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TActeaL Am Ann Lans Fonese

April 6, 2004

Mr. Dennis K. Rathbun

Director '

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Congressional Affairs
Washington, D.C. 20355

Dcar Mr. Rathburn:

I have received the enclosed. information f£rom Loretta
Williams of Newfield, New Jersey, regarding her groundwater
issues.

I would appreciate your assistance in reviewinyg this matter,
and your providing me with any information that will enable me to
respond to Ms. Williams. If you have any questions, or need
further information, please contact my staff assistant, Allan V.
Bernardini (Allan.Berrnardini@mail.house.gev), in my Mays Landing
district office. ‘

Thank you for your help, and.I look forwaxd to hearing from
you soon.

Sincerely,

Py )

Frank A. LoBiondo
¥Yember of Congress

FAL/avb
enc
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Loretta Williams
310 Oakwood Drive
Newfield, NJ 0834

Phone (856)697-8221

April 1,2004

Honorable Frank A LoBiondo, Cong:ctzsmsn
5914 Main Street
Mays Landing, 'NJ 08330

Re: Shieldalloy Mctellurmcal Corporation, :
US Environmental Protection Agency and P RECEIVEL

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission T APR 0 2 2004
D&IRGP LOBIOIldO ' - . | _ “—nb A 1 AR

From 1955 through 1997, Shleldalloy Matallurgxcal Corporation manufactured spcmalty
steel and super alloy additives, primary aluminum master alloys, metal carbides,
powdered metal, optical surfaéing producis, Raw materiel uscd at the facility included
oxides of columbium (niobium), vanadium, aluminum metal, titanium metal, strohtuim
nielal, zirconium metsl, and fluoridé (mamum and boron salts, During the manufactunng
process, slag, dross, and baghouse dust were gcnemted.

Proyclore, a concentrated ore containing columblurn (niobium), contains greater than
0.05% of natural uranium and thormm 'I‘hc us Nuclaar Regulatory Commission licenscs
this material.

Shieldalloy has discontinued all fumace opcrauon and the amelhng of Ferro columium,
the compauy is rcqmred by the NRCto decom:msswn and terminate the operation

license,
Shicldalloy is plannmg to decommlssxon pom ons of the plant for restricted release/use
and obtaln a posscssion only license frnm NRC,

- In1972, hexalaent chromium and o{hct metals were detected in the municipal wter
supply well and also in private wells in Ncwﬁeld and Nonh Vincland

In 1983 Shieldalloy was placed on lhe Nat\onal Pncnhes List.

1n 1988 Shicldatloy put in a pump and treat systém'to treat groundwater contamination
through groundwater cxtmchon, treatment and du;charge ‘Since it includes u pump and -
treat setion, it will require long-tcrm operahon and mmmcmncc until clcanup levels are
-nchleved,

In September 2003, a Gmundwa!er Invcmganon Repori wus completed for the Newficld
Plarming Broad, '

ROSE LLC, proposed an adult commumty housmg project on Catawba Avenue, for
upproval by the Pianning Board Co :
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The Planning Board ordercd the groundwater testing to show if there was any

environmental impact from the superfund site.
In two samples hexavalent chromium and Icad above NJDEP standards were found.

These tests showed the chromium and lead contamination was moving northeast from
Shieldalloy in the direction of the municipal water well.

The US EPA, NIDEP and USNRC received the full groundwater investigation report
Rose LLC, and asked to conduct more tests or fund independent testing to find out if
Shieldalloy's pump and treat system is working, or if the lead js radioactive lead leaching
from their slag and baghouse dust piles. -

The answer from the USEPA and NJDEP was the groundwater flows southwest in the
dircction of North Vineland, and you are not drinking contaminated water at this time.
The USNRG, tests years ago showed the slag and baghouse dust are not Jeachable, it
would take thirty years to leach and do any harm.

The slap and baghouse dust has been there for fifty years!

It is the responsibility of these govemment agencies to protect the health and welfare of
the public from superfund sites like Shieldalloy and not allow them 1o monitor
themselves.

1 have notified my state afficials on the inaction of the NJDEP on this problem.
I would like you and my state officials to push these agencies to be more respansible in
performing their dutics as regulatory agencies.

Enclosed arc the Groundwater Investigation Report RoseLLC,, letter to Kenncth Kalman
afthe USNRC, Rejeclion of Decommission Plan and the Shieldalloy and NRC meeting
summary.

