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APPENDIX 1, Attendees, 4th ACNW Meeting

SEPTEMBER 14, 1988

PUBLIC ATTENDEES

Mayo, Babcock & Wilcox
Meyers, Jacobs Engineering
Ratliff, SAIC

Morton, Morton & Potter
Pell, Weston

Brown, Stone & Webster
Miller, Afton Associates
Poltorak, SERCH

Potter, Morton & Potter
Comella, Newman & Holtzinger, PC.
Murphy, State of Nevada
House, Chem-Nuclear
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NRC ATTENDEES

J. Grimm, NMSS

R, Weiner, CNWRA
(NRC contractor)
Knapp, NMSS
Erickson, NRR
Loosley, NMSS
Defino, NMSS
Grill, RES
0'Donnell, RES
Ramsey, NMSS
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APPENDIX 11
FUTURE AGENDA

October 27, 1988 (tentative) (Open)

The Committee will mee. with the Commission to discuss:
1. Paview of mixed waste uncertainties
. Highlights of South Carolina trip

. Resources of the Division on LLWM

2
3
4, Meetings with Com-ission Technical Assistants
5. Decommissioning Rule

6

. Future meeting agenda

November 3-4, 1988 (tentative) -

DOE's HLW Performance Allocation and Assessment Program (Open) - The Commit-
tee will be briefed by the DOE Staff on their Performance Allocation and
Assessment Program for the high-level waste genlogic repository.

State of Nevada (Open) « The Committce will be briefed by representatives
from the State of Nevada on their comments on the DOE CDSCP, Responding
comments will be made by NRC Staff,

High-Level Waste Management Division (Open) - The Committee will be briefed
by the Director of HLWMD on their program plans for FY 1989,

Rulemaking Topics (Open) - The Committee will be briefed by NRC Staff on
rulemaking topics to clarify 10 CFR 60,

Committee Activities (Open) - The Committee will discuss anticipated and
proposed Committee activities, future meeting agenda, and organizational
matters, as appropriate,

Licensing Support System (Open) - The Committee will be briefed by NRC Staff
on the status of the HLW Licensing Support System Regulatory Negotiation
Project.

Dry Cask Storage (Open) - The Committee will be briefed on the DOE Study on
Dry Cask Storage,




APPENDIX 1II1 - OTHER DOCUMENTS RECEIVED

A. Meeting Handouts from ACNW Staff and Presenters

1. EXECUTIVE SESSION

1.

2.

Memorand:m for Savio from Moeller, dated August 21, 1988, re Miscel-
laneous Items

Memorandum for Nordlinger from Fraley, dated September 9, 1988, re
Proposed Legislative Change - ACNW

11, BELOW REGULATORY CONCERN

3.

4.

Draft Memorandum for the Commissioners from Stello, dated September

12, 1988, re Proposed Commission Policy on Exemptions from Regulato-
ry Control for Practices Whose Public Health and Safety Impacts are

Below Re~ulatory Concern (BRC) (Official Use Only)

Memorandum for Moeller, et al, from Merrill, date September 13,
1988, re NRC Staff's Proposed Commission Statement on Below Regu-
latory Concern (BRC)

NRC Presentation to the ACNW on Proposed Policy on Exempticns from
Regulatory Controi for Practices Whose Health and Safety Signifi-
cance Are Below Regulatory Concern, dated September 13, 1980, by
William R, Lahs (Viewgraphs)

111, CEMENT WASTE FROM SOLIDIFICATION

6.

Update on Status of Cement Waste Form Solidification Technical
Review Activities, dated September 13, 1988, by Michael Tokar
(Viewgraphs)

1V. POLYETHYLENE HIGH INTEGRITY CONTAINERS

7

Status of High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) High Integrity Containers
(HIC) Technica) Reviews, dated September 13, 1988 (Viewgraphs)

Three graphs on KDPE HICs entitled, "Phi’ips Data, Failure Stress
vs. Time, and Grauhe Curves Replotted for 20°C and 60°C

V. ASHME MIAED WASTE POSITION PAPER

9‘

105

ASME Mixed Waste Position Paper, dated September 14, 1988, by T. C.
Johnson, LLRB (Viewgraphs)

Letter for Thompson, NMSS, from Kraft, Utility Nuclear Waste
Management Group, dated July 29, 1988, re Mixed Radicactive and
Hazardous Waste



APPENDIX 111, Handouts, 4TH ACNW Meeting

VI, LLW MANAGEMENT AND DECOMMISSIONING DIVISION FY 1989 PROGRAM

11. Low-Level Waste Management and Decommissioning Division FY 89
Program, dated September 14, 1988, by Malcolm Knapp (Viewgraphs)

12, Low-Level Waste Management, undated (Viewgraphs)
VII. DECOMMISSIONING RULE

13. Decommissioning Rule, dated September 14, 1988, by Don Martin
(Viewgraphs)

1112



2.2

2.3

10.

1.

12.
13,

14,

APPENDIX 111 (CONT'D)

B. Meeting Notebook Contents Listed by Tab Number

Introductory Statement by ACNK Chairman, 4th Meeting,
September 13, 1988

Memorandum for ACNW Members from Libarkin, dated August 25,
1988, re ACNW Administration and Procedural Matters, with
attachments

Memorandum for Lear et al, from Funches, dated August 9, 1988,
re Proposed NMSS Policy and Procedures Letter 1-37, "NMSS
Participation in the ACNW Meetings,” with attachments

Memorandum for Moeller et al, from Savio, dated July 20, 1988,
re July 5, 1988, Staff Requirements Memorandum

Draft Memorandum for Stello from Fraley, dated September 1988,
re Provision of Information to ACNW

Bylaws of the Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste, February 1,
1988, with attachments and appendices

Memorandum for ACNW Members from Parry, dated August 17, 1988,
re Proposed NMSS Policy Re ACNW Meetings, with attachment

Memorandum for Merril) from Steindler, dated January 22, 1988,
re Format for RES Presentation

Memorandum for Moeller from Steindler, dated December 3, 1987,
re Low Level Waste Product Listing

Memorandum for ACRS/ACNW Members and ACRS Staff from Libarkin,
dated August 1, 1988, re Conduct of Subcommittee Meetings, with
attachment

Memorandum for ACRS Technica)l Staff from Libarkin, dated August
16, 1988, re Division of Responsibility Between ACRS and ACNW

Memorandum (same as Item 4 above)

Memorandum for Moeller from Steindler, dated September 10, 1987,
ro Approach to Waste Management Subcommittee Meetings

Memorandum for Nordlinger from Libarkin, dated July 12, 1988, re
Guidelines for Discussion Held During Site and Facility Tours,
with attachment

I11-3




APPENDIX 111, Notebook Contents, 4TH ACNW Meeting

3.2

3.3

3.4

4.1

5.1

15.

16.

17,

18,
19.

20,

22,

23.
24,
25,

26,

27.
28.

29,

Memorandun for ACRS/ACNW Members an. ACRS Staff from Schofer,
dated August 23, 1988, re New ACNW Prugram File, with attachment

Memorandum for Moeiler from Steindler, dated April 8, 1988, re
{n:ormation Retrieval frow Waste Management Subcommittee Activ-
ties

Memorandum for ACNW Members from Parry, dated September 1, 1988,
Ee‘C§ndidate for ACNW Consultant, with attachment (Official Use
niy

Background on Proposed BRC Policy Statement

Letter Report for Chairman Zech, dated August 9, 1988, re ACNW
Comments on Proposed Commission Policy Statement on Regulatory
Control Exemptions for Practices rhose Public Health and Safety
Impacts Are Below Regulatory Concern (BRC)

Memorandum for Moeller et al, from Merrill, datud August 23,
1988, re Proposed Commission Policy Statement on Below Regulato-
ry Concern (BRC)

Draft #1 re Comments on Proposed Commission Policy Statement on

Regulatory Control Exempts for Practices Whose Public Health and
Safety Impacts Are Below Regulatory Concern, dated September 7,

1988 (0fficial Use Only)

Memorandum for Fraley from Morris, dated September 8, 1988, re
Transmittal of Documentation for ACNW Review, with attachments
(0Official Use Only)

Presentation Agenda on Cement-Rased LLW

Status Report, undated

Memorandum for ACNW Members from Parry, dated September 1, 1988,
re Report to NMSS Director on LLW Stability, with attachments

Presantation Agenda on Status of NRC Staff Study on High Density
Polyethylene (HDPE) High Integrity Containers (HICs), undated

Status Report, undated
Memorandum for Moeller et al, from Stella, dated September 8,
1988, Estimation of 300-Year Dose to High Density Polyethylene

High Integrity Containers for Low Level Was*e Disposal, with
attachment (Official Use Only)

