difficulty there. One

9 can list individual projects in order of priority, but as I

10 indicated ye sterday, when management is f aced now with

11 another squee ze, a number of diff erent variables enter into

12 it. Would you, in f act, drop off the bottom project on this

13 list? Or would you rather squeeze down on several projects

k) 14 and maintain some activity in each of these areas?

15 A decision cannot be made unilaterally by the

16 Office of Research, and I'm.not even sure it can be made in

17 a way that would be a constant for a significant period of

18 time.

IV So I can provide you with the list of projects

20 t ha t I'm using to communicate to Tom what our a ssessmen ts of

21 priorities are. In a matter of some days or a week or two,

22 I guess, we can give you back the list that resul.ts f rom our

23 consultation on that, and I suppose that we could list in

() 24 some order of importance the projects that remain in the '80
_

25 program as a result of tha t exchange.

h#qqr3
;
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-(])c0AV i I would not sugge st, however, that any reduction

2 in budget in this decision would result in the termination

3 of these residual programs.])
4 DR. LAWROSKI: Frank, f or the record , I'd just

5 like to quote from two memos that were sent with you as one

o of the recipients -- one dated July 19, which states that

7 we'd like to have the waste management program be discussed

6 along the following guidelines. This is quoting from July

9 19 - "the goals of the NMSS and the RES programs,'

10 priorities set by these offices in mee. ting these goals, a

11 description of various projects, budgets, and time

12 schecules."

13 Then almost one month later, August 14, ano ther

b 14 le tter f rom the ACRS staff that says -- the discu ssion of
,

15 the subject matter and the title of it is Annual ACRS Review

16 of the NRC Research -- the goals of the f uel cycle program.

17 This is addre ssed, in this case, to Mr. Cunningham with

18 carbon copies to you as well as to Mr. Martin - " goals of

19 the f uel cycle program, priorities se t to meet these goals,

20 description of various projects." I find it surprising to

21 hear you say today that you didn't know what we were

22 expecting to get at thi s mee ting.

23 This meeting originally -- the reason for the July

() 24 19 memo ,was that we had expected to have this meeting on

25 August 28, 29, but it was delayed partly as a result of a

_

C k Il
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}])cOAV I request f rom you people as well as perhaps someone else, and

2 Mr. Martin.
!

3 Okay. I just wanted to make it clear.
)

4 MR. ARSENAULT: The' interests of the Subcommittee.

5 were not obscure. The f act that you wanted to understana

6 the basis of the program and priorities --

7 DR. LAWROSKIt I thought, as you pu t it earlier,

6 that you weren't expec ting --

9 MR. ARSENAULT* I'm sorry. The poin t that I was-

10 trying to make is because of the f act that we had presented

11 our program earlier, that question was addressed to
.

| 12 Mr. Cunningham rather than to me.

13 DR. LAWROSKI It had not been addre ssed in the

k 14 kind of depth, because this was in connection with providing

j 15 the Commission 'by the time of July -- they actually wanted

16 it perhaps a little earlier -- for their budget review

17 proc e ss.
'

18 MR. ARSENAULT: Yes. I'm not suggesting that we

19 don't --

20 CR. LAWROSKI t I don't want to continue the

21 argument.

22 MR. ARSENAULT: I was simply explaining why the

23 presentation was structured as it was. And you'll find, for

f _) 24 e xam ple , in the material you receive today that the re search

25 program was not presented in the terms of "the .research

s

'

>
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i(]gc0AV i program" but rather in the context of the regulatory

2 program. And that, of course , makes it a li ttle more

3 difficult f or tne Subcommittee to review it in terms of its,e

)
4 interests.

5 And I was explaining why, and for that, I

6 a pologize .

7 DR. LAWROSKI 0 ay .

8 MR. ARSENAULT: In any case, I have indicated to

9 you where we stand with regard to prioritization, and we can

10 make available to the Subcommittee this list that I am

Ji sending to Carter. This will be an indication of the SAFER

12 Division's prioritiza tion. It will no t reflect, until he

13 has had a chance to review it and consult with us, the

- 14 Division of Fuel Cycle's prioritization of these programs.

15 And we'll be happy t6 make that available when

16 it's ready, which should be soon.

17 MR. GR ENDON: Did I understand you to say that in

18 your first cut at se tting priorities that you have not

19 abandoned any project?

20 MR..ARSENAULT: No, that's. no t qui te true.

21 MR. GRENDON: Then I misunderstood you.

22 MR. ARSENAULT We are proposing to terminate a

23 f ew projects in the Fuel Cycle Division. In particular, I

() 24 believe one of the criticality projects is proposed for

25 termination and another is proposed for termination but with

-

'
/

(
.
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{]7c0AV
i some continuation of work to produce the results of work

2 already done.

. 3 I don't recall whether there are any other

4 projects proposed for termination.

5 MR. GRENDON: And of course other divisions may

o say terminate this or that, and you would have to settle

7 tha t be tween you. S

8 MR. ARSENAULT* Yes, exactly. We are indicating

9 our own set of priorities, but since we're responsi',/e to
10 their needs, we're going to want to hear from them before we

11 actually go ahead.

12 DR. STEINDLER It isn't altogether clear to me ,

13 Frank, why it is that you sat priorities at all.
m
sj 14 S pe cif ically, I guess my view of the research function is a

15 support for the licensing function. It is at the behest of

l$ the licensing group and their technical projects and their

17 technical Lssues, as they see it, that this work is actually

16 being cone, albeic under your immediate Jurisdiction.

19 Why is it t ha t the priorities are not set entirely

20 by the customer of the final output?

21 MR. ARSENAULT Prioritization -- let me back up

22 one more sentence. As I tried to indicate a couple of times

23 yesteroay and today, prioritization is not a simple

(,) 24 one-dimensional ma tter. There is the question of the

25 importance to the regula tory process, and the importance and

_.

,
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. gc0AV I urgency are two cimensions in that respect. It may be tha t

2 something needs to be done that is le ss important than

3 some thing you have a little more time to do. So there isg
4 that two-cimensional aspect to prioritization.

5 The other is, when you're cealing with programs

6 that exist as distinct f rom those that you are planning to

7 do, there is the question of extracting fullest value from

8 the work already done. Now if it turns.out that a pro ject

9 started has absolutely no utility, that question does not

10 enter iato it. You simply tarminate it. You take your

11 losses, and you're finished with it.
,

12 On the other hand, more f requently what happens is

13 that the project on going has diminished * n priori ty but.

U 14 still has relevance and value. And what you try to do then

15 is, within the context of the resources available, terminate

16 it in an orderly way so as to take full advantage of the

17 work already cone.

18 Now this is a management aspect rather than a

19 regulatory aspect to prioritization. The other aspect which

20 enters in, whien in itself is a complex issue, is w ha t's

2i happening to the available . resources. If we run in to a

22 situation where we may expect resources to ciminish in

23 subsequent years, well then a project shouldn't get started

b 24 this year, although you have . resources for it, if you feel

25 you're going to have to terminate it when it's half way

.

-ec
.

- * - = = = . . - . ---.-w-..

- - - . - - . . - . . . .



7140 04 08 41 7

{])c0AV
1 through. The se are managemen t aspects to it.

2 Prioritization in the sense of the im pac t and the importance

3 to the regulatory program, I think, should come out of the
m)

4 licensing offices. Tha t's why I sent the program pro posal
.

5 to Mr. Carter.

6 Some of these other matters cannot be evaluated by

7 them as well as by the Research Office, so it's a

d collaborative effort, and I don't see any way to avoid that.

9 DR. LAWROSKI However you are going to do it,

10 would you please go on with what you had earlier indicated
t

11 you would do, following Mr. Carter's presentation. We all

r2 agreec we would wait and wouldn't interfere. I think

13 Mr. Orth had some ques.tions. He said he'd wait.

k.m) 14 MR. ARSENAULT What we said we would do is

i5 discuss any one of these projects in detail if there were

16 questions on them. Fo r t ha t, I will rely heavily on

17 Mr. Bartle tt to assist me.

18 MR. GRENCON: This was just presented to us. I

19 found it on the table when I arrived this morning. There

20 was no opportunity to look these over.

21 DR. LAWROSKI Can you give us a summary, please?

22 MR. ARSENAULT: It's also true that all of the

23 research information in this packet has previously been

(_) 24 submi tted. I believe we gave a copy of all of the project

25 brief s f or both the fuel cycle and reactor and environmental

f)i'4 s
,.
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{])cDAV I decision units. I think it may --

2 MR. BASSETT: Frank, if I coould make a

3 suggestion, pernaps what Dr. Lawroski would like you to do
)

4 is run down the topics anc let them pick up any they want to

5 talk about.

6 MR. ARSENudLT Fine. We'll be happy to do that.

7 I'm going to ask Charlie Bartlett to run through these

o research projects, then.

9- DR. LAWROSKI We did not addre ss the question of

10 priorities and so on. Correct me if I'm wrong.

11 DR. STEINDLER: It may well have been a diff erent

12 subco mmi tt ee .

13 MR. GRENDON: It must have been a different one.
-

s/ 14 It never came to me .

15 MR. BARTLETTt It was Dade Moeller's Subcommittee

16 on Radiation and Protection in Siting.

17 MR. ARSENAULT: It was the basis for the July,

18 '79, report.

19 CR. LAWROSKI That's not what we're discussing.

20 That's a diff erent subcommittee. There are a bunch of other

21 subco mm i ttee s.

22 MR. BASSETT: We'd like to emphasize again, we're

23 anxious to go through this to the extent that you want.

24 DR. LAWROSKI All right.'

25 (Slide.)

,

een
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1 MR. BARTLETT: I think if we can, we'll back up to

2 where Tom was trying to lead you earlier and point out some

3 of the technical issues that the NMSS people and the,-

4 standards people f eel they f aced and what kind of programs

'

5 we, as an integrated commission, have initiated to resolve

6 these questions.

7 As Tom said, he's got problems with siting, fuel

8 cycle facilities. He's got the EPA's uranium fuel cycle

9 standaro. He has the new amendments to the Clean Air Act

10 and the Commission's own ALARA requirements.

11 Now to satisfy our responsibilities, the licensing

12 and standards people believe they need more information in

13 these specifi.c areas. Specifically, they have many

() 14 plutonium facilities which they have licensed which are not

15 all up to NRC's tornado pro tection standards. There is e

16 review of these f acilities to see how well they would

17 survive. They are doing, for the purpose of cost benefit

16 analysis required under NEPA, some fuel cycle cost economic

19 s tudies . They are required -- as I don't think we hav? to

20 get into -- the S-3 update.

21 MR. ARSENAULT Excuse me. Was it the

22 Subcommittee's intention that Charlie adoress each of these

23 projects or only the research projects?

(,, 24 DR. LAWROSKI: Only the research,'please. Thank

25 you.

.
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'7 c0A1 i MR. BARTLETT That will get us back down to this5
a

2 point here where, for the licensing people, we are

3 conducting tests of full-scale HEPA filters to NRC's Region

4 One tornado requirements, i.e'. a three-second three psi ram
.

| 5 loaded and unloaced filters to determine both the mechanical

6 response and the efficiency cf these filters.

7 DR. STEINDLER: Steve, question. Should we simply
,

6 let nim go enrough?

9 DR. LAWROSKI: Yes. Le t's le t him go through to

10 get some coherence out of it, because he's going to limit

11 these to the RES as o pposed to technical.

12 DR. PARKER: Jusc in the section, though. We can
j

13 stop af ter each section.

3
s_/ 14 DR. LAWROSKI Yes, after each section.

15 Absolutely. I don't wanc to have us forget what we were
,

lo going to ask. Thank you.

17 Go ahead, please.
*

16 MR. BARTLeift We have another program in which we

19 are trying to oevelop or examine the f easbility of

20 developing some sort of an empirical correlation between

21 aerosol generation and behavior and initiating even ts

22 specifically relating to fuel cycle f acility types of

23 accidents, to provide a little be tter handle for the

24 licensing people on what sort of aerosols a ventilation

25 system should expect to see and what sort of protection

3
-

Ob"eEc
.
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i various components in that ventilation system ought to be

2 provideo with.

3 We have -- and I have to apologize for this --;

~

4 it's noc strictly a noble gas risk study, a noble gas
'

5 retention risk study. The probablistic assessment people,

6 Mike Cullingford and Curry in particular, have initiated

7 with Savannah River a stucy to determine the feasibility the

8 state of existing informa tion which might support a

9 f ull-scale probablistic a ssessment of f uel cycle activities

10 t ha t , as Don may be f amiliar, was initiated, I think, a

li couple of years ago before the nonprolif eration policy

12 really took hold. It sub sequen tly , to the best of my
i
'

13 recollection, has been focused principally on the noble gas
S
sJ 14 retention and on-site storage.

15 Alex?

16 MR. GRENDON: That doesn't seem to be what your

17 project deals with. It's the long-lived gases, 1-129, C-14,

18 and Krypton-85, it says here, not the noble gases.

19 MR. SARTLETT: I'm sorry. Krypton-85, Carbon-14,

20 tritium and Iodine-129.

21 MR. GRENDON: The emphasis is on long half-lif e,

22 not nobility.

23 MR. BARTLETT: I stand appropriately corrected.

(, 24 That takes care of the three research projects

25 that support these regulatory requirements.

eoq 061
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{])cuAV 1 DR. ORTH: I guess I have a question at this

2 point.

3 DR. LAWROSKI Okay. Don and then Frank and then

4 Martin.
i
'

S DR. ORTH: Again, just from the standpoint of not

6 quibbling about the details of the program, but of the

7 ocjectives and priorities and the money and things of this

6 nature, the re has been a f air amount of work done at other

v places alreacy and documented on such things as the accident

10 aerosol behavior. Is the research in this case to review

11 and codify and arrive at something like standard ways of

12 appresching it, or is it to actually do more research?

13 MR. BARTLETT: It is not, Don. Your question

(h 14 is -- yes, to both parts of that. The first thing will be
,

15 an attempt to take the information available, which a lot of

16 people have generated -- Argonne, f or one -- standards has a

17 program ongoing rignt now. It will develop a program, if;

'

18 required, if feasible, to provide the licensing guys with a

19 nomograph, if you will, in tarms of what sort of aerosol

20 quantities they can expect f rom certain types of energetic

21 events such as explosions to see on the basis both of

22 examining past events and looking at the state, at the

23 physics involved, whether or no t one can develop these sorts

( 24 of correlations .to provide, if you will, a handle where the

25 licensing people can -- to which licensing people can go and

\sq ..)! U.
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;g c0AV I come up with some of the basic inf ormation they need to make
. .

2 their analysis.

3 Now have I answered your question?

4 ~
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1 DR. ORTH: If I understand it right, tell me so.ph
CH 2 What you've really said is that you're going to see if you

,

3 really know enough already if you only put it together.'

4 MR. B ARTLETT: Tha t's co rre c t. And if additional

a work is required, thase sorts of experiments will be'

5 initiated.

e DR. STEINDLER: My question deals with the cellophanes

3 One, the HEPA filter test and performance study has been

9 going on for 25 years. Why does it continue and when do
,

IJ you think that you're going to have all the answers?

11 MR. B ARTLETT: Good point. I have to back up a

; 12 little bit and give you some additional background.

!
13 3]E or ERDA or the AEC back several years ago

([) 14 initiated a program with LA3L. The Division of Operational
.

15 Saf ety initiated a program with LASL to develop a computer

16 code which would predict velocities, flows, pressure drops

17 across rather complex ventilation systems in fuel cycle

18 f acilitie s. Okay?

19 dhen subjected to pressure transients such as

20 explosions, tornadoes, and things of that nature --

21 The program works very well for straight ducts

22 unless you put something in that duct like a dcaper or a

23 f an or a divider or a baffle, things like tha t.

24 There is no data to support, to plug in an element{]
25 of that computer code which will model the impact of these

| -
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I additions to a straight ventilation duct.qsh
,.)

CH 2 de have been conducting te sts o f f ull-scale HE? A

3 filtars under these high velocity transients to provide
-,

' 4 input, first, input into that compucer program so that they

5 can model these sorts of filter banks and filter rooms.

3 And secondly, to get a better handle on the mechanical response

e of full scale filters when subjected to these pressure

3 transients in which the information is simply not availaole.

? Now this program in terms of its continuation, the

10 HEPA filter tests ought to be finished essentially, I think,
,

11 if not the end of this year, the middle of next year, dhat

12 we will try to do, if. feasible, is to put in fans, you know,

'
13 full sized f ans, to see whether you get backflow in those

{} I4 fans when suojected to those pressure drops.

15 That will provide a very good validated ventilation

15 system code which everyone can use -- designers, the licensing

17 people. It will provido for the validation of certain

13 modules in that code whien are not now available.

19 DR. LAWROSKI: Frank, did you have a question? You

20 were pre-empted by Martin.

21 DR. STEINDLER: Let me just finish up.

22 One othe r thing, I guess, to address to Mr. Arsenault

23 it would be useful if a program brief of the kind that we
|

| g- 24 have would also somewhere indicate when this project started.

| -

25j Some of these projects I have heard for a number

|
I
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-ash I of fears and one wonders, you know, why they continue.

O
OH 2 Fina lly, I don't know whether you really addressed

3 the question that Don asked. Let me address it in terms of
'' -

.)'s 4 the accident aerosol behavior. The 00E program on accident

5 aerosol behavior lasted for something -- the better part of

6 two years.

It produced what I guess, I think, is a significant4

3 amount of information run through Savannah River.

9 Are you building this program on top of that, or

10 are you duplicating what's been done by 00E as your contractor?

11 Are you aware of what's oeen going on there and

12 how important do you think this whole program is?

13 MR . SARTLETT2 Marty, I would hope that we are
,

'') 14 certainly going to ouild on what you guys have turned out in
v

: 15 this area. And this, as I recollect, is a rather recently

16 comp.eted activity, and I am not sure whether that information

1s has been puolished.

18 But I know our principal investigators have been

19 talking around, and I can assure you that there will ce no

23 duplication of work.

21 MR. LOYSON: I might comment on that. It might help

! 22 you in another area as well. We in licensing regard this

| 23 project as one of the most important points that research

! r^- 24 has conducted for us.
[ 1

|
25 It might give you a little help on prioritization.

|

_
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-qsh | It's a comprehensive and difficult project, and we have
J

JH 2 three people in our branch monitoring and working with

3 research and with three contractors.

4 If you'll notice, there are contractors from LASL,

a from Oak Ridge, and Battelle Northwest, e ach in their own

5 areas of expertise, but each being coordinated very carefully

7 cy us because we know that they can get out of hand if they

3 were all left to go their own ways.

9 So we have instructed them through the research
.

10 people not to invent any new wheels, specifically. And they

11 are looking at all of the data that have been published in

12 the p as t.

13 OR. LAWROSKI Fr ank ?
.

14 DR. p ARKER: I guess my question is very much along}j
15 the same lines. I thought the work was done at Oak Ridge,

16 I thought by NRC a number of years ago on ALARA, going through

1, each component of the fuel cycle dealt 'specifically with

IS management of the gases.

19 I was wondering how this differs from that work.

20 MR. BARTLETT: Frank, I want to say that I'm aware

21 of all the work that Ray and those people hava done for all

22 the fuel cycle facilities. But I think the thrust, and if
.

23 you look at that project brief, I think you'll see the thrust,

i
24 is probabilistics. .What is the procability of an accident?

| 25 Are ycu going to incur greater risk to the public by retaining

|
|
!

'iG',

; a,tes
.
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-qsh I and shipping -- pardon me - greater risk to the puolic by

'l H 2 retaining, storing and shipping some of these noole gases --

3 carbon 14 and tritium residues -- than would be obtained by
O
/ 4 just releasing them to the atmosphere?

5 DR. PARKER: My recollection is that part of that,

6 there were some publications that dealt precisely with those

T questions: Are you be tter o ff storing it, releasing it, or

3 transporting it?

9 MR. BARTLETT I want to say that I am aware of

10 certain of those things and it's my understanding, and I'm

11 sorry that the probabilistic people could not be here this

12 morning to participate, but my understanding is that this is

13 a truly probabilistic ris'c study which was not carried out.
4

~h 14 It was assumed that it was either a go or no go with respect
V

'
15 to those ALARA studies. And I do not believe that they got

16 into the impacts of accidents, either in storage or during

14 transportation.

IS That is my recollection.

19 MR. ARSENAULT An additional point. The project has

20 been carried out at quite a low level of effort, both with

21 regard to contract or resources and staff. And they're going

22 acout it quite deliberately in trying to identify exactly

23 what does need to be done and how to get into it.

24 So I don't think there's a problem of duplicating
.

25 any a dditional e ffort. It's quite a deliberately paced program

C OU
s
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-qsh 1 MR. B AR ELETT: I want to say, too, Frank, that this
->

'"D H 2 program ends up in the fuel cycle area cecause the retention

3 of these long-lived gases and products is going to ce

i)s 4 accomplished at the fuel reprocessing plant.

3 But I think the program was initially initiated by

5 the waste management pecple, not that I'm passing the buck or

/ trying to, out they have some questions witn respect to the

3 risk of storing and transporting.

9 Does carbon 14 have to go to a repository, things

10 of this nature -- and this information is going to ce useful

11 to them in making those sorts of judgments.

12 MR. ARSENAULT: Excuse me. This is the second time

13 this has happened. You also saw this pro jec t presented

(]) 14 ye s ta rday.

15 And the fact is that the f acilities -- if the

.16 reprocessing f acility will ce licensed by the fuel cycle

14 division and if there is a gas collection and retention

13 operation at that facility, that will be licensed by the

19 fuel cycle division.

'

20 Once the gas is collected, if it's taken somewnere
1

21 for long-term storage or ultimate disposal, it becomes of

! 22 interest to the waste management division. And that's why

23 thers's this interconnection.

| (' 24 DR. FOSTER: I have a question or two along the

| s-

23 same lines relative to these long-lived gases here.

|

|
1

-

-
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f-q s h I First off, my personal view is that this kind of
J
DH 2 thing is a very worthwhile kind of thing of a research project

3 because it could, in f act, lay the groundwork for how these

,D
~ 4 things really ought to be handlud in the overall cest

3 interests of keeping dose down.

6 Secondarily, I wonder whether this program actually

7 got started following the E?A regulations which came out.

3 MR . B ARTLei f t Dick, I'd like to say my recollection

9 of that project, and this goes back to when we were in

10 Sanders, this program of risk assessment, okay, for fuel

11 cycle f acilities, fuel reprocessing f acilities, in particular,

12 was initiated to support the development of NRC's siting

13 standards for fuel reprocessing plants.

] 14 Okay?

15 Then we entered into a period of turmoil following

16 the non-proliferation policy decision by the Administration

Ie and averybody was sort of saying, gee, what do we do with all

19 of these things. Okay?

19 This is the thing that is continuing, okay?

23 So does that answer you?

21 DR. FOSTER: Not really, cut I'll accept it. The

22 other question that I had is perhaps best directed to Mr.

23 Arsanault, and that relates to long range research. We've

I r' 24 discussed be fore that much of the kind of thing which comes
| w

|
25 up and has high priority might be classified in the crush fire

3
)

?

i

,R
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.
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,agsh I type of thing as something which is cadly needed yesterday
Q
UH 2 and we found out about it today and we want the research

3 information tomorrow.

.] 4 Consequently, those . sorts of things are apt to-

5 get immediately high attention. But at the same time leaving

5 out things for the future which say, where are we going to ce?

What are our problems going to be five years down the line?4

3 When we have a likelihood of perhaps having gotten the

> research done and gotten the report out on the subject,
t

10 where do we stand on that sort of philosophy within NRC's and

11 its research program as a whole?+

12 MR. ARSENAULT: There are a couple -- I think the

13 question can be subdivided into two or three areas. One is
.

() the question of truly long-term research, what I would put1 -4

15 under the category or long-term research, which means that

! 16 somecody looks ahead and identifies what the structure of the

f 17 nuclear industry will be in some future time, what the

! 18 regulatory o bjectives will be at that future time. And they

I

| 19 do change.

i
j 20 One tries to estaclish some rational program of
i

| 21 research and study to prepare the agency for these future

22 responsibilities. What's the status of that? Very little of

| 23 it is being done.

24 The second category of long-term research is tog-
e m

25 engage in activities for which the need is current out the

|
' ,

i r
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,
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rnsh I research simply cannot be done quickly and the results will
,. )
DH 2 not be availaole for a period of some years.

3 The LOFT program, I think, is a good example of this.

' 4 The program was estacl-ished to answer questions that existed

d some time ago. But it was recognized then that the answers

6 wouldn't be available overnight.

7 de have some programs like that. And the next

3 question, one of the major problems connected with that kind

9 of program is maintaining stable resources to perform the

10 program over the period of time that is necqssary and that

11 some times is awkward.

12 I think that answer to where does that kind of ,

13 research stand -- well, I think it's in pretty good shape.

']} 14 But each year brings its own hazards.

15 Now the next question is with regard to more

16 specific and focused problems encountered in the licensing

14 process, where the research to be done. And the results,

13 now we're taJking aoout time spans of perhaps a couple of

19 years. And the results may not be available prior to the

23 decision that's being made in this connection.

21 And so the question, as we discussed this yeste rday

22 is Should the research be done at all since the decision

23 has to be made before the research results are available?

24 I also mentioned yesterday that it should ce done.'

s.

25 It's a estion of confirming the assumptic's that were used,a

eg
.
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sh I to make the regulatory decision and quantifying margins of
.

safety for the uncertainties associated with decisions.UH 2

3 Now that's a long-winded answer to your que stion,
,

'N 4 out I really didn't see any way of answering it.

5 DR. LAWROSKIr Can we go on because we still want

5 to hear -- Frank, by the way, could you give us the sums of

7 money for tnis program that you gave us yesterday for

3 averything that was covered yesterday?

9 MR. BARTLETT Steve, I have to apologize for that.

10 de have been, as Frank was iridicating, trying to prioritize

11 on '79 and '80 and shuffle things around.

12 OR. LAMROSKI No, the collars in the total fuel

13 cycle.

14 MR. BARLet t r In the total f uel cycle , it runs 3.1
[])

15 in fiscal '80.

L6 MR. ARSENAULT Down from a planned $4 million.

17 OR. LAMROSKr Three point what?

13 MR. ARSENAULT I believe, in fact, it's 3.2.

11 DR. LAMROSKI 3.2 down from --

20 MR. ARS ENAULT A planned S4 million, which is down

21 from the proceding year.

22 dell, the preceding year included waste management.

23 So I'd have to develop a parallel. de will give you some

24 additional details on that.

25 DR. LA'dROSKI Thank you. Go ahead with the next one.

i

r

i
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h 1 MR. BARTLETT: The next occupational issue is
.o

OH 2 occupational ALARA and ALARA in general.

_

I think that most of you gentlemen are aware that3

-)'-
_ 4 our confreres in standards are initiating a review of

6 10C. R20 as a result of the new ICRP dose models, new guidance

6 frca EPA, and things of that nature.

So there is an appreciable amount of research which

3 is be ing conducted on dosimetry, health e ffects, inhalation,

9 $ digestion, deposition of the various radionuclides in various

10 organs of the body, soluacility in codily fluids, things of

11 this nature.

12 Okay. And as you can see and as Tom mentioned

13 cefore, there are some ancillary projects being conducted by

T 14 standards in basically the same area. This is to support
v

13 their calculation of dose, to support their development, if

16 you will, of an Appendix I for other than reactor f acilities.

IT I use tha reactor analogy. You cannot measure the

18 levels of radioactive material in the environment that will

19 produce Apcendix I doses. They have to be calculated.

20 So these dose calculations, the dosimetry is a

21 very important part of that.

22 DR. LAdROSKI Are you through?

23 MR. BARLETT: I'm basically through. I have Dr.

24 Judy Foulke over here if there are any specific questions'

25 on the technical details of that program because I am not a

't
s

o;c
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sh I radiobiologist.

DH 2 DR. LAdROSKI: Okay, Alex.

3 MR. GRENDON r One of the pro jects which Judy Foulke

.]
'

4 apparently is project manager .of, which, if it's on schedule ,

5 will ce completed oy the end of this month --- I wonder why

6 it was ever started -- leakage tests of self-contained

4 breeding apparatus.

3 The Bureau of Mines has been working on that for

9 years. What's new about it?
,

10 MR. BARTLETT It's very funny because I heard this

11 discussed the other day that people are batting this back and

12 forth.
.,

13 The Bureau of Mines, or NIOSH, who have

f'S 14 responsibility for the self-contained breathing apparatus ,
v

15 say that this is such a small applicatian, okay, the

16 radioactive material, that they're not going to bother with it.

17 MR. GRENDON: The point is not what material.

IS Self-contained breathing apparatus is an outward flow

19 apparatus. Who expects anythinq, redioactive or non-radioactive

20 to ge t inside this containmen:.

21 DR. FOULKE: It has to do with the threat to the

22 individuals. What LASL has set up is an anthropometric

23 test panel, 25 individua_ s covering a range of f ace sizes.
I

|
- 24 NIOSH doesn't get into that at all. They look at

| 25 the diaphram, the regulators, things like that. Not the

!

I e
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quantitative fit tests to en individodl. 'h3d they've developed-7sh !

J
CH 2 this representative panel recause a person with, you know, a

3 small f ace is going to have 'more leakage wearing that same'

- 4 mask than a person witn a different f acial structure.
,

5 MR. GRENDON: It's. been knei'n for 50 years -- well,I

6 since World dar I -- that (9 a fece e.ask doesn't fit, of

e course, you can get leakage throuch it. But these tests have
,

3 ceen made for the. effects of fit for many years and with ,

> self-contained breathing apparatus, as I say. With positive

10 pressure inside tha mask, fit become s le ss impci-tant..

11 Has this investigator found any leakage inward c.n

12 a self-contained breathing apparatus?

13 DR. FOULKE: I don't nave the results for those

''S 14 right now. I think they've been rather good.
%-

16 MR. GRENDON: Well, they'd better 'vve been.

16 (Laughte r. )
'

'

17 MR. GRENDON: What I'm saying is I coulcn't' conceive

IS of.your finding a useful result from it. Somebody chought

19 apparently you might. 4

20 4R. AESENAULT Excuse me. But the self-contained
21 breathing . apparatus does develep a negative pressure in the

22 mask. I think you're thinking of a flow-through device in

23 which the supply of air is constant and one breathes out of
,

A

( 24 the stream.
~

-

25 The self-contained breathing apparatus depends on ,

.

- |

\)b '~ ' ,.g
.~ .
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ch I a nagative pressure inside the mask co actuate the pneumacic

~ H 2 valve.

3 MR. GRENDON: Does it? Not to my knowledge.

4 MR. ARSENAULT The Scott air pack does. A

5 self-contained breathing apparatus generally involves a

6 compressed air tank and the demand valve is actuated by

negative pra ssure.4

3 VR. GRENDONr Negative in respect to pressure from

1 the tank, but not with respect 70 the atmosphere.

10 MR. ARSENAULT: I think, sir, that you will find --

!! MR. GRENDON: That I'm wrong in tha t c a se. I never

12 heard of it, but you may be right.

13 MR. ARSENAULT: Generally, they're adjusted so that

's 14 there is no air flow on this and a negative pressure occurs.
bs

15 MR. GRENDON: But as I say, negative with respect to

13 the setting of the pressure valve, not with respect to the

Is a tmos phere .

13 MR. ARSENAULT: You can adjust them to be f ree-flow

19 devices.

20 MR. GRENDON: If you have it negative with respect

21 to atmosphere, then forget the self-contained breathing.

22 MR. BARTLETT: Alex, I think the results of .some of

23 these tests have shown that the f actors the protection

- 24 factors, and I'm not expert in this, so you can nail me to the

25 floor, cut the procection factors which have been assigned to

I

:

'
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I certain of these f ace masks have been a lot lower, i.e.,

)sh
a

~3H 2 ther7 is more leakage than people had anticipated as a result

3 of these tests.

) 4 Now that is new in f orma tion . I t is informa tion-

3 that has not, to the best of our knowledge, ever been

6 generated.

7 Now we're getting probacly a lot more quantitatives

3 than the people that have been firemen or other people going

) in to hazardous areas need to be, just by virtue of our
.

10 regulatory responsioilities.

