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WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 26 

MORNING SESSION 

REPORTS: NEW DEVELOPMENTS IN STATES AND COMPACTS 

Central Midwest Compact 

Babette Salus provided an update on activities in the Central Midwest Interstate 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Compact, including information about compact 
amendments. See Appendix for II written report prepared by Salus. 

Southwestern Compact 

Don Womeldorf reported on appointments to the Southwestern Low-Level 
Radioactive Waste Compact Commission, actions and comments at the October 
commission meeting, receipt of surcharge rebates, and workshops that the 
commission is sponsoring. 

California 

Harvey Collins referred Forum Participants to the October 1994 LLW Notes for 
summary information about the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) study of 
certain issues related to the planned low-level radioactive waste disposal site in 
Ward Valley and about a U.S. Geological Survey report comparing the California 
site to the disposal site in Beatty, Nevada. Collins also reported on specific 
testimony at an NAS committee meeting regarding the Ward Valley site. 
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Massachusetts 

Letter from Charles Killian, Chair, 
Massachusetts Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Management Board, to President Bill Clinton, 
commenting on the Low-Level Radioactive 
Waste Policy Amendments Act. October 7, 
1994. A background paper, “LLRW 
Management Issues for Review,” was also 
included with the letter. 

Leo Roy reported on current and future activities of the Massachusetts Low- 
Level Radioactive Waste Management Board, including work on a draft siting 
plan and fee assessments, contracting preparations, a legal review of compacting 
vs. remaining unaffiliated, and work on a volunteer siting program. Roy also 
summarized the contents of a letter sent by the Management Board to President 
Clinton (see document referenced above) and of a similar letter sent to the 
Massachusetts legislative delegation. 

Central Compact 

A. Eugene Crump reported on developments in the Central Interstate Low-Level 
Radioactive Waste Compact. See Appendix for Crump’s written remarks. 

Nebraska 

Steve Moeller reported on developments in Nebraska, including matters 
pertaining to the review of the license application for the planned low-level 
radioactive waste disposal facility in Boyd County, land ownership, and 
surcharge rebates. Moeller also referred Forum Participants to the October 1994 
LL W Notes for information about a lawsuit concerning community consent. 

Northeast Compact 

Janice Deshais reported on recent and future meetings of the Northeast Interstate 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Commission and on the commission’s work with 
compact member states to sponsor workshops. She also provided information on 
other commission projects, such as the 1994 Annual Report, an informational 
brochure, and the updating of the Regional Management Plan and database on 
generator needs for waste treatment and processing. 

Connecticut 

Ronald Gingerich reported on activities of the Connecticut Hazardous Waste 
Management Service. See Appendix for Gingerich‘s written notes. 
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New Jersey 

John Weingart reported on the New Jersey Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Disposal Facility Siting Board’s voluntary approach to siting. 

District of Columbia 

James Murphy reported on implementation of fee assessment legislation and on 
the District of Columbia’s efforts to obtain surcharge rebates. He noted that the 
district is not planning to site a low-level radioactive waste disposal facility. 

Ohio 

Roger Suppes reported on progress in drafting enabling legislation, on activities 
of the Advisory Committee on Preliminary Waste Acceptance Criteria and Waste 
Information and Tracking, and on Ohio’s work with the U.S. Enrichment 
Corpora tion. 

Midwest Compact 

Gregg Larson noted the Midwest Interstate Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Compact Commission’s focus on waste acceptance criteria. He also reported on a 
commission survey of generators, a letter sent to the US. Enrichment 
Corporation, and commission comments to federal agencies. 

North Carolina 

On behalf of John Mac Millan, who was unable to attend due to a scheduling 
conflict, Kathryn Visocki summarized developments in North Carolina. See 
Appendix fur Mac Millan’s written report. 

Southeast Compact 

Kathryn Visocki reported on the Southeast Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Compact Commission‘s work in studying the potential impacts of storage. She 
also referred Forum Participants to the October 1994 LLW Notes for information 
on this matter. 

Texas 

Lee Mathews provided an update on licensing matters, community benefits, and 
legislation to grant congressional consent to the Texas Low-Level Radioactive 
Waste Disposal Compact. 
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Illinois 

Michael Klebe reported on conferences held by the Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety (IDNS) with generators to discuss interim waste management 
services. He also provided information on IDNSs plans to file for surcharge 
rebates as a generator, and on meetings of the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Task 
Group. 

Pennsylvania 

William Dornsife reported on progress and issues in siting and on the availability 
of his updated methodology for evaluating radioactive waste toxicity. He also 
noted the Appalachian States Low-Level Radioactive Waste Commission‘s 
institution of an information grant program in Pennsylvania. 

Michigan 

Thor Strong reported on a planned generator survey, possible action by the state 
legislature during a lame-duck session, and discussions concerning centralized 
storage. 

New York 

Eugene Gleason summarized various developments in the state. See Appendix for 
Gleason’s writfen report. 

Gleason then recognized Angelo Orazio, who reported on the New York Low- 
Level Radioactive Waste Siting Commission’s activities, including work on the 
method selection and conceptual design reports, staff changes, and work with 
the National Academy of Sciences Committee to Review New York State’s Siting 
and Methodology Selection for Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal. 

Rocky Mountain Compact 

Leonard Slosky reported on the Rocky Mountain Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Board’s imposition of a penalty on a broker in Tennessee for exporting waste 
without authorization. He also reported on an expected application for a NORM 
waste disposal site. 

Northwest Compact/Washington 

Joe Stohr provided information on the cleanup agreement for Hanford, as well as 
on matters concerning requests to the Northwest Interstate Compact on Low- 
Level Radioactive Waste Management for access to the Envirocare facility. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF SURCHARGE REBATES 

Distribution of Funds by DOE 

Terry Plummer reported that the U.S. Department of Energy distributed 
surcharge rebates to eligible states, compacts and generators on September 1 in 
accordance with DOE’S final determination as recorded in the March 31, 1994 
Federal Register. A Forum Participant inquired about the effect of the 
Federal Register notice on DOE acceptance of commercial mixed waste. Plummer 
agreed that DOE would provide written clarification within the next three weeks. 
In response to another question, Plummer agreed to provide Forum Participants 
with copies of a letter concerning rebate distribution which was recently sent to 
generators. 

Pending Litigation 

Following Plummer’s presentation, Marc Tenan reported on the status of a 
lawsuit filed against Department of Energy Secretary Hazel OLeary by the 
Appalachian States Low-Level Radioactive Waste Commission concerning 
distribution of the rebates. 

A CONVERSATION WITH THE DOE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

DOE Assistant Secretary Thomas Grumbly opened the conversation by 
discussing several issues, including the appropriate role for DOE in commercial 
low-level radioactive waste management, DOE acceptance of commercial mixed 
waste for treatment and disposal, and the privatization of former DOE facilities. 
Following his remarks, a general discussion ensued between Forum Participants 
and Grumbly. The discussion included issues such as the disposal of radium 
sealed sources, privatization of DOE waste management operations, DOE use of 
commercial facilities, the LLW Forum interregional access agreement for waste 
management, and stakeholder participation. See Appendix for further information 
regarding the discussion. 

WEDNESDAY MORNING SESSION ADJOURNED 
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WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 26 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

INTERREGIONAL SHIPMENT OF WASTE FOR PROCESSING 

Central Midwest Compact Bilateral Agreements 

Babette Salus reported that the Central Midwest Compact has entered into 
bilateral agreements with the Northeast Compact, the Rocky Mountain Compact, 
and the Southwestern Compact, and that agreements are currently being 
negotiated with the Appalachian Compact and the Midwest Compact. 

Activities by Colorado and EPA to Secure RAMP Industries Facility 

Leonard Slosky discussed actions by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
and the Colorado Department of Public Health to secure a hazardous and 
radioactive waste facility owned and operated by RAMP Industries in Denver. 
Slosky noted that EPA has inventoried the waste at the site and is currently 
reviewing contracts submitted by private companies to remove and dispose of 
the waste. 