Introductory Statement by ACNW Chairman, 4th Meeting, September
14, 1988

111-4



APPENDIX III, Notebook Contents, 4TH ACNW Meeting

Presentation Agenda on ASME Lette: on Reaulatorv Responsibility
for Mixed Waste, undated

Status Report, undated

Letter for Chairman Zech from (unknown), ASME, dated May 4,
1988, re Mixed Radioactive and Hazardous Waste, with attachment

Memorandum for Knapp from Bell, dated July 18, 1988, re Minutes
of June 18, 1988, Meeting with ASME, with attachment

Presentation Agenda for Division of Low-Level Waste and
Decommissioning, undated

Status Repurt, undated
Presentation Agenda for Decommissioning Rule, undated

Status Report, undated

Federa) Register Notice, Vol. 53, No. 123, Monday, June 27,
1988, pages 24018 to 24056, re 10 CFL Parts 30, 40, 50, 51, 70

and 72




Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 163 / Tuesday, August 23, 1988 / Notices

Da'e Date of
Pottoner (ureon/workers, frm) 1o Locanon receved | pewbon Petion No. Atcies produced

Mmmmw_ﬁ Montvale, NJ ... | B.15.88 8.2-88 20888 ... .. |Crudecdh
osecyon, NG (Workers) Hackensack, NJ.....{ B-15-88 | 7-20-88 | 20867 ... . Bone growth stmulator.
Febre Masters (ILGWY) e | Cartsta, N | B-15-88 7-29-88 20868 ... | Cosats
Devon Apparel, e (1LGWL) e PTUASGSIONG, PA | B.15.88 8-2-88 20860 . | Lackes sportswear
MAD Coat Co. (ILCWLN HODOKON, N . 81588 | 72788 | 05/ v AT
Magreter Ureversal Mg (Workers) .| Patorson NJ. .| B-15-88 0288 | 20871 .| Balasts and starters for Ighta.
N&J Ongnals (ILGWU) Hoboken, NJ .| 8-15-88 | 7-20-88 | 20872..............| Conts
Newcor inc. (Workers) Bay Cty Mt 8-15-88 | 6-1-88 2087 ... | Astomaled weidng machinery
PVS Chemicals Inc. (Workers) .. Cophey, OH 8-15-88 6388 20874 ... o Suthure s
Preips Petroleum Co (Workers) Derver, CO. 8-15-88 8-2-88 | 20875 .. .| OF and pas.
Procason Matenals (Wokers) ..o MiIne HLN | B-15.88 8-1-88 20878 ... | kredaton of products.

Chemcais, inc (OCAW) . .. .. | Ferndale M v 81588 8-5-88 20877 .| Akyd resng.
US Can Co Plant #23 (Compary) ... Passarc. NJ . . 81588 | 7-29-88 20878 ... . Metal coranens
Wishwe Krvting Mils (ILGWL) ——d Pruaceona, PA 81588 8388 20879 .| Ladkes and mens’ swealers

[FR Doc. 88-19127 Filed 8-22-88. 8.45 am)
BALLNG COOE 48 10-30-4

Mine Safety and Health Admin!stration
[Docket No. M-88-134-C)

The Ohlo Valley Coal Co.; Petition for
Modification of Application of
Mandatory Safety Standard

The Ohio Valley Coal Company, 56854
Pleasant Ridge Road, Alledonia, Okio
43902 has filed a petition to modify the
application of 30 CFR 75.305 (weekly
examinations for hazardous conditions)
to its Powhatan No. 8 Mine (1.D. No. 33-
01159) located in Be!mont County, Ohio.
The petition is filed under section 101(c)
of the Federal Mine Safety and Health
Act of 1977,

A summary of the petitioner's
statements follows:

1. The petition concerns the
requirement that return aircourses be
examined (n their entirety on & weekly
basis.

2 Petitioner states that due to
continued deterioration of roof
conditions the old Main Return from the
West Seals to the No. 1 Fan cannot be
safely traveled, and rehabilitation of
these entries would create a diminution
of safety to the examiners and miners.

3. As an alternate method, petitioner
proposes to establish input and output
evaluation stations in lieu of traveling
the aircourse in its entirety.

4. In support of this request, petitioner
states that—

(a) The input station would be
established immediately outby the No. 1
West seal;

(b) The output station would be
established at the No. 1 Forx

(c) Air measurement stations and
approaches to them would be
maintained in a safe and traveled
condition;

(d) These entries are not used as an
escapeway, and no miners or matierals
will pass through them;

(e) The return aircourse in question is
located in a noncoal producing area of
the mine;

(N Weekly methane and air quality/
quantity readings would be taken by a
certified individual;

(8) A date board would be located at
each checkpoint for the purpose of
recording initials, date, and time of each
examination, and

(h) Methane or otner harmful, noxious,
of poisonous gases would not be
permitted to accumulate in the airways.
An increase of 0.5% methane or a
reduction of 10% in air quantity when
compared to the last readings at any
check station would be cause for
immediate investigation and appropriate
action.

§. Petitioner states that the proposed
alternate method will provide the same
degree of safety for the miners affected
as that afforded by the standard

Request for Comments

Persons interested in this petition may
furnish written comments. These
comments must be filed with the Office
of Standards, Regulations and
Variances, Mine Safety and Health
Administration, Room 827, 4015 Wilson
Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22203. All
comments must be postmarked or
received in that office on or before
September 22, 1088. Copies of the
petition are available for inspection at
that address.

Patricia W Silvey,
Director. Office of Standards. Regu/ations
and Variances.

Date: August 18 1608

[FR Doc. 88-10128 Filed 8-22-88 845 am)
LMD COOE o 0w
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NATIONAL COMIAUNICATIONS
SYSTEM

Industry Executive Subcommittee of
the National Security
Telecommunications Advisory
Committee; Meeting

A meeting of the of the Industry
Executive Subcommittee of the National
Security Telecommunications Advisory
Committee will be held Wednesday,
August 31, 1988. The meeting will be
held at the MITRE Corporation, 7528
Colshire Drive, McLean, VA,
Registration will begin at 8:30 a.m. and
the meeting will start at 9 am. The
agenda is as follows:

A. Opening remarks.

B. Administrative remarks.

C. Briefings on industry and
GCovernment activities.

Due to the requ rement to discuss
classified informaron. in conjunction
with the issues li=ied above, the meeting
will be closed to the public in the
interest of National Defense. Any person
desiring information about the meeting
may telephone (202) 692-9274 or write
the Manager, National Communications
System, Washington, DC 20305 2010
Terrence N. Danner,

Captain, USN. Assistent Manager. NCS Joint
Secretariat

(FR Doc. 88-19091 Filed 8-22-88 845 am)
BALING COOE 2 10-06-4

e

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

Advisory Commitiee on Nuclesr
Waste; ‘deeting Notice

The Advisory Committee on Nuclear
Waste (ACNW) will hold an open
meeting on September 13-14, 1088, 8.30
a.m., Room P-110, 7920 Norfolk Avenue,
Bethesda MD




Low-Level Waste and
Decommissioning Division (Open)~—
estimated time: 1.5 hrs.—~The Committee
will be briefed by the Director of the
Division of Low-Level Waste and
Decommissioning on plans for FY 1989,

Regulotory Responsibility (Open)—
estimated time: 1.5 hrs —The Committee
will be briefed on an ASME paper on
proposed regulatory responsibilities for
mixed waste.

Low-Level Waste Handling Processes
(Open)—estimated time: 1.5 hrs —The
Committee will be briefed by the NRC
Staff on cement-based LLW forms.

K gh Density Polyethylene HICs
(Open/Closed)—estimated time: 2 hrs —
The Committee will be briefed by the
NRC Staff on High Density Polyethylene
HICs.

Below Regulatory Concern (Open)—
estimated time: 1 hr.—The Committee
will continue its review of the Below
Regulatory Concern (BRC) issue with
the goal of developing a position which
could be incorporated in an NRC policy
statement before the lmemahonar
Meeting on BRC is held in Washington,
DC, in October 1988

Decommissioning Rule (Open)—
estimated time: 0.5 hr.—=The Committee
will be briefed on the rulemaking on
“General Requirements for
Decommissioning Nuclear Facilities

DOE's Dry Spent Fuel Storage Cosk
Study (Open)—estimated time: 45
mins —The Committee will be briefed
by the NMSS/IMNS staff on the DOE
study on dry cask design and use.

