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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COWM SSI ON
+ + + o+ o+
ADVI SORY COW TTEE ON NUCLEAR WASTE
( ACNWY
151°"  MEETI NG
+ + + o+ o+
THURSDAY,
JUNE 24, 2004
+ + + o+ o+
ROCKVI LLE, MARYLAND
+ + + o+ o+
The Advisory Conmittee net at the Nuclear
Regul atory Commi ssion, Two Wiite Flint North, Room
T2B3, 11545 Rockville Pike, at 11: 00 a. m, M chael T.
Ryan, Acting Chairman, presiding.
COW TTEE MEMBERS:
M CHAEL T. RYAN, Acting Chairnan
JAMES H. CLARKE, Consultant
ALLEN G CROFF, Invited Expert
GEORGE M HORNBERCER, Menber

RUTH F. WEI NER, Menber

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

ACNW STAFF PRESENT:

JOHN T. LARKINS, Executive Director

NEI L COLEMAN, Designated Federal Ofici al

LATI F HAMDAN

HOMRD J. LARSON

M CHAEL LEE

Rl CHARD K. MAJOR

ALSO PRESENT:

JOSEPH D. ZI EGLER, U.S. Departnent of Energy

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701

(202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

P-ROGCGEEDI-NGS

11: 00 p. m
CHAI RMVAN RYAN: Good nor ni ng. | guess
we'll go on the record please. This is our |ast

presentation of this neeting. W're going to hear
fromthe Departnent of Energy's Response to the NRC
| ndependent Eval uati on of DOE Docunents Supportingthe
Yucca Mount ai n Li cense Application. W have a renpote
| ocation giving the presentation. Good norning.

MR ZI EGLER: Good norni ng. "' m Joe
Ziegler fromlLas Vegas. |'mthe Director of License
Application and Strategy from the Departnent of
Ener gy.

CHAI RVAN RYAN: Just for your information,
we have your slides in front of us and I think we're
going to see themon the screen here as well.

MR ZIEGLER® Okay. Good. |I'mgoing to
just briefly wal k through the slide package and t hen
"1l take any questions you have. |f you want to stop
me during the presentation, that would be fine as
well. |If you could go to page two of the slides, this
gives a little outline of what 1'mgoing to what |'m
going to go through. 1'mgoing to briefly sunmari ze
the NRC s technical evaluation fromour perspective.

|"mgoing to use alot of their own words. 1'll speak
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of high response, how we eval uated the NRC fi ndi ngs,
we have done in response to those findings and in
particul ar, ateameffort we have put together we cal
the regulatory integration team talk about what
changes and i nprovenents we have made over the |ast
year in our corrective action programand then |'1l]
sunmarize very briefly.

If we gotoslideno. 3, just briefly, NRC
approached us in the fall of 2003 and basically told
us they wanted to do a technical evaluation of our
processes | eading up to our total system performnce
assessment (TSPA) and to do that, they wanted to
develop teans that would include TA personnel,
t echni cal personnel, sone of their federal staff, some
of their contractor staff to come in and |ook and
eval uate sel ected, what we call, analysis and nodel
reports (AMR) and those are the direct | eads i nto our
total system performance assessnment in various
techni cal topical areas.

NRC sel ected three to | ook at. The first
one was General and Localized Corrosion of the Waste
Package and its outer barrier in particular. The
second one was Commercial Spent Nucl ear Fuel Waste
Form Degradati on Model and the third one was Drift

Degradati on Anal ysis of Rock Mechanics of the drifts
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and how they perform

Those eval uati ons were conducted in one
week segnents. NRC sent between eight and twelve
peopl e i n each week. The first one was i n Novenber of
2003, then Decenber of 2003 and in January of 2004.
They I|ooked at the controlling processes, our
processes, our databases, how we inplenented those
procedures and they also |ooked at our corrective
action program how we were doing and the tine of
identification and effective resolution of issues as
we did our work.

NRC s evaluation in a nutshell cane up
with three basic types of findings. They found sonme
good practices. Sone of those were related to how we
house the data, how we house the software and the
nodel s, our ability to retrieve and access those
dat abases.

Okay. |'mbeing asked here to ask you to
put your speakers on nute except when you' re speaki ng.
There's sone feedback on this end. | don't know if
it's show ng on your end or not.

CHAI RVAN RYAN:  You m ght al so check your
ot her m crophones and those -- They may be on.

MR. ZI EGLER: She' s doubl i ng checki ng t hat

but | think we've done that. Thanks. So in a
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nutshell, that's what they were |ooking for. They
found these good practices. They also noted that the
Staff's support during the eval uati ons was excel |l ent.
That's so nmuch a technical issue but its's sonething
t hat we have spent a | ot of effort on here because we
understand that we need to |l earn howto be a |icensee
froma rigorous regulator. That's sonething that we
on this project have not al ways done well. | think we
showed that we know how to do that now and we got a
| ot of conplinments in that area. | appreciate our
Staff work in that area.

They al so noted sone i nprovenents such as
the process procedures that we were using, the
software devel opnment and control procedures, the
anount of validation procedures and processes. Those
have been evol ving over the years and have actually
had great i nprovenent in recent nonths and in the |l ast
year or so, part of that due to sone |ong-standing
condi tions adverseto quality that had beenidentified
t hrough our quality assurance program but the Staff
here has done a lot of good work in that area
i mproving those processes. And thirdly, they
identified a | ot of concerns and they noted them

"Il go to the next slide and give you a

general feel for what those types of concerns were.
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| was alittle hesitant to characterize themnyself so
what's on slide nunber four are quotes out of the NRC
eval uation report that they sent back to us. But
basically their concerns and findings were in three
areas as far as where we needed to inprove.

The first one dealt with the clarity and
t he technical basis and the sufficiency of technical
information to support those technical bases. What
they found was that |ooking at that docunents, and
they did a | ot of docunent reviewfor they were doing
a |l ot of database review, is that it wasn't clear in
many instances what the bases for the technical
informati on and paraneter distributions that were
used.

What they also found is that as they
talked to our analysts, as they interviewed our
anal ysts and authors of those reports, that the
information generally did exist and i n many cases, it
was just providing the right pointers, maybe it
existed in a different docunent, existed in a
di fferent dat abase and had not been carried throughto
t he docunentati on. They noted that reasonably we
shoul d been able to catch that during our review and
checki ng processes.

