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March 21, 1995 

Paul F . X .  Dunigan, Jr. 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
Department of Energy 
Richland Field Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Washington 99352 

SUBJECT: Environmental Assessment: DOE/EA-l005D 
DisDosition and TransDortation of Sumlus Low SDecific 
Adivitv Nitric Acid. Hanford Site. Richland. WA 

Dear Mr. Dunigan: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced 
document. Our comments are both general and specific. However, 
we have focused our attention exclusively on those portions of 
the document that address potential impacts to the State of 
Idaho. 

m It is unclear from the EA whether the 00, will be 
transported back to  Banford. 

The EA states that the UO, will be returned to the US and 
stored within the DOE Complex. However, the US DOE 
LSA/Nitric Acid Transportation Plan states the 00, will be 
returned to the Hanford site for storage and disposal. 

If the material is returned to Hanford, then the shipment 
will probably pass through Idaho. 
will be the case, and factored the appropriate 
transportation risk factors into our models. 

We have assumed that this 

If, on the other hand, the UO, is returned to another DOE 
Complex, then we would like to know whether INEL is a 
candidate site for this material? If it is, the EA should 
identify the storage location at the site and the type of 
facility that will be needed. 

Is there any radiological  dose associated with the  empty 
shipping containers? 

Once emptied, the EA concludes that each container would be 
returned with about 10 gallons of residual LSA nitric acid. 

R E C E I V E D  
1 

Inuestfgate Eualuate eeport 
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State of Idaho Comments 
EA: Transportation & Disposition 
of LSA n i t t i e  Acid, Hanford Site March 21, 1995 

Will the containers still pose a risk to workers and the 
public? If so, has this risk, however small, been factored 
into the total radiological and chemical exposure modeling 
for the shipping campaign. 

8 Proceeding with contractual negotiations with BNF plc. in 
advance of the EA will prejudice future decisions. 

By proceeding with contractual negotiations, you are moving 
ahead with your preferred action, which is contrary to the 
NEPA process. The fact is, your decision to prepare an EA 
came late in the process, after 10 transportation containers 
were procured, and the contract negotiations were initiated 
with BNF plc. Making such an investment in a particular 
course of action cannot but prejudice the selection of an 
alternative. 

8 It is not clear whether mitigation is included in the 
proposed action and the alternativea. 

The 
complete list of impact controls t h a t  will be included in 
the project. For example, on page.5-6 of the EA, a number 
of alternative route procedures are listed, which would be 
implemented in the event o f  unanticipated circumstances. 
The procedures are designed to minimize additional travel 
times and corresponding potential radiation exposure. 
Listed are highway escorts, traffic control, and appropriate 
supplemental public notification. If DOE is committing to 
these alterative route procedures, then this information 
needs to be included in the description of the proposed 
action. If the DOE is not committing to these alternative 
route procedures; but offering them as optional mitigation, 
then this needs to be stated clearly in the section on 
environmental impacts. 

Similar concerns are raised by Section 9.0 of the 
Transportation Plan, prepared for the proposed action. 
section lists three actions that will be implemented over 
and above regulatory activities for safe routine transport. 

1. Loaded container shipments w i l l  not be initiated during 
USA national holidays. 

description of the proposed action should include a 

This 

2. No Transport vehicle will be dispatched during peak 
traffic hours or adverse weather conditions. 

2 

Environmental Assessment D-2 May 1995 



U.S. Department of Energy Appendix D 

State of Idaho Comments 
EA: Transportation & Disposition 
of LSA Nitric Acid, Hanford Site March 21, 1995 

3 .  Advance weather will be provided to the driver via 
TRANSCOM. The driver w i l l  use this information in 
planning travel distances. 

m 

If DOE is committing to these actions then this information 
needs to be included in EA under the description of the 
proposed action. If the DOE is not committing to these 
actions, but offering them as optional mitigation, then this 
needs to be stated clearly in the section on environmental 
impacts. 

Are the assumptions reasonable in the discussion on 
toxicological consequences? 

The EA calculates impacts from a transportation accident in 
which a container of nitric acid is breached. The EA 
concludes that anyone within 100 meters would experience 
irritation of the eyes and skin. Is it reasonable to use a 
100 meter distance? Surely, if an accident occurs with 

. other vehicles or in an urban area; it is likely that much 
closer exposures would occur. Particularly vulnerable would 
be individuals that are unable to distance themselves from . 
the accident, due to injury or some other restraint. 

There are additional risks associated with nitric acid that 
need to discussed in the EA. 

The EA describes potential radiologic and toxicologic 
consequences of accidents but understates physical and 
chemical risks associated w i t h  spills of nitric acid. 
spill of nitric acid along a roadway is likely to pool or 
run through barrow pits. 
which would react dramatically with the caustic liquid 
causing accelerated generation of acid vapors. 
is not present, the acid could ignite fuel materials such as 
dry vegetation to cause local prairie fires in the arid 
areas of south Idaho. Such considerations are of particular 
interest to emergency preparedness planners and should be 
discussed in the.=. 

A 

These areas may contain water 

If moisture 

The model cAMEO/ALOHA should be used to generate 
concentration distance curves. 

"Hand calculations" were performed to determine 
toxicological consequences of credible spills. 
responder groups rely on CAMEO/ALOKA for this purpose, it 
would be logical t o  use that model to generate 

Since most 

3 
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EA: Transportation C Disposition 
of LSA Nitric Acid, Hanford S i t e  Warch 21 1995 

concentration/distance curves. Two-dimensional footprints 
at the LDm, !l'LV/TWA, TLV/STEL, PAG and IDLH values would 
facilitate better communication and response planning. 

m The analysis of toxicological haeards from an accident 
involving the shipment of UO, does not take into account the 
r i s k  that the powder may become airborne. 

The analysis assumes that the UO,, which is a powder, is 
less mobile than the liquid LSA nitric acid. However, this 
may not be true under certain meteorological conditions, 
The EA should assess the impact of an accident occurring 
when meteorological conditions are such that the powder 
would be dispersed over the surrounding area. 
reasonable since meteorological conditions were a factor in 
determining the impact of fumes from the nitric acid. 

Will DOE notify states and tribes along the transportation 
route?. 

This is 

s 

Section 23.0 of the Transportation Plan prepared for the 
proposed action states that the Confederated Tribes of the 
Umatilla Indian Reservation will be notified when a shipment- 
is dispatched from the Hanford Site. 
similarly notified when shipments will be going through the 
state? What about other tribal lands in the vicinity of the 
selected route? 

DOE should not be reluctant to notify the States and other 
affected jurisdictions along the route because of a fear 
that this knowledge will alarm and cause worries about the 
program. A recent report prepared f o r  DOE on the Cesium 137 
Transportation Program found, "...those who are forewarned-- 
rather than told after-the-fact-are more likely to perceive 
less risk over the course of a transport program. Even more 
clearly, they show that there w a s  not an increase in 
perceived risk between the first and second waves of 
interviews. 'I' The report concludes that "This erosion of 
fear and apposition took place despite the fact that media 

Will Idaho be 

Jenkins-Smith, H., C. Silva, and A. FfOmer, 1995, Public Perceptionq 
of the Cesium-137 Transportation Program, UNM Institute for Public Policy, 
University of New Mexico, Albuquerque, New Mexico, Page 6 .  

4 
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accounts of the program were, in the view of the 
respondents, tilted in the direction of increasing worries 
about the program. V* 

More information is needed for emergency response in state 
and tribal jurisdictions. 

As stated in the Transportation Plan, states and tribes have 
primary responsibility for protecting the public and 
environment within their jurisdictions. Responders will 
want to know which risk is greater - the acid or the 
radioactivity. 
that determination with the risk of delayed action a 
distinct possibility. 

In addition, emergency Response Guide No. 62 reports that, 
t4Some radioactive materials cannot be detected by commonly 
available instruments." The FA should recommend to the 
states and tribes just which instruments should be used in 
response to a spill of LSA-Nitric Acid. 
I11 placard (WHC-SP-1150, p. 11) may suggest to responders 
that civil defense instruments are appropriate for 
contamination detection. 

The EA does not assist responders in making 

Use of the Yellow- 

B The CuPrulatiVe Impact Section needs t o   be^ expanded. 

The Cumulative Impact Section only evaluates the risks 
associated with 52 shipments of LSA nitric acid from Hanford 
to the East Coast. The EA concludes that, '*the 
transportation of the surplus LSA nitric acid would not be 
expected to substantially contribute to existing worker and 
public exposure from natural background radiation or the 
existing toxicological background environment.lt The 
proposed campaign would add only 3.person-rem to the 
estimated 6,000 person-rem from background radiation, 
experienced annually by the population between Hanford and 
the east coast. 

. 

The proposed action by itself will not contribute 
substantially to worker and public exposure. However, now 
and over the next several decades, the Department of Energy 
as well as private operatives will be shipping radioactive 
waste across the country to different storage and disposal 
facilities. 
impacts of this activity has been provided. In particular, 

No up-to-date analysis of the cumulative 

~~ ~~ 

' I b i d ,  Page 7.  

5 
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no attention has been given to how exposures could be 
exacerbated if several shipments happen to occur at the same 
time. 
occur to workers and the public if several trucks refuel at 
the same station or wait in line at the same weigh station? 

Along these same lines is concern that with all the 
radioactive and hazardous waste transportation activity the 
risks of more than one accident occurring on the same day 
increases. The concern relates to the State's ability to 
implement emergency response procedures. 
responding to even one such event has proved complicated. 
Responding in a timely manner to two, particularly in 
different parts of the state would be impossible. 

We recognize that it would be difficult to characterize the 
cumulative impacts associated with future shipping 
campaigns. However, the EA must acknowledge that multiple 
exposures could occur if several shipments coincided along 
the route. 
and more radioactive shipments on the road, the chances of 
accidents increase and the ability for a responsible agency 
to respond to more than one emergency at a time is not 
practicable. 

With these potential risks of cumulative impact, it is 
important the DOE consider mitigation. Such mitigation 
would be included in this EA as well as other DOE decision- 
making documentation regarding shipments of radioactive 
waste. Appropriate mitigation would be the establishment of 
a central office that would have complete knowledge of all 
radioactive shipping campaigns in the United States. Acting 
as a central switching office or controller, shipments would 
be scheduled in a manner that spaced them to reduce the 
possibility of radioactive "caravans" along the routes. In 
addition, emergency response agencies along the route would 
be notified accordingly and a system of communication set up 
to track the progress of shipments across any given state. 

The establishment of a central office would support other 
mitigation l i s t e d  in the EA. 
activities for safe routine transport and procedures in the 
event of unanticipated circumstances. 
routine transport include avoiding peak travel times and 
providing advance weather information to plan travel 
distances. The procedures in the event of unanticipated 
circumstances include highway escorts, traffic control, and 
appropriate supplemental public notification. A central 

For example, what kind of cumulative impacts could 

Exercises in 

Furthermore the EA must recognize that with more 

These mitigation include 

Activities fur safe 

6 

Environmental Assessment D-6 
~~ 

May 1995 



Appendix D U.S. Department of Energy 

State of Idaho Comments 
EA: Transportation & Disposition 
of LSA Nitric Acid, Hanford Site March 21, 1995 

office would be able to coordinate these activities as w e l l  
as provide services to reduce cumulative impacts. 

The DOE should seriously consider establishing a central 
office to control the shipment of radioactive waste. With 
the concentrated efforts within the DOE complex to remediate 
radioactive sites, a great deal of waste will be generated 
in the next several years. This waste will add to the 
already substantial quantities awaiting treatment and 
disposal. In addition, ongoing DOE activities produce 
various radioactive waste streams. 

How these waste streams will be treated, stored, and 
disposed must be decided. However, it is likely that much 
of it will have t o  be transported to facilities designed to 
perform some or all of these activities. 
acid is only one such example. 
will be an unprecedented level of activity in the 
transportation of radioactive waste. 
appropriate to evaluate each shipping campaign as a single 
event, that has no relationship to other campaigns along the 
same route. 

The LSA nitric 
DOE must prepare for what 

It is no longer 

There s e k s  to be confusion as to what constitutes 
compliance with the Nonproliferation Policy (NPP) and what 
does not. 

This EA is only one of many recent DOE NEPA documents that 
have had to deal w i t h  the issue of.consistency with the NPP. 
From a stakeholder's perspective, it appears that there is 
considerable variation on how the issue is being treated. 
In some respects, it seems that the determination of 
consistency depends on how DOE wants to proceed, rather than 
letting the policy guide the choice of action. 

In the case of this EA, the evaluation of consistency with 
the NPP notes that the proposed action will not promote the 
stockpiling of plutonium. However, it fails to mention that 
the NPP also seeks to eliminate the stockpiling of highly 
enriched uranium (HEU), Under the proposed action 158 
pounds of U235 will be extracted from the nitric acid. 
While the U235 will remain mixed in the U03, it will 
arguably be in a more accessible form than when it was in a 
nitric acid solution. Therefore, the EA needs to address 
how this aspect of the proposed action is consistent with 
the NPP. 

7 
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Another issue which needs to be addressed, is how the 
decision to do business with BNF plc is consistent with the 
NPP against the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel (SNF). 
The U.S. has been staunchly opposed to SNF reprocessing, 
even for civilian or commercial purposes. It appears 
incongruous until that policy is changed for the U.S .  to 
enter into contractual negotiations with a reprocessing 
enterprise and to provide the nitric acid, which will be 
used for the purpose of reprocessing. 

Along these same lines, it is questionable that consistency 
with the KPP is achieved by the claim that the proposed 
action is "... a case specific solution to a material 
disposition problem," and does "...not set a precedent from 
either a technical or policy standpoint." 
can be inconsistent with a policy.. And, entering i n t o  a 
contract with BNF plc is a significant precedent that will 
certainly set the stage for other radioactive waste 
processing proposals that BNFL has made to DOE. 
you are aware, BNFL has proposed to take all of the Hanford 
N-reactor fue l ,  reprocess it, and package the waste for 
return the U.S. To date, this proposal has not been acted . 
upon. However, once the U.S.  has established a working 
relationship with BNF plc and started to send its waste 
problem overseas, a door has indeed been opened. Both a 
technical and policy precedent has-been set. 

In conclusion, it is important to note, that we are not 
attempting to judge whether the proposed action is 
consistent with the NPP. What we are trying to point out is 
that there seems to be confusion over how the NPP relates to 
the different waste management options that DOE is 
considering. 
throughout DOE'S NEPA documentation would help. 
discussion paper addressing the many facets of this issue is 
probably in order. 

DOE needs to recalculate transportation impacts based on 
corrected source terms 8 d  in 8 manner that will specify 
collective doses for the State of Idaho. 

Sample analyses listed in WIIC-SP-1150 are given in units of 
uCi/L f o r  most radionuclides, in uCi/ML (mL in the 
spreadsheets) for Am-241 and Np-237, and in g/L for Pu and 
u. 
the combined volume of t h e  four tanks, calculated total 
activities appear to have been miscalculated. 

Even a single act 

As no doubt 

Clarity and consistency on this point, 
A'separate 

In ap attempt to generate a conservative source term for 

8 
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Besides the fact the source term is not as conservative as 
claimed due to incorrect scaling mathematics, the attempt 
ignores useful information that would otherwise be available 
to reviewers. Idaho feels that source terms should have 
been derived for each of the four tanks since radionuclide 
concentrations are unequal among the tanks. Most of the 
uranium, for example, is found in tanks P2 and P3 with much 
less in U1 and UZ. RADTRANS runs, then, should be applied 
to the actual number of shipments required to empty each 
tank. Calculations were performed by Idaho in this manner, 
however, the EA does not describe how the final tanker will 
be filled when the source tank contains less than 3,800 
gallons. 

To provide infonnation in the most.usefu1 form for decision- 
makers and emergency response authorities, Idaho 
calculations are performed for the Idaho portion of the 1-84 
route between the OR/ID and ID/UT borders. This distance is 
broken into county-wide segments ( 9 ) ,  so-called WIPP 
segments (9) and in ten-mile segments (28). From these data 
it is possible to identify locations of greatest risk and 
match those results to emergency preparedness needs. 
Further, the RISKIND model is employed to calculate 
individual doses in preselected circumstances. This 
capability should'be employed in DOE transportation 
environmental assessments to allow states to identify 
potential impacts within their boundaries. Collective doses 
determined over whole route or extended segments homogenizes 
environments unfairly and prevents states from identifying 
local impacts. 

It is anticipated that DOE will recalculate transportation 
impacts based on corrected source terms and in a manner that 
will specify coll.ective doses for $he State of Idaho. Idaho 
will then compare its assessment results to that product. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EA for the 
Transportation and Disposition of LSA N i t r i c  Acid from Xanford .  
We hope our coments are helpful and will be given serious 
consideration. 

Robert N. Fergusbn 
Administrator 

9 
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Commentor: Mr. Robert N. Ferguson 
Department of Health and Welfare 
State of Idaho Oversight Program 
1410 N. Hilton 
Boise, ID 83706 

Medium: Letter dated March 21, 1995 

Below are our responses to your specific comments. For brevity, only the bold faced 
portions of your comments are reproduced. The responses are written to address the entirety 
of each comment. 

Comment: It is unclear from the EA whether the U03 will be transported back to 
Hanford. 

Response: The EA has been clarified to reflect hture plans for the UO,. It currently is 
expected that the UO, will be returned to the Hanford Site and added to the 
current inventory at the 2714-U facility in. the 200 West Area. This inventory 
of UO, (8,900 kg) would represent a small fraction (-0.002 percent by 
weight) of the total uranium inventory currently stored within the DOE 
Complex. The final storage site for,the returned U03 will be specified by the 
DOE prior to its return, and all affected agencies, States, and Tribes will be 
notified. As with the nitric acid shipments, all appropriate precautions will be 
taken to ensure the safe handling and transportation of the UO,. The 
Transportation Plan will be updated to reflect this information. The 
Transportation Plan is a publicly available document, and is included by 
reference in the final EA. 

Comment: Is there any radiological dose associated with the empty shipping containers? 

Response: The final EA has been revised to address the potential radiological and 
toxicological risks associated with the return shipment of the empty transport 
containers. It is noted that the empty transport containers will have residual 
LSA nitric acid (expected to be less than approximately 40 liters). The 
potential radiological and toxicological risks, under both incident-free and 
accident scenarios, is small and clearly would be bounded by the shipment of 
the full transport containers. 

Comment: Proceeding with contractual negotiations with BNF plc in advance of the EA 
will prejudice the future decisions. 

