DISTRIBUTION SHEET

To From Page 2 of 2
Distribution TWRS Vitrification Development | Date 05 105195
Project Title/Work Order EDT No. (2114
Identification of Potential Transuranic Waste Tanks at the ECN No.

Hanford Site

Text Text Only Attach./ | EDT/ECN

Name MSIN | With All Appendix Only
Attach. Only
E. H. Randklev H5-27
P. S. Schaus G3-21
J. A. Swenson H5-49
A. M. Umek $7-81
D. J. Washenfelder H5-27
R. A. Watrous H5-27
R. D. Wojtasek S$7-84
D. E. Wood H6-30
Central Files (orig. +2) L8-04
0STI (2) L8-07

A-6000-135 (01/93) WEF067




DISCLAIMER

Portions of this document may be illegible
in electronic image products. Images are
produced from the best available original

document.



DISTRIBUTION SHEET

v To From Page 1 of 2
Distribution TWRS Vitrification Development | Date oHIBIgS
Project Title/Work Order EDT No. 1911y
Identification of Potential Transuranic Waste Tanks at the ECN No.
Hanford Site

Text Text Only Attach./ | EDT/ECN
Name MSIN | With All Appendix Only
Attach. Only

U.S. Department of Energy-Headquarters
Trevion Building

12800 Middlebrook Road

Germantown, MD 20874

J. Hennesey

G. B. Roberson

S. Schneider

R. Walton

U.S. Department of Enerqy,

Richland Operations Office

D. D. Button S$7-53
R. Carreon S§7-53
L. Erickson S7-53
P. E. LaMont S7-53
J. C. Peschong §7-53
G. H. Sanders S7-53
D. D. Wodrich S7-50

Pacific Northwest lLaboratory
D. E. Larson K9-80

Westinghouse Hanford Company

L. R. Burks G6-14
D. K. Carter G3-21
R. D. Claghorn H5-49
R. P. Colburn (5) H5-27
F. M. Coony H5-33
T. W. Crawford H5-49
L. F. Ermold S7-84
E. A. Fredenburg S4-53
J. S. Garfield H5-49
K. A. Gasper G3-21
R. L. Gibby H5-27
J. 0. Honeyman S7-81
M. E. Johnson B1-58
S. L. Lambert H5-27
R. E. Lerch S7-85
R. M. Orme H5-27
D. E. Place H5-27
R. W. Powell (5) G3-21

A-6000-135 (01/93) WEF067




Westinghouse
Hanford Company

-

P.0. Box 1970 Richland, WA 989352

April 24, 1995 - 9552169

Mr. G. H. Sanders, Acting Director

Retrieval, Treatment, and
Immobilization Division

U.S. Department of Energy

Richland Operations Office

Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Mr. Sanders:

DOCUMENT TRANSMITTAL, WHC-SD-WM-ES-331, "IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL
TRANSURANIC WASTE TANKS AT THE HANFORD SITE," MILESTONE T3C-95-127

Reference: Letter, L. Erickson, RL, to President, WHC, "RL Review of
WHC-SD-WM-ES-331, 'Identification of Potential Transuranic
Waste Tanks at the Hanford Site,'" 95-RTI-025, dated
March 22, 1995.

Transmittal of the attached document, WHC-SD-WM-ES-331, "Identification of
Potential Transuranic Waste Tanks at the Hanford Site," completes
Milestone T3C-95-127. A draft of this document has been reviewed by
Messrs. R. Carreon, D. D. Button, and D. D. Wodrich (U.S. Department of
Energy, Richland Operations Office) and the attached document reflects the
dispositioned comments. The document also includes a disclaimer of review
and acceptance by Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP), as recommended by
Mr. S. Schneider (U.S. Department of Energy-Headquarters).

54-7600-075 Hantord Operations and Engineering Contractor for the US Department of Energy
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If you have any questions regarding this report, please direct them to
Messrs. R. P. Colburn (509) 376-6148 of Tank Waste Remediation System
Disposal Engineering or P. S. Schaus (509) 372-1149 of my staff.

Very tru]z\yours,

.
Dt foe (7

R. W. Powell, Manager
High-Level Waste Program
Disposal Program Office
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The wastes in some of the Hanford Site single-shell tanks (SST) and
double-shell tanks (DST) have been identified as potential transuranic (TRU)
wastes for segregation, vitrification, and disposal at the Waste Isolation
Pilot Plant (WIPP) as a possible alternative to blending these TRU wastes with
the high-level waste (HLW) for disposal in the HLW repository. The identified
tanks include three DSTs: AW-103, AW-105 (neutralized cladding removal
waste), and SY-102 (Plutonium Finishing Plant); and six SSTs: T-201 to T-204,
T-110, and T-111 (BiPQO, -2C, 224). The three DSTs contain about 75%

(2,900 m’) of the projected volume of DST sludge material but less than 2% of
the DST fission product inventory. Similarly, the seven SSTs contain about 8%
(3,600 m’) of the SST sludge volume but less than 0.1% of the SST fission
product inventory. The identification of these tank wastes as potential TRU
material was based on a conservative interpretation of the definitions of the
TRU and HLW classifications and the historical records of the waste tanks.

The classification included consideration of previous U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission guidance for distinction between HLW and "incidental” non-HLW as

applied to Hanford Site tank waste.

The ability of the WIPP program to accept this waste from a regulatory,

institutional, economic, and technical viewpoint has not been evaluated.

A cost/benefit analysis will be required to evaluate the merits for
disposal of this material as TRU waste in WIPP prior to any recommendation for

action. This analysis should include consideration of the impacts of TRU

waste segregation on waste processing operations, the additional amount of
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total waste glass produced, comparative waste disposal costs at WIPP and the
HLW repository, and the compatibility of this additional waste with WIPP

operating strategy.
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IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL TRANSURANIC
WASTE TANKS AT THE HANFORD SITE

1.0 PURPOSE

The purpose of this document is to identify potential transuranic (TRU)
material among the Hanford Site tank wastes for possible disposal at the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) as an alternative to disposal in the high-level
waste (HLW) repository. Identification of such material is the initial task
in a trade study suggested in WHC-EP-0786, Tank Waste Remediation System
Decisions and Risk Assessment (Johnson 1994). The scope of this document is
limited to the identification of those tanks that might be segregated from the
HLW for disposal as TRU, and the bases for that selection. It is assumed that
‘the tank waste will be washed to remove soluble inert material for disposal as
low-level waste (LLW), and the washed residual solids will be vitrified for
disposal. The actual recommendation of a disposal strategy for these
materials will require a detailed cost/benefit analysis and is beyond the
scope of this document.

2.0 BACKGROUND

The HLW disposal mission at the Hanford Site has committed to vitrifica-
tion of the high-level defense waste currently stored in 177 underground
storage tanks (UST). The USTs consist of 149 single-shell tanks (SST) and a
set of 28 double-shell tanks (DST). The SSTs were built from 1943 to 1964 and
removed from active service in 1980. The DSTs have been used to accumulate
subsequently generated waste and pumpable supernate from the SSTs. The
current physical form of the waste in these tanks is typically characterized
in three categories: (1) sludge, consisting of insoluble oxide precipitates;
(2) salt cake, consisting of soluble salts precipitated by evaporation; and
(3) supernate liquid. The current reference plan is to retrieve the wastes
from the tanks by sluicing and to chemically separate the waste into HLW and
LLW fractions for disposal in a geologic repository or surface storage onsite,
respectively (Ecology et al. 1994).

The classification and segregation of some portions of the Hanford Site
tank wastes as TRU waste for vitrification and disposal at WIPP have been
proposed as an alternative to blending these wastes with the other HLWs for
disposal in the HLW repository. An evaluation of this alternative was
designated as a trade study in WHC-EP-0786 (Johnson 1994).

A major element in the identification of potential TRU waste among the
Hanford Site tank wastes is the requirement to ensure that the material is not
subject to U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) HLW licensing. The
classification of a given tank waste as either TRU or HLW requires
interpretation of the definitions of these waste classes as applied to each
waste tank. This includes consideration of the waste source, projected
composition of the wastes from historical records, and sampling of the tank

1
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contents. The incentive for segregating a portion of the waste as TRU waste
is the potential for reduced repository disposal costs. A trade study to
evaluate the advantages and disadvantages of this option will be required
before a recommendation for disposal can be made.

3.0 CLASSIFICATION DEFINITIONS

3.1 HLW

The basis for classification of a material as HLW by the NRC is conta1ned
in 10 CFR 50, Appendix F, which defines HLW as

*those aqueous wastes resulting from the operation of the first cycle
solvent extraction system, or equivalent, in a facility for reprocessing
jrradiated reactor fuels."

Some indications of the NRC's interpretation of this definition were given in
the advanced notice of proposed rule-making for the definition of “"High-Level
Radioactive Waste” by the NRC in 52 FR 5992. In these proceeding records, the
NRC noted that the Appendix F definition for HLW is "in terms of the source of
the material rather than its hazardous characteristics.” The proposed rule-

‘making record continued, "As used in Appendix F, 'high-level waste' thus

refers to the highly concentrated (and hazardous) waste containing virtually
all the fission product and transuranic elements (except plutonium) present in
irradiated reactor fuel. The term does not include incidental wastes
resulting from reprocessing operations such as ion exchange beds, sludges, and
contaminated laboratory items, clothing, tools, and equipment. Neither are
radioactive hulls and other contaminated fuel structural hardware within the
Appendix F definition." The NRC also noted that the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
of 1982 defines the term "high-level radiocactive waste" on the basis of two
criteria: "(A) The highly radioactive material resulting from the
reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel, including liquid waste produced directly
from reprocessing and any solid material derived from such liquid waste that
contains fission products in sufficient concentrations; and (B) Other highly
radioactive material that the Commission, consistent with existing law,
determines by rule requires permanent isolation.”

The NRC considered numerically specifying the "sufficient concentrations"
of fission products in the waste material to be used to identify those wastes
from reprocessing that require disposal in a geologic repository. They
proposed, for comment, a criteria to: *“consider a material 'highly
radioactive' if it contains concentrations of short-lived radionuclides in
excess of the Class C limits of Table 2 of 10 CFR Part 61.* The NRC has not
adopted the proposed numerical specification for fission product
concentrations in the definition of HLW, and the current definition remains
source-based.

More recent guidance from the NRC on the classification of Hanford Site
wastes was provided in a letter from R. M. Bernero (NRC) to A. J. Rizzo
(U.S. Department of Energy [DOE]) (see Appendix A), and in a response to a
petition for rule-making presented to the NRC by Oregon and Washington States

2
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(55 FR 51732), which requested the NRC to revise the definition of HLW with
respect to the Hanford Site tank wastes. Although the NRC denied the
petition, its response provided additional guidance for the definition of HLW
for classification of Hanford Site tank wastes primarily to distinguish HLW
from "incidental™ or LLW (55 FR 51732). The text of this response is shown in
Appendix B of this document.

The classification of waste types by the DOE is described in DOE Order
5820.2A, Radioactive Waste Management (DOE 1988), which defines three classes
of waste: HLW, TRU, and LLW. These class definitions are not explicitly,
mutually exclusive.

The definition for HLw‘given in DOE Order 5820.2A is as follows.

High-Level Waste. The highly radioactive waste material that
results from the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel, including
liquid waste produced directly in reprocessing and any solid waste
derived from the liquid, that contains a combination of transuranic
waste and fission products in concentrations requiring permanent
isolation."

Both the NRC and DOE definitions are primarily source-based, linking the
waste classification to its history rather than to some characteristic
property limits for the waste. A lower-bound property limit for HLW is
implied in the DOE Order 5820.2A definition: "highly radioactive waste
material...in concentrations requiring permanent isolation."

