LABORATORY




Mr. Allan T, Mullins 2 May 28, 1993

I look forward to receiving NRC's comments on the enclosed material on June 14, 1993, as
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May 28, 1993

SUGGESTIONS AND GBSERVATIONS ON THE ENVIROCARE DRAFT EIS

ORNL’s suggestions to NRC for text changes to the Draft EIS, in addition to Appendix A, Responses
to Comments, are presented below.

GENERAL SUGGESTIONS

The following suggestions are made to improve the readability of the EIS, but not to address any
specific comment received on the Draft EIS.

® Where the NRC's responses refer to analyses conducted as part of the Safety Review and/or
where the reader is referred to the Safety Evaluation Report, NRC should, if possible, summarize
the relevant findings or environmental information and include that summary, thereby
strengthening the applicable responses in Appendix A.

® Clarifying materizl should be added to Sect. 5.2.8.4 in regard to worker protection from gamma
radiation doses; add the following paragraph at the end of the section, on p. 5.26:

"Worker exposure to gamma radiation will be mitigated by two design features. First, each
30 em (1 ft) of compacted soil covering in the disposal cells will reduce the projected maximum
ambient gamma exposure rate of 3.6 x 10”7 C/kg+hr (1400 uR/hr) by a factor of 10. Second,
steel construction equipment—such as trucks, bulldozers, and earth moving vehicles—will also
provide significant shielding and protection from gamma radiation.”

ADDITIONAL SUGGESTIONS FOR RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

ORNL suggests that certain responses would be strengthened by including a statement similar to
“Additional text has been added to Sect. X X.X in response to the comment.” In each of the items
helow, ORNL offers suggestions for new text to be included in the Final EIS.

® In response to Comment C2-3, changes are suggested to Sect. 5.2.8 to more clearly define the
dose calculation method and the implications of the calculated values. In Sect. 5.2.8.4, p. 5.25,
delete the last five lines on the page, beginning with the sentence "These estimated doses are
significant . . . ." Also, delete the first four lines at the top of p. 5.26, through ". . . residential
housing (see Section 4.1)." Replace the deleted material with five new paragraphs:

“These estimated doses were calculated by ratio and proportion from the Allowable
Limit on Intake in Appendix B of 10 CFR Part 20, using measured gross-alpha activity
values at the site boundary and on-site locations. These estimates are made for the period of
active disposal, and they represent the result of a string of assumptions purposely meant to be
conservative (i.e., not to underestimate the magnitude of any radiological impacts).
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® in response t0 Comment C3-4, changes are suggested to Sect. 4.8.2, p. 4.41° add the following
new paragraph to the end of the section:

“The Interstate is about 3 km (2 miles) to the north of the disposal area. The South
Clive site is about 1300 m (4270 ft) above sea level, but elevations of 1370 to 1670 m (4500
to 5500 ft) can be found nearby to the south, southwest and southeast of the site. This local
topographical relief provides a visual backdrop for the site when viewed from the Interstate.
The existing Vitro site—which includes an above-grade mound—is not easily noticeable from
the Interstate. Although the proposed Eavirocare disposal mound would be somewhat
higher, it would have the same general visual impact as the Vitro site."

® In response to Comment C3-12, changes are suggested to Sect. 2.3.2.3, p. 2.9; add the following
sentence to the end of the first paragraph:

"Any sludge in the evaporative tanks will be properly disposed.”

® In NRC’s response to Comment C3-6, it is unciear how the proposal in the comment "would
reduce the amount of material which can he disposed in the cell without providing a
corresponding increase in the stability of the material disposed.” No supporting discussion is
contained in the EIS.

ORNL suggests that NRC add new text to the EIS regarding this conclusion. A related
conclusion—about Alternative 2 requiring a greater amount of acreage to dispose of the same
volume of waste as Alternative 1--is contained in Sect. 2.2.2. Section 3.2 contains a similar
conclusion: Alternative 2 would have a lower disposal rate per unit of land area than
Alterative 1. Both of these latter conclusions appear to warrant brief explanations that are not
now included in the EIS.

