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Mr. Richard Cunningham
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, D. C. 20555

Dear Mr. Cunningham:

Your request to DOE Field Offices and DOE Headquarters for review of
the January 15, 1979, Draft NRC Report "Regulation of Federal Radio-
active Waste Activities'" has resulted in a significant number of comments.

We are currently in the process of evaluating and collating the comments;
however, in view of the tight scnedule for NRC preparation of the final
report, obtaining Commission review, and possible redrafting to accommod: te
Commission comments, we have decided to forward the comments now availa.
in theunedited and uncollated form (as received). Because of this they
may not reflect DOE policy and may contain ambiguous or inaccurate
statements. We plan to fully review the enclosed corasents in the next
few days. and utilize them in preparing a more compl’ec*e and accuraft
commenta y on the NRC Draft. The enclosed comments should not be quoted
as DOE positions without specific DOE approval and, for the present,
should be treated as raw data,

From my staff's review of the Draft Report we see the follcwing points
as most important:

1. The discussion of relative hazards of DOE wastes vs. commercial
wastes in the Executive Summary, Section 3.0 and Appendix C of the
report are non-factual, incomplete and easily misconstrued, We believe
these portions of the report should be revised to include only factual
matter which relates specifically to the relative hazard or risk. The
revised discussion should include statements for both DOE and for
commercial waste of relevant factors such as:

a. Inventories of various levels of specific activities

b. 1Isotopic content

¢ 3004240 557
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¢c. Site description, including population density, hydrology
and meteorology

d. Discussion of waste forms, i.e., liquid, solid, gaseous,
salt cake, low specific activity hardware from D and D operations, etec.

2. A summary of Appendix E "Current, Environment, Safety and Health
Practices of DOE'' should appear in the Executive Summary, as well as
in the body of the report. As the report is now organized, the place-
ment of this very relevant information only in the appendix of the
report could result in inaccurate opinions of the DOE safety program
in the radioactive waste area.

3. NRC should be more factual in its assessment of potential benefits
associated with NRC regulatory authority. For instance, on Summary

page 8, NRC claims as a potential benefit "...increased public confidence
in Federal waste management activities." It is not clear that this has
been the case in the Light Water Reactor industry. In several states
where nuclear reactors have been properly licensed, nuclear moratoria
have . . -n proposed and in some cases adcpced, in spite of the licensing
activities of NRC. We believe the public acceptance of DOE facilities
located in many states across the nation has been very good by any
measure, It should be noted that DCI maintains public document rooms

i+ “h deipity of the major field offices which provide a wide spectrum
ot inrocmati~m on the DOE operatioms and their potential impa:ts.

4, To provide appropriate balance, the report should include some
discussion of the potential adverse effects on DOE operatioms which

could result from extension of NRC regulatory authority. The discussions
should address the following as a minimum:

a. Delays in obtaining licenses could result in continued use
of older but no longer adequate tanks or other equipment.

b. Extension of NRC authority could cause dilution in the
present clear understanding that safety is a line management responsibility.

¢. An overly strong regulatory role could erode the DOE's
ability to manage its own programs with chaotic consequences in all
operations including safety programs. Congress is likely to withhold
funds from DOE programs that fail to reach stated objectives, even if
such failure were entirely due to failure to obtain proper licensing.

d. The high costs of licensing incurred by both NRC and DOE
could soak up funds that might otherwise be available for safety hardware.
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Your evaluation and use of the enclosed comments may result in additional
questions or required clarifications. Please feel free to call for our
assistance as needed. We will forward additional comments as they

become available.

Sincggely,

;a/nc/«a// [,{./4

obert W. Barber, Acting Director
EVB0/SED24 Safety Engineering Division

Enclosures:

1. AL Comments dtd 1/29/79
2. ID Comments dtd 1/26/79
3. NV Comments dtd 1/29/79
4, OR Comments dtd 1/31/79
5. RL Comments dtd 1/29/79
6. SR Comments dtd 1/26/79
7. C1i Comments dtd 1/31/79



Department of Energy
Albuguerque Operations Office
P.O. Box 5400
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87115
29 JAN 1879

Robert W. Barber, Acting Director, Nuclear Safety Coordinmatic
Headquarters

NRC STUDY - REGULATION OF FEDERAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE ACTIVITIE

References: 1. Memorandum, Cunningham, NRC, to DOE F.O.
Managers, dated January 15, 1979, Trans-
mittal of NRC draft report "Regulation
of Federal Radioactive Waste Activities".

2. Classified Memorandum, T. R. Clark, AL
to A. Bryan Siebert, DP, dated Januvary 18,
1979, Study Required by Sectiomn 12 of
NRC's FY1979 Apprepriations Legislation.

3, Memorandum, T. R. Clark, AL, to .
A. Bryan Siebert, DP, dated December 20,
1978, Impact of NRC Licensing on National
Security.

As requested in reference 1, submitted herein are AL comments
on the NRC draft report "Regulation of Federal Radioactive
Waste Activities". _AL comments regarding the impact of NRC
licensing on national security have been submitted to DP,
references 2 and 3, and support the AL position that NRC
regulateory control is unnecessary and would not provide
benefits such as increased safety, uniformity, and public
reassurance. Examples are given regarding curtailment of
nuclear weapons production as a result of regulatory control
and AL radiocactive waste storage, disposal, and processing
facilities are described.

AL comments were prepared im recognition of the fact that
the executive summary does not include, 1) conclusions
and recommendations, or 2) national security implications
of regulatory control over defense activitles. These
sections are lerft blank as explained in the executive
summary on pages J and 8.
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Executive Summary

Page 1, 2nd paragraph, line 2 and 3 - NRC should make a
clear statement that the draft report does not represent
a listing and inventory of all radicactive waste activ-
ities presently conducted by Federal agencies. The
listing and ioventory is of storage, disposal, amd
processing activities as defined by the NRC for the
purpose of the study.

Page 1, 3rd paragraph -~ The relative hazards portion of
the NRC study is based on an assessment of consequences
rather than risk or probability that hazards will occur.
On this basis, the regulator must assume that the prob-
ability of any identifiable hazard is unity and must

be prevented. This approach is undesirable since a

risk versus benefit analysis is precluded and the safety
level of an activity can be driven well beyond its
economical viability rather thanm to the acceptable level
of protection. The impact becomes significant in terms
of cost and diversion of resources.

Page 2, last paragraph - It is important to note that
the draft report did not include resource costs for
DOE as a result of regulatory control. This point is
easily overlooked when examining the cost tables pro-
vided on pages 7-7 and 7-9 of the draft report.

Page 4, question 2, site listing - In reference 3, AL
did not include Rocky Flats Plant as a disposal faciiity
which the NRC has done (see Table 2.1 of draft report).
The RFP areas listed by the NRC are not considered by

AL as permanent disposal with no intent to exhume.

Page 5, question 6 - The NRC provides no basis for the
conclusion that an intervening processing step between
storage and disposal should be regulated. Regulatory
control of waste processing should be unnecessary be~-
fore, or after storage. Even Section 12 of the NRC
Authorization Bill directs the NRC study to include
storage and disposal activities. No mention is made
of processing.

Page 6, question 7, regulatory options - Nuclear weapons
design, production, assembly, and testing activities
involve a complicated network of lead times, schedules,
and interdependence among numerous defense facilities

in the U.S. The regulatory process, as described in
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Option A covering defense waste activities could potentially
severely impact nuclear weapons activities.

Page 6, question 7 = Regulatory Option C would appear to
have a greater impact on DOE activities than Option B,
however, the NRC cost is greater for Option C than Option
B. This distincticon and apparent reasoning for the order
which options are presented should be made. Because of
the order, Congress may assume Option B provides more
control and costs more than Option C.

Page 8, question 11 - Since the NRC could not perform a
detailed and time-consuming study of DOE storage and dis-
posal activities, the NRC identifies two theoretical
potential benefits of regulatory comtrol, i.e., increased
health, safety, and environmental protection, and in~-
creased public confidence. The AL position regarding
these potential benefits is described in reference 3.

Page 9, question 12, 1lst paragraph - The NRC position
that a particular regulatory option could have potential
benefits despite the adequacy of DOE's existing progranm
is disturbing. (See following comments regarding
Question 12.)

Page 9, question 12, Independence of Review =

1) Conflict of interest = the formal program and
arrangement by which the DOE oversees the ac~
tivities of contractors activities may be no
less a conflict of interest than when one
government agency oversees another. The con-
flict of interest logic would not stand up
under close scrutiny of DOE practices.

2) The "two heads are better than one" principle
may not be desirable to apply particularly W 4
one head is adequate and two heads will result
{in a significant cost increase.

Page 9, question 12 =~ There is no evidence that increased

depth of review, public participation, and increased
{nspection authority will provide the benefits described.

Regulation of Federal Radioactive Waste Activities, Draft,
Dated January 15, 1979

Page 1-2, 1lst paragraph = The listing and inventory only
covers storage, disposal, and processing facilities as




Robert W. Barber -l

defined by the NRC and does not comprise a complete listing
and inventory of all radioactive waste in Federal custody.

Page 1-5, section 1.3, Waste Management Activities Defined -~
The Waste Storage definition is such that waste packages
being held for any length of time (e.g., accumulations of
drums in a warehouse for a few days or weeks awaiting
treatment, disposal, or transfer to a retrievable storage
facility) constitutes waste storage. As such, essentially
all AL facilities, e.B., Mound Facility, Pinellas, IR,
etc. would perform waste storage activities.

The reference 2 and 3 submissions are based on the assumption
that storage is not accumulation of TRU waste packages in a
wvarehouse or other staging area less than ome year prior to
shipment to a retrievable storage Jacility for holding until
a disposal mechanism is available.

Since there is no exclusion of wastes being held for shipment
or processing in the Waste Storage definition, the definition
of Waste Processing could be interpreted to include those
activities involving processing of newly generated sclid or
1iquid radicactive wastes. Accordingly, the listing and
inventory of DOE waste facilities would significantly in-
crease over that presented in-the NRC draft report.

Contaminated soil should be recognized as a special case of
waste activity. Generally, such activities are reported

in the radicactive waste management site plans. In some
instances, where past actions involving placement of com=~
taminated debris inm pits or trenches, e.g8., at Rocky Flats,
the contaminated area is not truly waste disposal in the
sense of permanent shallow land burial sioce the contaminated
debris and soil waste would presumably be exhumed during
D&D of the facility. On the other hand, the activity may
or may not fit the description of waste storage depending
on the intent of the NRC. 1f such activities do conmstitute
disposal or storage, the Mound Facility should be included
as well as other locations with contaminated property,
e.g., Air Force contaminated property areas located on
Kirtland Air Force Base.

Page 1-5, waste processing = Processing should not be
subject to the NRC study as previously stated in comments
on the executive summary.
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Page 2-1, low-level waste, lst paragraph - There are
certain low-level waste *ypes that do require shielding,
e.g., high beta-gamma wastes from a nuclear powver re-
actor (other than spent fuel).

