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PROCEEDIL NGS
8:00 a. m
COHON: |1'd ask people to take their seats, and people
out in the corridor to join us inside.

We convene now for the final session of this
nmeeting. Let ne just rem nd you, as you may have noted on
the agenda, there will be a public coment period at the end
of this neeting. W're scheduled to adjourn at approximately
noon.

Debra Knopman will Chair today's neeting. Dr.
Knopman?

KNOPMAN:  Thank you. The main topic for today's session
is igneous activity. W will hear presentations fromthe
U.S. Nucl ear Regul atory Conmm ssion, and then fromthe DOE

The State of Nevada will also offer sone coments. We will
have a brief comment froma representative of the Electric
Power Research Institute, EPRI, and then we'll have a short
roundt abl e di scussi on on the subject.

After that, we will finish this half-day session
wi th presentations on the influence of quality assurance,
i ssues on performance assessnent, and if a site
recomrendati on were to nove forward, on plans for repository
devel opment .

The Board had i ntended to have three consultants
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here with us. They, because of the events of yesterday, were
unable to get here. They included, and I'll just nention
their nanes, WIlliam Melson, who is a senior scientist at the
Sm thsonian Institution, and served as many years as a
consultant to the Board on issues related to vol cani sm
Meghan Morrissey, who's an assistant research professor at

Col orado School of M nes. She would have been joining us as
a consultant for the first tinme and would help us in our
review of this work we're going to hear about this norning.
And O arence Allen, who many of you already know, Dr. Allen
was a nenber of the Board. He's a professor eneritus in

geol ogy and geophysics, and we had al so | ooked forward to his
gui dance.

Let nme also just nmention in terns of scheduling,
it's our understanding that at 8:45 this norning, there wll
be a national nonent of silence, and we will stop our
proceedi ngs and observe that m nute of silence with everyone
el se.

So, we will nove on now. CQur first speaker is
Brittain HIll, who is with the Center for Nuclear Waste
Regul atory Analyses. Britt is a geologist. H s professional
interests are in vol canol ogy, risk assessnent, igneous
petrol ogy, and numerous other subjects. And we |ook forward
to his presentation.

H LL: Good norning. Brittain Hll. | represent a
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fairly good team of consultants and staff at the Center for
Nucl ear Waste Regul atory Anal yses, who have been

i nvestigating the probability and consequences of igneous
activity, and support of the Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion's
revi ew positions.

I"d like to nmention sonme people who are not here.
Ono Bokhove fromthe University of Twint (phonetic), Steve
Spar ks, Anna Marie Lejeune from University of Bristol, and
Andr ew Wods from Canbri dge University, our consultants who
have been conducting a |ot of the nunerical and anal yti cal
nodel s that |I'Il be tal king about today. Also, Chuck Connor,
JimWel dy, and Larry McKague fromthe Center contributed to
the work 1'mgoing to present.

Today, very briefly, 1'd like to go over the risk-
infornmed basis for the investigations I'mgoing to be tal king
about this norning, give a very brief overview of the nodels
for magma-repository interactions, and, finally, an exanple
of Tephra renobilization that illustrates why we're concerned
about the long-termeffects of potential renobilization after
an i gneous event.

| realize you don't have the consultants here
today, and that sone of the jargon that | inadvertently use
may be unfamliar. |1'd encourage anybody with questions to
pl ease interrupt nme during ny talk, and make sure we can

clarify what needs to be clarified rather than waiting until
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t he end.

Wiy we' re concerned about potential igneous
activity can be sinply shown on this figure. Basically, the
risk estinmates and the proposed 10,000 year conpliance period
are dom nated by igneous activity effects.

|"ve got a sinplified version that puts together a
summary of the DCE positions that have evolved fromthe TSPA-
SR, with the probability of the igneous event is fromthe
Probabilistic Vol canic Hazard Assessnment at about 1.6 tines
10 to the mnus 8 per year. You can see how that risk
estimate in SR at a probability level that reflects pre-
licensing issue resolution, 10 to the m nus 7 per year,

i ncreases by about an order of magnitude to the current state
where what we've seen in the Suppl enental Science and
Performance Analysis report is about a .1 mllirem per year
probability weighted risk. And | need to enphasize that that
nunber includes the probability of the event in addition to

t he consequences of the event.

At a level of probability that both DCE and the NRC
agree is sufficient for pre-licensing issue resolution, 10 to
the mnus 7 per year, that risk is on order of 1 mllirem per

year, dom nantly by vol canic effects.

None of these calculations to date have consi dered
some of the key technical uncertainties |I'l|l be tal ki ng about
today in terns of nunber of waste packages damaged and
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rel eased in extrusive events, in other words, a vol cano woul d
formon the surface and potentially rel ease high-Ievel waste
onto the atnosphere and deposit it on the ground, or the
nunber of waste packages that are wholly or partially damaged
inintrusive events. And, finally, we haven't really
addressed the potential long-termeffects of ash
renobi |l i zation follow ng the igneous event.

We can start by thinking of magma-repository
interactions in a very sinple sense. |It's pressurized fluid
that flows into a void. W have rising basaltic magma, and
by the tinme that magna is com ng up beneath the proposed
drifts at about 300 nmeters bel ow ground surface, it's a
m xture of not just nolten rock, but gas bubbles. About 50
per cent of the volune of the ascending nmagma is in terns of
a gas bubbl e.

We have a fluid pressure within that dike before it
gets to any proposed drift. That fluid pressure is on order
of 1 to 10 negapascals in excess of lithostatic pressure.

So, we've got quite a head on that fluid as well.

If the rising magma intersects a drift, we have
rapi d deconpression of that pressurized fluid. So, quite
sinmply, the gasses expand, the pressurized magma flow into
the voi ds, the expansion, the deconpression of the gasses
al so accelerates that m xture to sone velocity. Magm ends

up filling the voids, depending on the flowrate, wll
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repressurize the system and then continues to rise to the
surface, we think maybe on order of hours for this process to
occur .

Now, the processes that we're npbst concerned about,
the ones that have a direct inpact on performance, are sone
of the initial effects of magma fl ow contacting the waste
package. During that initial deconpression, what are the
physi cal conditions that we have to worry about? Are there
potential damages to drift walls fromthe shock wave, as this

accel erati ng magnma cones down a closed end drift? Potenti al
breakouts fromthe drifts once magmati c pressure gets re-
established. W re-establish that pressurized fluid within a
drift, where is it going to break out and continue to rise to
t he surface?

| f pathways to the surface are established, which
seens |likely, what will be the flow conditions in the drift
once that surface pathway goes all the way up to ground
level ? What's the extent of waste package damage and waste
entrai nment under these conditions? And, finally, given
interactions with the potential drifts, what are the effects
on eruption characteristics? 1t could be that this sort of
interaction may fundanentally change the dispersive character
of the ensuing eruption.

W' ve been taking a multi-pronged approach to

eval uate the range of potential effects fromthis process,
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first by | ooking at process nodels from anal og vol canoes,
primarily the 1975 eruption of Tol bachi k vol cano in
Kanthat ka, in addition to several other historically active
eruptions around the worl d.

W' ve al so been devel opi ng nunerical nodels for
initial magma flow into closed-end drifts. Qur starting
poi nt has been to take a sinplified one di nensional and two
di mensi onal approach to get the conputational fluid dynam cs
set up so that we can nodify those nodel s and evaluate a ful
range of potential effects later on.

But, let ne tell you, there's no software | can get
off the shelf that's magma drift 101 that we can go and try
to quantify a lot of these things in a responsible way.

We're al so conducting anal og experinents to
eval uate these nodels of initial magnma flow. W believe it's
very inportant to look at volatile-free and vol atil e-bearing

systens that scal e analogously to a basalt volatile system as

well. W' re conducting these experinents to verify the
[imts and strengths of the 1D and 2D nodels that we've been
devel opi ng.

In addition, we're going to be taking the 1D, 2D
nodel s and expand them for instantaneous steady flow
conditions. And | have sonme of the initial results of that
expansion to tal k about this nmorning. Looking at the

devel opment of alternative flow pathways to the surface, and
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al so applying a choked flow condition to see what that effect
may be on the resulting pressures and flow rates within the
magnma system

| want to go very quickly through the nodel that's
presented i n Bokhove and Wods, that | believe a copy has
been distributed before the neeting. It's also available
t hrough the Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion Public Docunents
Room That Bokhove and Wods paper outlines a sinplified one
di mensi onal flow tube nodel with a closed end. Conceptually,
we have a di ke that woul d extend about a kil oneter beneath
the drift. A drift could be 5 neters in dianmeter. And the
di ke woul d intersect in this nodel 200 neters fromthe end of
a closed drift.

We're | ooking at a very instantaneous opening of
the dike. W're not trying to capture any rock nechanics
process, nor are we trying to evaluate a de-gassing condition
within the dike initially. W assunmed the magma is at
equilibriumat 300 neters, the nodel volatiles at 300 neters,
represents a typical state of deconpression. And then we
essentially release the pressure as it cones into this 1
neter in dianmeter opening.

We're evaluating this for a single drift along an
80 neter long di ke segnment. The reason we're | ooking at that
is constrained by flowrates. Magma, let's | ook at the high

end of ascent rate. Magma nmay be coming up on order of a
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meter per second, it may be slower than that, about .1 neters
per second nore typically, but let's ook at the high end, 1
meter per second along a 1 neter w de dike.

So, if we have an 80 neter |ong segnent of dike,
we're comng up volunmetrically of 80 cubic neters per second
of mass rising up in that 80 neter |ong segnent of the dike.

Now, the drifts are 20 neters in dianmeter. So,
clearly, if we have flowinto the drift greater than 4 neters
per second, we're capturing 80 cubic neters per second of
ascent. You wll see in the subsequent cal culations we're
getting well above 4 neters per second flow from expansive
deconpressi on of the magma

So, we believe the current conceptual nodel is
correct, and that all of the ascending mass of the di ke can
be captured by accelerated flow and fl ow focusing into the
drift. Qur nodel, which is shown here, allows for the cross-
sectional area to vary between the 80 square neter dike into
the 20 square nmeter drift through a series of steps.

This is fromthe Wods et al. paper. Figure 3,
again, this is available through the Nucl ear Regul atory
Conmi ssion. In addition, | believe it was also distributed
before the neeting. W're looking at the first few seconds
of interaction between the dike and drift. | apol ogize.

This is a confusing figure, but the authors of this paper

tell me this is the way you're supposed to do it.
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We're | ooking right here at the contact between the
di ke and the drift, and depth is increasing in this
direction. So, here, we're about a kilonmeter beneath the
di ke/drift interface. W're comng up to the dike/drift
point, and then this is flow distance along the drift. So,
we' re kind of making that bend in the fl ow system
conceptual ly.

So, here, we're calculating the pressure that would
occur at tine step one, two, three, four and five, with depth
down the di ke, and with distance into the drift. So, we're
saying here that in the initial second, |I think these are .2
second increnents, the initial .2 of intersection, we have
this pressure profile along this distance in the drift,
stepping up as flow cones in, reflects off the end of the
closed end drift, and fornms this shock that propagates back
into the flowing system It peaks at about 40 negapascals in
our sinplified calculation.

The sanme coordi nate system we're |ooking at the
velocity profiles, starting froman initial high velocity
accelerated flow that has a transient up to about 200 neters
per second, going down to lower flowrates that are still on
order of about 10 to 20 neters per second. It's hard to see
in this.

The concl usions that we can reach fromthese

admttedly sinplified calculations are that the deconpressing
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magma accelerates in the drift to greater than 4 neters per
second. So, we know we're going to be able to volunetrically
capture the ascending magna. And that the reflected shock
gives | arge overpressures in the first seconds of this

i nteraction.

We saw yesterday sonme of the Darcy perneabilities
for the drift being on order of 10 to the mnus 11th neter
squared. So, here, if you look at the fracture perneability,
say you're thinking that you can't get that conpression
wi t hout air |eaking out, your fractures are on order of 10 to
the mnus 11th neter squared, per every 20 neters squared of
conpressed air.

You can see that we're not too worried at the first
pass about | oss of conpressed air through existing fractures.

Qur primary concern is as we build up to sone |evel of
pressure at this drift end, will we be initiating
hydrofracture towards the end of that drift? And if we
initiate fractures at the closed end of the drift, could that
be a preferred pathway for magma ascent and fl ow?

We al so have to | ook at the pressure and velocity
and, of course, tenperature conditions to estimate what could
be the danage to waste packages contained in the flow ng
system And that would be getting ahead of nyself, since we
have no data and analysis to really evaluate this.

We're al so conducting sone gumresin acetone
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experinments. Here, this is a Hel e-Shaw cell where we have,
in this case, a golden syrup. It doesn't have any volatiles
init. W take this syrup and pressure the systemup to sone
| evel that scales to the different pressure gradients that we
are looking at for the magma drift system and then open this
little gate up at the top instantaneously. And a cross-
section, here's the gate. The golden syrup would flow into
this glass cylinder that has a series of pressure transducers
init.

We al so conduct this with a gumresin and acetone
m xture that behave very simlar to nmagma, in that when we
deconpress the gumresin and acetone, we don't get nuch of
the acetone gas com ng out of the system The only bubbles
t hat expand are the bubbles that exist in the systemprior to
t he deconpression. W think the same thing is happening with
basalt, that deconpression is diffusion limted. W're not
getting additional volatiles comng out of solution in those
first instances of flow The only thing that contributes to
the flow accel eration are the bubbles that exist under
equi | i brium deconpression as the magma rises in the Yucca
Mount ai n system

VWhat we're trying to do is devel op pressure-density
rel ati onships through this to calibrate the experinments with
the 1D and 2D nunerical nodels. This is still ongoing work,

and | can't report any results for how well the experinents



© 00 N oo o B~ w N P

N NN N NN R R R R R R R R R R
g » W N P O © © N O O M W N B O

589

are calibrating to the nunerical nodels.

We're al so concerned about the potential pathways
to the surface and what flow conditions may be once a pat hway
is established. W devel oped three alternative conceptual
nodel s, where in the first one, the dike would sinply
propagate up to the surface once the drift that has been
intersected is filled.

The second nodel is that as nagma flows into the
drift, the drift fills. The strength of the rock is |ower at
sonme point than the point of initial intersection, so
breakout can occur at the point of greatest weakness rather
than point of initial intersection of the dike, so that we
woul d establish a flow path sonmetinme horizontally through a
part of the drift system

And, finally, an option that doesn't seemlikely by
desi gn now, because the access drifts appear to be backfilled
entirely, but in the absence of backfill or significant
obstruction, flow ng nmagma coul d break out fromthe
intersected drifts and flowto an access drift, or another
shaft, and formmultiple pathways to the surface.

So, we really need to | ook at mechanically how the
initial intersection point, what the strengths of the rock
woul d be there, how the potential interactions in the drift,
both initially and sustai ned, can affect the build-up of

pressure through time, and give us the breakouts.
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The bl ockages in the drift, because we're not
dealing with a sinple 20 neter in dianmeter unobstructed
drift, there's all sorts of engineered materials in there
that create a real significant problemfor doing flow
calculations. But we've got to start sonewhere, and we start
with a sinplified nodel.

And, finally, the rock strength variations, and key
to this is that there are significant topographic variations
under the repository footprint. W can have anywhere from
200 to over 300 neters of overlying rock over the drifts.

So, if our intersection point initially is beneath 300 neters
of rock, you just intuitively think, all other things and
stress being equal, if a magnma has to break out over 200
meters of rock, that strength, the force necessary to
fracture 200 neters, is probably less than 300 neters. And,
again, we're |looking at hydrofracture neasurenents at Yucca
Mountain at 300 neters that are on order of 6 to 5
megapascals. And we saw fromthe initial calculation that
we're clearly exceeding in these initial calculations
pressures of order of 5 to 6 negapascals.

We al so need to evaluate fromthe sustained flow
condi tions what woul d be the waste package response, both in
flow paths to the surface remaining in the magma filled
drifts, and of course in non-intersected drifts, because

we' re concerned about potential de-gassing effects as well.
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KNOPMAN:  Britt, just five mnutes.
H LL: Yes. Five mnutes? kay.

This is fromthe Wods, et al. paper again, Figure
5, when we | ook at instantaneous conditions for the three
flow paths in the preceding figure. W applied a condition
of choked flow. In other words, you don't allowthis to
exceed the speed of sound is a commopn assunption in nodeling
vol cani ¢ processes.

The thing to take away fromthis figure is that we
get significant backpressures in the systemonce we
i nst ant aneously establish these sort of flow conditions.
What we expect this to be is nodifying the Iikely flow paths
to respond to that overpressure. So, in other words, we
woul d expect conduit w dening, the devel opnent of new
conduits, et cetera, as we get this backpressure in the
system fromthe instantaneous cal cul ati on of flow

So, why is all this significant? W need to get
the tenperatures and pressures for waste package response.
Basically the voids in intersected drifts are going to likely
be filled with magna. We're going to expect dynam c pressure
variations during the eruption in response to these flow
conditions. And, ultimately, the danmage to waste package may
be nore extensive than currently nodeled in the TSPA-SR In
ot her words, sone of the danmage in what the DOE calls Zone 2

may correspond nore to Zone 1
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Longer flow paths of course may intersect nore
wast e packages than were currently nodeled. W can have the
surface pathways, as in Mddel 2, formit away fromthe plane
of initial intersection. It could be exploiting new or
exi sting faults, engineered shafts and ranps, or creating its
own surface pat hways.

And, again, it's a conplex process and | can't, in
20 mnutes, go through all the details. But certainly
anot her area of concern is how woul d waste from potentially
di srupted waste packages be entrained into the system and
what are the potential effects on dispersal nechanics. It's
a long ways to go before we can truly quantify what the risk
i npacts of these uncertainties are, but we're getting there.

| think | need to go very quickly through the
Tephra-fall renobilization. But, basically, the presence of
hi gh-1 evel waste contam nated Tephra affects the probability
wei ght ed dose calculations. 1It's not so nuch the dose in the
year of eruption that contributes to the risk, but howin the
| onger term does that Tephra deposit exist on the surface and
contribute to dose through tinme that's dom nating the
renobi l i zation effects.

KNOPMAN:  Britt, given the inportance of what you're
tal king about, why don't you take the extra couple mnutes,
if youd like, to either dwell on this one or any other

poi nts you want to mnake.
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H LL: Ckay. Just as a perspective, from anal og
vol canoes, we woul d expect the Tephra deposits to be
di stributed over areas on an order of 100 to 1000 square
kil oneters fromthe originating vol cano.

We al so have a real challenge here in that the 10
to 10,000 year characteristics of Tephra deposits in the
Yucca Mountain type environnent are very poorly known, even
from anal og vol canoes. The only datapoint we have is the
80, 000 year old Lathrop Wells vol cano about 16 kiloneters to
t he south, and we can see that all the Tephra fromthat
erupti on has been eroded from bedrock surfaces. But, you
know, 80,000 years doesn't tell us a heck of a lot for a
10, 000 year perfornmance peri od.

Anal og information says that these deposits erode
for hundreds to thousands of years, but it's a fairly
conplicated process that's controlled in part by rainfall and
the perneability of the underlying substrate.

We have al so both erosional and depositional
processes occurring right in the area of the reasonably
maxi mal | y exposed individual. W have erosion from sl opes
and water transport in the Forty MIle Wash drai nage system
In addition, we have w ndbl own particles for inhalation dose
fromnot just the area around Yucca Muntain, but for al
di stances along the Forty M| e Wash drai nage.

| don't have any quantifiable nodels, except sone
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exanpl es from anal og vol canoes. This is an exanpl e based on
the well studied 1975 Tol bachi k eruption in Kancthatka. And,
again, | want to enphasize this is a specul ati ve nodel that
just shows what the fallout patterns fromthe vol cano woul d
look like if a volcano simlar to Tol bachik were to erupt at
t he proposed repository site. But | would al so enphasi ze

t hat eruptions on the size of the Tol bachik eruption are
possi ble for future igneous activity at the Yucca Muntain
site.

We al so made a very sinplified assunption that here
is the erosional basin for Forty Mle Wash. And let's just
say the deposits eroded from sl opes greater than 5 degrees.
By maki ng that assunption and quantifying this in our
geographic information system we would see that if this
material that fell within the Forty Ml e Wash erosi onal basin
on greater than 5 degree slopes, and cane down into the
depositional system and let's just say for sinplification
sake it was deposited uniformy throughout this roughly 100
square kil onmeter basin, that mass woul d be redistributed into
the deposit that's about ten tinmes thicker than the initial
fall deposit.

We're also seeing very simlar effects of scale, on
order of a factor of ten increase in deposit thickness from
smal l er eruptions, things that are several orders of

magni tude smal | er than Tol bachi k.
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We're not only concerned about the deposition at
the RMElI |ocation, but also bringing down suspendable fines
into this general area where they could be entrained in the
wi nd and inhal ed by the RMEI

It's not just, though, the factor of ten that's
inmportant. What's really inportant is the rate that this
Tephra is renobilized and accunulates and is potentially
diluted through tine. We don't have the information yet, but
we're working on that, and so is the Departnment of Energy, to
quantify that rate of long-termrenobilization, and then
quantify the risk significance of that rate in the
Per f or mance Assessnent.

So, let ne conclude. W have sone significant
uncertainties in the magma fl ow paths foll ow ng potenti al
drift interaction, waste package and waste formresponse to a
range of magmatic conditions, and eruption dispersal and
| ong-termrenobilization characteristics.

| haven't been able to provide you with any answers
t oday, except to show that there are significant
uncertainties that have not been addressed in any of the
exi sting performance assessnents. Until we get a solid
technical basis to quantify those uncertainties, we only have
a specul ative basis to say what those inpacts on risk could
be.