Response: Early in the planning stages of this effort to disposition the LSA nitric acid, an 
Engineering Study (Recovered Acid Disposition, WHC-SD-RE-ES-042) was 
prepared to evaluate the various disposition options. Subsequently, the 
Secretary of Energy authorized the consideration of the shipment of the surplus 
nitric acid to BNF plc in England as an alternative in the preparation ofan 
appropriate NEPA document. As described in the EA, this NEPA review 
.proceeded concurrently with contractual negotiations for the sale of the LSA 
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nitric acid. These negotiations were required to keep this option available 
until the NEPA process was completed. The negotiations did not prejudice the 
final outcome of the NEPA process. 

With regard to the procurement of the transport containers, as stated in 
Section 2.0 of the EA, on the basis of an initial NEPA review, 10 transport 
containers were procured and contract negotiations were initiated with 
BNF plc. However, upon further review, the DOE has pursued preparation of 
the EA. Although the transport containers were Specifisally designed and 
fabricated to very strict tolerances to ensuk the safe transport of the LSA 
nitric acid, the containers readily could be used for other purposes within the 
DOE Complex or excessed for resale in the event that the proposed shipments 
do not take place. 

Comment: It is not clear whether mitigation is included in the proposed action and the 
alternatives. 

As stated in the EA, it is recognized that it may be necessary to amend the 
transportation route due to various factors, such as road closures and inclement 
weather. Appropriate procedures would be in place to minimize additional 
travel times and corresponding potential radiation exposure. Therefore, such 
events are not expected to result in any substantial change in risk to the worker 
or general public, and would not effect the bounding analysis presented in the 
EA. 

Response: 

The EA incorporates, by reference to the Transportation Plan, all DOE 
commitments associated with the transportation of the slightly radioactive LSA 
nitric acid. 

Comment: Are the assumptions reasonable in the discussion on toxicological 
consequences? 

There are additional risks associated with nitric acid that need to be discussed 
in the EA. 

Response: Assumptions for all accident analyses in the EA are very conservative 
(Le., assumptions and impacts are overstated). As stated in the EA, an 
evaporative release model was used to determine the release rate from a spilled 
pool of nitric acid. The Transportation Impact Analysis calculations were 
based upon a maximum credible release ok a full container, approximately 
4,000 gallons. The model evaluates the release concentration at three potential 
receptor locations, including 100 m, 200 m, and 1000 m downwind from the 
accident location. Distances closer than 100 m were not selected because the 
atmospheric dispersion calculations are highly uncertain at shorter distances. 
One hundred meters is considered a reasonable estimate of the distance 
between an interstate highway and the nearest resident. The assumed weather 
conditions (neutral stability-Pasquill Stability Class D; low wind speed-2 mh), 
which were used to calculate plume concentrations at three receptor locations, 
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Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

were very conservative. In addition, an even more conservative assumption 
(Pasquill Stability Class F; wind speed 1 m/s) was made for the worse-case 
conditions at the shortest receptor distance (100 m). Such weather conditions 
lead to slow dispersal of any released material and maximize potential 
downwind concentrations. Atmospheric dispersion parameters and the 
methodology utilized were as recommended by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) . 
In the event that an individual could not evacuate the immediate vicinity of an 
accident scene, any potential negative effects would depend upon the length of 
time of exposure and the concentration of ‘the material. For distances less than 
100 m, it is assumed that the direct physical injuries due to the vehicular 
accident would be the principle hazard. If able, individuals would evacuate 
the area and minimize their exposure. The initial response by the drivers 
and/or emergency response personnel would reduce the risk and exposure of 
individuals unable to evacuate the accident scene. 

For the LSA nitric acid, the principal health hazard would be exposure to 
vapors and/or the liquid nitric acid. The radiological component of the LSA 
nitric acid is considered to be a secondary concern. 

Between 1984 and 1993, there were no deaths in the United States resulting 
from the transportation of concentrated nitric acid and only a single injury that 
required hospitalization. Each year, hundreds of millions of gallons of 
concentrated nitric acid are transported via highway tankers in the United 
States. 

The containers which will be utilized have been specially constructed for these 
shipments. Design specifications far exceed the Department of 
Transportation’s requirements. Details on the construction specifications are 
included in the Transportation Plan. The shipments will be tracked by 
TRANSCOM. These special containers and the TRANSCOM tracking further 
reduce any risk associated with these shipments. 

The model CAMBO/ALOHA should be used to generate concentration 
distance curves. 

Analytical models utilized for the Transportation Impact Analysis have been 
shown by experience to be accurate and useful and are widely accepted 
throughout the DOE Complex and the NRC. The assumptions are 
conservative. The atmospheric dispersion models utilize methodology found in 
the NRC Regulatory Guide 1.145. These calculations are straightforward and 
allow all parameters specific to the case at hand to be independently factored 
into the equations. 

The analysis of toxicological hazards from an accident involving the shipment 
of U03 does not take into account the risk that the powder may become 
airborne. 
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Response: While it is possible that some UO, powder could become airborne in the event 
of an accident, the resulting dispersion nevertheless presents a small risk. 
UO, is insoluble in the human body and has been shown to be toxic only when 
a c h n i c  exposure occurs. The limited agtte exposure that could result from 
a transportation accident would result in minimal toxicological effects. 
Potential impacts are further minimized as a result of the fact that there will be 
a single shipment of sealed drums. 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Will DOE notify the states and tribes along the transportation route? 

The DOE has initiated weekly conference calls with all interested stakeholders, 
states, and tribes to address concerns and to disseminate information 
concerning the EA process. The DOE plans to continue this weekly 
conference call for the duration of the project, including the shipping phase. 
With the support of the involved carriers, the DOE and WHC will prepare and 
issue on a weekly basis, a 30-day " d i n g  schedule" of the planned shipments, 
detailing the relevant information. 

More information is needed for emergency response in state and tribal 
jurisdictions. 

The emergency response plan has been expanded and has been made an 
integral part of the f d  Transportation Plan. This plan is included by 
reference in the final EA and is publicly available. The emergency response 
plan, along with the DOT Emergency Response Guide, paperwork 
accompanying the shipment, and placards on the transport container will 
provide necessary emergency response information to the incident responders. 

The Cumulative Impact Section needs to be expanded. 

As noted in the EA, the risk associated with the LSA nitric acid shipments is 
very low. These risks would still be considered to be low if one were to take 
into account the potential for other hazardous material shipments in the same 
area. The documentation in this EA, in conjunction with open and frequent 
communication between the states, tribes and the DOE will ensure a maximum 
degree of safety to the public and environment. 

This site specific action will occur over a relatively short period of time. 
Information relevant to your concerns with longer-term waste shipment 
activities may be found in other DOE documents (e.g., Office of 
Environmental Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement). 

Your detailed comment repeatedly used the term "waste" to refer to shipments 
by DOE. It is important to recognize that the LSA nitric acid is not a waste. 

There seems to be confusion as to what constitutes compliance with the 
Nonproliferation Policy (NPP) and what does not. 
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Response: The DOE has determined that the proposed action is in compliance with all 
state, federal, and international regulations, laws, and treaties. An export 
license for the shipment has been granted by the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. This license underwent review by international agencies prior to 
issuance. 

Our contract with BNFL stipulates that the DOE will retain title to an amount 
of uranium equivalent to that dissolved in the LSA nitric acid. As part of the 
BNF plc operations, this amount of uranium will converted to solid uranium 
oxide (UO,) and returned to the U.S. in sealed drums. 

The LSA nitric acid contains approximately 0.3 grams of plutonium. This 
small amount of plutonium does not contribute significantly to BNF plc's 
plutonium inventory. The B205 process will produce U03 at an enrichment 
level of 0.44% U-235, which is lower than that of naturally occurring uranium 
(0.71 U-235). 

Comment: DOE needs to recalculate transportation impacts based on corrected source 
terms and in a manner that will spec@ collective doses for the State of Idaho. 

Your detailed comments note inconsistencies in the listing of concentration 
units on the spreadsheets of the EA and state that the total activities for the 
nitric acid solutions appear to be miscalculated. The correct units were used 
throughout the calculations. In addition, the plutonium source term was 
calculated using information available in a Westinghouse internal memo and 
was not included in the draft transportation plan. This memo has now been 
attached to the Transportation Impact Analysis. All calculations for the source 
term were checked and verified by indepehdent reviewers and are correct as 
they stand. 

Response: 

The calculated source term is a combination of the maximum concentrations 
detected (or the minimum detectable level for the radioisotopes not detected) in 
any of the four tanks. That is, the maximum identified concentration for each 
isotope is assumed to exist in every shipment. This source term is clearly 
conservative and bounding for individual shipments. Additionally, for the 
hypothetical accident condition, the entire contents of a tank was assumed to 
spill. These are very conservative assumptions and result in a "worse-case" 
hypothetical release. All other hypothetical releases mentioned in your 
detailed comments are bounded by the accident analysis employed. This 
accident analysis makes it clear that negative impacts during an accident in 
Idaho or any other state would be minimal. 

A conservative value .for the potential dose consequences may be obtained by 
multiplying the fraction of the shipment distance occurring in Idaho by the 
total dose consequence. Because Idaho has a lower transportation accident rate 
and a lower population density than those applicable to the entire shipment 
route, the value would be conservative. 
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l l B L i R m  //tinois Department of Energy and Natural Resources 

325 West A d a m  Skeet Room 300 W H W H l  Smhmiekl, If 62704- 7892 

e-- 
. -  

(217) ?8.5-2~00 
Terefw (217) 785-2618 

TDD (217) 785-027 I ohn S. Moore, Director 

Paul F. X. Dunigau, Jr. 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
Department of Energy 
Richland Field Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear MI. Dunigan: 

The Governor’s Office has asked me to coordinate and transmit comments on the 
‘Environmental Assessment: Disposition and Transportation of Surplus Low Specific 
Acti~iQ Nitric Acid,” (DOEEA-1005D). 

After a review of the document, it is our Opinion that the Environmental Assessment 
justifies a ‘Finding of No Significant Impact”. Attached are comments of the Illinois 
State Police, the Illinois Department of Transportation and the lllinos Department of 
Nuclear Safety which we believe wil l  enhance the safety of the shipment should ir 
occur. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact rejresentatives of those three 
agencies or me. 

Sincerely, 

FrankM. Beaver 
Deputy Director 

attachments 

cc: . Tem Moreland, Office of the Governor 
Gordon Appel, Illinois Department of Nuclear Safely 
Terrance W. Gainer, Illinois State Police 
Larry F. Wort, Illinois Department of Transportation 

. Printed on Reqded Paper . 
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ILLINOIS STATE POLICE 
Q ~ I C  qf tbc Duector 

Huch 29, 1995 

' Jim Edgar 
Gcnrmor 

Mr. Frank M. Beaver 
Deputy Director  
I l l i n o i s  Department of Energy 

325 West A d a s  S t r e e t ,  Room 300 
Spr ingf ie ld ,  i l l i n o i s  62704-1832 

and Natural ReSOUrCe6 

Ducttor 

Dear Deputy D i r e e o r  Beaver: 

The I l l i n o i s  S t a t e  Police,  Bazardous Mater ia l s  Unit  staff has reviewed t h e  
U.S. Department of Energy Environmental Assessment concerning t h e  "Disposi t ion 
and Transportat ion of' Surplus Low Spec i f ic  Ac t iv i ty  Nitric Acid." The review 
focused on t h e  t ranspor ta t ion  aspects i f  t h e  p ro jec t  receives approval for 
shipment to England. While t h e  assessment stresses t h e  low hazard of 
r a d i o a c t i v i t y  associated with n i t r i c  acid, it makes more general  s ta tements  about 

. compliance with t h e  hazardous m a t e i a l s  t r anspor t a t ion  regula t ions .  The proposal 
t o  fol low t h e  stricter procedures aseociated with the t r anspor t a t ion  of high- 
l e v e l  rad ioac t ive  materials, evaluations of t h e  motor carrier, rou t ing  and 
emergency response are encouraged. 

The assessment references three container standards: DOT 51, 49 CFR 
178.245; DOT IM 101, 49 CFR 178.270; and In t e rna t iona l  Maritime Dangerous 
Goods (IMDG) Code f o r  IMO-1 [Type 1 Portable Tanks). The configurat ion p ic tured  
on page F-5 is t h a t  of an Internodal (m) 101 Tank. The n i t r i c  ac id  shipped i n  
an IM 101 tank would be subject t o  spc i a l  provis ions T9 and T21, listed i n  
s e c t i o n  172.102 of 49 CFR. The provisions provide a higher  margin of s a fe ty  by 
e l imina t ing  bottom valves and requi r ing  a nitrogen o r  o ther  i n e r t  gas i n  t h e  
vapor space of t h e  tank during t ranspor ta t ion .  Please confirm t h e  conta iner  
c a r t i f  icat ion. 

UsaSe of t h e  s a t e l l i t e  ' t racking system (TRANSCOM) would be very b e n e f i c i a l  
s ince 75% of t h e  estimated S2 shipments must be made i n  calendar  year  1995. 
Assuming a s t a r t i n g  da te  of Ju ly  1, 1995, a t o t a l  of 39 shipments must be 
completed. Since only t e n  containers are avai lab le ,  it is l i k e l y  two or three 
*zansport vehic les  a week could be t r ave l ing  through t h e  s t a t e .  I f  an inc ident  
occurred, TRANSCOM no t i f i ca t ion  of a vehicle loaded cr containing res idue  would 
be he lp fu l  t o  emergency responders. 

The t h r e e  propoeed routes through t h e  state were used f o r  t r anspor t ing  
high-level rad ioac t ive  waste in past years. .  l o  problems w e r e  encountered using 
t h e  routes .  However, t h e  route €=om Hanford t o  Port Elizabeth,  New Je r sey  
requires using I n t e r s t a t e  80; It is recommended,.this not be used as a primary 
route ,  due to the  population and t r a f f i c  concentrated i n  the Joliet, Chicago and 
Gary, Indiana area. Our records show 1989 was t h e  l a s t  time it was used for a 
high-level rad ioac t ive  waste shipment. Instead, t he  Hanford to Norfolk, 
Virgin ia ,  is t h e  prefer red  route through t h e  state. S t  is also t h e  most a c t i v e  
rou te  used for high l eve l  rad ioac t ive  waste. Advance n o t i f i c a t i o n  similar t o  
t h a t  given for l a rge  quantity rad ioac t ive  waste shipments is requested. 
Compliance with 49 CFR w i l l  s a t i s f y  compliance w i t h  t h e  I l l i n o i s  regula t ions .  

1 0 3 ' h o r y  Building, P.O. Box 19461 
(217) 782-7265 (voice) 

Sprin&eld, IL62794-9461 
1 (800) 255-5523 (TDD) 

~~ 
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e. Frank H. Beaver 
March 29, 1995 

Page 2 

If there are any further questions regarding t h i s  matter, please do not 
hesitate  t o  contact me. 

Respectfully, 

Terrance W. Cain- 
Director 

.- 
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Commentor: Terrence W. Gainer, Director 
Illinois State Police 
P.O. Box 19461 
Springfield, IL 62794-9461 

Medium: Letter dated March 29, 1995 

Comment: Please confirm the container certification. 

Response: A copy of the container certification is included in the Transportation Plan. 
This plan is a publically available document and is included by reference in the 
Environmental Assessment. 

Comment: It is recommended that Interstate 80 not be used for these shipments. 

Response: All reasonable overland routes were considered. Shipments of Low Specific 
Activity materials do not require special shipping routes. However, the DOE 
has selected routes per DOE guidance and Department of Transportation 
regulations governing shipment of nuclear materials and in coordination with 
local authorities. The specific route utilized for each shipment will depend 
upon the actual port of egress for that particular shipment. Details of the 
chosen routes are presented in the referenced Transportation Plan. 

The DOE has initiated weekly conference calls with all interested stakeholders, 
states and tribes to address concerns and to disseminate information concerning 
the EA process. The DOE plans to continue these weekly calls for the 
duration of the project. The DOE will issue a 30-day "rolling schedule" to 
interested agencies in the corridor states. This schedule will be updated 
weekly. 
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Illinois Department of Transportation 
Division of Traffic Safety 
3215 Executive Park Drive I P.O. Box 19245 1 Springfield, Illinois I 62794-9245 

Harch 27, 1995 

Mr. Frank M. Beaver 
Deputy Director 
I1 linoi s Department o f  Energy 

32s West Adams Street ,  Room 500 
Springfield, I l l i no i s  62701 

& . and Natural Resources 

Dear Hr. Beaver: 

Thank you for your l e t t e r  of Harch 17, 1995 to  Secretary Brown 
transmitting the document "Disposition and Transportation of  
Surplus Low Specific Activity Nitric Acid" for  our review. 

We have identified one potential problem. Figure 8, which shows 
the "Preferred Route for WE Radioactive LSA/Nitric Acid from 
Hansford t o  Port o f  Baltimore, Maryland", shows the route using 
1-74 through Peoria rather than  1-474 around Peoria. 1-474 i s  
the preferredjdesignated truck route and this should be 
clar i f ied f o r  the transporter. 

I f  we can be of any further assistance, please feel f ree  t o  
contact us. 

Larry'F . Wort, Chi  ef 
Bureau of Safety Programs 

cc: Roger 0. Sweet 

LFW: gc 
81 37G 
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Commentor: Larry F. Wort, Chief 
Bureau of Safety Programs 
Illinois Department of Transportation 
Division of Traffic Safety 
3215 Executive Park Drive 
Springfield, IL 62794-9245 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Letter dated March 27, 1995 

Figure 8, which shows the "Preferred Route for DOE Radioactive LSNNitric 
Acid from Hanford to Port of Baltimore, Maryland," shows the route using 
1-74 through Peoria rather than 1-474 around Peoria. 1-474 is the 
prefenddesignated truck route and this should be clarified for the 
transporter. 

Figure 8 of the EA is for general reference. This map does not show all the 
alternate routes around cities. Page E-6 of the Transportation Plan, which has 
been included by reference to the EA, shows the detailed routing between 
Hanford and Baltimore, Maryland. This routing identifies the route around 
Peoria (I-474). The transporter has a copy of the Transportation Plan and will 
be using the designated route. 
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AprIl 6, 1995 

Mr. Frank M. Beovcr 
Deputy Director 
Degetltjlent o f  Enrrgy and 

Natural Rcrourcoc 
225 w. Adml~t, aoom 300 
Spriqfio!d, !L 6270493892 

De3r 2epctJ Dirrctor Beavmr: 

~y st:fi has complotsd i t s  rcview o f  the  dociment, Dfspositlon and 
Transpertiition o f  Surplus Low Spocffic Activfty iVftric A d d  as you requested 
in your karth 17,. 1954, latter, Despite the ominous title, the Deotrtment of 
Epcrg? proposed action does not pore any prrticulrrly unusual transportation 
hazad. Tbe tam Loa Specific Act~vlty doos correctly charactarize the 
mterirl I S  relatively low in radfooctivity contant. From cur perspective, 
there f a  no need t o  eommrni r t  this tdm. 

