Official Transcript of Proceedings

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

Title: Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste
152nd Meeting

Docket Number:  (not applicable)

Location: Rockville, Maryland
Date: Tuesday, July 20, 2004
Work Order No.:  NRC-1596 Pages 1-123

NEAL R. GROSS AND CO., INC.
Court Reporters and Transcribers
1323 Rhode Island Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005
(202) 234-4433



DI SCLAI MER

UNI TED STATES NUCLEAR REGULATORY COWM SSI ON' S
ADVI SORY COWMW TTEE ON REACTOR SAFEGUARDS

July 20, 2004

The contents of this transcript of the proceeding of the
United States Nucl ear Regul atory Conm ssion Advisory Conmittee on
React or Saf eguards, taken on July 20, 2004, as reported herein,
is a record of the discussions recorded at the neeting held on
t he above date.

This transcript has not been reviewed, corrected and edited
and it may contain inaccuracies.






10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
NUCLEAR REGULATCRY COWM SSI ON
+ + 4+ + +
152ND MEETI NG
ADVI SORY COW TTEE ON NUCLEAR WASTE
( ACNWY
+ + 4+ + +
TUESDAY, JULY 20, 2004

+ + 4+ + +

ROCKVI LLE, MARYLAND

+ + 4+ + +

The Advisory Conmmittee nmet at 10:00 a.m
at the Nucl ear Regul atory Conmm ssion, Two Wite
Flint North, Room T2B3, 11545 Rockville Pi ke, B.
John Garrick, Chairman, presiding.

COW TTEE MEMBERS:

B. JOHN GARRI CK Chai r man
M CHAEL T. RYAN
Vi ce Chai r man
ALLEN G CROFF Menber
GEORGE M HORNBERGER
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




JAMES CLARKE

(202) 234-4433

Consul t ant

NEAL R. GROSS
COURT REPORTERS AND TRANSCRIBERS
1323 RHODE ISLAND AVE., N.W.
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
NElI L COLEMAN

LATI F HANVDAN

HOMARD J. LARSON, Special Assistant
M CHAEL LEE

RI CHARD K. MAJOR, Staff

NRC STAFF PRESENT:

M KE MAYFI ELD, Director, D vision of Engineering
Technol ogy and Research

BRET TEGELER, O fice of Research

ROB LEW S, SFPOM

AWY SNI DER, Spent Fuel Project Ofice

DEREK A. W DVAYER, Project Manager, Special Projects
Section, Deconmmissioning Directorate

TED CARTER, Project Manager, Yucca Muntain
| nspecti on Program

TI M COBI TZ

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

|-N-D-E- X
Opening Remarks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
Package Performance Study . . . . . . . . . . . . 8
Report fromthe Staff regardi ng SECY 040035 and
Li cene Term nation Rule Analysis . . . . 54
Devel opnment of the Yucca Mountain . . . . . . . 100
| nspecti on Program

Adjourn . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 123

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-ROGEEDI-NGS
(10:03 a.m)

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK: The neeting will cone
to order. This is the first day of the 152nd neeti ng
of the Advisory Conmittee on Nuclear Waste. My nane
i s John Garrick, Chairman of the ACNW O her nenbers
of the comm ttee present are M chael Ryan, Vice Chair,
Geor ge Hor nberger, Ruth Weiner and we' ve very pl eased
to wel conme our new nmenber for his first neeting as a
menber, Allen Croff. Also present is consultant Jim
d ar ke.

Today we' || do a nunber of things. We'll
first receive a report from the NRC Staff on the
Package Performance Study, a report fromthe Staff
regardi ng SECY 040035, the License Term nation Rule
Analysis of the Use of Intentional Mxing of
Cont am nated Soil . W'll hear from NRC staff
regarding the status of the plans to risk informthe
Yucca Mountain Inspection System W' || commence
preparation and review of ACNW Letter Reports and
we'll prepare for our neeting tomorrow with the NRC
Conmi ssi oners. John Larkins is the designated federal
official for today's initial session. The neetingis
bei ng conducted i n accordance with the provisions of

t he Federal Advisory Commttee Act and the conmittee
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has received no request for tine to make oral
statenents from nenbers of public regarding today's
sessions and should anyone wi sh to do so, make your
wi shes known to one of the commttee's staff.

And it is requested that the speakers use
a m crophone, identify thensel ves and speak cl early.
Before starting, I'd like to cover a few brief itens
of current interest. On Friday, July 9th the U S
Court of Appeals for the District of Col unbi arendered
its decision on six anti-Yucca Muntain |awsuits.
VWhile the Court turned aside every other conpl aint
filed against the White House and three federal
agencies, it ruled in a unani nous decision that the
federal groundwater standards for the facility must be
extended well beyond the current 10,000 year tine
franme set by the EPA regul ations.

The second itemis the ACNWs staff, Neil
Col eman, ACNW consul tant Bruce Mrse (phonetic) and
the NRC O fice of Research Scientists, Lee Abranson,
have submitted an abstract titled "Testing Cd ains
about Volcanic Disruption of a Potential Geologic
Repository at Yucca Muntain Nevada. They have
submtted this to the CGeol ogical Society of America
for presentation at the Novenber 7 to 10, 2004 neeti ng

in Denver and the sane authors have submtted an
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article with the sane title to the American

Geophysical Union for publication in GCeophysical

Research Letters. This is in keeping with the

encour agenent for staff to be involved in Nationa
Society activities inrelation to their discipline.

Another itemis that the DOE certified on
June 30th this year that roughly 1.2 m|1ion docunents
supporting a Yucca Mountain |license application were
not publicly available on the Internet. Such a
certification is necessary at | east six nonths before
the license application is sent to the NRC Sue
Gagner (phonetic), NRC spokeswonan, stated that
approxi matel y 700, 000 nor e docunents were to come from
DOE. NRC has indicated it can index approximtely
150, 000 docunents per week. NRCis nowto a point, a
pre-license application presiding officer, who wll
address chal | enges and i ssues.

Judge Paul G Bol werk  (phonetic),
subsequently has been appointed to that position
Nevada has 90 days to post and certify docunents on
the LSM And finally, the French National Eval uation
Committee recently stated that unless new el enents
ari se from ongoi ng research, the French Parlianent
shoul d face no obstacle in deciding in principle in

2006 on a repository for long | ead nucl ear waste at
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the Bureau of Site in Eastern France. The ACNW
visited this site several years agoduringthetineit
was going through initial exploratory activities.

The planned facility is in a honogeneous
clay foundation and is planned to accomopdate
essentially the same 70, 000 netric tons of heavy netal
of spent fuel as Yucca Mountain. So with that we are
prepared to proceed with our agenda. The first item
on our agenda will be the briefing that we nentioned
on t he package performance study and that is going to
be given by Bret Tegeler. Bret, you have the fl oor.

MR. MAYFIELD: M. Chairman, if | could,
|'"'mM ke Mayfield. |I'mthe Director of the Division
of Engi neering Technol ogy and Research and we just
wanted to briefly introduce what Bret's going to
describe for the commttee. The PPS is an active
program It's -- as | think the committee knows, we
received a staff requirenents nmenorandum from the
Conmi ssion that directed us to go do several things.
One of them was to provide the Conmission with a
proposed test plan for their review and approval
We're not quite as far along with that as we had hoped
to be so we're not in a position to brief the
conmttee on a specific proposal.

However, what we can do is describe for
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you sort of the work in progress and what we think we
can and cannot acconplish wth a full scale
denmonstration test that Conm ssion has directed us to

go do. So with that, Bret, why don't you go ahead and

do --

MR. TECGELER: Good norning. M nanme is
Bret Tegeler. Il work for NRC in the Ofice of
Research and | wanted to give you -- | wanted to give

you a brief description of the outline for this
norning. | have about an hour and 20 mi nutes or so,
so | want to try to -- | have a brief tine this
norning so | wanted to first walk us up to where we
are today with PPS and provi de a brief history of past
denonstration, cask studies, not necessarily
conpr ehensi ve but representative studies that have
been done. | wanted to briefly describe hypotheti cal
accident conditions. These are the regulatory
certification test for transportation packages.

| mentioned the evolution of PPS, how we
got to where we're at today and Comm ssion direction
and our work on our proposal which is underway as we
speak. And then I'Il tal k about schedul e.

The primary briefing objective for this
nmorning is firstly, to bring you up to date with our

current progress and planned activities and we're
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going to be tal king this norning about denonstration
testing sol wanted to nmention, you're probably aware
denmonstration testing of casks is not new and | have
a coupl e reports, sone literature here, mainly Sandi e
and the UK conducted Operation Smash Hit in 1984.
Very quickly, the first two tests were test of
packages against rigid barriers or what we call
unyi el di ng surfaces. So we had first a rail car
against arigidbarrier and secondly, atruck, atruck
cask into arigid barrier. And then we have a grade
crossing accident to give a |oconotive inpacting
casks.

UK Operation Smash Hit was really a series of
tests leading up to a denonstration test. A
denonstration test involved a | oconotive inpacting a
transportation cask on a conveyance. |, just quickly
wanted to give you a flavor for -- you nmay have seen
t hese but to give you a flavor for what sone of these
tests were like. The first test to the left here is
a rail cask. This cask weighs probably about naybe
150, 000 pounds. You have t he conveyance and t hen you
have a rigid barrier here and let ne see if | can --
this was about 80 nmiles an hour. Let's see, this
should -- did we | oad the AVI files, too, do you know?

They shoul d have been on this CD.
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Sorry, the second test which1'Ill showyou
in a second is a rocket -- these tests were rocket
propelled to get up to your 80 mles and hour. The
second test is a grade crossing i npact of aloconotive
intoatruck cask onits conveyance whichis atractor
trailer. It's one of those. | nention themboth so
it's either one. Ckay, the | oconptive and i npacti ng,
so yeah, you can -- the casks were not significantly
damaged in these tests but | just wanted to show you,
thisis aflavor for the types of tests and what they
ook Iike in the field. Thank you very rnuch.

Okay. Interestingly enough, t he
denmonstration test al so had acconpanyi ng anal ysi s and
scal e nodel efforts and you can see here, there was --
for the rail car denonstration test, Sandi a devel oped
and ei ght-scal e structural and nmass representation of
t he conveyance and rail car which as you can see, the
expl oded vi ew down here. Interestingly, some of the
response you get or comparisons you get -- and this
test was in the late “70s and the analytical
techni ques were -- for this test, primarily invol ved
| unped mass and spring nodel s and rat her t han say what
we nmight do today, which would be full 3D finite
el enent anal ysi s.

So you have your full scale test and you
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conmpare it to the | unped paraneter nodel s which are --
this is actually characterized in the report as
reasonabl e correl ati on and t here' s probabl y about a 20
percent spread in producing the tests. Okay, WK
Operation Smash Hit, 1984, the fly -- or the picture
to the left here, | was trying to describe -- the UK
| ooked at various accident scenarios before they
finally selected on this bottom one which is a
| oconotive inpacting the very corner edge of the
flask, which is the orientation they expected to
produce the nost damage to the cask. Interestingly
enough, this is a -- this schematic represents a
tunnel entrance and again, tryingtoinpact thelid of
the cask. They tried to separate the rail bogies from
t he conveyance and inpact this sem -rigid barrier.

Then you had a bridge abutnment inpact
scenario where you try to again inpact a corner hit
onto the bridge abutment. And | just show you, these
are the types of scenarios that have been | ooked at
and again, this the one that was actually tested by
the British. Notice that there is a conveyance on --
overturned on the track in this case.

Okay, this is an interesting picture. |
t hought this is the UK Operations Smash Hit fl ask and

conveyance. This is the as built prototype, if you
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will, of the cask and conveyance. This is actually
what was tested and the reason | think it's
interesting is analysis was a key part of the program
and the conveyance was sinplified structurally for
anal ysi s purposes, so that was an interesting -- that
was full scale but it -- they nmde sone
sinmplifications to the structure to enhance their
anal ytical predictions or sinplify their nodels.

Ckay, very briefly, | just wanted to cover
t he hypot hetical accident conditions in regulations.
Essentially, a sequential series of tests starting
with the nine nmeter free drop onto an unyielding
surface and the vendor should performthe tests in an
orientationthat islikely to cause the nost danage to
t he package. So that could be at a -- either at a
straight dead vertical drop or CG over corner
orientation.

You' ve got another -- the next sequenti al
test is a puncture test, essentially a free drop onto
a punch, if youwll, and that is enbedded in a solid
surface, unyielding surface. The next test, therma
test, fully engul fing hydrocarbonfire. 1475F andthis
is about a 30-mnute fire, whichl didn't nention here
but it shoul d be about a neter off the surface of the

fuel. Then you have an imrersion test, a 50-foot
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enmersion test for the package.

Ckay, now, it's herel want to start with
the PPS program Qur primary goal, we wanted to
denonstrate the inherent robust ness  of t he
transportation cask by conducting confirmtory
research and using an enhanced public participation
pr ocess. O course, PPS has been going | onger than
February 2003 but | wanted to start from1768 which is
t he Protocol s Report which was witten by Sandi a t hat
docunmented full scale what I'll call extra regul atory
tests resenbling a drop and first test of both rai
and truck casks.

That report went out for a 90-day public
comment period ending in May 2003 and there were four
dom nant thenes in -- within the coments. One was
full scale testing to the regulatory limts, conduct
a realistic denonstration test based on realistic
accident scenarios, test cask to failure and
terrorism 1'll say that the staff considered the
first three bullets and with the -- and devel oped
testing scenarios on the first three, but the third
bullet we felt conflicted with the realism of the
second bullet or the realistic -- the wish to conduct
realistic testing. W think we felt that testing to

failure is difficult to do on a realistic accident
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scenari o.

Terrorismis bei ng addressed separately in
the NRC vul nerability studies. Okay, as a result of
t he public comments, the staff devel oped essentially
five test concepts. W have an extra regul atory test
whi ch dealt with inpact and fire test for a rail and
truck cask, essentially testing the -- these
essentially would be higher drops and |onger burn
times for the thermal test. Again, the staff felt
that that woul d be not necessarily realistic but we
put it forward for consideration, Comm ssion
consi derati on.

The regulatory rail test -- or doing a
regul atory test on a rail cask full scale, that this
woul d agai n be the 10 CFR Part 71, the nine-neter drop
and the full series, the 30-mnute fire, the puncture
and the 15-neter immersion. Essentially, the sane
test for a truck cask and then we were -- we had
proposed a denonstration test for both the rail and
truck cask and at the tinme we were considering for
exanple, arail car collision with a bridge abut nent
or a tunnel entrance.

And with a truck cask we were envi si oni ng
a -- perhaps a grade crossing accident simlar to the

one | nentioned earlier. GCkay, in February 04 the
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staff or the staff then took those tests and really
devel oped t hese various sort of suites of tests if you
will. You had the first extra regulatory testing and
these are put forward for Conmm ssion consideration.
You have the regul atory rail, a denonstrationrail and
denmonstration truck, regulatory rail, denonstration
rail, and lastly, regulatory rail and regulatory
truck, andit is felt with these options we coul d best
neet the public conments as a result of 1768.

kay, the Conmm ssion took those under
consi deration and came back in May 04 and approved
the -- essentially perform ng the denonstration test
on a rail cask and authorizing the purchase of a
single NRCcertifiedrail cask and directing the staff
toperformarealistically conservativetest with some
efficient instrunentation to <collect data for
val i dati ng anal yti cal nethods to i nclude scaling. And
|astly to have a full engulfing fire as part of the
denonstration test.