Qur nodels that we currently have have limted
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capability to evaluate the risk significance of these
alternative flow paths, a realistic range of magmatic
conditions for EBS response, possible changes in eruptive
character, and the long-termflux of contam nated Tephra
through the RVEI area. W're going to need to devel op new
nodel s, and nodify extensively the nodels that we have.

And, finally, the Center and NRC staff are going to
continue to develop a technical basis to support the review
of DCE progress in these areas. | amvery encouraged from
the techni cal exchange | ast week where the Departnent has
agreed to do significant work in support of these
uncertainties.

Thank you.

KNOPMAN:  Thank you very nuch, Britt.
Questions fromthe Board? Priscilla Nelson.
NELSON: | don't know that |I'mthe best person to start
off, but we'll try. Nelson, Board.

The focus on a Yucca Muntain specific nodel,
because all focus is on that site instead of general
processes, what |'m wondering about is the additional
information that woul d be required, say, regarding internal
structure of the nountain, or variability of the rock, rock
mass properties there, and maybe additional information about
t he depositional basin that m ght give you sone indication on

time or character using the Lathrop Wlls as an exanple. 1Is
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the Project going to get additional information? |Is there
additional information that would feed into your nodel that
is real site specific information that would help to define
some of this?

H LL: W haven't gone into the details of the DCE
proposed work, but at the level of detail we've tal ked about
it, there is going to be additional information, certainly on
the erosive and di spersive processes on the surface at Yucca
Mountain. And there's sonme work that was done in support of
the extrenme erosion issue back in the early Nineties that's
going to be relevant to this.

In terms of the rock nmechanics, a lot of that is
| ooking at the range of realistic variability that we have in
the system to try to |l ook nore nechanistically at rock
response for appropriate Yucca Mouuntain conditions. W have
not integrated rock nechanics into the conceptual nodel yet,
but I think the range of stress distribution, for exanple,
for the undisturbed repository is constrained by existing
i nformation.

One of our concerns, though, is during the therma
period of the repository, though we've seen a nunber of
nodel s that show a buil d-up, an accumul ati on of stress, those
nodel s haven't gone forward and show what woul d be the
appropriate strain response for that stress condition, given

the existing structures and rock properties.
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So, there's a long ways to go before we really

integrate the rock nmechanics into a risk nunber
NELSON: But fromthe standpoint of the structure that's

present in the nountain, you know, nodeling the existing
faults and what m ght be the character of the intrusion, or
really | ooking at the sedi ment accunul ati on down in the
depositional basin nore carefully or nore precisely so that
you can actually see sonme of the sedinent distribution, get

an idea of how fast Lathrop Wells deposits were carri ed,

deposi ted, whatever, | nean, the real site specific nmess of
it.

H LL: There's been a fair anobunt of site
characterization. For exanple, the Lathrop Wells deposit,

there are only trace amounts left in a couple of very odd

| ocations. The Departnment is going to go back and | ook at
the Nye County wells, in addition, do some trenching work to
try to look for trace anmounts of this deposit. But it's
going to be very difficult to find it, and the same thing
with the specifics of exact structures.

O course, we have the ECRB and the ESF data, but
trying to |l ook at the range of footprints that have been
proposed, and for each drift, a range of potential breakouts,
| don't knowif we can do that. W're going to have to use a
constrai ni ng appr oach.

KNOPMAN: Don Runnel | s?
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RUNNELLS: Runnells, Board.

Just an informational question. | don't know what
the melting tenperature is of CG22 or stainless versus the
best estinmate of the tenperature of the basalt, so | don't
know what mechani smyou're tal king about. |Is the mechanism
of release of the radionuclides nelting of the canisters and
mxing with basalt? O is it nore |ike | ogs being pushed in
the intrusive picture, |ogs being pushed ahead of a flood?
nmean, can you just describe it for me? The tenperatures
first, tell me what the tenperatures are.

H LL: GCkay. The first tenperature, | don't know the
exact nunber, but | believe for CG22, it's on order of 1300
degrees C. is the nelting tenperature. But we're not worried
about nelting this netal. Wen we start to get above 800
degree C., we have to worry about ductility under a very high
pressure, high velocity, high dynam c pressure flow regine.

We're continuing to eval uate the nechanica
response. But the tenperature of the nmagma is on order of
1100 degrees centigrade. So we're not dissolving the waste
package. But under a flow condition where you have 2600
kil ogram per cubic nmeter basalt flow ng, even at severa
nmet ers per second, against a waste package that's
differentially | oaded between the supports or potenti al
collisions, at a sustained flow that may exi st for several

weeks to a nonth, you can see why our starting assunption
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woul d be that the canister wall is breached and the package
contents could be entrained.

We're al so concerned for waste or packages that are
not directly entrained in the flow ng nagma, but, say, are
sitting out in a nore stagnant part. Wat are the effects on
contai nment? Because it's not just the initial ductile
deformation that we have to worry about, but there are data
fromthe Hanes International people that show very
significant enbrittl enent once you get it up above about 850
to 900 degrees C. The inpact toughness of this material goes
from about 250 foot pounds, down to about 10 foot pounds
after exposure on order of ten hours to these tenperatures.

So, even if you' re not breaching the waste package
initially in a stagnant part of the drift, you' ve got a mass
of magma or nolten--or excuse ne--you' ve got a nmass of cool
basalt of density of 2600 kil ogranms per cubic neter.

Probably at |east a neter of that, and you can inagine just a
l[ittle bit of seism c shaking afterwards, is going to give
you nore than 10 foot pounds of force onto this highly
stressed, highly enbrittled waste package outer wall.

KNOPMAN:  Di ck Pari zek.

PARI ZEK:  Pari zek, Board.

There's a nunber of anal ogs that you bring into
play here, which is inportant in terns of this Tephra plus

rates of erosion. Do you have any evidence on the velocity
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of magma novenent? You have that one neter per second and a
.1 nmeter per second. |Is this sonmething that's cal cul ated, or
is this sonmething that you get fromseismc velocity data, or
how do you conme up with those nunbers? Because that's sort
of critical to the energy available to disrupt what happens
in an enplacenent drift.

H LL: Well, the first answer is the 1975 Tol bachi k
eruption was well instrunmented by the Russians, and so we can
| ook at the rise of seismc epicenters through tinme during
t he weeks preceding the eruption. That woul d give you about
.1 meters per second as the ascent rate.

There's also a wide range of literature that would
| ook at ascent versus cooling dynam cs. Because if you're
com ng up, we know that dikes are on order of about a neter
wi de. We can see that fromdifferent |evels of depth of
erosion through time in different geol ogic settings.

So, if you have this kind of a mass with this kind
of a heat capacity at this sort of a tenperature, what's your
mnimumrise time before you conductively just chill this
magma, because you're looking at a fairly thin sheet. And
that woul d again give you that order of .1 to 1 neters per
second fromjust thermal loss alone. | think it's a fairly
wel | constrai ned nunber.

PARI ZEK:  You tal k about the roof height of 300 neters

versus 200 neters, why wouldn't the di ke or the breakout head
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for the | ow overburden, or thin overburden portion of it.

But on that argunent, why woul d di kes want to go to Yucca
Mountain at all. Wiy wouldn't they go to Crater Flat?

That' s where we have obviously evidence of nore cinder cone
activity and volcanic activity. So, wouldn't these events
then | ook for |ow topographic areas with alluviumrather than
going for rock, such as in Yucca Mountain? And even if it
went for Yucca Muuntain rocks, why wouldn't it conme up bl ock
boundi ng faults, you know, such as the Canyon Fault and

el sewhere? Wiy pick on sone dinky little fault in the mddle
of the repository footprint?

H LL: That's a lecture in itself, and | don't want to
| ecture, but there are a couple of very sinple concepts.
First, the basin that defines the Yucca Muntain magmatic
systemfor the past 10 mlIlion years is not bounded by the
Solitario Canyon Fault. All the deep geophysical surveys
clearly show it is bounded on the west by Bear Muntain, and
on the east by sonething that |ooks |like the gravity fault.

Essentially, when you | ose the topography out to
Jackass Flat, that's the basin bound. But the eastern
boundary is fairly diffuse.

Second, when a magma is rising froman initial
poi nt about 30 kil onmeters bel ow the crust, differences on
order of a couple of hundred neters aren't really going to

affect the rise. It's fairly insensitive until you get
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fairly shallow, on order of about a kilonmeter or so, and
that's when you begin to get capture fromnon-vertical, very
slightly in kind structures.

Now, we know that a di ke canme up on Solitario
Canyon about 10 mllion years ago, 240 neters fromthe
proposed repository footprint. One out of the past 13 events
in the past 10 mllion years cane pretty darned close to this
proposed setting.

So, once you get fairly shallow, that's when the
surface effects becone inportant. But deflecting at a very
shal |l ow depth is very hard to do. So, the rise is pretty
well controlled by this poorly understood, but likely chaotic
process of magma accunul ation that has little to do with the
smal | scale structure, but rather reflects the broad basin,
whi ch enconpasses the proposed repository.

PARI ZEK: So that deep determ ni ng background sort of
sets the stage for it. Then let's try another one. As an
engi neering solution, nmy kids always had to drop an egg from
two stories up, and cushion it against the shock, and anybody
who won that was a hero in the grammar school context.

Can you put in conpressible ends to the repository
tunnels to take up the shock, rather than just having it be
this rigid thing echoing back, you know, the shock wave.
Because | think you said the initial effect is | ess damagi ng

t han the echoing effect, or the shock wave that's set up
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But couldn't we have a crushable end or conpressible end, you
know, cushioning that, if this was, you know, a possibility

H LL: Sure.

PARI ZEK: O is this in the thinking of anybody?

H LL: | don't know the thinking, but it's |ogical that
you coul d have sonething that would alleviate that pressure
accunul ation for the initial points. But anything that would
be venting that accunul ated pressure, for exanple, could

serve to weaken the rock around it.

And, second, it's not that the initial inpacts are
the things that give us all the problens. W still would
have sone neasure of flow into that void because we're

dealing with a pressurized fluid. That fluid flows into the
voids, and it's fairly conpressible for the gas, but it stil
is going to continue to flowinto the drifts until it

reequilibrates with the pressure fromthat contiguous magma

in the system And that nmagnma has an overpressure that's
greater than the surrounding rock strength. It has to, or
how el se could it rise?

So, even though we may be attenuating the shock
during the initial inpacts, we still would have to deal wth
the over pressures that woul d devel op as nagma continued to

flow and woul d reequilibrate with the di ke system
PARI ZEK: | was thinking of the nunber of waste packages

that could be destroyed by that initial shock versus,
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guess, the heat effect weakening them and eventually
destroying the packages. So, it's a timng | guess of
rel ease.

HLL: | think it's specul ative, but know edgeably
specul ative, to say that the damage to waste package fromthe
initial shock inmpact, froman intact waste package, you just
don't have the tenperature effects working for you, and these
are fairly strong waste packages, and we're | ooking at a
sinmplified calculation that gave us on order of 40

megapascal s as the pressure transient.

| don't think that's sufficient to breach a |arge
nunber. It's nore the long-termexposure to these nmagmatic
tenperatures with the dynamc fluid pressure rather than the

shock pressure that nmechanistically seens to be the process
that would lead to nore premature failure of the waste
package than the initial shocks.

PARI ZEK: None of the packages are cenmented shut, or
cenmented in in the lava when finally the thing chills.
You're not taking any credit for just saying, well, they're
sealed up, they're in the dike, with | ow perneability after
it's cool ed?

H LL: And the dike, the igneous systemitself, | think
we can constrain the physical processes, and we're not
tal ki ng about the center of the sun. These are tenperature,

pressure, chem cal conditions that don't exceed the real m of
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engi neering capability. 1t's just engineer for high dynamc
stress, high tenperature, you're going to be dealing up a | ot
for the | onger term anbient effects.

KNOPMAN:  We have a coupl e nore questions, which we w ||
get to. It is 8:45, and I'd like to ask everyone to just
rise, and we will observe a m nute of silence.

(Whereupon, a mnute of silence was taken.)

KNOPVMAN: W' || resune with a few nore questions here.
Again, this is an inportant presentation for the Board, and |
want to nmake sure we get our questions out on the table.

Leon Reiter?

REITER. Britt, Bill Melson isn't here, and I'd like to
rai se an issue that he's brought up in the past, nanely the
use of situations such as Tol bachi k as an analog. | guess he
sort of felt that this is not quite an appropriate anal og.
And just could you give us an idea, to the extent that you
can, how the 1975 eruption conpared to, say, the Lathrop

Well's eruption occurring 80,000 years ago, to the extent that

you can.
HI LL: Okay. First of all, | disagree with Dr. Ml son,
and based on ny 20 years of experience in volcanol ogy, |

bel i eve Tol bachi k and ot her anal ogs we' ve used are
appropriate and do capture fundanentally the processes that
we are trying to understand.

The reason | have that position is that the process
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of magma, magma viscosity, nmagma tenperatures, and the flow
dynami cs are to the best of our abilities the sane as we
woul d expect in a Yucca Muntain region vol cano.

The magma rises in Tol bachik froma depth of about
40 kilonmeters, again, simlar to the 30 kilonmeters rise depth
from Yucca Mountain. W believe it has a volatile content of
about 2 to 3 weight per cent water, very simlar to the range
of volatile contents for the Yucca Muuntain system

We | ook at mass flow rates, although the total
vol une of the Tol bachik eruption is bigger, the instantaneous
mass flow rates appear identical to what we would see in the
range of Yucca Mountain, not just Lathrop Wells itself.

O course, the Lathrop Wells eruption we believe
was about an order of magnitude smaller than the total vol une
of the Tol bachi k eruption. But, again, Lathrop Wlls is a
singl e cinder cone volcano. The Tol bachi k eruption was a
series of three cinder cone vol canoes that went on for about
two nont hs of duration.

The Tephra colums that we see from Tol bachi k
rai sed anywhere from several kilonmeters high to periods that
were about 8 kiloneters high, correlates well with the
vol canol ogi cal theories of mass flow and columm rise height.

The character of the cone, the character of the
lava flow, the cone to flow ratios at Tol bachik are very

simlar to what we see at vol canoes |like Lathrop Wlls or the
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Sl eepi ng Butte vol canoes, for exanple, which are the best
preserved vol canoes in the Yucca Muntain system

And, fundamentally, the nmagma itself has the sane
sort of viscosity, the sanme sort of deconpression
characteristics, the same sort of vesiculation
characteristics, the sanme anount of mnerals init, and would
expect to behave the sane way as the well docunented 1975
erupti on.

So, | believe these are very--the Tol bachik is
probably the nost appropriate anal og vol cani c erupti on.

If we had a historical eruption in the Western
Great Basin, we'd use it. But, unfortunately, at |east from
a vol canol ogi sts perspective unfortunately, we haven't had
one of those in historical time. So we need to rely upon
historically active anal ogs that present us with the process
that's inportant, that they're in an arc is al nost an
irrel evancy.

REI TER: Just to follow up, would the fact that the
Tol bachi k you said | think was ten tinmes the vol une, would
that affect the Tephra distribution that you m ght expect?

H LL: No. It affects the total thickness. But the
process of convective rise and di spersenent is exactly the
sane.

REI TER: But the thickness, in other words, the plot you

showed of the thicknesses would be different?
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1 HI LL: O course.
2 REI TER  Ckay.
3 H LL: But 1'd like to also make sure we're clear that

4 we do not know what the volune of Tephra was from any of the
5 Yucca Mountain vol canoes. W have to | ook at ratios of

6 here's the anmount of cone that's preserved, here's the anount
7 of lava that's preserved. Anpngst the anal ogs we have with
8 that kind of a cone to lava flow ratio, what sort of Tephra
9 volumes do we have? Al the Tephra has been eroded away from
10 these 80,000 to mllion year old vol canoes, but we've got to
11 do sonething, because this is the source of risk

12 | woul d say, though, that the range of potenti al

13 future events at Yucca Muwuntain that we've shown, and that

14 the nunbers the Departnment is using for these kind of Tephra
15 di spersions, clearly enconpasses the volune of the Tol bachi k

16 vol cano.

17 KNOPVAN:  Dave Di odat 0?

18 HI LL: | hope that answered the question.

19 REITER | think Bill would have to | ook at that.
20 H LL: Well, 1I'm always avail abl e.

21 DI ODATO Diodato, Staff.

22 | just wanted to follow up on the shock wave

23 phenonenon part of the situation to make sure that |'ve got
24 it clear. This would be nechanistic damage, but you

25 di scounted that, if | understand correctly. The nechanistic
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damage fromthe shock wave phenonenon woul d not be a
significant player in ternms of breaching the canisters?

HLL: | was trying to be very careful in saying that we
haven't anal yzed that conpletely. W have not done an
engi neering analysis, and that my specul ative basis, but
i nformed specul ative basis, was that that |evel of shock is
probably not sufficient to breach an intact waste package at
t enper at ur e- - excuse ne--at anbi ent tenperature.

DI ODATO But it may be in your thinking?

HLL: | think it's maybe. Until--1'"ma scientist.
Until we've done the cal cul ations using appropriate physi cal
conditions and appropriate engineering conditions, | can't
tell you with any certainty. There's a |lot that needs to be

done here, and we're doing the best we can to constrain these

effects.
DI ODATO Wl l, could you help ne to understand just a
little bit the physics of it? |Is that a resonant phenonena,
| nmean, does it depend on a resonation, like a critical Iink?
|"mjust thinking like a guitar string. Wen you hit the
harnonics, it definitely depends on the | ength.

H LL: | just have a very sinplified understandi ng of
shock tube dynamics. But | believe it's the conpression of
this flowng relatively inconpressible mass agai nst the
conpressed air, and reflection of that wave nore than

anything else that |eads to that pressure buildup in the



611

transi ent pressure conditions. But then once you' ve
attenuated that, the mass is continuing to flowinto the
system but you don't have that initial conpressive inpact.
So, any subsequent resonance is going to be at a nuch, much
| ower value than the initial free air conpression. You're
conpressing the nost volune of air during that initial flow
condi tion.

DI ODATO  Thank you.

KNOPMAN:  Ckay. You may want to follow up later.

Al berto Sagués?

SAGJES: W were wondering here, a couple of questions
on the mechani cal strength issue. This reduction in--that
you nentioned from say, 200 foot pounds to, say, 300 foot
pound, or sonething |ike that, | assume that that refers to
roomtenperature nmeasurenments made in specinmens that are
bei ng anneal ed at high tenperature, and | et cool down and
then they test the sharpy, or whatever they're doing?

H LL: It was the sharpy, yes. And returning to room
tenperature conditions for the inpact strength.

SAGUES: Yeah. | don't know at this noment, | seemto
think that the high tenperature, that that nay be able to
withstand a little bit nore energy for fracture, because of
t he energy dissipation ability being greater at higher
tenperatures. This inpacts--you're considering just bouncing

it--maybe there would be loss while they are still hot; is
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that the idea?

H LL: | think I may have not made this clear. The
sharpy inpact argument was for waste packages that woul d be
in the stagnant part of a magma filled drift. The nagma
woul d cool, and subsequent to all of this, when the igneous
event is over, say 100 years or 200 years later, you'd stil
have this fractured basalt at essentially anbient tenperature
sitting on top of a waste package that had been brought up
for hundreds of hours to tenperatures on order of 1000
degrees C. That's where the inpact toughness, say you had an
eart hquake after that, even in the background, nagnitude four
eart hquake, you'd be rattling this basalt on top of a greatly
weakened cani ster.

SAGUES: Oh, okay.

H LL: | agree with you conpletely that for the
tenperature, magmatic tenperature analysis, we're not worried
about inpact toughness at all. W have to |ook at the
appropriate strength characteristics for the duration of
exposure, not just an instantaneous eval uation, but a dynamc
eval uati on.

SAGJES: Ckay. And a connected question with this, |
assune that are you conservatively ignoring the presence of
the inner two inches of stainless, of 316 NG?

H LL: Yes. At this stage, yes. The ductility of 316
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is much greater. W're not ignoring it entirely. For
exanpl e, we're concerned about differential therma
expansion. There's a range of gaps that can be between the
proposed 316 inner barrier and C-22 outer barrier. But when
we have essentially 30 per cent greater coefficient of
t hermal expansion for 316, then the overlying C 22, you know
you woul d need to have sone sort of a gap as you raise that
tenperature from anbi ent condition, up to on the order of
1000 degrees C

So, we're not ignoring it entirely, but the 1000
degrees C. strength properties of 316, from ny engi neering
col | eagues, they're saying that does not appear to be a
significant physical barrier at that tenperature. It's the

C-22 that has the higher tenperature--

SAGUES: Sone of the negative effects, but not--but
you're still being conservative, though?

H LL: W have not done a full scale analysis of this
process. W' re doing some starting assunptions, and we have

to look at this realistically. Under these conditions, would
we necessarily expect a waste package to remain intact? And
our conclusion is we would not necessarily expect it. W're
not concluding it's going to be breached. W have to do the
work to do that. But it seens |ike a reasonabl e assunption
to say under these | oads, under these forces, under these

tenperatures, that waste package is potentially going to
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fail.

SAGUES: Thank you.

KNOPMAN:  Thank you, Britt. W w Il have other
opportunities to ask questions to Britt and the others during
a panel discussion that we'll have after the other two
speakers.

|'"d like to introduce Eric Smstad. Eric was
i ntroduced al ready on Monday when he spoke to us about the
Bi osphere Panel and the Bi osphere Review. He's the DCE
Techni cal Lead for biosphere, igneous activity, unsaturated
zone and performance confirmation.

SM STAD: CGood nor ni ng.

This nmorning, I'mgoing to give nore or less a
programmatic tal k on igneous consequences. W at this point
have not analyzed the nodel that Britt just wal ked through in
detail, so | won't be showi ng any plots or graphs or any
guantitative analysis on this today.