Giver, the high v l ~ $ b f l l ? y  of those rhfpments, tho Department is 
cantiteriag insp:tting one or mor? for 007 compltinca, but does not consider 
an escort nrtcssary. 

Thailk you ftr the opportunity to rwieu this docrunant. 

S i  neere I Y , 

Gordon hpptl 1 
Deputy Ot rector 
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Di*dWater Pmjectkber 95-05 

theopesators0fwateraodwastewaterp)ards. 
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Commentor: 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Alex Barber 
Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Cabinet 
Department for Environmental Protection 
Frankfort Mice Park 
14 Reilly Road 
Frankfort, KY 40601 

Letter dated April 27, 1995 

In the event of an accident which results in the release of nitric acid, an 
extensive water sampling program would be required to insure that there are 
no adverse health effects. This sampling, coupled with spill control and 
contamination prevention measures, could result in the closing of water and 
wastewater treatment plants which would, thereby, create water shortages and 
sanitation problems. Consideration should be given to plans for providing 
emergency supplies of potable water and emergency wastewater treatment. 
These plans should be included in the FFA. 

An accident involving the release of this material is extremely unlikely. An 
accident involving water or wastewater treatment facilities is even less likely. 
In the event of an accident emergency response will be handled as specified in 
the Transportation Plan (WHC-SP-1150). Water sampling and potable water 
supplies, if needed, will be handled through emergency response centers. 

Using a list of all populated areas through which 1-64 passes, an emergency 
notification guide should be prepared. The guide should list for each 
populated segment a 24-hour telephone number for the local water and 
wastewater authorities. The drivers of the vehicles containing the nitric acid 
should have instructions to notify those local authorities so that appropriate 
action could be taken to protect: 

0 the intakes and facilities of water treatment plants 

wastewater treatment plants by having the spilled material held in 
interceptors or routed to bypass the plant, and 

the operators of water and wastewater plants. 

The Transportation Plan (referenced in the EA) contains the 24-hour 
emergency response telephone numbers. In the event of an accident, the 
transporter will notify the 911 line, the appropriate state patrol, the carrier’s 
central dispatch facility, and TR4NSCOM of the event. If the driver is unable 
to respond, the carrier’s dispatch center o? TRANSCOM Control Center 
(TCC) will notify the state patrol that the driver is not responding. The state 
highway patrol can then locate the truck and establish incident command, if 
necessary. Emergency response will be coordinated through the appropriate 
regional agencies such as the state patrol. 
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Comment: Transporters need to comply with the federal Hazardous Materials 
Transportation Safety Act (49 USC & 1801 et seq.) requirements including 
contingencies for response contractors, phone notifications, and special 
requirements for monitoring-cleaning. 49'USC & 1801 et seq. needs to be 
cited in the FEA (see table on page 6-2). 

Response: The Hazardous Materials Transportation Safety Act (49 USC & 1801 et seq.) 
is codified in 49 CFR. The appropriate reference for the f d  environmental 
assessment is the applicable section of 49 CFR. By complying with 49 CFR, 
transporters comply with 49 USC & 1801 et seq. 
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ENVIRONHENTAL ASSESSHENT ON THE DISPOSITION AND TRANSPORTATION OF SURPLUS LOW 
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY RADSOACTIVE NITRIC ACID, HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

PUBLIC CONMENT FORH 

Me encourage you t o  provide e i ther  verba? or wr i t ten  comments. you can g ive  US 
w r i t t e n  comments by using t h i s  form. Please leave Yoor completed form a t  the 
location provided, or you can nail i t  by Apri l  5 to: 

Larry Romine R3-79 
U.S. Department o f  Energy 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, UA 99352 

THE ANALYTICAL CHEMISTRY INVOLVED WITH THIS EXPORT SCHEME 
''WbbE-, - 1  C J ~  A :-lvs;l??wP-v r n C T  IxTSREST 

WHELMINGLY FAVOR THE FOREIGN PRIVATE RECIPIENT OF THE MATERIAL. 

BY THE EXIGENCIES OF THE INTERNATIONAL LEGAL PROCESS. 

THE PI'l'FALLS OF THIS PRESUMED GIVEAWAY SCHEME. 

FQV np 

T P n - -  
I\ 

HOWAilDBMRK 50472 
-RETIRED EffiINEER 410-542-KQ6 

4812 6WN OAK DRIVE 
BALTlyIIE m 21207 

HONARD B CLARK 
4812 EWYNN O W  AVE - 
BALTIMORE m o a z 0 7 - ~ 2  

Address 
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Commentor: Howard B Clark 
RetiredEngineer . 
4812 Gwyn Oak Drive 
Baltimore, MD' 21207-6832 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Public comment form 
Baltimore Maryland March 29, 1995 

The analytical chemistry involved with this export scheme presents the 
appearance of a giveaway conflict of intekst as a result of inherent analytical 
inaccuracies that could overwhelmingly favor the foreign private recipient of 
the material. Also recovery of contractual quantities could be obstructed by 
the exigencies of the international legal process. 

The analytical chemistry represents the best known quantifkd value for this 
material. The contract between Westinghouse Hanford Company and British 
Nuclear Fuels Limited is designed to minimize potential legal and 
environmental impacts. The DOE will retain title to an amount of uranium 
that is equivalent to the amount recovered from the LSA nitric acid. This 
uranium, as UO,, will be transferred to suitable storage containers and 
transferred to interim storage in an International Atomic Energy Agency- 
safeguarded facility. This UO, will be returned to the U.S. for storage at a 
DOE facility (expected to be included with the existing inventory at the 
Hanford Site) by April 1, 1997. 

The alleged amount of U-235 involved (158 pounds of U-235) in this giveaway 
scheme is equivalent to a giveaway of 35 Hiroshima type atomic bombs. 

As in natural uranium the U-235 here is commingled with other isotopes. The 
UO, produced by the B205 process contains approximately 0.44% U-235. 
This U-235 content is below that found in naturally occurring uranium. 

An export license has been obtained for the transfer of this material and the 
non-proliferation concerns have been appropriately addressed. 
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COMMERCIAL,VEHICLE SAFETY ALLIANCE 

An Association of State. Provincial and Federal Officials 
Responsibie for the Administration and Enforcement of Motor 
Carrier Safety Laws in the Uniied Sides, Canada and Mexico. 

5430 GROSVENOR LANE StmE 130 BETHESDA, MD 20814 TEL.: (301) 564-1623 FAX: (301) 564-0588 

March 3,1995 
Mr- Larry Romine 
DOE-RL 
Mail stop R3-79 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Wa. 99352 

Dear Mr. Romine: 

On behalf of the Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance (CVSA) I would like to comment 
on the following regarding CVSA in your LSAMimc Acid Transportation Plan, dated 
November 2,1994. 

Under 4.1 Organizational Responsibilities the following bullets are cited: 

Page 3 
WHc- will ensure that the motor camer is in compliance with the 
Worth Amencan Uniform Out.of Service Criteria (CVSAY prior to load i.ag lading at 
the PtlREX Plant. 

Page 5 
0 The U.S. motor carrier uill ensure that driver training iequirements have been met 

and that vehicles meet the 'North American Uniform Out of Service Criteria, 
Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance (CVSA)" 

Page 5 
0 The U.S. truck camer \vi11 provide vehicles that are "defect free" and conform to the 

"North Amencan Uniform Out of Service Criteria (CVSA)." 

. .  It needs to be recognized that the && Arne- Out of Service Cntena is a 
specific equipment, driver or cargo condition criteria, which if found to be defective, may 
cause an accident. An example of this is brake adjustment on a motor camer. E20% of 
the total brakes are out of adjustment the vehicle is placed Out of Service, and not 
alIowed to proceed until repaired. If under 20% the vehicle is allowed to proceed. This 
would not be a "defect free" vehicle. The North American Uniform Out of Service A 

Criteria is part of the CFR-49 Federal motor camer regulations. 
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LSAMitric Acid Transportation Plan 
Page 2 

The Enbimced N: ' , as developed under a 
Cooperative Agreement with the Department of Energy's, Office of Civilian Radioactive 
Waste Management (OCRWM) can more properly be refened to as a "defect-fiee" 
vehicle, as that is basically what these procedures entail. We are presently using the 
Enhanced criteria in the inspection of Cesium shipments, with which you are familiar. 

If you are requesting the vehicles be "defect-free" and want them to meet an applicable 
CVSA standard, then your plan should refer to the CVSA Pilot w ' s  F n w  

Standard Out of Service Criteria is no?t presently part of the Federal regulations, however, 
requiring a "defect-free" vehicle basically covers the stipulation and places the carrier on 
notice that the Enhanced procedures \vi11 be applied. 

The Enhanced North Amencan 

At the present time, we are waitins for a decision from DOE and OCRWM as to how and 
if we should prepare and proceed in the inspection of shipments of LSA/Nitric Acid. The 
options are for the state inspectors to apply the general North American Standard, 
applicable to all cam'ers or use the Enhanced criteria. lf the Enhanced criteria is used, 
then we would need to train a mail cadre of inspectors, especially at point of destination 
(East Coast). We could not attempt to train inspectors on the entire route. We believe at 
the point of origin (Washington) we have a sufficient number of trained inspectorS. For 
the purposes of our pilot program, the point of origin and destination inspections are 
most critical. 

I hope I have not confused the k e ,  however, we felt that the above comments had to be 
brought to your attention. Please do not besitate to contact me, if you need any 
clarification of the above. E?j&y 

. PropmDirector 
7346 Lombard Ave. 
Gaylord, Michigan 49735 
Telephone (517) 732 4727 
Fax (517) 731 2954 
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Commentor: 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

James Daust 
Program Director 
Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance 
7346 Lombard Ave. 
Gaylord, MI 49735 

Letter dated March 3, 1995. This letter commented on the LSNNitric Acid 
Transportation plan which is incorporated in the Environmental Assessment by 
reference. 

It needs to be recognized that the North American Unifom Out of Service 
Criteria is a specifc equipment, driver or cargo condition. If 20% of the total 
brakes are our of adjustment the vehicle is placed out of service, and not 
allowed to proceed until repaired. If under 20 % . . . 
If the Enhanced criteria is used, then we would need to train a small cadre of 
inspectors.. . 

The transportation plan has been revised to indicate that our intent is to assure 
that the drivers and vehicles will comply with the Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Regulations (FMCSR) at state roadside inspections. Therefore, the 
carrier must provide equipment that will meet these standards. The "Enhanced 
North American Uniform Out of Service Criteria" will not be applied 
throughout the shipment. The "defect free" statement was intended to indicate 
that before dispatch from the Hanford site the vehicle and drivers would pass 
an inspection based on the FMCSR. This will assure all parties that fully 
qualified drivers and road worthy equipment are being selected for the 
movement of this material. 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

Apd 11,1995 

Mr. Pad F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 
MPA Compliance Officer 
Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Ricfiland, WA 99352 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 
P.O. Bos 176 Jefferson Ciy. .\.IO 65102-0176 (31+)4144-21 

F.4.. : 314 1-5 i - -hr 

Dear 1%. Dunigan: 

Thank you for providing the .Missouri Department ofNatural Resources a copy of the 
Environmental Assessment: Disposition and Traqortation of Surphs Low Specific Activity 
Nitric Acid The reuse of this material appears consistent with our &rts to encourase 
responsible product reuse, and minimization of hazardous or radioactive wastes. 

Enclosed are comments resulting from our review and participation in the conference call to 
discuss this campaign. I appreciate inclusion of my staff in these weekly teleconfkrences, even 
though the transport corridor does not pass through ,Missouri. This type of status report and 
discussion should be followed on future shipments which involve the ~Missouri Department of 
Natural Resources. 

This Department is committed to the protection of the health, safity and environment of our 
citizens. We acknowledge that radioactive materials are shipped throughout the United States 
routinely and expen the same protective requirements as transporting fissionable weapons grade 
materials for any ftture shipments. We feel it is critical that you develop a d o r m  system to 
ensure consistent protective campaigns since all.states bear the environmental risk without benefit. 

Environmental assessment and management planning for radionuclide shipments are vital to 
addressing currenr Department of Energy situations and future operations. The state of Missouri 
and this department are pleased that the Department ofEnery is'continuing to meet those needs. 

R E C E I V E D  
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Mr. Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 
Page Two 
April 11,1995 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Robert Geller at (314) 751-3 176. 

Very truly yours, 

Director 

DAS:qa 

Enciosure 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 .  

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Missouri; Department of Natural Resources 
DOULSA Nimc Acid Transport 

Review Comments 
April 11, 1995 

A copy of the U.S. Department ofEnergy LSA/%tric Acid Transportation Plan to British 
Xuclear Fuels, LTD (WHC 1994 c) referenced on page 3-6 was recently provided and is 
currently under review. 

Please provide a copy of the computer model and input parameters urilied in selecting the 
preferred route. 

Pane 2-6. uaraerzu&& cites an example that "the model does not attempt to minimize the 
number of urbanized areas with population over 100,000 traversed for a trip. The actuai 
route minimizes population densities wherever practical" If the model does not take this 
into consideration, we strongly urge that this factor be included in all &e routing. 

&e 3-6. p w a r ,  . h 4, indicates that it may be necessary to amend the transportation plan 
to secure an alternate route. ShouId reroutins of the proposed shipments be required, we 
strongly encourage you to maimain utilization of routing parameters that would avoid 
population centers of over 100,000 wherever practical. 

b e e  3-1 5. s& 32.6, briefly summarizes that no viable alternative U.S. ports were 
considered. A more detailed comparison of transit time, risk and cost should be included 
for those pons evaluated. 

Eslge 5-10. D N a m  . Although States and m%es have jurisdiction over the areas through 
which these historically "low risk" type shipments would pass they also,have the primary 
responsibility for protectins the public and the environment. We continue to consider DOE 
financially responsible for all costs associated with environmental cleanup, public heahh or 
safety should any of the transportation campaigns have an incident that would impact the 
states. 

Paee 5-1 1. uaramauh 2, indicates that emergency response procedures will accompany the 
shipments, attached to the bills of lading. Please provide a copy of the appropriate 
emergency response procedures that d appiy to these shipments. 

p- . 3 8, addresses Alternative Truck Transportation Routes. A more 
thorough presentation of what the alternative routing schemes were and why they were not 
selected is necessary in order to suppon the preferred option. 

Paue 5- 13. par- 1, indicates that a container of LSA nitric acid would have less than 
0.22 curies of radioactivity. Please expand the discussion on the levels of radioactivity in 
each shipment to include highedowest curie levels in each shipment, the exposure levels at 
the sudace of the comainer and at one meter. A statement of the reponable quantity for the 
uranium for information would also be helpful. You may also wish to expiain the comment 
on the gamma exposure (i.e. the actual dose was reportedly artificially multiplied by 400 in 
order to get a response in the exposure model). 
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Environmental Assessment D-37 May 1995 

Commentor: David A. Shorr 
Director 
Department of Natural Resources 
State of Missouri 
P.O. Box 176 
Jefferson City, MO 65102-0176 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Letter dated April 11, 1995 

We acknowledge that radioactive materials are shipped throughout the United 
States routinely and expect the Same protective requirements as transporting 
fissionable weapons grade materials for any future shipments. We feel it is 
critical that you develop a uniform system to ensure consistent protective 
campaigns since all states bear the environmental risks without benefits. 

Response: The DOE is in the process of developing a national program for the disposition 
of radioactive and hazardous materials throughout the entire DOE Complex. 
This program is not complete. The proposed action represents a case-specific 
solution to a material disposition problem. 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Please provide a copy of the computer model and input parameters utilized in 
selecting the preferred route. 

A copy will be provided. 

Page 3-6, paragraph 3, cites an example that the "model does not attempt to 
minimize the number of urbanized areas with populations over 
100,000 persons traversed for a trip. The actual route minimizes population 
densities wherever practical. 
consideration, we strongly urge that this factor be included in all future 
routing. 

If the model does not take this into 

Page 3-6, paragraph 4, indicates that it may be necessary to amend the 
transportation plan to secure an alternate route. Should rerouting of the 
proposed shipments be required, we strongly encourage you to maintain 
utilization of routing parameters that would avoid population centers of over 
100,000 wherever practical. 

Page 5-16, Section 3.2.8, addresses Alternative Truck Transportation Routes. 
A more thorough presentation of what the alternative routing schemes were 
and why they were not selected is necessary in order to support the preferred 
option. 

All reasonable overlid routes were considered. Shipments of Low Specific 
Activity material do not require special shipping routes. However, the DOE 
has selected routes per DOE guidance and Department of Transportation 
regulations governing shipment of nuclear materials and in coordination with 
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Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

local authorities. The specific route utilized for each shipment will depend 
upon the actual port of egress for that particular shipment. Details of the 
chosen routes are presented in the referenced Transportation Plan. 

The DOE has initiated weekly conference calls with all interested stakeholders, 
states and tribes to address concerns and to disseminate information concerning 
the EA process. The DOE plans to continue these weekly calls for the 
duration of the project. The DOE will issue a 30-day "rolling schedule" to 
interested agencies in the corridor states. This schedule will be updated 
weekly. 

Page 3-15, section 3.2.6, briefly summarizes that no viable alternative U.S. 
ports were considered. A more detailed comparison of transit time, risk and 
cost should be included for those ports evaluated. 

The shipment of the slightly contaminated nitric acid will not require any 
special handling protocols within the Port Facilities. The Transportation Plan, 
which is included by reference to the EA, presents handling requirements that 
exceed any regulatory requirements for a material of this nature. 

Page 5-11, paragraph 5 ,  indicates that emergency response procedures will 
accompany the shipments, attached to the bills of lading. Please provide a 
copy of the appropriate emergency response procedures that will apply to these 
shipments. 

A copy of the Transportation Plan has been forwarded to you. This plan 
contains the materials requested. 

Page 5-13, paragraph 1, indicates that a container of LSA nitric acid would 
have less that 0.22 curies of radioactivity.' Please expand the discussion on the 
levels of radioactivity in each shipment to include highest/lowest curie levels in 
each shipment, the exposure levels at the surface of the container and at one 
meter. A statement of the reportable quantity for the uranium for information 
would also be helpful. You may also wish to explain the comment on the 
gamma exposure (ie., the actual dose was reportedly artXicially multiplied by 
400 in order to get a response in the exposure model). 

