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DISCLAIMER 

This report was prepared a s  an account of work sponsored 
by an agency of t h e  United States Government. Neither t he  
United States Government nor any agency thereof, nor any 
of their employees, make any warranty, express or implied, 
or assumes any legal liability or responsibility for the  
accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information, 
apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or represents that  
its use would not infringe privately owned rights. Reference 
herein to any specific commercial product, process, or 
service by ttade name, trademark, manufacturer, or 
otherwise does not necessarily constitute or imply its 
endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by t he  United 
States Government or any agency thereof. The.views and 
opinions of authors expressed herein do not necessarily 
s ta te  or reflect those of t h e  United States Government or 
any agency thereof. , 
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Fiscal Year 1990 Congressional 
Budgef Requesf 

The Department of Energy has presented a Budget Request to Congress for fscal year 
(n? 1990in theamountof$500million,fortheNuclearWasteFund(seefigureonpage 
2). The FY 1989 Budget Request was $369.8 million. The basis for the changes in the 
FY 1990Congressional BudgetRequestfor theNuclear WasteFund, ascompared tothe 
FY 1989 Budget, are as follows: 

First Repository 

An increase of $114.9 million is requested to fund an intensified site characterization 
program at Yucca Mountain, Nevada. This includes the start of full-scale construction 
of the exploratory shaft facility; beginning of advanced conceptual design engineering 
studies for waste package and repository activities; and program expansion in quality 
assurance, regulatory, institutional and environmental areas. 

Monitored Retrievable Storage 

A decrease of $5 million is planned due to the delayed submission of the Monitored 
Retrievable Storage Review Commission Report (see OCRWM Bulletin, October/ 
November 1988), thereby delaying initiation of the survey and evaluation ofpotentially 
suitable sites. 

Transportation and Systems Integration 

An increaseof$6.4 million isrequestedforfinaldesignactivitiesonLegal WeightTruck 
and Railmarge casks and associated tests; acceleration of technical development, data 
systems and test support and an increase in the level of effort associated with systems 
integration studies, analyses and requirements. 

Program Management and Technical Support 

An increase of $7.8 million is requested for Repository Licensing Support System 
equipment purchases. 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Fees 

An increase of $12.1 million is requested due to revised NRC estimates for FY 1988 - 
FY 1989 licensing activities conducted in accordance with the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act, as amended, as described in. the NRC budget request. 

(conhued on page 2) 

Currently Scheduled 
OCR WM Short-Term 
Program Milestones 

Feb. 1989 Submit Mission Plan 
Amendment II 
to Congress. 

Mar. 1989 Submit Annual Report 
to Congress. 

EcalYcar 1990 Congressional 
Budget Rqutst, Nuclcar Waste Fund 

DOE Applia for Land 
Withdrawal at Yucca Mountain Site 

Status of& Cask Storage Study Rcpoa 

DOE Submits Sixth Annual 
Implementation Plan to Congrcss 

DOEIssuesEnvi~mmaral 

Intcmaticmal High-Lael Wastc 

Rcpoa on Tnnspoaaticm 
Coordinatian Group M&g 

PlaMingDoclrmenu 

Management Confcrrnn Announced 

cuncntly Schedulrd OCRWM 
Short-Tm PIU- Miltstona 

Sde*cd Eva& Calendar 

F'ublications Issued in 1988 
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Published by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management (OCRWM) 
For further information about the national program or for copies of new publications and documents listed in the OCRWMEullerin contact the U.S. Department of Energy, 
OCRWM, Oftice of External Relations and Policy, Mail Stop RW-40,1000 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20585, (202) 586-5722. The OCRWMInformation 
Sewlces Direcroryis available to provide sources of program information for the States, Indian Tribes, involved parties, and the public. 
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Department of Energy Fiscal Year 1990 Congressional Budget Request 
(continued horn puge I )  

Nuclear Waste Fund 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Fiscal Year 1988 Fiscal Year 1989 Fiscal Year 1990 

* T h e m  1989 appropriation (Public Law 100-371) fortheNuclear WasteFund is $369,832,00O. In FY 1989, an appropriation transfer 
will be proposed to provide $3,000,000 Budget Authority for the Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board and $3,000,000 Budget 
Authority for the Office of the Negotiator. 
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Status of Dry Cask Storage Study Report 

As one of the last steps in compliance with 
Section 5064 of the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act (NWPA), as amended, DOE 
submitted the Final Version Dry Cask 
Storage Study to the NRC on Jan. 23, 
1989, for their final review. Information 
copies were also provided to selected 
Congressional offices at that time. After 
receipt of the final NRC comments on the 
Final Version Dry Cask Storage Study, 
DOE will formally submit both the Final 
Version Dry Cask Storage Study and the 
final NRC comments to Congress, as 
required by the amended "A. Public 
distribution will also be made at that time. 

TheDry CaskStorageStudy isareporton 
the use of dry cask storage technologies at 
the sites of civilian nuclear power 
reactors. Section 5064 of the "A, as 
amended, directs the Secretary of Energy 
to conduct astudy and evaluation of using 
these technologies for the temporary 
storage of spent nuclear fuel until such 
time as a permanent geologic repository 
has been constructed and licensed by the 
NRC. 

In conducting this study, DOE was 
required to consider such factors as costs, 
effects on human health and the 
environment, effects on the costs and 
risks of transporting spent fuel to a 
Federal facility and the extent to which 
the Nuclear Waste Fund can and should 
be used to provide funds for at-reactor 
storage. 

The report consists of three parts. Part I is 
divided into 7 chapters and an appendix. 
After the introductory chapter, Chapter 2 
provides background information on the 
storage of spent fuel at reactor sites, 
including methods for increasing the 
capacity of existing spent fuel pools and 
methods of dry storage. It then briefly 
examines the licensing of at-reactor 
storage. 

Chapter 3 presents estimates of the 
additional storage requirements and the 
basis for the estimate. It briefly examines 
the principal factors that affect the 
additional storage requirements, explains 
how the requirements were estimated and 
shows the geographic distribution of the 
requirements. 

Chapter 4 discusses options for 
increasing at-reactor storage, namely, dry 
storage systems and in-pool rod 
consolidation. Each option is described 
together with a discussion of such topics 
as demonstration and applications, 
licensing status and estimated unit costs. 
The chapter ends with a review of various 
factors that might affect a utility's choice 
of a particular spent fuel storage option 
and a summary of utility responses to 
questions about their plans for providing 
additional storage capacity and their 
studies of available options. 

Chapter 5 presents estimates of the 
potential aggregate costs for all U.S. 
reactors with additional storage 
requirements and discusses and examines 

_I 
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potential effects on the transportation 
system. Aggregate impacts on human 
health and the environment are not 
presented because the information 
needed to calculate these impacts are not 
available. However, it is possible to 
conclude from the information available 
for individual storage technologies and 
particular reactor sites that the aggregate 
impacts on human health and the 
environment will be so small as to be 
negligible. 

Chapter 6 considers the use of the Nuclear 
Waste Fund for providing additional at- 
reactor storage and concludes that DOE is 
not authorized to provide direct financial 
support for storage at reactor sites. 

Chapter 7 contains a summary and a 
conclusion that existing technologies are 
technically feasible, safe and 
environmentally acceptable options for 
storing spent fuel at the sites of civilian 
nuclear reactors until such time as a 
Federal facility is available to accept the 
spent fuel. 

Part I ends with an appendix that presents 
additional information requested by the 
reviewers of the initial version of the 
report. Part I1 of the Dry Cask Storage 
Study Report is a comment response 
document that presents synopses of the 
comments received by DOE on the initial 
version of the report (see OCRWM 
Bulletin, August 1988) and DOE'S 
responses. Part 111 reproduces each of the 
comment letters. * 

DOE Applies for land Withdrawal at Wcca Mountain Site 

DOE has filed an application with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to withdraw 4,255.5 acres of public land at the Yucca 
Mountain, Nevada, site. The purpose of the proposed withdrawal is (1) to prevent interference with site characterization activities, 
(2) to maintain the physical integrity of the subsurface environment from unplanned or unknown intrusions in order to ensure that 
scientific studies for site characterization are not invalidated and (3) to ensure that the public is formally notified regarding particularly 
sensitive areas in and around the Yucca Mountain site that could be adversely impacted by the conduct of mining activities. 

On Jan. 13,1989, the BLM published a proposed withdrawal notice and opportunity for a public meeting in theFederal Register. The * notice closes the land for up to 2 years from surface entry, mining and mineral leasing. 
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Report on Transportation Coordination Group Meeting 

The eighth meeting of the Transportation 
Coordination Group (TCG) was held on 
Dec. 7-8, 1988, in Kansas City, MO. 
Meeting attendees included 
representatives of DOE, contractors of 
DOE, various States (Nevada, 
Washington, Tennessee, Arkansas, Iowa 
and Illinois), local governments of 
Nevada, Indian Tribes, regional and 
national groups of States and Indian 
Tribes, utilities and the transportation 
industry. 

On the first day of the meeting, DOE 
representatives provided an overview of 
recent developments in the OCRWM 
program and related transportation 
activities. In addition, reports were 
provided on the following subjects: 

Transportation studies of the 
Monitored Retrievable Storage ( M R S )  
Review Commission 

The Director of Transportation 
Analysis for the MRS Review 
Commission reviewed plans to 
evaluate existing transportation reports 
and determine the need for additional 
studies to support the Commission's 
review of the need for an M R S  facility 
as part of the national nuclear waste 
management system. Also reviewed 
were the Commission's plans and 
schedule for holding public hearings to 
solicit input on issues and factors 
related to an M R S  facility. 

Reauthorization of the h-ice-Anderson 
Act 

A representative from DOE'S Office of 
General Counsel presented an 
overview of the Price-Anderson Act, 
which was amended and reauthorized 
by Congress in August 1988. The Act 
provides an extensive system of 
financial protection, for all parties that 
may be liable, to compensate the public 
for damages associated with serious 
nuclear accidents related to certain 

activities. Covered activities include 
the operation of waste management 
facilities developed under the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act ("A) and the 
transportation of nuclear waste to such 
facilities. The Act establishes a 
limitation on liability at a level of 
approximately $7 billion. In the event 
that liability for damages were to 
exceed the limit, Congress would be 
required to take whatever action is 
determined necessary to provide full 
compensation to the public. 

Reports were also provided on 
transportation studies and activities being 
conducted by the regional and national 
groups under cooperative agreements 
with OCRWM. Presentations were made 
by representatives of the National 
Congress of American Indians, the 
National Conference of State 
Legislatures, the Western Interstate 
Energy Board (WIEB) and the Southern 
States' Energy Board. 

The sec'ond day of the meeting was 
devoted to review of routing issues. 
Topics of discussion included an 
overview of routing regulations 
established through public rulemaking by 
the Department of Transportation (DOT) 
for the highway transportation of 
radioactive materials, DOT rail routing 
studiesanda WIEB recommendationona 
process for selecting highway routes for 
NWPA transportation. Panels of meeting 
participants also reviewed State 
experiences in the designation of 
preferred highway routes for radioactive 
materials transportation under DOT 
regulations and rail routing experience. 
Also, OCRWM discussed issues and 
options for addressing routing in 
OCRWM transportation planning. 

Notice of the next TCG meeting, 
expected to be held in summer 1989, will 
be provided in a later edition of the 
OCRWM Bulletin. $1 

Selected Events Calendar 

Feb. 15 Yucca Mountain Project Update Meeting, 7:00-10:00 p.m.. Beatty Community Center, 
Beauy, NV.* 

Feb. 16 

Feb. 21 

Yucca Mountain Project Update Meeting, 7:00-1000 p.m., Aladdin Hotel, Las Vegas, NV.* 

Yucca Mountain Projek Update Meeting, 7:00-10:00 p.m., Caliente Girls Training Center, 
Caliente, NV.* 

Feb. 23 Yucca Mauntain Project Update Meeting, 7:OO-1O:OO p.m., Reno-Sparks Convention Center, 
Reno, NV.* 

Mar. 20 Site Characterization Plan Public Hearing, 2:OO-500 p.m. and 7:OO-1O:OO p.m., Amargosa Valley 
Community Center, Amargosa, NV.* 

Site Characterization Plan Public Hearing, 200-5:OO p.m. and 7 0 0 - 1 0 0 0  p.m., Aladdin Hotel, 
Las Vegas, NV.* 

Site Characterization Plan Public Hearing, 2:00-5:00 p.m. and 7:00-10:00 p.m., Reno Hilton 
Hotel, Reno, NV.* 

Mar. 21 

Mar. 23 

* For further information, contact Yucca Mountain Information Office, US. Department of Energy, (702) 
553-2130 or Office of External Affairs, Nevada Operations Office, (702) 295-3521. 

89:4 



January IFebruary 1989 5 
lnfernafional High-Level 

Wasfe Managemenf 
Conference Announced 

1 A Conference Steering Committee, con- ’ sisting of representatives from the Uni- 
versity of Nevada, Las Vegas, the State of 
Nevada, OCRWM and professional and 
technical societies, has announced the 
establishment of an annual, high-level 
waste management conference set for 
Apr. 9-12,1990, in Las Vegas, NV. The 
purpose of the fEst meeting is to create a 
national and international focal point and 
forum for the free and open exchange of 
scientific, engineering, geophysical and 
socio-economic information on high- 
level radioactive wastemanagement. The 
conference will be dedicated to the pres- 
entation and exchange of information 
related to the management, storage, trans- 
portation and disposal of high-level ra- 
dioactive waste, including the siting, 
design, licensing,constructionandopera- 
tion of a deep geologic repository. Not 
included in the scope of the conference 
are low-level radioactive waste, toxic and 
chemical wastes, transuranic waste and 
decommissioning of nuclear facilities. 

The Howard R. Hughes College of 
Engineering at the University of Nevada, 
Las Vegas, will be the official, permanent 
host of the conference and will chair the 
Conference Steering Committee that 
establishes overall policy for the 
conference. 

The involvement of interested 
professional and technical societies is 
actively encouraged. Key scientific and 
technical societies will serve as co- 
sponsors to assure the highest profes- 
sionalism in the planning and conduct of 
the conference. The 1990 conference will 
be managed by the American Society of 
Civil Engineers, and the American 
Nuclear Society will be responsible for 
coordinating the technical program. 

Conference organizers will be soliciting 
scientific and technical papers in the 
spring of 1989 on all aspects of high-level 
radioactive waste management for 
presentation at the conference. * 

DO€ Submits Sixth Annual lmplemenfafion Plan io 
Congress for Deploymenf of Federal Interim Sforage 

Facilities for Commercial Spenf Nuclear Fuel 

Sections 135 and 136 of theNuclear WastePolicy Act of 1982 (NWPA) assigned to the 
Department of Energy the responsibility to provide Federal Interim Storage (FIS) of 
civilian spent nuclear fuel under certain limited circumstances, including the following: 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission must determine that the owner and generator of 
spent fuel cannot reasonably provide the required storage capacity and is diligently 
pursuing licensed alternatives to FIS. 

The Secretary of Energy shall provide not more than 1,900 metric tons of uranium of 
storage capacity, when the need is established, through the use of available storage 
capacity at facilities owned by the government on Jan. 7,1983, acquisition of spent 
fuel storage equipment or construction of stoqge capacity at reactor sites. 

DOE’S authority to enter in FIS contracts expires after Jan. 1,1990. 

The NWPA further requires DOE to annually prepare and submit to Congress a report 
specifying DOE’S plans for providing any FIS capacity that is required and to publish 
the fee schedule and its calculation in the Federal Register (the Federul Register notice 
concerningthefeeschedulefor 1989 waspublishedon Dec. 7,1988). Thesixthandfinal 
annual report “Implementation Plan for Deployment of Federal Interim Storage” was 
submitted to Congress on Dec. 30,1988. 

No utility has applied for FIS to date. Essentially identical FIS implementation plans 
have been published for the past five years. The only significant changes that have been 
made this year are projections of additional at-reactor storage requirements. The latest 
projections are lower than those reported in last year’s Implementation Plan, primarily 
because DOE’S No New Order Case was chosen as the basis for this year’s projections, * while previous projections were based on utility estimates. 

DOE lssues Environmenfal Planning Documents 

Environmental Regulatory 
Compliance Plan (ERCP) for Site 
Characterization, Revision 1 

The ERCP for site characterization of the 
Yucca Mountain, Nevada, site is one 
aspect of implementing DOE policy to 
conduct its operations in an 
environmentally safe and sound manner 
and in compliance with applicable 
environmental statutes, regulations and 
Standards. 

The following information is contained in 
the ERCP: 

Federal environmental laws and 
regulations, Executive Orders and 
DOE Orders which may be applicable 

to the characterization of the Yucca 
Mountain site, 

An identification and description of 
State and local environmental laws and 
regulations for which Federal law 
mandates compliance, 

A list of other related State and local 
laws, 

Adescription of fie1dactivities.planned 
for site characterization that may 
trigger applicable Federal, State and 
local laws and regulations, 

Federal, State and local agencies that 
have responsibilities for assuring 
compliance with the above, 

(confinued on page 6) 
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DOE Issues Environmental Planning Documents 
(confinued from page 5) 

A description of the processes for 
complying with all applicable Federal 
environmental laws, regulations and 
Executive Orders, 

9 A description of the process for 
addressing concerns evidenced by 
related State and local statutes and 
regulations to the extent practicable, 
but not inconsistent with DOE’s 
responsibilities under the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act, as amended, or other 
Federal laws, 

A description of a computer based 
permit tracking system, 

Identification of the organizations 
within DOE that are responsible for 
obtaining permits or approvals in a 
timely manner, and 

A description of the procedures by 
which DOE will monitor changes to 
existing ornew laws, regulations, DOE 
Orders and Executive Orders that may 
affect the conduct of site 
characterization at theYuccaMountain 
site. 

The ERCP is being developed in two 
phases. The first phase represents DOE’s 
current understanding of environmental 
regulatory requirements for site 
characterization at YuccaMountain. This 
first phase ERCP will be updated and re- 
released after the hearings to be held on 
the Site Characterization Plan (see 
OCRWM Bulletin, December 1988 and 
the “Selected Events Calendar” on page 
4 of this Bulletin). 

The second phase will identify the 
environmental regulatory requirements 
for repository construction and operation 
and will be coordinated with the analysis 
developed for the Environmental Impact 
Statement that will accompany any 
recommendation by the Secretary of 
Energy to the President to approve a site 
for a repository. After consultation with 
appropriate Federal and State agencies, 
the ERCP will be updated to reflect the 
results of these consultations. 

Environmental Monitoring and 
Mitigation Plan (EMMP) for Site 
Characterization, Revision 2 

Section 113(a) of the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act of 1982 requires that DOE 
conduct its site characterization activities 
in a manner that minimizes any 
significant adverse environmental 
impacts to the maximum extent 
practicable. To document its compliance 
with the Section 113(a) requirement, 
DOE has developed an EMMP. 

After summarizing the site 
characterization program, the EMMP 
identifies potentially significant adverse 
impacts to be monitored during 
characterization of the Yucca Mountain 
site. This is followed by a general 
discussion of proposed monitoring plans. 
The variables to be monitored, the 
techniques for sampling and data 
collection and measurement are 
presented in Environmental Field 
Activity Plans. 

After the general discussion, the EMMP 
delineates the ways in which data 
generated by monitoring activities will be 
interpreted and used. The criteria for 
determining the need for, and extent of, 
mitigative action are presented as well as 
the procedures to be followed should 
those criteria be attained or exceeded. 
DOE entities responsible for specific 
steps in the mitigation process are 
identified and their responsibilities in the 
reporting process are defined. 

The final chapter of the EMMP outlines 
procedures for modifying the EMMP 
once site characterization has begun. As 
site characterization activities are 
conducted, it may be necessary to modify 
the EMMP acquisition of new 
information pertaining to the site or 
information obtained from the 
monitoring program itself. 

Periodic review of each monitoring 
program will be conducted to ensure the 
adequacy of the techniques used and to 
evaluate the effectiveness of any 
measures used to minimize 
environmental impacts. Periodic 
monitoring reports will be prepared 
during site characterization to provide a 
feedback mechanism for establishing or 
modifying individual monitoring 
programs. * 
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OCRWM Publications Issued in 1988 

OCRWM Bulletin (December 1987 and January 1988 Combined) 
OCRWM Bulletin (July) 
OCRWM Bulletin (February) 
OCRWM Bulletin (March and April Combined) 
OCRWM Bulletin (August) 
OCRWM Bulletin (May and June Combined) 
OCRWM Bulletin (September) 
Site Characterization Plan Consultation Draft: Yucca Mountain Site, Nevada 
Site characterization Plan Consultation Draft Overview: Yucca Mountain Site, Nevada 
Site Characterization Plan Consultation Draft: Deaf Smith County, Texas 
Site Characterization Plan Consultation Draft Overview: Deaf Smith County, Texas 
Site Characterization Plan Consultation Draft: Hanford Site, Washington 
Site Characterization Plan Consultation Draft Overview: Hanford Site, Washington 
Additional Information on Monitored Retrievable Storage 
OCRWM Backgrounder: Radiation and High-Level Waste 
OCRWM Backgrounder: Geographic Distribution of High-Level Waste 
OCRWM Backgrounder: Health and Safety Protection in the Management of the Nation's High-Level Waste 
OCRWM Backgrounder: Multiple Barrier System of Geographic Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and 
High-Level Radioactive Waste 
Opportunities for Participation in the OCRWM Transportation Program 
Environmental Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (EMMP, Washington State) 
Environmental Regulatory Compliance Plan (ERCP, Washington State) 
Socioeconomic Monitoring and Mitigation Plan ( S M M P ,  Washington State) 
Environmental Field Activity Plan (EFAP, Washington State) 
Environmental Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (EMMP, Nevada) 
Environmental Regulatory Compliance Plan (ERCP, Nevada) 
Environmental Field Activity Plan (EFAP, Nevada) 
Socioeconomic Monitoring and Mitigation Plan ( S M M P ,  Nevada) 
Environmental Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (EMMP, Texas) 
Environmental Regulatory Compliance Plan (ERCP, Texas) 
Environmental Field Activity Plan (EFAP, Texas) 
Socioeconomic Monitoring and Mitigation Plan ( S M M P ,  Texas) 
Characteristics of Spent Fuel, High-Level Waste, and Other Radioactive Wastes Which May Require 
Long-Term Isolation 
Quality Assurance Plan for Transportation Cask Systems Development Program 
Implementation Plan for Deployment of Federal Interim Storage Facilities for Commercial Spent Nuclear Fuel 
Draft 1988 Mission Plan Amendment 
Quarterly Report on Program Cost and Schedule (First Quarter Ending December 1987) 
Quarterly Report on Program Cost and Schedule (Second Quarter Ending March 1988) 
Quarterly Report on Program Cost and Schedule (Third Quarter Ending June 1989) 
OCRWM Annual Report to Congress FY 1987 
Nuclear Waste Fund Cash Management Procedures 
Annual Capacity Report 
OECD/NEA - OCRWM International Brochure 
OCRWM Transporation Program Reference 
OCRWM Records Management Policies and Requirements 
Managing the Nation's Nuclear Waste 
Dry Cask Storage Study 
Quality Assurance Administration Procedures (Loose-Leaf Cover and Spine Only) 
Site Characterization Plan Overview 
Site Characterization Plan (Nine-Volume Set) 
OCRWM Bulletin (October and November Combined) 
OCRWM Bulletin (December) 
Section 175 Report 
SCP Public Handbook 



. .. 

United Stares Departmenl of Energy 
Ofice of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 

Washington, D C  20585 

- OCRWM 
Bulletin 

1988 Index 

Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste, My/Jn:2 

Affected unit of local government, My/Jn:2 

Agencies 
International Atomic Energy, Mr/Ap:3 
Nucleai Energy Agency of the Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development, 

Mr/Ap:3 

Amendments Act (see Nuclear Waste Policy 
Amendments Act of 1987) 

American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO), S:3,5 

American Nuclear Society, J1:4 

ANSUASME Standard NQA-l-l986,0/N:2 

Appointments 
MRS Commission 

Dr. Dale E. Klein, J1:5 
Dr. Frank L. Parker, J1:5 
Alex Radin, J1:5 

Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
Acting Director, C. E. Kay Mr/Ap:7; O/N:l 
Acting Director, S. Rousso, O/N: 1 
Deputy Director, F. Peters, O/N: 1 

Office of External Relations and Policy 
Associate Director, T. Isaacs, Mr/Ap:7 

Index Note: Page citations list references by date 
of issue and page number. The page is cited after 
the colon. Nine issues were published in 1988: 

D/Ja @ecember/January) Ag (August) 
F (February) S (September) 
Mr/Ap (March/April) O/N (October/ 
My/Jn (May/June) November) 
J1 (July) D (December) 

Deputy Associate Director, L. Barrett, 

Office of Facilities Siting and Development 
Associate Director, S. Kale, Mr/Ap:7 
Deputy Associate Director, J. Saltzman, 

Office of Program Administration and Resource 

Associate Director, S .  Rousso, Mr/Ap:7 
Deputy Associate Director, J. Bresee, 

Mr/Ap:7; Ag:6 

Mr/Ap:7 

Management 

Mr/Ap:7 
Office of Quality Assurance 

Acting Director, P. Saget, Mr/Ap:7 
Director, L. Barrett, Ag:6; O/N: 1 

Office of Systems Integration and Regulations 
Associate Director, R. Stein, Mr/Ap:7 
Deputy Associate Director, K. Klein, Mr/Ap:7 

Babcock and Wilcox, Ag:2 

Battelle Columbus Division, D/Ja:3 

Benefits Agreement, D/Ja:2; Mr/Ap:3; My/Jn:2,7; 
O/N:4 (see also .Funding) 

Budget (see Funding) 

Bureau of Land Management (BLM), F: 1-2 

Carolina Power and Light, Mr/Ap:5 

Casks (see Storage, dry cask and Transportation 
Program) 

Citizens Alert, Mr/Ap:5 

Clark County, Nevada, My/Jn:2,7; O/N:4 

Closeout activities, F:2; Mr/Ap:3,9 
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Code of Federal Regulations 
10 CFR 1, F 5  
10CFR51, S:4 
10 CFR 53, F:5 
10 CFR 60, My/Jn:5; J1:2; D: 1 
10 CFR 61, S:4 
10 CFR 600.123, F:2 
10 CFR 961, J1:6 
10 CFR 191, D:l 

Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance (CVSA), J1:3 

Consultation and cooperation, My/Jn:2,7 

Consultations, DOE/NRC, My/Jn:5-6; Ag:4,6; 
O N 2  

Cooperative demonstrations, Mr/Ap:5 

Coordination Groups, F:2 
Transportation, D/Ja:4; My/Jn: 1,3; Ag:5 
Quality Assurance, J1:5 

Deaf Smith County, Texas, D/Ja:l; F:2; Mr/A 

Department of the Interior, F:l 

Draft Mission Plan Amendment, Jl:l, 5; S:2 

Edison Electric Institute, D:3 

Emergency response, My/Jn:3,4 

:2 

Environmental Program Overview (draft), D:6 
figure D:9 

Environmental protection 
Environmental Field Activity Plans, O/N:3; D:6 
environmental planning process and documents, 

environmental site investigations, O/N:3 
D:6, table D:9 

(see also Research and Development, Reports) 

Exploratory Shaft Facility, D/Ja:l; S:2 
construction delay, O/N:2 

Federal Register Notices, My/Jn:2; Ag:4,6 

Financial assistance, Mr/Ap:3; My/Jn:7 

Funding 
assistance for training, My/Jn:4 
Benefits Agreement, Mr/Ap : 3; M y/J n : 2 

grant awards, O/N:4 
provision for payments, My/Jn:7 
siting benefits, D/Ja:2 

Civilian Radioactive Waste Research and 
Development Program, Mr/Ap:5 

Congressional appropriations, S :  1 
Dry Cask Storage Program, Mr/Ap:4,8 
monitored retrievable storage, Mr/Ap:4 
NRC fees, Mr/Ap:4 
NRC Memorandum of Understanding, Mr/Ap:5; 