® In response to Comment C3-13, changes are suggested to Sect. 2.3,2.6, Support Facilities,
p. 2.10; add the following new paragraph at the end of the subsection on Decontamination Areas:

“The Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations for removable contamination and
gamma doses for transportation containers are codified in 49 CFR Part 173. The state of Utah
also has decontamination requirements that are, in some cases, more stringent than DOT"s. Prior
to exiting the site, trucks and rail cars used in transportation of disposal material will be
radiologically surveyed and decontaminated to satisfy the state of Utah regulations."

® In response to Comment C3-14, changes are suggested to Sect. 2.3.2.6, Excavated Materials
Area, p. 2.12; add the following one-sentence paragraph just before the last existing paragraph of
the subsection:

“The overburden and topsoil stockpiles will be protected from erosion by chemical
suppressants or by a vegetative cover."
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Appendix A

COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
AND THE RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS
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DRAFT Responses to Commentis on the DEIS

R2-1.

R2-2.

A3

Section 4.6 states that in 1890, the ciosest residents

* lived 24 to 32 km (15 1o 20 miles} to the northeast of
the site.” The release of a large quantity of waste-product
15 not a credible event, and an emergency warming System
is therefore not needed for on site releases. However,
because a spilt of 11e.{2] byprodu .« matenal is possible,
clean-up procedures will be in #*Icct ta imit potential
exposures. In addition, emerpency plans will be prepared in
accordance with Department of Transportation
requirements for potential accidents 2long off-site
transportation corndors.

In regard to the data in Tabie 4 3, the table simply shows
that no people hve within § km (3.1 mules} =f the site, but ot
contams no information regarding the number or location of
people hving outside that zone.

No regulatory gudehnes have been established concerning
the acceptabie limits of radation exposure for the
protection of species other than humans. Itis, however,
generally recognized that the imuits for humans are also
conservatively protective for those species.

The NRC staff agrees with the assusnption that by providing
measures 1o adequately proteci human health agamnst any
adverse radiological impacts, envionments! systems waill
also be adequately protected.
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Appendix A DRAFT Responses to Comments on the DEIS

R2-5.

As stated in Sect. 5.2 8.4, doses 10 off-site indinviduals are
expected to be neghgible. Potential radiation doses to
casual visitors 1o the area (such as hunters, campers, and
recreational vehicle users) would also be neghgible due to
the combination of the small doses boyorkd the site
boundary and to the small exposure time, if any, for such
indwviduals.

Dunng any dusty activities associated with disposal
operations, the apphcant will be required to perform off site
measufements 10 ensure that any potential exposure to
oft-site individuals does not exceed the hmits of

40 CFR Part 152,
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Appendix A

DRAFT Respenses to Comments on the DEIS
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VIA CERTIFIED RAIL

Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch
Divis ‘on of Freedow of infersation

and Publication Services

Maii Stop P-22)

U.5. Nuclear Rsgulatory Comaission
Washington, DC 20858

Re: Comments of US fcolegy, Inc. on ths ¥uclear
Reguiatory Commission's Draft Eovirommestal Impsct
Statemant gevirocsres of Utah, Imc.'s
Licerss Applicetien to Dispose cof lle. (3}
Syproduct Matecials

Dear sSair:

Piease {ind enclosed a revised version of the Comments of
US Ecology, Inc. on ths Nuciear Regulatory Commission's Orafr
Envirenmenta! lspact Statement Hegarding Envirocare of Urah,
Inc.'s License Application to Dispose of lle. (i} Byproduct
Matarials. A previous version of this docusent was supplied
to you on April 3¢, 1993, however, 1t contained saveral
iradvertant errors, which are corrected in the current version
found hersin.