Page 2-4, special activities - It would appear that
contaminated properties other than those associated

with disposal or storage were also excluded. (Exception
being Rocky Flats Plant).

Page 2-4, last paragraph - Activities at Mound Facility

are clearly described in the NRC reference 22 and there

is no reason to suspect past waste activities at Mound.

Mound could have been included in the NRC inventory for

similar reasons that the Rocky Flats Plant was included.
Bowever, AL believes the intent of Congress is such

that the areas listed at the Rocky Flats Plant would

not be considered for regulation.

Page 2-6, table 2-1 -

1) The burial of TRU waste prior to 1970 is not
reflected in this table, e.g., TRU waste is
buried at LASL.

2) A footnote should be added to the table to
indicate that the defipition of "existing
activities" is those for which construction
or procurement occurred prior to 1982 (see
pg. D=1).

Page 2-7, table 2-2 =~

1) A footnote should be added to the table to
indicate that the definition of "future
activities" is those for which construction
or procurement occurs subsequent to 1982,

2) Based on the above definitions of "existing"
and "future" the table is misleading in
that most readers will probably assume LASL
or Idahe, for example, will not store wastes
in the future.

3) The A.2.8 entry for LASL should be omitted
and re-entered for INEL.
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Page 2-10, (D&D discussion) - Recommend the recent lead
assignment made to RL for D&D of ET facilities be
acknowledged.

Page 2-12, DP sites - Sandia Laboratory should be Sandia
Laboratories.

Page 2-13, table 2.6 -

1) The Mound Facility, Bldgs. PP and R were a 1978
start, not a 1980 scheduled start.

2) The Hanford Z Plant is a RL responsibility, not
AL.

Page 3-1, 2nd paragraph, line 5 - "assuming a probability
of unity" 4is undesirable for reascns stated in the AL
comments on the executive summary.

Page 3-2, section 3.2.3, lst paragraph - The "mo 150-year
delay" assumption for the accident scenarios is unrealistic
regarding the intrusion by man accident. Administrative
controls should be highly effective in precluding accidental
intrusion by man.

Page 3-3, figure 3-1 - The DOE TRU entry is for TRU waste
stored at ID only. This is not evident by the figure.

Page 5-3 section 5.3.5 = The manner in which the NRC
describes maintenance of status quo 1is misleading. The
point should be made that NEPA requirements will be met

regardless of whether NRC regulatory jurisdiction is
extended or not.

Page 6-4, 1lst complete paragraph = The NRC incorrectly
assumes that the only waste activities of porsible con~-
cern to defense program schedules are those connected
with future storage of HLW. This is not the case as
evidenced by information provided in references 2 and
3., Storage of DOE TRU wastes and burial of DOE low-
level wastes are in several cases closely coupled with
weapons production operations.

Page 7-1, Introduction - The statement should be made
that DOE costs are excluded from the analysis.

Page 7=2 = See earlier comments regarding conflict of
interest, and "two heads are better than one'" principle.
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Page 7-6, last paragraph - HLW Disposal appears to be
omitted from the list.

Page A-1, organization list =

1) The definitions of “existing" and "future"
should be stated. K

2) The organizational listing does not account
for burial of TRU wastes which occurred prior
to the TRU waste retrievable storage requirements.

Page A-4, LASL - The activity is not unknown (less than
400,000 curies).

Page A-4, LASL - The total volume buried includes TRU
and non-TRU waste which is mixed.

Page A-4, LASL - Two locations, Area G and Area T, are
presently used for LLW disposal.

Page 7-7, section 7.5.1.3, Schedule Impacts of licensing
WIPP

lst paragraph - WIPP becoming operational in 1986 is
doubtful. The WIPP schedule allows about 2 years for
licensing activities and the NRC is now discussing the
possibility of an 8 to 12 year schedule.

2nd paragraph - Figure 5.7 is referenced, but not im the
draft report. If the same as figure D=4, it is evident
that the provisional construction authorization (PCA)
for early shaft construction will add a substantial de-
lay in obtaining an operational license for receipt

of waste.

3rd paragraph - See paragraph's 1 and 2 comments and, in
addition, note that a large portion of delay will be due
to the public hearing process over which neither NRC nor
DOE has total control independently or jointly.

4th paragraph - A delay of 2 or 5 years is short based
on our understanding of current NRC thinking.

Page A-5, Pantex - Also, low-level wastes have been stored
4{n silos as described in the NRC reference 22, for Appendix
A
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Page A-6, Pantex - The activity of the waste buried and
stored is less than 1500 curies.

Page A-6, RFP - The activity is very low which can be
readily concluded from the NRC reference 22, for Appendix
A.

Page A-6, RFP - The reported volume includes, 1) 13.6 X 104
w3 of waste, the majority of which is non~radicactive, con-
tained in two sanitary landfills, and 2) 6 X 104 @3 of
sludge located at the bottom of holding ponds which would

be removed when use of the ponds is discontinued. A more
realistic estimate of contaminated debris and soil in
trenches and pits would be 4 X 103 =m3.

Page A-10, Pantex - Total activity of the waste puried and
stored is less than 1500 curies.

Page A-11, Pantex - Total volume of TRU waste (>10nCi/gm)
stored is estimated to be 33 m3 and the activity is low.

Page A-15, A.2.2 - Section 5.3.5 is referenced for ad-
ditional information and references regarding the WIPP,
however, section 5.3.5 deals with maintenance of status.

Page A-16, section A.2.6, LASL - The R&D transuranic waste
treatment facility is not a plutonium facility and is
limited to an ioventory of 100 grams of plutonium. The
facility will not incinerate stored wastes and will only
burn low activity TRU wastes for the purpose of achieving
R&D objectives. This facility should not be listed as a
processing facility. LASL does have a Waste Veolume
Reduction Facility on the drawing boards which would be
completed in the mid 1980's and would prebably include

an incineration capability for burning as generated and
stored TRU wastes.

Page B-17, last paragraph - There are two active locations
(Areas G and T) for LLW disposal at LASL.

Page B-17 and B-18, LASL - Excluding the metal shed which
is used for temporary above ground staging of TRU waste
there are four storage facilities which are: storage

pit (Area G), storage trenches (Area G), corrugated

metal pipe (CMP) storage (Area G), and corrugated metal
pipe (CMP) storage pit (Area T).
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Page B-19, 1lst paragraph, last lime - Should read: "Wastes
placed into storage are limited to lg Pu-238 per 210 & drum,
100 g of other TRU per 115 £ drum, 200 g of other TRU per
210 £ drum, or 175 g per m3 up to a maximum of 350 g per
crate.

Page B-19, 2nd paragraph - Should read: '"Wastes contaminated
with Pu-238 in excess of 1 g/drum or uranium with high radia-
tion (U-233) are stored in concrete casks and placed into
shallow trenches."

Page B-19, 3rd paragraph - Should read: '"The CMP storage
trench at Area T is used for storage of cemented waste
containing plutonium and americium. The CMP storage
facility at Area G is used for retrievable storage of high
beta-gamma waste.'

Page B-42, past waste disposal methods and locations for
Rocky Flats = Should be changed as follows:

1,2 = 011 Burning Pits (Pit 1, 1957) and Pit 2 (1956 and
1961-1965)., ©0il containing depleted uranium was burned
and the residue covered with fill. Pit 2 was excavated
in 1978 and contaminated residues removed.

3,45 = (Third and fourth sentences should be ci:anged).
Trenches T-2 and T-8 contain sanitary sewage sludge and
flattened empty drums. The larger pits contain a larger
fraction of plutonium than the smaller pits.

5, = Asphalt and Soil Disposal Areas (1969 and 1972).
This is a f111 area covered by two to three feet of
soil and contains low concentrations of plutonium.

6. - (Change second sentence). These pits were dug to
house ash residues ‘rom incineration of general combus~
tible waste which included about 100 grams of depleted
uranium.

7,8 = (Add two sentences). Contaminated sewage sludge
containing a total of 1 to 1.5 millicuries of alpha
sctivity is buried at the current landfill. Twenty
kilograms of depleted uranium is buried at the original
landfill.

9., = (No change)
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10. = Area 903 (1958~1967). This area was used to store
drums of plutonium contaminated oil and became contaminated
when the drums leaked.

Page B-44, lst paragraph - Last sentence should be changed:
"Radioactive wastes are prepared for storage at the Idaho
National Engineering Laboratory (TRU Wastes) or for dis-
posal at the Nevada Test Site (non=-TRU Wastes).

Page B-45, lst paragraph = Rirkland Air Force Base should
be Kirtland Air Force Base.

Page B-45, beginning of 2nd paragraph - Sandia Labs is
under the direction of Albuquerque Operations Office
not San Francisco Operatioms Office.

Page B-45, 6th paragraph = Should read: "Burial pits are
used to dispose of waste with security classifications,
or waste in excess of 2.5 prem/hr., and uranium machining
waste, as well as other uranium waste that is a fire
hazard."

Page B-45, 7th paragraph - Should be changed: "Prior to
1960, small quantities of suspected alpha contaminated
vastes were placed in the Area II burial ground (less
than 1 gram of Pu-239). There is no TRU waste buried or
stored at Area III., SLA will begin generating TRU Waste
{in 1979 which will be shipped to LASL for storage.

Page B-46, 1lst line =~ Kirkland AFB should be Kirtland AFB.

Page C-2, 4th paragraph, second to last sentence - Should
read: "The conmtrolling isotopes are all long lived and
one or more are found in significant quantities in most
types of radicactive wastes considered in this study."
The wordins as is could be misread to mean all the con-
trolling isotopes are found in significant quantities

in most waste types. '

Page C-3, figure C-1 - "DOE TRU" entry should be changed
to "DOE TRU stored at ID".

Page C-6, figure C-2 - "DOE TRU" entry should be changed
to "DOE TRU stored at ID".

Page C-7, figure C-3 - (DOE "stored” TRU) entry should de
changed to "DOE TRU stored at Ip".
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Page C-7, figure C~3 - Is the omissicn of DOE HLW from
the figure intentional?

Page C-10, section C.3.2.1, line 4 - Considering
administrative controls including health physics
measures, 1920 hours per year seen unrealistic for
a worker to inhale resuspended soil in the presence
of earth moving equipment.

Page C-14, section C.4.3.4, DOE, LLW, LASL - AL is
unable to verify the accuracy of the values stated

{n curies/cubic meter for the isotopes listed. We
are unaware of the "Defense Waste Documents" ref-
erenced, the cut-off date for calculation, respective
volumes, or assumptions regarding decay.

Page D-11, sectiom D.2.5, Full Licensing of TRU Disposal
(WIPP)

2nd paragraph, last sentence = The implication here is
that the DOE will be controlling schedules on licensing
activities. There is also the likelihood that significant
delays will occur due to NRC inability to meet their own
internal review schedule.

Sth paragraph - HLW repository licensing standards and
guides may not be directly applicable to TRU repositories.

