
UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C.

March 6, 1998

Mr. Russell Jim
Manager, Environmental Restoration and

Waste Management Program
Confederated Tribe and Bands of the

Yakama Indian Nation
Post Office Box 151, Fort Road
Toppenish, Washington

Dear Mr. Jim:

I am responding to your letter of January 21, 1998, in which you requested information and
correspondence from the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) regarding incidental
waste classification of processed or residual high-level waste (HLW) in tanks at U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) sites. The information that you requested, which included
information about the opportunities for Tribal involvement in incidental waste classification
evaluations, is potentially broad in scope and content. Accordingly, I am sending you a
response that addresses the bulk of the information you seek and am suggesting a future
teleconference between you and NRC staff to identify your remaining information needs.

With respect to your questions relating to incidental waste classification of HLW In tanks at DOE
sites, to date the staff has received two requests from DOE for classification of residual or
processed HLW in tanks at DOE facilities. The first request, submitted in November 1996, was
in regard to the classification of t low activity waste (LAW) fraction resulting from the planned
processing of HLW in Hanford tanks. This review was completed in June 1997 with a
preliminary finding that the LAW fraction was incidental and, thus, not subject to NRC

1icensing authority. All of tho correspondence related to the Hanford waste classification
evaluation is provided in Enclosure 1 In chronological order, including th interim performance
assessment for Hanford low-level tank waste.

Tho second DOE request, submitted in August 1996 and updated in August 1997, was in
relation to the classification of the residual waste In Savannah River site HLW tanks, following
bulk waste removal and tank decontamination operations. This evaluaton is currently in
progress and is expected to be completed in June 1998. All of the correspondence related to
the Savannah River tanks' residual waste classification evaluation is provided in chronological
order In Enclosure 2.

In your letter you also inquired about the opportunity for Tribal review of DOE requests for
incidental waste classifiation evaluations. Such requests, and any correspondence related to
the requests, are public documents and are available for review in local Public Document
Rooms. The Tribes and any other members of the public are, of course, free to provide written
comments on the DOE requests and the related correspondence. Additionally, any meetings
between NRC and DOE with respect to these requests are open to the public, consistent with
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the Commission's policy and procedures on open meetings. In recognition of the Tribes'
interest in requests from DOE on the subject of incidental waste classification of HLW in
Hanford tanks, the NRC staff will notify you of future meetings between th NRC staff and DOE
on this subject. These meetings provide the opportunity for Tribal comment on the subject
matter of interest. In the conduct of its waste classification evaluations, the staff will consider
any public comments, provided orally or in writing, on the technical merits of DOE's requests
and any supporting documentation. The support documentation would include any
performance that you would like to comment on or express your concern about.
Also, the Tribes may want contact DOE about opportunities for briefings in advance of DOE's
submittal of requests for waste classification reviews.

Your question about the effectiveness of controls to ensure compliance with DOE site
cumulative dose limits, following site closure, should be directed to DOE. NRC does not
currently regulate activities at existing DOE facilites, and DOE can better describe its plans for
institutional controls and environmental monitoring of these sites following closure.

After you have had an opportunity to review the contents of this letter and the enclosed
information, the staff from the Division of Waste Management (DWM), Office of Nuclear
Material Safety and Safeguards, would be available for a teleconference to discuss other
elements of your inquiry and to define further information needs you may have. Please contact
Rick Weller, of DWM, at (301) 415-7267 to arrange this interaction.