11

/
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I

CS 7140 1, MR. GRENDON: The hazard for which it's been
kJ/ sis i

t-6 2 used. There have been serious hazards. Cyanide, chlorine

sis-1
3| gas, all sorts of serious hazards.|3

) I

4 MR. BARTLETT: We w'ill be happy to furnish.w

!

5 additieral details.
.

6, MR. GRENDON: I'd be interested to know if any
I

l

7' positive results came out of that.

8 DR. LAWROSKI: How long has been the duration?

9, MR. GRENDON: One year. It was supposed to finish

10 on September 30th.

II DR. LAWROSKI: Frank and then Dick.
!

12 DR. PARKER: I had a question on the performance

0 testing of the health-physics survey instruments. I see you
13

Id haven't yet assigned it. I was wondering, I didn't see any-

15 thing about it, the KV measurement neutron systems which

apparently is a critica3. lack of -- I wonder if you were going16

17 to addrecs that or were going to suggest someplace else, ori

18 what?

19 MR. BARTLETT: Frank, if you will see that that is

20 a standards development project, which I think if I'm not
;

21 mistaken, from scanning those project briefs, again the

C standards people could not get the right guy here today,22

23 but I think they are going to fccus on these.

24 DR. PARKER: It's just not in this package; is that
Ace-Foceral Rooorters, Inc. ;

25 what you're saying? ~~
. on
i C 0 V, \)0 t
|

|
-

|
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sis-2 MR. BARTLETT: I believe that is my understanding.
j

m
'I I will try to provide you with additional information.

2
I

DR. LAWROSKI: In view of this exchange, if and when
3j

) | the report becomes available could you see that we get copies?-'

4

I Especially I want to make sure that Alex gets a copy.
S

|

6|
Let's see, Frank, did you have further questions?

I Dick, you're next.
7

DR. FOSTER: Relative to occupational exposures,
8;

9 !
recently NIH had an interagency committee, so-called Masseyi

I
go ' Committee, stating how research on health effects of radiation

I thinkmight best be done throughout the government agencies.
ti

NRC had a representative on that. The report is out. It has
12

gone to the president. I mn wondering whether any of the
(. 33

things which you have ongoing might be impacted by theta

15
reccamendations of that group.

16 MR. BARTLETT: Dick, I personally have to confess

1-7 ignorance. I am aware of that NIH study group in general

terms, but I am not aware, nor have I seen the results of that i18
i

: 19 study. And should we be wary of this, I am sure we will
t

i
examine it.! 20

4

DR. FOSTER: I think you should, because there are
21

some things which are involved here relative to cccupational
_ 22

exposure,.which could be things that could get involved with23

epidemiological kinds of things which could be very heavily ,

24 I

{ Moders Recorwn, Inc.
25 ' impacted. Whether NRC does these, or what their involvement

c
- .n3

~
h

'

>
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sis-3 1 is --
G
"l MR. BARTLETT: HEW or someone like that.

2
4

If there are no further questicns with this we |4

3 '

. ')
4 will move rapidly on.# .

,

5 (Slide.)

6 This again reiterates the --

7 DR. LAWROSKI: Just a second. That is not relevant

8 to this. But the thought just occurred to me, in regard to

9 the Three Mile Island accident, have you people been asked or

10 are you planning on doing any work that would prepare for the

11 time when the fuel from Three Mile Island, No. 2 reactor, has

12 i to be removed and shipped someplace? That fuel is so different

h 13 from anything that's been shooting around.

14 MR. ARSENAULT: The answer is no, we have not.

15 DR. LAWROSKI: You have not?

16 MR. ARSENAULT: We have not been asked to.

17 DR. LANROSKI: I know you folks have to find a

18 customer, but sometimes you can also suggest to somebody who

19 might be the potential customer.

20 MR. ARSENAULT: We have supported the TMI activity,

21 people -- doing source term studies, making on the site

22 measurements.

23 DR. LAWROSKI: Maybe DOE is doing it, I don't know.

24 MR. ARSENAULT: I think if the occasion arises |

Am seww amomn. im-- |
25 when they need our assistance, they'll ask us. The planning isi

!
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sis-4 still going on. To date we have not been asked to do so.; ;m
d DR. LAWROSKI: Okay. Thank you.

2

3 MR. BARTLETT: Tem Carter mentioned before the

"
technical assistance programs'that they currently have underway4

5 to support specific decommissioning case work standards has a

6|
couple of projects again which relate to decommissioning.

!
.! (Slide.)
'\
3j There is again a technical assistance project here

9| for studying the differences in alternative fuel cycles --
:

10 | with respect to radioisotope licensing, NMSS again has a few
I

11 programs here, we searched this one out.

12i (Slide.)
l

O i2 | The se- eppues eo coneumer preucts. Aeein r
|

14 point out, though, that the things in those symmetry andi

15 health effects that we referenced previously,certainly has some

16 application here.

17 (Slide.)

18 | Occupational safety. Again the inhalation, the
i

19 toxicology work which we are doing supports that aspect of

20 ' radioisotope ligensing,
i

21 | (Slide.)

< |
k 22 And we get on to transportation. We are, and we have

1

23; pointed out, that there is a continuing need in licensing to
i

24 | develop approved structural analysis codes for analyzing the !

Ac..r.o.r a.cori.es, inc. ! |
25 | response of these large complex shield and shipping casks, some '

f
'

: x; 09a
'

'
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sis-5 of which have impact limits and other exotic appurtenances to
3

the 10 CFR 71 requirements. A 30 foot drop, the fire, the j
2

1

i=mersion, the criticality studies that we have during fiscal
3|

'

:] '79 a reasonable body of structural analysis code development
; 4

'

and verification in support of the licensing groups, which have
5

also been asked to initiate what we have called the modal study.
6|

I Alex77

MR. GRENDON: May I interrupt? I notice that a lotg

9|
of these projects, like this one about the puncture of these

i

10 casks, terminated -- this one terminated June 30th, '79.
'

11 And we're getting past history rather than,the plans for

12' research in the future. Very little of what I've seen involves

b 13 an ongoing program.

14 MR..BARTETT: Again, I think I would have to

15 apologi::e for that. I thought the scope of this review as

16 the preceeding one was the fiscal '79 research program. Okay? r

17 MR. GRENDON: Scme of it ended in '78.

18 MR. BARTLETT: I don't believe so, and --

19 MR. GRENDON: The period of work 1/1/78 to 9/30/78,

20 container puncture. Maybe it's a typo error.

21 | MR. BARTLETT: I think it's a typo error, because

h 22 that program is still going on. We're working with licensed

23 people now to determine whether a continuation of that is

24 indicated or whether sufficient information has already been
Ace-Federst Recorters, Inc.

25 developed,
i

C (} k k
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!sis-6 MR. BASSETT: Charlie, I think you ought to pointj

O' out that the two on that screen and indeed the vast majority of
2

I,
3 the items discussed thus far, gentlemen, are all ongoing

'D~
i 4 programs. There are few that 'have been completed.

MR. BARTLETT: Everything that you have in your
5

package, to the best of my knowledge are things that are ongoing
6|

7 right at the present time. Several of these will terminate as

g| a result of what Frank said. This recent million dollar

9 budget cut in our '80 budget we're going to have to juggle

to things around. But to the best of my knowledge, everything

11 in that pack are things that are being worked on right at the

12j present time.

As- 13 The modal study again we consider this to be a

14 large complex high priority program which hopefull will

15 develop for the standards group better support for their

16 existing regulations. There have been a lot of questions i

I
17 recently regarding the applicability of the Part 71 requirements

is for the shipment of a wide variety of materials. And this

19 program is going to attempt to develop the information on

20 which the standards people can decide whether they want to

21 revise 10 CFR 71 with the alternate being to develop mode
,

. -

22 dependent mode specific transportation regulations. I am sures.

23 all of you remember that plutonium air transportable package

24 on which NMSS and we briefed you on almost a year ago.
,

Ace-Federas Reporters, Inc.

25 1 That sort of need engendered this sort of study, We are going

to consider the risks, consequences and costs of augmented TO
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sis-7 transportation regulations.;

] Now, Don Nussbaumer, our licensing director, might
2'

'

3| be able to speak more to the need than I could. That,

')
gentlemen, covers basically - '

4

DR. LANROSKI: Was that an EDO action reducing it
5

,

from 4.2 to 3.1 or whatever?
6

.

MR. ARSENAULT: No, it was Congressional action in

which the various cuts that were applied resulted in four
a

9| decision units within the Office of Research having to share
1,

10 a larger cut. This was the result of the apportionment.i

11 DR. LAWROSKI: This is fiscal '807

!

12 MR. ARSENAULT: '80.

() MR. GRENDON: What I understood you to say earlier133

14 was that NRC first made a cut and Congress made a further

15 cut.

16 MR. ARSENAULT: Our proposal for fiscal '80 was.

17 lower than for fiscal '79. In the previous years, Waste

la Management was included. In '79 was it? No, it was not.

19 Our proposal in '80 was lower than our proposal in '79. The

20 Congressional action resulted in a further reduction.

21 DR. LAWROSKI: Okay.

22 MR. BARTLETT: Again, these reductions reflect things

23 like the nonproliferation of alternative studies and the

s

24 1 uncertainty, I think, within the Commission. I think work on'

Ace.Federse Reporters, Inc. '

25 these alternative fuel cycles ought to be initiated.
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sis-8 DR. ORTH: Then do we have a specific conclusion;

2 that this cut isn't really going to hurt any of the programs
,

- 3 that you really think you need.
D

4 MR. ARSENAULT: I think that --

5 DR. LAWROSKI: Unless the moratorium on

6. reprocessing --

7 MR. ARSENAULT: Well, my own view is that we

g probably could use some more work in this decision ait than is
,

9 allowed by the resources made available. I am virtually

10 certain the fuel cycle division would agree with that, but I am

11 going to let them say so themselves..

! 12 Again, it's a question of prioritization and how

13 prioritization is carried out in the program. When the
,

1
-

14 resources are reduced, one i==ediately sets out trying to

15 decide how to formulate the program with a new level of

16 resources. In this case certain programs will be cut out. I

17 am virtually certain that our decision to reduce the

18 criticality studies would be concurred in by the Division of I

19 Fuel Cycle, but I could be wrong.

20 I think if my memory serves, and work has been going 1 -

21 on on this during my absence, but if my memory serves, those
r
'
' 22 are the only projects that will actually be terminated. Others

'

23 will be affected by a reduction in the level of effort, sense
.

_ 24 of a stretching out of the time for which results will be |
Aae.eers neoomn. inc. ,
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sis-9 Now, this is a process that keeps taking place in
)q

ur division and sometimes affects the questien of thev
2

timeliness of the results.
3_

~b \
DR. LAWROSKI: Does the Fuel Cycle Division have_ 'j 4

i
l

5
any comment?

MR. CARTER: We're concerned about the 20 percent
6j

7 We would like to look at the priorities established.
'

cut.

I

g! We have initiated staff work between the two divisions to look
!

9 at the projects that have been prioritized, and we would like

jo to take a harder look. We're concerned that some have been

; it cut, yes, or to get more explicit then there are no clearly

f

12 identifiable milestones like a time when a certain regulation

T
s_/ 13 is supposed to be through or a certain reg guide is supposed to

.

!
34 be written, or a certain piece of paper has to come out that

15 this cut will, clearly effect right now that you can identify.

16 MR. ARSENAULT: Yes. I can't answer the question
.

17 specifically on detail. I can't think of any particular

18 results that were going to be available in time for a

19 regulatory decision to be made. That will no longer be

20 available. As a matter of fact, we haven't yet made cur

21 decisions on how to change the program. All Fuel Cycle has is
2

(_, 22 our proposals. We also have to consult with our contractor to

23 find out what some of these impacts will =ean to them. So the

'| 24 answer to your question is I don't think so, because the
Ace-Faceral Reporters, Inc.

25 impacts are not going to be large on any of the more significant
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|sis-lC orograms, but I don't know for sure.y

O
'#

2 DR. PARKER: Frank, is this for your whole division

3 or just specific parts of the division that are taking this cut?

h MR. ARSENAULT: The' agencies sustained significant4

5 cuts as a result of the cuts on the '80 budget. Within the

6| office a number of decisions uere taken by Congress, and among
.

7 these was a reduction of -- let me get my figures squared away --

I,

a but a reduction of 25.6 millier., which was to be shared among '

i

9| a number of different decision units within the Office of
.

I
10 , Research.

!

11 | Some other orthogonal guidance we received
i

12 i resulted in a cut of 10.6 million being shared, as I recall

|T
(/ 13 correctly, four decision units. But no further detailed

14 guidance was given us. So, it was an internal decision as to

15 how to apportion that. And for the time being I think it has

16 been done on an almost pro rata --

l'7 DR. PARKER: Each decision unit within the Office of

18 Research.

19 MR. ARSENAULT: I think what we did with those final

20 four decision units, because there didn't seem to be any basis

i 21 1 for prioritizing among them in any significant way, we simply

(/ 22 Pro rated the ten across those four to find out what the

23 reaction would be, and that resulted in this decision unit,

24 sustaining a reduction of 800,000, I believe it was to 3.2
AceJederat Recorters, Inc.
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sis-11 we've been hearing about here under the technical assistance

'D type of arrangement for NMSS are not affected by the budget
2

|
'

Cuts. '
- 3

MR. ARSENAULT: Yes, they will be. The reductions i

,
i

in the full cycle budget mean that unless our prioritization

eff rt indicates that we must kill some of the ongoing ones
6

in favor of new work, we will have no new programs, and, in
7

fact, will be stretching out, will be diminishing the level of
g

effort in ongoing programs.
9

Now, it is quite possible that in the course of
10

ur review of Fuel Cycle, because we did have some new
11

! requirements identified, in the course of our re.lew with the
12

C Division of Fuel Cycle we may well decide that some of the new
13

requirements are of higher priority than the continuation ofja

15
the ongoing project.

16
If that is true, then we will formulate these new

projects to the old ones and take appropriate action during
17

the course of the coming fiscal year to reflect that change,
18

DR. FOSTER: The aspect that I had in mind herej9

was that those programs that were funded directly by NMSS20

contrasted with flowing through research.
21

( MR. CARTER: We received a 30 percent cut in our
22

pr grams also. That has been reflected here.23

DR. FOSTER: That's the information that I was looking
21|

f
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc. !
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sis-12 DR. LAWROSKI: Can you tell us where, Mr. Carter,;

) I
where you were hurt the most by these cuts? I know you haven't

2

completed your work, but could you give us a hint?
. 3

MR. CARTER: In the budget cycle we felt we were'

4

done to a bare bones technical assistance program to start
5

with. The estimates on the NFS tanks at West Valley has
6

doubled from what we thought it would be, and our cut on top
7

8
of that, we feel that we are having to delay significant

9; programs such as the ina'.ysis of the NFS tanks and the
i

I

10 |
decommissioning work also. It was pretty much across the

|

11 board.

12 i MR. BASSETT: There's one minor point that I'd like

|3
(/ 13 to clarify. Research funds are separately appropriated. They

14 do not flow through frcm our user office. They are separately

15 appropriated. It's cur problem that the Congress --

16 DR. STEINDLER: A fair number of the projects that

17 are discussed here are generically covered under occupational

18 safety, and a number of other divisions in DOE as well as!

19 references that have already been made to other Federal
i

| 20 agencies that do work in these areas. To what extent is that

21 important in your inability to fund long range projects? To

(- what extent do you believe that you can transfer incerest in22

23 obtaining data of long range interests to you, transfer that

24 interest to DOE and to urge them successfully to initiate

Acs-Federse Reporters. Inc, j
25 ' programs along those lines.
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sis-13 And secondly, to what extent can your inability in {j

2 fiscal '80 because of budget cut, be supplemented by some
i

3' urging on your part to DOE to obtain data?

MR. ARSENAULT: I think. in this specific area that f
'

4

3 you refer to, occupational protection, most of our projects

6 are n t long range projects, they are focused on rather

7| specific shorter term needs that arise out of the regulatory

8
pr cess. I believe the overall question of occupational health

9 and safety and radiation protection -- or, rather radiation

10 ' health effects -- is being adequately covered, with some

11 reservations is being adequately covered in the overall programs
I

12! of the Government.

13 I am sure you're familiar with the reasonec

14 emphasis that's been given to this and the charges by both the

15 White House and Congress to HEW and EPA in concert with NRC,

16 to give attention to this question of health effects from

17 radiarion.

18 So, I think the long term research programs are

19 being conducted by other agencies, and in my view are reasonably

20 ccmprehensive anci adequate. I don't think we can transfer the

21 specific interests that are evident in our research program to

(- 22 these other agencies. At least my experience would lead me to

! believe that we can --23

E: t-6 24 !
Ace %erW Recorters, Inc.
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e''SgcDAV i DR. STEIN 0LER: S pecifically, DOE and the AEC
w

2 cefore it have cone filter stucies, as I mentioned to

3 Charlie, for 25 years. Those programs to some extent are

4 still going on. I believe Oc'cupaticnal Health and Saf ety,

5 the Division of DOE, also has a respirator study effort

o tha t's oeen ongoing and, in fact, recently resulted in some

7 significant manual change s that impinge on all the

6 con trac to rs .

9 I guess what I'm saying is that there's an ongoing

10 set of program: that, if they do not duplicate, certainly

11 parallel your interests.

12 To what extent have you been able to convince, as

13 we talked about yesterday coming into the hearing on waste

O
sj 14 management, convince 00E to pick up research whose cuput

'
15 woulc be of use, direct use, in licensing activities -- not

16 necessar ly occupational safety?

17 MR. ARSENAULT I could give you a simple answer

16 and thereby obscure. a f ac t. The simple answer is that by

19 and large we have not been terribly succe ssful in getting

20 DOE to pick up work that we want done if they haven' t

21 already identified it as of interest to them.

22 In some areas, we've go tten them to modify or

23 adjust programs to reflect our interests, but as I say,
,

({ 24 that's a simple answer.

25 But there's ano ther part to i t , and that is to

_

#
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7cuAV
what degree are we coordina ting in cepth between our programI

2 and 00E. I've mace the point on a number of previous

3 occasions that we co some, enough to keep ourselves out of
],

4 trouble , but not enough to ef f ect the synergies and

5 efficiencies that I think are desirable,

o DR. LAWROSKI Isn't it true that from time to

7 time members of Congress occasionally express at least

8 opinions to the effect that they would caution against a

9 certain amount of in depth information?

10 MR. AdSENAULTr Probably a conflict of interest

11 arises, but there are many areas where it doesn't, or it is

12 at least thin enough for us to take advantege of it.

13 Le t me point out that the decision unit s truc ture

() 14 of our program is not directly related to organizational

15 structure, but I think it's enough to point out that we have

to one branch wnich is responsible for assistance performance,

17 and they Look at effluent control systems, the filter

16 systems that we're talking about, and this is a two man

lv branen. I've been here a number of times bef ore. You know

20 how I f eel about the relationship between our program size

21 and the dollars we are given to manage and the staf f that is

22 doing the managing.

23 So we do our best in coordinating with COE. We

(] 24 can do be tter, even with our current resources, and we plan

25 to. But the f ull degree of ccordination that is employed by

)

gCq ]Qj
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gcDAV I the guidance we get simply isn' t possible if we're going to

2 manage the program as well.

3 DR. STEIN 0LER: Is the fact that a numoer of the'

&,_
4 people we've neard from in the last cay and a half have been

;

5 in their particular joes for relatively short periods of

a time a difficulty wnica impinges on this ability to form

7 solic personal contacts with the people in DOE?

6 MR. ARSENAULI: Clearly when someone first comes

. 9 in, they're f eeling their way around, but I don't think it's

10 a very long lasting e.ffect. It speeds things up if someone

11 knows something acout DOE programs and organizations, buti

12 that's a relatively short-term impact. I don't think it has

13 a major ef f ect. It's sheer numbers.

({) 14 DR. LAWROSKI Just the numbers of people, you.

15 con't have enough to be able to devote enough time to really.

16 get well f amiliar with what is going on.

17 MR. ARSENAULT: I woulc point out t ha t we're a

le small civision, yet we have the responsibilities of a

19 division, so we do spend a disproportionately large f raction

20 of our time on ma tters that I would regard as peripheral to

21 the technical ma tters of our research.

22 DR. LAWROSKI The ACRS noted that in i t's 1977

23 re por t to Congre ss.

24 MR. ARSENAULT These are the facts of life, and{'
25 we. live with them.

1
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t

.

cuAV I OR. ORTH: I ha te to Keep on beating the question

2 of specificis, but we really want to ce sure that the work
,

i
'

3 that needs to be done gets cone. That's our real goal

} 4 here. That's why we keep worrying about identifying things
i

5 that other people could do. I t's not that we're trying to

o criticize. It's just that we're trying to find a way to get

7 the things that need to be cone done.

o Now beating a little bit 7. ore on the air cleaning

9 bit, in general, which we've already talked about too

10 long -- mayce too long -- it was af ter all the DOE, AEC, or'

11 whoever who developed things like the new plutonium criteria

12 and laic upon all their contractors the requirements that2

13 you really operate to keep everything inside under almost

([) 14 any conceivable conditions. They predate that depth of

j 15 interest by the NRC consideraoly,

10 So if programs can be identified, and you can go

17 to DOE and say, " Hey, you really know that you're not going

le to meet your own criteria," I don't think there will be any'

19 proolem in trying to get them interested. I think all you

20 have to do is point out gaps in the things they are laying

21 on their contractors right now in terms of meeting their own

22 c ri te ria.

23 So I just wanted to give that t houg ht.

( 24 DR. LAWROSKI: Go ahead and respond, af ter which,

25 Frank, we're going to have a break.

-'
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y
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emgcuAV 1 MR. ARSENAULT: In general, you're exactly right,
d

2 and I agree witn you. However, in many cases, it is the
.

'
3 puolic nature of the NRC's activities that causes us to

4 question assumptions and to challenge assertions. That is

5 not present at COE, and COE has a large number of interests

o which it must serve by its limited resources as well.

7 So when we have an interest that is not shared by

c them, they're sometimes reluc tant to devo te their resources

9 to both, though by ano large we get good coopera tion f rom,

10 t hem in those operations where we share interests. But

11 there are these areas where the budge ting cycle also is two

12 years, you know, and they budget and plan two years in
i

13 acvance. We come along in July and want answers in

[]) 14 December, and they say, "We'd be happy to deal with you or

15 put it in our '85 budget" or whatever. So tnat's another

lo problem -- the question of the budget cycle versus the

17 management problems.

le DR. LAWROSKIr We will have a recess until, we'll

19 make ir five after eleven.

20 (Srief rece ss)

21 CR. LAWROSKI While we're waiting for the DOE

22 people to arrive, I would like to ask, in addition to the

23 comments we will discuss later today orally from you, but

24 each of the consultants -- hopefully by next week I want a
('

25 report of your impressions of the last two days on what

.CY
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cCA1 1 you've heara about the research program. Please senc it to

2 Mr. t4u11er or Peter Tam, either one. It does not have to be

--
a long re port, out as well as you can thus f ar discern3

~

4 whether you think they are pa tting adequate priorities or

5 inadequate.

o- I do plan to have another meeting with you,

7 because we hope by that time we can hear from Frank his

e priorities on waste management.

v Is October 25 a good meeting time?
.

10 DR. PHILSRICK: W ha t's that , a Thursday?

11 DR. LAWROSKI: Is it a Thursday?
,

12 MR. CROMER: Yes, it is.

13 DR. LAWROSKI: Yes, the 25th is a Thursday. I

'S 14 think a one-day mee ting should suffice. We'll devote it
v

15 entirely to the matter of prioritie s.

10 Frank has some comments he wishes to make to

17 correct some earlier statemen ts and amplify on them.

lo MR. ARSENAULT: Thank you. I'll do that as well.

IV With regard to the October 25 meeting, following

20 my commen t ye sterday that I could produce a unilaterally

21 prioritized picture of the wa ste managemen t program, Bob

22 committed to me to do his utmost to expedite their

23 activitie s in tha t connection. I f eel that by October 25,

- 24 we certainly should be able to present a picture which would

25 reflect the priorities of that program, and I'll send to the

.

.
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ScvA1 1 Subcommittee anytning I can in the in terim.
,.)

2 DR. LAWROSKI r Ve ry goco .

3 MR. ARSEN AULI* Also, we've alreacy mentioned tha t
g

h)
4 in connection with fuel cycle,' we are currently engaged in

5 tha t review. That, I would expect to be done within a week

o to ten days.

7 The other point t ha t the Chairman has given me the

o o pportunity to correct somehing tha t I said during the

9 presentation this morning, when I indicated that our request

10 for f unas in 'a0 was lower than our request in '79, part of

11 my conf usion resulted f rom the continual restructuring that

'2 our program goes through. I've done a little review.

Our request for '79 was at about $4 million, just

(]) 1 ade uncer, and our request for '80 was at that same

si, ano in f act some f unds were transf erred out of our

'79 program so that the money actually spent in the fuel,

7 cycle cecision unit was at about s3.2 million whien is the

16 same level as the Congress has allowed us in '80. So, in

19 fact, both the request anc the actual were comparaole

20 between those two years.

21 DR . LAW ROSKI : Ma ry?

22 DR. STEINDLER: You indicated, Steve, t ha t in our

23 written comments regarding this meeting, you wanted us to

{ 24 address the question where is the research program

25 inadequate in tne sense of organizing it and setting goals

S'N ) ''
C. ''
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cuA1 1 and priorities.,

.

2 DR. LAWROSKI: I uncerstand that's in the absence

3 of naving heard from them in some areas.

'- 4 DR. STEIN 0L3R Might I reflect back on tne

5 comment tha t I made earlier and be a little more blunt,

o pernaps. My view of the research f unction of NRC is

7 strictly a service to the licensing function. And as a

e servi.ce organization , I then now view its charter to be

V determined almost entirely by the needs of the licensing

10 people.

11 We can assess, because of the structure of these

12 last two days. worth of hearings, we can asse ss what has been

13 loentified by the licensing people as a set of proolems.

(]) 14 DR. LAWROSKI We U , there are other uses besides

15 licensing.

Io DR. SIEINGLER: Well, let me take that up a little

17 later. But as we noted this morning, for example, there was

18 a list of technical issues presented by Mr. Carter, whose

19 relative importance to doing his job, whatever that may turn

20 out to be , we re no t identified by him.

21 Hence, we don't really nave f rom the customer of

22 any of the research output a notion of what's important to

23 them and wha t isn't. The ref ore , I would find that in the

24 absence of some additional information, a kind of trial and{
25 error process to assign priorities on what research ought

C| C 6 lO

. - . - _ _ . . .



7140 07 09 460

cCAV 1 to be cone. That is not cone, et cetera.

2 And tha t's exactly the same kind of problem that

.
3 Frank Arsenault is going to have when he comes back to us.

' ' ' 4 DR. LAWROSKIt I assume, you know, tha t he

5 continually talks witn some of these people, so tha t he has

6 a pretty good idea.

7 DR. STEINDLER: In his case, he's got it easy,

o because he can go back anc talk with these people quickly.

9 I tnink in our ca se , I think we have a much more difficult

10 time of assessing what is actually needed by the licensing

11 f unc tion. On the question of whether or not research has a

12 use beyond the licensing function of NRC, my perception is

13 no. I view it in a very limited sort of way as a service.

f]h 14 Other people may view it differently.

15 MR. GRENDON: How does Frank Arsenault view it.

16 Are you content with what his definition of what your

17 f uncion is?

le DR. LAWROSKI: I hope it's not quite that narrow.

IV MR. ARSEN AULT: In a way I am content with i .

20 But your question gives me an opportunity to make what I

21 regard as an extremely important poin t.

22 In the research programs in the Office of Nuclear

23 Regulatory Research should respond to the needs of the

{ agencies -- essentially all of these are related ultimately24

25 to the licensing process.

-
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l But there's a differenca in the character, the
;cuAV

2 responsiveness, and the service we provice to these offices

3 has to be interpreted in a specific way.,,

&~
4 If I may, I'd like to explain this by describing a

5 conversation I had with one of the people in the licensing

6 office in which it was pointed out that technical assistance

7 contracts are managed in a way very diff erent from those in

S the research program. They are managed with extremely tight

V control over produc t, bec au se it is the product which is the.

10 tool of the licensing people, and they have solicitec

11 outside epertise to help them produce that product.

12 In the research program, we seek to acnieve a much

13 higher degree of independence on the part of the contractors

(]) 14 with regard to the contents of their work and their

15 product. We do constrain them within the narrow bounds of

16 our specific needs and interests, but the degree of

17 independence that we seek to provide to our contractors,

16 inde pendence of thought is much greater than that of the

19 technical assistance program.

20 And thus, when you ref er to us as a service

21 organization, I accept that label, bu t it has to be

22 interpreted in this. very specific way. It is not a service

23 t ha t is equivalent to the service provided by technical

( 24 a ssistance con tracts. It's very, very different.

25 MR . GR E.1 DON : Well, let me ask one further

eCE i, O
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, 3gc;AV 1 question. There are issues tnat arise because of the public<

.J
2 viad on nuclear energy, public concern about variou s

, 3 aspects, that don't come oirectly througn licensing but NRC
~' 4 is aware cf the f act tnat the ~ puolic thinks some thing's

5 wrong here or thinks something ought to be done there. Do

6 you attack any of the se problems in terms of any

7 contributions tnat research can make to answering the

o public's concern ?

y MR. ARSENAULT: The answer is yes. I think the

10 clearest way of answering tha t question is, we accept the

11 ACRS recommenoations in f act as user statements, so that we

12 do respond to recommendations by the ACRS, sometimes not as

13 quickly as tne ACRS would like, but we do respond to them ,

{]) 14 even in the absence of the same i ssue s that have been

15 identified by licensing.

lo We also try to incorporate in our program issues

17 that we see are of interest to the Congre ss and to the

le puoJ':. But occasionally the user request proce ss has

19 gotten in our way.

20 MR. GRENDON: The thorium cycle was one of those

21 which Congressman Udall, somebocy said, was concernec about,

22 how that would af f ect regulation of the fuel cycle

23 facility.

24 MR. ARSENAULT: This is one area, I might point

25 out, that some of the licensing of fices have responded to ,

,.
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emgcJA1 I and we're ceginning to hear from th3m now concerning what
ss

2 t hey ' hink might be a ppropriate research in tnese areas.

3 CR. LAiROSAI: I made a distinction between tne.,

'
4 licensing people and tne licensing proce ss when I mace my

5 comme .t. Standards, for example, is a part of tne licensing

o process but not nece ssarily the same people.

7 Can it hold, because the DOE people have arrived,

e and I'c like to make certain that they have enough time. We

Y can continue this execu tive se ssion later.

10 CR. ORTH: I t was a qua s cion --

11- CR. LAWROSKI: Is it a short question or a lot of

12 comments?

13 CR. ORTH: No. It's just a very short question.

[) 14 DR. LAWROSKI: Okay. Go a he ad.

15 DR. ORTH: What kind of a split on research

16 projects are you ge tting be tween ones where you are

17 f ormulating the program and going out and asking or

le soliciting proposals or where you're just si tting back and

ly waiting for people to make proposals and then deciding

20 whether you want the m? Wnat kind of split in your research

21 budge t is going in those two directions?

22 MR. ARSENAULT I think essentially all. To give

23 you a number, it's 90 percent of the projects that we

(; 24 ultimately sponsor are a result of our having identified the

25 need and the requirement. A very small f raction is an idea

,.
'

-

- - . - - .. . .- .. _-_
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-'g c ua'/ i scraecocy ha s generatt J aut:r:(e. -
'

.

-) '
,

2 DR. OdTH: Thar r. Yo u .
1

3
' :R. LAWR05ais' Okh t . ', i'

-l
Wnico one of you, ' Ar. .<1ein or Mr. Bec<e tt? It's -4

,
- 5 going to be |4r. Beckett. ~ Iou're =31re ady up the ra . You're

\- ~

o aheac of mo. -

7 .This is Ar. Secke tt f rom the Je pertment of Energy.

6 MR. BECKETT: Thank you, Dr. La=roski, -

~

v CR. LAWROSKI: Flease go ahead .,fLth ycer .

s \

10 oresentat en.

11 4R. 3ECKETT: I'm Gene Beckett. My Joo in 00E,

12 I'm called WIPP.9roject Leacer, so I'm going to start o'Jt

13 our oiscussioit with a very short upcate on where the WIPP
'

(]) la stancs, which 'as you know is the project that has the most

15 con trov e r sy , and it's the furthest along towards ac tually

s-

lo doing any cersonal isolardtn of vaste.