Page D-13, figure D.4 - In general, the schedule appears
too optimistic and is not consistent with the NRC internal
scheduling which indicates 8 years, assuming no PCA and

12 years a PCA.

Page E-3, figure E.2 - Under Assistant Secretary of
Defense Programs, Mound Laboratory should be Mound
Fa~i1lity and should be listed under Weapons Facilities
instead of Laboratories.

Page E~8, following line 20 add - The DOE and field offices
have implemented a formal system for reporting and in-
vestigating accidents, incidents, occurrences, and near-
occurrences involving ES&tH matters.

Page E-10, line 7 - Rewrite the sentence beginning in
this line as follows: Yhe field office (and DOE
Headquarters as necessary) reviews and approves or
augments these criteria.
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Page E-13, section E.7.8, public partiécipation - Mention
should be made that close liaison i¢ encouraged and main-
tained between contractors/area offices, and state/local
governments. Also, DOE facilities are subject to reg-
ulation under the Clean Air Aecr and Federal Water
Pollution Control Amendments of 1972 and 1978. Pre-
viously, the USEPA administered these programs with
public involvement where appropriarve. Under recent
Executive Order, the scates may elect to administer
pollution abatement programs at Federal facilities.

QL

erman E. Roser
WMB:RYL (U=-643) Manager

ce: A. Bryan Siebert, OASDP, Headquarters
A. L. Dressen, ETW/P, Headquarters
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SUINECT: COMMERTS O DRAFT KRC NEPORT “REGULATION CF FEDINAL NASIONCTINE

/Zv Nuclear Fu2l Cycla Divisieon
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WASTE ACTIVITIES"

10 has reviewed the sudject report end has tha follewing commonts:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(%)

Section 7 - The extended discussion of supnosed benefits in this
scction is not epprepriate. The NAC roport 1 5e1{ deserilos the
benefits as thcerctical, potential, .wumus. and u-ac-n.rti"*:ﬂe.
and states "withsut a dotailed ond .....--c.,: 'ni g stucy of LOC's

present and prc"o ¢d waste ui.pcsa\ ctivitics, it is not ras..i. 12
to csr.ribe conc .;.. tenefits and costs 20 cxteusicns of 1c recu-

L

latory authorily." Tue an 1"3‘.5 civen in tivis sectics leads an
air of truth to scmething wiiich kas 1ittle basis ia fact.

Page 7-7 -~ It is rot cloor wicther the cost
on this page arc annual costs or fotal preg
they are K2C cosis caly o :::C/SG: ccsts, If t
grom costs, Lhey epnear much e lew. Also, the re
tusen manyears ond uolkrs {s not clcu. R

a3 the table

ivon 1
ssts rrJ 1"et5‘£u
ey &

]

)

Pege A-3 - The activity of LLU disrosed in the RUIC should Lo
7.2 x 105 Cf rathar thon 3.4 x 10 Ci.

Page A2 = The discussions on poge 2-4 sxcluds radir' +ive effiuent

from this study. Coasequently the ICPP ares, tha 107 arex, and
pouds should be cxcludad from Lhis listiag.

rane A-12 - Tha enfume of highelevel aste ‘loc d in tha Ticquid
tanks 15 10,260 o¥ rather than 872 md,

Pass A-13 - The volume of waste lecated in the bins 1s 1200 o°
ar ti

r“t‘ \5" 03 .J-) .,a'
vege M=15 - Secticn A2, sliould also frclede the Slzzging Pyrolysis
Incincrater pianncd for installetion at INCL.
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Poge B=13 = The sceond scatance of the fourth parasrish implics
tiie RUMC bes scepage poncs, which is not true. There is ealy cne
pond and it isn't actually redicactive.

~

Page 3-13 - 1o ternadoes have been Cocumented en the INIL altisugh
tuo have bacn sited in areas adjaceat to Lhe INEL.

Page B-13 - Th2 last seatence in the fifth paragrerh should road,
“Croundiater dopths vary from 225 feet to 000 feot.”

Pag2 B-13 - fifth paregrapn - Rovise the next to 1ost sentance to
read:  “Tho potontial vor 3 damaging eorilhauciie is low altisuch 132
INEL is located within a desicnated Zone [I1 seismic arca.”

8. Siebert, 0Of-1ig, CAS/OD

6. Oertel, COL-1Q, ETN/?

- ——

— o —

TR S S ¢ g . g e P —— . % ——— o —, .

e o g



- .

Department of Energy
Nevada Operations Office

P O. Box 14100 Jaw 23 r97¢

Las Vegas, NV 89114

Robert W. Barber, Acting Director
Nuclear Safety Coordination (EV-80), HQ

REGULATION OF FEDERAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE ACTIVITIES

The attached 1ist 15 the Nevada Operations Office -comments on the
draft "Report to the Cong-::4% on Extending the Huclear Regulatory
Authority to Federal Radivactive Waste Storage and Disposal

Activities.”
W-’lﬁn—_

R. W. Newman
Assistant Manager
for Opcrations

cc: A. B. Sebert, Jr., Dir.
Inst, Liaison & Comm.
P‘Sfense Programs (DP-80),



COMMENTS ON ’RECULATIdN OF FEDERAL RADINACTIVE WASTE ACTIVITIES®

Following-are the DOE)NV comments on “Regulation of Federal Radicactive

Waste Activities.”

i,

3.

‘-

Page 1-2, last paragraph, 1st sentence - Begin sentence with "Undarground

and surface radioactive debris resuliing from..."

Page 2-4, paracraph 2.3.1.3 - Suggest that the reason to be listed under

"Radioactive residues resalt1n§ from nuclear...*, state "The problems

assocfated with this debris areunfque, and their evaluation could pose a

-~

problem to National security.

Page 2-6, include under NTS-Storage-LLW - "A.1.4."

Page 2-7 - Insert A.2.1 in Table 2.2 for NTS Disposal LLW. Also A.2.6
for NTS Processing TRU.

Page 2-9, paragraph 2.3.3.2, next to last sentence stating; EPA has trivial

quantities...; change this sentence to read, “EPA (a DOE/NV contractor) has
trivial quantities of unlicensed waste at its Las Vegas laboratories to be
disposed of at the Nevada Test Site."

Page A-4, under Nevada Test Site (NTS)" - Delete last two sentences and
replace with: "The volume and activity of contaminated sﬁrface waste
would be difficult and costly to assess; however, DOE has a disposal plan
for these defense wastes. At the two NTS waste management sites, the

buricd waste volume/curies is 2.4 x 10% m° and 3.8 million curies.

——————
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7. Page A-14 - Add under paragraph A.2.1:
"Nevada Test Site
*LLW generated by defence programs and their contractors will continue
to be disposed of at the NTS.®

8. Page A-16 - Add under paragraph A.2.6:

~ "Nevada Test Site
*A LLW and TRU waste processing building 1s to be constructed in FY-79
at Area 5, Radfoactive Waste Management Site on the Nevada Tést Site.*

9. Page A-18, references 33 and 34 - Should be changed to read:

33. 'Operational Radiocactive Waste Management Plan for the Nevada
Test Site" 1978, NV0-185, USDOC/Nevada Operations Office.”

34. “An assessment of the Nevada Test for Low-Level Waste Management,*

1978, NVO-193, USDOE, Nevada Operations Office and REECo.

10. Page B-26, 4th paragraph, 3rd sentence - Modify'this sentence to read
as follows: "...consists of low-level contaminated mateE1als. i.e.,
heavy mi11tary equipment. matal testing towers, and other steel and fron
debris from atmospheric testing durfng the 1950's,

1. Page B-26, last paragraph, 6th sentence - correct the values shown to

“660 and 1640 feet,” and add to this sentence "...below the surface.”



Department of Energy O\ \_, > .
Oaﬁ Ridge Operations \{.\' .
PO.Box E

Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830

January 31, 15879

Robert W. Barber, Acting Director, Nuclear Safety Coordination,
Mail Station E-201, Germantown

COMMENTS ON NRC DRAFT "REGULATIONS OF FEDERAL RADIOACTIVE WASTE
ACTIVITIES" .

In response o che vanuary 15, 1379, letter frem R, E. Cunningham of
NRC to R. J, Hart of Oak Ridge requesting cur review and comments

on the first draft of subject report, we offer the following opinfons,
observaticns, and suggestions,

We believe that extending licensing regulations to DOE handling,
storage, and disposal facilities fer defense radioactive wastes

would result in unnecessary and severe iestrictiors and would

{mpose tremendous oifficuliies upon wastie Cpe - if... U belie’
concerning this mntter is that safety and control can be assured

through existing and improved technologies and procedures and that

the implied regulatory actions would extend undesirable res onsibilities
to the already overburdened NRC and would no. .ive assets which wouid
overbalance the extensive slowdowns and possille shutdowns.

The draft report could be improved by responding to the enclosed
comments.,

Since there 1s geographical interrelationship between the three
plants 1n Oak Ridge (ORGDP, ORNL, and Y-12), we suggest a total
Oak Ridge area map showing the three plant locations. The burial
grounds should also be 4ncluded, We belfeve ~n OR area map should
be available to you similar to the SR map (Fig. B.16.1), and we
suggest that 1t be incorporated in the final report, "
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Robert W..Barber “2= January 31, 1979

.

We hope our statcments arc of some assistance and would welccme the
cppertunity to review and cocnment on the reports’ "Conclusions”
and "Pecommencations”.

Sincerely,

€ futantis O Fadtane

R. J, Hart
ER~12:DEL Manager
Enclosure: A
Comments on AN
Craft Report AV e

¢e w/enel:

C| Ao Ke.”e?'o ORO .
€. B. Kiser, ORO ORI
W. 1. Travis, ORO \C W/ ’
H, D. Hickmen, CFO
H. D. Fletcher, ORC g
Goetz Qertel, HQ, MS B-107, GTN

Norman Wetson, KQ, MS B-107, GTN

J. A, Lenharde CRO :

S. W. Ahrends, ORO
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COMMENTS ON NRC DRAFT “REGULATIONS OF FEDERAL
RADICACTIVE WASTE ACTIVITIES"

Volumes of radioactive waste which were brought to the attention of
the NRC reviewer by OR0 site representatives areé nct in all cases
reflected in the report. it

SIE VOLUME OF LLW AT END OF FY 1978
ORNL: Lliquid Sluage (contained) 466,000 gal.
Burials 184,000 M3
y-12: 85,470 M?
ORGOP: Metal (stored) 10,000 T
Burials 138,490 M3
Paducah: 6,543 M3
Portsmouth: 968 M?
Fernald: *337,008 M2
LOOW: 783,000 M3
W.S.: Quary 1,520,000 I+3

Pits 5,540,000 42
wincludes 5,522 M3 owned by African Metals, Inc.
Tables 2.1, 2.2, 2.3

Niagara Falls = The correct name 1s Lake Ontario Crdnance
Works (LOON) as indicated in Table 2.5, ~

Table 2.8

Weldon Spring (net Springs). Alse, a recheck on assigned
programmatic responsibilities might e in order.