MANAGEMENT OF NARM FEDERAL ISSUES 

Naturally Occurring and Accelerator-Produced 
Radioactive Materials - 1987 Reuiew (NUREG- 
1310). Office of Nuclear Safety and Safeguards, 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. March 
1988. Executive Summary. 

U.S. EPA NARM Activities. Hard copies of 
slides presented by William Russo, 
Environmental Engineer, Radioactive Waste 
Management Branch, Criteria and Standards 
Division, Office of Radiation Programs, Office 
of Radiation and Indoor Air, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

Holmes Brown briefly explained the reasons for state and compact interest in 
NARM management. Brown noted that NAFM refers to naturally occurring and 
accelerator-produced radioactive materials. NORM, which is a subset of NARM, 
refers to naturally occurring radioactive materials. 
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Sources and Volume 

John Austin referred LLW Forum Participants to the above-referenced document 
for information on sources and volumes of NARM. He reviewed various 
activities that produce NARM and identified existing problems with NARM 
disposal. 

Absence of NRC Regulation 

Austin explained that NRC currently has no regulatory authority over NARM 
and that the commission has no plans to address NARM in future rulemakings. 
He then reviewed a list of potential regulatory bodies. 

Potential EPA Regulatory Requirements 

William Russo referred Forum Participants to the above-referenced slides for 
information on the following: 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

what constitutes NARM, 

the regulatory status of NARM, 

EPA activities addressing NORM, 

EPA studies of NARM and NORM, 

NARM and low-level radioactive waste sites, 

NARM volumes contaminated with more th 
radioactivity, 

n tv o nanocuries per gram of 

NARM and low-level radioactive waste annual volumes, and 

US. EPA's future plans regarding NARM. 

CONFERENCE OF RADIATION CONTROL PROGRAM DIRECTORS' 
PROPOSAL FOR MANAGEMENT OF NARM: 

William Dornsife reported on a proposal for the management of NARM which is 
being developed by the Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors 
(CRCPD). Dornsife's report contained information on the following: 
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recommendations from a CRCPD report on NORM and suggested guidance 
on NORM disposal; 

discrete radium disposal options; 

guidance from suggested state regulations; and 

CRCPDs NARM strategy and NARM activities. 

CURRENT MANAGEMENT OF NARM 

Northwest Compact: Envirocare and Richland License Conditions 

Joe Stohr reported that generators seeking to dispose of NARM in the Northwest 
Compact region are subject only to the regulatory constraints and licensing 
restrictions of the state in which the disposal facility is located. There are 
currently two facilities in the Northwest Compact region that are licensed to 
dispose of NARM-US Ecology’s Richland, Washington facility and Envirocare 
of Utah. Stohr reviewed the license conditions of each facility, noting that the 
state of Washington’s current NARM policy is under review and that the results 
of that review are expected by the end of the year. 

Southeast Compact: Barnwell License Conditions 

Kathryn Visocki reviewed the types of NORM that are accepted for disposal at 
Barnwell, noting that certain types of NORM require special approval. Visocki 
reported that generators need authorization from the compact to export NARM 
generated within the region to an out-of-region disposal facility. 

Central Compact: Louisiana Facility for Non-Hazardous Oil-Field Waste 
Containing Radium 

A. Eugene Crump reported on a facility in Louisiana that.is owned by the 
Campbell Wells Corporation. The facility receives, stores, treats and disposes of 
non-hazardous oil-field waste containing radium. Crump noted that the Central 
Interstate Low-Level Radioactive Waste Compact Commission exercises 
responsibility for low-level radioactive waste only. It does not exercise any 
jurisdiction over NARM or the Louisiana facility. See Appendix for notes prepared 
by Cmmp. 
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Rocky Mountain Compact: Compact Authority Over Import and Export 

Leonard Slosky explained that the Rocky Mountain Compact's definition of low- 
level radioactive waste is different than that of many other compact's in that it 
explicitly includes radium wastes in the definition. Other types of NARM and 
NORM are included by inference. The compact, according to Slosky, has always 
regulated the import and export of NORM wastes. 

FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF NARM 

Analysis of Compact Authority to Exclude Out-of-Region Waste 

Marc Tenan summarized the conclusions of a legal analysis of compact and state 
authority to exclude NARM that was prepared by the Appalachian Commission 
at the request of the state of Pennsylvania. The analysis includes information on 
the authority of a host state to exclude out-of-region NARM, as well as 
information on the authority of a compact to exclude out-of-region NARM. 

Pennsylvania Statute 

William Dornsife discussed a Pennsylvania statute that includes NARM in the 
definition of low-level radioactive waste, explained the state's intention to 
implement that statute, and reported on the state's position regarding its 
authority to exclude NARM from its planned low-level radioactive waste 
disposal facility. 

Central Midwest Compact Regional Management Plan 

Babette Salus reported on volume estimates for levels of NARM generated in the 
Central Midwest Compact, discussed state NARM licensing conditions, 
summarized provisions in the Central Midwest Compact's regional management 
plan relating to NARM management, and explained the compact's position 
regarding its authority to exclude out-of-region NARM. See Appendix for notes 
prepared by Salus. 

Midwest Compact Amendments 

Gregg Larson discussed NARM licensing and inspection programs in states 
within the Midwest Compact region, explained the compact's definition of low- 
level radioactive waste, and reported on a provision in the Midwest Compact 
amendments that allows for the disposal of NARM at the regional facility if 
certain conditions are met, including a majority vote of the commission and a 
positive vote of the host state. 
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Future Disposal Plans in Connecticut 

Ronald Gingerich provided volume estimates for radium sources in Connecticut, 
noting that almost no new sources of radium are coming into the state, although 
some new NARM sources are coming into the state. Gingerich also discussed 
Connecticut’s plans for the future disposal of NARM. See Appendix for notes 
prepared by Gingerich. 

NARM Levels in the Southeast Compact 

Kathryn Visocki discussed NARM levels in the Southeast Compact and provided 
information on license conditions relating to NARM disposal at the proposed 
North Carolina low-level radioactive waste disposal facility. See Appendix for 
notes prepared by John Mac Millan of the North Carolina Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Management Au f hority . 
Massachusetts Board Recommendations 

Carol Amick discussed Massachusetts’ surveys on NARM generation and 
storage, provided volume estimates, and reported on a staff recommendation 
that the board consider accepting NARM at the proposed Massachusetts’ low- 
level radioactive waste disposal facility. 

Discussion followed during which Forum Participants shared information on 
future plans for the management of NARM in other states and compacts. 

WEDNESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION ADJOURNED 
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THURSDAY, OCTOBER 27 

LLW FORUM EXECUTIVE SESSION 

The meeting was called to order by Gregg Larson, LLW Forum Convenor. Forum 
Participants, Forum Alternate Participants, and meeting alternates only were 
present for this session. 

1996 MEETING LOCATIONS 

M. A. Shaker reported that the results of the 1996 meeting location straw ballot 
were not definitive. Forum Participants agreed that the January/February 
meeting would be in San Diego, the May/June meeting would be in the area of 
Washington, D.C., and that the September/October meeting location would be 
determined by further polling of Forum Participants to be announced later in the 
meeting. 

2995 Proposed LLW Forum Budget. Afton 
Associates, Inc. October 1994. 

Low- Level Radioactive Waste Forum, 2994 Budget, 
January-December 2994, Third Quarter Financial 
Report. Summary. Afton Associates, Inc. 
October 1994. 

Low-kvel Radioactive Waste Forum: 2 996 
Meeting Location Straw Ballot. Afton Associates, 
Inc. October 1994. 