Sincerely,

S A, Vsl

Loretta Williams
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Loretta Williams
310 Oakwood Drive
Newfield, NJ 08344

Phone (856)697-8221

January 7, 2004

Kecnneth Kalman

US Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Docommissioning Branch

Mail Stop 1T7E27

Division of Waste Management
Washington DC 20555-0001

Dear Mr. Kalman:
I am writing in reference to the Groundwater Report, Rose, LLC. in the Borough of

Newfield.
In two ground water samples hexavalent chromium and Jead tested above NJDEP limit.

The Shieldalloy Corporation in the past has been responsible for hexavalent chromium in
the ground water, Also lead 210 a radicactive lead is one of the isotopes in the slag and
baghause dust piles.

Is there a possibility of funding from the Federal Governmeat to do more testing to
determine if [ead 210 is leaching from Shieldalloy Corporation’s slag and baghouse dust
piles? Will NRC radiological experts do the testing?

Enclosed is the [ull Groundwater Report,Rose, LLC.

Sipcerely,

. :T:/Hjét- 2;4A,[£Gﬁwﬁb
Loretta Williams
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Loretta Williams
310 Qakwood Drive
Newfield, NJ 08344
(856)697-8221
January 13,2004
US Department of Energy
Office of Repository Development
Allen Benson
1551 Hillshire Drive
L.as Vepgas, NV 89134

Dear Mr. Bonson:

From 1955 through 1997, Shieldalloy Metallurgical Corporation manufactured specialty
steel and super alloy additives, primary aluminuen master alloys, metal carbides,
powdered metels, optical surfacing products. Raw materials used at the facility included
oxides of columbium (niobium), vanadium, aluminum metal, titaninm metal, strontium
metal, zirconium metal, and fluoride (titanfum and boron salts. During the manufacturing
process, slag, dross, and baghouss dust were generated.

Pyroclore , a concentrated ore containing columbium (niobium), contains greater than
0.05% of natural uranium and thorium. The US Nuclear Regulatory Commissslon
licenses this matenal.

Shicldalloy has discontinued all the furnace operations and the smelting of fero
Columbium, the company is required by the NRC to decommission and terminatce the
opcration license,

Shieldalloy is planning to decommission portions of the plant for restricted release/use
and obtain a possession only license from NRC.

Is there a possibility that the slagr could be used for shielding, shielding constituents, dry
cask storage for spent fuel, containers for the higher level of radioactive material at the
‘Yucca Mountain Project, or other Department of Energy sites?

1 enclosed information on the site background, radiological status and isotope
concenlrations.

Sincerely,
\.j X YA é .

Loretta Williams
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Concern for our Clicnl « Respect for the Environment

GROUNDWATER INVESTIGATION REPORT
For
. Catawba Avenue
Block 1001, //, Lots 2, 8.03 16.01, 19 and 25
Newfield, Atlantic County
New Jerscy

Prepared For:
Rose, LLC
660 Sun Haven Road
Clayton, NJ 08312

Prepared By:
Target Environmental Co., Inc.
P.O.Box 283
235 New Orleans Avenue
Egp Harbor City, New Jersey 08215

Written By:

Bill Chetyrbok Jr. '
Geologist

Reviewed By:

Mark Harlman
President

Scptember 2003

Mailing Address
P.O. Box 283
Cge Harbor City; N1 08213

Physical Address
nacyelad gape 235 New Orleans Avenue
www.targetenvl.com Fag abos City. NJOB2IS
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Groundwafer lnvestigation
Catawbn Avenve ‘
Newfleld, New Jerscy 1

1.0 Scope of Work

Tn accordance with the New Jersey Department of Environmental Prolection (NJDEP) herein
known as the “Departinent”, Target Environmental Co., Inc. (TEC) has compiled this
Groundwsaler Investigation Reporl on behall of Rose LLC, of Clayton New Jerscy. The
subject site, known as Catawba Avenuc Jocated in Newlield New Jerscy.