Staff was directed to submt a test plan
for approval for this realistically conservative
denmonstration test and that's what's -- where we're at
right now W haven't finished. After the Conm ssion
approves the test plan, six months afterwards, the

staff is required to submt predictions of cask
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performance and that's essentially the staff going to
work nodeling what we think would be a realistic
acci dent scenario and secondly defining the netrics
that we're going to nmeasure and naki ng our estimates
for a range of values for each of the netrics.

Staff was also directed to interact with
t he Departnment of Energy concerning potential funding
for PPS and the potential use of a truck cask in the
PPS experinmental program

CHAI RVAN  GARRI CK: Now are the
speci fications for these casks resol ved?

MR, TEGELER: Yes, with the -- yeah, we
have a -- let's see. W're going to go on the street
with a conpetitive --

MR. MAYFI ELD. Bret, let nme answer the
question, if | could, M. Chairman. The staff was put
together at solicitation that has at | east the draft
of it. For procurenent of this magnitude, it requires
chai rman approval. That nenorandum has gone forward
to the chairman and i s currently under considerati on.
Since we're going on a full and open conpetition, so
that anybody that has certified designs that are
likely to be wused for transportation to Yucca
Mount ai n, they can propose a cask purchase to us.

The -- in preparing the purchase
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specification, we've tried to stay at a fairly high
| evel so we're not excluding anybody. So we haven't
been overly prescriptive about exactly what we're
seeki ng. However, we have had sone di scussions with
DOE about what they believe to be the nore likely
designs or types of designs that may be of use to
t hem

That will factor into the staff's
consideration once we receive a proposal. So we're
sort of caught between making sure we're satisfying
the full and open conpetition requirenents and bei ng
informed by DOE as they further develop their plans
for casks.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  Yeah, what |'mgetting
at is that third bullet, if you're going to do an
accurate nodel prediction, you need to have nailed
down the --

MR.  MAYFI ELD: Yes, there is a timng
conflict --

CHAl RVAN GARRI CK:  Yes.

MR. MAYFIELD: -- in this. One of the
t hi ngs that the Comm ssion has said, is we go under a
continuing resolution at the beginning of the next
fiscal year, we are to hold in abeyance further work

on t he package perfornmance study until the budget for
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"05 is resolved. Wile we couldn't actively do work
we could at least get the proposals in from the
vendors and we could have -- at |east | ook at those

and contrast themto where DOE is planning to have

this. So a continuing resolution wll try -- we
believe will provide us -- assuming that's where we
go, will provide us a little time flexibility to

deci de what casks we're going after and get the
specific design information so that we can do those
cal cul ati ons.

CHAl RVAN GARRI CK:  Ri ght, because if it's
to be a fairly nmechanistic type of analysis, those
details have to be pretty well resol ved.

MR. MAYFI ELD: Exactly. One of the other
t hi ngs, there was significant interest on the part of
the Commission in expanding the instrunentation
package. It was unfortunate. W didn't really
provi de enough di scussion of that in NUREG 1768. W
never intended to not instrument this package. That's
infact, one of the criticisns of sone of the earlier
tests.

CHAl RMVAN GARRI CK:  Right, right.

MR. MAYFI ELD: So, but we didn't do a good
job in describing the instrunentation package. So we

-- that's something that we will do a nuch better job
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of with the six-nonth product, where we will provide
a ot nore information about the expected
i nstrunent ati on package, ranges of paraneters to be
nmeasured and t he uncertai nties that we woul d expect to
go into those.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  You are -- |'mpl eased
to hear that you are going to take advantage of any
creative ideas that conpetitors m ght have on desi gn,
giving themsone flexibility on --

MR. MAYFI ELD: Vell, the requirenent is
that it be a certified cask.

CHAl RVAN GARRI CK:  Yes.

MR. MAYFIELD: Soit hasto be acertified
design and it has to be one that's likely to be used
for transportation to Yucca Muntain which begins to
narrow the field but we are not |ocked into any
speci fic design.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  Ckay, thank you.

MR.  RYAN: And while you're on those
bullets, could you talk a little bit nore about
realistically conservative test and what that nmeans?
| think it woul d be hel pful to hear some nore on that.

MR, TEGELER: Sure, sure. Realistically
conservative tests -- first off, I think we want to

design a credible accident scenario based on say
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Federal Railroad Adm nistration Data or Vol pe's dat a.
Conservative -- the conservatively -- realistically

conservative in my mnd, woul d be a test that perhaps

chal | enges the cask structure nore -- it's a -- |
think it's an engineering -- at this point, it's been
an staff engineering assessnent of the |likely

chall enge of a particular accident scenario to the
cask and when | say challenge, will these scenarios
say engage the inpact limters and reduce the energy
that the cask sees. WII it bypass the |imter and
when we get to defining whether or not the test is
conservative or not, | think that's the type of nmetric
we' || be I ooking at.

MR. MAYFIELD: If | could, let nme take
that a little further. Since the Chairman first
started tal ki ng about realistically conservative ki nds
of things actually in the reactor context, it's
something the staff has struggled to try and better
define. As we've been | ooki ng at acci dent scenari os,
we' ve gone back and | ooked at railroad statistics and
these are all |ow probability events. Wen we had
t al ked bef ore under NUREG 1768, t hese extra reqgul atory
tests, | think the commttee had sone cl ear vi ews t hat
went to the contrary as to what was bei ng proposed.

So we've gone back based on the
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Conmi ssi on's gui dance, we've gone back and | ooked at
accident statistics, what kinds of things have
happened, what's -- given that they're all |[|ow
probability, relative rankings based on the limted
acci dent statistics you have and tried to introduce
realisminto the scenario that we'll propose to the
Conmi ssi on based on things that either have happened
or judged to be credible to happen.

The conservative part conmes intrying to
set the details of the scenario, inpact speeds for
exanpl e, the way you woul d i npact the cask, what it
m ght inpact, but to set those in such a way that
they're realistic, but they're, if you will, at the
upper end of the credible scenario, so this isn't a
powder puff inpact. At the sane tinme, the intent is
not to go to the extra regulatory kinds of testing
that we had previously proposed.

MR. RYAN: And | guess as | understand the
presentation, Bret, you re meking, you're kind of in
the stage of getting that nailed down.

MR TECGELER:  Yes.

MR. RYAN. kay, all right.

CHAl RMVAN GARRI CK:  Ruth, did you have a
conment ?

M5. VEINER: | was going to wait until --
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CHAI RMAN GARRI CK:  The end?

M5. WEI NER: -- after he finished his
presentation.

CHAl RVAN GARRI CK:  All right, thank you.
Go ahead, Bret.

MR. TEGELER: Okay. Okay, at this point
| will start walking into our -- where the staff is
wi th devel oping the denonstration test plan. 111
start off wth first defining what can this
denmonstration test acconmplish. | think we want to
provide arealistically again, conservative test of a
rail transportation cask. W would like to
denonstrate the robustness of this cask. | think we
al so want to provide sufficient instrunentation for
conmparison to analytical -- for conparison to
anal yti cal tools and we want to denonstrate t he use of
t hese anal ytical tools in making predictions of cask
performance under realistic accident scenari os.

CHAI RMAN  GARRI CK: The conplinent of
robustness, of course, is to denobnstrate any
weaknesses.

MR TEGELER: That's correct.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  Yeabh.

MR, TECELER Ckay, agai n we' re devel opi ng

t he proposal. a part -- essential to the devel opnment
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is comng up with this realistic scenario for an
acci dent scenario fromwhich to basethe denonstration
test on. Rail accidents, in general, are |ow
probability events, in particul ar cask accidents are
| ow probability. There have been eight accidents
i nvol vi ng transportations casks, sincel believe 1960.
One point six mles have been travel ed.

MR, MAYFI ELD: One point six mllion
m | es, yeah.

MR. TEGELER: |I'msorry, thank you. Just
to break these out just a little bit, four of those
accidents involved trucks and four were train
accidents and of the four train accidents, one of
these -- only one of them had | oaded fuel and that
cask was not directly involved in the accident. The
train --

CHAI RMAN GARRI CK: Now, this is US only.

MR. TEGELER Correct. "1l say that
that's ny assunption.

M5. VWEINER What is your data base for
t hese acci dents? Were did you get this information?

MR TEGELER: Actually, | pulled this out
of a-- 1"msorry, Rob. Rob may be able to help with
t hat .

MR LEWS: Rob Lewis fromSFPO The data
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cones fromthe RMR data base from Sandia and it's
only for the NRC certified cask design so it doesn't
i ncl ude DCE shi pnents.

M5. WEI NER: Thank you. | think that
shoul d be very cl ear because I"'mquite famliar with
the RMRand there were a | ot nore accidents with Type
B casks. That clarifies it, thank you.

VR. TEGELER: Thanks for t hat
clarification.

M5. WEINER And it's from 1970.

MR. TEGELER  Ah, thank you again. Ckay,
over 1300 spent fuel shipnents in NRC certified
packages have taken place in the last 20 years
Essentially, I'mtrying to show that the basis for
devel oping arealistic accident is -- involving a cask
is -- it's a low probability event and the staff is
essentially researching -- or perform ng research on
what has happened and what kind of information is at
our di sposal to -- to devel op our basis for a credible
acci dent scenari o.

One of these is a DOI Volpe -- or
Departnment of Transportation Volpe Center study
conducted recently, taking rail accident scenari os or
rail accident data from 1988 to ~95. This data

provi des a rel ative ranki ng of acci dent scenari os and
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assigns essentially conditional probabilities of
various scenari o types.
MR. RYAN. Bret, you say relative ranking

with regard to what, probability, outcone, severity,

what ?

MR. TEGELER: Yeah, this woul d berel ative
ranki ng of the type of accident, if you will, so you
have -- if there's going to be a rail accident, it's

the conditional probability that the accident is
either a derailnent or a grade crossing inpact or
collision on the track, so this --

MR. RYAN. So it's categorical

MR TECGELER  Yes.

MR. RYAN: Because if you can think of a
ranking in terns of severity, sonebody got Kkilled,
there was a fire or --

MR. MAYFI ELD: Their ranking i s based on
probability of occurrence.

MR. RYAN:. Probability of occurrence, so

it's a probability ranking. Okay.

MR.  MAYFI ELD: But pl ease understand,
these are not -- it's because there are so few
accidents --

MR.  RYAN: Oh, no, | wunderstand your
probl em
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MR. MAYFI ELD: -- you're not getting any

real robust statistical treatnment.

MR. RYAN. No, no, | appreciate that.

MR. MAYFIELD: We're trying to gain sone
insights fromthe limted data we have.

MR. RYAN: | understand. Yeah. | just
want ed to understand what the ranking paraneter was.

M5. VWEINER  You're not just |ooking at
probability of accident when you do this relative
ranking. You're lookingat all rail accidents, aren't
you?

MR TEGELER: That's correct.

MS. WEINER: That's correct. So how do
your event trees conpare with the event trees i n NUREG
CR 66727

MR, TEGELER: Actually that's the source
of information that |'ve been using.

M5. VEINER: Thank you.

MR. TECGELER: I'"m sorry, | should have
nmentioned that. And the event trees that you're
referring to indicate that the highest conditiona
probability involving a train accident would be a
derai |l ment situation where you have a derail ment and
then a subsequent inpact into either soil, a rock

structure roadbed, bridge abutnment, tunnel, soif you
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-- the -- there's a high likelihood that if you have
a rail accident it's going to involve a derail nent
with a roll-over -- with perhaps a roll-over into
sonet hi ng. The staff, then developed really
hypot heti cal acci dent scenari os based on that type of
an event, so you have essentially cask and rail car
impact with a rock outcrop, so you have -- you're
simulating in this case a derailnment and the cask is
i npacting the soil or rock. The sane thing for a
tunnel, derailnment into the head of a tunnel, bridge
abutnment and finally have a collision -- a collision
of a loconptive and a cask and this essentially is
representative of a scenario that you have a
derail ment. You have a derail ment and then you have
a subsequent collision with a |oconotive which has
happened.

And so after essentially considering the
derail ment scenarios, the staff then nmakes --
eval uates these scenarios for their likelihood to
addr ess say this realistically conservative
requi rement and what do | nmean by that? Can we get
enough energy into the cask and this again, is a staff
engi neering judgnent and we felt that inpacts with
soil would not -- are not likely to cause a

significant chall enge. Rock outcrops arearelatively
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smal | percentage of the surface topography, if you
will, along a rail route. And that's hard rock, by
the way. Bridge abutnents, tunnel entrances, again,
we felt that these woul d not be |i kely because we felt
that theinpact [imtersinthis case woul d engage and
reduce the energy to the cask

MR. MAYFI ELD: Bret, if | could, there was
one ot her consi deration that the comm ttee had raised
when we were tal king about the 1768 scenario. And it
went to how much energy would be absorbed by the
conveyance and the collisionitself before you manage
toinpart energy into the cask and if you recall, the
slide Bret had where he was showing the Smash Hit
scenario, sorry, | had ny thunb there and then | ost
it.

MR, TEGELER  Ei ght.

MR. MAYFIELD:. Slide 8, on the left you
see howit's having to pick up over sonething and the
notion that you're to go into a tunnel entrance for
exanpl e, the conveyance is going to have to clinmb up
over ot her debris and you're going to start absorbing
a lot of energy in that scenario, so when the
Conmi ssi on said use a 75-m | e an hour train accident,
as we | ooked at this, that kind of scenario is going

to absorb a lot of energy and the rest of the
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collision and it goes back tothis realistic scenario
that we're trying to walk that line realistically
conservative sowe've struggledwiththisalittlebit
in trying to decide realistic and then at the sane
time something that's on the credible side of
conservative in terns of energy inparted into the
cask.

MR. TEGELER: Ckay, the staff is facing
challenges in our test plan devel opnent. The
Conmi ssion directed the staff and the SRMto perform
a full engulfing fire. The staff believes that this
may not be -- this may satisfy the realistic
requi renent that the Conm ssion has al so asked for a
realistic test and we're going to -- well, we're
considering alternative options. An option nmay be to
say do a tanker -- a simulated tanker car fire. It
may not be full engulfing but nay get at the realism

MR. MAYFI ELD: Bret, why don't we explore
that just a little bit further with the conmmttee?

MR TECGELER:  Sure.

MR.  MAYFI ELD: Going with the fully
engul fing fire that the Conm ssion specified in the
SRMgi ves us wel | defi ned boundary condi ti ons and with
the instrunentation we're anticipating for this cask

gives the thermal analyst a pretty good shot at
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val i dati ng anal ysi s and assunptions that gointothat.
The nore real i stic you make the scenario, first of al
you start shield the cask in ways that wll be
difficult to define at |east in advance of the test,
t hat the presence of the ground, the proximty of the
cask to the ground, the proximty of a conveyance card
tied to the casks, so it's going to get a lot nore
conplicated, it's going to be a lot nore difficult
anal ysis. The boundary conditions are much | ess wel |
defi ned.

Soit's one, not likely to be as severe a
test and two, nuch nore difficult in terns of
val i dating anal ysis assunption. So this is one that
we anticipate providing sone options wth a
recommendation to the Comm ssion as to how to go
f orward. W're not there yet with the commttee
exactly what we're going to propose but the fully
engulfing fire satisfies a lot of interest but it
doesn't go to the kind of scenario you' dreally expect
to see in a real world accident. That's one thing
t hat we' ve spent nore than five m nutes tal ki ng about .

