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NWTRB General Goals and Strategic Objectives

The nationa god for radioactive waste management established by Congressin the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982 and the Nuclear Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1987 isto safdy dispose
of civilian spent nudear fud and high-level radioactive waste in a permanent geologic repository a a
auitable Ste or Stes. Congress charged the Nuclear Waste Technicad Review Board with reviewing the
technica and scientific vaidity of the Secretary of Energy’ s activities associated with achieving this god.
The Board' s genera god's have been established in accordance with its congressona mandate.

General Goals
To accomplish its congressonal mandate, the Board has established four generd gods.

1. Ensurethat technical and scientific activities undertaken by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
related to determining the suitability of the Y ucca Mountain Site as the possible location of a
permanent repository and predicting the performance of a potentia repository establish a sound
technical basis for a decison on whether to recommend the Site for repository devel opment.

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

3. Ensurethat technica and scientific activities undertaken by the DOE related to packaging, handling,
and trangporting spent nuclear fud and high-level radioactive waste to a permanent repository are
well integrated and establish a sound technical basis for designing and operating awaste

management system.

4. Ensurethat technicd and scientific activities undertaken by the DOE rdated to licensng the
proposed site for repository devel opment establish a sound technical basis for gpplying for alicense
gpplication and that technica and scientific performance confirmation activities undertaken by the
DOE during licensing, congtruction, and operation of the proposed repository establish a sound
technical basis for operating arepostory, reducing uncertainties related to repository performance,
and revising repository and waste package designs.
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Strategic Objectives
To achieveits generd gods, the Board has established the following long-term objectives.
1. Objectives Related to Site Suitability and Predicting Repository Performance

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

1.2 Evauate hydrologic and other natural processes at the Y ucca Mountain Ste that establish the
foundation for predicting repository performance,

1.3 Review thetechnica and scientific vaidity of models used to predict repository  performance.
1.4 Evauatethe DOE s progress in developing a safety strategy for the Y ucca Mountain site.

1.5 Monitor progress in completing development of standards and regulatory guiddines for a potentid
Y ucca Mountain repository.

1.6 Review the Record of Decision and maintain avareness of lega chalengesto the find EISfor a
potentid Y ucca Mountain Ste.

2. Objectives Related to the Engineered Repository System
2.1 Evduate repository and waste package designs, including the technica bases for the designs.

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

2.3 Assssstheintegration of science and engineering in the DOE program, paying particular atention to
the effects of Ste-characterization studies (e.g. modding, testing, and andyses of thermd and
mechanical effects) on repository and waste package designs.

3. Objectives Related to the Waste Management System

3.1 Evauate the accuracy and reasonableness of andyses, methods, and mgjor assumptions used by
the DOE and other federd agenciesin estimating health and safety risks associated with transporting

spent fud.

3.2 Review the adequacy of plans and requirements for developing the transportation infrastructure
necessary to move sgnificant amounts of spent fuel from individua reactor Stesto a DOE storage
or digposal ste. Compare these requirements with current transportation capabilities, and determine
the effort needed to develop a large- scde transportation capability.
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3.3 Review the adequacy of DOE plans for safely handling and packaging spent fud and high-leve
radioactive waste for transport to a permanent repository.

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

3.5 Review the DOE's plans for addressing public safety concerns and for enhancing safety capabilities
aong trangportation corridors. Thisincludes activities related to development of plans (eg., route
selection), coordination, accident prevention (e.g., improved inspections and enforcement), and
emergency response.

4. Objectives Related to Licensing and Confirmatory Testing (Will goply only if the Steisfound
suitable and a site recommendation is ratified)

4.1 Monitor DOE activities related to the qudity of datato be used in alicensng proceeding.

4.2 Hep the DOE ensure that if thereisalicense application, the technical and scientific information on
which it is based is technically defengble.

4.3 Monitor performance-confirmation activities undertaken by the DOE during licensng, construction,
and operation of the repository that are designed to reduce uncertainties related to repository
performance.

4.4 Monitor performance-confirmation activities undertaken by the DOE during licensing, construction,
and operation of the repository, and evaluate the need to revise repository or waste package
designs on the basis of the results of such activities.

Perfor mance Goals for 1999

The Board developed itsfiscal year 1999 performance goas on the basis of its genera goas
and dirategic objectives.

Performance Goals Related to Site Suitability and Predicting Repository Performance

1.1.1 Determine what the DOE' s viability assessment can and cannot tell us about further activities
needed to determine the suitability of the Y ucca Mountain Site and ascertain the extent to which the
repository and engineered barrier designs at the time of the viability assessment are likely to support
decisons about the suitability of the Ste.