Figures 3.1, 3.2, 3.3

The 600,000 Mie-yr. should be 300,000 with relative hazard
adjustmenss 2s necessary. DOE's forecast 1s 300,000 Mae-yr.
by the year 2000.

Figure 3.3

ORNL ILW is not 10% greater relative hazard than LASL buried
wastes or [daho LLL, since ILW s disposea of by shale fracturing
as a so0lid in shale at depths of 3CC-200 feet,

TV TTRrE— r Y r a e ans v N ——
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Pages £-7

The secticn beginning with "The detailed descr#p*ion...“ has
been repeated 1n the repors.

Page 7-1, Section 7.2

Line 1 « fifth word 15 misspelled,

This presen»at‘on seems to try to ‘ustify requ’ a*fon for the
sake of re,u.at1on and assumes (in Para. 2) that DOZ's care,
concern and containment of rad waste 1s less than that applied

in the commercial sector. Actually, the o*pcsf:e aprears to

be the case. Me believe the cpposite is true. The nu1:1p1e
levels of existing DOZ review is documented in Appendix E.

These exceed by far the level of review agplied to the commercial
waste dispesal.

Page 7.2, Section 7.3.1.1

The first p.ragragh indfcates that therz is really no need “or
extension ¢f NRC regulatiens tc COE's activitiss and that, at

the most, benefits from imposition or a particular regulatory

option would be very marginal, -

Indenendence ¢f Reyiew

This secticn seems to Indicate that DOS would subordinate
public health and safety to operational concerns, We don't
agree with this,

There are a1reudy multisle levels of review; 1.e., contractor
technical and engineering staffs, centractor management staff,
OF Field 0fFice tochnical and engincering staffs, OCE Field
Cffice management staff, DOE HQ reviews, in add1t1on to the

u»1.1zztion of consultants ;

Page 7-2, Sectisn 7.3.1.2

The public 3iready has the oppertunity to participate,
Section 7.4

Line & - opportunities s misspelled, ey ~(_“\vﬁk’

_ AR |2
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Pages 7-2, 7.4, Secticn 7.4.1.)

Independence of Peview « This section is very confusing., We
have no knowlecge ot an exfsting requlatery program, Reference
is mace to Option C which says: "This douhle-check would

not encompass a detailed environmental, safety, and hezith
review;" yet Page 4-4 Option C requires the full EIS treatment.

Page 7-7

Figure 5.7 1s missing.
7-8

Page
- p——————

Paae

Line 1 - Last word should be "injection" not “inspecticn.”

The OR-ILW Hydrofracture Factlity examples shew the lack of

real need for NRC 14censing. Costs but nn benefits are shown,

An additional cost is having to use the existing less-safe
facility 4-3 years longer. DOE (ERCA) prepared an EIS {ERDA-1552)
in 1977 which included NRC comments. There wes no request

for a public hearing from anyone, although the oppertunity
existed. NRC's comments on the draft EIS included: "The

overal)l staff conclusien 1s that the disposal of intermediate
Tevel wastes by the hydrofracture technigue will rasult in

orly minor impacts on either operating persorne’ or the public.”

A-2 « FMPC

Paae

Line 7 - 33.9 x 10* should be 32.7 x 10%
Line 8 « 1510 C1 should be 1024
both were provided per NRC reference (5)

A-4 « QRGDP

Page

This section is incomplete based on the data provided NRC per
reference (5).

Paragraph 2, 1ire 5 - 13.7 should be 13.8

The references ars redundant: 1.e., (5) (31) (28) (¢2) (46)
(53) (70) and (74) are 1dentical. ‘

A-S - ORNL |

Third paragraph, 1ine 5 - "less than" should be inserted

before "15°. ot A\
IR

PUOR U

Sl b o

b obindiii’ ot 2 - T oy 5 o e - L ad v L o a

be 3 ° < . X ' v o . v ¢ . g
DEIVTY T PTG PRSI SIS P, THI U TORPL ST vt LB IREPTIS o Sy PR DYIERII PSRRI SIS R RRIRS POT R X RS RO SRS R LIy



Page

79 0z
7

A-4 - PGDP

Paqe

The Pacucah plant was Sufl4 to enrich uranium in the {sotope
U-235, not provide feed te ORGDP and Portsmouth 3s 18 weltten,
The p1ant s operated as the bottom of the enrichment complex
because of increased overall e“1~1eﬁcy However the use of
the term "feed" is misleading since 1% is commenly used in
the fndustry to mean production of UF, frcm ore or recycle
scrap, i

A-6 - PGOP

Page

References are missing. Should be (51-33).

A-7 « Weldon Spring

Page

This site did not produce uranium hexafluoride but rather
uranfum tetrafluoride. Also, the raw material used by the
plant should be domestic ore concentrates

Second paragraph, 1ine 6 should read: "The %otal U and Th
activity «n the ;1:5 {s about 5C curias, while that in *he
quarry 12 about 2.25 curies."”

Add: "Tnese curie values do nct {rclude any ac‘iv ty -
associated with radium-2728, which is 21so in {he waste."”

A-7 « Oak Ridaz Y-12 Plant

Paae

Omit "For a number of Years, "
Line 5 = 34,0 x 103 should be 85,5 x 10?
Line 6 = 6 x 102 should be 6.8 x 10°

A-8 = ORMNL

Page

Second pargaraph, 1ine 1 - “about" should be inserted before
"18.0" and the ".0" should be changed to ".4",

Fourth paragraph is incorrect and should be deleted.
A-9 - FNPC

Line 4 = 200 curfes should be 6 curies.

s
0

B
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Page A-9 - Lake Ontario Ordnance Works

Change Niagara Falls to LCCW. In the last 1ine of this section,
omit "...suspected of..,being,.." It 15 not technically considered
waste since there have been ccmmercial expressions of interest

in acquiring ownership as described per reference (31).

African Metals Corperation 1s no longer a Belgian Company.

Page A-14

The %2 s be’ng dicpssed of in the existing classified buria!
ground at Portsmouth.

Pace 8+4 - FMPC

Page

Second paragraph. Yine 4 « insert "of Ohio" between ".,.. Compary..."
and "...under,.."
51x°h para?raph 14ne 2 - ¢change ".,. two metal oxide tanks." to
"...2 metal oxide tank."
Seventh paragraph, 1ine 1 - change ",,.two meta) ox'de tanks."
to "...cne metal oxide tank."
1ine 3 - ¢hange “"These..." to "1he K-65 tanks..."
Eighth parzcraph, last santonce should be: "The tanks are
owned by D0t and are leased to African Metals Corporaticon under
a contract that expires in 1983."

B=9 » FMPC

Page

Change the first sentence to: "The meta! oxfdejtank 1s owned by
DOE as is the adjacent empty tank."

B-23 - LOQY

Change facility name throughcut this section to "Lake Ontarie
Ordnance Werks", The first sentence should be: "The Lake
Ontario Ordnance Works site 1s located {n Niagara County,

New York, in the Lewisten Township, abcut 8 miles north of
the City of Niagara Falls.

The secend sentence should be: "The LOCW site consists of
approximately 150 acres." The 33.7 acre figure came from
Page 24 of reference (30) cited on Page A-18, The fijure

refers to the area possitly required afier the nfr1can Metals a
residues are removed and should not be construed to mean \ya?\x\,
contaminated acreage. A (ERI N

.-
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The last Earagraph should read: "The immediate area s primarily
rural. The residents are generally employed in Niagara Falls

and Buffalo where there are several large chemica) and heavy
industrial operations." Although tourism 1s a factor, 1t fs
not the main source of inccme despite what 1s contained in
Page § of reference (20). The last sentence in the craft

0f this section should be emitted since 1t i5 not based ¢n
fact and does not relate to the sfte descriptien, .
African Metals 15 not 2 Belgian owned cempany. Also, contrary
to ona of our previcus reports, the F32 resicues are not in
Building 410 and do net telong to the U.S. They are in the
recarbcnation basin and belong te African Metals,

Page B-28 « ORGDP

First paragraph, 1ine 4 - 15" should be "28",
14ne 6 = "Clinten (20 mfles northeast)" instead
of "“(10 miles northeast)". '

Second paragraph - ¢as censr fuge should be gaseous diffusion,
150, in the previous sentence, "for commercial power reactors”
should be inserted.

Second paragraph, Tire 6 = ",,.uranfum for commercial power
reactors." The penultimate sentence should be em!tied.

The penultimate sentence in the last paragraph should be
"Tornadoes are uncemmon in this region.”

Pans .20 . OB

Third paragraph, line 1 = "..,nuclear reacters..." instead of
R sarehctor. ..

Sixth peragrach, 1ine 1 = ".,.including two tokamaks, (ORMAK -
Oak Ridge Tokamak) and (ISX - Impurities Studies Experiment)...”
instead of as written.

Page B-31

First paragraph should read “Environmental Sciences Laboratory,
completed in 1573, 1s the first..."
_m\\;

"1\
A.‘Ik'

2\
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Fourth paragragh, line ¢ - change "...storm drains,..." to
“, ..ground water intrusions,...” )

Fifth paragrach, second senterce sheuld be: "...waste is
transferred to the process waste treatment plant.,” The last
two sentences pertain to the ORGDP., They should read: "The
gite {s approximately bounded by Betn<! Valiey Road, Tennessee
Highway 95, the Clinch River, and Walker Branch, White Qak and
Melton Valley Cree:s flew south through the site.”

838 - ORNL

The penultimate sentence of the last paragraph should read
YTornadoes are uncommen fn this regicn,”

2.35 - PGOP

The 1ast sentence of the first paraaraph should read: "The sfte
consists of 730 acres within the “enced area, of which &0 acres
are uncer roof." The first sentence of the fourth paragriph
sh-v's w3 omitted. In the fifth paragraph, line S change

“hot" to "contamin ted", "Hot", as used, 15 lecal vernacular
for contaminated; nowever, within the nuclear industry, scrap
contaminated with depleted, normal or lew enrdched uranium can
hardly be consicered “hot'. The penultimate sentence in the
1ast paragraph should read: "The site 1s {n Earthquake Zone 3."

Again, we question the use of the wording "to feed ORGOP and
Portsmouth’ in dascribing the function ¢f the Paducah plant.

Pace B-29 . FORT

The last sentence on the page should read: "Land devoted to
privately owned..."

Pace

The {dentification of the classified and unclassified burial
grounds is reversad.

B-49 - Waldon Soring

First paragraph, 1ine 3 should be: "The DCE porticns of the Q

site consist of approximately 59 acres.” TR
PRERN
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Page B-52 - Y-12 Plant

First sentence, "...about 550 acres..." Omit “,.., 80% within
Roane County and 2C%..." The seccnd sentence should read: "The
northern boundary approximates Pine Ridge, Bethel Valley Road

on the south, Scarboro Road on the east, and the Roane-Andersen
County line on the west.," The existing paragraph is describing
the total Oak Ridge reservation,

In the secend paragraph, "(3)" should be "{3) support of other
UCC-HD facilities in Oak Ridge, and..."