MR. RYAN: Well, you know, you can think
out | oud for a second and t hi nk about fully engul fing
what and fully engulfing for how | ong.

MR. MAYFI ELD: Yeah, yes.
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MR. RYAN: Because it's not going to be
for -- you know, I'm sure that's two things you're
westling with.

MR, MAYFI ELD.  Yes.

MR. RYAN. kay.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  Yeah, | think when you
think of realistic conservative one interpretation
could be realistic internms of the inpact conditions
and realistic would include the speeds that are
achi evabl e but it woul dn't incl ude speeds t hat are not
achi evabl e. Nd then conservative could be in the
actual mechanistic part of the nodel associated with
t hose kind of inmpacts. It would be at -- at |east |
woul d guess that's the direction you're going. Ckay.

MR. TEGELER: Secondly, the Comm ssion
asked us to val i dat e scal i ng met hodol ogy and t he st af f
believes this is going to be tough to get at with the
denmonstration test and when | say that, | nean, that
strictly speakingin engineering anal ysis, validation
i nvol ves t he conpari son of analysisresultswithwell-
defi ned experinents, well-defined being key here and
usual l'y involving controll ed boundary conditi ons.

You want to reduce your independent
vari ables in your experinment and the denonstration

test has -- is likely to have a lot of non-linear
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effects associated with say the conveyance deform ng
upon i mpact. You're not inpacting into an unyielding
surface, you're going to be inpacting into either a
| oconoti ve or a bridge abutment whichis -- both those
structures are yielding. It's not an ideal situation
for validating a scal ed conponent, if youw I, and so
this is going to be a tough one and --

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK: Makes all the nore
reason for the instrumentation to be very carefully
t hought out.

MR, TECGELER: It really does. That's a
good point .

MR. MAYFI ELD: And one of the ot her things
we've been talking about is the potential for
uncertaintiesinthe neasurenents and uncertaintiesin
t he boundary conditions masking the scaling effect.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  Yeabh.

MR. MAYFIELD: So there's -- this one to
put a lot of instrunentation on the cask and so that
you can capture that and do a good j ob of conparing to
anal ytical nmethods, we think that's viable. W' ve
been tal king, going back all along in this program
about the idea of opening this up to international
opportunities to do both pre and post-test anal ysis.

So a good i nstrunent ati on package and t he opportunity
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for a lot of people to come and engage in the
anal yses, we think, nakes good sense in a way and
gi ves us an opportunity to get at various anal yti cal
nmet hods goi ng fromthe | unped mass approach t hat Bret
had described up to fully -- pretty sophisticated 3D
el astic plastic kind of analysis.

The chal |l enge, again, goes back to the
scaling and that one we're continuingto strugglewth
so that you don't run this experinent and sinply mask
the effect that you' re | ooking for.

M5. WEINER You -- Bret may get to this
but have you | ooked at which factors you can actually
scal e and whi ch paranmeters don't scale? |'msure you
nmust have sonme idea of that.

MR. MAYFI ELD: W' ve got sone -- we' ve had
afair bit of discussiononthat. Theinpact limters
-- and this is sonething we've tal ked about with the
Conmi ssion and | think with the conmttee before. The
inmpact limters, just by their nature, are going to be
in general very difficult for scaling to work. The
cask i tsel f, dependi ng on net hods of fabrication, that
one shoul d be nore or | ess straightforward. So these
are sone of the things that we're continuing to
westle with, what we can do and what we think just --

we don't want to propose sonmething to the Conm ssion
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that we don't believe in our hearts we can satisfy.
And so that's where we're struggling a little bit.

MR, TEGELER Thanks. Actually, Ruth, if
| could -- | hate to digress but you bring up a good
point. | just wanted to -- | nmentioned earlier about
Sandia has actually done scale nodeling wth
denonstration tests and | wanted to just expand.
You' Il see this filler here. This was actually an
inmpact limter. And it's essentially constructed of
steel struts both at full and at nodel scale.

This type of nodel, because the newer
desi gns use advanced material s, advanced structures,
honeyconb al um num very -- poly non-1linear but very
conduci ve to energy absorption, you're -- the chances
of success for nodel validation are nmuch greater when
you have say a steel known material and fairly well
characterized geonetry versus the newer desi gns whi ch
are -- or nore nodern designs which are nmuch nore
conplicated to get at material characterization and
structural characterization.

M5. SNIDER: Excuse ne, |I'd like to add
something if I my. |'m Any Snider from the Spent
Fuel Project Ofice and one of the things that we have
been grappling with as far as the scal i ng met hodol ogy

i s the Commi ssi on asked us specifically to confirmthe
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validity of the key anal yti cal assunpti ons and net hods
toinclude scaling that are used in the certification
process so one of the things from a progranmatic
standpoi nt fromthe Spent Fuel Project office is that
the information that will be obtai ned we woul d want it
to be a strong tie to the certification process and

with a denonstration test we feel that that is not

possi bl e.

MR. TEGELER: Ckay, very briefly, | just
want to mention there will be uncertainties in this
denonstrationtest, full instrumented, full 3D, finite

el enent nodel s, the state of the art anal ysi s nmet hods.

Nonet hel ess, there will be a range of, if youwll, a
range in the nmeasurenments and -- or | should say, a
range if you will in our predictions versus the full

scal e experinent or the actual experinent and thisis
really due to the conpl ex collision dynam cs that are
going oninthe denonstration test, things such as the
cask tie-downs and when | say that, | nean, the
breaking strength for exanple, and even just the
friction involved in this problem These are all
things that are going to be tough to characterize
anal ytically.

M5. VI NER: Where are your analysis

predictions comng fron? Are you going to start --
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anal yze starting all over again using finite el enent
anal ysis or can you use any of the analysis that has
been done?

MR. TEGELER: Yeah, | think it's going to
bealittle of both. W're -- the staff's going to be
doi ng anal ysis for using the various techni ques such
as the lunped mass nodels that | nentioned earlier,
ranging from that to full conplex 3D analysis
engagi ng i nternational stakeholders and their -- for
their nmethods and tools that they use for analyzing a
problem | expect to see a range of techni ques used
and nodel types and that includes both the i npact and
the fire test.

Ckay, just  briefly, "Il touch on
schedule. We're in the process now of generating a
pl an whi ch the Comm ssion will conme back or respond
wi t h approval hopefully. W're-- we've actually sent
a nmenorandum to the Conmi ssi on requesti ng
aut hori zati on for a cask procurenent and we' re wai ting
to hear back on that. Qur current staff proposal is
under devel opnent and due, | think, this nmonth we
should have it to the Conm ssion and where will the
testing be done? This is not decided. W've been
expl oring options. W' ve been speakingw th the fol ks

at Pueblo Col orado, the transportation technol ogy
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center there. They conduct full scale rail
experiments there, essentially alargetraintrack and
they've done collisions for the Federal Railroad
Adm nistration, simlar actually to what we're
pr oposi ng. They' ve inpacted |oconotives into rai
cars, into structures and into other | oconotives for
safely validation.

W' ve talked to Sandia just to explore
what facilities they have and sothis process is still
ongoi ng and we' Il keep you updated on that progress.
Participation by DOE, as M ke nentioned earlier, we
have ongoing interaction regarding contribution of
funds and possi bl e expansi on to i nclude a truck cask.
And | think that's it. | amavailable for questions
based on your tine constraints.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  Okay. Ruth, why don't
we start with you?

M5. WEINER Since | have alot. First of
all, I1'dlike to make a clarification. The cask that
was tested the flask that was tested in Operation
Smash Hit is a conpletely different design from
anything that is used to carry spent fuel. It's a
cuboi d design

MR. TEGELER. That's right.

M5. WEINER: It's got water in it and as
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a matter of fact, the docunment says that they are not
going to repeat their tests for PWR casks because
t hose are adequately done by -- at Sandia. So that |
just wanted that to be clear, because | think we're
dealing with entirely different things.

Two overal |l questions; and the first is,
what do you expect to learn fromthis test that you
don't already know, that the predom nant testing
hasn't al ready shown you, that you can't derive from
information that already exists and is well-

docunent ed?

MR TEGELER: ['Il say, I'Il just start
what -- ny background is in analysis so I'll speak
fromthat perspective first. | thinkif you |l ook back

at the denonstrationtests that |I've tal ked about, the
past Sandi a work and the UK Operations Smash Hit, the
only local work that was used for those experinents
was essentially they were analytical techniques
i nvol ving  unp mass or | unped par anet er nodel s and not
that these techniques aren't valid, they're just
different than fromwhat would be likely to be used
today for say certifications packages. We're likely
t 0 see anal yses that i nvol ve conpl ex t hr ee- di nensi onal
nodel s. The staff, in ny opinion, wants to know how

do these conpl ex nodel s perform The tests -- again,
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you nmentioned t he Operation Smash Hit. That actually
the Brits actually did incorporate two di nensiona
finite el ement anal ysis and sone t hr ee di nensi onal but
it was very coarse neshes.

So if we step forward to designs we're
going to likely see now and in the future, | think
they're going to involve very different nodels and
assunptions and | think the analytical effort that
will be used for this denonstration test wll be
drastically different in ny opinion.

M5. WVEI NER.  When you tal k about current
anal ytical nethods, you're including the current
finite analysis nethods of -- finite el enent anal ysis
nmet hods that were used in 6672 --

MR TEGELER  Yes.

M5. WEINER -- analysis nmethods that --
so essentially, you're back to what the original idea
-- original, original idea of the PPS was, which was
to do a-- do sone sort of validation of these current
anal yti cal nethods.

MR. TEGELER: | think you are but at a
different accident, a realistic accident scenario
versus the extraregul atory testing that was presented
in at |least --

MR, MAYFI ELD: 1768.
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MR TEGELER 1768, thank you.

MR. MAYFIELD: If | could add to it just
alittle bit, you asked what do we really expect to
learn that we don't already know. If you wll
hopeful Iy not hi ng but as Dr. Garrick poi nted out, what
we are trying to evaluate or think we can show the
robust ness of these casks, the corollaries, you begin
-- you have the potential of showing limtations.
We're not going into this structuring a test to give
-- so that we have a given result. W're going into
this to structure a realistically conservative
denonstration test.

One of the things we will do i n advance of
conducting this test and presumably will vet withthis
conmttee, are what are the success criteria, what
constitutes a successful test in the staff's opinion.
W' || make that publicly available well in advance so
there are no surprises. It's not ny intent to have to
try and explain away a result after the test, "Here's
what constitutes a successful test going in", and we
certainly would welconme input from this commttee
about whether we do or don't have a credible set of
success criteria. But that becones a critical piece
tothis, to say to everyone up front what constitutes

a successful test inthe staff's opinion and then have
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that on the table in advance and then we'll see where
the test takes us.

M5. VEI NER: Thank you very nuch for that
response because the conmttee has, in previous
conmuni cations said that it's very difficult, if not
i mpossi ble, to learn everything fromone test.

MR. MAYFI ELD: Exactly.

M5. VWEINER  Now, ny second question is
what is it exactly that you' re denonstrating and to
whom are you denonstrating it?

MR. TEGELER: To whomar e we denonstrating
this? | think we're denonstrating the use of -- we
just tal ked about anal ytical nmethods. | think that's
one of the key outcones of the denonstration test.
W'll be able to denonstrate the use of nodern
conmput ati onal say 3D, three di nensional finite el enent
analysis for use in performng or mking cask
performance estimates under realistic accident
scenari os.

It's addressing a public concern fromthe
public comments associated with 1768 to do full scale
realistic accident testing. To who? Quite honestly,
| think it's for -- to a large extent it's internal.
It's the NRC staff. It's to provide a basis for our

understandi ng of what could be comng in or what
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perhaps will be submtted in the near future for
certification and that's --

MR. MAYFI ELD: If | could add to Bret's
response, | think from my perspective it conmes at
several levels. So what are we trying to denonstrate?
One level is the cask response in a conplex scenario
and our ability to predict that. That bit of
information, | think feeds staff assessnents and al so
fees public interest. |[If you go back to what got us
i nto t he package perfornmance study, back several years
was an i nterest fromthe external stakehol ders to show
that full scale casks could survive accident
scenari os.

Then you get into well, exactly what

scenari o i s being consi dered, howconservative should

it be. W' ve used the word "we" and sone of the
conmentors have used the word "realistic". W then
hang up on definition of realistic gets to be one
person's realismtakes it to failure, another person's
realismis bouncing off tunnel entrances. So that
gets to be a struggle in ternms of conmuni cati on. But
one level is the detail test results that can feed the
anal ysts and satisfy that.

Anot her one feeds the i nterest of show ng

that full scale casks can, in fact, go through a
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realistically conservative scenario wi thout failure.
And that very directly feeds the comments that we had
gotten that took us into this test.

M5. VEI NER: This is just a question
isn'"t that what the regulatory tests are intended to
do, to show the robustness of the -- of a full scale
cask?

MR. MAYFI ELD: They're not done -- the
regul atory tests are not done on full scal e casks.

M5. VEI NER: Wel |, yeah, |'maware of that
but --

MR MAYFI ELD: In principle, yes.

M5. VEI NER: -- but isn't that the --
weren't the regulations witten with this in mnd?

MR. MAYFI ELD: Yes, and | think one of the
bits of feedback the staff has gotten and that the
Conmi ssion has gotten is that there is a questioning
attitude frommany of the external stakehol ders that
absent full scale teststotheregulatory limts, why
shoul d we believe your analysis? And that's been a
pretty loud thenme that we've heard repeatedly. W --
one of the earlier sets of options that we had
proposed to the Conmi ssion included tests of full-
scal e casks to the Part 71 regulatory criteria.

And t he Commi ssi on cane back and felt |i ke
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the denonstration interest was going to satisfy a
broader range of stakehol ders. So that was the
direction they gave us was to do the denobnstration
test and to go away fromthe strict testing full scale
to the regulatory limt.

M5. WEINER: So that was made in the full
know edge t hat what had been asked by the public was
-- were two things, those first two bullets that you
have there.

MR. MAYFI ELD: Yes, ma'am

M5. VEI NER:  Thank you.

CHAl RVAN GARRI CK:  Ckay, Allen?

MR,  CROFF: | think for now Ruth's
guestions covered nine.

CHAl RVAN GARRI CK:  Ckay, George? M ke?

MR, RYAN: Yeah. This is kind of an
intriguing area we're just on. | kind of wote down
three questions. You tal ked about what would be a
successful test. | guess ny viewis, it's just as
i mportant to think about what is a failed test.

MR. TEGELER: Mbst definitely.

MR. RYAN: You should have failure
criteria as well as success criteria and --

MR. MAYFI ELD: That's a good point.

MR. RYAN. Because, you know, we've got to
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decide, "Oh, we didn't nake it. It wasn't good
enough". So that's something |I'd think about. Now as
engi neers and scientists, we're al ways t hi nki ng about
what's the right answer. | think it's just as
inmportant inthis case to think what's a bad answer or
a Wwrong answer.

MR. MAYFI ELD: That's a good point.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK: Ri sk anal ysts think
that way all the tine.

MR. RYAN: Well, sitting next toyou, it's
rubbi ng off. But, you know, that goes back to John's
coment about robustness or weakness, so | think
that's real inportant. The other part is, howdid the
public concerns get reflected in the tests? Now, |
know you' ve addressed that we haven't seen a detail
and that will come with tine, but | think it's
i mportant for you to discuss that in the protocol. |
Mean, "This is how we've addressed the question of
terrorism We think this addressed it or we think it
doesn't". So how do you, kind of in a plain |anguage
kind of way, not so nuch in an engineering way,
address the fact that the public coments have been
addr essed.