1.2.1 Identify and evauate the technical issues required to make a technically supportable ste-suitability
decison. Increase the Board' s understanding of the natural processes at work at the Y ucca
Mountain site by recommending additiona studies needed, paying particular attention to estimates of
infiltration rates and identification of fast pathways for water flow.
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1.3.1 Monitor the results of ongoing thermal tests and evauate DOE plans for using the test results to
support modds of the thermdly disturbed region near arepository.

1.4.1 Determine the strengths and weaknesses of TSPA-VA and how they could influence the
conclusions to be drawn from the viability assessment.

1.4.2 Evduate the DOE’ s use of risk assessment and quantification of uncertainty and determine
whether it is being used gppropriately.

1.4.3 Determine how the design of the waste package (for disposal) at the time of the viability
assessment is likely to influence decisions about the suitability of the Site.

1.5.1 Monitor progress being made on the environmental radiation protection standards for a Y ucca
Mountain repository to be developed by the U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency and the
implementing regulations to be developed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commisson. Advisethe
DOE and the Congress of the technical implications (e.g., cost, ability to demonstrate compliance of
the standards and regulations).

1.6.1 Review the technica basisfor the environmenta impact statement being prepared for the Y ucca
Mountain Ste, issues to be addressed, and the validity of the data used to project potential
environmenta effects. Advise the DOE and Congress of any weaknesses or short- comings found.

Performance Goal Related to the Engineered Barrier System

2.3.1 Explore the relationship between science and engineering in the DOE program, especidly the
way results from site-characterization studies do or do not influence design of the engineered barrier
System.

Performance Goal Related to the Waste Management System

3.1.1 Evauatethe DOE s plansfor enhancing safety capabilities aong the transportation corridors by
reviewing DOE' s planning and coordination activities (e.g., route selection), accident prevention
activities (e.g., improved ingpections and enforcement), and emergency response activities.

Perfor mance M easur ement

The Board believes that measuring its effectiveness by directly corrdaing improvementsin the
DOE program to the Board' s recommendations and actions would be ided. However, the Board has
no implementing authority, so it cannot compe the DOE to comply with its recommendations.
Consequently, the judgment of whether a specific recommendation had a positive outcome for the DOE
program is, in most cases, (a) subjective and (b) an imprecise
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indicator of Board performance because implementation of Board recommendations by the DOE is
outsde the Board' s direct control. Furthermore, even if the Board' s recommendation is implemented
by the DOE, a correlating change in the DOE program may not be evident for severd years.

Therefore, to measure its performance in agiven year, the Board has developed the following
performance measures. For each annua performance god, the Board considers:

1. Whether the reviews, evaluations, and other activities undertaken under the auspices of the goa
were completed.

2. Whether the resullts of the reviews, evauations, and other activities were communicated in atimely,
understandable, and appropriate way to Congress and the Secretary of Energy.

If both measures are met, the Board' s performance in meeting the annua god will be judged effective.
If only one measure is met, the performance of the Board in achieving that god will be judged minimaly
effective. Failing to meet both performance measures without sufficient and compelling explanation will
result in ajudgment that the Board hes been ineffective in achieving the performance god. To
supplement its own evauation, the Board will seek comments from Congress, the DOE, and the public
on the timdiness, clarity, and effectiveness of its recommendations and reports.

The Board will useits evauation of its own performance from the current year, together with its
assessment of current or potentia key issues of concern related to the civilian radioactive waste
program, to establish its annud performance goas and to develop its budget request for subsequent
years. Theresults of the Board's performance evauation are included in the Board' s annua summary
report to Congress and the Secretary.

Performance Evaluation for Fiscal Year 1999

Using the performance measures described above and based on the following evaluation, the
Board's performance for fiscal year 1999 was found to be effective.

Performance Evaluation of Goals Related to Site Suitability and Repository Performance

1.1.1 Determine what the DOE' s viahility assessment can and cannot tell us about further activities
needed to determine the suitability of the Y ucca Mountain site, and ascertain the extent to which the
repository and engineered barrier designs at the time of the viability assessment are likely to support
decisons about the suitability of the Ste.

1 All documents referred to in the evaluation are available on the Board’s Web site at www.nwtrb.gov.
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Evaluation of 1.1.1: The Board completed theinitial part of its assessment and
communicated its views and findings to Congress and the Secretary of Energy in its report
Moving Beyond the Viability Assessment, issued April 1999. Specific recommendations were
communicated to the DOE in letters to the acting director of the OCRWM dated July 9, 1999
and August 3, 1999.

1.2.1 Identify and evauate the technical issues required to make atechnicaly-supportable site-
suitability decision. Increase the Board' s understanding of the natural processes at work at the Y ucca
Mountain Site by recommending additional studies needed, with particular attention to estimates of
infiltration rates and identification of fast pathways for water flow.