The highest curie content possible in any one container, when full, will be 
0.9 curie. 

The modelling program utilized requires certain base parameters in order to 
function. If these parameters are extremely low the program will not run 
(i.e., as far as the model is concerned, there is no risk of exposure). 
Exposure levels associated with these shipments, which make up the base 
parameters, were so low that the progmn'would not run. These exposure 
levels had to be multiplied in order to run the program. Therefore, the 
resultant risk levels calculated are very conservative. 
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Harch 31, 1995 

Paul F. X. Dunigan, NEPA Compliance Officer 
Department of Energy 
Richland Field Office 
P.O. Box 550 
iiichland, Washington 99352 

SUBJECT: REQUESP FOR COMENTS ON TEE US DOE'ENVIRONHENTAL ASSESSXENT 
AND TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR WSFEiUUNG LSAlNITRIC ACID 
TEROUGB TEE ELIZABETH PORT AU"3ORJTY HARINJ2 TERHINAL (EPAHT) 

I Dear Hr. Dunigan: 

This letter is in response to your letters to George Marlin, 
Executive Director, Port Authority of New York & New Jersey, dited February 
15, 1995. Staff has reviewed the US DeDartment of Enerev (US DOE1 DroDosal 

I. . - .  . 
to- transport nitric acid contaminated with lov levels of radioactive 
materials, from the Hanford facility in Richland, Washington to British 
Nuclear Fuels Limited in Sellafield; England, via East Coast ports. 
upon our understanding of your proposal, the US DOE proposes, as its 
preferred alternative, transporting 183,000 gallons of material in 52 
truckloads through ports located in either Elizabeth (NJ) , Norfolk (VA), or 
Baltimore (HD).  The materials would then be shipped to England and 
processed. 

Based 

We have reviewed the Environmental Asiessment and the 
Transportation Plan. 
US DOE representative Terry Brown at Port Newark. At that meeting, many of 
our  concerns were raised and US DOE responses were helpful to a degree. 
Rowever, certain matters vi11 require further clarification, in vriting, so 
that the Port Authority can fully evaluate your proposal prior to granting 
any permission or approval. 

In addition, on March 13, 1995, staff was briefed by 

These are as follows: 

o Please provide vritten protocols to be followed by the 
US DOE and its contractors vith regard to inspections 
and handling of the materials duriiig all phases of 
transportation, storage and transfer vithin Port 
Authority Facilities. 

o Please verify, in writing, that containers returning 
from England on their vay back to Banford, Vashington 
will undergo the same protocols. 

o Please verify, in writing, that the overall Risk 
Assessment took into consideration the entire region 
and not just the City of Elizabeth: 

R E ' C E t V E C  
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o Please provide your ana lys i s  of r i s k  i n  a r r i v i n g  at  
your conclusion tha t  $10,000,000 i n  insurance is 
s u f f i c i e n t  coverage and that  The Port Authority of New 
York and New Jersey would be named a s  an add i t iona l  
insured i f  permission vere granted to  use Elizabeth 
Port  Authority Marine Terminal (EPANT). 

o Please prepare a s i t e  s p e c i f i c  eaergency plan including 
measures t o  be undertaken by the c a r r i e r  t o  address  
leaks and s p i l l s ,  coniainment, and no t i f i ca r ion .  

o Please provide a diagram of a r ad io log ica l  safe zone 
f o r  the cargo while i t  is stored a t  EPAMT. 

o Please provide a list of "safe havens" tha t  cargo can 
be relocated to in  cases where shipment is delayed 
extensively.  

Assuming the foregoing can be addressed t o  the Port  Authori ty 's  
s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  please be advised that  a m a x i m u m  hol4ing time of 7 days a t  
the EPAHT would be required by the Port Authority with extensions a t  the 
d i sc re t ion  of James Malone, General Manager, Port F a c i l i t i e s .  Mr. Malone 
can be reached a t  (201) 578-2128. Furthermore, the US DOE vould have t o  
agree t o  immediately remove t h i s  material t o  an a l t e r n a t e  loca t ion  ("safe 
haven") a t  the request of the Mr. Malone. 

F ina l ly ,  i f  permission were granted, n o t i f i c a t i o n  of any 
shipment through EPAHT would have t o  be made a t  least two (2)  days 
p r i o r  t o  shipments enter ing the S t a t e  of New Jersey and would involve, i n  
add i t ion  t o  Mr. Malone's o f f i c e ,  the Nev Jersey Department of Environmental 
Protect ion,  New Jersey Department of Transportation', New Jersey State 
Pol ice ,  the U.S. Coast Guard, and the Port Authority Police.  

with copies t o  H r .  Malone, whose mailing address is: 
Please address a l l  correspondence regarding t h i s  matter t o  me 

Mr . James Halone 
General Manager, Port F a c i l i t i e s  
Port  Authority Marine Terminal 
260 Kellogg S t r ee t  - 2nd Floor 
Port  Newark, NJ 07114 

In my absence, you can speak t o  Christopher Zeppie who can be 
reached a t  (212) 435-6153. 

Sincerely,  -.&,r& /r I'Y- d 

Marcia Bys try@ 
Director . 
Office of Environmental 
Policy and Management 

cc: L.D. Romine, Transition Propam Division - v i a  FAX 
B.K. Nelson, Dept. of Energy - via  FAX 

D40 May 1995 Environmental Assessment 
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Commentor: Marcia Bystryn 
Director Office of Environmental Policy and Management 
The Port Authority of NY & NJ 
One World Trade Center 68N 
New York, NY 10048 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Letter dated March 31, 1995 

Please provide written protocols to be followed by the US DOE and its 
contractors with regard to inspections and handling of the materials during all 
phases of transportation, storage and transfer within Port Authority Facilities. 

The shipment of the slightly contaminated nitric acid will not require any 
special handling protocols within the Port Facilities. The Transportation Plan 
calls out handling requirements that exceed any regulatory requirements for a 
material of this nature. The material must be categorized as radioactive 
according to all regulatory requirements. The radioactive portion cannot be 
separated from the nitric acid without a very expensive and elaborate process, 
and is so minor in this situation, that the nitric acid must be considered 
foremost if an incident or accident should occur. Once a sailing schedule has 
been established the shipments will arrive at the Port Facility at the latest 
possible time schedule to make the next sailing. There will be no storage at 
any port. Shipments will have to be staged but the intent is to minimize this 
staging period. 

Please verify, in writing, that containers returning from England on their way 
back to Hanford, Washington will undergo the same protocols. 

BNF plc will conduct inspection of the returning containers prior to dispatch 
from the plant in the UK. No further inspections are required for this 
material. The tanks will contain a minor healtap quantity of material and there 
will be some very low levels of internal contaminated. 

Please verify, in writing, that the overall Risk Assessment took into 
consideration the entire region and not just the City of Elizabeth. 

The RADTRAN model used to perform the calculations does include 
population densities of the entire region not just a specific city. 

Please provide your analysis of risk in arriving at the $10,000,000 in insurance 
is sufficient coverage and that the Port Authority of New York and New 
Jersey would be named as an additional insured if permission were granted to 
use Elizabeth Port Authority Marine Terminal (EPAMT). 

The reference to the $lO,OOO,OOO policy was intended to show that additional 
funds were available for remediation of an area should an incidenvaccident 
occur. This amount was not intended to be a limiting amount but to be 
utilized in addition to’ other coverage avadable. No specific agency or 
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organization will be named as additional insured, which is an accepted practice 
on transportation related issues. 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Please prepare a site specific emergency plan including measures to be 
undertaken by the carrier to address leaks and spills, containment, and 
notification. 

No specific emergency plan above and beyond those requirements called out in 
the Transportation Plan is planned. Adequate precautions have been taken to 
ensure that the shipment will be handled in a safe manner. However should an 
incidedaccident occur, there is specific information contained in the 
Transportation Plan. 

Please provide a diagram of a radiological safe zone for the cargo while it is 
stored at EPAMT. 

The material contained in the shipping containers will not provide any 
significant radiological exposure to the public. Our models indicate that the 
person most likely to receive any exposure will be the drivers and their 
exposure is equal to less than a single tooth x-ray. 

Please provide a list of "safe havens" that cargo can be relocated to in cases 
where shipment is delayed extensively. 

The Department will be timing the truck shipments to the availability of the 
ships to keep in-port holding times for the acid to a minimum. The 
Department expects to be able to keep the in-port time under three days. The 
worst case scenario, involving weather or mechanical delays, may require 
in-port holding time up to seven days (a typical port rotation). The 
Transportation Plan provides Safe Parking Criteria in the event that the 
carrier's drivers cannot safely proceed and it becomes necessary to park the 
vehicle until conditions are acceptable. 

* 
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ENVIRONHEHTAL ASSESSHDCT ON THE DISPOSITION AND TRANSPORTATION OF SURPLUS LOU 
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY RADIOACTIVE NITRIC ACID, HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, UASHINGTON 

PUBLIC COMENT FORH 

We encourage you t o  provide e i t h e r  verbal or written comments. You can give us 
written comments by using this form. Please leave your completed form a t  the  
location provided, or you can nail i t  by April 5 to :  

Larry Romine R3-79 
U.S. Department of Energy 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, MA 99352 

Comnent Bd&5-TloA3 * 
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Commentor: Vincent Lehotsky . 
131 E. Curtis Street Apt. 2 
Linden, NJ 07036-2929 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Public meeting comment form, New Jersey, March 31, 1995 

What will you do if the boat sinks? 

An analysis of the risks associated with these shipments confi is  that the risks 
are small. An evaluation of these risks is presented in Section 5.2.2 of the 
EA. In the unlikely event that the ship sinks, all appropriate measures will be 
taken to minimize any potential negative environmental impacts. 
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E M I R O N R E N T A L  ASSESSnDcT ON THE DISPOSITION AND TRANSPORTATION OF SURPLUS LOU 
S P E C I F I C  A C T I V I T Y  RADIOACTIVE NITRIC ACID, HANFORO SITE, RICHLAND, W A S H I N f i O N  

PUBLIC COMm FORH 

We encourage you tu provide either verbal or written comments. You can give us 
written comments by using this fora.  Please leave your completed f o r a  at the 

Address .( & 

Thank you. 
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Commentor: B. Sachou 
15 Elm Street 
Florhou Park, NJ 

Medium: Public comment form 
Newark, New Jersey March 31, 1995 

Comment: I am so sorry we felt we had to make and produce these hazardous chemicals 
in the first place, but most citizens are wary of trusting expert engineers, 
chemists etc., after Chernobyl and T h m  Mile Island. 

Response: One of the main goals of the public meetings is to gain public acceptance and 
trust in the Department of Energy’s activities. We hope we have to achieved 
that goal by conducting these meetings. 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

By this sale, our country also loses 183,000 gallons we may need shortly in 
this chaotic political world that exists at present. The cold war may be over, 
but greed wiU cause another, no doubt. Perhaps we should store it for that 
eventuality. A foolish person (or countryj leaves himself destitute and without 
resources. 

The cost of storing the LSA nitric acid far exceeds its value. Nitric acid can 
be readily obtained when required. The uranium and other contaminants have 
little or no value. 

In addition, the costs .of your outreach to the public (10-12 DOE employees to 
Newark and staying at nice motels) perhaps could be downscaled somewhat. 
For the number of people I saw attending in Newark‘ (the public) the reach out 
didn’t do it. A meeting in a place other than Newark might have been better 
attended. 

We attempted to provide knowledgeable staff while trying to balance the costs 
and benefits of conducting these meetings: The number of meeting attendees 
was not known at the time the meetings were planned. At the meeting in 
Newark, New Jersey, there were eight DOE and/or contractor personnel in 
attendance. Locations for the public meetings were chosen so as to be near 
the proposed ports. 
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Christine Todd Whitman 
Govern or 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Office of Program Coordination 

CN 418 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0418 

Phone 609-292-2662 
Fax 609-777-0942 

Robert C. Shinn. Jr. 
Commissioner 

March 28, 1995 

Mr. Paul F. X .  Dunigan, Jr. 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. BOX 550 
Richland, Washington 99352 

RE: Disposition and Transportation of Surplus Low 
Specific Activity Nitric Acid - DOE/EA-l005D 

Dear Mr. Dunigan: 

The office of Program Coordination of the New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) has completed its 
coordinated Departmental review of the Environmental Assessment 
(EA) for the Disposition and Transportation of Surplus Low 
Specific Activity Nitric Acid.. Ne offer the following comments 
on the transportation plans for your consideration. 

The EA notes that the Department of Energy will perform 
radiological measurements of the containers prior to transport. 
We recommend that additional surveys and inspections be performed 
once the containers arrive at the selected east coast port and 
are loaded into a cargo ship.. The transportation plans for the 
nitric acid were listed as a reference inathe EA and not included 
in our review. The inspection plans for the cargo should be 
defined in the EA. 

Once the port for the nitric acid shipments is chosen, the 
NJDEP would like to be infomed of that decision along with a 
best estimate of the shipping schedule. Additionally, we would 
like to receive a copy of two of the documents referenced on page 
8-4 of the EA: . 

WHC , 1994a, PUREXJU03 Deactivation Project Management Plan, 
WHC-SP-1011, Rev. 0, Westinghouse Hanford C o m p w E I V E  
Ri chl and Washington; AFFi :' 51995 

30E - RL / CCC 
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WHC, 1994b, Transportation Impact Bnalysis for the Shipment of Low Specific Activity Nitric Acid , 
WHC-SD-TP-RPT-015, Westinghouse Hanford Company, 
Richland, Washington. 

Thank you for giving the New Jersey Departinent of 
Environmental P r o t e c t i o n  the o p p o r t u n i t y  to review t he  
Environmental Assessment. 

Lawrence Schmidt 
Director 
Office of Program Coordination 

c :  Kent T O S C ~ ,  NJDEP 
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Commentor: 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Mr. Lawrence Schmidt 
Director, Office of Program Coordination 
Department of Environmental Protection 
State of New Jersey 
CN 418 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0418 

Letter dated March 28, 1995 

The Environmental Assessment notes that the Department of Energy will 
perform radiological measurements of the containers prior to transport. We 
recommend that additional surveys and inspections be performed once the 
containers arrive at the selected east coast port and are loaded into a cargo 
ship. 

The inspection plans for the cargo should be defied in the EA. 

Before dispatch from the Hanford site the vehicle and drivers will pass an 
inspection based on the Federal Motor C&er Safety Regulations (FMCSR). 
The containers and tractor/trailer will be radiologically surveyed and released 
by trained personnel using prescribed procedures and equipment (e.g., hand- 
held radiation monitors). 

Due to the very low level of radioactivity present from a loaded transport 
container (Le., less than 0.5 mrem/hr on contact), and the design and 
construction of the transport container, the Department of Energy does not feel 
that there is a need or requirement to perform additional surveys of the 
containers upon arrival at the selected east coast port and prior to being loaded 
onto the cargo ship. 

These transport containers surpass Department of Transportation specification 
51 (DOT-51) specifications. DOT records indicate that a DOT-51 spec 
container has never lost its entire contents in an accident. All incidents which 
involved the release of materials from DOT-51 spec containers have been 
caused by faulty valves or fittings. The transport containers which will be 
utilized for these shipments have no valves and all fittings have been placed on 
the top of the container. These fittings are protected by frame dunnage and a 
sealed cupola. The tanks were constructed from Type 304L stainless steel 
with a tank barrel thickness of 0.312" and an tank endcap thickness of 0.415". 
This compares to the normal highway tanker which is constructed of 12 gauge 
metal (0.109"). Therefore, unless the container was involved in an accident 
which would cause a release of the nitric acid, there will be no need to 
perform a routine survey. 
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Comment: The transportation plans for the nitric acid were listed as a reference in the EA 
and not included in: our review. 

Response: Although the Environmental Assessment was sent to all concerned individuals, 
stakeholders, tribes and states, the Transportation Plan was sent only to those 
reviewers who requested it. The Department of Energy has incorporated this 
plan by reference in the fmal EA. 

All reasonable overland routes were considered. Shipments of Low Specific 
Activity material do not require special shipping routes. However, the DOE 
has selected routes per DOE guidance and Department of Transportation 
regulations governing shipment of nuclear materials and in coordination with 
local authorities. The specific route utilized for each shipment will depend 
upon the actual port of egress for that particular shipment. Details of the 
chosen routes are presented in the referenced Transportation Plan. 

Comment: Once the port for the nitric acid shipments is chosen, the NJDEP would like to 
be informed of that decision along with a best estimate of the shipping 
schedule. 

Response: The DOE has initiated weekly conference calls with all interested stakeholders, 
states and tribes to address concerns and to disseminate information concerning 
these shipments. The DOE will continue this weekly conference call for the 
duration of the project. The DOE will issue, on a weekly basis, a 30-day 
"rolling schedule" of the planned shipments. 

Environmental Assessment D-50 May 1995 
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STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
7 State of Ohio - Office of Budget and Management 

- 
30 EAST BROAD STREET 0 34TH FLOOR 0 COLUMBUS, OHIO 43266-041 1 0 (614) 466-0697 IO698 

May 3, 1995 

ApFlicant: U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY, RICHLAND OPERATIOKS GFC 
P.O. BOX 550, TRANSITION PROGRAM 2IVISICN 
RICHLAND, WA 99352- 

Contact: WR3Y I). ROMINE 

S A 1  Number: CH950221-A339-36.471 

Dear Grant Applicant or  Funding Agency: 

Our cffice has notified you that the intergovernmental review has beer. 
completed with respect to the above referenced project. 
reconmended that the applicant proceed with the application for apprcpriate funding 
or that they mst address concerns generated throi?gh the review process. 

le have eitner 

We have received additional cczinents from a review agency (see  attached). 
Contacc must be made wirh t h e  commenting acency and these coments mst be taken 
into consideration as you proceed w i t h  the application process. Please exus2 
the fact that the ccnment may be late in getting to you, 
received in cur cffice late. 

These corrments were 

If YOU have any questiors concerning the ettached, please contact our office, 
(614) 466-0697 or (614) 466-0698. NGTE: If your application coxpletion Letter 
contained negative or conditional corrments, they are  still valid and, if not 
resolved. need to be satisfactorily addressed. 

