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1 1  NOTICE 

I I . Availability of Reference Mattrials Cited in NRC Publications 

( 1 Mon d6cumena cited in NRC publications will be anilable from one of the following sources: 

I I 1. The NRC Public Ootumnt Room, 1717 H Street, N.W. FT.5 $E ( 2 ~ t :  4 3 - 3 : - ?  
Washington, DC 2OS55 

I I 2. Thr NRCKiPO Slkr Program, US. Nuclur Regulatory Commission, 
Washington, DC 30555 

) 1 3. The Natiocul Technical Information Service, Springfield, VA 22161 

I I Although the listing that folkm represents the majority of documents cited in NRC publicrtiom, 
i t  i s  not intended to k exhrustiw. 

I 
Refenneed documents availab!.! for inspection ind copying for a fta from the NRC Public Oocu. 
mcnt Room include NRC concspmdence and internal NAC memoranda; NAC Office of lmpcction 
and Enforcement bulletins, citcu:an, information notices, inspection and investigation notices; 
Licensee E m t  Reports; wndor i epom and correspondence; Commission papers; and rppliunt and 
licensee docurno and correspondence. 

I I The foliowing documrnts in the NUREG d c r  a n  available for purehaw from the NRC/GPO Sales 
Proglm: f m l  NRC rtrff and contractor report!, NRC-tpomwrd confermcr proceedings, and 
NRC bodrleu and brochures. Also available are Regulatory Guider, NRC reguktions in the Codr of- 
F d e d  Rlguktbnr, a d  Nuckrr Rlprktwy CMmiurbn IWMUS. 

I I Docummu milable from the Nationrl Tochniul Information Scnke include NUREG series 
mportr 8d.trihnicrl mpoita prepwed by other f d m l  agmcici and rrports prepared by the Atomic 
Energy-hion, fomunncr agmy to tht Nuslwr Regulatory Commission. i 
Oocumrnts mkbk from public a d  cpcclrl techniul likaricr include a l l  open literature iwms, 
audr n'bodts, joumrl and pcriadiul arriclu, and trannccioru. F h m l  Register notices, federal and 
mu Iqislrtion, and cocrgr~bnrl reports a n  uuully be obtained from thaqlibrarits. 

I I- k m e n a  uclr ar t-, dhemtionr, foreign mports and tnmhtiom, and non-NRC conference 
pmmjiqprn rnikbk for krrhr# from the orglnizat~'~rponr0ring the publication cited. I 
*g(r taph of NRC dnft'mpom rri awlLble fraa upon mitten rrqurrt to the Division of Tech 
niu l  lnfomutbn and Oocument bntrd, U.S. Nudur Reguktory bmmlnion, Washington. DC 

Cogkrmf hdwtry codes and nrndardr used In a suk~nthn  mme In the NRC rwlatory,proccu 
8rO mintrhd'rt the NRC Ubrmry, 7920 N d k  Annur, Bethrr6, Maryland, and are milable 
Own fpl n f m n n ' u n  by thr public. Wa a d  nmbrds m rawlly co~yrighted and m y  be 
mmhaed from tho originating orpniratbn or, If thy u8 Amubn Na t i o~ l  Sundards. from the' 
h a k 8 n n  @atiorul Sundrrdr Innlnmto, 1430 Broadmy, N m  Yo&, NY 10018. 



ABSTRACT 

Thfs document provldes gufdance on the use of the peer review process I n  the 
hf gh-1 eve1 nuclear waste repos f t 0 ~  Program. The appl l c r n t  must demonstrate 
I n  the 1 fcense applfcatfon that the applfcablt  health, safety, and envfron- 
w n t a l  regulations I n  lOCFR Part 60 have been met. Confidence fn  the data 
used to  support the license app1 icat fon f s  obtained through a qua1 i t y  assurance 
( Q A )  progr iu  as described fn 10 CfR Part 60, Subpart G. 

Peer reviews may be used as part  of the QA .actfons necessary t o  provfde adequate 
confidence i n  the work befng reviewed. Because o f  several unfque conditfons 
Inherent t o  the geologfc repository progrm, expert jud-nt w f l l  need to be 
u t i l i z e d  I n  assessfng the adqurcy o f  work. Peer r e v f n s  a n  a nchmfsm by 
whfch these judgwnts may be made. 

Thfs docwant provfdes guldance on areas where a peer revfcw fs appropriate, 
the acceptabf 1 f t y  o f  peers, and the conduct and docuentatfon o f  a peer revfew. 

Thfs document i s  fdentlcal t o  that  whfch was notfced f n  the Federal Regfster, 
Vol. 52, No. 131, July 9, 1987, 25932-25933. The NUREG f o m i e ~ n g  used 
t o  f a c f l f t a t e  referencing and use o f  the document. 
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GENERIC TECHNICAL POSITION ON 

PEER REVIEW 

FOR HIGH-LEVEL NUCLEAR WASTE REPOSITORIES 

INTRODUCTION 

To obtain a license to  operate a high-level nuclear waste repository, the 
Department o f  Energy (DOE) nust be able to  demonstrate i n  a 1 icense application 
that  the appl icable health, safety, and environmental regulations i n  10 CFR 60 
have been f u l f i l  led. Confidence i n  the adequacy o f  the data, data analyses, 
construction ac t i v i  t ies,  and other I tans and ac t i v i t i es  associated w i  t h  the 
1 icense appl icat fon i s  obtained through a qua1 i t y  assurance (QA) program. Sub- 
par t  G of 10 CFR 60 specifies a QA program fo r  items and a c t i v i  t i e s  i q o r t a n t  
to safety and waste isolat ion. DOE should have a QA program i n  place, consistent 
wi th 10 CFR 60, Subpart G and any applicable regulatory guidance, p r io r  t o  the 
s ta r t  o f  s i t e  characterization act iv i t ies .  

Peer reviews ray be employed as par t  o f  the QA actions necessary to  provide 
adequate confidence i n  the work under review where the work may be a design, a 
plan, a tes t  procedure, a research report, a materials choice, or  a s i t e  explora- 
tion. Because o f  the potent ia l  unce r t~ i n t y  i n  aost geotechnical data and the i r  
analyses, the need t o  make projections over thousands o f  years, the lack o f  
unanimity among experts, and the f irst-of-a-kind nature o f  geologic repository 
technical issues, expert judgment w i l l  need to be u t i l i z e d  i n  assessing the 
adequacy o f  work. Peer revftws are a atchanisn by which these judgments nay be 
wde. 