This rcport summarizes all field and analytical data recarded involving the proundwater
sampling event conducted on May 5™ 2003 in accordance with NJDEP's guidelines,

All onsito work, (performed by TEC) was undertaken in 2 manner consistent with USEPA’s
Standard QOperating Salely Guides (Hazardous Materials Incident Responso Operatlons course)
(165.5) and with the Department of Labor’s Occupational Safety and Health Administration’s,
Safety and Iezlth Standards (29 CFR Parl 1910 and 1926) (1985)

Al sampling proceduccs were performed in accordance with NJDEP procedures outlined in the
“Field Manual for Water Data Acquisition and the Division af Hazardous Site Mitigation's Field
Samplinpg Procedurcs Manual. All samples were analyzed by a l2boratory certified pursuant to

N.JA.C. 7:18
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Griundwalcr Jmestigoticn
Colowha Avenue
Newfeld, New Jersey 2

2.0  Ground Water Investipation

On May 5% 2003 Target Environmental Co., Inc. personnel mobilized 1o the subject site to
collect ground water samples utilizing a direct push rig equipped with 2 decontaminated stainless
stec] screen point groundwater sampler. A sample, GW-1 (AB84392) was collected. Duc to an
equipment malfunction on that date further sample collection was impossible.

On May 9", 2003 Target Bnvironmental Co., Inc. personnel mobilized to the subject site o
collect ground water sainples. Utilizing a direct push boring rig equipped with a decontaminated
slainless steel sereen point groundwater sampler, TEC employees collected 3 samples GW-2
(AB86330), GW-3 (ABB6331) and GW-4 (AB896332). The sample locations can be seen on
mnap #2: Groundwater Sampling Locations.

Samples were collecled utilizing dedicated disposable Teflon hand micro-bailers on
polypropylenc line, The first bailers were collected for analysis for volatile organic compounds
(VO+10) The VO+10 samples were placed in 40-m1 glass vials und preserved with hydrochloric
acid, Precautions were taken to climinate any eir from being trapped in the vials. The samplces
were then placed in 2 cooler at 4 degrees C. Base neutral +15 samples were collected as well as
semples for priority pollutant metals analysis. All samples were taken to @ NJDEP certified lab
for appropriate analysis. A copy of the laboratory reduced deliverables package may be found in
Appendix A :

3.0 FINDINGS

Sample GW-1
Sample GW-1 (ABB4392) was taken in the southeaster section of the subject site. The screen

point sampler was advanced to & depth of 33 feet below grade ulilizing three (3) foot long,
decontaminated one (1) inch thick stainless steel probe rod. Ground water was observed in the
sampler rods at 29.5 feet below grade. Laboratory fesults indicate that all volatile, organic
compounds as well as Base neutral compounds found meet NJDEP GWQS. Lead was
discovered in the sample at a level of 5.6 mg/kg. The cutrent NIDEP standard is 5.0 mp/kg, With
the exception nf Lead, all Priority Pollutant metals meet cunvent NJDEP standards.

Sample GW-2 _
Sample GW-2 (AB86330) was taken neat the entrance to the subject site close 1o Gorgo Lant.

Closc to the southwestern comer of the subject site. The screen point sampler was advanced to 2
depth of 30 feet helow prade utilizing stainless steel probe rod. Ground water was observed in
the sampler rods at a depth of 26 feel below grade, Laboratory results indicate that sll volatile
organic cornpaunds as well 3s Base ncutral compounds found mect NIDEP GWQS. Lead and
chromium were discovered to exceed the current NJDEP limit. Lead was observed at 2 fevel of
9.6 mg/kg with current standard bLeing 5.0 mp/kg. Chromium was obscrved at a lcvel of 160
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Groundwoler lnvestigaticn
Cotawba Avenue
Newfield, Now Jerscy 3

mg/kg. The current NJDEP limit is 100 mg/kg. With the exccption of Lead and Chromium, all
Priorily Pollutant metals mect current NJDED standards.

Sample GW-3

Sample GW-3 (AB86331) was taken near proposcd building lot 6, along the proposed road, close
to the center of the subject site. The screen point sampler was advanced 16 a depth of 36 feet
below grade utilizing stainless stee] probe rod. Ground water was observed in the sampler rods at
a depth of 32 fect below grade. Laboratory results indicate that all volatile organic compounds as
wel{ as Base ncutral and Priority Pollutant Metals compounds found meet NJDEP GWQS.

Sample GW-4

Sample GW-4 (ABB6332) was taken near the proposed entrance of the subject sile close to
Catawba Avenue. The screen point sampler was advanced to a depth of 36 feet below grade
utilizing stainicss steel probe rod, Ground water was observed in the sampler rods at a depth of
33.5 fect below grade. Luboratory results indicate that all volatile organic compounds as well as
Basc ncutral and Priority Pollutant Mctals compounds found meet NJDEP GWQS.