Larzy 1 Weaver 
State Federal Funds Cocrdinatcr 
Office of Budqer & Management 

1 
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IFFtCE OF BlJDGn AND MANAGEMENT 
iTA7E CLEARINGHOUSE TRANSMIITAL 

30 E. Broad SI.. 34th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio, 43266.041' 
Phone (614) 4669697 I 0698 

SA1 NUMBER: 08950221-A339-36.471 
RESPONSE ON 60 DAY REVIEW SHOULD BE RETURNED 15 DAYS PRIOR TO CLE CE DATE 
OF: March 20, 1995. FOR FULL APPLICATION CALL BY : 3y . 
APPLICANT: U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY, RICHLAND OPERATIONS OFC 

ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 550, TRANSITION PROGRAM DIVISION 

ATTENTION: LARRY D. ROMINE PHONE: 509-376-4747 
PROPOSED FEDERAL FUNDING: SO 

PROPOSED TOTAL FUNDING: SO 

RICHALND, WA, 99352- 

TITLE: ENERGY - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: DISPOSITION & TRANSPORTATION OF SURPLUS LOW SPECIFIC 

ACTIVITY NITRIC ACID: EA, IMPACTS 1-70 L 1-80 IN OHIO 
DOE /EA- 1 0050 , OHIO 

REVIEWING AGENCY: DEPT OF AGRICULTURE 
DEPT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGY 

OHIO HISTORICAL SOCIETY 
STATE WIDE CLEARINGHOUSES 

ASHLAND ASHTABULA AUGLAIZE BEL-0-MAR B-X-J - BH-HVRDD CLARK 
COLUMBIANA CLINTON CRAWFORD - EDATA ERIE FAIRFIELD HANCOCK 
HARDIN HURON KNOX NOVA LICKING LIMA-AUEN L-0-C 
MADISON MARION -MAUMEE MERCER MIAMI CC -MIAMI VALLEY MORPC 
MORROW mNOACA WNEFCO 04-1 OMEGA. OVRDC PICKAWAY 
PORTAGE PUTNAM RICHLAND SENECA SHELBY STARK - TMACOG 
VANWERT WYANDOT 

~~ 

fkwlng agency must complete thirsection. 
MMENTS - attach another sheel. Comments ciled in this Section muslinclude (1) ldentificalion of reviewing agency's statule or specific plan or program related to 
proposak(2) bescriplion 01 impact ot this proposal on iaeniifieo plan or program: i5) Reviewer's recommended changes ior or aoaitioiir 10 h e  yroyosri. Pioise 

?all  comments and include SA1 number on your comment sheet 

VIEWING AGENCY POSITION ON PROJECT (Mark one only) 
\lo comment 
Zlearance of Ihe project should be granted. 
learance of the project should not be delayed. but applicant should answer the reviewer's Questions or concerns. See enclosed 
:ommen!s. 
3earance of the project should only be granted on the condition that the applicant use the recommendations in the enclosed 
:omments. (Executive or Deputy Director Signature Needed.) 
Zlearance of the project should be delayed unlil the applicant has satisfactorily addressed the concerns stated in the enclosed 
:ommenls. (Executive or Depuly Director Signature Needed.) 

P. 0. BOX 130 
me- 

!vn?wer's Name 
Street 
Address 

... - .  ecuI:ve or Oepury S8gnatu:e 
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i;i.>-..--” . - -  - ._ 
CE OF BUDGET AND MANAGEMENT 
\TE CLEARINGHOUSE TRANSMllTAL 

30 E. Broad St.. 34th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio, 432664411 
Phone (614) 466-0697 I0698 

LI NUMBER: 08950221-A339-36;47l ’  
:SPONSE ON 60 DAY REVIEW SHOULD BE RETURNED 15 DAYS PRIOR TO CLF CE DATE 
:: March 20, 1995. FOR FULL APPLICATION CALL BY : . 
?PLICANT: 0.S. DEPT OF ENERGY, RICHLAND OPERATIONS OFC. 

ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 550, TWJSITION P R O G W  DIVISION 
RICHALND, WA, 95352- 

CTENTION: L.ARRY D. ROMINE PHONE: 509-376-4747 
IOOPOSED FEDERAL FUNDING: $0 

PROPOSED TOTAL FUNDING: $0 
ITLE: ENERGY - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: DISPOSITION & TRWSPORTATION OF SURPLUS OW SPECIFIC 

ACTIVITY NITRIC ACID: ZA, IMPACTS 1-70 & 1-80 I N  OAIO 
DOE/EA-I 005C, OHIO 

WIEWlNG AGENCY: DEPT OF AGRICULTURZ 
DEPT OF N.;?TURP.L RESOU2CCES 
DEPARTKENT OF HEALTH 
DEPT OF TRANSPORTATION 
ENVIROKKENTU PROTECTION AGY 

3L5NB I AXA CLINTON CRAKFORD - EDATA ERIE FAIRFIELD HANCOCK 
ARDIN HURON KNOX LICKING LIP!-ALLEN L-U-C 
ADISON MAR1 ON c YAUME’ MERCER MINI CC -MIAMI VALLEY W X T C  
ORROk7 c NOACA e N E Y C O  0-K-I OMEGA CVRDC P I  CKAWAY 
ORTAGF. PUTNAM RICHLAND SENECA SHELBY STARK - TWiCOG 
AN WERT WYANDOT 

wing agency murl compltlc thin secllon. 
UENTS - atlach another sheel. Comments cited in \his Section must include ( I )  IdenWcation 01 reviewmq agency‘s statute or specilic plan or program related to 
.oposal: (2) Description 01 impact ofihis propcsa! Cn idenlilied plan or program; (3) Reviewer’s recommended changes for or additionslothe prcposal. Please 
i!l c ~ ~ n i i i 8 r . I ~  an:! include SA1 r.c=ber 3r. yew tcc-en! sheel. 

IEWING AGENCY POSITION ON PROJECT (Mark one only) 
) comment. 
earance of the project should be granted. 
earance of the project should no1 be delayed, but applicant should answer the reviewer’s questions or concerns. See enclosed 
)mments. 
iearance of Ihe project should only be granted on the condition that the applicant use Ihe recommendations in the enclosed 
)mmenls. (Executive or Deputy Director Signature Needed.) 
earance of Ihe project should be delayed until the applicanl has satisfactorily addressed the concerns staled in the enclosed 
immenls. (Executive or Deputy Director Signature Needed.) 

’ 

PLEASE TYPE THE FOLLOWING INFORtVIATION: 

leen St i f f le r  Agency p .c. R e g i o n a l  P l a n n i n g  Commission 
Name -. Dilr 
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Project Title: Energy - Environmental Impact Assessment 

Applicant: U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office 

Project Log No: 95-08 

Please Check The Appropriate Comment: 

- XX We support this program (comment attached) 

- frogram application should be delayed so question raised can be 
clarified 

We do not support this program (comment attached) 

No comment - 
This Space Is Provided For Comments Not Othenvise Included As An 
Attachment S u p p o r t  is g a i n e d  p r o v i d e d  t h a t  t h e  B a l t i m o r e ,  

M a r y l a n d ,  P o r t  is u s e d .  I f  t h e  E l i z a b e t h ,  N e w  J e r s e y  P o r t  
i s  u s e d ,  We would  REQUEST a f o u r t e e n  ( 1 4 )  d a y ,  NOTICE 
p r i o r  t o  t h e  f i r s t  t a n k e r  t r a v e l i n g  I n t e r s t a t e  80 t h r o u g h  
t h e  C i t y  o f  S t r e e t s b o r o ,  Ohio. D a i l y  NOTIFICATIONS w o u l d  
b e  R E Q U I R E D  a s  t h e  v e h i c l e s  t r a v e r s e d . t h e  C i t y  L i m i t s . . .  
These NOTIFICATIONS would  i n c l u d e ;  t h e  aumber  o f . v e h i c l e s  
on a d a i l y  b a s i s ,  t h e  a p p r o x i m a t e  t i m e  o f  e n t r y ,  any  
e m e r g e n c y  s t o p s  f o r  r e p a i r s  or o t h e r  m a i n t e n a n c e ,  time 
o f  e x i t  f r o m  t h e  C i t y .  The t r a n s p o r t e r  w i l l  n o t  b e  p e r m i t  
t o  s t o p  o r  t a k e  any t y p e  of  d r i v e r  b r e a k  w i t h i n  t h e  City 
l i m i t s  o f  Streetsboro,Ohio. 

d 

Reviewing Agency: C I T Y  OF S T R E E T S B O R O ,  OHIO - FIRE DEPARTMENT 

ReviewedBy: GERALD R .  V I C H A .  FIRE CHIEF . Date: 0 4 / 1 8 / 9 5  

Please Return With Any Attachments By: ASAP 

Portage County.Regional Planning Commission . 

County Administration Building, 7th Floor 
449 South Meridian Street 

Ravenna, Ohio 44266 
(216) 297-3613 
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Environmental Impact project # 95.08 
DOE 

Portage County EMA has contacted the PC Hazmat Team, effected Fire 
and Law Enforcement agencies for their comments, which will be forth coming. 
From comments from other EMA personnel the 1-70 route is no longer a potential 
route due to the mine subsidence under 1-70 at Cambridge. 

PC EMA feels that DOE needs to make a major effort tc infcm acd .educztte 
ali response personnel who might be effected by this movement and the potential 
spills and or accidents. This training should be done regionally within each State as 
no single community is equipped to handie an incident of this poteniiai magnituae. 

We also feel that these trips should be convoyed and require escorts. One 
of these escort vehicles should contain spill response materials as well as a DOE 
certified response expert to assist local jurisdictions with any potential problems 
along the route. 
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- 
30 EAST BROAD STREET 0 34TH FLOOR 0 COLUMBUS, OHIO 432664411 0 (614) 466.069710698 

March 20, 1995 

U.S.  DEPT OF ENERGY, RICHLAND OPERATIONS OFC 
P.C. BOX 550, TRANSITION PRCGRAM DIVISION 
RICHALND, WA 99352- 

Attention: WRRY D. ROMINE PHONE: 509-37 6-4747 

E: STATE INTERGOVEXNMENTAL REVIEW 
. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/IMPACT STATSIGNT COMPLETION LETTER 

S t a t e  Application I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  (SAI) Nunber: 08950221-A339-36.471 

Project Description: DISPOSITION & TRANSPO3TATIOS OF SURPLUS LOW SPECIFIC 
ACTIVITY NITRIC ACID: EA, IMPACTS 1-70 d 1-80 IN OHIO 
DOE/EA-1005 D , OHIO 

Dear Applicant: 

The S t a t e  Clearinghouse has reviewed the  Environmental Assessment/Impact 
Statement f o r  t h e  above i d e n t i f i e d  p ro jec t  t h a t  i s  covered by t h e  National 
Environmental A c t  of 1969, and any amendments: t he  Intergovernmental. Review 
Process {Pres iden t i a l  Executive Order 12372); Giibernatorial Executive Order 
authorized under Ohio Revised Code, Section 107.18(A); and/or o the r  pe r t inen t  
r egu la t ions  and guidel ines .  

with a no t i ce  t o  t h e  impacted area clearinghouse(s1.  
comments f o r  your consideration and/or response. 

This document has  been simultaneously reviewed by i n t e r e s t e d  s t a t e  agencies, 
Our o f f i c e  may have at tached 

You should be advised t h a t  some of the reviewing s t a t e  agencies may respond 
d i r e c t l y  t o  you without submitting t h e i r  comments through t h e  Single  Point O f  Contact. 
W P  encourage our reviewing agencies t o  keep i n  direct ccntact  with i s s u i c g  agencies on 
a l l  environmental assessment/impact statement reviews. Therefore, consider t h e i r  
d i r e c t l y  generated comen t s  a s  v a l i d  responses. 

It  i s  recomnended t h a t  contact be made with a l l  commenting agencies. Addresses 
and phone riumbers a r e  ava i l ab le  on individual  Transmittal  Forms and /o r  contained i n  a 
le t ter  received by our agency. The commehts which have been generated should become 
p a r t  of t h e  proposal and responded t o  before a f i n a l  decis ion i s  made regarding this 
environmental assessment/impact statement. 

Should t h i s  be a d r a f t  proposal, please provide our o f f i c e  with fourteen ( 1 4 )  
copies of t h e  f i n a l  product. 

Larry W. !Weaver, Federal Funds Coordinator 
.Office of Budget andsanagement 
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;;E OF BUDGET AND MANAGEMENT 
ATE CLEARfNGHOUSE TRANSMlrrAL 

30 E. Broad Sl.. 34th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio, 432664411 
Phone (614) 466.0697 IO698 

AI NUMBER: 08950221-A339-36.471 
ESPONSE ON 60 DAY.REVIEW SHOULD BE RETURNED 15 DAYS PRIOR TO CL CE DATE 
F: Ma~h20,  1995. FOR FULL APPLICATION CALL BY : . 
PPLICANT: U.S. DEPT OF ENERGY, RICHLAND OPERATIONS OFC 
ADDRESS: P . O .  BOX 550, TRANSITION PROGRAM DIVISION 

RICHALND, WA, 99352- 
I'TENTION: LARRY D. ROMINE PHONE : 5 0 9-37 6- 4 7 4 7 
XOPOSED FEDERAL FUNDING: SO 
PROPOSED TOTAL FUNDING: $0 

ITLE: ENERGY - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: DISPOSITION h TRANSPORTATION OF SURPLUS LOW SPECIFIC 

:VIEWING AGENCY: 

3KLAND * ASHTABULA AUGLAIZE BEL-0-MAR 
JLUMBIANA CLINTON CRAWFORD c EDATA 
=DIN HURON KNOX KYOVA 
LDISON MARION - M A M E  MERCER 
lRRoW c NOACA ,NEFCO 0-K-I 
lRTAGE PUTNAM RICHLAND SENECA 
iN WERT WYANDOT 

B-H-J - BH-HVRDD CLARK 
ERIE FAIRFIELD HANCOCK 
LICKING LIMA-ALLEN L-0-C 
MUSMI CC e%%&%RLLEY MORPC 
OMEGA OVRDC PICKAWAY 
SHELBY . STARK - TMACOG 

h g  agency murl compklc this section. 
ENTS - attach anothersheet.Commentscitedin1his Section muslinclude(l)ldenlif:calion ofreviewingagency'sstaluteorspecilicplanor progrem related to 
W s 1 ! .  iZ) Descriplion 01 impad ot %is prcpcsal on identified phn or prcrgrsm (3) ReVkW8r'S reCwnmtndtd chmgrs ior ordddilions Io Ihe proposal. Please 
comments and include SA1 number on your comment sheet. 

WING AGENCY POSITION ON PROJECT (Mark one only) 
comment. 
arance of the project should be granted. (S€ E A T T K q E O  CPamEhTJ) 
arance ol the project should not be delayed, but applicant should answer the reviewer's queslions or concerns. See enclosed 
nments. 
arance of the projecl should only be granted on the condition thal the applicant use the recommendations in the enclosed 
nmenls. (Executive or Deputy Director Signature Needed.) 
arance of the project should be delayed until the applicant has satisfactorily addressed the concerns slated in the enclosed 
nmenls. (Executive or Deputy Director Signature Needed.) 

PLEASE TYPE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION 
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4OOMiamiValleyTower 
40 West Fourth Street 
Dayton, Ohio 45402-1827 
(513)- 
Fa(513) 223-9750 
Ohio Relay Senrice 
(1-80&750-0750l?Y/TDD) 

Chair 
JackL Shirley 

Executive Director 
Nora E. Lake 

REVIEW COMMENTS 

SA1 # OH950221-A339-36.471 GA # (STATE REVIEW) 

The Miami Valley Emergency Management Authority should be notified 
prior to shipment along 1-70 in Ohio. 

PHONE (513) 8544822 

4200 LAKE CENTER DRIVE 
DAYTON. OHIO 45426 

F l ?  
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,NEFCO 
NORTHEAST OHIO FOUR COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION 
969 Copley Road, Akron, Ohio 44320-2992 (21 6) 836-5731 Fax (21 6) 836-7703 
Christopher Smeiles, Chairman 

~ ~~ 

Joseph Hadley, Jr., Executive Director 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVIEW MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Larry Romine 

Sylvia Chinn-Levy, Intergovernmental Review Coordinator 

April 19,1995 

SUBJECT: Completion of Intergovernmental Review Process 

PROJECT TITLE: Disposition and Transportation of Surplus Low Specific Activity Nitric 
Acid - Environmental Assessment 

PROJECT LOG NUMBER: 0495-364716339 

PROJECT SA1 NUMBER: OH950221-A339-36471 

OFFICIAL ACTION TAKEN: April 20, 1995 

The Intergovernmental Review of your project has been completed. Enclosed you will 
find copies of any comments that were received and the official resolution passed by 
the NEFCO General Policy Board. This information has been forwarded to the Ohio 
State Clearinghouse. 

If you have not already done so you must send a copy of your applicarion to: State 
Clearing house, 30 East Broad Street, 34th Floor, Columbus, OH 43266-041 1. Copies 
of the State Clearinghouse completion letter and NEFCO Resolution must also be 
forwarded to your funding agency. 

If you have any questions concerning the Intergovernmental Review of your project, 
please feel free to call this office. 