"' mgoing to wal k through our really qualitative
i npressions of the nodel that they put on the table here for
us recently. [I'll talk briefly about our plans to address
this, the schedule, the schedule we have in place, howthis
plays into site suitability, and what we're actually show ng
now for site suitability in terns of igneous consequences and
dose. 1'Il show a dose table conparing SR doses to SSPA-2

doses, and then |I'll summari ze.
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In June, we had an igneous consequences techni cal
exchange here in Las Vegas. This is where we saw a detail ed
expl anation of actually what Britt just wal ked through really
for the first time. Just recently here in Septenber--1 m ght
say there's a step in between here. They put sone agreenents
on the table in this June technical exchange that we did not
agree to in terns of this nodel. W needed tine to go back
and |l ook at this to see what we thought of the nodel itself.

We convened just here this nonth, early this nonth,
and we did cone to four agreenents regarding the nodel, and
as a result, this particular KTlI, the igneous activity, is
now cl osed-pending, as is the TSPA-1 KTI is now cl osed-
pending as well. It was held open for this igneous activity
i ssue.

Qur view of the nodel you've just seen. As | said,
we haven't analyzed it in a quantitative detail, so | won't

have that for you today. W feel that this nodel is really

an idealized conceptual nodel. W're not at the stag where
we're wlling to call it an alternate nodel, because we
haven't analyzed it yet. And there really are a whole suite

of sinplified assunptions that have gone into this nodel.

As Britt said, it is a snoboth wall, closed end, one
di mensi onal flow tube. This is not the repository. This is
an idealized conceptualization that they put in place. As |

said, it doesn't consider the repository or the mgjor
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el ements of the repository. W' ve got a geol ogic repository.
There's rock there. It's not a snmooth wall system

We have material in the drifts, packages, drip
shields, invert material. W don't have a closed end drift
system We don't have a brick wall at the end of our drift.

We have effectively backfill in the mains on either side of
the drift. This is not a brick wall system This is a
system that can give

The preferential diversion of the dike once it hits
the drift is a question mark for us. You recall in Britt's
pitch, | believe it's Page 9, he had three cases there. He
had a case where the dike just intersected the drifts,
continued to the surface, and that's effectively what we've
got in place now, what we're nodeling at this point.

Case B, or Case 2, he had the dike intersecting a
series of drifts, and diverting down the drifts, and actually
not continuing up to the surface between the drifts. That's
ny fourth dash here. W don't necessarily believe that's
true. There's a lot of energy in that ascent, and we're not
convinced that the total floww ||l be diverted into the
drifts.

The expl osi ve deconpressi on and propagation of a
supersoni ¢ shock wave in the drifts. This is sonething at
the qualitative level we're not quite ready to buy off on.

As | nmentioned just earlier here, the nodel they've got in
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place relies on a closed end tube. W don't have a cl osed
end tube in our system

There's several other factors involved in a shock
wave. There will be friction involved as the wave travels,
the initial wave travels, I'll say, not the subsequent wave
they' re tal king about here. There's friction along the
walls, and in order to get this sort of a supersonic shock
wave and the magnitude he's tal king about, you have to have
these reflections. W don't believe you'll have reflections
at the end. W believe that the wave itself will continue
into the structure and the backfill and the main.

So, they're relying on that to ricochet off the end
there, and they're relying on the pyroclastic flowto
actually serve as a solid nmass, too, where you're getting
this reflection back and forth, effectively turning up the

gain on this wave. W don't think that's going to happen.

The pyroclastic flowitself is just that. |It's clastic
material. There will be dust involved, too. That would
absorb sone of this wave, we believe, as well.

And we're not sure even if you turned up the gain
to the extent that they have in their papers, that you really

have, you know, packages noving about in the drifts.

And then the | ast dash here, sonehow the system has
to repressurize itself. It has to maintain energy, and it
has to find a spot to come up through the drift to the
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surface at sone | ocation other than the original
intersection. So, this is sonething that we have a big
guestion mark on as well.

So, we just don't feel at this point that the node
that's been put forth is realistic in terns of the repository
as we have it today.

And there hasn't been any, although this is not
sonet hing they' ve done or | ooked at as far as | know, there
hasn't been any |ikelihood applied to this whole nodel. Wat
is the likelihood of a dog | eg occurring? What is the
i kelihood of a shock wave of that magnitude actually
occurring?

And then there's |ikelihoods and PDFs you coul d
apply to package damage as well. W haven't done that, nor
has the NRC.

| wanted to, just back on the other topic just for
a mnute, | didn't walk through all three cases that Britt
put on the table. There was the case we've got now, which is
Case A, wth a dike intersects and continues to the surface.

Case B, | described as all the flow happening in the drifts
and not continuing to the surface. Case Cis simlar to B
except you don't perhaps have the backfilled drifts, and
you' ve got the flow going onto other drifts, or shafts, or
what have you

And | think the inportant point there is that
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really Case C for us, although we haven't analyzed it in

detail, we think it's pretty nmuch off the table, because we
do plan on backfilling these drifts. So, we don't really see
t hat occurring, although we will |ook and see how this plays

out, if it gets to the stage where we actually believe a dog
leg will occur.

kay, the plans to address the new nodel. W do
intend to proceed in a risk-informed defensible manner for
licensing. W acknow edge by the nere fact that we did agree
to ook at this new nodel and the four agreenents we entered
into earlier this nonth. So we will be looking at it. But
we're not convinced that it's a nodel that will play out
necessarily in our analysis in the end. W do have a pl an.

We' ve put together a plan. W shared that with the NRC at

this particular nmeeting. |'mnot going to go through the
details of that plan today. |If there's questions, I'll try
to answer those as best | can.

The main focus of the plan and the four agreenents
is on the magma drift, magma waste package, nmagma waste form
and then the Tephra, the renobilization of ash or fall near
the cone, and down into the Valley by pluvial or other
processes.

Schedul e. W have not scheduled this out in detai
yet. This is not an analysis that will be in place for SR

obviously. W are talking about LA tine frame on this. The
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analysis that we will do on this, and again there's a
guestion mark as to what degree we will take this to, but we
will evaluate it, wll be enbedded in these four AVRs. |
shoul d have put a question mark on the end of this one. This
is not yet an AMR W believe we will have one in the system
at the tine.

As | nentioned, the conpletion dates are TBD. W
are in the mddle of planning dates for LA

What is our current state regardi ng i gneous
activity and consequences for site suitability, and how does
t he new nodel that the NRC has put on the table play into
this?

We currently have in both the SR docunentation and
t he TSPA-SR and the SSPA-2 docunents, we're show ng | ow doses
still. These are well below either Iimts and regul ati ons.
We believe froma probabilistic standpoint that the PVHA that
we have in place is still a robust analysis. There's nothing
that's conme up since that particular work that calls into
question our probability. That probability in fact was very
low. This is a highly unlikely event that we're tal king
about here.

And we did do sone very prelimnary scoping
calculations on this, and what we did was we took the SSPA-2
nodel that's in place right now, and we--let's really assune

the worst. We assuned that this scenario, or the nodel
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woul d occur. Let's take the dog leg. Let's have it invade,
if you will, the drifts, and let's have it touch every
package and throw t hose packages up to the surface. This is
t he eruptive dose |I'mtal king about now, because it is
currently the highest dose we've got between the two, the
eruptive and the intrusive, or the groundwater dose.

So, we took essentially every package that
intersected drifts, and we cane up with a dose around 2 to 3
mllirems. This is still well below standard in our m nds,
and I'll just repeat this is an end nenber analysis. W
don't believe that this will play out in the end. It's very
conservative to assune all packages in the intersected drifts
are going to go up to the surface, and all waste is avail able
to travel down to the critical group

But it gives you an idea that this nodel, even
taking it to an unrealistic stage, is not beyond any
regulatory limt that may be in place.

We do still have conservative assunptions in our
i gneous consequences nodel today. This is not an exhaustive
list, but these are the ones that we feel really are sort of
t he bigger ones, and the ones that we can actually take a
| ook at.

We're assuming at this point that all eruptions,
future eruptions are violent stronbolian. In other words,

they're the explosive kind of eruptions. Wen, in fact there
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are effusive flows out there in the field, the Yucca Muntain
field. So, we're going to look at, if you will, a
partitioning. How do we |ook at this some nore in a
realistic manner and account for effusive flows, in other
words, flows that don't--aren't explosive and carry ash and
radi onucl i des down to the critical group? So, that's
sonmething that we will be |ooking at next FY.

Wnd direction. W have assuned in our current
analysis that the wind is blowing south all the tine towards
the critical group, when in fact the wind rows, or the w nd
data that we have in place really says that, you know, that
m ght occur, the wind nmay bl ow south 10 to 15 per cent of the
time, sonething like that. So, it's not blow ng down there
the majority of the tinme, and we did a sensitivity in TSPA
Rev. O, ICN 1, and it was a factor of 5X if we actually used
arealistic wnd row.

Now, one thing that would conme into play here is
the redistribution issue, and that's sonething that we plan
to look at as well.

And then on the BDCFs, the biosphere dose
conversion factors, we're assum ng what we're calling
transition phase BDCFs through tinme. This is essentially the
dustiest conditions that you can get, when in fact you really
will have--this is like a condition that would occur closer

to the time of the eruption. Through tinme, we know that this
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settles down, the dust will settle down through tine, 10, 15,
20 years, whatever the case may be. W haven't taken credit
for that. W' ve used these indefinitely. So, this is
sonmething we're going to revisit as well.

The first and the third are certainly not
gquantified at this point. W did quantify, obviously, the
m ddl e one, but we need to | ook at redistribution and how
that plays into this.

Okay, a dose conparison table. Wat |'ve done here
is I"ve just pulled doses out of TSPA-SR and SSPA, Vol unme 2,
broken them out into eruptive and intrusive scenari o0s.
don't have the conbi ned doses on this chart. And this colum
here is the peak nmean probability wei ghted dose, and this is
t he conditional dose, and |'ve done that for both the
eruptive and the intrusive.

| guess I'll say one of the points of interest |
understand fromthe Board is we had an increase in dose for
t he peak nean probability wei ghted dose from SR here on the
eruptive case to SSPA-2. Those differences are detailed in
SSPA-2. Essentially, they break down to four areas. W had
a change in our eruptive BDCFs where we assuned that an
i ndi vi dual woul d be inhaling |arger particles, thus getting a
| ar ger dose.

We had a wi nd speed change. There was sonme data we

| ooked at that indicated that the wind may be travelling



© 00 N oo o B~ w N P

N NN N NN R R R R R R R R R R
g » W N P O © © N O O M W N B O

624

faster, getting nore material down to the critical group

We had a change in our conditional probability of
once the dike intersects the repository, or a drift, what's
the probability of that actually becom ng an eruptive center

And then we had--1 think that really accounts for the bulk
of it there.

We did have a decrease in dose here. This played
out in our groundwater case. Again, this is the intrusive
and the peak nmean probability weighted dose. And this
amounted to a reduction in solubility for a couple of
radi onucl i des, Neptunium and Plutonium And then we had a
partitioning at the drift rock interface between matrix and
fracture, and eventually invective and diffusive flow

There were sonme other things in here, too, but
those were the main swingers for the decrease.

And, also, just as a note, these SSPA-2 conditional
doses, these are estimated. W didn't actually calcul ate
those in the docunents. So, keep that in m nd.

Just a quick summary. You know, we're concerned
that the NRC nodel is sinplified, very sinplified, and
idealized. And if you took it to a consequence standpoi nt,
it would really be overly conservative. And as | said, it
doesn't at this point consider the major elenents of the
repository system

We propose to strengthen the analysis we've got in
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pl ace today for LA by | ooking at the nodel they put on the
table. The analysis we've got in the SR right now we believe
is still defensible. W don't think that the nodel they've
got in place calls into question the results that we
necessarily have for our docunents now.

And we expect our planned studies will continue to
show | ow doses. W don't expect this to be a major concern
froma regul atory standpoint.

| think that's all | had. D d | have one nore
bullet? No nore bullets. That's all | had.

KNOPMAN:  Thank you, Eric. Questions fromthe Board?
Staff? Jerry Cohon?
COHON:  Cohon, Board.

Could we go to Slide--1 think we may have a
difference in nunbers--it's 7 or 8. Let's start with one--
no, 8. That last bullet, in your description of it, you said
assum ng that all of these things happen. [If you make that
assunption, then why would you use probability of weighted
dose as opposed to just dose?

SM STAD:. W could calculate it either way. This is the
manner in which we will submt--probability wei ghted doses

that we will submt for the license application.

COHON:  No, this is nore than a calculation issue. This
has to do with a comunication issue. |f you assune it's
going to happen, the probability is one; right? So, what's
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the logic of using probability weighted dose if you assune
it's going to happen? What's the rationale?

SM STAD: |If we assunme that their nodel is going to
happen, or just an event period?

COHON:  No, if you assune the event is going to happen.

Isn'"t that what you were assum ng there?

SM STAD: Yeah. |'ve got someone raising their hand in
a hurry here. Do you want to take it, Bob?

ANDREWS: This is Bob Andrews with BSC.

| think the distinction is we break the parts into
the initiating event, and the probability of the initiating
event occurring, and then all the subsequent consequences
that may result given that initiating event. And | think
what Eric is tal king about here is we have not--with these
nunbers, we have not assuned the initiating event. W still
have the probability of the initiating event in those
nunbers. But then all the subsequent things have been set to
probability of one.

So, if you break the initiating event fromthe
consequences, and you're absolutely correct, the associated
probability of the consequences, not of the event, but of the
consequences, we've set the probability of all those
consequences equal to one, not the initiating event.

COHON: Thanks.

SM STAD: | m sunderstood your question, sir.
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KNOPMAN:  Knopman, Board. 1'mgoing to just junp in
here with a quick clarifying question.

You said early in your presentation, Eric, that of
course this is all going to be backfilled. D d | understand
that correctly?

SM STAD: The drifts right now we're not planning on
backfilling. But the mains on either side of the drift we
pl an on backfilling.

KNOPMAN:  Ckay. That was not clear to ne.

Paul Craig?

CRAIG The 2 to 3 MR per year is areally interesting
nunber. You multiply it by the 10 to the eighth and you're
up to fractions of a nmegarem This is the kind of dose which
kills people very quickly if you get it for a period of tine.

| said the 2 to 3 mllirens is a nunber which, if
you nultiple by 10 to the eighth, because of the probability
of 10 to the m nus eighth, gets you up to 200, 000, 300, 000
rems, which is really getting into quite a significant dose.

Presumably it wouldn't be delivered all at once, so people
woul d have, in principle, tine to | eave. But neverthel ess,
that is the kind of dose that kills people in a very short
time. These are doses that play out over soneone's lifetine.

SM STAD: Over a long tinme. They may not be chronic.

CRAIG That's right. That's not the right way to | ook

at it, but it's getting up into really very, very |arge
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doses, and we hope the probability of that is extrenely
small. But in ternms of--
ANDREWS:  Let ne clarify, Paul, if | can interrupt for

one second, wth all due respect.

The 10 to the mnus 8 is the correct nunber, or
t hereabouts. This is Bob Andrews again fromBSC. |'msorry.
Annual probability. W nust consider these with the
integrated, if you will, probability over the tinme period of
interest. And the tinme period of interest for these anal yses
is 10,000 years, although we conduct our analyses well| beyond
t hat .

So, the appropriate probability you should use here
is probably the integrated probability, because each
subsequent event has its probability, annual, and its

associ at ed consequence, which are then sumed in the

anal ysi s.
CRAIG You're absolutely right. And we've gone around
the ot on the--problens of displaying this kind of high

consequence, |low probability information, and we're probably

not done with it.

But that wasn't actually the main question | wanted
to ask. In terns of your concerns with the NRC anal ysis, you
seemto be focusing on the details of the dynam c anal ysis.

That's where you're concerns are. |Is it correct that you

have no problemw th their observation, which is a new



© 00 N oo o B~ w N P

N NN N NN R R R R R R R R R R
g » W N P O © © N O O M W N B O

629

observation for ne, that when you heat up the canisters, the
enbrittl ement changes, so they're subject to--the nmechanica
properties of the C 22 change dramatically when they're

heat ed up, and presumably their corrosion resistance property
is also changed, so there will be a whol e set of consequences
Wi th respect to transport down into the--through the UZ into
the SZ into the biosphere? And probably these are not
significant froma probabilistic point of view but at |east
one should be aware that a whole set of other nechanical and
corrosion properties probably do change.

SM STAD: We haven't |ooked at this in detail. W're
not at this point ready to say the packages turn to dust and
are going to head down or head up. | think that's a very
conservative assunption to nmake at this point.

So, we haven't | ooked at canister danage. And the
other thing really is is how long are these packages exposed
to these conditions? That's really a key point. Britt nade
that point as well. And nmaybe they're not exposed to these
conditions | ong enough to where they change, turn into

sonet hing el se, they get ductile, they turn to dust,

what ever, and that's sonmething we still need to | ook at.
KNOPVAN:  Dan Bul | en?
BULLEN: Bullen, Board. Just could we see Figure 9
briefly? 1 just have a point of clarification. Maybe it's
not. It's maybe your 10. Keep going. Okay.
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| guess | want to know if it's actually 500
mllirem and then 125 rem or should that be 500 remfor the
nmean conditional dose on the intrusive scenario? |Is that a
typo?

SM STAD: | don't believe so. Are you worried about
t he- -

BULLEN:. Well, | just wondered how you scal ed, because
t he mean probability weighted dose was .2 mlliremat greater
t han 10, 000 years, and then for SSPA-Volunme 2, it was .O05.
And so | look at the scaling there, but then I've got a 500
mllirem and then it goes to 125 renf

SM STAD: Yeabh.

BULLEN:. Wiich is it? Is it mlliremor rem | guess is
t he questi on.

SM STAD:. That's probably a typo. Do you know, Bob?

BULLEN: You don't have to answer now. | just am
curious as to what it mght be.

SM STAD: Shoul d be the sanme factor of 4.

BULLEN: Ckay, thank you.

KNOPMAN:  Let ne just call on Leon Reiter

REI TER  Again, when you | ook at the probability
wei ght ed dose, there's a conditional dose. As you pointed
out, the probability wei ghted dose takes into account
reduction in solubility, the flow focusing factor, and I'm

not sure if that transl ates.
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SM STAD: From here to here, is what you're talking
about. We'll check on that, Dan. | believe it should be the
same factor.

KNOPVAN:  Ckay, we will | ook forward to sone
clarification on that for confirmation.

D ck Parizek?

PARI ZEK:  Pari zek, Board.

At one point, you stated that the waste packages
coul d be brought to the surface in a weakened condition. |If
the dike has a 1 neter assunmed w dth, all waste packages are

bi gger than a neter, so won't they get hung up? Their
contents mght get to the surface, but could the packages
conme up a crack that's only a neter w de?

SM STAD: Coul d the package itself conme up?

PARI ZEK:  Yeah. That's what | thought you said, that
t he packages coul d be brought to surface.

SM STAD: Well, essentially--well, that's essentially
what we're assumng in our current analysis, and that
sinmplified exanple | was tal king about as well. W' re not

really worried about the package in this particular analysis.

We're just assuming everything cones up. |In fact, that's
probably a very conservative assunption as well. | don't
know that all the material, i.e. the fuel or the waste, is
going to make it to the surface. Sonme of it's probably going

to be trapped in the drift itself. Not all of it may be
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entrai ned through the conduit. There are a |ot of
conservatisns still enbedded in the analysis we have on the
tabl e right now

PARI ZEK: That was al so a point with your exanple or
case two where you contain it all within the drifts
underground. But then the question is what fills the drifts?
You ought to have sone materials in there that crystalli zes.
It's not going to be Tephra, is it? Wat do you assune is
going to fill the drifts if this doesn't cone to the surface?

SM STAD: R ght, it would eventually crystallize.

PARI ZEK: It's a dike that's not Tephra. |It's a dike
that's--that could encase sone of the waste packages?

SM STAD: It coul d. | mean, that's conceivabl e. I
mean, there could be sone credit taken for that. It's all a
function of the duration of the event and the pressures and

the tenperatures. But it's sonmething that we'll |ook at as
well. It may be lower on our list, but we'll take a | ook at
encapsul ation, if you wll.

KNOPVAN:  Dan Metl ay?
METLAY: Dan Metlay, Board Staff.

Eric, could you go to your Slide Nunber 10? This
is nore of a kind of philosophical question. 1 want to cal
your attention to the first bullet where you say that the NRC
nodel is sinplified and, thus, overly conservative. O

course, DCE nodels are often sinplified, and the | AEA/ NEA
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peer review said that one of your nodels not only is overly
conservative, but is incredible.

So, the question is how does the DOE devel op
concerns on sinplification and conservatisn? |Is there any
kind of standard that you would use to say one nodel is
sinmplified and overly conservative, but another nodel is
appropriately sinplified and appropriately conservative?

SM STAD: | think you' ve got to | ook at several things
there. | nean, you' ve got | guess in the classical sense,
you |l ook at the data and information. You |ook at expert
j udgnment, perhaps. And that's what we're doing in this case.

That's really the main way we | ook at this.

But what |'mtal king about in this bullet is if you
took what are sinplified assunptions, and we don't think
they' re necessarily real in our system that if you carry
that forward to a consequence cal cul ation, that you would
i ndeed be conservative. That's expert judgnment in a way.

COHON:  This is Cohon. Just to try to get out of this,

will you accept a friendly anmendnent that you delete the word

"t hus"?

SM STAD:  Yes.

COHON: It's not being sinplified that necessarily
results in being overly conservative. |It's the sinplifying
assunptions they chose to use.

SM STAD: Yes.
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COHON: Okay. So, it's the "thus" there | think that's
bot hering our phil osopher.

SM STAD:  Ckay.

KNOPMAN:  Okay. Leon Reiter?

REI TER: Eric, could you put the cost conparison slide
on, please?

First of all, I want to correct nyself. Indeed, it

could be a msprint, because the effects of reduced

solubility and the drip shadow effect would affect both

doses.