Nuclear Waste Fund, W/Ap:l-5, 8; S:l; 
Ag: 1-2 

tables Mr/Ap:5; S :  1 
goals, Mr/Ap:2 

OCRWM budget, Mr/Ap:l-5; tables F:3, 

pre-licensing activities, Ag:3 
project closeouts, F:2 
cessation of grants, F:2 
transportation, Mr/Ap:4 

Mr/Ap:l, 2 

General Accounting Office, D/Ja:3 

General Atomics, My/Jn:3; Ag:2 

Glass waste forms, D/Ja:3 

Governor Richard H. Bryan, Nevada, My/Jn:2,7 

Grants-Equal-to-Taxes, D/Ja:2 

Hanford, Washington, D/Ja: 1; F:2; Mr/Ap:2 

Inspector General Audit, D/Ja:4 

International Bridge, Tunnel, and Turnpike 
Association (IBTTA), S:3,5 

International Cooperative Activities, Mr/Ap:3 
Federal Highway Administration, S:3,5 

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, J1:2 
Federal Interim Storage, F:5,6; My/Jn:3-4 
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Legislation 
(see Nuclear Waste Policy Act, Nuclear Waste 
Policy Amendments Act, and Public Laws) 

Licensing 

M y/Jn : 6 
Licensing Support System, D/Ja:3; Mr/Ap:4; 

selection of contractor, D/Ja:3 
proposed NRC rule, Ag:3 

Lincoln County, Nevada, O/N:4 

Los Alamos National Laboratory, J1:2 

Management and Operating Contract, 
Mr/Ap:7, 8; My/Jn:5 

Memorandum of Understanding 
NRC, Ag: 1-2 

Mission Plan Amendment, F:3 (see also Draft 
Mission Plan Amendment) 

National Environmental Policy Act, D/Ja: 1; F:2; 
s:4 

Negotiatior, D/Ja:2; F:4; O/N:4 

Nevada Nuclear Waste Project Office, Mr/Ap:6 

Nevada Nuclear Waste Site Investigations, 
Ag:2 

Nevada Nuclear Waste Study Committee, 
Mr/Ap:5 

Nevada Waste Management Project Office, 
Mr/Ap:5; J1:2; Ag:2 

Northeast Utilities Services Co., Mr/Ap:S 

Nuclear Assurance Corp., My/Jn:3; Ag:2 

Nuclear Fuel Data Form RW-859 (1987), J1:6 

Nuclear Packaging,Inc., Ag:2 
Mitigation, D:7 

Monitored RetrievableStorage 
additional information on MRS Report, D/Ja:3 
authorization, D/Ja: 1-2 
discussion, Mr/Ap:4 
funding, Mr/Ap:4 
public participation, Mr/Ap:4; O/N: 1 
Report to Congress, O/N:4 
Review Commission Schedule D/Ja:2; F:4; 
Mr/Ap:4; J1:5; O/N:l 

members named, J1:5 
testing and demonstration, Mr/Ap:4 

Monitoring and Mitigation 
DOE capabilities and policy, D:7 
Environmental Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, 

planning document, D:6 
Mr/Ap:3; D:6 

National Conference of State Legislatures 
(NCSL), My/Jn:3 

National Congress of American Indians (NCAI), 
My/Jn : 3 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
Mr/Ap:3,5,6 
Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste, My/Jn:2 
alternative conceptual models for repository site, 

eligibility of Federal Interim Storage applicants, 

High-Level Waste Advisory Committee on the 

interactions on exploratory shaft facility, O/N:2 
Memorandum of Understanding, Mr/Ap:S; Ag: 1 
pre-licensing funding activities, Mr/Ap:S; Ag: 1 
prenotification regulations, My/Jn:4 
proposed rule for licensing and records 

reports, D/Ja:3; Mr/Ap:9; Ag:6 
rulemaking for repositories and disposal, S:4 
site characterization, Point Papers, Mr/Ap:6; 

testimony before, My/Jn:5 

Mr/Ap:6; My/Jn:S, 6 

F:5 

Licensing Support System, Ag:3 

management, Ag:3 

My/Jn:6 

Nuclear Waste Fund (see Funding) 
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Nuclear Waste Policy Act, J1:2 
amendments to 
(see Nuclear Waste Policy Amendments Act) 
(see Public Laws) 

passage of, D/Ja: 1 
provisions of, D/Ja:l; J1:2 
Sections 

11 1, Ag:l 
113, D:l 
116, D/Ja:2; F:2; O/N:4 
117, My/Jn:2,7 
118, D/Ja:2; F:2 
121, D:l 
149, D/Ja:2 
175, Mr/Ap:3; D:7,8 
180, My/Jn:4 
223, Mr/Ap:3 
301, F:2; J1: 1 
302, Ag:l 
304, Ag:3 

Nuclear Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1987 
D/Ja: 1; F:2; My/Jn:2; J1:4 
Benefits Agreements, My/Jn:7 
financial assistance, My/Jn:7 
NRC role, S:4 
onsite representation, My/Jn:2 
phaseout and reclamation activities, Mr/Ap:9 
prenotification, of waste shipments, My/Jn:3 
Sections 

501 1, F:2; My/Jn:2 
503 1, My/Jn:2 
5032, F:2 
5033, F:2 
5064, Mr/Ap:8; Ag:3 

schedule of, table F 4  

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board, D/Ja:2; 
F:4 

Nye County, Nevada, O/N:4 

Oak Ridge National Laboratory, My/Jn:4 

Offices 
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management, 
Mr/Ap:7, chart Mr/Ap:7 

Chicago Operations, My/Jn:3 
Defense Programs, S:3 

External Relations and Policy, Mr/Ap:6; Ag:6 
Facilities Siting and Development, Mr/Ap:6 
Geologic Repositories, Mr/Ap:5 
Idaho Operations, My/Jn:3; Ag:2,5 
Management and Budget, My/Jn:6 
Negotiator, D/Ja:2; O/N:4 
Nevada Operations, My/Jn:2 
Nevada Waste Management Project, Mr/Ap:5; 

Oak Ridge Operations, My/Jn:3 
Program Administration and Resource 

Quality Assurance, Mr/Ap:7;My/Jn:6; J1:4; Ag:6; 
State of Nevada Nuclear Waste Project, Mr/Ap:6 
Systems Integration and Regulations, Mr/Ap:6 
Subseabed Research, D/Ja:3 
(see also Appointments) 

Jk2; Ag:2 

Management, Mr/Ap:6 

Onsite representation, My/Jn:2 

Pacific Northwest Laboratory, Ag:4 

Pacific States Agreement on Radioactive 
Materials Transport Management, J1:3 

Prenotification of waste shipments, My/Jn:4; S:3 

Program planning, Mr/Ap:4 
Strategy Options Document, D/Ja:4 

Project closeouts 
affected activities, F:2; Mr/Ap:9 
(see also Funding) 

Public Laws 
100-203, D/Ja: 1 
100-371, S:l 
100-507,0/N:4 

Public Participation 
cask design, Ag:5 
draft Mission Plan Amendment, S:2 
dry cask storage, Mr/Ap:8; Ag:3-4,6 
financial assistance, My/Jn:7 
monitored retrievable storage program, 

onsite representation, My/Jn:2 
repository program, My/Jn:2,6-7 

Mr/Ap:4; O/N:l 
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INDEX 5 
Site Characterization Plan, Mr/Ap:3,5-6; 

transportation program, My/Jn: 1,3,4; S:3,5 
My/Jn:6-7; D: 1 , 3-4 

Quality Assurance 
coordinating group, J1:5 
Level I and I1 monitoring, Ag:2 
Office of, organization, Mr/Ap:7; J1:4 
Office of, Director of, My/Jn:6; J1:4; Ag:6 
Nevada Nuclear Waste Storage Investigation 
Quality Assurance Plan (NNWSI SS-9), O/N:2,4 
planning, O/N:4 (see also Reports) 
program objectives, My/Jn:6; J1:4-6; O/N:5 
Quality Assurance Coordinating Group, J1:5 
Qualiti Assurance Requirements document, 

Quality Assurance Program Description, O/N:2,4 
requirements, Ag:6; O/N:2,4 
stop work order, Ag:2 
training for, J1:4; O/N:4-5 

o/N:2 

Quality control, J1:2-3 

Radiation doses, in transportation, Ag:4 

Reclamation Program and Implementation Plan, 
D:6 

Regulations 

Waste, S:4 
for disposal of Greater-than-Class-C Low-Level 

Environmental Regulatory Compliance Plan, D:6 
for geologic repositories, S:4; D: 1-2 
quality assurance, O/N:2 

Reports 
ALARA--Analysis of Radiation Doses from 

Operation of Postulated Commercial Spent Fuel 
Transportation Systems, Ag:4,5 

Annual Capacity Report, J1:6 
Dry Cask Storage Study, Mr/Ap:S; Ag:3-4 
environmental documents,figure D:9 
Environmental Field Activity Plans, O/N:3 
Environmental Impact Statement Implementation 

Environmental Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, 

Environmental Program Overview, D:6 

Plan, D:6 

F:6; Mr/Ap:3; D:6 

Environmental Regulatory Compliance Plan, D:6 

Licensing Support System (LSS) 
draft, F:6 

Benefit-Cost Analysis, My/Jn:6 
Conceptual LSS Design, My/Jn:6 
Preliminary Needs Analysis, My/Jn:6 
Preliminary Data Scope, My/Jn:6 

MRS Review Commission Report, O/N:4 
Nevada Nuclear Waste Storage Investigation 
Quality Assurance Plan, O/N:2,4 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission Point Paper, 
Mr/Ap:6; My/Jn:5 
OCRWM Annual Report to Congress, Ag:3,5 
Quality Assurance Program Description 
Document, O/N:2,4 

Quality Assurance Requirements, O/N:2 
Reclamation Program and Implementation Plans, 

Safety Analysis Report on Packaging, Ag:2 
Section 175 Report, D:7 
Site Characterization Plan Overview, D:5 
Site Characterization Plan Public Handbook foi 

Socioeconomic Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, 

Transportation Business Plan, amendment, 

D:6 

Yucca Mountain, D:3 

F:6; D:7 

D/Ja:4-5 

Repository 
authorization procedures for, D:2, 6 
first repository, D/Ja: 1; Mr/Ap:2-3 

performance allocation in design, My/Jn:5 
review procedures for, S:4 
second repository, D/Ja:2; Mr/Ap:3 

schedule, table Mr/Ap:2 

Research and Development 
air quality research, O/N:3 
Civilian Radioactive Waste Research and 

cooperative demonstrations, Mr/Ap:S 
cultural resources studies, O/N:3 
dry cask storage (see Storage, dry cask) 
Energy Supply Research and Development 

Exploratory Shaft Facility, O/N:2 
International programs, Mr/Ap:3 
Office of Subseabed Research, D/Ja:3 

Development program funding request, Mr/Ap:S 

Program, Mr/Ap: 1 
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radiological studies, O/N:3 
subseabed disposal, D/Ja:2-3 
surface-based testing, Mr/Ap:3 
terrestrial ecosystems studies, O/N:3 

Right-of-way Reservation, F: 1-2 

Sandia National Laboratories, J1:2 

Schedule 
Exploratory Shaft Facility, O/N:2 
Monitored Retrievable Storage Review 

report due date extended, O/N:4 
Commission, O/N: 1 

Nuclear Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1987, 

OCRWM program milestones, tables Ag:5; 

repository, table W/Ap:2 

F:4 

O/N:2 

Science Applications International Corporation, 
D/Ja:3; J1:2 

Section 175 Report, D:7 

Site Characterization Plan (SCP), Mr/Ap:2-3; 
J1:2; S:2; D:1-5; illus. D:5 
alternative conceptual models, Mr/Ap:6; My/Jn:6; 

applicable regulations, J1:2; S:4; D: 1 
concurrent activities, J1:3 
Consultation draft, Mr/Ap:3,5-6; My/Jn:5; S:2; 

s:2 

D:3 
Overview, F:6 
purpose of, D:3 
review and comments, S:2 
technical review by NRC, Mr/Ap:6 

disqualification, procedures in event of, D:2 
Exploratory Shaft Facility, schedule for, O/N:2; 
table, O/N:2 

legislative and regulatory requirements, D: 1,3 
overview, D:5 
organization for completion, J1:2; chart J1:2 
organization of, D:2 

quality control, Jk2-3 
SCP Program Review Board, J1:2 
SCP Integration Groups, J1:2 
SCP Working Groups, J1:2 

Public handbook, D:3 

public participation, Mr/Ap:5-6; D: 1,3-4 
purpose of, D:5 
Safety Analysis Report, S:2 

Site Characterization Program, Mr/Ap:2; S:2 
characterization activities, S:2 
description, F l ;  J1:2; D:1-2 

model development, S:2 
organization of, illus. D:2 
physical characterization, S:2 
process, D:2 
purpose, S:2 

Nevada Nuclear Waste Site Investigation, Ag:2 

Southern States Energy Board (SSEB), My/Jn:3 

Standard Contract for Disposal of Spent Nuclear 
Fuel, J1:6 

States 
Tennessee, D/Ja:3 
Nevada, -Mr/Ap:3,5,6; My/Jn:2,6; Ag:3; S: 1 ; 

Louisiana, F:2; Mr/Ap:9 
Mississippi, F:2; Mr/Ap:9 
Texas, F:2; Mr/Ap:9 
Utah, F:2; Mr/Ap:9 
Washington, F2; Mr/Ap:9 

O/N:3; D:3 

Stop-work order, Ag:2 

Storage, at-reactor requirements, map Ag:3 

Storage, dry cask 
study, Mr/Ap:4,8; My/Jn:5; Ag:3-4; S:5 
funding, Mr/Ap:8 
public participation, Mr/Ap:8; Ag:3-4,5,6 

Storage, Federal Interim, F5; My/Jn:3-4 

Subseabed disposal, D/Ja:2-3; F 4  

Surface-based Testing, Mr/Ap:3 

Systems Engineering Development and 
Management (SEDM), Mr/Ap:8 

Systems Integration, Mr/Ap:4 



INDEX 7 

Technical Review 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Mr/Ap:6 
Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board, D/Ja:2 

Testimony, Congressional, by C. E. Kay, 
My/Jn: 1 , 4-7 

My/Jn:5-7 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission presentation, 

transportation program, My/Jn: 1 , 4-5 

Training 
for public safety officials, My/Jn:4 
in Quality Assurance program, J1:4 

Transportation Coordination Group, D/Ja:4; 
My/Jn:3; Ag:5 

Transportation Program 
ALARA principles, Ag:4 
analysis of radiation doses in, Ag:4 
Business Plan, D/Ja:4 
cask development 

background, D/Ja:4; My/Jn:3,4-5 
cask description, illus. My/Jn:4 
contractors named, Ag:2 
dual-pnrpose casks, deferral of, D/Ja:4-5; 

from-reactor casks, D/Ja:4; My/Jn:3, 4; Ag:2, 5 
legal-weight truck casks, My/Jn:3, 5;  Ag:2; S:5 
opportunities for public input, Ag:5 
overweight truck casks, Ag:2,4 
railbarge casks, D/Ja:5; My/Jn:3,5; Ag:2 

cask maintenance facility, My/Jn:3,5 
computerized programs and data bases, My/Jn:4 
cooperative agreements, My/Jn:3; S:3 
emergency response, My/Jn:3-4 
funding, Mr/Ap:4 
institutional issues, My/Jn: 1; S:5  
Institutional Plan, My/Jn: 1 
legal weight truck shipments, D/Ja:4,5 
objectives, My/Jn:5 
overweight truck shipments, D/Ja:4,5; S:3,5 
pilot test, J1:3 
plans, Mr/Ap:4 
Risk and Cost Analysis Model, S:3 
routing, My/Jn: 1 , 4 
satellite tracking of shipments, S:3 
shipping campaigns, lessons learned, S:5  

Ag:2 

training assistance, public safety officials, 

uniform permitting system, S:3 
vehicle inspection, k 3  

My/Jn:4 

TRANSCOM (satellite transportation, tracking 
and communication system), S:3 

TRICAM (Transportation Risk and 
Cost Analysis Model), S:3 

U.S. Geological Survey, J1:3; Ag:2; D:3 

USGS Southern Great Basin Seismic Monitoring 
Network, My/Jn:5 

Utilities Nuclear Transportation Group, J1:3 

Utility Nuclear Waste Management Group, D:3 

Virginia Power, Mr/Ap:5 

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, S:3 

Western Interstate Energy Board (WIEB), 
My/Jn:3; J1:3 

Westinghouse Electric Corporation, Ag:2 

Workshops 
alternative conceptual models, Mr/Ap:6; My/Jn:6 
NRC Draft Point Paper, discussion of, Mr/Ap:6 
emergency preparedness, My/Jn:3,4 

Yucca Mountain Project, D:4,0/N:2 
Project Update Meetings, D:4 

~ 
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March 1989 

Excerpis from Receni Tesiimon y 
by Samuel Rousso, Aciing Direcior, OCRWM 

On Mar. 13, 1989, Acting Director 
Samuel Rousso made a presentation 
concerning the X R W M  fiscal year (FY) 
1990 Budget to the Committee on 
Appropriations, Subcommittee on 
Energy and Water Development, of the 
U.S . House of Representatives. Excerpts 
from his presentation follow: 

Budget Over view 

“The FY 1990 budget request for the 
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
program to be derived from the Nuclear 

Waste Fund established under the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 
(”A), as amended, is $500 million as 
compared to $443 million available in FY 
1989 (see table on page 2) (i.e. $364 
million appropriated in Ey 1989 plus $79 
million held back in Ey 1987 appro- 
priation and released in December 1988). 
The increase for FY 1990 over Ey 1989 ... is primarily due to the intensified site 
characterization program at the candidate 
repository site at Yucca Mountain, 
Nevada, including start of construction of 
the exploratory shaft facility. 

(continued on page 2) 

Nuclear Regulaiory Commission Commenis on 
“Final Version Dry Cask Storage Siucfy” 

As oneofthelaststepsincompliancewith 
Section 5064 of theNuclear Waste Policy 
Act, as amended, DOE submitted the 
Final Version Dry Cask Storage Study to 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) on Jan. 23, 1989, for their final 
review (see OCRWM Bulletin, January/ 
February 1989). 

Excerpts of the NRC response from 
Chairman Lando W. Zech, Jr. follow: 

“...We have reviewed the final text and 
find that ourNov. 18,1988,comments on 
the draft version of the study have been 
accommodated. Moreover, we believe 
that the final version of the study remains 
a well-balanced presentation of the spent 
fuel storage requirements, the in-pool 
consolidated fuel storage and dry storage 
technologies available to address those 
requirements in at-reactor storage and the 
impacts and costs of such storage.” fi 

Secretary of Energy Watkins 
Extends Comment Period for 

Site Characterization Plan 

In response to a recommendation from 
the Governor of Nevada Bob Miller 
Secretary of Energy James D. Watkin: 
has extended the comment period fol 
the Site Characterization Plan for tht 
Yucca Mountain, NV, site from Apr 
14,1989, to June 1,1989. The full texi 
of Secretary Watkins’ response to all ol 
Governor Miller’s recommendations ir 
attached to this Bulletin. 

Page 
Excupts fmn R-t Testimony by 
Samuel ROUJSO. Acting Director, O C R W  

W E  Canplcta Dcsi Acceptability Analysis 
far Exploramy Shaftfkility and Evaluation 
of AltcmativeExploratoq Shaft b t i o n s  4 

Notice of Floodplain/W&ds Involvement 
far Sitc Characterization at Yucca Mountain 6 

Nuclear WastcTcchnical Review 

1 

Board A m t c d  7 

tory Canmission Canmenu NuclearRP on ‘Fi &on Dry caslc Storage Study” 1 

8 

6 

9 

Status of Study on Fud Bumup Credit 

‘EaEngintacd far Safay” Vidwtape Available 

Awards Made in Radioactive Wastc 
Management Fellowship Rogram 

W a W  Lcrrato Nevada Governor 
Extending Canment PmiodforSCP 11 

RogramMilcstons 10 
CUrrplIly Schcduld OCRWM ShOrt-Tum 

S d d  Events calendar 6 

New Publications and Documents 7 

Published by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management (OCRWM) 
For further information about the national program or for copies of new publications and documents listed in the OCRWMEu//efincontact the US. Department of Energ) 
OCRWM, Office of External Relations and Policy, Mail Stop RW-40,lOOO Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20585, (202) 586-5722. The OCRWM/nformatb, 
Sedces DIIecforyis available to provide sources of program information for the States, Indian Tribes, involved parties, and the public. 
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2 March 1989 

Deparfmeni of Energy Fiscal Year 1990 Congressional Budget Requesf 

Nuclear Wasie Fund 

(continued from page 1) 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Nuclear Wasfe Fund FY 1988 FY 7989 
FY 1990 
Request 

First Repository 

Operating Expenses 
Capital Purchase 

Subtotal 

Second Repository 

Operating Expenses 

Monitored Retrievable Storage 

Operating Expenses 

Transportation and Systems Integration 

Operating Expenses 
Capital Purchases 

$204,900 
15,100 

256,000 

3,500 

4,000 

37,000 
0 

Subtotal 37,000 

Program Management and Technical Support 

Operating Expenses 
Capital Purchases 

56,800 
2,700 

Subtotal 59,500 

Total Program 360,000 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission Fees 0 

Total Nuclear Waste Fund $360,000 

$212,161 
1 1,539 

223,700 

0 

15,000 

40,600 
400 

$326,096 
12,494 

338,590 

0 

10,000 

47,100 
300 

41,000 

65,732 
3,400 

69,132 

348,832 

15,000 

$363,832. 

47,400 

63,310 
13,600 

76,910 

472,900 

27,100 

$500,000 

* T h e m  1989 appropriation (PublicLaw 100-371) fortheNuclearWastehdis$369.832.000. InFY 1989, $3.000,000Budget 
Authority for theNuclear Waste Technical Review Board and $3,000,000 Budget Authority for the Office of the Negotiator 
will be derived from the Nuclear Waste Fund appropriation. 
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March I989 3 
Excerpis from Recent Testimony 

by Samuel Rousso, Aciing Director, OCRWM 

Nuclear Waste Fund Program 

“The three major components of the 
integrated waste management system 
being developed by DOE under the 
Nuclear Waste Fund are a geologic 
repository, a monitored retrievable 
storage facility and a transportation 
system. A preliminary integrated 
schedule is contained in the 
accompanying figure and the following is 
a discussion of these componen ts.... 

First Repository 

“Under the “ P A ,  as amended, DOE is 
directed to characterize only the Yucca 
Mountain site in Nevada to determine its 
suitability for the first reposi tory.... 

“The FY 1990 budget request for 
activities associated with the first 
repositoryis$339 million,ascomparedto 
$224 million in FY 1989 (including 
capital equipment) .... The increase in FY 
1990 over FY 1989 is needed to fund an 
intensified site characterization program 
at Yucca Mountain, including the start of 
construction of the exploratory shaft 
facility and to provide for expanded 
quality assurance, regulatory, 
institutional and environmental 
programs .... 
“In carrying out repository studies in FY 
1990, a number of important activities are 
planned. We will begin construction of 
the exploratory shaft facility, subject to 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
acceptance of the DOE quality assurance 
program and receipt of the necessary 
permits from the State. We will be 
drilling geologic and hydrologic 
boreholes and conducting tests in them. 
We will be trenching, carrying out 
geophysical studies and volcanic age- 
dating studies and performing other 
critical data collection activities in FY 
1990 as described in the Site 
Characterization Plan. Engineering 

(confinued from page 2) 

activities will include continuing review 
and updating of the technical data base; 
updating systems requirements and 
systems description documents for 
advanced conceptual design of a 
repository; continuing waste package, 
seals and components testing; and the 
beginning of repository facility and waste 
package advanced conceptual design. 
Laboratory tests will continue on rock, 
thermal and mechanical properties and 
data bases will be updated.... 

“During FT 1990, we will continue 
financial assistance to the State of Nevada 
and local governments for oversight 
consistent with Congressional direction 
provided in the FY 1989 Energy and 
Water Development Appropriations Act, 
and will make impact assistance 
payments, as app ropriate.... 

Second Repository 

“In accordance with the NWPA, as 
amended, the program to site a second 
repository was terminated in FY 1988 .... 
Monitored Retrievable Storage (MRS) 

“The NWPA, as amended, authorizes an 
MRS facility as an integral part of the 
overall waste management system and 
places certain conditions on its siting, 
construction and operation .... The FY 
1990 request for an M R S  facility is $10 
million, compared to $15 million in FY 
1989. The decrease from FY 1989 to FY 
1990 is primarily due to the delayed sub- 
mission of the MRS Review commission 
Report, thereby delaying initiation by 
DOE of the survey and evaluation of 
suitable sites, and the fact that no funds 
are requested for Benefits Payments. 

“In determining the optimal 
configuration for the waste management 
system, DOE currently is conducting a 
series of systems studies that are 
examining a wide range of scenarios for 

MRS development and operation.., The 
results of the systems studies wiII be 
presented to the MRS Review 
Commission and will be wed by DOE in 
determining the roles and functions to be 
assigned to the MRS facility and to the 
reposi tory.... 

Transportation and 
Systems Integration 

“The FY 1990 request for activities 
related to transportation and systems 
integration is $47.4 million (including 
capital equipment) compared to $41 
million in FY 1989 .... The increase over 
FY 1989 is due primarily to final design 
activitiesandassociatedtestson transport 
casks, the commencement of preliminary 
design and testing on other prototype 
transportation casks, acceleration of 
technical development, data systems and 
test support and an increased level of 
effortassociatedwithsystems integration 
studies, analyses and requiremen ts.... 

Program Management and 
Technical Support 

“For program management and technical 
support, the FY 1990 request is $76.9 
million (including capital equipment), 
compared to $69.1 million in FY 1989 .... 
The increase over FY 1989 is due 
primarily to equipment purchases for the 
Licensing Support System (an automated 
information storage and retrieval system 
that will assist DOE and the NRC in the 
licensing of a repository for the disposal 
of spent nuclear fuel and high-level 
radioactive waste) ... . 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission Fees 

“OCRWM has established a 
Memorandum of Understanding with the 
NRC to provide from the Nuclear Waste 
Fund payment to NRC for licensing- 

(continued on page S) 
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DOE Completes Design AcceptabiIity AnaIysis for 
Explorufory Shaft FaciIity (ESF) TitIe I and Evaluation of Alfernafive ESF Locations 

As a result of a series of meetings held in 
October and November 1988, DOE 
undertook a Technical Assessment 
Review to improve the confidence of 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission staff 
regarding the acceptability of the 
Exploratory Shaft Facility (ESF) Title I 
design for use in the review of the Site 
Characterization Plan (SCP). In addition, 
DOE also agreed to provide comparative 
evaluations of alternate exploratory shaft 
locations with respect to differences in 
waste isolation potential. 

The ESF Title I Design was assessed by 
the Technical Assessment Review team 
with respect to design criteria related to 
three major concerns: (1) maintaining the 
long-term waste isolation capability of 
the site, (2) not compromising the ability 
to characterize the site and (3) obtaining 
data that are representative of site 
behavior. These concerns are referred to 
here as Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
concerns 1,2 and 3. 

Three subcommittees were formed to 
accomplish different parts of the TAR. 
Subcommittee 1 developed design 
criteria and used the criteria to assess the 
adequacy of ESF Title I Design. 
Subcommittee 2 assessed the appro- 
priateness of data used in Title I Design 
and how uncertainties were considered. 
Subcommittee 3 conducted a compara- 
tive evaluation of exploratory shaft 
locations. 