This Generic Technical Position (GTP) provides guidance on the de f in i t i on  of 
peer revltws, the areas where a peer review i s  appropriate, the acceptabi 1 i t y  
o f  peers, and the conduct and documentation o f  a peer revlew. Other methods 
may be proposed or  used and w l l l  be reviewed for  acceptabi l i ty by the NRC on a 
case-by-case basl s. 

11. REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

The regulatory basis fo r  peer r ev lws  r s  a QA measure I s  provided by 10 CFR 60, 
Subpart 6, whlch states that  the repository QA prograa i s  t o  be based on the 
c r l t e r l a  o f  Appendix 8 o f  10 CFR 50 "as applicable, and appropriately supplemented 
by addl t ionr l  c r i t e r i a  as required by 6O.lSl." This peer review STP supplements 
the c r l t e r l a  i n  Appendix 8 o f  10 CFR SO. 



I I I. DEFINITIONS 

A peer I s  a person havlng technical expertise i n  the subject matter to  be 
revlewed (or  a c r l t i c a l  subset o f  the subject matter t o  be revlewed) t o  a 
degree a t  least  equivalent t o  tha t  needed f o r  the o r l g l n a l  work. 

Peer Rev lw  Group 

A peer rev leu group I s  an assembly o f  peers representing an appropriate spectrum 
o f  knowledge and experience I n  the subject matter t o  be revlewed, and should 
vary I n  s lze  based on the subject matter and Importance o f  the subject matter 
t o  safety o r  waste lso lat lon.  

Peer Rev 1 ew 

A peer revlew 1s a docmented, c r l t i c a l  ~.evlew performed by peers who are 
Independent o f  the work belng reviewed. The peer's independence from the work 
being revlewed mans t h a t  the peer, a) was not  Involved as a participant, 
supervisor, technical revlewer o r  advisor I n  the work belng reviewed, and b) to 
the extent practical, has s u f f l c l e n t  freedom from fundlng considerations to 
assure the work I s  i n p a r t l a l l y  revlmcd. 

A peer rev leu  1s an In-depth c r l t l q u e  o f  assumptions, calculat lons, ex t rap la -  
t ions,  a l te rnate  lnterpretat lons, mthodology, and acceptance c r l t e r l a  e-1 ~yed, 
and o f  conclusions drawn I n  the o r lg lna l  work. Peer revlews con f lm  the 
ade uac o f  work. I n  contrast t o  peer r e v l m ,  the t e r n  "technical revlew," as 
&thls GTP, refers t o  a r e v l n  t o  v e r l f y  c o m l l ~  t o  -tcrnln3d 

t s ;  Industry standards ; o r  conmon sc len t l  f l c ,  englneerlng, and 

Peer Review Report 

A documnted in-depth report  o f ' t h e  proceedings and f lndlngs o f  a peer revlew. 

STAFF POSITIONS 

Am1 I c a b l l  i ty o f  Peer Revlews 

A peer revlew should be used when the adequacy o f  Infotwat lon (e. g. , data, 
in terpretat ions,  t e s t  resu l ts  , deslgn assuaptlons, etc. ) o r  the sul tabl-  
1 i t y  of procedures and mthods essential t o  showlng t h a t  the repos l toy  
system w e t s  o r  exceeds I t s  performance requlremnts WI t h  respect t o  
safety and waste l so la t l on  cannot o t h e n l s e  be establ lshed through test ing, 
a1 ternate calculat lons o r  reference t o  prevlol is ly established standards 
and practices. 

I n  general, the fo l lowlng conditions a r t  indicative of s i tuat ions i n  which 
a peer review should be consldered: 

C r i t i c a l  ln terpretat lons o r  declslons w l l l  be made i n  the face of 
s ign i f i can t  uncertainty, Including the plannlng fo r  data col lect ion, 
research, o r  exploratory tes t ing  



Oeclsf ons or f nterpretatf  ons having slgnl f I cant Impact on performance 
assessment conclusfons w f l l  be mde 

Novel or beyond the state-of-the-art testfng, plans and procedures, 
o r  analyses are or  w l l l  be u t f  1 lzed 

Detailed technfcal c r f t e r f  a or  standard f ndustry procedures do not 
exf s t  or  are being developed 

Results o f  tests are not reproducfble or repeatable 

Oata o r  f nterpretatf ons are ambiguous 

Oata adequacy i s  questionable--such as, data may not have been 
col lected fn conforuance wf t h  an establ f shed QA program 

c. A peer revfeu should be used when the adequacy of a c r f t f c a l  body o f  
f n f o m t f  on can be establ f shed by a1 ternate means, but  there f s d i  sagree- 
M n t  wf th f  n the cognl rant  technf cal coaarunf t y  regardf ng the appl fcabi 1 i t y  
o r  approprfateness o f  the alternate mans. 

Structure o f  Peer Revfeu Group 

The nuber  of peers comprising a peer group should vary wf t h  the complexity 
of the work t o  be revfcmd, f t s  Importance t o  establishing t ha t  safety or 
waste fsolatfon performance goals are mt, the rider o f  technical disciplines 
involved, the degree t o  which uncertaintfes I n  the data o r  technical 
approach exfst, and the extent t o  which df f fe r fng viewpoints are strongly 
held wf thf  n the appl f cable technfcal and scfentf f f  c comunf t y  concernfng 
the Issues under revfeu. The col l ec t f  ve technf cal  expert1 s t  and qual i f ica- 
tfons o f  peer group members should span the technfcal issues and areas 
involved I n  the work t o  be revfmcd, including any d i f fe r ing  bodies of 
scfentf f f c  thought. Technical areas nore central t o  the work t o  be 
revfawd should recefve proport ional ly more representation on the peer 
r e v b  group. 

As a general rule, the size o f  the peer revlew group i s  less important 
than the technfcal qualfffcatfons o f  the peer revfmers and t h e i r  a b i l i t y  
t o  span the technfcal fssues Involved. The peer review group should 
represent major schools of scfentf f fc  thought. The potentfal for technical 
o r  organf zatf onal pa r t i a l  f t y  should be af nimized by selectf ng peers to  
p r o v f h  a balanced review group. Om example of technfcal p a r t i a l i t y  fs  
when a l l  the nvfeuers favor one method o f  data col lect fon when other 
approprfate methods are avaf lable. An example of organf zatfonal p a r t i a l i t y  
i s  when a l l  the revfeuerr are f roa t he  sante unlversi ty, agency, state 
organf zatlon, etc. 