17 When I am tnroug~n Xeith Ki ,in, who is in the

le Civisicn of Waste Isolatien, is going 'to cover bascially the

19 long-term program for ~high level waste, plus I believ some

20 information on r:medis' action.

21 JJ3. LAWROSKI's By way of courtesy, Mr. Fekketc, ,

,
.

22 let me introduce the' p$vple f rom the ACRS Commi ttee, the

23 staff , and its consultants.

(, On my lef t is Mr. Jeremiah Ray, a member cf tne24

25 Subcommit:3e e;e.d a member af ACRS.

. -
~
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{]9CuAV 1 Beginning on his lef t are a numcer of consultants

2 to tae Commi ttee Mr. Sylvan Cromer, Dr. Schyler ?nilbrick.

. 3 Dr. Frank Parker, Dr. Ricnard Foster, Mr. Alex Grendon,

4 Or. i.tartin Steinoler, and Dr. Conald Orth and, I think you
.

5 procably know .,tr. Ragnwald, Muller, and Peter Tam, who are

o T. embers of t he ACRS s ta f f .

7 MR. SECKETT I've had the plea sure , if I can put

o that in quotation marks , to aopear bef ore the Committee on

v other cccasions.'

10 (Laugnter.)

11 MR. BECKETT: Some years ago as a member of the

12 reg staf f and tnen later on representing the applican t,
3

9 13 which Mr. Muller may recall -- I believe you were on our

) 14 st:5 committee, Dr. Lawroski, on Callaway, ','lolf Creek, et

15 cetera.

10

17

to

19

20

21

22

23

(_ 24

25

.

.. . _ .. . . - .
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! gsh ! Maybe that's why I find myself in waste management

'dH 2 Of the five Snupps plants, we're only going to build two

3 and waste management is certainly a f actor in Wisconsin and

4 New York.

2 So let me talk just a little oit aoout dIPP. I

6 oelieve in your meeting at Hanford you got a pretty good

7 technical briefing, so I'm going to confine myself generally

3 to status and perhaps institutional proolems.

9 (Slide.)

10 These, I think, are the principal issues on WIPP,

11 not too many of them technical. The mission, which we'll

(]) 12 discuss very quickly, whe the r or not the facility is to be

13 licensed, public acceptance. And if any of you have been in

14 New Mexico lately, you know that the bumper stickers are out,

15 both pro WIPP and anti dIPP.

16 This is not an academic problem in New Mexico. It's

17 procaoly one of the chief political issues in the state. You

18 won't be acte to pick up any New Mexican newspaper for more

b) than two days in a row and not find a front page headline

20 on WIPP.

| 21 Elther DOE is accused of changing direction or

22 some political figure takes a position.
{'

I 23 The other issue is state concurrence, which we'll

|
24 discuss towards the end of the talk. The issue of resources ,

|
c

! 25 the hydrocaroon and potash resources at the site. And
|

9

'
l I. -| CGR

/

'
. - - - - - .-_ _ . _ . _ . _ -__
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i sh I finally, in a review of EIS, I would say that of all the

OH 2 issues which have had the most puolic agency and state

! 3 comment, it's been the issue of transportation.
,

fM,

j 4 Real quickly, I'll Just remind you what the mission''

5 of WIPP is.

6 (511de.)

7 This lists the various kinds of nuclear waste.

S which, of course, comes from both def ense and commercial

9 programs. The prime mission of WIpP is to provide f or

10 current isolation of the defense transuranic waste.
,

11 The objectives of the program -- I've included this

12 in your packet just for general information.

'

13 (Slide.)

(]} I4 This tells you the volumes and locations of the

15 defense transuranic wastes, both that which is buried prior

16 to 19 70, and that Which is called stored, which means that

1/ it's retrievacle waste < which is above ground on asphalt

IS pads.

19 (Slide.)

20 The WIpP objectives originally were permanent

21 disposal of defense TRU, capability for high level waste
.

22 experimentation in bedded salt, and in early 1978, the

i 23 Department of Energy recommended that the mission be expanded
|

. 24 to include a demonstration of permanent disposal of up to

25 a thousand spent fuel assemblies.

r
! _

,

I

{
C
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i MR. GRENDON : May I interrupt a moment?qsh
'~5H 2 When you come to anbreviations, I'm not familiar

_
3 with most of them. CH waste, RH waste?

'# 4 MR. BECKETT Okay, contact handled. That means that

5 it can be handled with a fork lif t. The surf ace radiation

6 is so low tnat there are no special precautions. Remote

handling would involve handling through a cask for hot stuff.e

S MR. GRENDON : I'd also like to know what SNUPPS

9 stands for.

10 MR.. BECKETT: SNUP?S is Standardized Nuclear Unit

11 Power Plant System. This was a standardized design.

12 I don't know how I got to SNUPPS to WIPP.

13 DR. LAWROSKI You earlier remarked about your

.(]) 14 involvement with SNUPPS.

16 MR . B ECK:11: I don't know how I got in with such

16 an acronym.

17 DR. PARKER: What is Pantex?

IS MR. BECKb11 : That's one of the processing plants.

19 Keith, do you know where Pantex is?

20 DR. LAMROSKI It's in Amarillo, is n' t it ?

21 MR. KLEIN: I thought it was in Rocky Flats.

22 DR. LAdROSKI I tnink it's in Texas.

23 MR. BECK 11: dell, the department also recommended

24 that the facility be licensed. So there were two major{
25 changes: Addition of the spent fueli and licensing.

.

. *

| _

!

l

I
| -

. . . . _ . _ _ .
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i Tne interagency review group also recommended this
O'sh
'DH 2 position, tne basic position being if we're going to spend

'
3 this much money on the f acility, it doesn't take too much

4 more to add this mission to gLve the institutional experience'

;

5 of licensing, among other thtags.

6 The department also recommended that even it we

did not have the spent fuel demonstration, that the f acilitye

S be licensed for the long-term disposal of true waste,

) .cecause after a relatively short period of a few hundred

10 years, high level waste and true waste have pretty much the

11 same characteristics.

12 So the reason was if you're going to license
,

13 hign level waste, you ought to license true waste. Of course,

14 current law does not provide for tnat.

16 The Congress, partic~ularly the Armed Services

15 Committee, which sponsored this project, which is a defense

17 project, were not too happy with either licensing or the

IS spent fuel demonstration, and in the '79 budget did not

19 permit us to spend funds towards those missions.

20 In the current work on the '80 budget, the House

21 cance ll ' the project. The Senate provided funds for the

22 project with the restrictions of no licensing and no spent

23 fuel.

i 24 Based on this adamant position of Congress, Dr.-

I k'
25 Deutsch in July told the House Armed Services Committee that

!

I

!
-

I

e :c : 3-
I ' ig
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I

i sh I although the department continued to recommend licensing of

' UH 2 the f acility and the spent fuel demonstration, they would
i

I 3 no longer continue to push that recommendation and we would
>
%) 4 continue the project as author.ized oy Congress.
"

.

5 Therefore -- the slash there -- and we are continuing

i
6 it as an unlicensed defense facility.

t (5Lide.)

3 Just to remind you from the last time , WI?P's site

9 is in Southeast, New Mexico, aoout 25 miles to the east

10 o f Carlsead. I believe dendell Wirth probaoly gave you a

11 gooc discussion of the initial general site selection, then'

12 the exploration, the discovery of certain fe atures such as

13 f aulting near the Capitan Reef which caused them to move

() their investigation away from the Capitan Reef, the attempt14

'

15 to avoid the potash resources as far as possible.

16 (Slide.)

Ie And just maybe a reminder, the sito is divided into

18 four zones. The first zone is simply the fenced area of

19 surf ace f acilities, the second :ane encompassing the area of

20 underground development, and zones three and four area

21 bu f f e rs .

22 The rules for activity within the zones --

23 (511de.)

24 For your. re ference , in the group of slides, this

25 indicates the type of activities that we would permit. As I

.

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

ash I said, resources are an issue. But we believe that almost

' DH 2 all of the potash can te eventually recovered if the
'

3 activities controlled with such things as no solution mining

4 appear not to breach the repository area.
,

! 6 The oil and gas is about 15,000 f eet deep. The

6 storage horizons here are about 2600 f eet deep. So we believe

7 that we have not ultimately denied the hydrocarbon resources

3 by later use of directional drilling.

9 (Slide.)
,

10 The facility is rather simple. It's not a reactor.

11 It's a materials handling facility on top of what looks like

12 almost any potash mine in that area.

13 The current design has four shaf ts and contemplates

14 two levels -- one for the contact handled true waste, lower
)

15 for the remote handled true waste, and the experimental

16 facility.

I4 By the way, the experimentel wasta would all be

18 removed prior to repository closure. We're not planning for

19 ultimate disposal of high level waste , only an experiment.

20 So all experiments would ce designed to be removed.

21 (S lide . )
i

22 I've lef t in the packet a li.ttle layout of the'

! 23 surface f acilities or waste handling building which handles
!

*

24 both the contact handled waste, which would come '.n 55 gallon
| (1
l 26 drums or plywood coxes. It ha; a hot cell to affect transfer

|
1

I.
|
t
1

I
i

cu; j1)j
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s sh I from a carrier carrying cas'< into the cesk, which is used to'

g .

~DH 2 handle the materials.

3 Yes, sir.

: 4 MR. GRENDON : I'm not sure that I understood you
,

'

5 co rre ctly. Did I understand you to say that after you

6 conducted the experiments in MIPP, you remove everything and

7 closa it up as a totally inert area?

3 MR. S ECX=11 : No. The hign level waste -- there

9 are two missions, you recall: Disposal of TRU waste and
,

10 af ter an initial period of re trievacility, the intent is to

11 leave i t.

12 This will be high level waste experimental facility.

13 For example, one might take solidified def ense wastes and put

(]} I4 them in, say, an accelerated kind of a f ailure mode and

15 evaluate that and then maybe come in later and core out the

16 whole experiment.

li But the intent was no high level wastes were to

18 remain in the depository on closure.

19 MR CROMER: Can I ask what this high level failure

20 mode would ce?

21 In othei words, how will you accelerate the testi

22 MR. BECK =it The experiments are in plant, but there

23 might be, for example , instead of putting it in a canister,

. 24 one might not have the canister. So that one could evaluate

25 the e ff ects af ter the canister. Or one may have a canister

CCR j9'
.o
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sh I and mayce introduce some brine or something which would not
,

' d 2 normally be expected to ce there in order to evaluate it.

3 Or one may use a higher thermal loading than would be planned.
'

4 MR. GRENDON: These are merely concepts that you

3 are thinking of. There are no actual plans presently. *

5 .VR . S ECK ETT It's part of the Sandia mission to

/ develop an experimental program. But we don't have an

9 experimental program. We are looking at the design of the

9 f acility to make sure that we're not precluding the bounds

10 of experiments that might be use ful.

11 Did that answer your question?

12 MR. CROMER: Yes, it did. Thank you.

13 MR. BECKetts I believe the succommittee has the

rag 14 draft environmental statement available to them. And I'm not
V

15 going to go over that. I just want to remind --

16 OR. LAWROSKI That's the two volumes.

Ie MR . S ECKeit That's the two volumes. Vario us

13 operational accidents were evaluated which -- the worst being

19 the drop of the cask down the main shaf t with the spent f uel

20 e leme nt .

21 In the final sense, that mission is gone. It

22 would procably be a high level waste experiment of some sort

23 that producad very minor consequences.

24 In the long term, we've evaluated really four long

(m.
25 term breaching scenarios.i

i

i

!

I

I
i
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I (Slice.)
' ).s h
-

DH 2 Three of which have to do with ground water. And

,
3 I'm just reminding you of the geology. Basically, you have

'# 4 a very thick evaporite section with some later sedimentary

5 rocks on top and other --

6 These are sandstones that go on down finally to the

7 basement. There is an aquifer here and there is also an

3 aquif er below the rapository.

9 So, therefore, with some imagination, one could

10 postulate events in which we might have communication of

Il the aquifer, one or more of the aquifers with the storage

12 level.

13 The bounding event of that sort is illustrated here.

''~\ 14 (511de.)
V

15 These are all in the EIS. That assumes that at some

16 point in time, the knowledge of the repository is lost.

17 However, someone has retained eu technology of drilling

18 15,000 f eet for those hydrocarbons and comes through and

19 penetrates the upper aquifer of the icwer repository, the

20 lower aquifer setting up a flow through the repository.

21 In the analysis in EIS, it was assumed that the

22 container was not there and that that wastes dissolved at the

23 same rate as the salt.

24 Then studies were done of transport up to this

25 aquifer and then down to Malaga Bend, which is the Pecos River.

C C E, 1 2 ,,
.
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r gsh 1 I don't remember the numoers of the doses, but theya
)

'T)H 2 are all very, very small amounts.

'
3 Another accident was that same drilling. But the

I(ss 4 geologist wno is smart enough .to drill 15,000 f eet isn't

a smart enough to know about possible nuclear waste or

6 radiation. He examines the core of the spent fuel area f or

e half an hour and in 100 years, he takes a pre tty significant

3 does -- I think 90 rem. In 250, it's do;dn to, I think, about
) 3-1/2 rem.

10 And further, the effects of someone living near

il the mudhole that this was later thrown into for essentially

12 a '.if etime, drinking water and f ood and so f orth, that becomes

13 a very small dose.

e~s 14 of course, with the change of the mission, we'll
V

15 have to re-e valuate. We won't have procably quite as severs

16 an accident. With only the TRU waste, there would ce very

17 little dose.

IS Organization-wise --

19 (Slide.)

20 -- this is a decentralized project. We have a

21 project in the Alcuquerque operations office. We're ge tting

22 administrative support from the operations o ffice, technical
.

I 23 direction and program direction from the Office of Nuclear
|

; 24 Waste Management.

| 25 Three principal contractors -- Sandia for the

I

I
t

. _ _ _ _ . . __ . _-. ._ _ C. ( , q_ _ _ _. { } }
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qsh I environmental work, site characterization and R&D activityi

H 2 Westinghouse is a support contractor, generally, filling the

,
3 role of an operating contractor.'

' 4 Yes, sir? -

5 MR. GRENDON: Our diagram differs f rom your slide in

6 that the line from Office of Nuclear Waste Management to

Office of Work project .lanagement is dotted. Does that m*?n4

3 some attenuation of the connection?

9 WR . S ECKEIT: No, that meens the girl copied the

10 wrong slides. This is the way that it snould be, so d: aw it

11 in. My boss got mad at me when he saw the dotted line.

12 Westinghouse does such things as look at how this

13 thing would be operated and f actors the considerations of

Q 14 an operating contractor into the design.

15 Bechtel serves the traditional architect / engineer

16 role. We finished Title I de sign. de're finishing up the

17 reports. The capital cost estimate is about 3440 million.

18 We'll be issuing a preliminary safety analysis report at

19 the end of September.

20 A couple other things of interest. We fund work

21 by USGA for much of the geological exploration. I'm sure that

22 you heard aoout that in Hanford. And we also fund two

i 23 activities in the State of New Mexico.
|

24 EEG means Environmental Evaluation Group, and they| {
I 25 are doing an independent radiological saf ety evaluation. I
g

I

I
i

|

I
!
I

1?.s ., r



(140.08.12 477

sh I would say tnat they're sort of like a mini-state reg staf f,

DH 2 if I can so call them. ,

3 We're also funding in coope ration with New Mexico

0,
4 a study by the University of New Mexico on socio-economic,

5 impac ts . _

6 L also point out, Dr. Parker, as you recognize,

we have a National Academy of Sciences panel on WIpP, who have,

S been quite active. And one of the things tnat I'd like to

9 report to you today is a letter signed by Dr. Parker. So

10 mayos he's already reported, which te lls us basically, you

11 guys have oeen mucking around on the surf aca long enough.-

12 You're getting to the point of diminishing returns and we
,

13 strongly recommend that you dig an exploratory shaf t down

-''N 14 to get some in situ measurements of the salt at the storage
{ %/

15 horizon.
.

16 de appreciate that letter very much and I hope that

I4 we can implement your recommendation.;
t
'

18 In the ' sues, let me talk about the state
i

19 and consultation and concurrence,
i

i 20 CR. STEINDLER: Could I interject a quick question?
I

| 21 You indicated that by the end of September, you're going to
i
{ 22 turn out a PSAR. Why?
4

j 23 MR . B ECK= t i Because PSARs are prepared by the
!

- 24 Departmelt of Energy for unlicensed f acilities for review,

25 peer grotp review within the agency and possible use by outside,

1

i
i

I

4

!
-

1 _
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,.gs h I peopie.
)

'1DH 2 So pSARs are made for COE reactors , whetner or not

3 they're licensed.

'
4 So it's a necessary step, in any event.

,

i 5 One of the bit controversies, of course, is can a

6 state -- does the state have the right to stop work on a

e waste repository?

3 I'm not a constitutional lawyer and I think you'd

9 procably find that that's a very difficult constitutional

.
10 question. However, the department has taken a policy position

/ 11 rathe r than a legal position that it will not do work in a

12 state without the concurrence of ctate officials.

13 I think that's not only a policy matter, out a

)
matter of practicality.14

' 15 In today's environment, New Mexico, I think, is a

16 very forward looking state in that they have not taken a

1s position on WIPP and have kept, I think, an open mind. And

18 they have also looked ahead as to how they might work with

19 DOE to implement the policy of what we call consultation

20 and concurrence.

21

22

23

(/
25

!
'

_

|

|

:
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1 (Slide.)]p9mte1
2 As a result, the State of New Mexico has got quite

,

3 an organization for interfacing with DOE. It really came |
)

| 4 about in two stages. In the early administration of
,

5 Governor King, he appointed, I believe, at that time an

6 adviscry committee on WIPP, which reports to him and is also
i

7 associated with a committee of long standing, this committee
1

8 on technical excellence, which includes national laboratory

, 9 heads and university people.

10 This is a special advisory committee.

11 Professor Wilkening is the chairmanI. And they provide advice
,

12 in a more or less conventional way.

! 13 Also, earlier than in the very recent past, this .

,

14 environmental evaluation group was set up in the Department

I 15 of Health and Environment, and they are staffed with competent
|
'

16 scientists. Dr. Neal is the director and they are developing--

17 basically, they are in a methods developing mode, although

. Is they have provided extensive cocments on the EIS.
I
i

j 19 This spring the legislature passed an act, the
3

:

20 Radioactive Wastes Consultation Act, and created two bodies:'

21 a task force which is comprised of the heads of these three
;
'

22 departments, which is responsible for interfacing with the-

23 Federal Government on the issue of WIPP, particularly what
..

!

- 24 do we mean and how do we implement the consultation and
'm-F.o.rw n.co,tm, inc.

25 concurrence. ,

1

! C06 127
i.

'
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1 In the legislature, appointed by the legislative

2 council, which is sort of a committee of both houses, is a
f

I
s 3 consultation committee, fcur state senators, four state repre-

4 s mtatbms, and they are charged with oversight of the interface

5 with the Federal Government. They are becoming quite active.

6 The task force has had a meeting, I believe, two
i j

7 weeks ago. The legislative committee, consultation committee,8

8 is holding a hearing tomorrow in Santa Fe. Sheldon Myers

9 will be testifying before them. And they're zeroing in on

10 what do we mean by consultation and concurrence. I think

11 they understand what we mean by consultation; concurrence is
|

12 going to take some sharper definition.
,,

V
i 13 And I point out a serious problem, in that the
!

14 Armed Services Connittees, particularly of the House, are a

15 little leery about the state having what may look like a
t

i 16 veto authority over a defense facility. So we walk here on

17 new ground and with a very delicate situation.

18 I put Texas in the barbed wire. WIPP is closer to

19 much of Texas than much of New Mexico. We have had contact
j

i

20 with the attorney general and the Texas energy advisory

21 council, which advises the governor on energy policy. But

h
22 we of course do not have the. infrastructure that N'ew Mexico

23 has set up.
_

24 (Slide.)
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 I added one more slide. This is more for a Sandia

! OOG 17j
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3 1 briefing when you are out in that area again.
J

2 Some of the technical issues that are being addressed,
I

3 in the R&D program: true degradation- and gas generation; how
}

4 much gas are we going to hava generated. And that influences
1

5 aow many gas-generating materials we can tolerate in the
1

6! wastes. It directly influences the waste acceptance criteria.
|

7 Work on rock response sumnarized there. And looking towards

8 the future sealing of the repository.

9 DR. LAWROSKI: What's the nearest distance to

10 Mexico?

11 HR. BECKETT: Let me see. Not too far. I'll have

12 to find a map. But you've got the little skinny part of

O
13 Texas there right underneath New Mexico. I would say it's

14 less than a hundred miles.

15 DR. LAWROSKI: Are they involved in any way, like,

16 Texas?

17 MR..BECKETT: Mexicc, to my knowledge, has not i

I.
I

18 been involved directly. I might point out, I've mentioned

19 the bumper stickers, and this project is like a lightning rod

20 or a lodestone, which attracts all the people who have

21 injuries or concerns with social evils. And so when we get

22 to the hearings, discrimination against Chicanos, discrimina-

23 tion against Indians, all of these issues, the problems of the
.

24 state government and their relationships with each other --
4 F.o r : n.co,ters,inc.

I25 al1 of these issues come to the hearings.
, _
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~g 1 So as I say, the project is an interesting and
J

2 active one.

3 MR. GRENDON: Is there an Indian reservation anywhere

4 near this site?

5 MR. BECKETT: To my knowledae, not within 40 miles.

6! I believe you get over- into the mountains to the west, around
i

7 Las Cruces, and in that general area.

8 I'm sorry I spent longer than I meant to. But
,

9 Keith said he wanted a little time to get ready because he

10 got into this just at the last minute. Keith will cover some

11 of the rest of the program.

12' Thank you for your attention.
'S ,

''#
13 DR. LAWROSKI: You don't expect the aquifers that,

14 might get involved in the event of an accident, that it would

15 affect the supplies of water in New Mexico?

16 MR. BECKETT: No. We get down into Texas, and

17 therefore the people in Texas around Odessa, the League of

18 Women Voters are very concerned with the aquifer. And one

19 postulates eventual travel to the aquifer. But we're talking

20 with the times and distances to really bring it down to an

21 almost infinitesimal number.

C 22 DR. PARKER: It's extremely low permeability.

23 DR. STEINDLER: Could I ask -- you may have mentioned

24 the funding or the budget situation. Perhaps either I missed-

Am Federal R,pters, Inc.

25 it or I wasn't paying attention. How did you fare for
q C E, I. 7Jo
.

k
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. I fiscal ' 80 in the budget situation?
.

2 MR. BECKETT: _Okay. Congress has not passed the

m 3 fiscal '80 budget. We were authorized zero in the House and
eO -

1

4 we were authorized funding to continue, not at the rate that
!

-

Si we had requested, but at a reduced rate. In a conference,
I

6 money was provided, but only for the first six months of the
'.

7 year, because the two issues of licensing and state concurrence --

8 the Committees wanted to maintain a tight rein, to take another

9 look halfway through the year to see whether those problems are

10 on their way to solution.

11 DR. STEINDLER: Are you able to operate on this

12 kind of a six months basis without seriously impairing your

O' 13 time schedule?

14 MR. BECKETT: I think we have ways. We now would

15 plan to start construction in '81 and complete -- start

16 limited operations in '86. With the current funding, there,

17 are way to get around that.

18 More serious, however, is the NEPA process, and

19 the connent period on the draf t statement closed on September

20 6th. We're restricted on the amount of final design work

21 the * we can do until the final statement is out. The NEPA

22 process is impacting more seriously right now than the funding_

;

| 23 process.

24 DR. LAWROSKI: What is your position within DOE?
Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc.

25 MR. BECKETT: I mn called the WIPP project leader.

! eqs 1. 3 i ,
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1 report to Sheldon Myers, who is director of the Office, the

2 program director of the Office.

'
3 DR. LAWROSKI: You report directly to Myers?

f~}
!#

4 MR. BECKETT: Yes, sir.

5 DR. LAWROSKI: No one in between?

6, MR. BECKETT: No. There are a lot of people around.

7 (Laughter.)

I
I DR. LAWROSKI: That I expected.S

9 How about you, ,.tr. Klein?

10 MR. KLEIN: Keith Klein. I'm with the Division of

11 Waste Isolation. As you probably remember, there are several

12 , divisions in the Office of Nuclear Waste Management: the

([) 13 Division of Waste Products, Transportation, Waste Isolation,

14 primarily responsible for the long-term disposals, siting,

15 the technology development and design, construction and

16 licensing of the facilities.

17 And there are some proiects, such as the WIPP

18 project which Gene heads up, in an Administration Division,

19 and a couple smaller divisions.

20 DR. LAWROSKI: To whom does Myers report?

21 MR. BECKETT: To the Assistant Secretary for Energy
1

(_ 22 Technology, who is now Charlie Williams, who is Acting

! 23 Assistant Secretary. John Deutsch had that job before he

~

24 was promoted to Under Secretary.
w.o.rw R.oomn, inc.

25 DR. LAWROSKI: Go ahead, Mr. Klein.

'

O Cf h. -),,
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1 MR. KLEIN: Putting together this presentation --gg
V

2 DR. LAWROSKI: Or is it Dr. Klein?

3 MR. KLEIN: Mr. Klein, Keith.
(g)

.

4 Circumstances beyond our control have kind of

5 resulted in a unique circumstance of my boss putting together

6 this presentation for me. I feel confident that all the

7 substantial content i's here. But I think I have to give him

8 a few lessons in organization.
.

9 (Laughter.)
t

10 MR. KLEIN: I would also mention --

II DR. LAWROSKI: But he lets you do it.
:

12 (Laughter.)

13 DR. LAWROSKI: Being a product of the mass media.

14 generation, one of my primary concerns is whether or not my

15 deodorant is holding up.

16 What we've done is highlighted --

17 (Slide.)

18 -- what we consider the major accomplishments that

19 have occurred under the auspices of the Office of Nuclearr

20 Waste Management since your meeting cut in Hanford in April.
,

21 I'll try to pull out the most significant of those, and I

(1
|

22 will basically use these as talking points, and be coming
;

i
23 back to this particular viewgraph.

24 Most significantly, the generic environmental
Am FederW Reporters, Inc.

25 impact statement on the management of commercia'ly generat,ed ,
.

-,
i

|
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I high-level waste has been issued in draft form. It covers.

2 ten different alternative strategies far waste disposal,

3 ranging from a seabed to ice sheet, space disposal and deep ,)
.)

4 hole and deep geologic and mine repositories. It compares

5 and evaluates environmental impacts of the different approaches
I

6! and supports the DOE proposal to continue emphasizing the deep
|

7 geologic disposal as the primary concept for ultimate waste

8 disposal.

9 It also embraces the recommendations of the IRG

10 report, which have been integrated into the program and which

11 we are pursuing.

i

12 ! There have been hearings in Washington, D.C., and in

|s
(w/ 13 ' Chicago on the draft statement. Hearings are planned, coming

,

14 up fairly soon in Atlanta and San Francisco and Dallas,

15 Texas.

16 I might add that participation at the first couple

17 meetings has not been all that fantastic. There have been ;

!

IS some interesting comments, but it seems as if we have to i

19 improve our efforts at advertising these hearings. And we
,

i

20 have done that. For the Atlanta hearing, over 5,000 flyers

21 have been sent out. There have been radio spots produced as

22 public service announcements, and also TV spots, I believe.-

23 We've also generated some summary documents which really

24 distill down the gist of the environmental impact statement i
Ac.-s.o.r. neoon.n.inc.

25 to a manageable few pages, and multiple copies of this are
,

C, C 6 \J
,
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|
|

I being made available. |]
|

2 So hopefully this will stimulate more public input .

,] 3 into the decisionmaking process, so we can have an even
i

-

4 stronger basis for proceeding with deep geologic disposal and

5i have that settled.
|

6 MR. GRENDON: Where and how do you distribute these

7' things? In the San Francisco area, for example, I wasn't

8 aware of rhese hearings.

9|! MR. KLEIN: The San Francisco hearings haven't taken'

10 place yet.

Il MR. GRENDON: No, but you're trying to advertise

12 them. Eow do you advertise them?

O i

,

13 MR. KLEIN: Newspaper ads are one thing. I don't'

14 know if they've come out yet or not.

15 They have come out, someone's nodding back there.

16 They have been produced.

17 The regional representative of the office, being
i

18 out there and most familiar with local concerns and regional j

i

19 politics, are really handling the advertisement of these |

20 hearings. But basically, it's the newspaper ads. 'TV spots

21 are being produced and radio spots and these flyers.

22 DR. LAWROSKI: In Atlanta, you could have been

.
23 promised a much bigger audience had it been located in

24 Stone Mountain, for example,
w.o.m n.conen. inc.

25 MR. KLEIN: We'll take t hat into consideration. ;

}3:35
-
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1 The meetings -- the hearings haven' t been held yet. But it ,

h |
2 may not be too late to consider that. -

3 The second item I want to touch upon is the--

-)
-

4 continued and expanded fie1d' exploration --
t

.

5 (Slide.)

6 -- in states of interest. You've probably all seen

i i

7! this viewgraph before. Shown are the four salt formations |

|

3| which have historically been of interest, and also the

9 Nevada test site and Hanford Reservation. This particular

10 viewgraph overlays those formations with the locations of

11 reactors.
i
i

12i I have to caveat this by pointing out that all of
I

(} our activities in the Salina Basin are on hold due to lack13

14 of agreement with the state on how we can proceed with those.

15 But we have made considerable progress in the Paradox, Permian,
I

'

|

16 and the Gulf Coast salt dome areas.

I

17 DR. PHILBRICK: Are you on hold on Ohio, too? !

!
I

18 , MR. KLEIN: New York and Ohio, too.

19 MR. BASSETT: Michigan?

'

20 MR. KLEIN: Especially Michigan. We never really

21 got too far off the ground in Michigan. That was one of the
.

!
'

first states we were interested in, and had difficulties22

i

| 23 there. But there is some encouraging development there and

|
'

-

!24 potential for some future work there, as in a number of other
Am FwwW Recrun, Is |

!25 - states, which I'll get into a little bit later.
i

I

\ ,)'

i.
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I
I But of course, the four salt dome regions are not |

.

2 on DOE land, and so that I think makes it a good point for

3 illustrating how our efforts at involving the public and the

4 state officials and the state institutiens have been success-

5 ful and are really very encouraging. Really, if you came to

6 me personally and asked me, what are the ten most significant

7 accomplishments in the DOE waste management program, I would i

8 tell you about ten specific bore holes that have been bored

9 outside the DOE reservations. Each one of those really

10 represents a considerable accomplishment.

II First of all, any field activities, we proceed by

12 first discussing our intentions or desires with the state

O-

13 officials, oftentimes starting with the governor. From

14 there, it filters down to the state level officials; and from

15 there it often goes to public hearings or meetings in the

16 areas in which we want to conduct the field studies. Couple

17 that with the number of permits and regulations, state
i

18 regulations and rules which have some bearing on where we !

19 ' can conduct our activities and how, and considering the public

20 apprehensions, then it really involves quite an amount of

21 spadework in explaining just what it is exactly that we want

22 to do and how we intend to do it.

23 In the case of Mississippi, we have presented a ;

24 plan of work to the state which outlines what we'd like to do
Weral Reporters, Inc.

25 in the next year, and it has been signed by a select
|

CCh l3 |!
i
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i governor's committee, which has been by executive order !em
si i

2 appointed to work with us in working out how we can proceed.
1
1

- 3 And it's very comforting to have that sort of paper, which
.

4 both from our perspective and the state's perspective shows !

5 where we're going and outlines how we're going to get there. ,

61 I'd also say ithat we are involving state institu-
|

7 tions of higher learning and state agencies in the conduct

8 and evaluation of these activities, and that has also been

9 most helpful, because the state involvement, the state agencies;
i

10 -- DOE credibility is not at an all-time high, so having state

11 universities and state agencies actually involved in the
.

12 field. work itself and the evaluation of the results really

13 1 goes a long way in providing the state the assurances that
:

I4 we are in fact being open and that everything we do is'

15 subject to their concurrence.

16 MR. GRENDON: What does NWTS mean?

17 MR. KLEIN: That's the National Waste Terminal
,

i

!18 Storage program. It's of course a program that was initiated

19 in '76. It was initially a broad-based program covering

20 36 states. We were forced to focus on the six states,

|
21 primarily salt, in '77 for a nenber of reasons. We're now

,

'| ( 22 in the process again of expanding these efforts.