1994 BUDGET REPORT 

Gregg Larson reported that in the third-quarter costs has been reduced at the 
direction of the Executive Committee. With further cost reductions in the fourth 
quarter as projected by Afton Associates, the LLW Forum budget will be met by 
the end of calendar year 1994. Larson also reported that, given the success of 
budget adjustments, the Executive Committee had decided in September not to 
discuss with the Department of Energy the availability of additional funds for 
LLW Forum activities. 
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StateKompact Cost-Sharing 

Forum Participants agreed that Afton Associates would determine the usefulness 
of the information collected to date on money spent by states and compacts in the 
first part of 1994 to participate in the activities of the LLW Forum. Afton was 
instructed to report to the Executive Committee and to recommend further work 
if worthwhile. 

1995 Budget Proposal 

The Executive Committee proposed a 1995 budget. Following discussion, Gene 
Gleason moved 

to approve 1995 proposed budget. 

The motion, seconded by Kathryn Visocki, carried unanimously. Larson noted 
that the budget would be forwarded to the State of Washington for final 
approval. 

LLW Forum Operations After 1996 

Larson announced that the Executive Committee had begun discussions 
concerning LLW Forum operations and funding after December 1996 when 
current State of Washington/U.S. Department of Energy funding ends. He 
requested that other Forum Participants interested in participating in the 
planning process contact a member of the Executive Committee. 

1994 CONTRACTOR REVIEW 

Larson reported that the Executive Committee had followed up on all 
recommendations made by Forum Participants and was satisfied with the 
activities and changes outlined and undertaken by Afton Associates as a result. 
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THURSDAY, OCTOBER 27 

MORNING SESSION 

BUSINESS SESSION 

Executive Committee Report 

LLW Notes Distribution to Federal Officials The Executive Committee 
recommended that the number of federal officials who may receive LLWNotes 
and Summary Reports from the LLW Forum's management contractor be 
increased from ten to fifteen. Mark Tenan then moved 

that the operating procedures of the LLW Forum be amended to 
read "The LLW Forum's management firm may designate up to 
fifteen officials per federal agency department to receive these 
publications." 

A. Eugene Crump seconded the motion which carried unanimously. 

Distribution of LLW Notes to EPRINET M. A. Shaker reported on the pilot 
project, initiated in the spring of 1994, to transfer LLW Notes and Summary 
Reports on disc to the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) for downloading 
on the EPRINET bulletin board. The project, as approved by the LLW Forum, 
required that no substantial LLW Forum resources be spent on the transfer. 
Shaker reported that since substantial resources were being spent on the pilot 
project and the publications are now available on request through the LLW 
Forum's Outreach Project, Afton Associates advised that the bulletin board pilot 
project be discontinued. The Executive Committee concurred. 

Don Womeldorf moved 

that the pilot project to distribute LLW Notes on disc to EPRI for 
publication on EPRINET be discontinued. 

Roger Suppes seconded the motion. Discussion followed. A number of Forum 
Participants encouraged the LLW Forum to pursue making all LLW Forum 
materials available electronically. Shaker noted that Afton recommends that the 
LLW Forum itself consider putting resources into publishing LLW Nofes and 
Summary Reports electronically. Following further discussion, the motion passes 
unanimously. 
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Public Participation The Executive Committee recommended that the 
LLW Forum formally recognize its procedure regarding participation of 
observers in LLW Forum meetings and institute a policy that would allow for a 
period of public comment prior to any LLW Forum vote on a policy issue. 

Marc Tenan then moved 

that the LLW Forum incorporate into its operating procedures a 
formal statement codifying the long-standing LLW Forum policy 
that observers can be recognized to speak at a LLW Forum 
meetings by Forum Participants, Alternate Participants or 
meeting alternates seated at the table. 

The motion was seconded by Kathryn Visocki. Following discussion, the motion 
passed unanimously. 

William Dornsife then moved 

that Afton Associates draft and submit at the next LLW Forum 
meeting language to be included in the LLW Forum operating 
procedures providing an opportunity for public comment before 
the LLW Forum votes on policy issues. 

The motion was seconded by Don Womeldorf. Following discussion, the motion 
passed. M. A. Shaker of Afton Associates requested that Forum Participants 
contact her with suggested language to implement the second motion. 

Executive Committee and Convenor Elections Larson reminded Forum 
Participants that elections for LLW Forum Convenor and the Executive 
Committee would be held during the January /February 1995 meeting. He 
requested that those wishing to serve or to nominate any individual to serve 
should contact any member of the Executive Committee. 

1996 Meeting Locations M. A. Shaker announced that in 1996 the LLW Forum 
would meet in San Diego; the area of Washington, D.C.; and Texas. 
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NRC LAND OWNERSHIP REQUIREMENTS 

Memorandum from Laura Scheele, Federal 
Liaison, Afton Associates, to Forum 
Participants and Alternates and Federal 
Liaisons and Alternates, regarding the NRC 
extended comment period on land ownership 
requirements. Transmitted via facsimile on 
October 24,1994. 

James Kennedy stated that an advanced notice of proposed rulemaking to amend 
NRC’s low-level radioactive waste disposal site ownership requirements 
appeared in the Federal Register for public comment on August 3, 1994. The 
original comment period expired on October 3. Upon request of the Nuclear 
Information and Resource Service, NRC extended the comment period to 
December 2. Laura Scheele reported that comments submitted on the proposed 
rule are available to interested parties from the NRC Public Document Room. 

COMMERCIAL MIXED WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Domenic Forcella reported that the Mixed Waste Working Group discussed how 
the Federal Facilities Compliance Act (FFCA) Task Force is dealing with the issue 
of DOE acceptance of commercial mixed waste. The Mixed Waste Working 
Group recommended that Forum Participants representing compacts make a 
special effort to discuss the FFCA process with those compact member states that 
are not members of the FFCA Task Force and to keep those states informed of the 
need to include commercial mixed waste in FFCA discussions. The LLW Forum 
accepted and concurred with the working group’s recommendation. 

Forcella reported that the National Low-Level Waste Management Program is 
working to update the mixed waste management options document and will 
soon be issuing a second analysis of the National Institute of Health’s mixed 
waste stream. He stated that NRC is considering issuing a branch technical 
position on the use of hazardous waste landfills for the disposal of radioactively 
contaminated electric arc furnace baghouse dust. 
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DOE LOW-LEVEL WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

Status of TechnicaI Assistance Activities. U.S. 
Department of Energy, National Low-Level 
Waste Management Program. October 1994. 

Recent Contractor Change at INEL 

Philip Wheatley discussed the Department of Energy contractor change at the 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, noting that with the exception of some 
management-level changes, there have been no major changes in the waste 
management operations and none are expected in the Low-Level Waste 
Management Program. Wheatley noted that Marijo Kerr is going to work for 
DOE Idaho and that Sandra Birk will be the new LLW Forum Liaison. 
Kathleen Asbell will be responsible for issues involving commercial mixed waste. 

1995 DOE Technical Assistance 

Wheatley referred Forum Participants to the above-referenced document for 
information on the status of DOE technical assistance activities. A Forum 
Participant complimented a summary matrix on waste acceptance criteria 
throughout the United States that was prepared by the National Low-Level 
Waste Management Program and suggested that INEL make the matrix available 
to states and compacts through the LLW Forum. 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

State and Compact Issues and Activities 

Lee Mathews, along with other Forum Participants, discussed 

environmental justice issues that have been raised in siting low-level 
radioactive waste disposal facilities; 

state and compact programs undertaken in order to address environmental 
justice concerns; and 

state and compact regulations or policies regarding environmental justice that 
apply to siting a low-level radioactive waste disposal facility. 
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Federal Activities and Impact on States 

Greg Mertz reported on federal activities concerning environmental justice, 
including discussion of the following topics: 

EPA programs to address environmental justice concerns; 

a recent study entitled "Toxic Waste and Race Revisited by the United 
Church of Christ which examines potentially disproportionate impacts on 
minority populations; 

the use of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act to raise environmental justice issues and challenge 
siting decisions; and 

options for state leadership in addressing environmental justice issues with 
regard to siting, including examples from Arkansas, New York, and 
Massachusetts. 