3. Acceptabilfty o f  Peers 

The acceptabflfty o f  any peer r e v l m  group aenber i s  based on two requirements; 
technf cal qual I f f  catfons and independence, both o f  which should be sa t i  s f  f ad. 

a. The technfcal qual i f fcatfons o f  the peer revleuerr, i n  t he i r  review areas, 
should be a t  least equivalent t o  that  needed for  the or ig ina l  work .under 



review and should be the primary consideration i n  the selection of  peer 
reviewers. Each peer reviewer should have recognized and ver i  f iab 1 e 
technical credentials i n  the technical area he or  she has been selected to 
cover. The technical qual i f icat ions o f  each peer, and hence o f  the peer 
review group as a whole, should re la te  t o  the importance o f  the subject 
matter to be reviewed. 

.- 
1. 

b. Heabers o f  the peer review group should be independent o f  the or ig inal  
work to be reviewed. Independence i n  t h i s  case mans that  the peer, 
a) was not involved as a part icipant, supervisor, technical reviewer or 
advisor i n  the work being reviewed, and b) t o  the extent pract ical,  has 
su f f i c i en t  freedom from funding considerations t o  assure the work i s  
impar t ia l ly  reviewed. 

Because o f  DOE'S pervasive e f f o r t  i n  the waste management area, the lack 
o r  unavai l ab i  l i t y  of other technical expertise i n  certa in areas, and the 
poss ib i l  i ty of reducing the technical qua1 i f  ications o f  the revleuers i n  
order tha t  t o ta l  independence i s  maintained, i t  may not be possible t o  
exclude a l l  WE o r  WE contractor personnel from part ic ipat ing i n  a peer 
review. I n  ihose cases where t o ta l  independence cannot be met, a docucntei 
rat ionale as to why sowone o f  equivalent technical qual i f icat ions and 
greater independence was not selected should be placed i n  the peer review 
report. 

The pervasive nature o f  DOE'S e f f o r t  i n  the waste management area also 
makes it necessary that  both the work under review as well as the peer 
review of t h i s  work be allowed t o  be funded by WE. 

The independence c r i t e r i a  i s  not meant t o  exclude eminent scientists or 
engineers upon whose ear l i e r  work certa in o f  the work under revfew i s  
based so long as a general sc i en t i f i c  consensus has been reached regarding 
the v a l i d i t y  o f  t he i r  ea r l i e r  work. 

Peer Review Process 

The peer review process my vary from case t o  case, and should be determined 
by the chairperson of the peer review group, consistent w i th  the guidance 
provided i n  t h i s  GTP. I n  meetings and/or correspondence, the peer r ev im  
group should evaluata and report on: (a) va l i d i t y  o f  assuptions; (b) 
a1 ternate interpretations; (c) uncertainty o f  results and consequences i f 
wrong; (d) appropriateness and 1 i m i  tat ions o f  methodology and procedures; 
(e) adequacy o f  application; (f) accuracy o f  calculations; (g) va l id i t y  of 
conclusions; (h) adequacy o f  requirements and c r i  te r f  a. Furthermore, f u l l  
and frank discussions between the peer reviewers and the perfornars of the 
work are encouraged. 

Procedures should be developed f o r  the peer review process t o  implement 
the guidance and s ta f f  positions i n  t h i s  GTP. Written minutes should be 
prepared of meetings, deliberations, and ac t i v i t i es  o f  the peer review 
process. 



INSTRUCTIONS 

The following fnstructfons are befng provfded so that  the co lwn t  resolutfon 
package f s  easy t o  referenc2 and follow. 

Ff rs t ,  a1 1 the concnts have been grouped under the sectf on o f  the Generic 
Technfcal Position (UP)  which they address. For e x q l e ,  "Sectfon I11 
Oeffnitfonsn would be a h e a d f . ~  and a l l  conmcnts corresponding t o  that  sectfon 
w u l d  follow. If r cement dfd  not address a specf f f c  sectfon of the GTP, f t  
WAS grouped under "General" o r  another rpproprfate herdlng and placed f n the 
beglnnfng o f  the corrnnt response package. 

~acond, the individual c-nts have been fdentf f fed. An example f s "9. 
C m n t  14-2 (DOEl.m The numeral "9" f s  aerely the chronological nuber ing 
System. The numeral "4" corresponds t o  nuanral "4" o f  the "Reference Key of 
Coorwntorsa (see the next page). The nuwral  "2" s i rp l y  Indicates f t  was the 
second concn t  made by the comanntor. If the coa+ntors d fd  not nuder  thel r 
r e ~ ~ e c t l v e  concnts, the NRC rssfgned nubers to each. Lastly, "(DOE)" i s  
w r e l y  an rbbrev lakd reference to an fndfvfdurl c-ntor. 



REFERENCE KEY ON CMENTS 
RECEIVED FOR GENERIC TECHNICAL POSITIONS (GTPs) 

ON ' PEER REVIEW " AND ' QUALIFICATION OF UIISTIWG DATA." 

Coumntor 

1. Norman C. Frank 

2. Robert R. Loux 

3. John J. Kearney 

4. Jams P. Knight 

5. Davf d G. Scott 

6. Richard A. S t r a f t  
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8. John W. Green 

11. aobert M. Hal 1 isey 

A f f i l i a t i o n  

Private Ci t izen 

State of Nevada 
Nuclear Waste Project 
Off ice 

Edison E lect r ic  I ns t i t u t e  

Department o f  Energy 

State o f  New Hampshfre 
Off ice o f  State Plannf ng 

Department o f  the I n te r i o r  
National Park Service 

State o f  Utah 
High Level Nuclear Waste 
Off ice 

State o f  Mississippi 
Department o f  Energy 

and Transportation 

State of  Haryland 
Department o f  Health 

and Hental w g f  ene 

Stat. o f  Toxas 
Nuclear Waste Programs 
Of f i ce  

S s t e  of  Hassachusetts 
Depart-;;: ef Pub 1 i c Hea 1 t.h 

Date of  Coacnt 

8- 1-86 

10- 3-86 



RESOLUTION OF COmENTS FGR THE STP ON PEER REVIEW FOR 
HIGH-LEVEL NUCLEAR WASTE REPOSITORIES 

General - 
The stated purpose of  the 'Draft Generic Technical Position on Peer Review 
for High-Level Nuclear Waste Repositoriesn i s  t o  provide guidance on the 
def in i t ion of peer review, the areas when peer review i s  appropriate, the 
qual i f ica t ion of peers, and the conduct and documentation of a peer 
review. The Department o f  Energy (WE) currently has i n  place i t s  awn 
in ternal  procedure fo r  the conduct o f  peer reviews as par t  o f  planned and 
systematic actions necessary to provide confidence i n  the results o f  i t s  
o m  work. EEf/UNHIG suggests that, rather than develop a GTP regarding 
peer review fo r  issues related to high-level nuclear waste repositories, 
the NRC endorse the peer review procedure current ly implemented by DOE. 