SM STAD:  Yes.

REITER. So, it probably is a msprint.

SM STAD: Yeabh.

REI TER: But on the other hand, if we can take that
apart, we see the very large increase in the TSPA-SR and

SSPA, Volune 2, and | went back and started | ooking at sone
previ ous cal cul ati ons, going back to 1991, through the years
| ooking at the VA, and the eruptive release, and there's no

doubt that the nunbers have increased trenendously since

then. 1It's been nonotonic.
Back, you know, ten years ago, and nmaybe even the
VA, you had eruptive doses that could neet the criteria even

wi thout the probability weighting. And now you have doses
that are up in the order of perhaps, you know, tens or

hundr eds of rens. Is there a historian of PA around here to
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tell us why? 1 don't know if there's any other exanple in
t he PA where you have this nonotonic increase throughout the
years. Can you or sonebody el se answer that?

SM STAD: Go ahead, Bob.

ANDREWS: This is Bob Andrews, BSC.

"Il talk to VA. Going back nmuch beyond that, 1'd
have to open up the books, | think. But for VA there were
two key assunptions docunented in the VA that were driving
the fact that the wind dispersal of the eruptive event was
not transporting any radionuclides to any receptor at a, at
that time, | believe we were using different distances, |ike
5 and 20 kil oneters.

One of those is the grain sized distribution of the
eruptive materials thensel ves, the Tephra sizes. At the tine
of the VA, and |I'Il get the nunbers wong here, but they were
on the order of mllineters grain sized distribution, to
centinmeters. But it was in that sort of range of grain size.

When we put it into the analysis nodel report and
used information from Argonne on possi bl e expected grain size
di stributions, those nunbers decreased by about a factor of a
hundred, | believe. So, it's down in the less than a
mllinmeter, tenth of a mllinmeter sort of range. So, they
were nmuch nore transportable to that distance.

In other words, in the VA the Tephra woul d have

been, although |I don't think we ever plotted it, would have
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been within kiloneters of the event itself, not tens of
kilometers within the event itself.

The ot her aspect | believe had to do with the w nd
speed, and the wind rows that were used in the VA, W
actually used a wind row and a wi nd speed corresponding to
fairly low el evations, |ow heights, if you will, of eruptive
events.

In the SR, both the wi nd speed and the hei ght of
the eruptive event were nore directly and appropriately
considered. So, again, allowing for greater in this case
down wi nd di spersal of the Tephra materials.

So, those two fundanmental differences between the
VA and the SR gave the difference between essentially zero
dose, | don't know what the nunmbers actually were, but they
were 10 to the mnus 6, or 10 to the minus 7 mllirens per
year, two nunbers that you see here that Eric has presented.

KNOPMAN:  Thank you, Bob

| think we'll nove on now Steve Frishman is our
next speaker. Steve is a geologist with the State of Nevada,
is well known to the Board. He's appeared before us nany

times, and he's got sonme comments on consequences of igneous

activity.

FRI SHVAN:  When | put these comments together |ast week,
| didn't realize how sobering it would be to tal k about the
representation to decision nmakers about future | ow
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probability, high consequence events. And | think maybe it's
alittle nore telling now than it was before.

This will be sort of a continuation of the
undercurrent discussion that's been going for a couple days
now about how i gneous events and their consequences are
represented. And | became particularly concerned about it
when | | ooked through the suite of docunents that have fl owed
out over the last few nonths, and finally at the prelimnary
site suitability evaluation itself, and as you know, and as
you, | have been concerned about this representation for a
long tine.

So, | wanted to go through a little bit about how
it is represented by DOE, why it's represented this way,
primarily on direction of the NRC. And then just a few
comments that people have made about it, and then try to
unwind it so that a normal person m ght be able to get a feel
for what is advertised by DOE and recogni zed by everyone
t hrough the existing performance assessnents.

O her than the container failure directly, this is
the only failure node for Yucca Mountain repository, so
peopl e shoul d have a cl ear understanding of what it does
nmean, regardless of its likelihood. Because it's obvious to
anybody that there is sone |ikelihood, if you stand on top of
Yucca Mountain and | ook at vol canic cones that are young,

then it is obvious to any decision nmaker who woul d recogni ze



638

a volcanic cone that there is sonething going on here.

So, if we start out with howit's represented in
the prelimnary site suitability evaluation, and | think
we' ve all seen these curves, it's arelatively sinple
representation if you can understand what the curves are, if
you can do it without color, if you can get a feel for why
the two are different, the two curves are different.

So, this is one of two figures in the prelimnary
site suitability evaluation that's supposed to tell you about
t he di sruptive volcanic event. And as we all know, these are
sort of conposite figures. One of the reasons that the
curves are different is that the probability of intrusive
versus extrusive has been changed between these two cases.
The dose conversion factors have been changed between these
two cases, and Eric told you about a couple other things that
had happened. But it's not clear fromthe docunent why
they're different, and it's also not clear fromthe docunent
why they appear to be essentially negligible doses.

This is the other of the two figures in that sane
prelimnary site suitability evaluation, where the nom na
case has been conbined with the vol canic case, or the igneous
case, and again, there are questions about why does it | ook
the way it does, and why did the nom nal case not have it in
the first place. But this is the second of the two figures

presenting the only failure node other than failure of the
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wast e contai ner under sort of operating conditions.

Now, why is it being done this way? The reason is
because the NRC said to do it this way. And here's the NRC s
direction fromthe issue resolution status report that DOE is
following literally and feeling that if they do this, then
t hey have properly represented risk of igneous activity in
the failure of a repository. And these are the words that
are being foll owed.

"Under the proposed 10 CFR Part 63 rule, the
expected annual dose is used to determ ne conpliance with the
proposed performance objectives. Expected annual dose is the
dose wei ghted by the probability of event occurrence, i.e.
risk, with the maxi mum annual risk during the post-closure
period used to determ ne conpliance.”

So, what we have is the invention of a new word, or
a new phrase, and that's "expected annual dose,"” which
actually means risk, according to NRC speak. And it's that
pair of sentences that is at the root of why we're even
havi ng this di scussion.

Now, ot her people have noticed that there is a
l[ittle bit of a problemin this representation. And the
first tinme it really became clear what the problemwas and
how big it was was when the International Peer Review G oup
on Bi osphere starting | ooking at effects of volcanism And

we had a | ong discussion, | happened to be invited to that
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nmeeting, along with sone others, and it took about 15 or 20
mnutes, with the help of Bob Andrews, to figure out what the
curves actually neant. And then all of a sudden, it sort of
dawned on everybody that this is what's going on

But here's ultimately what that Peer Review G oup
said in their final report, because they stunbled across this
probl em of how you represent igneous disruption.

"The IRT--that's International Review Team -
suggests that even if probability-weighted dose is the main
output required by the regulator, it would be desirable to
present disaggregated information (doses and probabilities).

This information would nore clearly illustrate the nature of
the potential inpact, so as to better informdecision nakers
and other interested audi ences."”

Pretty clear fromtheir International Peer Review
Group, who accidentally unearthed this probl em of
representati on.

Now, | won't |eave this up too |long, because you're
all very famliar with it. You, alnost a year ago, said
essentially the same thing in a letter to the Departnent of
Ener gy.

Since | becane concerned about this, |I've witten
two papers for various reasons about this problemthat have
been published both in proceedings of VALDOR, which is a

conference that is held in Sweden every couple years on the
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t henme of the values and decisions on risk, and | tal ked about
it in that paper, plus in another one, Environnent Reporter,
where essentially I'"msaying the sane thing. Wat's
happening is there's a mani pul ation of the neaning of dose
and risk, and it all cones fromthe expected nean annual dose
definition that the NRC set up as a neans of inplenenting
their risk informed performnce based regulation to a point,
in this case, to a point of sort of ridiculous

i npl enent ati on.

Now, let's |ook at the sanme curve and start seeing
if we can understand anyt hi ng about those two curves that
were in the prelimnary site suitability evaluation. This
first one, we can nmake it a little bit clearer when you take
the colors away, make it a little bit clearer by saying which
pi ece of which curve is which. This is actually conbined al
the way through. This is the nom nal, and you see the
connection here. This is igneous, w thout conbining.

So, we see how they conme together. This is the
conbined. This is the unconbined igneous. This is the
nomnal. W're pretty famliar with it. And, now, over here
what we have is nmean annual dose, which is, according to NRC
speak, a msnonmer. It actually should be expected nean
annual dose, if you're following the prescription on howto
do the calculation. And, in fact, it should be risk, because

t hen people have at |east a possibility of understandi ng what
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this graphi c neans.

And now we take the second one, and have to do a
ot nmore witing. Start out, we make sure we understand
whi ch curve is which, and as we tal ked about before, and as
Eric did, we have sone understanding of why the two of them
| ook different now If we're going to unrisk inform and
actually I ook at consequences, we have to sort of up the X
axis a little bit, because we're dealing with a probability
of 10 to the mnus 7 per year.

So, if we start |ooking at what the consequence
woul d be without risk information, you recognize this 13 rem
fromEric, but this 13 remis not even a very clean picture.

If you |l ook at the description of where this 13 rem cane
from and it cones very deep in another docunent, and I'|
show you where that is in a mnute, if you | ook at where this
13 remcones from | agree with that nunmber, with the
understandi ng that that 13 rens represents a dose that does
not include an inhalation dose, and it's in the eruptive
case, and the inhal ati on dose that we would have to add to
that is on the order of 3 1/2 renms per hour for the nunber of
hours that the eruption is actually dropping ash in the
RMEI ' s corner of the house.

So, even that is not a clean nunber. But we'll
take it for what it is if we can dig through enough t housands

of pages to get to what the qualification is on that nunber
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So, what we're looking at is 13 rens at 100 years, based on
unri sk informng what is going on down here.

Now, if we look at this peak right in here out at
about 300 years, and unrisk informed agai n, neaning get the
probability out of it, we cone up with a conditional dose
fromthis curve that is somewhere between 500 and 1000 rens
per year. And we could argue about the specifics of where it
is between those two, but it's sonmewhere between those two
having to do with decay, having to do with essentially the
decay of the probability in the cal culation

|"ve been told that other people who have tried to
calculate this see it as high as maybe 13 to 1400 rens.

So, now we start cleaning it up. Now, again, we
have to nmake sure we have the proper NRC | anguage here, or
maybe the proper |anguage that other people speak. So, this
is the informati on that decision nmakers and the public should
have out of the only alternative failure node for Yucca
Mountain repository, and they're just not getting it.

| told you I'd show you where | | earned such things
as the 13 rens doesn't include the inhalation dose. And it's
in the SSPA, and if you can trace all the way down to
3.3.1.2.4, you see that they have a reasonably conplete
description of the conditional case. But you can't find it
unl ess you know what you want to | ook for, and unless you

know whi ch docunent you have to go looking in, and |I don't
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think that the interested public or decision nakers are going
to do nuch nore than maybe | ook at the executive summary of
the prelimnary site suitability evaluation that nakes
absolutely no reference to this issue at all.

So, what we're looking at is yes, it's absolutely
correct and perfectly useless, the way the information is
present ed.

Also, it's kind of interesting to get an insight
into what the Departnent actually sees is happeni ng when they
risk informthis analysis. The peak conditional dose from
eruption are significantly higher, but it reverses, and they
make it al nost sound as if the reversal is a good thing. It
turns out that if you start probability weighting it, you get
t he exact opposite effect of what the peak dose woul d be.

And | think that speaks even nore towards the ridicul ousness
of risk informng when you know that it's wong, when you
know that it gives you conclusions and nunbers that are not
only msleading, but they're invalid. They' re nunbers that
mean absolutely nothing. And | think it's clear here that

t he people who are inplenenting this understand it, and you
can interpret for yourself whether it appears that they |ike
it or not.

And, finally, just two weeks ago in Nature, the
British journal, they took a pretty hard | ook at the Yucca

Mountain program did a pretty long article, and al so an
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editorial. |In that editorial, they speak in a way that's
kind of interesting to interpret, because, you know, G eat
Britain has had considerable problemw th their devel oping
repository program to the extent that they ditched the
program and they're starting over again.

And in the |ast VALDOR session in Stockhol m| ast
June, there were people there who were from G eat Britain who
were actually alnost giddy with the fact that they were
getting a chance to start over and try to do it right.

So, inthis editorial, you can see the editori al
witer at Nature sort of tal king about the U S. program and
appl yi ng sonme of their new thinking about acceptability in
wast e managenent and di sposal. But | took just one |ine out
of it where they're referring to the recent report fromthe
Nati onal Acadeny of Science Panel on disposition of high-
| evel waste, the one that canme out just very recently that a
nunber of us in this roomat |east attended the | ong opening
session for. And this is what the Nature editorial witer
t hought was a very inportant point to make in their
editorial, and this is the NRC s report, the one that we're
all famliar with, and the two pillars: conpl ete openness
with the public, and external scientific peer review.

These are things that this Board has tal ked about
since before it was born, and we have | think maybe the nost

telling exanple yet that |'ve been discussing here. Wat
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happened with conpl ete openness to the public? Wat |I've
just presented is conplete confusion to the public, and a
very clear attenpt to not be open, a very clear intent to
obfuscate what the true consequences really are.

And on top of that, just as sort of a side benefit,
we have an International Peer Review Goup that told them
what they should be doing to be open with the public, and
they ignored that, too.

Thank you.

KNOPMAN:  Thank you, Steve. Questions fromthe Board?

Dr. Cohon?

COHON: Cohon, Board.

Steve, 1'd like to pursue one detail to nake sure
"' mnot m ssing sonething.

As you quote NRC, they call for the use of the
expected annual dose. Now, | interpret that to nean the
expected val ue of the annual dose, and DCE has chosen to use
the nean as that expected value. So they talk about nean
annual dose. You seemto be saying that's not correct or
consi stent, and you want to use the word "expected" rather
than mean dose. | don't see the problem It seens to ne
that DOE is being consistent with the NRC rule.

FRISHVAN. | think that the NRC invented a word or a
phrase that they define as neaning risk.

COHON:  That may be.



© 00 N oo o B~ w N P

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

647

FRI SHVAN:  What they've done is--what |I'mtal king about
is they have called risk expected annual dose. DOE has done
the cal cul ation as prescribed here, and they call it mean
annual dose, just as they call all of the rest of their
curves mean annual dose.

So, what they have done is they have followed the
requi renent for the type of calculation, but they have not
used the NRC prescribed | anguage. Wat they have done is
presented it as a dose, when | think we all understand what
we nean when we say dose, and instead of using the NRC s
| anguage, expected annual dose that actually neans ri sk,
which is what the calculation actually is. So, it's a
semantic thing where the NRC has defined risk as expected

annual dose, but DOE presents it as dose instead.

COHON: Well, let ne just be clear fromwhere I'm com ng
from |I'mnot in any way arguing with your main point about
how one handl es | ow probability and hi gh consequence events.

" mtal king just about the sort of semantic issue you've
raised here. | still think that what--in fact the quote you
provided--it seens to ne that if you have an issue here, it's

wi th the NRC | anguage, not the way DOE has inplemented it.
FRI SHVAN: | have two issues. | have one with the NRC

| anguage. | have another with the fact that DOE didn't use

the NRC | anguage. And if they're going to follow the NRC

prescription for cal culation, they should | abel the answer
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the way the NRC has defined the answer.

COHON:  Ckay, thanks.

FRI SHVAN.  And then at |east we'd know where to go to
try to figure out what mean annual dose nmeans on this
particul ar representation.

KNOPMAN:  Any addi tional questions for Steve? W're
going to have nore of an opportunity now as we ask the other
two speakers, Britt Hill and Eric Sm stad, to cone up to the
front here, if we can just get the table set up so that the

three of you may sit in front of us.

(Pause.)
KNOPMAN: I f we could get our speakers to get seated, we
will take a break after this discussion. 1'd |like to get
this nmoving right now

Wiile they're getting thenselves settled, 1'd |ike
to ask Nick Apted to just say a few words. Nick is with the
El ectric Power Research Institute, EPRI. And do you need the
podi um or do you want to just speak right here? You have a

vi ewgr aph? Ckay.

APTED: 1'm Nick Apted. For those of you who may not
know ne, |'ve been active in the area of safety assessnents
for high-level waste repository internationally for the |ast

15 years, and particularly relevant to this set of
di scussions, the last five years, been very active in the

Japanese hi gh-level waste repository program dealing with
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scenario analysis, particularly in their case, volcanismis
one of their key |eading scenarios for consideration.

Now, |'m a nenber of an EPRI team of experts,

i ndependent experts, that are brought in to sort of conduct
an oversight on the activities centered around Yucca Muntain
Repository Program Two of the additional nmenbers of the
team were supposed to be here. O course, because of events
in the East Coast, have been unable to arrive. So, |'m going
to focus nore on ny portion of what | planned to say here.
"1l touch only briefly on sone of the points that they I
think were going to make. But I'mafraid that | don't have

t heir backup information with nme to present.

The two points we want to really hit upon, one is
nmet hodol ogy and one is the science behind this what we all
realize is a very significant, very serious what if scenario
to be considered. |'mgoing to be addressing nost of ny
comments to, if you will, sort of the resolution nethodol ogy.

For those who do scenario analysis, | think it's
all recognized that it's absolutely a bedrock principle in
using scenario analysis to resolve these type of what if
i ssues, that we approach it froma top down basis, that we
don't get lost in sort of a bottons up of what are the
wonder ful issues and sciences, studies that we can do. But
if we're going to have an effective R& programthat’'s going

to lead to sone sort of reduction in uncertainties and
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understanding and ability to have a public acceptance of a
resolution of sone of these very difficult scenarios, we're
going to need to do it in a very systematic and a very what
we call top down, consider these issues in a top down

fashi on.

And 1'll show you what that neans with respect to
this particular scenario in a second. But what | want to
comment is that fromafar, and we've not been involved in the
KTl process, it's certainly appropriate that NRC and the DCE
have identified this as a key scenario. The State of Nevada
has shown exactly the |level of concern that they should to
this inportant issue. But we're worried that the approach
seens to be a bit unfocused and unsystematic, which is,
again, very characteristic of a bottomup, sort of a rush to
judgnment of all the R&D that m ght be needed to resolve this,
versus a nore systematic approach, |ooking at it from above.

| " m sure--excuse the focus--1 nmay slide this around
alittle bit. But the point is to take this from an
appropriate point of viewin terns of international practice,
internms of trying to get to a resolution rather than
gravitate toward all of the R&D that m ght be necessary to
|l ook at this, is to | ook at each of these questions in turn.

For exanple, this sane type of approach has been
very successfully applied to the issue of colloids, colloid

i ssues of colloid formation, colloid stability, colloid
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mgration. Let's |ook at these in a sequential way.

If at any point in this decision tree we can answer
one of these questions no, we greatly mtigate, if not indeed
elimnate, the inpacts, the consequences that are being
specul ated on in ternms of this scenario. | mean, starting at
the top, and quite appropriately in the past, there's been
this probabilistic hazard for vol canic analysis. One of ny
co-speakers today was going to be Professor Sheridan, who was
a nmenber of that panel, and he had a nunber of perspectives
on exactly what was done in there, how uncertainties were
treated, and so on.

But presum ng the answer is yes, we nove on to
t hese other issues of does the dike intrude the nountain. W
heard earlier today fromLeon Reiter that, you know, one of
the experts of the Board itself has in a sense a different
aspect, a different viewpoint, a different conceptual nodel
for sone of these questions.

Britt was very firmand very infornmed on his
response to that, but I think we need to |look at this now
that there are divergents in technical opinions here.

We al so heard that, and | was very pleased to hear
Britt use the term specul ative repeatedly in his talk. |
ook in vain at the presentations to find the word witten
down that these are speculations. | think that's a key word

to keep in mnd. Speculations, good, honest technical
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experts at this stage of a lack of information, in a
specul ative state, can disagree. W need to bring those
opi nions together. They can have an inportant difference on
whet her we proceed stepw se down to the bottom of this graph
which is basically full funding of every possible aspect,
every consequence that we can see illumnated in the analysis
we' ve seen

KNOPMAN:  Ni ck, excuse nme. W have a limted tinme for
this discussion.

APTED: And that's what | was going to say.

KNOPMAN:  Ckay, that's fine. Thank you very much. And
peopl e can question you | ater.

| also just at this tine, so we get it on the

record, asked John Stuckless fromUSGS to very briefly
summari ze what the review activity is on this issue that's

going on in the USGS, so we have that on the table.

STUCKLESS:  Stuckl ess, USGS.
| can nmake this extrenely brief, because | had a
one sentence answer fromone of ny reviewers. | think that
t he assunptions invalidate the entire analysis. This is in

reference to the two papers we gave themto review But, in
essence, data existing at Yucca Muwuntain say that the
strength there is insufficient to prevent the di ke from going
all the way to the surface.

And then ny other reviewer--these are two reviewers
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fromthe CVO, the Cascade Vol canic Cbservatory, whose job is
not hi ng nore than vol cani c hazards. The other one points out
that the type of eruption being called for has never been
docunented as the first stage of a basaltic eruption. And
the types of deposits that they should nake have not been

reported at Yucca Muntain, or anywhere el se.

And then the last thing I'll address for Leon is
one of the reasons Bill Melson and M ke Sheridan do not |ike
these analogs is first of all, they have too nuch water in

them They also feel that the DOE's nodeling is using too
much nodel for these types of basalts.

And the second thing is in order to get those sorts
of expl osions, you apparently need to have a plugged vol canic
edifice. And that obviously does not exist at the early
stages of volcanism There's quite a bit nore in here,
including some math that | don't follow, but I'Il leave this
with you.

KNOPVAN:  Ckay.

SAGUES: My |? | have a problemhere, a little bit of
a big picture problem |'mhaving a hard tinme foll ow ng who
you' re tal king about, and in response to what you're talking
about, and who was saying what. Can you back up just a
l[ittle bit for some of us who may not be aware of the
intricate history of what is happening?

