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SUBJECT: QUESTIONS ON SECY-90.25:
The following 1s in resporse *0 your questions in your August 15, 19
memorandum to Mr, Chilk on the propoced 1111nois amendment to 1t
’

Agreement.,

With respect to the possibility of differentia
and site-specific determinations, this goes to
hearing request and should be discussed with 0

o

As we stated in SECY-00.253;

"The staff i1s finding several of the se
stringent end in accord with Section ¢
purpose of finding | 3
compliance with st ry requirements so that et"(r 'y may be
relinquished lawfully to the State., |
staff exercised & progranmatic judgmer
reasonably ‘cr"(tc'!c circumstances,

O

t?f; vbetween :’(;rérwct*
he heart of Kerr-McGee's

b king the findings, NR(
hat, in the majority of
the sections weuld achieve @
leve)l of stabilization and containment, and a level of protection

tions discussed . ., . more
0 of the Act only for the
11inois program adequete, compatible and
¢
ma
t

i

of the public telth. safety, and the environment from radiologica)
and nonradiological hazards, which 15 equivalent to, to the extent
practicable, or more stringent than the level that would be achieved

Ly NRC's and EPA's requirements, The staff offers no opinion

whether, &5 applied to any particular site, the findings required b

the last paragraph of Section 2740 can necessarily be made."

Thus we have nmade no evaluation of the effects ¢
regulations to the West Chicago site. With this understanding, the
answers to your specific questions are:
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f applying 11linois’

With respect to the effect of more gentle slopes required by Sectior

332.220b)1) of the 111inois standards on groundwater quality beneath

the tailings dispose! embankment, NRC's Appendix A, Criteriun 4(c

states:

"Embankment and cover

.~

final stabilizetion to minimize e"f“' potential and to

provide conservative factors of safety assuring longterm

stability., The broad objective snoul d be to contour final
slopes to grades which are 2as close 2s possible to those
would be provicded 1f tailings were disposed of below grade:

slopes must be latively flat after

’

w! 1()




AbhOut 10 harids

ineral, slopes
re steeper s)
than Sh:ly C

be impracticat shou provived, and compensating factors

and condit eble should be
dentified

inois regulation Sect

"Embankment and cover slopes shal) be relatively flat after final

1 Adds ’ 4 . 43 .
stabvifzation to minimize the potentis) fron erosion and to provide

conservative factors of safety assuring long-tern stability., Fina)
slopes shall be cont
+

Oured 10 grades that are as close as possible
those which would be provided 1f Lyproduct materia) were disposed
Ow grade. Siopes shall not be steeper than 1C hori*ontal to 1
vertica).'

"
S
3 ]

presented in NRC's criterion, the slope standard allows flexibility
the l1icensee to propose fina) slopes steeper than 10h:1y and,

propriately justified, the licensee car propose slopes steeper thar

tlv. The 1111nois regulation does not provide for any slope steeper

- .

whon

n 10h:lv unless the State applied the general exemption provision in
section 330, For this reason, the staff considered this Section of the
11inois regulation to be more stringent than NRC's regulation. The
less steep slopes do provide a more stable tailings impoundment,
however, the less steep slopes may not be practicable et ¢ given site
and the State of I111nois hes net included the flexibility in NRC's

regulation,

Since nefither the NRC's nor the 111inois slope standard is based on the
§ 10 groundwater, the staff did not specifically address the
Proundwater impacts in comparing the slope standards. The slopes used
at many talslings impoundments currently in reclamation use gentle slopes
for the tops of the impoundments and the steeper slopes are used on the
embankment siopes. Only in those cases where the enbankment 15 made of
teilings would the differences in the stengards be of potentia)
grouncwater concern, In all other cases, the lengthened slope required
y the 111inois standard would be over areas where there are no tailings
nd, therefore, longtern stebility 1s the area which is changed by the
11irois standard. L ;

with respect to the effect of chemical tre
section 332.250b) on containment of hazard
tailings, NRC's Appendix A, Criterion °f,

of tailings required by
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nstituents within the

"in developing and conducting ¢

applicants and Yicensees shall 2ls
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I17inois' regulations Section 322.250b) states:

"Byproduct material shall be chemically and physically treated to
inmobilize or remove the contaminants,”

As stated in the 111inois' regulations, a licensee is required to
chemice1ly or physically treat al) tai‘fngs to immobilize or remove the
contaminants. This requirement to treat the tailings, in most cases,

will decrease the mobility of most hazardous constituents, See GEIS,
Appendix B, Section 4,3, The staff considered this section of the
1111nois' regulations, as worded, to be more stringent in that it requires
the chemice) or physical trestment of tailings even if there 1s no

benefit to such treatment. The feasibility of such treatnent at either
acid or alkeline leach circuit should be made on a site-specific basis

not generically as has been done by 1111nois,

2. We examined the 1114nois program and sing!ed out for evalustion e
requirements that appeared to differ from NRC's 1n any significant
respect. For those which differed, the staff exercised ts professiona)
Judgement as to their technical merit and effect upor sutabilization and
containment and protection of the public health and safety and
environment,

3. 11inois did not perform & technical enalysis to support their
differing requirements as meeting Section 2740, Mowever, the staff did
¢o an evaluation. Since we did not consider effects on Mest Chicago, we
did not examine alternative sites for West Chicago wastes., This
eveluation will need to await an actual proposal from 1111nois regarding
vhat to do with the waste,
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