As noted above, the NRC rule-making record specifically recognizes
incidental, non-HLW streams associated with reprocessing plants. These
streams include cladding hulls, ion-exchange media, sludge, and miscellaneous
trash generated during reprocessing operations. The question of waste
classification at the Hanford Site was complicated by the mixing of wastes
from various sources which made it difficult to distinguish between HLW and
LLW using the source-based definition in Appendix F (10 CFR 50). The NRC
suggested a basis for determining whether such wastes were incidental rather
than HLW, which was related to the degree of separation of key radionuclides
(strontium, cesium, and TRUs) from the residual non-HLW fraction. In response
to a DOE- proposed separation, leaving only 3 to 5% of the original
inventories of those radionuclides in the LLW fraction for near-surface
disposal, the NRC concurred with "incidental waste" classification for this
fraction of Hanford Site DST waste on the following bases: (1) the waste
fraction has been processed to remove key radionuclides to the maximum extent
that is technically and economically practical, (2) the waste fraction will be
incorporated into a solid physical form that does not exceed the applicable
concentration 1imits for Class C LLW as set forth in 10 CFR 61, and (3) the
waste fraction be managed so that safety requirements comparable to the
performance objectives in 10 CFR 61 are satisfied. The NRC specifically noted
that the appropriate classification of single-shell wastes will require a
case-by-case determination (55 FR 51732). '

Although both the NRC and DOE definitions for HLW are source-based, a
subtle difference between these definitions exists. For example, the NRC
definition is in reference to "operation of the first cycle solvent extraction
system, or equivalent"” and the DOE Order 5820.2A definition, "The highly

3
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radioactive waste material that results from the reprocessing of spent nuclear
fuel,"” is in reference explicitly to the solvent extraction cycle in

10 CFR 50, Appendix F. The neutralized cladding removal waste (NCRW) in tanks
AW-103 and AW-105 contains radioactive waste from the Plutonium-Uranium
Extraction (Facility at Hanford Site) (PUREX) cladding removal, which was the
initial operation associated with fuel reprocessing but not actually part of
the first-cycle solvent extraction system.

For classification of a waste as TRU, clear distinction from HLW is
necessary. For the purposes of this document the NRC definition for HLW,
which precludes classification as TRU and governs disposal licensing
considerations, was used for the selection of the potential TRU tanks.

3.2 TRU WASTE

The classification of waste as TRU is based on the definition in DOE
Order 5820.2A, with no comparable classification by the NRC. This class is
understood to apply only to materials not subject to NRC regulation, i.e.,
determined not to be HLW. The definition of TRU in the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant Land Withdrawal] Act explicitly excludes HLW, but defines HLW only by
reference to the definition in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982.

The definition for TRU given in DOE Order 5820.2A is as follows.

Transuranic Waste. Without regard to source or form, waste that is
contaminated with alpha-emitting transuranium radionuclides with
half-1ives greater than 20 years and concentrations greater than 100
nCi/g at time of assay. Heads of Field Elements can determine that
other alpha contaminated wastes, peculiar to a specific site, must
be managed as transuranic waste.

This waste class is divided into two subclasses: remotely handled
transuranic (RH-TRU) and contact-handied transuranic (CH-TRU). The
definitions of these subclasses are as follows.

Remotely Handled Transuranic Waste. Packaged transuranic waste whose
external surface dose rate exceeds 200 mrem per hour. Test specimens of
fissionable material irradiated for research and development purposes
only and not for the production of power or plutonium may be classified
as remote-handled transuranic waste.

Contact-Handled Transuranic Waste. Packaged transuranic waste whose
external dose rate does not exceed 200 mrem per hour.

Although the TRU definition is explicitly source independent, specified
source limits are placed on the subclass RH-TRU. The distinction of TRU waste
from HLW, like the distinction of HLW from LLW, involves consideration of both
the waste source and the extent of fission product separation.

The acceptance requirements for RH-TRU, specified in WIPP/DOE-069, Waste
Acceptance Criteria for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP 1991), include a
1imit on radionuclide activity concentration not to exceed 23 Ci/L and a
surface dose rate less than 1,000 rem/h, which corresponds to the limits set

4
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forth in the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal Act. If these
limits, by themselves, were an indication of the bases for distinguishing TRU
from HLW, then a potentially large fraction of the Hanford Site tank waste
might be considered TRU. However, when the source-based definition of HLW is
also considered, the waste material designated exclusively as TRU is much more
limited. The designation of a given tank waste as TRU must include considera-
tion of both the history of the tank waste as well as the actual composition
of the partitioned waste.

The classification of a given tank waste as either HLW or TRU waste is
closely related to the definitions of these classifications and requires their
interpretation with respect to the waste tank history and contents. The
current NRC guidance for determining a non-HLW fraction in the tank waste was
used as a basis for this interpretation.

Beyond the mere classification of a given waste as TRU, the feasibility
of segregating any potential TRU tank waste will also require an evaluation of
its impact on the process treatments, including retrieval, pretreatment, and
vitrification operations, and the additional amounts of waste glass product
resulting from the more limited waste blending options. A cost benefit
analysis for this option will be needed before a disposal strategy can be
recommended.

4.0 DESCRIPTION OF HANFORD SITE TANK WASTES

The Hanford Site tank wastes resulted largely from the reprocessing of
irradiated fuel from the plutonium production reactors and subsequent
treatments of the process streams. The reprocessing operation evolved through
three general processes: (1) bismuth phosphate (BiPQ,) process (1944 to
1956), (2) reduction oxidation (REDOX) process (1952 %o 1966), and (3) PUREX
(1956 to 1972, 1983-88). Many of the initial wastes were reworked to recover
by-products, such as uranium recovery from the metal waste, associated with
the BiPO, process (1952-57) and removal of the cesium-137 (3 Cs) and
strontlum 90 ( Sr) from waste for encapsulation (1965 to 1976). Each of
these major processes had a number of associated operations including fuel
decladding, ferrocyanide scavenging, fission product recovery, and several
other minor operations. To conserve waste tank space, some wastes were
concentrated by evaporation either in-tank or in external evaporators
(242-T evaporator or 242-S evaporator/crystallizer) with condensates routed to
cribs and trenches and the evaporator bottoms returned to the tanks. These
processes gradually converted the waste into the mixed sludge and salt cake.

The inter-tank transfers, evaporation, chemical alterations, and ongoing
in-tank chemical processes have changed the nature of the waste; the current
compositions of the tank wastes are not well known. Several attempts have
been made to predict the tank contents based on historical tank transfer
records, flowsheets for standard waste processes, and the measured waste
volumes in the tanks. An early estimate of the compositions of Hanford Site
tank wastes provided by G. K. Allen in ARH-CD-610 B, Estimated Inventory of
Chemicals Added to Underground Waste Tanks, 1944 Through 1975 (Allen 1976)
were based on estimates of total chemicals used in each of several standard

5




WHC-SD-WM-ES-331
Revision 0

waste processes. An improved estimate of the waste tank compositions by

J. D. Anderson in WHC-MR-0132, A History of the 200 Area Tank Farms

(Anderson 1990) used quarterly summaries of tank levels and defined additional
waste types. Jungfleisch (1984) used an elaborate tank fill history program
known as track radionuclide components (TRAC) based on fuel element tonnages
for each process, compositions for each process waste stream, and the fill
histories for each waste tank. Further improvements in the quantitative
estimates of the tank contents are being developed by S. F. Agnew (1994).

A program (Sort on Radioactive Waste Type [SORWT]) was recently developed
to qualitatively classify the SSTs into groups expected to contain wastes with
similar physical characteristics and chemical compositions (Hill and Simpson
1994). This model did not attempt to predict the actual composition in a
given tank but instead concentrated on tracking different waste types in each
waste tank based on historical records. Then tank groups were designated
based on a qualitative judgment about tanks expected to have similar contents.
The model used the tank history information from Anderson (1990) and Hanlon
(1994). The grouping method only qualitatively sorted the tanks on the basis
of similar overall waste types. A list of various waste streams used for this
sort and their acronyms are given in Table 1. Each tank's contents were
characterized by primary and secondary solid forming waste types. The waste
volumes contained in each tank were estimated in terms of salt cake, sludge,
supernate, and total volume based on data from Hanlon (1994). The program
output defined 30 groups, which, together with the primary waste types and
volumes of salt cake and sludge, are summarized in Table 2. The individual
tanks included in these groups, their major waste types, and individual tank
waste volumes are listed in Table 3.

Of the waste types listed in Table 1, the BiPO, second-cycle
decontamination waste (2C) and the 1anthanum f1u0r1de decontamination waste
(224) may be considered sufficiently far removed from the first-cycle
reprocessing to be potential non-HLW. Anderson (1990) estimated that the
BiPO, first-cycle decontamination (1C) waste contained 10% of the fission
products while the 2C waste contained only 0.1% of the fission products. The
224 waste associated with decontamination of the plutonium product, performed
downstream from 2C, was estimated to contain about 0.001% of the initial
fission product activity (Anderson 1990).

Inspection of Table 3 indicates three tank groups (V, XIV, and XX)
nominally containing 2C, 224, or cladding waste (CW) may be considered as
potential non-HLW based on the SORWT qualitative assessment. However, closer
inspection of the transfer records in Anderson (1990) shows the B-201 to B-204
tanks in Group V received high-level metal waste during their first year of
operation prior to receiving the 224 waste. The remaining Group V tanks,
T-201 to T-204, received only 224 waste. Similarly, transfer records for the
Group XX tanks, nominally containing CW, indicate they received high-level
REDOX waste during their first year of operation. The T-112 tank from Group
XIV had miscellaneous waste additions besides 2C and 224 waste but none
specifically identified as HLW. Based on this conservative source-based
criteria, the four tanks from Group V, T-201 to T-204, and three tanks from
Group XIV, T-110 to T-112, which contain essentially waste related only to
later stages of cleaning the plutonium product from the BiPO, process, may be
considered potential TRU waste. These seven SSTs, selected as potential TRU
waste, contain about 9% of the total SST sludge material.
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Table 1. List of Waste Types and Abbreviations.

Waste acronym ... Meaning of acronym
R High-level REDOX waste
EB Evaporator bottoms
TBP Tributyl phosphate waste
1C First-cycle decontamination waste
2C Second-cycle decontamination waste
224 Lanthanum fluoride decontamination waste
CW Cladding waste
HS Hot semiworks waste
SRS Strontium-leached sludge
5-6 High-Tevel B Plant waste
ITS In-tank solidification
RIX REDOX ion-exchange waste
DIA Diatomateous earth
DSSF Double-shell siurry feed
CCPLX Complex concentrate
F Ferrocyanide-scavenged waste
NCPLX Noncomplexed waste
SR-WASH Particulates from strontium wash of PUREX wastes
in the AR-vault
MIX Mixture of several miscellaneous wastes
IX Ion exchange waste
UK Unknown waste type
OWwW Organic wash waste
PUREX = Plutonium-Uranium Extraction (Facility at Hanford Site)

nn

Reduction oxidation

REDOX




Table 2.

WHC-SD-WM-ES-331
Revision 0

Summary of Single-Shell Tank Groups from
Sort on Radioactive Waste Type.

Group Primary and Number s;q?l?:ie :?lggz ;ZTige
number secondary waste ?f tanks all tanks | all tanks | all tanks

group type in group (%) (%) (%)

I. R EB 22 38 11 28
I1. EB 1C 10 20 0 13
III. TBP-F EB-ITS 10 14 5 11
Iv. TBP CW 9 0 5 2
V. 224 -- 8 0 2 1
VI. R -- 7 0 7 2
VII. EB R 5 8 1 )
VIII. TBP-F 1C 5 0 4 1
IX. DSSF NCPLX 4 7 3 6
X. EB CW 4 6 1 5
XI. 1C TBP 4 0 6 2
XII. 1C EB 4 0 4 2
XIII. HS -- 4 0 0 0
XIV. 2C 224 3 0 7 2
XV. 2C 5-6 3 0 4 1
XVI. R RIX 3 0 3 1
XVII. 1C CW 3 0 2 1
XVIII. CW EB 3 0 2 1
XIX. CW MIX 3 0 1 1
XX. CW -- 3 0 0 0
XXI. TBP EB-ITS 2 3 1 2
XXII. EB TBP 2 2 0 1
XXIII. SRS SLUICE 2 . 0 3 1
XXIV. 1C EB-ITS 2 1 2 1
XXV. TBP -- 2 0 2 1
XXVI. TBP EB 2 0 2 1
XXVII. TBP 1C-F 2 0 2 1
XXVIII. | CCPLX DSSF 2 0 0 0
XXIX. R DIA 2 0 1 0
Total 135 100 81 93

XXX. Ungrouped tanks 14 0 19 7
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Analyses of core samples taken from tank T-111 show very low levels of
fission product activity associated with the 2C and 224 waste so11ds (Simpson
1994). The dominant fission products were *°Sr at 5.4 uC1/g and Y¥7es at
0.166 uCi/g. The alpha activity in this waste was about 0.3 uCi/g, also above
the TRU Tower Timit.

Core samples from tank B-201 indicated extremely lTow fission product
activity associated with the waste solids (Heas]er et al. 1994). The dominant
fission products were “sr at 2.09 uCi/g and ®’Cs at 0.8 uCi/g. The alpha
activity was greater than 1 puCi/g, well above the 0.1 uCi/g TRU Tower limit,
precluding its disposal as LLW. However, the indication of HLW addition to
the B-201 to B-204 tanks in the transfer records prevents their designation as
potential TRU using the conservative source-based definition of HLW.