4.0  CONCLUSIONS ANI) RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the sampling events conducted on May 5%, 2003 and May 9", 2003 two of the four
samples were found to meet GWQS. With sample GW-1 marginally exceeding the current
NIDEP standard for lead and semple GW-2 cxceeding the cutrent NJDEP cleanup standard for
Lead and Chromium, Revicw of a previous Phasc I of the subject site has indicated the presence
of a Nationa!l Priorities List Site to the West of the subject site. The site in question is the Shield
Alloy Corp site on West BLVD, Newfield, NJ, The site is know to have been the processing
location of alloys containing the raw materials: chromium, bismuth, copper, titanium, vanadium,
barium, calcium and aluminum. It is possible, contamination from the Shield Alloy site has
caused the increased chromium and lead levels found on the subject site.

Cliromiium las three stable forms in the environment Chromium metal, Chromium (IIT) and
Chrontium (VI) or hexavalent chromium. Chromium (lll) is require by the human body but
hexavalent chromium is dangerous to humans ifinhaled or ingested.

The subject site does demonstrate 2 small level on groundwater pollution. Due to the hexavalent
chromium and leads nature of being harmful if ingested or inhaled, soil semples should be taken
lo insurc that no human exposure may occur. A Well [{ead Restriction should also be scen as a
pDS$|bllxly to insure health and safcly by avoiding consumption of contaminated ground water. 1l
is understood that most residences in this area are cumently service by city water supply. It is
recommended that thig also be the case for potential homes in this area
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Hamptbn-Clarke, Inc. Fairfleld, NJ 07004

(973) 244-9770

veritech laboratories Federal ID: 222679402

Target Environmental Co., Inc.

Format: NJDEP-S

Project: Newfield
PO Number:

Sanples submilled on: 5/9/03
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AUBDR

Date: 5/29/03
HCI Project: 05091717

11us repovi 1t i brup report of resulls obtamed from our (ests of this matera@l Inhiew ol a lnrmd! contract gocument, tho 101!
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Robin Cousinean - Qualty Assurancy Director Stanley Gilewfez - Labornlf\'r ireclor
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May 6, 2003 -
Docket No. 04007102 License No. SMB-743
David R, Smith
Radiation Safety Officer
Shieldalioy Metallurgical Corporation
P.O. Box 768

Newfield, NJ 08344

SUBJECT: MEETING SUMMARY FOR THE NRC, SHIELDALLOY METALLURGICAL
CORPORATION (SMC) AND THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY MEETING ON
APRIL 16, 2003

Dear Mr. Smith:

This letter transmits the summary from the subject meeting held in Rockville, Maryland, which
was open (o the publlc. NRC had requested this meeting to discuss restricted release
decommissiohing optlons before SMC submits a revised Decommissioning Plan for its Newfield,
New Jersey site. Toples discussed included considerations for maintaining a possession-only
license, environmental review requirements for restricted release decommissioning plans, and
the phased approach to resalving deficiencies identified In SMC's Decommissloning Plan. The
meeling agenda, and licensee and NRC handouls are provided as Enclosure 1. They are also
accessible from the NRC web site athttp:/fwww,nrc.gov/reading-ny/adams. html.

NRC was represented by Region | and Headquarters management and staff. Also participating
in the meeting by telephone were representatives from the Slata of New Jersey, Department of
Environmental Protection, and one member frem the public. Enclasure 2 lists the attendees.

The meeting opened with introductions and a brief history of the SMC activiies authorized under
NRC License No. SMB-743, The facility has not conducted primary licensed activities since
June 1988. SMC's Decommissioning Plan for restricted release was received on Seplember
11, 2002, and was rejected as detailed in the February 28, 2003 NRC letter. During the
meeting, SMC reviewed its opltions for restricted release given the unlikellhood of transferring
ownership of the property to an acceptable third party. While the NRC staff is exploring
generically the oplion of a licensee maintaining a possession-anly license, SMC is considering
pursuing a storage-only license. NRC's possession-only licanse envisions campliance with the
restricted release requirements including the dose criteria. Howsver, SMC's storage-only
license request would allow retrieval of the slag to permit a beneficial re-use of the matenal,
because a permanent closure plan would not be cost effective to permit re-use.

The licensee also discussed its concern with the cost for a site~specific Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). SMC listed approximately thirty reports that had been previously submitted to
NRC or NJDEP, Including an Environmental Assessment to support the 1998 license renewal,
various site characierization reporis and remedial investigation reports, and the NRC's draft EIS

[
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for the SMC Cambridge, Ohio site that cost SMC approximately $1.5 million. SMC stated that
the cost-benefit analysis for each allernative that could also be applicable to the Newfield site
was properly evaluated for the Cambridge site. NRC staff discussed the need to examine the
impact or potentially affected resources at Newfield glven the proposed restrictions on
approximately 10 acres of land, The staff stated that in accordance with staff guidance
document NUREG-1748, a conclse summary of the site specific information from these past
reports, and a current evaluation of potential alternatives is required to be submitied for any

restricted release option.