Cemmittee Activities (Open)—
estimated time: 2 hrs. —The Committee
will discuss anticipated and proposed
Committee activities, future meeting
schedule, and administrative ma‘ters, as
appropriate

Procedures for the conduct of and
participation in ACNW meetings wire
published in the Federal Register un
June 6, 1968 (53 FR 20699) In accordance
with these procedures, oral or writtten
statements may be presented by
members of the public, recordings will
be permitted only during those portions
of the meeting when a transcript s being
kep!. and questions may be asked only
by members of the Committee. its
consultants, and Staff The Office of the
ACRS s providing Staff support for the
ACNW. Persons desiring to make oral
statements should notify the Executive
Director of the Office of the ACRS as far
in advance as practicable so that
appropriate arrangements can be made
to alloy' the necessary time during the
meeting for such statements Use of stll.
motion picture and television cameras
during this meeting may be limited to
selected portions of the meeting as
determined by the ACNW Chairman

Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 183 / Tuesday, August 23, 1888 / Notices

pr———————————————————————————————————

Information regarding the time (o be set
aside for this purpose may be obtained
by a prepaid telephone call to the
Executive Director of the Office of the
ACRS, Mr. Raymond Fraley (telephone
202/634-3285) until August 26 and after
August 29 (telephone 301/492-8049),
prior to the meeting. In view of the
possibility that the schedule for ACNW
meetings may be adjusted by the
Chairman as necessary to facilitate the
conduct! of the meeting. persons
planning to sttend should check with the
ACRS Executive Director if such
rescheduling would result in major
inconvenience.

Date: August 17, 1988
Andrew L. Bates,

Acting Advisory Comunittee Management!
Officer.

[FR Doc. 88-13064 Piled 8-22-88. 845 am)
BLLNG COOE 788001

Advisory Committee on Reactor
Safeguards (ACRS) and Advisory
Committee on Nuclear Waste (ACNW);
Notice of Proposed Meetings

In order to provide advance
information ngardmg proposed public
meetings of the ACRS Subcommittees
and meetings of the ACRS full
Committee, and of the ACNW, the
following preliminary schedule is
published to reflect the current situation,
taking into account additional meetings
which have been scheduled and
meetings which have been postponed or
cancelled since the last list of proposed
meetings published July 28, 1988 (53 FR
28083). Those meetings which are
defin;tely scheduled have had, or will
have, an individual notice published in
the Federal Register approximately 15
days (or more) prior to the meeting Itis
expected that sessions of ACRS full
Committee and ACNW meetings
designated by an asterisk (*) will be
open in whole or in part to the public.
ACRS full Committee and ACNW
meetings begin at 8:30 a.m. and ACRS
Subcommittee meetings usually begin at
8:30 a.m. The time when items listed on
the agenda will be discussed during
ACRS full Committee and ACNW
meetings and when ACRS
Subcommittee meetings will start will be
ﬁrbh‘hed prior to each ineeting.

formation as to whether a meeting has
been firmly scheduled, cancelled, or
rescheduled, or whether changes have

been made in the agenda for the
Sepiember 1988 ACNW and the
September 1988 ACRS full Commitiee
meetings can be obtained by 8 Enpald
telephone call to the Office of the
Executive Director of the Committee
(telephone 202/634-3265, ATTN

32121

Barbara Jo White) until August 26 and

after August 29 (telephone 301/492-8049)

'l;.otwun 7:30 a.m. and 4:15 p.m., Eastern
ime.

ACRS Subcommiitee Meetings

Pilgrim Restart, August 26, 1988,
Plymouth, MA. The Subcommittee will
review the proposed restart of the
Pilgrim plant.

Safety Philosophy, Technology. and
Criteria, September 1, 1088, Bethesda,
MD. The Su ttee will discuss the
Staff's proposed im ~lementation plan
for the Safety Goal Policy Statement.

Maintenance Practices and
Procedures, September 7, 1088,
Bethesda, MD. The Subcommittee will
discuss and review the maintenance rule
and associated NUREG document.

Advanced Pressurized Water
Reoctors. September 15, 1688, Bethesda,
MD. The Subcommittee will review the
draft SER in regard to the reactor,
reactor coolant system, and regulatory
conformance for the WAPWR RESAR
SP/80 design.

Reliability Assurance, September 18,
1988, Bethesda, MD. The Subcommittee
will continue its review of the
Equipment Qualification-Risk Scoping
Study with special emphasis on the peer
review comments.

Mechanical Components, October 26-
27, 1088, Bethesda, MD. The
Subcommittee wi'! discuss recent work
related to valve reliability, including:
isolating high energy line tests at Wyle
Laboratory, compressed air systems and
valves, seismic tests on an aged
Shippingport valve, etc.

Advanced Boiling Water Reactors,
November 15-18, 1888, Bethesda, MD.
The Subcommittee will continue its FDA
review of this standard plant. Detailed
ACRS questions will be covered on
review module 1. An overview of the
second review module is planned.

Bobcock & Wilcox Reactor Plants,
November 30-December 1, 1888,
Sacramento, CA. The Subcommittee will
mee! 1o study the lessons learned from
the approximately 2-year shutdown of
Rancho Seco that occurred following the
December 18, 1985 overcooling event.
Topics include monitoring extended
start up program as well as plant and
otganization changes as & result of the
restart effort.

Advan:ed Pressurized Water
Rec ctors, Date to be determined
(September), Bathesda, MD. The
Subcommittee will review the licensing
review bases document being deve'oped
for Combustion Engineering's Standard
Safety Analysis Reports-Design
Cemxcmon (CESSAR-DC)
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5 UNITED STATES

w % NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
} ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON NUCLEAR WASTE
WASHINGTON, D C 20655

Revised: September 8, 1988

SCHEDULE AND QUTLINE Foo DISCUSSIONM
4TH ACNW MEETING
SEPTEMBER 13 AND 14, 1988
BETHESDA, MARYLAND

Tuesday, September 13, 1988, Room P-114, 7920 Norfolk Avenue, Bethesda, MD

¥
1) 8:350 - 8:40 A.M, Chairman's Comments (Open)
I.Ig Opening remarks {DwWM)
1.2) Items of current interest (DWM/RFF)
2) 8:40 - 10:4§‘A.M. ACNW Administrative and Procedural Hatters‘(Open)

2.2) 1989 ACNW Meeting Schedule (DWM/MKL)

2.3) Procedure for NMSS Participation in ACNW
Meetings (DWM/MWL)

2.4) Staff Requirements Memo Following the First

ACNW/Commission Meeting: Proposed Response

(DWM/MKL )

Better Provision of Information to ACNW:

Proposed Memo to EDO (DWM/MKL)

2.6) Distribution of Mail to ACNW (DWM/MWL)

Chairman's Meeting with Commissioners'

Assistants (DWM/MWL )

.8) Second ACNW Meeting with Commission (DWM/MWL)

.9) Miscellaneous Matters

2.1; Preparation of ACNW Reports (DWH/MWL)

n
w
—

~n
~
—

ra e

100 ALM, BREAK

10:45 -
) H+00 - 12:30 P.M, Below Regulatory Concern (BRC) Policy Statement
(Open)
3.1) Discussion and comment on Proposed BRC Policy
Statement with RES representatives (OSM)
"12:30 « 1:30 P.M. LUNCH
4)  1:30 - 3:00 P.M, Cement-Based LLW (Open)
4. 1) Presentation, discussion, and comment on the
Status of the NMSS Staff's Study (SJSP)
4
3:00 - 3:15 P.M, BREAK



4th ACNW Meeting Agenda «-2-

18 L 02
» 5) 3+¥£'- P.M. Low-Level Waste and Decommissioning Division (LLWOD)
CricArgcdny TOpen)
- ae .= joym Brea®  5,1) FY 1989 Prageam far LLWDD presented by
Division Director, M, Knapp (SJSP)

5:00 - 5:45 P.M, Executive Sessior - Outline and Draft Letters (Open)

Wednesday, September 14, 1988, Room P-114, 7920 Norfolk Avenue, Rethesda, MD

6) 8:30 - B8:40 A.M, Chairman's Opening Coaments
7)  8:40 - 10:60 AM ASME Letter on Regulatory Responsibility for Mixed

Naste (Open)
7.1 NMSS Staff will present and discuss the ASME
letter and the Staff's position (OSM)

:

10:15 A.M, BREAK
o5 b

« 8) 10:1% - 42+00-NOON Status of NRC Staff Study on Polyethylene, High
A Tnteaqrity Lontainers (HICS pen/Close
¥ ¥ Y] staff w summarize this study on HICs

and discuss alternative recommendations (SJSP)

Note: Portions of this session may be closed to
protect proprietary information,

12:00 - 12:45 P.M, Executive Session - Draft Letters
12:45 - 1:45 P.K. LUNCH
9) 1:45 - éeiéﬁP.M. Decommissioning Rule (Open)
, o G.17 NMSS staff will discuss this rule (OSM)
a5 - é+3é P.M. BREAK
2:30 - 4:5&rP.M. Executive Session - Finish Letters




CERTIF

MINUTES OF THE 4TH ACNW MEETING 10-37 - 8¢
SEPTEMBER 13-14, 1988

The 4th meeting of the Advisory Committee on Nuclear Waste was convened by
Chairman Dade W, Moeller at 8:30 a.m, on Tuesday, Septemper 13, 1588, at 7920
Norfolk Avenue, Bethesda, Maryland.