ESF Title IDesign Acceptabilityhlysis 

Subcommittee 1 developed approxi- 
mately 300 design acceptability analysis 
criteria to address related requirements of 
10 Code of Federal Regulations Part 60. 
They then compared these criteria to the 
performance criteria, constraints and 
assumptions in the ESFTitle I Design and 

found that the majority of the design 
criteria were explicitly or partially 
addressed. They concluded that those 
criteria that were not treated adequately 
can be addressed by Title I1 Design 
activities or in the associated preparatory 
activities. 

Subcommittee 2 reviewed the use of data 
and parameter values in reports that 
document the design and performance 
analyses that address Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission concerns 1, 2 or 3. More 
than 50 reviews were made of reports 
which were usedin aprominent manner in 
Site Characterization Plan Section 8.4 
(Planned Site Preparation Activities), in 
support of Title I Design. Several 
revisions to the SCP were recommended, 
with an indication that they can be 
appropriately addressed in semiannual 
progress reports. A number of 
recommendations were also made for 
additional analyses during, or in 
association with, Title II Design. 

In general, and on the basis of the 
assessments and evaluations of 
Subcommittees 1 and 2 as documented in 
the Review Record Memorandum issued 
on Feb. 3,1989, DOE concluded that the 
ESF Title I Design is acceptable with 
respect to addressing the applicable 
requirements of 10 Code of Federal 
Regulations Part60, given that the design 
is preliminary and that relevant Title 11 
design packages will be completed before 
the start of ESF related consrruction. As 
aresult, DOE further concluded that there 
is adequate confidence that the design is 
suitable for its intended purpose and that 
the design acceptability analysis 
recommendations are unlikely to result in 
significant changes to the ESF design 
schedule, configuration or technical 
approach for site characterization 
activities as described in the SCP. 

Evaluation of Exploratory Shaft 
Locations 

The comparative evaluation of 
alternative exploratory shaft locations 
involved three tasks. In the frrst task, the 
five alternative exploratory shaft 
locations that were originally considered 
by DOE were compared with respect to 
waste isolation potential. Based on their 
analyses, Subcommittee 3 concluded 
that, for currently expected conditions, 
differences in waste isolation potential 
betweenthealtemativeshaftlocationsare 
not significant because the conditions at 
all locations would allow the postclosure 
performance requirements to be met by a 
wide margin. 

In the second task, the Subcommittee 
concluded that the presence of a shaft at 
any of the locations considered would not 
be expected to significantly affect the 
waste isolation capability of an associated 
repository. The thud task was to compare 
the waste isolation potential of the five 
alternative shaft locations to that of the 
overall site. An assessment suggests that 
the current shaft location may have a 
lower potential for isolating waste than 
other possible shaft locations and may, 
therefore, be the most suited for 
acquisition of data that will allow for a 
conservative representation of overall 
site properties. 

In view of the above evaluations, 
Subcommittee 3 concluded that 
consideration of waste isolation potential 
in the shaft locations selection process 
would not have changed the choice of the 
current location and may have 
strengthened the scientific basis for 
choosing the current location. * 
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Monitored retrievable 

Excerpts from Recent Testimony 
by Samuel Rousso, Acting Director, OCR WM 

(confinued from page 3) 

related activities conducted in accordance with the NWPA, as amended. The FY 1990 DOE Nuclear Waste Fund budget request is 
for $27.1 million. This request is for payment to NRC for activities carried out in FY 1989 and prior years. Beginning in FY 1990, 
requests for funds for NRC activities will be included in NRC’s budget request, but the funds will still be derived from the Nuclear 
Waste Fund. 

Submit LA 
Begin site surveys Identify candidate sites to NRC Begin construction 
V V K 7  

Nuclear Waste Fund 

storage 

“The Nuclear Waste Fund, established by the NWPA to collect fees from generators and owners of spent nuclear fuel and high-level 
radioactive waste, is reviewed each year to assess the adequacy of the 1 mill per kilowatt hour fee established by the law. DOE has 
been conducting its total systems life-cycle costs analysis and assessing the adequacy of the current fee to reflect changes mandated 
in the 1987 amendments. We expect to complete thereports and issue our findings shortly. However, we can say now that preliminary 
conclusions indicate that no adjustment to the fee is necessary at this time .... 

A A n n 
Begin site-specific design Select MRS site NRC issues license Begin waste acceptance 

MRS review commission reports to Congress 

Civilian Radioactive Waste R&D 

Repository, 

“The goal of the Civilian Radioactive Waste R&D program is to encourage and expedite the development and demonsuation of 
technologies for the addition of new on-site storage capacity for spent nuclear fuel to permit the orderly continuation of electricity 
generation operations by the utilities. T h e N  1990 request is $1 million compared to $2.5 million in FY 1989. This decrease is due 

-ik to reduced funding of most generic R&D studies and the nearly completed cooperative agreements with utiliti es...” 

Issue SCP Begin in-situ testing to President to NRC 
V V V V V 

A n A n 
Start exploratory shaft Issue DEE Issue FEE Begin construct& Begin operations 

Preliminary schedule for the development of the waste-management system. 

1988 I1989 I 1990 I 1991 I 1992 I 1993 I 1994 I 1995 I 1996 I 1997 I 1998 I 1999 I 2000 1 2001 I 2002 I2003 

I Recommend site Submit LA 
NRC issues license 

I 

Complete final designs for from-reactor casks 
Submit application for NRC design certification Transport capability established 

Transportation 
V V 

A n 
NRC certification of from-reactor cask designs Fleet operational 

Acronyms: DEB. dmll environmental impact stalemenl; FEIS. final environmntal impact statement: LA, l i m s e  applications. SCP. site characterization pkn  
* May change due to delay in convening of commission. 

’ 1988 I 1989 I 1990 I 1991 I 1992 I 1993 I 1994 I 1995 I 1996 I 1997 I 1998 I 1999 I2000 I 2001 I2002 12003 
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Notice of Determination of Floodplain/weflands 
Involvement For Site Characterization 

at Yucca Mountain 
DOE published a notice in the Federal 
Register on Feb. 3, 1989, regarding 
floodplain/wetlands involvement and 
opportunity for comment on the 
construction of facilities to support site 
characterization activities at Yucca 
Mountain, NV. 

Before a decision is made concerning the 
suitability of the candidate site for a 
geologic repository at Yucca Mountain, 
the geology. and hydrology of the site 
must be characteked to ensure that site is 
capable of isolating the waste and 
meeting applicable regulatory require- 
ments. Characterization of the Yucca 
Mountain site will involve the construc- 
tion of an Exploratory Shaft Facility 
@SF), which requires excavation of two 
large shafts (out of the floodplain), and 
the construction of several surface sup- 
port facilities within the floodplain. DOE 
expects to begin some of the proposed 
actions in the floodplain in May 1989. 

DOE is considering several measures, 
including re-routing portions of several 
wash segments to avoid adverse effects 
related to the location of surface facilities 
in the floodplain. In floodplain areas 
remote from ESF activity, trenches and 
drill and core holes will be necessary to 

support site characterization activities 
such as ground water recharge investi- 
gations and subsurface formation studies. 
The specific locations of the proposed 
actionscanbefoundintheSiteCharacter- 
ization Plan (SCP) for the Yucca 
Mountain Site in Section 6.2.4 on page 6- 
121ff. The SCP was issued for public 
review and comment on Dec. 28, 1988 
(see OCRWM Bulletin, December 1988). 

Comments on the proposed floodplain 
action may be addressed to Deborah 
Valentine, Department of Energy, Office 
of Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management, Mail Stop 7F-070, RW- 
333, lo00 Independence Avenue, S.W., 
Washington, DC 20585, (202) 586-5559. 
Comments received will be considered 
before making a decision on the proposed 
action. 

For further information contact: 

Ms. Deborah Valentine at the above 
address. 

Mr. Robert Kaiser, Yucca Mountain 
Project Office, Department of 
Energy, 101 Convention Center 
Drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89109, 
(702) 794-7954. * 

Selected Events Calendar 
March 21 

March 23 

Site Characterization Plan Public Hearing, 200-5:OO pm. and 7:00-1000 pm.. 
Aladdin Hotel, Las Vegas. NV.* 
Site Characterization Plan Public Hearing. 200-500 pm. and 7:OO-1O:OO pm., 
Reno Hilton Hotel, Reno, NV.* 
American Society for Quality Control, Tropicana Hotel, Las Vegas, NV. Contact 
Dale Hedges at (702) 735-7136 or (703) 875-8630. 

* For further infonnation, contact Yucca Mountain Monnation Office, U.S. Depament  of Energy, (702) 

April 3-5 

553-2130 or office of External Affairs, Nevada Operations Office, Las Vegas, NV, (702) 295-3521. 

For details on DOE/NRC meetings call (1/800) 368-2235 for a recorded message. In the 
Washington, DC. area call 479-0487. 

A telephone recording service has been established for the announcement of upcoming meetings 
related to the waste management program of the NRC. The number is (1/800) 368-5642. ext. 
20436. Washington, JX. area residents should call 492-0436. * 

”Engineered for Safefy 
Videotape Available 

“Engineered for Safety,” a new 25- 
minute videotape produced for DOE by 
Sandia National Laboratories, is 
available through Battelle’s Office of 
Transportation Systems and Planning. 
The video explains the process for 
designing, obtaining design certification 
from the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission and producing and testing 
casks for the safe transport of spent 
nuclear fuel. 

Background information is presented on 
spent fuel, how it is generated and why it 
must be moved from storage pools at 
nuclear powerplants for disposal. While 
originally intended as an update for 
people familiar with the OCRWM 
program, the video is sufficiently 
comprehensive to make it ~derstandable 
to any group interested in learning about 
cask design and transportation of spent 
nuclear fuel. 

All major aspects of cask development 
are discussed in the video, including the 
process for establishing cask standards, 
use of computer analysis and computer- 
aided design and scale model and full- 
size cask testing. Footage of drop tests, 
fire tests and crash tests gives the viewer 
a good idea of the severity of testing and 
the consideration of safety in cask design. 
Computer simulated testing is explained 
as an alternative to destructive testing of 
Casks. 

Copies of “Engineered for Safety” can be 
obtained for short-term use or library 
acquisition by contacting: Battelle, 
Office of Transportation Systems and 
Planning, 505 King Avenue, Columbus, 
OH 43201, (614) 424-3277. * 
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The Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as 
amended, created a Nuclear Waste 
Technical Review Board that shall be an 
independent establishment within the 
executive branch. This Board is to consist 
of 11 members, each of whom is eminent 
in a field of science or engineering and 
selected solely on the basis of established 
records of distinguished service. The 
membership of the Board is to be 
representative of the broad range of 
scientific and engineering disciplines 
related to nuclear waste activities. 

On Jan. 18, 1989, President Reagan 
appointed the following eight individuals 
to be members of the Board. 

For a term of four years expiring Apr. 19, 
1992: 

DON U. DEERE of Florida. Upon 
appointment he will be designated 
Chairman. Dr. Deere is currently an 
international consultant and an Adjunct 
Professor of Civil Engineering and 
Geology at the University of Florida in 
Gainesville, FL. 

CLARENCE R. ALLEN of California. 
Since 1964, Dr. Men has been a 

Board Appoinied 

Professor of Geology and Geophysics for 
the Seismological Laboratory at the 
California Institute of Technology in 
Pasadena, CA. 

JOHN E. CANTLON of Michigan. 
Since 1975, Dr. Cantlon has been Vice 
President for Research and Graduate 
Studies and Dean of the Graduate School 
at Michigan State University in East 
Lansing, MI. 

MELVIN W. CARTER of Georgia. Dr. 
Carter is Professor Emeritus at the 
Georgia Institute of Technology in 
Atlanta, GA. 

DONALD LANGMUIR of Colorado. 
Since 1978, Dr. Langmuir has been a 
Professor of Geochemistry in the 
Department of Chemistry and 
Geochemistry at the Colorado School of 
Mines in Golden, CO. 

For a term of two years expiring Apr. 19, 
1990: 

D. WARNER NORTH of California. 
Since 1977, Dr. North has been a 
consultant with Decision Focus, Inc., in 
Los Altos, CA. 

DENNIS L. PRICE of Virginia. Since 
1983, Dr.Price hasbeenaProfessorin the 
Department of Industrial Engineering 
and Operations Research and Director of 
the Safety Projects Office for Virginia 
PolytechnicInstitute and Stateuniversity 
in Blacksburg, VA. 

ELLIS D. VERINK of Florida. Since 
1986, Dr. Verink has been a Professor of 
Metallurgy in the Materials Science and 
Engineering Department of the 
University of Florida in Gainesville, FL. 

The functions of the Board are to evaluate 
the technical and scientific validity of 
activities undertaken by DOE, including 
site characterization activities and 
activities relating to the packaging or 
transportation of high-level radioactive 
waste or spent nuclear fuel. The Board 
shall report not less than 2 times per year 
to Congress and the Secretary of Energy 
its findings, conclusions and 
recommendations. The Board shall cease 
to exist not later than 1 year after the date 
on which DOE begins disposal of high- 
level radioactive waste or spent nuclear 
fuel in a repository. * 

Nuclear Waste Technical Review 

New Publicaiions and Documenis 

Final Version Dry Cask Storage Study, DOEIRW-0220, February 1989. 

Thisreportwaspre~edinresponsetosection5064oftheNuclearWastePolicyAmendmentsActof 1987, whichdirects thesecretary 
of Energy to conduct a study of the use of dry cask storage technology for storing spent fuel at the sites of civilian nuclear reactors 
until a geologic repository is available. The initial version of this study was distributed for review and comment by the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, State and local governments, utilities, other interested parties and the public. It was then r e v i d  as 
appropriate in response to the comments received. 

Copies of this publication are available upon request from the U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management, RW-40,lOOO Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20585. 
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Siatus of Study on Fuel Burnup Credii 

Requirements for shipping commercially 
generatedspentlight waterreactor fuel to 
receiving facilities at the turn of the 
century will differ considerably from 
those existing in the United States at the 
present time. The number of future 
shipments to a repository represents a 
significant increase over shipments 
currently being made. For example, a 
transport rate of 3,000 metric tons of 
uranium per year is projected as 
compared to a total movement of 6,000 
metric tons of uranium during the last 25 
years in the United States. 

Current practice in the United States in 
design of spent fuel casks does not 
account for thereducedreactivity of spent 
fuel that occurs due to changes in the fuel 
during power production in a nuclear 
reactor. Reactivity refers to the ability to 
sustain a nuclear chain reaction, thereby, 
producing power to the nuclear reactor. 
The changes in the fuel which results in 
reduced spent fuel reactivity is a 
phenomenon called burnup. Spent fuel 
casks presently certified by the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) are 
designed for relatively short cooling 
times (about 150 days). These casks can 
carry fuel with high gamma radiation 
emissions and high internal heat 
generation. OCRWM casks, on the other 

hand, will be designed for long cooling 
times (about 10 years). This longer 
cooled spent fuel exhibits significantly 
lower gamma radiation emissions and 
lower heat generation. 

Casks designed for 10 years cooled fuel 
require less heavy metal for gamma 
shielding, allowing ahigher payload to be 
carried. Lower internal heat generation 
reduces the heat transfer limitations, 
allowing more fuel to be loaded into each 
cask. In the past, cask capacities were 
constrained by shielding and heat transfer 
limitations. With longer cooled fuel, 
burnup or reactivity has become an 
important constraining factor. This raises 
burnup credit, Le. accounting for the 
reduced reactivity of spent fuel, as a 
design option being pursued by OCRWM 
to further increase cask capacities by 
designing to actual conditions of 
reactivity. 

Consideration of burnup credit requires 
no changes in applicable regulations or 
performance requirements related to cask 
safety design. The impact of burnup 
credit on safety functions is summarized 
below. 

Increased cask capacity has a significant 
effect on total life cycle cost for casks 

used in the OCRWM transportation 
program (estimated between $300 
million and $900 million over the system 
lifetime). The savings result from fewer 
shipments. In addition to cost savings, 
there are also health and safety benefits 
derived from fewer shipments. Fewer 
shipments result in decreased worker 
exposure in package preparation and 
decreased public exposure. Using 
standard fuel management techniques, it 
has been estimated that full utilization of 
burnup credit casks can reduce the 
number of shipments by as much as 50 
percent for both rail and truck 
transportation. 

DOE is continuing studies to develop 
methods of implementing fuel burnup 
credit for design and use of spent fuel 
casks. DOE continues to meet with the 
utilities, the NRC, cask contractors and 
others to discuss regulatory considera- 
tions and the technical merits and safety 
issues of fuel burnup credit. For further 
information about fuel burnup credit, 
contact William H. Lake, RW-323, 
Department of Energy, Office of Civilian 
Radioactive Waste Management, 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW, 
Washington, DC 20585. * 

Changes Required 

Safety Design Guides Design 
In Current Changes In 

Function Or Procedures Considerations* 

Containment None Higher payload 

Shieldmg None Greater radiation source, 
but self-shieldmg would 
tend to mitigate effects 

Criticality Control Spent (not fresh) fuel Different physics calculations 
assumptions and design approach 

Heat Transfer None Higher density packing 

* Design will conform to NRC regulations which would not change for casks designed for b m u p  credit. 
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Awards Made in Radioactive Wasie Managemeni 

Fe//owship Program 
The OCRWM Radioactive Waste Management Fellowship Program was created to help meet staffing needs for trained scientists and 
engineers to implement the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982. The program supports highly capable students interested in pursuing 
graduate study in one or more of the following academic areas related to the management of spent nuclear fuel and high-level 
radioactive waste: earth sciences, engineering, materials science, transportation, chemistry and radiation sciences. It also encourages 
universities to support and improve research activities and academic programs related to the management of spent nuclear fuel and 
high-level radioactive waste. Eighteen universities are currently participating in the program, and 11 have received at least one 
fellowship appointment. 

Applications and Awards 

On Jan. 15,1989, OCRWM announced that five new applicants received fellowship awards, bringing the total number of fellows to 
20 (* indicates a 1989 recipient): 

Name Institution Discipline 

Andis Benins 
Theresa Brown 
Shawn Bums* 
Mary Ann Dell* 
William Holloway 
Vivian Leung 
Frank Marcinowski 
Carla Matherne 
Robert Muhihill* 
Dennis Norton* 
James Ogles 
Richard Orndorff 
Karla Riggle 
Bany Roberts 
John Stamm 
Virlynda Statlei" 
Alison Stolle 
Doug Williamson 
William Wise 
Kathryn Yuracko 

Kent State University 
University of Texas 
University of Texas 
University of Pittsburgh 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
University of Michigan 
University of Texas 
University of Pittsburgh 
University of Arizona 
University of Florida 
Kent State University 
University of Missouri 
Kent State University 
Kent State University 
University of Florida 
University of Michigan 
University of Florida 
University of Texas 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

Geology 
Geology/Nuclear Engineering 
Geology/Nuclear Engineering 
Health Physics 
Nuclear Engineering 
Nuclear Engineering 
Health Physics 
Geology/Nuclear Engineering 
Health Physics 
Hydrology/Nuclear Engineering 
Environmental Science Engineering 
Geology 
Health Physics/ Nuclear Engineering 
Geology 
Geology 
Environmental Science Engineering 
Nuclear Engineering 
Environmental Science Engineering 
Geology/Nuclear Engineering 
Nuclear Engineering 

* Fellowship awarded in 1989. 

The lowest number of applications (15) was received during the first review in January 1985, and the highest number (25) was received 
twice in September 1985 and September 1987. The number of awards has varied slightly from one award cycle to the next. 

The program requires that the fellows perform research in areas directly related to the ( CRWMmission. Examples of research topics 
include: 

"An Integrated Geologic Simulation Model for theProposedNevadaHigh-Level Nuclear WasteRepository," A n d i s  Benins, Kent 
State University. . "Determination of theEffect of Microbia Activity on the Transport of Carbon-14 Carbon Dioxide in the Unsaturated Tuff," Frank 
Marcinowski, University of Michigan. 
"A Preliminary Assessment of Selected Atmospheric Dispersion, Food Chain Transport and Dose to Man, Computer Codes for 
use by the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management," Karla Riggle, University of Missouri. 

(conhued on page 10) 
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Program Administration 

The program is advertised in leading 
science and engineering journals, and 
fliers and announcements are mailed to 
most of the nation's undergraduate 
science and engineering programs. 

The program is managed by OCRWM's 
Office of Program Administration and 
Resources , Management and 
administered by Oak Ridge Associated 
Universities (ORAU). An academic 
advisory committee, composed of 
university faculty members who are 
multidisciplinary experts in radioactive 
waste management, provides 

March 1989 

recommendations to ORAU concerning 
the qualifications of universities and 
individual students forparticipation in the 
program. The criteria used by the review 
panel in the evaluation of fellowship 
applications include the applicant's grade 
point average (GPA), faculty member 
references, a statement on academic and 
career objectives, the academic 
accomplishments of the applicant and 
scores achieved on the Graduate Record 
Examination. At present, the cumulative 
average undergraduate GPA for the 
OCRWM fellows is 3.63. 

Fellowships can only be held at 
universities designated by OCRWM for 

Awards Made in Radioactive Waste Management 
Fell0 wship Program 

(continued from puge 9) 

program participation. Five of the 18 
universities have designed programs of 
study that are interdisciplinary and 
directly related to the program efforts of 
OCRWM. 

The fellowship program is accomplishing 
one of its major objectives in that eight 
program graduates are presently 
employed in occupations related to 
radioactive waste management at 
OCRWM Headquarters, national 
laboratories, contractor facilities and 
universities. * 

Currently Scheduled OCR WM Short-Term Program Milestones 

March 1989 

April 1989 

April 1989 

Submit Dry Cask Storage Study Report to Congress with NRC Comments. 

Issue Draft Comprehensive Transportation Plan 

Submit Annual Report to Congress. 

, js being updatedand 

. .. . .  . . .. 
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The Secretary of Energy 
Washington, DC 20585 

March 10, 1989 

The Honorable Bob Miller 
Acting Governor of Nevada 
Carson City, Nevada 89710 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

Thank you for your letter of February 22, 1989. I want 
to emphasize my personal commitment to maximize to the 
extent practicable public and State involvement in 
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management activities, I 
strongly endorse your view that the citizens of Nevada 
should have ample time to review the Site Characteriza- 
tion Plan (SCP), and I support your interest in 
expanding the opportunities for public participation. 

With this in mind, let me address the four 
recommendations specified on page two of your letter: 

Recommendation a) 

that the public review 'and comment period be 
extended beyond 90 days to permit adequate time 
for the interested public to review the thousands 
of pages of plans and references associated with 
DOE'S site characterization program; 

I share your concern for the need to provide adequate 
opportunity for public involvement, and I encourage the 
opportunity for all concerned citizens of Nevada to 
provide their comments on the SCP during the period of 
review and hearings. After considering your views, I am 
extending the comment period from April 15 to June 1. 
I want to assure you that the Department of Energy 
(DOE) is committed to considering all comments received 
throughout the site characterization process. 

Also, I want to assure you that the Department's Yucca 
Mountain Project office in Las Vegas will continue to 
conduct project update meetings which are open to the 
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public. These meetings, which are held approximately 
every 6 months, will provide an ongoing forum for dialog 
with the public. To determine the agenda for these 
meetings, the Yucca Mountain Project Office contacts a 
number of individuals to identify the topics of most 
interest to Nevadans. This agenda is discussed with the 
State Agency for Nuclear Projects, and the State is 
invited to participate in the meetings with the DOE.  
The meeting times and locations are advertised 
extensively, receive broad media coverage, and are well 
attended. We appreciate this participation by the 
Nevada Agency for Nuclear Projects in these meetings. 

Recommendation b) 

that the Public Hearings be extended to include 
the amount of time necessary to receive oral 
comment from all those in attendance who indicate 
their desire to present comment for the record; 

The DOE has made arrangements to accommodate all 
persons wishing to comment by adding a second day to 
each of the hearings in Las Vegas and Reno to receive 
additional oral comments from the public, if needed. 
The additional days are Wednesday, March 22, 1989, in 
Las Vegas and Friday, March 24, 1989, in Reno. 

Recommendation c) 

that the scope of the Public Hearings and the 
Hearing Record be announced to be inclusive of all 
the DOE activities (geotechnical, engineering, 
environmental, and socioeconomic) planned during 
the site characterization period; 

The scope of the public hearings is focused on the 
technical requirements of the geotechnical and 
engineering issues addressed in the SCP. However, if 
interested parties present comments on environmental, 
socioeconomic or other aspects of the program, they will 
be recorded and considered as well. 

Recommendation d) 

that a formal process for public review and 
comment, including Public Hearings, be established 
in association with the DOE'S statutorily required 
periodic issuance of site characterization reports 
throughout the duration of site characterization 
at Yucca Mountain. 
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The DOE will continue its project update meetings at 
various locations in the State of Nevada throughout the 
period of site characterization. We expect that as a 
result of these meetings, interested parties will 
continue to provide comments throughout the course of 
site characterization. A process is being developed to 
assure that all comments received are recorded and 
evaluated to determine whether changes in site 
characterization plans are warranted. The disposition 
of all comments, including those which result in change 
in the site characterization plans, will be made 
available to the public and referenced through the 
semiannual progress reports. 

In responding to your letter, Is am particularly 
interested in conveying'che, message that the DOE is 
committed to taking the''concerns of the State into 
serious consideration in moving forward with this 
Program. In this spirit, I would like to suggest that 
we work together to take full advantage of the 
opportunities we have before us to make sure that 
concerns that either of us may have are shared and 
addressed in a manner that promotes mutual confidence 
and understanding. 

Sincerely, 

James D. Watkins 
Admiral, U.S. Navy (Retired) 

cc: Nick C. Aquilina, Manager 
Nevada Operations Office 



- OCRWM 
Bulletin 

DOURW-0203 

United States Department of Energy 
Ofice of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 

Washington, DC 20585 

April 1989 

Excerpts from an Adaress Before the American Society for 
Quality Control by Franklin G. Peters, Deputy Director, OCRWM 
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"...the questions before us this morning 
are very pragmatic: what difference does 
quality assurance (QA) actually make to 
executing an organization's mission, and 
how does the manager actually make 
quality happen - on a daily, continuing 
basis? ... 
"QA is fundamental to our task for several 
reasons: 

If the Yucca Mountain site proves 
capable of meeting DOE science and 
engineering requirements, we must 
demonstrate its suitability to the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) in a licensing proceeding in 
order to obtain NRC authorization to 
construct a repository. NRC 
regulations require that our site 
characterization be conducted in 
accordance with a regulatory quality 
assurance program. Without such a 
program, the data we collect from 
Yucca Mountain will be literally 
valueless for licensing purposes. 

In addition to meeting the 
requirements of the NRC, we must 
comply with DOE'S own 
Departmental Orders and Directives, 
which establish policy, set forth 
principles, and designate 
responsibilities for QA. 

We need to build public confidence in 
our work..our QA program signals to 

the public 'and all oversight bodies 
that our work has been carried out in a 
prescribed, documented manner, by 
trained and qualified personnel, 
subject to surveillance and audit. 

Another reason for the importance we 
place on QA is that, as a management 
tool, it can help us ensure an efficient 
and cost effective program. We view 
very seriously our responsibility to 
exercise prudent stewardship of the 
Nuclear Waste Fund. This means 
controlling costs at no Sacrifice in 
technical excellence. Good QA is 
good program management. 

This brings me back to the most 
fundamental reason for QA. Even if 
NRC regulations and DOE Orders did 
not require QA, even if our activities 
were not subject to oversight, we 
would still need a rigorous QA 
program. An organization that is 
committed to quality would reinvent 
the concept of QA, because QA has its 
origins in common-sense 
management. We are working to 
make QA an integral pak of our 
planning-a tool that can help us 
specify procedures and practices that 
have been demonstrated to produce 
quality work, and that can help us 
make sure that we did what we 
intended to do, the way we intended to 
do it - and can demonstrate it. 