The Stale of New Jersey offered their perspective of the SMC's Issue of re-use of the material.
Their experlence is that Shieldalloy has not been successful in finding a re-use of this material,
and that ofher NJ sites that had stored radioactive material in the past have resorted to offsite
disposal. The State also summarized their promulgated standard for persons planning to
transfer property in NJ, L.e., 15 mremlyr or if all controls failed 100 mrem/yr criteria. The resident
from Newfield stated that Newfield Is having problems with economlc development and that
there are other alternalives for clean-up of the entire site.

There were additional discussions on the phased approach to resolving deficiencles, including:

. Seek advice from affected parties. Best practices have Identified that this initial
involvement of parties takes roughly six months with additional periodic meelings.

- Determine required instifutional controls and plan costs to maintain.
. Perform eligibility test for dose assessment to support proposed alternative.
. Spend resources to justify site specific parameters that are sensitive.

Based on these discussions the licensee agreed to submit an action plan for development of a
revised Decomrmissioning Plan by May 16, 2003. NRC staff suggested routine monthly
telephone conferences with SMC, and additional fechnical meetings.

Should you have any questions regarding the enclosed, please contacit me at (610) 337-5205.
Sincerely,
Original signed by Marie Miller
Senior Health Physlcist

Decommissioning and Laboratory Branch
Division of Nuclear Matenals Safety

Enclosures:
1. Meeting Agenda and Handouts
2. Meeling Attendees

10
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cc w enclosures:

Jill Lipoti, Ph.D., Radiation Protection Programs, NJDEP
Donna Gaffigan, Superfund Case Manager, NJDEP
Ruth Vandegrift, Ohlo Department of Health

Loretta Williams, Newfield, NJ Resident

P.21
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February 28, 2003

Docket:No. 04007102 License No.  SMB-743
Control No. 132074

David R. Smilth

Environmental Manager.

Shicldalloy Mstallurgical Corporation
Aluminum Products & Powders Division
12 West Boulevard

P.O. Box 768

Nowfield, NJ 08344-0768

SUBJECT:  REJECTION OF DECOMMISSIONING PLAN FOR THE NEWFIELD FAGILITY
AND DENIAL OF THE EXEMPTION REQUEST TO POSTPONE INITIATION

OF DECOMMISSIONING PROCESS, CONTROL NO. 132074

Dear Mr. Smith:

On August 30, 2002, Shieldalloy Metallurgical Corporation (SMC) submitted Its
Decommissioning Plan (DP) for the Newfield Facility. SMC then submitted a Isfter dated
November 15, 2002, which requested an exemption that NRC staff defer taking action on
SMC's DP, while the NRC is reviewing its regulations and related guldance for restricted use
license termination, These two documents were discussed during the January 9, 2003
telephone conference with you, Carol Berger (your consultant), Marie Miller (of my staff) and
mo along with the noed to resubmit your application for the timely renewal of your NRC license.

Resulls of our review of the aforementioned documents and of our telephone conversation are
provided below:

Decommissioning Plan Acceptance Review

The NRC staff conducted an acceptance review of your DP using the guidancs contained In
NUREG-1757, Vol.1, Consolidated NMSS Decommissioning Guldance, and NUREG-1748,
Environmental Revisw Guidance for Licensing Actions Associated with NMSS Programs.
Based on this initial acceptance review, we determined that the DP does not contain sufficient
information for us 1o continue a more detailed technical review. Additional information is
required regarding such aspects of decommissloning as: your site-specific dose modeling, a
guanlitative site specific cost-benefit analysis to demonstrate that the proposed alterpative is As
Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA), specific institulional contrals for restricted release,
an agresmont by a competent party to assume control of and responsibility for maintenance of
ihe site, financial assurance, and advice from affected parties. This information is alsa needed
to avaluato the adequacy of your Decommissioning Funding Plan as it relates to your DP.