1 apologize for asy inconvenience this say have caused
you. In order to avoid confusion, I suggest you discard the
previcus version supplied to you.

As always, please call if you have any guestions or
comments regarding these materiais.

Very truly yours,
L o sl
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C3-2

COMMENTS OF LS ECOLOGY. INC_ON THE
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION'S
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
REGARDING ENVIROCARE OF UTAH, INC ‘s LICENSE

APPLIC A TION TO DISPOSE OF lle (1) BYPRODUCT MATERIAL

Goneral Comments.

US Ecology regrets that 1ts comments on the Draft
Environmentsl lapact Statemsnt (UEIS) regerding
Envirocare of tUtan, Inc. 's application to dispose of Ligh
volume low-activity, !le.{2] by-product asterial are
tiled after the date comments were due (April 2s, 1993
The notice of availability of the OFEIS published by the
Nuclesr Fegulatory Commimsion (NRC) (58 Fed. Heg. lissz.
February 216, 1991), contained no date by which comments
would be dues. The notice of the due date for commants
was published by the Environsental Protection Agency
(EPA] (98 Fed. Reg. 13%97, March 12, 1993) in a tiny
plurd that provided s difficult to find and contfusing
vehicle for public notice of the tise (rase for filing
comments. In any event, US Ecology appreciates SRC's
stated willingness to consider these comsents.

1S Ecology cbasrves that in evaluating Altarnstive i (an
above-ground esbankment) and Alternative 2 (3 below-

around eapanksent) for disposal at the South Clive, Utah

o ARLY . DA AS0 BeRt Al

Appendix A DRAFT Responses to Comments on the DEIS

R3-1.

R3-2.

AT

The schedule allowed the comments of Perkins Coie to be
ncluded in the FEIS.

As stated in Criterion 3 of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 40,
. . . below grade disposal may not be the most
environmentally sound approach, such as might be the case
if 3 groundwater formation is relatively close to the
surtace.” As discussed in Sect. 3.6.1, the depth to
groundwater was the major concern with ali of the
alternatives evaluated. Conformance with Cnterion 3 s
addressed in the Safety Evaluation Report.



C3-3

C3-4

U84 Sa EEA A L

site, the CEIS maxes ro reference to thae fact Thet ander
Crivefrion ) in D C.F.R. Part 40, Appendix A, The “prine
LEAgn™ for disposal of tailings is delow grade dispossi
DEIs 2-3=.5) The DELS serely indicates that
Alternative i while visbie. is not preferied Lacause the
design plesces the waste closer to the water table (i.e
C“ithAn five lset] and would reguire 3 greater smount of
screaage to dispose of the sase volume of vaste

incCrassing unit costs and land reguiresents.

The altercatives tnat are sddressed are rather cut and
dried and the solution Tto tha “quUestions” presentes seens
to be a forgone conclusion., For exasplie, the DEIS also
(ndicates that no “detailied desigh™ was even made for
Alternative I This hardiy constitutes a rigorous
explianation of why the “prime opt ion* jor sonpe

modification thetresf) .5 so csavalierly brushed aside.

Placing the rtailings below grade st the proposed site
could be important because it IS located within a few
nundred seters af & =2jer U.S. Interstate Highway :1-80}
A high-profile site reclaimsed with rock rip-rap not
cthervise avaiiable (n the sres sight prove o be an
stiractive nuisance which would lure inadverzent
intruders whe could scceas an unpatrolied and unguarded

site and rescve the rock for perscnal use.

Appendix A

DRAFT Respenses to Commeits on the DEIS

R3-4.

A8

Consideration of the "prwme option” of below grade disposai
i Critenon 3 1s not a NEPA requirement and does not
preciude another option from being Wentified as the
“preferred alternative.” The DEIS does consider and
evaluate other alternatives to the proposed action, as
required by NEPA_ The levei of detailed and/or concepiual
designs tor each aiternative were adequate for the purpose
of determining the extent and magnitude of potential
environmental impacts, as well as for companng mmpacts
among and between alternatives. See also the response (o
Comment C3-2.