Evaluation of 1.2.1: The Board continued its evaluation of key technical issues and
commented on needed additional studiesin itsreport April 1999 report Moving Beyond the
Viability Assessment and in lettersto the acting director of the OCRWM dated July 9, 1999,
August 3, 1999, and November 10, 1999.

1.3.1 Monitor the results of ongoing thermal tests, and evaluate DOE plans for using the test resultsto
support modds of the thermally disturbed region near arepository.

Evaluation of 1.3.1: The Board continued to monitor the results of thermal tests undertaken
at the site and commented on (1) the status of the tests, (2) when results might be expected,
and (3) the implications of the results of such tests for repository design and potential
repository performancein a July 9, 1999, letter to the director of the OCRWM.

1.4.1 Determine the strengths and weaknesses of TSPA-VA, and how they could influence the
conclusions to be drawn from the viability assessment.

Evaluation of 1.4.1: The Board reviewed the TSPA-VA and commented on its strengths and
weaknesses in its report Moving Beyond the Viability Assessment in April 1999.

1.4.2 Evduate the DOE’s use of risk assessment and quantification of uncertainty and determine
whether it is being used appropriately.

Evaluation of 1.4.2: The Board conducted its evaluation and commented to the Department
of Energy in a letter to the acting director of the OCRWM on November 10, 1999.

1.4.3 Determine how the design of the waste package (for disposd) at the time of the vigbility
assessment is likdly to influence decisions about the suitability of the Site.

Evaluation of 1.4.3: The Board examined extensively the evaluation conducted by the
OCRWM related to repository design and commented to the DOE on its views and
recommendations in letters to the acting director of the OCRWM dated July 9, 1999, May 7,
1999, and March 3, 1999.
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1.5.1 Monitor progress being made on the environmental radiation protection standards for a 'Y ucca
Mountain repository to be developed by the U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency and the
implementing regulations to be developed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commisson. Advisethe
DOE and the Congress of the technical implications (e.g., cos, ability to demonstrate compliance of the
standards and regulations).

Evaluation of 1.5.1: The Board’s purview includes reviewing the technical and scientific
validity of activities undertaken by the Secretary of Energy. Therefore, the Board deter mined
that the appropriate Board involvement relating to the radiation protection standard is to
monitor progress in devel oping the standard but not to comment on the substance of the
standard.

1.6.1 Review the technica basisfor the environmenta impact statement being prepared for the Y ucca
Mountain site, issues to be addressed, and the validity of the data used to project potentia
environmentd effects. Advise the DOE and Congress of any wesaknesses or short- comings found.

Evaluation of 1.6.1: The Board reviewed the DOE’ s draft environmental impact statement
(DEIS) and has provided ongoing feedback to the DOE. The Board will provide its written
comments on the DEIS during the first months of 2000. The Board's performance related to
meeting this objective is determined to have been effective because its review and comments
areon schedule.

Performance Evaluation of Engineered Barrier System Annual Goals

2.3.1 Explore the relationship between science and engineering in the DOE program, especidly the way
results from Ste-characterization studies do or do not influence design of the engineered barrier
sysem.

Evaluation of 2.3.1: The Board commented on the integration of science and engineering
and the need to consider alternative repository and waste package designs in its November
1998 Report to Congress and the Secretary of Energy and in its March 3, 1999, and July 9,
1999, lettersto the acting director of the OCRWM.

Performance Evaluation of Waste Management System Annual Goals

3.1.1 Evaduate the DOE' s plans for enhancing safety capabilities along the trangportation corridors by
reviewing DOE' s planning and coordination activities (e.g., route selection), accident prevention
activities (e.g., improved ingpections and enforcement), and emergency response activities.

Evaluation of 3.1.1: The OCRWM deferred most activities related to transportation of spent
nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste. Therefore, the Board on monitoring the efforts
of the railroad industry to create a performance specification for the transportation of spent
fuel and high-level radioactive waste. The Board also monitored industry capability to
manufacture shipping and storage casks for a potential major shipping campaign.
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Board Operations

The Board consgts of 11 members appointed by the President on the basis of distinguished
sarvice. The Board members serve on a part-time bass and are eminent in afield of science or
engineering, including environmental sciences. Because of the comprehengve nature of the program and
the part-time availahility of the members, Congress authorized the Board to maintain a professona staff
of 10 full-time employees. The professiona staff support the Board' s comprehensive review of the
DOE program. In addition to the members and professiona staff, the Board maintains asmall
adminidrative saff to support its activities. The full Board meets three or four times each year and
Board panels meet as needed. The Board aso gathersinformation through field trips to the Y ucca
Mountain Ste, vigts to contractor |aboratories and facilities, and informa meetings with individuds
working on the project. On the basis of the information gathered throughout the year, the Board issues
itsfindings in letters and reports.
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