MR MAYFI ELD.  Yes.

MR. RYAN:. Now, whether in your view-- |
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mean, your vieww || be that it's adequate and whet her
it ends up adequate or not, that's yet to be
det erm ned down the Iine, but | think that woul d be an
important thinginthis context of here's a successful
test, here's a failed test and if we do it right and
we have a successful test, it wll hopefully neet
t hese goal s and obj ecti ves.

The other thing | think is inportant to
tal k about and agai n, as engi neers and scientists, we
talk about what is this test going to show?
Simlarly, | think you have to say what it won't show.
So t he boundary condi tions as we tal k about, you know,
what it won't show are very inportant and | know
they're not always bright |ines but to make them as
clear as what a test won't show is just as inportant
in this context because of the wide interest in this
particul ar package performance set of tests.

MR MAYFI ELD: W agree.

MR. RYAN: So | think that's hel pful. And
again, all three of those questions, | think, relate
back to the earlier comment of how do these -- how
does this new programrelate to or supersede or over-
arch, however you wanted to say it, the regulatory
tests and why they're better and so forth.

MR, TEGELER  Ckay.
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MR. RYAN. So if you can lay that out in

addition to, of course, the technical details which
Bret, we appreciate hearing about from you and all
that's going to go on and has gone on, that would be
an enhancenent, | think, to your docunentation.

MR. MAYFI ELD: The Conmi ssion did direct
us to submit a plan to them for their review and
approval .

MR. RYAN. Right.

MR. MAYFIELD. So there is a potenti al
that we're not going to hit it right this time either
and we' || get sone additional guidance, there will be
sonme iteration. That's a possible outcone.

MR. RYAN. Right.

MR. MAYFI ELD: At the end of that, once
t he Conmi ssion has a test plan, these scenarios are
relatively highlevel. Once we have sonet hing that the
Conmi ssion is satisfiedw th, then we had nade a pri or
comm tment to the public that we woul d address their
conments in the context of whatever test plan was put
forward and that's a commtnment we will foll owthrough
on and describe exactly how we think this test is
satisfying their cooments. So that was a comnmit nent
we'd made up front and we wll absolutely follow

t hrough on it.
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MR RYAN. Ckay.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  One of the concerns, of
course, that the Nevada peopl e have i s t hat when Yucca
Mountai n operates, we'll be engaging in a |level of
traffic that we've never engaged in before. And |
guess goi ng back to our worki ng neeti ng, wor ki ng group
nmeetings, one of the things that the commttee
conment ed on quite extensively was that unlike a | ot
of issues associated wth nuclear safety, in
transportation risk we have a trenendous anount of
information, information and data and so forth. And
we had actually recommended that this data be
integrated and analyzed to answer some of the
questions better that are being asked.

One question that | wuld have wth
respect to the accident frequency and severity is
whet her or not there's been any analysis to try to
correlate the types of accidents that have occurred
with the |l evel of traffic that happened t o be goi ng on
at that tinme. |In other words, the accidents that we
have happened, were they bunched up during tines of
heavy material traffic or was -- or have we been abl e
to determ ne any ki nd of correl ati on between acci dent
frequency and severity on the one hand and acci dent

traffic on the other?
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MR. MAYFIELD: | think that's a very good

question and | don't have an answer for you. It's
sonething we can certainly get back to you. My
suspicion is we haven't gone all the way through that
correl ation. W' ve been | ooking at nore the bul k
statistics, but it's certainly a good question and
it's one that --

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK: | f there's any ki nd of
analysis that could lead us to some definitive
concl usi ons about the inpact of traffic on frequency
and severity, | think it would be very val uabl e.

M5. SNI DER: | have a conmment, Any Sni der.
W have | ooked at FRA accident reports for rails,
severe accident, and one of the challenges that we
faced in comng up with scenario devel opnent is that
the accident reports, although have detailed
information, there isn't in a lot of cases, enough
information that we would like to know. So there is
accident reports. Thereis some information about the
-- how long the fire was.

For exanpl e, three days a fire burned, but
what -- our engi neers need nore i nformati on about t hat
because that's just not enough information. So we've
tried to get as nuch information as we can but

unfortunately, it may not exist.
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CHAI RMAN GARRI CK: Thank you.

MR. MAYFI ELD: M. Chairman, if | could,
et me nmake a commtnment to you that we will go back
and see if we can mne the data that are avail abl e,
see what we can pull out of that and provide it either
as a separate letter to the commttee or in a
subsequent presentation to you. 1'd like us to cone
back and talk to you about both success and failure
metrics for this and perhaps, at the tine of that
briefing we couldtell youwhat additi onal i nformation

we' ve been able to glean fromthe accident data such

as it is.
CHAl RVAN GARRI CK:  Ckay, that's great.
MR. MAYFI ELD: If that --
CHAI RMAN GARRI CK:  Yeah, that will be very
hel pful .

MR. MAYFI ELD: We' Il make t hat comm t nent
and |"'msure Dr. Larkins will keep nme honest on this.
He keeps nme honest on a | ot of things.

CHAI RMVAN GARRICK:  Jim do you have any
comrent s?

MR. CLARKE: Just one kind of basic
guestion; as | understand the way you' ve constructed
this scenario, as you' ve |ooked at data on rail car

acci dents, and the scenari o you' ve constructed i s not
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necessarily the nost likely scenario but it's one
that's -- 1'Il call it relatively likely but has a
hi gh inpact on the cask. Wat is the nost |ikely
acci dent scenari o? \Wat are t he consequences of that?

MR. TECELER: Yeah, the nost likely, at
| east based on the Volpe study |[|'ve seen is
essentially derailnment in the soil. You have a car
derail ment and the cask overturns and you have the
cask now inpacting soil. Mre than |ikely the inpact
limters would be engaged at that point, the soi
relatively soft and there woul d not -- that woul d not
be a significant challenge to the cask. That's your
nost |ikely condition.

MR. CLARKE: kay, thank you.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  Did you have anot her
guesti on?

M5. WEINER: | had a foll owup conment to
Dr. Garrick's suggestion about [ooking at the
rel ationship of accidents to rail traffic and other
par aneters. Since even with transportation, the
proposed transportati on to Yucca Mountain, there wl|l
be relatively fewtrains carrying spent nucl ear fuel
conmpared to trains carryi ng ot her hazardous materi al s.
| was going to suggest that you Ilook at the

rel ati onship of all HAZMAT accidents to these other
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paraneters, just to give you sone good statistics and
recogni zing that wth the Arerican -- Associ ation of
Anerican Railroads' characterization of key trains,
that this is another paraneter that should be taken
i nto consi deration because with the identification of
key trains, there's no way these things either -- a
| ot of HAZMAT or spent fuel is going to be transported
by comercial freight.

MR MAYFI ELD: Ckay, thank you.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  Any ot her questi ons,
staff?

DR. LARKINS: Yeah, | may have mi ssed this
but when you deal with the subject of a fully
engul fing fire being realistically and conservati ve,
| guess also you' Il take a | ook at acci dents that have
occurred and try to put sone conservative factor on
the time, tenperature profile for those? | mean, we
had this Baltinore event that occurred and whether
that's a realistic nodel

MR. TEGELER: Yeah, it would be a sim | ar
exerci se and | ooki ng or data m ning for acci dents t hat
have occurred such as the Baltinore fire, for both
fire and the collision aspects.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  Any ot her questions?

Ri ch, anybody? GCkay, M ke?
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MR. LEE: Very briefly. Has the staff

gi ven any thought to finite el ement nodel i ng and 3D as
a way of predicting what type of outcones you' re going
to get fromyour full scale testing?

MR. TEGELER  To date, no. That's the
next step.

MR. LEE: Ckay, the reason | raise it is
at the working group that Dr. Garrick nmade reference
to, it's been brought up that there is sone very
conmpl ex anal ytical capabilities now in terns of 3D
nodeling and that would be a very -- if adopted or
enpl oyed it woul d be a very effective way of not only
repeating the experinents conputationally --

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK: Yeah, and that's
exactly why | think this analysis are supposed to do
i nadvance i s very i nportant because that couldreally

signal the -- why -- what you want to get out of the

st udy.

MR. MAYFI ELD: The first cut at that is
t he si x-nonth product. | can guarantee you there wi ||
be -- before we actually hit the go button on this

test, therewill be alot nore anal ysis and a | ot nore
detai |l ed anal ysi s done getting to exactly your point.
We agree conpletely.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  Yeah. GCkay, all right,
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wel | thank you very nuch.

MR. TEGELER: Thank you.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK: | guess our program
shows us having a break at this point, so we'll take
a 15-m nute break.

(A brief recess was taken.)

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK: The neeting will cone
to order.

The next topic is the license term nation
rule analysis of the use of intentional mxing of
contam nated soil and the nmenber that's going to | ead
t he di scussion is M ke Ryan.

M ke.

MR. RYAN: Thank you, M. Chairnman, and
good nor ni ng.

Qur speaker this norning is Derek
W dmayer, the project manager for the speci al projects
section in the Deconmm ssioning Directorate.

Der ek, wi thout further ado, 1'd ask youto

gi ve us your presentation on the LTR anal ysis and t he

use of intentional mxing of contam nated soil, and
we'll, 1I'msure, have questions when you're done.
Wl conme.

MR. WDMAYER. kay. Thanks, M ke.

I's this mcrophone working?
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PARTI CI PANTS:  Yes.

MR. WDMAYER What |'mgoing to present
t oday i s an updat e of a previous presentation that was
provided to the conmttee on the results of the LTR
anal ysis. W had one renmaining issue that required
study fromthe earlier paper, and we have conpl eted
that and are providing you the information today on
the results of that |ast issue.

There will be an updated presentation
containing all of the issues at a later neeting for
the ACNW | believe it's scheduled for the Cctober
neeting, and at that tine all of the issues will be
presented and how we're doi ng and i npl enenti ng.

For the presentation today |I'm going to
di scuss the background of the paper and the issue,
present the issue and the expected outcone that we
want from the analysis. | wll provide the
evaluations that we conducted, a sunmmary of the
concl usions of those evaluations, and those were
formulated -- help ne fornulate options, and | w |
pr esent the analysis of the options, t he
recormendations of the staff to the Conm ssion, and
finally issues for guidance devel opnent and also
interest fromlicensees that have occurred to date.

The background on this issue is that the
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Commi ssion directed the staff in the staff
requi rements nmeno for SECY-01-0194 in June of 2002 to
conduct an analysis of LTR issues.

I n Cct ober of 2002, SECY-02-0177 provi ded
the initial analysis describing the scope and
eval uations for each issue. |n SECY-02-0177, m xing
was not yet identified as an issue.

| n SECY-03-0069, the full results of the
anal ysis for these LTR issues that were described in
the earlier SECY paper were presented, and we al so
identified the wuse of intentional m xi ng of
contam nated soil as a newissue. |n that SECY paper
we basically provided a brief initial analysis that
was simlar to the one provided in SECY-02-0177 and
asked the Commi ssion if we could provide themwi th a
separ at e Conmm ssi on paper for this new issue.

That SECY paper is 04-0035, devel oped and
presented to t he Comm ssion in March of 2004 provi di ng
our results of the analysis of this new issue.

In May of 2004, the Conm ssion approved
the staff recommendations in the staff requirenments
meno on the SECY paper, and there was a slight
nodification in the staff requirenments nmeno to the
option that the Comm ssion staff reconmmended, and |

will address that alittle bit |ater when we get down
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to the discussion.

Basically, the bottomline though is that
t he Commi ssion told us to go ahead and i npl ement the
preferred option.

So consistent with the format and the
presentation of the other LTR issues that were
provi ded i n earlier SECY paper, what the staff di d was
present what the issue was and what the expected
out cone woul d be, the i ssue being should we all owthe
use of intentional m xi ng of contan nated soil to neet
the release criteria of thelicense term nation rule.

And then if yes, howdo we i nmpl enent this
recommended action?

The format that the previous i ssue papers
took that we foll owed was the statenent of the issue
and the outconme. There were eval uations where there
was a | ot of discussion about experiences of the NRC
and ot her organi zations in the issues in the past and
what led up to it being an issue; devel opnent of
options with pros and cons on the options, and then a
recommendati on of which option to proceed with.

So this is the sanme approach we took in
t hi s paper.

The first thing that we did, and this

turned out to be quite an extensive effort, was
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basically fact finding. W tried to find policies,
regul ati ons, gui dance, and experiences and any ot her
significant i nformati on where either the use of m xi ng
or the subject of m xing and/or dilution was used or
di scussed.

We concentrated obviously on the NRC s
experiences and their rul es and gui dance, but we al so
| ooked at other federal agencies. W | ooked at
i nternational sources where this was di scussed, and we
al so | ooked at other sources within the United States
where this issue was al so di scussed.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK: Did you | ook at the
W PP experience in this regard?

MR. W DVAYER: | did not |ook at WPP
experience, no. | did | ook at some experiences at the
Depart nent of Energy, but WPP was not one of the ones
| | ooked at.

CHAI RMAN GARRI CK:  Ckay. Thank you.

Fromall this fact finding we identified
significant i ssues fromall the di scussions and al | of
t he experiences that we found. These significant
issues we felt were inmportant, and what we did was we
i ncl uded those further in the analysis as far as pros
and cons, and I'Il showyou a little bit |later how we

did that.
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After doing all the fact finding, then we
provi ded options in an analysis to try to figure out
whet her the use of intentional mxing was sonething
that we would recommend. Now, | Kkind of was
confronted with a chicken and egg type of situation
here. 1In trying to figure out what options to all ow
m xi ng, | kept running into a situation where | needed
to understand a little bit nore about how sonebody
coul d do this.

So | kind of took a step backwards a
little bit, and | tried to think of as many scenari os

as | could where a licensee or a decomm ssioning site

could mx contamnated soil wth either other
contam nated soil or with clean soil to reduce
concentrations in order to neet the |icense

termnation rule criteria.

So the first thing | did was | eval uated
scenari os. Sone of the significant issues that |
talked about in the previous slide, which was
Attachnent 2, the SECY paper, they becane influential.
The significant i ssues becane influential in whether
| thought a scenario should nove forward in the
anal ysi s.

Then we di d an eval uati on after | was abl e

to elimnate sone scenarios. W did an eval uati on of
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options to whether or not to allow m xi ng, and then,
of course, finally we provided a recommendationinthe
paper .

From the fact finding mssion and
devel opnent of i nformati on experiences, t he
significant things that came out of studying the NRC s
past experiences on this subject was that, nunber one,
the dilution was not forbidden in any of the
regul ations. The other thing about the regul ations
they felt was significant was the |license term nation
rule in Part 20 is performance based, which would
allow flexibility to |licensees and non-1licensees on
how to neet the criteria and to rel ease their | and.

Sonme of the nore inportant other papers
that we found and ot her experiences within NRC were
SECY 86-328 on a definition of high level waste
gui dance on 10 CFR Part 61, a SECY paper on t he use of
rubbl i zati on approach for deconm ssioning at Mine
Yankee, responses to the States of Pennsylvania and
New Jersey on specific issues regarding dilution and
m xing, and there were also six specific |licensing
actions, where either blending or m xing of soil was
an approach the |li censee wanted to take or that m xing
or blending was used in a dose analysis after a

certain period of time for deci di ng whether or not to

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

62

all ow a specific disposal

Wthin these inportant references, sone
policies and positions of the NRC became apparent.
M xi ng and di |l uti on actual | y wer e addressed many ti nes
in this slew of papers, and one thing that was cl ear
was that dilution should not be used to change the
waste classification, that is, fromCass Bto Cl ass
A. that's an exanple.