WASTE MANIFESTING AND TRACKING 

Letter from Sher Bahadur, Branch Chief, 
Regulation Development Branch, Division of 
Regulatory Applications, NRC, to Todd 
Lovinger, Coordinator, Waste Information 
Working Group, LLW Forum, responding to 
questions about how sealed sources and waste 
materials sent to a treatment facility are dealt 
with under the proposed uniform manifest 
regulations. September 16,1994. 

Progress on the Uniform Manifest 

James Kennedy reported on the status of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission's review of the uniform manifest rulemaking. Kennedy referred 
Forum Participants to the above-referenced letter for information on the 
manifesting of sealed sources returned to the manufacturer and the manifesting 
of waste sent for treatment that will be returned to the generator. 
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LLW Forum Waste Information Working Group Report 

Janice Deshais, on behalf of the Waste Information Working Group, encouraged 
Forum Participants to contact Mike Mobley of the state of Tennessee's 
Department of Environment and Conservation to exchange information on plans 
for tracking materials and waste. Deshais reported that Afton was in the process 
of compiling responses to the materials/waste tracking questionnaire and 
encouraged Forum Participants who had not yet completed the questionnaire to 
send it in to Afton. Deshais also noted that some working group members plan to 
meet with representatives from the U.S. Department of Transportation in order 
to clarify certain outstanding issues involving the tracking of materials and 
waste. 

LIAISON REPORT: HOST STATE TECHNICAL COORDINATING 
COMMITTEE 

Draft LL W PA Wmkshop Agenda for 
November 26-17,1994. U. S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. 

Laura Scheele reported that the Host State Technical Coordinating Committee 
(TCC) met July 24 and 25 in Seattle, Washington. She referred Forum Participants 
to the TCC meeting summary in the August/September LLW Notes and noted 
that the TCC had agreed to co-sponsor an NRC workshop on low-level 
radioactive waste performance assessment, to be held November 16 and 17 in 
Rockville, Maryland. She stated that the TCC would meet again on December 12 
in conjunction with DOE'S annual conference in Phoenix, Arizona. 

THURSDAY MORNING SESSION ADJOURNED 
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THURSDAY, OCTOBER 27 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

LLW FORUM AGENDA PLANNING 

Agenda-Planning Ballot. Afton Associates, Inc. 
October 1994. 

Cynthia Norris explained the agenda-planning ballot, which lists potential 
meeting topics from the long-range planning calendar, as well as items suggested 
by Forum Participants or staff. The floor was then opened for questions, 
comments, and suggestions on additional topics. Forum Participants who had 
not yet completed a ballot were requested to turn one in by the end of the day. 

AN INTERACTIVE DIALOGUE NRC AND EPA 

Letter from Margo Oge, Director, Office of 
Radiation and Indoor Air, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, to Robert Bernero, Director, 
Office of Nuclear Material Safety and 
Safeguards, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, regarding the development of 
standards to regulate the cleanup of federal 
facilities. October 21,1994. 

Malcolm Knapp, director of NRC’s Division of Waste Management, opened the 
dialogue by discussing what is new and upcoming at the NRC. Knapp reported 
that President Clinton had named three new NRC commissioners 
(Dan Berkovitz, Shirley Jackson, and Robert Sussman) who will need to be 
confirmed by the Senate prior to taking office. Knapp also discussed current NRC 
activities regarding the agreement state program, the enhanced participatory 
rulemaking for decommissioning criteria, and the performance assessment 
branch technical position. 
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Margo Oge, director of EPA's Office of Radiation and Indoor Air, stated that EPA 
is undertaking two sets of regulations: cleanup standards for radiologically 
contaminated sites and waste management standards to address all radioactive 
waste other than high-level radioactive waste. EPA will consider a category of 
other regulated materials and look at methods to reuse and recycle contaminated 
materials. She explained that EPA is responsible for developing generally 
applicable standards and would like to hear from states and compacts on the 
impact of EPA's Low-Level Radioactive Waste Standard on commercial disposal 
facilities. 

Holmes Brown, Forum Facilitator, introduced the second portion of the session 
by posing a series of questions regarding EPA and NRC interaction on EPA's 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Standard (LLRW Standard). Oge stated that EPA 
would mail the draft LLRW Standard to Forum Participants for review and 
comment within approximately three weeks. She noted that the Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between EPA and NRC provides a formal process by 
which the two agencies work together to resolve issues involving the dual 
regulation of radioactive materials. She stated that EPA is considering the option 
of using the MOU process to exempt NRC licensees from EPA's LLRW Standard 
if NRC can demonstrate that its program provides sufficient protection, 
particularly for groundwater. 

Malcolm Knapp, director of NRC's Division of Waste Management, reported that 
NRC staff has been meeting with EPA staff on a host of issues, including EPA's 
LLRW Standard, each month. NRC has drafted a paper on how the protection 
standards for groundwater of Agreement States which plan to license a 
commercial low-level radioactive waste site compare to the proposed standards 
in EPA's LLRW Standard. Knapp stated that NRC would consider EPA's 
statement regarding the possibility of exempting NRC licensees from EPA's 
LLRW Standard if NRC develops a sufficiently protective standard for 
groundwater protection. In response to questions from Forum Participants, 
Knapp reported that NRC could consider various options regarding monitored 
retrieval disposal if the facility could demonstrate compliance with the 
regula tory requirements for a disposal facility. 
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STORAGE PLANS AND ACTIVITIES IN STATES AND COMPACTS 

Status Report from Michigan Generators 

”Storage Plans and Activities: Michigan.” 
Hard copies of slides presented by Daniel J. 
Malone; Acting Radiological Services Manager; 
Palisades Nuclear Plant; Covert, Michigan. 

Daniel Malone described low-level radioactive waste genera tion and 
management at the Palisades Nuclear Power Plant in Covert, Michigan, and the 
significant impact that lack of disposal access has had. His presentation included 
background informa tion on low-level radioactive waste management in 
Michigan, interim storage decision factors, volume reduction and storage 
considerations, regulatory and interstate considerations, and future plans, as well 
as charts of waste generation and inventory. (See document referenced above). 

Cheryl Schultz gave a slide presentation on low-level radioactive waste 
generation at a large community hospital and showed how the hospital had 
addressed its waste storage problems through a combination of waste 
minimization and construction of additional storage space during a hospital 
expansion. Schultz noted that future disposal of accumulated waste would be a 
large expense. 

Plans and Activities in Other States and Compacts 

See Appendix fur John Mac Millan ’s wrif fen reporf. 

MEETING ADJOURNED 
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LLW FORUM MEETING - OCTOBER I994 

CENTRAL MIDWEST INTERSTATE LOW-LEVEL 
RADIOACTIVE WASTE COMMISSION 

UPDATE 

Since last LLW Forum, the Central Midwest Interstate Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Commission has the following 10 report: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

July 22 - Judge Mills filed his decision in the surcharge rebate lawsuit. 858 F. Supp. 
114. CMC is satisfied with the result. No appeals have been filed. On September 1, 
1994, DOE distributed surcharge rebates in the amount of $1.7 million to the 
Commission. This is the amount attributable to providing for disposal for 18 of the 
36 months betwccn January 1993 and December 1996. 

August 13 - CMC and Southwestern states entered into an interregional access 
agreement allowing generators in those two compacts access to treatment facilities in 
each other's regions. This agreement was amended just last week to add aduirional 
facilities located in thc Southwestern region. 

August 23 - CMC held its annual meeting. 

The Commission has a new Commissioner, Dr. Ed Ford. Or. Ford is currently a 
member of rhc Kentucky Senate. Hc rcplaces Don Hughes. 

4. September - CMC focussed efforts on obtaining Congressional ratification of Compact 
Amendments. Chairman Bullard testified on behalf of the Commission. 