''...responsibilities assigned to the Office 
of the (OCRWM) Director range from 
broad areas - such as ensuring the quality 
work conducted by contractors and 
providing adequate resources to support 
QA - to specific tasks such as approving 
all controlled, program-level QA 
documents and all program-level baseline 
documents. We also report semi-annually 
to the NRC Commissioners on the status 
of our program, including QA 
implementation. 

(continued on page 4) 
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Five Sfudy Plans for Sife Characferizafion 
Submiiied to the Nuclear Regulafory Commission 

On Feb. 9, 1989, DOE submitted five 
study plans to the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) containing detailed 
descriptions of investigations to be 
undertaken during construction of the 
Exploratory Shaft Facility at the Yucca 
Mountain site in Nevada in support of the 
site characterization program. 

One of these study plans, “Water 
Movement Tests” (Study Plan 
8.3.1.2.2.2), describes planned water 
movement tracer tests. These tests are 
designed to produce information derived 
from isotopic measurements of soil and 
tuff samples pertinent to assessing the 
performance of a nuclear waste 
repository. Determining the rate of water 
movement through the unsaturated zone 
at Yucca Mountain is one of the most 
important tasks for assessing the future 
performance of a nuclear waste 
repository. Measurements of chlorine 
isotopic distributions will help determine 
the rate of water movement downward 
through the unsaturated zone beneath 
Yucca Mountain. When chloride ions at 
the surface are washed underground by 
precipitation, theradioactivedecay of the 
isotope chlorine-36 in the chloride can be 
used to date the age of the water, thereby 
providing input for developing 
hydrologic models of ground water flow 
at this site as part of the repository 
performance assessment. 

The next study plan, “Characterization of 
Site Ambient Stress Conditions” (Study 
Plan 8.3.1.15.2.1), discusses the plan to 
obtain a set of spatially distributed stress 
measurements to characterize the ambi- 
ent state of in situ stress representative of 
undisturbed conditions in the repository 
host rock. Data on ambient stress 
conditions are needed to specify initial 
and boundary conditions for repository 
design calculations. Specifically, 
information from the study is needed to 
evaluate the response of the rock to 
thermal loading and to the excavation of 
emplacement boreholes and drifts. 

Another study plan, “Characterization of 
Structural Features in the Site Area” 
(Study Plan 8.3.1.4.2.2), is designed to 
determine the frequency, distribution, 
characteristics and relative chronology of 
structural features within the Yucca 
Mountain site area. Surface and 
subsurface structural studies will be 
performed to identify and characterize 
fracture-fault systems within the site area. 
Characteristics and lateral variability of 
fracture networks on the surface will be 
studied by detailed mapping. Subsurface 
distribution will be studied by analysis of 
core samples, borehole evaluations, 
exploratory shaft studies and application 
of geophysical techniques. The results of 
these activities will be integrated with the 
results of hydrologic studies to provide 
information for the development of three- 
dimensional geologic studies of the site. 
These models will support modeling of 
hydrologic potential pathways, 
particularly in the unsaturated zones, and 
are also expected to aid in the 
development of tectonic models and 
determination of themechanical response 
of fractured rock to excavation and 
thermal loading. 

Three experiments constitute 
“Excavation Investigations” (Study Plan 
8.3.1.15.1.5). These experiments have 
been designed to provide a data set to 
assess and eventually validate the rock 
mass models that will be used to predict 
deformational behavior in the excavated 
openings of the exploratory shaft facility. 
An experiment on shaft convergence will 
provide displacement data to compare 
with the predicted rock mass response to 
excavation. A demonstration breakout 
room experiment will establish whether 
repository size drifts can be constructed in 
welded tuffs at two locations having 
different geomechanical, fracture and 
rock features. A sequential drift mining 
experiment is designed to enhance the 
data base available for validating the rock 
mass models that will be used to predict 
deformations and stresses around the 

underground openings and assess the 
stability of the underground facility in 
support of the license application. 

The last of the study plans, 
“Characterization of Yucca Mountain 
Unsaturated Zone Percolation, 
Exploratory Shaft Facility Study” (Study 
Plan 8.3.1.2.2.4), describes activities that 
will contribute to an understanding of the 
in situ hydrologic characteristics of the 
unsaturated zone, provide an 
understanding of the impacts of shaft 
construction on the in situ characteristics 
and provide hydrologic parameter input 
for the resolution of design and 
performance issues. The activities 
include: 

Radial borehole tests, 
Excavation effects tests, 
Perched water tests, 
Hydrochemistry tests and 
Multipurpose borehole tests. 

The plans for in situ hydrologic testing in 
the main test level of the exploratory shaft 
facility include: 

Intact fracture tests, 
Percolation tests, 
Bulk permeability tests and 
Hydrologic properties of major faults. 

Information from these tests will provide 
data on the parameters needed to assess 
the performance of pre-waste 
emplacement, ground water travel time 
and the predictions of radionuclide 
releases to the accessible environment. 
Study results will also provide 
information for the resolution of issues 
concerned with the near field hydrologic 
environment of the waste package 
emplacement holes and releases from the 
repository engineered barrier system. 

About a dozen study plans are in the 
review process and will be issued upon 
completion during the next several 
months. * 
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Carolina Power & Ligbf Loads Firsf Module 

Wiih Speni Fuel in Concreie Dry Siorage Facilify 

In order to increase the capacity of 
spent fuel storage at reactor sites, 
several research and demonstration 
projects to develop dry storage 
technologies have been undertaken under 
cooperative agreements between DOE, 
utilities and the Electric Power Research 
Institute. 

In one of these agreements, the Carolina 
Power & Light Company (CP&L) is 
demonstrating the use of a horizontal, 
concrete modular storage system 
(NUHOMS), manufactured by 
NUTECH, where the spent fuel is kept 
insideasealed, stainless steel canister that 
is filled with helium or nitrogen, with the 

canister protected and shielded by a 
concrete module. 

Asshownintheaccompanyingfigure,the 
major components of the generic 
"OMS system are a stainless steel 
canister, a concrete horizontal storage 
module, a transfer cask and a special 
purpose trailer. 

The canister includes an internal basket 
for maintaining the assemblies in a safe 
configuration. The transfer cask provides 
shielding from radiation and protects the 
canister as it is moved from the storage 
pool to the dry storage facility. The 
special purpose trailer is used to carry the 

Dry storage canister Fuel tubes ' \  
Trailer 

The generic horizontal modular storage gstm (NUHOMS). 

loaded m s f e r  cask to the dry storage 
facility and provides the precise align- 
ment required to mate the transfer cask 
with the concrete storage module. The 
trailer contains a hydraulic ram for load- 
ing the canister into the concrete module. 
The module provides radiation shielding 
and protects the canister in storage. 

The objective of the CP&L project is to 
license, construct and verify the 
performance of a dry storage facility. 
The construction of the first three 
modules was completed in July 1987 at 
the H.B. Robinson nuclear powerplant. 
As part of the demonstration program, a 
data acquisition system was provided 
and a pattern of thermocouples installed 
in two of the modules and two of the 
canisters. Before loading spent fuel, 
electric heaters were used to perform a 
series of tests to verify the performance 
of the system under both normal and 
accident conditions. On Mar. 21,1989, 
the fxst loaded canister was placed in its 
concrete module, with additional 
loadings to follow in mid-1989. 
Performance will be monitored for a 
predetermined period. 

CP&L submitted its license application 
for the dry storage facility at the H.B. 
Robinson site in February 1985. The 
NRC issued an environmental 
assessment and a finding of no 
significant impact in March 1986, and 
the license went into effect on Aug. 13, 
1986. The complete installation at the 
site is licensed for eight modules. 
Construction of the remaining five 
modules is scheduled to start in 1989. 

Curren fly Scheduled OCR WM Short- Term Progrum Milesfones 

May 1989 Submit OCRWM Annual Report to Congress. 

June 1989 Issue Addendum to Environmental Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (Revision 2). 
Issue Socioeconomic Program Plan. . Issue Draft Comprehensive Transportation Plan. 

July 1989 Issue Fiscal Year 1989 Annual Capacity Report. 
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Excerpts from an Address Before the American Sociefy for 
Quality Control by Franklin G. Peters, Deputy Director, OCRWM 

April 3¶ 1989, Las Vegas, Nevada 

“Obviously, to meet these 
responsibilities, it is necessary both to 
delegate and actively manage that 
delegation; and for delegation to be 
effective, information must flow freely. 
The Director of Quality Assurance now 
reports directly to the (OCRWM) Office 
Director. This ensures QA’s 
organizational independence -a crucial 
precondition for effective QA. It also 
ensures a steady flow of information 
between these two Offices. 

“The past year has seen amajor,program- 
wide effort to develop the qualified QA 
program we are committed to have in 
place before the start of new site 
characterization activities at the Yucca 
Mountain site. 

“But even while we have been moving 
toward a fully qualified program, QA has 
been working for us. As evidence, we 
have issued orders to ensure that certain 
work may not proceed until a satisfactory 
quality assurance program is in place and 
implemented. 

“...The program manager must view QA 
in a large, dynamic context. In this 
context, the most important word is an old 
fashioned one: ‘leadership’. Imple- 
menting a QA program has to happen 
from the top down. Managers have to be 
personally committed to QA and they 
have to communicate that commitment 
throughout the line organization. But 
their commitment cannot be merely 
rhetorical. 

“First to communicate commitment, the 
manager must speak from a sound 
knowledge base. And the manager must 
understand what it means on a daily basis 
to apply QA to the diverse may  of 
activities under real world conditions. 
And the manager must make the crucial 
judgment call: how much QA is enough? 

(confinued from pcrge 1) 

“Second, nothing communicates 
commitment more drastically than the 
willingness to act. While our willingness 
to issue stop-work orders and ‘do not start 
work’ orders is the most dramatic proof of 
our commitment, we manifest it in daily 
ways by our attention to QA matters... 

“For the Office of the Director, exercising 
informed leadership in QA means a full 
understanding of where the program 
needs to be strengthened and where it is 
working smoothly. It means keeping 
informed of other QA developments. It 
means attending meetings like this one, to 
share information and learn from your 
efforts and experience. It means closely 
monitoring our interactions with NRC on 
QA issues... 

“Exercising informed leadership also 
means addressing another dimension of 
the program that doesn’t fall within the 
standard QA vocabulary: workplace 
culture. Ultimate responsibility for QAis 
located in line management; but QA 
stands or falls on the individual’s daily 
performance - the individual who is 
making key decisions, who is designing 
the waste package, who is drilling 
boreholes, who is developing computer 
codes, who is conducting laboratory tests. 

“Managersright down theline must instill 
and foster organizational values that must 
reward individuals for making quality 
assurance a reality ... 
“Another dimension of the quality 
challenge involves staffing. The 
operating lifetime of this program before 
the repository is shut in will extend over 
several generations of managers. While 
QA procedures can be handed down from 
generation to generation, the 
organizational culture must be stable 
enough to facilitate the transfer of 
knowledge. Our important mission 
requires and deserves talented staff and 
the stability that continuity affords. We 
work hard to attract and hold talented 
personnel ... 
“Lastly, let me mention another 
responsibility that I view as very 
important in the larger QA context. 
Beyond the oversight bodies is the larger 
public to whom we have a direct 
responsibility as well. We must work to 
help the public understand how our QA 
program operates, so that they can better 
assess our performance and draw their 
own informed conclusions. QA takes its 
place as one of the substantive program 
areas our long-term public information 
efforts must address ...” * 

Other Program Items 

DOE Actions Concerning the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) 

In accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act and the American Indian 
Religious Freedom Act, DOE and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
recently completed a programmatic agreement which includes provisions for the 
identification and avoidance of significant resources of traditional cultural and religious 
value to Indian people. Based on the provisions of the agreement, DOE will continue 
discussions with tribes that may have current or historic ties to the Yucca Mountain area 
to determine ways to mitigate project effects on traditional cultural or religious 

(continued on page 5) 
resources. * 
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Call for Papers Issued for 
International High-Level Waste 

’ Management Conference 

Other Program Items 
(continued from page 4) 

5 

The First Annual International High- 
Level Radioactive Waste Management 
Conference has approved a call for 
papersfor the conference to be held 
on Apr. 8-12, 1990, at Caesar’s Palace 
Hotel, Las Vegas, NV. 

The conference will be an international 
forum for presentation and discussion of 
scientific and technical information on 
management and disposal of high-level 
radioactive wastes. The program will 
include technical sessions and sub- 
stantive plenary sessions which will 
discuss professional discipline appli- 
cations and issues in natural, engineered, 
social and integrated systems. 

The conference will stimulate awareness 
of the relevance of scientific and technical 
information to achievement of public 
health and safety objectives. It will also 
address interaction and integration of 
high-level waste program activities. 
Generic program topics for the 
conference include geologic sciences and 
engineering; hydrologic sciences and 
engineering; chemical sciences and 
engineering; material sciences and 
engineering; radiological sciences and 
engineering; environmental sciences and 
technology; social sciences and eco- 
nomics; transportation systems and 
technology; component, facility and 
equipment design; climatology and 
meteorology; systems engineering; 
performance assessment; quality assur- 
ance and regulations and compliance. 

Abstracts of all papers will be peer 
reviewed. Four copies of extended 
abstracts (1,500-2,OOO words) must be 
submitted in English by Sept. 1,1989, to: 
Publications Department, American 
Nuclear Society ( A N S ) ,  555 North 
Kensington Avenue, La Grange Park, IL 

60525. Abstracts should be typed 
doublespaced. 

Authors of accepted papers will receive 
notification of acceptance and 
guidelines for preparation of full papers 
on camera-ready mats by Oct. 25, 
1989. Full papers are due to the A N S  by 
Jan. 5, 1990. Proceedings will be 
available at the conference. Contact 
the A N S  at the above address or by 
calling (312) 352-6611 for further 
information. * 
Federal Register Notice Issued 
Regarding Extension of Comment 
Period for Site Characterization Plan 
at the Yucca Mountain Site, State of 
Nevada 

OCRWMpublished the following notice 
in the Federal Register on Mar. 20,1989: 

“In the Federal Register dated 
December 30,1988 (53 FR 53057), the 
Department of Energy announced that it 
had published and made available to the 
State of Nevada, the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission and the public the Site 

Characterization Plan (SCP) for the 
Yucca Mountain site for a 90-day 
comment period to end on April 15, 
1989. Public hearings on the SCP during 
the comment period were also 
announced in that Notice. 

“Upon consideration of a request from 
the Honorable Bob Miller, Acting 
Governor, State of Nevada, the 
Department of Energy has extended the 
close of the comment period on the SCP 
from April 15 to June 1, 1989. The 
Department has also made arrangements 
to ensure that all persons wishing to 
provide comments at the scheduled 
hearings will have an opportunity to 
do so. 

“Please refer to the above Federal 
Register notice dated December 30, 
1988, for public hearing dates, locations, 
times and comment procedures. 

“For further information contact: 

Carl P. Gem, Project Manager, Yucca 
Mountain Project Office, U.S. 
Department of Energy, P.O. Box 98518, 
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518.” * 

Selecied Events Calendar 
May 16-17 Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board, Panel on Risk and Performance 

Assessment, Washington, DC. Contact William W. Coons (904) 392-9531. 

American Nuclear Society Annual Meeting. Atlanta, GA. 
Contact Ten Jarvie (312) 352-6611. 

PATRAM ’89: 9th International Symposium on the Packaging and 
Transportation of Radioactive Materials, Washington, DC. 
Contact Judith Holm (312) 972-2410. 

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board, Public Hearing, Las Vegas, W. 
Contact William W. Coons (904) 392-9531. 

June 4-8 

June 11-16 

June 26 

For derails on DOE/NRC meetings call (11800) 368-2235 for a recorded message. In the Washington, DC, 
area call 479-0487. 

A telephone remrding service has been established forthe announcement of upcoming meetings related to 
the waste management program of the NRC The number is (1/800) 368-5642. ext 20436. Washington, 
DC, area residents should call 492-0436. * 
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New Publications 
and Documents 

Information Services Directory, DOE1 
RW-0219, March 1989 

This reference document updates the May 
1987 Information Services Directory. 
The directory describes current program 
information sources and provides an 
index of DOE, State and Federal agency 
contacts, as well as a directory of DOE 
technical information. It lists 
Congressional committees and 
subcommittees that have jurisdiction 
over various components of the OCRWM 
program. It also lists DOE Public 
Reading Rooms and Information Offices, 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission Local 
Public Document Rooms and public 
libraries in the State of Nevada that are on 
one or more of OCRWM's mailing lists. 
An index of systems and listings of 
selected publications is also provided. 

Quarterly Report on Program Cost and 
Schedule, First Quarter FY 1989, DOE1 
RW-0225, April 1989 

This report provides a summary of the 
cost and schedule performance in the 
OCRWMprogram. Performancedataare 
presented for each of the major program 
elements. Also included in the report is 
the status of the Nuclear Waste Fund 
revenues and disbursements. This report 
includes performance data through 
December 1988. 

Reprints from Public Laws (no DOE1 
RW identifVing number assigned) 

The text of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act 
of 1982 (Public Law 97-425); theNuclear 
Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1987 
(Public Law 100-202) and an Act to 
amend the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 
1982, with respect to the Office of the 
Nuclear Waste Negotiator and the 
Monitored Retrievable Storage 
Commission (Public Law 100-507), are 
reprinted in a single'document. * 

Cooperative Agreements Signed wifh Midwestern 
Office of Council of State Governments and with 

Conference of Radiafion Control Program Directors 

Midwestern Ofice of Council of State Governments 

OCRWM signed a five-year cooperative agreement with the Midwestern Office of the 
Council of State Governments (MOCSG) to support the identification and study of 
regional issues and participation in planning activities of the OCRWM transportation 
program. Under the agreement, effective Feb. 17, 1989, MOCSG will create a 
Midwestern High-Level Radioactive Waste Committee consisting of legislative and 
executive officers from the region. The group will assess previously identified 
transportation issues as well as emerging concerns in the Midwest. They will also 
publish a primer on the high-level radioactive waste transportation activities affecting 
the Midwest and prepare several reports on such issues as emergency preparedness and 
highway routing. 

The Midwest group agreement is the third regional cooperative agreement undertaken 
by OCRWMs transportation program. OCRWM presently works closely with the 
Southern States' Energy Board and the Western Interstate Energy Board under similar 
agreements. Plans are underway to identify aNortheastern group in 1989 to support the 
study of transportation issues of particular interest to that region. 

The project coordinator is Michael H. McCabe, located at the Yorktown Office Center, 
6413 East ButterfieldRoad, Suite401, Lombard, IL 60148, (312) 810-0210. 

Coqerence of Radiation Control Program Directors 

The Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors (CRCPD) entered into a 
cooperative agreement with OCRWM on Nov. 1, 1988, to provide assistance with 
radiological health matters that relate to the transportation of spent fuel and high-level 
radioactive waste. The CRCPD is an organization composed of radiation control 
program directors in all States, the City of New York, the Counties of Los Angeles, 
Orange and San Diego in California, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. 

In States which have more than one agency responsible for radiation safety, each agency 
is represented on the CRCPD. Membership in the conference is also open toradiological 
health professionals. The total membership exceeds 400 persons. Seven Federal 
agencies, including DOE, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the Environmental 
Protection Agency, have liaison with the Executive Board of the CRCPD on issues of 
interest to them. 

During the three-year period covered by the agreement, activities will focus on two 
primary tasks. The first task will involve the preparation of a directory of State agencies 
concerned with the transportation of radioactive waste. The compilation, which will be 
updated in each fiscal year, will include: 

Statutory authority, 
Regulations of the agency, 

Funding levels and source. 

Names and titles of responsible staff, 

Agreements with other agencies and 

(continued on page 7) 
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Cooperative Agreements Signed with Midwestern Office of Council of State 
Governments and with Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors 

(conHnued hom page 6) 

Under the second task, the CRCPD will 
provide assistance to the Commercial 
Vehicle Safety Alliance (CVSA) in the 
development and pilot testing of 
procedures for the safety inspection of 
commercial highway vehicles 
transporting spent fuel and high-level 
radioactive waste. The CRCPD will 
develop inspection procedures for 
measuring and evaluating radiological 
conditions. The CRCPD will make 
recommendations concerning actions to 
be taken if a radiological health problem 

is identified. procedures developed by 
the CRCPD will include routine 
inspection, enforcement actions and 
emergency response. 

The process to develop procedures for 
conducting radiological inspections 
began at a meeting held in Montgomery, 
AL,, on Feb. 14-16, 1989. Preliminary 
draft inspqtion procedures were 
developed which will eventually be 
incorporated into the CVSA overall 
inspection procedures for ensuring safe 

highway transportation of spent fut- rn 
high-level radioactive waste. The 
directory of State agencies and 
responsible staff involved in radioactive 
materials transportation and the 
associated listing of legal authorities 
should be completed by May 1989. 

For more information about the CRCPD 
workactivities, contact Charles Hardin at 
71 Fountain Place, Frankfort, KY 40601, 
(502) 227-4543. * 
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1 Recognizing the difficulty of DOE- 
directed siting, the DOE believes that 
a n M R S  facilityshouldbesitedthrough 
the efforts of the Nuclear Waste 
Negotiator, if possible, especially if the 
negotiations lead to statutory 
conditions that allow the MRS 
advantages to be more fully realized. 

MaylJune 1989 

DOE Position on the MRS Facilify 
Presented io MRS Review Commission 

At their May 25,1989, hearing the MRS 
Review Commission was briefed on the 
Department of Energy’s (DOE) position 
on the M R S  facility. The position as 
statedbelow waspresentedby ThomasH. 
Isaacs, Associate Director for External 
Relations and Policy of the Office of 
Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management. 

“The position of the Department of 
Energy on the MRS facility can be 
summarized as follows: 

The DOE supports an MRS facility as 
an integral part of the waste- 
management system because it would 
help meet the strategic objectives of 
timely disposal, timely and adequate 
waste acceptance, schedule 
confidence, and system flexibility. 
This facility would receive, store, and 
stage shipments of intact spent fuel to 
the repository and could be later 
expanded to perform additional 
functions that may be found to be 
beneficial or necessary as the system 
design matures. 

However, the DOE supports the MRS 
facility even if the conditions are not 
modified. 

“TheDOE’sposition on theMRS facility 
is drawn from analyses and evaluations 
performed in the last several years, 
including the recent systems studies. 
These analyses and evaluations have 
encompassed almost all of the issues 
raised in the hearings held by the MRS 
Review Commission andin otherforums. 
In addition, the DOE has performed 
qualitative evaluations to examine how a 
system with an MRS facility would help 
achieve waste isolation in a repository. 
The results show that the preferred 
integral MRS facility would provide 
significant advantages to the Federal 
waste-management system, though it 
would increase the costs. 

PREFERRED M R S  CONCEPT 

“The concept preferred by the DOE is an 
integral MRS facility designed to allow 
development in stages. “Integral” means 
a facility that is part of the waste- 
management system in which all 
elements are optimized as part of a single 
system focused on achieving the strategic 
objectives of the program. 

“In the first stage, the MRS facility would 
have a receiving building. It would 
receiveandinspectspentfuel, storeikand 
ship it to the repository at a rate and 

schedule consistent with repository 
operations. The fuel would bereceivedin 
casks shipped by truck and rail, unloaded 
from the cask, inspected, and loaded into 
storage modules. All shipments from the 
MRS facility would be made by rail in 
dedicated trains, which would minimize 
the number of shipments to therepository. 
When the receipt rate is equal to the 
shipping rate, the MRS facility would 
serve a staging function: spent fuel 
received in truck and rail casks would be 

(continued on page 5) 
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DOE Begins Tesiing Proioiype Dry 
Drilling and Coring Equipmeni 

DOE has begun testing prototype drilling 
and coring equipment that will be used in 
scientific investigations to determine if 
Yucca Mountain, Nevada, is a suitable 
site for a high-level nuclear waste 
repository. The equipment has been 
modified to suit DOE'S unique 
requirement for dry geologic samples. In 
order to preserve the site's natural state, 
the drilling process cannot use water for 
cooling and rock cutting removal. 
Micial ly  introduced water could affect 
scientific experiments to determine 
hydrologic conditions at Yucca 
Mountain. Although dry drilling is not 
uncommon, conventional methods 
deliver only rock cuttings to the surface. 
Lang Exploratory Drilling of Salt Lake 
City is developing three prototype coring 
systems that are beyond the state-of-the- 
art as now used by the drilling industry to 
produce the required intact core samples 
for DOE. 

Specific objectives of the prototype 
drilling are development and evaluation 
of drilling and coring equipment, 

methods and procedures, and provision of 
a technical basis for refining the planned 
site characterization drilling program. 
The prototype program will not be used to 
obtain site characterization data since it 
will not be done on the candidate 
repository block. 

The prototype dry drilling and dry coring 
equipment testing program will be 
conducted in two phases, the first of 
which startedMay 15,1989,at asitenear 
Tooele,Utah,about70milessouthwestof 
Salt Lake City. Phase I was conducted in 
silicified limestone to perform initial 
equipment tests and system evaluation 
near the facility of the equipment 
manufacturer in case modifications were 
required. 

Phase 11 will be conducted at the Nevada 
Test Site about five miles south-southeast 
of the proposed Yucca Mountain site. 
This testing is expected to start in July, 
pending approval of an amended air 
quality operating permit from the State of 
Nevada, and will last about 60 days. The 

equipment will be tested in the same rock 
types (tuff) that exist at Yucca Mountain. 
Testing will provide an opportunity to 
complete development of quality 
assurance procedures for drilling and 
handling of geologic samples; allow 
personnel training and provide an 
opportunity for the State of Nevada, as 
well as the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, to observe the testing, 
training and procedural development 
activity. 

For Phase 11, two holes (8 inches and 12 
inches in diameter) will be drilled/cored 
to a depth of about 1,100 feet. A 
comparison of the two hole sizes will be 
made with respect to hole quality and 
geophysical log response. The drilling/ 
coring systems are somewhat different 
for the two sizes, and these two methods 
will be evaluated and compared. Drilling 
methods will be correlated to sample and 
borehole quality to optimize achievement 
of technical objectives. * 

June 26-28 

June 28-30 

July 10-1 1 

July 11 

July 25-26 

July 26-27 

Aug. 21-23 

Selecied Events Calendar 
Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board Meeting on Yucca Mountain, Las Vegas. NV. Contact William Coons, 
1111 18th Street, N.W., Suite 801, Washington DC, (202) 254-4792. 

Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste, Phillips Building. 7920 Norfolk Avenue, Bethesda, MD. Contact Barbara Jo White. 
(301) 492-7288. 

30th Annual Meeting of the Institute of Nuclear Materials Management, Orlando FL. Contact Barbara Scott, (312) 480-9573. 

DOE/Nuclear Regulatory Bi-Monthly Quality Assurance Review Meeting, Rockville, MD. Contact Sharon Skuchko, 

Transportation Coordination Group, Westin Hotel, Chicago, IL. Contact Christopher Kouts. (202) 586-9761. 

Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste, Phillips Building. 7920 Norfolk Avenue, Bethesda MD. Contact Barbara Jo White, 

(202) 586-8869. 

(301) 492-7288. 

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board, Containers and Transportation Panel Meeting, Albuquerque, NM. Contact Christopher 
Kouts of DOE, (202) 586-9761, or William Coons of theTechnicalReview Board, 11 11 18thStreet. N.W.. Suite 801, Washington, 
DC. (202) 2544792. 

For details on DOE/NRC meetings call (11800) 368-2235 for a recorded message. In the Washington, DC. area call 479-0487. 