The proposed Envirocare facility and the compieted Vitro
facidity are remote from travelied roads and wiil both
eventually be fenced and under the contral of the
Department of Enesgy or the State of Utah. The fences will
be clearly labeled with signs ndicating that radiacuve
material is present; this will provide a deterrent for any
casual visitors to the site.

The Interstate is about 3 km (2 awles) to the north of the
disposal area. The South Clive site is about 130C m
{4270 #1} above sea level, but elevations of 1370 1o
1670 m {4500 1o 5500 {1} can be tound nearby to the
south, southwest and southeast of the site. This local
topographical rehef provides a visual backdrop for the site
when viewed from the Interstate. The existing Vitro
site —which is mostly an above-grade mound —is not easidy
noticeable from the Interstate. Although the proposed
Envirocare disposal mound would be somewhat hugher, it
would have the same general visual impact as the Vitro
site.
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C3-6

C3-7a

RRT YRR N R ] i el

There should at least be an in~depth discussion of the
trade-ul! batween placing the bottos of the fscility
dithin five feet of the groundwatar., which s of notably
poor guality (DEIS at ¢ 12), and the ercsion potentisl
associated with & sound that i1s 44 feet above the
surfsce. Additicnally, there is no discussion of «hather
or not a4 sodified, shallover Delow-grads disposal
alternative that would rasult in sore of a buffer betwveen
'he racility Liner and the groundwster, and that would
accordingly result in a iower profile surface sound

would be a preferable vptaion.

for example, the cell could be designed using a balanced
cut-and-fiil to ensure that a significant purtion of the
tailings wili be place telow grade. The additionai
excavated soil saterials couid be used O construct
protective containment berms around the cell that would
provide some degres of wind protection {and thus reduce
dusting potential) and prevent the release of tailings
should the site experience a2 large-sagnitude

precipitation event (e.q. . the PMP).

NRC should also factor into this anaiysis whether
tnvirocare shouild instail a state-of-the-art [:iner system
pursusnt to Criterion SA{lj. The instaliation of a
double iiner systeam with attendsnt drains would

tfacilitate placesent of the taliings in close proxiasty

o L1 L

Appendix A

DRAFT Responses to Comments on the DEIS .

R3-5.

R3-6.

R3-7a

A9

As discussed in Sect. 3.6.1, the provision of a large bLiutter
distance between the bottom of the faciity and
groundwater was an important factor in distinguistung
between Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. Section 2.3.3.3
discusses wind and water erosion of the proposed
embankment; because of the arid nature of the South Chve
site, erosion of the cover mound —especially @ mound
protected by rock armor—is not expected to be significani.

The proposal n the comment would reduce the amount of
material which can be disposed in the cell without providing
a corresponding increase in the stability of the matenal te
be disposed. The design of Alternative | does prowide such
a balance.

Cut-and-fill placement of the disposal matesial is planned.

Cntenon 5A({1) apphes tc "surface impoundments”™, which
are defined n Appendix A of 10 CFR Part 40 as natural and
man-made facilities designed to hold an accumulation of
liquid wastes or wastes containing free hquids. The
proposed disposal facility is not a surface impoundment
because it will not receive hiquid wastes or wastes
containing free liqunds. Therefore, compliance with

10 CFR Part 40, Appendix A, Criterion BA, is not required
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Appendix A

DRAFT Responses to Comments on the DEIS

larger then 40 scres, This i3 clearly an issue that the

£18 should address.