The approach described above would be s i a i  l a r  t o  that  adopted by the NRC 
i n  i t s  Regulatory Guide program where specif ic industry standards are 
referenced as acceptable, some with and sow without qual i f fcat ion.  
Further, the endorsement o f  a specif ic DOE procedure would minimize the 
possibi 1 i t y  o f  conf l ic ts  between the DOE procedure and NRC guidance on 
6 I. . - * IS  topic. 

Response: 

The NRC GTP and OOE f nternal procedure were developed concurrently and 
hence there was no DOE procedure to endorse un t i  1 recently. Because the 
GTP has been noticed i n  the Federal Re i s t e r  and numerous pub1 fc  coments P- have been received, the GTP ssued as a f i na l  position. The s ta f f  
believes that  the qual i t y  and defensibi 1 i t y  o f  the GTP have been improved 
because o f  t h i s  process. 

Nonetheless. the WE Off ice o f  Geoloafc Re~osi tor ies  (OGR) has i t s  own 
i n t e r r l  prdcedure f o r  peer review 

found i n  NRC's draf t  peer review GTP. The s ta f f ' s  comments state iha t  any 
differences between the i r  procedure and the GTP should be noted and 
jus t i f ied.  I f  DOE submits such a jus t i f ica t ion,  and i t i s  reviewed and 
approyed by NRC, then DOE'S peer review procedure would be acceptable. 



It should be made clearer that  t h i s  GTP i s  only one method o f  assessing 
the adequacy o f  work. 

See speci f ic  coments (Nos. 3, 5 ,  and 6) 

Response: 

Agreed. Section I, second paragraph, the l a s t  sentence has been changed 
to, "Peer mviews a m  a mechanlsn by which these judgments ray be made." 

References to salary, perfonuance, reviews, funding and f inancial stake . 

a m  considered inappropriate and too prescriptive. It should be the 
responsibi l i ty  o f  the person requesting the Peer Review t o  deternine and 
docucnt the Independence o f  Peer Reviewers. 

See specific coawnts (No. 11, 19, and 21). 

Response: 

To address the points aade i n  the f i r s t  sentence, cer ta in  independence 
c r i t e r i a  w s t  be met and t h i s  guidance i s  found i n  Section IV.3.b., which 
has been revised. For the points i n  the second sentence, the s ta f f  
agrees. The person 'requesting the peer review should determine and 
docurcnt the independence o f  potential  peer review members. Furthemre,  
that  information should be par t  o f  the peer review report. See the 
revised guidance i n Section IV .  5. 

Page 1, Sect. I para. 1: The paragraph appears t o  be contrad 
t ha t  i t statas: "Peer mvirws ray be employed ...It then l a te r  
paragraph i t states "Peer reviews are the mechanism.. .' 

ic to ry  i n  
i n  the 

Change l a t t e r  statement t o  mad: "Peer reviews are a mechanism. . . ." 
Also see couen t  15. 

Response: 

Agreed. See the response to c m n t  12. 



5. Coawent 1 4-5 (DOE): 

Page 1, Sect. I, para. 1, l a s t  sentenci: Peer rev  
w t h o d s  by which judgments are made. 

Rewri te l a s t  sentence t o  state:  "Peer reviews a re  
u k i n g  these judgments. 

iews are o m  o f  the  

a mechanism t o  a i d  i n  

Response: 

Agreed. h e  the  response t o  cmment 12 .  

A t  present, w have no s p e c i f i c  collments on t h e  generic technica l  
pos i t ions.  As a general obsewat ion, we would no te  our  concern t h a t  the 
GTPs n o t  be worded i n  such r way as t o  prov ide t he  inference t h a t  t he  
b d s s i o n  w i l l  look favorably  upon t he  use o f  consewat ive assurpt ions i n  
l i e u  o f  data, where data c o l l e c t i o n  i s  bo th  p rac t i cab le  and reasonable. 
We would urge you t o  assure t h a t  such concepts as nomechanical fa1 lures, 
peer review, and a l t e r n a t i v e  means o f  qualification o f  e x i s t i n g  data are 
p laced fimly i n  the  context  o f  t he  C o n i s s i o n ' s  c o m i t n n t  to base i t s  
l i cens ing  d u i s f o n s  on as corp le te  a s e t  of da ta  as i s  pract icab le.  

Response: 

The NRC agrees w i t h  your  remarks. To t he  ex ten t  p r a c t i c a l  and reasonable, 
8 coaplete, accurate, and defens ib le  data base has been and w i l l  be the basis 
fo r  NRC's l fcens ing decfsions. 

Page 1, paragraph 1: The l a s t  sentence s ta tes  t h a t  peer reviews are the 
machanisrs needed to rake  exper t  j udpen ts .  Unless t he  NRC intends t o  
n q u l n  t h a t  a l l  j u d q n n t s  are requ i red  to have peer reviews, then t he  
senknce  s h o u r r e a d  t h a t  peer n v i r w s  a re  a wchan is r .  

Response: 

Agreed. See the response t o  c o m n t  1 2 .  

The document presents a thorough suancry o f  t h e  peer review process t o  be 
used by DOE. An add i t iona l  element which needs t o  be mentioned however i s  
t h e  m u n t  of t ime needed t o  co lp l e te  t he  peer review process. While t h i s  



would be expected t o  vary from case t o  case, there must be some 1 fmf  t on 
the ti= expended on what are sure t o  be rather controversial and 
open-ended dfscussions. It i s  recognized that  th i s  cannot be 
pnde temf  ned hen,  but  some indicat ion o f  the average and/or maximum 
m u n t  o f  time necessary f o r  an adequate review wuuld provide sow 
c l a r l  ty. 

We hope these coarrents w i l l  be helpful  i n  the developrrent o f  the f inal  
Generic Technical Position. 

Resoonse: -- 
Due t o  the large range o f  potent ia l  peer review topics and d i f ferent  
levels o f  coaplexfty, the NRC cannot prescribe "the average and/or maximum 
amount o f  time necessary f o r  an adequate review. However, WE should 
provide procedures requf r i n g  a planning docunnnt that  outl ines the 
schedule f o r  ar r fv fng a t  a peer review report. This thought has been 
incorporated i n  Section I V .  4. , the l a s t  paragraph. 

Edf tor ia l  

9. Ccments #4-12 t 9  17 and 14-20 t o  23 (DOEZ: 

12. Page 3, Section I V ,  la, b & c: Three d i f ferent  terns are used: 
"should be used," " f s  approprfate or  necessary," " f s  recorcnded." These 
a n  confusing and should be cons istent. 