The second area they identified was
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deficiencies that | believethey statedthey confirmed
the deficiencies that we had already identified
t hrough our corrective acti on programand t hese had to
deal with quality assurance deficiencies and the
manner in which we controlled and qualified data.

We have a | ot of data that goes back many,
many Yyears, decades in sone cases. It wasn't
coll ected under an NRC regul ated quality assurance
program at the tinme. So we had to a lot of data
reconstruction is not the right word, but validation
of that data to make sure that it was suitable for its
i ntended purposes and had nmet all the traceability
requirenents. So there's been sone |ong-standing,
what we call now, condition reports on data
qual i fication, software devel opnent and controls and
nodel validation in general.

NRC St af f confirmed t he defi ci ency t hat we
had identified that we were working actively in our
qual ity assurance program and corrective action
prograns to correct those conditions, where i ndeed we
had identified the right things and we were indeed
maki ng progress in working those things out. W were
not, in the docunents they reviewed, where we needed
to be yet at that point, but we made a | ot of progress

and 1'1l tell about sone of the additional progress we
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made since the technical evaluationin a fewn nutes.

The third area was one of the general
i npl ement ati on. If you look at the quote, and we
clarified this at the exit nmeeting that was held here
in Las Vegas a couple nmonths ago, is that if we
continue to use the policies, procedures, methods and
practices at the sanme level of inplenmentation of
rigor, it would basically |lead to extensions of the
revi ew of our license application and its supporting
docunments because of the ease of traceability and
t ranspar ency.

The clarification point was because t hey
had been very conplinmentary during the eval uati on of
t he procedures, of the nethodol ogies, of the recent
i nprovenents that had been nmade, but the criticism
here was of the inplenmentation. The rigor of
i mpl enent ati on was not what it needed to be of those
docunents that they revi ewed. Now t hose docunents
typically were prepared over a year, year and a hal f,
ago. So we have had sonme on-going problens in that
area and again we nmade great strides in inprovenent
and 1'Il talk about that a little bit |ater.

I f you go to page five, slide no. five,
once we got the witten eval uation report, we anal yzed

it in several different ways. W analyzed it with a
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technical staff. W also went over and did a broad
eval uation so that we could try to characterize the
findings. | guess the second bullet on slide five
gives a very brief summary of that.

Forty-five percent in our view were
dealing with transparency and traceability i ssues or
ease of traceability issues. | think once we pulled
the string, we were able to show that traceability
exi sted, but the ease of traceability such that the
regulator could go in and pull the string and find
everything they needed w t hout recourse back to our
personnel was not what it should have been.

Thirty percent were technical issues.
When | say technical issues, there may be one or two
exceptions. They weren't really issues where we had
broad di sagreenents with technical approach. They
were nmore with the clarity of the explanation of
technical basis which is what | talked about
previously.

Twenty-five percent were actual ly positive
observations of everything they found. There were
about 100 or so. | don't renmenber the exact nunber of
these total findings. They didn't nunber them but we
went through and count ed.

We general ly agree with NRC s concl usi on.
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| think there were two technical points they nade
dealing with enplacenent drift degradation that we
basically have a differing view on the approach and
maybe sonme of the technical bases. Some of the
nodel ing used by NRC s contractor in that area, we
t hi nk, maybe the physics aren't exactly correct. So
some issues conme up in those areas. But other than
two things, | think we're in agreenent with the
findings that the NRC technical staff nade.

Slide no. 6. Again our post evaluation
review then went nore i n-depth into the techni cal and
the substance of portions of the evaluation.
Transparency and traceability, we had identified
previously. | guess we had known for sone tine.
had tal ked about it and other DOE managenent had
tal ked about it in several NRC managenment nmeeti ngs
over the last year, we did those quarterly, that we
knew t he way our technical bases were devel oped.

W managed it in a broad program out of
our facilities and the staff in Las Vegas, but we've
gone out to several national |abs, Las Al anos,
Li vernore, Sandia, Berkeley and others actually. So
the work is being done at multiple |ocations around
the country and by di fferent staff even within sone of

those | ocati ons. So there's sonewhat over 100 of
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t hese analysis and nodel reports and there's sone
ot her technical feeds as well.

But when the work was out, even though
we're requiring everybody to work with the sane
procedures and have been for the past few years, it
wasn't that way probably before about 1999. But
consi stency and procedural inplenentation has been
issue that's been an on-going issue. Al so we knew
t hat there were going to be integration issues when we
have staff again spread out geographically to where
there is comunications, but it's not as good as if
the staff all is one place.

So we knew there was going to be an
integration task that we would have to do before we
actually submtted the |icense application. Wen
tal k about that, that's things |ike there are certain
par anmet er val ues and paraneter sets that have to be
used i n various parts of the analysis, for instances,
water and infiltration and seepage.

| " ma nucl ear engi neering so | don't want
to pretend to be an expert in those areas, but those
par anet er val ues have to used in many different parts
of the evaluation. As those paraneter sets are being
devel oped, sonetines they were being devel oped at

mul tiple places. So we use different datasets in
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establ i shing those paraneters.

Now we' ve now gone back and nuch of the
integration and identified any issues withit. It's
not that we found inconsistencies. It just they're
different sets. So what we tried to do was do a better
job in the correction of these things of integration.
That's sonet hi ng t hat you and ne woul d have to do, but
we really hadn't started that in earnest and | think
t hese techni cal eval uations gave us the incentive to
get that process started.

The way we did that is we devel oped a
regul atory integration team |'mgoing to tal k about
that nore in a coupl e slides, but basically we pulled
about 140 or 150 peopl e together here at one place in
Las Vegas. We divided themup into their technical
areas of experti se.

W also put in staff that was very
experienced i n regul atory processes and comruni cati on
processes and dealing with the regulators. W also
integrated a quality assurance staff into these teans
and subteanms. By doing that, we were addressing the
traceability, transparency and these other issues.
"1l go nore into specifics in a mnute.

W also paid better attention to our

corrective action program W had a |ot of actions
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already in progress, but we tried to basically
accel erate those actions and to nake sure that we had
dealt with the |ong-standing issues. Since the
techni cal evaluations, those three areas that |
nmentioned, data qualification, software devel opnent
and the retrieveability and docunentation and nodel
val idation, | think two of those condition reports had
been open for nearly three years. The other one had
been open for nearly two years.