Purposes of the amendments are: 

a) 
Compaa wm enacted by the party states prior to the enactment of the LLWPAA and 
as a rcsult there are some disconnects. 

to make compact consistent with LLWPAA of 1985. me Central Midwest 

b) 
enter into interregional access agreements for storage and trcament. Also wanted to 
ensure that if' the LLWPAA was determined to be unconstitutional, the intent of the 
party states is that the Compact stand. (Thc partics initiated the compact amendment 
process prior to the decision In NY v. US) 

to clarify some ambiguities CMC wanted to clarify that it has authority to 

c)  
(change 'Commission members' to "Commissioners,' e=.) 

to make minor changes on the organization of the compact commission 



5. 

6. 

US Enrichment Corporation 

Senator Wendell Ford introduced a bill, SB 2469 in late September. This biil would 
amend the Energy Policy Act of 1992 to require DOE, at the request of the USEC, to 
accept USEC's low-level radioactive waste, including mixed waste, for treatment or 
disposal. USEC would be required to reimburse DOE for increased costs actually 
incurred as a result of treatment and disposal of USEC waste. The bill would also 
allow USEC to treat or dispose of its waste at other facilities, if allowable under law. 
Such treatment or disposal would be at USEC's expense. 

DOE and the Midwest Compact Commission are also looking into the issues 
associated with management of USEC waste. 

Regional Management Pian 

The Central Midwest Commission is in the process of updating its Regional 
Management Plan. The Commission has distributed drafr revisions of Wee sections 
01 the pian. 'f'hesc sections concern interim storage, tracking issues and disposal of 
low-level radioactive waste at facilities other than the regional tacility. The 
Cornmission has solicited comments from interested entities. 

The Commission is currently working on development of two other sections 
concerning mixed waste and NORM/NARM, 



: 

Report on Activities of the 
Central Interstate LLRW Compact Commission 

LLW FORUM Meeting 
October 2628,1994 - 

Williamsburg, VA 

Thank you for this opportunity to update the LLW FORUM on the recent activities of our 
Commission. At the completion of my comments I’d be happy to respond to any questions 
you may have. 

*Wetlands area 
c 

At the invitation of our project developer, US Ecology, the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
conducted a review of the reconfigured site for our disposal facility. On August 3rd, the 
Corps informed US Ecology that a small wetland, less than one acre in size, was found to 
be in the buffer zone of the proposed site. The area in question is a small surface 
depression measuring approximatefy 50 by 100 feet. US Ecology has responded to the 
Corps that, under the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual (1987), the alleged 
buffer zone wetland fails to meet two of the three criteria used in determining existence of a 
wetland. US EcoIogy has presented to the Corps a detailed andysis of the dIeged wedand 
based upon field data, modeling, soil sampling, and other technical findings. 

*Technical review 
Last July 1, US Ecology submitted to the Host State regulatory bodies their responses to 
Round 3.5 technical comments. Since that time, meetings have been on-going between the 
regulators, US Ecology, Commission staff, and various subcontractors. The Corps’ 
wetlands issue is included in these discussions. The result of these meetings will be 
Revision No. 8 to the Safety Analysis Report of US Ecology. This would be the final 
revision, and its completion is expected in January 1995. The next step in the licensing 
process is for the Host State to review Revision No. 8 and issue their findings in their Draft 
Environmental Impact Analysis and Draft Safety Evaluation Report. 

*Finance: Project costs 
The Commission has approved Amendment No. Three to its contract with US Ecology and 
Amendment No. Five to its contract with the Major Generators. The Major Generators 
agreed to provide an additional $31.3 million in pre-licensing funding. A proposal for 
billing reviews of US Ecology by the Commisison and Major Generators under a system of 
Agreed-Upon Procedures was on the agenda of the Commission’s September 14th 
meeting. However, action on the financial examination and billing procedures review was 
tabled until the Mid-Year Meeting of the Commission on December 8th. The Agreed-Upon 
Procedures will provide closer oversight of the project expenditures by all parties involved. 

(Continued) 

. 
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(Page 2 of 2) 

.Commission meeting 
At the Codss ion's  September 14th meeting, approval was given to create a Project 
Manager position. The Commission also approved revisions to its By-Laws relating to 
open meetings laws and public rccords access. 

OLegai actions 
The only current legal matters related to the project involve: (A) the Boyd County Local 
Monitoring Committee and Boyd County Board of Supervisors suit against US Ecology. 
Filed in December, 1993, the suit claimed fraud and negligence in siting and locating a 
proposed disposal facility in Boyd County and that there was no "community consent" 
for the facility. On July 21,1994, the U.S. District Judge Richard Kopf dismissed the suit 
in favor of US Ecology. On July 26th the plaintirrs filed an appeal in the Eighth Circuit 
US. Court of Appeals. A hearing on the appeal is not yet set. (B) On the appeal of the 
Nelson I community consent lawsuit to the U.S. Supreme Court, the Host State, 
Nebraska, has fild a petition for writ of certiorari and sent a brief to the Commission for 
its response. The Commission will respond by objecting to the certiorari request. 

.Rebate from surcharges 

. _  - 
- 

On Septemkr 1,1994, the Department of Energy determined that the Commission had met 
the January 1,1993 milestone as set forth in Public Law 99-240 and therefme the 
Commission was entitled to receive its federal rebate funds. The rebate total is $926,365. 

. . .  

. .  . : 



R. GINGERICH NOTES FOR 
CONNECTICUT 
STATE REPORT 

LLW FORUM MEETING 
October, 1994 

Connecticut has made significant progress in several technical areas over the past three 
months. 

First, in September the Connecticut Hazardous Waste Management Service completed 
its effort to revise projections of the amount of LLRW requiring disposal that will be 
generated in the state over the next 50 years. Rogers and Associates provided 
contractual assistance with the work. 

Also in September the Connecticut Hazardous Waste Management Service completed 
the draft of its annual report on LLRW management in Connecticut. Data for the report 
come from a survey of LLRW generators conducted each Spring by the Connecticut 
Department of Environmental Protection. Basically, in 1 993 Connecticut disposed of 
about one third of the average amount of LLRW it had disposed over the previous five 
years. The public review and comment period on the draft document has closed and we 
expect to finalize it soon. 

Two years ago when the Connecticut General Assembly approved the volunteer approach 
to siting a LLRW disposal facility, it also approved a recommendation that the volunteer 
approach be evaluated in two years. The Connecticut Hazardous Waste Management 
Service has prepared a draft report doing so. It plans to submit the report to the General 
Assembly in February. The draft report recommends that the volunteer approach be 
followed for another two years, that is, through December 1996. The CHWMS also 
recommends some changes in its study grants program to make it more effective. 
Assuming the legislature approves the recommendations, we expect to invite applications 
for study grants in the summer and to officially invite towns to get involved in the process 
before the end of 1995. 

Finally, Connecticut has undertaken another study to determine if there is a need for the 
State to develop a centralized LLRW storage facility. You may recall that we did a similar 
study for the legislature two years ago. At that time we committed to look at the issue 
again this year. The Department of Environmental Protection survey LLRW generators 
this Summer and Fall and, based on the results of the survey, has concluded that 
generators can handle their own waste for the next five years. Therefore, at present, 
there is no need for the State to develop such a facility. A draft report stating that has 
been released for public review and comment and the plan is to submit a final report to 
the General Assembly in February. 





LLW FORUM REPORT 

North Carolina 

LICENSE REVIEW 

The critical path activity for the development of the North 
Carolina facility is the license review. Since the last meeting, 
the lead regulatory agency, Division of Radiation Protection, 
notified the Authority that it was impractical to meet the 
licensing milestone date of March 15, 1995. In view of the current 
status of the review, the regulatory agencies do not anticipate 
completing the review and issuing the license before June, 1996. 

The judgment is based on the expected need for additional 
field testing to establish a defensible basis for the licensing 
decision. In addition, there are a number of first round 
interrogatories which will require significant additional work. 
Effort has been concentrated in the last two months on meetings 
aimed at obtaining an understanding of the needs of the additional 
field work. The Authority and its contractor, Chem-Nuclear, have 
not assessed the impact of these additional tests on the cost or 
schedule for the project. Based on the discussions and regulatory 
comments, there is no expectation that the license will be issued 
before the middle of 1996. 