Hake these terms consistent by using %hould be used." - -- 
13. Page 3 , '~ec t fon  I V ,  lb: C la r i f y  f f r s t  ftea to quantify 
"uncertafnty: To e l  fmf ~ t e  a1 1 uncertainty nay be 1.possible. 

Add "signf f fcant" before unctrtaf nty. " 
14. Page 3, Sectfon I V ,  lb: Reword second item to qual i fy  that  these 
decfsions and Interpretat ions have been made i n  the face o f  uncertainty. 

Second i tem t o  read: "Decf sions or  fnterpretations havf ng signf f icant  
impact on performance assessment conclus fons when such decis fons and 
fnkrpreta t ions have been made i n  the face o f  s ign i f icant  uncertafnty." 

5 .  Page 3, Sectfon I V  lb: The l as t  item fn section b. should be 
c l a r i f i e d  t o  use the l a s t  pa r t  o f  f ten as an example. 



Last item should read: " b t a  adequacy i s  questionable--such as, data may 
not have been collected i n  confomnce with an established QA program." 

6 .  Pages 3 and 4, Section IV :  The following terms need to  be defined to 
c l a r i f y  use and t o  avoid controversy: HAabiguousU - Section I V .  1 .b, 10th 
l ine; *Professional stature" - Sect. I V ,  2nd para. ; "abi l  l t y  to  span the 
technical issues" - Sect. I V ,  2nd para.; "major schools o f  sc ient i f i c  
viewsw - Sect. IV ,  2nd para.; "recognized technical credentfalsn - Sect. 
I V ,  3.a., 1s t  1 1 ~ ;  "prestigeH - Sect. I V ,  3.a., 5th l ine;  *eminent 
scfent is tH - Sect. IV .  3. b. , 1s t  tine; "general sc fent l f  i c  consensus has 
been reached regarding the val f d i t y  of the i r  ea r l i e r  workH - Section 
IV.3.b, 3rd l ine; "dif fer ing viewpoints" - Sect. IV.2, 1s t  para. 

DOE understands these terms to be generic. 

17. Page 4, Sect. IV.3.a, 2nd sentence: C la r i f y  l as t  par t  o f  sentence t o  
be consistent with de f in i t i on  o f  peer. 

Reword sentence to read: "The technical qua1 if icatfons o f  the peer 
reviewers i n  the i r  r e v i t u  anas  should be a t  least  equivalent to  that 
needed f o r  the orfginal work. * 

20. Page 4, Sect. IV.4, 4th l i n e  i n  1st  para.: Adequacy of requirements 
and c r i t e r i a  should be added t o  l i s t i ng .  

Add to l i s t fng :  "Adequacy o f  requirements and c r f  terfa." 

21. Page 4, Section I V ,  5, 4th and 5th sentences: These two sentences are 
ndunda n t . 
Delete the 5th sentence. 

22. Pages 4&5, Sect. I V ,  1s t  para. l a s t  sentence: Reference t o  salary, 
funding, and performance rev ims  should be deleted. This requirement I s  
outside qua l i f i ca t ion c r i t e r i a  and does not provide any added assurance of  
ob j t c t i v f t y .  

Delete sentence. 

23. Page 5, Sect. IV ,  2nd para. : This paragraph should be deleted. The 
statement i s  already aade i n  the 1s t  para., 6th l ine.  

Delete second paragraph. 



Response: 

These ed i t o r i a l  c-nts a n  agreed to  by the s t a f f  except 14-14. parts of 
14-16 and 14-23. 

Section I Introduction: 

Page 1, paragraph 1, l i n e  7, the statement 1s made, 'a qual i t y  assurance (QA) 
prograa meeting subpart G of 10 CFR 60 must be impleannted by DOE t o  ensure 
tha t  d isc ip l ined and documented plans and actions are u t i l i ~ e d . ~  The 
stat taent  should w n t i o n  the time frame for  iaplcrwnting the QA program. 

Response: 

Agreed. The fol lowing has been added t o  Section I, the f i r s t  paragraph, 
the l a s t  sentence, "DOE should have a QA program i n  place, consistent with 
10 CFR 60, Subpart G and any applicable regulatory guidance, p r i o r  tn  **- - 
s t a r t  of s i t e  characterization a c t i v i t i e ~ . ~  - 

Page 1, Sect. 1, Para. 1, l i n e  12: "Inherent": appears to  be 
inappropriate. Not a l l  geotechnical data and analyses are subject t o  
uncertainty. 

Change "inherent" t o  "potential. 

Response: 

Agreed. This sentence has been revised 8s follows: "Because of the 
potent ia l  uncertainty i n  most geotechnical data and t he i r  analyses,. . . * 

Page 1, k t .  I, para. 2: This paragraph should be reworded t o  provide 
c la r i f i ca t ion .  

"This GTP provides a de f i n i t i on  o f  peer reviews and provfdes guidance on 
areas where a peer review i s  appropriate, the qual i f f ca t ions  o f  peers, and 
the conduct and documentation o f  a peer revfew. Other methods o f  
assessing adequacy o f  work m y  be proposed o r  used on technical data and 
documents n q u l  red i n  the 1 icensing process and w i  11 be reviewed for 
acceptabi 1 i t y  by the MRC on a case-by-case bas1 s. * 



Response: 

This paragraph has been s l i gh t l y  modf fied. The s ta f f  believes the d ra f t  
GTP 1s qu i te  c lear and l i t t l e  addit ional c la r I f f ca t ion  i s  needed. See the 
?@vised' paragraph f o r  the minor changes. 

Section I1 Requlatory Framework: 

U. C-nt 14-7 (DOEl: 

Page 2, Sect. 11, top l ine: nState-of-the-art" should be defined. For 
exmple, 'state-of-the-artN equipment does not necessarily mean It i s  
unproven, slmply that  it 1s the best available. 

This phrase should be changed t o  read "beyond the state-of-the-art." 

- 

A t  t h l s  time, the "NRC Review Plann for 
(June 1984) i s  being revised and w i l l  b 
for publ ic  c o m n t .  Therefore, the s ta f f  believes the present quote 
should be removed from the GTP. However, the revised "NRC Revleu Plan" 
w i l l  s t l l l  provide for the use o f  peer reviews t o  meet cer ta in  qual i ty  
assurance requi rarcnts. 

Wf t h  n g a r d  to your co rcn t ,  the s ta f f  agrees. Any addf t lona l  use of 
"state-of-the-arta i n  the GTP w i l l  be replaced w i t h  "beyond the 
Stab-of-thr-art.  ' 

Section I11 Oeflnlt lons: 

14. C o r r n t  14-8 (DOEl: 

Page 2, Sect. 111, Peer: 'A person knowledgeable I n  the subject aatterY 
Should k more c l e a ~ d e f ~ m d .  