The third sentence in peragraph three stsuld read: "...the
depleted uranium and uranium alley proczsses,”

Omit paragraphs six, seven, and eight since they do not relate
to the site descriptions; they are historical.

The last sentence should read: "Tornadoes are uncommon 4n the
area, while.,." '

Pace £ | Appendix £ - Ascessments of Pelative Petentia! Mazards of
Ragice.tive vastes

One can intuitively agree that DOE waste !5 certainly comparable
in hazard to commercial waste. The lack of a quantitative
assessment of relative risk is understandable due to the large
uncertainties involved., The gualitative assessment of relative
risk appears to hinge on a comparison of past practice; 1.e.,
DOE; and probable better future practices; 1.e., commercial,
This cempardison 1s meaningful only 4f 14 {s the intent of
extended authority to regulate past practices; e.g., to reguire
remedial measures for practices that may have occurrad many
years before. Thece remedial measures could be extremely
expensive, and could concaivably detract from the needed
attention to present and future waste management problems,

Page D-4

Section D0.2.2 discusses a review of earth sciences {nformation
and other site re2levant data and the preparation of an EIS but
does not recognize the several rad waste management and site
EIS's DCE has already published. The relationship of the latter
to the NRC EIS's 1s unclear.

AR \legggiii
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Sections D.2.3 and D.2.3.3 menticn sitz expansfon plans for
Paducah (misspelled) and Pertsmouth GDP's. There are ne significant
rad waste sterage/disposal plans for expending at Paducah, The
only additicnal rad waste storage/dispesal facflity at Portsmouth
s related to the centrifuge plant. Uhile the velume is
gxpecge? %o be sfgnificant, the associated radioactivity will
e trivial, :

Paqge D=6

Table 0.2 1isted LLW instead of LLL and omits Weldon Spring and
Lake Ontaric Orcnance lorks.




VZCICTGN4BS
PAAU22BB RHEGALOOIS) 0270010-UUUU--RHEGGTH.
ZNR UUUUU

P 270010Z JAN 79

F» USDOE ALEX G FREMLING MGR RICHLAND YA

T0 RHEGGTN/USDOE ROSERT W BARBER GERMANTOWH MD
L —

e a—
INFO RHEGGTN/USDOE A BRYAN SIEBEAT JR GEAMANTOWN MD
AE r———~——"““———~—_~

aT

UNCLASSIFIED/N O N W D/NARR, (SECTION ONE OF TW0) NRC DRAFT REPORT =

AEGULATION OF FEDERAL RADIGACTIVE WASTZ ACTIVITIES.

IN RESPONSE TO THE RICKARD E. CUNNINGHAM LETTER TO ALEX G, FREMLING,
ET AL, DATED JANUARY 13, 1979 TRANSMITTING THE SUBJECT.REPORT. WE
RAVE REVIZWED THE REPORT,

NRC HAS CONCLUDED THAT THE APPLICATION OF ONE OF THE REGULATORY
OPTIONS CCULD HAVE POTENTIAL BENEFITS DESPITE THE ADEQUACY OF DCE’S
EXISTING PROGRAM, NRC CHARACTERIZES THESE POTENTIAL BEKEFITS IN
TERMS OF INDEPENDENCE OF REVIEW, INCREASED DEPTH OF REVIEW, PURLIC
PARTICIPATION, AND INCREASED INSPECTION AUTHORITY, THERE IS ABSOLUTELY
NO DATA AT ALL TO SUPPORT THIS CONCLUSION. THIS APPEARS TO RE A
GENERAL PEARCEPTION OR ASSUMPTION ON THE PArT OF THOSE WHC ARE
JAITING THE REPORT, WE HAVE THE FOLLOWING SPECIFIC CONCER NS

(1) T-E PURPOSE OF THE SRC STUDY WOULL BE BETTER SERVED IF THKE

2EPCRT WERE REORGANIZED TO INCLUCE INFONMATION OM THE CURRENT DOE

—— — — — —— — ————— ——
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¢4 PROGRAM IN A BACKGROUND SECTION FOLLOWING THE INTRODUCTION,

.S INFCAMATION IS CURRENTLY RELEGATED TO APPENDIX E, AS NOW
ANIZED, A READER MAXING AN NORMAL PROGRESSION THROUGH THE STUDY
DS ONLY NRC METHODS OF DOING BUSINESS AND THE PROPOSED POTENTIAL
EFITS OF EXTENDING NRC METHODS OF DOING BUSINESS AND THE‘PROPOSED
INTIAL BENEFITS OF EXTENDING NRC AUTHORITY.UITHOUT HAVING THE
ZFIT OF KNOWING CURRENT DOE PRACTICES, THE OMISSION OF THIS
JRMATION EARLY IN THE REPORT DEPRIVES THE READER OF A FRAME OF
RENCE FROM WHICH TO MAKE AN EVALUATION REGARDING ADDITIONAL
INVOLVEMENT, IN ADDITION, THE CURRENT FORMAT MAKES IT HIGKLY

LY THAT A BIASED OPINION ON THE NEED FOR NRC INVOLVEMENT
ALREADY BEEN FORMED BY THE TIME APPENDIX £ 1S REACNED,

‘NDIX E, SECTIONS E.7.2., AND E, 7.6, AKE JUDCED TO BE A SUéSTANTIAL
ASTATEMENT OF THE REAL SITUATION. WE BELIEVE TRAT THE NUMBER oOF
'LE INVCLVED JN ES&H ACTIVITIES OF DC(. IS MICH GREATER THAT THE
ER OF NRC PERSONNEL PERFORMING ONSITE INSPECTIONS, NOT ONLY
THERE CONSIDERABLY MORE ONSITE DOE INSPECTORS, THERE IS A

LETE MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE AT EACH DOE SITE TOTALLY FAMILIAR

. THE PARTICULAR PROBLEMS THAT DRIVES SUCH AN INSPECTION PROGRAM,
10N E.7.6. IMPLIES THAT SINCE DOE DOES NOT PREPARE A FORMAL
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EVALUATION REPORT ON A PROJECT THAT AN INAD
IS MDE, our MNAGEMENT SYSTEM AND CUR CONTRACTUAL RELATIONSHIP TO

THE WORK RESULTS IN DOE CONDUCTING SAFETY £
IN A DIFFERENT M

EQUATE SAFETY ASSESSMENT_

VALUATIONS AND ASSESSMENTS
NNER THAN IS NRC PRACTICE. SINCE OUR FACILITIES
ARE GOVERNMENT FUNDED AND OWNED,

DOE INTERFACES FREQUENTLY WITH THE
SONTRACTL’ DURING

THE EARLY STAGES oF PROJECT PLANNING,

DESIGN AND
JAFETY REPORT PREPARA TION,

DOE SAFETY REQUIKEMENTS ARE FACTORED

‘NTO THE FACILITY SAFETY REQUIREMENTS AT SEVERAL STAGES DURING EACH

AFETY ANALYSIS, THUS, THE FINAL SAFETY ANALYSIS REPORT ISSUED

Y THE DOE CONTRACTOR REFLECTS DOE FINAL SAFETY REQUIREMENTS,
OE SUPPCRTING DOCUMENTATION CONSISTS OF DETAILED QUESTIONS,

OMMENTS, AND EVALUATIONS WHICH HAVE BEEN TRANSMITTED TO THE

NTRACTOR THR OUGH OQUR CONTRARTUAL CHANNEL FOR CONSIDERATION

ID/OR INCLUSION IN THE REPOR® AS APPRQPRIATE, GIVEN OUR MODE

" GPERATION, WE BELIEVE IT wauLD BE REDUNDANT AND oF LIMITED
NEFIT FOR DOE ToO ALSO PREPARE A SEPARATE SAFETY EVALUATION

PORT COMPARABLE To THAT CURRENTLY PREPARED BY wNnre.

) WE BELIEVE THAT THE REPORT MISLEADS THE READER REGARDING

‘LIC PARTICIPATION IN DOE OPERATIONS, EVEN THOUGH DOE DoOES

- HAVE THE EXTENSIVE PUSLIC ENVOLVEMENT CHARACTERISTIC OF THE

‘Q-.._.__—_..—.—.._—.——..-—--—-—-——._Q_—.————.—-—~~_———--——_—.—.~
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MAC REGULATORY PROCESS, DOE POLICY DCES SPECIFICALLY REQUIRE
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION, DOE FULLY COMPLIES WITH ALL NEPA REQUIREMENTS,

s

EISS AND EAS ARE PREPARED CONSISTENT WITH THAT ACT, AND

INVOLVE PUBLIC HEARINGS AS REQUIRED. THE EIS IS GIVEN DOE-KQ
EVALUATION AND APPROVAL ACTION PRIOR TO PROCEDING WITH THE

SPECIFIC ACTIVITY IN QUESTION., FURTHERMORE, FOR SIGNIFICANT

FEDERAL ACTION, CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL IS REQUIRED IN THE
AUTHORIZATION AND FUNDING PROCESS, DCE AJSO FAINTAINS PUBLIC
DOCUMENT ROOMS IN WHICH A WIDE SPECTRUM OF REPORTS ON ITS

OPERATION AND THEIR IMPACTS, ETC,, ARE MAINTAIMNED,

(3) THE REPORT DOES NOT DISCUSS THE POTENTIAL DETRIMENTAL IMPACTS
OF NRC REGULATION OF DOE PROGRAMS, SPECIFICALLY, REGARDLESS OF
WHICH AGENCY REGULATES, ThE RESPOMSIBILITY FOa (nl 1 ..GEMENT COF
DOE FACILITIES RESTS WITH DCE, NOT NRC., A STRONG REGULATORY ROLE

8Y MRC COULD SUBSTANTTALLY ERODE DOE'S RESPONSI2! “TY TO EFFECTIVELY
MANAGE ITS PROGRAMS, THIS PROBLEM BECOMES EMINENTLY CLEAR IN
SECTION 4,5, "REMEDIES®", WHERE THE REPORT STATES THAT IN ENFORCING .
I1TS REGULATCRY ROLE (SHOULD CONGRESS PROVIDE THEM THAT AUTHORITY)
THE ONLY PRACTICAL OPTIONS ARE FOR NRC TO COMPEL DCE TO TRY AGAIN
TO COME UP WITH A SATISFACTORY PROGRAM, OR FOR MRC TO REPORT TO

- G — —— S S S S S S S G S S S—" S— — — N— — —— —————— — — — —— — ——
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CONGRESS SO THAT AN APPROPRIATE SCLUTION MAY BE DIRECTED THROUGH
THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS, IT BECOMES 03VIOUS THAT THE PROPOSED
INTERACTION BETWEEN THE TWO FEDERAL AGENCIES AND THE PROBLEMS THAT
ILL CCCUR WILL HAVE TO SE MONITORED, REFEREED, AND SCLVED BY
CONGRESS. SUCH AN ORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONSHIP INVOLVING A CRITICAL
M TIONAL PROBLEM WITH NATIONAL SECURITY IMPLICATIONS IS, IN OUR
GPINION, UNWORKABLE. IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THE EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
FAILS TO MENTION THIS PROSLEM OF REMEDIES OR ENFORCEMENT, |

