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FOREWORD

This Environmental Assessment (EA) reviews the environmental impacts of
constructing and operating an interim (5-10 year) storage facility for thorium
contaminated soil. This action is proposed by Molycorp. Incorporated (Molycorp)
at its facility located on Caldwell Avenue in Washington. Pennsylvania. In
connection with the review of the proposed action. staff of the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) is also preparing a Safety Evaluation Report (SER).
which evaluates conformance of the proposed action with NRC regulations and
regulatory guidance. The SER may conclude that Molycorp's proposed action should
be modified in one or more respects to more fully comply with NRC regulations and
guidance. Such modifications to the proposed plan. should they come about and
be implemented, would have no significant bearing on the overall environmental
impact of the proposed decommissioning and would not change the conclusions of
this EA. Upon issuance. the SER will be available for inspection and copying at
the NRC Public Document Room. 2120 L Street. N. W.. Washington. D.C. and at the
Local Public Document Rooms in Harrisburg and Alliquipa. Pennsylvania.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Based on the NRC staff's assessment of Molycorp's proposed action (the
construction and temporary use of an interim storage facility for 5,000 cubic
yards of thoriated soils). it has been determined that the proposed action can
be conducted in a manner that is in compliance with NRC's public and occupational
dose timits. and effluent release 1imits and that the proposed action will have
no significant effect on the human environment. In addition. approval of the
proposed action is in accordance with the commitments in NRC License SMB-1393 and
is not in conflict with the proposed Molycorp. Washington and Molycorp. York
(SMB-1408) decommissioning plans.



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OF THE MOLYCORP. INCORPORATED. INTERIM STORAGE
FACILITY IN WASHINGTON. PENNSYLVANIA

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1  Background

This environmental assessment has been prepared in response to a request from
the applicant. Molycorp. Incorporated (hereafter referred to as Molycorp the
licensee) (License No. SMB-1393)(Ref. a) to build and operate an interim
storage facility in Washington, Pennsylvania for the purpose of temporarily
storing contaminated soils from previous rare earth processing operations at
its York. Pennsylvania facility. The Licensee's request is contained in a
letter dated February 8. 1996 (Ref. b) and reports submitted to NRC entitled.
"30% Conceptual Design Temporary Thorium Storage Structure

(Ref. c).," "Design Basis Document Temporary Thorium Storage Structure

(Ref. d)." and "Final Design Report: Temporary Thorium Storage Structure
(Ref. e)." If approval is granted for the storage. Molycorp will store
thorium waste from York at the Washington site for a period of 5 to 10 years.

1.2 The Proposed Action

The proposed action is the storage of contaminated soils from the Molycorp
York. Pennsylvania site at an average concentration of 100 pico-curies per
gram (pCi/g) at the Molycorp Washington. Pennsylvania site and the associated
transportation of this waste. Molycorp's NRC license for its Washington site
would need to be amended to allow the proposed action. This would involve
approximately 5,000 cubic yards of thorium contaminated soils. A temporary
thorium storage structure has been designed to contain the contaminated soils
and to prevent commingling of contaminated York soils with those present on

the Washington site.

The temporary storage structure would be located near the southwest boundary
of the site, adjacent to a rail line which runs parallel to the southern
border of the site. This storage structure would be a three walled bunker
constructed of concrete-filled fabric forms. The exposed side would be
constructed of a soil-buttressed concrete block retaining wall and a soil
slope. A geomembrane will be used as a cover to prevent infiltration of
precipitation, to protect against surface water runoff entering the structure,
and to limit the generation of windblown dust. As an additional protective
measure, the same geomembrane material will be used to line the storage
structure to prevent ground water and surface water contamination in the
unlikely event that precipitation penetrates the cover.



1.3 Need for the Proposed Action

The purpose of this action is to provide interim storage for decommissioning
waste currently contaminating the York site. This action will allow cleanup
of contamination and release of the York site for unrestricted use.

2.0 FACILITY DESCRIPTION/OPERATING HISTORY

2.1 Site Locale and Physical Description

The Ticensee owns two rare earth processing facilities in the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania. The larger of these sites is located in Washington.
Pennsylvania, on a 59 acre site. The other processing facility is located in
York. Pennsylvania, on a small tract of land approximately 5 to 6 acres. Both
facilities have manufactured rare earth elements for use in the production of
metal alloys. Molycorp has notified NRC of its intent to cease operations at
both facilities and has submitted site decommissioning plans (SDPs)

(Refs. f and g) in accordance with 10 CFR 40.36. "Timeliness in
Decommissioning Material and Fuel Cycle Facilities (Ref. g).”

