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Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment for the Westinghouse
Amendment Request to Dismantle and Demolish the Hematite Facility Buildings

Title:
The title can stand alone, without labeling it as "SUBJECT". Consider including the city and
state in the title and eliminate the "LICENSEE" Heading.

Introduction:
1. Consider moving the first paragraph of the document to become the first paragraph of this
section ["The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is considering..."].

2. After this new first sentence, consider a sentence indicating that this consideration is being
supported by this EA and reference the SER document. Also, consider the need to reference
the GElS for the License Termination Rule. The brief check list offered in Appendix A of
NUREG-1748 identifies references applicable to building occupancy (structures) and soil, but
does not specifically address building demolition and dismantlement. The decommissioning
staff are in a better position to describe how the proposed action aligns with the GELS.

3. Following page 3-4 of NUREG-1 748, a brief discussion of the relevant NRC regulations
should be included. Alternatively, it is acceptable formatting to include this brief discussion
under a separate subsection of Section 1.0 (often, one of the last subsections).

4. Since the document is an EA, the last sentence of the first paragraph should be revised to
include the boldface wording, "...to evaluate the potential environmental impacts..."

5. Consider defining the terms "remediation" and "decommissioning" for the public in a
simplified few words.

6. The first sentence of the second paragraph, describing current remediation of residual
radioactivity, should be followed by a brief few words indicating that an environmental review
was conducted for this activity and reference the associated EA document (include in reference
list as well).

7. The last sentence of the section, describing the overall contamination at the site, raises
questions about what is happening to the remaining contamination and why it is not being
evaluated in the EA. Consider following this sentence with a sentence indicating that indicates
that decommissioning (clean-up) activities at the site beyond the building dismantlement and
demolition are expected to involve disturbances of the environment (terminology from p. 3-3 of
NUREG-1 748) that will be examined by the staff in a complex environmental review, with
accompanying safety, regulatory, and technical evaluations. Further, wording for this sentence
should be highlighted to OGC for review and consistency with the OGC decision on
segmentation of related actions for this site.

Proposed Action
1. According to p. 3-7 of NUREG-1 748 and standard EA formatting practice, this section it
typically formatted in the document as Subsection 1.2.

2. When the Environmental Impacts Section is revised, it should be checked against this



section to assure that any activities resulting in potential impacts that are mentioned in the EA
are described in the proposed actions section (see page 3-4 of NUREG-1748).

3. If available, the duration of the proposed action should be described (reference NUREG-
1748, page 3-4).

4. The fact that mitigation measures will be used should be briefly identified and the mitigation
section can be referenced for further details (see page 3-4, NUREG-1 748).

5. If not identified earlier in the EA, previous SERs and EAs for the site should be referenced in
this section. Consider identifying/referencing the CERCLA review in this section (see NUREG-
1748, page 3-4).

6. Consider revising the second sentence to explain why the statement that no sub-grade work
will be done and its relevance to the determination that no significant environmental disruption
will occur (phrasing from NUREG-1 748).

Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action
1. According to p. 3-7 of NUREG-1748 and standard EA formatting practice, this section it
typically formatted in the document as Subsection 1.1.

2. Consider defining and/or referencing 10 CFR to explain "unrestricted release" to the public.

3. Consider indicating how the licensee will be affected if an amendment is not granted
(reference NUREG-1748, page 3-4): out of compliance with NRC regulations; on going site
security of radioactive material to keep out both inadvertent and deliberate intruders; ongoing
monitoring and activities to limit releases off-site, etc.

Facility Description/Operating History (drafted as Section 2.0)
1. Descriptions in this section are more appropriate for discussion in other sections as
indicated in the following comments on Subsections 2.1 and 2.2. In short, EA standard
formatting does not provide for this information as Section 2.0.

Site Local and Physical Description (drafted as Subsection 2.1)
1. The first sentence, describing the facility location, is more appropriately identified under the
Proposed Action discussion (reference NUREG-1 748, page 3-4). Further, a standard practice
is to give the reader a map of the facility location relevant to the surrounding area and site area
diagram (e.g., where all of the buildings discussed in the EA are located). Consider simply
referencing applicable maps and site diagrams that were provided in publically available
documents to NRC, rather than regenerating these maps and diagrams in the EA.