We recommend that you develop a revised DP using the NRC staff's phased approach that
would have you first focusing on resolving the deficiencies ragarding institutional controls,
financlal assurance, engineering cell design concepls, and advice from affected parties with

cv



APP~-DB-2004 11:23 P.23
HPK-UG-Uq [UE 11:44 AH FAaX NO. P. 21

D. Smith
Shieldalloy Metallurgical Corporation

respact to these issues, before ravising the other portions of your DP, To facilitate your revision
of the DP, we are enclosing the staff's preliminary comments on specific topics of your DP as
identified in Enclosure 1. As a first step in this process, we suggest that you plan aon meeting
with us in March 2003, to discuss thess deficiencies of your DP as submitied, as well as the
phased approach. Based on this meeting, you should provide a scheduls for submitting a

roviscd DP.

Exemption Bequest

Regarding your exemption requost, we find that you have not provided a sufficient basis for
approval of your request. Although the NRC is reviewing its regulations and related guidance
for restricled use, the 10 GFR Part 20 Subpart E, Radiological Criteria for License Termination
and associated guidance documents remain applicable. While there could be changes, as with
any regulation, the review process for a restricted release termination plan is lengthy and also
dynamic. We noed to balance the Impact of possible changes against the need 1o prevent
further delays to the decommissioning of the SMC Newfield site. We therefore are denying
your exemption request. However, as discussed above, as you evaluate and develop your
revised DP, we would be agreeable to having a lechnical mesting on issues associated with
meeling the restricted release criteria or an alternative crileria and dose modeling.

Tlmeiv Renewal

Tho remalning licensing issue we discussed was our consideration of your submittal of the DP
to be a renewal requast. Wa require a license renewal application for lhe ongoing remediation
aclivities being conducted under your extended license. Your application for renewal should
address the cumrent remediation activities, storage of license source material, and include your
Final Status Survey Plan for the areas that you Inlend to request NRC to amend your license.,
We request that your application for timely renewal be submitted by April 30, 2003.

If you have any question regarding this malter, pleass contact Marie Miller of my staff at (610)
337-5205 or by e-mall at mtm1 @nrc.gov. In accordance with 10 CFR 2.790 of the NRC's
“Rules of Praclice,” a copy of this letter and its enclosura will be placed in the NRC Public
Document Room (PDR) and will be accessibla from the NRC Web site at
hilpJ/www.nre.qov/reading-rm.html,

Sincerely,

Orlginal signed by Ronald R. Bellamy

Ronald R. Bellamy, Chisf
Decommissioning and Laboratory Branch
Division of Nuclear Materlals Safety
Enclosure:
1. NRC Staft Preliminary Comments on SMC
Decommissioning Plan



APR-08-2004 11:24 P.24
HPK-Ub-U4 JUE 11:44 AY FAX NO. P. 22

D. Smith _
Shieldalloy Motallurgical Corporation

NRC STAFF PRELIMINARY COMMENTS
ON SHIELDALLOY DECOMMISSIONING PLAN

DOSE MODELING

Saclion 5.2.2 Assessment Methodology assumes that the "agricultural farm famlly” scenario is
applicable. 1t also states that RESRAD Version 6.2 was used, and that it takes into account the
potential uses of the site and potential migratlon of radioactive materials through the
environment over time through both natural processes and human activities. Section 5.2.3
describos the input parameters, which were listed in Tables 17.6 -17.13. The following
Information Is needed to assess the adequacy of the exposure scenario and the dose modsling:

1. The exposure scenario Includes a situation in which the deed restrictions and prohibition of
building & residence near the storage pile fail, yet the cover and shape of the capped plle
remain intact. Please provide a justification for how the cell has been designed to withstand
erosion and ather activities or an exposure scenarlo should also be included that erodes the
cap through natural and human activities if the institutional controls and site maintenance were
to fail.

2. The exposure scenario as stated eliminated the diract exposure pathway by placing the
house 20 foet away from the contaminated area, and estimated an expasure of less than 10
microrem per hour above background. Please provide the basis for selecling a distance of 20
feel.’ In addition, provide a basis as to why exposure to direct gamma radiation from other
plausible scenarios should not be considered For example, the average member of the critical
group could be the family farm member engagling in outdoor activities, such as tending to crops
and livestock or recreational activitias such as {ishing in the on-site pond.

Pleass consider athor exposure scenarios where there could be land aclivities on top of the -
cngineered coll. For example, an exposure scenario ta a worker providing maintenance on and
near the cell, or an Intruder scenario because of loss of institutional controls, resulting in an
accupational ro-uso of the land over tha cell. Comparison of the results for modeling these
scenatios to the residential farming scenario should be included to demonstrata the reason for
selacting the residential farming scenario as the bounding scenario.

