From: Yadav. Priva

To: Woods, Sylvia

Subject: FW: RE: RE: Clarification of Several Comments on NUREG-2175
Date: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 9:57:01 AM

Attachments: Section 4 Table Clarification.xIsx

Sylvia:

Please enter this email string and the attachment into ADAMS under Docket ID NRC-2015-
0003.

Can you please add it to Package ML15218A481, Comments on Guidance for Conducting
Technical Analyses for 10 CFR Part 61.

This is a low priority, and can be done anytime in the next two weeks.

Thank you,
Priya

From: Dan Shrum [mailto:dshrum@energysolutions.com]

Sent: Monday, April 18, 2016 3:54 PM

To: Yadav, Priya <Priya.Yadav@nrc.gov>

Cc: Esh, David <David.Esh@nrc.gov>; Arlt, Hans <Hans.Arlt@nrc.gov>; Grossman, Christopher
<Christopher.Grossman@nrc.gov>

Subject: [External_Sender] RE: RE: Clarification of Several Comments on NUREG-2175

Apologize for the delay — we had a miss-communication on my end. Attached are the checked
references.

Dan

From: Yadav, Priya [mailto:Priva.Yadav@nrc.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 8:57 AM

To: Dan Shrum
Cc: Esh, David; Arlt, Hans; Grossman, Christopher
Subject: RE: RE: Clarification of Several Comments on NUREG-2175

No problem, but please check that all the references in the table are as you and Brooke had
intended (there are 13 line items) and send me the corrections.

Thanks!

From: Dan Shrum [mailto:dshrum@energysolutions.com]

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 10:42 AM

To: Yadav, Priya <Priva.Yadav@nrc.gov>

Cc: Esh, David <David.Esh@nrc.gov>; Arlt, Hans <Hans.Arlt@nrc.gov>; Suber, Gregory
<Gregory.Suber@nrc.gov>; Grossman, Christopher <Christopher.Grossman@nrc.gov>
Subject: [External_Sender] RE: Clarification of Several Comments on NUREG-2175
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		No.		Section		Page		Line		Comment

		1		4.2		4-3		28		NRC staff correctly discourages development of an unrealistically-wide range of possible inadvertent intruder scenarios that conceivably represent any and all possible future human behaviors. The list of potential changes to intruder barriers in line 28 of page 4-3 should similarly be limited to those that are reasonably expected

		2		4.2.3		4-6		25		Subsection 4.2.3 includes a statement that can be misleading to a licensee or reviewer (and not representative of a site’s specific erosion processes).  It is recommended that the sentence on line 25 of page 4-6 be revised to include context around site specific conditions.

		3		4.3		4-9		8		Considering future distributive events by humans is an understandably challenging undertaking, but not impossible, as suggest by Staff.  The statement made on line 8 of page 4-9 should be revised to reflect that the consideration of future disruptive human activities can be evaluated by limiting the scope of analyses to reasonably foreseeable near-term behaviors.

		4		4.3.1		4-11		7		NRC’s generic inadvertent intruder receptor scenarios were originally created to project inadvertent intruder doses at three generic sites (humid permeable, arid permeable, and humid impermeable).  Because of the broad variety of site conditions, climates, meteorologies, geologies, hydrologies, and human behaviors, NRC staff’s position that the generic scenarios are conservative and represent reasonably expected human activities in the near future is technically inaccurate and contrary to their own guidance supporting the importance of site-specific analysis (as is reflected in Section 4.3 of the draft Guidance). As such, line 7 of Page 4-11 should be revised to reflect site specific events in the reasonably foreseeable future.

		5		4.3.1.1		4-13		40		NRC staff presupposes that it is reasonably expected that the site-specific soil and water conditions will support agricultural activities.  Without considering what is reasonably expected or site-specific, guidance encouraging inclusion of these exposure pathways in this scenario is simply an arbitrary selection and cannot unequivocally be considered conservative. As such, the sentence beginning on line 40 of page 4-13 should be corrected to consider reasonably expected pathways.