2. The remainder of the paragraph describes the affected environment and is more
appropriately moved to a discussion of the affected environment. Consistent with the guidance
on page 3-4 for NUREG-1748, this discussion can move to the beginning of the Environmental
Impacts Section (if you prefer, you can label this as a separate subsection titled "Affected
Environment"). However, since the current format of the document is more in line with the
formatting on page 3-7 of NUREG-1 748, consider simplifying the overall document revision by
placing this information in a section titled and numbered as "3.0 Affected Environment."



Similarly, subsequent sections will need to be re-numbered (as indicated in subsequent
comments) to limit your revisions and maintain the standard formatting that is indicated in
NUREG-1748 (page 3-7).

Facility Operating History (drafted as Subsection 2.2)
1. As written, much of this information is best included with the affected environment
discussion.

2. Consider that only those buildings relevant to the EA should be discussed. A summary
listing of uses for other buildings can be provided. Public availability of the detailed descriptions
of buildings and history should be made clear; however, this information can simply indicated as
available for review and reference the appropriate publically available document.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action (drafted as Section 3.0)
1. Realigning your current format with NUREG-1748, this section should be re-numbered as
Section 2.0.

2. Consider clarifying the statement, "Additionally, the impact of the proposed action
encompasses the alternative action of decontaminating and maintaining the buildings on site."

3. Consider identifying the potential hazard of accidental human contact with the radioactive
material if left on site by means of either alternative identified. Also, consider identifying that
neither alternative provides for enhanced security of the radioactive materials that occurs when
the materials are removing them to a monitored disposal location for long-term disposition.

Environmental Impacts (drafted as Section 4.0)
1. The section numbering is consistent with NUREG-1748, page 3-7. However, maintaining
consistency with the NUREG-1748 guidance on EAs for simple actions (pages 3-4 and 3-5),
consider two separate subsections that separately address the impacts of the proposed action
and the alternative. Additionally, several of your sections will be more appropriately combined
as subsections under this heading. Overall, the format will be as follows:
4.0 Environmental Impacts
4.1 Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action
4.2 Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives to the Proposed Action
4.3 Cumulative Impacts Assessment (drafted as Subsection 4.1)
4.4 Mitigation Measures
4.5 Monitoring

2. This section will need to be reviewed after revisions resulting from the technical review of the
WEC Environmental Monitoring Plan.

3. Inconsistencies with the Environmental Monitoring Plan, as currently written by WEC, are
highlighted as a mark-up of the document that is being provided separately. Specifically,
statements in the Environmental Monitoring Plan that indicate potential impacts need to be
addressed. Amongst these statements is the description on page of the plan which states,"
The limits need to be identified and sources clarified, as they may or may not be radiological
(there is only one actual limit in 10 CFR Part 20, and it is for sewers).



4. Clarify/summarize where and how resuspension of dust/material from dried pond beds was
considered.

5. The SER and other supporting anal analyses (such as those completed by A. Mullins and
local economic effects) should be summarized and/or referenced. Further, the any bounding
conditions of the SER or other analyses should be summarized and/or referenced. In short, the
list of potential impacts in the second and third sentences of the section should each be
accounted for as a resulting in no significant impacts by summary explanation and/or
referenced analysis document. Similarly, the statements that the staff made a conclusion,
should be supported by a summary basis explanation and/or referenced analysis document.

6. As discussed with you previously, WEC and NRC appear to be using two different definitions
and sets of bounding assumptions for the term "meteorological data." Consider defining the
term and assumptions that NRC is making within the context of the EA.

7. Consider explaining/defining "central site tract" and clarify the concepts of tracts that the
licensee is using.

8. Consider explaining the significance of impermeable soil to the no-impact idea in an
understandable way for the public.

9. The EA needs to identify where commitments are made by identifying the appropriate
document(s) in a single sentence. This revision will support such as EA statements as "WEC
has committed..."

10. Consider adding appropriate NRC references for free release criteria, as mentioned in line 7
of the last paragraph on page 4.

11. The last sentence indicates that building characterization data and further pre-demolition
characterization data will be evaluated by WEC prior to demolition. As written, it reads as if
NRC did not have an idea of the source term at the point of this EA analysis and will go ahead
with the EA, regardless. This statement should be clarified and revised.

Cumulative Impacts
1. Consider adding, as the second sentence, a statement clarifying that past and present
remediation (as identified in the Introduction) were considered.