4.1 DSTs

Historically, the DST wastes have been grouped into five categories:
double-shell slurry feed (DSSF), neutralized current acid waste (NCAW),
complexant concentrate (CC), NCRW, and Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) waste.
The estimated waste inventories for these DST groups (Lambert 1994) are based
on tank samples (see Table 4). The DSSF waste, essent1a11y all supernate, has
been identified for disposal as LLW after remova] of Ycs by ion exchange.

The NCAW contains primary PUREX waste and is clearly HLW material. The CC
waste, although cooler than the NCAW material, still contains a significant
fraction of the initial fission product activity and is considered HLW
material. The NCRW, accumulated in tanks AW-103 and AW-105, has historically
been identified as potential TRU waste based on the nominal source history of
this material being part of the cladding removal rather than the aqueous
raffinate from the first-cycle reprocessing. The PFP waste accumulated in
tank SY-102, associated with plutonium product purification, may also be
considered a potential TRU waste.

Although the nominal source of tank AW-105 waste was cladding removal
waste, a relatively small (30-cm) heel of material was present in the tank as
a result of miscellaneous PUREX waste received before 1984. There is no clear
basis to indicate that the heel contained HLW material. A Westinghouse
Hanford Company internal memo characterized this heel material as a mixture of
lab and catch tank wastes, sump and flush solutions, and periodic process
chemical flushes. Similarly, tank SY-102, containing nominal PFP waste, also
was used for cross-site transfers of other waste primarily liquids from the
SST salt well program and decontamination solutions from T Plant. The
estimated fission product inventories, which are based on core samples from
these tanks including the waste heels, do not indicate significant fission
product concentrations (or inventories) relative to the other DST sludges
(Lambert 1994) as shown in Table 4. The Table 4 estimates indicate that these
potential TRU waste feeds for vitrification represent more than 70 wt% of the
solid DST material but less than 2% fission product inventory.
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Table 4. Double-Shell Tank Inventories.
NCAW DSS/DSSF NCRW PFP cc Total
¢ chemical
top Solid (kg)  Liquid (kg) | Liquid (kg) | Solid (kg)  Liquid (kg) | Solid (kg)  Liquid (kg) | Solid (kg)  Liquid (kg) | K®°
Ag+ 3. 22E+02 2.93E+01 - - - 8.98E+01 - - - 4.41E+02
Al+3 3.6TE+04 3.07E+04 1.54E +06 1.53E+04 5.86E+02 1.69E+04 1.69E+02 2. 78E+04 5.28E+0S 2.20E+06
As+S 3.48E+02 1.828+02 - - - 312E+(2 - - - 8.41E+02
B+3 2.38E+02 8.13E+01 1.29E+01 1,40E+03 1.25E+00 9.00E+01 - 3.69E+01 7.00E+02 2.56E+03
Ba+2 3.80E+02 9.82E+00 2.98E+02 5.33E+02 4.95E-02 - - $.40E+01 4.86E+02 1.76E+03
Be+2 9.23E+00 7.17E-01 - - - - - - - 9.95E+00
Ca+2 1.62E+03 4.21E+01 3.34E+03 1.43E+403 2.90E +01 2.50E+03 - 7.T1E+02 6.94E+03 1.67TE+04
Cd+2 6.07E+03 1.80E+01 2MWE+02 - - 3.74E+02 - - - 6. 74E+03
Co+3 7.81E+02 3.28E+01 1.098-03 7.93B-04 7.028-07 7.37E0S - - - 8.14E+02
Cr+3 1.28E+03 4.97E+03 2.30E+04 4.10B+03 9.33E+01 9.31E+03 - 1.28E+03 2.43E+04 6.83E4+04
Cu+2 2.33E+02 1.4E+01 2.09E+02 - - S.20E+02 - - - 9.82E+02
Fe+3 S.94E+04 8.53E+01 1.13E+03 2.89E+03 2.25E+00 9.30E+03 - 1.44E+03 2.74E+04 1.02BE+0S
Hg+2 - - 2.80B+02 - - - - - - 2.90E+02
K+ 2.88B+03 1.92E+04 1.31E+06 S.13E+04 1.93E+04 1.30E+03 3.42E+02 3.13E+02 3.10E+04 1.43E+06
Mg+2 4.63E+02 1.12E+01 S5.23E+02 4.11E+02 1.20E+00 7.08E+02 - 3.28E+02 2.95E+03 S.40E+03
Mo+6 7.16E+01 4.59E+02 2.77E+03 3.60E+01 4.32E-02 3.99E+01 - 2.52E+02 4.79E 403 8.42E+03
Na+ 5. T8SE+04 5.31B+05 1.13E+07 4.43E+05 » 1L18E+04 5.74E+04 2.44E+03 4.51E+04 4.46E +06 1.69E+07
Ni+3 3.43E+03 1.39E+01 5.61E+02 4.16E+02 3.58E-01 2.44E+02 - 2.95E+02 S.60E+03 1.06E +04
Ph+4 4.83E+02 3.42E+01 2.65E+03 - - 5.1BE+02 - - - 3.68E+03
Rare carths +3 4.55E+03 6.09E+01 5.16E-01 2.00E+03 S5.03E-02 5.82E+02 - 4.43E+02 3.99E+03 1.16E+04
Rh+3 7.53E+01 1.07E+01 1.28E+00 1.41E+02 1.50E-01 2.14E+02 - - - 4.43E+02
Ru+3 2.66E+02 2.43E401 6.17E-01 S.228+01 3.30E02 2.10E+02 - - - 5.54E+02
Si+4 3.19E+03 2.14E+03 8.12E+03 1.46E+04 1.07TE+02 9.36E+02 1.40E +01 3.09E+04 - 5.9E+04
Th+4 5.16E+02 1.98E+01 - - - 2.90E+02 - - - 8.26E+02
Ti+4 2.21E+02 4.59E+00 1.46E+00 1.60E+02 1.49E-01 5.98E+01 - - - 4.47E+02
U0, +2 3.41E+03 5.28E+03 7.88E+03 2.65E+04 3.49E+00 1.12E+03 - 3.20E+00 6.08E+01 4.43E+04
Zn+2 1.63E+02 4.33E4+01 8.38E+02 6.38E+01 1.25E-01 1.91E+02 - 1.05SE+02 9.42E+02 2.35E+03
Cl- 9.7TE+01 T41E+02 3. 20E+08 2.50E+03 2.2UE+03 2.21E+03 8.86E+01 1.10E+02 1.10E+40§ 4.46E+0S
CO,-2 7.57E+03 3.44E+04 2.85E+05 2.07E+04 1.0SE+03 1.50E+04 3.7SE+02 1.57E+02 71.56E+0S 1.12E+06
F- 1.42E+03 7.64E+03 S.47TE+04 2.20E+05 7.46E +03 2.37E+03 9.49E+01 3.89E+01 3.88E+04 3.81E+05
Fe(CN)¢-3 - - 1.36E+03 - - - - - - 1.36E+03
NO,- 1.63E+04 1.27E+058 4. 7TE+06 3. 70E+04 - 1.53E+04 2.87E+02 8.27E+02 8.27E+0S S5.80E+06
NO,- 1.81E+04 3.76E+05 9.26E +-06 1.02E+0S 3.66E+04 T.75E+04 3.10E+03 4.15E+03 4.14E+06 1.40E+07
OH- 1.68E+05 2.34E+08 7.14E+06 1.74E+05 - 4.93E+04 9.45E+02 1.64E+08 2.33E+06 1.03E +07
PO,-3 4.50E+03 4.54E+04 3.55E+04 - - 237E+4 5.93E+01 1.08E+02 1.08E+0S5 2.18E+05
80,2 1.00E+04 1.04E+05 1.27TE+05 2.37E+03 6.62E+02 4.00E+03 9.60E+01 1.32E+02 1.32E+0S 3. 79E+05
Organic carbon 4.39E+03 8.24E+03 1.52E+0$ - - - - 9.00E+03 4.41E+05 6.14E+05
H,0 - 6.54E +06 4.41E+07 - 2.00E+06 - 4.84E+05 - 1.26E+07 6.58E+07
MnO, 2.TIE+03 8.67E+00 71.95E+02 1.61E+03 - 5.43E+03 - 5.83E+02 1.11E+04 2.23E+04
2r0,:2H,0 2.76E+04 6.39E +01 - 5.16E+05 - 2.65E+02 - 1.83E+02 1.6SE+03 S5.46E+0S
Total, kg 4.51E+05 8.07E+06 8.06E+07 1.65E+06 2.08E+06 3.01E+05 4.92E+05 2.89E+05 2.66E+07 1.21E+08
Tnput Solid Liquid Total Solid Liquid Solid Liquid Total Total
radionuclides® i) () ) ) © © ©» (D )
C-14 - 3.50E+02 1.00E+03 - - - - 1.0E+03 2.35E+03
Cs, Ba-137 - 2.52B8+07 2.58E+07 7.66E+05 4.80E+03 3. 72E+0S - 1.42E+07 6.63E+07
1-129 - 5.00E +00 1.50E+01 - - - - 7.00E +00 2.0E+01
Sr, Y-90 2.16E+07 - 6.12E+04 1.40E+0S5 - 1.76E+05 - 3.78E+06 2.58E+07
Tc-99 2.20E+03 2.20BE+03 9.30E+03 - - 2.85E+02 - 1.00E+04 2.40E +04
Am-241 6.00E +04 - 9.00E+02 6.80E+02 - 2.40E+04 - 1.30E+04 9.86E+04
Pu-239, 240 8. 70E+02 - 1.10E+03 2.30E+03 - 1.50E+04 - 3.90E+03 2.32E+04
Total Ci 2.17E+07 2.52E+07 2.59E+07 9.09E+05 4.80E+03 5.87E+05 - 1.80E+07 Q.RE+07
Studge Sgp_emaxa mate S}udge Shudge S e Sludge S te Total
Volume, gal*#s* 1.51E+05 1.78E+06 1.30E+07 6.60E +0S 6.60E+04 1.10E+0S 3.30E+04 9.12E+04 4.76E +06 2.05E+07
Volume, mi*ss* S RE+02 6.74E+03 4, 92E+04 2.50E+03 2.50E+02 4.16E+02 1.25E+02 3.45E+02 1.80E+04 7.76E+04
Waste W W PEP Qvera
*Totals may be higher because analytical data are not available for some el
**Radionuclides decayed to 1991 to be i with the ¥ d datab daugh are included for cesium-137 and strontium-90,

**=*NCRW and PFP radionuclide data are hased on unwashed sl:dge core sample anawlysis.

1

1 s ahad,

drainable and

*es43hudge

cC = Complexant concentrate
DSS/DSSF = Double-shell slurry/double-shell shuery feed PFP

NCAW

= Neutralized current acid waste

drainable interstitial liquid (the solids were calculated on a dry basis).

NCRW = Neutralized cladding removal waste
= Plutonium Finishing Plant
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4.2 WASTE PROCESSING CONSIDERATIONS

The planned application of sludge washing to these potential TRU wastes
to separate inert salts as an LLW fraction may also be expected to remove a
significant fraction of the *7Cs activity from the washed solids. This
additional fission product removal could provide further credence to the
classification of this residual solid material as non-HLW TRU. The estimated
compositions of the DST solids, expressed as kilograms of oxide species after
sludge washing, are shown in Table 5.

Separate vitrification campaigns for disposal of these potential TRU
wastes as individual waste feed types might require extremely low waste
loadings in the glass product and correspondingly large amounts of waste glass
product (Lambert 1994). The separate NCRW, PFP, and 2C +224 waste glasses
would be limited by the allowable amounts for zirconium, chromium, and
phosphate, respectively, in the glass product. Blending of these wastes in a
single TRU waste vitrification campaign could increase the expected waste
loading, but it can be expected to still be well below that possible by the
broader blending options available for disposal as HLW.

5.0 CONCLUSION

The identification of the three DSTs containing NCRW and PFP waste and
the seven SSTs containing 2C and 224 wastes as potential TRU waste, as opposed
to HLW, was based on a conservative interpretation of the definitions for
these waste classes, historical records of the tank wastes, and analyses of
tank samples. This set of identified potential TRU wastes may be used as an
initial basis for a cost/benefit analysis for a proposed TRU segregation from
the other HLW and disposal of this material at WIPP. The resuits of the
cost/benefit analysis will be needed before a recommendation of this disposal
option can be made. The acceptability of this TRU material by WIPP will be an
essential element in the cost/benefit analysis. Concurrence by the DOE,
designating this material as a valid, initial, minimum set of potential TRU
waste to be used for the cost/benefit analysis, should also be obtained as one
of the initial steps for this analysis.

