U.S.NUCLEAR WASTE TECHNICAL REVIEW BOARD
FISCAL YEAR 2001 PERFORMANCE PLAN and
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
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The NWTRB'’s General Goalsand Strategic Objectives

The nationa god for radioactive waste management established by Congressin the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982 (NWPA) and the Nuclear Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1987 is safe
digoosa of civilian spent nuclear fud and high-leve radioactive waste in a permanent geologic repository
at asuitable Ste or stes. In the acts, Congress directed the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) to characterize asite a Y ucca Mountain, Nevada, to determine its
suitability as the potentid location of a permanent repository for spent nuclear fud and high-leve
radioactive waste. Congress charged the U.S. Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board with reviewing
the technicd and scientific vdidity of the Secretary of Energy’ s activities associated with implementing
the NWPA, including characterizing the Y ucca Mountain sSite and packaging and transporting the waste.
The Board's genera goals have been established in accordance with its congressional mandate.”

Generd Godls

To accomplish its congressona mandate, the Board has established four genera goals.

1. Ensurethat technica and scientific activities undertaken by the DOE related to characterizing and
andyzing the natural components of a potentid Y ucca Mountain repository and predicting the
performance of a potentia repository establish a sound technical basis for a decison on whether to
recommend the site for repository development.

2. Ensurethat technicd and scientific activities undertaken by the DOE related to evauating and
designing the repository and waste packages are well integrated and establish a sound technical
basis for designing the repository system, including the engineered barrier system (EBS).

3. Ensurethat technica and scientific activities undertaken by the DOE rdated to packaging, handling,
and transporting spent nuclear fue and high-level radioactive waste to a potentia repository are well
integrated and establish a sound technica basis for designing and operating a waste management
sysem.

4. Ensurethat technica and scientific performance-confirmation activities undertaken by the DOE
establish asound technical basis for operating a repository, reducing uncertainties related to
repogitory performance, and revising repository and waste package designs. (Will gpply only if the
Ste recommendation is approved.)

" In February 2002, the Secretary of Energy and the President recommended the Y ucca Mountain site for repository
development. If the State of Nevada disapproves the recommendation, Congress will debate a “ Resolution of
Approval” later thisyear. The Board’s goals and objectives will be revised to reflect the outcome of these
deliberations.
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Strategic Objectives
To achieveits generd godss, the Board has established the following long-term objectives.

1. Objectives Related to the Natural Components of the Repository System and Predicting
Repository Performance

1.1. Evduatethetechnicd and scientific validity of DOE studies, testing, and andyses supporting a
decision on whether to recommend the Y ucca Mountain Site.

1.2.  Evaduate the andyses and investigations pertaining to hydrologic and other natural processes a
the Y ucca Mountain Ste and at related anal ogue Sites that establish the foundation for predicting

repository performance.

1.3. Review thetechnica and scientific vaidity of models used to predict repository performance.
1.4. Evauatethe DOE's progressin developing a safety strategy for the Yucca Mountain site,

1.5.  Monitor progressin completing development of standards and regulatory guiddinesfor a
potential Y ucca Mountain repository.

1.6. Review the Record of Decision and maintain awareness of legd chalengesto the find
environmenta impact statement (EIS) for a potentia Y ucca Mountain repository.

2. Objectives Related to the Engineered Components of the Repository System
2.1. Evauate repository and waste package designs, including the technical bases for the designs.

2.2.  Review the progress or results of materias testing being conducted to address uncertainties
about waste package performance.

2.3. Asssstheintegration of science and engineering in the DOE program, paying particular
attention to the effects of Ste-characterization sudies (e.g. modding, testing, and analyses of
thermal and mechanica effects) on repository and waste package designs.

3. Objectives Related to the Waste M anagement System

3.1. Evauate the accuracy and reasonableness of anayses, methods, and mgjor assumptions used

by the DOE in estimating hedlth and safety risks associated with transporting spent nuclear fue
and high-leve radioactive waste.
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3.2. Review the adequacy of DOE plans for developing the trangportation infrastructure and
determine the effort needed to develop alarge-scae trangportation capability.