The Molycorp. Washington site is located in washington. Pennsylvania. in
Washington County, 35 miles from the city of Pittsburgh in southwestern
Pennsylvania and is the proposed location of the storage facility intended for
York's thoriated-soil type waste. The fenced area of the Washington site
contains what was once the rare earth processing facility and occupies

20 acres of the 59 acre site. This facility began operation in the 1920s and
due to a fall off in demand for its alloy products has experienced decresed

throughput .
2.2 Facility Operating History

2.2.1 MWashington facility

The licensee has produced rare earth metals for the manufacture of alloys with
varying properties since the 1920s. Principal metals in the ores processed to
make these alloys have included iron, molybdenum, and tungsten. Current site
activities include the purchasing and reselling of alloys. However, the plant
has not processed ferro-columbium (iron) ores since 1971. The ferro-columbium
ores processed prior to 1971 contained naturally occurring, radiocactive
thorium that was a constituent in the slag produced in the high temperature
roasting furnaces. Prior to receiving a license, the licensee deposited this
waste slag on the site as fill and then covered it with three to four feet of
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top soil. The site is also the location of a slag pile containing
approximately half million cubic feet of thoriated slag. This pile has been
stabilized and is now covered with vegetation. The licensee has proposed to
move the slag fill and the contaminated pile to a permanent disposal unit to
be constructed on site. Evaluation of permanent disposal impacts is not
included within the scope of this assessment.

2.2.2 York facility

The Molycorp. York site produced metal alloys in a process that extracted
thorium and small concentrations of uranium from bastnasite ores in a liquid
recovery process. A cerium concentrate solution was used in this process to
dissolve the thorium and uranium containing ores. This process resulted in
contamination of soils and structures at the facility. The licensee has
proposed in its SDP to excavate approximately 5,000 cubic yards of waste soils
for transport to the Washington facility for interim (5 to 10 years) storage.

3.0  RADIOLOGICAL STATUS OF THE FACILITY
3.1 Radiological Status of Soils to be Transported from York

The applicant has reported that soils at the York facility average
approximately 100 pCi/gram for thorium with its daughters and that exposure
rates resulting from this residual activity are less than 57 micro-rem/hour
above background (when measured at a distance of 1 meter from the surface of
the soil and when averaged over areas not exceeding 100 square meters). NRC
interim radiological cleanup criteria for cleaning up contaminated soils for
unrestricted release are found in the 1981 Branch Technical Position
(BTP)(Ref. 1) dated October 23. 1981. "Disposal or Onsite Storage of Thorium
and Uranium Wastes from Past Operations."” The above stated average
concentration of approximately 100 pCi/gram of unexcavated soils at York will
need to be reduced to the BTP Option 1 limit which is 10 pCi/gram before the
site could be released for unrestricted use. It is estimated that this will
result in the generation of approximately 5.000 cubic yards of waste soils at

an average concentration of 100 pCi/gram.
3.2 Radiological Status of Soils Already on the Washington Site

Final characterization of the Washington soils is not complete but preliminary
indications are that concentrations of thorium contaminated soils at the
Washington site probably exceed those at the York site. The Ticensee’s
current estimate of the average concentration of thorium for Washington soils
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is approximately 1.200 pCi/gram. .In addition. the anticipated volumes of so1l
excavated for disposal at Washington may ultimately exceed by several orders
of magnitude the excavated soil disposal volumes at York. Because of the
difference in the source terms for these facilities and in the event that
approval is not granted for final disposal of the York soils in a Washington
disposal unit. measures are being taken to prevent the commingling of York and
Washington soils and NRC has required that the licensee make provisions for
containment during any interim storage period. Therefore. this action does
not involve Washington soils.