One of the concerns expressed in the NRC rule-making record for the
definition of HLW was related to the potential for near-surface disposal for
any radioactive waste designated as non-HLW. However, special consideration
may be in order for TRU waste designated for geologic disposal in WIPP.

A substantially larger fraction of Hanford Site tank waste might have been
classified as TRU, with potential disposal at WIPP, if HLW were defined in
terms of the concentrations of fission products rather than the current
source-based definition. The current source-based definition for HLW results
in some Hanford Site tank waste being classified as HLW while possessing much
lower fission product concentrations than other tank wastes classified as non-
HLW.
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Table 5. Washed Double-Shell Tank Solids.

Waste component
Waste type cc NCAW NCRW PFP
(Wt¥%) (kg) (wt¥) (kg) (wt%) (kg) (wt%) (kg)
A1203 5.67 10,100 6.07 11,500 0.83 5,905 9.59 5,630
Ca0 1.47 2,640 1.24 2,350 0.30 2,117 5.51 3,240
Cdo 0 0 3.48 6,960 <0.01 <0.1 0.74 433
ct 0.1 202 0.02 40 0.03 212 0.43 252
Cr 04 0.30 536 0.13 239 0.23 1,605 4.16 2,440
F 0.40 72 0.17 - 322 2.61 19,070 0.86 507
Fe 04 1.32 2,350 45.1 85,500 0.92 6,500 23.4 13,700
Liy0 0.08 137 0.22 424 0.35 2,490 0.53 312
MgOo 0.33 591 0.41 778 0.10 696 2.02 1,190
MoOz 0.21 382 0.03 50 0.01 54 0.10 60
Na,0 51.6 92,200 22.4 42,400 31.4 229,000 36.7 21,700
NiC 0.24 395 2.57 4,390 0.08 536 0.60 314
P,0g 0.06 m 0.57 1,080 <0.01 <0.1 5.02 2,960
Rh203 0 0 0.05 92 0.02 176 0.45 268
Ru,0; 0 0 0.17 327 0.01 65 0.45 264
sio, 38.4 68,500 3.63 6,890 3.52 25,600 3.51 2,070
S04 0.11 202 0.44 830 0.20 1,420 4.54 2,680
U305 0.002 3 1.89 3,570 3.84 27,900 1.22 718
Zro, 0.08 14,400 11.3 21,450 55.6 300,000 0.35 207
NOTE: The following are characteristics of the table:

e Uses normalized TRAC data as input into the Aspen computer model.

¢ Assumes sludge washing/leaching is effective and the split factors used in the Aspen computer
model are accurate.

e Converts all forms of the waste components to the elemental state and then to the oxide
state. Combines the masses of waste oxides, fluoride, and chloride in the pretreated streams
to determine the weight percent. The flowsheet streams 206, 230, and 311 (minus S1'L'>2 from
stream 632) are combined to determine the concentrations and amount of waste oxides,
fluoride, and chlioride in the HLW glass.

e The selected compounds were considered important in a Don't Say It--Write It! to R. W. Powell
from R. A. Watrous, "Feed Spec Information Requested For 2/22/94 Discussions With TAP,"
Westinghouse Hanford Company, Richiand, Washington, February 22, 1994.

CC = Complexant concentrate

NCAW = Neutralized current acid waste
NCRW = Neutralized cladding removal waste
PFP = Plutonium Finishing Plant

TRAC = Track radionuclide components
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An alternative approach for classification of TRU waste in the SSTs,
based on selection of those tanks with low fission product specific
activities, should be considered as a follow-on task. This approach would
permit designation of a much larger fraction of the SST sludge as non-HLW
waste, which contained only a small fraction (a few percent) of the fission
product activity originally associated with this waste. This approach could
meet the intent of the NRC classification for incidental waste. Further
discussions with the NRC regarding the SST waste classification will be
necessary to resolve this issue.
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7.0 GLOSSARY

ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

cC complexant concentrate

CH-TRU contact-handled transuranic

CW cladding waste

DOE U.S. Department of Energy

DSSF double-shell slurry feed

DST double-shell tank

HLW high-level waste

LLW Tow-level waste

NCAW neutralized current acid waste
NCRW neutralized cladding removal waste
NRC U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
PFP Plutonium Finishing Plant

PUREX Plutonium-Uranium Extraction (Facility at Hanford Site)
REDOX reduction oxidation

RE-TRU remotely handled transuranic

24



SORWT
SST
TRAC
TRU
UST
WIPP

WHC-SD-WM-ES-331
Revision 0

Sort on Radioactive Waste Type
single-shell tank

track radionuclide components
transuranic

underground storage tank
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant
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APPENDIX A

LETTER FROM R. M. BERNERO (U.S. NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION)
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Hr. A. J. Rfz20

Assistant Manager for Operations
U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operatfons Off{ce

P.0. Box 550

Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Mr. Rizzo:
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We have reviewed ycur letter dated March 6, 1989 concerning the

classification and disposal of the Hanford double-shell tank waste.

Your

letter and supporting information assert that the double-shell tank waste
planned for disposal by grouting in near-surface vaults {s not high-~Tleve!

wasta

(HLW), and that U.§. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) licensing

is not required. Your letter requests NRC concurrence in this position.
i :

¢

As you know, our staffs have met on several occasions over the past year
in an effort to determine which of the Hanford tank wastes are properly
classified as HLW. We consider that the applicable definition of HLW,
for purposes of classifying the Hanford tank wastes, §s that set forth in

10 CFR Part 50, Appendix F.

Specifically, HLW is defined as “those

aqueous wastes resulting frem the operation of the first cycle solvent
extraction system or equivalent, and the concentrated waste from
subsequent extractifon cycles, or equivalent, in a facility for
reprocessing irradiated reactor fuels.®

!

. i !
The rulemaking record for Appendix F specifically recognizes 2 number of:
"{ncidental,” non-HLN waste streams assocfated with reprocessing plant

operations,

and miscellaneous trash generated during reprocessing operations.

These include cladding hulls, fon exchange media, sludges,

Not

mentioned, however, are wastes resulting from further processing of HLW
(e.g9., volume reduction) or removing ndn-radicactive materials that were
added to the HLW for {mproved processing and/or storage (e.g., the
addition of alkaline material to neutralize acidfc HLW). At West Yalley
and the Savannah River Plant, NRC has agreed that such wastes are not

HLX,

At Hanford, the questfon of wasts classification (and NRC licensing

authority) has been complicated by the ‘mixing of waste from varfous
sources over the past 45 years. This mixing has changed the orjgxnal
characteristics of the wastes and has resuited, in scme cases, in the

-mixing of HLW and Tow-level waste (LL¥),
difficult to directly differentiate bet
source-based definition of Appendix F.;
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In earlier meetings of our staffs, critaria wereruggested for
determining when such wastes should be classified as "incidental” wastes
rather than as HUW, and these criteria were documented in our letter of
November 29, 1988. Your March 6, 1989 lettar records U.S. Department of
Energy's (DOE's) application of thesa criteria. | Specifically, your -
letter proposes that the bulk of the key radionuclides ({.e., strontium,
cesfum and transuranics) would be ssparated for disposal in a geologic
repository, 30 that only thres to five percent of the original
inventories of those radionuclides would be disposed by grouting in
near-surface vaylts. Yecur Jetter also §$tates tHat the concentratfon of
radicnuclides in the grout will be ccmparable to Class C LLW as defined
by 10 CFR Part 61 for cesium and transuranics, and to Class A or B for
the remainder. Finally, your letter evaluates the practicability and
cost-effectiveness of additional radionuclide removal, An additional
separation process, beyond those originally contemplated, was found to be
cost-effective for removal of an additional six million curies of casium.
This step would further reduce the total activ{ty disposed {n the grout
facility to two to threa percent of the inventory of HLW that originally
entered the tanks. O0OE js new proposing to perform this additional
radionuclide removal to improve the isolation of HLW. The NRC agrees-
that the criterfa used by DOE for classification of the grout feed as LLW
are appropriate. Therefore, the grout fac{lity for the disposal of the
double-shell tank waste would not be subject to;our licensing authority,
Your letter {ndicates that the radfonuclide inventory is an estimate
based on existing computer models, rather than actual analyses of tank
waste. Given the uncertainty in the actual radfonuclide invantory, we
endorse your plans to sample and analyze the grout feeds before disposal
in an effort to control the final composition of the grout feed. If in

 the course of conducting this sampling ‘program,! you find that the

{nventories of key radiocnuclides enter{ng the grout facility are
sfgnificantly higher than you now estimate, you should notify us so that
the classification of the waste can be reconsidered. The NRC requests
that DOE perfodically submit summaries:of the analytical results of all
the samples to NRC and other affected parties in a timely manner.

—> Qur position on the'double-shef! tank Qaste shéu1d not be interpreted to
reflect a decision on disposal of single-shell tank waste or to establish

a precedent in any other context, We intend to defer judgment on the
classification of single-shall tank waste until after DQE has completed
its program of characterizing this waste, We anticipate that final
documentation will be {ssued for public comment before a decisfon {s made
on the disposal of single-shell tank waste.
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If you should have any questions or comments about this letter, please
contact me or Dr. Michael J. 8ell, Chief, Regulatory 8ranch, of my
staff at (301) 492-0560. ; ! ;

; P
;Sincere{y,
: ' .

:Robert M. Bernero, Director
1 0ffice of Nuclear Material Safety

and S%feéuards

}

¢cc: Terry Husseman .
WA Department of Ecology
William Don Tahkeal
Yakima Indian Nation
Jeff Breckel
Oragon/Washington Liaison
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APPENDIX B

DEFINITION OF TERM “HIGH-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE"
‘ NRC DOCKET NO. PRM-60-4
55 FR 51732
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PART 60 PETITION FOR RULE MAKING

or greater mus| be mitigated: “those
engineered structures, systems, and
components essential lo the prevention.
or mitigation ol an accident * * * " (10
CFR 80.2, emphasis added}. The
threshold for determining the need for

mitigalion through the use of engineered °

safely features is the accident dose
crilerion, not the “important to salely”
threshold. The petilioner suggests
modification of the current definition
“importianl lo safely” to make it
consisient with the proposed accident
dose crilerion by incorporating the
effective dose equivalenl concept and
the new preclosure control area
boundary.

Related NRC Regulatory Initiative

In the NRC Regulalory Agenda
{NUREG-09386. Vo!l. 8. No. 4. published
January 1990) and in the Unified Agenda
of Federal Regulations {55 FR 17174:
Aprit 23, 1990). the NRC has announced
a contemplated rulemaking action that
would establish additional preclosure
regulatory requirements for high-level
waste geologic reposilories (RIN 3150~ -
ADS51). The subject matter of the DOE
petition relates closely with the actions
under consfderation by the NRC as part
of this rulemaking effort.

The NRC approach to this related
regulatlory initiative includes plans to:

1. Perform a functional analysis of a
geologic repository using a systematic
approach. This functional analysis
would include an evaluation of the
preclosure operations phase of a
reposilory,

2. Identify in this analysis the
functions necessary o protect the health
and safety of the workers and the public
during normal condilions and abnormal
condilions (e.g. design bases accidents/
events).

3. Develop repository operational
crileria for each function necessary to
protect the health and salety of the
waorkers and public.

4. Compare these repository
operalional crileria to the curren!
criteria in 10 CFR part 80 to help identily
any potential regulatory uncertainties.

5. Use the results of the functional
analysis and comparison studies as a
basis for consideration of any potentisl
rulemaking.

The NRC is in the process of obtaining
studies that would address potential
regulatory uncertainties in this area. The
resulls of these studies would be made
available as NUREG reports. These
studies would provide technical support
for any regulatory action that may be
needed. The NRC estimales that these
reports would be available after
November 1991.

Although DOE's petition does address
areas of concern similar to those
addressed in the NRC regulatory
initiative described above. the

petitioner's approach to establishing
design critieria for struclures, syslems,
and components important to safety
dilfers markedly from tha! contemplated
by the NRC. In applying the approach of
the petitioner, it would be possible to
have no struclures, systems, and
components important to safely if the
nearest houndary of the preclosure
control area were sufficiently distant.
This could encourage extending the
boundary of the preclosure control area
in order to justify less effective safety
design and quality assurance measures
and resull in inferior structures, systems,
and components in the geologic
reposilory operalions area. While this
approach might be adequate for
prolection of the general public, it would
ignore the safety of the workers.