3. An exposure scenario for other areas of the site where licensed materials were used is not
addressed in the DP. The DP should address the dose contribution for the other portions of the
site to meet the overall dose limits for the site.

4. The input parameters used In Shieldalloy's analysls are primarily the RESRAD default
parameters. There was no sensitivity analysis to identify key parameters. Please provide the
justification for the values used for key parameters for the Newfield site. Note that information
determined based on past groundwater studies may be accaplable. NRC staff are available to
discuss appropriate methods for performing sensitivily analyses.

5. The Input parameters model an impermeabla cover remaining intact and not affected by
crosion or water runoff (water runoff coefficlent to 100%). Yet, input parameters erodo tho
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contaminaled slag pilo over time. Provide or reference the basls for why the engineering cover
would remaln in place. Also justify how the slag pile erodes with time, although the
impermeable cover is not sroded.

6. Tha partition coelficients were changed based on a referenced source. Gompare these K,
values to calculations of estimated travel times based on the uranium and thorium found in
ground-water samples from wells near the existing slag piles. Also, explain the basis for
inpulling the ground watet concentration as zero under the initial conditions.

BECOMMISSIONING ALTERNATIVES AND RATIONALE AND ALARA ANALYSIS

Seclion 6.2 stales, in pan, that the regulatory decision on the preferred decommissioning
alternative for another facility with simllar radioactive slag is equally applicable to the SMC's
Newfield facility. Howover, sile-specific factors and a thorough examination of other alternatives
wera nol presented. Section 7 states that the estimated cost of off-slte disposal was calculated
to bo approximately $102-112 million versus about $3.0 million for the on-site disposal options.
Please elaborate on the other altematives and explain the cost differences.

1. See 10 CFR 51.60 for the general requirements for a [icensee’s Environmental Report and
NUREG-1748 for developing a site speclilc Environmental Repori. SMC’s report can rsference
other reports, as applicable, but must also describe site specific features that are differsnt from
tho other referenced site where onsite disposal was considered an acceptable altemative. In
particular, alternatives considerad should address the summary of the impacts to the
community, such as land use, propearty values, and environmental justice within a 4 mile radius
of the center of the facility. Also, identify the potential impacts of the alternatives for the
contaminaled siag, soils and groundwater on the areas that are already impacted by the past
hazardeus chemical contamination, such as the ongoing groundwater treatment and offsite
restricted well area.

2. Examine other conservative allernatives, such as offsite disposal fo other facilities (compare
cost factors per ton or cubic feet), and offsite disposal of the soils and bag-house dust and its
impact of reduclion on the source term. For example, leachling of thorium and uranium from the
bag-house dust in comparison to tho slag, and the cost-benefit of the action.

3. Dovelop and submit a site specific quantitative cost-benefit analysis to support the in-situ
stabilization option as ALARA, since the chosen alternative is not the environmentally
prelerable alternative. The ALARA demonstration should be performed pursuant to Section 7
of NUREG-1727, NMSS Decommissioning Standard Review Plan,

RADIOACTIVE WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Section 12.3 sates that no solid or fiquid mixed wastes are expected to be generated during the
decommissioning process. However, a soil remediation plan ls under review by EPA, Please
stale whether any mixed waste could be generated from remediation of these soils in areas
impacled or potentially impacted by NRG regulated source material.
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ENGINEERED BARRIERS

Section 8.3 of tho DP describes a design concept for the engineered cell and cap, with steep
slopes and srnall top to preclude the potential for building a residence on top of the cell in the
future and therefore, precluding the resident farmer scenario. The cell dasign concept also
Includos the use of a geotextile layer o limit infiltration.

1. The DP states that the cell has been deslgned to meet New Jersey (see executive
summary) and NRC (see Section 8.3.3) requirements, that it is designed to last 1000 years,
and will prevent future erosion. However, specific guidance documents are not referenced.
Please do s0.

2. No basis is provided for the cell lasting 1000 years or preventing future erosion, especially
with steep 3/1 slopes. Furthermare, no basis is provided that the geotextile layer will last 1000
years or the affect on performance if it fails.

3. There is no discussion that the cell and cap have bsen designed not to rely on malntenance
or to preclude major cell failure and major repalr or partial replacement over the 1000 year time
period. Reference to NRG's Part 40 Appendix A engineered cell cap design guidance for
dosigning disposal cells within the objectives to last 1000 years with no reliance on
malntenance may be useful to considor.

