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. Dear Mr. Strong:

In your letter dated December 23, 1984, you commented on the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) topical report review process and requested responses to
several questions.

We agree that the NRC and the State of Washington (WA) need to work together

to ensure that waste generators have the maximum flexibility to deal with the
disposal of their wastes in a manner which meets the requirements of 10 CFR Part
61. It is for this purpose that we committed to review topical reports in an
effort to provide a single review which would consider each State's license
conditions.

We have committed to a very substantial effort because we believe that topical
reports should receive a full and complete review which will endure detailed
p blic scrutiny. The high integrity container (HIC) concept is a relatively
new one. It is, therefore, important that all questions and concerns are

. addressed to ensure public acceptance. Because HIC's offer waste generators a
areat deal of flexibility and HIC's are important to industry, we believe that
the performance of credible reviews is essential in light of the scrutiny the
reviews will receive when they are completed.

In response to the specific questions in your letter, we are providing the
following responses:

1. Should HIC's continue to be reviewed under full, exhaustive, 10 CFR 61
criteria for use at existing disposal sites?

Yes. We believe that our reviews should withstand the critical scrutiny
of both the public and those industrial organizations which have
previously been reluctant to accept the HIC concept.

2. Should some screening criteria be developed to allow provisional use of
HIC's pending the outcome of detailed analyses and reporting required
under 10 CFR 617

We believe that the development of screening criteria could be a
discussion item between the states and NRC. Another option would be to
address individual waste generator problems on a case-by-case basis, in
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the manner that we recommended to WA to accept a limited amount of wastes
from New England Nuclear,

Should the NRC continue to encourage the topical report process for 10 CFR
61 implementation?

Yes. The states expect the NRC to assist them in ensurinag, through the
inspection process, that waste generators are complying with 10 CFR Part
61. The topical report process aids inspectors by reducing the amount of
time needed for waste management related inspections and by ensuring a
consistent level of compliance.

What level of detail and assurance must be provided by the applicant to
substantiate the topical report application?

We believe that vendors should provide sufficient information in their
topical report submittals to enable us to review them against both NRC and
state HIC desian quidelines. A complete and well documented report is
essential for us to perform reviews which can withstand the scrutiny which
will be given to it.

We hope these responses have addressed your concerns. We would also appreciate

the opportunity to meet with you and your staff and discuss how we can better
coordinate and improve our topical report review program.

Sincerely,

Orizinal Siomed by

Robert E. Browning, Director
Division of Waste Management
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