In conirast. in applying the approach
proposed by the NRC stall, the scope of,
and the design critieria for. structures,
systems, and components importan! to
salety would be derived from a
consideration of the functional
requirements of the repository system.
In addition, critieria {for a preclosure
controlled area that takes into account
postulated accident conditions may
be developed as a matter apart from the
question of struclures, systems, and
components important to safely. The
corresponding provisions in 10 CFR Part
72 may be considered as possible
models for regulatory language in this
context.

Comments are solicited with respect
to the NRC's regulatory initiative as well
as the DOE pelition.

Dated in Rockville. Maryland, this 9th day
of July, 1990.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Samuel . Chilk,

Secretary of the Commission.

55 FR 32639
Published 8/10/90

10 CFR Part 60
{Docket No. PRM-60-3]

Department of Energy; Correction of
Receipt of Petition lor Rulemaking

AceNcY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission,

ACTION: Petition [or rulemaking; Notice

“of receipl, Correction.

summany: This document correcls 8
notice of receipt of petition lor
rulemeking filed by the U.S. Department
of Energy which was published in the
Federal Register on July 13, 1900 {55 FR
28771). This aclion is necessary to
correct two typographical errors.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Michael T. Lesar, Chiel, Rules Review
Section. Regulatory Publications Branch,
Division of Freedom of Information and
Publications Services, Office of
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Administration, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. Washington, DC 20555,
Telephone: 301-492-7758.

In the Federal Register of july 13, 1890,
in the center column of page 28773,
make the following corrections:

1. In the eighth line of the first -
complete paragraph of the document
“the” should be changed to read “that.”

2. In the tenth line of the second
co’:npleie paregraph remove the word
“that.”

Duted st Bethesda, Msryland, this 3rd day
of Auvgust 1900. ’

For the Nuclesr Regulatory Commission.
David L. Meyer,

Chief. Regulatory Publications 8ranch,
Division of Freedom of Information and
Publicativns Services, Office of
Adninistrotion.

SSFRS1732
Published 12/17/90
Commoent perlod explres 3/18/91

10 CFR Part 60
{T'ocket No. PRM-80-4]

Definition of the Term "High-Levet
Fadioactive Waste™ -

AGeNcy: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

AcTioN: Petition for rulemaking.

SUMMARY: The States of Washington
snd Oregon request that the
Cummission revise the definition of the
term “high-level radioactive waste” so
a9 10 establish a procedural framework
and substantive standards by which the
Comniission will determine whether
reprocessing waste, including in
particular certain waste stored al the
U.S. Department of Energy's site at
Hanford, Washington, is high-level
radioactive waste and therefore subject
to the Commission’s licensing authority.
Baves: Submit comments by March 18,
1091, Comments received aller this date
wiil be considered if it is practical to do
so, but consideralion cannot be given
excep! as 1o comments received on or
before this date. _ i
ADDRESSES: Submit comments to:
Secrelary, U.S. Nuclear Regulalory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555.
Attention: Docketing and Service
Branch. For a copy of the petition, write:
Rules Review Section, Regulatory
Publications Branch, Division of
Freednm of information and
Publications Sesvices, Office of
Administrativn, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, DC 20555,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Micheel T. Lesar, Chief. Rules Review
Section, Regulatory Publications Branch,
Uivision of Freedom of Information and
Publications Services, Office of
Administration, U.S. Nuclear Regulutory
Commission. Washington, BC 20558,
Telephone: 301 492-7758:0r Toll Free:
800-368-5642,
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION!
Patitioners' Request

The petitioners request that the
Commission amend 10 CFR 80.2 Yo
tlarify the definition of “high-level
radigoctive waste” (HLW} and the
definition of “"HLW facility.” The
petitioners request that the
Commission—

1. Establish a process o evaluate the
t:estment of delense reprocessing
wasles In tanks so that such wastes will
not be constdsred HLW If, prior to
disposal, each tank is treated to remove
the largeat technically achievable
amount of radioactivity: and

2. Require that the heat produced by
residual radionuclides. together with the

heat of reaction during grout processing -

{if employed as a treatment technology):
will be within limits established to
ensure that grout meets temperature
requirements for long-term stability for
low-level waste forms.!

The petitioners seek clarification that
the disposal of wastes treated to this
standard is not disposal in a “HLW
facility” a8 presently defined in $O CFR
60.2. The pelitioners state thet shouvld
the Commission regard 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix F as the conirolling reguiation
to determine whether a waste {s HLW,
that the Commission also modify that
definition as proposed in the petition.

Basis for d:c Petition.

The petitioners. state that this
rulemaking s based, in part, on section
202 of the 1974 Energy Reorganization
Act, which defines Comm{ssion
nuthority over retrievable surface
storage [acilities end other facilities
authorized for the express purpose of
subsequent long-term storage of high-
level radioactive waste.generated by
DOE whiech are not used for, oc are part
of, research and development activities.
The petitioners further stale that the
Congressignal definition of the term
“high-level radioactive waste™ in the
Nitclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) 42
U.5.C. 10101 {12) gives the Commissicn
the authority to define whether wastas
are “highly radioactive material” or
“solidz derived from: [Hquid reprocessing
wastes) that contain Bssion products. Iy
sufficient concentrations.™ %

According to the petitioners,
legistative history reveals that Congress
intended the Commission to license
defense reprocessing tank wasles at the

! Grnut te o Muid mixture of camentitious
materluls end liquid: waste thet sets up os »'solid
muss end is vsed for wuste Bxstico snd
immaobilization,

* For mn wnalysis of this provision, see “Definition
of ‘Migh-Level Radionctive Wasie™ {advance notice
of proposed rulemaking. 32 FR 2002_Eabrusey 37
1987} and subsagquent rut kingd 13
{propesed umendments 10 10 CFR part 61.53 FR
17708, Muy 18, 1883: fins! omendments 1010 CFR
purt 81, 34 FR 22578, Mny 28, 1989}

!
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point of long-term storage or disposat.

. The pelitioners nota that law fracton

wasles resulting from pretreatment of
tunk wastes are scheduled to be grouted
and disposed of in land-based grout
vaults on the Hanlord site in accordance
with regulations developed under the
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA). The petitioners believe that
i such wastes are HLW, they clearly lall
under the Commission's licensing
jurisdiction under section 202 (4} of the.
Energy Reorganization Actof 1974.9

Reasons for Petition:

The petitioners point out that the
present definition of HLW in the
Commission’s regulations is based upon
the saurce of the waste. According to
pelitioners, while HLW may be:
dilferentiated from “incidental
waste.” the legal basis for doing so must
derive from NWPA, specifically 42
U.S.€. 10101 {12) {A), which refers to a
"sufficient concentrations” eriterion for
classification.* The petitioners:claim
that incidental waste sourceis
impossible o ascertain due to. mixing in
defense tanks and the unavailability of
accurate records. They point out, in
particular, that oves the last 45 years,
mixing of wastes from different sources
has complicated the classification of
Hunford tank wastes, including double-
shell lank westos, Moreover, the ’
petitioners state that redionuclide
inventories are estimates and subject lo-
substantiat uncertainty. Varlables
contributing to the uncertainty include
(ncomplete and'insccurste records, the:
Jeck oraclual fuel and/or waste
snalyses, and an incomplete
undersiandirg of the chemistry and
puthways in reprocessing and waste
tresimenlt processes. The petitioners
assert thut neither DOE, the
Commission, nor the petitioners have
adequate information regarding the
radioactive portion of the double-shell
tank waste. The petitioners believe that
the Commission needs lo establish both
a procedure and s standard for making
an avaluation as to whether waste are
HLW on 8 tank-by-tank basis,

The petitioners assert that the
proposed amendment is essential to
provide protection of the future health
and safety of the citizens of the Pacific
Northwest. .

Pelitioners’ Proposal

The petitioners suggest thal the
definitions of “High-Level Radionclive
Wauste” and "HLW Facility” in 10 CFR

11 should be notod. however: thet the
Commission hae jurisdiction only i€ the fucilitles nre
of the types described in section 202!3),

* Note. howaver, the Commission's statumwnt, st
$2 FR 3908, February 27, 1087, thst clussiflention.
under the cited provision “would he irrelevent in
de {nfng whethey such wasles must Be dleposnd
of In licensmd dispenal facilities.”
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60.2 be revised snd a new sppendix A
be added to 10 CFR part 80. The specific
language suggested by the petitioners
reads s follows: :

1. In § 60.2, the Jelinitions of “Iligh-
Level Radiosctive Waste™ and "HLW
Facility” are revised to read os follows:

§60.2 Definitions.

. L] » Ld »

High-level radioactive waste or HLW
meansy: (1) Irradiated reactor fuel, {2)
Liquid wastes resulting from the
operation of the first cyele solvent -
extraction system, or equivalent. and the
concenlrated wastes from subsequent
extraction cycles, or equivalent, ina
facility for reprocessing {rradiated
reactor fuel, and (3] Solids into which
such liquid wasles have been converted:
provided that if, prior to disposal,
deflense reprocessing tank wastes are
treated to remove the largest lechnicully
achievable amount of radioactivity on a
tank-by-tank basis (se provided in
appendix A ), the treated residual
fraction shail be considered an
incidents! waste and therefore nol
HLW,

HLW facility means a facility subject
to the licensing and related regulatory
nuthority of the Commission pursuant to
seations 202(3) and 202(4) of the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974 {88 Stat
1243).2

* * . . .

2. A new Appendix—A is added tv
purt 60 to-read as follows::

Appendix A—Procedures For Determining
Largest Technically Achievabie Treatment

At least one year belore a tank of defense
reprocessing wastes conlelning high-level
waste components Is treated, pretreated or
blended prior to permanent disposal. DOE
shull sabmil the {cllowing to the Commission
and the eflected state and publish in the
Federal Ragister:

1. Dats on physical charucteristics of the

waste, including density and percent solids, .

Inorgnnic and organic constiluents, and
radiochemistry (e.g.. gamma energy snalysis,
tota! aipha. total bets);

2. Volumetric dats on untrented waste, on
volume changes oxpected as a result of
trentment, pretreatment or blending nctivitics
and the expected volume of the final wuste
form {grout, salicrete or vitrified wasie):

3. A dascription of the trentment processea,
including en estimsted mass balance {or onch
process. and estimated poarcent recovery for
each separstion. snd concentrations of major
waste components belore and after
treatment:

? These sre DOE "facilities used primarily for the
receipt snd storage of high-leve! redioactive wnstes
tesulting from ectivities licensed under such Act
{the Atomic Energy Act] " 9nd "Rutrievable Surfuce
Siornge Facilities and other Tacilities nuthorized for
the express perpose of subsequent long-term
storage of high-level cadioactive wusies geaernted
by {DOE), which sre not used for, or ure purt of.
research and development activities™, Fucilities for
the lang-term slorage or dispoaa! of incidentul
wysing resuliing from treatmant of defense
reprocessing wastes are not HLW lucilities.

r
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4. The proposed grout or sulicrete
furmulation, together with heat transfer
caleulntions for the waste form: and

S. To the degree possible, treatment system
models similar (o the altached grout system
mode! should be used to present data and
describe processes. ’

Atleast six months before a tank of
defense reprocessing tank wastes containing
high-level waste components is pretreated.
treated or blended prior to permanent
dispusal in near-surface or deep geologle
facilities, the Commission shall require a
license under section 202(4) of the Energy
Reorganization Act. 42 U.S.C. 5842 {4]) unlass
the Commission, on s tank-by-tank basis
determines the following:

1. The DOE has demonstrated that the
largest technically echievable amount of
sctivily from the tank will be isolated for
vitrification prior 10 permanent dispossl: and

2. That use of permanent shallow land
disposn! for the tank waste will be limiled to
the incidental waste portion, which is the
activity remaining alter the lurgest
technically schievable amount of activily hes
been removed: end

3. Thal the trestment. pretreatment and
hlending procesees described in the DOE
subynittal will achieve the stated sepuration
andjor recovery efficiencics: and

4. That the trentment, pretreatment and
Llending processes described in the DO
submittal are proven.cost effective, state-of-
the art processes, which are capable of
removing the largest technically achievable
amount of activity.

Petitioners’ Conclusions

The petitioners state that rulemaking
procedures are necessary lo delermine
the nature of the incidental, lesser
rudioactive fraction of wastes and that
rulemnking is appropriate o establish a
procedural framework and substantive
standards by which particular wastes
will be assessed. The pelitioners
contemplate that particular
determinations of how specific wastes
will be characterized under these
general standards can be left to
individual adjudicative proceedings.

