





1. The request does not provide sufficient, accurate information to justify the extension.
On February 27, 2014, you issued an Administrative Order (AO), which provided:
“The 60-day storage time limit for CH TRU mixed waste in the WHB, Permit
Part 3, Section 3.1.1.7, shall be extended an additional 45 days to 105 days.”

912(¢).

As a result of the AO, the 57 assemblies now in the WHB have the following deadlines:
Deadlines # of assemblies Waste volume
May 17 SRS 4 assemblies 177.6 cubic feet
May 17 LANL 3 assemblies 198.9 cubic feet
May 18 INL 2 assemblies 320 cubic feet
May 19 INL 3 assemblies 198.9 cubic feet
May 19 SRS 1 assembly 261 cubic feet
May 20 LANL 2 assemblies 132.6 cubic feet
May 20 SRS 6 assemblies 273.8 cubic feet
May 20 INL 5 assemblies 706.3 cubic feet
May 21 LANL 5 assemblies 331.5 cubic feet
May 27 LANL 1 assembly 66.3 cubic feet
May 27 INL 6 assemblies 772.6 cubic feet
Total May 17-27 38 assemblies 3,439.5 cubic feet
July9 SRS 8 assemblies 788.4 cubic feet
July 10 SRS 1 assembly 261 cubic feet
July 10 INL 10 assemblies 648.5 cubic feet
Total July 9-10 19 assemblies 1,697.9 cubic feet

Thus, one-third of the assemblies and almost one-third of the volume of waste stored in the
WHB is allowed for two more months under the existing AO. But the extension request does not
mention th.  ct.

The 57 assemblies were included in 19 shipments to WIPP — 4 from LANL, 8 from INL, and 7
from SRS. Because 11 assemblies from five shipments are already underground, the assemblies
in the WHB apparently could be re-packaged for shipments away from WIPP in fewer shipments
—LANL asse blies in two shipments, INL assemblies in four shipments, and SRS assemblies in
seven shipments. The extension request does not mention those facts.

2, Thommmennt doss ene demenin il oI the available options.

The extension request provides only three options:

1. Leave the waste in the WHB for at least another year.

2. Make four or possibly 12 shipments to Waste Control Specialists (WCS), depending upon the
WCS Waste Acceptance Criteria and an NRC approval of an exemption request, thereby
leaving at least seven shipments at WIPP.

3. Returning the waste to the generating sites, which is not being considered for LANL and
which is “not immediately available” for INL and SRS.







release or accident in the WHB, protection of public health and the environment may be better
assured by r. 10ving some or all of the waste, consistent with the permit’s requirements.

4. The request does not comply with procedures under the HWA.

The request does not cite any regt itory authority for the request. The February 26 request did
not cite any regulatory authority. In fact, the permittees are requesting a permit modification, so
they must fo »w procedures in 40 CFR 270.42, including public notification requirements. They
have not followed such procedures.

Nor have the permittees followed the long-standing practice of providing a draft of the permit
modification request to interested parties and holding a meeting before submitting the request to
NMED. Ifsuch a pre-submittal procedure had been followed, some agreement might have been
possible for a path forward. SRIC continues to urge a meeting or discussion to clarify the facts
and options.

In summary, the current situation at WIPP has created many unknowns. Allowing waste to be
stored in the WHB for more than a year is not justified by the request and other alternatives exist.
SRIC urges that at least the waste from INL and SRS be returned to those sites as soon as
possible. Alternatives for the LANL waste should be explored and actions should be taken to
increase the safety of that waste whereever it is stored.

Thank you very much for your careful consideration of, and your response to, these comments.

Sincerely,

L et

Don Hancock



