- om=n
c'.’_' [ , .
! DISTRIBUTION:
. NMSS r/f
j P A
[ 3 . . Ty r
. - 0 5199 _ JBMartin
T . WKDircks
Sl M)Bell
> BCingst ~™
KSDragonette
: : . . File: :
A HEMORANDUM FOR:* Robert 8. Ryan, Director '
. Office of State Programs
FROM: Will{am J. Dircks, Ofrector .o
Office of Nuclear iaterial Safety and Safeguards
SUBJECT: -STATE OF KANSAS REQUEST FOR ASSISTANCE It LICENSING

REVIEW FOR A LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE REPOSITORY

This memorandum 1s {n reponse to ¥Wayne Kerr's September 13 memorandun

to us requesting clarification of questions concerning the application

for use of the ns, Kansas salt mine for a waste facility. You .
requested information on a “repository.” The applicant asced for .
2 Ticense for "retrievable storage.* In our responses to your ques-

tions we have addressed both-an-application for final disposal and -
temporary retrigvable storage of® low-level wastes.

, It {s our opinfon that the enviromental effects from a low-level

. disposal facility and those from a low-level storage facility at

"~ the Lyons mine will be nearly the same. It is also our understanding
that the applicant's retrievable storage facility was a “de facto” .

e disposal site. The costs of retrieving the wastes and mafntaining "
. the wastes in a retrievable condition was not addressed by the appli- )
. cant but are probably prohfbitively high. In view of these factors,
we Teel that consideration of the Lyons site should be limited to

a permanent disposal facility. :

) We are prepared to meet with and discuss with Kansas officials the extent
oo of iRC participation {n their review. As & minimum, we would 1ike to
G2 e comment again on the application when a response is recefved from the
v IR/ applicant on the first set of questions, However, because of tha high
’E’JE) r;..;@ publ{ic interest in the waste disposal {ssue, and to assure that environ-
= e mental impacts of thoe licensing action are reviewed objectively, inde-
g — {<=>)"  pendently and with full public exposure, we urge IRC preparatfon of a
_— o7  documented envirommental assessment, as {s now being done on a trial
=) pasfs for uranium mills, We request that your office arrange a meeting

E‘EJ " with State officials to discuss iRC assistance in the review.
= .. B 7000200595 @, Lo
a. 7,—'.".”. APy (R ' -

~"m . , —
a:"ﬂ‘)é;;‘.":‘.';m %}}l(’-}ﬂm [ L "l:l - —'»*"" COVESIIONT FRINTINS GFPIGN1 1578 * 188 oT808 ot -t e

o d Vb e - - Gty b ¢ eemn

w0



N ——— .o mea - enr

SR ( -, C
Rcbm G. Ry.n "'2 -
'! .
N Enclosed are answers to your specific questicns to us, comments on the
questions that Kansas sent to the applicant, and suggestions concerning
. other areas we feel that 1nfomaticn 1s needed.
(arfred) William :,uui
han "Ni111am J. Dircks, Director
Office of uclear Materfal Safety
and Safeguards
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79 eg Y ENCLOSURE 1
RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM STATE PROGRAMS
wn¥g;;19n_1g Pleasa clarify the total quantity of special nuclear material
aliowed undar &n Agreement State License versus the individual quantities

of the nuclides.
Answer: Agreement States do not ifcense possession_of special nuclear

materfal (SNM) fn quantities greater than 350 gm of 235U, 200 gm of 233y,
T or 200 gm of Pu. In case of mixtures of the above {sotopes, the max{mum

amount is determined by the following formula (from 10 CFR 150):
g Py ¢ gm 233y , gm 235y (1.