3.3.  Review the adequacy of the DOE's plans for safely handling and packaging spent nuclear fuel
and high-leve radioactive waste for transport to a permanent repository.

3.4. Evduate the effectiveness of the DOE’s efforts to integrate the various components of the waste
management system (packaging, handling, transport, storage, and disposal of the wagte).

3.5. Review the DOE's plansfor addressing public safety concerns and for enhancing safety
capabilities along transportation corridors. Thisincludes activities related to development of
plans (e.g., route salection), coordination, accident prevention (e.g., improved ingpections and
enforcement), and emergency response.

4. Objectives Related to Confirmatory Testing (Will apply only if the Ste recommendation is
approved)

4.1.  Monitor performance-confirmation activities, including performance- confirmation planning,
undertaken by the DOE that are designed to reduce uncertainties related to repository
performance.

4.2.  Monitor performance-confirmation activities undertaken by the DOE, and eva uate the need to
revise repogtory or waste package designs on the basis of the results of such activities.

Performance Goals for FY 2001

The Board' s performance gods for FY 2001 have been developed to further the achievement
of the Board' s general gods and strategic objectives. Because some of the genera goals and Strategic
objectives rdate to work and activities that will be undertaken in the future, they may not have
corresponding annua performance gods in any given year. For example, the following performance
godsfor FY 2001 relate primarily to DOE activities supporting a DOE decision on whether to
recommend the Y ucca Mountain Site to the President, the design of a potentia repository and waste

package, and transportation planning.

1. Performance Goals Related to the Natural Components of the Repository System and
Predicting Repository Performance

Performance Goals

1.1.1. Review for technicd vdidity the technicd and scientific components of the DOE site
recommendation report.
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112

1.1.3.

1.14.

121

1.2.2.

1.2.3.

13.1

1.3.2.

14.1.

14.2.

Review for technica vdidity the technica and scientific components of the DOE dte
recommendation “ notification document.”

Review for technicd vdidity the technica components of the DOE ste recommendation
“cong deration document.”

Evduate the DOE’ s use of risk assessment and quantification of uncertainty, and determine
whether they are being used gppropriately.

Monitor the results of flow-and-transport studies being conducted to obtain information on the
potentia performance of the saturated zone as a naturd barrier in the repository system.

Evauate geologic, hydrologic, and geochemicd information obtained from the enhanced
characterization of the repository block (ECRB) at Y ucca Mountain.

Evduate results of the fluid inclusion study.

Set priorities among and evauate for technica validity the DOE process model reports that will
be used to support a decison on site recommendation.

Determine the strengths and weaknesses the total system performance assessment (TSPA) and
recommend additional measures used to strengthen the DOE’ s repository safety case.

Determine the gppropriateness of the “principa factors’ identified by the DOE in its safety
strategy.

On the basis of an evduation of the naturd processes a work at the Y ucca Mountain Site,
recommend additional work needed to address uncertainties, paying particular attention to
estimates of the rate and distribution of water seepage into the proposed repository.

Strategy for Achieving Goals
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The Board will accomplish its gods by doing the following.

Reviewing critical documents provided by the DOE and its contractors, including contractor
reports, process model reports, TSPA, and the site recommendation.

Mesting with contractor’s principa investigators on technical issues, including those related to
climate change, flow and transport in the unsaturated and saturated zones, seepage, and the
biosphere.

Holding public meetings with the DOE and contractor personnel at least three times a year
involving the full Board and severd meetings with individua Board pands.



Viditing and observing ongoing laboratory investigations, including facilities at Lawrence
Livermore Nationd Laboratory, Lawvrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Sandia National
Laboratory, and the engineered barrier test facility; observing field investigations, including the
niche, acove, and sedled ECRB studies and Busted Buitte.