There wer e several exanpl es where NRC had
approved the use of a m xing or blending approach to
neet di sposal facility waste acceptance criteria and
also for limted disposals, for exanple, at a nucl ear
reactor and at one site disposal.

Anot her thi ng t hat becanme i nportant inthe
anal ysis was that the GEISon the |icense term nation
rule did not address this issue.

Now, | wanted to let the commttee know
that | didfind experiences at DOE and EPA and FUSRAP.
Sone of themwere nore detail ed than others, and sone
of the experiences and information | found were
contained in rules and gui dance and al so in actual
cases.

And intheinterest of timel was goingto
skip over those and head to the international slide,

which is Slide 12, but | did want the conmittee to
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know that we did take experiences of other federal
agencies and also had conversations wth sone
representatives as far as their interest in this and
al so what experiences they've had in the past.

The Comm ssion was particularlyinterested
in know ng what was going on in the international
community as far as the issues that were in the
license termnation rule analysis. So we nmade sure
that we identified in top level international
consensus bodi es any ki nd of experiences they had or
any kind of guidance they had in top | evel guidance
docunent s.

ICRP 77, the radiological protection
policy for the di sposal of radi oactive waste provided
probably the nost significant guidance in this area,
and that was that the dilute and disperse and
concentrate and cont ai n appr oaches shoul d bot h be used
i n managenent of radioactive waste. They did advise
that dilution for the purposes of circunmenting
regul atory requirenents, of course, was not advi sed,
and they were pretty consistent in saying if you
wanted to approve dilution, that if you wanted to use
dilution at a particular place, that a regulatory
agency shoul d approve the approach.

Now, as | indicated before, all of the
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experiences and informationthat | di scovered fromNRC
led us to identify several significant issues which
needed to be considered in the remaini ng paper doing
t he options anal ysis.

The significance of the fact that the A S
did not cover this issue meant that NEPA anal ysis
woul d be needed for whatever option that we chose.
The staff pointed out that some high | evel decision
maki ng that was goi ng on on sone ot her subjects could
be interfered with in the devel opment of this policy.
It was not so nmuch that an issue could be interfered
with as much as it was insuring that there was
coordination of all the efforts, and as it turned out,
it turned out to be a goodtine for this issue to come
up to the Commission, and their approval of it
i ndi cated that they were happy with the tim ng, that
it would be okay to nmake this call on this policy
before we made a call on these other inportant
matters.

The staff pointed out that there were
environmental and health effects of sonme of the
scenarios that you could think of for mxing
contam nated or uncontam nated soil or m xing highly
contam nated soil and |ower contam nated soil that

woul d be of npre issue than others.
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For exanple, if you mxed -- if you took
your m xed honogenized soil and buried it deeper,
closer to the ground water, you woul d have different
envi ronnent al effects than sone of the ot her scenari os
t hat you could think of for using m xing.

The use of mxing also had sone
ram fications as far as public perception, and |'ve
listed all of these in separate bullets under the | ast
maj or bullet.

The controversial with the public bull et
came primarily fromthe i nformati on t hat was avail abl e
on the use of rubblization at Mai ne Yankee. When this
approach was proposed, there was quite an up road as
far as two aspects. One was that you' d be creating a
di sposal site where the people around Mai ne Yankee
understood that all of the rubble was going to be
renoved, and the other aspect of it was sinply that
there was, you know, a reversal of what the people
under st ood what was going to occur, and it just was
like, "Ckay. You told us one thing and now you're
telling us another thing."

| think that actually the conmttee had a
presentation on that several years ago.

As a | ast part of the eval uation of these

issues, | tried to put a flavor on this that not
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everything was negative as far as using this as an
approach to neet the Ilicense termnation rule
criteria; that the strategic plan perfornmance
objectives that were in place at the time, it | ooked
I i ke NRCwoul d be neeti ng t hose performance obj ectives
to primarily maintain safety and conmon defense,
protect the environnent because we woul d be provi di ng
aviableoptionfor restrictedrel ease and al ternative
criteria of the LTR, and that was one of the things
t hat the Comm ssion had specifically asked us to do,
was try to find a way to neke those particular
provisions of the license termnation rule alittle
bit nore viable.

Also we felt that since the |license
termination rule of Part 40 was performance based,
that we would be providing a chance for nore risk
i nformed regul ati on. This approach was obvi ously nore
flexible, and it also provided a viable option for
situati ons where funds m ght be limted, and t here was
sone questi on as to  whether t he pl anned
decomm ssi oni ng coul d be conpl et ed.

And a third performance objective of NRC
of reducing the burden on the stakeholders, we
considered that blending could facilitate |icense

termnation in difficult cases.

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

67

Sonme of the difficult cases that we
t hought of | nmentioned in the previous bullet, which
was that limted funds could be situation were some
sort of alternative approach could be hel pful

In addition, a place where a path to
di sposal was not avail able. That m ght be adifficult
situation where this could provide a sol ution.

Now, the staff al so pointed out that the
fourth performance objective in the strategic plan at
the time mght not actually be nmet, and that was the
performance objective to increase stakehol der
confidence. W pointed out that there was a chance
that that was sonething that would not be achieved
t hrough this approach.

Now the strategic plan objectives have
been changed. Increasing the public confidence, the
performance objective has basically been replaced by
a mai ntai ning openness with the public. The staff
beli eves that we can neet that performance objective
with this approach because any proposed m xi ng woul d
have to take placeinthe license termnation plan or
t he deconm ssi oni ng pl an, and that provi des a chance
for stakeholders to give their views on the proposed
appr oach.

So they would be able to tell us whether
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they li ked t he proposed approach that included m xi ng
or not.

Okay. Having done all of nmy fact finding
and decided what were the significant issues that
needed to be considered i n deci ding what to recomrend
to the Conmi ssion, | broke down -- | tried to think of
reasonabl e scenari os t hat a l'i censee or
deconm ssioning site could use, and basically they
broke down into three nmajor scenarios, and then there
wer e subscenari os underneath of these.

Essentially Scenario 1, which had two
subscenari os, woul d be that the vol unme and foot print
of contam nated material that was originally at the
site would both be reduced, and that essentially is
m x and send of f to a waste di sposal facility because
you can now neet with WAC

Scenario 2 had three subscenarios, and
they were all where we reduced the footprint in sone
fashion, either by use of contam nated soil or by use
of clean soil.

Scenario 3 also had three subscenari os,
and that was if you wanted to take an approach where
you increased the footprint, and they all involved
spreading the material over sone portion of the

facility, and in that sense you can reduce the debt.
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So the staff did an evaluation of all of
t hese scenarios, tried to reduce the ones to a
reasonabl e nunber to hel p us deci de whet her t he option
issomethingwe'dliketorecomrendto the Comr ssion.
Wl |, based on the information that we devel oped in
t he previ ous presentation and the Attachnment 2, as |
said, there were alot of significant issues that were
poi nted out that were influential.

So what the staff recomended to take
forward in further analysis was to elimnate the
options where the footprint would be increased. The
reason the staff reconmended this was there was a
preference for reducing the area of contam nation in
the LTR, the |icense term nation rules, statements of
consi derati on.

In addition to that, there's operational
gui dance that NRC has that basically you shoul d not
spread cont am nati on when you're per form ng
operations. So to be consistent with both of these,
we elimnated the options where a footprint would be
i ncreased.

We al so elimnated the options where the
use of clean soil would be used. The previous
attachment had provided a lot of information on

policies and positions of not only the NRC but other
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federal agencies that basically the generation of
wast e shoul d be m ni m zed and t hat one way that that's
al nost al ways doneis tonot utilize clean material in
neeti ng your waste managenent goal s.

So to be consistent with that, we
el i m nat ed scenari os where cl ean soil was proposed to
neet the LTR

Staff recogni zed t hat t here was one of the
subscenari os under Scenario 2 that in a |ast resort
t he use of clean soil mght be the only way that the
license termnation rule criteria would be used. So
staff pointed out in the Comm ssion paper that that
one scenario mght be sonething that would be
consi dered acceptable, and then that was discussed
further in the SECY paper, and I'll get to that.

So next, once we had the scenarios
whittl ed down to basically three or four scenarios, it
was alittle bit easier to determ ne options that were
available for either allowing this approach to take
pl ace or prohibiting this approach, and we canme up
with these five options, and they went fromOption 1,
which is the nost prohibitive, to Option 5 which is
t he | east prohibitive.

Option 2 woul d be continuing the current

practice which was we found that there were exanpl es
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al ready where NRC had al |l owed m xing to neet WAC and
for limteddi sposals, but the reconmendati on was t hat
we woul d not extend that to nmeet |icense term nation
rule requirements for |eaving material on site.

In Option 3 we saidthere would belimted
ci rcunst ances under whi ch we woul d consi der t he option
of leaving material onsite after intentionally m xing
it, in addition to allowing the current practice to
conti nue.

Option 4 and Option 5 both al so all owthe
current practice to continue, but in Option 4 we woul d
allowrestricted release criteria only to be used if
you wanted -- to be nmet if you wanted to use
intentional m xing, and then Option 5 woul d be that
any criteriainthe license term nation role could be
nmet with approach using intentional m xing.

In Option 4 and Option 5 -- in Option 3 we
said there were Iimted circunstances. W worded it
allow imted, case by case use. In Option 4 and
Option 5 we would not have any limtations. Any
| icensee or anybody decomm ssioning could propose
m xi ng and NRC woul d revi ew or approve. In Option 4,
only for restricted release; in Option 5, for use of
any of the criteria.

Staff recomended Option 3 to allow the
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intentional mxing to nmeet the rel ease criteria under
[imted circunstances on a case-by-case basis and to
allow the current practice to continue.

The limted circunstance under which the
staff proposed was that the m xi ng needed to be part
of an overall approach to the site clean-up, which
includes the application of ALARA principle and
consi ders only case where it can be denonstrated t hat
renmoval of soil would not be reasonably achi evabl e.

These words actually were already in a
policy. Actually it was in a position that NRC had
provided to the State of New Jersey. New Jersey had
specifically asked NRC to comment on a rul emeki ng of
t heirs where they proposed that m xi ng coul d be used,
and these are the words that NRC gave to them and
coment s.

So that's where the staff started with as
far as what limted circunstances woul d nean, and t hen
we carried forward the scenarios, the eval uation of
the scenarios and said we woul d consider approving
only cases where the resultant footprint would either
be the sane or smaller than the footprint before
decomm ssi oni ng began and t hat cl ean soil fromout si de
the footprint would not be m xed to neet the license

termnation rule requirenents.
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Now, this is where | wanted to address
what the staff requirenents nenp said that was
different. In the case of use of clean soil, the
staff envisioned the case where the use of cl ean soi
m ght be the only option. If you had a footprint
wher e you needed to -- where cl ean soil coul d be used,
if you m xed clean soil within the footprint and met
the license termnationrule criteria where there was
si npl y not enough funding to ship, there was no ot her
option, then NRCsaid in a case which we consideredto
be very rare, we woul d ask t he Conmi ssi on for approval
for the use of clean soil under this one case.

And actually the staff requirements nmeno
cane back and sai d no thanks. The staff can nmake that
deci sion consistent with the rest of the paper; that
staff was proposing something that the Comm ssion
consi dered to be a reasonabl e alternative and that we
di d not have to conme to themfor approval if that case
cane up

So having decided on Option 3, we
reconmended that inplenmentation actions for this
option basically be rolled into the inplenentation
actions of the previous LTR analysis. So we proposed
that we include the results of this analysis in the

regul atory information sunmary that was to go out on
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all of the issues, and this went out on May 28th,
2004. The RIS-04-008 contains all of the issues
including the results of the m xing issue, and that
t he ot her proposed inplenentation action is that we
will include detailed guidance for the use of
intentional mxing in guidance that we planned for
several of the other issues under the LTR anal ysis.

Ri ght now the draft of that is schedul ed
i n Septenber of 2005.

VR. RYAN: Are you planning any
i nformati on gathering sessions or anything of that
sort on that?

MR. W DVAYER  When | originally scoped
this out, | thought that maybe two or three workshop
type of things would be the right approach, and I
don't know where we are right now on our
i mpl enent ati on pl an on gui dance, and |I' mnot sure that
we have enough tine for that many wor kshops, but that
was an approach that | thought woul d be good when I
initially was thinking about this.

| proposed sone fundi ng to conduct such a
wor kshop or two.

MR. RYAN:. You know, | guess -- excuse ne
for interrupting at this point, but there's a lot of

the devil is in the details here, you know. | nean
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things |like what's contam nated, what's clean soil,
what is m xed and what isn't m xed, what's sitting on
top of what's m xed

MR. WDMAYER You nean |like this kind of
stuff?

MR. RYAN:. Like that kind of stuff. So a
ot of folks who are perhaps |icensees |ooking at
decomm ssi oni ng or others who are in their business of
trying to support licensees who are doing
decomm ssioning, it would be a shane not to have at
| east one or two workshops where they could
participate and, you know, give you sone practica
i nsi ghts.

So go ahead.

MR. WDMAYER: Yeah. Well, one of the
t hi ngs that became principle was obviously we woul d
need to i nvol ve st akehol ders in any kind of attenpt to
even devel op gui dance on this issue, not to mention an
actual application of it at a facility.

So one of the things that becanme an i ssue
for us was how do we invol ve stakehol ders even in a
devel opnent gui dance. So we included in the
Commi ssion paper the fact that we would include
st akehol ders i n the devel opment of the gui dance. The

Conmi ssi on asked us to do that on one of the other
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i ssues.

So we answer ed back to them that we woul d
t ake the sanme approach.

Some of the things that you already
nmenti oned, what definitions. W attenpted to provide
a definition of clean and contam nated soil in a
Conmi ssi on paper, and we coul dn't even do that for the
pur poses of making a policy call. 1t was okay not to
have specificity, but we recognized that that was
somet hi ng that we woul d have to do.

Al so, the neaning of what do we nean by
footprint. W say the footprint has to remain the
same or becone smaller. So how can sonmebody draw a
footprint. You know, can they draw -- can they have
their zone of contam nation we their entire site to
start off wth. Well, then it's easy to achieve
reducti on of the footprint.

And then probably one of the stickiest
t hi ngs was the | ast part of the statenent on what our
l[imted circunstances would be, and that was that
renmoval of soil could not be reasonably achi evabl e.
So we woul d have to provide a | ot of guidance in what
staff neant by that. Wen does renoval of soil becone
not reasonably achi evabl e, and not just froma fundi ng

standpoint, but from a dose standpoint and from
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whet her or not there is cost aspects of that.

You know, if you need 10, 000 shi prments, is
t hat unreasonabl e conpared to leaving it in place?

MR. RYAN: Derek, as you nentioned that,
you tal ked about ALARA, and you know, | can envi sion
a dose tradeoff. Dose to work is doing the excavation
versus sone theoretical future dose to a recipi ent or
sone kind of receptor.

MR. WDMAYER Right.

MR. RYAN:. But how about t he ot her aspects
of risk managenent? You know, 10,000 trucks versus
none, you know, things of that sort. | mean, is your
t hi nki ng wi de enough that you'll include all el enents
of being risk informed and perfornmance based or --

MR. W DMAYER  Yeah, exactly.

MR, RYAN. Ckay.