[Note: For a list of attendees, see Appendix I, A1l ACNW members were
present, The consultants present were Dr, Melvin W, Carter, Dr. Richard F,
Foster and Mr, Ronald L. Kathren,]

The Chairman said that the agenda for the meeting had been published. He
identified the items to be discussed on Tuesday. He stated that the meeting
was being held in conformance with the Federal Advisory Committee Act and the
Government in the Sunshine Act, Public Laws 92-463 and 94-409, respectively.
He also noted that a transcript of some of the public portions of the meeting
was being made, and would be available in the NRC Public Document Room at the
Gelman Building, 2120 L Street, N.W., hashington, D.C.

[Note: Copies of the transcript taken at this meeting are also available for
purchase from the Heritage Reporting Corporation, 1220 L Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20005.)

1. Chairman's Report (Open)
Note: Mr, ﬂaymon%'r. Fraley was the Designated Federal Official for this
portion of the meeting.]

Dr. Moeller did not make a Chairman's report,

11, Proposed Commission Policy Statement on Exemptions from Regulator
Tontrol for Practices Whose Public Health and Safety Impacts are Below

Regulatory Concern (BRC) (Open)

[Note: Mr. 0., S. Merrill was the Designated Federal Official for this
portion of the meeting, ]

Mr. William R, Lahs, Regulation Development Branch, Office of Nuclear Requla-
tory Research, gave the NRC staff presentation,

Mr. Lahs discussed the following bases for the proposed policy:

1. Three fundamental principles of radiation protection -- justifi-
cation, dose limits and enhanced protection based upon ALARA princi-

ples,

2. Linear non-threshold relationship between low radiation dose and
stochastic cancer risk,

3, Racognition that individuals may be exposed to radiation from more
than one licensed or exempted source.
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fwo general conditions for exemption are:

1. Costs of additional regulatory controls to reduce individual or
collective dose are not balanced by the reduction in risk,

2. Application of regulatory controls does not result in a significant
reduction in risk,

The key element of the proposed policy is that it proposes individual and
collective annual dose levels below which risks are sufficiently small that
ALARA can be considered to have been achieved without performing a cost-
benefit analysis.

Mr. Lahs explained the following principal points of the current proposal:

1. 1f the individual exposures are below 100 mrem per year, exemptions
are possible, based on justification of oractice.

2. Exemptions are likely if the practice is Jjustified and ALARA is
demonstrated, and:

a. Individual exposures are equal to or less than 10 mrem per year,
and

b, The collective dose is less than 100 person-rem per year,

3., An open approach will be applied to truncations or weighting of
collective dose for cost-benefit analysis based on the practice
being considered for exemption,

4, Reliance will be placed on the definition of practice, collective
dose criterion, and timely policy review to address the multiple
exposure issue.

Regarding the NRC staff's activity and progress on this matter, since the
ACNW last reviewed the proposed policy statement on July 21, 1988, Mr, Lahs
said they have addressed, to the extent possible, the ACNW's comments arising
from that meeting, responding to concerns regarding:

1. Decreasing the rigor of cost-benefit analysis as the individual dose
from exempt practice decreases,

2. Numerical dose criteria for demonstration of ALARA,

3. Calculation and use of collective dose assessments.
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He said that the effects of the above ACNW comments on the NRC staff reaching
consensus were:

1., Solidification of their views of Jjustification of practices and
exclusion provisions for frivolous prectices,

2. Increased emphasis on use of a risk foundation for the policy.
3. Diversity of views on truncation and weighting of collective dose.

4, Diversity of opinions on how to characterize the broad range of
exemption possibilities through use of numerical guidance,

Mr. Lahs said that there are stil) differences of opinion among staff members
on individual dose criteria for demonstration of ALARA -- whether it should
remain at 1 mrem/year as previously recommended, or 10 mrem/year as proposed
at this time, Factors to be considered in evaluating which value to use
were: (a) multiple exposures, (b) trends in risk coefficient, and (c) the
relationship to other applicable international and national values.

In addition to the three ACNW concerns expressed above which the staff was
able to accommodate, Mr., Lahs cited other ACNA concerns which the staff did
not feel they could reasonably incorporate into the revised version of the
document, but to which they did respond, The concerns cited were:

1. Need for collective dose criteria.

2. Weighing of collective dose for inclusion in calculation and use
options.

3, Re.'ew of past exemptions to identify beneficial changes.
4, Improved response to Commission questions,

The Committee discussed these topics with the staff, [As a result of the
discussion, the following statements were subsequently incorporated into a
letter report to Chairman Zech dated September 15, 1988.]

1. The proposed exemption system is based on the risks associated with the
exposures involved, and the system, if modified as suggested here, will
be compatible with most relevant regulations and policies of the NRC and
other fedcral agencies, as well as those of internatfonal organizations,

2.  The ACNN urges the adoption of dose rates up to 10 mrem (0.1 mSv) per
year to individuals and annual collective doses up to 100 person-rem (1
person-Sv) as acceptable 1imits arising from a single exempted practice.
Please note that this is a different use of the dose limits than fs
proposed in the draft Policy Statement, Provisions should be made to
ensure that individuals within any population group are not exposed to
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any combination of exempted practices that results in dose rates greater
than one to two times the dose rate limit, Experience indicates that
such occurrences should be rare,

The currert draft of the proposed Policy Statement is in need of exten-
sive revision, partly to comply with the recommendations made under item
2, above, Additional items that need to be addressed include:

a. The draft of the proposed Policy Statement should clearly specify 10
mrem (0.1 mSv) per year and 100 person-rem (1 person-Sv) per year as
the limits for individual and collective dose rates, respectively.
The ancillary use of a 100 person-rem (1 person-Sv) per year limit
as a guide to the necessity for ALARA analysis should be removed
(see item b, below).

b, There is a need for a much clearer statement relative to the role
and application of the principle of "justification" in assessing
practices being considered for exemption,

¢. Instead of discussing dose rates at which collective dose calcula-
tions should be truncated, it would be better to do a complete
calculation, and include within the data a tabulation of the number
of people within each of several dose rate ranges,

d. The section pertaining to the linear nonthreshold h{pothes1s needs
to be clarified. One approach would be simply to include a brief
statement that risk (cancer) estimates should be based on the
assumption that the linear nonthreshold hypothesis applies and that
this approach will resylt in conservatism in the resulting esti-
mates.

e, Since its use represents a change in NRC policy, the concept of the
fffective Dose Equivalent should be defined within the Policy
Statement, In a similar manner, since SI units are in common usdge
throughout the world, all dose rates and collective doses should be
exgressed in these units as well as in the conventional units,

As the proposed Policy Statement correctly points out, the Agreement
States will play an important role in the implementation of the proposed
cxemptions, For this reason, it 1s important that the Statement be
formally ¢ hmitted to the Conference of State Radiation Control Program
Directors for review and comment,

The Committee added that, the resulting document, when properly revised,
will represent a pioneering effort in nuclear safety regulation, will help
conserve those of our resources that are available for the control of en-
vironmental and public health problems, and should receive strong support
from the professional radiation protection community, The ACNW belfeves that

the

proposed Policy Statement, 1f revised as suggested above, will serve

well as a starting point for the position to be stated at the upcoming
international meeting on this subject, being held in Washington, D.C. on

October 17-19, 1988,
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111, Solidification of Cement Bonded Low-Leve! H%s%Q ?LLH[
[Note: Dr. 5. J. S. Pirr; was the Designated Feaeral Cfficial for this
portion of the meeting.)

Dr. John Greeves, Division of Low-Level Waste Management and Decommissioning
(LLWM), stated that the NRC staff was in the process of reaching decisions on
topical reports relating to cement bonded LLW and the use of high intensity
containers constructed of polyethylene., He indicated that the staff would
welcome comments from the Committee on these topics.

Dr, Michae! Tokar, Division of Low-Level Waste Management and Decommission-
ing, reminded the Committee of earlier discussions held with the Committee's
predecessor, the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguard's Subcommittee on
Waste Management, ke noted the several incidents at nuclear power plants
that have resulted in improperly solidified low-level wastes., He described
the staff's interactions with the Department of Energy and its contractors at
the West Valley Demonstration Project.