Mesting with other entities carrying out research on, or providing input to, scientific and
technicd issues rdlaed to waste disposd, including the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and its
contractors, the Southwest Research Indtitute, The Nye County Early Warning Drilling
Program, the University of Nevada at Las Vegas project on fluid inclusons, the Environmenta
Protection Agency, and the State of Nevada Nuclear Waste Projects Office.

2. Performance Goals Related to the Engineered Repository System and Strategy for
Achieving Performance Goals

Performance Goals

2.1.1. Evduate the accuracy and completeness of the technica bases for repository and waste
package designs.

2.1.2 Evauate the extent to which the DOE is using the technica bases for developing repository and
waste package designs.

2.1.3. Monitor and evauate the DOE' s progress in developing a technical basis for modified or novel
design features.

2.2.1. Evauate the adequacy for a Ste recommendation decision of corrosion studies on materias
being proposed for the EBS.

2.3.1. Assesstheintegration of scientific studies with engineering designs for the repository and
the waste package. In particular, monitor the results of ongoing thermd tests and evauate DOE
plansfor usng the test results to support models of the thermdly disturbed region near the
repository and to decide on spacing between emplacement drifts, degree of preclosure
ventilation, and closure date.

Strategy for Achieving Goals
The Board will accomplish its gods by doing the following.
Evauating the technicd bases for the EBS design by reviewing technical documents and
databases (e.g., the controlled design assumption document and the technical database), paying
particular atention to the technical bases for making and inspecting find closure welds of the

wadte package and methods for making drip shield sections. Meetings will be held with project
personnd as necessary to obtain clarification and confirmation.
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Evauating the technica bases for repository design by reviewing federa documents and
databases, paying particular attention to design features for promoting drainage, controlling
ventilation, and protecting workers in the exhaust end of the ventilation system.

Evaduating repository and waste package designs to identify which parts (if any) of the designs
do not have atechnica basis.

Evauating the DOE’ s technica program to fill in the gaps. In addition, where the DOE is
working on dternative design features, the Board will evaluate the technica basis of these
features,

After identifying the corrosion mechanisms most important to performance of the overal
repository system, reviewing the common database (literature, |aboratory, and field data) and
judging the adequacy of the database for a Site recommendation decision.

3. Performance Goals Related to the Waste M anagement System and Strategy for
Achieving Performance Goals

Performance Goals

Evduate storage cask and container designsto ascertain whether thereis a sufficient technica
basisfor predicting potentia problems that could develop during storage and that could affect the

performance of the spent fud during subsequent repository disposa.

3.1.1. Evduate storage cask and container designs to ascertain whether there is a sufficient technical
basisfor predicting potentia problems that could develop during storage and that could affect

the performance of the spent fuel during subsequent repository disposd.

3.2.1. Evduatethe effects of “off-norma” events at the surface facility and how the events could affect
the ability of the facility to receive waste shipments.

3.2.2. Evauae the effects of reduced recelving capacity at the repository surface facility on the
nationwide transportation system.

3.3.1. Examinethe ability of storage casks and containers, including multipurpose canigers, to serve as
disposal casks and containersin arepogtory.

3.4.1. Monitor progress by theralroad industry in implementing new technologies that would enhance
the safety of spent-fue transportation (e.g., eectronic braking, whed-bearing monitoring).
Evauate how well the DOE works with the railroad industry to design an integrated cask-rall
and car-train transportation system that would ensure maximum safety and efficiency.
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3.4.2. Review criteriafor waste acceptance for storage to ensure that accepted material has been
suitably characterized for subsequent disposal.

3.4.3. Evauaethe DOE s plans for enhancing safety capabilities dong transportation corridors and
review the DOE' s planning and coordination activities (e.g., route selection), accident
prevention activities (e.g., improved ingpections and enforcement), and emergency response
activities.

Strategy for Achieving Goals
The Board will accomplish its gods by doing the following.

