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From:                                         Thomas Kalinowski [tkalinowski@dwjames.com]
Sent:                                           Wednesday, December 12, 2012 2:23 PM
To:                                               Kennedy, James
Cc:                                               Andy Armbrust; Chuck Jensen; Coleman Clint Miller; rastigers@pplweb.com
Subject:                                     RE: question
Attachments:                          ASME Comments on May 2012 BTP Revision Section 4-5 markup.docx
 
Jim,
 
Attached is a markup of Section 4.5 clarifying the ASME RWS comments. It should be consistent with the intention of the
comments made by EPRI. Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Tom Kalinowski
DW James Consulting, LLC
855 Village Center #330
North Oaks, MN  55127
(651) 797-3692 (work)
(612) 991-5983 (cell)
(901) 339-2070 (fax)
tkalinowski@dwjames.com
 
The information contained in this email message, including any attachments, contains or may contain proprietary and confidential
information intended only for the addressee.  It is furnished with the understanding that it is for the sole use of the addressee and
may only be used for the purposes for which it has been delivered by DW James Consulting, LLC.  The information contained
herein shall not be copied, reproduced or transmitted to any other parties, nor shall it be used for any other purpose, without prior
written consent of DW James Consulting, LLC. If you have received this email in error, please return it to the sender and destroy
or otherwise delete the copy received.
 

From: Kennedy, James [mailto:James.Kennedy@nrc.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 12, 2012 9:56 AM
To: Thomas Kalinowski
Subject: question
 
Tom,
 
On another issue, we’re going through the comments on the BTP now, and there’s something not clear in the ASME
comments.  Are you the right one to ask about this? 
 
For item 5, “Encapsulation” it’s not clear where your suggested change begins and your reasons for it end. 
Specifically, I read your letter to say the following:
 

“The Revision continues to require restrictions on encapsulation to volumes of 0.2 m3 (55-gallons). This restriction
appears contrary to other stated objectives of encapsulation; namely the creation of a product that is readily
identifiable and difficult to manipulate without the assistance of mechanical equipment.  The RWSC recommends
that NRC revise section 4.5 to provide separate guidance for the encapsulation of cartridge filters and objects
versus sealed radioactive source.  In section 4.5, recommend that after the second sentence insert Step 4.5.1
“Encapsulation of Sealed Sources" and delete bullet # 4.  Also add Step 4.5.2 "Encapsulation of Cartridge Filters
and Objects:  Concentration averaging of cartridge filters and objects over the mass and volume of the
encapsulation agent is allowed so long as the waste to binder ratio exceeds 14% and the binder meets the NRC
stability criteria cited in the BTP on Waste Form.  The factor of 2 and 10 constraints for mixtures still apply but the
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mass and volume of the encapsulation binder and the waste is included.  If an unstable binder or less than 14%
waste is encapsulated, the mass and volume of the binder cannot be included.” 

 

The highlighted text is what I think it should be and if you compare it with the original letter it’s somewhat different. 
Can you confirm, or send to someone who can?  We also assume that the next paragraph in the letter beginning
with “The >14% waste to binder ratio  . . .” is a reason for the change your suggesting, and your not suggesting this
go into the revised BTP.

 

Thanks.

 

Jim
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