Two of those are now cl osed, the one on
sof tware devel opnent and docunent ati on and
retrieveability, the one on data qualification. So
that neans our process is not just for what we're
doi ng t oday, but goi ng back into t he past to make sure
that everything is suitable for its intended purpose
and t he safety anal ysis going forward i s adequat e and
serves that need.

The nodel validation condition report is
still open because as we go through this regulatory
i ntegration process, we want to make sure there's an
out put of that process to make sure that we will not
cl ose that condition prematurely. But we are well on
our way to closing that and we expect that one to be
closed in late sumrer as well.

If you go to slide 7, the initial
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eval uation |ooked at the apparent cause of the
probl ens that had been identified and we initiated a
| ot of condition reports within our corrective action
program that basically we agree with the NRC Staff
with the findings, narrowinterpretations of what the
regul atory requirements were. W can go in there and
if you | ook at our reports, we net the specifics of
the regul atory requirements. Qur technical staff did
a pretty job.

W didn't comunicate that very well
t hough. So we didn't put ourselves in the place of
the regul ator staff such that they need to | ook our
products, they need to understand them [f they want
to pull the string and fully trace them back to al
t he bases, the technical bases, the nodeling bases,
t he dat a val i dati on and verification bases, that needs
to be easy for our regulator staff because we don't
want just adequate technical products.

W want to facilitate a tinely and
efficient NRC review of these products because our
ultimate goal is not to submt the Ilicense
appl i cati on. Qur wultimte goal is to get a
construction aut horization, construct the repository
and to operate it and to be able to do that in a

timely way and have any chance of 2010. W have to
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basically facilitate NRC revi ew process. So we want
to do that.

W also had insufficient focus on the
transparency and traceability. It's kind of the same
issue. It's that we did not really put ourselves in
the regul atory shoes and we try to do that nore now.
That's basically about bringing a regulatory
perspective, a licensing perspective, to these
docunents and to entire body of work.

The recommended corrective actions wereto
enphasi ze the transparency, the conpleteness, the
traceability, usethe experiencedregul atory revi ewers
- |  have covered sone of this - establish
accountability. So we put these teans together in one
| ocation in Las Vegas. These subteans have gone
t hrough, identified any i ssues and probl emareas, not
just simlar to the ones NRC identified, but we have
a conplete checklist that they went through that
includes all of the types of things that were
identified by NRC. ldentified those, bringin a nore
seni or teamto | ook for common el enents of problens to
make sure if one technical area was finding types of
probl enms then we | ooked for those types of problens in
the other areas as well.

So we just went through a conprehensive
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process where one teamwasn't findi ng sonet hi ng and we
went back to make sure they were account abl e and t hey
under st ood what they needed to be | ooking for.

In those cases, we did some retraining
t here. W tried to institutionalize our |icense
because we had to tweak our procedures a bit to make
sure that these types of probl ens t hat had been com ng
t hat there are warnings and notati ons and procedur al
staffs that we will specifically | ook for those types
of probl ens.

On the next slide, | gointoalittle bit
nore detail on the regulatory integrationteam |It's
basically a one-tinme effort to do an extensive
eval uation and analysis of all of the analysis and
nodel reports that we're going to need to support our
license application. It's regulatory focused. W're
| ooki ng at the requirenents, but we're al so | ooki ng at
t he focus of a perspective of the regulators. That's
what we're trying to do.

We dividedthis effort upintotwo phases.
The first phase which has just been conpleted is the
eval uati on phase where we have gone through and
identified anunber of actions inthese 100 pl us AMVRs.
| think we're up to about 2700 actions. Phase two

then will be to take these actions and i npl enent what

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

18

we need to i npl enent to nmake the i nprovenents we need
in our analysis and nodel reports. So we've
identified and docunented the issues and we're
revising where it's necessary. W're in the revision
node of the Phase two node now

Qur objective is to refine the analysis
and nodel reports, to inprove the integration, the
consi stency, the transparency and traceability and
we' re al so doubl e-checking if there's any additional
t echni cal issues that need to be resolved. W' re not
really finding a lot of technical issues. So we're
confirmng NRCs evaluation and our previous
eval uations and self-assessnents and we're really
focusing on that regul atory perspective.

On slide 9, the primary task out of the
regul atory integrationteam and againthis summarizes
t he bases, the checklist that we are using that the
t eam needs to get through and identify actions that
were necessary. W | ooked at the TSPA architecture.
I n other words, we | ooked at the way the anal ysis and
nodel reports and other inputs and fed the total
system performance assessnment. So we go through the
entire process starting with the technical bases,
par anet ers, data.

We | ooked at the risk significance. W
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actually tried to focus on the AVRs and give priority
to those and run those through the systemfirst that
m ght have the nost risk significance or nost effect
on the performance of the repository. Now we did the
nodel , but we did themin risk-rank order. W |ooked
at data confirmation, data qualification, to mke sure
that the data we were using to support validation of
t he nodel was adequate.

We | ooked at paraneter eval uation to make
surethetraceability and techni cal paraneters we were
usi ng wer e devel oped and t he handout fromAVRto AVR,
but again many AMRsS use the same paraneters. Ve
wanted to make sure there was consistency in this
paraneter used across the evaluation and adequate
t echni cal basis.

We | ooked at our eval uation of features,
events and processes to make sure that where we had
screened certain processes and features out is not
being risk significant to our nodeling. W did
accurate basis for that. W | ooked for the ones that
were screened in that we had developed bases
adequately and nodel ed themcorrectly. And we | ooked
at the anal ysis and nodel evaluation to traceability
of i nputs and out puts, the appropri ate and consi stency

of data. We actually specifically went back and
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| ooked that NRC s Yucca Mountain review plan to make
sure we were addressing the el ements that we knewt he
regul ator would be looking for. W |ooked at the
transpar ency of our di scussions and we | ooked at agai n
t he technical bases.

So what did we find? Wat we found was
many of the same things NRC had found. | guess a
brief summary, and it's not on a slide, is that it
| ooks |i ke we have about 3,000 open itens, about six
percent, with some sort of technical problem a
traceability problem with sone sort of technical
i nput . About 35 percent were dealing with the
transparency of clarity of our nodel support or
justification that we put inwitingthe docunents. W
had 16 percent procedural or quality errors and 26
percent were dealing withjust a docunent problem the
clarity inthe docunment, did we followthe right steps
to nmake it very easy and retrievable.

So that's kind of the nature of what we
found under the regul atory i ntegrati on teamand we are
actively now i npl ementing the corrective action for
t hat . W expect all of that work to be done by
Sept enber .