The West Valley Demonstration Project Act of 1980 authorizes DOE to process
the liquid wastes and dispose of them in a repository., The West Valley
Demonstration Project is intended to process the supernate and sludge phases
and strip out the major portion of the radioactive corstituents, The highl
radioactive materials which have been absorbed on fon exchange columns wil
then be converted to a borosilicate glass in a process closely resembling
that planned for use at Savannah River. The second waste stream, which fis
largely various sodium salts and contains minor concentrations of various
fissic products, is to be converted to a cement bonded waste form, It is to
be processed in individual batches and poured into 71-gallon drums for
solidification. The DLLWM has been working closely with DOE and its
contractor, Westinghouse, in the development of this latter process.

The final waste will contain approximately 39% sodium salts, There will be
approximately 15,000 drums of the solidified material, The current intent is
to store these drums at the West Valley site in a building that will be
covered with earth, It was noted that the entire operation is not within the
requlatory purview of the NRC, although ft 1{s intended that the cemented
was’o will meet Part 6] criteria.

The development of the scaled-up process to solidify the supernate was
described briefly. It was noted that in scaling up the processing equipment,
it was necessary to modify some of the equipment and processes. Thusly, the
large-scale mixing equipment, as an example, fs a high shear device that
imparts a large amount of energy to the mix. This resulted in a foaming
condition that had to be eliminated by the use of a silicon based anti-
foaming agent, Additfonal small scale testing of simulated waste indicates
that this prob'em has been resolved.
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in solidifying waste at nuclear power plants, the Division requested all the
vendors to provide detailed information on the formulations currently in use.
In response to the request, Chem-Nuclear submitted a topical report that
reduced the number of formulations considered from 54 to 36, Staff review
revealed significant deficiencies in the performance of some of these fcrmu-
lations, so Chem-Nuclear withdrew their reports in toto and replaced them
with three new reports, These latter reports each focused on separate binder
systems, cement, pizzolans and a proprietary material, PMC. These are the
only Chem-Nuclear topical reports on waste forms that are being reviewed hy
the staff at this time,

Dr. Carter asked how long it takes to review such a report. It was acknowl-
edged that some reports had beer in-house for up to rtour years, However,
given the recent focusing of Divisional efforts on t+is and related matters,

t is expected that such reviews may be completed within a year, An estimate
of four staff-months was given for the expended effort, It was noted that
delays in responses by the vendors have a significant effect on the elapsed
time for a review to be completed. It was also noted that the staff's
backlog has been materially reduced.

The dual nature of licensing thy process by NRR and the product by NMSS was
also touched on,

Dr. Greeves diccussed a recent report to Mr, Hugh Thompson, Director, NMSS,
on the adequacy of the criteria in Part 61, It was the conclusion of the
report that the staff continye efforts to reduce the backlog and not attempt
to make significant changes in Part 61,

Dr. Tokar then discussed the LN Technc ~gies topical reports., LN had assumed
that their earlier work was sound and that certain of the deficiencies noted
by other vendors would not be Yound in their material, They in fact did find
precisely the same problems, Using virgin resins at approximately 39 weight
percent, the strengths decreased upon extended curing, At lower loadings,
approximately 18 weight percent, this behavior was no longer noted, It was
stated that no difference .n the test results were observed when the speci-
mens were immersed in demineralized water or synthetic seawater,

The next vendor discussed was Stock, Essentially, Stock has not responded to
the staff's inquiries, Consequently, the staff has discontinued 1ts review
of Stock's reports, It was not known {f the staff's actions have resulted in
any reduction in the use of Stock's process by reactor operators,

The last vendor discussed was Westinghouse-Hittman, The staff has indicated
that while this vendor was initialiy reluctant to perform the required tests,
they are now cooperating with NRC,
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There was a description of the Office of State Program's efforts in working
with the states to coordinate the staff's reviews and f1nd1nrs with the
individual state regulating bodies. The Committee noted the difficulty in
enforcing regulatory changes upon the individual Agreement States., Ms,
Cardelia Maupin, Office of State Programs, noted the effective .d prompt
cooperation by both the NRC staff and the Agreement States' perscinel in this
and other areas.

In closing, Dr, Tokar reviewed the current status and recent activities in

this subject area. He noted that a sig-ificant reduction in the backlog of
reports has occurred in the past yeir.

IV, High Density Polyethylene High Integrity Containers
[Note: Or. S. 5. §. Parry was tre Designated Federal Official for this

portion of the “esting,)

In opening the discussion Dr, Greeves noted that the status of this topic is
different from that of the previous topic, He irdicated that the staff was
nearing a decision on the suitability of polyethylene as a principal material
of construction, He stated that the staff would welcome an advisory letter
from the Coomittee on this topic.

Dr. Tokir initiated the technical discussior by reviewing the several inde-
pendent technical analyses that have been done on the application of cross-
linked, or high density polyethylene (PE) as the primary material of con-
struction for high integrity containers (KICs). The first technical analysis
was inftiated by the NUS Corporation, later LN Technologies, and the second
was done by Brookhsver under NRC contract, Based on the findings, the staff
held discussions with the state of South Carolina and the several vendors of
PE MICs. The staff requested Dr, Stewart Silling, Brown University, to
perform an independent review, The results of Dr, Silling's review weve
presented to the Committee durin? fts virst meeting in June 1988, Each study
concluded that there was a serious question of the capability of PE as a
structural component of HICs.

The staff requested the vendors and South Carolina to provide further re-
cponses to Dr, Si1ling's report, Chem-Nuclear provided an original and a
revised set of responses. Westinghouse and South Carolina provided separate,
individual comme.ts. A)) comments have raised similar questions relating to
the assumption made by Or. Silling. These questions centered on the use ot
data from non-cross-'inked PE, not assiming internal stiffening by the waste
and no externa) support being assumed for the backfill,

Based on the rey rts and responses, the staff identified four principal areas
of question, They are: (1) buckling of PE, (2) creep behavior, (3) ductile/
brittle failure transition, and (A) irradiation effects., Estimates of the
onset of PE buckling and creep is determined by which modulus relating stress
and strain is used in the deformation calculations, It is Dr. Silling's and
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the staff's position that the secant modulus should be used rather than the
Young's modulus, since it is a more conservative approach and is more appro-
priate for visco-elastic materials, The staff discussed a related matter
which was how one takes into account the stiffening effects of the waste
within the HIC and the backfilled earth surrounding the HIC, It was the
staff's position that attempting to quantify such effects for various wastes
and a range of sofls would be essentially impossible, Again, the conserva-
tive approach would be to fignore such contributions, DOr, Orth asked if
full-scale tests could be or had been made to demonstrate these effects. Or,
Tokar described the tests that had been made and concluded that the tests
were not adequately representative of actual conditions,

With respect to creep behavior, the vendors believe that they have adequately
taken that phenomenon into account, It is the staff's position that the
designers do not, and in fact cannot, take creep into account because defor-
mation will occur at very low stresses, Further, once creep or deformation
fnitiates, buckling and eventual rupture will occur.

The ductile/brittle transition temperature question was discussed by ODr,
Tokar who referred to data developed by a German experimenter named Graube.
He developed a set of curves relating stress to failure at various tempera-
tures for linear-bonded PE, This information was, in part, the basis for Dr.
Si1ling's adverse findings. The vendcrs responded that these data were not
representative of cross-linked PE and they presented, in their written
responses, some preliminary data from Phillips. These data were not pub-
lished data, but were privately obtained by Chem-Nuclear and Westinghouse-
Hittman, The Phi)lips data were generated as a basis fur the development of
a piping materia) suitable for hot water tubing, and tests are being run out
to times exceeding 100,000 hours, It is planned that a 50% safety factor
will be applied to the design of the piping. The staff checked with Phillips
and founc that certain failure data had not been requested by the vendors,
and consequently, was unreported in the vendors' submissfons to the staff,
Further, the stresses applied had been miscalculated and as a result erro-
neous data were submitted by the vendors, The staff replotted the corrected
data with the Graube data and close agreement between the linear-bonded and
cross-linked PE data was obtained, Tne net effect is to minimize the con-
tention that the two types of PE will demonstrate particularly differe .t
stress-strain pr erties as a function of time and temperature, thus sup-
porting the Silling report,

In discussing the effect of irradiation on the mechanical properties of PE,
the staff indicated that the vendors had made several calculational errors in
computing the dose that the PE received. The staff's conclusions are that
the doses are high enough for significant effects on the tensile properties
of PE to be observed, However, the staff does not believe that the irradia-
tion of the PE is, of itself, sufficient to reject the use of PE., It is
considered a periphera)l matter, with negative weighting,
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Dr. Tokar closed his presentation by indicating that the staff was not yet
ready to annunciate a position on PE HICs but was reaching that point and
would welcome the Committee's considered view:,