The first round of interrogatories was completed on August 16, 
1994, with a total of 594 interrogatories. The pace of the license 
review, going forward, will be dependent upon the rate at which the 
applicant, Chem-Nuclear, can resolve the regulatory issues raised 
in these interrogatories. As noted above, several of them involve 
additional field test work of rather indeterminate duration. 

None! 

FINANCIAL 

The future financial requirements are under re-evaluation to 
assess the impact of the extended license review, the additional 
field work and engineering required to respond to the 
interrogatories. 

Prepared by: John H. Mac Millan 
October 24, 1994 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: LLW Forum 

FROM. Eugene J. Gleason 

SUBJECT: New York State Progress Report 
(July 19 - October 24, 1994) 

October 24, 1994 

The following highlights major activities of departments associated with New York’s low-level 
radioactive waste management program during the past quarter. A supplemental report on the 
activities of the New York State Low-Level Radioactive Waste Siting Commission will be 
delivered by Chairman Angel0 Orazio. 

Governor’s Office 

On September 8, Governor Cuomo asked the Energy Research and Development Authority to 
work with the Siting Commission on a model base benefits package in order to make the 
volunteer community process more attractive to potential host communities. 

On September 8, Governor Cuomo also requested that the Department of Health, together with 
the Departments of Environmental Conservation and Labor, as well as the State Energy Office, 
coordinate a review of all current LLRW storage regulations and relevant statutory authority to 
ensure they provide maximum protection of public health and the environment. 

National Research Council 

In response to 1990 amendments to the State LLRW Management Act (Chapter 673 of the Laws 
of 1986), an independent scientific and technical review of the siting process is underway by the 
National Academy of Sciences’ National Research Council. The 22-member panel held a 
meeting in Syracuse on August 22 and 23. The next public meeting is scheduled for 
November 1 and 2 in Latham, New York. 

DeDartment of Environmental Conservation 

The Department amended the LLRW Transporter Permit and Manifest System Regulations (6 
NYCRR Part 381), effective September 14, 1994. In this amendment, a sentence was added to 
Section 381.2 to state that Part 381 does not apply to transportation of LLRW by air, rail or 
water conveyances. 

TWO ROCKEFELLER PLAZA ALBANY, NEW YORK 12223 
51 0-473-4375 

@ 



NYS &ogress Report (7/19-10/24/94) - 2 -  October 24, I994 

Citizens Advisorv Committee 

The Committee held a meeting on September 21 in Watertown. This was the first time the 
group traveled to North Central New York. State Senator James Wright from Oswego/Jefferson 
Counties outlined his opposition to storing LLRW at nuclear powerplants and vigorously 
supported a volunteer siting process. The next meeting is scheduled for December 9 in 
Rochester. 

E n e m  Research and Development Authority 

The Authority has initiated efforts to revise the report form which LLRW generators are 
required to file annually. In the past, such reports were based primarily on documenting waste 
shipped to out-of-state facilities for disposal. Since disposal is no longer an option for most 
generators, the focus of the report will shift to monitoring generator storage of waste. 

In response to the Governor’s request, the Authority has been actively engaged in discussion and 
analyses with the Siting Commission in order to develop a model base benefits package for a 
volunteer host community for the State’s LLRW disposal facility. 



From Gregg Larson to Thomas Grumbly, November 1994 

Summary of a Conversation between Assistant Secretary for 
Environmental Management Thomas Grumbly, 
Department of Energy, and the LLW Forum 

October 26,1994 

The Department of Energy's Role in Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Management During the discussion, you stated the need to look beyond the 
legal drivers for commercial low-level radioactive waste management and 
explore ways in which the Department and states and compacts could share 
information and potential solutions for waste management issues. 

We agree that the exchange of information is beneficial and suggest that the 
Department and the LLW Forum continue to interact at regularly scheduled 
LLW Forum meetings, as well as through other mechanisms, such as 
meetings in Washington, DC. 

We were encouraged by your statement that the Department would consider 
technical assistance on the demonstration and use of innovative technologies 
in the states, and we look forward to further discussions on implementation. 

For your information, James Turi of the Department's Office of Waste 
Management has tentatively agreed to attend the upcoming LLW Forum 
meeting in late January to discuss the Department's mixed waste treatment 
and disposal technologies. 

The Department's Acceptance of Commercial Mixed Waste Forum Participants 
have requested that the Department consider accepting commercial mixed waste 
for treatment and disposal. Since the enactment of the FFCA legislation, the 
LLW Forum has established a dialogue and a working relationship with the 
FFCA Task Force state representatives. Four state officials who regularly attend 
LLW Forum meetings also participate in FFCA Task Force activities and serve as 
liaisons between the two groups. The LLW Forum and the Department 
recognize that DOE acceptance of commercial mixed waste will be addressed 
through the FFCA process. 

We welcomed your statement supporting the Department's acceptance of 
commercial mixed waste for treatment and disposal and recognize that the 
Department awaits consensus among the FFCA Task Force state 
representatives on this issue. As we discussed, the FFCA Task Force and the 
Department should consider opportunities to involve states that are not 
represented on the FFCA Task Force in the FFCA deliberations on commercial 
mixed waste. 



Later in the October meeting, the LLW Forum‘s Mixed Waste Working Group 
recommended that Forum Participants representing compacts make a special 
effort to discuss the FFCA process with those compact member states that are 
not members of the FFCA Task Force and to keep those states informed of the 
need to include commercial mixed waste in FFCA discussions. The 
LLW Forum accepted and concurred with the working group’s 
recommendation. 

Privatization of Former DOE Facilities The Midwest and Central Midwest 
Compacts and host states have voiced strong concerns over the US. Enrichment 
Corporation’s (USEC) position that the waste currently generated at the 
company’s facilities in Kentucky and Ohio is a state disposal responsibility. 

Your offer of technical assistance to compile USEC waste stream information 
for affected states and compacts was appreciated. Those states and compacts 
will be encouraged to contact Jim Boyd at DOE Idaho to initiate compilation 
of this information. 

As we discussed, the affected states and compacts will also cooperate with 
you and with Terry Lash, Director of the Department‘s Office of Nuclear 
Energy, on a more productive dialogue with USEC and with Congress on this 
issue. 

Disposal of Sealed Sources Radium sealed sources are not defined as low-level 
radioactive waste and are not addressed in the Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
Policy Amendments Act. Some higher-activity radium sealed sources could pose 
a threat to public health and safety because of insufficient commercial disposal 
capacity for these sources. We understand that the Department‘s Office of 
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management is planning a rulemaking to address 
disposal of radium sealed sources. 

We would like to hear an update from the Department at an upcoming 
LLW Forum meeting on how the LLW Forum can work with the Department 
during this rulemaking process. 

r 
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Privatization of Department of Energy Waste Management Operations Recent 
Defense Nuclear Facilities Board recommendations concerning privatization of 
the Department‘s Waste Management Options created concern about the possible 
privatization of the Department’s waste streams. Your statement that the 
Department will retain responsibility for its own waste streams was reassuring. 

We ask that you forward any relevant Department correspondence or other 
formal documents about this board recommendation to the LLW Forum as 
soon as they become available. 

We also look forward to hearing how the Department intends to proceed with 
privatization plans at future meetings. 

The Department’s Use of Commercial Facilities The Department has agreed in 
the past to provide advance notice of plans to use commercial facilities, such as 
the Envirocare facility in Utah. We appreciated your reiteration of that 
commitment during our discussion. We understand that the site-speafic plans 
developed under the FFCA process anticipate use of certain commercial 
treatment capabilities for the Department’s mixed waste. 

It would be helpful if you would copy the LLW Forum on any such 
notification given to states, compacts or other government entities so that we 
can help in the public education process on this sensitive issue. 