A telephone recording service has been established forthe announcement of upcoming m e c h g s  related to the waste managanent program of the NRC. ?he number * is (1/800) 368-5642. ext. 20436. Washington, DC. area residents should call 492-0436. 
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Highway Study for 
Yucca Mountain Project lssued 

DOE has issued its fust transportation 
report, Nevada Highway Routing Study, 
for the Yucca Mountain Project. This 
study identifies possible points of entry 
into Nevada, intra-state access routes and 
shipping rates for highway shipments of 
high-level nuclear waste associated with 
the possible selection of the high-level 
repository site at Yucca Mountain, 
Nevada. This study was completed as 
part of DOE activities to evaluate options 
for addressing, as appropriate, the effects 
of waste transportation. 

Potential routes for highway transport 
would be north and south on Interstate 15 
into Las Vegas and north on U.S. 
Highway 95 to Yucca 
Mountain. U.S.95 is a 
potential route from 1-15 
to the potential access road 
to the Yucca Mountain site. 
The number of shipments to 
thesiteareexpectedtorange 
from96to 1,380 trucks per 
year during the operating 
period of the repository. 
Under the present schedule, 
if Yucca Mountain is found 
suitable for a repository, 
shipments of radioactive 
materials would not start 
before 2003. 

The identified routes are 
based on current U.S. 
Department of Trans- 
portation (DOT) regula- 
tions. The State of Nevada 
may take actions to 
designate alternates. 
Additional routes are 
identified that may be 
beneficial to the Yucca 
Mountain Project if designated for use 
under DOT regulations by the State of 
Nevada. Rail transport routes will be 
considered in a separate report that is 
planned to be issued later this year. 

Routes described in this report do not 
represent DOE'S selection of routes. 
DOT would regulate the shipments, and 
DOT requires that actual routes be 
identified closer to the time that 
shipments would start so that decisions 
would be based on current conditions. 
DOE recognizes that transportation 
issues, including routing, will need a full 
andopen treatmentunderrequirementsof 
the National Enviromental Policy Act. 

Copies of the Nevada Highway Routing 
Study are available from the Office of 
External Affairs, U.S. Department of 
Energy, P.O. Box 98518, Las Vegas, NV 
89193-8518. * 

New Publicafions 
and Documents 

Information Services Directory, 
DOEIRW-0219, March 1989 

This reference document updates the 
May 1987 Information Services 
Directory and contains a full listing of 
technical and public information services 
and resources that are available. 

Nevada Highway Routing Study, 
DOEIW-10576-7, April 1989 

See article on this page for a description 
of this report. Copies are available from 
the Office of External Affairs, U.S. 
Department of Energy, P.O. Box 98518, 
Las Vegas, NV 89193-8518. 

The DOE Position on the 
MRS F a d @ ,  May 1989 

This document contains the full DOE 
position on the MRS facility from which 
the summary provided in this Bulletin is 
drawn. DOE'S position is drawn from 
many analyses and evaluations 
performed in the last several years. An 
MRS system study summary report that 
integrates a series of scoping studies is 
being prepared for printing and 
distribution. * 

Other Program Items 

NRC Issues Final Rule Establishing 
Basic Procedures for the Licensing 
Proceeding Including the Use of the 
Licensing Support System 

On Aug. 5,1987, theNuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) announced the 
formation of the High-Level Waste 
Licensing Support System Advisory 
Committee (negotiating committee) to 
develop recommendations for revising 
theNRC'sRulesofPracticein 10 Codeof 
Federal Regulations Part 2 for the 

(continued on page 4) 
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adjudicatory proceeding on the 
application for a license to receive and 
possess high-level radioactive waste 
(HLW) at a geologic repository 
operations area. The negotiating 
committee was composed of 
organizations representing the major 
interests likely to be affected by the 
rulemaking. 

The negotiating committee sought 
consensus on the procedures that would 
govern the .HLW licensing proceeding, 
focusing primarily on the use of an 
electronic information system known as 
the Licensing Support System (LSS), in 
the HLW licensing proceeding. The use 
of the LSS in the HLW licensing 
proceeding is to provide for the timely 
review of the DOE license application 
within the three year time period required 
by section 114(d) of the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act of 1982, as amended, by: 

Eliminating the most burdensome and 
time consuming aspect of the current 
system of document discovery, i.e. the 
physical production of documents after 
the license application has been filed, 
because the LSS will provide for the 
identification and submission of 
discoverable documents before the 
license application is submittd, 

0 Eliminating the equally burdensome 
and numerous Freedom of Information 
Act requests for the same information 
that both DOE and theNRC will surely 
receive before and after the application 
is filed if the LSS does not become a 
reality; 

Enabling the comprehensive and early 
technical review of the millions of 
pages of relevant licensing material by 
the DOE and NRC staff through the 
provision of electronic full search 
capability which will allow the quick 
identification of relevant documents 
and issues; 

Other Program Items 
(continued from page 3) 

Enabling the comprehensive and early 
review of the millions of pages of 
relevant licensing material by the 
potential parties to the proceeding to 
permit the earlier submission of better 
focused contentions resulting in a 
substantial saving of time during the 
promeding and 

Providing for the electronic 
transmission of all filings during the 
hearing, thereby eliminating a 
significant amount of delay. 

The negotiating committee completed its 
deliberations in July 1988. Based on the 
committee’s deliberations, the NRC 
approved a proposed rule that would 
revise 10 Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 2 to establish the procedures for the 
HLW proceeding. The proposed rule 
was published on Nov. 3, 1988. The 
comment period was closed on Dec. 5, 
1988. After consideration of the public 
comments, the NRC published this final 
rule in the Federal Register, Vol. 54, No. 
71,onApr. 14,1989. a 

geologic repository at the University of 
Nevada-Reno Library, Government 
Publications Department, Reno, Nevada 
89557. The Government Publications 
Department is open on the following 
schedule: Monday-Thursday, 8 a.m. to 
midnight; Friday 8 a.m. to 5 p.m; 
Saturday and Sunday, 10 a.m. to 
midnight. 

For further information, interested 
members of the public in the Reno area 
may contact the LPDR directly through 
Mr. Duncan Aldrich at (702) 784-6579. 
Members of the public outside of the 
service area of the LPDR may address 
their requests for records to the 
NRC’s Public Document Room, 2120 L 
Street NW, Washington, DC 20555, 
(202) 634-3273. 

NRC Establishes Second Public 
Document Room for the High-Level 
Waste Geologic Repository 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
has established a local public document 
room (LPDR) at the University of 
Nevada-Reno Library for DOE’s 
proposed high-level radioactive waste 
geologic repository site near Yucca 
Mountain, Nevada. This is the second 
LPDR established by the NRC for the 
Yucca Mountain site. In January 1988, 
the first Yucca Mountain LPDR was 
established in the Special Collections 
Department at the University of Nevada- 
Las Vegas Library. 

Members of the public may now inspect 
and copy documents related to the 
licensing of the DOE high-level waste 

(continuec >n page 5) 

Nuclear Waste Technical Review 
Board Holds Performance 
Assessment Briefing 

The Nuclear Waste Technical Review 
Board (see OCRWM Bulletin, March 
1989), at its first organizational meeting 
in early March 1989, established the 
following panels to review DOE’s high- 
level radioactive waste disposal program: 

Panel 

Containers and 
Transportation 

Risk and Performance 
Analysis 

Stuctural Geology 
and Geoengineering 

Hydrogeology and 
Geochemistry 

Environmental and 
Public Health 

Chairman 

Dr. D. Price 

Dr. W. North 

Dr. C. Allen 

Dr. D.Langmuir 

Dr. M. Carter 
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(confinued from page 4) 

The Panel on Structural Geology and Geoengineering met during April in Las Vegas, 
NV. The Risk and Performance Analysis Panel met on May 16-17, 1989, in 
Washington, DC, for a DOE briefmg. The OCRWM presentation to the Risk and 
Performance Panel was led by Ralph Stein, Associate Director for Systems Integration 
and Regulation, and Dr. Donald H. Alexander, Chief, Regulatory Compliance Branch. 

Performance assessment is the method that wiU be used to evaluate the system and sub- 
system performance of the repository to demonstrate whether the site is suitable and 
whether it complies with the technical criteria of 10 Code of Federal Regulations 60. It 
will also be used as a method for evaluating the environmental impacts at the site, and 
will be used extensively in the environmental impact statement. 

The topics presented at the briefing by various DOE and DOE contractor personnel 
include: 

Overview of Performance Assessment Program 

Subject Presenter 

Overview of Performance Assessment 
Flowdown of Regulatory Requirements 

to Performance Assessment Program 
Technical Integration of Performance 
Assessment Program 

Performance of Natural Barriers 
Engineered Barrier System Performance 
Post-Closure Total System Performance 

Pre-Closure Safety Assessment 
Model Validation Strategy 
Linkage from Performance Assessment to 

the Site Program 
Performance Assessment in Support of 
of the Site Characterization Plan 

Performance Assessment of Yucca 
Mountain in Support of the Comparative 
Site Analysis 

Facility on Waste Isolation 

a Repository Environment 

Assessment 

Potential Impacts of Exploratory Shaft 

Models of Waste Package Behavior in 

Calculational Model for Waste Package 

D. Alexander 
L. Richertsen 

P. Gnirk 

D. Hoxie 
A. Van Luik 
F. Bingham 

D. Michlewicz 
c. voss 
M. Blanchard 

J. Younker 

P..Gnirk 

F. Bingham 

T. Pigford 

M. Apted 

At the conclusion of the meeting Dr. D. Warner North, Chairman of the Board‘s Risk 
and Performance Analysis Panel, expressed appreciation to the presenters by saying, “I 
think your performance has overall been most impressive in terms of the quality of the 
material you’ve given us ... and I think (you) did an outstanding job of giving us the kind 
of presentation we wanted to hear.” 

Effective May 1,1989, the Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board is located at 11 11 
18th Street, N.W., Suite 801, Washington, DC 20036, (202) 254-4792. 
h4r. William W. Coons is the Executive Director. * 

DOE Position on ihe 
MRS Faci/iiy 

Presenied io MRS 
Review Commission 

(confinued from page I )  

transferred to large-capacityrail casks for 
shipment to the repository by dedicated 
train. If the MRS facility is in the eastern 
United States, spent fuel from western 
reactors would probably be shipped 
directly to the repository. 

“Amajorpackaging capability is optional 
and could be added at a later date. It 
would consist of any facilities needed for 
additional functions, such as 
consolidation or packaging into disposal 
containers, that may be determined to be 
beneficial or required as the system 
design matures. This optional phase 
would provide flexibility to further 
optimize the waste-management system. 

“It should be noted that, while the results 
and insights of the system studies were 
used in developing the preferred M R S  
concept, the preferred concept does not 
directly correspond to any single scenario 
evaluated in the systems studies. 

REFERENCE WASTE FORM 

“The DOE’S studies indicate that intact 
spent nuclear fuel should be the reference 
waste form at present. The selection by 
the Congress of the Yucca Mountain site 
as the sole site to be characterized has 
allowedtheDOE’sstudiestofocusonthe 
economics of various waste-package 
concepts for that site, and these studies 
have not identified sufficient advantages 
for consolidation to warrant its use at 
present. The DOE will, however, 
evaluate the desirability of consolidation 
during the advanced conceptualdesign of 
therepository andthewastepackage. The 
DOE has concluded that spent-fuel 
preparation for disposal should be 
performed in the Federal waste- 
management system rather than at reactor 
sites. The DOE will accept any fuel 
consolidated by the utilities. 

(continued on page 6) 
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DOE Posiiion on the MRS Facility 
Presenied to MRS Review Commission 

CONDITIONS 

“The Amendments Act imposes a set of 
conditions on M R S  construction and 
operation, including thecondition that the 
DOE may begin a survey and evaluation 
of sites only after the RlRS Review 
Commission submits its report to the 
Congress, and the preferred M R S  site 
may be selected only after a repository 
site has been recommended. And there is 
alicensingcondition thattheconstruction 
of the MRS facility cannot begin until the 
NRC has issued a license for the 
construction of the repository. 

“Linkages to key repository milestones 
and MRS capacity limits were 
recommended by the DOE in the original 
M R S  proposal to allay concerns that an 
M R S  facility would diminish the resolve 
to develop a repository. The DOE had 
proposed that waste acceptance at the 
MRS be linked to the construction 
authorization for the repository. This 
allowed greater flexibility in system 
development than do the conditions of 
the Amendments Act. 

“Although the statutory conditions limit 
M R S  benefits, the DOE believes that the 
preferred M R S  facility can enhance the 
overall system even with the conditions. 
For example, there will be significant 
uncertainties in the rate of waste 
emplacement in the repository because of 
the unprecedented nature of the 
repository, potential variability in 
underground conditions, and licensing 
uncertainties that may favor low 
emplacement rates in the early years. The 
addition of Federal storage capacity of the 
kind provided by the M R S  facility would 
help achieve confidence in the 
development of the system and timely and 
adequate waste acceptance; it would also 
provide utilities with a f m e r  basis for 
planning and a greater rate of waste 
acceptance than would be possible with 
only a repository. These advantages 

(continued from page 5) 

would be even more significant if the 
M R S  facility started operations earlier, 
with somewhat higher limits on the 
quantities of waste that can be stored. 

“It is useful to explore the implications of 
the existing conditions and of possible 
alternatives that would allow the M R S  
advantages to be more fully realized. The 
alternatives might include different 
linkages to the repository and an increase 
in the M R S  storage capacity. The DOE 
would support such revisions if included 
in an agreement submitted by theNuclear 
Waste Negotiator to the Congress for 
approval. The DOE encourages the M R S  
Review Commission to examine 
alternative provisions that will not bring 
into question the commitment to geologic 
disposal while at the same time 
maximizing the value of the M R S  facility 
to the waste-management system. 

ASSESSMENT OF THE 
PREFERRED MRS FACILITY 

“The advantages and disadvantages of a 
system with the preferred M R S  concept 
have been evaluated and compared with 
an “optimum” no-MRS case. 

“Theoptimumno-MRS caseonwhich the 
comparison is based includes the use of 
reasonably achievable improvements in 
transportation, such as the use of higher- 
capacity truck and rail shipment casks, 
and increased coordination between DOE 
and the utilities with respect to at-reactor 
storage. In this context, the DOE would 
encourage the use of at-reactor options 
that would be beneficial to the overall 
waste-management system. The 
optimum no-MRS case involves no 
promotion of, or requirement for, spent 
fuel preparation at reactor sites. 

Advantages 

“In assessing the preferred MRS facility, 
it is useful to start by examining the M R S  

advantages in meeting the strategic 
objectives of the DOE’s program - 
namely, timely disposal, timely and 
adequate waste acceptance, schedule 
confidence, and system flexibility. 

“In regard to timely disposal, the M R S  
facility would facilitate the development 
of the repository through the institutional 
and regulatory experience obtained in 
siting and licensing a large scale waste- 
management facility earlier than the 
repository -as might be possible with a 
negotiated site. 

“In terms of timely acceptance, the M R S  
facility, by relying on proven technology, 
provides confidence in spent fuel 
acceptance at the earliest possible time- 
up to 3 years earlier than the repository 
under the statutory linkages for the 
repository or up to 5 years earlier under 
the linkages proposed by the DOE in 
1987, which tied M R S  operation to the 
construction of the repository. 

“For example, a Federal waste- 
management system with an M R S  facility 
accepts 14,000 MTHM more in the early 
yearsthanasystem withoutanMRS. This 
advantage exists even with the conditions 
of the Amendments Act. The advantages 
of the MRS increase further in the event 
the repository is delayed and different 
conditions on the M R S  are established. 

“In regard to schedule confidence, a 
commitment to an M R S  facility would 
enhance confidence that the Federal 
government is using all available means 
to ensure timely assumption of the 
responsibility to accept spent fuel for 
disposal. Furthermore, once in operation, 
the MRS facility would enhance 
confidence in the DOE’s program by 
providing the earliest possible 
demonstration oftheability of theFederal 
Government to accept, transport, and 
handle spent fuel at high annual rates. 

(continued on page 7) 
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DOE Posiiion on ihe MRS Facilify 
Presenied io MRS Review Commission 

“Finally, in terms of systemjlexibility, the 
M R S  facilitywouldenhance, totheextent 
allowed by the statutory conditions, the 
program’s capability to adapt to the 
uncertain future; enhance the flexibility 
of repository development by allowing 
adjustments without at-reactor impacts; 
and provide flexibility with respect to 
later decisions about waste aging and the 
preferred location of waste-packaging 
functions. 

“In general, the preferred M R S  facility 
has the potential for helping the DOE 
achieve all four of its strategic objectives 
by promoting the development of the 
integrated waste-management system. 
The MRS facility would help system 
development because it would allow the 
DOE to plan, design, and deploy major 
components of the system in advance of 
the repository. 

“Some of these benefits depend on 
selecting the M R S  site well ahead of the 
repository site. The Amendments Act 
prohibits the selection of an M R S  site 
through a DOE-directed siting process 
until the repository site is formally 
selected. Therefore, it would be difficult 
for an h4RS facility sited in that manner to 
provide the benefits of a two-step system 
development process. A negotiated site, 
however, could have such benefits, since 
it wouldbe possible to proceed with M R S  
design and licensing independent of the 
repository. Once a license is received for 
an M R S  facility at a given site, there is a 
high level of certainty that the M R S  
facility can be built and operated as 
planned - higher than for a repository, 
because of the more complex criteria the 
latter must meet. Thus an M R S  facility, 
once sited, would offer a more certain 
focal point for early system development 
than the repository site. 

Disadvantages 

“There are, however, some disadvantages 
as well - namely, the need for an 

(conffnued from page 6) 

additional site, the requirement for a 
second licensing proceeding, possible 
negative impacts on the repository 
program, and increases in direct costs. 

‘‘Locating a site for an M R S  facility is not 
a trivial task. Under the best of 
circumstances it will require a substantial 
effort, whose magnitude will depend on 
the process that must be used. The 
Amendments Act established two 
altemativeMRS sitingprocesses: aDOE- 
directed siting process that may not start 
until the M R S  Review Commission 
makes its report and a siting process in 
which the Nuclear Waste Negotiator 
seeks a State or Indian Tribe willing to 
host such afacility. Thecostsand impacts 
of M R S  siting will depend heavily on 
which path mustbe followed to find asite. 

“It is likely that a DOE-directed site 
screening process would require 
substantially greater financial, 
manpower, and institutional resources 
than the Negotiator’s efforts to fmd a 
willing host. In view of this 
consideration, and thepotential for earlier 
siting, greater flexibility of operation, and 
other institutional benefits available with 
a negotiated site, the DOE will strongly 
encourage the efforts of the Nuclear 
Waste Negotiator to identify a potential 
negotiated site as quickly as possible. 

“Incidentally, it is not at all clear that 
using existing reactor sites for storage 
will be a path of substantially less 
resistance. A 1986 General Accounting 
Office survey of utility executives 
indicated that a significant number of 
them expected local opposition to spent 
fuel storage if the repository schedule 
slipped beyond 1998. 

“The M R S  facility will be licensed 
separately from the repository, under 10 
CFR Part 72, which will require 
additional resources on the part of both 
DOE and the NRC. The effect on the 
program will dependon whether theMRS 

license can precede the repository’s or 
must be conducted in parallel. In the 
former case, achievable with an early 
negotiated site having different linkages, 
M R S  licensing can be beneficial to the 
program by providing licensing 
experience. In the latter case, with 
parallel licensing efforts, the opportunity 
forleaming islimited, and theMRS effort 
is more likely to divert resources from the 
repository. 

“The third disadvantage - the potential 
for negative impacts on the repository 
program. - may be the strongest 
objection to any Federal storage facility. 
There is concern that an M R S  facility 
would derail the repository program, by 
reducing the national impetus for 
developing the repository or by diverting 
resources from the repository effort. Both 
the positive and negative impacts on the 
repository program of each alternative, 
including no-MRS options, need to be 
considered explicitly. The DOE believes 
that on balance the M R S  facility can 
provide a net positive benefit for the 
repository, although the value of that 
benefit would be greatest with an early 
negotiated site. 

“Another disadvantage that is mentioned 
is cost. The systems studies estimated 
that the total lifecycle cost of the Federal 
system with a basic M R S  facility starting 
in 2ooo and a repository starting in 2003 
is about $31.2 billion, assuming two 
repositories. This is some $2.1 billion 
higher than the cost of the Federal system 
withoutan M R S  facility. However, while . 
the costs of the Federal system are higher 
with an M R S  facility, the costs of at- 
reactor storage aie lower: the M R S  
facility offsets some 5300 MTHM of at- 
reactordrystorageestimated to costabout 
$400 million. This reduces the net M R S  
increment to the total cost of waste 
management - both by the Federal 
Government and the utilities - to about 
$1.7 billion. 

(continued on page 8) 
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DOE Posiiion on fhe MRS Facilify 
Presented io MRS Review Commission 

(continued from puge 7) 

an M R S  facility is the difference between 
two very large and uncertain numbers, it 
is subject to even greater uncertainty. 
Thus the significance of all estimates of 
incremental M R S  costs must be kept in 
perspective. 

“The net cost to the ratepayers of a system 
with an M R S  facility may be reduced 
further if extended spent fuel storage at 
reactor sites can be avoided after reactors 
are shut down. The maintenance of any 
spent fuel at areactor site can cost $2 to $3 
million per year regardless of the quantity 
of fuel involved. Under current plans and 
contract provisions, some spent fuel will 
stay atreactorsitesforatleast5 yearsafter 
shutdown, since the contract specifies 
that the standard fuel accepted by the 
DOE will be at least 5 years old. 
Depending on the acceptance schedule, 
however, spent fuel may remain at some 
reactor sites considerably longer, adding 
substantially to the cost of at-reactor 
storage. AnMRS facilityopeningin2000 
and with conditions different than in the 
Amendments Act could ensure that no 
spent fuel stays at reactor sites more than 
5 years after reactor shutdown and could 
avoid significant additional at-reactor 
storage costs if the repository were 
delayed. Such an approach results in the 
consideration of alternative waste 
acceptance strategies and schedules. 

“By avoiding some at-reactor storage, an 
M R S  facility also avoids the hidden costs 
that would be associated with providing 
that storage at reactors, including those 
attributable to reactor downtime caused 
by fuel handling demands, the diversion 
of management attention from reactor 
operation and many difficulties 
encountered in obtaining approval for 
storage expansions. Although very 
difficult to estimaterigorously, such costs 
will be borne by the ratepayers of those 
utilities just as will the costs of the M R S  
facility and should be taken into account 
in assessing the total cost to ratepayers of 
both the M R S  and the no-MRS options. 

“A note of caution about cost is in order. 
The cost estimates for all parts of the 
waste-management system, including the 
avoided costs of at-reactor storage, are 
subject to considerable uncertainty. 
Becausetheestimated incrementalcostof 

Nondiscriminating factors 

“In its qualitative evaluations, the DOE 
examined several other factors, such as 
health, safety, and environmental 
impacts, and socioeconomic effects. 
Although these proved to be 
nondiscriminating between systems with 
and without an M R S  facility, a brief 
review may be of interest. 

“Protecting the health and safety of both 
the public and workers is a primary goal 
of the waste pmgram. Comparisons of 
M R S  and no-MRS systems in terns of 
health and safety show that for both 
options the absolute levels of risk from 
system wide waste-management 
operations are so low that they do not 
significantly discriminate between the 
options. 

“By design, the radiation exposures 
received by the public from an M R S  
facility willbebelow theregulatory limits 
set by the NRC in 10 CFR Part 72. The 
population doses are estimated to be less 
than 1 percent of the radiation dose 
received by the same population group 
from naturally occurring background 
radiation. In comparison with no-MRS 
systems, the occupational risk is slightly 
higher and the public risk is somewhat 
lower with an M R S  facility. 

“In general, the greatest health and safety 
risks will come from transportation, and 
they will be dominated by 
nonradiological fatalities experienced by 
the public from transportation accidents. 
The transportation risks are very small in 
absolute terms and do not discriminate 
between M R S  and no-MRS options. 

“Environmental risks and costs do not 
differ significantly for systems with or 
without an M R S  facility. 

“Some socioeconomic impacts are 
expected from an M R S  facility, such as 
additional jobs and demands on public 
services. Recognizing that the 
preparation for, and accommodation of, a 
major radioactive waste-management 
facility imposes a variety of burdens on 
the host community and State, theNWPA 
as amended makes extensive provisions 
for impact compensation and mitigation. 
While all of these provisions increase the 
calculatedcostof theMRS optionrelative 
to the no-MRS option, it is not at all clear 
that the net societal costs of the M R S  
option are in fact higher. If access to a site 
can be negotiated and an agreement 
approved, that would be prima facie 
evidence that the net socioeconomic 
impacts of the facility are seen as positive 
by the local community and the State or 
Indian Tribe. 

CONCLUSION 

“The DOE continues to believe that an 
integrated M R S  facility can enhance the 
Federal waste-management system. 
Without the M R S  facility, the nation’s 
ability to provide forthetimely transferof 
spent fuel from reactors to the Federal 
system would depend on achieving a 
success oriented schedule for the 
repository. 

“The DOE also believes than an M R S  
facility can contribute to the development 
of the system. Analyses that simply 
compare the operational characteristics 
of M R S  and no-MRS systems tend to 
overlook the importance of an M R S  
facility as a strategic step toward a 
repository. Whether or not there is an 
M R S  facility in the waste-management 
system, much in the way of resources and 
alargeamountof human ingenuity willbe 
dedicated during the next two decades to 

(continued on page 9) 
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managing spent fuel before it is emplaced 
in a repository. If those efforts are made 
by utilities in providing at-reactor storage 
atapproximately70 separatereactorsites, 
they will provide little experience that 
would help the DOE in meeting the 
technical, regulatory, and institutional 
challenges of developing and operating a 
system capable of accepting, 
transporting, and handling large 
quantities of high-level waste and spent 
fuel at high annual rates. If the efforts 
were exerted by the DOE in deveIoping 
and operating an MRS facility, much of 
that experience would directly increase 
the likelihood of timely and reliable 
operation of the Federal waste- 
management system. 

“Overall, the integrated M R S  facility can 
provide a valuable, flexible coupling 
between waste-management activities at 
reactors and the repository program that 
allows each to be developed at the 
appropriate pace without impinging on 

DOE Posiiion on ihe MRS Facility 
Presented io MRS Review Commission 

(continued from page 8) 

the other. During system development, 
the MRS facility allows the interface 
between the Federal system and reactors 
to be defined independent of the 
uncertainties about the waste package to 
be used at the repository. During 
ogration, the M R S  facility can allow an 
orderly transfer of spent fuel from reactor 
sites to the Federal system that is 
independent, to the extent allowed by 
statutory conditions, of the ability to 
emplace fuel in the repository. While the 
waste-management system can be 
developed and operated without an 
integral MRS facility, the DOE believes 
that the flexibility added by the MRS 
facility would substantially increase its 
ability to achieve theprogram objectives. 

“In conclusion, the DOE supports an 
MRS facility because it would allow the 
DOE to better meet the objectives of 
timely disposal, timely and adequate 
waste acceptance, schedule confidence, 
and system flexibility. This facility 

would receive, store, and stage 
shipments of intact spent fuel to the 
repository and could be later expanded to 
perform additional functions. 