23 So field work has proceeded with new drilling in |
- |

i
24 each of these four formations. And also, I'd like to point

Ace-Federse Reporters, Inc.

25 out that the IRG report has reccmmended -- and we wholeheartedly
I

t d96 l3b i'
,
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Q l support the recommendation -- that the feasibility of deep

2 geologic disposal really has to be established at specific

( 3 sites. You have to look at what's there, consider the overall

4 system, consider what's there naturally, what you could put

5 in there from an engineering standpoint, and work it all

6 together. We really do believe in that, also.

7j So we. have a fairly aggressive program for expanding

i
e-9 8 our siting efforts, particularly into the non-salt media.

9|
'

|

10

11
i

.Dv i

13

14

15

16

17

|
18 |

19

20

,

22 i

|
*

'

23
3

24 i j

worse Reporwri, Inc. | |,7
25 (; q E, t .) i |

|
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^gcDAv i DR. LAhWOSKI kihere is Alliance, Kansas, on that -
~

W - -

2 map?
_

,.

')'

q 3 >MR. SECKETT: Rich.t .in the uoper corner of the
y - -. ' .

_

4 Permian Basia.
.

_

'

,

'

5 DR. LAWROSKIs It is a part of that. 40ksy.. I
;

,
,

<o thoug ht it was f urther east.
|> ~

,.

'
7 DR PARKER { I think you're right, Stave. I think'

. . ... -

,

6 , the basin wasn't placad pro perly.

y CR. STEINJLER: Do the governors -
,

'IU DR. LAWROSKI: Have you misplaced the Permian
\

'l1 . Basird

12 MR. KLEIN: I was saying coming down here thct

, '- 13 given the high esteem with which 'everyone regards the ACRS

O
'

i4 and its consultants and all that I wasn't going to he
.

15 surprised if I was going to be a; king you questions et the

lo -ond of the se<ssion insteac of the othar way around,

think ' t should be moved over to17 DR. PARKER: I i

ld the middle half of the stata , S teve .

19 DR. LAWROSKI: Thank you. Did you have a

20 o,uostion, Martin?

- 21 DR. STEINDLER: Do each of the governors in each

22 of the states in which y.ou're doing your bore hole drilling,

23 your drilling right now, uncerstand tha t their area is a

24 cotential repository for waste?

'

25 MR. KLEIN: In most uncertain terms - or most

.

A

C c C, \ H .,
;

'

.
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])cuA/ 1 certain terms, excuse me.

2 (Laugnter.)

3 DR. STEIN 0LER: Which one do you like? In effect,
}

4 what your saying is tnat each of the places in which you

5 have received these at least tacit a pprovals f rom local

government of ficials, each of those places are precared too

7 accept a full blown repository.
.

8 MR. KLEIN: Oh, not at all. No. Before we do

9 anytning in the state, we work with the state. officials and

10 ortentimes again that includes the governor. But really

11 this just covers the specific scope of work. We're in the

12 geologic exploration phase of our studies now. The only

13 thing we'r,e intending to co is look at the se forma tions,
() 14 consider what's there, characterize them, and determine if,

15 in fact, .there's any potential for re cository development

to there.

17 DR. STEINDLER: If logic cells you that someone

18 wno approves your explana tionn, knowing full well that it is

iv possible that you find ait a cce ptable site by con tinuea

20 exploration, would then ultimately be faced with the

21 question, wouldn't that governmental body accept a

22 re pository for that point, and if the answer is

23 prede termined to be no, there isn't any point in allowing

( 24 the drilling in the first place.

25 MR. KLEIN: I think tha t the f act that we are

3C(b |9I
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]pc0A1 I there anc it's with the sta te's consent snows that they are

2 receptive, owing to national intere st, the recognized need

3 3 to nave repositorie s, to contribute to the solution,
.)

4 particularly if we're stucying in a regional sense -- if

5 everyone is doing their f air shares -- no one state wants to

o ce the national cump, if you will.

7 OR. EfEINDLER I understand that. I'm sim ply

e trying to explore the extent to which the local governmental

v bodie s nave , oy approving your exploration, tacitly given

10 you approval or have given aporoval to a much broader

li potential involvement.

12 MR. KLEIN: No, the a pproval Just really extends

13 to the immediate scope of work that we're pro posing. I'd

() 14 say when the time comes that we can or cannot propose a site

15 as being wnat we consider being technically qualified for

lo licensing, then that will have to be discussed with the

17 state. They may or may not agree. They may think that more

18 researen may have to ce done. They may decice that the

1v puolic or the state attitude is just too negative to allow

20 t hem to su ppo r t i t a t that time.

21 We're several years away still f rom being able to

22 propose any specific site , so i t woulcn't be fair to ask

23 them for blani:et approval to go anead, and it's not

( 24 consistent with our policy of consultation and concurrence.

25 DR . LAW ROSK I : Go ahead with your presentation.

. A

C k | '1 L
,
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I MR. GRENDON: M.ay I point ou t that political
}])cuAV

2 positions enange. Governors and legislatures change.

3 MR. KLEIN: I t's an uncertainty which we have to
}

4 live with, and it's unfortuna te , bu t that's the way our

5 system works.

o MR. SECKEIT: Could I make a comment, Keith? I

7 think Texas -- the discussions we had in Texas, to me, were

e pretty interesting. Texa s, of course , has permitted

Y explora tion, but I think the state government looks on this

10 as a national problem and, you knew, looks ahead for its

11 exploration to meet the na tional need.

12 People, though, in Texas say, well, we're

13 concerned, for example, that Michigan doesn't let you

(h 14 explore and we do. Aren't you really precluding identifying
,

15 the possible site under those conditions?

16 So the states are looking at each o ther , and I

17 think there is general movement, as the educational proce ss

la goes, and the needs of the country are be tter understood,

19 and I think the states are moving toward -- if everybody is

20 in this thing, everycody cooperates -- will remove their

21 indivicual objections.

22 That is wnat we're trying to do, and we're not

23 doing it by heavy-handed methods.

(~ 24 DR. LAWROSKI Go a he ad .

25 MR. KLEIN: Okay.

yG6 i 0.i
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1 (Slice.)pcuAV

2 Along the lines of our expanded exploration

3 efforts, I would point ou t the argillite f ormations whichs

. d)
{ 4 are currently the subject of a literature study being
i

5 contractea out by ONWI,. which will culminate next year in
'

o icentifying areas of potential interest where we might

7 entertain doing field studies,

e Of course, once we do and reach a point where we

9 can identify our specific interests, then we would discuss.

10 that possibility with t he aff ected states.
,

I
11 CR. PHIL3 RICK: May I comment a moment, Steve?

12 DR. LAWROSKI Yes. Go ahead.

13 DR. PHIL3 RICK: There was a question just a bit
i

! () 14 ago on the extent of the Permian Basin. Now I'll give you a

15 question on the extent of the granite. It cuts across on

10 the sheet you have shown, but it follows that Permian Basin.

17 (Slide.)i

18 MR. KLEIN: Here's the slide.

19 DR. PHILSRICK: And I did field work down there in

20 Virginia in 1928, we didn't have any granite in the area

21 that you've got mapped when I did field work in West

22 Virginia, they didn't have it t he re . I t doe sn' t ex tend

23 across Maryland as you show it. It doesn't extend all the

(| 24 way across Virginia a s you show it.

25 My f eeling is that you have a basic error, and

{45 l [! 1
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I I'll tell you about the sta te of .'.iaine in which I dic field
]}cuA/

2 work in 1931 and '32 and which I have traveled a goce deal

- 3 on f oot, but not on horseback, and the area that you're

4 mapping here as granitic is covered with slate.

5 Now if you are going to have amongst the

o scientific community a f eeling of reliance on your technical

7 work, then it must be accurate. I can't know wno you got

6 this information f rom, but it doesn't come cut in the areas

V in which I'm particularly knowledgeable.

10 DR. LAWROSKI: I understand that in the

11 environmental statement that the Permian Basin, at least, is

12 placed correctly. That's why I asked the question about

13 Alliance.

() 14 DR. PHILSRICKr The same thing applies on pagei

15 3.1.11 in the draf t environmental impact statement. Your

lo f igure 3.12 show s e rro r. This is major error. And there

'
17 are going to be a lot of guys who have walked this country

16 and know what the rocks are, and they're going to look at

19 this, and they're going to say, "Those guys don't know what

20 the hall they're doing." And that you cannot af f ord to

21 have.

22 MR. KLEIN: Are you talking about at all de pths or

23 primarily surf acial f ormations?

() 24 DR. PHILSRICK r How deep do you want to consider?

25 MR. KLSIN: I'm not a geologist. I'll have to

-

f

..
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cuAV I take your word for it.-

2 CR. PHIL3 RICK: From an engineering standpoint,

3 how deep do you wanc to explore?-,

' 4 MR. KLEIN: To 3000-

5 DR. PHIL3 RICK: Then wha t I'm telling you is the

o absolute truth. If you want to go down to the basement,

7 then you can find granite at greater depths. And in that

8 case, then you've got to cover a great deal of the

9 Mississippi Basin, because the basement underneath that
,

10 territory is, in many case s, granitic.

Il So go back to your guys wbc drew the maps, tell

12 them to go back anc cneck their data.

13 MR. KLEIN: Well, when I say we're only interested

(]) 14 in 3000 feet, one of the purposes of the screening study is
.

15 to block out these areas which are either at depths which

lo are of no interest or too shallow to be of interest. So I

17 can't attest to the accuracy of these viewgraphs,

18 unf or tun ately . I appreciate your pointing this out.

19 DR. PHILSRICK: It's in the draft er.vironmental

20 impact statement, in error.

21 MR. KLEIN: I'm glad you pointed that out. We'll

22 have to take another look at it. It's most unfortuna te.

23 DR. LAWROSKI: You may have been going to some of

{. 24 the wrong states?

25 (Laugnter.)

eye )kJ
3

.
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'')cuAV 1 MR. KLEIN: I wonder now if we're really 1 coking
J

2 at salt or just sometning that icoks like salt. Ho pe f ully ,

3 it's just an administra tive error and the geologists have

4 Just become so used to seeing' the se that they don't really
i

5 check them anymore -- something as simple as that,

o (Slide.)

7 Another item which I believe your all f amiliar

b with, tne Earth Sciences Technical Plan, represents a joint

effort cy tne De partment of Energy and the USGS to map outy
.

10 Just what exactly wna t we have to do in the earth sciences

.l i area, covering research technology cevelopment, lab testing,

12 field te sting, to get f rom where we are now to tne po in t

13 where we can confidently say, recommend specific sites as
m
s.) 14 being technically qualified. I t's no simple task , and the

15 kind of delays we're encountering in this Earth Sciences

to Technical Plan, I think attest to that.

17 A lot of people have vague ideas and general

16 impre ssions and general iceas of what needs to be done, but

19 when you ge t to lay it on the table as to wha t specifically.

20 it becomes a little more difficult.

21 We have made substantial progre ss with the area of

22 the Earth Sciences Technical Plan.

23 (Slide.)

( 24 A first cut, which ended up not being a plan but

25 really being a f ramework for addre ssing tnis overall

OL6 ) 0; ,
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fqgc6AV I question was issued in January '79, and you've probably

. .)
2 alreacy seen it. It identifies the ciff erent barriers and

_
3 the multi-carrier a pproach, the deep geologic isolation. It

- 4 icentifies the diff erent time f rames and locations and asks

5 fundamental questions concerning the state of knowledge that

o aff ects now mucn we know about the cifferent barriers in the

7 cifferent time frames.

c It also compiles the existing work in the earth

v sciences tecnnical area as a baseline f rom which we can

10 icentify new tasks tnat need to be cone to make sure that

11 all tne questions in this matrix of time and location versus

12 barrier can be answered in a suitable time f rame.

13 We expect to have a draf t plan out by the end of

[]) 14 this calendar year, and that will be widely oistributed for

15 review and comment. Then, hopefully, inde per. den t tec hnical

lo experts will be able to contribute to that plan, really

17 becoming a first rate document that everyone can have

lo conficence in.

19 CR. PHIL3 RICK: Will that document define the

20 various media in which you will consider storage of waste?

21 MR. KLEIN: I don't know if it specifically will.

22 I suspect tha t it does. I think we already -- I could give

23 you a tentative answer.

{ I really believe we are open to all viable24

25 c ancida te s. It becomes a mattar of priorities with the

.
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'

(])cJAV I f unding collars tnat you have -- where to f ocus in the near

2 term. f nings tna t we know more about probably receive more

'3 3 emphasis, consioering that generically there seems to be no
.gr. ,

j 4 perfect host rock mecium. Each has diff erent advantages and

!
5 disadvantages from the generic standpoint, but you really

o nave to consider it as cart of the overall system at

i 7 specific sites and look wnat's there.

6 You pointed out , I remember, Mr. Philbrick, at one

9 of our NRC briefings, I believe it was you, the potential-

10 f or shale beds interspersed in salt horizons as being a

.11 potential medium. That's attracted quite a bit of interest,

12 and it's precisely that sort of thinking that we're trying
,

13 to promote to the best we can among our contractors in terms'

() 14 of a systems approach.j

I
; 15 DR. PHILBRICKt This is a very interesting thing,

16 because there seems to be no real relationship be tween the

17 actual waste package and the medium in which it's placed,

lo and the waste package and the medium should be in

19 equiliorium. And if they were in equilibrium, we've got a

20 corapletely redundant si tua tion .

21 Now this is a scheme which was presented to COE,

22 to ONWI, a year ago by Stone & Webster, and there's been no

23 reply f rom ONWI to Stone & Webster.

( 24 And I would like to point this thing. The concept

25 includes the f abrication of radioactive waste canisters

.-
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{}gcuAV I f rom a nickel-iron alloy that can be demonstrated to remain

2 stacle in various mapnic rocks for more tnan 100 million

3 years. Two, to surround the canisters with a buffer media.

| 4 composec of an assemblage of rock f orming minerals that are
!

5 stable with respect to both the canister material and the

o proposed host rock and that would swell when it reacts with

7 water under the influence of waste generated heat and would
;

a become an impermeal barrier to further groundwater

V incursion.

10 And thirdly, to site the proposed repository in

11 one of the ultramaphic rock types compatable with the

~

12 canister alloy and buffer minerals.

13 Now this gets to be of considerable merit when you

() 14 go back to the points you've made so beautifully with
,

15 re spe ct to relationships with the states and the ability to'

'a explore and eventually the ability to place and build the

17 repository.
:

le Now, since you're not a geologist, may I poin t out

19 t ha t a maphic rock is one which is high in iron and high in

20 magnesium. Okay, where do you have that on f ederal

21 property? Do you have it at Hanford? Right there in your

22 hand.

23 The important thing, I think, for COE to do is to

(_ 24 examine this concept proposed by Stone & Webster, submitted

25 to ONWI sometime in the last year to see whether the thing

-

%

_. _ _ ._ _. . _ . _ _ ._ _



7140 10 12 503

');cuAV 1 looks as good to you fellows as it appears to be on the

2 surface.

3 Now maphic rocks are not confined to Hanforo.}
They're, scattered all over the country. And if you're4

5 lcoking for a piece of ground in the north, you can take the

o Duluth gabbro on the western side of Lake Superior. You

7 can find similar situations, if you will, in the eastern

a part of Marylanc. So there are different places where this

y type of thing can be founc.

10 That's all I've got on that po i n t .

11 MR. KLEIN: I appreciate it, and I think that

12 st ggestions of that type are primarily responsible for our

13 really trying hard to take a systems approach.

() 14 It reminds me of one other thing I f orgot to point

15 out in terms of our expansion of siting efforts is that we

lo have also allocated in FY '80 for a national screening

17 effort based on criteria wnich we haven't developed yet.

Io Sut it would at least, conceptually -- we're hoping i t would

19 emorace concepts exactly like you're pointing out.

20 DR. pHILSRICK: Completely redundant, which is

21 what you've been looking for.

22 MR. KLEIN: Independence and redundancy, I guess,

23 are two different things. It certainly is a goal which we'd

( .. 24 like to , strive for -- comple te redundance. But whether or

25 not, in practicality, we can achieve that in an abcSlLue

'

;F i
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i sense, I can' t Know. But that's ge tting into more de tails.]]pcuAV
2 I noce we can continue this dialogue and that it

i

3 can get communicated to the right people. There's no reason
,

~

4 f or not having answers or at least good responses to good,
i

5 sound technical proposals. So I'll pursue that.

o DR. STEINDLER: Excuse me, this Earth Science

7 Tecnnical Plan that is going to be issued, I gather, by the

o end of this year presumably nas a time schedule targe t a t

v the end of wnicn period all necessary information dealing in

10 the area of earth sciences will become available for, and

11 you can till in the blank, repository design, lic en sing

12 action, et cetera. Can you identify by when all t hi s

13 inf ormation should be suf ficiently available? In other

() 14 worcs, is there a target goal for re pository --

15 MR. KLEIN: We ao have target goals that are set

to more by national policy and which will be set based partly

17 on a siting strategy or options for siting strategy which

le have been proposec to the President and, as I understand,

IV are on the President's de sk now in the form of a decision

20 memo.

21 But the Earth Sciences Technical Plan, to the

22 ex te n t that it can, will be consistent with those target

23 schecules. But the prima ry thrust is that we have interim

(, 24 capabilities to manage these wastes in an interim manner for

25 Lord knows how long and still preserve health and saf e ty.

\sr, ' -0e0 3
.
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(]pcuAV 1 That's not to belittle the need to get on with

2 actually disposing of cnem, but their primary importance, at

,~ 3 least in our view, is just knowing exactly all the things
s-

4 that we have to cc or develop'a technical consensus as to

5 wha t we have to do. And we'll take as long as it takes to

o co Lt.

7 So f ar it looks like we are, in fact, on the right

e track in all areas anc have most of these things covered and

9 the results will be in in a time f rame that's consistent

10 with the starting of the licensing process. We'll be able

il to support with confidence our siting recommendations.

12' But I don' t wan t to prejudge the' results of the

13 E5TP. It is composed of people outside the DOE programs.

() 14 It is heavily influenced by USGS, and there may very well be
,

15 things identified in there which we had no t thought of and

16 had not been included in the programs before which couldgjc.

17 impact the schedules.

le

lY

20

21

22

23

(_. 24

25
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''a pu! V I DR. STEINuLER: What you're saying, tna t the whole
-/-

2 programmatic structure and the pace at which you're going,

y: 3 is going to be set by a presidential decision not yet mace?

4 And f rom there on , you're going to try and structure your

5 research program to meet tnat schedule?

6 MR. KLEIN: The siting strategy, the target

7 scheoule for repository development, will be set by the

8 presidential decision. The technology develo cmen t, really,

9 is as f ar as planning, we're proceeding as f ast as we can.

10 Ne're more limited by availability of peo pl e , qualified

.11 people to work on these programs, than anything else. And

12 of course, a lot of thi s, too , can be bounding uncertainties

13 rather than resolving them, in which case you can live with

O 14 the result from some of this long-term R&D, not really

!$ coming in, as long as you can bound it and accomm.odate it in

16 your overall approach.

17 DR. PARKER: Mr. Klein, now tha t you've brought up

Id the question of redundancy, I wonder whether you'd like to

19 comment on the exchange of letters that took place this

20 summer between Mr. Martin and Mr. Myers on this whole

21 question of multiple barriers. And we've been told by the

22 N5C people that DOE concurs with them that, you know, one

23 needs complete redundancy to ensure that one has a proper

(_ 24 site, that one has to open up at depth and explore at depth

25 a number of sites before a proper site can be chosen. Is

.

i54'
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]);uAi i t ha t COE's policy now?

2 MR. KLEIM: To tne best of my knowlecge it i sn ' t .

3 I tnink this matter is still open. My understanding of it^

,; )
4 is -- again, I'm not at the highe st levels of DOE, so I may

5 be a bit behind the times on this -- but my understanding is

6 that we're sttil discussing it from a COE standpoint. We're

7 developing a thoughtful position on the practicality and the

6 nece ssity of some of what we understand to be the NRC staff

9 proposals.

IC CR. PARKER: 71111 it be a formal response in

il addition to one that's already been given by Mr. Myers to

12 Mr. Martin's le tter?

13 MR. KLEIN: Presumably. I know we're still
o
\-) la thinking this out. We're going to be meeting with ONWI in

15 the not-too-distant f uture to discuss this ma tter with them

16 some more, so we're still developing our position. And I

17 feel relatively sure that our position will be spelled out

lo in written terms. Gene , would you agree to tha t?

19 MR. SECKEIT: I believe we're going to give formal

20 comments on part 60. I think that is the medium in which, I

21 think, their draf t in part 60 discusses the nece ssity for

2? exploratory shaf ts, prior to a decision. I don't believe we

23 f ully encorse tha t, because one could find an acceptable

(j 24 site and characterize that site in an acceptable matter,

25 w it hou t perhaps having to characterize three si te s. I think

.

9
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']);uAv i the idea certainly in One ?fivP projec t, endorses get ing

2 some in sitt measurements to assist in repository design,

3 and also to give us go or no-go information early in the, )
a proc e ss.

5 You talk about having to co that at many sites in

o order to select tne best of those sites. I think it

7 presents some problems.

6 CR. LKt:ROSKI: Mr. White? Did you have your nand

v up?

10 |.iR. WHITE: Yes, I'd like just to maybe amplify on

11 w ha t he saic, a little bit. de've given COE advance

12 notice. he'll probably arrange a meeting right af ter tne

13 DOE presentation.
' r.

14 DR. LAWROSKI: What have you given to them?s-

Io MR. WHITE: A copy of the advance notice that

16 you'd gotten yesterday. I don't know all the particulars,

17 but I co know tnere are a number of issues not in total

le agreement, things like, I think there's a general ' concensus

19 on the need f or coing the in situ testing to determine site

20 suitability, and I agree tha t there's still an issue as to

21 the level of the investigations at alternative sites in

22 order to make a reasonable comparison. That's one i ssue .

23 I think -- I can't speak for Colin, but from the

(_ 24 last impressions I got f rom him, the 1000 years, there

25 wa sn ' t too much controversy about that.

\. C,
-
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[])pDA/ 1 'M . KLEIN: I woulc take exce ption to tna t. Ple're

2 still tninking that ou e also.

3 CR. PHILDRICK: Wnich way are you tninking? Are.)
4 you thinking of 1500 or five?

5 blR. KLEIN: I'm not qualified to give you a DOE

o opinion on tnat. It may very well be reascnable and

7 practical, we're giving it some very thoughtf ul

o consideration. It's createc quite a still, the 10 CFR 60,

9 I Unink its saf e to say, in the uepartment.

10 CR. PHILSRICKr Let's go back to snaf t sinking for

11 a moment. This is an expensive and time-consuming

12 operation, because you're going down to depths where you

13 have to provide ventilation and all sorts of things. You

() 14 may even need an escape shaft, who knows? So you may not be

1.5 in a position wnere you can get away witn one shaf t, you may

16 have to have two. The re are available , that is, there are

17 present, in the Salina Basin, shaf ts which penetrate the

le salt. Has there been any approach to the producers of

Iv commercial salt to utilize their openings for testing in

2C situ?

21 MR. KLEIN: As a matter of f act, a t Ave ry I sland,

22 there's a salt dome in Louisiana.

23 DR. PHILBRICK: Tha t's not the Salina Basin.

(_ 24 MR. KLEIN: I 'm so rry , I didn't hear.

25 DR. PHIL3 RICK: You've got a perf ectly good,

. c ~I\3cC C,
.
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''%puAV i unoperated snaft put down by Morton Salt. You've got Cargo
J

2 Salt, wnich is operating at the present time, in the

3 Salina. If it's in New York state, what you find in Salina

4 Salts is not going to be too diff erent f rom what you finc in

5 o tner salts. Has COE done this kinc of thinking?

o .4R. BdCKETT In ene WIPP program we have icoked

7 at ana have negotiatec with some of the potash mines in that

o area. I believe -- was it tne Climax that we've been

negotiating witn? I oon' t recall. That's sort of a ma ttery

IC o f a piece of tne program and f unding. But we have

11 a ttempted, and woula like to do some in situ measurements,

12 in the existing potasn mines. The potash zone is somewha t

'

13 higher, I believe, tha t is like 1000 to 1500 feet.
m
s_s 14 CR. PHILSR ICK: Have you thought about pu tting

15 down an inside shaft instead of going f ull depth f rom the

16 surface? In other words, are you thinking in terms of doing

17 this thing as cheaply as you c1n, to get results which will

lo be sufficient to quantify the situation?

lY It is very simpla. We dig a snaft, everything is

20 fine. But you spend a hell of a lot of money.

21 MR. BECKETT: That's correc t; and one woula need

22 an escape and ventilation shaf t. We're talking about a

23 mining operation. de're talking in the s20 to $40 million

(, 24 range.

25 DR. PHILSRICK: As a matter of fact, it's COE

eU C, S
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r')puA/ I who's coing this thing in dwecen.
i

2 MR. ALEIN: Yes.

. 3 LR. PHILBRICX: And you'ra using somebody else's

'

a nole in ene grounc.

d DR. LAWROSKI You're talking about the Stripa

o granite.

7 DR. PHILERICsr f es, so it would seem to me that

o you ought to 1cok for the same type of situation in thi s

v coun t ry . 'ilhy give the Swedes the benefit of everything?

10 MR. KLEIN: cle hava, I think, some potential

11 sites, mines in f act, were identified in the Salina Basin

12 specifically. I think more than anything else, the

13 institutional problems there have impeded anything coming,

Ag_j 14 of some specific proposals. No one can argue with the

IS objectives of ge tting as much for our bucks as we can,<

lo utilizing tne existing na tural ore conditions wherever we

17 can.

Io Tha t's why we took advantage of the Avery Island

19 salt mine in Louisiana, and we've capitalized on that

20 f urther by planning -- and we've ac tually started some brine

21 migration tests at the Avery Island mine. It startea out

22 being primarily an opportunity to do some thermomechanical

23 tests, or to get some data to confirm the models and thermal

( 24 conductivity and a f ew other things. But we seized upon

25 tha t also as an opportunity to resolve with USGS the brine

qt C, \ '
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] PvA'i
i migra tion i ssue.

2 JR. LAWROSAI: I founc it somewhat surprising to

- 3 reas in that vos lettar, the ma tter of the form of the
!..1

t . .

4 waste. The question was a new one, the importance of it. I
.

a thougn LOE a long time ago in its studies related to

o sollaification of wastes took into account the possibility

7 that the form woulo provice a great deal of protection for

c quite a long time against the release. That was one of the

y reasons for low leaching, low leacnable solids, was it not?

10 DR. ORTH: Yes. On the other hanc, if I may be

11 spared a comment at this point, the Oak Ridge reports that

12 talked about the basins, the salt basins ano the bedded

13 salt, hav, the explicit s ta te men t, which I can't quite quote

()'

14 accurately, but it goes to the effect tha t once one is in a

15 dry environment, down in the salt pit, it doesn't make any

16 diff erence wha t f orm of waste you have.

17 711th that kind of a background, the alternate

16 waste forms has been not really a matter --

19 DR. LAhROSKIr Sut long before that st atemen t

20 appearec by Oak Ridge, people were looking at that world

21 wide.

22 MR. KLEIN: As a matter of fact, the next bullet

23 on this item Alternate ifaste Forms Research, it's

(. 24 particularly timely. I have some slides I think that could

25 contribute to just the discussion you're having.

hNOc,c
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hpsAl i DR. LAWROSKI Were you through before t ha t , or it

2 that what you were going to take up next, anyway?

) 3 MR. KLEIN: This is wha t I was going to take up-

|
4 next, anyway.

5 (Slide.)

o Prior to the IRG recommenda tion, I'm sure you're

i

7 all aware, silica glass had been the waste f orm of

o pref erence f or the liquid wastes resulting from the defense

v activities. As you know, all this waste forms researen is

10 really being cone unoer cne auspices of the def ense

11 programs. Tha t's where the liquid waste s are , tna t's where

12 the reproce ssing is. And so, that's where this work is

13 going on.;

O 14 Prior to the IRG, there were investigations gearedi

15 toward alternative waste forms, evaluating different ones,

16 and a cecision was going to be made in FY '80. We really

17 thought that we were f urther along in that we really need.

le be. The current approacn is that we initiated a much

19 broacer review, a much more encompassing review of

20 alternative waste forms, and we intend to select two to four

21 by the end of fiscal year 'd3.

22 So, we're still retaining the silica gla ss as a

23 ref erence, but we are designing a program to try to

( 24 a ccommcdate changes to that. From wna t I understand, the

25 actual equipment for making the waste form can kind of

1b
t

c,
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''ip;AV I tevelop a little bit following the f acility development for
J

2 proce ssing the wa ste f rom the liquid form. So we can

{ ~t)
3 proc aec with our plans anc programs for f acilities at

a .

4 davannan River and Hanfora anc Idaho f or the solidification'

5 of tnose wastes without needing to make a cecision as to

6 what exactly the waste form will be.

7 At this time in fact, we don't even need to make

o it in 1980. ?le can '.yait as long as 'd3 for a final decision

v in '64

10 (Slice.)

11 So, what we're coing is pre paring a high level

12 waste management strategy document which will essen tially

13 summarize in cetail all the plans for this alternative forms
m
vs> 14 investigation. That will be made public at the end of '79.

15 (511de.)

16 Spe cif ica lly, some of the activities that we do

17 have planned at this time , and I'll be ge tting a f ew more

ld slides, some more into the cetails as to what are the se

19 alternative waste f orms -- I don't think I need to oo ther to

20 read this , it's in the package f or those of you that are

21 interested.

22 CR. PHILSRICK: What's CWPF?

23 MR. KLEIN: Def ense Waste Processing Facility.

(~ 24 This is a little bit out of my field, but I believe that's

25 the name of the f acility that will probably be processing

~

n
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']ppJAV I wastes. Savannah River is bringing tne first def ense

2 installation tha t will have cne wastes solicified.

3 OR. FOSTER: .Mr. Klein, at this time, the-} '

4 technology essentially has been demonstrated for glass as a
,

5 form, let's say, that's commercially available. If you wen t

o to some other form like supercalcite, could you give us an

7 icea of how long a celay you would think would be involved

in oeing able to bring one of those other processes up to ao

level tnat we presently nave for the glass?y

10 MR. KLEIN: One of the unings that has been cone

11 is formation of an inaependent generic assessment group,

12 which is considering all the diff erent candidate waste

13 forms, considering them from a numoer of different

() 14 standpoints, scientific f easibility and engineering
.

15 practicality being among those. So what you're pointing out

to is really an engineering practicality standpoint, which will

17 be a f actor in the prioritizing of the candidate waste

le forms f or de tailed work.

IV Right now, it's not an overriding f actor. '/Ie ' r e

20 starting out with scientific desiracility, feasicility and

21 its merits set aside from engineering practicality. And

22 that may lead to some new waste form work being done. It is

23 being cone now. Essentially, this viewgraph, which is also

([ 24 in your package, lists the diff erent waste forms that are

25 under consideration and you can see that a number of these,

kbJgt C,
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('ipsA/ 1 over nair , nave just racently been startec. And these are a
J

2 cirect result or the I.70, and it expands, or it covers

3 everything f rom synroc -- you name it, Just about anything
( 73-s. ,

i 4 you could want is in there, and will be there, given some

^

b serious consideration in the next year or two.

o So, coes that --

7 CR. FOSTER : No t really. If you decided not to

use glass at this poin t, but go to something else, wouldo

V this take something on the order of 10 years to get the

10 process demonstrated and ready to go commercial?

Il MR. KLEIN: It would depend on which form is

12 selected. I don' t cnink there's a generic answer. For a

13 number of them, the majority, my understancing is no, it

s/ 14 would not be that magnituce of effort. 'de're looking at
, ,

15 some thing that could be used for the Savannah River plant,

lo in the mid to late '80s time f rame, so that we can proceed

17 with the f acilities for developing that solidification

le without really needing to know exactly what the waste form

Iv is, because the equipment f or processing or making that

20 waste form can be almost considered to a certain extent a

21 black box which gets put in near the end, if you will.

22 So, I'll have to ref er your question to some

23 people that are more familiar, that can talk to the

( 24 individual items. I think you'd almo st have to consider it

25 on a case-by-case basis.

