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COMMENTS OF SAVE THE VALLEY, INC.,
REGARDING CONTINGENT REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

FOR A POSSESSION-ONLY LICENSE AMENDMENT

In response to the invitation of the Presiding Officer in his Memorandum and Order of

March 19, 2003, Intervenor Save The Valley, Inc. ("Save The Valley" or "STV") respectfully

submits its comments on the February 4, 2003, contingent request of the Department of the Army

("DA Proposal") for a possession-only license amendment ("POLA") for its Jefferson Proving

Ground ("JPG") site, as follows:

1. Save The Valley is considering the DA Proposal for a POLA very carefully. In

particular, STV is making a concerted effort to understand the requested POLA and its

implications, especially as they relate to the status quo and the DA's currently pending License

Termination Plan ("LTP").

2. As Save The Valley currently understands matters, the NRC regulation which both

authorizes and controls the DA Proposal is 10 CFR § 20.42(g)(2):

The Commission may approve an alternate schedule for submittal of a
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decommissioning plan ... if the Commission determines that the alternative
schedule is necessary to the effective conduct of decommissioning operations and
presents no undue risk from radiation to the public health and safety and is
otherwise in the public interest.

Consequently, to approve the POLA, the NRC must make three key findings: 1) it is

necessary to the effective conduct of decommissioning operations, 2) it presents no undue risk

from radiation to the public health and safety, and 3) it is otherwise in the public interest.

3. According to its memo to the Commission of March 3, 2003, the NRC Staff

anticipates that, in order to support the required findings, JPG's current POL will be amended to

include the following conditions:

a) criteria for levels of DU in the environmental media sampled under the
radiation protection program, and an action plan if the levels were exceeded;

b) a 5-year renewal requirement; and

c) continuation of the access restrictions addressed in the MOAs with the Air Force and
Fish and Wildlife Service.

4. Under the amended POL, according to the Staff memo, the Army will continue to

conduct environmental monitoring as part of its radiation protection program. The continued

collection of environmental monitoring data and action levels will ensure that no depleted

uranium is migrating off-site. In addition, annual inspections of the site will continue to be

carried out by the regional office of the NRC.

5. According to the Staff, the DA Proposal will be implemented by:

a) the Army submitting a letter requesting an alternate schedule to submit a
decommissioning plan pursuant to 10 CFR 40.42(g)(2) and withdrawing its
current decommissioning plan, contingent on an alternative schedule approval;

b) the NRC Staff will hold public meetings in the three counties near JPG to
explain the proposed change in the JPG POL and solicit public comments;
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c) subject to comments received, the NRC Staff would make the findings required
by 10 CFR § 40.42(g)(2) and amend the current license to reflect the conditions
discussed above;

d) the amended license would continue indefinitely, subject to renewal at five-year
intervals; and

e) no new decommissioning plan ("DP") would be submitted and no
decommissioning activity would take place until it was safe for the DA to gather
the site-specific data necessary to validate the contamination migration models,
resubmit the DP, and proceed with decommissioning, at which time the
decommissioning process would be initiated.

6. Assuming that its current understanding of the DA Proposal (as outlined in Paragraphs

2 through 5 above) is correct, STV considers this to be a classic example of the "devil being in

the details." STV is particularly concerned about the details of six implications of the DA

Proposal, three of which are substantive and three of which are procedural.

7. First, as STV understands it, the DA Proposal would not resolve the decommissioning

issue--it would simply defer that issue to a later time without specifying precisely when that later

time will be. That poses the obvious question to STV of whether approval of the DA Proposal

would effectively result in preservation of the status quo at JPG for at least the foreseeable future

and, potentially, in perpetuity. It seems to STV that such an outcome would pose fundamental

policy issues, both for the Commission and for the local community. STV is doubtful that 10

CFR § 40.42(g)(2) authorizes, or that the rulemaking of which that regulation was a part even

contemplated such an outcome. Needless to say, STV would be quite concerned about such an

indefinite outcome as a result of the DA Proposal.