The ot her set of findings the NRC had were

dealing wth the corrective action program
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ef fectiveness. W have already inplenmented a | ot of
actions. W had al ready through these | ong-standi ng
condition reports and other timeliness of effective
corrective action had made sonme great strides in the
| ast year and a half in our corrective action program

We have done afairly large rewite of our
corrective action program processes. W have
install ed new software to be able to hel p mani pul ate
and manage data wi thin our corrective acti on program
| guess the greatest benefit of that is hugely
increased ability to trend data as far as corrective
action goes and define, seek and be aware of adverse
trends and then pay attention to those adverse trends
across the board, not just in the AMR areas, but
across the boardin all of our quality effective work.

So we had mde a lot of those
i mprovenents. The NRC did confirm that those
i mprovenment s were necessary. Qur performance recently
has been nuch, nmuch better. As | nentioned some of
t hese | ong-standi ng condition reports or what we used
to call CARs or corrective action reports have been
closed and the renmaining |ong-standing condition
report that has not been cl osed which we expect to be
closed within the next couple nonths.

The rates for creating action plans once
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a condition adverse to quality has beenidentified, we
were taking then, in a sense, three or four nonths
just to create a corrective action plan. W got those
nunber s down bel ow 100 days i n al nost all cases and in
nost cases for the |l ess significant ones, we're down
bel ow 60 days in creating and having an approved
corrective action plan.

We al so have brought down the nunber of
days it takes to actually fully inplenent the
corrective actions. W're down at around 100 days
average on what we call "Level A" and "B" and that's
the nore significant condition reports. Qur average
time to conplete corrective acti ons has been i nproved
by a matter of about 30 days on average.

We are on-going with our corrective action
program i nprovenents. The software that we've
devel oped is good. It provides increased training
capability, but it al so provides an additional burden
on our staff. There are sone efficiencies that can be
devel oped to make it nore efficient for our staff so
they don't have to spend as much tinme just using the
system We want themto spend their tine on actually
i dentifying and correcting conditions. So |l guess al
and all in corrective action we did all these

i ndividual, but what it really comes down to and |
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t hi nk what makes by far the biggest difference is a
hugel y i ncreased nmanagenent attention to corrective
action to make sure they are identified properly and
once identified, to make that they are corrected
pronptly and effectively.

One area that canme through and it came out
of the training program we have training ability in
our corrective action, isthat alot of our conditions
adverse to quality really deal with one el ement and
that's human performance. So our trend analysis
really brought this to our attention in a nmuch great
st ead.

We' ve done a | ot of things and just sone
of the things we've done to deal with this -- It's
also in the design area. It's in the pre-closure
safety analysis area. |It's across the board on our
quality effecting activities and actually sonme non-
quality effecting activities because it's just good
work practice. W' ve increased our pre-job rates.

When assi gnnent s wer e nade, we briefedthe
assignees with the types of errors and probl ens that
have occurred in simlar work in other instances. W
identified problenms within process work. We've done
somet hing we call "Tinmeout for Quality" where we take

that | esson of that work and we just don't correct it
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on the spot there which we do, but we also do a
Timeout for Quality andtry to communi cate that | esson
across the product areas so that the error and the
| essons | earned fromthat error aren't just benefitted
by the individual who made it, but it's identified
across the project.

We've integrated an awareness of error-
likely situations. |n some of our procedures and work
pl ans and pre-job briefs, we know where errors are
being made in many cases and we just haven't
conmuni cated that well going into to the work. So
we' re doi ng a better job of conmuni cati ng where errors
are likely to occur before the work i s done such that
t he staff doing the work can pay particul ar attention
to those areas and avoid the problem

W put sonme of that same stuff in
procedure critical steps. So we have done sone
procedure nodificationincertainkey procedures where
we're having on-going error. W put warnings or
notifications within those procedural steps. W've
clarified expectations and val ues. We've nade it
clear to our staff and we conti nue to comruni cat e t hat
peri odi cal | y bot h at an upper seni or managenent | evel ,
but we're forcing that down into the direct

supervisory level that we expect our staff when
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there's a problemto identify it, to stop work, to
wite aconditionreport, get it corrected and get it
conmuni cat ed such that we can communi cate it across
the project and that our values are for getting
quality work down. Were there's a problem correct
the problemin an effective and efficient way.

We issued a managenent directive that
basically supports this. W' ve communicated it in
many di fferent ways. W continue to periodically put
it in our newsletters. One of the nost effective
things | think is in sone of our newsletters we
basically identify a quality i ssue of the week. This
is where a particular issue has been identified and
that brings reality back to it because if it's not a
problem you have to deal wth personally or a
particul ar staff nmenber has to deal with personally,
sonetinmes it doesn't seemreal. So we put that back
into the process and t hat seens to be payi ng di vi dends
as well. Al inall, we're well on our way to making
the systemwork and work very well.

In summary on the |ast slide, basically
t he NRCt echni cal eval uati on confirmed many of our own
findings. W appreciate they did find sonme things
that we had not found, but the types of the things

they found we were aware of and | think their
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eval uation brought it to a head and | et us know t hat
we needed to take sone i nmedi ate action. W have, |
bel i eve, been responsive to their technical
eval uati on.

Sone of the t hings we had al ready start ed.
Some of the things we basically probably accel erated
sone to make sure that we dealt withit, but it really
was eyeopener and | think it's been somewhat hel pful
to us. Actually getting these corrective actions in
place has been a very good thing. W have
denonstrated some progress in our preparation for
licensing and | think that's a very inportant point.

W are dedicated to providing a high
quality license application and appl ying the i nsights
from the NRCs review as well as our own QA
eval uati ons and sel f-assessnents. As of right now,
we're still ontarget to get all this work conpl et ed,
to get the corrective actions conpl eted fromnot just
the technical evaluation but our |ong-standing
corrective acti on programprobl ens and get the | icense
application submtted to the NRC i n Decenber of " 04.

So all in all, it has been a somewhat
trying exercise, but it's been very useful to go
t hrough this process. | think a |lot of inprovenents

have been made. |f you have any questions, | woul d be
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nore than happy to entertain them now.

CHAI RVAN RYAN: Thank you very nuch, Joe.
"1l start to ny left. GCeorge.

MEMBER HORNBERGER: Joe, first of all

MR ZIEGLER: | think you're on nute. |
can't hear here.