STUCKLESS: Al right. Very sinply, the USGS is going
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to have to comment on the site recommendation. So, the
director's office--you know, we had these two papers that
have been witten by the Center and their contractors.

SAGUES: The Center? Wio's the Center? Ckay, and now
the director, who's director?

STUCKLESS: Qurs. Director of the U S Geol ogical
Survey.

SAGUES: Ckay. I'msorry, I'mjust--1'"mvery confused
as to who's what.

STUCKLESS: I'mtrying to go too fast here.

In any event, the two reviewers were Larry Maestas
and Roger Detlinger (phonetic), both of whom are enpl oyed at
t he Cascade Vol cani c Observatory as physical vol canol ogi sts.

Okay? And this is their review, so I'll |eave that for you

SAGJES: The use of this paper.

STUCKLESS: The use of this paper.

KNOPMAN:  Thi s paper neans the paper that's been
submtted, just for the record, it's a paper that's been
subm tted to the Journal Science; is that the one you're
referring to?

STUCKLESS: They revi ewed both of the ones that the
Cent er provided- -

KNOPMAN:  Right. There is one that's entitled Mdeling
Magma Drift Interaction at the Proposed Hi gh-Level

Radi oactive WAste Repository at Yucca Mountain. That's by
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Whods, Sparks and others. And there's a second paper that--
okay, I"'msorry, that's by Wods, called Expl osive Magma, Air
Interactions by Volatile Rich Basalt, and the Dike Drift
Geonetry, and that's been submtted to Journal Geophysi cal
Resear ch?

STUCKLESS: That's correct. It's in review.

KNOPMAN:  It's in review, okay. So, the two articles
that John is referring to that USGS is | ooking at are these
two. GCkay. Al right, now -

STUCKLESS: | have one other coment fromnme, since |
know sonet hi ng about erosion out there and the Tephra
deposits, and that is that the Lathrop Wells eruption left a
record in alnost all of our fault trenches of nearly a

guarter inch of ash.

We al so have studies of erosion rates on the
mountain, and within the channel. Wthin the channel, when
we get a major rain storm we have had chains buried ten feet

deep that have been picked up and washed.

So, you're tal king about whatever |ands in the
channel being quite small, and then being mxed with up to
ten feet of sedinment scoured out of the channel. So there's
probably quite a dilution effect.

But, in terns of the hill slope erosions, very
little cones off the hill slopes except as mass | and

novenent, and that rarely makes it to the channel of Forty
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M| e Wash.

KNOPMAN:  Thank you, John

Let's get our interaction going anong our three
panelists. Perhaps Britt could start off by, if you want to
respond to the comments you' ve heard so far?

HLL: | really don't want to turn this into a technica
debate on a nunber of issues that we're only beginning to
hear about. | would just invite any interested participant
to come to the next noticed or open technical exchange or
Appendi x 7 where we could tal k about this at a technical
| evel, rather than the approach today.

COHON: | have sort of a procedural question. [|'m
struck by the sort of veneer of NRC and DOE saying they're in
agreenent on sonething. Well, you are, you were pleased that
you reached agreenent on sonething, and it sounds |ike you
agreed to disagree.

And the other question is--well, that's sort of a
statenment. The question is what does cl osed-pending nean in
a context like this where there's such sharp technica
di sagreenent s?

H LL: | think what we're agreeing right nowis that the
DCE wi Il provide information needed to support a |license
application, should they decide to submt a license
application. Before, we had no agreenent that the DOE woul d

do additional work to support what we believe are techni cal



© 00 N oo o B~ w N P

N NN N NN R R R R R R R R R R
g » W N P O © © N O O M W N B O

657

concerns. So, we do not agree with the current approach
necessarily, nor do we necessarily disagree. Qur point is
t hat we need additional information to reach a |icensing
decision, should a |license be submtted. The DOE, as of |ast
week, has agreed to provide us, by the tinme of the |icense
application, with that additional information.

COHON:  And is that exactly what cl osed-pendi ng neans
t hen?

H LL: Yes.

COHON:  That agreenent to provide additional information
that you' ve specified?

H LL: Yes, it only neans an agreenent to provide
additional information in support of a |icense application.
It does not mean that we necessarily agree with the DOE s
approach, or that we would say at |icensing, we would have no
addi ti onal questions or concerns.

KNOPMAN:  Thank you

SM STAD: Just a quick conmment on what we agreed to, and
| don't have the exact agreenments with nme right now, but |

briefly went over what they were. W' d agreed to evaluate

the nodel, and I'Il call it the new nodel, along with sone
other work as well. W haven't agreed to incorporate
anything at this point. W've agreed to evaluate it for a

bases for the NRC to | ook at, you know, cone |icense

application. So, it is pending. The pending is that
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anal ysis or that evaluation cone that tine frame.

KNOPVAN:  Dan Bul | en?

BULLEN: Bullen, Board. This is actually a followon to
t he sane kind of agreenent that you came up with. And maybe
it's Eric's answer to what's the inpact on cost and schedul e?

How long is this going to take? How nmuch is it going to

cost? WIIl you have the data readily avail abl e by what ever
license application tinme frame is? And what kind of inpact
is this going to have on the progranf

SMSTAD: | think it's yes, no, probably and maybe. [|I'm
not sure. No, | mean, what we're doing now, Dan, is we've
agreed to look at this. This is just a recent devel opnent
here. W've got a plan in place. W're working on costing

that plan and scheduling that plan right now, as | mentioned

in my presentation. W expect to address what we've agreed
to address, and that's evaluate this nmodel. | can't tell you
ri ght now the exact schedule of delivery of that or the cost

that will be in place for that. There are priorities that
are going on right nowwthin the Departnment in ternms of
fundi ng, and what not, and schedul es.

BULLEN: Bul | en, Board, again.

Just then a followup is that the deliverable tine
is prior to license application, or is there actually an FY
03, FY 04? What did you say in your KTl agreenent?

SM STAD: | think we said prior to LA, and that's when
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it will be. 1'd also like to just continue a little bit in
the vain of what John Stuckl ess was tal king about.

We had asked, specifically what John was tal king
about, we had asked the USGS, the Departnent asked the USGS
to |l ook at these two draft papers, and | think we all
understand what the draft papers are now, and distribute
t hose to vol canol ogi sts or experts wthin the USGS. They got
perm ssion, as John said, fromthe Director's office in D.C
to do that, and they contacted a couple individuals at the
Vol canol ogy Lab in Vancouver to do that, and we have their
comments. And this is sonething that we'll consider, these
comments, they may get nore in depth in time, but consider
when we go forward with this anal ysis.

And we are, in fact, still seeking and will get
i nput from vol canol ogi sts at LANL that are outside of our
program earth scientists at Berkeley that may be perhaps
out si de of our program but other fol ks, know edgeabl e fol ks,
to |l ook at these papers and the information in these papers
to see how we m ght go about addressing the nodel and the
i ssue.

KNOPMAN: | have two questions here. First, 1'd like
Eric, if he would, to respond to sone of Steve Frishman's
comments so that we have an idea of how the Departnent feels
about that.

SM STAD: | think Steve quite frankly has brought up a
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semantics issue. Inny mnd, it's words. W do report
unwei ghted doses, if you will. | showed themtoday. W show
themin our docunentation. | think the word risk may be

absent there, and that's sonething we m ght want to work on,
is making this nore conmuni cative to people who aren't

know edgeabl e in the details of these sorts of cal cul ations,
risk calculations, that is.

KNOPMAN:  Ckay. My second question follows up on Dan
Bul l en's question about timng. This is a site suitability
guestion. The research plan that appears to be agreed to by
DCE and the NRC, it's really in a licensing application tine
frame as opposed to a suitability recommendation tine frane.

And | think it mght be sone benefit to talk a little bit
nore about how the departnent actually feels that can take
pl ace when they can delay the resolution of sone of these
guestions, fairly serious questions |I think that have been
rai sed here by the nodel that Britt has expl ai ned.

So, perhaps you could just elaborate a little bit
nore, Eric, on how the--a question that relates to site
suitability is being handl ed over the next two or three
years, when site suitability is comng up as a deci sion

SM STAD. You're really asking the question how does the
new nodel that perhaps may result in higher doses play into
our site suitability decision.

KNOPMAN:  Ri ght .
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SM STAD. You know, | tried to address that in one of ny
vi ewgr aphs there. The Departnent doesn't believe that, again
"1l call it the new nodel that's been put on the table,
invalidates or calls into question the suitability of this
site. W aren't expecting this, and in fact we' ve done these
scopi ng cal cul ati ons, we believe are the absol ute worst case,
and maybe even beyond an end nenber in ny mnd, that shows
that we're not calling into question our suitability
deci si on.

KNOPMAN: Ckay. Steve?

FRI SHVAN. Just for the record, | think | need to say
t hat having been in nearly all of the KTI technical
exchanges, and | ooking at the array of agreenments that are
now outstanding, it's pretty clear to ne in the context of
the Waste Policy Act and in the context of just rationality,
that the project is not ready for site reconmmendati on,
because the intent of Congress is pretty clear that site
recommendation is essentially the gateway to a |icense
application to imedi ately follow And there's at |east from
al | appearances--1 don't know, |'m just thinking through the
array of work.

If it can be done in two years, | would be really

surprised, and sone of it looks as if it would take
consi derably | onger than that.

So, at this point, the Departnent in its rush
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towards site recomendation, just to have gotten over that
hurdl e, is lacking any technical merit or credence as far as
we, the State, are concerned, and we will pursue this point
however necessary.

KNOPMAN:  Eric?

SM STAD: Let me just stop for a clarification on what |
said. Wien | said the site suitability decision, |I neant the
decision for the Yucca Mountain Project to proceed with the
docunentati on of the decision by the President or the
Secretary of Energy.

KNOPMAN:  Okay. Dave Di odato?

DI ODATO Diodato, Staff.

"' m personally [ aboring to cone to an inforned
opi nion about this matter, which the Center has painted a
scenario which is, you know, on the face of it kind of
alarmng. But if we |ook at Megatta's (phonetic) list and
then skip down all the way to the m ddl e where the nmagna
flows into the drifts, but we won't go as far as expl osive
vol cani sm the question would be to Britt Hill then you' re an
expert, you've had 20 years of experience in vol cani sm
vol canol ogy, do you have a feeling about the relative
i kelihood the scenario Dr. Parizek pointed out earlier of
breaki ng t he waste packages versus entrai nnent of the waste
versus encapsul ation of the waste? There are two scenari 0s:

encapsul ation versus entrainment. Do you have any kind of an
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expert opinion about the relative |ikelihood of those two
phenomenon?
HLL: Well, first, this is Britt Hll fromthe Center.

First, I"'mvery reluctant to specul ate on a nunber
that has risk significance, or potential risk significance.
So, | can't comment on the likelihood, and I don't think it's
responsible in nmy position to speculate on the probability of
t hese alternative scenari os.

Second, | would just fall back to a fundanental
approach of we're dealing with pressurized fluid that
contains a gas that's under conpression. Now, | would never
hol d up the nodel that we have, the one dinensional and two
di rensi onal nodels, to say this is the accurate
representation of what is going to happen.

Waile | don't know the exact values, | know as a
vol canol ogi st that when you deconpress a pressurized fluid

and it has an expandabl e phase, that phase will accelerate

and will flow in the voids.
Now, will that fail the waste package i medi ately?
| don't know. It's a possibility that it's going to need to
be anal yzed. WII magma flow into the voids? | amvery
confident it will. So, you' re going to be having nolten
basalt at sone tenperature flowing into these voids and

essentially surroundi ng waste package and engi neered

materials in that drift.
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Now, if the waste package itself is entrained into
a conduit, |'ve seen conduits. |'ve been to sites where we
| ook down 300, 500 nmeters below the surface, and | see these
evolve froma dike that is one neter wwde to reamout solid
rock, the conduits that are on order of 10 to 50 neters in
dianeter. And all the material in that hole cones up the
pi pe.

Now, | can't tell you with any certainty what
per cent age of the waste package woul d necessarily conme up
that pipe. Wuat | can tell you is that we woul d have
sufficient information for a |icensing decision by saying
that all the material in that hole has erupted. And | think
as an expert in volcanology, it would be very difficult to
say that | could have a defensible position that 90 per cent
in that hole would conme out, or 80 per cent of that hole
woul d conme out. So, there's the hole comng up to the

surface, the conduit itself.

And the second part of this process is the packages
that remain in the drift. Now, there's a lot, | think, of
wor k that can be done about evaluating the resiliency of

t hese systens, but on the face of it, when you put a waste
package to these tenperatures for a nonth, and put this sort
of a fluid pressure, because again we're dealing with a
contiguous fluid, it's not an isolated little pul se, the

roughly 10 to the fourth to 10 to the fifth cubic neters of a
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drift is conpletely overshadowed by the 10 to the seventh, 10
to the eighth cubic neter eruption

DI ODATO Do you have a tine estimate in ternms of person
years for the anmount of tine that would be required to reduce
the uncertainty in the two processes which at present, you
say you can't assess the relatively |ikelihood. But do you
have an estimte about the tine that would be required to do
t hat ?

H LL: W're continuing to work on both the experinental
and nunerical approaches this year at a sustained |evel of
effort to last year. | don't think we're going to be getting
a probability of the different events, and we may have to go
forward by treating these as alternative conceptual nodels
rat her than stochastically sanpled scenari os.

Dl ODATO Equally weighted in terns of probability?

H LL: No. You would evaluate the alternatives. Here
is scenario one, here is scenario two. Wiat is the
probability weighted expected annual dose difference, and
then do we have a basis to say which of these nodels presents
a licensing decision that wll not under estimate risk to
public health and safety.

DI ODATO  Thank you.

KNOPMAN:  Okay. Do you have a closing comment, Eric?

SM STAD: Just a quick followp to what Britt and Dave

were tal king about here. You know, when Britt tal ks about
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per haps a 30 day event, and, you know, this is possible, but

| think the point to be nade here is that for a full 30 days,

we're not going to see--if it is a pulsing system we're not
going to see a constant pressure and a constant tenperature.
There are variables here. | just wanted to make that point
clear. It's not, you know, the max pressure, and perhaps the
max pressure--or max tenperature through tine.

KNOPMAN:  Okay. We're going to try to wap things up.
Britt, did you have another clarifying comment there?

H LL: Right, and that's in an engi neering anal ysis,
you' re | ooking at dynam c pressure variations as opposed to a
static pressure variation, which gives you additional
stresses. | agree with you conpletely, Eric, this is a very
dynam c system and in order to ensure public health and
safety, we're going to have to evaluate the dynam cs, not
just the sinplifications.

KNOPMAN:  Okay. Steve, did you have--

FRI SHVAN: | just wanted to add that duration of the
event is very inportant in this system and the Departnment
uses a pretty short duration that | have not been able to
di scover the origin for. But it factors heavily into the
nodel results. So just it mght be just a point that sonmehow
t he duration of that nmean event needs to be validated.

KNOPMAN:  (Okay. Lake, did you also want to speak?

BARRETT: Yes, very shortly. Lake Barrett, DOE
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Let me try to summarize this up and put this in
context. This is a very, you know, interesting nodel, and
there are going to be infinite nunber of these that wll
al ways conme up. And it's healthy. W do it twice. W do it
for ourselves, the NRCwill do it, the Board does it, as we
shoul d be doing this. But they're always going to conme up at
all tines.

Now, on this one with the NRC, we have reached an
agreenment on what work shoul d be done to resolve this issue,
and we've nutually agreed to that. And we will do this
before the LA W wll do it as soon as we can. W would
like to have done it yesterday, but we only can do what is--
we can balance this with the hot and cold and all the other
i ssues as wel | .

But as these new conceptual nodels cone up, new
i deas conme up, new chall enges conme up, we need to deal with
those. Wiere it basically stands at this point, we did not
stop our process of this. W didn't feel it was necessary.
We did debate it, and we had a di scussion about it. W feel
we can accommodate it w thin what we have now. And we do
this whenever a new i ssue cones up. But new issues wll
al ways come up, and there's always uncertainties, and there's
al ways questions and al ways chal | enges.

So, we will look at it and continue on and eval uate

this question, and other questions as we go forward. And if
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it's significant enough in our judgnment to stop the process
at that point, we will do so. W don't think this oneis, in
our judgnent. And that's kind of where we are. So, we wll
deal with this in the context of all the others as we go
forward

Thank you.

KNOPMAN:  Thank you. In the interest of tinme, 1'd |ike
to take a break now. Instead of 15 mnutes, 1'd like to just
do this for 10 mnutes. W'I| reconvene at 10:35, and we'll
be trying to finish up around noon.

(Wher eupon, a brief recess was taken.)

KNOPMAN:  Okay, our next speak is Bob Andrews, and right
up there with Mark Peters, one of the |Iongest running shows
in front of the Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board. Bob
wi || be speaking about sonme of these quality assurance
issues. He is wth Bechtel SAIC. He's the science and
anal ysis project manager. Ckay, Bob.

ANDREWS:  Thank you, Debra.

The Board asked for a discussion of sonme quality
assurance issues, and where we are in the status of resolving
those, and | want to wal k through three of them

First was a letter fromNRC that then had sone
precipitating events followng that letter. The letter was
sent to DCE on May 17th. Prior to that, there was a phone

call from NRC on May 4th regardi ng sone apparent errors and
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i nconsi stencies in the TSPA-SR techni cal docunments, of which
there are two. There's the TSPA-SR technical report itself,
and the TSPA- SR nodel docunent that supports that.

Now, | want to wal k through some of those and what
were the followon activities resulting fromthose. The
other two are respect to sone quality assurance corrective
actions that are in progress as we speak, and | want to talk
to you about the status of those. One regards nodel
val i dation, and how nodel s have been docunented and the
val i dation of the nodels they used in support of TSPA-SR, and
the second one is with respect to software and how software
i s managed, and the configuration managenent of that software
used in devel opnment of the analyses that in turn were used in
t he devel opment and supporting the TSPA-SR.  And | want to
conclude with a path forward.

There are sone other not really quality assurance
i ssues, but questions that the NRC has asked to support their
sufficiency review of the docunmentation that the Departnent
of Energy has prepared. That relates to having used
unqual i fied data, data not qualified per the applicable
procedures. It mght be literature data, or pre-existing
data, early data, and its use in DOE products.

And then the sane question for software, software
t hat has not gone through the full QA qualification status.

It's at sonme stage in that qualification status, but it
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hasn't been conpl eted yet.

Those issues were addressed in a letter fromthe
Department to NRC on August 31st, and the inpacts of having
used unqualified data and unqualified software, but | won't
address those in this particular talk, due to tine
constraints.

So, starting first with the NRC identified
concerns, and in the attachnent to this briefing, the last 12
or 13 pages, goes essentially one by one through the ten
i ssues that were raised, the exact page where the issue was
identified, and a sunmary of the response to that issue as it
was given to NRCin a QA neeting in June of this year.

The actual formal letter response to NRC on those
ten issues was submtted to NRC in July sonetine. So, point
by point, issue by issue, question by question was addressed
inletter formin July. It was in viewgraph formin June,
and |I've sinply cut and pasted those exact viewgraphs into
the last of this talKk.

But | think it's worthwhile to talk a little bit
about what kinds of discrepancies was NRC identifying. |
think it's probably useful for all of us. W are all human.

We all make m stakes in our docunentation, and we can |earn
fromthose m stakes in our docunentation. But it's useful to
understand what's the nature of these potential errors,

because if taken out of context, you know, it mght inply
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that there's sone real errors somewhere in here, not that
these aren't, but | think it's inportant for us all to
eval uate the significance of these things in the context of
t he decision making that's going on as we speak right now.
So, | have picked a few of the exanples, and as |
say, the details are in the backup. First was in a few
tables in the nodel docunent, there was inconsistent val ues.
So, sonetinmes we said it was long tinme and it was really a
short tinme, where long and short are, of course, relative
when you're tal king about performance assessnent. Long is
greater, 100,000 years, and short is 10,000 years, or so.
And there were inconsistencies in those tables, and those
tabl es were inconsistent in a few cases wth the actual text

that was descri bing those tables.

And that's true, there was an error in one of those
t abl es. It was a remmant, in fact, of earlier versions.
This was a docunent produced over a six, seven nonth period,

went through about seven or eight versions before it was
final and approved. And there was one remmant of an earlier
version of a table representing an earlier realization that
was bei ng docunented in that table.

In addition, there was another table that had some
slight differences in the fourth significant figure of the
val ues presented in the table. | think it was pH val ues or

carbonate concentrati on val ues.
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In both cases, the anal yses we did and docunented
in the letter showed there was no inpact on the TSPA- SR
results, or the nodel itself that was used to generate the
dose cal cul ations that had been | ooked at.

Anot her case had one exponent in a functional
rel ationship. There's a lot of functional relationships in
the TSPA where you're correlating one paraneter to another
paranmeter. In this particular case, it was the in package
chem stry that related to the carbonate concentrati on used
i nsi de the package, which then in turn affects the
degradation rate of the waste form which in turn affects or
could affect the release rate fromthe waste form so it was
a kind of a correlation of chemstry to the inpact on waste

f orm degradati on

And there was one input relationship that had the
wrong exponent. It should have been a mnus 10, and it was a
mnus 8.3, or vice versa, if you will, a typo on the input
file used to generate the results.

We | ooked at this also, and that particul ar
exponent made, first off, it made no difference to dose at
all, made no difference to release rates at all, and that
difference that it did make was, you know, |ess than a 1 per
cent difference in the actual dose, and it was even on the
conservative side, that particular error

Anot her one was that nodels fromthe supporting AMR
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that supports the TSPA, the supporting AMRs say this nodel is
applicable wwthin X and Y range, can be paraneter range, can
be conceptual range, but it generally says it's applicable

wi thin this range.