Enclosure 

Serving as the Area Clearinghouse for Summit and Wayne Counties 

Cooperalion and Coordination in Development Planning 
among the Units of Govemment in Portage, Stark, Summit and Wayne Counties 
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Intergovernmental Review 
Resolution Number: FYI995429 

RESOLUTION OF THE 
NEFCO BOARD 

WHEREAS, NEFCO has been designated by the Governor of the State of Ohio as the 
Area Clearinghouse for Summit and Wayne Counties, effective March 28,1984, and 
has accepted the responsibility for the review of all applications for federal or state 
funding that originate in the NEFCO Region which require intergovernmental Review in 
accordance with Executive Order 12372; and 

WHEREAS, it is the responsibility of the NEFCO Board to solicit review and comments 
from units of local government and interested parties through the Project Review 
Notification and Review System procedures which were formally adopted March 28, 
1984; and 

WHEREAS, the NEFCO Intergovernmental Review Committee has reviewed the 
following Summit County Subregional and Statewide Projects and the Wayne County 
Planning Commission, designated as the Subregional Clearing house for Wayne County 
by NEFCO, has reviewed the following Wayne County Subregional Projects: 

SUMMIT COUNTY SUBREGIONAL PROJECTS 

I. Heather Knoll Housing Project (0495-?4129-A661) 
2. A Sporting Chance (0495-14854-A580) 
3. Anger Control Project (0495-16579) 
4. City of Mogadore COPS FAST (0495-16726-1-A423) 
5. City of Macedonia COPS FAST (0495-16726-2-A410) 
6. Summit County Sheriff COPS FAST (0495-16726-3-A312) 
7. City of Fairlawn COPS FAST (0495-167264A514) 
8. City of Akron COPS AHEAD Program (0495-16726-5-A505) 
9. City of Akron COPS MORE (0495-1 6726-6) 

10. Cuyahoga Falls COPS MORE Program (04954 6726-7-A473) 
11, Village of Silver Lake COPS MORE (0495-16726-8) 
12. City of Stow COPS MORE (0495-16726-9) 
13. City of Tallmadge COPS MORE (0495-16726-10-A642) 
14. Richfield Township COPS FAST (0495-16726-1 1) . 
15. City of Hudson Village COPS FAST (0495-1 6726-1 2) 
16. Head Start Supplemental Grant (0495-93600-A453) 

STATEWIDE PROJECT 

1. Disposition and Transportation of Surplus Low Specific Activity Nitric Acid - 
Environmental Assessment (0495-36471 -A339) 
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WAYNE COUNTY S UBREGIONAL PROJFCTS 

1. Every Woman's House Emergency Shelter Program (0495-1423 I-l-A732) 
2. Open Door Emergency Shelter (0495-1423 1-2-A778) 
3. Smithville COPS MORE (0495-1 6726-1-A519) 
4, Rittman COPS MORE (0495-16726-2-A531) 
5. Wayne Co. Senior Transportation Specialized Transportation Program (0495-2057 3) 
6. Wayne Head Start Supplemental Grant (0495-93600-A486) 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the NEFCO Board: 
1. NEFCO recommends clearance of these projects. 
II. The above projects are consistent with, and contribute the fulfillment of 

comprehensive planning in the NEFCO Region. 
111. Be it further resolved that the Executive Director is hereby authorized to transmit a 

certified copy of this resolution, and any comments, to the applicants and the State 
Clearinghouse as is appropriate. 

Certified as action taken by the NEFCO 
General Policy Board at its meeting of 
April 19,' 1995. 

NEFCO General Policy Board 
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Commentor: Larry W. Weaver 

Appendix D 

Federal Funds Coordinator 
Office of Budget and Management 
State Clearing House 
30 East Broad Street 
Columbus, OH 43266-041 1 

Medium: Letter dated May 3, 1995, and letter dated March 20, 1995 

Comment: We would request a 14 day notice to the first tanker traveling Interstate 80 
through the City of Streetsboro, Ohio. Daily notifications would be required 
as the vehicles traversed the city limits. These notifications would include the 
number of vehicles on a daily basis, the approximate time of entry, any 
emergency stops for repairs or other maintenance, and time of exit from the 
city. The transporter will not be permitted to stop or take any type of driver 
break within the City limits of Streetsboro, Ohio. 

The 1-70 route is no longer a potential route due to mine subsidence under 1-70 
at Cambridge. DOE needs to make a major effort to inform and educate all 
response personnel who might be effected by this movement and the potential 
spills or accidents. This training should be done regionally within each State as 
no single community is equipped to handle an incident of this potential 
magnitude. 

We also f&l that these trips should be convoyed and require escorts. One of 
these escort vehicles should contain spill response materials as well as a DOE 
certified expert to assist local jurisdictions with any potential problems along 
the route. 

Response: All reasonable overland routes were considered. Shipments of Low Specific 
Activity materials do not require special shipping routes. However, the DOE 
has selected routes and will continue to update these routes, per DOE guidance 
and Department of Transportation regulations governing shipment of nuclear 
materials and in coordination with local authorities. The specifk route utilized 
for each shipment will depend upon the actual port of egress for that particular 
shipment. Details of the chosen routes are presented in the referenced 
Transportation Plan. Prior to shipment through Portage county or the city of 
Streetsboro, local authorities will be conta'cted. 

The DOE has initiated weekly conference calls with all interested stakeholders, 
states and tribes to address concerns and to disseminate information concerning 
the EA process. The DOE plans to continue these weekly calls for the 
duration of the project. The DOE will issue a 30-day "rolling schedule" to 
interested agencies in the corridor states. This schedule will be updated 
weekly. 
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The emergency response plan has been expanded and includes a section for the 
notification procedu&s to be implemented'in the event of an incident or 
accident. This plan has been made an integral part of the final Transportation 
Plan, which has been included by reference in the f d  EA. The emergency 
response plan identifies all responsible individuals and provides 24-hour phone 
numbers. 

If delayed for any reason, the drivers have specific instructions to seek an area 
for "safe parking". Drivers will contact local authorities for assistance in 
choosing such a site. 

Specialized handling, training or equipment are not needed. The LSA nitric 
acid is categorized, per Department of Transportation Regulations, as 
Radioactive Material, Low Specific Activity. As such no special precautions 
are required. 

Regulatory requirements contained in 49 CFR (hazardous materials 
regulations) imply that the most dangerous component of this material would 
be the radioactive component but, as described in the EA and due to the small 
quantity of uranium in any one container (0.22 curies), the nitric acid 
component is of most concern. Corrosive materials, such as nitric acid, are 
routinely shipped without any special handling procedures or restrictions. 
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717-783-8727 O f f i c e  of Policy and Commuaications 

Mr. Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 550 

~ Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Dunigan: 

reviewed the Environmental Assessment for the Disposition and 
Transportation of Surplus Low Specific Activity Nutric Acid. 
no comments at the present time. 

~ 

The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources has 

We have 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this proposal. 

Sincerely, 

Nina Huiz inga 

An Equal Opportunit ylAffirmative Action Employer Recyded Paper 
- 2  

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P . 0 .  BOX 2063 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-2063 

March 6, 1995 

2 E C E I V E D  
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P E N  N S Y  L V A  N I A 

COMMONWEALTH OF PEN N SY LVA N 1 A 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

P.O. Box 8469 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8469 

March 14,  1995 
(71 7 )  787-2480 

Environmental Assessment D-65 May 1995 

~~ ~ 

Bureau of Radiation Protection 

Ms. Nina Huizinga 
Department of Znvironmental Resources 
Secretary's Office of Policy 
0.0. Box 2063 
Harrisburg, PA 7 71 05-2063 

Dear M s .  Huizinga: 

The Bureau of Radiation Protection has reviewed the Department 
of Energy's (DOE) Environmental Assesssent for Disposition snd, 
Transportation of Surplus L a w  Specific Activity Nitric Acid, dated 
February 1995- 
England for reuse. 

DOE proposes to ship surplus nitric acid to Sellafield, 

The enclosed document summarizes the results of our review of the  
It also contains our recommendation for DOE Environmental Assessment. 

the  appropriate Commonwealth ageccies in preparation of DOE'S shipments 
through the Commonwealth. 

If you have any questions, or need additional information, please . 
do not hes i t a t e  to contact Rich Janati at 717-787-2163, or myself at 
the above number. 

Sincerely, 

L J A ' f  O M  
. William P. Dornsife 

Direct or 
Bureau of Radiation Protection 



U.S. Department of Energy 
Appendix D 

Transportation of Low Speufic Activity Surplus Nitric Acid through Pennsylvania 

Backaround 

The US. Department of Energy (DOE) is in the process of deactivating the Plutonium-Uranium 
Extraction (PUREX) Plant at  i t s  Hanford Site near Richland, Washington. The deactivation of 
Purex Plant will place it in an environmentally safe and stable condition for long-term surveillance 
and maintenance, This will reduce risk of exposure to both onsite workers and members oi the 
general public. This will also stabilize a portion of the inventory of radioactive and hazardous 
materials at the Hanford Site, reduce the cost of long-term storage, and assure regulatory 
compliance. One of the components of complete deactivation of the PUREX Plant is the disposition of 
approximatefy 183,000 gallons (692,000 liters) of surplus nitric acid. 

The surplus nitric acid (acid) i s  designated as low specific activity (LSA) as it is  contaminated 
with low levels of radiaactive contaminants. In the approximately 183,000 gallom of the acid, there is 
a total of 0.01 ounces of plutonium and 16,300 Ibs. of uranium, of which 158 Ibs. i s  U-235. The acid is 
currently stored in four storage tanks at the Hanford Site. 

DOE prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA), DOVEA-10050, in February 1995, regarding 
i ts  action proposed for the disposition and transportation of the acid. The EA discusses the 
alternatives considered, reasons for choosing the preferred alternative, environmental impact and 
risks associated with implementation of the preferred alternative. The EA has been reviewed, and it 
proposes that many of the acid shipments from the Hanford site go through Pennsylvania. This 
report summarizes the radiological and toxicological impacts on the citizens of Pennsylvania due to 
DOE'S proposed action. 

DOE'S Proposed Action 

DOE considered a number of alternatives for disposition of the acid, and discussed them with 
the States of Washington and Oregon, the Yakima Indian Nation, Tribes of Net Perce and Urnatilla 
Indian Reservation, the Western Governor's Association, and other national and international 
stakeholders. Five principal alternatives were evaluated, and Transfer for Reuse was chosen as the 
preferred alternative. 

The preferred alternative, Transfer for Reuse, was chosen because a proposal was received 
from a subsidiary of British Nuclear Fuels, PLC (BNF PIC) in which it agreed to purchase and transport 
the entire inventory of the acid. ENF Pic would use the acid as a prdcess chemical in i t s  Magnox Fuels 
Processing (MFP) Facility in Sellafield, England. MFP Facility, an IAEA safeguarded facility, reprocesses 
spent nuclear fuel to recover fissionable radionuciides of uranium and plutonium to fabricate fuel for 
nuciear power reactors. 

implementation of this alternative would allow final disposition of the entire inventory of the 
acid to facilitate complete deactivation of the PUREX Plant it will also reduce the risk of exposure to 
both onsite workers as well as the general public Costs associated with this alternative were also 
lower when compared with costs associated with the other alternatives. Finally the exportation of 
the acid would not contribute to the  proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and would be 
consistent with the Executive Order 121 14, "Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions.' 
Consequently, the Secretary of DOE has authorized shipment of the acid from Hanford to ENF PIC, 
and that this shipment could commence contingent upon receipt of an export license approved by 
the US. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The export license, SXNM02827, has now been issued. 

D-66 May 1995 
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lransoortation of Acid 

Various transportation modes, routes and ports were considered by DOE. However, it was 
determined that truck transport to an east coast port was preferable because it would result in less 
transit time and handling requirements than west coast ports. No ocean linerthat handles t h i s  type 
of material has a route directly from a west coast port t o  Europe. 

The acid would be transferred to U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) approved transport ' 
containers from its storage tanks. The filled containers would be secured on truck trailers and 
radiation readingswould be taken. Manifests would be completed and accompany the trucks 
hauling the acid from Hanford to the east coast ports. About 52 shipments would be required to 
transfer the entire inventory of the acid. Transport time from Hanford to the east coast is 
approximately four days. 

At the east coast ports, the containers would be unloaded to a dock holding station, pending 
transferto an ocean carrier. In England, the containers would be off-loaded and transponed to 
MFP Facility at Sellafield by overland carrier. At MFP Facilityin Sellafield, the acid would be 
off-loaded to its storage tanks. 

Routes to East Coast Ports 

All reasonable overland routes from the Hanford Site to east coast ports were considered to 
transport the acid. Only two carriers were identified who would transport the acid to England, and 
they limited their ports of transit to Norfolk, VA; Port Elizabeth, NJ; and Baltimore, MD. Proposed 
highway route from Hanford to Norfolk, shown in figure 6, does not go through Pennsylvania. But, 
shipment routesto Port Elizabeth and Baltimore go through Pennsyhrania as shown in figures 7 and 8. 
Preferred routes shown in figures 6,7 and 8 are taken from the EA, DOVEA-1005D. 

Recoverv of Uranium 

Uranium contained in the acid would be recovered a t  MFP Facility and converted io . 
uranium trioxide powder (UO3). The UOg would be transferred to IAEA approved containers and 
stored at Sellafield. The U03 processed from the acid would be returned to a DOE facility in the U.S. 
for storage by April 1,1997. The total amount of plutonium in the acid is only 0.01 oz., a quantity too 
small to be recovered for return to DOE, but would remain with processing streams associated with 
the routine MFP Facility operations. 

Environmental Impact of Shipments 

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has no authority to prohibit shipments of properly 
packaged radioactive or hazardous materials through its territory. The proposed shipments of  the 
acid would be categorized as SA, fissile exempt according to DOT regulations. The shipping 
containers are stainless steel with appropriate safety features, and meet DOT specifications. They 
have a maximum capacity of 4,000 gallons each. After loading to about 90% of the maximum 
capacity, it is  estimated thatthe container would have a dose of lessthan 0.5 millirem per hour 
(mWhr) at contact, and less than 4.2 Ibs. of fissile radionuclides. The DOT limit for dose is 200 mWhr a t  
contact, and 16.5 Ibs. for fissile radionuclides in 4,000 gallons. Therefore, the shipments would be 
substantially below the DOT requirements for LSA, fissile exempt category. 

Radiological impacts during normal transport involve dose to the public from radiation 
emitted by the slightly radioactive acid. Persons exposed to radiation while the shipment is  in-transit 
include the truck crews, bystanders at truck stops, and persons travelling orworking along a route. 
DOE used RADTRAN 4computer code to calculate exposures during highway transport. The analysis 

- 2 -  
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indicated that the total dose to truck crews would be less than 0.01 penon-rem per shipment. The 
total dose to the public was calculated to be 0.045 penan-rem per shipment 

DOE plans to make 52 shipments from Hanford tothe three east coast ports, namely, 
Port Elizabeth, NJ; Baltimore, MD; and Norfolk, VAas shown in the attached maps. Assuming the 
three pons are used equally, ana assuming the worst case scenario for Pennsylvania, there woufd be 
18 shipments to Pon Efirabeth and 17 to Baltimore. Shipments to Norfolk do not go through 
Pennsylvania. Shipments to Fon Eiizabeth would travel on 1-80 through Pennsylvania. Assuming 1-80 
through Pennsylvania to be 400 miles long, and distance from Hanford to Pon Elizabeth, NJ, to be 
2,600 miles, the total dose to Pennsylvania public woufd be 0.125 person-rem for all 18 shipments. 
The natural background radiation exposure to the Pennsylvania population along 1-80, as calculated 
by RADTi!AN 4 computer code, i s  about 923 person-rem per year. Shipments to Baltimore would 
travel about 80 miles through Pennsylvania. Total dose to Pennsylvania public would be 
0.024 person-rem for 17 shipments to Baltimore. 

Toxicological impact due to LSA nitric acid ( 6 2 %  by weight) has been calculated to be 
negligible because of use of sturdy DOT approved stainless steel containen which prevent release of 
contents during normal operations. Although nitric acid is a highly corrosive, industrial chemical, 
such hazardous chemicals are shipped daily throughout the US. with negligible impact. 

Should an accident involving the acid shipment take place. a release of radioactive or toxic 
material would occur only i f  the containers were breached. -The RADTRAN 4computer code was used 
by DOE to calculate the radiological impact considering the worst case scenario. The results indicate 
that for the 1-80 routing to Port Elizabeth, the total dose to the Pennsylvania population would be 
0.852 person-rem for all shipments. Total dose to the Pennsylvania population along 1-70/1-79 routing 
to Baltimore would be 0.161 person-rem for 17 shipments. However,the natural background 
radiation dose to Pennsylvania population is 1000 times higher. So the radiological impact due to the 
proposed shipments are very small for Pennsylvania citizens. 

Calculations were also perfoped by DOE to assessthe toxicological health effects due to a 
transportation accidenr resulting in release of the entire contents of the container. Even in the worst 
case conditions, the calculated concentrations were below the levels that could cause acute healtrr 
effects. 

Recommended Actions for Pennsvlvania 

The radiological and toxicological impactsfrom the proposed shipments of LSA nitric acid are 
verysmali. It would affect onlythose citizens who live, work ortravel on 1-80 and 1-79 at the time oi 
the snipments. The truck driver would be trained in notifying appropriate agencies, in case of an 
emergency, as required by DOT and EPA regulations. The emergency response procedures, attached 
to the shipment manifests and bills of lading, would accompanythe shipmentsand would be in 
control of the driver. The containenwould be marked and placarded in accordance with DOT 
regulations to visually inform the general public regarding the hazards, and the first responders to  
take appropriate emergency actions. The National Response Center would provide support in 
recovery or restoration efforts, if needed. 

It i s  recommended that the Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency (PEMA), and the 
Environmental Emergency Response Office (EERO) of PA DERask DOE to officially notify them at least 
72 hours before the scheduled dates and hours of arrival of the proposed shipments in Pennsylvania. 
PEMA can then notify the affected County Emergency Management Directon, along the scheduled 
shipment routes about the shipments. This policy would enable the PEMA and county response teams 
to be prepared for any emergencies, and thus protect the health anU safety of the citizens of 
Pennsylvania. 

- 3 -  
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Fern 7. Proposed LSA Nitric Acid 
Ship- Route from Banford to Port EWbeth, New Jersey 
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Commentor: Mr. William P. Dornsife, Director 
Bureau of Radiation Protection 
Department of Environmental Resources 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
P.O. Box 8469 
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8469 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Letter dated March 14, 1995 

It is recommended that the Pennsylvania Emergency Management Agency 
(PEMA), and the Environmental Emergency Response Office -0) of 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources ask the DOE to 
officially notify them at least 72 hours before the scheduled dates and hours of 
anival of the proposed shipments in Pennsylvania. PEMA can then n o t a  the 
affected County Emergency Management Directors, along the scheduled 
shipment routes about the shipments. This policy would enable the PEMA and 
county response teams to be prepared for any emergencies, and thus protect 
the health and safety of the citizens of Pennsylvania. 

The DOE has initiated weekly conference calls with all interested stakeholders, 
states and tribes to address concerns and to disseminate information concerning 
the EA process. The DOE plans to continue this weekly conference call for 
the duration of the project, including the shipping phase. Also, with the 
support of the involved carriers, the DOE and WHC will prepare and issue on 
a weekly basis, a 30-day "rolling schedule" of the planned shipments, detailing 
the relevant information. In addition to being discussed on the weekly 
conference call, this schedule also will be sent to all states and tribes along the 
shipping mute. Local public safety officials will have access to this schedule. 