An extended discussion between the Committes and the staff followed. It was
gereral in nature and touched on the economics of HICs, manufacturing capa-
bilities, and alternative designs. The discussion closed with the thorough-
ness of the sta’f's efforts being acknowledged and an agreement that the
Committee would provide appropriate comments,

V. Regulation of Mixed fadinactive and Hazardous Waste (Open)
[Note: WMr. 0. S. Merri' wus TRe Designated Federal Official for this
portion of the meeting. |

Mr. T’mothy C. Johrson, Regulauiry Branch, Division cf Low-Level Waste and
Decommissioning, oriefed the Committee on the ASME letter to Chairman Zech,
dated May 4, 1988, on regulatory responsibility for mixed waste, and the
staff's position on this topic. He stated that, in 1985, the Congress
considered the mixed waste jurisdiction issue while conducting hearings on
the Low-Level Waste Policy Amendments Act. The Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) and NRC provided testimony, NRC recommended that a single
agency be given jurisdiction over this issue, Congress left the issue open,
but recommended that EPA and NRC resolve the problem. In response to the
recommendation, EPA and NRC have worked closely together to produce the
following three guidance documents:

1. Guidance on the Definition and Identification of Commercial Mixed
[ow-Leve! ¥iicactive and Hazardous Waste, January B, ’

Mixed waste was defined as a low-leve! radioactive waste that also
has a hazardous component efther of:

(a) listed materizls under EPA RCRA regulations, or

(b) waste that would meet the hazardous waste characteristics that
are defined specy i.a'ly under the EPA RCRA regulations,

2. Combined NRC-EPA Siting iuidelines for Disposal of Mixed Low-Level
Radioactive and Hazardo.: woste, March 13, {557

The siting guidelines use! the NRC siting requirements in 10 CFR
Part 61 and added to ther specific siting requirements that applied
to RCRA or that EPA expected to be used in their mixed waste crite-
ria,
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3, Joint NRC-EPA Guidance on a Conce for Commer-
cial Wixed Low-Tevel ste Disposal
FacilTties, August 3, 1987

The conceptual design of a mixed waste disposal facility had some
inconsistencies. The NRC Part 61 rcz:1at1ons were designed to
eliminate a "bathtub," whereas, the RCRA regulations prescribes a
double leachate collection system, The resulting design, in this
document, meets the EPA requirement but was con?igured in such a
manner that a “"bathtub" would not occur in the disposal facility,
thus meeting the NRC requirements also.

Dr. Moeller asked if there was a lower 1imit on how much organic material
could be present in a mixed waste, Mr, Johnscn replied that there is no
lower limit for the listed wastes under RCRA to be defined as hazardous.
However, under the second criteria (1., b.) mentioned above, f.e., the
characteristics test, if the concentration is below a specified level, the
substance 1s considered not to be hazardous.

Mr, Johnson said that there are three operating commercial low-level radioac-
tive waste dispocal sites, none of which ia permitted to receive hazardous
waste, Consequently, any mixed waste generated is currently being held in
storage at the licensee's facility. In recponse to a question from Dr.
Moeller, Mr. Johnson said that there are curcently within the U.S. no mixed
waste disposal facilities that are licensed to receive radioactive materials,
but they are permitted to receive hazardous materials,

Dr. Steindle. asked whether there is sufficient information in the EPA/NRC
guidance documents to help a potential licensee get 2 license, Mr., Johnson
said, ro, and explained that EPA and NRC decided not to develop a licensing
guidance document because of the complexities due to the current formation of
compacts and the fact that not all states are NRC agreement states or author-
fzed EPA states. As a result, the licensing procedures might therefore be
different for different entities. Consequently, potential licensees will
follow the current procedures of obtaining a license from NRC or an agreement
state for the radioactive portion, and a permit from the EPA or one of their
authorized states for the RCRA hazardous waste portion,

Dr steindler asked now the Denartment of Energy (DOE) was handling their
. a¢ed waste problem, Mr, Johnson said that DOE has a larger mixed waste
source term than the NRC commercial sites, and that DOL has a major effort
underway to deal with the problem,

In answer to a question from Dr, Orth about the above-mentioned storage of
mixed waste at a facility which may not be an EPA-permitted facility, Mr.
Johnson discussed the three categories of compliance that exist within
EPA-regulated states:

1. States in which EPA regulates hazardous waste generation and stor-
age
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Sta:es that EPA has authorized to regulate mixed waste and hazardous
waste,

3, States that EPA has authorized to regulate hazardous waste, but not
mixed waste,

Dr. Carter asked how contaminated lead bricks and shielding materials are now
being handled, since they are specifically mixed waste., Mr, Johnson said
that lead bricks and shielding material are being stored. In some cases,
lead bricks are being decontaminated for reuse, and therefore do not become
waste.

Mr, Johnson discussed the following current activities between NRC and EPA:

1. Resolution of public comments on the definition of mixed waste, It
is expected that the revised version of the January 1987 draft
document will be published in the Federa! Register in early October
1988,

2, Preparation of joint guidance on sampling and testing., Expected to
be completed by December 1988,

3, Preparation of joint guidance on storage. Expected to be completed
by December 1988,

4, Preparation of joint guidance on inspection and enforcement,
Expected to be completed by June 1989,

With regard to the joint guidance on storage, Dr, Steindler asked about the
volume of mixed waste, Mr, Johnson said it was relatively small, This is
being considered by U.S. Ecology in its evaluation of whether there is a
market for a mixed waste disposa! facility at their Hanford, Washingtor,
site, Dr. Smith observed that the only decision to be made is whether the
customer i1s willing to pay the cost,

Dr. Moeller mentioned the decommissioning rulemaking to be discussed later in
this meeting, stating that in decommissioning you do a lot of decontamina-
tion., He asked if that would involve organics or other chemicals that would
result in mixed wastes. Mr, Johnson said yes, but that the industry is aware
of this problem and would try either not to generate the waste or to minimize
the volume.

Mr. Johnson then discussed the last guidance document on joint inspection and
enforcement, which NRC and EPA plan to publish in June 1989, The document
vill address some of the issues raised on interaction with EPA authorized
states and regions and NRC regions, viz., such issues as whether inspection
should be jointly performed, who has authority in which areas, etc.
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Mr. Johnson presented a summary of the major points contained in the American
Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) mixed waste position paper, which was
the subject of a meeting between the NRC staff and representatives of the
ASME on June 30, 1988.

1. Dual]regulotiOn of mixe w.ste is unnecessary and too burdensome and
costly.

2, The basic goal 1is one-:cency regulation of mixed waste, under
performance based requireicnts -- this requires legislation, which
Congress has previously declined to provide.

3. Subsidiary goals include:

(a) Exclusion of high-level and TRU wastes, and the HLW repository,
the MRS, and the WIPP from RCRA coverage;

(b) Expansion of the NRC definition of byproduct material to include
nonradioactive materials;

(¢) Formation of an inter-agency working group to advise the guvern-
ment,

4, Recommendations for EPA:
(a) Modify inspection requirements for mixed waste;

(b) Develop generic delisting criteria and streamline the delisting
process;

(¢) Expand list of chemicals in relisting rulemaking (chemicals
eligible for exclusion on the basis of low concentrations);

(d) Extend the hazard ranking system (HRS) to mixed waste by also
accounting for the radiation risk,

In summary, the thrust of the ASME position is that the U.S, Congress
should eliminate dual regulation of mixed waste by changing current laws
and regulations to provide for regulation by one agency under one set of
performance-based rules, In connection with passage of the Low-Leve)
Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act, the Commission previously
indicated that it supported single-agoncy regulation of mixed waste by
NRC under 10 CFR Part 61. The Congress chose not to act on this recom-

mendation and thus to eliminate dual regulation of mixed wastes., The
NRC staff's current approach is to exert continued effort to minfwize
dua) regulation problems and to make dual regulation as workable as
possible.
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Dr. Smith said that Congress considerad keeping the re,ulation a joint
responsibility because it would receive the best effort from both
agencies, whereas 1f the regulation is placed under a si>gle agency, the
efforts of the other agency might be slighted. Mr, Johnson agreed, and
added that if it were legislatively mandated that NRC should be the
single-agency regulator, it would place an onerous burden ori NRC «-
potential rulemaking, developing a completely new set of regulations
that apply to mixed waste, and potentially having to implement the RCRA
requirements as written,