Sincerely,

Shirley Ann Jackson

Enclosures:
1. Correspondence re: Hanford Classification
2. Correspondence re: Savannah River Classification



January 21, 1998

Chairman Shirley Jackson
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

Dear Ms. Jackson,

This letter is a request for a list of correspondence relating to incidental waste
classification of HLW tank waste at DOE Sites, and copies of supporting documents such
as performance assessments. In addition, please describe the schedule for your review of
requests by DOE Sites, and describe what opportunity there is for Tribal review of those
requests. Please descibe what opportunity there is to challenge a performance assessment
or other part of the supporting documentation if it appears deficient Please describe the
process for verification that Sitewide cumulative dose limits will not be exceeded in the
future after Sites are closed. Please clarify the various types of action that NRC takes
(such as issuing guidance or approval), under what conditions formal rulemaking occurs,
whether NRC is subject to a FACA open meeting rule or its equivalent where Tribes and
the public can participate in the technical deliberations, and whether NRC is required to
conduct Tribal consultation as is done with federal agencies and departments.

Thank you for your timely response.

Sincerely,

Russell Jim, Manager
Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Program

cc: John Wagoner, DOE-RL
Merilyn Reeves, HAB
Mike Wilson, Ecology
Donna Powaukee, NPT
Stuart Harris, CTUIR
Kevin Clarke, DOE-RL
Patty Murray, WA Representative

(Doc) Hastings, WA Senator
Gary Locke. Governor
Dermot Winters, DNFSB
Thomas W. Woods. YIN ER/WM Richland



ENCLOSURE 1



UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. D.C.

June 9, 1997

Mr. Jackson Kinzer. Assistant Manager
Office of Tank Waste Remediation System
U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550
Richland WA 99352

SUBJECT: CLASSIFICATION OF HANFORD LOW-ACTIVITY TANK WASTE FRACTION

Dear Mr. Kinzer:

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission has received your letter dated
November 7, 1996. requesting NRC agreement that the Hanford tank waste planned
for removal from the tanks and disposal on-site is incidental waste not
high-level waste (HLW) and. therefore. would not be subject to NF licensing
authority. In response to your request. NRC and contractor staff (Center for
Nuclear Waste Regulatory Analyses (CNWRA)) have reviewed the Technical Basis
for Classification of Low-Activity Waste Fraction from Hanford Site Tanks
(Technical Basis report) and supporting documents. including the "Hanford Low-
Level Tank Waste Interim Performance Assessment" [Interim Performance
Assessment (PA)]. to determine whether there is reasonable assurance that the
tank waste slated for disposal as low-activity waste (LAW) meets the
incidental waste classification criteria specified in the March 2. 1993.
letter from R. Bernero. NRC. to J. Lytle. U.S. Department of Energy (DOE).
Criterion One from the March 1993 letter specifies that wastes have beenprocesse (or will be further processed) to remove key radionuclides to the
maximum extent that is technically and economically practical. To comply
with this criterion, available separation technologies were identified for
each of the main radionuclides of interest and individually evaluated to
determine the status of the technology and the radionuclide removal
efficiency. Three separation technologies were deemed both technically and
economically practical. Currently. it is expected that all three will be
used. The three technologies include a simple solids-liquids separation.
removal of transuranics wastes from selected tanks. and single-cycle ion
exchange removal of cesium-137 from certain wastes. Approximately 3.1 x

of activity will remain in the LAW which corresponds to
about 2 percent of the estimated 15.6 x 10 Bq (422 ) generated at the
Hanford site (based on a December 31, 1999. decay date).
NRC staff concludes that available separation processes have been extensively
examined to determine those that are both technically and economically
practical and that the residual 2 percent of the activity generated at theHanford site represents the maximum amount of separation currently technically

and economically practical for this case. It is considered that Criterion
for classifying the Hanford site LAW fraction as incidental waste will be met
if the waste management plan Presented in the Technical Basis report isfollowed. Note that if actual radionuclide inventories either the tanks
or following separation are significantly higher than or different in
character from those projected. compliance with this criterion will require
re-evaluation by NRC.



