
February 7, 2002 

Mr. Melvyn Leach, Chief 
Fuel Cycle Licensing Branch 
Division of Fuel Cycle Safety 

and Safeguards 
Office of Nuclear Material Safety 

and Safeguards 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001 

Re: Amendment Request to Process Material from the Maywood, New Jersey, FUSRAP 
Superfund Site at the White Mesa Mill, Docket No. 40-8681.  

Dear Mr. Leach: 

On February 1, 2002, 1 wrote a letter to you bringing to your attention a 
misstatement of fact contained in the June 15, 2002, International Uranium (USA) 
Corporation (IUSA) license amendment application'. Information regarding the status of 
the Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) between U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), discussed in the February 1 letter, was 
provided by the EPA on January 15, 2002, several months after IUSA submitted the June 
15 application.  

IUSA's June 15 "Amendment Request to Process an Alternate Feed Material from 
the Maywood FUSRAP Site at the White Mesa Uranium Mill," as supplemented on June 
22 and August 3, 2001, contains other misstatements of fact regarding the Maywood, 
New Jersey, Federally Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP) and 
Superfund Site, which is currently being remediated by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE). For example: 

A. The June 15 amendment request (page 3) states: 

In 1995, USDOE published an Engineering Evaluation/Cost 
Assessment ("EE/CA") for the remainder of the removal actions needed at 
the site and vicinity properties. [Emphasis added.] 

This statement by IUSA is incorrect. The 1995 EE/CA did not, nor was it meant 
to, address the "remainder of the removal actions needed at the site and vicinity 
properties" at the Maywood Site.  

I "Amendment Request to Process an Alternate Feed Material from the Maywood 
FUSRAP Site at the White Mesa Uranium Mill," submitted to Melvyn Leach, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, under cover of a letter from Michele Rehmann, Environmental 
Manager. IUSA (June 15. 2001).
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The 1995 EE/CA, a portion of which was submitted by IUSA as part of their June 
15 application, clearly indicates that the 1995 EE/CA was only meant to address some of 
the Maywood Site properties that are to be remediated, not the "remainder of 
the removal actions." The September 1995 Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for the 
Cleanup of Residential and Municipal Vicinity Properties at the Maywood Site, Bergen 
County, New Jersey, (page v) states: 

The proposed action is to remove contaminated soil and debris 
from 37 non-DOE-controlled properties and transport these materials to a 
permanent disposal facility. These properties include 31 residential 
vicinity properties (one of which has been partially remediated), the 
unremediated portion of the Ballod property, three parks, a fire station, 
and a highway right-of-way.  

At this time, most, if not all, of the removal actions contemplated by the 1995 
EA/CA have taken place and the material disposed of off-site.  

The USACE is currently undertaking remedial actions that were addressed by a 
July 2001 Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for a Removal Action in Support of 
NJDOT Roadway Improvement Projects at the FUSRAP Maywood Superfund Site.  

A November 2001 USACE Master Construction Work Plan, Revision 2, covers 
those properties that will be affected by the New Jersey Department of Transportation 
planned roadway improvements. That Master Construction Work Plan states that "the 
remaining FMSS [FUSRAP Maywood Superfund Site] properties will be addressed as 
remedial actions after the Record of Decision (ROD) is signed." 

Apparently, it will be quite some time before a ROD is signed.  

B. The June 15 amendment request (page 3) states: 

USDOE and USACE have prepared an RI/FS [Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility] for the radioactive contamination at the MISS 
and Stepan properties, the vicinity properties, and other areas of these sites 
.... The Stepan Company prepared an RI/FS addressing non-radioactive 
chemical contamination at the Stepan Site, Sears, and adjacent properties.  

IUSA's statement is not an accurate description of either the 1992 DOE document 
or the 1995 Stepan Company document. The 1992 document that IUSA refers to as an 
RI/FS was only a Remedial Investigation, not a Feasibility Study. The 1995 document 
developed by the Stepan Company was a Remedial Investigation, not a Feasibility Study.  
The1992 RI states (page ES-4) that "this information will then be used in a feasibility 
study (FS) to identify potential remedial action alternatives and potential applicable or 
relevant and appropriate requirements." 