8. Second, in not specifying the later time when the decommissioning issue would again

be addressed, the DA Proposal would appear to leave that later time substantially at the DA's
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discretion. On the one hand, it appears that DA could seek and receive POLA renewals so long

as there were no breakthroughs in site characterization and/or unexploded ordinance

technologies. On the other hand, it also appears that the DA, under its proposal as it now stands,

could apply and receive the POLA, withdraw its current LTP in order to moot the current

proceeding (including its determination of STV's standing and right to a hearing), subsequently

reassess its priorities, and shortly thereafter file an essentially identical decommissioning plan--

forcing STV to re-establish its standing and right to a hearing in a new ASLB proceeding on

essentially the same decommissioning plan. STV does not consider this possibility to be purely

theoretical. After all, the DA has already submitted, amended, and withdrawn one DP and then

resubmitted a replacement DP in the course of the current proceeding.

9. Third, it does not appear to STV that DA would be able to obtain NRC approval of its

pending DP (or any other decommissioning scenario) without more complete JPG site

characterization. No one knows what the more complete site characterization would disclose.

Certainly, STV's technical consultants believe that more complete site characterization is a

critical prerequisite to any informed decisions regarding future disposition of the site, i.e. what

we do not know about the JPG site definitely could hurt us. Consequently, STV has an abiding

interest in more complete site characterization in the near future.

By contrast, the DA Proposal would indefinitely delay more complete site

characterization. In effect, the DA Proposal simply assumes that the risks to DA personnel of

proceeding with any site characterization activities in the near future outweigh the risks to public

health and the environment of delaying all site characterization activities indefinitely. STV is not

prepared to make that assumption at this time.
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10. Fourth, it is not clear to STV whether DA is willing to agree to improved

groundwater monitoring and institutional controls as conditions on a POLA. At the most recent

RAB meeting, the DA representative was quite candid in saying that was strictly a cost-benefit,

i.e. a budgetary, question for DA. STV anticipates that DA would resist more stringent

conditions which would require very much additional money or manpower to implement. So,

STV would like to have a better sense ofjust how far DA is willing to go to improve

groundwater monitoring and institutional controls as conditions on the POLA before reaching a

conclusion on the merits of the DA Proposal.

11. Fifth, STV is not as confident as the NRC Staff appears to be that the DA's

contingent request for a POLA and its current request for an LTP are sufficiently discrete that

they should be considered in separate proceedings. As the DA's representative stated at the last

RAB meeting, the DA currently has a POL for JPG-that would not be changed by the new DA

Proposal. In reality, all the new DA Proposal would do is extend the expected duration of that

POL in order to accommodate the proposed delay in decommissioning.

Apparently, it is quite conceivable under NRC policy that the current proceeding could

result in requirements to maintain institutional controls and environmental monitoring at JPG

even post-decommissioning. See attached September 8, 1998 NRC Staff memo discussing the

essential comparability of a scenario involving decommissioning for restricted use accompanied

by post-decommissioning controls and maintenance with one involving an indefinite or perpetual

possession-only license. In reality, then, the new DA Proposal may really be no more than a

modest repackaging of its pending LTP designed to achieve the same expected result, namely a

JPG site subject indefinitely to restricted use, a few institutional controls, and very limited
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environmental monitoring.

Additionally, if the new DA Proposal were not ultimately approved, its contingent nature

means that the current DP would not be withdrawn and, presumably, the current proceeding on it

would continue. Indeed, at the most recent RAB meeting, the DA representative was unsure

whether the ongoing NRC Staff Technical Review of the pending DP would even be suspended

while the new DA Proposal was being considered.

12. Sixth, in light of the five other considerations discussed above, STV is not convinced

that the DA Proposal should be the subject of a new, separate ASLB proceeding. It is not clear to

STV why the DA Proposal should not be filed and reviewed as an alternative amendment to the

DA's existing POL for the JPG site in the current proceeding. But, STV recognizes and accepts

that the correct procedure is a determination for the NRC to make.