Mesting with the American Associdion of Railroads (AAR), individud railroad companies, and
railroad infrastructure manufacturers to determine the current state of rail infrastructure and
noting the effects of a sustained trangportation campaign on the railroad industry. The Board
will monitor the congtruction of ashort-linerail line currently under condtruction in Minnesota as
an andog to apossblerall linein Nevadafrom amain line to arepository a Y ucca Mountain.
Continuing to meet with the AAR to keep up to date on the work they are doing related to their
performance specification for shipping radioactive waste, and meeting with AAR personnel at
the AAR Technology Center in Pueblo, Colorado.

Attending the semiannua DOE-sponsored Trangportation Externa Coordination Working

Group mestings to determine how well the DOE is working to implement Section 180 (c) of the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

Holding amesting of the Board's Panel on the Waste Management System.

4. Performance Goal Related to Performance Confirmation and Strategy
for Achieving the Goal

Performance Goal

4.1.1. Monitor the DOE’s proposed performance-confirmation plans to help ensure that uncertainties
identified as part of the site recommendation process are consdered in the formulation of those
plans.

Strategy for Achieving Goal
The Board will accomplish its god by doing the following.

Reviewing critical documents provided by the DOE and its contractors, including contractor
reports, process model reports, TSPA, and the site recommendation.
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Reviewing performance-confirmation plans and meeting with DOE personnd to discuss aspects
of the plans.
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Board Operations

The Board is composed of 11 members appointed by the President who serve on a part-time
bass are eminent in ardevant fidd of science or engineering, including environmenta sciences, and are
gppointed solely on the basis of digtinguished service. Because of the comprehensive nature of the
program and the part-time avallability of the members, Congress authorized the Board to maintain a
amd|l professond gaff of 10 full-time employees to support the Board' s comprehensive review of the
DOE program. In addition to the members and professiond staff, the Board maintains asmdll
adminigrative gaff that supportsits activities.

The full Board meets three or four times each year. The Board has organized itsdlf into panels
that meet asneeded. The Board dso gathersinformation from field trips to the Y ucca Mountain Site,
vigtsto contractor laboratories and facilities, and informa meetings with individuals working on the
project. The Board has gained ingghts from visiting other countries to learn about their nuclear waste
management programs. On the basis of the information gathered throughout the year, the Board issues
itsfindings in letters and reports.

Evaluating the Board’s Perfor mance

The Board believes that measuring its effectiveness by directly correlating improvementsin the
DOE program with Board actions and recommendations would be ideal. However, the Board has no
implementing authority, so it cannot compe the DOE to comply with its recommendations.
Consequently, ajudgment about whether a specific recommendation had a positive outcome for the
DOE program is, in most cases, (1) subjective and (2) an imprecise indicator of Board performance
because implementation of Board recommendations by the DOE is outside the Board' s direct control.
Therefore, to measure its performance in a given year, the Board has devel oped performance measures.
For each annud performance god, the Board considers the following.

1. Werethereviews, evauations, and other activities undertaken under the auspices of the god
completed?

2. Werethe results of the reviews, evaduations, and other activities communicated in atimely,
understandable, and appropriate way to Congress and the Secretary of Energy?

If both measures are met, the Board' s performance in meeting the annua god will be judged
effective. If only one measure is met, the performance of the Board in achieving that god will be judged
minimally effective. Failing to meet both performance measures without sufficient and compelling
explanation will result in ajudgment that the Board has been ineffective in achieving that performance
god.

The Board will useits evauation of its own performance from the current year, together with its
assessment of current or potentia key issues of concern related to the DOE program, to establish its
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annua performance objectives and develop its budget request for subsequent years. The results of the
Board's performance evaduation are included in its annua summary report.

Performance Evaluation for 2001

On the basis of the following eva uation and consstent with the performance measures

described in the previous section, the Board' s performance for 2001 related to Site investigations and
other activities undertaken by the Secretary in preparation for a decision on Site recommendation was
found effective. However, the Secretary’ s activities related to transportation and packaging of spent
fud and high-leve radioactive waste were extremely limited during 2001. Therefore, the Board's
performance gods related to the waste management system are deferred until the Secretary of Energy
undertakes technica and scientific work in this area.