One nodel, based on incomng chem stry, was in fact
run outside of that range, outside of the range, it was a pH
relationship on solubility, or a chem stry relationship on
solubility, and we ran outside of the range. This was
di scussed with the originator of the AVR but the AVR was not
changed prior to the TSPA being changed. It was still
applicable. 1t's just that the AVMR needed to be updat ed.

So, the nodel is still applicable outside that range, at
| east within the range that we stressed it. Therefore,

again, no inmpact on the TSPA results, or the nodel itself.

Anot her issue associated with--this is a process--
many of these are process issues, and we'll cone to the
conclusion here in just a little bit about these. But in

NRC s review of the nodel docunent and in the technica
report, they identified areas where they needed additi onal
information. Not surprisingly, you don't put every piece of
information in a technical docunent. So, they wanted
addi ti onal pieces of information.

We provided additional pieces of information
informally, what we thought was addressing the question at

hand. Unfortunately, what was informally transmtted wasn't
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exactly what was in the docunent. But, again, it was a

chem stry issue, and the chem stry that was provided to them
represented slightly different conditions fromthe chem stry
that was used in the actual nodel itself.

So, it was an issue of informally transmtting them
sonme tables that the tables were not checked or revi ewed
prior to sending in this particular case, and so we tightened
up the process of sending informal information to NRC on
t hese qui ck turnaround responses that they had in their
revi ew.

Anot her one is potentially nore inportant, and that
is the fact that when you run the nodel in its expected case,
you run the piece of software, the user of the piece of
software i s given a nunber of error nessages, essentially
war ni ng nmessages, warning you are runni ng outside of the
bound, warning, you may not have convergence, nuneri cal
convergence, as you run this nodel

So, the issue was, well, did we eval uate these
war ni ng nessages? D d we evaluate the potential significance
of these warning nessages, and how did we know t hat
sufficient nunerical convergence, nunerical accuracy was
being attained fromthe runs?

And, in fact, these warning nessages were
eval uated. They only print out when we run certain cases,

not for the full probabilistic cases. But for those cases,
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the nunerical results were evaluated, the inputs and outputs,
mass in and mass out across different boundaries was
conpared, was determned to be sufficiently accurate. In

ot her words, we tightened the tine constraints, the tinme step
constraints, and the spatial constraints, such that they were
sufficiently accurate. And, again, no inpact on the TSPA-SR
results.

We since have run this one with even tighter
constraints, and gotten exactly the sane results. So, again,
no i npact.

Finally, there was a typo, a mnus 3, it should
have been a minus 4, in the TSPA-SR report. That was a typo.

It didn't inpact the input, didn't inpact the results,
didn't inpact any of the curves. But it was a typo in the
actual docunent itself. And, again, in your backup you have
t he point by point.

But we were concerned when we got this, first the
phone call on May 4th, and subsequently the letter that
followed up detailing it in wrds, we were sufficiently
concerned that we initiated a nunber of actions. Renenber,
this is in the tine frame when the prelimnary site
suitability evaluation report was in draft form It was in
the tinme frame when the SSPA, the suppl enental science and
performance anal ysis report, was being prepared. W were in

the m ddl e of preparing that particul ar docunent.



© 00 N oo o B~ w N P

N NN N NN R R R R R R R R R R
g » W N P O © © N O O M W N B O

676

So, we wanted to initiate a nunber of activities on
t hose products, and on the TSPA-SR itsel f, because these ten
indications are just that, they're indications of sonething
that's probably a little nore deeply seated issue that we and
the Departnent felt needed to be addressed quickly.

So, the first thing we did logically was | ook at
t hose ten things, and we did those inmedi ately and
determ ned, as | said, that we had no inpact. |In fact, we
al ready had a phone call with themafter My 4th about our
assessnent of those inpacts of those ten things.

We then did two things. W conducted an internal
assessnent to the TSPA-SR itself, that is, internal to the
TSPA, | ooking at were there any other known di screpancies or
known i ssues follow ng the rel ease of the docunment. Both of
t hese docunents were checked, reviewed and approved in
Decenber of |ast year, and everybody, even if you approved
t he docunent, you may have identified, self-identified
i ssues, you know, you m ght have nade a typo that wasn't
caught in any of the check review process. So, we wanted to
make an internal assessnment of those particular docunents,
and the nodel docunent and the technical report.

We did do that. There were several tens, it was
probably on the order of 30-sonething, other smal
di screpanci es or inconsistencies in the nodel file, all of

whi ch were determned to be insignificant, and all of which
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were, in fact, had already been corrected or nodified in the
SSPA nodel .

The second thing we did was use an external review.

We used people not directly involved with the production of

t hat product, and we conducted what we call a vertical
review, essentially going fromthe TSPA-SR report, into the
TSPA- SR nodel document, and then into the supporting AMRs,
and how did that information flow and were there any
i nconsi stenci es between how i nformati on was docunented and
the AMR, using the TSPA et cetera.

We' ve conpleted this reviewand I'Il go into its
results here in the next couple slides.

And, finally, in order to develop a path forward
and understand what really was causing it, a formal root
cause eval uation was conducted. And I'll go into that result
here in a second.

The next slide, the review that was conpl eted
identified a nunber of other issues, inconplete referencing,
a statement was made without a reference to support the
statenment; editorial issues identified, some typos, sone
styl e issues associated with that; some discrepancy, how
sonet hi ng was phrased in one docunent and how sonet hi ng was
phrased in the TSPA docunent were just ever so slightly
different, unclear, of course, which way is the right way,

but they were slightly different.
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There's issues of transparency, statenents nade
wi t hout the bases, or at least in the reviewer's mnd, bases
adequate in the TSPA docunent itself. You had to go into the
supporting docunent or other docunments or quiz people for
that additional description. Sone conceptual nodel issues
were raised in the review Sonme small discrepancies in the
nodel docunent itself, and then sone traceability of software
identifiers and data identifiers within the docunent.

Al of these were | ooked at by the TSPA team and
they were binned in ternms of |evel of potential significance.

None of themwere found to be significant. None of them

changed the results at all.

In six cases, we, in order to provide additional

obj ecting evidence that it had no inpact, we actually reran

the nodel with the change. 1In all six of those cases, there
was zero inpact on dose. In other words, you couldn't even
see the needl e nove on dose, and that's |ooking at the whole

ti me sequence of dose, whether it's the early tine, the tine
when packages are failing and drip shields are failing, or if
you | ook at the peak dose, so, looking at all those tine
sequences.

In one case, there was a description of how water
seeps through the drip shield. Wen the drip shields are
failing, is that area dependent or |ength dependent? It was

i npl emented as--1 don't want to get them backwards--but it
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was i npl enented one way, and we said it was inplenented

anot her way. So, that had a small inpact, where small neans
| ess than a factor of 2 on those doses when the drip shields
are failing. $So, the tinme period between 40 and 100, 000
years when the drip shields are failing, there was a snal

i npact on dose, not an inpact prior to that time, and not an
i npact after that time. But during that tinme, there was an
i mpact .

So, this reviewis conpleted. The docunentation of
all of the objective evidence for these individual cases is
being reviewed. It's been prepared, but it's being reviewed
right now It should be conpleted, | think we've said, by

the mddl e of next nonth, end of this nonth, mddle of these

nont h.

The root cause that was conducted on the TSPA
identified four primary root causes. There were sone generic
causes also for the errors getting through the system

Renmenber, this is a checked, reviewed and approved docunent.
Two of them-well, the first three are very

interrelated. They deal with the sequencing of events and

t he sequencing of the docunentation and the sequencing of the

check and review process in the production cycle of the

docunent itself, that being that the nodel docunent and

techni cal report were being done nore or less in parallel,

and the checking and revi ew process, although should have
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been sonewhat nore sequential, was planned to be nore
sequential, ended up being al so somewhat in parallel, and
usi ng the same resources.

So, these things have to do with project
managenent, better use of an integrated schedule, and with
t he check and review process itself.

And, finally, another root cause was the issue
managenent system \Wen you identify an issue and identify
an error, how do you track and resolve that in the quality
assurance programthat we have? So, there's a process issue
here and a procedure change resulting fromthat.

' m going to address these reconmmendations fromthe
root cause when | get to a concluding slide. 1'mgoing to
bring all three of these quality issues together.

Ski ppi ng onto the nodel validation corrective
action. Moddel validation and the issue of nodel validation
has been an issue in front of this Board before. | know
we' ve had sone lively discussions of it. Back East, | can
remenber one very lively one. And it is a QA requirenent for
nodel validation, and appropriate docunentation of nodel
validation in the anal yses and nodel reports that have nodels
in them

In various reviews, internal reviews, quality
assurance reviews and self-assessnent reviews, it was

determ ned that the actual documentation of npdel validation
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in the AMRs appeared not to be sufficient, in accordance with
t he existing procedural requirenents for the docunentation
and nodel validation, nodel validation being confidence

buil ding in that nodel.

So, first, we had sone deficiencies, and then they
el evated thenselves to a corrective action requirenent. And
various actions have been taken. One is to revise the QA
procedure. That's still in progress. This was also a topic,
| should point out, in the August TSPA Key Technical |ssue
techni cal exchange within NRC. There were some suggestions
that NRC raised in that, and we're | ooking at incorporating
sonme of those as appropriate into the final procedural
requirenents. That's in review as we speak right now.

In parallel to that, there's devel opment of a
gui del i nes manual associated with best practices for
i npl ementing nodel validation to assist the anal ysis nodel
report authors.

And then we conducted a survey that 1'mgoing to go
into here in a second, and then we also did a formal root
cause evaluation on this QA concern.

Thi s nodel validation review used, again, 30
i ndependent off-project personnel, a nunber of themfrom
Nat i onal Labs, they were from other Bechtel sites, but they
were totally independent of the work produced.

After some initial briefings, they were review ng
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all 125 AMRs used in support of TSPA-SR Rev. 0. You
generally think of the nunber 122. There were three
addi tional ones that were in process throughout. So the
total was 125. O these, there are 128 nodels. So, sone
nodel s--some AVRs don't have nodels, sone AMRs have several
nodel s in them

And then they binned them Those that net the
procedural requirenents, those that did not neet the
procedural requirenents in that product itself, but there was
enough ot her pieces of information in other products, related
products, where it did neet it, to denonstrate adequate
confidence, and then a Bin 3 where in the assessnent of the
reviewers, additional work was required to fully validate the
nodel s to add sufficient confidence for a |icensing kind of
setting.

Many of these Bin 3s, and we're still working on
t he docunentation of this, many of these Bin 3s are
correlated to KTl agreenent itenms. So, in our agreenent
itens, we identified the need for nore work to provide

additional confidence in the licensing setting, and many of

these Bin 3s fall into that category.

| npact assessnents for all of the Bin 3s, all 34 of
these--well, it was actually 32 unique and two that are
dupl i cat es--have been conpleted. There has been no inpact on

the TSPA-SR results, the TSPA-SR concl usions, but the
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docunent ati on of those inpacted assessnents is still in
review and expected to be conplete by the m ddl e of next
nont h.

The root cause evaluation for this one identified a
| ot of issues, which you can read here, the expectations for
nodel validation, how do you--okay, how do you flow that
down. The roles and responsibility, the training, the
interpretation of the procedure being sonewhat ad hoc, a
nunber of process and project managenent rel ated i ssues that
have to be addressed. And, again, we're going to cone to the
recomendati ons here in a second.

And software, let nme speed up here a little bit,
there's a nunber of issues associated with that corrective
action. The procedure is being revised. There was a stand-
down initiated as soon as that corrective action was in place
on any conti nued use or devel opnment of unqualified software
on the project. And there is unqualified software, software
that hasn't gone through all the steps to be fully qualified
in accordance with NQA-1 requirenents. And then the form
root cause on that, as well.

The root causes here are very simlar to the root
causes for nodel validation, the roles and responsibilities,
communi cation, and training. So, three of themare
over | appi ng.

Al of these root causes fromthe TSPA root cause,
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fromthe two root causes, plus other pieces of information,
i ncluding various reviews we've done of in process work, and
quality issues that have been associated with that, various
sel f-assessnents that have been perfornmed where the
Department and BSC staff and personnel review in process
wor k, and the self-assessnents of that to identify procedural
I Ssues.

Lessons | earned from previous corrective actions
that may not have been fully inplenmented. There is a QA

managenent assessnent conpl eted each year, provided to Lake.

| think Lake gets that in the next week or so, and the
i npacts of that revieww |l also be considered in our path
forward
But the objective in this path forward is to
provi de, you know, a joint conprehensive plan to address al

of the above.
The plan, if you want nore details of the plan, |
t hi nk Nancy can address that in the question and answer
period. This plan is being nodelled after proven perfornmance
and proven plans that have been applied at various NRC, quote
unquote, watch list plans. So, we're bringing in a |ot of
Becht el experience and experience from el sewhere that have
been wor ki ng on various power plant issues around the nation.
The plan will include a lot of netrics to eval uate

how effective is the inplementation of that plan. Wen the
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plan is actually inplenented, how do you know nonth by nonth
how you' re doing on the inplenentation, kind of prevent
recurrence. The idea is to develop this plan in the next few
nmont hs, and during that devel opnent, have interim status
reviews with NRC staff on the devel opment of the plan to
correct these quality assurance issues.

So, in summary, these inplenentation concerns of
the QA program whether it be procedure or process steps, or
the actual QA requirenents docunent itself, have been
identified by both ourselves and NRC, both software, nodels

and technical docunent in the case of the TSPA- SR

In all cases, they've had no inpact on the TSPA-SR
itself in ternms of the results that are presented, the curves
that are presented, if you will, and the conclusions that are
derived fromthose anal yses.

It does, however, indicate the need for significant
process inprovenents. To get to this nuclear culture or
licensing kind of culture, clearly, a nunber of inprovenents
are required on inplenentation, project managenent, project
control, and how we inplenent our baseline schedule. And as
| say, there's a transition plan being devel oped to address
all those concerns, and we expect to conplete that by
Decenber .

That's the finish of ny prepared remarks. The

| ogi cal question is, well, how do you know it's still okay?
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How do you know, you know, that docunent you put on the
street |ast Decenber and is now used in PSSE that had your
signature buried on it, or it's not buried, it's actually on
the front page, how do you know it's still okay? You know,
because | can sleep at night, just |like everybody el se does.
And there's a lot of reasons. One is this isn't the first
one we've done of these.

As was pointed out earlier, we've been doing them
since '91. There have been successive inprovenents as we've
gone along. The nodel s have changed as we've gone al ong.

The processes have inproved and the control of the processes
has i nproved as we've gone along. And the information that
cones in fromsite prograns and testing prograns, et cetera,
has changed and i nproved as we' ve gone al ong.

But the process has been nore or |ess the sane.

The process of doing the TSPA, of creating a TSPA, of testing
the TSPA, of inplenenting the TSPA has been fairly constant.

And probably nore inportant than that is the
people. W' ve tal ked about kind of process and prograns and
proj ect managenent, but, you know, the nost inportant "P" is
probably the people. And the people who have been doing it,
whet her you're the |lab tester at Argonne, or the UZ tester at
Ber kel ey, or the performance assessnent person at Sandi a,

t hose peopl e have been pretty constant, and those peopl e have

been doing high quality work and testing their work and
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eval uating their work as they have been goi ng al ong.
Sonetinmes not all those tests are docunented. You know, the
production of a TSPAis a fairly conplicated process, as you
probably can realize, and there are a nunber of tests that go
on in the actual devel opnent of that TSPA

And we test it against other people' s TSPAs. W
test it against EPRI's TSPAs. Wen NRC was publishing their
results, we tested it against their results. W understand
their results in the context of our nodels. Can we explain
our result in the context of their nodels? So, we flip it
around both ways. And the answer always was yes, not that we
don't have still conceptual understandi ng and concept ual
i ssues and uncertainties still existing, but | believe
there's enough testing of the nodel, enough testing of the
inputs to that nodel to give very high confidence in the
results of the nodel

And | think the fact that even though we' ve
identified discrepancies as we've gone in the |ast six nonths
since that report was published, none of those have inpacted
the results.

So, with that, I'lIl stop and answer any questi ons.

KNOPMVAN:  Ckay. Questions fromthe Board?
Paul Craig?
CRAIG | suppose I'mfeeling unduly grunpy today. But

| just found this presentation that you gave so di scouragi ng,
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and particularly discouragi ng because you were one of the
people in the program who gives sone of our finest stuff and
we interact so well with you. John, give us Nunber 29 in the
backup. It just illustrates, now, what have we conme to when
the Board's tinme is taken up on issues which are like this
one?

Sonmet hing is running amuck, and we've heard over
t he years about problens with QA, and it seens to ne there's
sonmething simlar going on. There's a preoccupation with
m nutia when there are conceptual issues of the deepest sort
whi ch are hanging out there, and it just seens to be sad that
you in particular have to spend tinme making up vi ewgraphs
like this. | don't know where the problemis, but it just
seens indicative of a deep, deep problemw th the Program

You shoul dn't be doing this?

ANDREWS:  Well, with all due respect, let ne disagree.
Sonebody identifies an error. In this particular case, it's
an error in this fifth significant figure. | understand.
And there's actually an explanation why it's different in

this fifth significant figure. |1t happens to be that at the
fourth significant figure, some of the inputs were slightly
different. But it's a discrepancy, and if you see sonethi ng
like this, how do you know as a reviewer, as a respected
reviewer, how do you know there's not sonething el se?

CRAIG Bob, ny point isn't that these things shouldn't
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be picked up and | ooked at. The problemis that this kind of
trivial issue has been brought to the | evel of the Board.

ANDREWS: That's why | put it in the backup

CRAI G Yeah, except that because you had the same kind
of thing in the front, | was just turning through the pages,
and this is a particularly egregi ous one, but you had simlar
t hi ngs about typos in the front of the whole thing. And,
basically, every point that you brought up fell nore or |ess
into this category, perfectly understandabl e human errors,
shouldn't conme to the Board level. Sonething is wong that
causes this to happen.

ANDREWS: | agree, it shouldn't come to the Board.

CRAIG Sonething is wong that causes you to have to
spend a significant anmount of time worrying about this kind
of thing.

ANDREWS:  Well, | worry about errors and di screpanci es.

| think all of us do. And we worry that small errors may be
big errors somewhere el se, and how do we know until we do the
kind of reviews and rechecks and retesting and reeval uati on,
which | think we prudently did. And | think that's
appropriate on sonething of this nature to assure the quality
of the product.

KNOPMAN:  Priscilla?

NELSON: [I'mnot sure exactly what |I'm going to ask.

But let ne see if | can work to one. Nel son, Board.
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Wien | was | ooking at this title, I was trying to

t hi nk about what ki nds of questions, what |'d expect to hear.
And | was struck by a couple of things. | think first of
all, I wasn't really sure, the interaction with NRC on QA, is
this--it seens to be predom nantly procedural process
oriented in terms of do we have a regular process. Are we
following it? That sense. Whiereas, there's really also a
guestion of correctness of the nodel, and verification of
that correctness, and maybe even sone question about is this
the right conceptual nodel

How is that handled froma quality standpoint, and
is there arole of NRCin that sense of acceptance of
quality?

ANDREWS: | nean, let ne try one way of attacking it.
That's a very good questi on.

The conceptual issues, the conceptual understanding
that's used and enbodied in the TSPA, and in fact the
conceptual i zation of the TSPA, were reviewed not so nmuch from
a quality assurance process procedure point of view, but nore
froma technical defensibility and docunentation of that
techni cal defense, scientific technical defense point of
view And it was reviewed in the context generally of the
AMRs and of the TSPA itself with NRC staff in those key
techni cal issue neetings that were conducted over the | ast

year plus tinme period.
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NELSON: Just let nme ask a question then. Many of the
KTl agreenents that come out are really focused towards
acceptance of, not giving the stanp of approval, but nore or
| ess saying that acceptance that information will be there to
al | ow sone eventual determ nation that NRC has to make.

So, that doesn't really say anything about the
nodel s being correct or validated. It seens like it's nore
process driven instead of denonstrating the validation or
accepting the validation.

ANDREWS:  You could tw st--the question as posed in
t hose technical exchanges wasn't validation per se. But,
clearly, the agreenents that canme out relate to additiona
confidence and docunentation of that in nodels as you go
forward. So, although not stated, they are very intimtely
related to the issue of confidence building in general and
nodel validation requirements in particular.

NELSON: So, if NRC cl oses sonething, that generally
means that nodel and everything in it, the nodel is
accept abl e?

ANDREWS: If it was actually closed, yeah.

NELSON: The nodel is acceptable to--and considered
val i dat ed?

ANDREWS:  Yes, because when they do the close, | nean,
granted, they were going key technical issue by key techni cal

i ssue, not nodel by nodel, but the conclusion would be if
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it's closed, not closed-pending, but closed, then the nodel
is sufficiently valid for licensing purposes.

NELSON: Can you give nme an exanple of sone nodel s that
have not been accepted on that basis yet, or that are still
goi ng through a validation?

ANDREWS:  Yes, | think the best exanples are probably in
t he package area, passive filmnodel was raised, |ocalized
corrosion nodel, given stability of passive film

NELSON: Ckay. So those are conceptual nodels. \What
about like software that's being used for the analysis, sone
of the off-the-shelf stuff, is there anything that's not
val i dat ed?

ANDREWS: On the software side itself, | don't think
there is any--and sonebody can correct ne if |I'mwong--I
don't think there's any agreenment itens that the software per
se, although it has to go through the full qualification and
docunentation of qualification, but I don't think there was a
guestion on the technical adequacy of any of the software.

Rob, do you--

HOMRD: This is Rob Howard, BSC. | think we do have
sonme agreenent itens to provide the NRC with the actua
software that was used so that they can go do their own
eval uati on and use of the software to understand how we
devel oped our nunerical inplementation. So, in a sense,

mean as far as confidence building, they get the software,
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they use it, they understand it. That hel ps they understand
t he underlying conceptual framework.