However, in the event that the NRC determines a separate proceeding is necessary, STV

plans to take the steps necessary to request an adjudicatory hearing on the POLA when it is

noticed in the Federal Register. In that context, STV believes that DA should be willing to

stipulate to STV's standing and to a list of germane issues to be addressed in that proceeding.

Further, STV believes that the resulting ASLB proceeding on the POLA should then be

consolidated with this proceeding in order to assure that the adjudication of the future disposition

of the JPG site is complete in substance, comprehensive in scope, and coordinated in process.

In conclusion, STV considers the DA Proposal for an indefinite POL to be worthy of

serious consideration for the reasons explained by the NRC Staff in its comments. However,

STV is also concerned that the relative merits of the DA Proposal compared to a conventional
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decommissioning scenario ultimaiely depend on critical details not fully developed or disclosed,

at least not to STV. Depending on these details, the DA Proposal may or may not be preferable

to STV compared to a conventional decommissioning scenario. Accordingly, STV respectfully

requests that the Presiding Officers, the NRC Staff, and the Army take STV's stated concerns

into consideration with respect to any future deliberations and decisions regarding the DA

Proposal.

Re pectfully submitted.

Jerome E. Polk
Mullett, Polk & Associates, LLC
309 West Washington Street, Suite 233
Indianapolis, IN 46204
(317) 636-5165
(317) 636-5435

Attorneys for Save The Valley, Inc.
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SECY-98-209

September 8, 1998

FOR: The Commissioners

FROM L. Joseph Callan Isl
Executive Director for Operations

SUBJE PROPOSED AGREEMENT WITH THE STATE OF OHIO AND COMPATIBILITY
CT: REQUIREMENTS OF 10 CFR PART 20, SUBPART E

PURPOSE:

To request the Commission's approval of the staff position that Ohio's approach to
decommissioning, which differs from NRC requirements but does not create a significant
conflict, is compatible with NRC's program.

BACKGROUND:

On January 23, 1998, the State of Ohio submitted a draft of its forthcoming request for an
Agreement with the Commission pursuant to Section 274b of the Atomic Energy Act.
Subsequently, on July 31, 1998, the formal request for an Agreement by Governor Voinovich
was received. The staff has conducted a review of the draft pursuant to the Commission policy
statement "Criteria for Guidance of States and NRC in Discontinuance of NRC Regulatory
Authority and Assumption Thereof by States Through Agreement" (46 FR 7540, as amended by
46 FR 36969 and 48 FR 33376). The staff has also considered whether the proposed Ohio
program meets the criteria set out in the Policy Statement pn Adequacy and Compatibility of
Agreement State Programs and associated implementing procedures.

One element (see the Policy Statement on Adequacy and Compatibility of Agreement State
Programs for explanation of the term "element") of the proposed Ohio program concerning
decommissioning actions has been identified as differing from, and possibly being inconsistent
with, the equivalent NRC materials program element. Under the proposed Ohio program, a
materials license would be terminated only if the residual contamination at the licensed site were
reduced sufficiently to meet the criteria for unrestricted release. Under NRC's program, a license
could also be terminated under restricted conditions at a site that does not meet the criteria for
unrestricted release, provided the additional regulatory requirements in 10 CFR 20.1403 or
20.1404 were met.

In 1995, the Ohio General Assembly enacted into State law the then current NRC definition of
the term "decommissioning," which envisioned license termination only if the licensed site was
decontaminated to levels permitting release for unrestricted use (i.e., the site would be suitable
for future use without restrictions for purposes of radiological protection). Ohio interprets this
statutory definition to effectively prohibit the termination of a license for a site with residual
contamination greater than that acceptable for unrestricted release. Staff provided comments to



Ohio on the draft legislation on March 20, 1995, recommending adoption of the NRC definition
in effect at the time.