MR. W DVAYER: And, infact, the very | ast
slide we mght get a chance to talk about that a
little bit, but all of those aspects cane into play as
far as, you know, what do we nean by reasonably
achi evabl e. | imagine that we got these words froman
earlier NRC position, and of course, they hadn't
real |y addressed any of these kinds of specificity in
t here.

It was an answer to New Jersey in a
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proposed rul emaki ng, and when New Jer sey answer ed t hat
letter and then NRC said, "Ckay. W don't have any
nore i ssues wi t h whet her or not you guys i n New Jer sey

want to inplenment such a policy," they didn't ask us
at that time what reasonabl y achi evabl e was nor any - -

MR. RYAN. Have they done any yet, sites
in the mxing?

MR WDMAYER | don't know.

MR. RYAN: Boy, that would be an
interesting thing to ask.

MR. W DMAYER: yeah.

MR RYAN: Sorry.

MR. W DMAYER: That's okay.

W al ready knew t hat we had
deconm ssioning cases where there was slat that
sonebody m ght think, "Okay, |'ve got this slag. |If
| could bust it up or if I could ground it up or if |
coul d do sonethingwithit and mx it, then | mght be

abl e to achi eve the goals, nmy clean-up goals,"” and in
addition to that, perhaps non-uniform materials or
ot her non-soil materials.

We realizethat ingettingthe policy from
the Commission that it wasn't going to be -- we

weren't abletolimt it tojust soil already know ng

what our real situations were with sone of our
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decomm ssioning sites. So we would have to address
that. If it was going to be totally prohibited or if
we were going to come up with sonme sort of approach
t hat, you know, they could use it for material s other
t han soil .

We suggest ed i n sone of the scenari os t hat
a di sposal cell kind of type thing woul d be sonet hi ng
that would be left on site. So we have to address
what we nmean by that, and if there's already existing
NRC gui dance that should be followed for what the
final design of this thing should | ook Iike.

We also recognized that we needed to
address what do we nean even by m xi ng and how do you
do mi xing and what controls need to be on m xing.
What needs to be in your radiation control programas
far as doing mxing, and also what NRC inspectors
woul d, you know, need to do or warned to do as far as
over seei ng such an operation.

We al so recogni ze that if you were goi ng
to use rel ease under therestricted or the alternative
criteria that we m ght think that additional controls
woul d be a good idea if you used m xing, and so we
woul d consider that in the guidance, address that
situation and say, okay, if you were going to |eave

sone source term on the site, that under other
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scenarios you would be renoving it from the site.
Does NRCthink that additional controls needs to bein
pl ace?

And t hen al so, given that we were going to
be using the case-by-case approach, what information
needed to be in the DP or the |icense term nation pl an
for NRCto reviewand then what criteria NRC woul d use
to review and approve these approaches.

Last but not | east, | probably got a phone
call like three days after the Conm ssion paper went
up as far as I'mready to mx ny stuff. You know,
what do | have to do?

So the Whittaker Corporation, whichis a
Region | licensee was the first to suggest that they
wanted to use this, and what they've done is they've
subm tted alicense applicationto Region | where they
want to crush and blend slag material to reduce the
source concentration so that it's below the
uni nportant quantities and then ship it to a waste
control specialist.

This is a stage towards license
termnation, but they're going to maintain their
|icense, active license and do it under that, and t hen
once they have a |l ot of stuff renpved, nove to |license

termnation and they' Il have very little source term
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left.

Sothisis goingtobethefirst Iicensing
action under this SRM and we don't envision too nuch
difficulty because we've had already experience in
approving such an approach for neeting WAC
specifically at waste control specialist. So the
i censee actually has two dose anal yses that they can
use to show what NRC required and was approved.

O nore interest probably was a neeting we
had with Mol ycorp in June where they cane to us with
sone of the hard questions that you are posing. How
big can | draw ny initial footprint, therefore
reducing it significantly, andif I mx, |I nmeet all of
your criteria.

So they listened to our initial answers
just based on the analysis that we did in the
Conmmi ssi on paper, and t hey wer e det er mi ni ng whet her - -
the ball is in their court right now -- they're
determ ni ng whether it's feasible to inplenent m xing
as sonet hing that could save them noney or save them
shi pnents or whatever, and there, agai n, decide after
their internal managenent di scussions and deci si ons
whet her or not to approach NRC.

Their initial approach to NRC wll

probably be a letter that asks for a couple of policy
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calls, one of which is their site is not going to be
neeting the |license termnation rule criteria.
They're an SDWP or fornmer SDWP site. So one of the
guestions will be, okay, you did all of this work and
you made a ruling on neeting | icense term nation rule
requi rements. \What about us? Can we do this, too?

So we don't know at what juncture they are
on their analysis, but they're going to | et us know
whet her they are going to submt a letter that first
asks for policy calls, and thenif we grant the policy
calls in their favor, they'll probably submt a
proposal. They'|ll anend their DP to include m xing.

And that concludes my presentation, and
"1l be glad to answer any further questions.

MR.  RYAN: Just a couple of quick
guestions. Have you heard fromany smal |l er |icensees?

MR. WDMAYER: No, | haven't heard from
smal l er licensees. | have answered phone calls --

CHAl RVAN GARRI CK:  Si x foot, seven?

(Laughter.)

MR. W DMAYER: Onh, is that what you neant ?

MR. RYAN: I1t's good to have help fromthe
Chairman. Instructive at every turn.

MR. W DVAYER: Licensee interest to date

have been | arge. They have, you know, significantly
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| arge amounts of material that -- and they're | ooking
for ways to save noney.

MR. RYAN: Interesting. | had just two
comments on different slides. Slide 15, that was the
sl i de where you t al ked about i ncreasing the footprint.
It's interesting to note that land farm ng of oil
field waste, which of course they're not regul at ed by
the AEC, Atom c Energy Act, AEA. That's the way they
do it.

| mean the EPA allows |and farm ng of
radiumbearing oil field wastes as a routine matter of
how t hey manage it. So I throw that out to think
about. There are exanples where that's done.

MR. W DVAYER: Some of the specific
di sposal s the NRC has approved spread the materia
over part of the back 40.

MR. RYAN. Right.

MR. WDMAYER The differenceis we're not
addressing that in license termnationyet. It's --
| don't know how that's going to go when these
particular facilities decide is it okay for us to
| eave.

MR. RYAN: Yeah, |I'mnot saying | think
spreading or increasingthe footprint i s good or bad,

but there are exanples where in natural radioactive
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the material world that's really routine. | think
even in some of the mneral sands industries and
ot hers that sone wastes do get farmed out in that way.

MR W DVAYER | think that would be
useful informationto devel op when we do t he gui dance.

MR. RYAN. Yeah, yeah. GCkay, and then |
t hi nk you answered t his question already in 17, which
was t he nonr adi ol ogi cal conmponent of risk. You know,
we think about managi ng a decomm ssioni ng, and very
often we kind of overl ook the fact that occupati onal
injury, transportation accidents and injury, all of
those kinds of things are also part of being risk
i nformed, and while we don't want to bunp up agai nst
any public dose or the 25 milliremin the LTR it
certainly to me is in the mx to think about these
sorts of other risks when you think about should I
| eave sonme of this behind or not.

And | think you've agreed that's within
what you're thinking about for guidance.

MR WDMAYER: Right, and the Whittaker
Corporation, part of their situation is they have
hazardous material that they're dealingwithintheir
cleaning up their site. Part of --

MR. RYAN. So they have a dual hazard.

MR. WDVAYER. Yeah. Part of what they

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

85

want to ask is this land is going to be, quote,
unquot e, you know, | ess useful than the land -- if we
were going to nake it pristine, we can't do that.
We' re not achi eving, you know, a source reducti on down
to zero on this nonradi oactive material. So can we
consi der that |land as part of our footprint?

In a neeting, of course, we couldn't
answer that question, but we said, you know, that's an
i nteresting aspect of it that you coul d t hi nk about as
far as, you know, neeting these criteria.

MR. RYAN. Well, a case by case nmakes your
wor k | oad high, but it sure gives you the opportunity
to devel op, you know, wel |l inforned gui dance as these
cases cone al ong.

MR. W DMAYER: Wl l, hopefully. e
t hought ideally that i f we coul d devel op sonme gui dance
and get it on the street first, then licensees could
approach us, but like | said, it was probably three
days before sonebody said, "Hey, you know, | want to
save sonme noney. Wat do | have to do?"

You know, so they're way ahead of us as
far as guidance. It's goingto be alittle bit, you
know, by the seat of their pants for these first
coupl e of cases, but they' |l hel p us devel op t he fi nal

gui dance.
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MR. RYAN. Sonebody has got to be first.

MR. W DMAYER  Yeah.

MR. RYAN. That's great. Any questions
from menbers?

Let me go to ny left. Allen?

MR. CROFF: Couple. First, on the slide
on the board, what are the radioactive materials in
question here? A slide from what? \What does it
cont ai n?

MR. W DMAYER: Sonebody hel p ne out here.
It's long-lived, right? 1t's uranium

PARTI Cl PANT: Most of the slides ar
t hori um

MR. WDMAYER  Thorium sli des.

MR. CROFF: Oh, okay. Not tailings, but
processi ng by residues fromthorium Ch, okay, okay.
Didn't know Atlanta coal is slag.

Is it the same in Ml ycorp?

MR. W DMAYER  Yeah.

MR. CROFF: GCkay. | think the only other
conment that I'd like to make is to reinforce what
M ke said, and that is that, you know, the devil isin
the details, especially in the criteria and how
they're applied, and you know, this could get to be

very broad and very difficult, | think, at some point
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dependi ng on how far you expand this definition in
terns of the material being covered.

And it's pretty hard to say anything el se
wi t hout seeing the details.

MR. RYAN. And that's not necessarily a
bad thing at the beginning. | nean, you know, if you
| ook, for exanple, at other cases |ike how do you
handl e i rradi at ed hardware when there's a broad range
of radioactivity concentration per unit length of a
control rod bl ade or whatever it m ght be, you know,
that again after a while, | nean, it got to the point
where it was fairly regular and pretty wel | prescri bed
after various issues got touched on.

So it's a caution. It's not necessarily
a significant barrier, but you know, | think Derek is,
you know, obviously one of the folks who have been
t hrough a nunber of these kinds of inplenentation
guestions, and you know, you're right. The devils are
inthe details, but if you knowthat up front, you can
hedge your bet.

MR. CROFF: | agree entirely. | think it
woul d be interesting to see howit's going in a year
or something like that, what cases cone in and how
t hey' re deci ded.

MR RYAN: Derek, | think that's a fornal
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invitation to cut back.

MR. W DMAYER:. Under st ood, yeah.

MR. RYAN. That's great.

Rut h.

M5. VEI NER:  You nentioned t hat you woul d
have to i nvol ved or shoul d/woul d i nvol ve st akehol ders
in both the gui dance and any case that you' re | ooki ng
at. Could that be done since you're going to have to
do an environnmental assessment, it seens to me, on
each of these cases, either an EAor a full scale ElS,
could you wap the public involvenent into that?
Because those processes require public input.

MR. W DMAYER  Yeah, and in fact, one of
the reasons that we chose case by case was for
specifically that reason.

Option 4 and Option 5 kind of |eaned us
towards having to do sone sort of generic analysis,
whi ch we didn't think was as useful as handling it on
a case-by-case basis, and we pointed out in the pros
and cons that an individual NEPA anal ysis woul d have
t o be done, and that woul d hel p us i nvol ve t he public.

MR, RYAN. George.

MR. HORNBERGER: Thanks, Derek.

| have first a conment and then |I do have

two questions. The coment isit'sinterestingto ne.
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You mentioned the two main paradignms, if you wll,
di l ute and di sperse and concentrate and contain, and
to a certain extent, it seens to me that you're
actually trying to mx and match. You're trying to
diluteinconcentration, concentrate in footprint, and
cont ai n.

It's not a dilute and di sperse cl assi cal
approach. That is a coment.

My question, environnental scientists or
soil scientists on the science end of things now, I
know, for example, if we're interested in doing
experinments with the soil and we dig up a few
kil ograns of soil and want to parcel it out to
different experinments, we want to mx it and
honogeni ze it so that each sanple is representative,
and there's quite a protocol where you split the
sanple and mx it and split and mx it and split it
and mx it and split it and mx it, and | could go on.

MR. WDMAYER R ght.

MR. HORNBERGER: It's actually quite hard
t o honogeni ze the soil, and ny question thenis as you
go forward wth this, is there a neasurenent
conmponent. Are people actually going to have to do
sonme neasurenents to gain sone idea of how well the

m Xi ng has gone on?
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MR. W DVAYER: | think so, and that was

part of what | mentioned in the devel opment of the
gui dance, and | didn't provi de any specific details of
the kind of things I was thinking of, but how you
actually do the mxing, what's going to be required
for the m xing operation, and then like | said, what
the NRC i nspectors would need to do to confirmthat
the m xing had taken place in accordance with the
operation, yeah, we recognize the difficulty in
actual ly honopgeni zing sonething, and that would
definitely -- we'd have to address that in the
gui dance, and that would be part of, | think, the
decision that the |icensee would make as far as
whether it is worthwhile to do this.

And so, you know, these |icensees having
cone forward, you know, they've beatenus alittle bit
to the gun as far as thinking those kind of things,
and they'll have to, you know, play along with us.
They m ght be burdened with a little additional work
where you ask themto do sonet hi ng, we do sone sort of
nmeasur enents and we say, "Ckay. We don't think that's
enough. W want you to do sonething additional."

MR, HORNBERGER: But, | nean, typically
t here woul d be sone kind of sanple taken and brought

back to the | ab and neasurenents nuade.
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MR. W DVMAYER:  Yes.

MR. HORNBERGER: Ckay. So this then also
feeds into nmy other question, and that is it strikes
me that this nust be radi onuclide specificinterns of
when you m ght want to do it, when you m ght not want
todoit, and that al so, of course, would tie back the
nmeasur enents because | woul d anticipate that a |l ot of
these sites wuld have a real m xture  of
radi onuclides, and then what is it you would be
nmeasuri ng?

MR. WDMAYER: Well, | think that what we
wer e | ooki ng at, and one of the things we did do that
| didn't describe in any detail is we thought that
t here were four specific decomm ssioning sites that we
were dealing with right now where this could be an
approach that we shoul d tal k about at | east, nmaybe not
consi der, but look like fromdifferent aspects that
t here m ght be sone advant age t o approach usi ng m xi ng
either for some of the waste or for all of the waste.

And all four of those cases tend not to
have nmuch of a m xture of radionuclides. You know,
the |l ong-1lived radionuclides, uranium and thoriuns,
arethe sites arethe sites that are having difficulty
comng up with a solution

But you're right. |If sonebody wanted to
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m x sonething that had a short half-life, it doesn't
make a |lot of sense to then leave it there. So we
shoul d be addressing that also in the guidance.

MR. HORNBERGER: Thanks.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK: What real |y conpl i cates
this problemin my mnd is out failure to really
understand the health effects of low |evels of
radi ati on, and you know, | can imagi ne a paranetrics
study of various scenarios and the risk of tradeoffs
like Mke was talking about earlier, such as the
handling riskinthe dilutionor m xing process versus
no m xing and as well as the release criteria or the
wast e acceptance criteria.

It may turn out that the best gains in
terms of risk would be some changes in the waste
acceptance criteriaif this were analyzedinacertain
way.

| think you said that there have been
tradeoffs nmade of different scenarios between the
ri sks associated with mxing operations versus no
m xi ng. Have these al so included tradeoffs between
different waste acceptance criteria itself?