KNOPVAN:  Jeff Wng? 1'd just rem nd our--ny fell ow
Board nmenbers we're a little bit behind. So just keep your
guestions to the point here, and we can get back to the
schedule. Go ahead. |It's never a problemwth Jeff.

WONG | have ny own 19,000 rule inposed upon ne.

But we've had a nunber of instances, or points
brought up about risk comuni cation, and | understand that
this is a conplex nodel, there's probably, | want to say
elastic in the system But this presentation about the
various sort of editorial errors, in essence, you' re saying
to the public we put in the wong data, we can run the nodel
wong and we'll still get the same answer. Maybe |I'm | ooking
at that too sinplistically, but that m ght be a problemfor
you.

The second thing is about nodel validation, and
that actually ties to the first point. |In nodel validation
you can put in that data, you still get the sane answer,
but --and hel p ne understand, because | |ooked at the
vi ewgraphs fromthe Center from your August 6th through 10th
nmeeti ng of the KTl exchange, and they actually give sone
fairly strong | anguage that many of your nodels are not
val i dated, or poorly validated. And that, to ne, would

indicate or would tell the public, and tells nme because |
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wasn't there, that | shouldn't have good confi dence, and
actually, you know, there's greater uncertainty because there
are a nunber of nodels which aren't validated. And you just
t al ked about one of themwas a corrosion nodel. Well, nuch
of the performance of the systemrelies upon the engineered
barriers, and so help nme to understand that | should have
confi dence.

ANDREWS: Wl |, | think, you know, of those nodels that
we in fact say the validation is insufficient for |icensing
pur poses, of which that one falls into that category, it's
probably true. You know, for |icensing purposes, there are a
nunber of other issues that need to be addressed, and
devel opment of --we have a conceptual nodel. W docunented
t hat conceptual nodel in the SSPA. W al so docunented in the
SSPA a wi der range of possible uncertainty associated with
vari ous aspects of overall system performance.

So, | think between the base know edge and the AMRs
that support the Rev. 0, and the SSPA, additional tests,
guess if you want to |look at themthat way, what if studies,
what about this, what about that, that there is adequate
basis right now But for |icensing purposes, which is the
pur pose of that KTI neeting, the purpose of all the KTI
nmeetings really, and the purpose of our path forward here, is
focused on licensing type docunentation, not on--

WONG  But again, | nean, you're tal king about in terns
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of license application, and I'mkind of thinking in terns of
site recommendation. Are you going to again provide the
deci sion maker with, well, we have 35 of our nodels which are
declared by the NRC to not be adequately validated, is that
pi ece of information going to be put forward?

ANDREWS:  Yes, because this assessnment of the nodel
val idation and the inpact assessnents that are associ ated
with that will be done in the next, like |I say, the next
month, the mddle of Cctober. So, that will be provided to
t he deci si on makers, yes.

WONG.  Thank you.

KNOPMAN:  Don Runnel | s?

RUNNELLS: Runnells, Board.

| just want to agree with ny friend and col | eague,
Paul Craig, that he's unusually grunpy this norning. And I
want to disagree with you, Bob, that this should not be
brought to the | evel of the Board.

You in the past--the Project in the past, | think,
have recogni zed criticismfromthe Board that everything you
present to us is such a high |evel, that the nechanisns and
the details are hidden, and we conpl ain about how nmuch work
it is for our staff or for ourselves to dig out these
det ai | s.

|"m pleased to see this sort of mnd nunbing

presentation of details to show what you have to go through
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to answer sone of the criticisns that you receive. | would
not want to see this level of detail at every presentation by
everyone at every neeting, but | think it's inportant for us
to see it now And the word now neans that when | read the
NRC letter with its critique of the nodel, | said to nyself
good Lord, look at all of the things that are wong. And am
| going to have to dig through this and verify this for
nysel f, or ask one of the staff nenbers to do it? That's

al nost overwhel m ng.

| nst ead, what has happened is you' ve presented to
us the detailed response to what on the face of it fromthe
NRC was a very |'ll use the word devastating letter, and as
it turns out okay, fine, the issues were not very inportant.

But | did not know that before your presentation.

So, again, | don't want to see this constantly at
every neeting, but I'mvery, very pleased that you responded
inthis way to that NRC critique, and | think it's inportant.

So, | wanted to agree with Paul, and disagree with
you.

KNOPMAN:  Thanks. Just as a point of clarification,
t hi nk when the Board, when we ask for a discussion or sone
presentation on this topic, we were |ooking for a higher
| evel discussion about inpacts of sone of these QA issues on
nodel uncertainty, and other--and TSPA uncertainty in

general .
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So, you know, what we got, according to your title,
is a status report on QA issues as opposed to maybe the kind
of analysis we were | ooking at for inpacts on nodel
uncertainty. So, it's still at |east sonething that we wll
want to follow up with you on

Anyhow, thank you very nuch, Bob

Qur next speaker is Jeff WIllians, who will be
tal ki ng about repository plans. Jeff is the Director of the
Systens Engi neering and International D vision of the Yucca
Mountain Program-actually, I'msorry--with OCCRWM He's been
with the Federal Governnment for 21 years, and with the
Department of Energy, Ofice of Cvilian Radioactive Waste
Managenent for 16 years.

WLLIAMS:  Thank you. | think this presentationis a
little bit different than nost of the other ones you' ve heard
the rest of this neeting, and | hope this is sonething that
shoul d be brought to the I evel of the Board.

Ri ck Craun thought that it was inportant that you
receive it. The title may not be exactly description,
repository devel opnent plans. Really, what I'mgoing to talk
about would be primarily the cost work that we' ve done, the
total systemlife cycle cost report that Russ referred to the
first day, the fee adequacy report, and then sone other cost
wor k that we've done recently on flexible operating nodes.

And then lastly, | want to get to the nodul ar approach that
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Lake referred to also on the first day.

The total systemlife cycle cost is basically, this
is areport that we do periodically for several different
reasons. It provides input with respect to, you know, the
cost of the program It provides input into our fee adequacy
report. Basically, what we base this on is we | ook at al
the waste for the whole system which in the [ast TSLCC, was
97,000 tons, which consisted of 83,000 tons of conmmerci al
wast e and 13,600 tons of defense waste. This is calcul ated
based on 104 reactors operating through their lifetines.

From a cost standpoint, it's inmportant to realize
that we need to allocate cost to either the civilian share or
the defense share. R ght now, it's about three-quarters goes
to the civilian share, which is paid for by the nucl ear
utilities, and about a quarter that's paid for out of the
General Appropriations Fund. Again, this report was
publ i shed May 4, 2001 with the S&ER Report. [It's consistent

with the project description docunent Rev. 2.

What goes in the TSLCC is the costs for doing the
repository. It also includes costs for doing the waste
acceptance, storage and transportation part of the program

Ri ght now, we don't have a storage part of the program
however, in the past, we have spent noney on doi ng designs
for storage concepts. But it's not part of the programright

now. It also includes costs for Nevada Transportation, and
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t hen ot her associated costs, which include NRC, the Nucl ear
Wast e Techni cal Review Board, the Ofice of the Negotiator in
the past, and several other costs. One inportant cost that's
not considered in here are utility costs.

kay, in the May 4th report, we had a Section 8
whi ch tal ked qualitatively about potential costs associ ated
with | ower tenperature operating nodes. It didn't give any
specific costs at all, but it provided sone qualitative
costs, and I'mgoing to talk alittle bit nore about that.

This right here is just what the costs are based
on. It's what we call the reference system design
characteristics. | think you' re probably all famliar with
this.

| thought I'd sneak in another slide that | just
used earlier this week with the National Acadeny of Sciences.

It includes sonme other nore inportant things other than just

t he design characteristics. That's not the only thing that
drives cost. It's also how nmuch waste we receive, it's the
operational costs, howlong it takes to receive it. So,
these are all the things that go into basically the

repository reference design.

This is what was published in the May report.
Basically, we total to a $57 billion program which starts
from 1982 through the closure of the repository. The way

this is costed out is that sone inportant dates are you begin
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acceptance of waste in 2010. You enplace waste in the
repository to 2042. You nonitor the repository until 2010.
And then it goes through a closure period to 2119. And al
these costs are included in detail ed spread sheets, and
obviously there's probably sonme uncertainty associated with
this cost, as well as sone of the other things you' ve been
tal king about in this neeting.

We have historical costs in here. The historical
costs, in this report, we inflate themto $2,000 so that we
can conpare different scenarios fromone year to the next,
and the historical costs in this program have been about $48
billion.

This slide just shows the cash flow, and there's
two things | wanted to--or a couple things | wanted to point
out, is we break it down into the |icensing phase, which
conmes fromnow until about 2005, then the construction phase
where we have this peak of costs. Then we have the
enpl acenment phase, which goes to 2042, followed by the
nmoni t ori ng phase, which goes all the way until 2010,
approximately. There's some ranmp-up costs as you go to what
we call the closure phase.

And what's inmportant to point out here is these
peaks. One is this peak to build the repository, and the
other is this peak in the end to close the repository. One

of the major cost drivers in here is this is when the
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Titaniumdrip shields get enplaced into the repository, and
this cost flowis inmportant for determ ni ng whether the
revenue that we receive is adequate.

KNOPMAN:  Jeff, | hate to do this to you. W are pretty
far behind in our schedul e.

W LLI AVS:  Ckay.

KNOPMAN: | wondering, do you think in |like 15 m nutes,
you coul d probably get through nost of the points?

WLLI AVS: Sure. (kay, Yyes.

Al'l right, why don't we just quickly skip through

this, go to the next one. This is the fee adequacy
determ nation. Go to the next one. Basically, what this
shows is our reference case, and various economn c
assunptions, and how much margin we have based on our incone

and our costs for various econom c assunptions. Wat this

shows is that everything, if econom c assunptions fell into
this range, we would be fee inadequate if they fell into this
range--1 nean, we would be fee adequate. If we fell into
this range, we would not be adequate.

Hi storical econom c assunption shows that we're
right here. This basically margin is about $10 billion at
the end of enpl acenent.

Way don't |--okay, the next slide, basically, the
inportant part of this is the fee adequacy report shows that

there was a positive balance at the end of enplacenent in
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2042.

The next part of this is basically this is work in
progress. W don't have any report out for this, but this is
costs for |looking at different operating nodes. Wat we had
in the 2001 report was the cost for the reference system
whi ch was the EBA-2 nodified that | think you're famliar
wi th, hot around the drifts, below boiling between the
drifts. That's what was costed out in that $57 billion
TSLCC.

The flexible operating nodes, as | said, this is
work in progress. W don't have detailed costs. They're
paranetrics. W don't have detail ed designs. And sone of
the things that we cost out really aren't designs, but it's a
parametric study just to look at variations from-and there
is high uncertainty in sone of these costs.

These are the things that are buried in this study,
basi cal |l y wast e package spacing, and this was tal ked about in
the 2001 report. Basically, as you space it out, you have to
build nore drifts, and there's a cost associated with that at
about $60 million a kilonmeter. Ventilation, as you
ventilate, if it's forced ventilation, it costs nore than
natural ventilation. There's a cost associated wth that.
Agi ng of spent fuel prior to enplacenent, if you build
st orage above ground, comrercial utilities are spendi ng about

$100,000 a year. It's possible that we could do it for |ess
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than that. There's also increased handling associated with
st orage above ground.

Drift spacing causes the repository to increase
size. Waste package sizes, if you build one that's half the
size as a big one, you don't get it for quite half the price.

Basically, all of these things |ead to higher costs.

Al right, why don't | go to the next slide. GCkay,
this one | put up here basically follows these two here, and
it's just to show you the seven different scenari os and how
we varied the seven scenarios, and this is sort of a
graphi cal representation of what's in the charts there. You
can study these a little bit later, but you can see how
basically the reference design, here's the key paraneters,
and the things that we varied. Wste package spaci ng was
varied in this scenario, this one, this one, this one, and
that actually should also be yellow. That's a mstake in the
gr aph.

Surface aging, two scenarios had surface aging.

Enpl acenent period, these two had a | onger enpl acenent

period. Waste package sizes, one scenario had small waste
package sizes. And then we also varied the drift spacing, as
wel |l as the amount of tine for ventilation. And that's, as |
said, you can study that in detail, and these two slides, you
can skip to the next one.

And then this one is really the results. Ckay?
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And basically, again, this is work in progress. W don't
have a report out on this yet. W did sonme work. | think
provided a draft report to the Board froma February study
t hat had several scenarios. However, nost of those scenarios
were just bel ow boiling, and not 85 degree scenarios |ike
this. So, that draft report we did in February, we never
finalized it because we've now noved to the 85 degree cases.
But, basically, what we reported in here is
undi scounted costs, as well as | ooking at various discounting
factors. And what is shows is for the various different
scenarios, how the cost changed fromthe referenced design.
And then what this colum shows is how-basically
undi scounted costs through 2119, which is the sanme year as
the reference design, the reference system cl oses.
And then costs that go beyond that in an
undi scount ed fashi on, beyond 2119, and then we've di scounted
t hese additional costs at various discount rates to show how

that affects it.

SAGUES: \Which one is the cool est of those designs?

WLLI AVS: Wiich one is the coolest? They're all 85
degr ees.

SAGUES: ©Oh, okay.

WLLIAVS: Al 85 degree waste package cases. There's
just different ways to do them And if you go back and you
conpare this in detail, I know we don't have a lot of tinme to
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do this, but if you conpare that to the previous chart, you
can figure out what drives these, you know, whether it's
surface storage, whether it's underground, additional
drifting, whether it's ventilation, whether it's forced or
whether it's natural, and again, once we do--if we were to do
speci fic designs on these things, we may have sone cost
adders, we may have sone cost downers. So, this is just sort
of a rough order of magnitude of the factors that are
invol ved. So, don't take themto the bank.

kay, the next one we can just skip through. Ckay,
| think I've already said all this. Basically, the things
t hat cause the addition in costs, and then sone di scussion
about net present value. The net present value actually
brings the cost down. And then a fee adequacy, this is very
prelimnary. Basically, our real prelimnary analysis on the
f ee adequacy of doing these scenarios, it really needs to be
| ooked at in some nore detail, using--1 didn't get a chance
to explain the difference in our econom c assunptions. But
usi ng the econom ¢ assunptions that were projected in the
year 2000, every one of those scenarios ended up to be fee
adequate at the end of enpl acenent.

Using the historical econom c assunptions, there
were sone that were borderline. However, we believe that,
you know, were that the case, it's sonething you could

pr obabl y manage.
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The fee adequacy is sensitive to economc
assunptions, especially to interest rates, that's the biggest
one, inflation, possible future settlenents, Lake referred to
this the very first day about the lawsuits, and so forth. In
our fee adequacy determ nation, we have--there's been one
settlenment with one of the utilities, and we have that
factored into the inconme stream Basically, our incone
streamis reduced to reflect that settlenent.

Now, there's many outstanding |awsuits that are
under litigation right now, and we don't know how those wil|
turn out. So, we haven't included those.

kay, the last thing | really wanted to get to
qui ckly, again, was sone other additional work. W started
of f on nodul ar construction and design. Now, Lake al so
mentioned this the first day, and tal ked about our NAS
staging study. Well, we started this back in 1998. The real
reason we started it was really to address ways to reduce the
peak construction cost. That's what | showed you in our cash
fl ow anal ysis, how the peak cost during the construction
phase were real high. And so we started | ooking at how can
we piece this out to potentially reduce those should we not
get the funding to build the facility as planned. So,
anyway, we've |ooked at various ways to change the system
ar ound.

So, we | ooked at the underground. Right now, the
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reference design, you build the whole perineter drift.
First, you build all the ventilation shafts. And so we
started | ooki ng at ways of maybe we can pieceneal it out to
reduce those costs. The surface facilities, the current
plans are to build a large facility. Maybe we could

pi eceneal that out.

Nevada transportation node, the current plans are
to build a railroad. Maybe we could have heavy haul, we
could start with legal weight truck. W could al so adjust
the receipt rate, storage and enpl acenent rates. And if we
separate the receipt rates fromthe enplacenent rates, we
start to get into ways to devel op cool er repositories.

Now, we've put two of these studies on the web.
You can go | ook at them Anyway, the May nodul ar study
consi dered two basic approaches, one nodifying the waste
handl i ng buil ding, and then nodifying the subsurface

construction.

Vari ous design operations were investigated,
i ncludi ng constrai ned funding. What we're tal king about
there is if we don't receive, like | said before, the anount
of funding that we would need to build the facility as

pl anned.

Early receipt. Maybe there's ways if we build it
inlittle teeny pieces, we can bring our receipts up, or
maybe at | east enhance the schedul e, or enhance the
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confidence in neeting the schedul e that we have pl anned.

And then also we started, as we noved further into
t hese studies, we started |ooking at |ower tenperature
desi gns.

Way don't | just put up this one slide that isn't
in your chart. Again, this is one | used earlier this week.
This is just to show you, and | can get you copies of this,
just to show you what this represents over here is our
acceptance rate as planned, 300, 600, 900 tons per year,
1200, 2000, 3000. And then what this shows is how nuch waste
we woul d enplace in this scenario. This is scenario 58.
We've actually | ooked at 63 different cases.

Again, the primary thing was to | ook at funding.
This line here represents our funding |level for the reference
case. This is the total systemlife cycle cost, and this
line here shows the funding of this case. So, what we're
trying to do is to bring down these peak construction costs.

Everything in red is the difference, it highlights the

differences in this case fromthe reference case, and
everything on the right shows you the difference in cost and
also different itenms. For exanple, this one has 40,000 tons
of surface storage, because we're receiving nore waste than
we' re enpl aci ng.

" mjust about done here. When do you want ne to

be done? Right now?
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KNOPMAN:  Key concl usi ons?

WLLI AVS: Basically, the nodul ar design and
i npl enent ati on approach will address key programmati c and
techni cal uncertainties by providing a significant reduction
in peak costs to build and construct the repository. It wll
enhance flexibility for blending and thermal management. It
wi || enhance flexibility for accommodati ng vari ous therma
strategies, warmversus cold. It will accommodate different
fuel utility selections. W don't really have contro
exactly how we bring the fuel into the system so this
nodul ar approach with surface storage or different things
like this could help us to acconmpdate things that they send
in. Also, different fuel characteristics, high burnup, high
enrichment, things |ike that.

Schedul e opportunities. If we build it inlittle
pi eces, we may be able to get started quicker. W nmay be
able to look at early performance this way. W could build a
l[ittle up front piece, possibly underground, and | ook at that
for a while. That's sonme of the scenarios we | ooked at. And
significantly reducing sensitivity to other program
uncertainties.

kay, so, basically I think what |1've told you
about is that we've done the TSLCC in the fall of 2000. W
showed that the fee was adequate. W' ve done sone additional

studi es of cooler designs. Basically, what we found out from
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there, there's sone additional costs associated with the
different ways that we've | ooked at it. W haven't done the
detailed work on that. The fee probably woul d be adequate.

And then the nodul ar study that we've done shows
that there could be significant benefits from devel opi ng the
repository in a nodul ar fashion.

kay.

KNOPMAN:  Thank you, Jeff. And I'msorry we had to
speed you up there. Let the record show Jeff conpressed a 30
mnute talk into 20 m nutes.

Let's take a few questions now. W do have sone
other things, a few other small matters to clear up, and then
we need to nove into a public comment period.

Dan Bul | en?

BULLEN: Bul |l en, Board.

Just a quick question since you did deal with
uncertainties. How certain are your nunbers with respect to
total systemlife cycle cost at $57 billion? |Is it plus or
m nus a couple hundred mllion, or plus or mnus a billion?

WLLIAVS: No, no. Well, you know, at this stage in
design, while we're in pre-conceptual design, | think in
accordance with the DOE guidelines and principles, it's about
30 per cent, or so. However, we al so have contingency added
in there, and we have contingency added in in different ways.

I n other words, sone things that we have a nore
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detail ed design on, we may have a smaller contingency.
Thi ngs that we have, you know, |ess of an idea of, we have a
bi gger contingency on. And | don't have all the details, but
we do have lots of contingency built in there, and if we
don't build it exactly the way it's planned, then there's a
whol e ot her thing comes into play.
BULLEN: Bul | en, Board.
Because if you | ook at the backup slides, and |
al wvays take a | ook at the backup slides, you're basically
| ooki ng at about plus or mnus 20 per cent for all the
scenario analysis. And, so, if you build in 30 per cent
contingency, the cost could essentially be the sane?
WLLIAVS: Well, | think what this study shows is the
relative difference. Gkay? That's the way | would | ook at
it.
BULLEN: Ckay. Fine, thank you.
KNOPVAN:  Car| Di Bel | a?
DI BELLA: Thank you very nuch.
Jeff, | think your conparison of the high and | ow
tenperature operating costs is really unfair and m sl eadi ng.
And let me explain why | feel the way | do, and see if you
can tell me why I'"'mwong. So, ny question is why am!|l
wr ong?
What you' ve done is show seven different scenarios

for developing a | ow tenperature design. And people are
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going to cone away fromthat saying, gee, they ran the entire
uni verse, seven scenarios of |ow tenperature designs, and
every single one of those was nore expensive than the base
case design

There's certainly one scenario that you' re not
running that's an obvious one, which is to take the existing
desi gn, the waste package spacing, the drift spacing, and
just ventilate that until it gets to the point where you
don't need any nore ventilation, and then put in your--you

don't have that case.

WLLIAVS: Well, | think we have one very simlar to it,
| believe. Nunber 7.

DI BELLA:  You have one that has everything the sane
except for wider drift spacing, | think.

WLLI AVS: Ckay, this one has the sane waste package
spaci ng, the sane enplacenent tine, and it has a bigger drift

to drift, and it has 300 years of forced ventilation. Ckay?