The NRC sust license possession of SNM in quantities greater than the
above 1imft. If the facility 1s a disposal facilfity, the above 1mmit
would apply to the wastes stored above ground. Facil{ity util{zation plans
and procedures for sealing tunnels imay also have to be considered in
determining when SNM 1s finally disposed of and no longer in the licensee's
possession. If the fac{lity fs & retrievable storage facility, a1l material
fn storage (above and below ground) fs considered to be in the licensee's
Kt possessfon. In the Lyons Mine, the above 1imit could be reached before the
mine was 0.1% filled and theréfore. an NRC license to possess SNM would be
required. Also, we expect that the physical protection requirements of 10
CFR Part 73 would apply to the storage mode since, based on experience at
other sites, cummulative totals of SNM would exceed the 5 kilogram limit.
gggzticn 2: Please {ndicate the curfent status and mechanisms for the

of limittn? the acceptance of waste at a site to solid materials
only and whether this is

an acceptable and feasible limitation or requirement.
Answer: No current NRC regulatfon requires a solid waste form. By
adminfstrative practice, NAC and the States 1imit bur{al of 1iquids at

shallow Tand disposal facilities. The acceptability of certain waste
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containing “11quids, such as scintillation vials, {is determined on a
case-by-case basis. We consider. 1t feasible for Kansas to require in

the 1icense that the waste be in a solid form, since 1imiting wastes to
solids for storage and possible relocation {s reasonable precaution.

Special considerations may be appifed to certain wastes, Qince excluding
Tiquids §n scintiilation vials would {mpose a hardship on non-fuel cycle
waste generators. All such decisfons require a balanc1hg of effects.

For example, the hazards of break.ng vials accidentally during storage

or disposal operations must be compared to the hazards {mposed by emptying
the vials at the waste source point. The applicant should be required to
evaluate these pros and.ccns. Gases, both those produced by decomposition
of waste and stored gaseous wastes, would constitute a greater hazgrd in the
confined spaces of a mine than at & shallow-land burfal site and will require
special design features In the facility. We consider that the foregoing
apply to the case of efther storage or disposal.

Question 3: Please indicat& the currené NRC golicy regarding States
performing environmental and economic feasibility studies of proposals
such as this one by Southwest Nuclear Company.

Answer: Since the environmental {mpacts of storage are comparable to
disposal, and {mpacts on other sites are the same, both a comprehensive
environmental study and an economic feasib{il{ty study should be done
whether the {ntent {s storage or disposal.




Env1ronment;l andzéconomic feasibility studies should {nclude & benefit-
cost analysis and an evaluation of the need for the site and {ts potential
{mpact on the currentiy operating disposal sites. The applicant should -

. provide a benefit-cost analysis of the proposed site. Current NRC polfcy

requires a review of the economic impact of new disposal sites on existing
sites. This review 1s done to avoid closing of already committed sites,
which would result fn a proliferation of sites with no {ncrease in capacity.
A1l new waste sites must be just{fied on the basis of need. Need is
determined on & case-by-case bas{s; and may be {nfluenced by regfonal needs,
equipment 1imftations, costs, transportation, and other factors. In

view of the fact that only three disposal sites are now recefving wastes

and that the three are ﬁot regionally distributed, demonstration of need
for a disposal fadility should be feasible.
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NRC COMMENTS ON KANSAS® QUESTIONS TO SOUTHWEST NUCLEAR AS EXPRESSED
IN KANSAS DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT (DHE) LETTER TO SOUTHWEST
NUCLEAR DATED AUGUST 17, 1978
| I
The questions submitted by the Kansas DHE were quite comprehensive. We

suggest that additional {nformation 1s also neede&.'

#5) Who conducts the training course? How long §s it, when are refreshers
given, how nuch 1s practical, and what are the testing procedures used
in the tratining program? '

#6) Have the applicant demonstrate that they are aware of all applicable
regulations, rules, and specific conditions by having them 1ist their
sources and citatfons. Quality assurance (QA) on packages and contents
is needed. Test results, records, QA information provided by generators
and shippers, fdentification of who reviews the records, how the records
will be kept; how often records will be reviewed, and detafls of
{ndependent checks on radiatfon levels, package conditfons, and
repackaging are needed.

#7) For information on corrosive actions see ORNL 4555 and WASH 1503
(Summary of and EIS for Project Salt Vau1t).‘ Maintaining centainer
integrity {s needed to retrieve the waste for ultimate disposal. The
effects of {nternal corrosfon (e.g., from waste solfdified with urea
formaldehyde) should also be consfdered. This may lead to a restriction
on solidification agents and chemfcals.