.

!4
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1 L3. PHILSR ICX: Can I ask you a question on<]yp;As
2 policy? How come I don't see any of the glass companies

3 listec there? or any of the metallurgical companies, or any'

~)t

4 of the people tna t are involved in ceramics? There isn't

5 anyoody there.

o |.tR . KLE IN : I t coe sn' t seem rather ivory-towerish,

7 dos sn't Lt1

= OR. edIL3R ICK: I happen to know, I live in New

York state, you also have Corning ir New York state and Iv

IC con't see anything in there of people who have made their

il living ceveloping new things. These guys are all su ppor tive

12 people.

13 CR. LAWROSAI Corning was listec on the previous

() 14 slide. -

,

15
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!

'

DR.. PARKER: That's just a review canel, Steve. '';

Cr)V/ sis
. 140

DA DR. LAWROSKI: I know.'

c-12 { j
4 ,

sla-1 DR. PHILBRICK: Why is this, why does the Government:
3 f) |

'

always go to the universities"or someplace else? |
s

4
i
.

5 MR. KLEIN: I think these are primarily --

6f DR. PEILBRICK: These are consultants that you've

!

7 get there.

MR. KLEIN: These are prime contractors basically
8,

i

9! here who coordinate the overall efforts. I believe they

I

l contract most of this out to glass firms such as Corning from
10 |

|

Il i people who really have-the brains and the innovation. I believe.

! I will have to check into that if you want to know the121
'

r"$ I
13 specific contractors who are doing this. But it seems to me''

14 that that is where the expertise lies. That is where this

15 stuff would naturally go. These are lead contractors, if you

16 will, that provide technicel management and subcontract out |

17 ; the detailed work. So, I am not entirely sure that what you

la have stated should be the case is not the case. It may very

19 ; well be that Corning Glass and people such as that are in fact
!

20 | doing the detailed work.
I

I DR. PHILBRICK: Thank you.
21

22 (Slide . )
i

23 MR. KLEIN: So, you can see that we are taking a j

i

24 serious look.at this, at the alternative waste forms develop- |

|A=-Fe-w an=nm. inc
!25 ment.
:
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sis-2 (Slide.) 'l

I might point out some of the names of people that ,

2

i
i

are on this independent review panel that are considerin7
'

-) 3|i
!

(
.

all the candidates, and if you will prioriti::ing them and ;
'

'

4

helping us figure out which ones should receive ~how much |5

attention in the near future. If anyone is interested, I have
6

7| some additional supporting viewgraphs to show you how they've

gone about ranking these -- the different factors that haveg,
!

gone into ranking different alternative waste forms which
9

,

i
resulted in the kind of bottom line, which again is this ,

10

11 viewgraph shown earlier that shows what we will be working on
i

12 i in tha '79 and '80 time frames. So, if anyone has some waste
I -

forms that aren't on here, I can show you why they aren't.'3 ,

14 MR. GRENDON: This.is that alternate waste form

15 peer review panel that put out a report on August 20th?

16 ' MR. KLEIN: I believe that's it, yes, sir.

17 IS. GRENDON: Which we have.
I |

18 MR. KLEIN: Okay. Well. that's the tie-in.
!

i

19 DR. STEINDLER: Let me make one comment in response

I

20 i to Skylar's question.
I

21 There is, I gather, which you didn't bring up --

'

22 there is, however, a significant effort made by DOE to

23 distribute funds to universities for the kind of research that |
i

24 | 1s involved here. That's a policy decision, I gather, on the j

Ame.o re neoorms, ine. ! |
'

i 25 I part of DOE. It's one reason why you find a significantly

| |
1

I ,

f
I

~ (, h I
| fs

3-
,
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,

| i
;

'

'

increocad role of universities as time is going on. That is
sis-3 ,

2 |
superimp3se.d on the whole thing.

JR. PARKER: Steve, I'm forced to.say comething. |3;'

; Q-
,

i

j 4| If you look at the amount in comparison to what has gone into j

- !

the nation.tl laboratories and the other supported organisations;
S

'

niscule amounrs.
6

DR. LAWR"SK.I: So noted. I think the question --i
,

7j t
,'

g |! - ,
it has been raised in other forms.

'

I think there are some prob'. ems of people wanting to9j
! know right away what thrt situation is on patents. Tnat often'

i jo ,
i

f has been a stumbling block, not that I agree with it, but it's
11 ,

!

not always easy to make meney in this game. Some of the most
; 12 l

qualified people have othe:, ways of making money much faster
12

14 than this. But I would -,- it certainly would be useful for
-

you to ascertai:t that your contractors whetil r they be --
15

i
| especially in the national labs -- whether they avail them-16

17| selveg of the industrial expertise that does exist in this
I

18 ! country, or perhapc.even elsewhere. |
!

I |

19 | MR. KLEIN: If you'd like I'd be glad to chect. into
,

that hnd tell you who exactly is w'orking on what and at wnat
20 i

(
21 - ,.evel. I might add that the next few viewgraphs will show a'

1

! .uch trolder organizational herubcure, which is really going to
22 ,j .

.. ,
,

take charge of this whole thing and will have a major role in j23
i

-

4

24 ; determining who dccs what sort of resorach and in what sor, of
Ace Nerm aeoon.n. inc. ! ,,f-

I time frame. And 'in the sense that thi.sf has not been sen," .c y,et p
25 ou

i

!
--

,

\

- - - - ,_, - . . - ._ --
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i

i

sis-4 there is, I believe, or there will be, considerable new j
I !] pp rtunities for waste form R&D. And certainly we would he ,

2

i
I open to suggestions as to people who are qualified and*

| () 3| !

j g! interested and have the innovation and experience to do some of'

|1
'

this work.
5 '

f
i

(Slide.)
6

!
l

i
i Materials characterization organization, which is 1

; 7 I
i .

being set up is primarily being set up to test and qualify
8

| materials for repository disposal. That's kind of a broad
9

I
10

statement, but we found that a lot of the efforts that had

been done in the past, particularly when you talk aboutij

I

12j expanded effort, there's a considerable amount of coordination,

standardization of testing, considerable thinking as to justj 33

what makes a waste form qualified for what purpose. Some sort of
34

I uniformity has to be applied to get good relative comparisons.'

,5

And essentially, those are the driving forces behind th'e
16

I

17 formation of these materials characterization organization. !

t

18 (Slide.) |
|

19 It will be essentially composed or consist of four i

20 different elements, a materials steerir; socaittee, which

21 has just recently met and will es+. !_ i.nterface control
.

22 mechanisms, the waste form interfaces with the cannister

i

23 interfaces, interfaces with the back fill or overpack |
-

!
- 24 absorptive materials, and so on, and approve membership and ,

1

Ace-Federal Reporters, Inc. i

25 Chairman of the Materials Review Board. |

/

fi ( } h- #

!

l :



t-

|
; .522
1

'|
'

,

'
The Materials Review Board will be proposed by

{S
.s j

2! Savannah River. The field office responsibility has not been
i

({} 3| designated yet. They are intended to represent a broad '

'

4| Perspective and a wide range of expertise and include scme'

,

'

i

members from outside the current Waste Management .

5
i

MR. GRENDON: The same means some, doesn't it?
6

! MR. KLEIN: Yes, I think it should be some. I am
7 I

not really sure. It's being set up to further standardize |8'
!.

l

9| this research and development effort. There's a Materials |
i'

Characterizaticn Center to be established at Pacific Northwest f10
f

Labs of Battelle and Savannah River, who was the furthest along,I'
11

!

12 because they have the near term problem with the Savannah
(

13 River wastes. We'll provide initial guidance and funding for f

14 that lab. And that's where there have been standardized tests

on different candidate materials or -- excuse me -- that's a15
,

16 | literature outfit and software FULD. Independent Measurements ,

I

i

!
17 Laboratory, which is yet to be proposcd or a specific |

;

18 contractor or organization is yet to be proposed, is the fourth
,

19 | element of this overall materials characterization program.

20 And that will comprise the lab test, hot cells, the actual

21 hardware end of the Materials Characterization Organization.

22 DR. STEINDLER: Did you say that the Materials
!

23 Characterization Center was primarily a literatura and softwarej

'

24 : group?
AceJederat Reporten, Inc. I

25 MR. KLEIN: I should really check on that. I am not
,

-

,
,

i' -- - _ . , __ _ _ _ _
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!
'

!
l

;, quite clear because I haven't been involved in this. !s-6,

2 i DR. STEINDLER: I don't think that's correct. !

3| Could you identify who the people are who represent,

i 4 the Materials Steering Committee? Who is on it?
I

5i MR. KLEIN: If I could hold that to the end, I
- ,

6 believe that I do have some backup material that has that.

7| DR. LAWROSKI: Is that last one Battelle Northwest,
I,
I

8 or what is that? Independent Measurements Laboratory?
I

! 9 MR. KLEIN: That's the Richland Columbus. It's !

10 the DOE field office. It's an arm of the Richland operations

11 office, which is located in Columbus, and still located with
.

12 the ONWI office of Nuclear Waste Isolation. I am not clear

O
13 on the rationale or why they are proposing a particular contractor

14 but if anyone is interes'ted, I would be glad to check into

15 that.

16 (Slide.)

17 The next item -- I see many of you are getting

18 pretty hungry. I will try to speed this up.

I
19 ~ DR. LAWROSKI: You go ahead. Don't worry about that.i

!
20 They can get hungry.

21 (Laughter. )

b,
22 MR. KLEIN: What we've done in the area of low level

!
23 waste burial (Slide) specifically what's happened since Acril !

24 when I presume you were briefed on this (Slide) , essentially
Am Federa6 Reporters, Inc.

25 Idaho has been designated as a prime contractor for this effort ,

i

at

c o r, 1/h
i

__ _ .. _ .
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:

and they have been rather aggressive and set up an extensives1 ;

program for looking at the low level waste situation of |
2 '

i,

figuring out what we shall do. I don't intend to read all this q
({} 3

but just to kind of show you the scope of the organization
4

i

that has been developed, and the scope of the effort that's |
'5

I |
.

6| being applied to this.

On the viewgraph you can see that it covers a wide
7

range of activities; in technology development, in criteria and
8

!

standards development, systems analysis. It is getting to look
i 9

l more like a high level waste disposal effort.4 to

11 (Slide.)
1

DR. LAWROSKI: Except for the number of places where
12 : '

' o we can send the stuff to be buried.,

13

I

14 ' MR. KLEIN: Right. Essentially, though, it boils
s

fdown to two basic efforts, the waste treatment and then the4

i 15
t

4

16 ; disposal.

There is technology development going on in the i

17 ,
i

18
waste treatment effort, and in disposal there are a number of |

\
| '

19 ! activities which.have been initiated to identify the sites
|

20' where the DOE low level wastes can be disposed. And the

future of LOE contains some of the responsibility for disposing
21

of the commercial wastes where they could also be disposed.~

22

23 (Slide.) |
|

In terms of waste treatment, candidate solidification
24 ,

,!Am rene namnm. inc :
agents have been surveyed, and a plan for developing the25

*7i
e e b. \:

-

?.
,

,

--- - _c__ _ __
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I

!solidification agents will be made available next fiscal year.sisr4 ;

-) i

The two techniques for fuel fabrication of liquic ,
2,

I
!

low level waste treatment ought to be available by the end of
; (-} 3

4| fiscal year ' 81. Their primary tasks, which are ongoing, j
;

i

not really any new initiatives in that area are the biological
5

denitrification and the ultrafiltration waste processes. |
6|

7| MR. GRENDON: I am not sure that I understand what
;

;

g| fuel f abrication liquid low level waste means.

MR. KLEIN: Unfortunately, I am not sure either.
9 -

t

! (Laughter. )
10

11 MR. KLEIN: In the fuel fabrication process, I

.

believe there are liquid low level wastes that evolve and12 ;

( I am fairly sure that all that refers to is those are the low-
'

13

level wastes that they're looking at treating. It could have
14

been worded a little better.15

DR. LAWROSKI: It's probably from recovery
16

,

I
,

i
l

17 ! operations, especially. |
i|

DR. ORTH: I would make a wild guess. If you're f
18

1

talking abouc fuel fabrication low level waste from that, you19 1
,

usually start out on fuel fab with the UF-6, which means you20

..
21 have precipitations operations. You h&ve liquid effluents,

!
k_ As you go through the system you have various decontaminations.22 1

I

23 and recovery solutions as you recycle material. Things of :
i

I24 that nature.
!,

Am Fews Recrun, im,
i

25 MR. KLEIN: Thank you. And continuing development
!

|
) }

,

.

i
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'
.

I

s -9 incinerator technology application. That's interesting.
j

! M st of the incinerator technology development or |
2 ;

O 3| application of the incineration of wastes is applied in the
i

.)
past to TRU wastes primarily. 'So, this represents some effort'

4

I
to take a look at that application. to low level wastes.

I5

1Because, of course, the volumes from low level waste are quite
6,

7| significant.
'

!
l

8| (Slide.)

I

9|
The alternative disposal method consists of a

i

10 scoping of viable alternatives. This is to shallow land
i

burial, looking at intermediate depth disposal and have some11

plans for demonstrating that disposal and there are some12 ,

O additional alternatives being looked at, essentially things
13

that are more along the lines of deep geological disposal and14

15 systems approach. And on looking at the application of some of,

16 the disposal of high level wastes to low level wastes, as

an additional alternative to the shallow land burial.
17 |

18 (Slide . )
i

The next item I want to touch upon is some of the |19 ;

|
latest development at the Hanford site and at the Nevada

l20

21 test site. This is getting back to high level waste disposal,

b'' |
22 (Slide.) !

i

At Hanford you probably recall that were looking !

23
l.

24 | and identifying specific sites at Hanford that we think would
Ace-FoNW Reconm, Inc. ,

25 be suitable, and we had identified some specific sites at {
!
i-

.

i

1.

- . - - _ . . . ._.
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i

sis-10 Hanford and let me back up -- specific sites is represented
;

L) '

by identification of what we call candidate sites. 1
2

I

Candidate sites may or may not be qualified subject to detail
3g]

site characterization and evaluation anci so it really represents
4

.

5| a honing in on specific sites that we're now going to study |
!

,

6| in depth at Hr.nford.
! l

i The near surface test facility construction has j
7

8 been completed. There are two phases of test: The first

phases involve heater tests in the holes that have been9

I.

io I e relited into the mine and the second phase is the spent-

,

11 fuel test, and the holes for the first test are being
.

12 completed and the technology development proceeds. You have

O'

13 already been briefed en that since you last met an architect*

14 engineer. It has been designated for basalt waste isolation

15 project. He will be conducting a conceptual design study for

16 a repository in basalt at Hanford. And the contract includes
,

17 provision options for Title 1 and Title 2 design. Sheuld the ,
j i

la technology in current investigations being conducted show or

19 confirm that Hanford has the potential, the site looks good i

!.

20 ' and all systems are go -

21 MR. GRENDON: What's NSTF?

22 MR. KLEIN: I am sorry. Near Surface Test Facility.

23 That's the tunnels that have been bored into the side of a
!

- 24 mountain. i

Ace-F.eers neoorters, inc. I

25 DR. PHILBRICK: Is that the correct spelling on the '
00; l7

i
!

. _ . . ____ - _ . . -_. -_
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,

sk -11 repository engineering group? The word following Parsons. ;;
I

MR. KLEIN: Oh, that's Parsons. I think that's not
2' I|,

3| the correct spelling. Brinkerhoff, I believe, is the name of
'

,7,

's ),
!'

6-

the organization. I will have to get on my boss on these.4
t

(Slide.)5
i
i

At the Nevada test site as you may or may not be |6;
|-

I
7j aware, as you recall on the high level waste disposal program,

;

I the national waste terminal storage program, specifically theg
,

! ONWI effort and the basalt effort and the Nevada test site j9
!

.
i

10 ! effort at the Nevada test site, we were looking at a number'

I

l
11 i of different potential host recu .cdia. It turns out that

i

12 almost all of them are too complicated or there is something
' ('N

'''
13 rather wrong with them. We are left with tuffs as a media of

14 a continuing interest, and were continuing to look specifically
i

15 at some sites where the tuffs are available.

I

16 DR. LANROSKI: I should think that that would be an |

|

1: attractive place to keep pursuing inasmuch as you've got a lot7

18 of contamination frcm plutonium anyway, ar it occurs from the !

19 testing program and so on.

20 , MR. KLEIN: That's the whole rationale for being

i

21 there and for being at Hanford. ,

k '

DR. LANROSKI: That was pointed out, I think recently,22

|

23 by Dr. Hammond in an article. I think in the Scientific !.
i

!

24 American or American Scientist. i
'

Am-FWwat Rmorwn, lm.

25 MR. KLEIN: Approach at Hanford and at NTS is to look

CCb l7b
!

-

a
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f

iS s-12 at what's there to see if there is something there that can be11

2 used as part of an isolation system, or as in the off DOE
i

3 sites we're looking for what we want and it's wide open.
} i-

4 DR. STEINDLER: It isn't completely clear, however, j

that that site would meet the exclusion criteria that we heard5

6 about yesterday.

!

71 DR. LAWROSKI: Correct.
!

a DR. PHILBRICK: How do you relate this second item
,

under insight to testing with the first item you have on the9,
1

10 |
sheet? The first one says granite and shale depositsi

11 technically disqualified. You ccme down to" climax granite, and
,

!

I
'

12 you're testing down there,
f'%

En'd't-12 13

i 14

15

16

i

!
17

I
.

18 ,

t i

d
19 '

20 ,

I

!

21

(/ |22 i
'

i

i
23

- i

24
;

Am-FwwW Re,varun, imt

25 ,,

i
!

ec; i77
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gh ! MR. KLEIN: I'm s o rry , I'm not following you.

DH 2 DR. PHILSRICK: The first item says, within boundaries

3 or not by subordination to weapons testing program, granite

h
,

'

4 and shale technically disqualified.>

I
5 MR. GRENDON: And then the second item says it's

6 outside the test site.

7 DR. PHILBRICK: Is that outsic; the test site?
'

8 MR. KLEIN: Excluding NTS. We've gone this far in

9 studying the regional hydrology and learning about the overall

10 geology of the area. Perhaps we shouldn't give up so easily

11 and just take a look at what is available off the NTS site.

12 This is not really tied in with our on-way program,

; 13 which is basically charged with off-site exploration. But
:

([) 14 it's common sense, you know this much about iti let's work

15 with the governor and see if we can't 'cok just a little

16 bit off. the site and see what's there before giving up

17 entirely.

18 DR. LAWROSKIr To answer his question, it's a

19 different locale.

20 DRJ PHILBRICK: Climax granite is off the NT5?

21 MR. KLEIN: No, no, no, not the climax.
.

22 DR. LAWROSKI The second one.

23 DR. .PHILERICK: E understand that. Is climax on the

24 site?{;
25 MR J KLELN r. Yes.

.

+

(k i f$ 1
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- sh 1 DR. PHILBRICK: All right.

'DH 2 MR. KLELNr I'm not sure if climax is in these
! 3 areas. Climax is only a the . test facility, not a potential

('},

- 4 site for a repository. It's not subject to the same exclusion
;

5 area.
.

6 DR. PHILBRICK All right.

7 (Slide.)
i

I 8 MR. KLELNa-I've already touched upon some of the

9 institutional progress that t. s/ve made in dealing with the

10 states in terms of allowing our exploration efforts to

: 11 proceed and get down to studying specific sites. I won't

12 go into that again.

j 13 I've also talked about the brine migration test
!

14 ' at Avery Island. There's another. example of coming along[])
15 in the in situ, getting out in the field in the actual

16 field testing arena.

17 As you probably recall, we do have in situ testing

18 going on in the Condesonga shale in Tennessee, Avery Island,

19 The Stripa mine in Sweden, near-surfaca test facility,

20 Hanford, and also climax facilities.

21 So we are being. aggressive in the in situ testing

22 arena.-

23 Sandia has recently initiated some bore hole

24 plugging tests at Bell C.- 1 yon. Gene can probably tell you

25 more about that. It's testing the bore hole ceiling technology

_

ccQ \'
'
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I specific cements, and just prolonged tachnology development
e }sh
DH 2 in that area which we all consider quite important.

i

3 Going back to the overall DOE framework, another
; 6] 4 significant event that has occurred in the last few months

5 has been a transfer of remedial actions program to the Office

6 of Nuclear Waste Management.

7 Before, these responsibilities lay primarily in a

8 different organization within the Department of Energy. It's

9 now been moved to the Office of Nuclear Waste Management.
,

10 (Slide.)

11 Their specific objectives are to get on with the

12 facilities, the decommissioning, the actual work that needs
,

13 to be done to correct situations which in the past have led

(]) 14 to less than adequate disposal.

15 Everyon'e's probably aware that the potential hazards

16 of low level waste are real and they have to be dealt with.

! 17 We have old f acilities and old sites that really haven't

18 been completely decommissioned.

19 And this program essentially is to get on with

20 remedying those situations.

21 (Slide.')

22 I've got a little bit more as to what constitutes

23 tha different elements in that program. In the package is

24 some additional information on each of those, and I can get

25 you as much more as you'd like.'

_

.

|

?
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sh ! There's the program for remedying remedial actions
.

H 4 that formerly utilized the Wanhattan engineering district and''

3 formerly utilized AE0 sites. There's the uranium mill'

(Q
j 'd 4 tailings pro gram, the Grand Junction remedial actions program
:
3 3 to remove the mill tailings from Grand Junction structures,

5 which is kind of a separate project, decontamination and

decommissioning of DOE-owned surplus facilities, and some,

3 generic efforts in technology development and R&D.

9 DR. ORTHt In all of these, I presume you're
,

10 interacting strongly with the NRC.

11 MR. KLEIN I am not that familiar with these

12 programs. It's really just starting within the Office of

13 Nuclear daste Management. I know that there is strong
;

14 NRC interaction in almost all of the se areas, bu t I c an' tj (
13 say that we are, in certain areas where NRC has the statutory

16 r e spo ns ibili ty.
.

! II And I will be quite surprised if they haven't bee
1

|
13 appraised of all the other activities when it gets down to

! 19 actually doing things.
I

j 20 MR. SRodNING: They review each of those actions with

! 21 us.

22 (511de.)

! 23 MR. KLEIN: In terms of remedial action, specific
l

24 sites, I just wanted to illustrate in terms of illustrating
(s

25 the progress that has been made, the sites have all been

1

!
- -- eor i8i
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-Tsh I identified and characterized in terms of priority. Actions
..)
CH 2 are underway as to the first priority ones and we'll oe

i

3 getting to the others as we can.

"

4 (311de.) -

5 Will tailings sLtes similarly have oeen identified,

6 prioritized, the same sort of situation, work on the high

priority items first and as soon as we can, get to the othert

3 sites. which aren't as much of a potential proolem.

J (511de . )

10 I don't know if you're all aware of the Grand

!! Junction proolem, but it's estimated that 800 struc tures in

12 Grand Junction have been built on or used uranium mill

13 tailings. And these are being cleaned up in a joint federal /
i

({} 14 state program.

'
15 There is specific legislation dealing with these

16 responsioilities.

1. (Slide.)

13 in the area of decontamination and decommissioning,

19 I don't think this is in your package , but it does show some

20 of the specific projects that have been completed. A number of

21 people think that the reactor facilities have not been

22 decontaminated and decommissioned.

23 But this chart shows that there have been some very

24 spec fic cases where thi has been done.{
25 A few other program highlights -- it won' t take very

_

s

(I4

CL I O l-
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I long. In the area of spent fuel storage, three draftqsh
NH 2 environmental impact statements have been issued and the

3 comment period is expiring.

'k' ' 4 Finals are being prepared. These are in the areas
,

3 of spent fuel from domestic sources, spent fuel from foreign*

5 sources, and on the spent fuel charge , the charge the DOE -

7 the DOE charge, actually, the methodology for charging the

3 waste generators to accept their fuel.

> We have started -

10 DR. LAWROSXI: This is the so-called away-from-

11 reactor spent fuel storage.

12 MR. KLEIN: Right.

! 13 Another major activity that has recently gotten

! { 14 underway at the department is the development of plans for

15 implementing the National Environmental policy Act. CEO

16 guidelines have I)een i.ssued.

! l4 DO E , in turn, has issued its own guidelines for

la implementing CEO provisions. And each of the divisions within

|
19 the O ffice of Nuclear Waste Management is applying those

'

t
i 20 guidelines to its programs and specifically showing what
i

| 21 levels of documentation we expect to put out for different
i

I, 22 actions of significance in the programs which are upcoming.
!

| 23 Lastly - well, next to last - we have recently

1
24 had approved a public information plan in the division of waste

25 isolation which is essentially intended or provides guidance

_

i

i
)
i

'

. _ . . _ _ _ _ g, G E, '
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qsh I on the generation and dissemination by our contractors, and
..)~

DH 2 f rom us, from the program of fica itself, information on

'

nuclear waste disposal.3

i}-

4 The IRG has pointad cut the need to strengthen our

3 communications with the public to allow them to undarstand

5 what we are doing.

7 Of course, this information has to be f actual and

3 unbia sed. The information plan provides for the appropriats

9 checks and calances to assure that this will, in f ac t , ce

10 the case. And we are hopeful through news activities

11 reports - you might call them newsle tters and f act sheets,

12 pamphlets, film, a f ew items and brie fings and so forth ---

13 that we can generally uplif t the level of education and

/]) 14 perca ption, what it is we do know and don't know, wna t the

13 problems are in partLcular waste disposal.

16 OR. STEINDLER* Who within the O ffice of Nuclear

il Maste Management is going to handle public information? Is

i3 there a central place through which everything goes?

19 MR. KLEIN8 There was an assistant secretary for

20 institutional relations and they have a public affairs

21 department within them who provided the centralized oversignt

22 policy.

23 As we've outlined it in the plan, we want to

24 generate our own information, be the instigators of this. They

25 will be a valve in the flow of this information Everything we.

. .

(y ('- -<.

.
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gsh I produce will be subject to review and approval oy the puolic

H 2 affairs office within DOE.

4 3 In addition, most and possibly all this information

/~s(j 4 will be reviewed at high levels within 00E, assistant

3 secre tary levels, as appropriate.

6 But one of the problems in generating material is

the numcer of reviews that have to go on, nad it could bee

S quite frustrating

) We're already started development of some of these

10 things and everyone has their own editorial styles end

11 preferences for the way things should be said.

12 We're getting them.

13 Lastly, there have been, and continue to be

14 scheduled, public meetings with the NRC for the purposes of

15 informatica e xchange . We want NRC to know what we're doing

15 or open to their criticism. If they see areas of our program

17 that need to be strengthened or should be strengthened, we

13 want to know about it so we can act on it.

19 And conversely, we're interested in what NRC is

20 doing to avoid duplication and capitalize as much as we can

21 on anything that we may not be, or anything they found.

22 So with that, I'm open to questions.

23 DR. LAWROSKI: Thank you, Mr. Klein. Yes, either

24 to you or Mr. Beckett until 1:30,

b
25 Claughter.)

e c, C 1, Pda
3

.

i

A
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ph I OR. LAWROSKI Any questions?

DH 2 (flo response.)

3 Dp , LAWROSKIt If not, we will race ss for lunch

()
4 till 2:25. I would like to haive all of you come back so that

5 we can have some discussion.

6 (Mhereupon, at 1 :25 p.m. , the hearing rece ssed, to

reconvene at 2:25 p.m. of the same day.)a
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AFTERNOON SESSION

2
(2:30 p.m.),

,]'r e 3'

DR. LAWROSKI: Let's get started.'
,

I
4

This time I'll start fron Dr. Orth's side of the

5
fence for any comments, further questions, so that we're

6
prepared to take it up for the October 25th meeting.

7
DR. ORTH: I don't know what you want me to talk

8

about.

9
DR. LAWROSKI: Your impressions and comments with

10

respect to what we heard yesterday and today, for purposes
11

of the report I talked about. It's another annual research
i 12
I Q report.

DR. ORTH: I started out yesterday morning saying
14

that I hoped it was something like the equivalent of a
15

critical path analysis to make all of these various programs
16

fit into some stated objective. I can state that at this
17

point in time I am not --
18

DR. LAWROSKI: Why don't you wait until Jerry is
19

here' You can get your thoughts in order.
20

(Paus e . )'

! 21

| ( DR. LAWROSKI: Now I'll call an Don.
! 22

I pi;n to adjourn not too long af ter 3:00 o' clock.
23

We can stay longer if there is something useful to be done.
- 24

Ace 5edwW Reconen, Inc. Don? I

*P |25 - g
DR. ORTH: Well, I'll go on to pick up. Ctebterday), j

Ii

t
-- - . - . - - - - .. -- .
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1 morning I opened --g
;J

2 DR. LANROSKI: Anything in particular you can |

|
rm 3 zero in on?g

J .

4 DR. ORTH: My statement that we had -- that I was

5 hoping we could get at relating all of the various programs

6 through some kind of a critical path analysis to some kind

7 of a need for then, and priorities and timeliness of comple-

8 tion, and that sort of thing.

9 After a day and a half of discussion, there seems

10 to be some of that, but not nearly as much as I'd like to

11 see personally, by. way of defining where the programs are

12 going to get, when.

O 13 DR. I'tWROS KI: Frank, I would hope that by die

14 October meeting -- I hope you're listening.

15 MR. ARSENAULT: I'm listening.

16 DR. ORTH: Make another note.

I'7 DR. LAWROSKI: And not just RES , but I see

18 Mr. White's listening and taking notes.

19 MR. WHITE: Yes, I'll take notes.

'

20 (Laughter.)

21 DR. LAWROSKI: Go ahead, Don. Excuse my interrup-

(~ 2 tion.
.

4

23 DR. ORTH: I have some noncritical comments. I i
' |

24 don't know whether I should be throwing out too many !
A e e e ne n eonw n.i s i

25 noncritical comments. ,GR 3b
,

i
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1 The programs have been expanded a fair amount ince

2 last year, at which time we pointed out there were scme |
!

3 deficiencies, and the programs have included a large number i

(."T }
2 .

4 credited to this Committee. So that obviously there was quite

5 some response going on.

6 A second encouraging thing I note is that there is

7 a much greater tendency, apparently, to go out and define the

a program and look for a contractor to get it done, as opposed

9 to last year, when a large nenber of the programs were just ,

i
!

sittingaroundwaitingforsomebodytoproposetodosomething.!10

11 I may have more words when I get a chance to scan

12 my notes. But you called on me first.

13 DR. LAWROSKI: Marty?

14 DR. STEINDLER: Well, on a preliminary basis, let me

15 connent on several areas. First off, I personally appreciated

16 the change in the organization of the presentation, which I i

17 think for the first time >: relates to the licensing action and

'

18 the underlying requirements, presumably, the presumed require-

19 ments and activity in the research area, that allows us to

20 make that connection, as Frank has mentioned several times.

21 That to me was a very helpful and, quite frankly, a necessary

s 22 precursor to being able to see what's going on in the research

23 business and trying to relate it to the function of NRC. !
'

'

I '

; 24 Now, with that as the first shot at it, come a j

I
; A =4 e -w n eo m n.ix.

| 25 number of deficiencies, and I think these will be straightened !,
,

i
, I

-
i

,
_, _,_____
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] 1 _out in subsequent iterations of the same process.

2 The second point I would make is that, as described
lI

- n '
3 by our very first and second speakers, the licensing portiong-

4 of the activities in the area of waste management appears to j

5 have been reorganized according to criorities that I happen I
i

6 to agree with, namely, identify your criteria and guidelines !

7 as rapidly as you can and build up some kind of sensible

8 technical capability to be able to assess an application and

9 handle it when one comes up.

10 Unfortunately, at that point I run into serious

Il trouble. As we reviewed yesterday morning, research related
4

12 to the waste management licensing activities -- and I'm talking'

O
'

.

13 here in reference to your prior comment, Steve -- both

14 facilities as well as processes -- in other words, the total

15 licensing action, as we hear of both technical assistance and

16 research, particularly research related to the licensing

17 activity, that neat organization and set of priorities that !

I
18 IthoughtIheardintheareaoflicensingdoesn'tcomethroughj

!
'I9 in the area of research.

20 In other wczds, I still have difficulty identifying

21 from the assessment of what is a problem in the licensing ,

|
22 domain, where and why a particular piece of research is being

23 done. Again, the sum of the research programs seemed to have

2# too little correlation, obvious correlation to the apparent
Ace-FedwW Rooorters. Inc. i

|
25 needs of the licensing peccle. :

!