Environmental Assessment D-72 May 1995 



U.S. Department of Energy Appendix D 

STATE OF TENNESSEE 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATlON 

DOE OVERSIGHT DIVISION 
761 EMORY VALLEY ROAD 

OAK RIDGE, TENNESSEE 37830-7072 

March 17, 1995 

Mr. Paul F. X. Dunigan. Jr. 
MEPA Compliance Officer 
Rjchland Operation Office 
PO Box 550 
Richland WA 993 52 

Dear Mr. Dunigan 

DOCUiMENT REVIEW - N E P A / D W  REVIEW - ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT, DISPOSITION AND TRWSPORTATION OF SURPLUS LOW 
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY NITRIC ACID, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

The Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, DOE Oversight Division 
(TDECDOE-0) has received an environmental assessment (EA) concerning the disposition and 
transportation of surplus low specific activity nitric acid. The subject EA has been reviewed in 
accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
implementing regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1 508 and 10 CFR 102 1 ,  

Based on the review and research by the Division of the project, we have the following comments. 
We concur with your determination that the biodenitrification alternative at Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory ( O W )  as an unacceptable alternative. 

A contingency plan or possible alternatives are not discussed within the environmental assessment 
in the event the preshipment samples do not conform to requirements of British Nuclear Fuels 
Private Limited Company, Also this environmental assessment fails to address U 0 3  returned to 
the United States in regard to its hture usage. 

D-73 May 1995 Environmental Assessment 
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I 

Mr. Dunigan, Jr. 
March 17,1995 
Page Two 

Should the preferred alternative change with any respect to the disposition or transportation of 
this material change, we wish to reserve the option of reviewing such a draft document. 

Sincerely 

Earl C. Leming 
Director 

cc Charles Brown - State Clearinghouse 
Patricia W. Phillips, OR0 NEPA Compliance Officer 

em02 14.99 

I 
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Commentor: Mr. Earl C. Leming 
State of Tennessee 
Department of Environment and Conservation 
DOE Oversight Division 
761 Emory Valley Road 
Oak Ridge, TN 37830-7072 

Medium: Letter dated March 17, 1995 

Comment: A contingency plan or possible alternatives are not discussed within the 
Environmental Assessment in the event the preshipment samples do not 
conform to requirements of British Nuclear Fuels Private Limited Company 

Response: Sample analyses have been completed by Westinghouse Hanford Company to 
verify that the surplus PUREX Plant nitric acid is within the operation 
specifications of BNF plc. At the request of the British Nuclear Installations 
Inspectorate, BNF plc has recently completed a thorough independent analyses 
of PUREX Plant surplus nitric acid, and has confirmed that the material is 
within their operating specifications. These analyses validate the fact that the 
PUREX Plant surplus nitric acid can be used as a process chemical by 
BNF plc’s B205 Magnox Facility. 

Comment: This Environmental Assessment fails to address U03 returned to the United 
States in regard to its future usage. 

Response: The EA has been clarified to reflect future plans for the UO,. It currently is 
expected that the UO, will be returned to the Hanford site and added to the 
current inventory. This inventory of UO, (8900 kg) would represent a small 
fraction (-0.002 percent by weight) of the total uranium inventory currently 
stored within the DOE Complex. The final storage site for the returned UO, 
will be specXied by the DOE prior to its return, and all affected agencies, 
States, and Tribes will be notifed. As with the nitric acid shipments, all 
appropriate precautions will be taken to ensure the safe handling and 
transportation of the UO,. The Transportation Plan (a publically available 
document) will be updated to reflect this information, and is incorporated by 
reference in the fmal EA. 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
629 E. Main Street 
Richmond, Virginia 2321 9 

March 30, -, 1995 

Re: LSA Nitric Acid 
(ENV:NUKEI 

Dear Mr. Marling: 

Pursuant to your request of February 22, 1995, the staff of the 
Hampton Roads Planning Disa-ict Commission has reviewed the 
Enviranmen 1 r l  
Low Soec ific Activitv Nitric Acid. Hanford Site. Richland. Washinotoq. 
We have also contacted the Cities of Newport News, Norfolk and 
Portsmouth concerning this project. 

Based on this review, the staff of the HRPDC is of the opinion 
that, if all applicable regulations and operational procedures described by 
the Department of Energy in the Environmental Assessment and 
companion transportation plan, are complied with, this project should 
have little adverse environmental impact. Local government 
representatives have requested that: 

1. If the DOE provides emergency response training to staff 
from one of the ihree potential depr ture  pons, training 
should be provided to staff from all three localities. 

2. DOE provide certain basic information to local public saiety 
officials prior to shipment through one of the ports. 

3. For future activities involving this region, DO€ provide 
information to the affected localities prior to releasing 
project information to the news media. 

Environmental Assessment D-76 
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Mr. John R. Marling 2 March 30, 1995 
i. 

We appreciate the opportunity to  participate in the review of this project. I f  you 
have questions or need further information, please do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerelv, 

Executive DirectorlSecretary 

JMC:fh 

cc: Mr. Michael Gregory, NN 
Mr. Lee Rosenberg, NO 
Ms. Mariiee Hawkins, PO 
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Commentor: Arthur L. Collins, Executive Director 
Hampton Roads Planning District Commission 
The Regional Building 
723 Woodlake Drive 
Chesapeake, VA 22320 

Medium: Letter dated March 30, 1995 

Comment: If the DOE provides emergency response training to staff from one of the 
three potential departure ports, training should be provided to staff from all 
three localities. 

Response: There are no plans to perform or provide emergency response training at 
any of the three potential departure ports; the local emergency response 
personnel are thoroughly trained in handling any type of accident or incident 
which may arise from the transporting of this material. Additionally, the 
emergency response plan has been expanded and has been made an integral 
part of the final Transportation Plan, which in included in the. final EA by 
reference. The emergency response plan, along with the DOT Emergency 
Response Guide, paperwork accompanying the shipment, and the placards 
on the transport container will provide all necessary emergency response 
information to the incident responders. 

Comment: DOE provide certain basic information to local public safety officials prior 
to shipments through one of the ports. 

Response: The DOE has initiated weekly conference calls with all interested 
stakeholders, states and tribes to address concerns and to disseminate 
information concerning the EA process. The DOE plans to continue these 
weekly calls for the duration of the project. The DOE will issue a 30-day 
"rolling schedule" to interested agencies in the corridor states. This 
schedule will be updated weekly. 

Environmental Assessment D-78 May 1995 



U.S. Department of Energy Appendix D 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2 0  

21 

2 2  

23 

2 4  

2 5  

1 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

PROPOSED SALE AND SHIPMENT OF RADIOACTIVELY 

CONTAMINATED NITRIC ACID TO GREAT BRITAIN 

Portsmouth, Virginia 

March 27, 1995 

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Registered Professional Reporters 

Telephone: (804) 461-1984 

Norfolk, Virginia 
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Appearances: 

O n  behalf of the Department of Energy: 

JIM MECCA 

RICK GONZALEZ 

U.S. Department of Energy 

P.O. Box 5 5 0  

Richland, WA 9 9 3 5 2  
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MORNING SESSION 

MR. MECCA: Having been involved in some 

of this commentary response, we've even went to such a 

length that in one or two of our local areas people 

just didn't want to get up and comment, didn't want to 

t a l k  because they didn't want their name transcribed, 

so you don't even have to give us your name if you 

don't want, but you can frame this any way you want, 

and we, of course, are going to have to respond to 

everything that you might put on record, but what 

we're not going to do, at this juncture at least, is 

dialogue and comment with you. 1'11 be happy to 

answer questions. 

MR. GONZALEZ: F i r s t  of all, would you 

identify yourself for the record? 

MR. DEEGAN: Yeah. Why don't I sort of 

start here and we'll do that? 

I would request that we open the door - 

this is a public hearing, j u s t  as a matter of good 

public policy - I regard this as a statement being 

made at a public hearing, and I'm very glad to do so. 

MR. MECCA: If anybody wants to walk in, 

they can feel free to. 

MR. DEEGAN: Absolutely, if it doesn't 

disturb our excellent reporter. 
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My name is Robert F. Deegan. I'm the 

nuclear waste issues chair for the Sierra Club 

Virginia Chapter. I'm going to give a copy of my card 

to the court reporter so that she's got that for  her 

reference, which also gives my -- gives my address and 
title with the Sierra Club. 

Sierra Club is a national environmental 

organization. We have approximately 500,000 members 

nationally. We have approximately 9,000 members in 

the State of Virginia. We also have chapters, I might 

add, in all of the other states of the United States. 

I very much appreciate the Department of 

Energy holding this public hearing here in Portsmouth, 

Virginia, and I appreciate very much this opportunity 

to make recorded comments on behalf of the Sierra 

Club. The first comment that I would like to make is 

that I urge the Department of Energy to publicize the 

address for the public in general to make comments in 

writing to the Department of Energy about this 

matter. That hasn't been made known publicly to date, 

as to how the public might want to do that, and I urge 

that that address and deadline f o r  written comments to 

the Department of Energy on this matter be 

publicized. For example, the local officials of the 

towns along U.S. Route 460 might have an interest in 
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making a comment about the fact of these hazardous 

shipments coming through their towns. They may or 

they may not, but I think they should have an 

opportunity to make comments in writing, and the same 

goes for the other areas where there may be interest 

in this matter, especially the Fort Elizabeth area and 

the Baltimore area that you have identified as 

potential exit ports for these radioactive acid 

shipments departing the United States. 

About two weeks ago, at the invitation of 

the Department of Energy, I met in Portsmouth City 

Hall with some officials of the Department of Energy 

and the Westinghouse Corporation, as well as some 

officials of the local governments, and we discussed 

at some length, for about an hour and-a-half, this 

matter. During that hour and-a-half meeting I pointed 

out numerous areas of concern about the explanation of 

this proposal and its environmental impact. In 

particular I have expressed that the environmental 

assessment is inadequate. It is clearly inadequate in 

the description of the specific environmental impacts 

upon the public and the risks involved. 1'11 mention a 

few more of those as I continue in this statement, but 

I do want to point o u t  the earlier hour and-a-half 

meeting that I did have with the Department of Energy 

TAYLOE ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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officials and Westinghouse officials, and I pointed 

out numerous concerns about the plan as presented in 

the documents that we have so far. I will say at the 

earlier meeting that a few of my concerns were allayed 

by the Department of Energy and Westinghouse 

officials, but for the most part they were not. By 

and large our hour and-a-half meeting was a courteous 

but contentious meeting with disagreements about the 

adequacy of the environmental documentation that had 

been done SO far on this -- on these proposed 
shipments. 

One clear position of the Sierra Club is 

for  an open review of environmental aspects of federal 

actions. All of us here in this room are well 

informed through the press about injuries to the 

public during the old way of doing business by the 

Department of Energy, from the 1950s up until the late 

1980s. That process might be characterized as, trust 

us, we're the experts, we'll sort of tell you how it 

is. Well, we're very delighted that the Department of 

Energy has changed since the late 1980s and undertakes 

to lay out in detail the environmental implications of 

what it proposes to do and to share all -- all 
relevant facts with the public so that they may be 

informed of what is going on before it actually 

I 
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occurs, and that's very relevant here in the 

environmental assessment f o r  these proposed 

shipments. In numerous instances the Sierra Club is 

saying that we want you to lay out why t h i s  course of 

action makes sense in economic terms and in 

environmental terms. For example, when you say, well, 

we rejected a west coast port, we would like you to 

lay out what west coast port was considered, what you 

did to try to get a carrier to come in and make t h e  

pickup at a west coast port, how much more it would 

c o s t  to do that and what the real possibility is of a 

west coast port. 

Similarly, in terms of a military ocean 

terminal on either the west coast or the east coast, 

we would like you to lay out in detail the 

consideration and efforts that you've made to develop 

that alternative, and tell us if you decide to reject 

it why -- why you reject it. I have the impression 

from reading all these documents that nobody even 

considered the possibility of a military exit port, 

and I urge the Department of Energy to do so. 

I believe that it is a good step that 

you're  holding a public hearing at Baltimore and Port 

Elizabeth, as well as Norfolk. I did not see any 

mention of a public hearing being held i n  the west 
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coast area, either in the Banford area or in some 

other west coast location. If that has not been done, 

I urge the Department of Energy to add a public 

hearing in u west coast area on this proposed action. 

The Department of Energy in our view hae 

tried to downplay the radioactive dimension of this 

hazardous waste. In our view this hazardous waste is 

low-level mixed waste, that is, a toxicological hazard 

combined with a radioactivity hazard. We, of course, 

note that it is low-level radioactivity and nowhere 

near a8 dangerous as Some high-level and spent fuel 

shipments that have been discussed in past years, but, 

nonetheless, in our view the radioactive contamination 

is a significant dimension of these proposed 

shipments. 

I note with concern that the cover of the 

environmental assessment does not  reveal to any but 

the most technical reader that radioactivity is 

involved here. The same goes for the transportation 

plan by the Westinghouse Company. An acronym is used, 

LSA/nitric acid, and the casual scanning would not 

pick up the radioactivity dimension of this -- of this 
matter. 

Similarly, the initial advertisements for 

these hearings did not mention the word radioactivity 

I 
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or nuclear, and I believe that was a very significant 

omission, omitting the radioactive dimension to the 

shipments. I telephoned the Department of Energy 

headquarters on the Monday morning after I noted the 

omission of the radioactive dimension from the -- from 

the advertisements for the public hearings, and I 

spoke to Mr. Brad Nelson, and I compliment him f o r  

correcting that error in the advertisements, and 

t h e  -- after our complaint, the Department of Energy 
added the word slightly radioactively contaminated, 

and that's fair enough, but I urge the Department of 

Energy to open up right on the surface about the fact 

that this -- these shipments have a radioactive 
dimension. Let's get the radioactive aspect out 

front, including on the covers of the documents. 

The Sierra Club in this matter is 

concerned both about sound process in NEPA-required 

documents and the practical grass roots concerns and 

details of the shipments. The sound process is very 

important to us for a number of reasons. One is that 

the NEPA-required documents must on their face present 

enough information to whoever is reading them for the 

public, including the press and environmental groups, 

to be fully informed about what is going on and to 

feel assured of the safety efforts and precautions 
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that have been made. Assurances given in meetings 

verbally like the one at Portsmouth City Hall and at 

this one are good, but they are no substitute for 

assurances and information to be provided in the 

environmental assessment. 

Similarly, details that might be provided 

in documents of the contractor, say the Westinghouse 

Corporation in this case, are good, but they are not 

adequate. Enough details need to be included in the 

environmental assessment so that a -- a public can be 
informed and assured. 

I urge the Department of Energy to 

incorporate in the environmental assessment all of the 

information in the Westinghouse Company's 

transportation plan and the Westinghouse Company's 

document that is entitled "The TranSDOrtatiOn ImDa t 
Analvsis for the ShiDment of Low SDecific Activitv 

Nitric Acid." The incorporation of all this 

information into the DOE documents could, of course, 

be handled by having a separate volume. Whatever 

paperwork means of incorporating these two slim 

documents into the environmental assessment is 

certainly acceptable to us. However, it is important 

that this information and its assurances and 

responsibilities be incorporated into the 
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environmental assessment. 

MR. MECCA: Let me interrupt you there. 

Could they be considered appendixes to this document, 

would that satisfy you, or added as appendix one and 

appendix two? 

MR. DEEGAN: The information in the 

Westinghouse documents need to be incorporated in a 

document that the Department of Energy stands behind 

and assures the public to the best of its knowledge is 

correct. So if -- if they'are appendixes, either in 
the same volume or separate volume, as long as the two 

documents have been analyzed and stood behind by the 

Department of Energy, that sounds to me like it's 

valid. Whether -- whether it's in a separate volume 

or the same volume is insignificant, but  it is 

important that the Department of Energy thoroughly 

scrutinize the Westinghouse documents and indicate 

that to the b e s t  of its knowledge, Department o f .  

Energy's knowledge, these facts are correct and that 

it undertakes to carry out the responsibilities there 

in the documents. 

Let me'point out that right inside the 

front cover of the Westinghouse transportation plan 

there is a legal disclaimer that disclaims 

responsibility on the part of the United States 
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government or Westinghouse or any subcontractors for 

the accuracy and completeness of what is in the 

transportation plan. On the other hand, the 

transportation plan in fact contains many more details 

than the environmental assessment. In fact, the 

environmental assessment rests for much of the 

specifics upon the transportation plan. Yet, on the 

other hand, we have the statement of the disclaimer 

that neither the United States government or any 

agency or employees or Westinghouse stand behind the 

accuracy and completeness of this document. The 

disclaimer also says that the views and opinions of 

the authors.of the transportation plan do not 

necessarily state or reflect those of the United 

States government or any agency involved. That's 

preposterous. This information in the two 

Westinghouse documents that I've talked about needs to 

be incorporated in the environmental assessment and 

the Department of Energy needs to stand behind the 

information that is in these two documents. 

I would like to describe some of the 

source of our Virginia Chapter's concerns about these 

shipments. In 1991 there was a low-level radioactive 

waste spill on Interstate 64 in Newport News. That 

accident had a major impact on public transportation 

I 
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on the Peninsula area of the Bampton Roads area due to 

a significant period of closure, for a matter of 

weeks, of e i t h e r  all of the highway or some lanes of 

the highway while digging out was being done to clean 

up the low-level radioactive contamination. 

So we are -- we are acquainted with some 
implications of what can happen when there is a 

radioactive waste spill. We also are concerned in 

that we know that very serious truck accidents can 

occur. I would like to introduce a newspaper article 

from February 6th, 1995 about a tanker truck explosion 

in California, intersection of Interstates 80 and 

580. It involved a tanker truck with liquefied 

petroleum gas. The explosion of about 6,000 gallons 

of t h e  liquefied petroleum gas killed the driver and 

incinerated the road for one-eighth of a mile. So I 

would like to say that we are concerned about what -- 
about the possibility of a collision between one of 

the truck8 carrying the containers of radioactive acid 

with a fuel truck, what is the testing that has been 

done for collision testing, for fire testing, heat 

testing on it. It’s not clear at all in the documents 

presented what testing has been done on the container 

tanks that would be transported through our port 

area. 

I 
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I would also like to present a March 

14th, '95 newspaper article that occurred in Virginia 

about noxious fumes forcing 300 residents of the 

Virginia city of Danville to evacuate their homes 

after lids began popping of f  chemical drums at a 

nearby plant, sending noxious fumes into the air. The 

gist of the accident was that the unexpected hot sun 

caused the drums to heat up and to give off the 

noxious fumes. 

I would like to read in the environmental 

assessment some analysis of what happens when the 

container tanks of this radioactive acid might be 

'subjected to mid-summer heat beating down, hot sun 

beating down on the truck perhaps while the truck I'J'IBY 

in a traffic jam on a highway and what -- what testing 
or what assurances can we feel about the safety of 

those tanks. 