(4) THE DISCUSSION OF HAZARDS (SECTION 3) IS NOT DEVELOPED
SUFFICIENTLY TO ALLOV MEANINGFUL CONCLUSIONS TO BE DRAWN REGARDING
THE REAL HAZARD FROM RADICACTIVE WASTE. WE RECOGNIZE THAT SENATOR'S
DOMENICI AND HART SPECIFICALLY REQUESTED THAT A GENERAL COMPARISCN
OF RISKS BE IWCLUDED, AND THAT THE WRC REPORT ATTEMTS TO QUALIFY
SECTION 3 AS BEING A RELATIVE HAZARD COMPARISON, HOVEVER, THE
MAZARDS ANALYSIS 1S SO SUPERFICIAL THAT IT HAS THE :FFECT OF BEING
GROSSLY MISLEADING WHEN IN REALITY IT MAY BE VERY MUCH IN ERROR,

FURTHER, WE FIND ABSOLUTELY N0 BASIS FOR THE SPECIFIC IDENTIFICATION

OF THE HANFORD (WASTE STORAGE) TANKS IN FIGURES 3,1, 3.2, AND 3,3
AND AS SUCH SHCULD BE DELETED, THE PRIMARY OBJECTIVE OF THE NRC
REPCRT (AS WE SEE IT) IS TO RELATE NRC AND DOE REGULATORY SYSTEMS,

T —— —— —— — —— — ——— —— — — — — —— — — — —— —— — — —— — — A— — —
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THE HAZARDS SECTION DOES NOTHING TO ENHANCE THAT QEJZICTIVE,
HOWEVER, SINCE THE SECTION IS PRCIASLY NECESSARY I¥ RESPONSE TO
THE SPECIFIC REQUEST BY DOMENICI/NART, WE SUGGEST IT BE MODIFIED
AND INCLUDED AS AN APPENDIX TO THE REPORT,

(3) IN SECTION 4 COF THE REPORT, SPECIFICALLY ON PAGE 4-2, A
STATEMENT IS MADE THAT DOE FACILITIES FCR SHORT=-TERM STORAGE OF
HIGH=LEVEL WASTE FROM DOE ACTIVITIES (E.G.y EXISTING DOE HIGH=
LEVEL WASTE TANKS) ARE HOT PRESENTLY LICENSA/ LE BY NRC., AS THE
FEDERAL COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMSIA (NRDC, ET AL, V.
ASMINISTRATCR, ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION,
ET AL, 451 F, SuPP, 124% (D.C, 1578) NOTED, THE KEY TO LICENSItG
JF 20. .7 IM-.eVEL WASTE rsCILITIES IS WHETHER TUZoE FACILITIES
ARE AUTHORIZED BY CONGRESS FOR THE EXPRESS PURPOSE OF LONG-TERM
STORAGF THE COURT SPECIFICALLY CONCLUDED THAT THE PRECISE

.DURATION OF STORAGE WAS NOT INTENDED TO BE DETERMINATIVE OF NRC'S

LICENSING AUTHGRITY., ALTHOUGH THIS ISSUE AND OTHMERS ARE CURRENTLY
ON APPEAL TO THE COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE DISTRICT oF COLUNMKIA,
THE STATEMENT IN THE REPORT IS MISLEADING,

¥E ALSO HAVE THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS OF AN EDITORIAL NATURE:

87
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. APRENGHK Ay PAGE-AnEl S7ET
ALL OF THE ACTIVE LCCATIONS RECEIVING WASTES ARE IN THE 200
AREAS, BL3 Pege AT
o APRENGEK Ay P Aty P hEEeAes ¢
THE FOLLOVING CORRECTIONS SHOULD SE WADE -

/779
“"UP THROUGH ¢6%8, THERE MAVE BEEN &9 UNINTENTIONAL RELEASES , , &

APPROXIMATELY :32,332 GALLOMS o o .
THE ﬁamuuucé‘)aumsss &
HANFORD PRESENTLY HAS 156 TANXS FOk MIGH LEVEL WASTE STORAGE
- R T e R i S ot = 8 S S e

CORRECTIONS SHOULD JE MACE AS FOLLOWS UNDER S5NEeiiidsy
4 Ax AY A2 R BX By 4 <

“THERE ARE 7651 TANK FARMS CyebbyeibqoiyeysBiysiiyeysby
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g Sy T 7TA T)Y &
By gty iy Tyd) . .

38 ARE IN ACTIVE LIQUID SERVICEZ (SEVEN DOUBLE SHELL ANC 31

- e 4
ST OLEZ SHELL) AND ¢48 . . & —
4 Aan5 A /3

o AREENGE KAy PR h b B by R hGECAetS )
MAKE CORRECTION AS FOLLOWS, "THERE ARE PRESENTLY 13 BevekE-
EHELE, ML EONeGALLON-CARAGEFY, UNDERCGROUND TANXKS . . . "7

SECOND PARAGRAPH - "THE HANFORD COMPLEX CONSISTS OF 6C MAJOR
BUILDINGS WKICH ARE GEMERALLY SUPPORTED BY OPERATIONS

INVCLVING SEVERAL OTHER STRUCTURES, 0
A
SIXTH PARAGRAPH = "GROUNDWATER LEVELS AVERAGE ABCUT ee68
229 Arcag
FEET IN DEPTH AF+IHE~LOO~AREAE." CAF:GRG

REF 0185
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SR'S COMMENTS ON MRC'S DRAFT STUDY TO CONGRESS COWCERNING EXTENDING

NRC LICENSING AS RZGULATORY AJTHORITY 70 Pui “u™TT FEMATION.

AS RESUESTED IN YOUR JANUARY 9, 1979 LETTER TO RICHARD CUNNINGHAM

OF THE MRC WITHK A COPY TO STETSON WE HAVE REVIEVED THE SUBJECT STUDY
AND HAVE THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS:

A. COYPLETENESS |

WE CONCLUDE THAT THE STUDY ONLY PARTLY PEETS THE REQUIRENZNTS AS
SPECIFIED BY CONGRESS IN THE IRC AUTHORIZATION BILL. VE FEEL THAT :
THAT 1T DOES NOT MEET S-2584 REQUIREMENTS TO PROVIDE A REALISTIC
COMPARISON BETWIEN THE HAZARDS ASSOCIATED VITH DEFENSE AND

COMYERCIAL WASTES. IN PARTICULAR, THE STUDY DID tioT TAKE INTO
CONSIDERATION THE VAST ANOUNT OF UPGRADING IN DEFENSE WASTE

WANDLING FACILITIES AND PRACTICES THAT HAVE CCCURRED IN THE SEVENTIZS,

NOR OF TKE CURRENT AND PLANNED UPCRADING, THESE UPGRADING EFFORTS
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HAVE SUBSTANTIALLY LESSENED THE HAZARDS ASSCCIATED WITH DEFENSE
WASTE AND HAVE SUBSTANTILLY REDUCED THE PRCBABILITY OF A RELEASE
(Q.V, PARAGRAPH 2 PAGE 6 OF THE STUDY).
B NRC CPTIONS
WE ARE PARTICULARLY CONCERNED THAT THE CPTIONS IDENTIFIED BY NRC ARE
STATED IN SUCH A WAY THAT ALL EXCEPT "MAINTAIN STATUS QUO™ (7E ON PAGE
7) ARE WRITTEN IN SUCH A WAY THAT MRC'S ACTIVITIES WITHIN DOE REMAIN
MUCH THE SAME, THEY ALL WOULD REQUIRE BASICALLY THE SAME INFOR-
MATION FLOW FROM DOE TO NRC, THE SANME M3C REVIEW, AND HAVE THE
SAME IMPACT oN bOE. I DO NOT BELIEVE THAT ANY PARTIAL APPROACH TO
LICENSING WILL HAVE AN IMPACT LESS THAN FULL MRC LICENSING = OPTION A, ‘
Co INTERFERENCE VITH DEFENSE OR DEFENSE RELATED ACTIVITIES

A SERIOUS CONFLICT WOULD ARISE IF MRC RE?ULATORY ACTIVITIES ARE
ALLOWED TO INTERFERE WITH DZIFENSE RELATZD ACTIVITIES, DOE AND ITS
PREDECESSCR CRGANIZATIONS HAVE, THROUGH THEIR SUBCONTRACTORS,
SUCCLESSFULLY AND SAFELY OPERATED WEAPONS MATERIALS PRODUCTION FACIL~
ITIES SINCE THE EARLY 1540S. IF THESZ OPERATIONS ARE DELAYED OR
INTCRRUPTED BY REGULATORY ACTIONS, THE RESULTS WOULD IMPACT DIRECTLY
ON THE NATIONS'S NUCLEAR WEAPONS PROGRAMS, PARTICULARLY SINCE THE
WEAPONS MATERIALS PRODUCTICN PROGRAMS INVOLVE KOT ONLY PRODUCTION
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OF NEW WEAPONS BUT ESSENTIAL MAINTEMANCE (EJG.y REPLACEMENT OF

TRITIUM DECAY) FOR THE EXISTING WEAPONS, -

;/AT THE COE PRODUCTICON SITE AT
SAVANNAH RIVER, Ally EXTENSION OF MRC AUTHORITY TO THE
REACTOR, CHEMICAL SEPARATION OR INTERIM .ASTE STORAGE (TANK FARM)
OPERATIONS FOR SRP VEAPONS MATERIAL PRODUCTION OR TO CLASSIFIED
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WASTE YANAGEMENT AND STORAGE FACILITIES HOT DIRECTLY ASSCCIATED
WITH PRODUCTION FACILITIZS WOULD DIRECTLY IMPACT THE NUCLEAR
VEAPONS PROGRAMS,
D. COMPROMISE OF SZCURITY INFORMATION
DETAILED KNOWLEDGE OF WASTE GENERATION RATES FROM DEFENSE
PRODUCTION CPERATIONS WOULD PROVIDE SUFFICIENT INFORMATION FOR
ACCURATE DEDUCTION OF CURRENT MUCLEAR PRODUCTION STRATEGY AND OUT-
PUT. VERIFIED KNOWLEDGE OF TOTAL DOE WASTE INVENTORIZS WOULD ALSO
PRO'IDE SUFFICIZNT INFORMATION FOR AN ACCURATE ASSEISSMENT OF PAST
CONTRIBUTIONS TO DEFENSE PRODUCTION. THESE SECUXITY QUESTIONS
FURTHER EMPHASIZE THE DESIRACILITY OF EXCLUDING DEFENSE PRODUSTION
ANu INTFIN VASTE STORAGE FACILITIES FROM REGULATIOY, I,E., LIMIT-
ING REGULATORY AUTHORITY AD PUSLIC INVOLVEMENT ONLY TO THE HIGH-
LEVEL CEFENSE WASTE PROCESSING FACILITIZS WHOSE OPERATING DATA
ARE HOT RELATED TO DEFENSET INFORMATION,
E. DELAY COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH NRC LICENSING OF DOE VASTE FACILITIES
SECTION 7.5.1.3 AND 7.5.2.3 OF THE STUDY DOES NOT GIVE LICEHSING
DELAY COSTS BUT SUGGESTS MAXIMUM DELAYS OF FOUR TO FOUR AND ONE-HALF
YEARS FOR REGULATORY OPTIONS A AND B "DEPENDING OY WHERE HRC
PREPARATION WIRE TO BEGIN AND ON WHETHER FACILITY CONSTRUCTION WAS
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PROHIBI TED PENDING REVIEW®. SUCH DELAYS IN CONSTRUCTION WOULD COST FROM
| TO 2 BILLION DOLLARS IN INTZREST AND KON-PRODUCTIVE OPERATING FUNDS
FOR THE INITIAL KIGCH LEVEL WASTE PROCESSING FACILITY PROPOSED FOR
SAVANNAH RIVER AND SEVERAL TIMES THAT FOR THE TOTAL PROGRAM,
THE EXACT AMOUNTS WOULD DEPEND ON HOW MUCH DELAY WAS INCOUNTERED, HOW
WELL IT COULD BE ANTICIPATED, AND WHERE 1T OCCURRED IN THE
CONSTRUCTION CYCLE, |
PAST REGULATORY EXPERIENCE WOULD INDICATE THAT THE MRC