MEMBER HORNBERCGER: Are we set now?

MR, ZIEGLER Yes, that's good.

MEMBER HORNBERGER: Joe, first, can you
give ne a little nore information on the 140 person
tean? Were do these 140 people conme fron? Are they
DOE people? Are they Yucca Muntain project people?

MR ZI EGLER Yes. Most of them were
project people that |1'd say about one-third of them
were al ready i n Las Vegas, about not quite two-thirds
of themnostly cone fromthe national |abs. So they
either came from Berkeley or Livernore or Sandia or
Las Al anps and sone other |ocations. W basically
hand sel ected fromthe groups t hat had been wor ki ng on
t hese technical areas the right technical expertise,
t he peopl e t hat we t hought were the best of the people
working on the project. The best of the best. W
brought themto Las Vegas.

W added to that QA support staff and we

actual Iy went outside and brought in sonme additional
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peopl e wi th regul atory experti se where we brought very
experienced people in in regulatory proceedings,
i censing staff and ot her NRCregul ated activities and
we i ntegrated themwi thin the team Sone of themwere
i n the managenent of the overall project. So I'd say
probably 95 percent of them canme within the project
from one place or another, but they were a hand
selected group fromw thin the projects.

MEMBER HORNBERGER: And i s this teamstill
functioning or was this a task force that canme
t oget her and di shanded?

MR ZI EGLER: Ckay. They are still
functioning and we're expecting themto continue to
function through Septenber. The Phase 1, the action
identification phase, has just conpleted and we're in
the corrective action phase right now where we're
nodi fyi ng.

| think nearly every AVR is going to
requi re some degree of nodification. Soit's the sane
teamthat's conme together to identify the actions and
the problens and they are actually going to correct
t he probl ens. So they woul d be here t hrough Sept enber
and as the work is conpleted - the whole 150 won't be
t hrough Septenber - then they will go back into their

other jobs. The nost imediate thing that they are
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goi ng to be noving back into right nowis LA |icense
appl i cation, Chapter preparation because we want to
take these same |essons |earned and our technical
docunent s and make sure that those | essons are applied
to the Iicense application itself.

MEMBER HORNBERGER: Ckay. And al so j ust
to make sure that | did get this clear from your
presentation, on your fifth slide, you mentioned that
30 percent of what NRC identified were technical
i ssues and then you went on to say that essentially
all of them the technical information was there and
it was nore traceability. Then if | heard correctly
on the presentation part that you made t hat we didn't
have a slide of the 3,000 i ssues or sonething, | think
| heard you say that about three percent were
t echni cal and sonme 35 percent were traceability. That
is | thought | heard you di stingui sh between techni cal
i ssues and traceability issues later. | was wondering
what the three percent of technical issues how you
categori ze them

MR, ZI EGLER Ckay. Two different sets of
information. On slide five, that's NRC s report and
what they reported back to us.

MEMBER HORNBERGER: | know t hat.

MR Z| EGLER: The other information, |
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think it's six percent. | may have said three
per cent. But a relatively |ow percentage and our
categorization is a little bit different. | don't

have exanpl es of those technical errors or problens,
but | can tell you that none of them were show
stoppers. None of them nade us go out and coll ect
addi tional data. None of them nade us go out.

| think in one instance we did go out and
di d some reanal ysi s, maybe a coupl e of instances. So
in those instances, we were | ooking at the technica
bases, not just how we portrayed the technical bases
but was the docunentation, was the backup and
supporting information adequate to support those
techni cal bases? I n sonme cases, we actually had to go
back and do sone nodification to either the anal yses
or make sure that the datasets that we were using
actual Iy supported the informati on that the on-going
analysis that we did and the conclusions that were
dr awn.

There were a coupl e of i nstances where we
had to go back and actual |y apply additi onal datasets
or different datasets because the datasets that were
used had not been through the data qualification
process yet. So that six percent was a little nore

technical than just clarity of explanation.
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Nowthere still wasn't anythingidentified
where the information ultimately didn't exist or we
weren't able through additional analysis to correct
t he problem but they were nore, | think, technically
oriented in a sense of actually having to do
addi ti onal technical work versus just clarify the work
t hat had al ready been done.

MEMBER HORNBERGER:  Thank you.

CHAI RVAN RYAN:  Rut h.

MEMBER VEEI NER: Joe, coul d you describeto
me what happens when you find a mstake or a
traceability error? \Wat happens? Wat do you do
t hen? Suppose you have a docunment and you see that
t he wong table has been put in or there is a nunber
in the table which you question. Wat happens?

MR, ZI EGLER COkay. Wthinthe regul atory
integration - If it happened outside of this
regul atory integration team what would i mediately
happen woul d be a condition report would be issued.
It would go into our corrective action program W
woul d identify an action plan, document that. The
corrective acti on woul d be taken and it would work its
way t hrough t he programand we woul d cl ose the acti on
once the corrective action was conpl ete.

Wthin the regulatory integration team

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
(202) 234-4433 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005-3701 (202) 234-4433




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

32

since basically the entire regulatory integration
team if youwll, is acorrective action process, is
we have gone t hrough every AMR and actively sought to
find those kinds of problems with teanms that were
experts in the particular technical area. W' ve
identified about 3,000 acti ons and nost of the actions
were of the type that you just nentioned, either that
or just aclarity traceability, you know, the wording
coul d have expl ai ned thi s better based on what we di d.

Those actions have been conpiled into a
dat abase and di stributed out. Then they conpared the
actions in various subgroups to see that if one
subgroup identified actions whether those actions
needed to take pl ace across the board or whet her they
were limted to a nore focused area. Once we
determ ned the extent of the conditions, then these
actions are being grouped.

The t echni cal subgroups are inthe process
of inplenenting the corrective action. So we are in
the process of nodifying the AVMRs to correct those
conditions that were found. That process is a very
proceduralized, strict, conpliant process. As we go
through those nodifications, then there wll be
addi ti onal checks. So we nmke the change we're

required. The qualifiedreviewers that did not dothe
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wor k check the changes in another check step to nmake
sure once all those technical areas and changes were
identified that there's another doubl e check.

Then it goes through and i s signed off by
appropriate technical staff and managenent. Each of
those steps is signed off by appropriate technical
staff and managenent. What cones out the other endis
an AMR in this case that have had all the corrective
actions made, that has had all the checks on the
changes within the framework of those corrective
actions made and then is signed off by managenent.
Then it is used as the bases for the TSPA that w ||
ultimately feed the |icense application.