“Furthermore, the DOE believes that an 
MRS facility should be sited through the 
efforts of the Nuclear Waste Negotiator, 
especially if the negotiations lead to 
statutory conditions that allow the M R S  
advantagestobemorefullyrealized. The 
DOE prefers that the current schedule 
linkages between the MRS facility and 
the repository and the statutory limit on 
M R S  storage capacity be revised to 
enhance confidence that the 
development of the system is progressing 
and to allow other MRS advantages to be 
more fully realized. The DOE would 
support such revised conditions on the 
M R S  facility if contained in a proposed 
agreement submitted by the Nuclear 
Waste Negotiator to the Congress for 
approval.” * 
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I DOE Issues Monitored Retrievable Storage System Study Summary Reporf 

The passage of the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act (NWPA), as amended, prompted 
DOE to reexamine the role of the 
Monitored Retrievable Storage ( M R S )  
facility in the waste management system, 
and to this end a series of systems studies 
was conducted. The results of these 
studies were used in developing DOE'S 
current position on the MRS facility.* 

The M R S  systems studies consisted of a 
series of tasks, listed below, that drew on 
existing information where available: 

1. Scenario development and system 

2. Facility design (repository and M R S  

3. M R S  storage concepts 
4. Location of high-level waste 

5. Waste package design 
6. Transportation analyses 
7. System storage, at-reactor impact 

and integration analyses 
8. Licensing 
9. System reliability analysis 

logistics 

facility) 

packaging 

10. Summary report 

Eight of the 10 tasks (2-9) examined 
various technical areas, and determined 
how they were affected by 9 

* For the complete statement see "The DOE 
Position on the MRS Facility," DOE/RW-0239. 
June 1989, or the OCRWM Bulletin, MaylJune 
1989. 

combinations of waste handling and 
waste packaging functions at the M R S  
facility or the repository. The MRS 
System Study Summary Report (DOE/ 
RW-0235, June 1989) builds on the 
resultsofthesystemsstudieslistedabove, 
and, with some supplemental analysis, 
discusses the implications of various 
waste management system configur- 
ations, with and without an M R S  facility. 

Three scenarios were used in the 
Summary Report to analyze various 
configurations for the waste management 
system. The first scenario addresses a 
waste management system that disposes 
of intact spent fuel in a repository that 
starts operating in 2003. The second 
scenario examines various configurations 
of a system that disposes of consolidated 
fuel in arepository that starts operating in 
2003. The third scenario analyzes the 
effects of delaying the start of repository 
operations by 5-10 years. This scenario 
also examines the effects of the 
conditions in the " P A ,  as amended, 
that link the development and operation 
of an h4RS facility to the repository and 
limit the storage capacity of the M R S  
facility. 

Various system configurations are 
analyzed under each scenario to 
determine their impact on (1) system 
design; (2) waste acceptance capability; 
(3) requirements for additional at-reactor 

storage (Le., storage beyond the capacity 
of reactor storage pools); (4) selected 
operating parameters (e.g.. cask-miles, 
shipment-miles, number of disposal 
containers); (5) total costs, including the 
costs of at-reactor storage: and (6) 
licensing. 

The results of the M R S  systems studies 
support the general conclusion that an 
M R S  facility provides tangible benefits to 

(continued on page 2) 
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DOE to Undertake Procurement for 
Major Element of licensing Support System 

As reported previously in the OCRWM 
Bulletin (December/January 1988, May/ 
June 1988 and May/June 1989), DOE is 
developing an electronic information 
management system known as the 
Licensing Support System (LSS) that is 
capable of storing, searching and 
retrieving, in full text, the records needed 
for geologic repository licensing. 

The anticipated LSS system will consist 
of four elements which will be acquired 
through four distinct procurement 
activities in’ the following sequence: 

Capture System, 

e Data Base Management System 
Software, 

Search System, Image System and 
Workstations and 

Long Distance 
Telecommunications. 

The initial procurement, which is in pro- 
cess, is for a document Capture System 
that consists of a computer system and 
attached (local) terminals for control of 

the document capture process, creation of 
bibliographic record cataloging and cor- 
rection. Software is used to interface and 
control the required peripheral devices. 

The procurement for the first module, 
Capture Systems, will be a full and open 
competition. Availability of a draft 
statement of WorWrequirements will be 
published in the Commerce Business 
Daily. Comments on the draft will be 
incorporated into specifications for the 
procurement. DOE anticipates holding a 
bidders’ conference based on the revised 
specifications presented in the request for 
proposals. 

The current timeline for Capture Systems 
procurements includes a request for 
comments available to vendors in July 
1989, a request for proposals available in 
September 1989 and contract award in 
Spring 1990. 

Capture Systems equipment is planned to 
be located at four different locations: the 
University of Nevada/Las Vegas, NV; the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, White 
Flint, MD; and the Department of Energy, 
Washington, DC and Las Vegas, NV. 

Selected Evenfs Calendar 

July 26-27 Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste, Phillips Building, 7920 Norfolk 
Avenue, Bethesda, MD. Contact Barbara Jo White, (301) 492-7288. 

August 21-23 Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board Containers and Transportation 
Panel Meeting, Albuquerque, NM. Contact Christopher Kouts of DOE, 
(202) 586-9761, or William Coons of the Technical Review Board, 11 11 
18th Street, N.W., Suite 801. Washington, DC 20036, (202) 254-4792. 

September 12-13 Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board, Washington, DC. Contact 
William Coons of the Technical Review Board, 1111 18th Street, N.W., 
Suite 801, Washington, DC 20036, (202) 254-4792. 

September 14 Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board: Environment and Public Health 
Panel Meeting, Washington, DC. Contact William Coons of theTechnical 
Review Board, 11 11 18th Street, N.W., Suite 801, Washington DC 20036, 
(202) 254-4792. 

Fordmils onDOEh’RCmeeiings call(1/800) 368-2235 fora recordedmessagc. htheWashinglon, DC. area cd1479-0487. 

A telephone recording scrvice has becn established for the announcement of upcoming mcelings related io thc wasic 
managanent program ofthcNRC. ?henumberis (IBOO) 368-5642, CXL 20436. Washington,DC. a m  residenu should call 
492-0436. * 

DOE Issues 
MRS System Study 
Summary Report 

(confinued from page  I) 

the waste management system. Of all the 
system configurations analyzed, a basic 
MRS facility in the eastern United Statcs 
provides the greatest benefits to the waste 
management system in terms of early and 
adequate acceptance, schcdule 
confidence and increased system 
flexibility. The benefits of lhis 
configuration would be magnificd if the 
conditions and linkages in thc NWPA, ;IS 
amended, were removed or modificd. 

The addition of an M R S  facility increases 
total costs. The basic MRS facilily 
increases costs by about 51.3 to S1.7 
billion, depending on the scenario 
examined. The addition of packaging 
functions to the MRS facility increases 
costs further, by approximately $0.9 to 
$1.5 billion in the intact fuel scenario. If  
the repository encapsulates spent fuel into 
disposal containers, consolidation adds 
about $0.5 billion to the total costs. 

All of the system configurations arc 
licensable. For the systems with an MRS 
facility, licensing is expected to beeasicst 
and quickest for the basic M R S  facility. 

The M R S  systems studies lead to Lhc 
conclusion that a basic MRS facility is 
preferable at present. No significant 
benefit was identified for eithcr 
consolidating spent fuel or encapsulaling 
it into disposal containers at an MRS 
facility. However, because of the currcnt 
uncertainties about the wastc packnge, 
there would be a benefit in retaining thc 
flexibility to add these more complcx 
functions to the M R S  facility at a later 
time if such functions are found to be 
beneficial or necessary as thc systcm 
design matures. 

- 
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1 The first day of the meeting was devoted ’ to presentations by the State of Nevada. 
AfteranintroductionbyR.R.Louxandan 
overview of technical concerns by C.A. 
Johnson of the Nevada Agency for 
Nuclear Projects, technical presentations 
were made on tectonics, faulting, 
unsaturated and saturated zone 

3 
DOE Announces Availability of Guide on Rail Service 

Options for Transporfing Radioactive Materials 

One of the transportation issues 
potentially impacting the OCRWM 
program is the type of rail service that will 
be used to ship spent fuel and high-level 
waste to a repository. A recently released 
Guide to Documents on the Safe 
Transport of Radioactive Materials in 
Regular Freight Trains, (SAIC-88/1077 
GUIDE), March 1989, has particular 
value to a knowledgeable consideration 
of the rail service issue by discussing and 
referencing material that provides the 
regulatory and administrative history of 
transporting radioactive material by rail 
in regular trains. 

OCRWM is currently evaluating two rail 
service options (regular train service and 

u c - r m a x x  

dedicated train service) for transporting 
spent fuel and high-level waste. Regular 
train service uses trains that typically 
carry a mixture of commodities for many 
customers and from several origins to 
several destinations. Dedicated train 
service involves the shipment of a single 
commodity from one point of origin to 
one destination. 

Limited distribution of the Guide is 
being made, and inquiries may be 
directed to Science Applications 
International Corporation, 800 Oak 
Ridge Turnpike, P.O. Box 2501, 
Oak Ridge, TN 37831, A T ”  Teresa 
Yearwood, (615) 482-9031 ext. 403. 

I 

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board 
Holds Press Conference in fas Vegas 

The Nuclear Waste Technical Review 
Board (TRB), an independent agency 
established by Congress with members 
appointed by the President, met in Las 
Vegas, NV, and at Yucca Mountain from 
June 26-28, 1989. The purpose of the 
meeting was to secure the views of the 
State of Nevada and DOE concerning the 
scientific and technical issues pertaining 
to the viability of locating the Nation’s 
permanent repository for high-level 
radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel 
at the Yucca Mountain site in Nevada. 

hydrology, hydrologic modeling, 
performance assessment, geochemistry, 
volcanism, climate change and mineral 
resources. 

On the following day, June 27, DOE 
provided a geologic description of the 
Yucca Mountain site. Other topics 
discussed included volcanism, seismicity 
and hydrologic conditions at the site, 
plans for site characterization and an 
overview of the field trip to take place on 
June 28. 

As planned, a press conference was held 
on June 29. Dr. Don U. Deere, Chairman 
of the TRB, described the stamtory basis 
oftheTRB,its functionsandmembership. 
After acknowledging the concerns of the 
State of Nevada, Dr. Deere commented 
with appreciation on the extensive 
amount ofinformation thathadbeenmade 

available to the TRB and that time would 
be needed to digest and analyze the data. 
The extent of the data, as Dr. Deere 
indicated, was such that the TRB has “not 
seen any concern that has been raised by 
theStateofNevadathatisnotbeingaven 
attention by DOE.” Because of the 
importance of securing additional 
information that is not available from 
surface studies or bore holes, and in 
response to a question regarding the 
Exploratory Shaft Facility (ESF), Dr. 
Deere stated that the ESF is “a very 
necessary part of the site characterization 
work ... and the Board endorses the need 
for the exploratory shaft and the drifts.” 

In addition to the observations on the 
information provided to the TRB, Dr. 
Deere stated that “I have been favorably 
impressed with the work they have done 

(continued on page 5) 
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Reporf on Transporfafion Coordinafion Group Meeting 

The Transportation Coordination Group 
met at theFairmont Hotel in Chicago, IL, 
on July25-26,1989. Themeeting opened 
with a half-day transportation program 
overview including areview of OCRWM 
program developments, a summary of 
transportation program activities, a 
summary of Yucca Mountain Project 
Office transportation activities and a 
review of OCRWM’s Monitored 
Retrievable Storage System Study. This 
was followed by a report on 
transportation activities by the Nevada 
Nuclear WasteProject Office, by affected 
local governments in Nevada and by an 
update from the Transportation Working 
Group of the utilities. 

The balance of the meeting was devoted 
to an emergency preparedness seminar 
that addressed the following topics: 

Review of State assumptions on 
conditions encountered in 
transportation accidents involving 
radioactive waste and typical 
response procedures, 

Review of Federal roles for 
emergency preparedness and 
assistance, 

Review of existing DOE roles in 
emergency response, 

Summary of emergency response 
planning for other hazardous 
materials under Superfund 
Amendments Act, 

General planning and response 
activities of States, Indian Tribes and 
local governments, 

NRC Announces Availability of Drat? Technical Posifion 
on Tectionic Models in the Assessment of 

Performance of Uigh-Level 
Radioacfive Waste Repositories 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has announced the availability of the 
“Draft Technical Position on Tectonic Models in the Assessment of Performance of 
High-Level Radioactive Waste Repositories” in the Federal Register, Vol. 54, No. 116, 
June 19,1989. The comment period expires Aug. 18,1989. 

This Technical Position is undertaken to document the Division of High-Level Waste 
Management (DHLWM) staff‘s position on the requirement for the support and 
implementation of tectonic model(@ in performance allocation and performance 
assessment. 

The objectives of this Technical Position are to outline the regulatory requirements for 
support of tectonic models, to discuss the implementation of the requirements and to 
suggest the process for integrating tectonic models into data collection activities of the 
site characterization program. Adherence to this Technical Position will result in use of 
tectonic models that are acceptable to DHLWM staff and will help to assure the adequacy 
of the information provided in support of the license application. 

For further information, contact Kenneth Kalman, Project Manager, Repository 
Licensing and Quality Assurance Project Directorate, Division of High-Level 
Waste Management, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Washington, DC 20555, 
(301) 492-0428. * 

Overview of training programs, 
Federal courses, 

State, Tribal and local training 
programs, exercises and sources of 
funding, 

Discussion of mutual aid agreements 
for emergency response, 

Review of Waste Isolation Pilot 
Project training program and 

Review and discussion of options for 
implementing Section 180(c) of the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as 
amended. 

For further information on this 
meeting contact Christopher Kouts at 
(202) 586-9761. * 

New Publications and 
Documen fs 

MRS System Study Summary Report, 
DOEBW-0235, June 1989. 

See page 1 in this Bulletin for a 
description of this report. 

The Role of the Monitored Retrievable 
Storage Facility in an Integrated Waste 
Management System, DOE/RW-0238, 
June 1989. 

This factsheet provides a brief statement 
and description of the MRS facility and 
the DOE conclusion thatan M R S  facility, 
as an integral part of the waste 
management system, offers significant 
benefits to the developers, operators and 
users of the system. 

(continued on page 5) 
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Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board Holds Press Conference in Las Vegas 

and the quality of the scientists that are 
working on the program; and that 
includes DOE, it includes the U.S. 
Geological Survey, it includes the 
National Laboratories, and it includes the 
people that are doing studies for the State 
of Nevada. I think they are a fine group of 
scientists and engineers that are really 
looking very carefully at these points. We 
certainly are impressed with the efforts 

(continued from page 3) 

that are coming forward on this, and we 
will continue to monitor the activities and 
to make suggestions, but the program is 
very definitely a high-level scientific 
inquiry." 

At the present time, the Containers and 
Transportation Panel of the TRB is 
scheduled to meet in Albuquerque, NM, 
on Aug. 21-23, and the full Board will 

meet in Washington, DC, on Sept. 12-13. 
Following the meeting of the full TRB, 
the Environment and Public Health Panel 
will convene on Sept. 14. Information on 
these and later meetings of the TRB can 
be obtained from William Coons, 
Executive Director of the Nuclear Waste 
Technical Review Board, 1111 18th 
Street,N.W., Suite 801, Washington, DC 
20036, (202) 254-4792. * 

New Publiccrfions and Documents 
(continued from puge 4) 

The DOE Position on the MRS Facility, DOERW-0239, June 1989. 

This document contains the statement of DOE'S position on the M R S  facility as presented to the Monitored Retrievable Storage 
Review Commission on May 25,1989. 

Guide to Documents on the Safe Transport ofRadwactive Materials in Regular Freight Trains, SAIC-88/1077 GUIDE, March 1989. 

See page 3 in this Bulletin for a description of this reporL Limited distribution of the Guide is being made, and inquiries may be 
directedto Science ApplicationsIntemationalCorporation, 800OakRidgeTurnpike,P.O.Box2501,OakRidge,TN3783l,Attn: 
Teresa Yearwood, (615) 482-9031, ext. 403. 

Draft Technical Position on Tectonic Models in the Assessment of Performance of High-Level Radioactive Waste Repositories. 

Seepage4 in this Bulletin for adescription of this document. Copies are available free of charge upon written request to Marlene 
Creviston, Repository Licensing and Quality Assurance Project Directorate, Division of High-Level Waste Management, U.S. 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Mail Stop 4-H-3, Washington, DC 20555, (800) 368-5642, ExL 20440. 

Nuclear Waste: DOE Has Terminated Research Evaluating Crystalline Rock for a Repository, GAORCED-89-148, May 1989. 

Section 161(c) of theNuclear WastePolicy Amendments Actof 1987requiresDOE tophaseout funding forall existingresearch 
programs designed to evaluate the suitability of crystalline rock as a potential host medium for a nuclear waste repository. DOE 
terminated funding for such research projects. DOE has continued other research efforts involving crystalline rock because they 
will provide information it considers useful forevaluating the suitability of YuccaMountain,NV, for apotential repository. Such 
research activities arepermittedby theNWPA, as amended. Copiesof this report, issued by theGeneral Accounting Office, may 
be secured by writing to the U.S. General Accounting Office, P.O. Box 6015, Gaithersburg, MD 20877, or calling 
(202) 275-6241. * 
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Semiannual Information Meetings 
Scheduled in Nevada 

In order to fulfill commitments made to the StateofNevada and to keepNevadans 
informed about the waste management program, semiannual information 
meetings have been scheduled in three locations in Nevada in late September. 
The schedule is: 

Monday, Sept. 25,1989 

Tuesday, Sept. 26,1989 

Thursday, Sept. 28,1989 

Pahrump Community Center, Pahrump, NV 

Henderson Convention Center, Henderson, NV 

Carson City High School Gym, Carson City, NV 

It is anticipated that the agenda for the meetings would be similar to those held 
previously; that is, from 7:OO p.m. to approximately 10 p.m. each evening, a 
Project overview and topical presentations would be given, with a maximum 
amount of time available for questions and answers. In addition, informational 
exhibits will be displayed, with technical staff present to answer questions fkom 
individuals. The meetings will be widely advertised, and the news media and 
parties on the public mailing lists will be notified. The subjects of the topical 
presentations will be based on informal discussions with a number of Nevadans, * as well as the current Project status. 

DOE Responds to NRC Comments on Site 
Characterization Plan for Nuclear Waste 

Studies in Nevada 
The Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) has provided DOE with a written 
Site Characterization Analysis (SCA) 
that contains the NRC staffs regulatory 
analysis of the Site Characterization Plan 
(SCP) issued by DOE in December 1988. 
The6,000-pageSCPdescribes what DOE 
knows about the Yucca Mountain site in 
Nevada and what studies DOE plans to 

carry out to determine the scientific and 
technical suitability of the site. 

In acknowledging receipt of the SCA and 
expressing appreciation for the effort that 
the NRC staff dedicated to the review, 
Sam Rousso, Acting Director, of 
OCRWM, stated in his letter of Aug. 9, 
1989, that: 

(continued on page 2) 

DOE to Review 
Options for OCRWM 
Management and 

Operating Contractor 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 
announced Thursday, Aug. 24, 1989, it 
will review its options for providing 
overall systems engineering, 
development and management services to 
the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management (OCRWM). 

The Department's action comes in 
response to a ruling issued today by the 

(continued on page 2) 
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is essential for DOE to proceed with site 
characterization activities to gather the 

August 1989 

DOE Responds to NRC Comments on Slte Characterization Plan 
for Nuclear Waste Studies in Nevada 

(confinued from page I )  

SCA concerns and will continue to 
interact with the NRC staff. We are 
committed to assuring full compliance 
with all applicable regulatory 
requirements contained in 10CFRPart60 
and look forward to our interactions 
involving critical regulatory 
interpretations. As you are aware, at our 
July 26, 1989, meeting we agreed to 
approximately 16 technical interactions 
between our staffs for the remainder of 
1989. These interactions will address 
technical topics and regulatory 
interpretations that we mutually agree are 
of the highest priority. Additional 
technical interactions during calendar 
year 1990 will be discussed at the meeting 
scheduled for October 3 1,1989. Also, as 
we discussed at the July 6 and 7, 1989, 
meetings, DOE will continue to interact 
with the NRC staff to ensure that our 

I quality assurance programs are 
acceptable and involve the NRC staff in 
our ESF Title I1 design process. 

“DOE intends to report to the NRC and to 
the State of Nevada, via the semiannual 
site characterization progress reports, any 

major changes to ihe DOE’S si lc 
characterization program as information 
about the site is collected and evaluated, 
as more detailed designs of the repository 
and waste package are developcd and as 
the results from performance assessrncnts 
are obtained. These progress reports will 
also report major changes to the site 
characterization program made in  
response to external concerns, including 
those identified in the SCA. It should bc 
noted that the progress reports only report 
changes to the program which havc bccn 
approved by DOE management and will 
not discuss potential changes being 
considered. Actual changes to the site 
characterization effort will be managcd 
through other program-controlled 
documents. 

“As you may be awarc, thc rcpository 
program schedule is currently undcr 
review by the Department to ensurc that 
the schedule is both rcalistic and 
achievable. When this cffort has bccn 

, completed, we will apprise you ol‘ its 
results.. . ” 

k 

DOE to Review Options for OCRWM Management 
and Operating Contractor 

(confinued from page I )  
i 
i 
I U.S. Claims Court which permanently ’ enjoins DOE from awarding the 
I OCRWM management and operating 
t (ki&O) contract to Bechtel Systems 
I Management Inc. (BSMI) under a 1987 I solicitation. BSMI was selected in 

December 1988 following competition. 

TRW Engineering Safety Systems Inc., 
one of the two unsuccessful bidders for 
the M&O contract, challenged the 
procurement action through a lawsuit 

I 
filed in the U.S. Claims Court in  
December 1988. 

Department officials are disappointed 
about the Claims Court ruling, but will 
now review the Department’s options to 
determine how best to proceed with 
acquiring M&O contractor services. 

Over the last few months, Secretary of 
Energy James D. Watkins has been 
reviewing the entire program and 

activities required by the Nuclear Wastc 
Policy Act of 1982, as amendcd. Hc has 
made it clear that the current primary 
focus will be to develop an effective and 
scientifically sound site characterization 
review to assess suitability of a candidate 
site at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, as 
required by law. DOE does not bclicvc 
that today’s ruling will significantly 
affect itsability to proceed withncar-tcrm 
characterization studies. 

-& 
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the most current OCRWM program 
information. An Alert/Newsflash feature 
will identify current information on DOE 
positions on waste management 
developments. Full text of OCRWM 
press releases, selected speeches and 
technical papers, Congressional 
testimony and the current OCRWM 

3 

Previous users of the INFOLINK systcm 
will be able to transfer their accounts 10 
the new system. TO uansfer an account Or 
open a new account on the system, 
interested persons are encouraged 10 
Contact Robin Beard, Information 
Services Division, Office of External 
Relations and policy, (202) 586-5722. * 

Bulletin are available on-line to inform 
users of program developments. Through 
INFOLINK 11, the current OCRWM 
Bulletin will beavailableon-linethesame 
day it is approved and submitted for 
printing. Users willbeableto print copies 
of any text that is in the bulletin board. 

lNFOllNK /I Available Ociober 7 

NRC Publishes Final Rule on National Environmenial Policy Act 
Review Procedures for Geologic Reposiiories 

for High-level Wasie 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) is adopting procedures for 
implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act with respect to 
geologic repositories for high-level 
radioactive waste (see Federal Register, 
Vo1.54, No. 126). In accordance with the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as 

amended, the NRC will adopt, to the 
extent practical, the final environmental 
impact statement prepared by DOE that 
accompanies a recommendation to the 
President for repository development. 

The rule recognizes that the primary 
responsibility for evaluating environ- 

mental impacts lies with DOE: and, 
consistent with this view, it sets out the 
standards and procedures that would be 
used in determining whether adoption of 
DOE'S final environmental impact 
statement is practical. The effective date 
of the final rule is Aug. 2, 1989. * 
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Radioactive Materials Symposium Report 

The 9th International Symposium on the 
Packaging and Transportation of 
Radioactive Materials (PATRAM ’89), 
heldfrom June 11-16inWashington,DC, 
provided a forum for the exchange of 
information and experience among 
international experts in radioactive 
materials transportation. PATRAM ‘89 
was organized in cooperation with the 

International Atomic Energy Agency and 
hosted by DOE. Technical sessions at 
PATRAM ’89 focused on technology, 
operations and risk assessment and 
operation analysis. 

Nearly 650 participants registered at 
PATRAM ’89, making it the largest in 
this symposium series that started in 

Selected Events Calendar 

Sept. 12-13 Nuclear WasteTechnical Review Board, Washington, DC. Contacr William 
Coons of the Technical Review Board, 1111 18th Street, N.W., Suite 801, 
Washington, DC, (202) 2544792. 

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board: Environment and Public Health 
Panel Meeting, Washington, DC. Contact William Coons of the Technical 
Review Board, 1111 18th Street, N.W., Suite 801. Washington DC, (202) 
254-4792. 

Nuclear Energy Forum ’89. San Francisco. Contact U.S. Council for Energy 
Awareness conference office, (202) 293-0770. 

Sept. 14 

Nov. 26-29 

DOf/Nuclear Regulatory Commission Technical Exchanges’ 

Sept. 21 Calico Hills Plan; Anticipated Processes and Eventsflnanticipated Processes 
and Events 

Sept. 26 Tectonics 

Oct. 3 Title 10 Code of Federal Regulations Part 60 Flowdown for Subsystems 
Design Requirements Document and Interfaces 

Oct. 11 Geophysical Anomaly 

Oct. 25 Tectonics, Container Materials 

Nov. 1 Data Management 

Nov. 15 Performance Assessment Integration 

Nov. 28 Tectonics 

Dec. 7 

Dec. 13 Scenario Development 

* Most DO-RC Technical Exchange Meetings will be held ai NRC Headquarters, White Flim~, MD. For 
further information concerning these meetings contact Gordon Appel, U.S. Department of Energy, 
OCRWM. Office of Systems Integration and Regulations, RW-331. 1000 Independence Avenue, S.W., 
Washington, DC 20585, (202) 586-1462. 

Exploratory Shaft Facility Test Interference 

FordetailsMIDOEhXCmee~gscall(l/XOO) 368-2235forarecordedmessage. IntheWashington,DC,arca cal1479-WS7. 

A tclcphonc recording service has been eslablished for thc announcement of upcoming meetings related to the waste 
managementprogram ofthc hXC. Thenumberis (l/XOO) 368-5642 ext. 20436. Washington.DC.area residenu should call 
492-0436. * 

Germantown, MD, in 1962. Six previous 
PATRAM meetings were held in the 
United States and two overseas. 
Participants registered at PATRAM ’89 
from Austria, Belgium, Canada, 
Denmark, Federal Republic of Gcrmany, 
Finland, Israel, Italy, Japan, 
Netherlands, Spain, Swcdcn, 
Switzerland, United Kingdom, United 
States and the Soviet Union. 

In his opening remarks, PATRAM ’89 
Chairman Lawrence Harmon, DOE, 
pointed out that the proven track record 
of safe shipments is the result of carcful 
planning and exacting execution by 
specialists in transporting radioactive 
materials who stress the importancc of 
stringent regulatory systems, training 
and compliance assurancc. 

Troy E. Wade 11, DOE Acting Assistant. 
Secretary for Defense Programs, 
delivered the keynoteaddress. Mr. Wadc 
encouraged attendees to continue thc 
good work that has produced an 
outstanding safety record, but he 
cautioned that public and political 
acceptance must be continually carned 
through vigilant efforts. He spokc of 
DOE’S willingness to welcomc and 
endorse outside oversight, as well as the 
’need for significant attitude changc by 
DOE toward communication with the 
public. 

Following Mr. Wade’s remarks, thrcc 
plenary speakers presented papers: John 
F. Ahearne, Vice President and Scnior 
Fellow at Resources for the Futurc, on 
“Public Risk Communication;” 
Lewellyn King, publisher of The Energy 
Daily, on “Courting Disaster by Fearing 
Risk;” and Robert W. Bishop, Gencriil 
Council and Secretary for the Nuclear 
Management and Resources Council, on 
“The Challenges of Radioactive Waste 
Transportation.” 

(continued on page 5) 
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Radioactive Maierials Symposium Reporf 

More than 250 papers were presented at 
PATRAM '89. For the first time in 
PATRAM history, two university 
students presented papers at a program 
session. In addition to the papers 
presented at technical sessions, several 
poster sessions were conducted; 
exhibitors featured displays, models and 
printed materials; and video 

(continued from-page 4) 
presentations were shown during special 
lunch sessions. PATRAM '89 
Proceedings are planned for fall 
publication. 