Change to mad: ?A peer i s  a person having technical expertise i n  the 
sub jut.. . ' 
Response: q 

Agreed. This c m n t  has been incorporated. 



15. Cornant 14-9 (DOE): 

Page 2, Sect. 111, Peer Revleu Group: Specifying the minimum number of 
peer revletters In a group i s  inappropriate and should be deleted. 

Oelete the l a s t  sentence. 

Response: 

Agreed. This c o r n n t  has been lncorporated. 

16. Corwnt 44-10 (DOE): 

Page 2, Section 111, Peer Revleu: The f l r s t  sentence should be c lar i f ied.  
If "personnel" I s  changed t o  Rpeers" then the l a s t  pa r t  o f  the senter~e 
can be deleted. 

F l r s t  sentence should read: "A peer revlew i s  a docuraented c r i t i c a l  
revlow perforaed by peers who are independent o f  the work belng reviewed. I' 

Response: 

Agreed. Thls c o r n n t  has been lncorporated. 

Page 2, S ~ t f o n  111, Peer Revleu, para. 1: "Fundlngn i n  the l as t  sentence 
should be deleted as I t  I s  understbsb that DOE w l l l  fund peer reviews. - ,. -. . - 
Delete reference to Ufundlng." . _  

'W.. , 
Response: *... 

m 

The def ln l t l on  has been revlsed, but  not as a resu l t  o f  your cument. The C 

staff  I s  rwrn and accepts the f ac t  that  peer revleuers w i l l  be "funded" 
by WE for  p r f o r r l n g  the peer revleu. This I s  stated I n  Section IV.3.b., 
the thlrd par rrph. Furthermore, the de f ln l t l on  has k e n  revised for 
be t t e r  tont lnu 7 ty betwen Sectlon IV.3.b. See the revlsed deflnl t lon. 

Page 2, 111. Deflnlt lons: I n  addlt lon to the independence aspect of 
peers, prejudice and blas l n  t h e l r  vlewpolnts must be addressed. Host 
experts a n  g u l l t y  o f  t h l s  t o  some extent, and It must be handled by 
balrnclng It l n  constructing the peer revlaw group. 



Response: 

Agreed. The second paragraph of Section IV.2., addresses your connent. 
See the revised paragraph. 

Page 2: Since the word "adequacy" i s  used several times i n  th is  document, 
and i t s  def in i t ion bears heavily on the waning o f  several c r i t i c a l  
statements, a discussion o f  i t s  def i n i t i o n  would be appropriate. The 
phrase "suitabi l i t y  for f t s  f ntended purposew I s  offered under 
Validation," but aore than t h i s  would be very useful. Perhaps ideas such 
as "we1 1-grounded,' "correct ly derived," "based on known methodology ," or 
"havlng an acceptable error*  should be discussed t o  f i l l  out the NRC' s 
intended manlng fo r  '8rdequrcy. ' 
Response: 

I n  general, adequacy mans the a b l l l t y  t o  sat is fy  a requirement. 
Synonyms: suitability, sufficiency. 

Page 2, paragraph 2: The de f in i t i on  o f  a peer should include the 
st lpulat lon that  the-qua1 i f  ications o f  r peer shal l  be docmentable and 
verl f lable. 

Response: 

The s ta f f  agries that a peer's qual i f icat ions should be docucnted and 
ver i f l rb le .  This concern i s  covered I n  Section 1V.S.. Peer fleviaw Report. 
The f l f t h  sentence states, "The peer revleu report should c o n k l n  a 
l i s t i n g  o f  the n v l m r s  and my accrptabl l l ty  information (i .e. , kchnfcal  
qualf f lcat ions and independence) f o r  each m e r  o f  the peer group, including 
potentlal t uhn l ca l  and/or organlzational par t ia l i t y .  

Sactlon I V  Staff Posftlons: 

Page 3, structure of Peer Group. The WE w i l l  usually r e l y  on peers 
selected l n k r n a l l ~  or fror i t s  contractors. This i s  well  demonstrated i n  
the wri t ing o f  WWRW-0074, A Mul t iat t r fbute Ut i l i t y  Analysls o f  Sftes 
Nodnated for  the F i r s t  Radioactive-Waste Rcposi t o  - A Decision-Ai 
kthodoloqy. The Natlonal krdemy of  Sclrnces (M cr l t f c l zed  the 



for  not drrwfng on value judgement froa a var iety o f  sources outside the 
DOE. Thfs paragraph should be very specf f f c  t o  prevent the recurrence o f  
n v f  w s  by peers o f  the DOE-f ndustrf a1 complex. The paragraph should also 
pofn t  out  whether peers representfng the Interests o f  the af fected states 
and t r fbes  should be partIcIpants. 

Response: 

The NRC s t a f f  hrs added t o  S u t f o n  IV.3., an fntroductory sentence: "The 
accepkbf 1 f ty o f  any peer n v f  w group meabet f s based on two 
requf rewnts;  U c h n f c r l  qua1 f f f c r t fons  and Independence, both of which 
should 3r sat1 sf f ed. ' 
Because o f  the pewasive nature o f  DOE'S e f f o r t  In the waste management 
m a s ,  the lack o r  unava f l rb f l f t y  o f  technfcal expertfse i n  ce r ta in  areas, 
and the p o s s f b f l f t y  o f  reducfng the technfcal qua l f ty  o f  revftwers i n  
order tha t  fndrpendence f s maintrfned, It may not be possible t o  exclude 
every #.bet o f  the 'DOE-fndustrial corrplexu from par t i c ipa t ing  i n  a peer 
revf w. However, f n those cases where f ndependence cannot be met, a 
Jocuwnted r a t f o n r l e  as t o  why somone of equf valent technical qua1 i f ications 
and gt8Stet fndependmce was not selected should be placed jn the peer review 
report. It i s  expected thrt acceptable peers "representf ng the f nterests of 
the af fected States md Trfbesn could become members o f  a peer review group. 
See Sectfon IV.3.b., whfch has been mdf f fed ,  f o r  fu r ther  c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  

22. C m n t  12-3 (Nevada): 

Durfng the development of the repository and perhaps r a r e  jmportant, 
durfng the chr r rc ter iza t ion  phase, .any tests, studies, probes and data 
gatherfng ac t f v f t f es  w f l l  nuessar f l y  be "one-shot dealsn wf th  l f t t l e  or 
no chance f o r  reruns o r  r second batch of readlngs. It n fgh t  be prudent f f 
8 por t fon  o f  t)n w e t  n v f w  preceded the tests and detemfned the 
v r l f d f t y  o f  tha proposed plans, procedures, aethods, etc. In  t h i s  way, 
perhaps s a w  o f  t tm g l f k h e s  and bugs could be irvofded durfng a c r f t j c a l  
no-repeat period--sort o f  8 'Peer Revfeu. The GTP, f n  general, s e a s  to  
Indicate t h a t  pnr revfew and the m s u l t f n g  reports are a f t e r  the fact ,  
whfch f n  soma cases, could k too late. 