R3-9.

cs_s The pruposal includes a significant buffer 2one (100 fest
petwesr the closest edge of any esbankaent and the
sJutside site boundary or property line), as wveil as a
puffer rone of 100 feel betvesn the closest edge of any
capankment and Tthe Vitro site fence. (£IS 2 9). Tha LIS
slse indicates that the perimseater Serm during
construction would be replaced by & periseter ditch, four
feet deep and forty feet vide sround the tail:ngs
impoundsent . US Ecology wonders wnethar there has been »
written affirsation by DO£ thst it will take title to the
berm andjor the buffer zrones at the Tise of finail
~losure., The DEIS merely assumes that site ownersnip
wiil be transferred to DOE ang that DOE wiil asccept it
IDEIS at 9.34). The gquestion is: “Yhat coastitutes the

“site?™

this issue does not appear to De discussed in the DEIS

although it is & question of some significance

considering the fact that there are sultiple sites at the

South Clive facility. The sites inciude the DOE Vitro
site, the proposed lle.12) site, a HOBRM / Low-ievel

' Radicactive Waste (LLRW) disposal Site (which is not
ouned nor committed to be owned by either the State of

Utad or the Federal Government) and & mixed waste

: SN N DAN S 180 Oy

|
A1l

Section 83 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1354, as amended,
and Criterion 11C of Appendix A to 10 CFR Pant 40
requires Federal or state cwnership and custody of a site
after closure. The Department of Energy (DOE)} is presently
the designated Federal Agency for this role. It is clear that
DOE understands its responsibilities to take the site for
long-term custodial car2, if the state of Utah does not. The
DE'S only discusses the 11e {2] site. Long-term
respensibility tor the other separate adjacent disposal sites
{NORM and LLW) is not an appropriate part of the
environmental assessment made in the DEIS.

The penmeter ditch around the site would be part of the
erosion protection system and as such, would be included
in the area to be taken into custodal care by DOE. A
penmeter road and fencing, if constructed. would also falt
wito this category. Any larger buffer zone can be used by
Envirocare to show comphliance with standards {primarily
10 CFR Part 20j during the hife of the facility, however,
post-closure compliance does not require the use of this
buffer zone.






c3-n

Miil Ta:lings Sites (August, 1590)." Current Title 1!
licensses all wvers recently reguired to revise their
propesed reclasation plans in iight of NRC's Final statt
Technics' Position, and & discussion of how the
Envirocare proposal wou!d comply with NRC's current
stabiiization criteris would appesr *o be appropriste :n
An NRC DELIS.

Specific Commante.

1 The DELS contains scant discussion of the proposed
seven-foot thick clay cover to be scceptasble, the

cover should both red radon

ien to
acceaptabls leveis and vetard the infiltraticn of
soistere from precipitation. The second point s
important because EnViIrocars proposes 'o use & rock
armor as the final cover. The rock armor will ace
a8 & mulch and ¢ill trap and hold soisture from snow
and rainfall that would othervise hiow sway or
evaporats. It is therefore liksly that the cover
vould gquickly saturete, even under the low areal
precipitation. Once satursted, soisturs would
infiltrate through the cover and recharge the
tailings. The satursted tailings would then become
s long-terwm source of sespage and ground-water

radionuciide contamination.

VIR DA By ol R
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Appendix A

DRAFT Responses to Comments on the DEIS

R3-11.

A3

Section 2.3.3 describes the use of a 15-cm (6-inch} fiter
zone beneath the rock armer; this filter zone is intended to
drain much of the accumulated precipitation. In addition,
Sect. 2.3.3.3 describes the top of the embankment to be
convex with a gentle {2% or less) slope to promote
drainage. These design features are discussed further in
Sect. 5.3.4.

Because of these design features —and the high evaporation
and the low annual precipitation rates in the vicinity of the
site —there is little basis to assume that the cover will
saturate quickly.

in regard to long-term seepage, see the response 10
Comment C3-7b.

Y.
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Appendix A

DRAFT Responses to Comments on the DEIS

Section 3.3.).1 Water.