The abova deliciencies are key concepls for the dose modeling scenario assumptions as well
as key assumplions underlying the financial assurance/funding estimate and potential long-term
financial liability concerns related to potential enginesared cell failure and repair costs.

MAINTENANCE OF SITE

Section 16.3 describes maintenance of the perimeter of the property and the entire Storage
Yard. It also states that when all plant operations cease, SMC intends the area would convert
to a wildlite sanctuary.

1. Doscribe any detriments associated with the maintenance of the institutional controls. For
cxample, discuss tha potential for vegetation growth or presence of hazardous wildlifa that
could prevent the completion of quarterly maintenance inspections or impact the engineered
cell, i.e., burrowing by animals.

2. Describe raintenance expected {or the engineered cap and nature trails after SMC
transfers title of the property. Include a discussion of the potential for and the cost of major
repair or partial replacernent of the engineered cell cap should the cap fail. Note the
relationship to the degree of design robusiness. For example, more robust design would result
in [ower reliance on maintenance and greater certainty that the cell cap will not fail and need
periodic major and costly repair. A less robust design may need greater funds set aside for
periodic major repairs.
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FINANCIAL ASSURANCE
Seclion 15.1 states that cosls of implementing this plan is $2,731,161 as shown in Table 17.14.

1. Please separate the cost of long term surveillance from the cost of site stabllization and call
construction.

2. Tho cost for site-stabilization and long term surveillance and maintenance of the cap, wildlife
area and nature trails for 1000 years was estimated at $781,300. Pleass show the cost for
long-terrn care on a yearly basls and the method used o determine tha total estimate (refer to
NRC guidanco to calculate this amount) assuming a duration of 1000 years. Also explain the
assumptions Used regarding the potential for requiring major repalr of the cell (see comments
regarding maintenance of the site).

3. Describe the financial assurance mechanism provided by the licensee or responsible party
jor an Independent third party to carry out the necessary control and maintenance activities.

4, Address whether costs for additional remediation/recovery actions related to being an EPA
National Priorities List site are assumed to be secured with the existing irrevocable stand-by

lotter of credit.

INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS (IC)

Scction 16.2 provides a summary of the varlety of institutional controls that will be implemented.

1. Explain how the proposal for the institutional controls are legally enforceable, such as the
authority to enforce and manner in which controls will be enforced. Inits DP, SMC praposed
the use of a deed notice after license termination while it remains the owner of the site. NRC
staff is concerned because a deed notice is not a legally enforceable type of institutional
control. Furthermore, SMC did not address enforceabllity of the institutional controls after
transler of ownership to some other government entity. Such institutional control plans must be
agreed to and documented in the revised DP.

2. Identify whether there is an agreement by an Independent third party to assume control of
and responsibility for the maintenance of the site.- Residual contamination at the SMC slte will
consist of uranium and thorium, both long-lived radionuclides requiring “more stringent” IC
according to the LTR SOGC. Although SMC proposed eventually transferring thelr site
ownership to some local or stale government entity, the DP did not discuss the capability or
willingness by any government cnlity to accept this responsibility in perpetuity. SMC must also
address the willingness of entities 1o accept the funds 1o be provided and that they are sufficient
for control and maintenance as well as resolving concerns over long-term liability due to
potenlial engineered cell/cap repair after transfer of ownership. Therefore, SMC has not
demonstiated that its proposal Is feasible.
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OBTAINING PUBLIC ADVIGE

Sectlon 16.4 states what public advice will be solicited and that it will establish a Restoration
Advisory Board (RAB). It also stated that meetings of the RAB will be held each quarter during

tho planning and implementation phase.

1. Because SMC with jts RAB most likely will develop the mechanisms for soliciting public
advice from the local patties, please outline in more detail what actions are planned or will be
taken to establish an RAB. As stated in Section 4, the RAB should be meeting during the
planning phase lo provide valuable input. NRC recommesnds that a site specific advisory board
(SSAB) or other effective methods be selected as soon as practical after the licensee notifies
NRC of ils intention to decommission and terminate the license. See NUREG-1757, Val 1,
Seclion 17.8 for additional guidance. '

2, Deccribe the administrative support and access to licenses studies and analysis pattinent o
the proposed decommissioning for the SSAB, Describe how the summary of the results of all

collective discussions and reports by the SSAB will be made publicly available.
3. Although SMC indicated general plans for future Interactions to seek advice from affected

parties, the DP did not include the results of interactions as required. The advice from affected
parlies should have been part of the Input that SMC used fo prepare its DP.

TOTFL P.28