2. Consider inserting the words "and decommissioning" after "remediation" in the last sentence.
This will be consistent with the suggested revised wording in the Introduction and the fact that
NRC is reviewing a decommissioning plan for the Hematite facility at the same time this EA
process will be concluding.

Mitigation Measures
1. Consider explaining and/or referencing an appropriate document for the phrase "best
management practices."

2. The last paragraph talks about regulatory guidance. Specific guidance documents should
be referenced.



Monitoring (drafted as Section 6.0)
1. The WEC Environmental Monitoring Plan should be referenced and a brief explanation of
how the licensee's commencement of demolition and dismantlement is dependent on NRC's
approval of the applicable provisions of the plan.

2. As noted in previous sections, the EA needs to identify where commitments are made by
identifying the appropriate document(s) in a single sentence. This revision will support such as
EA statements as "WEC has committed..."

3. The last paragraph begins with, "Perimeter monitors to measure air borne radiation shall
be..." Consider that the use of the word "shall" is not be appropriate for an EA document,
unless requirements or license conditions are being described.

4. Inconsistencies with the Environmental Monitoring Plan, as currently written by WEC, are
highlighted as a mark-up of the document that is being provided separately.

Agencies and Individuals Consulted (drafted as Section 7.0)

1. This section now becomes Section 5.0.

2. Write out the wording for the abbreviation "SHPO" at first use.

3. The quote in the second sentence appears to be repeating previously stated information.
However, placement in this section appears more appropriate and previous discussion can be
limited and/or reference this section.

4. Consider that public confidence goals may be better maintained by removing the statement
that, "Coincidently, at this same time, NRC realized that the application was not reviewed by a
Health Physicist. NRC then conducted a complete technical review of the application." This
sequence and the fact that there were follow-on RAI are not essential to the EA and consulting
with other agencies. Rather, the RAI document and responses should simply be included in the
Reference Section and identified only as needed to explain the licensee commitments
discussions.

5. The last sentence references that RAIs were sent relevant to this EA. However, as written,
the statement raises the question whether or not this information was received and reviewed for
consideration during this EA process. Consider revising and/or clarifying this statement.

6. Names of individuals contacted should be identified (page 3-6, NUREG-1748).

Conclusions (drafted as Section 8.0)
1. This section now becomes Section 6.0.

2. Consider revising "exposures to workers" to "radiological exposures to workers." Further,
consider including the public in this statement for clarity and alignment with the first sentence.

3. The statement that no contaminated effluents will be released, will need to be revisited after
reviewing the WEC Environmental Monitoring Plan and RAI responses. Specifically, the plan
indicates otherwise at this time. Perhaps, future wording will need to be revised, for example,
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to indicate that no significant effluent releases of radiological material or other releases are
expected.

4. As presently worded, the first sentence is consistent with the first sentence in Section 3.6 of
NUREG-1748. Given the additional technical review of the Environmental Monitoring Plan and
potential changes to the section, please assure that the consistency with NUREG-1 748 is
maintained.

Finding of No Significant Impact (drafted as Section 9.0)
1. This section is removed from the EA. In short, this is not a decision that the staff can make
and legally represent in its EA document to the agency official. Specifically, the wording
"Finding of No Significant Impact," has legal implications that are reserved for a separate
statement that must published in the Federal Register. This finding is specifically reserved for
the agency official (typically the Deputy Director or Branch Chief) making the decision on the
action, after the information and conclusions in the staff's EA and supporting technical
evaluations are provided to him/her.

List of Preparers (also drafted as Section 9.0)
1. The section now becomes Section 7.0.

2. Delete the names Phyllis Sobel and Susanne Woods, as these are simply individuals
reviewing the EA. However, Alicia Mullins name should be maintained as she prepared
technical analyses and write-ups for the EA.

3. If the OGC legal counsels did not prepare specific sections of the EA, but simply reviewed
the EA, these names should also be removed.

List of References (drafted as Section 10.0)

1. This section now becomes Section 8.0.

2. Include those documents identified in the comments provided.

3. Standard Review Plans and other NUREGS (e.g., NUREG-1748) should be included
(reference page 3-7, NUREG-1 748).

4. NUREG-1748 recommends that ADAMS Accession numbers be included, if applicable, to
assist the public in finding relevant documents.