On July 21, 1997, NRC published the final rule on Radiological Criteria for License Termination
(Subpart E of 10 CFR Part 20), which amended NRC's definition of decommissioning to include
license termination under restricted conditions. Ohio is in the process of adopting the
requirements of subpart E by reference, except for the single provision in §20.1403 for license
termination under restricted conditions. In place of license termination with restrictions, the Ohio
program would convert a materials license to a special "decommissioning-possession only"
license to be consistent with State law. Ohio is adopting all of the requirements for license
termination in §20.1403, (e.g., institutional controls, financial assurance, and public
participation) and would apply those requirements to the license conversion process. Ohio is also
adopting §20.1401(c) by reference, along with a requirement that the provisions of §20.1401(c)
be incorporated into each "decommissioning-possession only" license, through a specific license
condition therein.

The NRC license termination rule became effective for NRC licensees on August 20, 1997, and
was assigned to compatibility division 2 (see below) under the Office of State Programs (OSP)
Intemal Procedure B.7 in effect at the time. In September 1997, the Commission implemented
the new policy on Agreement State compatibility, and a revised B.7 Procedure. The rules in
Subpart E have been assigned to compatibility category C (see below) under the new policy and
revised procedure.

DISCUSSION:

1. Criteria for Compatibility Category C

In the Policy Statement on Adequacy and Compatibility of Agreement State Programs,
(compatibility policy) published September 3, 1997 (62 FR 46517), the Commission sets out five
categories into which program elements, such as regulations, should be assigned. The categories
correlate generally to the potential for differences between the Agreement State regulation, or
other program element, and the equivalent NRC regulation or other program element to create a
conflict, duplication, gap or other condition that would jeopardize an orderly pattern in the
regulation of materials on a nationwide basis, or endanger public health and safety.

In category C, the policy addresses the set of regulations and program elements which are needed
to maintain an orderly pattern, but which States do not need to adopt in language that is
"essentially identical" to the language in the NRC regulations and program elements. The policy
specifies that, for category C, the equivalent Agreement State regulations and program elements
should embody the essential objectives of the corresponding NRC regulations and program
elements to avoid conflicts, gaps or duplication in the regulation of byproduct material on a
nationwide basis. Category C, like Division 2 under the former Commission policy, allows the
Agreement States flexibility in language and the option to adopt a different, or more stringent
requirement, but does not allow Agreement States the option to adopt requirements that are
substantively less stringent.

2. Agreement State Compatibility Requirements for the Radiological Criteria for License



Termination Rule (10 CFR Part 20, Subpart E)

In the Statements of Consideration for Subpart E, the Commission noted:

"because the dose criterion in the rule is not a "standard" in the sense of the public dose
limits of 10 CFR Part 20 but is a constraint within the public dose limit that provides a
sufficient and ample margin of safety below the limit, it is reasonable that the rule would
be a Division 2 level of compatibility under the current policy. This means the Agreement
States would be required to adopt the regulation but would have significant flexibility in
language, and would be allowed to adopt more stringent requirements."

The Statements of Consideration indicated that, until the new compatibility policy became
effective, the NRC would continue to apply the then current Agreement State compatibility
policy. The new policy has now been adopted, under which the rule has a Category C
designation. However, as indicated in the Statements of Consideration, the original Division 2
compatibility designation and the subsequent Category C designation primarily addressed the
dose criterion of Subpart E. Specific compatibility discussions for the remainder of Subpart E
were not addressed in the Statement of Consideration. Staff, in accordance with the guidance in
Management Directive 5.9, and following review by the Agreement States (All Agreement States
Letter SP-97-067, September 15, 1997) has designated these provisions as Category C in the
OSP Internal Procedure B.7 rule tables (All Agreement States Letter SP-98-071, August 18,
1998). Staff also notes that in good faith Ohio adopted NRC's previous definition of
decommissioning into State legislation.

