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By Mr. David Hunt -2~

If you have any questions or need further information, please contact me at
(301) 504-2522.

Sincerely,

ﬁ!iginnl gigned wy

Meg Harvey, Project Manager

Decommissioning and Rogulatory
Issues Branch

Division of Low-Level Waste Managemert |
and Decomnissioning

Office of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards

i

Owain Baer, ODH
Jeanne Criffin, US EPA
Steven N. Rappapert
Michael A, Finn 1
Richard (. Way |
Craig R, Rieran ]
James P. Valent |
Jay £E. Silberg
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State of Chio Environmental Protection Agency

Southaast District QHice
£ Front Stree!
an Ohe 431385031
4, 35858201

Gaorga V. Voinovich

Governar

November 285,
Ms. Meg Harvey, Project Manager
Regulatory Issues Branch Section
office of Nuclear Materiais Safety and Safeguards
J.8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
shington, D.C. 2055¢
RE: SHIELDALLOY METALLURGICAL
GUERNSEY COUNTY
DERR CORRESPONDENCE

you and I discussed Shieldalloy’!
and Ohio EPA’s comments on the
[ Decommisgioning Work
Corporation (SMC) site
letter is to summarize our

lscussed SMC’s response to the NRC’'s comnent concerning
of the maximally expcsed individual, SHMC stated that

1ate the maximally~exposed 9ff~-8it2 resident for the

the site poses. Ohio EPA had originally commented

scenario had to be evaluated for the

csed on-site individual. You explained that for
future use the site risks are evaluated using an
scenario. This scenario evaluates the risk to an
has a residence on the site, —“onsumes <rops and
raised on the site, and drinks ground water fronm

b0 stated that the agricultural scenacio includes
which evaluates the risk to a person that diys

} Scenharlic eaprears tc be a conservative and
evaluate the risks the site poses for

LER

econdly, we discuss SMC’s response > Dhi1o EPAS
ndicates that ? / intend o address

~

comment., SMC

12
i contaminants of concern

the Technical Basis Document. You stated that

for SMC  to

it 1s acceptaile
non~radivlogical cvontaminants that nay be
resent at the : during decommissioning activities

idicated that nhe C has the preference tha when the
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nMiIsSs loned O taAQivi0gGlCad aspacis, LC Oud

non-radiviogical aspects {or urrestricte«
not think that the Statzs of Ohio would endorse
. some kind of legal agreement between Ohio FPA
he director of Ohio EPA for a site cleanup
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