J. Kinzer

Compliance with Criterion Two. ... wastes will be incorporated in a solid
physical form at a concentration that does not exceed the applicable
concentration limits for Class C [low-level waste] as set out in 10 CFR
Part 61." was determined using the estimated total vitrified waste volume
(158.000 m32 (42.000.000 gallons) in conjunction with projected radionuclide
activities. From these calculations which NRC staff verified the vitrified
waste form is expected to meet the limits for Class C or less. as specified.
Note that molten metal processing is also being considered for the LAW form.
This method would considerably decrease the total waste form volume such that
the waste classification could be affected. If the radionuclide inventories
in the LAW are significantly higher than those projected in the Technical
Basis report, or if the waste form type or total volume are altered, re-
evaluation of conformance with this criterion will be necessary.

To evaluate Criterion Three. wastes are to be managed pursuant to the
Atomic Energy Act, so that safety requirements comparable to the performance
objectives et out in CFR Part 61. Subpart C are satisfied." an Interim PA
was prepared. The DOE PA was performed to the requirements of DOE Order
5B20.2A. "Radioactive Waste Management September 26. 1988. This order is
similar to the 10 CFR Part 61 performance objectives.

The Interim PA is the first of three PAs planned and is somewhat preliminary:
it was conducted before selection of a disposal facility site and design.
specific treatment alternatives. LAW form. or a complete and verified
radiological and chemical characterization of the contents of the Hanford
tanks. Our review identified a number of specific issues and concerns
associated with the Interim PA. documented in the Feburary 6. 1997. Request
for Additional Information (RAI) from M. Bell. NRC. to D. Wodrich. DOE and
discussed in the enclosed CNWRA report. DOE's responses to the RAI constitute
Appendix B to the CNWRA report. Many of the RAI comments cannot be fully
resolved until the site. facility design, and solidification process are
selected. It is expected that uncertainties and concerns identified with
respect to the Interim PA can be satisfactorily addressed in the subsequent
PAs.

Although the Interim PA is preliminary. it indicates that the performance
objectives of Part 61 will be met. Consistent with tne preliminary nature of
this Interim PA, the staff's preliminary finding is that Criterion Three
appears to be satisfied. As the disposal facility site is chosen the
disposal facility design is completed. treatment alternatives are selected.
the LAW form is determined and proper characterization of the contents of the
tanks is confirmed, the various assumptions and input parameters are likely to
be further refined. Please submit future PA as supplements to the Technical
Basis report so that they can be reviewed to confirm the current analysis and
resolve any outstanding issues.

Based on te preliminary information provided in the DOE Technical Basis
report the Interim PA the staff's preliminary finding is a provisional

at the LAW portion of the Hanford tank waste planned for removal
from and disposal on-site is incidental waste and is. therefore not

licensing authority. Staff considers that the information
is not sufficient to make an absolute determination at this time

Note that if the Hanford tank waste is not managed using a program comparable



to that set forth in the Technical Basis report. or the current
characterization of tank contents is not confirmed. the incidental waste
classification must be revisited by DOE. and the NRC consulted. As a
fundamental element of the incidental waste classification. DOE must ensure
the contractors that perform LAW separation and disposal do so in accordance
with the criteria set forth in the March 1993 letter and the approved
Technical Basis report.

Successive PAs should be submitted as supplements to the Technical Basis
report so that they can be reviewed to confirm the current analysis and
resolve any outstanding issues. Other specific changes that would necessitate
DOE re-evaluation and further consultation with NRC include. but are not
limited to the following:

1) Continuing characterization of tank waste results in a determination that
the radionuclide inventory in the HLW tanks is higher than or different
from that used to develop the Technical Basis report and the Interim PA.
This would affect the resolution of all three criteria.

2) The LAW fraction of the Hanford tank waste is not vitrified or the final
volume of the waste form is significantly different from that projected in
the Technical Basis report. The waste form is a determining factor in
classification of waste as Class A. B. or C (Criterion Two). and would
also impact PA (Criterion Three).

3) Final selection of the LAW disposal site. or changes to site
characterization parameters will affect the resolution of Criterion Three.