} !

_ _ _ .__ _ _- ._.
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I DR. LAWROSKI: Can you cite what you would consider<g
v

2 some flagrant examples of same?
,

!

3 DR. STEINDLER: I have indicated that there is ai 'g
,1

4 deficiency of correlation. I can simply cite to you that I

5 have difficulty in finding the connection between some of the
I
i
'

6 research. programs, the necessary, the impelling, compelling

7 connection between the research programs and presumably their

8 results and the requirements of the licensing.

9 DR. IAWROSKI: How much do you include under

10 " compelling"?

II DR. STEINDLER: I include that which is necessary

12 because of, for example, the contractive budget. If somebody

O 13 tells me they've had a 30 percent budget cut, my .. mediate

Id reaction is, boy, the first thing I would do is examine very

15 hard why I'm doing what I'm doing, to be able to determine

16 what I really need to have until my budget situation clarifies

17 or gets better, which presumably is a year frem new.

18 What I guess I would like to see, if it's possible '

19 to obtain it, is the licensing people -- remember, I said, ,

20 parenthetically, I said that I consider research to be a

21 serv i:e group to the licensing function -- I would like to

/ 22 see the licensing function identify for itself and for

23 research that which is of immediate need, that which they

24 have to have for next year, that which they have to have
Ace-F s.r.: n. corr., . inc.

25 started for next year, and then identify in the :esearch

'hiE i04 )
/ %

4
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1 program those things that match that.,-,

s
!

2 Let me give you a couple specifics -- one other what

3 I guess I would call a major point. We've heard several times
|
1that it is important to the c'apability of the licensing -

4-

!

5 staffs to be able to assess the technical aspects of any

6 application that comes in. And in order to obtain that

7 kind of capability, research is necessary. They must do

a research.

9 That's a fundamental tenet underlying some of the

10 rationale for justifying a research program or specific

11 research actions. The fact that research is normally done

12 outside the staff and that the staff's contribution to research
Qi

13 is largely programmatic management and overseeing output, with

14 an occasional interaction in detail, apparently an occasional

15 interaction in detail with the contractor, makes me wonder

16 whether it was really such a fundamental point that research j

l'7 must be done by licensing or with licensing, in order to build

18 up a capability to evaluate. |

19 I may have not made that very clear. I can perhaps
!

20 do a better job a little later.

21 Three other points I'd like to simply make. The

C 22 question of cooperation and coordination with DOE programs

23 has been brought up in several ways. I believe the situation
!

24 is still not satisfactory, although I certainly got the I

Aa4ewW Rgenws, Inc

25 impression that it is much improved over what it afght habe " j
- +

l u

.
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1 been perhaps a year or two ago. I believe this is an NRC-wide ,
:J e |

2 problem. It's not limited to waste management. I believe

'
! 3 it's a function of the Comnissioners to devise a methodology

)
! which is not left to the individual division directors or

'
4

5 whatever have you, which is applicable to any contact between

6 NRC, technical exchange between NRC and, say, DOE, and will

7 meet whatever legal constraints are imposed on the separation

a of church and state in which we're currently living.
,

9 The second of my residual points is that the risk
I

10 assessment effort seems to be too weak. My personal view

11 is that the risk assessment effort is the underlying basis
|

| 12 for getting started on any licensing action and particularly

! ()
H3 to be used to evaluate what research you need.to have done

14 to improve the quality of your information base.

15 I'm concerned that current risk assessment work is

16 proceeding much too slowly. I'm concerned about the time

17 schedule. I.
;

|

18 And finally, while I recognize that this is not

19 directly related to research, I was a little bit chagrined to

20 hear or see that the licensing portion of NMSS is not capable

21 at the mcment of at least addressing the sociopolitical

'
'

22 issues which some of us feel are the only major issues left

23 in the business of disposing of nuclear wastes.
i

I
24 Let me close for the mcment. i

Am-Fews Rgonm, Inc

25 CR. LAWROSKI: Do you have any ccmments to make !

C Ll h )S,
,.
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i

(-) 1 about having the risk assessment still _e done quantitatively
J

2 in one branch for various parts of NRC, as opposed to having

| {} 3 some of that kind of talent in each of the places, like NMSS,

4 for instance?
1

5 DR. STEINDLER: I'm a believer in part in the
i

,
6 matrix system, and I believe that there is some advant(ge in

!

7 having a coordinated critical mass of risk assessment people.--

s| this is a little bit of a specialty -- sitogether in one
,

1

9 group; and that an organized method become available for each i

10 of their customers to draw on the services in some sort of

11 orderly fashion, on the services of this risk assessment
.

I 12' group.

( l
i 13 { I would not recommer.4 that risk assessment people

14 Se scattered as individuals or perhaps in groups of two or

15 three at the most th.oughout the rest of the structure of the

16 licensing people. I'm a strong believer in a critical mass

:

17 for that kind of talent.

18 DR. LAWROSKI: But that represents the extreme of

19 zero versus solid one. I mean, I would like to know --

20 DR. STEINDLER: I see no disadvantage that cannot

21 be overcome by sensible and fairly simple managerial tech- i

(
22 niques.

23 DR. LAWROSKI: It does mean, however, that the risk

i
I

'

24 assessment group has to know the problems of all of NRC
w o.rm n.oon.n. ene.,

'

25 extremely intimately, I think, to do it. i

CUS ] ^' '
i,

i ,
'
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1 DR. STEINDLER: It certainly has to know the
)

2 problems as they relate to their assignments, but that's true

(q7h
3 anywhere. I don't believe that the risk assessment people, j3

4 unless specifically --

5 DR. LAWROSKI: I know it's a specialty group. But

6 a lot of other groups consider themselves specialties, too.

7 Jerry?

8 MR. RAY: May I comment on Dr. Steindler's comment?
,

9 I'm in sympathy with Dr. Steindler'1 comment on a special

10 technique capability. It's been my own experience in the

11 utility industry, when we tried to indoctrinate the technical

12 personnel, engineers and others, with the more widespread usei
'

f*)
''

13 of computers for analytical purposes, I found finally that
4

14 the way to really break down the logjam was to get some

15 training for the people who had the problems, not to program

16 a computer to solve the problems so much as to understand

l'7 what was going on and recognize, this is a potential way to

18 analyze a problem.

19 So I think maybe you can maximize the benefit of

20 the specialists group, such as the probability and risk

21 analysis group, if some training were undertaken to indoctri-

(s
22 nate the people in the various branches of NMSS or any other

,

.

23 office of the NRC with that kind of technique, what it means
;

i

24 and, let's say, what the major analytical considerations might ;
A =-sens amomn. w. i

25 be; not to train them to do it themselves. That's a mistake. !
i

CCb QJ ,a ti;
' *'
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1 But to train them sta use in tha maxinum sense; by all means,

2 recognize the problems that they can taka .to the rish

3 asses'sment people and explain to thvm in terms that they'll
O_ I.

,

4 understand. ,

ems

5 There's a'communipse.',ess prchlan p. era. And it
,

6 worked beautifdlly in the idea of using computers for the

7 solution of utility system engineering problems. And I think
s

8 some of that might very well be in order.
t

9 DR. LAWROSKI: If 'you leave too much to risk assess-
.

10 ment --

11 MR. RAY: They have an understanding of the jargon,

i

j 12 at least, between the two groups. And I think maybe daat

O
13 might be a very good recommendation to implement right here

14 in the report.
,

15 DR. LAWROSKI: Alex?

16 MR. GRENDON: That'doesn't mean that you have people

17 who do the probabilistic analysis in this section, merely |
|
;

18 that you educ ate everybody in the section to what kinds ofs

19 problems can be directed to probabilistic analysis. The same

20 thing worked at cther places with respect to computers:

1

21 McDonnell Lab, even, where only a few people were well-versed

(_f !'

22 in the computer. But they have tried to educate others as j
'

!

23 to where they can call upon and what they can do to help them. {
'

l 24 And slowly people learn, well, this is something they can .|
A=-se-m neorwn. w. [

'
25 do for me, and they turn to them instead of working out

'
,

%)
/ -

,
_ _ . __ _
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y lengthy problems that lead nowhere. I

h !

MR. RAY: What I finally did was detach some people |2

3 on a rotational basis for three months or five months or

whatever was necessary, and hand them over to the computer !
4

5| people. He spent that three months with them. And then when
i

! he came back to his assignment, he understood the idea of6

I

utilization. I

7

g! MR. GRENDON: That might not so work with this other,

which is rather more complex.9
,

10 MR. RAY: You'd have to have more people to work

11 with.

I

| 12 MR. GRENDON: It's a more compleC field. to %crlG

13 with.

ja MR. RAY: But you could schedule some classes on

15 Commission time, and they'd get paid to go to school to get

16 some of the fundamentals. I

!

{17 DR. I.AWROSKI: Alex?

i

18 MR. GRENDON: I have very little to say. I look

19 for gaps. Is there something that isn't being covered that

|20 ought to be? I saw none.
!

I thought I saw some things that were excessive,21 ; -

22 myself, things that were being investigated too deeply. But |

23 as h ty pointed out, we don't know what user demand led to
,

i

s 24 them. Someht.dy must have asked for something of that nature. |
'Ace-Fgderes Reporters, Inc.

23 Why, I couldn't see. But if they did, then the response -- |
|

OQb k /
.
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''i 1 DR. LAWROSKI: I think they did try to make an
v

2 effort. I think that was the purpose. We heard more of that

3 than we did of what we really need for other parts of the'

(])
4 report.

5 MR. GRENDON: One little thing that troubled me

6 This exchange between DOE and NRC about waste packaging

7 troubles me in this respect. It seems to me a little bit of

8 buck-passing between Martin and Myers , where they say, we

9 think you should emphasize the package form, and they say,

10 well, if you come along with your criteria then we would,

11 but EPA and you have to come along with criteria. And then

12 NRC says, well, we can't come along until EPA has done this.
O,\.

13 So everybody's buffeting it around.'

14 Now, really, viewed from the outside, it is EPA's

15 problem. They haven't told anybody what to do. And they're

16 the starting point. So that means both NRC and DOE have to

17 be content with interim criteria. And if DOE is going to use

18 as an excuse for not developing this the fact that they aren' t

{
19 firm criteria, that's a mistake.

!

20 So this little exchange makes me scmewhat unhappy

21 by its incompleteness.

22 But as for the research program that I saw here,
I

23 it seemed to be certainly complete coverage. I'll dismiss

24 my charge that it might be excessive. I'll assume that it j
;Am rews amomn. iaq
I2S I was all needed, and I find no fault with it.

eCG )9 U 1

,

''
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1 DR. LAWROSKI: Dick?
|

2 DR. FOSTER: I, I guess, too, am hoping to hear a

3 bit more about some sort of a game plan that was used in
g3-

~

4 order to direct the research program, perhaps, of the future. ;

I

3 But I think the fact that the research component itself has

|
6i only a limited control over this was reinforced. We've come<

f

7 during the past two days perhaps to visualize the research
.

I

8 group here -- and I don't make this in a derogatory fashion --

9' but something of an elegant job shop, if you will. As such,

10 | it offers not a full opportunity for easy prioritization of.

I

11 what has come into the shop, perhaps other than when the money
i

| 12 gets tight and it's necessary to decide that somebody's work

f~%<

13 is going to have to get slipped.s-

14 It's quite obvious that some good progress has been

15 made between' the research folks and really their customers,

16 So that there is a better realization between the two on

17 what may be the most important. But I think we're still

18 quite a ways away from being able to say, this is a plan by
,

!

19 which we select the things that we're going to do. I

i

e-14 20 I think it's more of the job shop sort of thing. !

|

|21

C j22
<

23

24 |
AE-FMus Rwa nn tn <Q |,

''
25 cU', i

!
'

i
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pv DAV 1 One of the things in that regard that still

() 2 cathe rs me --

3 DR. LAdROSK1* dxcuse me. I want to carry that

() 4 point a little further. Is this ramark which you wish to
,

5 make with respect to all three or four elements, the major

6 parts that we heard -- namely, high-level waste management,

low level, uranium tailings, and fuel cycle? Or does ite

3 appl / more to some of them than it does to others that

9 you've heard in the past two days?

10 DR. FOSTER: It applies to some of them more than
,

11 the o thers. But I think the place where the overall current

12 system is weakest is really in the high-level waste area,
.

13 Decause at this particular time that's something which is
,

.

', 14 entirely out in the future without something solid to hang
g.
''

15 onto, while something like uranium tailings or the low-level

16 waste or something that's been around a while, the licensing

17 operaticn folks have been working with, and so it's much

13 easier for them to see a high priority item and it's much

19 easier having them see it, to have it in their research shop

20 to work on.

21 Another part of the overall organizational

22 arrangement that tends to bother me is still this one of

23 long-term re search. I think many of the things which I

24 would be looking at relative to prioritization are semething

(
- 25 whi:h is geared to something which is several years down the

CUR 20b
.. - . _ _ . -
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I line, like five years. I re alize that's going to be a
{ ) DAV

'

2 proolem then, but that mechanism for such long-term planning

. 3 doe sn't e xist, and, as such, you end up witn research()''
4 projects coming into research which take a long time to do,

5 cut they are f or today's proolems.

6 Consequently, there is a ho rrible mismatch here

between the time wnen the answers are needed and the timea

3 wnen the results are going to become availaole. Such a

/ misma tch, in fact, that the problem may be solved by other

10 means before the results ever come out.

11 One possiole way of tending to reduce that type of

12 thing would ce to perhaps set up some criteria or ground

13 rules of wnat kinds of things we're going to come into the

(]) 14 research group to do in the first place, some tests like the

15 income tax people use to see whether you're going to be

16 excluded from a particular exemption or something or other.

17 One of these obviously would be the thing which

13 distinguishes between technical assistance and the research

19 group. Another one would be whe ther it does have spe cific

20 use for some rulemakinq which is coming up or some guide

21 that's coming up, wnere there is an obvious organizational

22 need.

23 Another one would certainly be whether it's

24 something that should be done by DOE. Whether it can be(
23 done and worked out is something else again. But relative

'CE 201
- . -- -
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OAV 1 to DOE, I also tnink here that there is a need to establisn

2 some kind of criteria or ground rules of what kind of DOE

3 results and reports it's proper for NRC to pick up and use

4 relative to the things where Lt's not proper to use it

5 because it gets involved with the need for independence.'

6 I think we all recognize the need for NRC's

I independence in terms of its evaluation. To me , the re is n't

3 at all a clear distinction o?ing made here as to where this

9 cuts in versus what really DOE ought to be doing. And

10 certainly, when the enabling legislation was set up in the
,

11 first placs, there was a major distinction which was made

12 between the kinds of things which DOE was expected to do and

13 the kinds of things that NRC research was expecteo to do,
,

I

[)
with a great diff erence in oudgets.14

15 Consequently, there must certainly ce in here a

16 thought that the hard work is going to be done by DOE and
i

17 that NRC could use much of that information. So, I think

13 it's essential, as a part of these ground rules to come to

19 some sort of an understanding of what DOE really ought to be

20 doing that we could use or avoid it perhaps or on

21 the area of how you get DOE to do what NRC thinks it should.

22 DR. LAWROSKI: Frank.

23 DR. P ARKER: I just have a complaint, first,

24 Steve, cefore some suggestions on the research.

23 First, to really make sucstantive comments on the

-

tUE [ U '-
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I research. de just can't see a one-cage sheet, two seconds
( } JA1

'

2 cefore this discussion, in front of us. de need, reelly, to

3 have in f ront of us much earlier if they want us to make

! 4 substantial comments.
"

:
1 5 A lot of the documents apparently have caen

,

6 dvailable for sometime. Certainly, what looks like the

4 f ront sheet, from something like a 199, is availacle.

3 Ce rta inly , if they want us to discuss tha t, they ought to

9 send it to us a month in advance so we could at least read
i

; 10 it on the plane, if not before that.

11 Mith respect to the things that we did hear,
,

12 t ho ug h , I find there still seems to ce too much emphasis on

| 13 generic proolems. In high-level wastes, for example, we are

(]) 14 really dealing with maybe one or two repositories, at most,

15 before the year 2000. And Lt seems to me that, instead of

16 looking at shale in general, we ought to try to pinpoint
,

17 where the rapository is likely to be and what's the shale in

IS that particular spot. The same thing is true with salt.

19 But shale and salt -- the salt in Ave ry Island, for example,

20 has no relationship to the salt at the MIPP site, even

21 though they're doing experiments. I know they're doing

22 experiments, even though it's DOE that seems to be doing

23 it. NRC seems to be following the same path.

24 Also, it's not clear to me, when they ougnt to be(
25 looking for engineering bypasses to scientific proolems,

-,

m
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DAV I they're trying to find a scientific solution to a scientific'

2 proolem. Frequently, there are ways to get around this.

3 Then, en example that they're going to wrestle

") 4 with, one of the slides had orine migration of salt. If you
,

3 keep the temperature lov enough, you won't have to wo rry
'

6 a bout tne ine migration. They might want to make that as,

s one o f their criteria in salt disposal.
.

3 Looking further at the high-level waste , I think

) that there is overkill in some aspects. I think three in

10 situ in-depth investigations on one site is just not

li reasonaole. I think they ought to look at the costi

12 e ff ectiveness of that, and the cost oenefit of so many

'3 inves tigations and what they really stand to gain. The
j

'

(]) 14 rationales seem to me all political, all puolic-relations

15 motivated, which is in . support of what I say* It isn' t we

15 shouldn't pay attention to it, but you shouldn't have to

17 have three places actually existing in the ground and say if

la one is right we will back on the others.

19 You designate and pilot holes in all three,

20 inves tigate them to the f ull extent, an; say if something

21 goes wrong then we will go to one of these others. I just

22 don't see the necessity.

j 23 Looking at low-level waste. I thin k I sha re some

| 24 o f the things that Martin said. Looking at the costs and
('

|

|
25 cenefits of some of these things, it seems to me worthwnile

|

|
.

CV
'
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.

, ) DA / to look at wnat the costs and oenefits are of having' l

2 dispersed sites.

3 .Te've done some studies on this, and there is no

()I
? question at all that, just f rom a cost point of viev, you're

5 mucn batter off vita a series of disper' sed sites and you can
.

5 show in fact in dollars that you can spend a lot more

dollars improving a site or improving a package from thee;

!

S cost, you would say, from Just shipping this junk around the

9 c oun t ry.

10 Again, with low-le vel waste , it seems to me tha t

| 11 they're unaware of some of the realities that will take

12 place, or at least that they may be aware of the m bu t it

| 13 wasn' t expre ssed at this mee ting. Talking acout curial in

(]) 14 arid sites and how they're perfectly saf e tnere, that of

15 course isn't the c as e at all , because it may be an arid site

15 now out it's certainly going to be pluvial within the

| I, lifetime of the transuranics that are going to be curied in

13 some of those sites.

:) You can practically guarantee, for example, tha t

20 the Hanford ':e is going to have water running out of its

21 ears 10, 15, or 20 thousand years in the future.

22 I would have liked, I guess , to have had more on

23 mill tailings, but unfortunately I naven't re ad the GEIS.

24 That's not their f ault. But that's a document we should{'-
25 nave had ahaad of time. I would have had some more comments

.

&
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DAV I Gn tn at. I think that's an imoortant item.
g

2 I guess I also would repeat that they ougnt to

3 stop repeating state-of-the-art reviews unle ss they have
,

() 4 something different to say. That snould not be a question

5 of wnether it's scientifically correct or not. If it's done

*
6 cy competent people, then NRC ought to look a t it. But

unless.they see oovious gaps or holes, it's not wortnwhilea

3 to do the sar hing over again.

> DR. LAWROSKI Senuyler.
,

1] DR. PHILBRICK: My f eeling about this thing today>

11 and yesterday goes into several points. The first of it has

12 to do with the waste packaging. I was concerned yesterday

13 afternoon wnen I didn't find any criteria coming out, which

({} 14 is exactly the same situation we were in in October, last

15 f all, when we were talking aoout repositories. Now

16 repositories seem to have some sort of criteria, even though

I# epa hasn't given them any.

13 Now, the same thing applies to the waste

19 packaging. Everybody's in agreement that they ougnt to have

20 a thousand years of capability in the waste packaging in

21 some way or another. That's apparent. So, let's proceed on

22 the basis tnat we're going to design a package that's going

23 to have a life of at least a thousand years. Then, let's
,

f
24 utilize the industrial capaoilities in the design and

L,

25 production of the waste packaging.
i

!

I
i
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I These people have been doing this type of thing,
(]}DA/

2 producing something, making a profit at it, and staying in

3 ousiness -- which means they have tne capability. There's7
'

4 no reason why they can't do th'a and do that f aster than the

5 laooratories that have been listed.

6 Now we get to the repository. There is no

/ question it must ce utterly reliaole, which means that it

3 has to be suostantially dry. Those relationships -- water

9 and rock -- are discernible oefore anybody drills a whole

10 lot of holes. Certain characteristics are pretty well

11 established. The presence of salt makes that type of an

12 environment an indication of a dry condition in certain

13 parts of the stratographic column. Some areas are ce tter-

() 14 than others. But when we ge t into that, we get into

15 unfortunate conditions in the salt itself, and we get into

15 unfortunate conditions which are socioconomic.

Ie dith particular respect to WIPp and with

18 particular respect to the Salina Basin, there is no question

19 it's going to be elsewhere. So, I have a feeling tnat tne

20 smart thing to do is to get away from those things, get into

21 a situation where the United States has the contr l, ando

22 that is Hanford. Hanford is not entirely desirable, for a

23 lot of reasons, but it's a hell of a lot more desiracle than

! ( 24 a lot of otner places. And in terms of water and pluvial

I 23 situations in the future, the section of rock we're.

I

l
i

I
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v DAV i conce rned with will have no adverse e ffect from a changing
(

2 climate.

3 DR. PARKER: I was talking about low level.

4 DR. PHIL8 RICK: I know you were. I want to ge t

5 this thing in, that the high-level waste at depth at

6 Hanford, the storage there is not to be compared to

I low-level waste storage under pluvial conditions at

3 H anfo rd.

9 When we get to Hanford, then there is a real value

10 in serious consideration of a nickel-iron cannister, as

11 designed in the proposal from Stone 1 Webster.

12 No w , let's get to the last two points. It is too

13 long a time to construction. There is nothing particular

14 a bou t this procedure , th s axcavation, and this development

15 of a storage area underground, that cannot be handled

16 rapidly. I mean, within a couple or three years. The

ie design should be completed and the people should be going

IS down in the shaf t on a permanent basis..

19 Tne exact dimensions of the underground working

! 23 are dependent upon conditions underground, and they can ce

| 21 established as construction proceeds.

22 No w , we get to the last thing. I have been very

23 much pleased with the apparent increase in geologic andj

! 24 geote chnical capability that the NRC is showing. I was

Ik
25 quita distressed when something came across and I had to

.

0 0.)'
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DAV I writa a letter such as I wrote sometime this summer cecause

2 it was so apparent cack in October that the NRC should

3 increase their geologic and geotechnical capability

O'
| 4 tromsndously.
,

5 I think they've done ' hat. I think they're going.

6 in the right direction. Which r eans, then, the NRC should

free these people to go to the field, see wnat needs to bes

3 done, to examine ths data as ib's collected, to look at the

d rocks , to go down the holes, to do all the necessary and

17 proper things that one does in a geotechnical;

11 inve s tigation. And they should have free access to the DOE-

12 staff and they should proceed right along.

| 13 My experience at Hanford the day that I was in the

() field out there was extraordinarily enlightening, and it was14

15 because I had an opportunity to be in the field with the

16 fellow who had charge of the work, to spend some time with

17 the contractsr before I went in the field, to have seen the

13 materials that were coming out, the borings. And in my

19 experience, the only way a geotechnical engineer or an

23 engineering geologist can function is to be free to be in

21 the field, to be free to follow his need for knowledge

22 whereever it leads in the organization, whether he crosses

23 the channel lines, whether he goes through a channel or

24 whatever.

23 That's all I have.

,
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~ DAV i DR. LAWR05KI: Anyoody wish at this time to
,.

comment on wnat Schuyler has said? Mayce we can. wait.2

3 Sylvan.

O> 4 MR. CROMER: I think everyone has said things that,

5 I have wanted to say, perhaps a little better than I have

$ said them, with regard to cooperation between DOE and NRC.

And I believe that this suggestion of ectually handling this4

3 at the Commission level is probably a way that it can get

9 straightened out.

10 One of the things, it seems to me, that NRC has a
;

11 responsicility for is to determine whether or not any of the

12 nucle ar operations are actually hazardous as f ar as the

| 13 puolic is concerned. They should determine the critical

14 level.()
15 Take, for -instance , the tailings piles In other

16 words, what is the critical level of radon f rom tailings

{ ls piles? They have set a proposed limit of two picocuries per

13 square meter of tailings piles surf ace. We've been living

19 with much higher levels than that for a good many years. As
i

| 20 I believe you pointed out, the Canadians procably aren't

| 21 doing anything like that, nor are othar people in the
i

{ 22 world, trying to get those very low levels.

23 But it seems to me that we're really interested in

24 what is behind this number. Is it something that we'd like

1 25 to nave, or is it actually something that is -- excuse me --

0

'
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y DA'/ I a real proolem f rom the standpoint of the puolic..

'

2 Then it seems to me also that the development of

3 how fou achieve these levels is something that is really the

(").~

4 responsibility of tne contractor, the milling contractor.
:

i

5 If we can say that we've got to meet this level, that DOE
|

6 and the contractor have the problem of working out how --

I in other words, what do the pits look itke and so forth and

3 how to achiave that -- then NRC's responsibility is to be

9 able to have tests so that they can go out and make these

10 measurements and say you are or you are not meeting these

i l requirements.

12 Since I am talking about tailings, I do want to

j 13 mention this proposal that they gave us. That is, the

i
14 proposed licensing requirements for uranium mill tailings.j

[)
15 This has been put up to industry fer study, and two hearings

16 will be helds one in Denver on October I and 21 and another

I( one in Albuquerque a little bit later -- October 18 and 19.

i IS I understand that the milling industry are going

! 1) in prepared with a lot of data, so we should get that one
!

j 20 sha.cen down and in pre tty good shape in those two meetings.

f 21 Another one that I was concerned with as we were
!

| 22 talking about disposal on government land, I believe we were

23 told that congressional action might be necessary. I am

24 wondering if it isn't possible at a hign level to work out

23 about the same situation that the oil companies have used

Gh\c
'
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6%v LAV I for years in leasing. In other words, if an oil company
~)

2 comes in and I lease some land for two years to do any

3 exploration that they neec, it is understood that they have

4 a right provided they can get" that well producing in two

5 years to operate that well just as long as they can get

o the oil or gas out of it.

7 It seems to me that the same thing has to oe

c workea cut on the use of government lands and tnat Congre ss

y should give dRC or 00E the right to go in and explore
,

10 government lands or sites, and if they fino a suitaole site,

11 they've automatically got the right then to go in anc put a

'12 facility on it.

13 Going back to the oil well technology, of course,-

() 14 a stancard lease form says that you can't put a well down

15 within so many f eet of my barn, and things like t ha t . But

lo these things should be worked out in this agreement.

17

to
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21

22

23
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; sh i In other words, the thing that I'm concerned with

s/H 2 is spending a lot of money developing a site on government

3 lands and then having the Congress get together and say, no,

() 4 no, this is no good. You can',t put a disposal site in the

3 area.

5 The other thing that I do celieve, and a number of

the problems that have been discussed such as plugging ofa

3 holas and so fortn, flow through porous media, such as flow

> through sands of gases and liquids through sands, it seems to
.

10 me that this is something that has oeen understood in the

li petroleum industry for years and years. It comes in in so

12 many phases of their work of production of oil or gas tnrough

13 sands , repressuring, water flooding, and so forth.

14 But certainly, this is a source that I believe that

15 NRC and DOE, if they're not taking maximum advantage of, -

15 should take a look at.

17 DR. LAdROSKI Thank you. Let's open it up again.

13 Don?

19 DR. ORTH: I'm not sure just exactly whose problem

20 it is or how it enters into what we're doing, but I'll talk

21 a bou t it anyway. Maybe it's a variety of legal research, bu t

22 that's on a continuing basis. I hope somebody's looking at

23 what is really required to meet NEPA as it keeps evolving.

(.-
24 This specific example which we talked about yesterday

25 and Schuyler orought up again, this ousiness of exactly how

v
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sh I man / alterna te sites do you have to have complete information

-d H : f or before you can do anything. All kinds of analyses were

3 made to reac tor siting in the rest of these things and it's
, ,.

O') 4 an area that I think needs to be explored.
,

5 OR. LANROSKIt Preparatory to deciding what research

5 is to do?

'4R . ORTH: I think it's a variety of legal research..

3 It will also help in a sense --

) DR. LAWROSKI Marty?

IJ OR. STEINDLER: You asked us to comment on other

11 people's comments. Let me make a comment acout the oil

12 industry data. It may very well be that the oil industry

13 has a lot of very good information on methodologies. There

la are two things that strike me in my very limited contact with'

15 oil industry data.

16 Numoer one, to pry it out of the oil industry takes

17 more than the dynamite that is readily available. Number two,

13 in some areas it isn't worth a damn f or the kind of

19 processes and the kind of technical justification that we

20 have to use here, tha t is going to f ace us collectively in

21 an open hearing.

22 So I think that there may well be an awful lot of

23 information buried in the bowels of people's files. But I

24 guess I despair of being able to find a good mechanism to

ks
25 get it out.

.

6
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gsh 1 'Ay other point is that the com.ments you made
,

d 2 regarding what ought to be the direction of the program, I

3 think, are addressed to the wrong forum. Again, the guys

(]) 4 who are leading the charge into the various areas of
,

'
5 exploration are DOE.

$ I certainly have no quarrel with most of the f rame

e o f re ference in which you say --

3 DR. LAWROSKI Who's the "you"7 I think it's

9 Schuyler.

13 DR. STEINDLER: I think it's Schuyler. I have no

11 quarrel with the kind of thing that your's proposing. I'll

12 sometimes argue with you about the applicability of an

13 iron nickel system in several kinds of orines that my people
I

! 14 are talking aoout.

O
15 DR. PHILBRICK: I wouldn't even mess with it.

16 I'd put it in maphic rocks.

l/ DR. STEINDLER: Well --

18 DR. PHILBRICK: It's got a specific application of

19 great value.

20 DR. STEINDLER: For that you aosolutely insist on

21 essentially zero humidity and anaerobic conditions. And I

22 don't think that you can generatz those. The thermodynamics

23 are tousy for the iron nickel system is I guess what I' m

24 saying. Although we had somebody ge t up from your staff, got
(

25 up and said that it isn't clear that everycody agrees that the

y

([, b '

(
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sh ! thermodynamics is tne determining factor in the staoility of

vH 2 a canister, out rather kinetics, I'm willing to ouy that.

3 f understand that pre tty clea rly.

O 4 DR. PHILBRICK: Mayoe you ought to read the piece of

5 paper I gave to Steve.

5 DR. STEINDLER: It would certainly oe instructive

e to me, yes. But I think for the most part if we attack the

3 method wneracy DOE is going about developing the nation's

y pragram, some of us were to cheer you on loudly because we've

10 ceen convinced in various fashions that they're going in the

11 wrong direction most of the time.

,2 On the othe r hand, that's not an NRC problem. In1.

13 that sense, I sense that NRC simply has to follow, the

({} 14 mission being presumably that DOE develops and then NRC

15 L ic en se s.

15 And if that's the case, then I think maybe we

1e should figure out a mechanism whereoy we can transmit

'
18 Schuyler's comments to DOE.

19 DR. PHILSRICK: They've got them in a way. I mean

23 I've puolished on this stuff and they've got the copies.

21 DR. STEINDLER: Let me make a couple of other

22 co mme nts .

23 I've been distressed, and I don't know whether it's

24 a research f unction -- in fact, I'm sure tha t it isn't a

23 research function s it's an NRC proclem -- at this whole

_.
,
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i 'sh ! question of state veto that came up during the discussion of

'H 2 the dIPP site.

3 I happen to be of the persuasion that says to
.

( 4 give the states veto power over federal actions of this kind;

I

j 2 is aosurd.