We would also like to hear an update on the Department‘s plans regarding 
the use of commercial treatment capabilities at an upcoming LLW Forum 
meeting. 

LLW Forum Interregional Access Agreement for Waste Management During 
OUT discussion, you expressed interest in the interregional agreement developed 
by the LLW Forum. The agreement (copy attached) allows for the movement of 
low-level radioactive waste across state and compact boundaries for treatment 
purposes. 

If you or your staff would like a briefing or any further information regarding 
the agreement, contact the staff of Afton Associates, the management firm for 
the LLW Forum. 
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Stakeholder Participation in LLW Forum Meetings All LLW Fonun regular 
and working group meetings are open to the public. These meetings are 
essentially opportunities for information sharing among the states, compacts, 
and federal agencies assisting with development of new disposal capacity. Other 
stakeholders representing academic, medical, industrial, and utility generators; 
waste management companies; environmental and public bterest organizations; 
and contractors also regularly attend LLW Forum meetings and often make 
presentations or statements. 

. 

A summary of the stakeholders in attendance at the October meeting is 
attached for your information. 

The LLW Forum has always sought creative ways to expand its information- 
sharing role, despite budgetary restrictions. For your information, in October, 
the LLW Fonun passed the following motions: 

that the LLW Forum incorporate into its operating procedures a 
formal statement codifying the long-standing LLW Forum policy 
that observers can be recognized to speak at a LLW Forum 
meetings by Forum Participants, Alternate Participants or meeting 
alternates seated at the table. 

that Afton Associates draft and submit at the next LLW Fonun 
meeting language to be included in the LLW Forum operating 
procedures providing an opportunity for public comment before 
the LLW Forum votes on policy issues. 

The first measure will enable those not familiar with LLW Forum meetings to 
understand the open nature of the proceedings. The second provides another 
opportunity to involve stakeholders when proposed policy is under 
considera tion. 
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I LOUISIANA FACILITY 

The Campbell Wells facility, a private company doing business in 
Louisiana since the early ~O'S,  has several facilities operating in Louisiana 
which process and dispose of Non-hazardous Oilfield Wastes (NOW). 
Historically these wastes contain materials such as oil-contaminated soils, 
drilling mud and tank bottoms. The material is treated by landfarming, eg. 
biotreatment. 

Campbell Wells Corporation was given approval in June, 1993, to 
- construct a commercial nonhazardous disposal facility to receive, store, treat 

and dispose of special NOW wastes, such as sludges and used oilfield mud 
contaminated with NORM at Lacassine, Louisiana The application was to 
modify the existing permit of a Bio-Treatment facility for NOW at this 
location. 

. _  

The Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, Office of 
Conservation, and Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, Office of 
Air Quality and Radiation Protection, had entered into a Memorandum of 
Understanding in 1992, so that each agency would have specific duties 
regarding the handling of NORM at NOW facilities. A joint public hearing 
was held in April, 1993 on the Lacassine facility and regulation of the site will 
be shared by the two Louisiana agencies. 

-- 

- 

The special NOW is placed in cells and mixed with soil so thaithe 
c0nC;entration of NORM is 5 picocuries per gram or less of radium 226 or 
radium 228. The material is then stockpiled. Plans are to recycle the material 
after approval by both state regulatory agenaes. Example of approved 
purposes couId be road underlayment or landfill cover, after testing 
documents compliance. 

Federal guidance allows deep well injection of NOW. One injection 
well was present at the facility prior to licensure for NORM, and permission 
was given to install a second injection well. These w e b  had to meet ail 
restrictions of commercial oilfield waste disposal wells. Injection will be at 
approximately 3900 feet below ground surface. According to =A, there are 
currently no federal regulations regarding NORM disposal into injection 
wells. 

Environmental protection required Campbell Wells Corpora tion 
install an underdrain system to collect leachate from landfanning operations 
and install monitoring wells to ensure no contaminants were released from 



the site. A levee was required to contain surface water and associated 
sediment. Another requirement was the construction of an impermeable 
slurry wall beneath the perimeter levee system, which is designed to prevent 
fluid movement on or off-site within the shallow sand just below ground 
surface. A natural thick layer of impermeable clay beneath this shallow sand 
system protects the Chicot aquifer, at a depth of about 130 feet below the land 
surface. A six-foot high chain link fence around the site perimeter was also a 
license condition for protection of the public 

EPA had estimated that approximately 2 million barrels of NORM 
waste is present in Louisiana. Between April and September, 1994, about 
25,000 barrels have been shipped to the facility. This facility is open to out-of- 
state wastes. 

. . *  watery authority rests with the state of Louisiana. NRC has no 
jurisdiction over NORM. The 5 picocuries per gram value was adapted from 
EPA mill W i g s  regulations, and is the limit for unrestricted transfer of land. 

- - . 

The Central Interstate Compact Commission exerases responsibility for 
only low-level waste. Should apy be generated at this facility, it wodd be 
disposed of at the Butte facility. The QC does not have any jurisdiction over: - - 
NORM/NARM or the Louisiana facility. 
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CENTRAL MIDWEST INTERSTATE LOW-LEVEL 
KAUIOAC'I'IVE WASI'E COMMISSION 

SESSION ON NARM 

Provision in Central Midwest Compact's Regional Management Plan 
for Disposal at Regional Facility 

Give volume estimate for levels of NARM generated in the Central Midwest Compact. Has 
rhc Ccnnaf Midwest Compact experienced any health and safety issues related to NARM? 

At the August 1994 Commission rnecting, Kentucky reportad that 13,000 ft3 of pipe 
scale is produced each year, 189,000 ft3 of sludge is produced annually. lllinoiS 
indicated that it does not have specific volume numbers, and would expect to see 
similar volumes, Illinois also indicated that the volume estimates would change 
depending on the decommissioning standards that US EPA adopts. Until lliinois 
knows what EPA's decommissioning standard will be it can not provide a volume 
estimate for NORM/NARM. 

With regard to health and safety issues related to NARM, the Central Midwest 
Commission has not experienced any health and safety issues directly, although w h  
of the party states has. As noted above, Kentucky has idcnWied pipe xale born oil 
production as a health issue. Also, in the early 1980's lllinois undertook a significant 
remediation project to decontaminate property in and around the Luminous Processes, 
Inc. site in Ottawa, Illinois. That property had been contaminated with radium as a 
result of operations of a radium dial factory. 

Do any of the Central Midwest Compact's individual states have regulations or laws dealing 
with NARM management? 

1. 
license NARM. Licensed NARM (such as radium sealed sources) is subject to the 
LLW disposal requirements. 

Neither state has promulgated SSR Part N or a similar regulation. Both states 

2. 
licensed by the Department of Public Health (licensed transferred to IDNS). T h i s  
licensing was done under rules cquivalcnt to NRC rules 10 CFR (but predated part 
61). 

In the past, NARM disposal at the Sheffield LLW disposal facility was 



Explain how the Central Midwest Compact's regional management plan will deal with 
NARM. Will NARM be accepted at the compact's I.l.W dispsal facility? Please explain 
any limitations or rcstrictions, including typc of NARM accepted, veto authority accorded to 
host state, eic. 

It appears from the Compact that NARM falls within the definition of the LLW. The 
Compact defines LLW as radioactive waste that is not high-ievel waste, transuranic 
waste, spcnt nuclear fuel, or lle.(Z) byproduct materxal. 'lhe Compact's definition of 
low-level radioactive waste is not limited to waste that is low-level radioactive waste 
under thc Low-Level Radioactive Policy Amendments Act of 1985 definition of that 
term. The Commission has not specifically addressed the issue of limitations or 
restrictions of NARM that may be accepted at the regional U W  disposal facility. 
The Regional Management Plan adopted by thc Commission in 1988 identified 
NARM as a LLW waste stream that will be sent to the regional disposal facility. 
However the votumc estimates provided in that document suggest that the 
Commission was considering only discrete NARM that was possessed under a license, 
e.g. radium needles, sealed sources in gauges, etc. The volume estimates clearly do 
not account for large volume-law activity diffuse NORM, such as ail field sludges. 