The DELIS dismissas the potential for significant
recharge of the tailings due to infiltration.
However, U . S. Ecology is svare that DOE sites
reciaimed with rock covers in arid aress of the west
have experienced significant recharge thought to be
causmed by the rock protection used to -;oeluto the
pilas for the long tars, Further, experience using
the EPA MELP msodel at DUE sites indicates around |/2
inch of nflltration (recharge) would occur each
year at the Clive arsa. assusing & vegatated
surface. However, the Cllve site willi be protected

with rock which msay enhancs recharge. Nonetheless,

1t one vatively 1/2-1neh of
techarge psr year. the tailings would resaturate
sfter relatively few years because of the relatively
low tailings porosity. The resatursted tailings
would then begin to ssep and sventusiiy saturate the
liner. Further, if the prucessed clay |iner
proposed for the cell bottos is significantly iess

persesble than the cover, the cells will become

*bathtuba®™ and vate page by creating »

significant driving head. , BRC's arg s

Are ROt very convincing, especislly given (ts own

11081 ) AR 1 ey ot 1 L

A6

R3-16.

See the response to Comment C3-11 in regard 1o the
infiltration of moisture from precipitation.

See the response to Comment C-7b n regard to long-term
seepage.

The bottom hner is designed to have a hydraulic
conductivity that is at least equal to the hydraulic
conductivity of the cover. The applicant will be required to
address the bathtubbing effects and demonstrate, prior to
NRC's issuance of a hicense, that an unacceptable head
buitd-up will not take place in the disposal cell.

Detailed consideration of this issue is being conducted as

part of the Safety Review; further information can be tound
i the Safety Evaluation Report.

o
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Appendix A

DRAFT Responses to Comments on the DEIS

overtriding concerns with infiltration at Title 11

sites

R3-17
1.3.1.2 Radon Barrier.

As noted previously, the rock cover that will
ostensibly reduce porential drying of the
recoapacted clay will actually sct as a water
congserving auich and thus prosote saisture

intiltration

Placing clay sateriails in 12 inch loose Lifts has
genaralliy besn frowned on Dy NRC at Title il sites.
NRC usually prefers "o ses covers placed in locse
l1i1fts that do not excesd nine-inches and cospact to
6 inches. Further, piacing the clay sateriai in
thicker iayers msay reguire that the [icenses test
more fregquantly to assures that they sttain 35
percent of smaxisum dry density. It is not clesr
whether NRC finds thess proposed constructicn
specifications acceptabie for this sive or why.

This issue shoulid be clarified in the DEIS.

LR RRS DA (0 ey -Li=- T ]
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R3-18.

See the response to Comment C3-11.

Construction via 30-cm (124nch) thick loose layers of
contaminated matenal will be satisfactory when the
required degree of compaction is attained (not less than
95 percent of maximum dry density, as discussed in
Sect. 2.3.3.2).

Detailed consideration of this issue is being conducted as
part of the Safety Review; further information can be found
in the Safety Evaluation Report.







C3-23

C3-24

e

C3-25

Bection «.4.1.3 Synthetic Plood Anslyees

The FHP analysis says nothing about the avility of
the site to contain and/or sveporste the
“ontasinated vater that would asccumulate if the PMpP
were to coccur during operaticns. Also, NRC has aot
analyzed runcff velocities across the site, the
tailings or the ceil berms during operations. SRC
should correct this deficiency. Further, if berss
are not constructed to the full height requiresd to
contain the disposed taitlings and PMP rainfall, the
resuiting runoff could erode and releass

significant guantity of tailings.

Also. as menticned previcusly. the proposed ceil has
"o drain to effect tailings dewatering. The porsus
tailings will inevitably absorb soisture during even
intidantal precipitation events and would absord
significant gquantities of water if a iarge
precipitation event were to occur. This soisture
would return to the cell liner. HNRC should sxamine
this sppearent deficiancy and ensure thHat the design
will comply with its 10 C.F.R. Section 40, Appendix

A, criterion SA reaquiresents

US Ecology notes that the DEIS Jdoes not contain any

Aassessment of vhather or not the facility will
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Appendix A

DRAFT Responses to Comments on the DEIS

R3-23.