The USACE is still in the process of developing the appropriate Feasibility Study 
and Proposed Plan for the remediation of the Maywood properties that will be addressed 
by the ROD.  

Additionally, I do not believe that the USACE participated in the preparation of 
the 1992 RI.
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C. The Memorandum from Jo Ann Tischler to IUSA, submitted by IUSA's June 22, 
20012, supplement to the June 15 application, besides reiterating the statements in the 
June 15, quoted above, contains additional misinformation. The Memorandum, in a 
summary of activities at the Maywood and Stephan Sites, states, in part: 

* 1963 to 1968 Stepan company excavates uranium and thorium
bearing residue piles and creates 3 disposal pits...  

* 1984 to 1995 USDOE removes material from 3 disposal pits and 25 
vicinity properties and consolidates them in the MISS 
[Maywood Interim Storage Site] [Emphasis added.] 

However, since the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) licenses those 3 
disposal pits (Docket No. 40-8610, License No. STC-1333), the NRC must certainly be 
aware that, contrary to the statement in IUSA's application, the material from the 3 
disposal pits has not been removed and placed in the MISS.  

The statements quoted and discussed above are only a few of the errors of 
commission and omission contained in IUSA's June 15 application, as supplemented on 
June 22 and August 3, 2001.  

In general, the amendment request fails to give a complete, accurate, relevant, and 
current representation of the history of the Maywood Site and the documents relating to 
reclamation of the Maywood Site that have been prepared or will be prepared by the 
DOE and USACE. Missing is a discussion of recent Maywood USACE documents and 
the decision-making documents still to be prepared by the USACE and reviewed by the 
EPA and the public. Discussion of the NRC's licensing of a portion of the Maywood Site 
is also missing.  

IUSA's amendment request also lacks a listing of each of the individual Maywood 
properties that IUSA's amendment request would apply to and the most up-to-date 
assessment of the radiological and non-radiological contamination at such nrooerties (for 
example, information from the 3,031 page May 2001 Pre-Design Investigation Reports).  

Note that some of the DOE and USACE documents that are part of the USACE 
Administrative Record for the Maywood Site (including those referred to above) are 
available at http://www.fusrapmaywood.com/admnmain.htm. There are currently 172 
Administrative Record documents at that web site.  

2 Memorandum from Jo Ann Tischler to Michele R. Rehmann, Environmental 
Manager, IUSA, submitted to the NRC by Michele R. Rehmann, under cover of a June 
22, 2001, letter, as a supplement to the original application (as Attachment 4 to the June 
15 application).
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Considering the above, I request that the NRC staff, at the very least, ask the 
licensee of the White Mesa Mill to: 

1. Provide the NRC with corrections to the above quoted statements; 

2. Provide the NRC with a complete and accurate description of the properties that may 
be expected to provide the material that IUSA proposes to receive and process; 

3. Provide the NRC with the most complete and up-to-date information regarding the 
radiological and non-radiological contamination at those properties; 

4. Provide the NRC with the most complete and up-to-date information regarding the 
USACE's plans regarding the remediation of those properties; 

5. Provide the NRC with complete, accurate, and current information regarding the 
DOE and USACE decision-making documents that are relevant to IUSA's 
application; 

6. And, provide the NRC with complete, accurate, and current information with respect 
the USACE documents that are being, or will be, prepared by the USACE in relation 
to the remediation of the Maywood properties that will supply the material that IUSA 
proposes to receive, store, process, and dispose of.  

Thank you for your prompt consideration of this matter.  

Sincerely, 

Sarah M. Fields 
P.O. Box 143 
Moab, Utah 84532 

cc: William von Till 
William J. Sinclair, State of Utah 
Tom Rice, Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 
Terry Brown, EPA 
Loren Setlow, EPA


