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UNlTED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION II 

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING 

NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10278-0012 

Mr. Gary C. Comfort, Jr. 
Division of Fuel Cycle Safety 
and Safeguards, NMSS 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Washington, DC 20555-0001 

Dear Ivir. Cornfort: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission's (NRC) April 6, 1994 draft scoping 
process summary report (SPSR) for the environmental impact 
statement (EIS) on the decommissioning of the Shieldalloy 
Metallurgical Corporation's (SMC) plant, in Newfield, New Jersey. 
The SPSR report discusses the key issues and conclusions reached 
during the scoping process for the development of the project's 
EIS. Based on our review, we offer the following comments. 

As part of our continuing review, EPA requested supplemental 
information from the NRC related to our preliminary determination 
that the slag piles at the SMC's Newfield plant constitute a 
federally-permitted release. The NRC's March 4, 1994 response 
to our February 1994 scoping comments, the 1977 license 
application for renewal and its supplements, and the SPSR provide 
additional information on this issue. Although the SPSR and the 
March 4, 1994 response letter conclude that the slag piles 
represent storage of material under the NRC license (i.e., not a 
release), the 1977 license application also refers to the slag 
piles as "slag dump areas" and "slag disposal areas". 
?-':e?. tfi?+ l t d . l ~ ~ c i . n : l l  a n d  'Id isposinqfl are included in the 
definition of release presented in Section lOl(22) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act of 1980 as amended by the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986. Accordingly, the NRC should provide 
further justification for its conclusion that the slag piles are 
not a release. 

It must be 

In a relatec? matter, samples collected and analyzed as part of 
EPA's response action have detected Thorium 232 (Th-232) in soil 
within and outside of the SMC property line. It should also be 
noted that two of the samples exceed NRC standards for 
unrestricted use. However, the sampling is not sufficient to 
delineate the areal extent of the elevated contamination levels. 
With this in mind, we believe that the decommissioning EIS must 
include additional soil analysis that will facilitate regulatory 
decisions regarding the material beyond the SMC property line. 
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1993 notice of intent stated that the document would 
stabilization and disposal of radioactive waste in 

three piles of ferro-columbium slag at the SMC plant. In 
addition to these piles, there is a large volume of ferro- 
vanadium slag on-site that has been identified in scoping 
documents and during an April 21, 1994 site visit to the 
facility. 
source material, and as such, is not subject to its 
decommissioning process. Nevertheless, ferro-vanadium slag on- 
site has been contaminated with Th-232. With this in mind, we 
reiterate our February 4, 1994 recommendation that the EIS fully 
evaluate the nature/extent of radioactive contamination on-site. 
Further, we suggest that the EIS provide a map delineating the 
location of all by-product material on the premises and discuss 
the original radioactive concentration of the vanadium ore and 
the cause of contamination levels existing in the ferro-vanadium 
slag. 

The NRC has indicated that ferro-vanadium slag is not 

A s  t h e  November 18, 1993 supplementary information to the NRC's 
notice of intent indicates, on-site stabilization of the slag 
material is inconsistent with NRC's requirements for 
decommissioning. Accordingly, we reiterate the need for a 
comprehensive evaluation of the on-site treatment methodologies 
being considered in the project's EIS. Moreover, we suggest that 
the draft EIS discuss methods of institutional control that will 
provide long-term management of the SMC site that would be 
protective of public health and the environment. 

Lastly, the draft SPSR states that SMC has no intent to close the 
Newfield plant in the foreseeable future. In fact, SMC has 
apparently applied to the NRC for a renewal of its current 
license. 
environmental assessment (EA)  for the June 2, 1992 SMC license 
renewal request; the EA is expected to be issued in mid-1994. 
With this in mind, we recommend that the NRC in its final SPSR 
clarify the relationship of the decommissioning EIS to the 
relicensing EA. 

The SPSR states that the NRC is developing an 

EPA appreciates this opportunity to coordinate with the NRC to 
identify environmental and public health issues related to the 
decommissioning of the SMC Newfield plant. 
questions concerning these comments or wish to convene a meeting 
to discuss any EIS-related issues, please contact Mr. Joseph 
Bergstein at (212) 264-6677. 

Should you have any 

Robert W. Hargrove, Chef 
Environmental Impacts Branch 

cc: D. Gaffigan, NJDEPE 