#8) wnat provisions will be made for repackaging damaged pdckages. and what
will be the procedure for handling contaminated packages?
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Have Ehe applicant describe the hoist system, head frame, and supports.
Also describe the sfze 1imitations that will be put on packages as
a result. | -
How will shaft exposures (men and waste on different 1{fts pass)
be dealt with?
Is ventilation system faflure considered an eme}gencyf Also:
a. Have the applicant i{nclude action levels for detennininé that
an emergency exists.
b. Have an analysis (conservative) done to estimate effects for
all the above accidents. |
Also request the Tocations of monitoring {nstruments.
Also have the applicant {ncliude action levels and procedures for
action when ;nd {f these 1imits are exceeded.
Also request all monitoring and filtration points and {ndicate where
storage will take place.
What is the basis for the $500,000 annual payment? ﬁhat'are Kansas®
estimates of the costs for decommissioning, perpetual care, or waste
retrieval? How will the fund be allocated, and who will hold the
funds for eventual disbursement? (This affects how much {s needed,)

The applicant should be required to provide a decormissfoning plan for

the facii{ty and on estimate of the cost to execute the plan. The
annual payment should designed to provide the needed funds.
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ENCLOSURE 3
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ADDITIONAL SUGGESTIONS ON THE SOUTHWEST NUCLEAR APPLICATION

ShieIJ?ng provisfons should be detailed on plans submitted. Al
handling equipment should be specified to {nclude weight and size
Timitatfons and radfatfon protection provisfons. Handling procedures
under both normal and abnormal conditions should be specified.

Matarfals not to be disposed of at Lyons should be specifically
{dentified- (Applfcation Part 1I.c.2.p). Procedures to make sure
they are not recefved should be documented.

What procedures and/or barrfers will limit personnel access to

tunnels and areas containing wastes?

Decontamination equipment and procedures should be specified in
detafl for accident gnd retrieval operatfons. (Include equipment for
processing and solidifying decontamination solutfons.)

An assessment of expected operator exposure levels should be made

" usfng the handling equipment provided.

Potentfal release pathways should be {dentified and evaluated with
respect to releases to the public. (During and after operation.)

Site decommissioning should be addressed to include procedures, costs,

and dose {mpacts.

Site seismici:y'shouId be addressed in the application.
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Referefce to applicable mine safety regulatfons and permits needed
for mines and effluents shall be made and assurances received

thay they will be followed.

The State should be informed as soon as an emergency situation
exfsts--pot after 1t has been corrected. (Application [1.D.5.a).

What are the procedures for use of protective garments ({.e., when
are they used, where are they put on , taken off, cleaned, monftored,
stored, and what are the supplies needed)? (Applicatinn 11.0.6.b.6).

Duplicate copies of all records should be kept off site. Kansas should
receive periodic reports.

The resource value of the salt should be addressed. Also the
possibil{ity of {ntrusfon by solution mining of salt elsewhere, and

oil and gas exploration gshould be assessed.

(Application C.2.a and b) These SNM 1imits are not consistent with
Part 150 (see 10 CFR 150.11). These 1imits also fgnore all ac-
cumulated underground‘matériai. which {s fnconsistent with an
application for a storage facility.

Projections of the expected volumes, activities, and nuclides are

needed for analysis of potential releases.

A definite time 1i{mit on above-ground storage is needed. This 1imit
should be related to protected storage capacity and must be explicit.
A "should be Tess than 30 day® 1i{mit 15 unacceptable.
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(Applftation D.6.b) Who does the checklist and where 1s the log for
{nspection? What {s the “moved mater{al® they speak of (6.b.2)?

Recordkeeping in 2 storage facility must be much more coc~Tete than

at a disposal facility because of the eventual relocation of the waste.
One needs records of locations, decay rates, radfation levels, etc.
Planning of operations (moves, shfelding, traffic patterns) on the
basis of these records must be addressed.

A civil engineer and a mining expert are needed as consultants and

resource people.

Emergency planning with local officfals must be done. (§.e., fire,

mine rescue,-etc.)

What are the procedures for dealing with leaking or corroded pac<ages

below ground?

What will the costs be, and how will the waste eventually be removed
if the facility is to be for retrievable storage?
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