The NRC s t a f f  agrees tha t  the peer r e v f t u  process can and should be used 
as r p r i o r  to act fv f ty .  However, the s t a f f  belfeves t h i s  po in t  has already 
been ude. For example, the Introductfon states t h r t  peer revf ews m y  apply 
to '. . .a design, a p l m ,  a t e s t  procedure.. . o r  r sf t e  exploratfon. " Thus, 
the s t a f f  belleves no rddf t fonal  c l r r f  f f ca t fon  f s needed. 



23. Colwnt 12-4 (Nevadal: 

We would urge that  the de f in i t i on  o f  "independent o f  the o r ig ina l  work" i n  
Section 3b be expanded and c la r i f i ed .  Oef in l t ion (b) concerning 
Independence does state that  the candidate "has no past, exist ing, or  
anticipated f l n m c i a l  stake i n  the work being r e ~ l e w e d . ~  However, r 
kchn l ca l  l y  we1 1-qua1 i f  led prospective reviewer may be eq loyed by a WE 
contractor, but has always been assigned to unrelated projects. Nm he i s  
s e l u k d  to part ic ipate I n  peer review on a repository project. While he 
i s  'clean' as fa r  as past association, he I s  i n a d l a t e l y  rw:t, that  future 
contracts fo r  h l s  employer could hinge Ind i rec t l y  on hls review o f  the 
work a t  hand. Thls type o f  Ind l  rec t  assoclrt lon needs t o  be rtcognl zed 
and avolded. 

Response: 

With regard to  your f i r s t  point, "Independent o f  the or ig ina l  workh I s  
explained i n  Section 1V.3.b., a) and b). An e x w l e  w l l l  provide addl t ional  
~ l a r l f l c a t i o n .  An Individual Involved i n  designing m untr ied hydrologic 
k s t  f o r  one o f  the candidate s i tes  would not be "independent o f  the 
o r i g f ~ l  wrk '  and thus could not part ic ipate as a peer review h e r  of 
that  particular k s t .  

Concerning your other poi nt, the technical qua1 i f icat lons o f  a potential  
peer revleu wnber should be the primary consideration i n  selecting peer 
review members. Technical coapetence should not be compnrrfsed I n  order 
that  ' total Independencea I s  maintained. Thus, i n  sow cases, DOE 
Contractor personnel could becow peer group Wders .  However, when 
Potential peer group members o f  equal technical aual if fcatlons a n  
ava l l d l e ,  those members w l t h  the greatest degree o f  independence should 
be strongly consldend. The s t a f f  be1 leves that  Section IV. 3. b. , 
txpnsses th is  thought. See the response t o  coment 121 f o r  add l t lonr l  
c l r r l  f ication. 

Furt)Nr#re, the NRC w l l l  n v i e u  the peer revleu process and the speci f ic  
Wort on a use-by-case basis. I f  any doubts remain about the qua1 i t y  or  
fndepmdence of tha peer nv leu ,  WRC could require a repeat revleu o r  
Wr fom w of tklr am. 

24. Corwnt l2-5 (Nevadal: 

Also I n  thr second paragraph o f  Section 3 (b) the word Nn inen tw  as used 
I n  the context of t h i s  paragraph needs def in i t ion.  The appl ica t lon o f  the 
word can be subjective. I f ,  I n  the context o f  t h i s  paragraph, "eainent 
s c l m t i s t s  or  engineers" I s  used i s  a res t r i c to r  o r  I n  a segregated 
fashion, then a precise and n r r m  def in f t lon r u s t  be applied. 



Response: 

The s t a f f  considers the def in i t ion contained i n  the reference paragraph 
su f f i c i en t  t o  .a1 low a.  determination o f  eminence. Webs?.er's New Collegiate 
Dict ionary defines aninrnt as standing above others i n  some qual i t y  or  
p s i  t ion. Synonyms: prominent, renowned, fanous. 

25. Comment 14-18 (DOQ: 

Page 4, Sect. IV.3. b(b): This par t  should be deleted. The rqu i rcacn t  i s  
outside the qual i f i c a t i  on c r f  t s r i a  and does not provi'de any added 
assurance o f  -ob jec t iv i ty  when dealing wi th  professionals i n  the realm of 
technical issues. I n  addition, it would be very d i f f i c u l t  t o  document 
and/or demonstrate f o r  credibi  1 i ty. 

Delete par t  (b). 

Response: 

The s ta f f  disagrees. The independence c r i t e r i a  should be net. Section 
I V .  3.b., has been revised f o r  c lar i f i ca t ion.  Also, see the responses t o  
comments 121 and 123. 

Page 4, Sect. I V .  3.b l a s t  sentence i n  f i r s t  paragraph: This sentence 
should be deleted. It i s  understood that  DOE w i  11 fund the or ig inal  work 
as well  as any peer reviews of  it. 

Del eta sentence. 

Response: 

The s t a f f  disagrees. This topic covers a subject o f  wide interest  based 
on corwnts received and should be addressed. 

27. Cament #8-1 (Mississippi): 

(1) Although MRC hrs defined that  i n  a peer review, the peer i s  
Independent o f  funding, supervision and accountabi 1 i t y  f o r  the or ig inal  
work under review, DOE has i n  the past used scient is ts from i t s  
contractors and subcontractors to provide peer revicw on certa in issues. 
Although these scientists m y  be qual i f ied and may not be associated with 
the or ig ina l  work, the pract ice o f  using contractor personnel o r  potential 
contractor personnel may be inappropriate. 



Response: 

The def fn i t fon of peer review has been modified f o r  bet ter  continuity 
between Sectfon IV.3.b. See the revfsed def fn i t fon and the responses 
conrants 121 and 123 f o r  further fn fo ru t fon .  