4.0 DECOMMISSIONING ALTERNATIVES
4.1 Alternative 1, No Action

The no-action alternative. has been considered to provide a basis for
comparing other alternatives to the proposed action. This alternative for the
proposed action would be to leave the York facility in its current state.
Before the licensee would be allowed to leave the York facility in its current
state (with uncovered contaminated soils). the NRC must make a decision to
grant an extension to the schedule for decommissioning. Acceptable bases for
approving an alternate schedule can be found in 10-CFR 40.42 and includes
consideration of the following: (1) whether it is technically feasible to
complete decommissioning within the 24-month period specified in the
regulation: (2) whether delaying decommissioning will allow time to achieve
significant waste reduction through decay of short-lived radionuclides: (3)
whether a reduction in worker exposure will be achieved through radioactive
decay: (4) whether sufficient waste disposal capacity 1s available to allow
completion of decommissioning within the 24 month period required by the rule;
(5) whether a significant reduction in worker exposure can be achieved through
allowing decay of shorter-lived radionuclides or: (6) whether other site
specific considerations or regulatory requirements could result in more
environmental harm than that which would follow deferred cleanup.

The NRC staff has considered these factors and determined that there is no
basis for approving an alternate schedule or for delaying cleanup of the York

site.



4.2 Alternative 2. The Licensee's Proposed Action (Construction of a
Temporary Storage Structure and Temporary Storage of Contaminated Soil
from York on the Washington Site for 5 to 10 years)

The licensee's proposed action is to decommission the York site by excavating
thorium contaminated soils at York. then loading the soils for transport to
the Washington site for temporary storage in a temporary structure designed to
assure their separability and retrievability. During loading. off-loading.
and temporary storage of the York soils. the licensee proposes to monitor for
airborne dust and radioactive particulate. The bottom. sides. and top of the
temporary storage structure would be lined with a geomembrane to help provide
containment and the licensee would monitor ground water and surface water to
provide assurance that the stored material would not leach into the
surrounding environment. Contaminated soils from Washington and York sites
would be kept separately and retrievably at Washington until a decision 1s
made concerning the viability of a permanent disposal site at Washington for
the disposal of these soils. .

4.3 Alternative 3. Shipment of Contaminated York Material to a Licensed
Disposal Site

One alternative considered by the applicant was to excavate the contaminated
York soils for transport to a commercial disposal site. Envirocare of Utah 1is
the only commercial U.S. site that accepts this type of high volume Tow
activity waste.

4.4 Alternative 4. Commingling of Soils from the Washington and York Sites

This alternative would involve excavation of the soils at York and placement
of these soils in the current slag pile located on the southwestern portion of
the Washington site. This alternative does not provide for separability of
the contaminated soils and commingles contaminated soils from both sites.

4.5 Decision Rationale for Alternatives

Alternative 1 (The No-Action Alternative) is considered unacceptable because
it does not move the action in the direction of the NRC's policy to cleanup
sites listed on the Site Decommissioning Management Plan 1ist. Alternative 2
is the licensee's proposed alternative. The principal differences between
Alternatives 2 and 3 are the cost for transporting the waste (i.e.. the
distance for Alternative 3 is significantly greater than Alternative 2) and
the cost of disposal. Both factors are larger for Alternative 3. if it is
assumed that the waste will ultimately be disposed at the Washington site. a
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decision which has not been reached. However. should on-site disposal at the
Washington facility not be approved for the York waste. the total cost
associated with the ultimate disposition of the York waste could. eventually.
make alternative Alternative 2 more expensive than Alternative 3. The
licensee has chosen to assume this financial risk.

Alternative 4 is not considered to be an acceptable alternative. because of
the irretrievable and irrevocable nature that would be associated with the
commingling of soils from Washington and York. This alternative has not been
analyzed further in this EA.

5.0 IMPACT ON SITE DECOMMISSIONING PLANS
5.1 Site Decommissioning Plan for the York Facility

A small portion of the operation. if approved. would take place at the York
facility and is a normal activity (that is the packaging and shipment of
decommissioning waste to an authorized recipient) allowed under the current
license.

5.2  Site Decommissioning Plan for the Washington Facility

The temporary storage of the York decommissioning waste at the Washington
facility would add an additional one-twentieth (1/20) to the current volume of
decommissioning waste stored on the Washington site. The change in stored
activity would be much less than one-twentieth. considering that the average
thorium concentration at York is approximately one-twelfth that at Washington.
However, in the event approval is granted for storage of York decommissioning
waste at the Washington site, the NRC staff would require the licensee to
update the decommissioning funding plan for the Washington site to encompass
any increase needed due to the additional source term at the site.