If you have any questions about the details of this letter please contact
Michael Bell of my staff at (301) 415-7286.

Sincerely
ORIG SIGNED BY:

Carl J. Paperiello Director
Office of Nuclear Material

Safety and Safeguards
Enclosure: As States
cc. D. Wodrich DOE D. Pepson. DOE

D. Bartus. EPA R. Stanley. WA State
S. Dahl. WA State B. Nichols. WA State
J. Erickson, WA State M Blazek. OR State
D. Stewart-Smith, OR State R. Paris. OR State
R Sockzehigh. YTC R. Jim YIN
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Hanford Site tank waste inventories used for the material balance in the TBR are
representative of the upper bound of these inventories, given the uncertainties in existing
records of tanks contents.

if continuing characterization of tank wastes results in a determination that radionuclide
inventory values should be significantly increased, classification of the wastes will be re-
evaluaed.

If waste classification must be reevaluated in response to increases in the estimated
inventory privatization contract specifications for the waste form will continue to require
that a solidified waste be classified as Class C or less as defined in 1O CFRPan 61.

Any reevaluation of waste classification in response to increased estimates of tank
inventories will be conducted using the criteria currently defined or other criteria
concurred in by the NRC staff.

In conclusion. material balance used for the TBR is consistent with available records and models of
tank waste radionuclide inventories.

Evaluation of Compliance with Criterion One

The DOE waste management plan for the Handord Site tanks proposes the use of processes will
remove all but 8.5 of the key radionuclides (approximately 2-5 percent of the total site inventory).
This 8.5 MCI would be the waste considered to be incidental. CNWRA reviewers evaluated DOE analyses
of the technical and economic practicality of methods available for radionuclide removal. considering NRC
guidance to DOE on requirements for classifying waste as incidents. To some extent the evaluation was
constrained by availability of references and the subjectivity of the analyses. The following assumptions
were used in this evaluation.

Results of the DOE assessments of the technical and economic practicalities of
radionuclide removal processes for the Hanford Site tank wastes represent a reasonable
effort to perform such assessments considering inherent subjectivity.

Privatzation contract specifications provide flexibillty in the use of radionuclide removal
processes consistent with producing a waste form that would be classified as Class C or
less.

A LAW fraction from processing both DST and SST wastes that results in a lower waste
volume and total waste activity at the lower end of the range previously expected
considering only the DSTs, supports a determination radionuclide removal would be
completed to the extent technically and economically practical consistent with the same
determination made by the NRC in 1989 for the DST wastes

In conclusion Criterion One for classifying the Hanford Site LAW fraction as incidental waste will be
met if waste management plan similar to one presented in the TBR is placed in effect and if

contractors meet the contract waste form specifications.



Evaluation of Compliance with Criterion Two

In section 2 o this report, CNWRA reviewers conclude that te DOE characterization of the key
radionuclides and their quantities represents a realistic estimate. Using this waste characterization data.
CNWRA reviewers assessed the DOE estimates of key radionuclide concentrations ir the probable
solidified waste form. This assessment included an examination of the contract specifications for the
privatization contractors. Privatization contract specifications require that the radionuclide concentration
in the waste form be less than Class C limits. The following assumptions were used in this assessment.

The radionuclide inventory has been adequately characterized in the TBR. If the inventory
is found to be significantly larger. the NRC will re-evaluate its determination of waste
classification.

Privatization contractors will be able to produce a waste form complying with contract
specifications that require that the solidified product meets the limits for Class C waste
or less as defined in 10 CFR Pan 61. If privatization contractors are unable to meet waste
form contract specifications the NRC will re-evaluate its determination of waste form
classification.

In conclusion. Criterion Two for classifying the Hanford Site LAW fraction as incidental waste will be
met if privatization contractors meet the contract waste form specifications.