The major element t o  be consfdered i n  any peer revfew process fs the 
Independence o f  the d e r s  o f  the peer review aroue. Thfs NRC GTP under 
review does not s m  to go f a r  enough i n  requir ing def fnf t fve independence 
o f  the peer revfewers. The Department o f  Energy has shown reluctance i n  
the past to fnvolve non-DOE o r  DOE contractor nvfcwers fn t he l r  review 
process. The Natfonal Academy o f  Scf ence c i ted th f  s same reluctance f n 
t h e i r  n v f w  o f  the mul t f -at t r fbute aethodology f o r  WE. To have any 
credfbf l f t y  a t  a l l ,  the peer r e v f w  process f o r  the high-level waste 
reposftory- program oust be requf red t o  have a certa in deqree o f  
f ndependence, possibly by requir ing non-OOE or DOE contractor personnel i n  
the peer review group. Thfs GTP also needs to address the fssue o f  having 
peers np~usen t f ng  the fntarests o f  the affected States and Tribes 
part fcfpat ing i n  the peer revfew process. 

Response: 

See the responses t o  concnts #2l and 123. 

Page 4, Sectfon 3b: The statement that  the peer revfewer has "no past, 
exfstfng, o r  anticfpated ffnancfal stake f n  the work befng revfewed" needs 
further c la r f  f f  catfon. Concef vably, DOE contractor personnel, workfng fo r  
the s m  contractor that  d i d  the work under revfeu but not workfng on the 
project  I t s e l f ,  nay be used, I f  qualff ied, I n  the peer revfcw process. 
Thf s person wf 11 be aware at h i s  revfcw o f  thf  s work mfght have an 
e f f u t  on the contract o f  h fs  eq loye r  o r  on future contracts. Thfs type 
of f n d f n c t  dependehce should be addressed and avofded. 

Response: 

See the responses t o  c m n t s  121 and #23. 

Page 3, I t e m  IV .  2: I n  the second paragraph, the f dea of  balancfng the 
bias and prejudfce fn  the vfewpoints o f  the peers f n  a group should be 



added. For fnstance, a person w y  have a pre-conceived conviction that a 
par t fcu lar  n t e r f a l  , or  any material, w i l l  not produce a re1 fable borehole 
seal . 
Response: 

Agreed. The paragraph has b w n  modified t o  read as follows: 'The peer 
revf ew group should represent n j o r  schools of sc!entf f f c  thought. The 
pc k n t i  a1 f o r  technf cat or o r ~ a n f  zatf onal part f  a1 f t y  should be af niaf zed 
by s e l u t f n g  peers to provide a balanced rev feu  group. * 

Page 4, I tem 5: I f  prejud!ce and bias are readl ly apparent, they should 
be reported f n the Peer Revfew Report. 

Response: 

Agreed. The f f  f t h  sentence o f  Section IV. 5. , stat ts,  'The peer revfew report 
should contafn a l i s t i n g  of the r e v f m r s  and any acceptabflity fnfomation 
( f  . e. , technical qua1 f f f catfons and f ndependence) f o r  each rmber  of the peer 
group, fncludf ng p o k n t f  a1 technical and/or organizational pa r t i  a1 f ty. ' 

Page 3, Su t f on  lb: Sfnce many o f  the data gathering act iv f t fes  w i l l  be a 
' o n e t f w  deal," especfally durfng the s f t e  characterizatfon phase, the 
NRC should consider the idea o f  havfng peer reviews p r f o r  to the ac t fv i t y  
to deternine that the proposed plans and procedures are val fd and have the 
best chance o f  yfeldfn(i adequate data. Peer revfeus are generally after 
the fact, but i n  sow cases, the revfeu may be too late. 

Response: 

This thought f s  ref lected f n  the Introduction whfch states that  peer 
n v i w s  may apply to ". . .a desfgn, a plan, a tes t  procedure.. . .or a sf te  
orploration.' I n  rddit fon, s n  the response to c o r n n t  122. 

Sectf on V Df scussf on: 

Lastly, the f l na l  paragraph fn  Sectfon V indicates that  the NRC s ta f f  w i l l  
use f h i s  GTP *to deternine acceptabi l i t y  o f  peer revf tw reports for  



l icensing. I f  t h i s  i s  NRC s ta f f ' s  intent, then the GTP must define 
c r i t e r i a  f o r  acceptabi 1 i t y  o f  peer review reports f o r  I icensing. 

Response: 

The GTPs, l i k e  Regulatory Guides, are guidance docuaents that  indicate t o  
the licensee (or user o f  the GTP) what i s  an acceptable interpretat ion o f  
regulatory requi remnts. Section I V ,  S t a f f  Posi tions, provides the 
appropriate conditions fo r  acceptabi 1 i t y  o f  peer review docurnnts. 

Page 5, Section V, 2nd para., 2nd b 3rd sentences: These two sentences 
contradict the l a s t  sentence i n  the 1st  paragraph. Scient i f ic  
uncertainties ex i s t  but  technical judgments must s t i l l  be ude .  A peer 
review lends addi t iona l  confidence t o  those judgements. 

Delete the 2nd and 3rd sentences i n  the 2nd paragraph. 

Response: 

The NRC s t a f f  considers these sentences self-explanatory and not 
contradictory t o  the l a s t  sentence i n  the 1st  paragraph. 

-. 
35. Conrwnt 14-25 (DOE): 

Page 5, Section V, 3rd paragraph: This paragraph should be c l a r i f i e d  t o  
state tha t  the QA organization w i l l  overview the peer review process. 
Overview w i l l  include audits m d  surveillance o f  the peer nv i ew  process 
and review of  i v l c w n t i  ng p l  ans and procedures. 

C l  a r i  f y  paragraph. 

The referenced paragraph was modified as follows: "The qual i ty  assurance 
organization should provide surveil lance o f  the peer review process t o  
ensure that  the procedures conform t o  the guidance o f  t h i s  GTP and that 
they are followed by the peer nv iew grmp.' 
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h i s  docusrnt  provider guidance on the use of the  peer review process in the h i ~ h - l e v e l  
iuc lea r  waste repoairory program. t h e  appl icant  must demonstrate in the  l icense  
rppl ica t  ion t h a t  the  appl icable  hea l th ,  s a f e t y ,  and environmental r e ~ u l a t  ions in 10 CFR 
?ar t  60 have been met. Confidence in the  da ta  used t o  support t h e  l icense  application 
is obta ined through a q u a l i t y  assurance (QA) program a s  described in 10 CFR 60, Subpart C .  

leer reviews m y  be used a s  pa r t  of the  QA ac t ions  necessary t o  provide confidence i n  the 
rcrk being reviewed. Because of  severa l  unique condi t ions  inherent  t o  the  ~ e o l o ~ i c  
'eposi tory  program, expert  judgment w i l l  need t o  be u t i l i z e d  in  assess ing the adequacy of  
Pork. Peer reviews a r e  a mechanism by which these  judgments a r e  s rde .  

h i s  document provider guidance on a reas  where a peer review is appropr ia te ,  the  
c c e p t a b i l i t y  of  peers,  and the  conduct and docuwntat ion of a peer review. 
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