A proposal from Japan to host PATRAM 
'92 was unanimously accepted by the 
PATRAM Steering Committee, 
composed of representatives from the 

United States, United Kingdom, Federal 
Republic of Germany, France, Japan, 
International Atomic Energy Agency and 
Sandia National Laboratories. Chairman 
Satoshi Fukuda stated that the exact date 
and location for PATRAM '92 will be 
announced in the near future. 

a 

New Publications and Documents 

OCRWM Backgrounder, Studies of Alternative Methods of Nuclear Waste Disposal, DOE/RW-0240. 

This Backgrounder provides an overview of alternative methods of nuclear waste disposal, including subseabed disposal, 
emplacement in very deep holes, disposal in melted rock, interment in island-based geologic repositories or in ice sheets, 
injection into deep wells, disposal in space and indefinite surface storage as well as the transmutation waste form treatment. 

OCRWM Backgrounder, Federal Agencies Involved in the Implementation of the Nuclear Waste Policy Acf of 1982, DOE/RW-0241. 

This Backgrounder describes the regulatory responsibilities of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and the 
Environmental Protection Agency in siting and developing the Nation's geologic repository. It also outlines the 
responsibilities of the Department of Transportation and the NRC in establishing a system for transporting spent nuclear fuel 
and high-level radioactive waste. In addition, it describes the NRC's role in licensing a monitored retrievable storage facility. 
Other agencies having responsibilities under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act are identified as well as relevant major Federal 
regulations. 

OCRWM Backgrounder, Geographical Distribution of High-Level Nuclear Waste, DOEBW-0242. 

This Backgrounder provides data on existing and projected inventories of spent nuclear fuel by state as well as the national 
inventory of existing and projected high-level radioactive waste. 

Emergency Preparedness for Transportation Incidents Involving Radioactive Materials, SAIC-8911354. 

The purpose of this document is to summarize DOE'S comprehensive capabilities for responding to radiological 
transportation emergencies. The report provides an overview of the Federal emergency response program, and describes 
participating Federal agency responsibilities. More specifically, it identifies the resources, including equipment, personnel 
and procedures currently in use or proposed for use that comprise DOE'S transportation emergency preparedness program. 
For copies contact Teresa Yearwood, Science Applications International Corporation, P.O. Box 2501,OakRidge,TN 3783 1, 
(615) 481-2810. 
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DOE Releases Comprehensive Analysis of Total Cost 
of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management System 

Each year a comprehensive analysis of 
the total cost of the radioactive waste 
management system over its complete 
life cycle is performed as a reference 
planning document that aids in the 
financial planning for theDOE’s Civilian 
Radioactive Waste Management 
Program. The analysis is contained in an 
annual report, titled Analysisof thc Total- 
Syslem Life-Cycle Cos1 f o r  the 
Radioactive Waste Management Program 
(DOE/RW-0236, May 1989). 

This cost analysis reflects the provisions 
of theNuclear Waste Policy Amendments 
Act of 1987. Under this legislation, 
Congress directed DOE to characterize 
only the Yucca Mountain site in Nevada 
to assess its suitability for development as 
a repository; to discontinue site-specific 
studies for a second repository; to report 
to thepresident and Congress between the 
years 2007 and 2010 on the need for a 
second repository; and to site, construct 

(confinued on page 2) 

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board Reviews 
Preliminary Information on Yucca Mountain, Nevada, 

Site and Votes to Accept Board Panel Reports 

Members of the Presidentially appointed 
Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board 
(NWTRB) met on Sept. 12-13, 1989, to 
adopt Board operating procedures; to 
review information gathered to date by 
the Board on DOE’S scientific and 
technical work at the proposed Yucca 
Mountain site in Nevada; and voted to 
accept reports from several Board Panels. 
The Panels werecreated to identify issues 
and make recommendations to the Board 
in specific scientific and technical areas. 
Copies of the Panel reports may be 
obtained by contacting William Coons of 
the NWTRB at 1111 18th Street, N.W., 
Suite 801, Washington, DC 20036. 

In addition to the full NWTRB meeting, 
the first meeting of the NWTRB 
Environment and Public Health Panel took 

place on Sept. 14, 1989. At this meeting 
thepanel wasbriefedby DOE, theNuclear 
Regulatory Commission, and the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
about health, safety, and environmental 
regulatory activities pertaining to 
exploratory work underway at the Yucca 
Mountain site. 

After opening remarks by Dr. Melvin W. 
Carter, Chairman of the Panel, a general 
overview was provided by DOE. This 
was followed by briefings on water and 
water resources, air quality and 
meteorology, biological resources, 
cultural resources, and the EPA’s High- 
Level and Transuranic Waste Standards 
as promulgated in 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations Part 191. * 

Impact of the Deserf 
Tortoise Endangered 

Species Status on Site 
Characterization at Yucca 

Mountain, Nevada 
On Aug. 4, 1989, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS) of the 
Department of the Interior used its 
emergency authority to place the desert 
tortoise on the endangered species list. 
DOE, knowing that the desert tortoise is a 
sensitive species, has been for h e  past 
several years studying the desert Lortoisc 
at the Yucca Mountain site and has been 
performing field activities to minimize 

(continued on page 3) 
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DOE Releases Comprehensive Analysis of Total Cost 
of ihe Civilian Radioactive Waste Management System 

and operate one Monitored Retrievable 
Storage ( M R S )  facility subject to certain 
conditions. 

The primary use of the total-system life- 
cyclecost (TSLCC) is to help determine if 
the fees levied on electricity from 
commercial nuclear power plants are 
sufficient tocoverthecostsof the program. 
This report summarizes the TSLCC 
analysis performed for the sixth annual 
evaluation of the adequacy of the fees 
collected for the Nuclear Waste Fund. 
The TSLCC analysis encompasses five 
major cost components of the waste 
management system that are financed by 
disbursements from the Nuclear Waste 
Fund; namely, development and 
evaluation, transportation, reposi- 
tory(ies), monitored retrievable storage, 
and benefits payments. 

Presented in this report are the rationale 
for the various cases studied, analytical 
interpretations of the DOE’S waste 
management strategy, brief descriptions 
of the cost estimation methods by cost 
component, summaries of the cost 

- 
(continuedfiorn page I) 

estimates, and comparisons of the 
estimates with the results of previous 
TSLCC analyses. 

The TSLCC analysis examines costs for 
cases that are distinguished by such 
features as the quantity of waste to be 
disposed of, the number of repositories 
(one or two), the functions of a monitored 
retrievable storage facility, and the 
inclusion of spent fuel rod consolidation 
in thesystem. However, it is not intended 
to be a system analysis of alternative 
engineering designs and assumptions. 

The total-system cost for the system with 
a repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, 
an M R S  facility, and a transportation 
system is estimated at $24 billion 
(expressed in constant 1988 dollars). The 
report includes the following cost 
estimates for a single repository system, 
depending on the form of spent fuel (intact 
or consolidated into canisters at an MRS 
facility) that would be placed in the 
repository: development and evaluation - 
$9.7 billion; repository construction and 
operation - $9.1 billion (intact) or $8.7 

NOV. 26-29 

DOE/Nuclear Regulafory Commission Technical Exchanges’ 
Oct. 25 Tectonics, Container Materials 
Nov. 1 Data Management 
Nov. 15 Performance Assessment Integration 
Nov. 28 Tectonics 
Dec. 7 
Dec. 13 Scenario Development 

NuclearEnergy Forum ‘89, San Francisco. Contact U.S. Council 
for Energy Awareness conference office at (202) 293-0770. 

Exploratory Shaft Facility Test Interference 

* Most DOEMRCTechnical ExchangcMeerings willbeheld atMCHeadquaners,WhiteFlint, MD. Forfunher information 
concerning these meetings contact Gordon Appel, U.S. Department of Energy, OCRWM. Offiiccof Systems Integration and 
Regulations, RW-331.1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.. Washington DC 20585, (202) 586-1462. 

For &tails on DOWNRC mating call (IlsoO) 368-2235 for a x m & d  mxsagc. In h e  Washington, DC. area call 479-0487. 
A~cph~~~crd~arviahubccncrtablirhsdforhearmounamcntofupunningmatingrmlatcdtoth;  wasu:managcmcntpmgramofthc 
h’RC ths number is (1/8oO) 368-5642, EXL 20436. Washingtoq DC. ama wihts should call 492-0436. 
For~o~Ucmonmrtin~udcvmuosauingktwssnkruaofth;OCRWMBvllcrinuscOCRWM INFOLWK. anclccvcmisbullctinbd 
that can k a d  through a nandsrd computer unnmuniutiom capability on (202) 586-9359. Tk OCRWM BuUcrin is available through 
WOLWK. * 

billion (consolidated); transportation - $2.6 
billion; MRS facility-$1.8 billion(inlact) 
or$3.1 billion (consolidated); and benefits 
to State and local affected governments - 
$0.7 billion. 

In the event that a second repository is 
required and authorized by Congress, the 
total-system cost is estimated at $31 to 
$33 billion, depending on the quantity of 
spent fuel to be disposed. 

The report indicates that the single 
repository case would saveabout$7 billion 
over thecase with two repositories. These 
savings are the net result of $10 billion in 
savings resulting from the elimination of 
the second repository and the development 
costs associated with the second 
repository. These decreases, however, 
are offset by an increase of $3 billion in 
additional costs associated with emplacing 
additional wastes in the first repository, 
processing the additional wastes through 
the MRS, and increased costs in  
transporting all wastes to the repository. 

The cost estimates are based on thc 
repository beginning its opcrations in thc 
year 2003. (The schedule used in thc cost 
.analysespresented in this report is the one 
contained in the“Draft 1988 Mission Plan 
Amendment”ofJune 1988. That schedule 
is currently under review by DOE and 
may be changed.) 

The methodology proposed by DOE in 
the Federal Register in August 1987 was 
used to estimate the share of the tofal- 
system costs that should bc allocated to 
the disposal of defense high-level waslc 
in the civilian repositories. Estimates of 
the defense wasteshareof the iotal-system 
CostsareaboutM billion (or 15 percentof 
the total) for the single repository system 
cases, and about $6 billion (or 19 percent 
of the total) for the two repository cascs. 
The costs of disposing of the defense 
high-level radioactive wastc will be paid 
by DOE. * 
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Impact of the Desert Tortoise Endangered Species Status 

on Site Characterization at Yucca Mountain, Nevada 

any adverse impacts on the species. This 
endangered species listing will protect the 
tortoise for 240 days, during which time 
FWS will publish a proposed rule to 
formally list the desert tortoise as 
endangered, and provide for public 
comment, and hearings (if requested). 
Pending this review, Yucca Mountain site 
characterization activities have been 
restricted to vehicle traffic on main and 
secondary roads only. Only casual access 
(i.e., foot traffic) that will not disturb the 
tortoise or its habitat is allowed. In 
addition, environmental worker 
education training materials are being 
revised to address the tortoise issue. 

(continuedjiom page I) 

Becausedesert tortoises arepresent on the 
Yucca Mountain site, a biological 
assessment is being prepared by the 
Yucca Mountain Project Office that 
analyzes project impacts to the tortoise 
and its habitat. The biological assessment 
also includes recommendations to be 
taken to protect the desert tortoise and 
minimize adverse impacts. After DOE 
completes the biological assessment, 
formal consultations may then be 
required between the FWS and DOE, if 
the proposed site characterization 
activities could potentially affect the 
desert tortoise habitat and/or result in the 
incidental take of desert tortoises. 

The FWS will ultimately render its 
biological opinion as to whether or not 
site characterization activities will result 
in a "jeopardy" or "no jeopardy" situation 
for the tortoise. If it is a "no jeopardy" 
biological opinion, formal consultation 
will end and DOE will proceed to 
implement the mitigation measures that 
are included in the biological assessment. 
If theFWS issues a"jeopardy" biological 
opinion, DOE and FWS will examine all 
feasible alternatives. The FWS has 90 
days (whichmaybeextended to 150days) 
after it determines the information 
submitted by DOE is complete to render 
its biological opinion. * 

Draff Reclamation Program Plan Issued b y  DOE 
In conjunction with its site 
characterization program for the Yucca 
Mountain site in Nevada, DOE has 
developed an overall environmental 
program for this site. This program is 
described in the Environmental Program 
Overview (see OCRWM Bullezin, 
December 1988) and includes plans for 
reclamation of areas disturbed during the 
site characterization process. 

Reclamation activities are those activities 
employed to return disturbed land to a 
stable ecological state with a form and 
productivity similar to the pre-productive 
state. Decommisioning will be required 
at many locations, and includes the 
removal of all aboveground, manmade 
structures and wastes from each facility 
(e.g. drill pads, road surfacing materials, 
equipment, buildings, utilities) and the 
closing and sealing of boreholes. 

The Draft Reclamation Program Plan 

describes the reclamation policy of DOE 
for the Yucca Mountain site and presents 
an overview of the reclamation program. 
The RPP also provides an overview of the 
reclamation needs relative to site 

(RPP) @OE/RW-O244, August 1989) 

characterization; a review of legislation 
and requirements relevant to reclamation: 
and a review of previous commitments 
made by DOE to certain types of 
reclamation activities. Policy issues 
discussed in the RPP include (1) 
reclamation objectives, (2) consistency of 
reclamation practices across the Yucca 
Mountain site, and (3) timing of 
reclamation. As a result of 
recommendation feasibility studies and 
completion of specific field activities, the 
draft RPP may be revised. 

Each disturbed area will be reclaimed as 
soon as practicable following 
determination that the area is no longer 

needed for the site characterization 
program. The reclamation activities 
planned for site characterization will be 
described- in detail in the Reclamation 
Implementation Plan now being 
developed. A Reclamation Feasibility 
Plan has been developed to determine 
effective approaches toreclamation in the 
arid environment of Yucca Mountain. 

Areas where reclamation activities have 
occurred will be monitored' for several 
years to determine the success of 
reclamation at each area. Additional 
reclamation activities will be employed, 
if necessary, to meet established 
reclamation criteria. * 

OCRWM Esiablishes Speakers Bureau 
During the course of the year, OCRWM 
and the Yucca Mountain Project Office 
(YMPO) in Las Vegas, NV, receive 
many invitations to attend and/or speak 
at regional and national conferences. In 
order to coordinate OCRWM and 
YMPO representation at these events, a 
Speakers Bureau has been established 
to serve as a point of contact for 
organizations desiring OCRWM 
participation. 

Questions regarding the Speakers 
Bureau and the availability of OCRWM 
personnel for conference participation 
can be addressed to Robin Beard, U.S. 
Department of Energy, OCRWM, 
Office of External Relations and Policy, 
Mail Stop RW-40, 1000 Independence 
Avenue, S.W., Washington, DC 20585. 
(202) 586-5722. * 
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Transportation Plan Issuance Delayed 

In the Transportation Institutional Plan 
published in August 1986,OCRWMstated 
its intent to integrate transportation 
planning documents through the 
development of an overall Transportation 
Plan. Amajorstep toward plan integration 
was expected to be accomplished in the 
summer of 1989 with the release of the 
frstiteration (indraft form) ofadocument 
to review the following activities: 

the organization of the transportation 
program and management respon- 
sibilities; 
cask design and development; 

operational planning; 
transportation system studies; 
institutional interactions; and 
the application of quality assurance 
requirements and procedures in 
OCRWM’s transportation program. 

Consistent with the recommendation of 
interested parties, OCRWM made the 
commitment to include in the plan the 
estimated schedules for conducting 
transportation activities, and discussion 
of the integration of transportation 
activities with theschedulesfor the overall 

waste management program. Because 
OCRWM is now conducting a detailed 
review of schedules for all program 
activities, the release of the draft 
Transportation Plan has been postponed. 
Following completion of the waste 
management schedule review, the plan 
will be revised as necessary and relcascd 
for public review and comment. 

Notice will be provided in the OCRWM 
Bulletin when a new date for issuance of 
the draft plan has been established. For 
additional information contact Christophcr 
Kouts, (202) 586-9761. * 

New Publicaiions and Documents 

“Analysis of theTotal SystemLife-CycleCostfor theCivilianRadioactive WasteManagementProgram,” DOERW-0236, May 1989. 
See page 1 of this OCRWM Bulletin for the report description. 

“Draft Reclamation Program Plan,” DOE/RW-0244, August 1989. 
See page 3 of this OCRWM Bulletin for the report description. 

Factsheet Package - A package of factsheets on topics pertaining to the nuclear waste management program in a specially dcsigncd 
folder is now available. The topicscoveredinclude“0verview -Nuclear WastePolicy Act,”“Whatisnuclear waste?,”“What 
is spent fuel?,” “How are radiation and nuclear waste related?,” “How much high-level nuclear waste is there?,” “What will 
a nuclear waste repository look like?,” “What measures ensure safe transportation of high-level nuclear waste?,” “Thc 
illustrated mechanics of nuclear waste disposal.” 

“NRC Staff SiteCharacterization Analysis of the Department ofEnergy’s Site Characterization Plan, Yucca Mountain Site, Nevada,” 

This Site Characterization Analysis documents theNuclear Regulatory Commission staff‘s concerns resulting from iu review 
of DOE’S Site Characterization Plan for the Yucca Mountain site in Nevada. The DOE response to this analysis appcarcd 
in the August 1989 issue of the OCRWM Bulletin. 

“Analysis of Human Factors Effects on the Safety of Transporting Radioactive Waste Materials,” BMI/OTSP-04, M.D. Abkowiu, 
S.B. Abkowitz, and M. Lepofsky, Battelle Office of Transportation Systems and Planning, April 1989.* 

This report is a scoping study to generally assess the relationship of truck accidents and human factors, as well as ascertain 
whatareas related to human factors mightrequire furtherstudy by DOE. Thispreliminary evaluation considered human factors 
in driving and loading/transfer operations, emphasizing the relationship of human error and safety as related to driver 
performance. This report considers truck, rail, and barge modes, with focus on truck operations because of the widesprcad 
availability of truck accident data and related literature. 

“Study of Minimum-WeightHighway Transporters forSpentNuclearFue1 Casks,”BMI/OSTP-06,J.A. Hoess and V.J. Drago, Battcllc 
Office of Transportation Systems and Planning, May 1989.* 

Thisstudyidentifiesminimum-weighttractorsandtrailerscapableofsafely and reliably transportinga56,OOO-lbcask without 
exceeding a gross combination weight (GCW) of 80,000 lb, including all fluids, driver(s), payload, and accessories; and an 
80,000-lb cask withoutexceeding aGCW of 1 10,000 ib. The technical data gathered indicate that development of such uaaor- 
uailer combinations may be possible by using existing technology and commercially available components. 

NUREG- 1347, August 1989.* 

* Copia of lhese publications arc available from the National Tcchnical Information Service. 5285 Port Royal Road. Springfield. VI\ 221 61. 
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DOE Submits Reporf to Congress on Reassessment of 
The Civilian Padioactive Waste Management Program 

The House Committee on Appropriations 
Report accompanying the Energy and 
Water Development Appropriation Act 
for 1990, directed DOE to submit a report 
within 60 days of enactment describing in 
detail how DOE plans to respond to the 
Committee’s concerns regarding 
schedules, program management, and 
contractor integration with respect to 
implementation of the Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act of 1982, as amended. 

In response to this Congressional request, 
a report was submitted on Nov. 29,1989, 
that contains a three-point action plan. 
This plan centers on the restructuring of 
the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management (OCRWM), initiatives to 
gain access to the Yucca Mountain site to 
continue the scientific investigations 
needed to determine the site’s suitability 
or unsuitability for repository 
development, and an initiative for 
establishing integrated monitored 
retrievable storage for spent fuel with a 
target for waste acceptance in 1998. 

The major elements of this plan follow: 

Management Structure 

1. Appointment of New Director: The 
Secretary has proposed a candidate 
for a new Director of OCRWM to the 
White House for appointment by the 
President. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Direct-Line Reporting: Direct-line 
reporting by the Manager of the 
Yucca Mountain Project Office to 
OCRWM at Headquarters has been 
established for all programmatic and 
policy direction. This allows for a 
direct line of authority and 
accountability between Head- 
quarters and field elements of the 
Program for the first time. 

Independent Management Review: 
The Secretary has directed an 
independent review be performed to 
assess the effectiveness of the 
Program organizational structureand 
processes. 

Management Controls: Formal, 
more rigorous program and project 
management controls are being 
implemented to enhance those 
previously in place. This includes the 
development orrevision of technical, 
schedule, and cost baselines subject 
to formal change control procedures. 

Contractor Support: OCRWM’s 
overall approach has been to adjust 
contractor support to a level 
consistent with the schedule and 
available funding. OCRWM has 
reviewed its contract support to 
identify those activities that could be, 
deferred, cancelled, or consolidated, 
and is now studying the results of that 
review to decide what specific 
actions to take. Consolidation of 

contract activity to permit a mor 
integrated effort and improve 
management oversight is alread 
underway. 

6. Program Schedule: DOE has recentl 
completed a reevaluation of th 
overall Program schedule. Thi 
review has shown a significant dela 
of the start of repository operatior 
from 2003 to 2010. The results of lh 
schedule reevaluation are shown i 
the accompanying figure. 

(continued on page 2) 
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DOE Submits Report to Congress on Reassessment of 
The Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program 

(continued from page I )  

START TITLE I 
W€LMNI\RY DESKNl(L92 COMPLETE TIILE I1 

I ENCHEERlffi 61 DESlGN (OEFPYITM DESffiNl7.S 

RAN5PWTISTORAoE SYSTEM (198 

START REMAHNG MRS 

R E m Y  TOSTART LIRSDESCN 
WASTE ACCEPIANCE 7IW 

CONSTRUCTION 1198 

SYSTEM PLANNNG 61 LOCAL GOVT. EMERGENCY TRAINING I OPERATIONS 

REFERENCE SCHEDULE FOR RESTRUCTURED PROGRAM 
(SCHEDULE ASSUMES MRS SmED BY NUCLEAR WASTE NEGOTIATOR AND MODlRCAllONSTO AMENDMENTS ACT LINKAGES BETWEEN MRS AND REPOSTrORY.) 

7.  Nuclear Waste Negotiator: The Secretary is working in close cooperation with the White House to facilitate the appointment 0 1  
the Nuclear Waste Negotiator as provided for in the Nuclear Waste Policy Amendments Act. 

Yucca Mountain 

1. Site Access: An important prerequisite to new scientific investigations at Yucca Mountain is issuance of the required 
environmental permits by the State of Nevada. The Department has attempted to work constructively and positively with the State 
over the past years, but the State government has been adamantly opposed to the Program and has failed to provide environmental 
permits. DOE has requested the Department of Justice to initiate litigation to obtain the necessary permits. 

Site Suitability: The priority of the Program’s Yucca Mountain site characterization activities will be on iterative scientific 
investigations of the site to examine its suitability. The Department plans to take advantage of some early surface-based tests in 
advance of the ability to construct the exploratory shaft facility. The Department continues to believe that an iterative scientific 
approach using both surface-based and underground tests, combined with continuing evaluation of the data as it relates to site 
suitability, is the efficient, cost-effective, and timely way to conduct the scientific investigations. It should be noted that, if the site 
is found unsuitable at any time during characterization, the Department will notify the State of Nevada and the Congress and will 
discontinue further scientific evaluation at Yucca Mountain. 

2. 

(continued on page 3) 
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DOE Conducts Profotype 

Tesfing For LSS 

As part of the process of designing the 
Licensing Support System (LSS), DOE 
has developed a prototype system to study 
user interfaces and information science 
issues related to LSS configuration, and to 
collect technical information needed to 
develop specifications for the LSS 
hardware and software procurements. 
This prototype system, a representative 
data base with associated text and image 
retrieval capabilities, was completed 
during the past summer. 

A user test of the prototype system, 
consisting of two separate sessions, was 
conducted from Oct. 2-13, 1989, at 
McLean, VA. The purpose of the test was 
to provide the technical data needed to 
maximize the match between system 
capabilities and genuine user require- 
ments, while at the same time minimizing 
cost and schedule risk in the LSS system 
development. Forty-six representatives 
from DOE, the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, State and local govern- 
ments, industry, and DOE contractors 
participated in the test, 

The prototype test user group made valu- 
able comments about the fundamental 
features which will make the LSS more 
responsive to user needs. This included 
comments on desirable features, 
preferences, and expectations of potential 
users-factors that are often as critical to 
user acceptance as a system's basic design. 

During the year ahead, DOE will be going 
through an intensive period of detailed 
design development for each of the major 
modules of the LSS. The design 
documents covering the data base search 
system and thedocument imaging systems 
will consider all the experiences, 
comments, and critiques gained during the 
prototype user test effort. In the interim, 
the results of the prototype user test effort 
will be analyzed and a report prepared for 
delivery early next year to DOE, each test 
participant, and to members of the LSS 
Advisory Committee. * 

Preparations for lnternationul High -Level 
Waste Management Conference 

The First Annual International High- 
Level Radioactive Waste Management 
Conference will be held on Apr. 8-12, 
1990, at Caesar's Palace Hotel, Las 
Vegas, NV. The Conference will be an 
international forum for presentation and 
discussion of scientific and technical 
information on management and disposal 
'of high-level radioactive wastes. 

Abstracts of all papers submitted for 
consideration have been peer reviewed. 
Authors of accepted abstracts have been 
notified of acceptance and given 
guidelines for preparations of full papers 
that are due to the American Nuclear 

Society by Jan. 5, 1990. It is planned to 
disrribute the papers at the Conference. 

In addition to the scientific and technical 
meetings to be held at the Conference, a 
broadrangeofexhibits will beshown that 
are mainly sponsored by leading 
contractors and businesses providing 
services and products dealing with the 
safety and security of high-level 
radioactive waste. For information on 
exhibit opportunities, contact Maureen 
Rafferty, American Society of Civil 
Engineers, 345 East 47th Stxeer, New 
York, NY 10017, (212) 705-7543. For 
more information on the conference see 
the enclosure in this Bullelin. * 

DOE Submits Report fo Congress on Reassessment of 
The Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program 

(confinued from page 2) 

3. Deferral of Major Site-Specific Design Activities: Major activities rebated to the 
design of a repository at the Yucca Mountain site will be deferred until more 
information is available concerning the suitability of the site. This will conserve 
resources and allow concentration of efforts on the scientific investigations. 

Monitored Retrievable Storage 

Monitored Retrievable Storage/Repository Linkages: The primary objective of the 
Program is to develop a licensed geologic repository for the permanent disposal of 
spent fuel and high-level waste. Based on the detailed examination of the schedule 
for development of the repository and allowing the time necessary for sound 
scientific investigation and design, the Department cannot meet the anticipated 
schedule set forth in the Act for disposal of waste in a repository by 1998. 
Furthermore, the current linkages between the repository and Monitored Retrievable 
Storage ( M R S )  programs make it impossible for the Department to accept waste at 
an M R S  on aschedule that is independent from that of therepository. Therefore, the 
Department plans to work with Congress to obtain a modification of the current 
linkages between the repository and MRS programs and to embark on an aggressive 
program to develop an integrated MRS capacity for spent fuel. The Department 
believes that if thelinkages aremodified, itis likely that wasteacceptance at an MRS 
facility could begin by 1998 or soon thereafter. 