Evaluation of Compliance with Criterion Three

The CNWRA reviewers conducted an independent assessment of the comparability of performance
objectives from DOE Order 5820.2A and Subpart C of 10 CFR Part 61. The primary differences between
the NRC and DOE performance objectives that would be applicable to the Hanford Site disposal facility
ar (i) lack of a technical requirement for waste classification in the DOE system (compensated by a
specific performance objective dose limit for intruder protection). (ii) lack of a stability performance
objective on the DOE framework (addressed through system performance assessments), (ii) absence of a
specific performance objective for protection of individuals during operations (addressed by a required
safety analysis report), and (iv) absence of an NRC groundwater protection performance objective
compensated by a requirement in 10 CFR 61.41).

In to meet Criterion Three a performance assessment must demonstrate that the disposal facility
will meet the performance objectives. In reviewing the TBR the CNWRA considered the results of an
interim performance assessment (IPA) for the disposal facility conducted by Westinghouse Hanford
Company. This interim performance assessment is the first of three required and was conducted prior to
selection of a disposal facility site, completion of a disposal facility design or selection of a LAW fraction
solidification process. However, the interim performance assessment incorporates the requirements of the
three criteria for incidental waste classification

The following assumptions were used in this assessment

The absence of a DOE waste classification system is compensated by a performance
objective dose limit for intruder protection,



The lack of a DOE performance objective for site stabilty be addressed though
system performance assessments that incorporate processes affecting the site.

Absence of a DOE performance objective for protection of individuals during operations
can be mitigated through the completion of the required site safety analysis report

Although NRC has no specific performance objective for protection of groundwater DOE
and NRC application of "as low as reasonably achievable" (ALARA) requirements will
provide protection of groundwater resources.

Proposed changes to DOE site performance objectives will not result in significant
inconsistencies with NRC performance objectives.

Uncertainties and concerns identified with respect to the interim performance assessment
can be satisfactorily addressed in the preliminary and final perfomance
assesments required by DOE Order 5820.2A. Many of these concerns result from lack
of specificity because a site. design. or solidification process have not yet been selected,

In conclusion. for Criterion Three, performance objectives from DOE Order 5280.2A are comparable to
those contained it, 10 CFR Part 61. an disposal of the LAW fraction as proposed in te TBR will meet
applicable performance objectives.

Summary

The results of the CNWRA review of the TBR and a number of associated references support the
conclusion that if Hanford Site tank wastes are managed using a compatible with the one
presented in the TBR, the NRC can consider resulting solidified LAW fraction to be incidental waste.
Such waste could then be disposed onsite in near-surface vaults not sbject to NRC regulatory
If the management plan presented the TBR changes significantly. NRC may find it neccesary to
re-examine waste classification.

The CNWRA review identifed a number of uncertainties and concerns that should be addressed by the
DOE through its continuing implementation of the tank waste remediation system (TWRS) program.
Specifically. the CNWRA reviewers found that assessing compliance with Criterion Three identified
several areas of significant uncertainty and technical concern. To some extent these uncertainties and
concerns may be resolved as site. design and process selection are completed Some of the concepts used
in IPA for assessing disposal system performance may need to be refined. These items have been
identified in this repc . Continuing concurrence in DOE incidental waste classification for the Hanford
Site tank wastes requires these issues be adequately resolved in the preliminary and final performance
assessments. The NRC has the responsibility and authority to conduct any sich re-evaluation under its
existing statutory and regulatory roles.
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3 EVALUATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH CRITERION ONE

WASTES HAVE BEEN PROCESSED (OR WILL BE FURTHER
PROCESSED) TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT THAT IS TECHNICALLY
AND ECONOMICALLY PRACTICAL
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Table 3-2 Summary of costs for technically practical radionuclide removal technology options
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4 EVALUATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH CRITERION TWO

WASTES WILL BE INCORPORATED IN A SOLID PHYSICAL FORM
AT A CONCENTRATION THAT DOES NOT EXCEED THE
APPLICABLE LIMITS FOR CLASS C LOW-LEVEL WASTE AS SET
OUT IN 10 CFR PART 61
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radiation protection standards of 10 CFR Pan 20 Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 1991)
(except that the more restrictive 25 mrem/yr limit 10 CFR Part 61 applies for
radionuclide releases) as an explicit disposal facility performance objective.