6 Furthermore, cecause of the obvious pussyfooting

7 that has to be done owing to the political sensitivity of
&

3 :his whole question, I think the inacility to resolve that

> issue in a f airly timely fashion is causing a f air amount

13 of problems for the people who are project managers in such

il various areas.,

12 It's an issue that faces not only DOE at the MIPP

'

13 site, but is certainly going to f ace NRC. And I don't see

'

[]) how it can help but be a primary proolem in the case of14
,

15 Class I hazardous material disposal areas at EP A.

16 So there are several agencies who have got to

Ie confront this thing fairly quickly, and I don't know why;

13 somebody in the federal agency doesn't tackle the problem.

!> That's all f or the time ceing.

20 DR. LAWROSKI I haven't heard anyone say anything

21 a bout the fact that they're worried about because of the

22 moratorium on spent f uel processing, the NRC is having

23 difficulties addressing questions in the fuel cycle,

24 particularly.

23 And I think that it can't help but also af f ect what

-
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sh I can ce done with the high 13 vel waste.

DH 2 Until there is resumption o f croce ssing, we don't

3 have any hign level wastes except for the def ense waste.

()'

' 4 And that's a DOE responsibility.

! 3 I was wondering whether you would have any comments

6 aoout, for example, you'd think there should be some

I comp 3 tence maintained in the NRC for the time when, say,

3 spent fuel reprocessing would be resumed.

? And the question of fuel cycle and waste management

10 assume the proportions of problem size.

11 DR. FOSTER: Steve, in that regard, it's kind of

12 interesting that NRC would focus on the primary reliance on

13 waste form.

[]) 14 At this particular point, the waste form is only a

15 spent fuel alement. Really, I suppose that the form which needs

16 the research is how you additionally package the spent fuel

I4 element and where to meet your criteria there, as contrasted

18 witn glass, or whatever you're doing.

19 CR. LAMROSKI Any f urther comments?

20 OR. ORTH: de're no t uninte re ste d ' - *"- mus ine ss o f

21 prese rving f uel cycle licensing capacility. The reason we

22 haven't commented on it is that I think f rom what we saw of

23 their programs, they are doing that, a fair amount of

24 research on things directed that way.

25 We talked about it this morning.

C O E, 9_ 1 -
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ash i DR. LAdROSKI I hav e a f eeling, though, tnat the

OvH 2 reason tnat they're not allowed to have more than a couple of

3 people in the fuel cycle decision is that somebody has said,
r y,kJ 4 hey, there isn't much in the way of processing. The re f ore ,

.

3 that's a good reason for --

5 DR . O RTH: But by the same token, Steve, I don't

7 really think that there's a great deal of research that needs

3 to ce done, even if we were active in it right now, that

9 isn't already being underway and maintained.

10 They may need some personnel to actually do the

11 licensing, cut that's a separate suoject.

12 DR. LAWROSKI: The point I wish to make is that a

13 f ew years ago when we were going through this, we noted, and

14 i still see the same situation, a decided snortage of
[)

15 managerial people in some of the elements to carry out the

16 licensing function plus staying abreast of what's going on

17 in 00E because we and many other people are always asking,

13 what do you know what's going on in DOE that you may be

11 cuplicating, or that you should be doing because they're not

20 doing it, to be sure that the licensing questions are

21 a ddre ssed ?

22 I have one question to Frank. Whe n you talked about,

t 23 low level wastes, what's your definition? At Hanford, when

| 24 you talk about low level wastes, do you include high
,

|
~

25 concentrations of transuranic elements as one form of low level

! -

I
\ c c c, ?_ ) Q
l.
8

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



,

1140.16.3 5 /2

"sh I waste s?
J
UH 2 DR. P ARKER: de do.

3 DR. LANROSKI Secause that definition doesn't always
, ,)i

ootain every place. -+

5 It's an ruoiquity. That's part of the cusiness,

6 because othe rwise , your remark --

4 DR. PARKER: That's right.

3 DR. STEIN 0LER: I wonder if I might comment on your

> concern --

10 The inability to maintain a cadre of competent

11 licensing-oriented people in the fuel cycle area is a concern,

12 out we haven't addressed it here for two reasons, I think.

13 One is because this is a discussion of waste management

f' 14 research.
L

15 DR. LAMROSKI: Excuse me. I just want to remind you,

16 please remem ber that I asked earlier today to send in your

il comments, particularly those you f eel would be a help to us

IS in preparing the research reports, re search review reports.

19 Sear that in mind that that's the reason that we're

20 asking you for furtner comments.

21 I'm sorry, Marty, go ahead.

22 DR. STEINDLER: Numoer one, this is waste management.

23 Numbe r two, it's research. And our f ocus, therefore, has not

24 been, is NRC adequately staff ed in the event that --

25 Personally, as you well know, I share the concern

o n,
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'sh I that it we wait long enough, all the people who knew how to
{

'

' 'U H 2 do something are either going to retire or are going to be

3 dead.

('s) 4 Tnen there are growing ins tances in which that kind

5 of situation has DOE facilities.

6 In the other area, the presence of the moratorium

e has , in f act, caused a fair number of interesting ripples to

3 run througn Congress. And I think it's no particular secret

1 that the disagreements between the President and the

10 Executive and Congress have been at least in part re sponsible

!! for what I would consider to be the severe ceating that botn
'

12 the DOE budget and the NRC budget are taking in the halls of

13 Congre s.s.

{$ Some of us, perhaps overly paranoid, also celieve14

15 that there is a reasonable effort being made in Congress to

16 gradually phase out the whole nuclear program, and the easiast

14 way to do that is to strangle the federal portion of it,

18 of which NRC is one.

19 There is, I believe, absolutely nothing that we

20 here can or should do in that regard except to exhort those

21 portions of NRC, number one, to .resi s t, if at all possible,

22 and number two, to become a lot snarter in reorienting

23 their programs so as to maintain critical viability where

24 they're obviously necessary.

25 DR . L A.1R CS K I Je rry , I should give you a chance.

,,o
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<-q s h i MR. RAY I just have two observations.
i. !

DH 2 In the two days that I have been sitting here, my

3 cackground in waste management is zilch. So it's ceen a
"

~,_ )(
4 Learning experience. -

5 Sut I was very much impressed oy the repeated,

6 and at the end of the day Schuyler mentioned it, caution on

the part of the memoers of your staff here oy way of as'<ing4

3 the question, well, why are you doing that when this industry

9 nas done it with its 25 years of experience over there and

10 so on.

11 I wonder if there isn't some paydirt here that could

12 be struck by way of summarizing suggestions of this nature

13 and making sure that the NRC staff and possibly with their

I'.h 14 influence on 005, could taka a hard look at some of these
L

15 areas where they may not be reinventing the wheel out

16 replowing a field that doesn't need plowing.

I4 The other point that I still f eel about, and

la Dr. philorick brought this out, is the leisurely pace at

19 which research is done. This is, in my view, as a citizen

2J and a member of ACRS, this area of waste management is an

21 area of criticality.

22 It's something that is behind the trauma that

23 has persisted since the Three Mile Island incident. /nd

24 all those people who go on record with articles or TV

25 appearances or debates, public debates, against nuclear power

nq"
. /,L.
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'
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I or in f avor of stopping it, as you say, there mignt be a' gs h
' e

)
i)H 2 ground movement from some of the Congressional people in

3 this area, amphasize that we don't Know what the hell to do
,

('/)1

4 with the waste and we've generated. But we're going to go-
,

3 on and continue generating it.

$ Well, of course they don't acknowledge the fact

7 that the major portion of tne waste that we have is not from

3 a nuclear power program.

7 Sut nevertheless, they had in their mind the need

. 10 for progress. And you don't see it.

11 I don't feel sitting here in these two days a sense

12 of urgency on the part of any of these agencies in terms of

13 a research program with an intent to get a result and get
:

14 the show on the road, as you said several times.
u

15 Those are my reactions from an informed viewpoint.

15 OR. LAWROSKI I would like to note that since

is 1977, they have intensively looked into this. But we know

18 the rather sad state of affairs from a managerial standpoint

19 in NRC. But I see heartening signs of the road towards

20 improving that situation.

21 I think there's some ways to go. But I wish to

22 commend them for the progress made, at least thus f ar, and

23 I would hope that the pace is accelerated if possible.

24 I think the increased amount of coordination cetween, ,

i s

23 various parts of the NRC I find particularly heartening.

I n
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'

| q. c h

|
~

!
l

:
i

- - . . .- . . _ . . . _ . . - . -



,

7140.16.12- 5 /6

i Tnere's more compartmentalization for various reasons
r$sh
7IH 2 Much of that I see is crumbling, that compartmentalization,

3 and I think that's'a good thing.

4 I hope to the extent that it's permissiole and'

5 still stay within the guidelines and avoid ma jor conflicts of

3 int 3 rest, that NRC and COE can work to the oest advantage-

I for getting on with the solution to the proclem of high

8 level waste management, mi11 tailings, er Lne fuel cycle

- 7 research pro olems.

10 I'd like to take this opportunity oefore I adjuorn

!! to thank t'te various consultants who took time f rom their

I2 busy schedules to coma here to this meeting. And once again,

13 I want to take the opportunity to thank the NRC staff

I4 through Frank for their presentations.{}
15 And we icok forward to the Octo ber 25th mee ting ,

16 which will ce where we get dowr. close to the nitty gritty.

Is I reali;e that's'a totgh problem, but unless we

18 have some cetter f'3 sling than I think we do f or how witnin the

14 NRC priorities are set, that we vould not be in the most.

20 advantageous pos'.t ton to comment on this program cecause in

21 the long run, they are the or.es that are involved with

22, d ay-t o-d ay .
,

23 And we can connant until ne ll freezes over. If

'24 we, in a vacuum, try to ascertain by ourselves what should be

25 ' done, it won't ce a very good rssult because I don't think

no
''II /. b 4

,
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* nsn I even with as much time as we have devoted today and othere
i 3

'0H 2 days, that we can hope to be quite as f amiliar with the

3 problems that they f ace in licensing and answering the

(#).

? people's questions upstairs and various other parties as

d they should ce.

5 This is not to say that they haven't, but theyi

I we can hope that they will understand the user proolem so tnat

3 they can best utill:e the NRC's research dollars.

9 DR.. ETEINDLER: For this Oc tober 25th, if I have it
,

10 right, meeting, are you intending to rereview the existing

11 research program structure now organized?

12 DR. LAWROSKI No. I'm asking, Frank, to provide

.

particular emphasis to inform us on what their priorities13
:

14 are and goals in a little crisper f ashion than we've heard[])
15 any part of on these decision units. And the user peop13,

15 too.

17 I don't mean, when I say talk to Frank her e ---

18 MR. WHITE: We can show you how it all fits

19 together.

20 DR. STEINGLER: That's what I was getting at.

21 DR. LAWROSKI We ll , I wan t the m to .

22 DR. STEINDLER: In order to do an evaluation of

23 whether or not the re search program is appropriately organized'

24 in relation to the needs of the users and what I call the

25 licensing people, we have to have a lot better, crisper idea

-

,

/\ '
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ash I of precisely what technical proolems and how importantly each
| c\

IH 2 of them is viewed by the user. The kind of thing that

3 Charley, one of the speakers put up there, had no information

')- 4 on the importance, and it was hard, therefore, to identify

3 whether we vare attacking a minor problem.

5 0.1 LAdROSKI: This is one reason that we have to

do as much of it as we can tilrough a limited number of peoplea

3 in NRC.

9 Ne can't ask every one of the user groups to come

10 in he re in one day to do this. I think it oehooves Frank,

i
11 as well as possible to estaolish it.

12 DR. STEIpDLER: I assume we're talking aoout fuel

13 cycia and waste management.

14 DR. LANROSKI: And uranium tailings. And lo- levelr]),

15 wasta s, yes.

16 DR. STEINDLER: dell, I, for one, would find it

17 very helpful if we could get an identification of wnat the

IS specific technical issues are that the licensing people f ace.

19 DR. LANROSKI: You see, you keep saying licensing.

20 Sut some of these darn things are done because of the peopls

21 in standards.

22 Now they support the licensing, but the people in

23 s tand ards , t ho ugh , ar e the on e s who t alk , I think, to Frank

24 when something is done more than some body in licensing.
,

i
25 Am I correct?

-

(
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j ensh 1 DR. STEINDLER: I'm sorry, I'm using the term
)

'DH 2 "licansing" in my own fashion. By licensing, I mean everybody

3 except research and the technical assistance program.

f*'') 4 DR. LAdROSKI But it's people who talk to one"

5 ano th er , no t p rogr ams .
,

6 DR. STEINDLER: Co rr ect .

4 MR. CROMER: I just wanted to add one thing to what

3 Marty has arought up aoout the oil industry.

9 He is procably many years closer to it, the oil

10 industry, than I was when I got in the nuclear cusiness. But

11 the thing tnat I am concerned with is the fundamental flow

f2 of liquids and gases through porous media.

13 30 years ago, or a li.ttle longer, it was pretty

(]) 14 well understood not only gases and liquids, cut mixtures of

15 gases and liquids.

16 No w a t tha t time the Bureau of Mines was working

17 very, very closely with the oil companies. Most of that

13 type of information was published, of course. It's very,

19 very old.

20 And I would be surprised if it would not still be

21 available. I do not know how closa the Bureau of Mines is

22 to the oil industries. Some of the statements that have been

23 made that we don't knew what the oil companies are doing, by

24 George, 30 years ago the Bureau of Mines didn't know what the(

25 cil companies were doing. And they knew what the reserva s,

,

-s

- - .- .-
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,

I f gsh I were and they knew as much aoout it as the oil companies did.a

)
13H 2 UR. LAMROSKI I'm going to hold you off. I want to

3 give Mr. White or anyone of the other three gentlemen a

I)'

' 4 cnance to comment. -

5 MR. MHITE: On that point, we just had a meeting

5 with the Bureau of Mines. They're involved in a test facility

7 near Rifle, Colorado to look at the oil shale. In fact, they

3 had a shaf t that's just been construc ted. It's about three

9 meters in diameter. It goes down 2500 f eet and they build

10 a room at the base of this and are doing some in situ

11 testing.

12 It's very closely related to our site

13 characterization. And we've been invited to go out there and

14 Look at that facility.
[}

15 So there is still contact because that's an oil

16 company cooperative. There is still communication cetween

Is the Bureau of Mines and the NRC.

IS OR. LAdROSKI Do you have any other comments you

19 would like to make?

20 MR. WHITE: No. We would like to thank the ACR3.

21 DR. LAMROSKI Frank, did you have anything

22 further?

23 MR. WHITE: I would like to invite Schuyler to comment

24 here.

25 DR. LAdROSKI I leave it up to you to get in touch

!

f
i
i
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;

j , gsh I with Schuyler to go to Rifla , who, in turn, can make

~H 2 a rrangements through Peter to go there.

' 3 DR. LAdROSKI Frank, I think you wanted to make

! (Ih
- 4 a comment, after which we're going to adjourn.

5 '4R. ARS ENAULT I was going to describe what I

6 currently think might be a way for us to respond to the
,

I subco mmittee's desire s on October 25th, to s ee if tha t

3 generates any negative reaction.

> de'11 De doing some more thinking about this

10 ourselves. What I -- what we're going to try to do is to give
,

J

! 11 you a better f eeling for the value, importance, and urgency

12 of the research projects. And I think that those encompass

13 what we mean when we talk about priorities.

14 As I said, priorities are multi-dimensional.

-

15 In doing that, in the last two days, what we did was

16 presant the regulatory program and show the research program,

14 within it.i

13 Nhat we will do, in keeping with the Chairman's

19 remarks of a moment ago, is to present the research program
,

20 in a format that will allow the need for the research or the'

21 utilization of the results to be identified, and then
|

| 22 address that in some narrative form.
1

3 23 Now the problem is, and I heard the legitimate
|

24 complaint here, it's difficult for you to really understand

25 what's going on if all you have in front of you is half a

_

em '
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1

| .sh I dozan lines or a orief paragraph.
( -

2 Su t if you're going to really unde rstand why, what,'C H

3 and when each projec t is going on, we're not going to do it

bd 4 in a one-day meeting. -

I 5 So somehow we will do our best to condense the

6 information down into those elements we think you need. I

7 hope we'll hit the mark.

3 02. LAMROSKI To help you with that condensation,

9 maybe Peter, you can furnish Frank a copy of this because

10 this would indicate, for example, at least for some of the
,

' !! elements, this is one that has now ceen f ormulated into what

12 would be the charts for the waste management -- some of the

! 13 f actors entering into establishing priorities.

t

i rag 14 For example, to help understand and characterize
' ~j

15 complex phenomena, the potential for reduction of risks..

16 There's some that are non-applicable that include rasctor

1e safety.

13 of course, this would include waste management

19 saf ety, obviously, establish margins , and ge t some idea of

20 the sensitivity and so forth.

21 MR. ARSENAULT: This would be a' very helpful

22 document.

23 DR. LAWROSKI I don't know how this is doing to

24 work out for the broad spectrum of all of NRC's research

ks'
25 because we know there are various ways people try to establish

-

$
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,;gsh I priorities. There's some that were developed way back in

"'dH 2 RET, 1970.

3 dell, we heard one definition compelling NRC
g
d 4 research. There are others. .

3 MR. ARSENAULT: This will ce a welcome guide. de

6 won't hesitate to modify it if we f eel that we have a

1 conte xt that would better deliver our message.

3 DR. LA.dROSKI dell, we're already passed our

9 advertised hour of adjournment. Thank you, again, gentlemen.

10 Je rry ?
,

!! DR. ORTH: das anyoody going to tell us what we do'

12 with that thing you handed out?

'

13 DR. LAWROSKI: This? High, medium, low, or if it's
i

q 14- not applicaole.
<>

15 DR. ORTH: Just fill it in.

16 DR. LAWROSKI I'm sorry?

17 DR. ORTH: Just fill it in?

13 DR. LAWROSKI Yes. You might want to fill it in.

19 de'11 har.- a dupitcate form to be filled in af ter October

20 because I would hope to taka at least a partial cut at it

21 at an outline for this chapter,

f 22 These are things that are going to have to be done

j 23 oy the end of Decemcer.
I
i 24 Anything f urther?
| (

25 (No respons e. )

cL C; !b\
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,

sh I (.io response.)
'

L)H 2 OR . LA,lROSK I t iie are adjourned.

3 C .4he reupon , at 3:50 p.m., the heer f.ng was a djourned. );
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| AND

TECllNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECTS
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e INTRODUCTION: SAFER /RES INTERFACE WITil NHSS/fc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Hr. Frank Arsenaul t
Directori

Division of Safeguards
fuel Cycle and Environnental
Research

Of fice of Nuclear Regulatory
Researcli

a SCOPE: NHSS FUEL CYCLE AND MATERIAL SAFETY ACTIVITIES. . . .. . .. . . . . ..Hr. Thonus F. Carter, Jr.
Deputy Director Division of
fuel Cycle and Haterial Safety

,

Office of fluclear Material Safety
and Safeguards.

e TECllNICAL ISSUES
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! E TITLE 10 ENERGY CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS

Certification| t.icensino.J National'

Standards LicensinD P kaulnDI -a Licensino Envisonmental Licensino Independentm
Protection Production Et Ra'i aCIIVSpecial Nuclear Spent Fuelt Source Nuclear Policy Act Material ForA ainst Utilization0Mater'al of 1969 Material Stora0e
Radiation Facilities Transport ft installationNEPA Transportation

FACILITIES , 10 CFR Part 40 10 CFR Pari 61 10 CFB Pari 20 10 CFB Part 60 10 CFR Part 70 10 Cf6 Part 71 10 CFR Part 72

Conversion X X XUF Production6

Ensichtnent X X X
.

Fuel Processino.
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Scrap Recovery

*

Spent Fuel Storage X X X X
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Fuel Storage X X X.
Installation (ISFSil

" Status: Hauulatiosi Taruoted Fos lasuarice Esid Of Caloridar Yeas CY 1973

/



.

a
- 4 &

. = < ea. .. - . ,.

. = =. .:
\d -y y M M &4 M Mu =* *.6

,4 e4m
m = -

- 4'

.u. 6
-u g M. .

% @w -
. ,, e

3m me M
2 w M M M M Mw w we

C C
. .

M - - .
.

44-

> r . .
, _

U~
. =< w 2 C

= 2 a .I &
3a *~ c M M M M M M~

w - Q 2 e
4 - .

= se
e as - _ .

.J=.c w .-
w e,

>= we *=
-w = .a.* m

.c e . m
3 > cc

4 $ G3 >= w M
b2 hg _ o -,

m a
J |M 2 .

.C
*=

es
ned Q=

W 21=
m

43 vs .c > a
2 8 4. 8, o w = <

, w - e . --
. d % 4

'
s

m m -

."(J
C *ae

** b o
Q W

.4 w W WD u 2. J W
- tad M e < m, .,,,,

a- 4a. vt > == g
e ." E O ES 3 km.

d M~
4 o e >=*~ *u; ~A*2 ~

o
s

e
M

f/5 >=
3

m me
&*

Q a - m. e

=* 4
- e u
3 2 %O *E * Qg j M M M M M M M M Mgy

= . - a -
4 W W .4 4 4

X 4. s

M ** 4. O >
G 4 8" M

E
* E.o-

.o.
2
a == a= Qg w a s= N

de I < M
3 M M M M M M M M M M Mg " gg
- e .a a

- 1; .z e a. .eQ W W g W9
m. M w a < a = g-

- - - a = . - o -
4Ad 3 W Q WI S * W -ege u .a. a e tad O == .zg and so
- 3 A D* W9 Isf) llE .e ** C3= a= as a o we E W g & T 2j M W = - G h = es W .,,, es 2s

w A
==

2 3 B3 Q W< W9

- w w
= wm -

s =
G E Q

3 .g a @ 5 e *
c .=- *u 5 3
* C 6 > 3

( U J -.c Cc w o
= C.
E Q E e.

u E - .J c <.r
z E

aw == 4 =&
C. . v. . = a - 2 $g WB *8 W 4 " **x < < < - - a.t .=mem es

I u. - .J we 4 g
W E nas c .ne .d ** ** X * .d edQ =

Q .e 3 Q w Q 3
C W me wg >**

.C O m" O #" * WI E=
u
M

, . b d N ** .M
o 7'

( ' (i b...,*
s/ S /

,

,
|

. ~. ,_ - -



O O O' '

'
>

.

FUEL CYCLE LICENSING;

|
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SCOPE: COMMERCIAL FUEL FABRICATION, ENRICilHENT, REPROCESSING, INTERIH SPENT fuel STORAGE (AFR)

AND ON-SITE WASTE STORAGE

ACTIVITIES: LICENSING REVIEWS (INCLUDING HEPA), STANDARDS DEVELOPMENT, GENERIC EIS
'

TECilNICAL ISSUES:

e ENVIRONMENTAL-SITING, 40CFR190, CLEAN AIR ACT, AND ALARA

e OCCUPATIONAL ALARA
.
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I FUEL CYCLE LICENSING

TEulNICAL ISSUE: ENVIRONENTAL - SITlHG, 40 CFR 190, CLEAN' AIR AdT AND ALARA'
| ,

.

TEOlfilCAL PROJECTS:

e NATURAL FilEH0MENA (NMiS)

COSTBENEFITF.C.COSTHDDEL(NMSS)e

e TABLE S-3 UPMTE (NMSS)

e SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMEt(T (NMSS)
~

e llEPA FILTER TEST AND PERf0RMANCE (RES) ,

e ACCIDENT AEROSOL DEllAVIOR (RES)

e NOBLE GAS RETENTION RISK STUDIES (KES)

e FUEL CYCLE FACILITY ACCIDENT SURVEY (SD)

e SOLUBILITY OF FUEL CYCLE AEROSOLS (S0)
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FUEL CYCLE LICENSING -
.

TECHNICAL ISSUE: DECOMISSIONING

TEulNICAL PROJECTS:

o PilVSICAL CilARACTERIZATION OF WASTES AND TANKS AT WEST VALLEY (NMSS)

e RADIOLOGICAL EVALUATION OF CONTAMINATED SITES (NMSS)

o SAFETY AND COSTS OF DECOMMISSIONING FUEL CYCLE FACILITIES (SD), ,

a GENERIC ENVIRONKNTAL IMPACT STATEMENT - DEC0mISS10NING (SD)
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FUEL CYCLE LICENSING

! TECilNICAL ISSUE: ALTERNATIVE FUEL CYCLE

TEGINICAL PROJECTS:

o STUDY REGULATORY DIFFERENCES DETWEEN Til0RIUM FUEL CYCLES

AND CURRENT URANIUM FUEL CYCLES (NHSS)
9
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RADI0lS0 TOPE LICENSIN'l

| SCOPE: MANUFACTURE AND USE OF RADI0 ISOTOPES IN HEDICINE, RESEARCil, INDUSTRY,
AND CONSUMER PRODUCTS

1

i ACTIVITIES: LICENSING, STANDARDS DEVELOPHENT, AGREEMENT STATE PROGRAM SUPIORT

TEGINICAL ISSUES: e ENVIRONMENTAL - SITING, ALARA, CLEAN AIR ACT
!

o ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS - CONSUMER PRODUCTS -

e OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY

e FACILITY DECOMISSIONING ,
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RADI0lS0 TOPE LICENSING

-

TECilNICAL ISSUE: ENVIRONENTAL - SITING, ALARA, CLEAN AIR ACT

TECilNICAL PROJECTS:

ALARA FOR RADIOPilARMACEUTICAL MANUFACTURERS (EFFLUENTS) (HMSS)1 e

e PERFORM ll-3 ANALYSES OF BI0 ASSAY AND SAMPLES (ARIZONA) (NHSS)

e ALARA FOR HEDICAL INSTITUTIONS (PROPOSED) (SD)
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RADI0 ISOTOPE LICENSiliG

| TECilNICAL ISSUE: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS - CONSUMER PRODUCTS .

TECilNICAL PROJECT:

o STUDY TO SUPPORT GENERIC IMPACT STATENENT ON USE OF RADIO!S0 TOPES IN

CONSUMER PRODUCTS (NHsS)
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RAD 10lS0 TOPE LICENSING

; TECilNICAL ISSUE: OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY
t

.
TECilNICAL PROJECTS:

|
4

e SEALED SOURCE PROTECTION (t%S)

e DEVELOPMENT OF B10 ASSAY ETil0DS FOR PH-147 (SD)

e soltulLITY INilALATION T0XICOLOGY, AND DOSE CONVERSION STUDIES (RES, SD)
'
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RADI0 ISOTOPE LICENS?NG'

.

|
TEGINICAL ISSUE: FACILITY DECOMMISSIONING

,

TEGINICAL PROJECTS:

EVALUATION OF 10 CfR PARY 30 DOCKET FILES OF TERMINATED LICENSES (NMSS)e

'

e MONITORING FOR COMPLIANCE WIDI DECOMMISSIONING CRITERIA (SD)

,
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TRANSPORTATION CERTIFICATION'

,

SCOPE: CERTIFICATION OF PACKAGING FOR RADI0 ACTIVE HATERIALS

ACTIVITIES: TilERHAL CRITICALITY, SillELDING AND STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS OF Sil!PPING SYSTEN DESIGNS

FOR COMPLIANCE WITil 10 CFR 71; STANDARDS FOR PACKAGE DESIGN AND WORKER PROTECTION

TECilNICAL ISSUE: e INCREASE PROTECTION OF PUBLIC llEALTil AND SAFETY

.
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TRANSPORTATION CERTIFICATION

,

TECilNICAL ISSUE: INCREASE PROTECTION OF PUBLIC llEALTil AND SAFETY

TECilNICAL PROJECTS:

.

e IMPROVE PACKAGE iESIGNS FOR l_SA AND TYPE A PACKAGES (NHSS)

'

e IMPROVE ANALYTICAL TECilNIQUES (HMSS, RES)

e HUDAL STUDY (RES)

! -

.

,

I
i

r =~

'

_ r-
.

%m

. bD
% .

9

'

/9



. _ . . . .-- . . - . . ..

:> O O O'

4 >

'

PLANNED PROJECTS

!
e (,iDI0 LOGICAL & CONTINGENCY PLANNING AND INCIDENT RESPONSE

-- HDDELlHG OF VITAL SAFETY SYSTEMS IN FUEL CYCLE FACILITIES.

-- EXAMINE CURRENT ENERGENCY PLANNING AND RESPONSE CAPABILITY FOR FUEL CYCLE FACILITIES.

o RADI0 ISOTOPE LICENSiliG

-- ESTABLISil ALARA FOR EfflUEllT RELEASES FROH BY-PRODUCT FACILITIES. .
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MR EUGENE F. BEEKETT

U S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
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: EXISTING NUCLEAR WASTE
'

,

DEFENSE COMMERCIAL
|

LOW LEVEL WASTE
CUBIC FEET 50,800,000 15,800,000

HIGH LEVEL WASTE 9,400,000 80,000

TRAN8 URANIC WASTE
KG CONTAINED TRU 1,100 123 ,

'

. . . . . . . . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . . _ . _. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . . _ . _ . . .

.

'

UNREPROCESSED COMMERCIAL
I SPENT FUEL - MT H't.4VY METAL 2,300.

URANIUM MILL TAILINGS .140 MILLION TONS
I _c _

-

1

,

i
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.

'

.,_ _ _ _ _

. . . . _ - - - - _ .
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TRU WASTE AT DDE STORAGE SITES
.

VOLUME (Ti10VSANDS OF EUBIC FEET) ,

(| Rll WASTE--STORER__
T07|T777NASTE--STORED _E10/ /// 1 l/I/85BURIED 0/1/FSITE 10/ /// 10/ /86

LASL 580 580 Sri 2'19 0 9 ,
,

PANTEX 1 1 0 0 0 0

ORNL 215 222 10 32 27 52

IIANFORO 5118 3 StiB3 2117 855 3 8

INEL 2102 2102 1202 2376 Ot 20,

NTS 0 0 6 39 0 0

SRP 1085 1085 56 109 0 0
--

| TOTAL 9'166 9'173 1575 366'l 30 89
'

'

.

~

,

g
/

e

..

e}

e

.

d



jhffhf$$$$[d$$ Nil!:i1 1 1a
'

h: N L E | 0 _a
!-

.

,
..

WIPP
PROJECT OBJECTIVES -

:

* PERMANENT DISPOSAL OF DEFENSE-
GENERATED TRANSURANIUM (TRU)

|

|
* TEST CAPABILITY FOR HIGH-LEVEL-

WASTE EXPERIMENTS
i

-

t * REC . ENDEDEEMDNSTRATION .OF
| UP TO 1 0 -SPENT FUEL ASSEMBLIES
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WASTE ISOLATI'O_N PILOT PIIA_NT
:

,

. .

-

4

i

DESCRIPTION OF MAP ZONES

I

ZONEI AllEA OF SURFACE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES
'

* RESTRICTED AND SECUft|TY FENCED AREA ,

ZONE 11 MAXIMUM AllEA FOR UNDEf1 GROUND MINED DEVELOPMENT
* NO DRILLING OR MINING ACTNITIES

CURRENT LIVESTOCK GilAZING TO CONTINUE*

FUTURE ACTIVITIES CONSIDEllED ON BASIS OF SAFETYe
AND GEOLOGIC IMPACT BY WIPP AUTilORITY

,

ZONElil " STAY OUT" BUFFER ZONE
NO DRILLING OR MINING ACTNITIES*

CURflENT LIVESTOCK GRAZING ACTIVITIES TO CONTINUE*

LIKE ZONE II, FUTullE ACTIVITIES SUBJECT TO APPHOVAl.*

AND flEGULATIONS OF WIPP AUIllORITIES.
. .