6.0  RADIATION PROTECTION PROGRAM

The licensee has proposed to carry out excavation. transport. and dumping
operations in a manner which will assure an adequate level of radiation
protection to the public and workers on site. During excavation, loading. and
dumping operations. sampling for airborne particulate will be conducted to
assure that worker exposure does not exceed 10 percent of the concentration
limits for insoluble Thorium-232. as specified in 10 CFR Part 20. The
licensee has also proposed to track external exposures through the use of
personnel monitors. In the event administrative controls or other engineering



measures do not reduce exposures. protective equipment such as respirators
will be used to mitigate exposure of workers to dust.

Dumping of the slag/soil waste will occur from the open end of the storage
facility. This area will be monitored for radiation exposure. to minimize the
spread of contamination. posted in accordance with Part 20 and roped off. if
circumstances warrant. It is anticipated that exposure to individuals offsite
will be a small fraction of that due to worker exposure.

7.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
7.1 No-Action Alternative

Impacts from the no-action alternative amount to the impacts attributed to
leaving contaminated soil at York, until a decision is made regarding whether
to allow construction of a permanent Washington impoundment. Acceptance of
this alternative would mean a decision to leave the contaminated York soils on
the York site with the current level of security or restricted access and with
monitoring required under the current license. This no-action scenario would
also continue the impacts that are currently associated with uncovered
contaminated soil at York including: (1) long-term care of the York site in a
restricted condition: (2) accepting the possibility of migration of
contamination off the York site: (3) the cost associated with a necessary
requirement to monitor any migration of contaminants from the York site and:
(4) the possibility of exposure of the public to migrating contaminated soils

and water.

7.2 Licensee's Propesed Action

7.2.1 Radiological impacts to the workers and the public
7.2.1.1 Radiological impacts to workers

Occupational doses (in terms of a Total Effective Dose Equivalent (TEDE)) were
calculated by the licensee and verified by NRC staff for an excavator at the
York facility. a truck driver transporting the waste soils to Washington,
Pennsylvania, and a grader at the Washington facility., all occupations
associated with the construction and operation of the proposed temporary
storage structure. The estimated doses were 11, 6. and 8 millirem (mrem),
respectively. for the excavator. truck driver. and grader. This is a small
fraction of the 10 CFR Part 20 1imit of 5,000 mrem per year for occupational
exposure and is considered insignificant.



7.2.1.2 Radiological impacts to members of the public

Doses were estimated for persons living in the vicinity of the York and
Washington facilities. at the site boundary and nearest resident for the
Washington facility and at the site boundary for the York facility (the dose
at the resident nearest the York facility. because of the Tow contaminant
concentrations. is considered to be negligible). The TEDE calculated for the
Washington facility (during construction and operation) was 0.8 mrem at the
site boundary and 0.07 mrem at the nearest resident. The TEDE calculated at
the site boundary for the York facility was 0.1 millirem. These doses are a
very small fraction of the acceptable limit of 100 mrem per year.

Although calculations have demonstrated that the Annual Limit on Intake (ALI).
as specified by 10 CFR 20.1502. will not exceed ten percent of the value in
Table 2. Appendix B, of Part 20 (the threshold when air monitoring would
normally be required). monitoring has been proposed by the licensee and if the
decision is made to allow storage of York soils on the Washington site. the
licensee will conduct air monitoring to provide protection against movement
of radioactivity via wind blown dust into the Washington environs.

7.2.1.3 Doses to members of the public from transporting the waste

The NRC has calculated the dose to a truck driver from transport of the waste
from York to Washington., PA and estimated that the truck driver will receive
approximately 6 mrem. Members of the public who will maintain a farther
distance from the waste and spend much less time in the vicinity of the waste
w11l receive a fraction of the 6 mrem exposure. This will result in a dose
that is a fraction of the 100 mrem allowed to members of the general public.

7.2.2 Impacts to surface and ground waters

Sampling and analysis has detected no thorium in surface or ground water at
either the Washington or York site.

7.2.2.1 Surface water

Chartiers Creek runs along the western boundary of the site and then drains to
the northeast becoming a tributary of the Ohio River at Carnegie. The
licensee has quantified the site's contribution to surface runoff for the

18 square miles of surface features draining into Chartiers Creek. This
information is presented in detail in the 1995 site characterization report
for the Washington site. Average stream flow to the site is estimated at over
8.0 gpm (gallons per minute) with approximately 28 gpm contributed by the site
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of which 7 or 8 gpm are baseflow (from ground water).