3. Is Ohio's Proposed Approach to Decommissioning under Restricted Release Conditions
Compatible with NRC's Approach?

To assist in evaluating this issue, staff requested further information from Ohio to determine the
basis and significance of any differences between the NRC and Ohio programs (see Attachment).
Ohio's response indicates that the only area of difference relates to sites which qualify for NRC
license termination under restricted release conditions. In such cases, under the proposed Ohio
program, the license would be converted to a "decommissioning-possession only" license, rather
than terminated. Staff believes that while issuing such a license is different and more stringent
than the restricted release/ license termination approach established in §20.1403, the Ohio
approach appears to have an end result that would result in potential regulatory conflicts in only a
limited number of decommissioning licensing actions.

NRC regulations in Subpart E establish three basic approaches for decommissioning and license
termination: a) license termination without restrictions at sites where the residual contamination
meets the constraint requirements of §20.1402; b) license termination under restricted conditions
at sites where the residual contamination meets the constraint requirements of §20.1403; and c)
license termination under alternate constraint criteria as provided for in §20.1404. NRC has also
recognized that in some cases continued licensing may be necessary. (SECY-97-046A, page 6,
end of first paragraph)

The Ohio program has adopted §20.1402 by reference, thus staff concludes that for sites meeting
the Ohio requirements for unrestricted release, the actions of the Ohio and NRC programs would



be equivalent. In Ohio, as for NRC, license termination under conditions of unrestricted release is
expected to be the approach followed for the majority of licenses. In addition, in the unusual case
where NRC would continue a license in effect after decommissioning, staff concludes the Ohio
and NRC programs would be equivalent.

However, in those few cases in which decommissioning involved restricted use, the proposed
Ohio program would convert the license to a "decommissioning-possession only" license. As
described in the Ohio letter (page 5, bottom paragraph), the "decommissioning-possession only"
license would be issued only if the licensee met the appropriate requirements of §20.1403 or
20.1404.

Staff has outlined below, based on Ohio's June 26, 1998, letter the approach Ohio would follow
in cases of restricted release.

The licensee must determine that 25 millirem as distinguished from background for residual
1. activity cannot be met in a plan that the Director (of the Ohio Department of Health) has

received and approved.

The licensee submits a plan to the Director proposing a decommissioning plan that
2. addresses the provisions of §20.1403. The licensee must demonstrate to the satisfaction of

the Director that:

Further reductions in residual radioactivity would result in
(a) net public harm;

The licensee has developed a plan for institutional controls
at the site so that the TEDE will not exceed 25 millirem as

(b) distinguished from background with sufficient financial
assurance for an independent third party acceptable to the
Director to conduct control and maintenance of the site with
funds from a financial instrument acceptable to the Director;

The decommissioning plan must indicate that any transfer of
ownership or control of the land or a portion thereof which
is subject to restrictive conditions must be acceptable to the

(c) Director. The Director will find transfer acceptable if the
person receiving ownership or control of the property that is
subject to restrictive conditions assumes the
decommissioning-possession only license and the provisions
therein;

The licensee must demonstrate to the Director that the
licensee has met with members of the community and that

(d) the licensee has provided reasonable assurance that the
institutional controls and financing of the institutional
controls proposed by the licensee will be maintained.

3. The licensee may propose to dec.ommission the facility or any portion of the facility to a



level that exceeds 25 millirem TEDE distinguishable from background up to 100 millirem,
or in exceptional circumstances 500 millirem, by meeting the provisions of §20.1404.

Under paragraphs 2 and 3, after the licensee satisfies all of the decommissioning plan
4 provisions, the Director, pursuant to a request for a license amendment, will issue a

* decommissioning-possession only license under the authority of OAC 3701-39-021 which
incorporates the provisions of the decommissioning plan.