DOE 5820.2A provides in 111.3.i.(9) that Field organizations develop and
implement operating procedures for low-level waste disposal facilities that protect the
environment health and safety of the public.

Requirements for LLW disposal should make clear the distinction between operating and
post-operating phases. Radiation exposures during operations (handling, processing,
emplacement of waste. skyshine. etc.) could be significantly higher than for post
conditions when the waste will be covered. Radiation protection standards applicable to
the public and radiation workers should be specified for the disposal facility operations
that are consistent with protection standards that apply for other operating
facilities that impose similar risks In generaL these should be consistent with 10 CFR Part
20 and with corresponding DOE Orders. A draft revision to DOE 5820.2A. (DOE
5820.2B (Department of Energy. 1994b)) proposes that these DOE orders be incorporated
into the performance objectives for LLW disposal (Westinghouse Hanford Company.
1996c. pp. A-2. A-3). DOE should consider amending performance objectives in DOE
Order 5820.2A to explicitly incorporate radiation protection standards. The DOE plans to
address worker protection through the safety analysis report that will be prepared for the
disposal system (Westinghouse Hanford Company, 1996b. 1996c. p. .

Evaluation

Although DOE performance objectives are not explicit with respect to protection of
individuals during operations. the requirement for a disposal facility safety analysis report
should adequate worker protection and the performnce objective can be considered
comparable.

5) 10 CFR 61.44 Stability of the disposal site after closure. Disposal facilities must be
sited designed. used operated. and closed to achieve long-term stability of the disposal
site and to eliminate to the extent practicable the need for ongoing active maintenance of
the disposal site following closure so that only surveillance, monitoring or minor
custodial can we required.

The stability performance objecive is consistent with a major of 10 CFR Pan 61
the facility must be sited, designed used operated and closed with the intention of

providing permanent disposal. A disposal facility should not require long-term
maintenance and care. Stability is particularly important considering the requirements in
10 CFR 61.59(b) that ...institutional controls must be relied upon for more than
100 years following transfer of control of the disposal site to owner.

No DOE performance objective corresponds to NRC performance objective.
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Comparison

NRC has considered that the release limits of 10 CFR Part 61.41 adequately protect the
public and enviroment EPA plans to promulgate a groundwater protection standard for
LLW disposal sites in its proposed regulation. 40 CFR Pan 193 (Environental Protection
Agency. 1994). NRC (Bernero. 1990) and DOE (Pelletier. 1991) have opposed the
issuance of a groundwater protection standard. However. the DOE performance objective
is consistent with the proposed 40 CFR Pan 193.

There is not a consensus among DOE NRC and the Environmental Protection Agency
on groundwater protection requirements. However. NRC (10 CFR 61.41) and DOE
(5820K.A 11.3.(2) both prescribe application of ALARA requirements to releases of
radioactivity in effluents to the general environment, including groundwater.

Evaluation

Although NRC has no specific performance objective for protection of groundwater. DOE
and NRC application of ALARA requirements regarding radioactive will
protection of groundwater resources.

Summary of Evaluations

10 CFR Pan 61 presents a performance based regulatory famework combined with several
prescriptive requirements considered important to providing reasonable assurance that the perfomance
objectives can be achieved. DOE Order 5820.2A. Chapter m prescribes a more loosely structured
performance-based framework for LLW management and disposal at DOE facilities

DOE Order 5820.2A provides performance criteria for protecting the health and of
public environmental release limits and intruder protection) and for environmental
resource protection). Various technical criteria address waste characterization was and

to help ensure compliance with performance and other health safety
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Low-Level Waste Disposal Program. Richland. WA Westinghouse Hanford Company.