1. Performance Goals Related to the Natural Components of the Repository System and
Predicting Repository Performance

1.11.

112

1.1.3.
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Review for technica vaidity the technica and scientific components of the DOE Ste
recommendation report.

Evauation of 1.1.1: The Board met in November 2001 to begin a comprehensive review of
work conducted by the DOE related to a Ste recommendation. The Board's review included
the results of the Board's ongoing review of the DOE’s Y ucca Mountain technica and scientific
investigations since the Board' sinception; an evauation of the DOE’ swork on the natural and
engineered components of the proposed repository system, using alist of technica questions
identified by the Board; a comprehensive Board review of draft and find documents supplied by
the DOE through mid-November 2001; and field observations by Board members at Y ucca
Mountain and related Stes.

Review for technica validity the technicd and scientific components of the DOE site
recommendation “ notification document.”

Evauation of 1.1.2: All documents supplied to the Board by the DOE before the DOE's
notification to the State of Nevada that the Secretary of Energy would recommend the Ste were
reviewed by the Board (see evaluation of 1.1.1).

Review for technical vadidity the technical components of the DOE Site recommendation
“cong deration document.”

Evauation of 1.1.3: All documents supplied to the Board by the DOE before the DOE's

notification to the State of Nevada that the Secretary of Energy would recommend the Site were
reviewed by the Board (see evauation of 1.1.1).
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1.14.

121

1.2.2.

1.2.3.

13.1

1.3.2.
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Evauate the DOE's use of risk assessment and quantification of uncertainty, and determine
whether they are being used gppropriately.

Evauation of 1.1.4: After conducting its comprehensive review, the Board concluded that when
the DOE' s technical and scientific work istaken as awhole, a this time the technica basisfor
the DOE’ s repository performance estimates is weak to moderate. The Board further found
that gaps in data and basic understanding cause important uncertainties in the concepts and
assumptions on which the DOE’ s performance estimates are now based. As part of its
evauation, the Board found that the DOE' s efforts to quantify uncertainties had improved but
are incomplete and recommended that the DOE implement suggestions proposed in aDOE
contractor report titled Uncertainty Analysis and Strategy. The Board commented in |etters
dated March 30, 2001, and July 17, 2001, to the acting director of the Office of Civilian
Radioactive Waste Management (OCRWM) on the DOE' s progress in identifying and
quantifying uncertainties associated with its estimates of repository performance.

Monitor the results of flow-and-transport studies being conducted to obtain information on the
potentia performance of the saturated zone as a naturd barrier in the repostory system.

Evauation of 1.2.1: The Board monitored the DOE's efforts and conducted an eva uation of
the results of DOE studies included in Supplemental Science and Performance Analysis and
Technical Update Information Letter Report.

Evauate geologic, hydrologic, and geochemicd informetion obtained from the ECRB at Y ucca
Mountain.

Evauation of 1.2.2: The Board heard severd presentations on studiesin the ECRB and
commented to the DOE on specific concernsin letters to the acting director of OCRWM dated
July 17, 2001, and October 17, 2001.

Evduate results of the fluid inclusion study.

Evaduation of 1.2.3: The results of a Universty of Nevada at Las Vegasfluid incluson study,
which was precipitated by a Board andysis of the hypothesis of hydrothermd upweling, were
presented and discussed at length at ameeting of the Board in Arlington, Virginia, in May 2001.

Set priorities among and evauate for technical validity the DOE process model reports that will
be used to support a decison on site recommendation.

Evauation of 1.3.1: The Board provided ongoing comments to the DOE on its process model
reports and on its analysis mode reports.

Determine the strengths and weaknesses of TSPA and recommend additiona measures used to
strengthen the DOE’ s repository safety case.

11



14.1.

14.2.