Dr, Smith aske* a question about ASME's recommendation that high-level
and TRU wastes, and the HLW repository, the MFS and WIPF be excluded
from RCRA coverage, Mr., Johnson safid that tnis recommendation was
motivated by the fact that all of the above-named wastes and facilities
might have organic solvents or other hazardous components present, in
which case RCRA requ’rements would, by law, be applicable. The reason
given by ASME that they should be excluded from RCRA is that the reposi-
tories will provide a greater protection than disposal wunder RCRA
requirements, Regariing DOE's WIPP site, New Mexico has not yet been
authorized to regulate mixed waste. Until they are, the matter is on
hold at EPA, pendirg their approval of the mixed waste authorization,
Dr. Moeller asked if this mes s that the high-level waste repository at
Yucca Mountain and the WIPP site may have major hurdles ahead in this
realm, Mr., Johnson said they would if it is determined that there are
hazardous components in the wastes to be placed in these tacilities,

Drs, Steindler and Moeller asked about the disposal of hospital westes,
indicating that waste from a hospital might contain some chemical that
is on EPA's list., Mr, Johnson said if they do not, it is nit a mixed
waste issue; if they do, they are subject to RCRA standards, Also, EPA
is currently evaluating other chemicals which could be added to their
1ist. EPA also can delist certain chemicals involved in specific
applications, but not in a generic sense,

Mr. Johnson said that ASME wants the NRC definition of byproduct materi-
al to be expanded to remove the uncertainty regarding nonradioactive
materials that might be produced in fission or as the result of radio-
active decay. The NRC position on this issue is that jurisdiction is
defined by the Atomic Energy Act and that it would not be just a simple
meiter of chang’ng the definition,

Or. Moeller asked about the ASME recommendation to replace design
criteria by performance criteria, Mr, Johnson said that the design
criteria that EPA has in their RCRA provision are prescriptive, whereas
Part 61 is a performance-based regulation, He said that ASME's position
is that the EPA requirements may not necessarily always reflect the
other conditions at the site that may also inhibit migration of mate-
rials,
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Following a discussion among Drs. Steindler, Moeller, Orth, and Mr.
Johnson about the previously discussed ASME recommendation that high-
level and TRU wastes and associated repositories and facilities be
excluded from RCRA coverage, Dr, Orth sgagosted to Dr., Moeller that the
Committee hear from representatives of . Dr, Moeller agreed, addin

that the Committee should hear from representatives of both DOE and EP

with regard not only to the problem in general, but also with regard to
WIPP and the HLW repository. Dr, Orth added that other sites where DOE
is presently storing material -- Savannah River and Hanford -- might be
included in the discussion,

The Committee agreed that sessions should be scheduled with DOE and EPA
for additional discussions on the possible exclusion of high-level and
TRU wastes and associated repositories and facilities from RCRA cover-
age.

VI, Division of Low-Level Waste Management and Decommissfoning FY 1989
Frog~am (Upen)

ote: DOr. S. J. S. Parry was the Designated Federal Official for this
portion of the meeting.) -

Dr, Malcolm Knapp, Division Director, provided a briefing on the division's
FY 1989 program. The current budget is for 57 full-time employees (FTEs) and
$..6M in technica) assistance or external contract funds, It was noted that
these figures are 17 FTEs and $0.5M less than the original budgetary request,
The personnel breakdown is 40 FTEs at Headquarters and 17 in the regional
offices, principally in the Uranium Recovery Field Office in Denver, Dr,
Knapp indicated that on the average some frur hours of inspector time per
year has been allocated to the inspection of radwaste operations at each
nuclear power plant, These figures do not include the time expended by the
resident inspectors,

As a result of budget decisions, Dr. Knapp indicated that the certain pro-
grams will progress at a slower rate than anticipated and others will not be
worked on at all, such as support for the on-site disposal of LLW, Dr,
Steindler noted that the work in the area of LLW solidification and HIC
topical reports is progressing at a good rate. He asked what was the level
of support for those programs, Dr, Knapp indicated that about 2.1 FTEs and
$0.4M have been budgeted, He also noted that as internal FTEs were in-
creased, external technica)l assistance decreased.

The program is subdivided into three major groupings: Low-Level Waste,
Uranium Recovery, and Decommissioning, with 3 to 4 subgroupings under each
major set. Within these major and subgroups there are some 30 individual
items or ~rojects identified,
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The Low-Level Waste group has 22 FTEs and $1.1M in technical assistance funds
assigned to it, Its four subgroups are: (12 Regulation and Guidance, (2)
Licensing and Reviews, (3) Inspections, and (4) Assistance to States. The
breakdown of FTEs are: 5, 11, 2, and 4, respectively, Only items (1) and
(2) receive contract dollars, $0.6M and $0.5M, respectively. Within these
four subgroups there are 15 indfvidual budget line items.

The Uranium Recovery grouping has 30 FTEs and $0.3M in technical assistance
funds assigned to it, Its four subgroups are: (1) Regulations and Guidance,
(2) Licensing and Review, (3) Inspections, and (4, Remedial Action Reviews.
The breakdown of FTEs are: 1, 11, 2, and 15, respectively. Items (2] and
(4) receive $0.1M and $0.2M, respectively. These four subgroups contain 12
individual budget line items,

The Decommissioning group has § FTEs and $0.2M divided among three subgroups:
(1) Regulations and Guidance, (2) Licensing and Reviews, and (3) West Valley
Low=Level Disposal Activities. The respective FTEs assigned are: i, 2, and
2, with items (3) receiving $0.2¢ in technical assistance,

Dr. Knapp discussed each of the groups and subgroups in detail and responded
to specific and general questions by the committee. One of the major points
noted was the probable effect of the LLW Amendments Act on the safety and
structure of the LLW disposal system. Or. Knapp expects to see a reduction
in the number of LLW disposal sites as the impact of higher disposal fees and
reduced volumes of LLW begin to be felt, C. -ently, it is possible that over
12 sites will become or stay operationa’ oy the early 90's, Or. Knapp
believes that this number will be reduced to something like 4 to € as the
impact of increased fues and reduced volumes of waste is felt,

Dr. Smith noted that certain activities will requ‘re support from EPA to
complete. Dr, Knapp sgreed with that observation but was unable to give any
assurance that such support would be forthcoming,

Dr. Knapp noted the staff's effort to reduce the manpower required in support
of the uranium recovery program, He also described the cooperative efforts
with the EPA to set ground water limits near mill tailings sites. This
entails reducing the number of documents that NRC reviews for each site,
Currently, the staff receives and examines some 10 or .1 documents relating
to each site. They are exploring with DOE the possib‘lity of DOE restructur-
ing one specific document slightly and using the others as references. In
this manner the staff would then cnly have to review the one restructured

document,

The current activities related to decommissioning were presented, These are
related to the recently issued Decommissioning Ryle, One nuclear power plant
is close to submitting a decommissioning dismantlement) plan., Another,
Humboldt Bay, is closed and may shortly be initiating a decomnissioning
effort. NRR has approved their plan and the effort will shortly be trans-
ferred to NMSS. (Note: The responsibility for reactor decomrissioning has
recently been transferred to NMSS but some residual activities remain in
NRR, )
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Mr, Martin discussed the decommissiuning rule in general, which describes the
foliowing:

1.

2,

4,

Facilities covered: power reactors, research and test reactors, and
materials licensees,

Facilities not covered: LLW and HLW disposal sites and uranium mill
t:!linqs sites, 1.e., s'tes where waste would remain permanently or
site,

Areas covered by the requirements:

a. Plans for decommissioning,

b, Financia) assurance for decommissioning.

¢, Recordkeeping to facilitate decommissioning,
d., License termination procedure.

Areas not covered by the requirements: requirements fcr decontami-
nation to permit unrestricted use. A separate effort 1is being
conducted by RES in this area.

Mr., Martin reviewed casework and the status of decommissioning at nine
nuclear power plants, He also discussed the casework on materials licensees,
with specia) emphasis on project review for decommissioning of facilities in
this category.

The following concerns were discussed by the Committee:

1.