7-3



APPENDIX A

HANFORD SITE TANK WASTE INVENTORY UNCERTAINTIES



HANFORD SITE TANK WASTE INVENTORY UNCERTAINTIES
{COULD NOT BE CONVERTED TO SEARCHABLE TEXT}



{COULD NOT BE CONVERTED TO SEARCHABLE TEXT}



APPENDIX B

PRELIMINARY U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY RESPONSES TO
COMMENTS ON HANFORD LOW-LEVEL TANK WASTE

INTERIM PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT



PRELIMINARY U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY RESPONSES TO
COMMENTS ON HANFORD LOW-LEVEL TANK WASTE

INTERIM PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) provided the following responses to an informal Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) request for additional information (RAI) regarding the Hanford Low-Level
Tank Waste interim Performance Assessment (IPA) (Westinghouse Hanford Company, 1996b). The
forwarded the IPA comments documented in section 5.1.2 this report. These DOE responses provide
a basis for further discussion and interaction between NRC and DOE on the results of IPA.

REFERENCES

Westinghouse Hanford Company. 1996b. Hanford Low-Level Tank Waste Interim Performance
Assesment. WHC-EP-0884. Revision 0. prepared for the U.S. Department of Energy.
Richland. WA: Westinghouse Hanford Company.
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Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office

P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352

FEB 1 8 1997
97-TWR-033

Michael J. Bell, Chief
Engineering and Geosciences Branch
Division of Waste Management
Office of Nuclear Material Safety

and Safeguards
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Bell:

REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION - HANFORD INCIDENTAL WASTE CLASSIFICATION

Reference: NRC letter from Michael J. Bell, to Donald D. Wodrich, RL,
Request for Additional Information - Hanford Incidental Waste

Classification, dated February 6 1997.

As requested in the above reference, attached is our response to your review
comments of the Hanford Low-Level Tank Waste If Performance Assessment
WHC-EP-0884, Revision 0, dated September 16, 19 On February 12, 1997
copies of the document referenced in the attac responses, Data Package for
the Hanford Low-Level Tank Waste Interim Performance Assessment." WHC-SD-WM-
RPT-166, Revision 0 dated August 1995, were transmitted.

It is my understanding that this information meets your needs and that a
meeting on this subject is not needed at this time. If you have any questions
or need additional information, please contact me on (509) 376-6550.

Sincerely,

Don Wodrich, Senior Technical Advisor
TWR:DDW Office of Tank Waste Remediation System

Attachment

cc wfattach:
C. Peterson, NHC
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Department of Energy
Operations Office

P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352

FEB 18 1997
97-TWR-003

Michael J. Bell, Chief
Engineering and Geosciences Branch
Division of Waste Management
Office of Nuclear Material Safety

and Safeguards
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D.C. 20555

Dear Mr. Bell:

REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION - HANFORD INCIDENTAL WASTE CLASSIFICATION

Reference: NRC letter from Michael J. Bells to Donald D. Wodrich, RL,
Request for Additional Information - Hanford Incidental Waste

Classification," dated February 6, 1997.

As requested in the above reference, attached is our response to your review
comments of the Hanford Low-Level Tank Waste Interim Performance Assessment,"
WC-EP-0884, Revision 0, dated September 16, 1996. On February 12, 1997
copies of the document referenced in the attached responses, Data Package for
the Hanford Low-Level Tank Waste Interim Performance Assessment, WHC-SD-WM-
RPT-166, Revision 0, dated August 1995 were transmitted.

It is my understanding that this information meets your needs and that a
meeting on this subject is not needed at this time. If you have any questions
or need additional information, please contact me on (509) 376-6550.

Sincerely,

Don Wodrich, Senior Technical Advisor
TWR:DOW Office of Tank Waste Remediation System

Attachment

cc w/attach:
C. Peterson,
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