Staff has identified two impacts of the difference between the NRC and Ohio approach. First, for
short-lived radionuclides the "decommissioning-possession only" license would remain in effect
only until the residual contamination at the site was reduced to the level acceptable for
unrestricted use. However, for long-lived radionuclides, such as uranium and thorium, the license
would become essentially perpetual. Secondly, the site license would likely be perceived as an
encumbrance to a site owner and could impact the marketability of such a site. The restrictive
provisions in the NRC's restricted release approach would also likely be viewed as encumbrances
that could affect the marketability of the site, though to a lesser degree than a perpetual license
with attendant conditions and long-term license fee obligations. From a licensee's perspective,
these two impacts would prevent an Ohio licensee, using the restricted release decommissioning
approach, from achieving the same level of finality that can be achieved through application of
NRC's regulation. A third impact, potentially applicable to NRC's specific licensee, Shieldalloy,
is discussed below.

The Ohio approach raises certain issues that should be noted by the Commission. Both NRC and
Ohio appear to use a similar approach to imposing additional (post decommissioning)
requirements on licensees or subsequent landowners. Under Ohio's proposed approach, the
Director would not require any further decommissioning actions unless such actions were
necessary to avert a significant threat to public health and safety. NRC's license termination rule
is similar in that the Commission will require additional cleanup only if, based on new
information, it determines that the criteria of subpart E were not met and residual radioactivity at
the site could result in a significant threat to the public health and safety. Accordingly, in either
case, the regulatory agency will employ essentially the same standard for imposing additional
requirements on the licensee or subsequent landowner. As such, in practice, the finality afforded
by the Ohio approach with regard to the imposition of additional requirements in the future is not
significantly different from that of NRC's rule.

The Ohio rules also impose more stringent requirements for the transfer or sale of the site after
decommissioning because the Director must approve subsequent sales. The approval serves
substantially the same purpose that the deed restrictions and other institutional controls would
serve in the NRC context under §20.1403. However, Ohio's requirements may make the sale of
the land more difficult in some circumstances. In addition, under Ohio's approach, the licensee
may be required to pay additional licensing fees over the course of the license. It is unclear
whether this is a significantly different burden beyond the financial assurance requirements
imposed by §20.1403 of the Commission's regulations.

While, on its face, Ohio's approach appears to be different in several respects from the NRC rules
in terms of finality, as discussed above, the differences may not be as significant as they appear at
first glance. In those cases involving a restricted release scenario, however, it is clear that Ohio's



approach will involve the imposition of more stringent requirements than that of NRC. In
addition, if approved for Ohio, it is possible that the approach may be adopted by other
Agreement States. Nevertheless, under the NRC rule's Category C designation, States may
impose more stringent standards than those imposed by the Commission. The staff notes that in
the statement of consideration for the decommissioning rule, the Commission expressed its
preference for the unrestricted release of sites because restricted release requires additional
precautions or limitations on the use of land at the end of a licensee's operations (62 FR 39069).
To the extent that Ohio's approach is more stringent, it will provide additional disincentive to
licensees who are considering the option of restricting the future use of their sites. At the same
time, Ohio's approach is not so stringent as to preclude the option altogether. As such, the staff
believes that Ohio's approach is consistent with the Category C designation and Ohio's approach
should be found compatible with that of NRC.