The Commission is aware that some NORM, such as pipe scales and ion exchange 
resins, can presenc a significant radiation hazard. The Cornmission is also aware diar 
it may not be practical to require the large volumcs of low activity NORM waste to 
be disposed of at the regional LLW disposal facility. The Commission may consider 
addressing disposal of these types of wastes in the revised regional management plan. 

The 1988 Regional Management Plan does not designate either state as a host state for 
a NARM disposal facility and no state has been explicitly designated as a host sfatc 
for a regional NARMINORM facility. The Commission may in the future consider 
whether to designate one or both of the party states as host states for a 
N AKM /N OKM fac r I 1 ty . 

Assuming that the Central Midwest Compact accepts some NARM at is low-level radioactive 
waste disposal facility, does the compact believe that it can cxclude out-of-region NARM? If 
so, from where does the compact derive its exclusionary authority? 

As noted above, NARM falls within the Compact's definition of low-level radioactive 
waste. Thercforc, the Compact provisions concerning import and export of low-level 
radioactive wastc appcar to apply to NAKM and NORM, just as they apply to othcr 
types of low-level radioactive wastc. 



Does the compact believe that it has authority over the import and export of NARM into its 
region? Please explain. 

As noted above, under the Compact's definition of low-levcf radioactive waste. 
NARM is a type of low-level radioactive waste. Accordingly, the Commission's 
authority to regulate import and export of low-level radioactive waste also extends to 
NARM. 





R. GlNGERlCH NOTES FOR 
REPORT ON NARM MANAGEMENT IN 

CONNECTICUT 

LLW FORUM 
October, 1994 

My comments on NARM management in Connecticut are restricted to the management 
of discrete sources of NARM. It is unlikely that Connecticut's LLRW disposal facility will 
accept for disposal diffuse sources of NARM, just as it is unlikely that the facility will 
accept high-volume, low-activity decommissioning wastes. 

Also, my comments are primarily based on information provided by the Monitoring and 
Radiation Division in Connecticut's Department of Environmental Protection. Connecti- 
cut's regulatory program for NARM, which includes a registration requirement, is 
administered by the Radiation Division. 

In discussing the amounts of NARM waste in Connecticut, I want to discuss the 
"naturally-occurring' part separately from the "accelerator-produced" part. 

With regard to waste resulting from the use of naturally-occurring radioactive material, 
essentially all of it is in the form of radium sources most of it held by medical facilities. 
In total, there is less that five curies of such sources with a disposal volume of about eight 
cubic feet. There are almost no new radium sources coming into Connecticut. This small 
amount of waste is due to a concerted effort by the Radiation Division to encourage 
permittees to get rid of their radium sources while disposal capacity for them was still 
available. However, even with such encouragement, some doctors and hospitals just will 
not part with their sources. 

With regard to accelerator-produced radioactive material, there are some new sources 
being registered in the state. These sources are primarily Cobalt-57, Thallium-201 and 
Iodine-1 25 sources. There are also some short-lived accelerator-produced sources being 
registered. The Radiation Division estimates that about five cubic feet of discrete 
accelerator-produced radioactive waste is generated a year. 

Connecticut has not experienced any health and safety issues related to NARM. 

With regard to disposal of discrete sources of NARM, four years ago when the Radiation 
Division had proposed regulations for the disposal of LLRW, it had included provisions 
for incorporating radium into the NRC's Part 61 waste classification system. The 
concentration limits for classifying radium for disposal would have been the same as the 
limits for transuranics, that is, if the concentration was 10 nanocuries or less per gram the 
waste would be Class A waste and if it was between 10 and 100 nanocuries per gram 
it would be Class C. Over 100 nanocuries per gram would not be acceptable for disposal 
at a Connecticut facility. 

- 1 -  



Neither the state law establishing a the LLRW disposal facility development process or 
the LLRW Management Plans developed by the Connecticut Hazardous Waste 
Management Service have directly addressed whether or not discrete sources of NARM 
will be accepted for disposal at Connecticut’s LLRW disposal facility. To the extent that 
any risks associated with the disposal of NARM waste are encompassed by the 
pedormance assessment for a disposal facility, we anticipate that such waste might be 
accepted for disposal. However, as I’ve indicated, formal decisions on acceptance of 
NARM have not yet been made. 

To my knowledge, the State has not yet addressed the issue of exclusion authority for 
NARM waste if NARM waste from in-state or in-compact is accepted for disposal. 
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LLW FORUM REPORT 

NORM/NARM - North Carolina 
A license application for the North Carolina faci ity has been 

filed by Chem-Nuclear Systems, Inc, with the North Carolina 
Division of Radiation Protection. This application contains 
recommendations and analyses based on the waste inventory 
projections prepared by Chem-Nuclear's contractor, Dames and Moore. 
The waste limitations are subject to regulatory review and 
resolution prior to the issuance of a license, 

The waste inventory which was used in the license application 
was based on the volume, waste form and isotopic content of the 
waste disposed at Barnwell by the generators in the Southeast 
Compact region during the three year period from 1989-1992, 
Therefore, the general guideline for the North Carolina facility 
waste characteristics are that they will be similar to those 
disposed of by southeast generators in recent years at Barnwell, 
However, there are some notable differences. 

(1) There are no plans to receive waste at the North Carolina 
facility from outside the southeast region. 

(2) North Carolina does not plan initially to seek a Special 
Nuclear Material license from the NRC - Shipments of uranium and 
plutonium will therefore be limited to 350 and 200 grams, 
respectively. 

(3) For NORM wastes, the total level of uranium and thorium 
that will be received is still under consideration as part of the 
license review. 

(4) Total waste disposed shall not exceed 11 million cubic 
feet - about 50% greater than the anticipated 20 year volume 
projection, 

Consistent with the practice at Barnwell, there will be 
certain limitations on wastes received that will be continued. 

(1) No sorbed liquids will be received. 

(2) No radium-226 materials of greaterthan 100 nanocuries/gm 
will be accepted. 

(3) No mixed waste will be accepted. 



( 4 )  No explosive, flammable or pyrophoric materials will be 
received. 

( 5 )  No oil or petroleum based materials will be accepted. 

( 6 )  With limited exception, no waste with greater than 0.1% 
by weight chelating agents will be accepted. 

( 7 )  Only solid waste will be accepted. Limits on free 
liquids shall be less than 0.5% by volume. 

NOTI$: - All of these restrictions are subject to regulatory 
approval and may be adjusted based on the continuing review! 

John H. Mac Millan 
10/24/94 



LLW FORUM 

Storage Plans - North Carolina 
At a recent hearing before the General Assembly's Joint Select 

Committee on Low-Level Radioactive Wastes, Dayne Brown, the 
Director of the North Carolina Division of Radiation 
Protection(DRP), reported that his agency had polled all 
significant waste generators within the state to ascertain their 
readiness to store wastes for at least 18 months, starting in 
January, 1996. All generators indicated a capability to store for 
at least a year, but that some would then have to expand their 
storage area. 

All waste generators have state licenses for the possession of 
low-level waste which includes provision for short term storage. 
These license provisions will prevail after January 1996. 
Licensees will notify the DRP when it becomes necessary to modify 
the license for added storage. The current staff of DRP is 
sufficient to inspect the licensees without additional resource. 

At the same meeting, the two nuclear utilities in the state, 
Duke Power and Carolina Power and Light, reported that they could 
store their wastes after January 1996, but that some additional 
space may be needed before the opening of the North Carolina 
facility. Of course, these sites are regulated by the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission. 

In short, there does not appear to be any significant storage 
shortage for the first year, but beyond that time some will have to 
expand their capacity, and may require a modification of their 
license. There is no need for additional regulatory rule-making 
for the North Carolina to regulate temporary storage. 

John H. Mac Millan 
10/24/94 
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