MR. WDMAYER: Not that |I'maware. The
two cases that I'm nost famliar with, the waste

acceptance criteria were both WCS facility in Texas,
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and what they were trying to do was achi eve maxi mum
amount of waste that they could send to that facility
as opposed to EnviroCare or other facilities because
they could m x and reduce it down to be belowthe --
to be an uni nportant quantity of source material and,
therefore, get it into WCS, which | haven't done any
cost anal ysis, but apparently it's nmuch, nuch cheaper
to dispose of it that way.

So they had a specific waste acceptance
criteria that they were trying to neet.

CHAI RMAN GARRI CK:  Right, bit it woul d be
very interesting to see a paranetric study on
variability in waste acceptance criteria and what the
i mpact of that would be, for exanmple, on different
m xi ng strategies.

Anyway, that's all | have.

MR RYAN: Jim

MR. CLARKE: |I'm sure you've thought of
this, Derek. |'m thinking of sone scenarios. You
gave an exanpl e which is very consistent with the way
this is done under other regulations where you
woul dn't want to use a m xing process to change the
classification of the ways, for exanple, to take | ow
level Bto low level A

What about m xing soils that woul d have
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different waste classifications? You know there may
not be any realistic exanples of those, but |'m
thinking of the soil that mght be classified as
hazardous under EPA because it fails its |eaching

criteriawith asoil contam nated wi th radi onucl i des.

| m ght be classifying another. |Is this
an area?

MR WDMAYER: | didn't really think of
t hat when | was devel oping the scenarios. |In fact,

the Wiittaker Corporation sort of introduced that
subj ect at the nmeeting, which was, you know, some of
our soils are contam nated with hazardous material .
You know, how nuch freedom do | have?

D dn't have a good answer for themat the
time, but | think that would be something that --

MR. CLARKE: | guess you'd be generating
a m xed waste, would you not? And then you' d maybe be
under anot her area.

PARTI Cl PANT: Where there are no
regul ati ons.

(Laughter.)

MR, CLARKE: But, you know, this is
routinely being done in DOE site clean-ups where
contai nnent soil is being put into newdisposal cells

wi t h wast e acceptance criteriathat are desi gned under
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RCRAregul ations. Soit's really mx and match nowin
this case.

MR WDMVAYER: Well, you know, we were
trying to provide nore flexibility, but the hazardous
and radioactive mx was something that | hadn't
t hought about before, and I think it probably woul d
have conplicated sonme of the pros and cons if | hadn't
just stuck to --

MR CLARKE: Sure. No, | understand.

MR. WDMAYER: -- you know, what --

MR. CLARKE: It just got me thinking about
m xi ng different waste classifications.

MR RYAN: Just a couple of followup
points to close out. One is changi ng waste cl ass, |
al ways t hink about what if I'"'m1.01 of Cl ass B versus
A, and ny other containers, all 130 of them are bel ow
A.  So, you know, again, | think there is roomto
where that's not exactly a bright Iine. You know,
it's done in hardware all the tinme and done now. So
that just gives nme sonmething to think about.

The other is the bottomend of this. At
some poi nt when you tal k about what you | eave behi nd,
you're going to bunp into the devel opi ng cl earance
rule. Any thoughts there?

MR W DVAYER: Wll, as | indicated
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before, we knew that this was touching on that issue
and that what we needed to do was nmake sure that the
efforts were coordinated. That's one reason why we
wanted to delay the risk and get this issue into it
and make sure that guidance devel opnment is --

MR. RYAN: |s actually going al ong si de by
si de.

MR. W DMAYER: That's what our attenpt is.
Now, of course, again, these licensees, you know,
three mnutes after | issued a paper, hey, this is a
way t o save noney. So, you know, they could care | ess
about devel opnent of sone ot her.

We poi nt ed out to sonme Conmi ssi oners t hat,
you know, we want to try to make sure we do this on a
coordi nat ed schedul e.

MR, RYAN:  Sure.

MR. WDMAYER: And the cl earance matter,
t he disposition of solid materials matter is one of
t he other issues that was starting under the LTR

MR. RYAN: To ki nd of address Jim s point,
you' ve got the EPA exenption process ongoi hg over on
the EPA side. So --

MR. W DVAYER: And t hat was sonet hi ng t he
SRM pointed out, was to nmke sure we stayed

coordinated with that as well as our internal matters.
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MR. RYAN. Case by case makes a |ot of

sense at this point.

MR. W DVAYER  Yeah

MR  RYAN Any other questions or
comments? Yes, Mke Lee and then Richard.

MR. LEE: My recollection of economc
geology tells me there's thorium sand m ning across
the country, well, particularly, | think, still in
Austral i a beach sands, and there may be sone val ue in
checki ng with the USGS comodi ty geol ogi sts who coul d
put you in touch with the mnerals attache at one of
t he enbassies to find out howthey deal with tailings.

MR. RYAN. Thank you.

Latif.

MR. HAMDAN: Yeah. I'mintrigued by the
i nformati on you have on Slide 12 about the i nformation
experience, a nuch easi er question than ot hers we have
here, and that i s can we have one characterization for
the international experience or for this information
represents different experiences by different
countries?

MR WDMAYER  This primarily was from
| CLP 77. So it's an upper |evel guidance type of
docunent. | did |ook for sonme experiences in other

countries, and generally they were pretty negative
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about the use of dilution, but there wasn't a | ot of
detail in what their position neant.

MR. HAMDAN: The reason | ask is Item 2,
it seenms to be inconsistent with the first one and the
third one.

MR W DVAYER: Well, | think what the
docunent was, the docunment was al | udi ng to t he ki nd of
thing where |like EPA, for exanple, doesn't allow
dilution to avoid a waste treatnment process. You
still have to do the waste treatment process, and t hat
was the kind of thing they were tal king about.

| nmean, dilution is one of the processes
t hat they recomend could be used, but not to avoid
some other regulatory requirenment that's already in
pl ace.

MR. HAMDAN: And yet the third bull et says
t he agents shoul d not approve any uses. So it seens
i nconsi stent.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  Latif, you don't have
your m crophone.

MR.  HAMDAN: It doesn't seem to be

consistent. That's all.

MR,  HORNBERGER: Yeah, | think you're
m sreading the last bullet. | don't think that that
was neant to approve any request. It's just to
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approve anything that cane along, not unilaterally,
but just to nake sure that it was checked. That's
what the intent is.

MR. RYAN: Yeah, any use should be prior
approved. That's what it neans.

Der ek, thanks very nuch for an i nformative
and interesting presentation.

MR. WDMAYER. My pl easure.

MR.  RYAN: Any other questions or
comrent s?

(No response.)

MR. RYAN. M. Chairman.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  Al'l right. W' re going
to adjourn until 1:45.

(Wher eupon, at 12: 36 p. m, the neeting was
recessed for lunch, to reconvene at 1:45 p.m, the

same day.)
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AFTERNOON SESSI ON

(1:47 p.m)

CHAl RVAN GARRI CK:  This afternoon we're
going to start of f by hearing about the risk informng
Yucca Mountai n i nspection system and we have two NRC
staff nmenbers with us today, and they can tell us --
we know them but we're going to ask themto tell us
who they are and what they do anyhow.

Vel cone back.

MR. CARTER:  Yeah, good afternoon. My
nanme is Ted Carter, and |I'mthe project manager for
t he devel opnment of the Yucca Muntain inspection
pr ogr am

MR COBITZ: I'mTimCobitz. | started
after I left fromACMN One of the first things | had
was developing an inspection program for Yucca
Mountain. So |I'min the process of turning that over
to Ted, but hopefully I can answer any historica
guestions you m ght have.

CHAI RMVAN GARRI CK:  You wer e al ways good at
turni ng over stuff.

(Laughter.)

MR. CARTER Well, | assure youl will use
hi mas best | can.

kay. Let's see. W can go to the next
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slide here.

The purpose of this presentation is to
inform the ACMWN of our progress involving the
devel opnent of the Yucca Mountain inspection program

First, I want to say that this programhas
been evol ving, and we are continuing to |l ook at the
input or look for input on our approach to the
devel opnent and i npl ementation of the program

kay. To help you understand how we
arrived at this point, | would |like to give you sone
background i nformati on. The devel opnment of the Yucca
Mount ai n i nspection programis a joint effort between
headquarters, Region IV, the on-site representatives
| ocated at Yucca Muuntain Program Ofice, and the
Center for Nucl ear Waste Regul atory Anal ysi s.

Headquarters wi || provi de over al
direction for the Yucca Muuntain i nspection program
i ncl udi ng devel opnent and i npl enent ati on of poli cies,
program and procedures.

Region IV will inplenent the program
while our on-site representatives will continue to
noni t or ongoi ng activity at the site. The i nspections
will be led by certified inspectors out of Region IV
and headquarters. The teanms will consist of qualified

i nspectors, technical reviewers, and techni cal support
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staff fromthe center.

| will describe the inspection process
|ater in the presentation.

Now, as a note, thereis aformal training
programin place and described in NRC manual Chapter
1246. It includes on-the-job training, fornmal
courses, and speci al i zed courses that the partici pants
need to satisfy in order to certify as inspectors.

Qur initial approach was to devel op the
program or in devel oping the programwas to devel op
t he NRC manual chapter that woul d descri be t he program
and i nspecti on procedures that woul d gui de us through
t he process.

Qur basis for developing the manual
chapter and the inspection procedures were the Yucca
Mountain review plan, 10 CFR Part 63, and the DOE
qual ity assurance requirenments and description
docunment known as the QAD (phonetic), which is their
QA program docunent.

As aresult of this approach, we devel oped
and i ssued manual chapter 2300, and it is currently in
its first revision.

W also identified 31 inspection
procedures that woul d take us through the |icensing

application process up to constructi on operation.
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At present eight inspection procedures
have been devel oped and i ssued. The ot hers have been
devel oped and are in the review process.

Qur goal at the tinme was to nmake sure t hat
we had an i nspection process in place that was for the
i censing review process.

Let's go to the next slide.

Now we are taking another |[|ook at
reeval uating our work done to this date. As | said
before, this program is evolving. Qur current
approach is to categorize or group our inspections
into two phases.

The first phase is called Phase 1 field
revi ews. Phase 1 field reviews will be perforned
during the license reviewprocess and will assess the
validity of data used by DOE to support its concl usion
in the LA

Phase 1 of the inspection program will
consist of plan and reactive field reviews. Pl an
reviews, fieldreviews are the assess the validity of
data in technical documents selected based on RS
i nsi ghts. Reactive field reviews my be needed to
evaluate the traceability and validity of data for
t echni cal docunents under review.

Now, these inspections are not your
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classic inspections that evaluate activities and
condi ti ons agai nst enforceabl e requi renents. they are
essentially a portion of the license revi ew conduct ed
in the field.

One may ask why are we | ooking at data.
Wel |, because it is one area of known concern.

Next slide, Tim please.

Phase 2 inspections are inspections of
design and procurenent activities prior to
construction authorization. Phase 2 inspections are
to be risk inforned and performance based i nspecti ons
of DOE technical activities which are inportant to
safety or inportant to waste isolation.

These activities include such areas as
design control, procurenent of materials and contro
of vendor operations.

The risk infornmed and performance based
i nspections will enphasize observing activities and
the results of technical activities. An exanple of a
Phase 2 inspection is an inspector may observe the
fabrication of a prototype waste package being built
at a DOE vendor facility under DOE QA standards and
speci fications. This is to determne the
effectiveness of DOE s procurenent and vendor supply

over si ght program
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In order to efficiently focus NRC
resources applied during inplenmentation of the
i nspection program the inspections place enphasis on
those areas identified as significant to the safety
performance of the repository. The NRC staff,
together with the center, currently is developing a
Precl osure Safety Analysis 2 that the staff will use
to support its reviewof the precl osure safety i ssues.

kay. Let's go to the next slide.

Earlier | nmenti oned the inspection
process. A master inspection plan will be devel oped
to provide a list of inspections that should be
conducted and will serve as a resource |oading tool.

DOE will be notified to a scheduled
i nspection and provided with information related to
t he i nspection, such as dates of the i nspecti on, scope
of the inspection, and the i nspectors assigned to the
activity.

DOE, there will also be an entrance and
exit meeting conducted for the DCE inspection. the
entrance and exit nmeetings will be opento the public.

Public conpletion of the inspection an
i nspection report woul d be i ssued. Findings that are
identified as violations, notice of deviations,

unresol ved itens and open itens will be tracked for
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cl osure.

Fi ndings will be categorized as practice
in accordance with a simlar nethod used in the risk
insights baseline report where the risk and
significance is categorized as either high, medi umor
| ow.

As | mentioned before, this programis
evol vi ng. For the third time | said this, and we
continue to look for input to risk informng our
program or our approach.

I n summary, the Yucca Mountai n i nspection
programw |l rely on risk information to i nplenent a
ri sk i nformed assessnent process, to focus i nspections
on risk significance. W anticipate that the
i nspection program will start upon receipt of the
i cense application.

Are there any questions?

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  How | ong has t his been
in the maki ng? How | ong have you been working on it?

MR COBITZ: It started back around 2000
where they cane up with the shell of it, and then it
ki nd of sat.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK: And where did that
emanate fron? \Were did the shell enmanate?

You indicate in here what the basis
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docunents are. I"mtrying to figure out what the
originis. Wat is the real driver here for this?

MR. CARTER: It's actually parts -- in
63.75, it speaks to i nspections and it basically says
t hat t he DOE shal |l all owthe Comm ssion to inspect the
prem ses of the repository, so forth and so on

MR COBI TZ: John, to answer, what we're
trying to do with the first part, you know, the
i nspection programis going to be broken into sever al
different parts over the review of the application.
| f we granted construction authorization, construction
of that, the first part, during the review of the LA,
we just want to help the staff determ ne whether or
not a construction authorization should be issued.

Hence, the Phase 1 where we're actually --
| don't know how to make this thing stop from going.

PARTI Cl PANT: | don't know either.

(Laughter.)

MR. COBI TZ: So hence, | nean, that's why
we're | ooking at the Phase 1 where we would just be
using like the risk insights docunent and trying to
find what are those things that have a higher risk
associated with themthat we'd want to go validate the
data. Look at sone of the AMRs and that that were

relied on for the conclusions in the application.
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Somre of that was done, you know. W had
an eval uation | ast year, last fall or whatever, that
identifiedsone problens withtraceability andthat of
sone of their data and what we would be doing is
follow ng up on that, and that relieves sone of the
burden fromthe technical reviewers to just be ableto
focus on the |license application where the i nspection
program can | ook at the validity of the data that's
being fed into it.

Next, once you're getting closer to
construction and things, there's going to be a point
where they m ght start procuring, you know, | ong | ead
items. They're going to be doing a | ot nore design
wor k, such as, you know, comng up with their actua
fabrication or construction draw ngs.

So that's where we woul d start | ooki ng at,
okay, what's in the SAR Are they using a process to
adequately transfer that design information into the
design drawings that they're going to use for
fabrication of the facilities, the waste package and
t hat ki nd of thing?

So Phase 1 really kind of focuses nore on
post cl osure. Okay? Phase 2 is going to start
getting into sone of the pre-closure and that Kkind.

Does that answer your question?
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CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  Yeah, yeah. You said

t hat these i nspectors are going to be certified. What
does that involve?

MR. CARTER. Well, we have a programin
place now that the participants will naintain a
qualification journal which tracks their progress
al ong the way.