DI BELLA: Right, and it sonehow uses nore drift space of
t he characterized area; right?

WLLIAMS: Yes, it does. It does.

DI BELLA: Ckay. So, you don't have the case that |
mentioned, and | think it's an obvious case that you need to
add to it. And | suspect if you do, you will find that there
is very little difference between that case and the base

case.
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WLLIAVS: Yeah. | don't knowif JimBlink is still
here, but one of our assunptions going in was that we weren't
going to go over 300 years. And | don't know whet her you
could get actually to the 85 degree tenperature using your
scenari o w thout going beyond 300 years.

BARRETT: Lake Barrett, DOE. W did not do a study in
definite ventilation. |If you ventilate it forever, or for
post-300 years, you will keep the tenperatures down, and it
could be cheaper. | believe under the existing statutes and
the licensing reginme, that could not be |licensed under what
we presently have. | don't know how we'd ever denonstrate
certainty if the ventilation paths would stay open for those
periods of time. So, we did not spend tinme on that. W know
we could do it, but we did not. That was not what we woul d
consider a credible scenario for the study. W did ventilate
for 300 years, though, to try to capture that aspect, which
is beyond what is normally ever done in a |icensing case,
which is close to 100 years.

KNOPMAN:  Ckay, thank you. | think there will be sone
followmup fromthe Board to get a little bit nore information
on sonme of these scenari os.

At this tinme, | understand there is soneone from
t he Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion who would Iike to make an
announcenent on the NRC/ DCE techni cal exchange neeting that

was to occur this Thursday and Friday. |If you'll just
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identify yoursel f?
LESLIE: Brett Leslie fromthe U S. Nucl ear Regul atory
Conmi ssi on.

As April G indicated earlier in this nmeeting that
t here was sonme uncertainty on whether the technical exchange
bet ween the DCE and NRC woul d proceed on Thursday and Fri day.

Due to sone |logistical things, we are going to hold that
nmeeti ng on Tuesday and Wdnesday, the 18th and 19th, next
week. We are setting it up so that it would be a video con.
given the uncertainties associated with travel, et cetera.

It is our intention to try to have people here as
well to--fromthe NRC for that neeting. The neeting would be
held currently in Las Vegas in Building 9 in the BSC conpl ex
in Room916. W w Il be updating our website, which gives

the schedule of interactions with additional details as soon

as we can.
KNOPMAN:  Thank you, Brett. Brett, just go back, if you
could let everyone know where the neeting will be held so

menbers of the public--

LESLIE: The neeting would be held up in Summerlin in
Bui | di ng Nunber 9, and you're going to need to get soneone
fromDOE to give the exact directions, et cetera.

Rob, could you handle that for ne?
KNOPMAN: I f anyone in the audi ence has a question about

directions or access, please see Rob Howard i nmedi ately after
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t he neeting.

One point of clarification that I"'mtold will take
a mnute, I'd like to bring JimBlink just to cone up. There
was a question yesterday in our discussion about
uncertainties of the high tenperature and | ow tenperature
repositories and repository designs, and there was a paper
witten by sone National Lab scientist that suggested there
wer e higher uncertainties with a | ow tenperature design, and
I'"d like to get a response on that.

BLINK:  JimBlink fromLivernore

The paper was Wlder, et al., published in this
year's International H gh-Level Radioactive Waste Managenent
Meetings Proceedings. It conpared the uncertainties in the
THC and TH regines for a hot and cool design. But the hot
design that was the basis of the paper was a design that was
simlar to the VA design that had total boiling and dryout of
a very large volunme of rock. And nost of the uncertainty
reducti on advantages of the hot design were predicated on a
very large dryout region that persisted beyond the period of
cool i ng.

The SR design is not such a design, and nost of the
advant ages that were in that paper would not pertain. The
one that does still pertain is the higher tenperature m ght
| ead you to be able to apply nodels that didn't have so nuch

kinetics in them because equilibriumwas established faster.
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But in the THC region, the results indicate that the inpact
on performance is quite low, so that the uncertainty bar
around that |evel probably doesn't matter whether it's a
little larger or smaller.

KNOPMAN:  Thank you, Jim
COHON: Thank you, Debra, for your efforts as Chair of
this nmorning' s session.

We turn now to the public comrent period. Four
peopl e have signed up. | would ask you to each aimfor five
mnutes as your tinme [imt. [1'Il call you in the order in
whi ch you signed up. Dr. Paz?

PAZ: 1'd like to cite a very recent EPA publication
which was in July, and anyone who wants it can have it
downl oaded. Particularly |I'm concerned about the | ower
tenperatures. |If you cited the EPA, you're going to see a
wi de variety of mcro-organi snms can reduce and oxidi ze and
increase in corrosion. Specifically, it can be two
mechani sms. One is a physical, which breaks down the passive
film and then it will follow by growths of m cro-organismns,
which are prevalent in Yucca Mountain. You have the
substrate of sulfate. You have nitrate, and the presence of
iron, manganese. And particularly I'mconcerned is the
oxi dation, the reduction which can occur by sulfur materi al
fromsulfate to sulfide, and this is a major corrosion

The material, just as | nmentioned, will not be
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grow ng at high tenperatures. It will be killed. But you
have the chance of the--later on to interact.

Also, 1'd like to interject two corrections. The
last tinme on Monday when | tal ked, | spoke about hernosis.
After the Commttee and ot her papers which questioned whet her
at low level, there can't be hernosis, it can be synergism

And as a scientist, | don't take any position
favoring any other points. |If you want to be guided by
ethics, such as evaluation control, and try to find the
solution, and specifically, | went out yesterday to the
University of California at Irvine to collaborate on the
potential research on the conplex nature, which is a ngjor
issue. | again called for Yucca Mountain to be nore open,
not to be so nmuch resistance, and we have to be gui ded by
scientific principles, and | got a little bit nore
encouragi ng news fromDr. Abe Van Luik who said | will take
it under advisenent.

On the other hand, | was surprised that the--
interested in ny paper. I'mnot a lawer, |'mjust
interpreting what is the scientific inplication, and just
showi ng what is the uncertainty, because uncertainties have a
maj or inpact on the suitability and study of Yucca Muntain.

Thank you.

COHON:  Thank you, Dr. Paz. Russ Dyer has an

announcenent he would |like to make before we turn to the next



© 00 N oo o B~ w N P

N NN N NN R R R R R R R R R R
g » W N P O © © N O O M W N B O

718

coment .

DYER: In the light of the tragedy yesterday, |
announced that we were postponing the public neetings for
this week, and we're still working on the schedule for that.

W're trying to, inline with the President's desire that
t he governnent go on as near as nornmal as possible, we're
trying to get themreschedul ed as soon as we can.

VWat we're tentatively looking at is the sane
| ocati ons next week. The logistics are still being worked
out. We will, whenever we get confirmation about the
availability of the locations and tines, we will announce
that in as conprehensive a nmedia coverage as we can here.

In the neantinme, | know that perhaps the word
didn't get out to everybody, so we wll have a hearing
officer and also a court reporter in Amargosa Valley and
Pahrunmp this week, although the real neetings we think wll
probably be next week.

Pl ease bear with us. These are uncertain tines.

COHON:  Thank you, Russ. Sally Devlin?

DEVLIN. Sally Devlin, the public, from Pahrunp, Nye
County, Nevada. And of course | have to say thank you al
for staying. | hope sone of you eventually get out of town.

| really do nean it. | do want to announce that we have a
| ovely new art nmuseum library that's magnificent, and it's

at 9400 West Sahara, and after this neeting, |'mgoing to get
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nmy beauty. They have a Rodin scul pture exhibit there, and
other things. So everybody is invited. It costs $3, and it
is lovely.

So, we'll start again. Again, thank you to the
Board, who | dearly |ove and are so communicative, and to al
the things that have gone on at this, as usual, very
informative neeting.

Now, | would be terribly remss if I didn't tel

Bob Andrews to go back and tell his boss, M. Ness, that |

still want the 100 million for the cancer research. So, you
may relay ny nmessage to him |I'msorry he isn't here.

The other thing is that the biggest problemthat |
see, and of course | hope everybody will get the literature.

| read literature by the pound. This is the one | told you
about on the transportation series of the National Conference
of State Legislatures. And you nust see what the different
charges are on transportation for these states.
The | ast speaker, Jeff, he tal ked about the noney,

and here it is. This tells you. These are two reports, and

if you want to see the nunbers, 1'Il be glad to show you
But when | canme up with $58 billion, | wasn't too far off,
and | always give an extra billion to nmy friends. | think
that's only fair.

And, of course, the third book is the one that |

showed you that tells how the Draft Environnental | npact
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Statenent for a Geol ogic Repository, Volunme 2, and so on,
that gives all of the details on the DOD stuff, as well as
t he Yucca Mountain stuff, and the deaths that they're going
to cause of the workers, and what have you. Therefore, we
need a cancer research center right belowit.

But, mainly, | want the Board to enjoy the book
gave themon the 50 year history of the test site, and |
don't give tests, | don't care, but I want you to read it
because it will tell you the ness at the test site that is
eventually going to get into Yucca Mountain. And | found it
fascinating and very easy reading, |ovely photographs, and so
on. And I'ma nenber of the UPTA (phonetic) G oup on
occasion and we just were out at DOE. | took a tour of the
test site. But prior to that, they gave us a | earning
| esson, which was very exciting, and we saw their conputers,
and everything on their conputers is classified, but they did
l et us see how things work. And they actually have on these
conputers fromthe first day when it was Paranount, and of
course | have several girl friends that worked for Paranount
50 years ago. So, | really got a lot of dirt, but it was
beautifully docunented, and amazing to ne that sone of those
t hi ngs were handwitten on sone of the shots and things that
happened, and what have you.

So, you read it, but nostly what you'll read about

is the word that | love--stop talking, Lake, I"'mtalking to
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you--uncertainty, which you invented. And | love it because
what you'll see in the book fromthe test site is not only

t he uncertainties, but wherever they wanted to dunp anyt hing,
they put it in a crater and covered it up. And so there is
so much undocunented, including portions of Yucca Muntain,
which is on the Tonapah Test Range. And a few years ago when
they went up and picked up the uraniumbullets off of it and
did sonmething with them and put themin poly packs, and so
on, and sent themto Utah, these were just dunped in, because
in the early days in ny youth, you wanted to have a tank
trial, so you went out and you shot the uraniumbullets in

the m ddl e of nowhere.

It is still the mddle of nowhere, and as | said,
87 per cent of this state is federal. But, even so, you
never know, they just found an airplane that was hot. They

found--1 nean, an airplane engine that was hot buried
somewhere. So, this stuff cones out because | have many
friends that work there, and this is the real uncertainty.
What is at the test site, and what is going to go in?

And the problem | see, and of course | got into
this nine years ago, was transportation. And Jeff very
casual ly said transportation and storage in the buffer zone,
and so on, and | gave to ny friend fromthe EPA the insulting
report that was done to the Peer Review, as well as to this

body, and it was totally insulting because they used 1990
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nunbers for Amargosa. They called themfor the third tine in
witing, strange people of strange habits. |1've got a |ot of
friends over there, and they're certainly strange, but |

don't ask their habits, and | really don't think it's DCOE s

t hi ng.

But, without transportation, and the sort of
| aconi c passing over the entire subject, which is the nost
important thing, there are no railroads here. The roads, as
| have for nine years, are 9 and 7 hazards. There is only
one intrastate highway. W have no energency facilities
except out of Fallon if there is any big boons or anything.
We have nothing in the rurals where you're going to bring
this stuff.

And, again, I'mgoing to really close, because |
think we're all tired and | want to go see Rodin, but | want
to wel cone you to the neeting in Pahrunp, and | prom se
won't poi son you with the cooki es.

And the other thing is that until--if this
suitability is accepted, it's total fraud on the public,
because this site is not suitable, and you can't prove it to

me for the licensing. And I will really fight this, because

| amfurious with the dirty politics that go on. [It's not
sci ence, because the science is all uncertain. It's
political science. And if this comes fromthe Executive,

which we're very nuch afraid of, and bypasses the Congress,
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bypasses the Board and bypasses everybody, we the people are
you know what .

So, in closing, I do want to say this now that Lake
just said they're going to have ventilation for 300 years.
Who's going to be there to ventilate? Were is your
stewardshi p? | don't ever hear any of these terns, and
they're big questions, and I want Jeff to knowit, and | want
Bob to know it, because we're tal king, and since Abe and |
have to be together for 200 to 225 years, and everybody this
time realizes there are two repositories, that we want
everybody to sign on the sign-in sheet with Linda, and we
woul d really like scientists that have talents, |ike the
physi cians, and so on. So, if you have talent or you can
dance or you can be an artist or a poet, that's who we want
with us for the 200 years.

But | want you to take that back to the people, and
| say it in the French sense, because we are the people, and
we're the ones who are going to suffer. And until you show
me sonet hing on transportation and sonmething on the buffer
zone, and nore on the 7500 cows that are in Amargosa and that
you've tested, and all this kind of stuff, you're really

proving the uncertainty of this project.

So, that's all | can say. W're going to wel cone
you in January. | expect Lake and | expect Russ to keep ne
informed as to the progress in all this, because it's been an
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enj oyabl e journey scientifically. | think it's wonderful,
and | hope the nodeling, ny favorite word, continues for at

| east another ten years, until transnmutation or a pill the
size of an aspirin tablet, or something like they bring the
natural gas in fromAustralia and you condense it 14 mllion
times, or whatever it is, and then it blows up again, | |ove
t hese things and | hope that's what the science will cone to,
and not killing 43 states and all their people with the

radi ation.

So, that's it. Have a good tinme until we see you
in January, but keep nme infornmed on this, because we are very
concerned in Pahrunp.

Thank you.

COHON: Thank you. Tom McGowan?

(M. MGowan's conplete witten comments are
attached hereto as an appendi x.)

MCGOMAN:  Tom McGowan, Las Vegas resident.

I n conclusion--1--get a standing ovation at this
point. Don't get up. And I--3 mnutes and 48 seconds, or
t her eabout s.

In retrospect, the cost conparison presentation
very ably conducted by a fellow by the nanme of Jeff sonmebody
was interesting inasnmuch as it nmade no reference whatever to
the in situ generation of thermal energy induced power

adequate to offset in substantial segnment or entirety the
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cost of operation at a net profit in ternms of both tangible
and i ntangi bl e--benefits over an enduring term --have deep
pockets. --mmking noney? You earn it. Let's assune sonmehow
we'll have the capability to figure out why not, because you
didn't have to, that's why.

There is one bit of additional information you may
find variably rewarding or alternately disconcerting. The
whi sper has it that Dr. Lake Barrett nmay be verging on
voluntary retirenent. | said voluntary. Certainly those
shoes and that fast pathway will be difficult to fill,
consistent wwth the caveat good help is hard to find, you get
what you pay for, and if you want it done right, you al nost
have to do it yourself, don't you. Wich is why in an
unguarded nmonent, | junped into the breach and submtted ny
unsolicited application to succeed Dr. Barrett as the next
Acting Director of DOE/ OCCRWM YMPO, which if and when accepted
and approved will cause great consternation and angui shed
gnashing of teeth far and w de, offset by a spontaneous
victory celebration involving ecstatic Native Anericans and
other interested nenbers of the public. But fear not, | do

have other pressing priorities, and soneone, conceivably far

| ess worthy than me, undoubtedly will rush to fill that
gapi ng voi d.

But, seriously, Ladies and Gentlenen, | would be
remss were | not to express ny sincere appreciation,
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admration and respect for the exhaustive work product and
dedi cation to purpose exhibited by Dr. Barrett, as well as
each and all of you, w thout exception, in tireless pursuit
of an elusive issue whose daunting conplexity is the nore so
conf oundi ng because it chall enges our introspective
under st andi ng of human nature itself.

(Pause.)

Do you have a nonent? --because it challenges our
i ntrospective understandi ng of human nature itself, and
literally dares us to strive toward attai nnent of a seemngly
i npossi ble goal in ternms of a higher idealized standard of
human quality in the spirit of genuine community.

| firmy believe, beyond the perception of

circunstantially adversarial roles, we are essentially one

peopl e, one species, in sight of a Suprene Being, and I
submt to you, in nmy personally elective role, | am neither
your eneny nor your friend, but only the seem ngly

presunpt uous rem nder of your private and personal
consci ence, and of the unalterable fact that, within each
reasoni ng being, creator-endowed with intellect, free wll
and conscience, there is a heart that beats for all mankind,
and that essentially, in the words of Buckm nster Fuller,
"Unity is Plural.”

The issue, then, cannot else but ultimately serve

to bring us together enroute toward a brilliant horizon of
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extraordinarily human achi evenent, which lies just up ahead.

Phillip Wlie' s book, "The Answer,"” told of an
angel who fell to earth, and carried a gol den book with but a
singl e page, on which were inscribed three words, "Love each
ot her."

And, perhaps surprisingly, but irrefutably, that,
and nothing else is the key to a cl oser understandi ng of
oursel ves, each other, and the subject topic issue
surroundi ng the storage and di sposal of high-Ievel nuclear
waste, as well as a broad range of priority inperative issues
whi ch chal | enge reasoni ng humanity.

And | rem nd you--of yesterday. It undoubtedly
won't be repeated.

Assistive to a closer understanding, it's been said
that "Music is a universal |anguage.” Let ne hear the nusic
of a nation. | have no need to know their |laws. And, today,
increasingly, it seens good nusic may be the only sweet thing
left.

And so, in closing, | wish to share a factual story
about a dishevelled hermt who lived in a tree, high above
the Laurel Canyon w | derness area of Giffith Park in Los
Angel es. One day, he descended fromhis |eafy perch, and,
garbed in his threadbare robe and open sandals, and carrying
a manuscript, he made his way downhill to the then world

capital of recorded nmusic, at Sunset and Vine, in Hollywood,
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where he managed to have published the only song he had ever
witten, which was pronptly recorded by Nat King Cole and
becane an instant hit. The song was bi ographical, and
al t hough the hermt conposer, whose nane was Eden Abez, |ater
di ed and was forgotten, the song, entitled Nature Boy,
deservedly took its place in the annals of imortal nusic,
because of the insightful human wi sdom expressed in its
unforgettable closing line, which read, "The greatest thing
we'll ever learn, is just to love, and be loved in return.”

At this juncture, in the spirit of fellowship, I'l
thank you for this opportunity to provide ny final public
comment to the em nent and prestigious Chairman and nenbers
of the Nucl ear Waste Techni cal Review Board of the United
States, secure in the cognizance that, bolstered by that
cl oser understanding of human nature and the intrinsic val ue
of all current and ensuing human exi stence, you will indeed
do the right thing in sight of Al mghty Cod.

Thank you and Goodbye.

COHON:  Thank you. And we note that you wote those
out, and you're going to leave it with us. Good. Thank you
very nmuch, Tom

JimWIIlians?

WLLIAMS: I'mJimWIliams. | work for Nye County in

the State of Nevada, and at some tinme past, for Cark County.

| hate to follow the comment by Tom but Jeff's presentation
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this norning pronpts ne to raise a few concerns that |'ve
carried about this process that regard the dom nating focus
of this very high-level process that we see here on the
repository design, the Total System Performance Assessnent,
and repository licensing, which has the hazard of systematic
di version from ot her di nensions, arguably equally inportant
in a successful waste nmanagenent system for nmanagi ng the
nati on's high-level waste.

My quick list of those concerns include the cost
and the national commtnment to neet those costs, the
organi zations for 100 to 300 years of inplenentation, the
transportation, rail is in Jeff's Total System Performance
Assessnment, but there's a wi de opinion that Congress wll
never appropriate nonies for rail construction, and equity,
not just geographic, but other dinmensions of equity.

Regardi ng the nodels for the Total SystemLife
Cycle Cost, | think it mght be useful for this group to
conpare with the very intense and long-termreview that's

been focused on the Total System Performance Assessnent, and

its underlying nodels and its underlying data, conpared to
the Total System Performance. | would argue that there's
been very little attention, public, independent, very high-

| evel, and external to the factors incorporated in those
nodel s, into the nodels thenselves and their validity, their

application to | ook at alternative program approaches, such
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as the alternative that nost of our existing plants could be
extended in their license ternms, and increase the anount of
spent fuel beyond what coul d be stashed in Yucca Muntain
into major contingencies in the program and the program
response to those contingencies, and to the cost to others,

i ncluding industry, which Jeff nentioned, but also corridor
conmmuni ti es and ot hers.

So, ny confidence in the process woul d be increased
if there was attention to this cost, and sone of these other
di mensi ons conparable to that focused on Total System
Per f or mance Assessnent.

COHON:  Thank you for those comments. Thanks to all of
our comenters, and thanks to all who participated in this
nmeeti ng.

As | said at the outset, which now seens |ike about
t hree weeks ago, not just two and a half days ago, this was
an inportant neeting, inportant both for its content and for
its timng. |If DCE stays the schedule, we may see a
Secretarial recommendation on the site early next year, or
sonetine in that time frame. This, therefore, is |likely our
| ast neeting before that key mlestone in the life of this
proj ect .

Therefore, the informati on we received over these
last two and a half days, both from DOE presentations, from

ot her agencies, and fromthe public, are especially tinely
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and val uable, and I thank you all.

| want to thank Dan Fehringer, who is the | ead
technical staff nmenmbers, who arranged this neeting. Thank
you, Dan. You did a superb job.

To our administrative staff, the two Lindas and
their coll eagues who put together the nmeeting, to our
techni cal support staff over here who allow us to be audibl e,
allow us to see things, and even to nake a record of it all.

| want to convey a special thanks to the speakers,
especially yesterday and today, for your wllingness and
ability to stay on task during a very difficult tinme. You
did a superb job, and we thank you for that.

We are adjourned. Thank you all.

(Wher eupon, the neeting was adjourned.)