Evduation of 1.3.2: The Board commented extensvely on TSPA, including the appropriateness
and limits of the methodology, uncertainties related to lack of data and assumptions underlying
performance estimates, and the need to supplement TSPA with additiond lines of evidence and
argument. In January 2001, Board Chairman Jared Cohon identified multiple lines of evidence
to supplement TSPA in the DOE' s repository safety case as one of the four essentid ements
of a gte recommendation, from the Board' s point of view. On April 13, 2001, the Board held
amesting devoted to discussing multiple lines of evidence and commented on the repository
safety strategy in lettersto the acting director of OCRWM dated March 30, 2001; June 11,
2001; and July 17, 2001. In May, two Board members and staff visited the Pefia Blanca
radionuclide trangport andog site in Chihuahua, Mexico.

Determine the appropriateness of the “principa factors’ identified by the DOE in its safety
strategy

Evduation of 1.4.1: See evduation of item 1.3.2.

On the basis of an evduation of the naturd processes at work at the Y ucca Mountain Site,
recommend additional work needed to address uncertainties, paying particular attention to
estimates of the rate and distribution of water seepage into the proposed repository.

Evauation of 1.4.2: The Board urged the DOE severd timesto reconcile results of different
studies on fast water pathways and commented on infiltration sudiesin its July 17, 2001, letter
to the acting director of OCRWM. The Board recommended to the DOE in an October 17,
2001, letter that the DOE obtain data supporting the DOE'’ s contention that moisture
discovered in the bulkheaded part of the cross drift is condensation.

2. Performance Goals Related to the Engineered Repository System and Strategy for
Achieving Performance Goals

2.1.1.

2.1.2.
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Evauate the accuracy and completeness of the technical bases for repository and waste
package designs.

Evauation of 2.1.1: In January 2001, the Board identified an evaluation and comparison of the
base-case repository design with alow-temperature design as one of four essentia € ements of
any ste recommendation. During 2001, the Board evauated DOE work related to high- and
low-temperature operating modes for the DOE’ s flexible repository desgn. The Board
commented to the DOE on thisissuein letters to the acting director of OCRWM dated March
30, 2001; July 17, 2001; and October 17, 2001.

Evauate the extent to which the DOE is using the technica bases for developing repository and
waste package designs.

Evauaion of 2.1.2: Uncertaintiesin the technicd basis, particularly for higher-temperature
designs, were identified. Because of alack of data, the magnitude of these uncertainties cannot



2.1.3.

2.2.1.

23.1.

be determined. As dated in the Board' s January 24, 2002, |etter, because of the uncertainties,
the Board has limited confidence in the DOE’ s performance estimates for high-temperature
designs.

Monitor and evauate the DOE' s progress in developing atechnical basis for modified or nove
design features.

Evauation of 2.1.3: The novel design aspect of highest interest to the Board is development of
one or more low-temperature designs for an evauation and a comparison with higher-
temperature designs. For example, if low-temperature designs require sSgnificantly larger
repogitory footprints, whether the additiona area has been adequately characterized and
represented in performance estimates will need to be addressed.

Evaduate the adequacy for a Site recommendation decision of corrosion studies on materids
being proposed for the EBS.

Evduation of 2.2.1: In January 2001, the Board identified progress in understanding the
underlying fundamenta processes involved in predicting the rate of waste package corrosion as
one of four essentid dements of any ste recommendation. The Board monitored DOE
activities and commented on the issue in letters to OCRWM' s acting director dated March 30,
2001, and July 17, 2001. On July 19 and 20, 2001, the Board hosted an international
workshop on issues related to the stability of the passive layer on metds proposed for the waste
package and the chalenges of extrapolating data obtained from short-term experiments to
performance of the waste packages over thousands of years. At the workshop, experts from
programs in other countries gave their views on surprises that might be encountered over the
very long time periods involved.

