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- This is in response o your letter of November 1C, 1900, requesting that
the U.S. Nuclear Regulatury Commission (NRC) initiate action by property
owners for the installation or uperading of fences at eight of the inactive
uranium mi1l tailings sites designated for remedial action under Title I

- of the Uranfum MIT1 Tailings Kadfation Confrol Act (UMTRCA) of 1978. )

e do not believe that 1t 1s the intent of the Congress in enacting the

. 1TRCA that NRC should require current owners to provide interim control
measures which may be needed at the inactive sites. Rather, we consider
it the clear intent of Congress for the DOE to be taking such action. The
purpose of Title I was for the federal government to take remedial action
at Tnactive sites where the obligetion or responsibility of current owners
did not exist or was uncertain. DOE was clearly identified in the Act as

it the responsible agency. For Tifle I sites, the NRC role is one of concurrence
with DOE remedial actions, not one of initiating remedial actionm.

The NRC staff has no specific information about conditions at the inactive
sites. Kith information that DOE was to develop under Section 102(b) of

Title | which states that within one year of passage of the Act DOE | S
"shal] assess the potential health hazard to the public from the residual : i
radicactivity at designated processing sites," DOE should have a basis ok
upon which to decide where interim access control or other remedial

measyres such 2s interim stabilization are needed and to take action. - i
The MRC staff previously has discussed with DOE the need for DOE to evaluate =
and take, 17 necessary, interim actions. (Please see Item 3 of the enclosed
minutes, dated lMarch 7, 19280, of an NRC/DOE meeting on the inactive sites oo
program.) The costs 2ssociated with taking any interim remedial action  E
should be small in comparison to those associated with the final tailings =T
disposal and site cleanup operations.

In order that HRC may appropriately perform its rale of concurrence in DOE
remedial actions, I would appreciate hearing from you concerning the action
DOE will take to provide neeced interim r-medial and control measures, based
on specific conditions at inactive sites, to protect public health and safety.
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