Monitored Retrievable Storage Alternatives: The Department is also continuing to 
study a variety of options to the M R S  facility to offer the utilities a predictable and 
reliable plan for waste acceptance. The recommendations of the Monitored 
Retrievable Storage Review Commission are being considered fully in the 
development of these options. * 
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MRS Review Commission Releases Report to Congress 

On Nov. 1, 1989, the Monitored 
Retrievable Storage ( M R S )  Commission 
released its Report to Congress entitled 
“Nuclear Waste: Is There A Need for 
Federal Interim Storage?” This report 
represents theresults ofalmost 18 months 
of study and deliberation in response to a 
mandate from Congress to study and 
report to Congress on whether an MRS 
facility should be a part of the Nation’s 
nuclear waste disposal system. Five main 
conclusions and three recommendations 
are made in the report as highlighted 
below: 

“Conclusion No. 1. From a technical 
perspective, both the No-MRS and MRS 
options are safe. 

“Conclusion No. 2. The net cost of a 
waste management system that includes 
an MRS would be lower than previously 
estimated because of delays ... in the 
expected date of repository operation. 

“Conclusion No. 3. There are no single 
discriminating factors that would cause 
the MRS alternative to be chosen in 
preference to the No-MRS alternative. 

“Conclusion No. 4. An MRS linked as 
provided in current law would not be 
justified, especially in light of 
uncertainties in the completion time for 
the  repository. Consequently, the  
Commission does not recommend a 
linked MRS as required by current law 
and as proposed by DOE. 

“Conclusion No. 5. Someinterim storage 
facilities, substantially more limited in 
capacity and built under different 
conditions than the DOE-proposed MRS, 
are in the national interest to provide for 
emergencies and other contingencies. 

“Recommendation No. 1. Congress 
should authorize construction of a 
Federal Emergency Storage facility with 

a capacity limit of 2,000 metric tons of 
uranium (MTU). 

“Recommendation No. 2. Congress 
should authorize construction of a User- 
Funded Interim Storage facility with a 
capacity limit of 5,000 MTU. Such a 
facility would provide storage only, and 
would be used in addition to the Federal 
Emergency Storage facility proposed in 
Recommendation No. 1. 

“Recommendation No. 3. Congress 
should reconsider the subject of interim 
storage by the year 2000 to: (a) take into 
account uncertainties that exist today and 
which might be resolved or clarified 
within 10 years, (b) consider 
developments which cannot be 
anticipated today, and (c) evaluate the 
experience with the two facilities 
recommended above.” 

At the time of issuance of the MRS 
Report, the MRS Review Commissioners 
also briefed DOE Deputy Secretary W. 
Henson Moore on their key conclusions 
and recommendations. After the briefing, 
Mr. Moore stated that: 

“Essentially, their conclusions verify that 
there is a need for MRS-that is, central 
storage-capability prior to permanent, 
geologic disposal. The Commission and 
DOE agree that there should not be the 
linkages between monitored retrievable 
storage and development of the 
permanent repository, as currently 
specified in the law (Nuclear Waste 
Policy Act of 1982, as amended), 
although we differ on the size of the 
storage capability recommended and the 
funding source. DOE’s MRS concept 
would be modular and provide for phased 
growth, as needed. However, DOE 
agrees with their recommendation that 
Congress should relook at the MRS 
requirements by the year2000 to take into 
account uncertainties that exist today and 

which might be resolved or clarificd 
within 10 years and evaluate the 
experience of MRS at that time. 

“I  have complimented thc 
Commissioners on their diligence and 
have committed to the Commissioners 
that DOE will thoroughly review and 
analyze the report to take full advantagc 
of the insights represented in the report as 
part of DOE’s current reassessmcnl 
underway regarding the structure and 
schedule of the Civilian Waste Program 
required by theNuclear Waste Policy Act 
of 1982, as amended. 

“In the meantime, DOE conlinucs to 
believc that MRS offers significant 
benefits to the overall waste disposal 
system while many technical concerns 
need to be addressed in thc design, 
licensing, startup and operating of a first- 
of-a-kind deep, permanent geologic 
repository. And it is important that wc 
proceed with the scientific 
characterization studies. In this regard, an 
MRS facility could havc a bencficial 
effect on any future program by providing 
experience in regulatory and institutional 
areas. For example, licensing an MRS 
facility significantly earlier than a futurc 
geologic repository could provide 
valuable experience in wastc-facility 
licensing. In addition, by providing a 
Federal capability to bcgin rccciving 
spent nuclear fuel prior to critical storagc 
space problems at utilitics, thc Nation 
would be assured that repository 
decisions are not driven by utility storage 
problems. 

“As DOE proceeds with the rcview of the 
Commission’s report and thc 
reassessment of the entirecivilian Wastc 
Program, DOE will focus on thc 
legislative requirements rcgarding 
linkages between the MRS and the Yucca 
Mountain geologic site characterization 
program. fi 
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A description of the nature and 
purpose of the proposed action 
including a map showing its location 
with respect to the affected 
floodplain. 

i 

5 

Positive and negative, direct and 
indirect, and long- and short-tkrm 
effects of the proposed action on the 
floodplain, and the effects of the 

~ 

, 

Notice of Availability of Draft Floodplain/Wetlands 
Assessment of Yucca Mountain, NV 

Before a decision is made concerning the 
suitability or unsuitability of Yucca 
Mountain, NV, as the site for the first 
radioactive waste repository, the geology 
and hydrology must be scientifically 
investigated to ensure that the site can 
safely accommodate the waste. As 
planned, scientific investigation of the 
Yucca Mountain site will involve the 
construction of an Exploratory Shaft 
Facility (ESF), which requires excavation 
of two large shafts (out of the floodplain), 
and the construction of several surface 
support facilities within the floodplain. 
DOE is considering several measures 
including rerouting segments of several 
dry washes around critical facilities, and 
straightening banks along several wash 
segments to avoid adverse effects related 
to the location of surface facilities in the 
floodplain. In floodplain areas remote 
from the ESF activity, trenches and drill 
boreholes will be necessary to support 
groundwater recharge investigations and 
subsurface formation studies. 

Pursuant to 10 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Part 1022 
(Compliance with Floodplains/Wetlands 
Environmental Review Requirements), 
and Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain 
Management), DOE has determined that 
its proposed actions will be within the 
100-year flood boundary of several dry 
washes. A Public Notice of floodplain/ 
wetlands involvement was published in 
theFederulRegisteron Feb. 9,1989, (54 
FR 6318). A draft floodplain/wetlands 
assessment has been prepared which 
contains the following information: 

proposed floodplain action on lives 
and property, and on natural and 
beneficial floodplain values. 

Alternatives to the proposed action 
including’ alternative sites, actions, 
and no action. Mitigation measures 
are also being addressed. 

Although not required by 10 CFR 1022, 
DOE is making this draft floodplain/ 
wetlands assessment available for 
comment. Written comments on this 
document are invited from interested 
persons, organizations, and agencies, and 
shouldbeposunarkedby Feb. 15,1990, to 
ensure consideration in preparation of the 
final floodplain/wetlands assessment. 

Requests for copies of the draft 
floodplain/wetlands assessment should 
be directed to Robert Kaiser, Yucca 
Mountain Project Office, Department of 
Energy, 101 Convention Center Drive, 
Las Vegas, NV 89109, (702) 794-7954. 

Written comments and requests for 
further information concerning the 
floodplain action should be directed to 
Gerald J. Parker, Chief, Environmental 
Compliance Branch, Office of Civilian 
Radioactive Waste Management, 
Department of Energy, Mail Stop 
7F-070, RW-333, 1000 Independence 
Avenue SW, Washington, DC 20585, 
(202) 586-5679. 

A statement of findings explaining the 
basis for DOE’S final decision will be 
published in theFederalRegister. Copies 
of the statement of findings will be sent to 
Federal, State, and local agencies and 
others who submitted comments on the 
Public Notice or draft floodplain/ 
wetlands assessment. DOE will allow at 
least 15 days of public review after the 
statement of findings is published before 
any proposed floodplain actions are 
implemented. * 

NCAI Sponsors Tribal 
Seminar on Nuclear Wasfe 
A Tribal Seminar on Nuclear Waste, 
sponsored by the National Congress of 
American Indians (NCAI), was held Szpt. 
11-13, 1989, in Phoenix, AZ. The 
purpose of the meeting was to provide for 
information exchange between DOE and 
Tribal representatives on high-level 
waste planning and field activities near 
Tribal lands. A secondary goal was to 
promote cross-cultural education and 
communication between Tribal and 
program participants. Meeting attendees 
included DOE staff and contractors; staff 
from the Department of Transpormtion, 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and 
the Environmental Protection Agency; 
Tribal representatives; and others 
representing State and local governments 
and regional and national groups. About 
60 people participated in the three-day 
meeting. 

The agenda included a cultural tour, 
presentations on Tribal issues, Tribal 
heritage and culture, Tribal regulation of 
transportation, interactions between 
States and Tribes, and briefings on 
Federal activities being conducted to 
implement the high-level waste program. 
Presentations included discussions of the 
Yucca Mountain Project, the OCRWM 
transportation program, and the Waste 
Isolation Pilot Plant. A panel discussion 
considered opportunities for Tribal 
involvement in the OCRWM program. 
This seminar is a key eIement of a five- 
year cooperative agreement to encourage 
dialogue between Tribal representatives 
and Federal and State agency staff. $? 
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OCRWM 1989 Fellowship Conference Held 

On Aug. 14-17, 1989, OCRWM held a 
conference for 21 Fellows supported by 
the Radioactive Waste Management 
Fellowship Program. All 21 of the 
Fellows appointed to the Program 
attended the conference. The objectives 
of the conference were to provide the 
Fellows with an opportunity to become 
familiar with work being done at the 
Yucca Mountain Project Office (Y MPO), 
establish professional relationships with 
project participants, other Fellows, and 
with OCRWM and YMPO staff 
members, dnd to present results of their 
research. 

On the first full day of the conference, 
program overviews were presented, 
including a report on the status of Yucca 
Mountain site characterization activities 
by Carl Gem, Manager of YMPO. In 
addition to presentations by YMPO 
technical project officers, the following 
Fellows gave presentations: 

Karla Riggle, University of Missouri- 
Columbia, Validation Studies of 
Radionuclide Generation and Depletion 
Computer Codes. 

Theresa Brown, University of Texas at 
Austin, Modeling of the Possible Effects 
of Aerosol Dispersal of Contaminants 
Associated with the Geologic Disposal of 
High-Level Waste on Groundwater 
Systems. 

John Stamm, Kent State University, 
Modeling Local Paleoclimates and Vali- 
dation in the Southwest United States. 

William Hollaway, Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, An Assessment 
of High-Level Radioactive Waste Dis- 
posal for Advanced Reactor Fuel Cycles. 

The second day of the conference was 
devoted to an all-day tour of the 
repository candidate site at Yucca 
Mountain and a visit to the Climax Mine 
and G-Tunnel. 

On the final day of the conference, Nick 
Aquilina, Manager of the DOE Nevada 
Operations Office, spoke on the Nevada 
Operations perspective on radioactive 
waste management programs. Before the 
conference adjourned, additional 
presentations by OCRWM Fellows were 
made as follows: 

Katherine Y uracko, Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, Methodology for 
the Review of Alternative Shipping Cask 
Designs and Transportation Modes for 
the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management. 

Allison Stolle, University of Michigan, 
Stochaic Imaging in Identifying Waste 
Canister Failure. 

Andis Berzins, Kent State University, 
Unsaturated Zone Infiltration/Rechargc 
Computer Model and its Relation to thc 
Characterization of the Proposed High- 
Level Nuclear Waste Site. 

Douglas Williamson, University of 
Florida, Expert System Management of 
Consolidated Spent Fuel and its 
Hardware. 

After the conference, each of the Fellows 
was asked to provide an evaluation of Lhc 
various conferenceactivities. The results 
of this survey will be used in considering 
the location, agenda, and frequency of 
future conferences. s? 

NRC Reviews 
Two DOE Study Plans 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) recently completed two out of the 
three reviews of two OCRWM Study 
Plans that had been transmitted to NRC 
last June for review and comment. This 
marks the first time that OCRWM has 
received feedback from NRC on its study 
plans and is significant because it shows 
NRC’s general acceptance of the DOE 
approach. The study plans contain 
detailed descriptions of investigations to 
beundertaken at Y ucca Mountain, NV, in 
support of the site characterization 
program. 

In theirreview ofNov. 24,1989, theNRC 
determined that both study plans were 
acceptable for further review, and that 
neither study plan involved studies, tests, 
or analyses that, if started, could cause 
significant and irreparable adverse 
effects on the site, the site 
characterization program, or the eventual 
usability of the data for licensing. 
Therefore, once DOE satisfies 

appropriate prerequisites, thcse sitc 
characterization activities can begin. 
Becauseof the potential importanccof thc 
study plans relative to NRC licensing 
concerns, the NRC has decided to 
proceed with detailed technical reviews 
of each plan, and will provide DOE with 
staff comments as soon as the reviews are 
completed. 

The first of these studics, 
“Characterization of the Yucca Mountain 
Quaternary Regional Gcology,” is 
intended to describe hydrologic 
conditions in the Yucca Mountain arca for 
the Quaternary geologic time period, and 
more especially for the past 20,000 years. 
Data resulting from the study will permit 
the development and testing of various 
models describing paleo-hydrologic and 
possible future hydrologic conditions. 
The study is also expected to result in a 
characterization of the Quaternary 
regional hydrology at Yucca Mounkiin 

(coniinued on page 8) 
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1990 

Jan. 18-19 

Apr. 8-12 

June 10-14 

1989 

Dec. 19-20 

1990 

Jan. 9 

Feb. 6-7 

Mar. 6-7 

Mar. 20 

Apr. 17-18 

May 

June 

July 

Aug. 

Selected Evenfs Calendar 

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board: Containers and Transportation Panel, Lawrence Livermore Labomtory, 
Livermore, CA. Contact William Coons of the Technical Review Board, 1111 18th Street, “4, Suite 801, 
Washington, DC 20036, (202) 254-4792. 

International Conference for HigK-Level Radioactive Waste Management, Las Vegas, NV. Contact Maureen 
Rafferty, American Society of Civil Engineers, 345 East 47th Street, New York, NY 10017, (212) 705-7543 or 
Robert Philpott at (202) 586-5396. 

American Nuclear Society Annual Meeting, Nashville, TN. Contact Donald B. Trauger, Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory, P.O. Box 2008, Oak Ridge, TN 37831-6254, (615) 576-6730. 

DOWNuclear Regulatory Commission Technical Exchanges* 

Seismicity 

Data Management 

Calcite/Silica Deposits 

Technical Assessment Report on Geophysical Anomaly 

Technical Meeting on Interactions 

Performance Assessment Integration 

Scenario Development (date to be determined) 

Unsaturated Zone Testing (date to be determined) 

Saturated Zone Testing (date to be determined) 

Natural Resources (date to be determined) 

* Most DOE/NRC Technical Exchange Meetings will be held at IRC Headquarters, White Flint, MD. For further information 
concerning these meetings, contact Gordon Appel, U.S. Department of Energy, OCRWM, Office of Systems Integration and 
Regulations, RW-33 1,1000 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington DC 20585, (202) 586-1462. 

For details on DOEPJRC meetings cali (1/800) 368-2235 for a recorded message. In the Washington, DC, area call 479-0487. 

A telephone recording service has been established forthe announcement of upcoming meetings related to the waste management program of the NRC. The number 
is (1/800) 368-5642, ext. 20436. Washington, DC. area residents should call 492-0436. 

For infomalion on mee4ings and events occuring between issues of the OCRWM Bulletin use OCRWMINFOLINKII. an elecuonic bulletin board that can be accessed * through a standard computer communications capability on (615) 482-6982. The OCRWM Bulletin is available through INFOLINK II. 
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New Publications and Documents 

Report to Congress on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program, DOWRW-0247, November 1989. 
See page 1 of this OCRWM Bulletin for highlights of this report. 

Nuclear Waste Management - France, OCRWM PI-040, November 1989. 
This six-page brochure outlines the status of nuclear energy in France, the French waste management concept and waste weatment 
methods. Since constructing its first nuclear reactor for electricity generation in the early 1960s, today there are 55 units in  
operation in France providing 74 percent of the national output of electricity. This brochure is one in a series of 1 1 being produccd 
by member countries of the Nuclear Energy Agency of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development to providc 
information in the field of international radioactive waste management. 

OCRWM Backgrounders: 

Executive Summary: Report to Congress on Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program, 
DOEIRW-0248, December 1989. 

An extensive review of the OCRWM program has been completed recently, and a report has been sent to Congress (see page 1 
of this OCRWM Bulletin). This Backgrounder provides 9 summary of the major elements of the report. 

Changes in the Geologic Repository Schedule, DOElR W-0249, December 1989. 
The schedule for development of a deep, geologic repository for the permanent disposal of spent fuel and high-levcl radioactivc 
waste has been extended. This Backgrounder reviews several reasons for the extension and describes new schedulc provisions. 

The Role of the Monitored Retrievable Storage Facility in an Integrated Waste Management System, DOWRW-0250, December 
1989. 

This Backgrounder provides the statutory background for a Monitored Retrievable Storage ( M R S )  facility, the recommendations 
of the M R S  Keview Commission, DOE recommendationsrelating to the M R S ,  and the functions and benefits of an M R S  facility. 

Integrating Contractor Efforts in the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management Program, DOEIRW-0251, December 1989. 
New initiatives by the Secretary of Energy to improve the performance of OCRWM include measures to better integrate thc 
contractor support effort with the management structure and schedule of the waste management program. This Backgrounder 
describes the measures to integrate contractor efforts and the main elements of the management action plan. 

Restructuring the Office of the Civilian Radioactive Waste Management, DOEIRW-0252, December 1989. 
Four key management initiatives that are being undertaken to improve the management of OCRWM and to strengthen its ability 
to cany out its mission are described in this Backgrounder. 

These documents can be ordered through INFOLINK I1 or by following instructions at the bottom of page 1 of this OCRWM Bullelin. 

and environs, and to provide data on 
responses of the hydrologic system to 
possible climatic changes. 

The second study, “Evaluating the 
Location and Recency of Faulting Near 
Prospective Surface Facilities,” will 

NRC Reviews Two DOE Study Plans 
(confinued from page  6) 

acquire surface and near-surface geologic 
data from Midway Valley, which is 
located directly east of Yucca Mountain 
and has been identified as a potential 
location for thesurface facilities of ahigh- 
level nuclear waste repository. In this 
study, involving surface geologic 

mapping and trenching, particular 
emphasis will be placed on cvaluating the 
existence and recency of late Quatcrnary 
(less than 100,000 years) faults. If faults 
are found, the rate and direction of 
displacement along each obscrved fault 
or fault zone will be determined. i 7  
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Federal Interim Storage (FIS), 5 
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Financial assistance, 17 

First repository funding request, 1 

Fuel burnup credit, 22 

The cited reference numbers represent the page numbers of a compilation of 1989 OCRWM Bulletins. This pagination can be found 
at the bottom of each page and supplements the monthly notations. 
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Funding 
at-reactor storage cost, 44 
budget request, 1,2 
budget testimony, 15 
cask design cost, 22 
civilian radioactive waste research and 

development, 19 
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management System 

costs, 59 
Energy and Water Development Appropriations 

Act, 17 
First repository, 1 
Integrated Waste Management System, 17, 19 
licensing support system, 17,48 
monitored retrievable storage, 1,43 
Nuclear Waste Fund, 3, 15, 19,60,figure 16 
Public Law 100-371, Fiscal Year 1989 

total cost of radioactive waste management system, 

uncertainty in cost prediction, 44 

appropriation, 16 

59-60 

Highway route selection, 4,34 

Howard R. Hughes College of Engineering, 
University of Nevada, 5 

Hydrologic models, 30 

Index for QCRWM Bulletins, 1988,8-14 

Indian Tribes (see American Indian Tribes) 

INFOLINK II,24,55 

Midwestern Office of Council of State 
Governments (MQCSG), 34 

Modular storage system (NUHOMS), 3 1 

Monitored Retrievable Storage (MRS) facility, 37, 
41-45,47 
(see also Reports) 
advantages, 37,42-43,44-45,48 
alternatives, 42,65 
costs, 37,48 
dependence of benefits on schedule, 43 
disadvantages, 43-44 
environmental risks, 44 
funding request, 1 
health and safety, 44 
linkages and flexibility, 42,43,48 
nondiscriminating factors, 44 
and Nuclear Waste Negotiator, 37,42,43 
“optimum” no-MRS case, 42 
preferred concept, 37,42 
report requirement, 42 
report to Congress on, 65-66 
siting, 37,4 1,42,43 
socioeconomic impacts, 44 
staged development, 37,41,43 
study summary report, 47 
summary of DOE position, 37,44-45 
system configurations, 48 
systems studies, 47 
waste packaging capability, 41,48 

Monitoring activities, 6 

MRS Review Commission, 4,37,66 
Integrated waste management system, 17, 19 

International forum (call for papers), 33 

Land withdrawal application, Bureau of Land 
Management, 3 

Liability (see Public Laws, Price-Anderson Act) 

Licensing Support System (LSS), 17,40,48 
current timeline, 4 
funding, 17,48 
information management system, 48 
user interfaces, 65 

National Congress of American Indians (NCAI), 4, 
67 

Native American Tribes (see American Indian 
Tribes) 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), 15,22,30, 
43,44 
Environmental and Public Health Panel, 59 
environmental assessment of dry storage facility, 3 1 
and Exploratory Shaft Facility, 17, 18 
fees, 1, 17, 19 
High-Level Waste Licensing Support System 

Advisory Committee, 39 
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implementation of environmental law, 55 
quality assurance program, 29 
regulatory analysis, 53 
repository pexformance assessment, 50 
review of OCRWM study plans, 68 
storage study response, 15 
Yucca Mountain public document room, 40 

Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive 
Materials (PATRAM ’89), 56 

Permits for site characterization, 6 

Procedures for monitoring legislative change, 6 

Professional society participation, 5 

Program Management and Technical Support 
Nuclear Waste Fund (see Funding) 

Nuclear Waste Negotiator, 42-43,45 funding request, 1 

Nuclear Waste Policy Act, 23 
and Federal Interim Storage, 5 
and Price-Anderson Act, 4 

Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended 
and environmental impact statement, 55 
and first repository, 17 
Nuclear Waste Fund, 15, 19 
provisions of, 42,59-60 
and second repository, 17 
site characterization, 54 
specified linkages, 65 

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board (TRB), 21, 
49,59 
Containers & Transportation Panel, 5 1 
exploratory shaft endorsement, 49 
functions, 21 
meetings, 40,49 
panels, 40 
press conference, 49 
State of Nevada’s concerns, 49 

Oak Ridge Associated Universities, 24 

Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
(OCRWM), 53-54,63 
Director’s responsibilities, 29 
1988 Publications,figure 7 
Office of Program Administration and Resources 

Radioactive Waste Management Fellowship 

restructuring of, 63 

Management (OPARM), 24 

Program, 23-24 

Oversight, 17 

Prototype testing 
dry drilling and coring, 38 
licensing support system, 65 

Public health and safety (technical information), 33 

Public laws 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA), 

Energy and Water Development Appropriations 

Freedom of Information Act, 40 
monitoring of legislative change, 6 
National Environment Policy Act, 55 

Price-Anderson Act, 4 

32 

Act, 17,63 

100-371,16 

Public participation 
OCRWM Speakers Bureau, 61 
proposed floodplain action, 20 
public document room, 40 
semiannual Nevada meeting, 53 
Wade, T. keynote address, 56 
Watkins’ letter to Nevada Governor Miller, 25-27 

Quality assurance, 29,32,54 
as management tool, 29 
necessity, 29 
and organizational staffing, 32 
and public information, 32 
and workplace culture, 32 

Radiation safety, 34,44 

Rail service options for transporting radioactive 
materials, 49 
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Reassessment of the Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management Program (see Reports, House 
Committee on Appropriations Report) 

Reclamation program, 61 

Reference waste form, 41 

Reports 
Characterization of Yucca Mountain Quaternary 

Draft Floodplain/Wetlands Assessment of Yucca 

Draft Technical Position on Tectonic Models in the 

Regional Geology, 68 

Mountain, 67 

Assessment of Performance of High-Level 
Radioactive Waste Repositories, 50 

Dry Cask Storage Study, 3, 15 
Draft Reclamation Program Plan, 61 
Environmental Monitoring and Mitigation Plan 

Environmental Regulatory Compliance Plan 

Evaluation Location and Recency of Faulting Near 

Final Version Dry Cask Storage Study, 15 
Guide to Documents on the Safe 

Transport of Radioactive Materials in 
Regular Freight Trains, 49 

Report, 63-65 
conclusions, 66 
Monitored Retrievable Storage, 65 
Yucca Mountain assessment, 64-65 

Interim Storage, 5 

Report to Congress, 66 

Summary Report, 47 

(EMMP), 5-6 

(ERCP), 5-6 

Prospective Surface Facilities, 70 

House Committee on Appropriations 

Implementation Plan for Deployment of Federal 

Monitored Retrievable Storage Review Commission 

Monitored Retrievable Storage System Study 

Nevada Highway Routing Study, 39 
Transportation Institutional Plan, 62 

Repository program schedule, 54 

Rod consolidation, 3 

Routing issues, transportation, 4 

Safety 
and health, 44 
inspections, transportation, 35 
public health and, 33 
radiation, 34,44 

Schedule 
for preliminary development of waste management 

for restructured radioactive waste management 
system, figure 19 

program, 64 

Site Characterization Plan, 17 
additional day for public hearing, 26 
comment period extended, 15,33 
NRC comments on Nevada studies, 54 
public review and comment period, 25-27 

Site characterization program 
analysis, 53 
borehole testing, 17 
Fiscal Year 1990 plans, 17 
floodplain/wetlands involvement, 20 
performance assessment, 30 
study plans of planned investigations, 30 
Yucca Mountain, 15 

60-Day Report (see Reports, House Committee on 
Appropriations Report) 

Socioeconomic impacts of MRS facility, 44 

Southern States’ Energy Board, 4 

Spent fuel shipment projections, 22 
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DOE Representatives 

Harmon, L., 56 
Issacs, T., 37 
Parker, G., 67 
Peters, F., 29,32 
Rousso, S., 15, 17,19 
Wade, T., 56 
Watkins, J., 25-27 

Nevada State Representative 
Miller, B., 25-27,33 

NRC Representative 
Zech, L. Jr., 15 
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Storage 

at-reactor, 43,44 
dry cask, 3,15,31 (see also Federal Interim Storage) 
Government Accounting Office survey, 43 
temporary, 3 

Systems engineeringand OCRWM options,53-54 

Tectonic models, 50 

Total-system life-cycle cost, 60 

Tracking system, computer based (ERCP), 6 

Transportation (see also Reports) 
Cask design 

capacity, 22 
fuel burnup credit, 22 
total life cycle cost, 22 
video available, 20 

health and safety risks, 44 
Midwest primer, 34 
planning, 4 
potential highway and rail routes, 39 
proposed directory citing involved Sta 
rail options evaluated, 49 
report review, 4 
safety inspections, 35 

agencies, 34 

Transportation and Systems Integration funding 
request, 1 

Transportation Coordination Group 
Chicago, Illinois meeting, 50 
Kansas City, Missouri meeting, 4 

Tribal issues (see American Indian Tribes) 

TRW Engineering Safety Systems, Inc., 54 

U.S. Claims Court procurement action challenge, 
54 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife 

U.S. Department of Transportation, 4 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 59 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 59 

U.S. Geological Survey and nuclear waste technical 

Service, 59 

review board, 51 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (see Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission) 

University of Nevada, Las Vegas, 5 

Videotape, “Engineered for Safety,” 20 

Western Interstate Energy Board, 4 

Yucca Mountain Project highway study, 39 

Yucca Mountain Project Office, 67 
fellowship conference, 68 

Yucca Mountain site, 20,29,41 
deferral of site-specific design activities, 65 
Draft Floodplain/Wetlands Assessment, 67 
geology and hydrology, 30,67 
NWPA provisions, 59-60 
public document room, 40 
site access, 64 
site suitability, 64 
stability of underground facility, 30 
thermal loading, 30 
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