Staff also examined whether the approach adopted by Ohio could lead to a situation in which a
single entity, holding separate licenses, one from Ohio and the other from NRC, could be
subjected to significantly different decommissioning requirements. One NRC licensee,
Shieldalloy Metallurgical Corporation, has a site in Ohio which would transfer to State
jurisdiction under the proposed Agreement and another site in New Jersey which would remain
under NRC jurisdiction. Both sites are contaminated with uranium, thorium, and their decay
products in slag resulting from ferroalloy production. The licensee has discontinued licensed
operations in Ohio, but continues operations in New Jersey. Staff has prepared a draft
environmental impact statement for the Ohio site, NUREG-1543, which was completed prior to
the adoption of Subpart E. However, the licensee has not submitted a proposed decontamination
and license termination plan, and staff has not evaluated in detail the possible termination of the
license under Subpart E. Staff does not believe there will be significant differences in the
decommissioning requirements applied to these sites resulting from the transfer of the Ohio site
to the Ohio Agreement State program. From the licensee's perspective, the termination of their
license may be an important measure of finality. If the restricted release option were to be chosen
by Shieldalloy for both their Ohio and New Jersey sites, their license for the New Jersey site
could possibly be terminated without significant offsite disposal costs. On the other hand, if
Shieldalloy seeks to decommission its Ohio property for restricted future use, it would have to
maintain a possession only license at the site. While the proposed Ohio requirements may be
more burdensome to a certain degree, the two sites will require consideration of specific
conditions at each site which would, in any case, preclude a uniform (i.e., "one size fits all")
approach to decommissioning. Consequently, Ohio's rules do not appear to create a significant
burden on the licensee related to the firm's ability to conduct its activities from State to State.

RECOMMENDATION:

The staff recommends that the Commission approve the staff position that the Ohio approach to
decommissioning under restricted release conditions does not create a significant regulatory
conflict and, therefore, is compatible with NRC's program. This recommendation recognizes that
Ohio adopted NRC's 1995 definition of decommissioning through legislation, and that Ohio's
approach is not inconsistent with the Commission's position in promulgating NRC's license
termination rule that States could impose more stringent standards, i.e., that the rule should be
designated Category C. This recommendation is based on the staff assessment that most licensees



in Ohio, and possibly all licensees in Ohio, will decommission to unrestricted release conditions.
Thus, at most, a few licensees will be required to possess an Ohio decommissioning-possession
only license. Further, the likelihood that Shieldalloy will face different decommissioning finality
end-points for its sites in Ohio and New Jersey is unknown at this point, since the
decommissioning plan for the Ohio site has not been developed and the New Jersey site
continues to operate. Staff has not identified any other licensee in Ohio that faces the possibility
of having two sites that would have to satisfy different regulatory requirements for restricted
release.

COORDINATION:

The Office of the General Counsel has reviewed this paper and has no legal objection.

L. Joseph Callan
Executive Director for Operations

Letter dated June 26, 1998 from R. Suppes to R. BangartAttachment:



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing pleading have been served this 16h day of

May, 2003, upon the following persons by electronic mail and by U.S. Mail, first class postage

prepaid.

Administrative Judge Alan S. Rosenthal,
Presiding Officer
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: T-3-F-23
Washington, D.C. 20555-0001

Adjudicatory File
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: T-3-F-23
Washington, D.C. 20555

Richard C. Wakeling, Esq. U.S. Army
Garrison Proving Ground
2201 Aberdeen Boulevard
Office of the Staff Judge Advocate,

AMSSB-GJA (Bldg. 310)
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21005-5001

Administrative Judge Thomas D. Murphy
Special Assistant
Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: T-3-F-23
Washington, D.C. 20555

Office of the Secretary
ATTN: Rulemaking and Adjudications Staff
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: 0-16-G-15
Washington, D.C. 20555

Richard Hill, President
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MULLETT, POLK & ASSOCIATES, LLC
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

Old Trails Building, Suite 233
309 West Washington Street
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2721

Phone: (317) 636-5165
Fax: (317) 636-5435

May 16, 2003

Office of the Secretary
ATTN: Rulemaking and Adjudications Staff
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: 0-16-G-15
Washington, D.C. 20555

Re: Comments of Save The Valley, Inc. - In re U.S. Army (Jefferson Proving Ground), Docket
No. 40-8838-MLA, ASLBP No. 00-776-04-MLA

Dear Secretary:

Enclosed please find the original and two conforming copies of the Comments of Save The
Valley, Inc., Regarding Contingent Request of the Department of the Army for a Possession-Only
License Amendment for filing in the above referenced case. This pleading is also being forwarded
electronically.

Also enclosed please find an additional copy of the Comments to be file stamped and returned to
me in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope.

Thank you.