Dr. Moeller asked how many plants will be shut down within the next
§ years, Mr, Martin answered that several plants are already shut
down and that one or two may be shut down or be decommissioned in
the near future. Beyond that, the next one, Yankee Rowe, is not
scheduled to be shut down until 1997, He said the preliminary plan
is to be submitted 5 years in advance of shutdown and that about the
time of shutdown another plan is submitted which updates the prelim-
inary plan, including the revisior uf the cost estimates (financial
assurance) to ensure that **cy are consistent with the detailed
plan, He then expla‘-ca the options of dismantle, entomb and
SAFSTOR, adding that decommissioning is to be completed within 6
years from the start time and that financ al assurance certification
is required to be updated on an annual basis,

Dr. Omith asked about the decommissioning of research and test
reactors, particularly of university reactors, inquiring as to
whether the cost of decoomissioning might be onerous to *he univer-
sities. Mr, Frank Cardile, Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research,
said that NRC wouid be satisfied to have state-sponsorea schoels
identify the cost to decommirsion, certify that they are & state
agency, and confirm that the state will accept responsibility for
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the cost of decommissioning., Mr, Cardile stated that private
institution: do not have to set aside a specified amount of money to
provide financial assurance, but could post either a surety bond or
letter of credit to guarantee that the required funds wo:ld be
availadble when needed,

The requirements for decommissioning materials licensees, 1 .e.,
byproduct, source and special nuclear materifal licensees, are more
complex than requirements for reactors., There are about 9,000 such
licensees, About 1500 licensees will have to provide decommis-
sfoning plans and funding plans (or financial assurance certifi-
cations) for pre-approval besause of unusual radiolo?ical conditions
where either releases or doses to workers would be higher than those
encountered during operation, Due to the large number of licensee
plans to be submitted, the ACNW members expressed concern about the
volume of the decommissioning plan documentation and the ability of
the relatively small NRC staff to handle the large influx and review
of these plans, Dr, Moeller expressed concern about the necessity
for the submission of decommissioning plans by every small user,
viz,, hospitals and universities, Mr, Martin assured him that NRC's
primary concerns are with large users and users who have nuclides
with half-lives longer than 120 days, thus having a greater prob-
ability of large-scale contamination of their facility than a small
user, resulting in a correspondingly large-scale decommissioning
effort, Small users and those using short-lived nuclides only need
to document the decommissioning efforts (anmd associated costs) that
are envisioned which, if small, would be acceptable to the NRC. He
added that 5 out of 6 materials licensees will not have to be
responsive to thir requirement, Mr, Cardile added that sealed users
are not covered by the reguirement,

Dr. Moeller expressed concern that the deccmmissioning rule may
impose unnecessary paperwork on some licensees, then asked if the
rule is final, Mr, Martin said it is final and that there fis
supporting analysis which contains the rationale for imposing the
paperwork requirement, DOr. Moeller asked if the Conference vf State
Radiation Control Program Directors commented on the rule, Mr,
Cardile said they did not and, in fact, NRC received very few
comments from materials licensees. (He said later that NRC sent the
proposed rule to about B000 materials licensees.) The NRL however,
received comments from the Atomic Industrial Forum's Committee on
Radiopharmaceuticals, Dr, Smith asked if the proposed rule came
before the ACRS, Mr, Cardile replied that the ACRS elected not to
review it, Dr., Moeller recalled that it was presented to the ACRS
as a rule to assure financial resources for decommissioning, and
that it was primarily for nuclear power plants, Mr, Cardile said
that there have been cases where small licensees have gone out of
business and, because of being in a poor financial condition, have
left contaminated facilities. This, plus the fact that Pacific
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Northwest Leboratory's studies looked at average case (not worst
case) scenarios, to determine averags decommissioning costs, is part
of the rationale for this rule., Or, Steindler sujgested that the
ACNW ought to have a more careful review of what the implications of
the rule are., Dr, Smith agreed. Dr. Orth suggested that ACNW wait
until a number of licensee submissions have been submitted, then ask
users' associations for their views on rule compliance,

The Committee requested that the ACNW staff review the rule in more
detai] and prepare a summary for the Committee. The ACNW staff was
also requested to provide to the Committee copies of the Pacific
Northwest Laboratory's reports on decommissioning cost estimates
referred to by the NRC staff during the presentation,

V111, Executive Session (Open/Closed)
K. Feports, Letters and Memoranda (Open)

1. ACNW comments on the Suitability of High Density Polyethylene High

Xnte;ritl_Containers

The Committee recommended that the NRC Staff b-ing to closure its
study of the HDPE MICs whose designs have been submitted to it for
approval. The Committee observed that the present designs which use
polyethylene will have difficulty in meeting the NRC criterfa for
structural stability for containers for Class B or Class C waste.
The Committee, however, is mindful of HODPE's low corrosion rates
which, when coupled with other materials that provide the necessary
mechanical properties, could result in a container that should be
able to satisfy the pertinent NRC criteria,

2. ACNW comments on the Proposed Policy Statement on Below Regulator
Concern (Letter to Chairman Zech dated September 15, 1988)

The Committee urged the adoption of dose rates up to of 10 mrem per
year to individuals and annual collective doses up to 100 person-rem
as acceptable limits arising from a single exempted practice. The
conmittes offered several suggestions for the revision of the
proposed Commis ion Policy Statement on Exemptions from Regulatory
Contro) for Practices Whose Public Health and Safety Impacts are
Below Ragulatory Concern,

B. Other Committee Conclusions

1. Preparation of ACNW Reports (Open)

| The Committee discussed procedures for finalizing its letter re-
| ports, The Committee agreed to the following procedures:

R R T e [P
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a, A letter-writing session should be scheduled at the end of each
review or briefing session when a letter report may be written,
To allow adequate time for consideration, urgent items should be
scheduled for the first day of the meeting.

b, The Committee should take a formal vote to indicate final
approval of its letter reports,

¢, When it seems desirable, the ACNW Chairman will remain after the
meeting to assist the ACNW staff in editing the lettier reports,

d. For less urgent items, the Committee may withhold its final vote
sO that a draft can be mailed to the members and consultants for
additional review and comment, Approximately one week will be
given to respond via a “"sign-off" sheet.

The Committee also agreed that the ACNW Staff could edit fima)
letter reports prior to their preparation for distribution, Any
changes, however, should be limited to those of an editorial nature,
As with ACRS letter reports, the approval of the Chairman and/or the
principal author will Le requested before distribution of any report
in which proposed changes appear in any way to alter the intent of
the letter report,

ACNW Meeting Schedule for 1989 (Open)

The Members agreed to provide information about dates durinz

1989 when they can be available for ACNW meetings. The ACNW Staff
will coordinate the responses and identify a set of potentia) dates
for 6 to 8 ACNW meetings.

NMSS Participation in ACNW Meetings (Oper)

The Committee discussed a Policy Directive to NMSS division-

level management personnel, which addressed the nature of, and
requirements for, NMSS participation in ACNW meetings, A number of
changes, primarily editorial, were suggested., A substantive change
vas suggeste¢ that documents to be reviewed by ACNW should be
received at least two weeks in advance of subcommittee or full
committee meetings,

Response to Staff Requirements Memorandum (SRM) dated July 5, 1988

The Committee discussed i1ts view of the subject SRM and, in particu-
lar, the responses suggested in Dr, Savio's memorandum to ACNW dated
July 20, 1988. The Committee agreed to the following in connection
with the SRM items:
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COMM-1,

COMM-2,

COMM-3,

CW" .

COMM-§,

COMM-6 .

COMM-7.,

COMM-8,

The Committee agreed that the response indicated was
acceptable for reaching "closure" on issues discussed
with NMSS or to indicate to the Commission where there
were differences,

Tha response shown should be modified to indicate that
the Committee completed its review of the proposed
Cammissio~ Policy Statement on "BRC" during its fourth
meeting,

The response suggested should be mndified to indicate
that suggestions for a legislative change to make ACNW
statutory has been forwarded to 0GC.

With regard to the assessment of the adequacy of NMSS'
resources, the Committee noted that it is planning to
discuss program plans, etc., with the Directors of both
the divisions of HLWM and LLWM,

The Committee agreed that it is planning to meet with
thQICoumlss1on at the suggested frequency, i.e., quar-
terly.

The Committee agreed that its highest priority was in
connection with NRC's activities related to the High-

Leve) Waste Repository.

It was noted that the Committee intends to interact

with the Commissioners' Technical Assistants and that
Dr. Moeller has scheduled a meeting with them for
September 15, 1988. In addition, the Committee plans to
provide to the Commission, on a regular basis, informa-
tion referred to in connection with COMM-1 and plans to
meet periodically with the Commissioners in accordance
with their request,

The Committee 2greed thit both sides of any differences
of opinion among Committee members would be aired.

5. Distribution of Ma:! to ACNW (Npen)

The Committee members decided not to change the distribution of mail
to them. They did ask, however, that their mail be grouped better
and that some identification be made of the more urgent items,
rather than simply “lumping” everything together. The ACRS/ACNW
Staff agree. to do this,
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6. ACNW Bylaws (Open)

The Committee agreed to review the proposed ACNW Bylaws and provide
comments to Mr, Libarkin before the November meeting. Discussion of
the revision will be scheduled for the next meeting.

7. Division of Responsibilities (Open)

The Committee discussed the division of responsibilities between
ACRS and ACNW, Specific topics discussed were spent fuel stora
pools, on-site low level waste, transportation casks, and t
Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation, The Committee agreed
to schedule further discussions on the divis‘on of responsibilities
at the next meeting,

C. Future Agenda

The Committee agreed to the tentative future agenda as shown in Appendix
1.

The 4th ACNW meeting concluded at 4:05 p.m., on September 14, 1988,