The licensee has committed to provide a facility to contain thorium
contaminated soils and will provide liners to prevent infiltration of water
into the structure. The structure will store up to 5.000 cubic yards of
material and will be located outside the 100-year floodplain of Chartiers
Creek on the southeast side of the site near the existing Highway 70
embankment . The storm water drainage system will consist of open ditches and
culverts surrounding the facility. The site drainage system will collect
water and route it through sediment control facilities before discharging to

Chartiers Creek.

The licensee has provided information regarding specific details of the
hydraulic design features and the potential for flooding of the site and
facility. The NRC staff's review of design parameters including runoff
coefficients. times of concentration. rainfall intensity. rainfall frequency.
ditch design velocities. and ditch erosion concludes that the licensee has
provided an adequate hydraulic design to reasonably assure stability of the
site for the proposed interim 10 year storage period. Based on the
information provided. the staff also concludes that the structure and its
associated linings are adequate to resist flooding and erosion caused by
relatively severe rainfall and flood events. This conclusion is based on the
location of the facility above the 100-year floodplain of Chartiers Creek and
the erosional resistance of the structure and liners. The NRC staff concludes
that the design proposed to be implemented by the licensee is acceptable to
reasonably assure erosional stability for the proposed interim storage period

of ten years.
7.2.2.2 Ground water

Surface investigations indicate that the geology in the vicinity of the
temporary storage structure consists of three unconsolidated units overlying
bedrock of shale. A fill unit begins at the ground surface and varies from
six to twenty five feet in thickness from west to east across the area to be
occupied by the storage structure. The fill is comprised of non-process slag,
gravel, spent refractory cinders. and sand. A clay layer underiies the fill,
is brown and gray in color, and ranges from eight to ten feet in thickness.
Below the clay. and resting on bedrocK, is a discontinuous layer of sand up to
three feet thick. The thickness of the shale bedrock varies from twenty to
thirty two feet from west to east across the site of the proposed facility.

Ground water in the vicinity of the proposed storage structure occurs in each
of the three unconsolidated units. The water table is generally found within
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the fill umit near its base. but near the eastern edge of the proposed
facility. the water table occurs within the underlying clay layer. The water
table elevation is approximately six feet beneath ground surface on the south
and west side of the proposed structure and eighteen feet beneath ground
surface on its north and east side. The horizental hydraulic gradient of the
water table aquifer is 0.01 to the southwest. and ground water velocities in
the more permeable fill and discontinuous sand units range from 0.13 to 0.5/
ft/day. Ground water in these units discharges into Chartiers Creek. which 1s
approximately 360 feet in the down gradient direction of the proposed storage
facility. There are no users of ground and surface water in the area of the

proposed facility.

The temporary waste storage structure or bunker will be made of concrete-
filled fabric forms. The underlying soil will be separated from the
contaminated soil by a geomembrane liner that will extend over the ground
surface and up the inside walls of the bunker. A second geomembrane will be
emplaced over the contaminated soil to the top of the bunker walls and joined
to the liner. The top geomembrane will then be covered with a minimum

12 inches of soil. With the geomembrane on the top and bottom. water is
prevented from infiltrating to the waste or from leaving the waste to
contaminate ground water. In addition. ground water at the proposed bunker
location is reported to be from 6 to 9 feet below finished grade and even
without the presence of a bottom liner. 1t is unlikely that ground water will
rise to contact the waste. To monitor shallow ground water in the vicinity of
the facility. an upgradient monitor well 40 feet from the facility. and three
downgradient monitor wells 45. 100. and 170 feet from the facility have been
proposed. However, given the facility's robust design. it is unlikely that
the facility will leak over the proposed storage period. However. if the
facility does leak. the leach rate is likely to be low. and the transport of
radionuclides is 1ikely to be highly retarded. Therefore. over the relatively
short period that the facility will be in existence. the radionuclides in the
stored contaminated material should have little to no impact on the
surrounding environment.