SUGGESTED DELAYS ARE ACTUALLY THEORETICAL VINIMUNS RATHER THAN
RELISTIC VAXINMUMS. THIS WOULD PARTICULARLY #PPEAR TO BE THE CASE FOR
THE LICENSING AT THE UNIQURE WASTE PROCESSING FACILITIES REQUIRED FOR
EACH DEFENSE WASTE STORAGE SITE AS CCUTAR™T T iC'S EXPERIENCE WITH
THE LICENSING OF RELATIVELY STANDARD REACTOR DESIGNS,
#. DATA ASSESSMENT AND INTERPRETATION

APPENDIX A

PAGE A-T7, LINE 4 | .

THE 79.4 X 10 TO THE STH C1 1S “AS BURIED™,. IT HAS DECAYED AND IS

CURRENTLY 38.8 X 10 TO THE 5TH Cl.

PAGE 1.16 = A.,2,8 DEFENSE WASTE PROCESSING FACILITY CONSTRUCTION
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T0 BEGIN FY 1982 0T 1980, °
PAGE A=8, 9.
THE EMPHASIS ON "INTENTIONAL RELEASES™ SEEMS OVERPLAYED, SINCE
THERE WERE NONE AT SRP OR INEL, RE-EDITING OF THIS SECTION SEENMS
CALLED FOR. | |
PAGE A=10 = PARA, 2 = DEPLETED URANIUM IS NOT STORED IN VAULTS, BUT
IN SECURED AREAS,
FAGE A=11
INDER SAVANMAH RIVEIR PLANT, LINE 7 o
2,4 A 10 TO THE STH M TO THE 3RD SHOULD BE 2,7 X 10 TO THE FOURTH
M TO THE 3RD
.+ 40 79 THE 5TH SKOULD BE 3 X 10 TO THE 5TH CI (DECAY CORRECTED)
LINE 6, AFTER "STORAGE PADS", SHOULD BE ADDED “AND IN
~ TRENCHES®, :
APPENDIX B. ;
PAGE 47, PAR, 3
THERE ARE THREE TEST REACTORS AT SR,
APPENDIX C,
C.3 = PATHWAYS MODEL (BEGINNING PAGE C=8)
LAMBA SUB 2 SHOULD BE LAMBA SUS L (PAGE C-8)

.
.
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USE OF TH. AVERAGING TERM DELTA (PAGE C-9) LEADS TO CONFUSING
INTERPRETATIONS WHEN RESULTS ARE COMPARED WITH RESULTS
USI"" TQUATION AT BOTTCM OF PAGE C-8. CALCULATED RELATIVE
HAZ. . CAN DIFFER SIGNIFCANTLY. IF THESE CALCULATED
RES| . ARE CONSIDERED SIGNIFICANT IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF
LEGISLATTON THEY SHOULD BE VERIFIED BY MORE DETAILED
MODELING AND CALCULATIONS.
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Depezrtment of Energy

Chiczqo Operaticn. Office
SBCD South Cass Avenue
Argonne, lllincis 60439 '
JR 311979
Robers W, Barber, Acting Dirmctor T .

Safety Pngineering Divigion, HQ
¥RC ETIDY OF RECULATION OF FIDTRAL BADIOACTIVE WASTE ACTIVITIZS

References: 1, Yemo, R. W, Earber to R, H, Rauer, dated 1/16/79

2, Letter, R. H. Douer to A, Abries, datad 1/9/79

Review of the subject document, transmitted with Reference 1, hos recultad
42 savaral ccarents, providsd belew. Ia pcuntsszy, £om2 corosats reculisd
f702 review of thoze acpocta of tha report thzz cddeccsed cpseifis C1
contrustor sites, Information regarding thoce oitas wo provided to tha

- J&C in Refezenca 2 and by telecuns with tha gddrescer of £'2¢ ¢ widl

Drs S. Monn of py staff. The cormeonts balow wexe requirzd bocuusca tha

IC did not {ncorporato tha providad inforsatica into tha ropert. femsdning
comzents addrees the MMC logic and conclusioss presented 1n support of the
subject study., -

po .

1., Pags 1-2, parsgraph 2 - IRC peaff d4d not visit CH to obtain information
o sites undar Cll direction.

2. Pupe 1-3, paragraph 1 - It 1o dcperative that "ricks" be identified to
adequately ascans hagards assoeictad with operations sad to put thom
into proper, relative parspectives.

3. Page 1-5, parapgraph 2 = Tha definition for "Naste Storzga™ is {nndzquote
gince It docs not provide a eloar dascription of focdilitias cnd/cr
operations widci, ghould ba included in thie catagery, 4.a., wlct 18 tha
breok poine for incluoien, vither in terms of miniounm storags tiza,
quantities, etc.

4. Page 2-3, peragraph 4 = The term "plarnmed” movement chould be wora
elcarly defincd since Interpratotion can result im at loaot tud eca~
eluafons: (1) dofinitive plons to move the wacte, including schiodules,
datas, costs, and any neceosary arrangesents finalized, or (2) intenticas
t> remove the materisls st sozs later dote that, at this tiva, has not
Bren finalized, or that no weans precently exist for guch final dispo=-
sitian but will ba devalopsd for the purposs of repoving such meterials,
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7.

Page 2-., paragroph 4 = The alova cozment provides the bagis for this
conzsct: At no placs in the roport were tiLize auy goforooeos ox
diceuszcion of tha storoge ates at tha Forod tational Acz2lorater
Loberatory (FURIILAD) and only bricily woo & pinilzar otersoe axia ot
Procllicven National Leboratory (IUL) penticned. IThoce eracs ecnulin
lcrge coounts of cquipzans end coher maresinls which ars cetivzicd cad
otored, with no presant plana fo7 f4nnl dicpocition beezuca of thadir
bully zizz and/er undctermincd guidance £o3 dicpositica of vzluzble
gateriala, such a8 coppse, otainicss ceazl, CZC.s snd beesuca no
crizczia precently exist foz cetdvated caterdalo. Such itoms hova
becn ponerated from resctor and aceelorator cparotions and
decoz=tcoionins of euch facilitics zad hava tzen storad for saveral
yeorg. Information was providad to INC, per Reference 2, on thoge
SLOXage &Xesd.

Pope 2-4, persgroph 1 = The YIS has 13antifi+d "“wnota procescing” a8
onothor caterery for imclucicn da tha roovlatsry process thoy cza
propocing, but hava, Py 7+€iri+1ca ond for purpasis of tido strly,
erclulsd thosa ginijar op sosacns tlot ora ectducced as ea dalcszal
past of wecta goneracing goetivitias. Juch a catsscry specifienlly
sdireccen thosa nasta invenzterics pregonily exizsidng ok LC2 fozilitics

© yadtiss final dicpositien; houdvexr, such wistes avs findea but i

genzzetica 16 a contdnua § Prosecde It uzuld cppccr possible thot
tha 173, 4n tha futuzo, would egoin extznd it3 defiziticna to iuclude
regulation of -procecsing ef the tizs of uzota gancrition.

Pane 2-5, paraszaph 5 - Tha IRC etudy hera states thot Arponna National

Lobozatery (ML) 49 “sucpected of hoving coms pact uilte cativigizo"
but that “according to DUJ, has no BLCIIT3, dicpocal, or poscizing
activitiesn.” Inforzation on thz etirap2 of wactea ot ALL~B wa3
provilod 1o the Slte aste lnaiement Plon for that cite. Informstion
repardiang pact dizpasal gotivitics nesacicted with eczly AL opizsticsd
(Sita A/Plot 1) waa providad es stated ia Nefezcnca 2. This
dnformaticn was not utilizcd by NIC in tha gubjcet report.

Pase 2-9, parsgraph 1 - The "raderal Acencies, Othey then DOZ,
Copvaccad for Uzota !lanacozent Astivizico” tedla (Toble 24) dovoe
eot izcluda the Durepu of llucs. Pact involvemcak with that g oney
sevealed tha uee of a szall plot of land for dicpoasl of druus
containing rad-vacts. Similar aress may exist under their purview,

Pags 2-10, paragrsph 1 (also Paga 2-11, psragraph 6) ~ Ths report starss

thas 05D of TON facilirins dies nwt ropresent any vnique waete ais~

posad congideratinndesss”s hosevar, D&D of an LIFIR cay bm sa exceptioa
= vy YR Py : i . . ."."(A‘:-é‘?.’...

. " ERRL ) "
. o v 8. . : s
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to this conclusion on the basis of the large quaniitias of sodium
sseocisted with such an activity and the present ractriction on die~
gosnl of such matardal.

10. Papa 2-10, parapraph 1 = I 13 zot clear 12 it 43.IMC's Intention to
reforcass DS “dodicsted crecs™ at each gite ond precent ths
gecomponying 1ict (lanford, Osk Ridga, Sovannsh Rivar, end ldoho)

as all=inclusive. The completeness, or lack tharsof, should de stated.

11. Pags 2-12, Toble 2.5 ~ Correctionst -

Replace "Health acd Safety Laboratory” with "Pnvirommental Measurements
Laboratozy.”

2eplace "Prank Mzlesn Meworisl Institute” with "Franklis Mcleen Memozial
" Rgoearch Institute.”

. Mew Sronsuics Latoratory (st ANL) should be J4sted smiar Defonse P e
not Energy Techaoologye

- 12, Pzge 2#13, Tohle 2.6 = This table 13 dncooplete; more information has

‘been provided to RL and Al 4n tha DID plcoming oystein. Jlso, the
bl 201 Tos Cell Tacildity shoyld la dalctad Irom tha l1lse.