MEMBER VEI NER:  So it sounds |ike a good
programin its structure. How do you deal with the
i ndi vi dual or individual s who were responsi bl e for the
m st akes? Let ne be very specific. Do you encourage
people to find their own m stakes and correct themor
do you land on themlike a ton of bricks when they
make one?

MR ZIEGLER: W don't |land on themlike
a ton of bricks. 1 guess what we found is that it is
true that certain groups probably have had | ess of
this kind of problemthan others. But what we try to

do is encourage people to identify the errors
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t hensel ves because the first line of defense is the
i ndi vi dual doing the work. W want to encourage the
individuals to do the work. So we're trying to take
a broader | ook and not place personal blame on the
i ndi vi dual s.

But what we are doing though is where
there's nore of a problemin one area than the ot her,
we are providing sonme renedial training in those
areas. W are enphasizing to the nmanagenent in those
areas that they need to pay nore attention. So we're
trying to put additional focus and managenent
attention where the errors occur, but we're trying not
to puni sh our enpl oyees because we want our enpl oyees
to bring forth probl ens when they cone up.

MEMBER VEI NER:  Thank you. | have just a
coupl e nore questions. Wen NRC Staff discussed this
with us, they gave us a coupl e of exanpl es because
wor k best from exanples. The best people to answer
t he transparency questions as i n why di d you nake this
nmeasurenent at tenperature Xinstead of tenperature Y,
t he best person to answer that question is the person
who did the work. So | would like to know. To what
extent do you actually call on the technical people
who did the actual work that went into the AMRsS when

there is an NRC review |li ke this?
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MR. ZI EGLER Actual ly, extensively, when

the NRC cane in and did the evaluations, we set up
interview schedules so that the authors were the
actual ones that interviewed with NRC and | think
that's where the nature of the NRC findings cane.
They were | argel y abl e when they tal ked to t he aut hors
to know that the adequate information existed. But
just fromreadi ng the docunents, it wasn't as appar ent
as it needed to be.

So | absolutely agree with you. And when
we pulled the teans into Las Vegas, we pulled either
the individuals that did the work or if there were
mul tiple individuals doing the work, we hand sel ected
t he ones that we thought coul d best represented that
wor k when we pulled the teans to Las Vegas.

MEMBER VEEI NER:  The final question. What
kind of internal review do you have for an AMR? In
ot her words, what is the reviewprocedure that the AMR
goes through before it sees the |ight of any kind of
day?

MR, ZI EGLER.  Ckay.

MEMBER VEEI NER:  When sonebody prepares a
draft, what happens to it?

MR ZI EGLER The way it works, first

there has to be a technical work plan and that
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technical work plan has to go through an approval
process not just managenment approval, but a secondary
technical reviewer has to review the technical work
pl an and our QA organi zation that currently works the
technical work plan to nmake sure that all the QA
program requirenents are within the work plan. W
have to rigorous followthe work plan. If we need to
vary fromthe work plan, then we go back and nodify
the work plan. So we go through that sanme type of
reviewto nodify it.

The work plan requires the author to do
the technical work. It requires them to use data
sources that are qualified data sources. It requires
them to use software that has been devel oped and
qualified according to the quality assurance
procedures for software that may be associated with
the nodel. The nodels that are devel oped have to be
validated according to some very strict node
val i dation requirenments that are in Supplenent 3 to
our quality assurance program

Once the work i s conpl eted a technically-
qualified reviewer that did not participate in the
wor k, is independent of the work itself, has to revi ew
the work and check it and make sure that it is

adequate and neets all the requirenments technically
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and t he ot her process requirenents. Once that stepis
conpl et e because we have had sone out st andi ng i ssues,
we have a mandatory step that's under our procedure,
| think, AP 2.14Q that says we do a second technical
review to make sure that the work is done and
adequately and neets all the requirements, it
adequat el y uses data, nodel validation software, and
ot her el enents that are required.

Then after that -- Well actually during
that review, typically this wrk is done by
contractors. Sinultaneously with that reviewfor the
key products such as AVRs, the key primary inputs to
our licensing and safety analysis, my DOCE staff
actually does a review of the work in concert with
that secondary technical review. Once that is all
complete, all coments have been resolved and
docunented and resolved, then there's a fina
managenent sign-off and the work is conplete. I n
additiontothat, all this work, the quality assurance
audit and surveillance at |east on sanpling basis,
that's done across the board.

MEMBER VEEI NER:  So you shoul d expect no
further findings of deficiencies such as were found
with these three particular AMRs. You got your

program under -
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MR ZIEGLER: W certainly don't expect

any broad findings across the board. There may be
isolated instances that may result in from just
differences of opinion. Sonetinmes we get a quality
assurance auditor or self-assessor or regul ator that
has an opinion about, especially, on these clarity
traceability issues. So | would expect it to be much
| ess but occasionally that type of thing is there
shoul d be no technical errors.

MEMBER WEI NER:  Thank you.

CHAI RVAN RYAN: Al | en.

MEMBER CROFF: Thank you, M ke. We tal ked
a l ot here about the AVRs and trying to fix those. As
| understood what you said before, you ve tried to
apply the sanme | essons learned, of let nme call it,
upward in the docunment hierarchy toward the |icense
application. To what extent are the rel evant | essons
| earned being applied downward in the docunent
hi erarchy?

MR, ZI EGLER: Downwar d. | guess the
primary i nputs of these AMRs woul d be the data that's
coll ected, the software that's devel oped. You know a
nodel is developed and that's kind of the AVR, but
software has to be devel oped and control |l ed and that

software has to match t he nodel that's were devel oped
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to separate those two steps. We have applied these
sanme control s to those processes as wel | and agai n t he
| essons are in there. That's the starting point.
It's to decide which data needs to be collected.
Agai n there has to be technical work plans to do that
work. The data has to be collected. It has to be
verified. It has to neet all the measurenment and test
equi pnent. So we have applied it downward as wel |,
but the technical leads tend to start at the AMR
level. So the sanme technical |eads that define the
dat a needs that define the software needs that define
t hose ot her input needs.

MEMBER CROFF: Okay. M second gquesti on.
Can | assume that these AMRs are a part of this |arge
bl ock of docunents that's comng into the NRC?