R3-24

R3-25.

A2
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in regard to the ability of the design to contan and/or
evaporate water, see the response to Comment C3-15.

As stated in Sect. 2.3.2.8, a discussion of runoff velocities
and flow rates from severe rainfalt and flooding was
included in the analyses contained in the apphcant’s
Environmental Report.

See the responses to Comments R3-8 and R3-11.

Crterion S5A of Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 40 s not ;
applicable. Detailed consideration of thus issue s being

conducted as part of the Safety Rewview; further information

can be found in the Satfety Evaluation Report.

Regulations contained n 40 CFR Part 61 specifically state
{in Paragraph 250) that " . . this subpart does not apply to
the disposal of tailings.” Controi of residual radiwactivity
will be done n accordance with regulations in

40 CFR Part 192.

Furthermore, compliance with 10 CFR Part 20 is addressed
in the Safety Evaluation Report and will be demonstrated by
either measurement {monitoningl or calculations. The
apphcant is required to be in comphance with

10 CFR Part 2C to obtain and keep a license. These
requirements will ensure that the applicant will comply with
radiological dose critenia at all times.



‘omply during operations with the radon esission
limit (20 pCi/mf¥/s) contained in 40 C.F.R. Section

cs-zs £§1.23%2(0a) in addition, the DEIS states that, in
generai, “site specific assessments of potentia:
radiclogicel impacts fros the proposed Envirocare
lle (2) by-product sateriai disposal facility are
not sutficiently advanced to esTtisate occupational
and public doses with confidence.” (DEIS at 5.14)
Indeed, the estimated radiological ispacts appear to
rely entirely upen tha analysis prepared by DOE for
the Vitro facality (DEIS at S ié~-.17). The
discussion of DOE's evaluation appears o rely
primarily on potentiai radiciogical ispscts at the
Vitre facility after closure as the fiuy rate from
uncovered tailings st Vitro was assumed to be on the
crder of 560 pCi/m/i/8. This number would greatly
exceead EPA's coperational flux limit of 20 and the
DEIS assumes that final cover will begin to be

applied about 4 or 5 years after facility operaticons

begin.

c3_z7 Further, it 19 evident that the radiclcgical impact
sssessment appears substantially deficient when
compared to similar assessments performed by
applicants for uranium milling licensas. Since the

site is essentially a ursniue m1ll tailings disposal
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Appendix A

DRAFT Responses to Comments on the DEIS

R3-26.

R3-27.

A20

The estimated radiological impacts evaluated in the DEIS for
the proposed disposal facility were based on actual
environmental and occupational monitoring data for the
Vitro facility reported during the period of dispus. activity
before the talings were covered. The DEIS impact
assessment took into consideration the anticipated source
terms of the 11e.(2) matenal; however, it is not possible to
predict with precision the exact radionuchde mix of the
matenal that will eventually be disposed. For this reason,
the DEIS approach relied on the Vitro expenence and
moditied it as appropriate for the anticipated 11e.(2)
byproduct matenal.

40 CFR Part 192 establishes the apphicabie radiological
standards for process operations, as well as for the period
after closure. "Dase limits® apply to the former, while
"radon flux rates” apply to the latter. The DEIS
appropriately utihzes radon flux rate values to describe
potential impacts following closure of the facility.

The radiological assessment and analysts in the DEIS was
presented to assess potential environmental impacts, not to
address compliance with radiological dose regulations. The
NRC considers the analyses in the DEIS 1o be adequate; see
alsc Comments C1-1 and C1.2.
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rocare site i Utah.

CA-1 Please license the Envi
Please expedite the license of Envirocare at Clive, Utah
| urge you 1¢ grant the license to Envirocare of Utah as

soon as possible.
Please ensure @5 approva! of the Envirocare license-

A23

“THORIUM A
Ra-1.

The comments are noted.