The petitioners believe that the
amendments suggested by their petition
would protect human health and the
environment, would facilitate
meaningful Commission involvement in
the ultimate disposal and/or long-term
storage of Hanford double-shell tank
wasle, and would support
implementation of the Hanford Federal
Facility Agreement and Consent Order.

" Request for Comments

Commenters are invited 1o address.
among other things, the desirability and
appropriateness of {1) The proposed
substantive standard (“remove the
largest technically achicvable amount of
radioactivity on s tank-by-tank basis"),
(2] the proposed procedure for applying
that standard, and (3) an amendment to
10 CFR part 60 (in view of the scope
defined in 10 CFR 60.1) vis-a-vis the
adoption of & new Part or amendment to

PART 60 ¢ PETITIONS FOR RULE MAKING

some other existing Part of NRC
regulations.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 11th day
of December 1990.

For the Nuclzar Regulatory Commission.
Samuel J. Chilk,
Secretory of the Commission.

. 3>58FR 12342

Published 3/4/93

10 CFR Part 60
{Docket No. PRM-60-4]

States of Washington and Oregon:
Denial of Petition for Rulemaking

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulstory
Commission.

ACTION: Denlal of petition for
rulemaking. ‘

SUMMARY: The Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC} is denying a petition
for rulemaking (PRM-60—4), submitted
by the States of Washington snd Oregon,
which deals with the process and
criteria for classifying radicactive waste
materials at defense facilities as high-
level radioactive waste (HLW) or as non-
HLW. (As noted in the petition, certain
facilitles for the storage of HLW are
subjoct to NRC licensing authority.) The

etition {s being denled because the

C concludes that the principles for
waste classification are well established
and can be epplied on & case-by-case
basis without revision to the
regulstions.
ADDRESSES: Coples of the petition for
rulemeaking, the public comments
received, and the NRC's lelter to the
titioner are avatlable for public

nspection or copying in the NRC Public
Document Room, 2120 L Street, NW,
{Lower Level), Washington, DC.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Najem S. Tanious, Office of Nuclear
Regulatory Research, U.S. Nuclear
Regulstory Commission, Washington,
DC 205585, telephone (301) 402-3878,

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
1. The Petition

Ths States of Washington and Ore%on.
and the Yakima Indian Nation, initially
submitted a petition for rulemaking on
this subject on January 2, 1890. On
February 7, 1090, the NRC staff
tonferred with the petitioners as

"contempleted by paragraph (b) of 10

CFR 2.802. In response to suggestions by
the NRC stafl, the petition was clarified
and resubmitted (by the States of
Washington and Oregon) on July 27,
1990.

On December 17, 1880, the Nuclear
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Regulatory Commission published a
notics of receipt of the pettion for
rulemeking (55 FR 51732). The petition

requested that the Commission revise -
the definition of “high-level radioactive
waste”” (HLW]) so as to establish a
procedural framework and substantive
standards by which the Commission
will determine whether reprocessing
waste, including {n particular certsin
waste stored st the U.S. Department of
Energy's (DOE} site st Hanford,
Washington, is HLW and, therefore,
subject to the Commission's licensing
suthority.

The petitioners request thst the
Commission amend 10 CFR 60.2 to
clarify the definition of HLW and the
definition of “"HLW facility.” The
petitioners specifically request thst the
Commission:

1. Establish s process to evaluate the
treatment of defense reprocessing
wastes in tanks so that such wastes will
not be considered HLW il, prior to
disposal, each tank is treatad to remove
the largest technically achievable
amount of radicactivity; and

2. Require that the heat produced by
residual radionuclides, together with
the heat of resction during grout '
processing (if om%l:yed as 8 treetment
technology), will be within limits
established to ensure that grout meets
temperature requirements for long-term
stability for low-level waste forms. -

The petitioners state that the petition
for rulemaking Is based, in part, on
Section 202 of the Energy

. Reorganization Act of 1974 (ERA),

which provides for the Commission to
exercise licensing and related regulatory
suthority over “facilities suthorized for
the express purpose of subsequent long-
term storage o{E! -level radioactive
wastes generated by [DOE] which are
not used for, or sre part of, research and
development sctivities.”

According to the petilioners, the
legislative history of the ERA reveals
that Congress intended the Commission
to license defense reprocessing tank
wastes at the point of long-term storage
or disposal, 'l%o petitioners note that
“low-fraction wastes" resulling from
pretreatment of tank wastes are
scheduled ta be grouted and disposed of
in land-based grout vaults on the
Hanford site in accordance with
regulations devsloped under the
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA). The petitioners believe that
if these wastes are HLW, they clearly
fall under the Commission’s licensin
jurisdiction under Section 202(4) of the
Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 (42
U.S.C. 5842(4)).

The petitioners acknowledge that the
present definition of HLW in the
Commission’s regulations .s based upon

March 31, 1993
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the source of the waste, and that
“incidental weste”” generated in the
course of reprocessing it not HLW. (The
Istter point is evident from the proposal
to amend 10 CFR 60.2 o provids that
a residusl fraction would be
“considered en incldentel weste and,
therefore, not HLW.") The petitioners
claim, however, that wastes stored in
tanks at Hanford cannot practicebly be
classified as incidental waste {as
opposed to HLW) because the tanks -
contain s mixture of wastes fromi a
number of sources, including
reprocessing of reactor fuel. Moreover,
the petitioners state that radionuclide
inventories are estimates subject to
substantial uncertainty, owing to lack of
accurate records. Further, the
petitioners sssert that neither DOE, the.
Commission, nor the petitioners have
adequats information regarding the
source and composition of the tank
waste. Hence, the petitioners believe
that the Commission needs to establish
both a procedure and a standard for
making an evsluation as to whether
wastes are HLW on a tank-by-tank basis.
The petitioners assert that the
proposed amendment is essential {o
providse protection of the future health
and safoty of the citizens of the Pecific
Northwest. :

11. Classification of DOE Reprocessing
Wastes )

At Hanlord and other sites, questions
have arigen regarding the classification
of reprocessing wastes for which DOE
must provide 3lspoul. In the long-
standing view of the Commission, these
questions must be resolved by
examining the source of the wastes in
question. The reason for this is thet
when Congress assigned to NRC the
licensing authority over ceitain DOE
facilities for “high-level radicactive
wastes,” the Congreas was referring lo
those materisis encompassed within the
meaning of the term "high-level
radioactive waste” in Appendix F of 10
CFR Part 50. (For a full statement of this
position, see the discussion presented in
the Commission's advance notice of
proposed rulemaking, “Definition of
High-Level Radioactive Waste” (52 FR
5993, February 27, 1987).) Accordingly,
any facility to be used for the disposal
of “those aqueous wastes resulting from
the operation of the first cycle soivent
extraction system, or equivalent...” as
HLW is defined in Appendix F to Part
50, must be licensed by the NRC. Most
of the waste storage tanks at Savannah
River (South Carolina), West Valley
+ (New York), and Hanford contain wastes
that meet this definition, and the
facilities to be used for disposal of these
wastes are, therefore, potentially subject
to NRC licensing jurisdiction.

March 31, 1993

Howaever, when the Appendix P
definition was promuligated, the Atomlc
Energy Commission specifically noted
that the term HLW did not Include
“tncidental” waste resulting from
reprocessing plant operations, such as
{on exchange beds, sludges, and
contaminated leboratory items, such es
clothing, tools, and equipment. Neither
were radioactive hulls and other
{rradiated snd contaminsted fuel

"structural hardware ancompassed by the

Appendix F definition. Under the same
reasoning, as the Commission has
pmvlousfy Indicated, incldental wastes
enerated in further trestment of HLW
0.g.; salt residues or miscellaneous
trash from waste glags processing)
would be outside the Appendix F

~ deflnition.

In the cases of Savannsh River and
Waest Valley wastes, DOE plans to
roteieve the wastes from their storage
tanks and to separste essentislly alf of
the radloactive materials for eventual
disposal in a deep-geologic HLW
repository.! Accordingly, the projected
recovery of HLW from the wasles in
tonk storage at those sites will be
sufficlently complets that the
decontaminated salls and other residual
wastes are classified as “incidental”
{L.e.. non-HLW), The NRC will have no
regulalory authorlly, under Section 202
of the Energy Reorganization Act, over
DOE’s facilitias to be used for
processing and disposal of the
incidental waste.

At Hanford, DOE plans to process the
wastes presently stored in double-shell
tanks in 8 manner similar to that
planned for the wastes st Savannah
River and Wes! Vallay. Such processing
would separste most of the radioactive
congtituents of the wastes for sventual
deop-geologic repository disporal and,
the residual aalts would be disposed of
onsite in a shallow, near-surface
concrete-like grout facility. (Plans for

rocessing of single-shell tank wastes
L,ave been deferred.} However,
classification of the Henford double-
shell tonk wastes haz proven more
difficult than clsssificstion of Savannah
River and West Valley wastos. Al

- Hanford, many of the primary

reprocessing wastes ware generated
using older separation technologies,

! See 32 PR 3002, Pobruary 27, 1087 (definltion
of “high-lsvel waste™}, n. 1, whars the Commission
charactorizee as “incidental waste.” the
decontaminated salt with residual activities on the
order of 9,500 nCi/g Cs-137, 30 nCi/g Sr-90, 2. nCl/
g P, 23 described in the Dopartment of Enorgy’s
FEIS on long-term menagament of defomse HLW at
tha Savannah River Plant, DOEJEIS-0023, 1579,
Although an B35 has not yat been publishod foe the
Wast Valley Damonstration Project, preliminary
estimntes indicate the ikalthood of an squivalent
drgree of saparation.

B8-6
80-PRM-10

- largest

“WHC~SD-WM-ES-331
Revision 0

which rosultsd in substantial dilution of
thoee wastes with nonredioactive
materisls. In addition, many of the tanks
at Hanford contain mixtures of wastes
from both reprocessing sources and
other sources. Pinaily, recordkeeping st
Hanford was not always thorou

enough to allow precise determinations
of the origins of the wastes now present
in specific tanks st Hanford. For thess
reasons, some of the Hanford tank
wastes cannot be readily classified as
either HLW or incidental wastes using
only the definitions and concepts
discussed above.

Taking into account thess
uncertainties ahd thelr implications
with res to NRC jurisdiction, the
NRC and DOE stalf held several
meetings 1o explore the situation in-
detail. A principsi objective o thess
meetings was to ascerisin, to the extent
praclicable, whether some or all of the
wastes should be regarded as HLW and
whether, on the other hand, some or all
of the wastes should be classified as
non-HLW. Seversl] things became clear
as 8 result of these meelings.

First, managament records were
adequate for DOE to dstermine that two
double-shell waste tanks do not contain
wastes from reprocessing of reactor
fuels. Therefors, these wastes cleorly do
nol contain HLW within the Appendix
F definition. The NRC sgreed with DOE
that any disposal facility intended
exclusively for thess wastes would not
be subject 1o NRC licensing authority.

Second, DOE has carried out s
*materisl balance™ analysis of waste
management activities at Hanlord. This
analysis estimated the total amount of
*first cycle m}far:cassing wastas"
generated st Hanford and, to the extent
practical, the current locstion of thoss
wastes. The DOE proposed onsite grout
disposal of the residual waste from the
double-shell tank waste processin
would be only a small fraction of 310
reprocessing wastes originally generated
ot the site: »

Finally, DOE studied possible
technologies for additional waste

rocessing, and agreed to remove the
ractical amount of redioactive
material from double-shell tank wastes
rrlor to dispossl in onsite grout

acilities. This commitment by DOE,
coupled with the msterisl-balance study
indicating that most of the originally-
genorated radioactive material would be

- recovered, led the NRC staff to conclude

that the residual waste materis! should
be classified as incidental waste, since
they are wastes incidental to the process
of recovering HLW. With this :
classification, DOE could proceed with
onsite disposal of such incidental
wastes in a grout facility without
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llcansing by the NRC. It ahould be noted
that if the DOE processing oparations go
&¢ planned, the restdust activity of thess
incidental wastes would ba below the .

concentration Himits for Class C wantas -

tnder the wasté classiBeation criterid of
10 CFR part 61, R
Following its review, the NRC staff,
by fetter dated September 28, 1989, from
. Bernero, Direclor, Office of -
Nucledr Material Safoty and Safoguards,
NRC, to A]. Rizzo, Assistant Manager
for Operations, Richland rations
Offics, DOR, sndorsed DOE's plans to
sample and anelyze the grout
before disposal in an effort to control
the final composition of the grout feed.
Howsver, the staff Indicated that {f DOE
were.to find, In the courss of conducting
the sampling }m:gnm. that the
inventories of key radionuélides
entering the grout facility are -
significantly higher then previously
estimated, DOE thould notify the NRC
and other affected pariles in a timely -
manner. . -
It should be noted that the
;rpropria!o classification of some
anford wastes remains to be :
determined—specificslly, any single-
shell tank wastes, end any empty but
sttll contaminated waste tanks DOE:
might dispods of In-place. For both
types of wasles, & case-by-cese
etermination of the appropriste waste
classification might be necessary.