MR ZI EGLER: The AMRs wi || be referenced
in the license application and they wll be made
available to the NRC. They are actually not part of
the application. They are analytical inputs to the
i cense applicationandthey will be nade available to
t he NRC.

MEMBER CROFF: Il wasn't clear in ny
guesti on. There's this large block of docunents
that's supposed to be here at the NRC any day now, |

guess, I'"Il call it. Are the AMRs part of that bl ock?
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DR. HAMDAN: THE LSN

MEMBER CROFF: As part of the LSN. Thank
you for the nomencl ature.

MR. ZIEGLER: OCh, the LSN. Absolutely.
The AMRs, yes, absolutely. Those are the primry
i nput s.

MEMBER CROFF: And so can we expect
nodi fications to be submttedthroughthe next several
nmonths to these as you guys revise the AMRs at your
end?

MR, ZIEGLER Yes, absolutely.

MEMBER CROFF: So we'll see changes in
t hese things as they go al ong.

MR ZIEGLER Yes, sir.

MEMBER CROFF: Okay. Thank you.

CHAI RVAN RYAN: Jim d arke.

MEMBER CLARKE: Joe, this is a follow up
to Ruth's last question and perhaps where Allen was
going. | don't knowif you are continuing to generate
AMRs or if you're pretty nuch done with that exerci se.
But ny questionis if you were to generate a bunch of
AMRs over the next few nonths, what would you do
differently conpared to what you had done to generate
t he ones that required the corrective action? | hope

it's not too academ c, but | just wonder what cane out
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of this process that you would really change how you
woul d devel op any future docunents.

MR ZIEGLER: | think the biggest |esson
| earned here is that | think where we are today and
what we're doing today if we had started there we
woul d have been in better shape. But | think we woul d
have done a better job of integrating all the
di fferent pi eces. W have these 100 and sone odd AMRs
out here and they were done by groups across the
country. | think we'd do a better job of integrating
and planning the work before the work started.

Now that may be a little over sinplified
because the work we're tal ki ng about has gone on over
the last 20 years in many cases so the groups didn't
exi st as they exist today, but doing a better job of
i ntegrating and nmaki ng sure we knew how t he pi eces of
the puzzle fit together in a systemati c way before we
get so far into the work that we start getting these
inconsistency inintegrationissues. |'Il give you an
exanpl e.

Five years ago, we didn't really didn't
have one software devel opment and control procedure
that we were using across the entire project. We
didn't have one nodel devel opnment procedure that we

used across the entire project. W didn't have one
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data collection procedure that we used across the
entire project. Sol think the biggest | esson | earned
is that we should have practices and procedures and
processes in place, one practice for every type of
work and then we should have forced all of our
contractors and | aboratories and participants to use
t hat one set of processes.

To me, that's the biggest | esson | earned
because trying to control it by equival ent processes
by groups that in nmy opinion are not used to working
in such a rigorous regulatory environnment actually
caused us to go back and have to redo a | ot of work or
at | east redocunent alot of work. | think that's the
bi ggest | esson. It's to consistent processes and
practices across the project, sharing of |essons
| earned when there are problens and just sticking to
t hat consi st ency.

Even if the work coul d have been spread
out, | think having a centralized group soif there's
any probl ens, then there's one place to go to get that
probl em resol ved so that the problenms were resol ved
and conmuni cat ed once you have t he probl emacross the
board is the way to go. That's what we've instituted
now. So | think fromthis point forward, | think we

can manage this project and these problens very wel|.
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| ve al ways known for the nost part that had we done
a better job of that cross integrati on and consi stency
in our processes, | think we could have avoi ded a | ot
of this.

MEMBER CLARKE: Thank you.

CHAI RVAN RYAN: Ckay. Thanks, Jim Joe,
| want to turn your attention to the bottom of page
four in your slides. Wen the NRC gave its
presentation to us last nonth, the |ast sentence of
your third quote there is what caught ny attention
"This could as a consequence prevent NRC from nmaki ng
a tinmely decision regarding the issuance of a
construction authorization." | do appreciate what
you' ve gone through today in some detail about how
you've addressed the specifics of the quality
i mprovenents efforts over all and you've done a nice
job of outlining what you're done.

|"m curious to hear your opinion on two
points and I think I knowthe answer to the first one.
Do you view that the things that you have done are
going to hel p avoid that kind of delay? |'massum ng
the answer is yes based on all the practices and
policies and i nprovenents that you've outlined to us
t oday. But the $64,000 questionto ne is have you had

additional interaction with NRC Staff on getting
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ei ther their concurrence or agreenent that you' re on
the right track and what I'mreally |ooking to do is
to get you to tal k about how have you brought cl osure
to this whol e exercise with NRC and do you have what
you can characterize as a joint viewnoving forward or
are you waiting for that secondary assessnent and so
forth? Does that nmake sense to you?

MR, ZIEGLER: Yes, it does. | dothinkit
will largely address the issues raised by the NRC
Staff. | don't think that nmeans we're not going to
get any requests for additional information on our
i cense application. | still expect a lot of
requests, but | think this will probably alleviate
sone of the |larger nunber. W probably won't get as
many as we woul d have gotten and it probably won't
take as long for themto review it to be able to
determ ne what additional needs they have.

As far as feedback, | guess | got two
types of feedback. | think you had a couple
presentati ons on KTls and KTl agreements by nmy staff.
We instituted a process about, | guess, a year ago
where we created techni cal basis documents and while
the issues weren't exactly the sane, they probably
weren't articulated as well, we recogni zed based on

KTl agreenment responses from NRC that although we
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responded to the questions, naybe we didn't do a good
enough j ob of putting that response intothe framework
of the way that the physics of the repository would
wor K.

And we created this concept of technical
basi s docunents which basically put the context and
t echni cal groupi ngs toget her of the physics of howto
repository would work. In those instances, we did
what | think is a nuch better job of conmunicati ons of
transparency and traceability. | heard the NRC St af f
say that in public forunms and when we t ook t he cont ext
of the agreenent and the response to that agreenent
and put it into that context.

So we started this kindof | essons | earned
back then. | think part of what we're doing here in
the nore formal process is applying sonme of those
| essons | earned and we' ve had very positive response
fromthe NRC Staff about that. They were hesitant at
first. | think they were saying we were nmaking this
bi g change and it's not really going to do anyt hi ng,
but | really think it did put things in a perspective
and light that facilitated their review of KTI
agreenents. So | have that data point that basically
says "Ckay, we're doing sinmlar things here into the

i censi ng products. | woul d expect that this wll
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help facilitate the review as wel|.