Assessthe integration of scientific studies with engineering designs for the repository and

the waste package. In particular, monitor the results of ongoing therma tests and evauate DOE
plans for using the test results to support models of the thermaly disturbed region near the
repository and to decide on spacing between emplacement drifts, degree of preclosure
ventilation, and closure date.

Evauation of 2.3.1: InaJduly 17, 2001, |etter to the acting director of OCRWM, the Board
commented on the need to complete investigations that connect the near-fidd natura
environment with the engineered repository syssem. The letter also gave an example of lack of
communication among program scientists, engineers, designers and modders related to
repository design and the large hydraulic gradient.

3. Performance Goals Related to the Waste M anagement System

As noted above, the DOE' s efforts related to the waste management system were extremely

limited. Therefore, the Board' sreview in this areawas likewise congtrained. The expectation isthat if
the Site recommendation is approved, waste management activities, including transportation plans and
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studies, will become amgor area of review for the Board. Therefore, waste management system
performance goa's have been deferred until FY 2003.

3.1.1. Evauate sorage cask and container designs to ascertain whether there is a sufficient technical
bassfor predicting potentid problems that could develop during storage and that could affect

the performance of the spent fuel during subsequent repository disposal.

Evduation of 3.1.1: Because of limited DOE activity in this area, Board work on this specific
god and related issues was deferred until fisca year 2003.

3.2.1. Evduatethe effects of “off-norma” events at the surface facility and how the events could affect
the ability of the facility to receive wagte shipments.

Evduation of 3.2.1: Because of limited DOE activity in this area, Board work on this specific
god and related issues was deferred until fisca year 2003.

3.2.2. Evduate the effects of reduced receiving capacity at the repository surface facility on the
nationwide trangportation system.

Evduation of 3.2.2: Because of limited DOE activity in this area, Board work on this specific
god and related issues was deferred until fisca year 2003.

3.3.1. Examinethe ability of storage casks and containers, including multipurpose canigers, to serve as
disposal casks and containersin arepogtory.

Evduation of 3.3.1: Because of limited DOE activity in this area, Board work on this specific
god and related issues was deferred until fisca year 2003.

3.4.1. Monitor progress by theralroad industry in implementing new technologies that would enhance
the safety of spent-fuel transportation (e.g., eectronic braking, whedl- bearing monitoring).
Evduate how well the DOE works with the railroad industry to design an integrated cask-rall
and car-train trangportation system that would ensure maximum safety and efficiency.

Evauation of 3.4.1: Because of limited DOE activity in this area, Board work on this specific
god and related issues was deferred until fisca year 2003.

3.4.2. Review criteriafor waste acceptance for storage to ensure that accepted material has been
suitably characterized for subsequent disposal.

Evduation of 3.4.2: Because of limited DOE activity in this area, Board work on this specific
god and related issues was deferred until fisca year 2003.

3.4.3. Evauate the DOE's plansfor enhancing safety cgpabilities dong trangportation corridors and
review the DOE’s planning and coordination activities (e.g., route sdection), accident
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prevention activities (e.g., improved ingpections and enforcement), and emergency response
activities.

Evduation of 3.4.3: Because of limited DOE activity in this area, Board work on this specific
god and related issues was deferred until fisca year 2003.
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4. Performance Goal Related to Performance Confirmation

4.1.1.
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Monitor the DOE'’s proposed performance-confirmation plans to help ensure that uncertainties
identified as part of the Site recommendation process are consdered in the formulation of those
plans.

Evauation of 4.1.1: Severa Board members and staff attended and contributed to a workshop
sponsored by the Electric Power Research Ingtitute at which representatives of the DOE, the
NRC, the National Academy of Sciences, and Nye County, among others, began aprdiminary
discussion of the following questions: (1) What is the definition of performance confirmeation?
(2) How are the dements of a performance-confirmation plan selected? (3) What
measurements will be used to confirm performance estimates? (4) How would the program or
the repository system be modified according to the results of performance-confirmation sudies?
(5) How long would the performance- confirmation period continue?
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