111. Discussion

The petition for tulamaking presents
two basic issues. The question i¢ not
whether “high-level weste” should be
interpreted by refsrence to the source-

bated concepls detived from sppandix F.

to 10 CFR part 80. The petitioners sgroe
that this s proper. Not Is there any
fundsmentel chatlenge to the concept
that “incldents! wastes” are excluded
from the definition of }'high-level
waste.” The {asuee are much narrower
ones. The first {8sue 13 ¢ substentive
ons—the criteria (o be applied In
ditferentiating incidental waste from
high-level waste. The second insue is a

rocedurs! one—the process thet should

smployed by the Commission tn

arrlving st 4 judgment whether or not It
has jurfsdiction over particular
facifities, These will be addressed in
turn.

A. The Stondard for Classificotion

We first address the standard that
should be employed In distinguishing
high-level waste from incidental waste.
In doing £o, we strive to spply the
policies that underlie the adoption of
sppendix F to 10 CFR par 80 {and,
hence, section 202 of the Energy
Reorganization Act).

The petitioners suggest that the

rro{m stendard, to be applied on &
ank-by-tank basis, is to constder all
processing streams to be high-level
wasts unless they have beon treated,
rriot {o disposal, “1o remove the largest
schnically achievable amount of
radiosctivity.” AdopUon of such &
ctiterion would certainly serve the goal,
which had been contemplated by the
Commission, of removing the hazardous

rocess streams to a geologic repository
or permanent storage. It Is not the only
standard, however, that would suffice

. lot this purposs, particularly when it Is

viewed In @ broader refuhlo context.

The cleatest expression of the overall
regulstory objoctives is the Atomic
Energy Commission’s (AEC's)
explanatory statement when it
pmmulqstod sppendix F—namely, “that
the public Interest requires that » high
degroe of decontaminstion capability be
Included in such facilities ans thet eny
restdusl radicactive contaminetion sfer
docommissioning be sufficiently Jow as
not o represent a hazard to the public
health and safety.” 35 FR 17530,
November 14, 1970. At we read the
AEC’s Intent, the reference to “a high.
degree of docontsminstion capabllity”
leaves & substantisl degree of discretion.
1t certainly does not rule out
consideration of economic factors as
woll 88 technical ones. It wes thé AEC's
confemporansous practice to consider
financls] impacts as, for sxample, in
controlling releases of radicsctive
materials Fom licensed facilities to the
lowbst levels “technically and
economically prectical.” AEC Manual
Chapter 0511. When the AEC spoke of
8 "high degree’ of decontamination
capability, we believe that it was guided
by stmilar considerations, Moreover,
froma pollc¥ standpoint, this mekes
good sense, for 10 long as there Is
sdequate prolection of public health and
safely, it would nol bs prudent to
expend polentislly vast sums without &
commensurate expecistion of benefit lo
health end the environment,

Achleving & “high degres of
decontaminstion capabllﬂr' implies,
then, that the facility should separate for
disposal as much of the radiosctivily as
possible, using processes that are
technically and economically practical.
In addition, however, 8 the AEC's
statement indicates, the residual
redioacilve contsmination should be
sulfficlently low as not to endenger
public health end safety.

These princlples—high
deconlsminstion capsbility and
protection of health and safety—are the
essential benchmarks that have
influenced the development of NRC's
position vis-s-vis DOE on the question
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of the proper classification of the tank
watles and grout st Hanford,

When the question regarding
classification of wisles was first ralsed,
the NRC staff identified to DOE some
spprosches that might be used in
distinguishing HLW from incldéntal
waste, One approdch was sxpressdd as
follows:*

At a0 slternative approsch, wé tuggest that
DOB sttemp! an overell materls] balence for
HLW at the Hanford site, using the source-
basted mesning of HLW. 1t {e hoped thst thie
spprosch 'mlge! provide & more dfficient
means of Identifying those westes subject to
llcohcln'! by NRC under terme of the 1074
Energy Reorganization Act. Under this
spprosch, If DOE could demonstrete that the
lurgest practical smount of the totel she
sctivity atteibutsble to “first-cycls solvent
axtraciion’ wastes hat been tted for
disposal 4 HLW, then NRC would view the
residual s 8 non-HLW, We would anticipsts
thist at least 90 percent of the sctivity would
have boen separsted In this wey. Thus, if it
can be shown that DOR has processed the
waste with the intent to dispase of the HLW
in 2 repository or other Othoprhlo Heensed
facility, leaving behind only & small fraction
of only modersiely radiosctive materlsl, then
the goels stated In 10 CFR parl 80 eppendix
P snd Inc ted in the Ene :
Reorganization Acl would have been
satisfied: snd the disporsl of the residual
would sccordingly not be subject fo NRC
Keensing.

In responss, DOE considered the
practicality of various waste processing
alternativas and presented thé results of
its study by lettsr dated Merch 8, 1089,
The rosults wers also pressnted 4t a
mesting smong Interested parties,
including the petitioners, held on
August 4, 1980. (Minules of the meeling
are available for public inspection in the
NRC Public Document Room) DOE's
baseline” disposal plans would have
recovered all but about 12-13 million
curies of cesium-137, together with
lesser activities of strontium-90,
transuranice, snd other radionuclides. ?
DOE's study indicsted the practicality of
temoving &n edditionsl 8 million curies

? Latter from Michas! |. Bell, Chief, Regulatory
Branch, Diviston of Low-Level Waste Ma ent
and Decommissioning, Office of Nuclear Materisl
Safety and Sateguarde, NRC, (o Ronald €, Cation,
Directar, Waste ement Division, Richiand
Oparations Offics, DOE. November 20, 1088, The
Tetter Included some “suggested criterla” tnvolving
¢ “qood falth* effort to schieve tsalstion of LW
trom nonradicsctive salts, such an sffort to be
Judged, as ¢ practical maiter, by eonsidering lamong
other things) aliernstive sapasstion procetsss,

Iatter from A. J. Rizzo, Assistant Mansger for
Operstions, Richland Operstions Office, DOE, to
Robert M. Berners, Divector, Office of Nuclear
Materiale Safety and Safeguards, NRC, March 8,
1980,

*DOE noted In the Masch 8, 1089 letter from
Rizro to Barnero thet, based on Himited avaitable
analytical dats, the total cestum:137 could be as
much as 20 miltion curles versus the 12-13 miliion
estimate,
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of cesium-137 for repository di?oul.
DOE proposed to remove this additions!
& million curies of cesium+137, DOE
also identified additional treatment
slternatives, with their associated costs,
which it viewsd as not bein
economicslly practical, DOE’s material
balance thowed that, sRer tha residue
from the double-shell tank wastes is
grouted, 2 to 3 percent of the key

redicnuclides which originally antered

all Hanford tanks would be dispgsed of
as LLW {n near-surface vaults. The
concentrations of rdicauclides in the
grout would be comparsble to Class C
for cesium end transuranic wastes, and.
10 Class A or B for the remainder,’ DOE
also noted certain engineering and
institutional factors that might
tompaensats, especially as to potential
intrusion hazards, for the possibility
that the total amount of wasts that
would be grouted would be greater than
the amount of Class C waste thet might
be contained in a typical commercia
burial ground, o
Based on its raview of DOE's Mareh

8, 1689 submission, the NRC stalf
concluded that DOE's proposad
processing would remove the largest
practical amount of total site activity,
sttributable 1o HLW, for disposal ina
deep geologic repasitory. This finding
was based on: (1) Pest and planned
treatment of the tank wastss; (2}
radionuclide concentration and material
balance; and (3) cost-effoctiveness of
sdditional radicnuclide removal. Thess
conclusions refiected DOE's
gndeml?ngs bot.:: to ncgitevo a hi

pgree of separation and to provide
protection cmbuc heslth rnd safety.
As a result, the staff concluded thet the
expecied residual waste would not be
high-level waste and would thus not be
subjoct to NRC licenzing autharity. The
staff thereupon advisad DOE that NRC
agreed that the criteria used by DOE for
classification of the grout feed are
appropriate and that tha grout facility
for the disposal of the double-shell tank
waste would not be subject to NRC
licensing authority.

#NRC underttoad this statement to connole that
cesiygy-137 sad transuraniec radionuclides Iz e
residual wasts would be lass thaa the cancentmation
limita for Clasa C low-igvel wasis, & dafined in
NRC's peuirements in 10 CFR Part 81. and thet the
conceniration of other mdinnuclides would bs less
than the concentmtion Jimit for Clags A or B law-
leval waste.

¢ Latier from Robort M. Barniaro, Direstor, Office
of Nuciear Maisrial Safery and Saleguards, NRC, (&
A. ] Rizsn, Assisiant Manager for Cperntions,
Richiand Operations Offics, DOK, September 25,
1589, The lettar a)s0 callad upon DOB tu advise
NRC foﬁodiw\y of the analytical results of
sampies of key radicauclides snteriag the grout
(acility, so that the classification of the wagte might
be recanaidersd if the inventcries were significanily
higher than DOE had ostizsated.
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At a moeting in Richland, Weshington
on July 18, 1962, DOE staff presented
more detailed double-shell tank waste
processing oplions and, based on recent
analysss, summarizad available
information on the characterisiics of
waste within the tanks. DOE's current
estimate of the total amount of

. radioactivity proposed for disposal in

grout in near-surface vaults is within
sarlior range estimates but is now
believed to be nearer the u:dpnr end of
the range. DOE slso clarified ilg
intention te apply criteria comparable to
the Performance Objectives set out {n 10
CFR part 81, Among other things, thess
performantce objectives include
numerical radiation axposure limits for
rotection of the general populstion

m releasae of radicactivity and
requires & design to achlevs long-term
stability of the disposal site.

DCOE intends to complete s

. ranssessmant of the tank waste

processing options by March 1883, This
reassessment, the NRC staff
understands, will include a
roexamination of the practicality of
achisving higher degress of separation,
partigularly with respect to those tanks
that contain substantial quantities of key
radionuclides,

Assuming implementation of DCE's
plans as described abovs, the
Cammission concludes that any
radicactive material from the double
shell tanks that is deposited in the grout
facility would not be high-laval
radioactive wagte subject ta NRC's
licensing jurisdiction. The
responsibility for safely managing those
wastes rests with the Department of
Energy. The basis for the Commission's
conciusion {s that the raprocessing
wastes disposed of in the grout facility
wauld be "incidental” wastes because
of DOE’s assurances that they: (1) Have
been processed {or will be further
processed) to remove key radicnuclides
to the maximum extent that is
technically and sconomically practical;
{2) will be incorparated in 4 solid
physical form at a concentration that
does nat excaed the applicable
concentration limits for Class C low-
lovel waste as sat out in 10 CFR parl 51;
and (3) ars to be managed, pursuant to
the Atomic Energy Act, so that safety
requirements comparable to the
g_r;onnanco objectives sat out in 10

part 81 are satisfied,

Ths petitioners slso requested that the
Commission exerclse ovarsight lo assure
that the grout mests temperature
requiroments for low-lsvsl waste [orms,
They acknowledge thst DOE's vault
design is protective of human health
and the anvironment {f heat produced
by residual radioactivity, together with
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heat genarated from reactions during the
Eoui process, is kept within defin

mits, Tho{ present no technical data to
suggest that achievemant of thesa
tamperature controls presents any
unusual snginesring challenge. In any
event, inasmuch as the Commission
does not consider the grout produced in
accordance with DOE's plans (o be high-
level wasta, it doas not have the
suthority ta carry out this oversight
function,

8. Progedurol Issues

1, Whether Rulemaking Is Necss
thd Desinble B ecssRLY

The petitioners urge that the
Commission initiate rulemaking
procadures that would result in the
establishment of substantive criteria for
determining whether particular
radiosctive wastes either are or ars not
high-level waste’ Generslly, a decision
whether to proceed by rulemaking (es
nxmtod] ot to maks determinations {n
individual, ad hoc litigation lies within
the informed discretion of the cognizant
administrative agency. Rulemaking is
most ag ropriate where an agency seeks
to establich a mml riaciple. having
prospective o to be applied in ¢
wide variety of factual contexts. Where
the issus bafore an agency invalves the
application of law to a very specific
axisting fact situation, especially where
that situation is not represantative of
other mstters that may nesd to be
decidad by the agency, then it is clearly
more efficient and more to the point to
decide by & process of adjudication {i.e.,

. on & case-by-cass basis).