W sent a letter. W were required to
give a response within 30 days of the exit neeting
t hat the NRC had and their exit neeting, publicly here
in Las Vegas, was on May 5th. W responded on My
28t h and what we outlined, nmuch what | outlinedto you
today, is to what we were doing and had done to
address these i ssues. |'mnot sure whether NRC pl ans
to respond to that formally, but we have gotten sone
i ndication that they believe we understand the i ssues
and what we're doing sounds like it will address the
i ssues.

O course, NRC always tells wus and
rightfully so that the proof is in the pudding. Once
we i npl enent and once we' re conpl ete, have we done an
adequate job? So they are not going to commit tothis
is adequate until they get the produce and | don't
bl ame them for that.

CHAI RVAN RYAN: | fully understand that
you're not going to get that comm tnent up front, of
course. So | guess the answer is you haven't really
received a formal response on the inplenentation nor
afinal follow up audit of other AVMRs or other simlar
activities. |Is that right?

MR ZIEGLER: That's correct.
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CHAI RVAN RYAN: Okay. | appreciate that.

And again, I'"mjust tryingto be real clear that there
hasn't been a formal test of all the things that you
tal ked about and that are quite clear and sound
correct and appropriate given the context, but as you
poi nted out, the proof is in the pudding. So we'll
see howit goes. Again to nme, the key was raised as
an issue that could have an inpact on schedul e and
making a tinely decision. Well, | guess we'll learn
nore as tine goes on.

MR ZI EGLER Ri ght. W plan to be
extrenely responsive to the NRC Staff and doing
everything we can do to facilitate a tinely |icense
application revi ew

CHAI RMVAN RYAN. And you sure nade that
clear in your summary which we al |l appreciate. Thanks
very much.

MR. ZI EGLER. Thank you.

CHAI RVAN RYAN: Any ot her questions? M ke
Lee has a question, NRC Staff.

MR LEE: Yeah, Joe. You made reference
in your presentation that there was still one
out st andi ng corrective acti on t hat DOE was addr essi ng.
Coul d you just el aborate on that briefly?

MR. ZI EGLER: Yeah. There were basically
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three outstanding condition reports significant
conditions adverse to quality over the last two or
three years. There were others but they were dealt
with in a nmore tinmely fashion. The one that's
outstanding is the one that was witten agai nst the
nodel validation process. The subject of what we were
t al ki ng about here today i s basically devel opedinthe
AMRs and validated in the nodels that were already in
t hose ARMS

W have made a conscious decision even
t hough we believe we have taken the right actions to
identify all the problenms. W have a work plan in
pl ace that we're fol |l owi ng, but because we' re revi si ng
the AMRs and those revi sed AMRs through this process
| described are not going to start com ng out of the
pi peline.

| think that sone of them start next
nmont h, but we wanted to see actual product, substance
of numbers of these products com ng through the final
approval before we close that condition. So the
actions that were taken to close the conditions are
i ndeed the actions that | described today. But we're
not confortable closing that until we actually see
internally product com ng through the process and

we' ve identified which of those products that it wll
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be so we have every confidence that we'll be able to
cl ose the condition, the actions that were taken were
adequat e.

Much i ke | said, the NRC Staff says the
proof is in the pudding. The RTA approach and line
managenent approach are going to be the sane way.
We're not going to close that condition adverse to
qual ity prematurely.

MR. LEE: Thanks.

CHAI RVAN RYAN: Any ot her questions? Yes.

DR. HAMDAN: Thank you. Joe, this is
Latif Hanmdan and | have just a followup on our
chairman's question about the |icense application
verification schedule. 1 wonder if you can conment on
this work has inpacted or howit was inpacted by the
wor k that you have done -

MR ZIEGLER I n our schedul e?

DR. HAMDAN:. Ri ght.

MR ZIEGLER It's had sonme internal --
It' s provi ded some i nt er medi at e schedul i ng chal | enges.
| don't see it changing the end point schedul e at all.
We knew that we were going to have to do additiona
i ntegration work. So as the AMRs were being
conpleted, the first revision of them were being

conpl eted, we knewthat we were going to have to bring
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a group of people together to do sone integration and
cross- checks.

| guess we didn't know we were going to
call it regulatory integration team We probably
didn't feel the extent of what the team needed to be
so that we needed to give 100 percent through all of
the AVRs, but we did that. | guess the biggest inpact
is a resource challenge in that | have a |lot of KT
agreements and responses to KTl agreenents that are
due. Actually, | have about 50 nore due to NRC
bet ween now and August .

| have this AMR process that's going to be
goi ng on between now and Septenber and | amin the
process of preparing|license application sections that
all deal with the sanme technical expertise, the sane
topics. So | guess the biggest challenge is one of
keeping that consistent and nmeking sure that the
technical expertise that's being applied has been
consi stently applied across those t hree basi c products
lines. So it's a scheduling challenge.

| guess | often say a conplinment to the
technical staff and the general staff on this project
is they are taking that challenge. So |I'mkeeping the
adequat e technical expertise plugged in all three of

t hose product |ines, nmaki ng t hemconsi st ent and maki ng
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t hese i nprovenments as we go.

| won't tell you that it's not a
chal | enge, but this is where we wanted to be two years
ago. We wanted to be in a position to be able to head
intowards a high quality |license application that met
all these technical challenges and | think we're here.
Wiile | don't want to downplay the challenge, our
staff isuptoit and they think what they' re doingis
i mportant.

Managenent knows it's inportant for
vari ous reasons and so we're going to get it done. So
| don't see it affecting the overall schedule in the
end at all. | see a high quality |license application
i n Decenber.

CHAI RVAN RYAN: Anyt hi ng el se? Joe, thank
you very much for your time. W appreciate you being
with us this norning.

MR. ZIEGLER: Al right. Thank you very
nmuch.

CHAI RVAN RYAN: Thanks. | think at this
poi nt this ends our information gathering part of the
neeting and we can go off the record. So | suggest
that we just take a couple mnute break and then
reconvene and pick up any action itens to close out

and we'll be finished. W have just a few of your
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graphs to finish. W'IIl just take a couple mnute

breaks in place and go fromthere. Of the record.
(Wher eupon, at 12: 07 p. m, the neeting of
the Advisory Commttee on Nucl ear Waste

was concl uded.)
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