		6		4.3.1.1.3		4-16		1, 22		Line 1 of page 4-16 should be corrected as, “The intruder-agriculture scenario is assumed to be possible only if it is reasonably expected that a potable groundwater well can be successfully excavated and that the waste has been degraded to a form that is indistinguishable from soil.” Line 22 of page 4-16 should similarly be revised to read, “Licensees may adopt the generic receptor scenarios described in Section 4.3.1.1 to demonstrate compliance by providing justification that if the facility’s design, operation, and site are suitable for their use and are reasonably represented in the generic scenario characteristics.”

		7		4.3.1.1.4		4-19		3		Given the possible variability in reasonably expected site-specific activities, NRC staff’s guidance in the sentence beginning on line 3 of page 4-19 should be revised reflect reasonably foreseeable site-specific behaviors.

		8		4.3.2		4-26		33		It is recommended that NRC staff edit guidance for the review for model abstraction should include the importance of the abstract representation to what may be expected to occur at the site in the near term.  Specifically, line 33 of page 4-26 should be amended to focus on the appropriateness of site-specific assumptions, data, and models.

		9		4.3.2		4-27		2		Simple selection of generic codes, models, and parameters does not in and of itself create conservatisms in the analysis.  The caution on line 2 of page 4-27 regarding the use of site-specific models and codes should be mirrored to generic codes and models.

		10		4.3.2.2		4-30		10		The importance of using realistic site-specific characterization should be be better reflected in the stated objective in line 10 of page 4-30.

		11		4.3.2.2.3		4-34		35		The example provided on line 35 of page 4-34 should be clarified to note that the example is only applicable to sites where housing construction is reasonably expected.

		12		4.3.2.4		4-35		37		The behaviors listed on line 37 of page 4-35 should be related to expected activities at the site, not generically to ingestion of contaminated waste, soil, plans, and animal products. 

		13		4.3.2.4		4-35		43		The instructions to the assessment reviewer on line 43 of page 4-35 should clarify that the inadvertent intruder behaviors modeled should reflect those reasonably expected.






I am confirming, but | believe it refers to section 4.3.1, Page 4-11, line 28.

Not a good excuse, but | had comments coming in from a variety of places and | was pulling them

together on a state holiday (July 24th). | ran into some formatting issues and may have missed this
one. Don’t know why it isn’t in the correct order, however. Let me check with Brooke.

From: Yadav, Priya [mailto:Priya.Yadav@nrc.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 8:00 AM

To: Dan Shrum
Cc: Esh, David; Arlt, Hans; Suber, Gregory; Grossman, Christopher
Subject: RE: Clarification of Several Comments on NUREG-2175

Thanks for the clarification, Dan! And by the way, thank you for your detailed comments.
They are very helpful and useful to us in drafting the final guidance.

| also wanted to mention that the table under Ch 4 comments on page 6 and 7 of the
guidance specific comments (page 22/23 of the PDF) doesn’t seem to refer to the right
sections. For example, Section 4.1 is on page 4-2, doesn’t have a line 28 and does not
mention reasonably forseeable scenarios.

Can you please send a new table to clarify the comment?

The final Guidance document is available at the following link.

http://pbadupws.nrc.gov/docs/ML1505/ML15056A516.pdf

all the other background materials are also on the webpage

http://www.nrc.gov/about-nrc/regulatory/rulemaking/potential-rulemaking/uw-
streams.html#2015prgpc

Please let me know if you can’t access the document, and thanks again for the
clarification.

Priya Yadon- P.E.

Project Manager

Low-level Waste Branch

Division of Decommissioning, Uranium Recovery, and Waste Programs
Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards

Office phone: 301-415-6667

Work at home phone: 650-274-9376

From: Dan Shrum [mailto:dshrum@energysolutions.com]
Sent: Monday, March 21, 2016 11:44 AM
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To: Yadav, Priya <Priva.Yadav@nrc.gov>
Cc: Esh, David <David.Esh@nrc.gov>; Arlt, Hans <Hans.Arlt@nrc.gov>; Dembek, Stephen

<Stephen.Dembek@nrc.gov>
Subject: [External_Sender] RE: Clarification of Several Comments on NUREG-2175

Below are answers to your questions. We didn't realize that the preliminary draft rule had different
section #s from the published draft rule. This would be the source of confusion with our comments —
please accept my apology.