13, Paze =6 = Thz INC otudy attexpts to eguate the risks of DOZ end cexzozeial
cy=zoticna on the bosds that a highar protobildty ef reloszis fred pac

L33 pzacticea cuista, even though relative hosards sre proatay for tha
coz=arsial situcticns It appocTs thot this ccncapt 45 bodng uszd ma a
Juseificaeion for N0 control ovar DOD vaste citivitiecs. 12 otxoagly
dicogzes with this approcch, sisca pooct O3 Tetdvitiss chould b2 cea-
gddzrzd a0 a scparata ensity in evalusting hocsczds ond richs. Thosa
gizuctions casmot ba elisaged merely by licensing or scxme othor IC eontvol,
Rother, tha evaluation of noed for MLl coatrol should be boczd on

prasont and futura LD oparations.

. 34e Pzoe 44, paragraph 3 = It I not clear how Option D s diffarentiazed

froa the precont rosponsibilitice of INC to devesop stondorda for vista
opezations, unless it 1a bocsd on the przemdge thot undor thilo option
tha 00 “would conduet audita and complicace pomitoring docpections.”

3S. Page &5, parapraph 3 « Tha ERC voport statas, ...lhera suss D o
ssclhauicn for diecovering and eorracting, raal safcty, ksalth or envizone
zontal problexgeee.” It appears that !10C s ioplying that ona doos not
already exdet within the DCJ. Thers 4o prezsently a cocplex syotem
within D03 Zo ths form of saiety audits, tectmical review end approvals,
detatled docuaentation and teporting, etc., at ths contzactor, fisld
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office, sad Hendquarters level, as well as EA, PIS, end other formsl
docuzentation preperotion. It 43 unclear what the 1L envicicns 23

1%1a insencificotion of thesa items 1f DIT waste activitics wixra
undar their directien.

ase S-1, perziraph 1 = The report ptates, "The reguircoenta of the
r-tional Davironzsntal Policy Azt (FTPA) would b2 eallzd iInto ploy if
InC's 1icensing or regulatory autherity wera cxtendzdeee” Thic dC2lico
to the recder thot DC2 docs not clzacdy comply with LODA requiremints,
tlidch 4o rot trua. DCE ko prepored LI3's for waote dicpooal eporoticns
edtcs and continuss to conply with NIPA reguiramcnts. Scoe commont

spplies to Page 7-5, psrvagraph &)

Pere 7-1, paragreph 3 - This agein inplles to the resder thot DOD does
not comply with stondardo cnd/or regulitions to tha follcoz exton

try use of the phrose Y,..D00 wastes of & gioilcr naturs moy oot lasilr
standorde.” Ao evidenced mony ticis ovir iu tha repore, tha LRl cttitrts
to icply that DOZ uaote activicias requira coatrol by thid to dcjiova
oparationa without noling any evalustion or determinatincu of the
competency or quality of preeent practices. . o . *

Pome 7=2, paraproph 1 = Ap stated in Comment 17, ti's WG hes statsd

oy hove not deternined "she adequacy of procont DC3 cotivitien." It

43 difidcult to eorprebiond how thoy con gecuza that the quality would
4acresca by IS controls vhon tha yresent gitustion has not beocn ecciooads.
The logie throughout this section .20 similor saalkpesses, &9 explainid ia
tha following commantse.

Pape 7-2, paragrsph 2 = The ¢’<ia chat TRC's independent roview would ba
benefietal to the publie heulth end safety ia two way3 ds baczd on

vasue coacepts which ora nut fully dencrided s that thz vesdar may draw
some incoatect coaclusions.

(2) Item 1, “reduction in conflict of interast,™ ia baces on the
coneapt thut DOD programzatie needs oy vooult in ccopronicing
developoent of pood waste wmmagiment ogerations, I U0 wre to
hove contyol over thosa wacte activitics, thoy could not raduce
tha prozrezcstie noeds. Therefora, it would ooly mezm thst G
would be given ths authority to datermins LOB priorities.

(5) Items 72, the "two heads sra Detter than ona” concept implies
that DOD hes fnsdequate checks and balapces In waete sctivitias.

Page 7-2, perograph 3 = Agzin, tha MRC atates “...a possidle banefir
is tha depth of review...pight incresse 1 INC extended it3 rogulatory
authority,” and goss oa to szats that “incresved depth of review might

ikt L
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‘bo ‘found 4n Incressad docunentation.” Vora papar doeen't nepccoarily
*‘mesn pore connideration haa boon given to tLa situsticn. In fooe,
given 8 finite tims poriod to colve problem oizuaticas, Incriccosd
dosurentation requirensats could iupact cm the cmsunt of tiua avcilcble
!or tha actunl problea nnlvinz aetiviuu. N

-
g P - & s .. .. . »
s =

' 21. ?a*a ~2, pztamph 4 = The URC report again 1np11:=- to thka ¥S22ar that
3 1o st kandling usste momssacant seefviticos with a full cooTiteint
n hcalth end safcty protection by stating thoe “dosdciea poliizs
"&3uld B3 apt to ba morz coreful 4n makiag the d-cici.a" i€ culizst to
spublic cerutiny, tizn operstizng ora p:rf::;:d Sk DC3's ta=2 eco=tllicdse,
r publde ccrutiny should not kova ony ci*niiic..at 1.."2::. Ia ci3184ca,
the publdie alresly hoo occasa to 21l EIS's, ond to c2ior dnform=miiza

e ¢ ghrough technical report publiections, end by TOL rquz:::. , W3 peclics

t!xs valus of publde partdcipation; hewavar, the publie clisuld not b2
* g2ldcd on to "{lontify errors or weaknecses in anclycce.” Evalucticn
n! tha need for extencion of IIC authority should nct b bacad ca
" antledpcted {ncrecce in publie participction siaes (1) thot cco ta
i:complishad- under D03 a3 wall end (2) wacte miaagiziat gesivitico
. 2:1&:1 be run by persomnel wit! considercble techninl gupsrtice in tlae

P . s
e 5 e ¢ *emat e - -

22, Page 7=3, rmgnph 1 - Iz 4 unclear oa what bncio IME ean acsoze that
extcasdon of thadr regulatory cuthority wsuld fsgzease pellie esailliace,
‘Tirot," to the ponozal publie, ‘Fadersl openedcs ar2 noa~dlcticoudcicils
"4a terzs of “eenfilence-generators.” s.::m:!, 4f tha infosvotion 42 1otter
-gections of tha roport were revealad, such as tha ecsio gococictad vwith

: such a change, it s doubzful that any 4odividusls in tia.public would
- ndo:nc such an action. * “*° . -

R R R - 8o ® .

pa ?zs- 7-7, parapraph 2 = Tha cozte for- npp.l destion of Opdon A sre
: p':euntad 28 623 renwyears of cfiort and 19.51 deilors. Using g sicndard
ecmercion of SCf/zcnwyear, that recolts 4a a totzl cost im oxzscs of

£011 dollcra. A coct-bonefit czudy chould ba pexfoczmcd en thoca figures
oa the busia of concrete, identifistle temcfits rathior tiam tha vops2
conccpts presented In the study.” In adiition, cczziat 122 43 eg2in
appliccblos 2.0., 4t 43 doultful thae tha general pullic would kava
dnerasced confidenca in tha [oderal govarnmant 1f tlicy were mada culre
of such costa expanded for more Federal redundancy. Ll

_g A

Page A=1, parapraph 3 = Tha ™IC hee no knouledpe of the anunu ot

the curia contens of thio waste" ac Irookhavan Natfonol lsbovatory (DUL).
) This ioformation was provided to the lIC ae stated 4n Neference 2. Wa

*+-  ggain are providing thie information by copy of tha-enciosuras to that
dettar,*Tadle 2.1.3.3, axtracted fru the IiL 313, provides & suzzacy

P pCi/ymer for disposal aC =Wk, * » i .
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Pres A1, Appendix A = Thie sestion on diopossl of low-lcvel vaste chounld
4nclule infornation peaszding AL cazly opcrctiona &t fite A/Rlst i, uiich
was providad to them pcr Referonce 2, as provicusly stczed 4n esz=aat 7.
Paze A0, purapraph 2 « The report sdiresces otoracs of contczincted
gouiprent 4a trenches cud chafts ot TTL. A2aim, inlezzitica p=cviicl 4a
Rzfevencs 2 end tha Cite Wocto lGacgzzent Plon (SIS2) wao ms2 wizd cinss
a bettar description of the wiate handling and sterife arua 1o gvailctlle
g8 indfeatcd in cormant /S, Alco, aa meationad in cemmcrt 15, $nfzzzotion
wae providad on PITUIILAB waste storoge, which was not dncludcd In this
gection. In sddition, the RGNT ax AVL-W has low-lovel wasta storaga
which vwae not eddressad In this secvion.

fage A-10, paragraph 54- The transursnic vaste storage udvi:zei at the

&L~ ROUT, as discussed in information provided in Eofercncs 2, wae

oot included in this section,

Pags A1), paxagraph 32 < »

{a) The wasta sctivities at ANL-Y, as provided in Reference 2, aro
primarily loweleval wasta operationo. Tha ecrip, 412 dsoelcsed
wacte, would thon ba con idared high-level wota, ty dafl. ~lon;g
however, it does mot reguira cocling. The nusber of codicz-
tondod IT21I blanket subsesecblies ie 255, stered ia 55 stozage
ldners st tha RIIT.

() It 4a algo {ntercoting to noto that the raferences 4dsntificd for
dnformaticn sources (13-20) cra not roprecsatotive of thodr dita

. sources since tha vicit to tha IITL by the HLC etaff did not
tnelude discuspions with AVL-W perconnel. Inforcation was pruvided
from C in Raferenca 2. _ ]

Pane De1, Appendix B « The 14st ond subsequent site deoeriptiong, do
gc includs TOUAILAB nor ANL (Site A/Plot iM); sae commsat §'s 5, 7,
o 0nd 26,

Pace B-2, paragroph & - "All other wasta 18 stored for s short perfod of
tizs and than ehipped offgita.” This 49 oot trua for eoma miterlsls, as

Page 113, paragraph 2 = Argonna Univarsitics Associstion Is under the
direction of tha Chiezgo Cporations Office, not Idcho Cperations

0ifice. Tha Argonne-last Facility is locatad on tha INIL eite; however,
it 48 under CH dizection. A separate description of the ANL-W sits

and RSW? should bs included since 1t is not a part of ths JNKT operations.

s

oW R " s \ y LUV
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32, Page T-3, Pipure 2.2 = Thie Ehnr: 43 out of dute since tha New Brunewick
Laborstory is under the Assistant Secratary for Defanee Prograns, not
Ecergy Tochnology. .

4 | - u?rnengﬁt:“‘"}h\ e

Zeclosurds '
Latter, Bsuer to Adriss, datsd 1/9/79, wencls.

£t: 0. Certsl, Acting Dirsstor, Diviaica of Waste rnll?lu. EQ, w/encl,

.
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