7.2.2.3 Monitoring of ground water and surface water

The licensee has proposed to monitor the ground water in the vicinity of the
proposed facility. Monitoring well locations are proposed for all sides of
the containment of which one monitoring well would be upgradient and three
monitoring wells would be downgradient. Locations of monitoring wells are
described in the report, "Hydrogeology in the Vicinity of the Proposed Interim
‘Storage Area at the Washington, PA Facility (Ref.j).”
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The licensee has also proposed to collect surface water samples from Chartiers
.Creek. ThHe samples would be collected at the points currently collected for
the existing slag pile but on a semiannual basis to identify any impact or

release to the creek.
7.2.3 Non-radiological impacts

There is no planned use of chemicals in the proposed action and there will be
only slightly noticeable impacts associated with dust. noise. and appearance
in the early stages of the project during construction. loading, unloading and
grading. Dust suppression techniques (such as wetting) will be necessary in
the early stages of the project. but will probably not be required during low-
activity. non-construction periods and the licensee will be required to
monitor for particulate emissions. Any noise impacts will be temporary and
visual impacts will last no longer than the period for storage.

The licensee will be required to meet chemical effluent Timits and water
quality limits set by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania's Department of
Environmental Protection. In addition. the licensee must meet all Tocal
zoning and permit requirements.

7.2.3.1 Non-radiological impacts from heavy construction

Assuming a fatal accident risk rate of 4. 2£-8 (Ref. k) fatal
accidents/person-hour for heavy construction. and assuming that the number of
hours Molycorp will expend in heavy construction to be 294 hours. the number
of fatalities will be 4.28£-8 accidents/person-hours X 294 hours = 1.2E-6
accidents for the total operation (insignificant).

7.2.3.2 Non-radiological impacts from shipment of the soil waste

Given that the approximate distance from York. Pennsylvania to the Washington
Molycorp facility is 400 kilometers (kms) and assuming the fatal accident
transportation risk rate (Ref. 1) to be 3.8tE-8 fatal accidents/km for an
800km round trip. the calculated number of fatalities during transport of ‘the
waste would be 3.8E-8 fatalities/km X 800Kms X 360 trips = 0.015 fatalities

for the entire project (insignificant).

7.3 Shipment of Contaminated York Material to a Licensed Disposal Site

7.3.1 Radiological impacts to workers

The TEDE for workers excavating, grading and transporting the waste soil from
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the York site to disposal at the Envirocare of Utah facility located in the
southwestern United States (the only commercial disposal site currently
accepting this type of waste) was calculated for this alternative. The
resulting doses were conservatively estimated to be 11 mrem for a person
excavating the soil, 8 mrem for a person grading the soil at the disposal
site. and 15 mrem for a truck driver transporting the waste to the disposal

site.
7.3.2 Non-radiological impacts from the operation of heavy equipment

The NRC staff has concluded that the potential number of fatalities from
operating heavy equipment will be the same for this alternative as for the
proposed alternative due to the similarity and nature of the operations
required at the two final disposal locations (preparation of a disposal cell
in Washington or Utah). And as calculated in section 7.2.3.1 for the proposed
alternative. the potential number of fatalities is small and would be
considerably less than one.

7.3.3 Non-radiological impacts from shipment of soii waste

Assuming a fatal accident risk rate of 3.8E-8 fatal accidents/km (Ref. K) and
a distance from York to Envirocare of Utah (the most likely recipient of the
Molycorp waste) of 3600 kms or 7200 kms round trip the calculated number of
fatalities would be 3.8E-8 fatalities/Km X 7200 Kms X 360 trips = 0.097
fatalities for the entire project (insignificant)

7.3.4 Radiological impact to members of the public

The licensee has proposed to use five truck drivers for transporting the waste
to its final destination (this trip would take about 50 hours). The NRC staff
has calculated the dose to a truck driver transporting waste soil by truck
from the Molycorp York plant to the Envirocare of Utah disposal facility
(using the licensee's assumption of five truck drivers) and has determined
that the total dose for each driver will be approximately 30 mrem. Thus,
considering that members of the public will maintain farther separation
distances from the transported waste than the truck driver and spend much less
time in the vicinity of the waste (both of these factors will reduce the
estimated individual exposures). the NRC staff concludes that doses to members
of the public during transport of the soil waste will be a small fraction of
that received by the truck driver in transporting the waste and will be a
fraction of the annual dose timit of 100 mrem allowed to an individual member

of the public. :
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7.3.5 Cost

The cost of transporting 5.000 cubic yards of thorium contaminated soil to a
1icensed commercial disposal site would be about $2 million. This includes
the disposal cost at Envirocare of Utah. This cost i1s largely dependent on
tipping fees at the disposal site and transportation charges associated with
distance required to haul the waste. This cost compares with a cost of
approximately $ 265 thousand for the proposed facility.

8.0  AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS CONSULTED

The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection was consulted during
this review.
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