No 10. Section 2.3.4 is noted in your comments.

The introduction of additional requirements for the assessment of site characteristics based on waste
concentration adds additional confusion to an already burdensome and convoluted process. It is unclear
how these time frames for analyses based on concentration limits should be incorporated into other
analyses including site stability, intruder analysis and protective assurance period compliance analyses.
As the

requirements are not included in the rule, they should be removed from the guidance.

Is this comment referring to Section 2.3.2.4 Site Characteristics, on page 2-25, the A), B), and C)?
Please clarify.

This comment refers to Section 2.3.2.4, and the time frames are listed on page 2.25 under A), B) and C).

No 11. Section 2.3.5 is noted in your comments.

The table for required analyses based on site characteristics again adds confusion to the burdensome
licensing process. It is unclear if the analyses required are dependent upon the waste concentration

as prescribed in §2.3.4. We recommend providing additional context for the table and including guidance
regarding the site characteristic requirements.

Is this comment referring to Section 2.5.3.1.2.1 Regulatory, p. 2-35, Table 2-1 Analyses Required for
Included FEPs Based on 61.50? Please clarify.

This comment refers to Section 2.5.3.1.2.1 Regulatory, p. 2-35, Table 2-1 Analyses Required for Included
FEPs Based on 61.50. Also, section 2.3.4 refers to what should be section 2.3.2.4 as corrected in the

above comment.

Summary Comment 3.

Time periods for analyses and additional considerations based on waste concentration are introduced in
this chapter, including for example those in §2.3.4, that are not included in the rule.

Is this comment again referring to Section 2.3.2.4 Site Characteristics?

This comment also refers to the timeframes described in the table in Section 2.3.2.4 Site Characteristics.

Thank you for reaching out to us for clarification.

Daniel B. Shrum
ENERGYSOLUTIONS

Senior VP, Regulatory Affairs
Office: 801-649-2109

Mobile: 801-580-3201
dshrum@energysolutions.com

From: Yadav, Priya [mailto:Priyva.Yadav@nrc.gov]
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2016 9:32 AM

To: Dan Shrum
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Cc: Esh, David; Arlt, Hans; Dembek, Stephen
Subject: Clarification of Several Comments on NUREG-2175

Hi Dan. Thank you for your comments on the Draft NUREG-2175, Guidance for
Conducting Technical Analyses for 10 CFR Part 61, received under Docket ID NRC-2015-
003.

In looking at your comments, we had a few questions. In Chapter 2, there are three
comments that reference Section 2.3.4 of the document, which does not exist in the file
that is available for public comment. We were thinking this could be a typo, but wanted to
ask you to clarify and re-send your comments to us, so we can be sure to understand the
comment.

No 10. Section 2.3.4 is noted in your comments.

The introduction of additional requirements for the assessment of site characteristics based
on waste concentration adds additional confusion to an already burdensome and
convoluted process. It is unclear how these time frames for analyses based on
concentration limits should be incorporated into other analyses including site stability,
intruder analysis and protective assurance period compliance analyses. As the
requirements are not included in the rule, they should be removed from the guidance.

Is this comment referring to Section 2.3.2.4 Site Characteristics, on page 2-25, the A), B),
and C)? Please clarify.

No 11. Section 2.3.5 is noted in your comments.

The table for required analyses based on site characteristics again adds confusion to the
burdensome licensing process. It is unclear if the analyses required are dependent upon
the waste concentration as

prescribed in §2.3.4. We recommend providing additional context for the table and including
guidance regarding the site characteristic requirements.

Is this comment referring to Section 2.5.3.1.2.1 Regulatory, p. 2-35, Table 2-1 Analyses
Required for Included FEPs Based on 61.50? Please clarify.

Summary Comment 3.

Time periods for analyses and additional considerations based on waste concentration are
introduced in this chapter, including for example those in §2.3.4, that are not included in
the rule.

Is this comment again referring to Section 2.3.2.4 Site Characteristics?

Thanks for your clarifications!

Priye Yadon- P.E.

Project Manager

Low-level Waste Branch

Division of Decommissioning, Uranium Recovery, and Waste Programs
Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards

Office phone: 301-415-6667

Work at home phone: 650-274-9376