Al ong the way, they're put through fornal
training, specific training.

CHAl RVAN GARRI CK: W I I that be existing
staff that will be trained or will you be hiring --
MR CARTER Existing staff.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK: - - speci al i zed peopl e?

MR. CARTER. Existing staff. As a matter
of fact, we have one of the on-site representative,
both of the on-siterepresentatives are beingtrained.
We have a couple of participants in Region |V being
trained, and we have one or two people here in
headquarters being trained, and it |l ooks Iike aoneto
two-year process based on the person's, the
i ndi vi dual ' s background and experi ence.

But we have, | think, two individuals who
have al nost conpl et ed.

MR. COBI TZ: And you have to keep in m nd

it's not that we're just pulling sonebody off the
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street or just making sonme of the inspectors -- you
know, Bob Al ata (phonetic) who's out there, he's an
ex-seni or resident inspector. TomMatula, he's been
i nspecting Part 72 for ever.

So it's nore just getting their
qualifications up to focus on Yucca Muntain.

CHAI RVAN  GARRI CK: Is the reactor
i nspection program ki nd of the nodel ?

MR COBI TZ: As we get <closer to
construction. One of the things that's unique about
what we're doing now is that during license review,
you haven't had a | ot of inspection activities go on,
and that's why over the last year this has really
devel oped, you know, as we try to decide what is it
t hat we want to get our hands around, what is it that
we want to inspection.

And that's why | was nentioning earlier
we're going to focus on 6131. How do we help the
staf f and nanagenent nake a deci si on whet her or not to
-- 6331 -- to issue a construction authorization or
not? Validity of the data is the one part where we
can | ook at moving cl ose there.

CHAI RMVAN GARRI CK: Wl |, | think you add
alot of clarification when tips indicated that these

are really not inspections in the classical sense or
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extensi ons of the |license review process.

MR COBI TZ: During Phase 1.

CHAI RMAN GARRI CK:  Yeah, during Phase 1.

Ckay. M ke, have you got sone questions?

MR. RYAN. No, no questions. Thanks.

CHAl RVAN GARRI CK:  Geor ge.

MR, HORNBERCGER: So | guess |' mnowtrying
to grapple with this. So Phase 1 as | understand it
now is | mght characterize it as traceability
studies. That's basically what the inspections are
going to be, tracing back through the AMRs, back to
t he data, mmking sure that everything is traceable.

Now, it strikes me that to do this
sonmebody has to have sone specialized know edge in
terns of the scientific engineeringareasthat they're
| ooking at, and | guess mnmy question is: how do you
coordinate this with the experts who are doing the
actual license application review?

This i s sonet hing separate, on top of the
LA? It's something that's coordi nated? Do you pul
peopl e who m ght otherw se be doing a review of the
i cense application?

|'mnot quite clear there.

MR, COBI TZ: | think the way we would

envision it, John or George, is looking at the
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conplexity of whatever document we're going to be
| ooking at. Likel say, TomMatul aled an eval uati on,
but it was very in depth, where we did take a | ot of
techni cal resources to | ook at that.

Qobvi ously one of the things we're trying
to dois get away fromthat so that we can | eave t hese
people to do their technical reviews. So tracing the
dat a back, we should be able to do with an inspector
now -- that nmeans that he'd still have to go and tal k
to, you know, the technical reviewers.

One of the things you'll see is we're not
| ooki ng intoissuingbig, formal i nspectionreports or
anything during this. W want to meke sonething
sinmply to feed back that information to the technical
reviewers. So it's our hope that we woul dn't have to
get themout. Maybe for sonme of the nore difficult
issues or for ones that that individual requests a
review. Like we said, there's goingto be planned and
t hen reactive.

Certainly on the reactive ones we m ght
consider taking technical reviewers out, but it's
going to be our intent to mnimze that to the nmax
extent.

MR. CARTER. Right, and e al so are goi ng

to have the center is also involved in this as our
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t echni cal support.

PARTI Cl PANT: | guess that | would just
add that in | ooking at howto use i nspecti on resources
to support the license applicationreviewwe feel that
qualified inspectors are well positioned to do data
validity reviews, nuch nore so than they would be to
| ook at nodel s or software where you need the nore in
depth techni cal know edge.

So we try to divide the work load up to
maxi m ze the use of our resources, and we're pretty
confident that inspectors can |look at data validity
wi t hout tying up the other resources.

So then going to Phase 2, so you say t hat
or mention this is to be risk informed performance
based. So | guess I'm struggling a little bit to
figure out exactly what that neans.

So that you have nowthe surface facility
bei ng construct ed. How do you use risk insights to
hel p you figure out what you' re going to inspect?

MR COBITZ: Sir, |like we say, Phase 1is
going to focus nore on post closure. Phase 2 wll
focus probably nore on pre-closure and that, but what
we're going to to have to rely on, George are the
docunents we get from DOE for review and then our

anal ysis of them our SER
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W tal ked about this. W haven't started
the construction part of this program but there are
certain things that we're going to want to | ook at,
say, for the waste package. They're going to be
fabricating sonme nock-ups, say, to prove out their
syst ens. VWll, those are all quality affecting
t hi ngs.

So we would go | ook and rmake sure that
they' re fabricating nock-ups in accordance w th what
t he design basis was and that. But we'd be using the
SAR and their itens i nportant to safety. They've got
a Qlist. W'd be focusing on those things that are
listed on there, you know, procurenent of different
parts, maybe cranes, whatever, whatever they list in
there as ITSthat we ultimately either agree with or,
you know, we think should be added to through our
review and our SER.  That would be what we woul d be
sel ecting fromor that group, simlar to what we do in
i nspections of other facilities.

MR. HORNBERGER: So is the anticipation
that the NRC staff would actually do work to devel op
their own risk insights for the pre-closure
facilities?

MR, COBITZ: W're going to | ook at what

t hey do, | nmean, because that's part of what | do in
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my other job, is pre-closure, and we're going to go
t hrough and | ook at what they identify as hazards, as
event sequences, as consequence, and then ultimately
they have to develop a list of itens inportant to
safety.

We're going to perform you know, sone
sort of an independent verification of that to nake
sure we agree with what they' ve got.

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK:  Rut h, do you have any
guesti ons?

M5. WEI NER. George asked ny question for

CHAl RVAN GARRI CK:  Good. Al l en.

MR CROFF: No, thanks.

CHAl RMAN GARRICK:  Jim  Ch, John?

DR LARKINS: Well, Jimfirst.

MR. CLARKE: Just to clarify, you're
calling this inspections. Wuld it be fair to say
it's really a quality control? At least in Phase 1
your enphasis is on | ooking at data validation, as |
understand it, and traceability for those processes
t hat have high significance of --

MR COBI TZ: You know, we're not
perform ng qual ity insurance i nspections per se. Wat

we're |looking at, you know, the programmtic
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i mpl enent ati on. W're going to be looking at the
science, if you will at Phase 1 and with, you know,
the neat, the engineering with Phase 2, but we're
going to be looking to get the technical stuff.

Now, you can say, okay, this design didn't
get adequately transferred from the SAR to the
drawi ng. We would identify that.

Now, sone where it's probably because
t hei r QA programbr oke down, they either didn't foll ow
it or sonething like that, but these aren't QA
i nspections per day. Do they have a progran? Are
t hey inplementing a progranf?

No, we're |ooking at are they taking the
design and actually putting in the drawi ngs and, you
know, they're constructing to those draw ngs
eventual ly.

MR. CLARKE: Ckay. | think I understand
that, but your focus is on data validation and
traceability not for everything, but for those thins
t hat have cone out of risk --

MR COBITZ: | was just using, you know,
the risk insights docunent and --

MR. CLARKE: High and nmedium as well or
mai nly on hi gh?

MR. COBI TZ: W haven't gone that far that
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| could say it's still under devel opment. W would
probably focus on high, but depending. Again, we're
going to be looking for input from our technical
reviewers on that, too.

MR. CLARKE: Sure. Okay. Thanks.

DR. LARKINS: Yeah, | was going to ask a
simlar question. Have you thought about what your
netrics? You said you' re going to be nmaki ng findi ngs
of high, nedium and | ow.

MR. COBITZ: No, we're not going to be
maki ng fi ndi ngs of high, medium and | ow. W're going
to be looking at those things that, you know,
according to, like | said, the risk insights have a
hi gher significance associated with them W would be
| ooking at during the procurenent. W woul d be
| ooking at things that are inportant to safety, but
we' re not going to be categorizing findings as high,
medium or low at this tine.

DR. LARKINS: Ckay.

MR. COBI TZ: Again, sonme of that is still
goi ng to devel op. Sone of the processes are going to
be just like you do with reactors and that, when we
get into construction.

DR. LARKINS: | understand. That's why I

was trying to see what your netric was in order to
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make these findings.

DR LARKINS: No, No.

MR. CARTER: And that's going to be part
of the enforcenent process, the decision that we put
t oget her.

DR.  LARKI NS: Well, but then you need
netrics for that because in order to get your
severity | evel s, you have to have sone ki nd of netric.

MR, COBITZ: And that's sonething that we
are tal king to OE about. You know, we are not going
to need that kind of thing until later in the stage,
you know, until we get into the Phase 2, that we woul d
be comng up with a supplenment as to what's a four,
what's a three, what's a two.

But there is already precedent out there
with the reactor programin construction there.

DR LARKINS: Are there going to actually
be qual. boards for these inspectors?

MR COBI TZ: Yes.

DR. LARKINS: Ckay. I s the inspection
program just going to be an NRC program or are you
goi ng to have ot her agency invol venment, |i ke OSHA or
ot hers, or have you thought about that?

MR COBI TZ: W wouldn't do probably

anything differently than we do at the reactor sites
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or that's the way we're | ooking at it now, where you
know your senior resident -- | guess there's a
menor andum of under st andi ng.

Now, do we have that kind of thing in
place with OSHA and that now? Not that we know of
anyway, but that's a good thought.

DR LARKINS: One |last question. 1In the
mast er i nspection programhave you t hought about what
m X you're going to need of engineering inspections,
electrical, 1&C?

MR. COBITZ: Absolutely. In fact, that's
one of the things that we've been in discussions with
Region 1V about, is that they're still going to
probably add an on-site resident i nspector or whatever
they ultimately are call ed, and we're | ooki ng at what
kind of m x do we need fromthat.

You know, Region 1V, again, they have
i nspectors that have done Part 72 which allowed
t hem - -

DR LARKINS: Right.

MR COBI TZ: -- but we are | ooki ng at al so
are we going to need nore concrete specialists or
things |ike that.

MR. CARTER: And a good thing about this

core group that we have in place is that nost of the
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people in the group are forner i nspectors that are on
the NRR side of the table even in comercial
i ndustri es. So we're trying to bring all of that
know edge and experience together, the program
t oget her.

MR COBI TZ: Yeah, M ke?

CHAI RVAN GARRI CK: M ke?

MR. LEE: | have two questions. One, so
from what you've described, the Phase 1 process,
i nspection process, needs to be conplete before the
staff issues its SER and goes to the |icensing board.
Because as you' ve described it, what you' re going to
do essentially is confirmthat the data that DCE has
conmtted to collect or states that it has collected
and has sonmewhere in sone fil e or conputer whatever is
there and is appropriate for its intended use.

MR COBITZ: | think there's two ways of
| ooking at it. One is that conplete is awfully
finite, and | wouldn't say it's going to be conpl ete.
We are still |looking at just, you know-- we're still
finalizing the program but | guess | could always
see, you know, after the SERs are issued and that,
there still mght need to be sone Phase 1. | don't
knowwhet her it's to support hearings or whether it's,

you know, if something comes up. | couldn't say that
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we're just going to absolutely finish it there, but
t here woul d be a recommendati on up to that poi nt made.

MR. LEE: Okay. Well, that kind of |eads
me to the other shoe dropping. This inspection
programreally can't validate that information. You
can verify that the information is there and you can
certify that it's appropriate for its intended use,
but in the first instances the license or the
potential I|icensee, and it's incunmbent on DCE to
validate that the information that it's using is
scientifically appropriate for its intended use.

Those words aren't used in Part 63. |
think there's other words to the effect that DOE has
confi dence or sonet hing, words to that effect, because
previously the staff has witten a white paper jointly
with Swedish nuclear power inspector about nodel
validation, and they get into a little bit of data
val i dati on there.

So | think that validation word can get
the staff into troubl e because that inplies that the
data is many things. You're not --

MR COBI TZ: Yeah, | think we're in
agreenent with what you're tal king about.

MR, LEE: kay.

MR COBITZ: W're in violent agreenent

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

122

with what you're tal king about.

CHAl RVAN GARRI CK:  Any ot her questions?

MR. LARSON. Well, yousaidit started in
2004 and then it went into a hiatus. Now you have
finished eight out of 31 procedures.

MR COBI TZ: Right.

MR. LARSON: Working on the master plan,
but you're going to start the inspection programin
Decenber . So | guess you'll have all of the
procedures done by then or you're going to start your
second --

MR COBI TZ: Vell, first off, we're
probably not going to start the inspection program
until we've gone through the exceptions review

MR LARSON: Ckay.

MR. COBI TZ: \Wich probably would be in
what, March or whatever?

MR LARSON: Al right.

MR COBITZ: And if we accept it, unless
there's other -- you know, | don't know -- other
foll owup before that, but | don't think so.

The procedures for the validati on of data,
we're still devel opnment that procedure. That's just
goi ng to probably be one procedure, and | think we've

got a couple other procedures that we're going to
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amend into doing that.

So to answer your question, | think, is
when we're ready to start i nspecting, we will have all
t he procedures in place.

MR. LARSON: Okay. |'mjust saying you' ve
got a lot to do.

MR COBITZ: We don't have as much as it
sounds | i ke.

MR LARSON: Ckay. Then you can have
enough qualified inspectors even though it takes a
year or two to qualify them

MR COBITZ: Well, we're still talking.
During the Phase 1, during the validation, which
really isn't technical inspection, we nay just use the
people that are, you know, in training and that.
W' |l have to see. You know, we still have to work
t hat out.

MR. LARSON: | guessit followonto John's
guestion. Suppose you, you know, |ook at the high
risk things and it's in a terrible shape. Wat can
you do? Do you just tell DOE that it's in bad shape
and you fine themor what?

MR. COBI TZ: That gets fed back into the
review process. It can get fed into RElIs and, you

know, wite the REI, and if they still can't answer
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it, I mean, you don't issue the -- you know, we don't
reconmend i ssuing construction authorization.

MR. LARSON: That's the thing. Ckay.

CHAI RMVAN GARRI CK:  Any ot her questions
fromstaff or anybody in the roonf

Ckay. Thank you.

MR. CARTER. Thank you

CHAI RVAN GARRICK: At this point we were
goi ng to have a di scussion on our trip to Japan. That
trip has been deferred. W regret that we're not
going to be able to hear fromour friend fromJapan on
the trip, but we hope we can have a simlar
opportunity in the future.

And not to avoid missing an opportunity
here, the commttee has i ssues fromtine to tine that
t hey keep wanting to find space to tal k about them
and so we're going to pick up on one of those issues
and talk alittle bit about the subject of high |evel
waste definition and waste incidental to processing.

And I'"mgoing to ask -- | guess we don't
need the recorder for this, do we? No, | guess we
don't need the recorder for this session, for the rest
of the day as a matter of fact because we're going
into the discussion of our reports as well.

(Whereupon, at 2:17 p.m, the nmeeting was concl uded.)
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