I ZONE N CONTROLLED ZONE ,

* NO SOLUTION MININQ
* NO OIL AND GAS OR OTilER llVDROCAllDON HECOVEllY SY

^ FLOODING OR HYDRO FilACTUlllNG TYPE TECHNIQUES

1 FUTullE PilOPOSED DRILLING AND MINING C,0NSIDEllED BY*
~

WIPP UNDER WIPP APPROVED METHODS
* CUFIRENT LIVESTOCK GilAZING ACTIVITIES CONTINUEa

\" * OillEll FUTUFIE ACTIVITIES SUBJECT TO APPflOVAL'

bi
DY WIPP AUTilORITIES -

]h
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WIPP SURFACE FACILITIES
'
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, STORAGE EXHAUST SHAFT'

STORAGF EXHAUST WASTE SHAFT<

FILTER BUIL_ DING _( *=]--
_ WASTE HANDLING

f BUILDING
| . : = = , n 1; W # 7/ , w ; p-bE ~ Ub

'
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7 MERGENCY
!'f"' GENERATOR
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suiO c[] | BUILDING STonAos
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SCHEMATIC REPRESENTATION OF THE :"t.d
WIPP SITE STRATIGRAPHY heis-

-

'eALTITUDE
GROUND SURFACf. p ,

Pi4ETERS FEET

SANTA ROSA SANDSTO9E ["

. _ , . _ -

%'iss655?>.:e,/.,'|g%
1000- a=.=g..

in '' :o'j'p. >|.gf .! DEWEY LAKE RED BEDS $7f-g,g .

'.

:' N.cr.= . ICONFINING BED) ::;r."E,
RUSTLER FORMATION Mk'

750 -,g (AQUlFER) : i '"

EN|.;gy:-
-2000 ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , _ ' ' ,

POTASH" 9"' 2 -
500 ZONE i-'''

-1500
'~ '

--
SALADO FORMATION f21.- o

(CONFINING BED)
-

,,

CH LEVELE
.

E--1000 .. - ; . -
M _ RH LEVELE -

N- 500

6~ ~
~

SEA --LEVEL
CASTILE FORMATION -

(CONFINING BED) h~- -500 ~ ,
,

t

250- '

. 1000
i-

BELL CANYON FORMATION. 1500
-500 (AQUlFER) : i.
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i
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| SCHEMATIC REPRESENTATION OF j

| COMMUNICATION EVENT I
'

'

I
,

TO MALAGA RUSTLER 7.5 PSI
~

BEND AQUIFER
m; ' C 's Y '(1

| Jis ~ , i.M.. ..g.;3 Ma %.. s. h
..

i FRESH-WATER -

: i i i POTENTIAL IN .

I J 8 RUSTLER
. ENLARGED WELLBORE / I I'

iC3 BY DISSO!.UTION OF i i AQUlFER FRESH-WATER'

| POTENTIAL INl I

gm aj % SALT I LOWER BELL CANVON; ,

gcg FFMR'#4fMA REPOSITORY AQUlFER
,,

l

i I I LEVEL
'

' l9 1 1 1

'
+

! W jo
UNCASED DORE HOLE N|]i

Is-IN-DIAMETERb i

E5D
'

| |b l
'

ut#:c ,% >:: w: , g m .por s;f smr
i ;q >Jfg 1 -> is . I
'

't un f 5g%MF%%it:.;1 -a-

.'s 'QEci5d:,dM '.Ethi. % $ $1M BELL CANYON
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DOE WIPP ORGANIZATION

.

5 OPPICE OP
NUCLEAR WIPP ALBUQUEROUE

*

*

j WASTE PROJECT OPERATIONS
MANAGEMENT OFFICE

,

j : L __ __. __. __ - ,

t :

b N. A. S. WIPP PROJECT

} PANEL OFFICE :
a

i USGS HEW MEXICO
EEG.

f SOCIO-ECONOMICi

k., -

.

') SCIENTIFIC (@ SUPPORT ARCHITECT /ENGTNEER.

'! SUPPORT CONTRACTOR

,; SANDIA 3k) WESTINGHOUSE BECHTEL
*

b - General Support - Design'
- EIS3
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SUMMARY DcVELOPMENTS SR'CE APRIL 1979

O '
.

'

o PUBLIC i. EARINGS Ud THE DRAFT GEIS

o C0i!TINUED AND EXPANDED FIELD EXPLORATI0i! FOR SITES

o iiEAR-COE?LETIOP!, SECONE DRAFT, EARTH SCIEiiCES TECHilICAL PLEi
,

o EXPAdDED ALTEFlATE WASTE FOPiiS RESEARCH

o RECO.1NAISSANCE SURVEYS FOR GRANITIC ROCK add ARGILLITE

~ FORMATIONS ARE UNDERWAY .

i o INITIATED STUDIES OF ALTERNATIVES TO SHALLOW LAND BURIAL (LUD
'

~

o COIiPLETED MI!!E- CONSTRUCTI0d FOR TEST FACILITIES IN GRAdITE

(NTS) N!D BASALT (HARFORD)

; () o PROGRESS MADE IN ORDERLY DELIBERATI0d 0F ISSUES WITH STATES--

FOREMOST BEIdG HISSISSIPPI, TEXAS AND UTAM

o BRINE MIGRITI0d TEST INITIATED AT AVERY ISLAND

o BELL CANYON BOREHOLE PLUGGING TEST INITIATED

o REMEDIAL ACTI0d PROGRM1 ESTABLISHED

o THREE DRAFT EIS'S ISSUED IN SPENT FUEL STORAGE

o STARTED DEVEL0 MENT OF NEPA IMPLEMEJTATION PLN1

o INTERNALLY APPROVED DOE PUBLIC INFORMATI0i! PLAd
~

CONTIdUED PUBLIC MEETIHG EXCHANGES WITH U.S. NUCLEARo
'

REGULATORY COMMISSION
-

g /

- -

h
-

. - , - - . - ...
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U.S. NUCLEAR POWER PLANT LOCATIONS
| HANFORD

'4*
RESERVATION'

.q -. , , *- ,,
g'

44 44,

/ 9
-

\
"

(
..-

,

..

*[ k i .
***** . .

. .,

q ,- * * * *, ", SALINA '
* * *

I .,, U ASIN > ' 7,J *,;.v ~* * "=
, \g -

, '''
f;a

'**** s ***'* I ePARADOX asPEHMIAN
9 BASIN 66 e__

BASIN I
va .as'S ,a ,, .. u*

> .. .
os.- a /

. . . . . . ,
, , . #& , $6 p

* 5 Jiti ,

,, us*e 466 '*A
- -

> "* 4&&
",e# g ,5:

NEVADA TEST as 4 66
'

' ' :f| ' SITE GULF COAST "".

I

/aase. ,

1

,

SALT DOMES ('
a p

i / </,/j jr(, NUCLEAR GENEftATING UNIT CAPA I. ,,
/ e.

6e
e Lisea=J la op..e. ..

r S t.6 % t
- Io s=...d by 9.HC is e,-eee

e 10.000 , g
2 enha.. monu.d in op ete 400E-e.nedi*

( O

\'
'

a 'se.aee di i

SS 624.400D0 semesew.siain p mies
,

T 4 een, oo.h m. eve. sed 4,152.000 g 6
t

-- . re-4 39646 000 i34e.neu o d .J ,

_ a..-= . . 4- sjto wo 8 i

200 $23.400 *
206

W * P | .''..~.'T! .*J'.;;" '*:' ;'.**;**.*"o.:" '.'.'.C.;.".T*- ' p* ** '"'''' n'' .8 - 'e'o - 6= m
--''--''.'.''ag'a'-*.ui o . .. . . w.. .gg. .* w,

. -
.



. . . . . . , _ . .

t .) O O O-
-

.
~

.
.

.

aA
HANFORD GRANITE AND

.

' '

QUARTZlTE .'

GRANIT$ '
,

j

GRANITE
# AND \i / \,

! V.0LCANI
r iBASALT VOLCANICS

'

b | GRANITE ,
- 3

,
- .'m\

(6
,

-

1

$' .

*

9, ,

p, D./ RANITE'

q- .

'GRANITE AND
I

VOLCANICS w,
,-

NEVADA TEST SITE _

CRYSTALLINE FORMATIONS IN UNITED NTATES"
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'

~ PROGRAM PLANNING !

- EARTH SCIENCES TECllNICAL PLAN -
'

TO IDENTIFY COMPONENTS OF A COMPREllENSIVE PLAN NECESSARY TO |e PURPOSE -

RESOLVE EARTil SCIENCES ISSUES AND QUESTIONS S0 TilAT GE0 LOGIC

{ REPOSITORIES CAN BE CONSTRUCTED,

| AN INTEGRATED PROGRAM PLAN, BY FALL OF 1979, WHICll WILL.e G0AL -

COMPILE Tile SPECIFIC R&D TASKS TilAT MUST BE CONDUCTED,

.

A DRAFT DOCUMENT, AUTil0 RED BY USGS AND DOE, WAS COMPLETED
'

e STATUS -

IN 1/79 TilAT PROVIDES AN INITIAL ASSESSMENT OF Tile ISSUES /

QUESTIONS, Tile CURRENT R8D TASKS, PROGRAM PRIORITIES, AND -

IDENTIFIED TECllNICAL QUESTIONS TilAT REQUIRE ADDITIO 3L
-

-

! ATTENTION.-

i - FIVE TOPICAL SUBGROUP REPORTS (SITE SELECTION, WASTE / ROCK

INTERACTIONS, ROCK MECllANICS, SEALING AND PUBLIC RISK)

HAVE BEEN COMPLETED TO SUPPORT PREPARATION OF Tile

% INTEGRATED PLAN,

c

W _\
'

M
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; WASTE FORM SELECTI0fl STRATEGY i
"

,

| EPJOR TO IRG RECOMMENDATION.

O GLASS REFERENCE FORM FOR DNPF

0 FINAL DECISION ON DNPF FORM IN FY 1980

0 ALTERNATE FORMS INVESTIGATION-

.

CURRENT APhiOACI
-

-

0 FULL REVIEW OF ALTERNATE FORMS CHARACTERISTICS BY END FY 1981
,

O ENGINEERING REVIEW OF TWO TO FOUR SELECTED ALTERNATE FORMS BY END FY 1983
'

O DWPF RETAINING GLASS AS HEFERENCE FORM BUT WITH FLEXIBILITY FOR CHANGE

O FINAt. DECISION ON DWPF FORM BY FY 1984

! .

.

.*w

c .

i
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WASTE FORM PLAN i
~

l 0 HIGH-LEVEL WASTE MANAGEMENT STRATEGY DOCUMENT UNDER PREPARATION
, .

- SUMMARIZES PLANS INCLUDING WASTE FORM DEVELOPMENT

- PUBLIC DISSEMINATION END OF CY 79
.

.

O HLW PROGRAM PLAN UNDER PREARATION
'

- WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE INCLUDES WASTE FORM DEVELOPMENT .

.

- INTERNAL DOCUMENT, SCHEDULED To BE IN FINAL FORM MARCH 1989
.

e

e

e
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HASTE FORM DEVELOPMENT OVERALL SCHEDULE
!

'

ACTIVITY -

1

.

IJUE . *

- PLAN FOR IMMOBILIZATION OF WEST VALLEY WASTE
.

.

.
.

I

FY 80

FY 80-FY 81 - INITIAL ASSESSMENT OF PROPERTIES AND PROCESSING f"ASIBILITY
.

'

MENT

- SELECTION OF TWO TO FOUR' FORMS FOR FURTHER DEVELOP

FY 82-FY 83 - INTENSIVE DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION OF PROMISING FORMSROCESS DEVELOPMENT

- SELECT ONE OR TWO FORMS FOR LARGE-SCALE EOUIPMENT AND P
- SELECT WASTE FORM FOR DWPFFY 811

FY 84-FY 86 - LARGE-SCALE EQUIPMENT AND PROCESS STUDIES FOR SELECTED FORM (S)
.

'

HANFORD AND IDAHO

- RECOMMEUD REFERENCE IMMOBILIZATION PROCESS (ES) FORFY 85 ENTIAL COMMERCIAL WASTE

- RECOMMEND REFERENCE IMMOBILIZATION PROCESS FOR POTFY 86 HANFORD AND IDAHO

- ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT AND CONCEPTUAL DESIGN FORFY 87-FY 92
PROCESS (ES)

.

.

. I

e
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-
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i INDEPENDENT GENERIC 1101 FORMS ASSESSMENT

|} APPROACil

0 DATA, REPORTS AND BRIEFINGS FROM DOE AND CONTRACTORS

'
O NUMERICAL RATitlG FOR ELEVEN WASTE FORMS

] O CONSIDERED NINE SCIENTIFIC AND NINE ENGINEERING PARAMETERS AFFECTING PROCESS AND
'

LONG-TERM PERFORMANCE
*b

0 THREE SEPARATE RANKING LISTS

- PRESENT SCIENTIFIC MERITS OR LEAST RISK FOR USE TODAY*

1 - RESEARCH PRIORITY ,

| - PRESENT AND POTENTIAL ENGINEERING PRACTICALITY

.j 0 IN EACil RANKING LIST, GROUPED AS

- TOP RANK '

- INTERMEDIATE RANK
l - BOTTOM RANK

O IN COMPARATIVE RANKINGS, REVIEW PANEL FEELS STRONGLY THAT

- PRIMARY EMPilASIS SHOULD DE ON SCIENTIFIC MERIT VERSUS ENGINEERING PRACTICALITY'

'

- R8D EFFORTS S1100LD CONTINUE ON TOP AND INTERMEDIATE FORMS NNDER RESEARCH PRIORITY

,4
i

i ,-
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*
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! IEEPENDENT GENERIC HUf FORMS ASSESSMENT

!j PEER REVIEW PAfEL
i

| LARRY llENCH, CHAIRMAN UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA NATERIALS SCIENCE
.:j

i JACKllUTCHINS CORNING 6 LASS 6 LASS AND CERAMICS

-|
' '

SHELDON WIEDERHORN NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS CERAM{CS

1 AL COOPER CASE WESTERN RESERVE 6 LASS

1 DENNIS READY 0110 STATE CERAMICS
'

,

FRANK'VERSNYDER PRATT AND WHiTHEY llETALLURGY AND CERNETS
-

-

ROD EWING UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO 6EOLOGY

6EOCHEi11STRY.i
.

t ROGER STAEHLE UNIVERSITY OF fllNNESOTA METALLURGY
e e e e e e e e e e e e e

; cg NOTE: LIAISON REPRESENTATIVES (NONVOTING) FROM SRL, SRO, ONWI AND NRC INVITED TO

] FIRST MEETING. REPRESENTATIVES FROM OTilER FEDERAL AGENCIES / CROUPS MAY ATTEND
'

[' FUTURE MEETINGS.
.M

'

La
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! IlLW ALTERNATIVES FORM DEVELOPMENT PLANNED - FY 1980 FUNDING
.

) FY 80 BUDGET
'

WASTE FORM ,I)EVELORER IllDilSelDS B/0 BASIS'

*| MATRICES,' BARRIERS BATTELLE 550 PRE-IRG

ADVANCED CALCINES IDAHO 800 PRE-IRG
; .

CLAY CALCINE ilANFORD 250 PRE-IRG,

METAL MATRICES ARGONNE 180 PRE-IRG'

HOT PRESSED C0tlCRETE OAK RI,DGE . 300 PRE-IRG

,'| CERMET OAK RIDGE 235 PRE-IRG
.

| SYNROC L:VERMORE 1000 1979 INITIATIVE
SOL-GEL FEED PREPARATION OAK RID 1E 250 1979 INITIATIVE

'g
TITANATE CERAMIC SANDIA 160 , 1979 INITIATIVE' -

1 CANISTER MATERIALS BATTELLE; OAK RIDGE 800 1979 INITIATIVE
I MATERIALS CHARACTERIZATION CENTER BATTELLE 2200 1979 INITIATIVE

SITE FORMS ASSESSMENTS SR, ID, RHO, PNL 1500 1979 INITIATIVE
FUNDAMENTAL STUDIES UNIVERSITIESJ DOE LABS 500 1979 INITIATIVE

'

'
CRYSTALLINE CERAMICS ROCKHELL/PENN STATE 1300 1980 INITIATIVE.

POROUS GLASS NATRIX CATil0LIC UNIVERSITY 700 1980 INITIATIVEj
,

HIGH SILICA GLASS (LOW TEMP.) HESTINGil0USE 335 1980 INITIATIVE**

| SYNROC VERIFICATION NC STATE fl0 1980 INITIATIVE

} ' PROCESS AND EQUIPMENT DEVELOPMENT BATTELLE 900 1980 INITIATIVEc

: 12000
#

~

,.

N '*

!
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ETW MATERIALS CllARACTER12ATION ORGANIZATION
:

PURPOSE: -

;
'

O TESTING AND QUALIFICATION OF MATERIALS FOR REPOSITORY DISPOSAL

NEEH1:

O PLANNING AND STANDARDIZATION OF TESTS;

0 COORDINATION AMONG DOE FIELD OFFICES AND CONTRACTORS

0 CONTROL OF TEFT PROCEDURES AND RELEASE OF TEST DATA .

O IDENTIFICATION OF MATERIALS REQUIRING CERTIFICATION
.

O SCHEDULING OF ACTIVITIES TO MEET REPOSITORY MILESTONES
-

.
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f
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b
'
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ETH MATERIALS CHARACTERIZATION ORGANIZATION

STATUS
.

O MATERIALS STEERING COMMITTEE
'

- INITIAL MEETING SEPTEMBER 7, 1979

- TO REVIEW AND APPROVE C:lARTERS OF OTHER COMPONENTS

- TO ESTABLISH INTERFACE CONTROL MECHANISM

- APPROVE MEMBERSHIP AND CHAIRMAN OF MATERIALS REVIEW BOARD

0 MATERIALS REVIEN BOABIl

- TO BE PROPOSED BY SAVANNAH River
- FIELD OFFICE RESPONSIBILITY TO BE DETERMINED
- CHAIRMAN TO BE FULL-TIME FUNDED liSSIGNMENT ,

- BROAD PERSPECTIVES AND EXPERTISE TO BE REPRESENTED

- SAME MEMBERS FROM OUTSIDE CURRENT WASTE MANAGESENT PROGRAMS .-

O MATERI ALfdllARACIEIU2ATION CEt[T.ER
- RESPONSIBILITY ASSIGNED TO BATTELLE/,PNI. AUGUST 1979

- FIELD OFFICE RESPONSIBILITY TO BE DETERMINED
- SAVANNAH RIVER PROVIDING INITIAL GUIDANCE AND FUNDING

.

0 lllDEEENDENT MEASUREMENTS l.ABORATORY.
i - RICHLAND-COLUMBUS TO PROPOSE CONTRACTOR

1 1
!

'
.3

'3_

I

'
...m ,m . . . ,,n
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LOW - LEVEL WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

,

CHANGES IN TECllN0 LOGY DEVELOPNENT ELEMENTS SINCE APRIL
.
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Schedu:e
i FY 79 FY 80 i FY 81i

Insmutional wastoWaste treatment -
,

demo
State of art Technology y- - - - -

.

development \_ Volume reduction
Demo-fuel cycle
. waste

,

.

-

.

'

Disposal ,

State of art Planning and preparation , intermediate-

3 depth demo
Shallow land burial

- .

I Development and demos (LASL, ORNL)

Follow ONW1 work and augmented %.
L

i '; ONW1 programs
~~ ~T INEL-S-ID 046

,

'b.h
'
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WASTE TREATMENT STATUS ,

i,
-

'

O SURVEY OF CANDIDATE SOLIDIFICATION AGENTS AND PLAN FOR DEVELOPMENT TO
;

,

BE COMPLETED IN FY 80 ]' -

0 TWO TECilNIQUES FOR FUEL FABRICATION LIQUID LLW AVAILABLE BY END - FY 81 |.,

-BIOLOGICALDFillTRIFICATION

- ULTRAFILTRATION - REVERSE OSMOSIS t

e

'

0 INCINERATOR TECHNOLOGY APPLICATION TO INSTITUTIONAL WASTES FIRST AND TilEN REACTOR
-

WASTES

- FEASIBILITY TESTING OF ALTERNATIVE INCINERATOR /S0LIDIFICATION SYSTEMS IN FY 79 A'!D 80!.
;

- SELECT OllE FOR FULL SCALE TEST AT U OF MD !'

I.-

i

.

;
.

'
,
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f
r ,
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ALTERNATIVE DISPOSAL METHODS. STATUS

i
,

0 SCOPING STUDY OF VIABLE ALTERNATIVES UllDERWAY
i

'1 0 INTERMEDIATE DEPTH DISPOSAL GIVEN 111G11 PRIORITY
~

'

- 30 TO 50 FEET OF OVERBURDEN
#''

- START FIELD TESTING 11/80 AT NTS
'

- BEGIll DEMONSTRATI0ll IN FY 81 AT NTS -
'

_I
- COMPLETE DEMONSTRATION IN FY 83

- FEASIBILITY STUDY AT SR IN FY 80
'

,

O ADDITIONALALTER|iATIVES '

,

'

.)
- " PIGGY BACK" ON ONWI, AUGMENTING LAB TESTING AS REQUIRED

'

- POTENTIALLY PARTICIPATE IN ONWI DEMONSTRATIONS

t
.

%

s',

# '

,C
'

'c?
.

,
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BASALT WASTE ISOLATION PROGRAM

- STATUS -;
, .

I o SITE EVALUATION
.

o REPOSITORY SITE LOCALITIES IDENTIFIED Ill AUGUST 1979; CANDIDATE SITES TO PEp

.1 IDEllTIFIED BY OCTOBER 1979 -

!J SERIES OF DEEP DRILL HOLES Od llANFORD SITE BEGUN TO ESTABLISli DEEP llVDfiOLOGYo
'

MODEL

o IN SITU TESTING

EXCAVATION 0F Tile TilREE TVNNELS, EXTENS0 METER ROOM, AliD TWd TEST ROOMS OF iiSTF
-

o

COPiCPLETE
-

'

o DRILLING OF Tile PilASE I (ELECTRICAL HEATERS) TEST 110LES COMPLETED SEPTEMBER 1979

.> o PilASE I TESTS ON SCllEDULE - JUiiE 1980 STARTUP

o PilASE II TESTS (SPEdT FUEL) UNDER REVIEW BY DOE & TECilNICAL PEER REVIEW GROUP

! i o IEQiROLOGY DEVElDPMENI

1 o CANDIDATE t1ATERI ALS FOR BOREl10LE PLUGGING IN BASALT IDENTIFIEDj LAB TESTS

@ UNDERWAY TO ESTABLISil PREFERRED MATERI ALS
"

o REPOSITORY _

.| o KAISER ENGINEERS / PARSONS-PARIi1KERil0FF SELECTED BY DOE FOR 2 YEAR CONCEPTUAL

't i DESIGN STUDY
)I
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NEVADA 11UCLEAR WASTE STORAGE INVESTIGATIONS
-

STATUS --

SITE EVALUATION '-

,

WITilIN BUUNDARIES ALLOWED BY SUBORDIiiATION TO WEAPONS TESTING PROGRAM, GRANITEo

MD SilALE DEPOSITS TECilNICALLY DISQUALIFIED: YUCCA MOUNTAIN (TUFF) BE'ING

FURTilER INVESTIGATED
'

-

'

GE0 LOGIC IllVENT0 RIES IIAVE BEEN COMPLETED OF Tile GRANITE, SilALE AND TUFFo

FORMATIONS Iil SOUTilERN NEVADA (EXCLUDING NTS)
f

IN SITU TESTING

ELEANA SilALE - NEAR SURFACE ilEATER TEST SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETEDo ,

- TEST DATA ANALYSIS UNDERWAY

CLIMAX (GRANITE) SPEi1T FUEL TEST - MINING / EXCAVATION WORK COMPLETED LATE SPRIi1Go

- SPENT FUEL /AUXILI ARY llEATER/liiSTRUMENTATION

110LES COMPLETED JULY 1979'

- SPEi:T FUEL SilIPMENTS FROM TURKEY POINT (FLORIDA)

TO BCL (0!!IO) BEGUN EARLY SEPTEMCER 1979c

S - FIRST 2 0F 13 SPENT FUEL SillPMENTS FROM BCL TO4

NTS TO BEGIN WEEK OF 9/16/79,

- TEST IS ON SCllEDULE 11/80 STARTUP
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0FFICE OF NUCLEAR tlASTE MAtlAGEMENT'i -

9

REMEDI'AL ACTION (RA) PROGRAM -

,9
.

, ,

.. .

4

! *
.

.
'

|
OP,JECTIVE: T0 IMPLEMENT THE DOE PROGRAMS OF NUCLEAR FACILITIES .

,

DECOMMISSIONING, REMEDIAL ACTION (RA) PROJECTS AND ASSOCIATED

I TECilN0 LOGY DEVELOPMENT
' '

i .

! .

: -

.

$ |
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.
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OFFICE OF NUCLEAR WASTE MNIAGEMENT

IlFilEllIAL ACTIO1L(Po)_PROEMI.

| ELEMENTS AND SUBPROGRAM OBJECTIVES:

FORMERLYUTILIZEDSITERAPROGRAM(FUSRAP)-IMPLEtiEilTRAATSITESFOREERLY'o
|

UTILIZED BY MED OR AEC WillCil llAVE RADIOLOGICAL C0:lTAMIRATION ABOVE CliRREi!T

UNRESTRICTED GUIDELINES,

URAilIUM MILL TAILIHGS RA PROGRAM ' IMPLEMENT RA AT DESIGilATED INACTIVE URA01UMo
'

MILL TAlLliiGS SITES UilDER PL-95-60fl.

0 GRAND JUNCTION RA PROGRAM - CONTINUE PROJECTS UNDER PL 92-3111 APP, C AS|
HiEllDED BY PL 95-236 TO REMOVE TAllliiGS FR0i1 GRAND 'JU!!CTI0?l STRUCTijP.ES,

, '

o dad OF DOE oui |ED SURPLUS FACILITIES - ELIMINATE Tile LARGE IllVEllTORY OF PRE

1976 NID "DSD AS YOU G0" POST 1976 ET FACILITIES.

o ARRAilGE TIIE TRANSFER OF TECilM0 LOGY ARISlHG FROM DcD PROJECTS NID SPECIFIC
'

R80 PROGRN1S,

o IMPLEMEI1T Dc0 ACTIVITIES IIITillN Tile FRAMEWORK 0F A 11EST VALLEY SITE PROGR|iM,

.-

C

l

y %,
.
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URANIUM MILL TAILINGS PROGRAM
'

.

G0AL:
~l

I
.

DETERMINE AND PERFORM REMEDIAL ACTION AT INACTIVE URANIUM

MILL TAILINGS SITES TilAT CONTAIN RESIDUAL RADIDACTIVE MATERIALS,t

FOLLOWING REMEDIAL ACTIONS, Til0SE SITES FROM W111011 MILL TAILINGS
I

; ARE TO BE REMOVED WILL BE RELEASED FOR UNRESTRICTED OR LIMITED
I

USE. Tile MILL TAILINGS DISPOSAL SITES WILL DE CONTROLLED BY THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT,

.-

I

b
:

4

'
:
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O PRIORITIES OF UPAliTUM Mili TAILIMG SITFS
~

.

T. , HIGH PRIORITY SITES

b 1. VITRO (SALT LAKE CITO
2. CAli0i!SBURG .

.

3. DURAilGO -

4. SHIPROCK

5. GRAND 'JuilCTICII

6. RIVERTON .

7. Gull!1IS0ii
'

8. OLD RIFLE -'

. _.

9. NEW RIFlF

II. MEDIUM PRIORITY SITES

1. MEXICAiiHAT

2. LAKEVIEW
.

3. FALLS CITY
: O 4. TUBA CITY

5. NATURITA. .

6. AMBROSIA LAKE'
-

'I IIE. LOW PRIORITY SITES

Q hth$
ji

| 1.~ GREEll RIVER
52. SLICK ROCK (ilC)'

3. SLICK ROCK (UCC)
,

4. MAYBELL

5. MONUME!iT VALLEY.

: 6. LOWMAN

1 7. C0iiVERSE COUNTY (SPC0K SITE)
i

,1

. J'

_

[

,L l-
3,

j
-

.

'
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- .; , ; _ rr~ ji ~~ ~-.
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| REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM
~

j

j . GRAND JUNCTION REf1EDIAL ACTIONS _
'

; SCOPE: AN ESTIMATED 800 STRUCTURES IN GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO, THAT llAVE BEEN .

. [,
BUILT ON OR USE URANIUM MILL TAILINGS ARE BEING CLEANED UP IN A JOINT

FEDERAL-STATE PROGRAM,
'

-

AUTil0RIZATION: CONGRESS PASSED LAWS BASED ON COMPASSIONATE RESPONSIBILITY TO PAY

75% OF Tile COST TO CLEAN UP PROPERTIES IMPACTED BEYOND SURGEON GENERALS
-

'1
,

GUIDELINES. -

ET ACTIONS _UNDERHAYd1ANNEll

|' PROGRAF 1 IS MANAGED AT GJO lilTil STATE OF COLORADO IMPLEMENTING Tile RA'S,

ACTIVITY WILL BECOME A SUBSIDIARY OFFICE TO ALO URANIUM MILL TAILINGS

REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM OFFICE,
,

i. '

. TO END OF PROGRAM
.

EUND1HE IllRU FV 197$ IN FY 198f1
'

FEDERAL 6,71'l 12,500
.

'

STATE _L21(L li.16l1
*

--

'

S TOTAL 8,952 16,661!
cw

,

:
N



.

.

.

. ~ ,
.

. .

.

*Cn r
(' LI.1 * ~.7 %'1 .

* e:4 |- ,

Co 1-- C
Lu - Ed I. J

J F- 'E-
b- *--* cT* =
- U = O

1 < m-* C.<
*-* !.L. E' -
U - >
c::~. t.L1 .1 C
L.L. O Lu t.M -

~Q
Cn % L'J
D C3 IM C

J La ! t- -
C- F-- CQ *

C4 e* - O LM
D = Cn |- C.)

> - * CG Z' "'. CD 2" O C")
s.*'~J

.

LM <* CL F::
O F- <=:
A = LU 6.-=

O CE >- td
Lt. U Lu l- >
O C LU c. *.

>- Z L'.- CD
C.D .J < CD
2 LM Cn Cn-

> Lu C3*-*

= - Gn C") =
O l-- :D Z c".4
- U ac "
CM c:C Lu [d
.Cn. O > = L .)e

< -. - *- |- =
F C' F- ! <
$ ac W ec- :':
O cr. D tu t.d
U C3 0.1 F=-
LJJ % O =
C:3 CM C:t U *.-*

:D C- - r"
CQ J J C
E CL Cd C2
e- cr: Lu :D 11.

=> = c O
E C4 F--
O O O Cn
- td t--- E--
F-- l- F-- en
< < ~ Lo O

I?".'
Q U= C

C;; r.:."*-~ -

G~ 2~ Lu M i:J
d c::* C h.I C
t- 6-- <c- F--
N: C C =

-
O O F-- E::d.

U U ! u
L>.1 Lu Cd e.-4 *3
C:3 A Ld * - * (3

Q F- Lu
cc = CC..

! O Ld .,, ' * ' " F-- ("3 .
(yJ O = O C,

(D *--* C <:::
,

(
..

' * <, o .
- i

-(~ k-'

/.

I
I

._ _ __ . . - . . .... / . . - -=



. . . . _. .. . . . . . - . .

. .. . _- .Q. _ -- qy-.Q . . . . .

, _ _f'v

,| ;

! .- . >
,

.

!'

SPECIFIC __ET DRILOBJECTIVES_

|
o .T0 ACCOMPLISit D&D OF DOE FACILITIES DECLARED SURPLUS PRIOR TO OCT0 DER 1,197S2

ET FACILITIES DECLARED SURPLUS AFTER OCTOBER 1,1976; AtlD OTilER FACILITIES'

-11111011 MAY BE DESIGilATED AS TIIE RESPONSi2ILITY OF ET Ill TliE FUTUF.E.
'

o TO C0ilDUCT rad l'LAliilli!G AliD FACILITY-SPECIFIC EMGIt!EERIt'G (W SUPPORT OF D0D ,

ACTIVITIES. -

o TO ASSIST IllDUSTRY AS APPROPRIATE lil C0ifiERCIAL FACILITY D3D.
-

,

TO PROVIDE A dad IliFORMATI0il CEllTER AND A FACILITY dad RECORD-ARCilIVE CEi;TER,'1 o
.I

) AsiD TO DISSEilii! ATE D^D TEcit!' OLOGY,
-

.

o TO CCORDil! ATE EFFORTS llITil D8D ACTIVITIES Ill 0 tiler DOE ORGANIZATI0ils g
(ER, EV, DP, AUD RA), gf

'

c

o TO PARTICIPATE lil EPPROPRIATE INTERilATIO;iAL ACTIVITIES !!1 RADIDACTIVE;

i 'l FACILIT'l 0;D.' -

:

b '

N r~~

! -