Applying these principles to the
petition at band, the Commission bas
little diMeulty in concluding that
rulemaking is geither necessary nor
desirable. frocming wastes are
located at only four principal locations -
in the United States. The Commission
has previcusly detarmined that the
residusl contamination anticipated from
proposed operations st Savannsh River
should be charsctarized as incidental
waste and not high-level waste {see 52
FR 5903, Feb. 27, 1987, ciled above, at
foolnote 1.) Wastes generated at the
idaho Chemical Processing Plant are -
merkedly differant from those at
Hanford and Savanneh. Therefors, if
questions about classification of the
{daho wastes should arise, precedents
establizhed at Savannsh River and
Hanford might be difficult to apply. Any
wastes at the Western New York -
Nuclear Service Canter will require
teeatment in accordance with the
applicable provisions of the West Valley
Demanstration Project Act.
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The limited practical effect of the
decision—i.e., rettricted to the Hanford
tanks~-{s reason enough ts proceed by
way of adjudication-instead of
rulemaking. The Commission s
persuaded Rurther by the need (o avold
making premature declslons with
respect to the westes stored at Hanford
in single-shell tanks that are not the
subject of pending treatment plans, If
the Commission ware to establish rules -
to apply to the wnm.remug in
thosse tanks, our inquiry would have to
be greatly broadened; and it might

me n ta consider & wide
renge of situstions that might or might
not sver come to pass in the future. -

2. Wheather the Commission s
Adequately Informed

Petitioners suggest that thelr proposed
procedures, which include detail
tank-by-tank assesaments, are nece
to ensure confidence {n the treatment
process smployed by DOB and to build
confidence that the treatrant standard
is beinf met,

The issue to be doecided by the
Commission is & much narrawer one: It
is merely to determine whether the
activities being undertaken by the
Department of Energy fall within the
NRC's statulory jurisdiction. As in the
cags of other persons whose activities
may fall within our regulatory sphere,
the Commission may from time to time
demand information 50 as to be able-to
determine whether or not teo initials an
snforcement action. The NRC staff has
acted In this manner In its inquiries to
DOE. 1t has obtained and svaluated
information that is relsvant and material
to a determination whether or not the
propased activities of the DOE ara
subject to NRC licensing jurisdiction.
All the information obtained and
evaluated has been made gvailable
cantempaoranecusly to the public.

Moreovaer, as a practicai matter, NRC
recognized the uncertainties associated
with the projectsd radionuclide
inventories in the tank wastes and
endorsed DOE plans for um,pung and
analyzing the grout feeds before
disposal. The objective of thess efforts is
to control the final composition of the

out wastes, If DOE finds that'it can no
onger assure that these wastes will be
managed in accordancs with the criteria
previously discussed, DOE sbould
notify NRC.

If 4 standard of “largest technically
achiovable amount ® * * will be
isolated"” wers to be applied, then the
facts submitted by DOE might not be
sufficient to conclude that NRC lacked
juriediction. Howevar, the proper
standard includes considerations of
economical practicality as well. As

indicated In an earlier part of this
decision, the Commission has obtained
information that is sufficient for qm

purpase,

‘3, Puture Adjudications .

The petitioners cantemplate thet if &
rule were to be adopted in sceardance
with thelr malﬂ. particular -
determina of how specific wastes
would be charecterized would ba "left
to individusl adjudicative proceedings.”
The NRC infers that the “proceedings”
cuntemplated by petitioners are
liauing activitins of the kinds
specified in Section 189 of the Atomic
Enﬂ% Act, 85 arnended, 42 U.S.C. 2233,
Adjudications in Lhis type of
ore in some cases to be conducted in
sccordance with the hearing pravisions
of subpart L of 20 CFR part 2.

Those ures are often
appropriate with to activities

st are qubject to NRC regulatory and
licensing authority, Howsver, the NRC
is reluctent to smploy theminths
context that is propossd-—io determine
whathet NRC has jurisdiction in the Krst
place. To do so would entail the
conduet of an adjudicatory o&rocnding
in order to see whether another
adjudieatory licensing proceeding must
be beld. More importantly, the
Commission considers that the existing
record conteing all the factus!
{nformation needed for s deciaion and
that na unresolved malerial factual
issues remain that would require further

proceedings,
4. Other Considantionsy

While both NRC and DOE bave
focused their sttention upan the
meaning of the statutory term “high.
lovs! waste' and its application to the
materie!s in starege at Hanford, cther
considerations might came inte play in
determining whethsr or nat DO!
activities gre subject to Hcansing, In
particnlar, it should be recajled that
NRC exsrcises liconsing suthority under
section 202(4) anly as te “facilities
suthorized for the express purposs of
subsaquent Jong-tarm storage of [DOE-
generated] high-leve] weste.” The
content of individus! wasts tanks {s by
no means tive of the question
whether the facilities for storage of the
treated waste are subject to licensing, A
number of other facturs may be relavant
and material as well: (1) tare the
limits, ieosnphtnﬂy and functionally,
of “facilities™; (2) bave those facilities
been “suthorized” (and by whom is

‘such authorization required); and (3)

have those facilities been authorized
“for the express purpose of subsequent
long-term sterage of bigh-level waste”
where those who may suthorizs the
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the Commission to sddress thu:uy o
questions at length in order to dispose

IV. Public Commaenis on the Petitica

The NRC received lotters fom 12
commenters. Two letters were from
other Federal agencies, two ware from
public interest groups, one was fom «
nuclear industry oration, and seve
were from privats individuals. Most
comments were opposed to the petition

A. Process and Standards Proposed in
Petition

Severa| comments sxpressed concera
that granting the petition would have
sdverss effect on the timely m&w of
rediosctive waste at Hanford, This was
a concern because many of the Hanford
wagte tanks were seen as nesring or
exceeding their design life. The

rovisions of the rulemaking proposed

n the petition were viewed as limiting
DOE's flexibility in selecting the most
sffective processes for waste treatment
and dispossl, The petitioner's request
that “best svailable technology”
in removing HLW material from the
tank wastes was seen us {gnoring costs
of dlsposal, exposures ta workers, and
envirenments! impacts.

Some commaents disputed the.
petitioner’s claim that the rulemaking

ropesed in the patition would offer a

tter process for classification and

disposal of the Hanford tank wastes.
Thess commenters did not see any
advantage in the proposed process over
the process for classilication and
disposal currently in use. One commaent
u that the Commission’s
rulemaking requiring disposal of
Gruater-than-Clasx C waste in & geologic

. repository or Commission-appro

elternative (83 FR 17710, May 13, 198S)
might force DOE to allocats resources to
handle the hazards, rether than to waste
further time fruitlessly searching for
ways to remave sore and more activity
from one parnt of the waste, The action
proposed by the petitioners was viewsd
as not increesing the safety of dispossl
of the wasts,

" The Commission balleves that

adherence to the standard of technical

-and economie practicslity generslly

reflects agresment with these commants.

8. Crention of a Risk-Bosed
Classification System

Severn! comments, while noting that
the rulemaking proposed by the petition
would not de so, favored creation of a
tisks system of rsdiosctive waste
classification.
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The Commission has previcusly
addressed the costs and benefits of
craating a new systam of radicactive
waste classification, Its retionals for not
doing so is outlined in the statement of
considerstions {o the part 81
rulerneking on &i 1 of Greatenthsn
Class C wasta (53 FR 17700, May 18,
1988}, Purther considerstion of these
fssues {s beyond the scope of this
proposed rulemaking sction.

C. NRC Licensing Authority

Some comments focusad on the
licensing authority of NRC aver the
gantb{d m‘:’g wastes, D:Jda‘lt:}t'od tha&

¢ rulemaking su a the on
would {nvelve NRBCB?;‘ ugulotiom
DOE's predisposal waste treatment and
procassing activities, which would be
inconsistent with NRC quthority to
license specific DOE facilities under the
Energy Ruorganization Act of 1874.
Another commenter staled that the
propoted rulemaking was inconaistent
with tha statutory responsibilities of
DOE and NRC, These arguments have
already been discussed, and require no
furthar responsa. It may be emphasized,
however, that even if the Commission
wem found to have Jurisdiction over the
disposal facilities, it would not regulate
either the tanks themselves or the
facilities being used to process the
wastes in these tanks: and there is
reason lor concern that implementation
ol the petitioner's pro might draw
the Commission improperly into
regulation of those facilittes.

A commenter concluded that DOE
was currently in violation of 10 CFR

rt 30 requirements for a licenss

use various niear-surface waste
disposal facilities st Hanford are being
used for “long-term storage” of high-
level radivactive waste. The {ssue Is not
pertinant to the subject matter of the
pelition. However, in any cass, the
comment doos nat take into

consideration the judicial interpretation .

of the term in Notural Resources
Defanse Council, Inc. v, U.S. Nuclsar
Regulatory Commission, 606 F.2d 1281
(D.C, Cir., 1978). The D.C. Circuit Court
of Apa:ah ruled in this case in support
of NRC's position that the tanks have
nat been authorized for uss as long-termn
storage or dispasel and are, therelore,
not subject 1o NRC licensing.

D. Public Input

A numbaer of comments gtressed the
importance of adequate publicinput
into decision making regarding disposal
of the Hanford tank wastes. Some called
for publie hearings on this subject to be
held in the Pacific Northwest. One
commentsr noted that the EIS which
was done for Hanford pruvided the
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opportunity for public comment.
3?3.&'1.'.: commcnlm beligved that the

mission's rulemaking procedures
did not offer the public n&mnr
opportunity for input than does the
current licensing procedyre,

As indicated (nt the Discussion above,
the NRC's review of the situstion with
respect o the double-walled tanks hag
been carried out publicly from the start.
Meetings with DOE have bean apen, and
at least one.of the petitioners (tha State
of Washington) has been provided
advarncs notice and an opportunity te
attend, Documents have been placed in
the Public Document Room and have
been made avatisble for pudblic
inspecticn. It appeara 1o the
Commisaion that the essence of the
issue cancerns tho appropriate standard
for evaluating whether certain wastes
should be regarded as high-level waste
or not, Sufficient factual infarmation is
available to carry out these svajuations.
Alsc, the petition for rulemaking hee
afforded an opporiunity for views-to be
sxpressad with respect io the
npxmprmenm of the gtandard.

-~ A decision that NRC lacks licensing
jurisdiction does not mesn that
oppertunities for public lnput will be
denied. As DOE undertakes iis waste
management activities, it will afford
opporiunities for public participation to
the extent required by its own enabling
statutes, reguiations, and ardarz.

E. Other Comments

One commenter took exception to the

atilioner's chaim that the radicactive
nventory of the Hanford tank wastes
was {nadequately known. The
commaniter balisved that the contents of
the tanks can be bounded well snough
to judge the relativa safety of variovs
disposal optians,

@ Commission considers the
svallsble information to be sufficiently
bounded to enabls it {0 conclude that
DOE's praposed aperations (with
respect 10 the material stored (n the
double-shell tanks) can resuit in the
removel.from the Hanford double-shell
tanks of as much of the radicsctive’
wasie 85 may be technically and
sconomically practical, and that Lhe
applicable regulatory abjectives have
been satisfied. Once these judgments are
made, it is not tha NRC's role to jud
the rulative safety of various disposa
options, and we decline to do s0.

One¢ comment staled thet while the
putition was simed salely at the Hanford
tank wastes,.its provisions could

otentially sffect all radicactive wastes

om reprocessing, including those at’
Savannah River, West Valley, and the
Idsha National Engineering Laboralory.
As the wasle managament programs at
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thesa othar sites are in diffarwnt ot
of implementation, the impacts of the
provisions would vary from aits to site. Py
As indicated above, the Commission {a g
sensitive o this conslderation yet
believes that the specific case at hand
only needs (o be sddressed at this Uime,

me comments usged the
Commistion ot to uhug't:o present
definition of HLW. The Commission i3
not changing the present definjtion.

V. Conclusion

For the reasons presented {n this
doc:x:smt. the patition for rulemaking is
anted.

Dated ot Rockville, Maryland this 261k day
of Pabruary, 1983, ‘

For ths Nuclear Regulstory Commission,
Samusd J. Chilk,
Secreiary of the Commission.