Finally on newspaper articles, I would 

like to present a newspaper article from March 16th, 

1995 about a fatal automobile accident on U . S .  Route 

460 in Virginia. This occurred in the town of Ivor, 

which is right on the route that the Department -- 
Department of Energy had laid out as its planned route 

in the transportation plan. I would note as an aside 

that the impact analysis by Westinghouse talks only of 

Environmental Assessment D-92 May 1995 



U.S. Department of Energy Appendix D 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2 0  

21 

22 

23 

2 4  

2 5  

15 

Interstate 64, and I'm not sure whether that's just a 

detail omission or whether one is different f r o m  the 

other, but I would ask that that be clarified in all 

of the documents, that is, the EA, and hopefully 

you'll incorporate the Westinghouse documents and make 

it very clear what the route is in Virginia because 

there is certainly some confusion about that r i g h t  

now. 

Back to the newspaper article about the 

accident on Route 460. It tells of a collision 

between a flatbed t ruck  and a pickup, involving one 

going over the center line of Route 460. This raises 

the concern about whether Route 460 is the best choice 

of the route to come into the Hampton Roads area if 

these shipments do come to the Hampton Roads area as 

an exit p o r t .  

Other alternative routes would include 

coming 1-64 to the James River Bridge o r  the Monitor 

Merrimac Bridge-Tunnel and then into the Portsmouth 

area or coming the now divided highway of U . S .  58. I 

would like to see in the environmental assessment some 

discussion of the alternative routes into the specific 

port area. I would feel assured if the Commonwealth 

of Virginia Department of Transportation were 

explicitly asked to give its recommendation on the 
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alternative routes to come into Virginia and into the 

port area, considering U.S. 58, U . S .  460 or 1-64. At 

this point it's not clear but that perhaps the route 

in was decided by some computer, and I think we need 

to look a little bit further than that. 

Part of the Sierra Club's concern here in 

Virginia is that we suspect that most, if not all, of 

the shipments will come to the Bampton Roads area if 

indeed they are exported from the United States. We 

know that in an earlier stage Norfolk was considered 

as the sole export port and that Baltimore and Port 

Elizabeth were only added later. I would -- I am 
ready to admit that it sounds on the face of it like 

N o r f o l k  is a better choice for an export port than the 

very large population Baltimore/Washington area or the 

very large New York metropolitan 

area where Port Elizabeth is. So knowing the 

hazards and crowdedness on the highways in the 

Baltimore/Washington area and in the New York 

metropolitan area, I -- I view those as unlikely and 
unfortunate proposed ports, and I think you're being 

realistic in considering that it is likely that most 

or all of these shipments would come through the 

Norfolk area. However, we strongly recommend that 

some low population area ports be at least examined. 

I 
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One that we discussed at this informal hearing earlier 

and at the meeting was the possibility of military 

ocean terminals. It seems to me that the 

environmental assessment should lay out one or several 

military ports and compare the alternative military 

p o r t s  with the other alternatives. 

The current environmental assessment and 

transportation plan seemed to be overly focused on the 

lowest cost route. I point out that the Department of 

Energy is partly justifying this proposed solution to 

its mixed waste problem of this material due to the 

cost savings. Tens of millions of dollars would be 

saved by shipping this material to Britain instead of 

keeping the material to be dealt with somehow in the 

United States. We urge that the Department of Energy 

at least look at the possibility of using a few 

million dollars of that savings, the tens of millions 

of dollars savings, to ship the material outward 

through a military port. After all, the material was 

generated by military national defense process that 

continued through 1992. There is a certain logic in 

using military ports for the handling of this uniquely  

hazardous waste when exporting it f o r  disposition. 

We've heard the figure used in informal 

discussions of around a half a million dollars to get 
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a ship to make a special port stop at a stop other 

than its regular port, and we urge that you at least 

consider the possibility of making five special stops 

at the -- at a military port and consider that 
alternative. At the very least DOE should lay out in 

its environmental assessment a comparison of the 

environmental aspects and the cost of a military port, 

a west coast port and the ports that it is 

considering. 

One area of concern to us has been the 

information in the environmental assessment and the 

transportation plan about the actual port areas, 

There is no description of the port areas, no 

discussion of the details of the port areas in the 

plan, and we urge that that be done, included in the 

EA. 

Similarly, there is a great absence of 

information about the arrangements and safety 

precautions to be taken on the ocean transit part of 

the shipment, There has been virtually no discussion 

of accident risks during the ocean transit, the 

environmental implications of the ocean transit. 

Similarly, the environmental aspects of 

the British port and the British highway transit 

should be discussed as well. My understanding is that 

I 
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it is U.S. government policy to consider not only the 

domestic environmental aspects of its actions but also 

overseas environmental aspects. My understanding is 

that an executive order was issued several years ago 

that broadened the scope of environmental 

considerations to overseas considerations as well as 

domestic ones when there was an environmental impact 

on the overseas aspect, and that certainly applies in 

this case. 

Additionally, there should be greater 

discussion in the environmental assessment of the 

environmental aspects of the handling of this material 

at Sellafield. Perhaps you could obtain that kind of 

information from the British government. Indeed, in 

the current documentation there is almost no 

discussion of the involvement of the British 

government in this matter:, of its responsibilities and 

so forth. We recommend that that be done after close 

contact with the British government on this matter. 

Following our meeting at the Portsmouth 

C i t y  Hall a couple of weeks ago, I wrote, on behalf of 

the Sierra Club, a letter to Assistant Secretary 

Grumbley of DOE:, and I would like to present that 

letter for inclusion in this record, and it lays out 

some of our initial concerns about the environmental 

I 
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implications of these proposed shipments. As stated 

in that letter, one of our concerns is that these 

183,000 gallons of radioactive acid are being 

considered in isolation from other radioactive acid 

at DOE facilities. Moreover, there are other liquids 

radioactively contaminated at DOE facilities, and we 

believe that this proposed set of shipments should be 

looked at in a larger context of the other mixed waste 

and low-level waste that the Department of Energy has 

to dispose of. An overall plan is needed considering 

the full scope of the low-level mixed waste such as 

this, and it's present at all of the DOE sites. 

One thing that I mentioned in our letter 

to Secretary Grumbley is that there is no genuine 

analysis of the rail alternative. We would like t o  

see a layout in more detail about the rail alternative 

and its cost and implications. 

There is one additional matter that I 

would like to point out in the analysis. The analysis 

in the risk of these shipments or any radioactive 

shipments in terms of latent cancer fatalities is 

fundamentally flawed. The analysis in terms of latent 

cancer fatalities understates the risk to the 

population of the incidence of cancer due to 

radioactive exposure. We would urge the Department of 

I 
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Energy if feasible in this EA, but surely for future 

EA'S and EIS's, to shift to an analysis in terms of 

added cancer incidence due to radiation exposure. 

Surely ,  many -- happily, many cancer patients are 
cured now of their cancer and do not become 

fatalities, so continued analysis in terms of latent 

cancer fatalities is becoming increasingly at odds 

with t h e  true risk involved, which is for added cancer 

incidence due to radioactive exposure. 

I appreciate your listening to these 

comments, and I would like to say that I intend, on 

behalf of the S i e r r a  Club, to send in additional 

written comments to the address that you have provided 

here at the meeting and will do so by your deadline, 

which I understand is April 5th. I again urge that 

this matter -- that that opportunity be made known to 
the public in general, as I discussed earlier in this 

statement. 

Since I will be submitting additional 

written comments, I will finish at this point by 

thanking Department of Energy and Westinghouse people 

who are here for their courtesy and time and 

discussion, and I appreciate the opportunity to meet 

with you again. I appreciated the opportunity to meet 

at Portsmouth City Hall two weeks ago, and I hope you 
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will understand that our concerns and our pressing you 

for better documentation and more analysis and wider 

analysis on this matter is directed towards a goal 

that I believe you share, fully informing the public 

and doing things right and doing top-notch analysis of 

what we intend to do. 

We have a long way to go in the process 

of cleaning up the DOE sites throughout the United 

States. Indeed, in some respects we are at the very 

front end of doing so. The Sierra Club has a keen 

interest in seeing it done right and indeed in helping 

you to do it right. Thanks again. 

MR. GONZALEZ: Thank you. 

MR. MECCA: Thank you for those 

articulate comments. You've given us food for 

thought, You put a little work in on it. 

MR. DEEGAN: I'm a volunteer leader in 

the Sierra Club. I would like to just point that out, 

that I am not a paid employee of the Sierra Club, and 

we have a l o t  of people  in our club who do a lot of 

work for free to look towards.good environmental 

protection. 

MR. MECCA: Well, great. Let's see if we 

can respond to you and hopefully make it a little bit 

better so that it's more understandable. 
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MR. DEEGAN: I brought a copy of this. I 

think maybe some of you got it. 

MR. MECCA: Which one is it? 

MR. DEEGAN: This is an environmental 

assessment of urgent relief acceptance of some f u e l  

routes. It's more hazardous material, but I would 

urge that you take a careful look at the kind of port 

analysis, route analysis that is done in this 

environmental assessment from April, '94. While I may 

disagree with certain portions of this environmental 

assessment from '94, I believe that this is a good 

thorough environmental analysis. While I don't agree 

with a l l  parts of it, I will grant it a high 

professional caliber of environmental assessment. 

They've done this environmental assessment right, and 

I urge you to take a l o o k  at the different parts of 

it, especially ocean transit, port selection, route 

selection and so forth, as perhaps being some food for 

improving the environmental assessment that I 

understand you're working o n  towards getting a better 

environmental assessment of this proposal. So I give 

this to the Department of Energy with recognition of 

an earlier EA that I believe was a thorough one. 

MR. MECCA: Okay. 

* * * *  
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are an 8 - A  minority owned small business firm out of 

Fredericksburg, so we work closely together, and I'm 

in marketing and look for opportunities as well as 

education as to what is happening. 

MR. MECCA: You -- you didn't get an 

early copy of our environmental assessment? 

MS. WARFIELD: No, I didn't. 

MR. MECCA: Did they give you one out 

there? 

MS. WARFIELD: Yes. A s  a matter of  fact, 

I have -- 
MR. MECCA: What w e  want to tell you is, 

if you see anything in that environmental assessment 

that you care to comment on, you have until, you know, 

April 5th, and possibly a little longer, so we would 

appreciate it if -- if you want to submit anything, 
you can submit it in writing, 

MS. WARFIELD: Okay, certainly. Thank 

you. 

* * * +  

EVENING SESSION 

MR. MECCA: We've had some bad 

experiences with a forum where we've got a podium and 

an audience and get a reluctance of people who want to 

say anything. So during the comment period if you 
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have any questions that I can answer that haven't 

already been answered, I would be happy to do that, 

but generally, you know, unless I have a clarifying 

question, I'll just stay out of it. 

A CONCERNED CITIZEN: Well, basically -- 
MR. MECCA: You can either, by the way, 

provide us your name, or you don't have to. It's up 

t o  you. 

A CONCERNED CITIZEN: Okay. I prefer not 

to. 

MR. MECCA: That's fine. 

A CONCERNED CITIZEN: I don't know why. 

I have a small amount of know 

hazardous material environment field since 

edge in t-e 

I've been 

working in related fields, I would say, in the last 

ten months or so. I've learned, you know, a little 

bit about, you know, the regulations, and my interest 

has increased since then', and coming here to this 

public meeting tonight, I received a warm welcome and 

also a great deal of information, and I seem to 

understand the whole, well, I'll say scenario of what 

is about to take place as far as transferring the 

particular hazardous material across country. 

With my understanding, I am comfortable 

with the knowledgeable people and their experience, 

I 
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the professionals, the analysis, the assessments and 

preparation. I think that everything was very 

professionally prepared. 

MR. MECCA: Well, thank you, and, you 

know, if you even -- if you get home and there are 
some -- we're going to be receiving on -- the document 
on environmental assessment, did they give you a copy 

of that? 

A CONCERNED CITIZEN: Yes. 

MR, MECCA: We will be receiving written 

comments until the 5th of the month, so feel free, you 

know, if you think you've forgotten something you 

wanted to add to w r i t e  us, and we'll respond. 

A CONCERNED CITIZEN: All right. 

MR. MECCA: And if it is deemed that you 

don't need an impact statement and you haven't 

forgotten something, fine, 

When the shipments do start, which would 

be more towards -- let's say on a schedule that it 
takes to do some of this documentation and make a 

final decision. When and if shipments were to go, 

which would be toward the end of May, early June, 

we're committed also to keeping port authorities 

informed when shipments are coming in, and there will 

never be more than one or two of the shipments at a 
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time. You know, t h e r e  will always be an opportunity 

if -- even when this is over, if you wanted to know 

how the shipments are going, the port authorities will 

be well informed. 

A CONCERNED CITIZEN: All right. 

coming in. 

MR. MECCA: 

Thanks a lot. 

* * 

Well, we appreciate you 

* * 

I 
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGIlIA AT LARGE, to wit: 

I, Tracy B. Marinelli, RPR, a Notary 

Public for the Commonwealth of Virginia at Large, of 

qualification in the Circuit Court of the City of 

Norfolk, Virginia, and whose commission expires July 

31, 1998, do hereby certify that the above-captioned 

cause was recorded in Stenotype by me and reduced t o  

typescript under my direction; and that the foregoing 

constitutes a true, accurate, and complete transcript 

of such examination. 

I am not related to nor otherwise 

associated with any party to t h i s  proceeding, nor 

otherwise interested in the event thereof. 

Given under my hand and notarial seal 

this 30th day of March 

I 
Tracy B. Marinelli, Notary Public 

1 
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Commentor: Robert F. Deegan , 

Nuclear Waste Issues Chair 
Sierra Club, Virginia Chapter 

Medium: Oral Testimony 
Portsmouth, Virginia 
March 27, 1995 

Comment: The first comment that I would like to make is that I urge the Department of 
Energy to publicize the address for the public in general to make comments 
in writing to the Department of Energy about this matter. That hasn’t been 
made known publicly to date, as to how the public might want to do that, 
and I urge that the address and deadline for written comments to the 
Department of Energy on this matter be publicized. 

Response: The Department sent numerous copies of the EA to public officials and to 
interest groups with divergent viewpoints. Public meetings were held in 
Portsmouth, VA; Baltimore, MD; and Newark, NJ. Public comments, in the 
form of letters, oral testimony, and written comment forms were received 
via hand delivery, mail, and fax. 

Comment: In particular I have expressed that the environmental assessment is 
inadequate. It is clearly inadequate in the description of the specific 
environmental impacts upon the public and the risks involved. 

Response: Assumptions for all accident analyses in the EA are very conservative 
(Le., worst case assumptions and impacts are overstated). As stated in the 
EA, an evaporative release model was used to determine the release rate 
from the spilled pool of nitric acid. The Transportation Impact Analysis 
calculations were based upon a maximum credible release of a full 
container, approximately 4000 gallons. The model evaluates the release 
concentration at three potential receptor locations, including 100 m, 200 m, 
and lo00 m downwind from the accident location. Distances closer than 
100 m were not selected because the atmospheric dispersion calculations are 
highly uncertain at shorter distances. One hundred meters is considered a 
reasonable estimate of the distance between an interstate highway and the 
nearest resident. The assumed weather conditions (neutral stability-Pasquill 
Stability Class D, low wind speed-2 mh), which were used to calculate 
plume concentrations at three receptor locations, were very conservative. In 
addition, an even more conservative assumption (Pasquill Stability Class F, 
wind speed 1 m/s) was made for the worse-case conditions at the shortest 
receptor distance (100 m). Such weather conditions lead to slow dispersal of 
any released material and maximize potential downwind concentrations. 
Atmospheric dispersion parameters and the methodology utilized were as 
recommended by the U. S . Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) . 

Environmental Assessment D-108 May 1995 



U.S. Department of Energy Appendix D 

In the event that an individual could not evacuate the immediate vicinity of 
an accident scene, any potential negative effects would depend upon the 
length of time of exposure and the concentration of the material. For 
distances less than 100 m, it is assumed that the direct physical injuries due 
to the vehicular accident would be the principle hazard. If able, individuals 
would evacuate the area and minimize their exposure. The initial response 
by the drivers and/or emergency response personnel would reduce the risk 
and exposure of individuals unable to evacuate the accident scene. 

For the LSA nitric acid, the principal health hazard would be exposure to 
vapors and/or the liquid nitric acid. The radiological component of the LSA 
nitric acid is considered to be a secondary concern. 

Between 1984 and 1993, there were no deaths in the United States resulting 
from the transportation of concentrated nitric acid and only a single injury 
that required hospitalization. Each year, hundreds of millions of gallons of 
concentrated nitric acid are transported via highway tankers in the United 
States. 

In addition to the specific analyses performed for this proposal, the EA drew 
upon references and regulations which organize and categorize hazards to 
benefit planning for public health and safety. These references represent the 
cumulative knowledge of extensive research and experience and corroborate 
the specific fiidings of the EA. Examples are Emergency Response 
Planning Guidelines (ERPG) , International Maritime Dangerous Goods Code 
(IMDG), and Hazardous Materials Program Procedures (40 CFR 107). 

Compent: For example, when you say, well, we rejected a west coast port, we would 
like you to lay out what west coast port was considered, what you did to try 
to get a carrier to come in and make the pickup at a west coast port, how 
much more it would cost to do that and what the real possibility is of a west 
coast port. 

Similarly, in terms of a military ocean terminal on either the west coast or 
the east coast, we would like you to lay out in detail the consideration and 
efforts that you’ve made to develop that alternative, and tell us if you decide 
to reject it why -- why you reject it. I have the impression from reading all 
these documents that nobody even considered the possibility of a military 
exit port, and I urge the Department of Energy to do so. 

However, we strongly recommend that some low population area ports be at 
least examined. 

We urge that the Department of Energy at least look at the possibility of 
using a few million dollars of that savings, the tens of millions of dollars 
savings, to ship the material outward. through a military port. 
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Response: 

Appendix D 

U.S. Department of Transportation regulations categorize the LSA nitric 
acid as Low Specific Activity Radioactive Material; as such no special 
handling procedures are required. Corrosive materials, such as nitric acid, 
are routinely shipped without any special handling procedures or restrictions 
(note response concerning container quality below). As you have noted, it is 
reasonable to expect that special arrangements using dedicated ships could be 
expected to cost in the millions of dollars. These three factors led the 
Department seek transportation on regularly scheduled steamship routes. 

Following a comprehensive search, only two carriers were identified who 
would transport the nitric acid. These carriers typically do not utilize west 
coast or military ports as points of egress to Europe. In addition, by 
utilizing east coast ports transportation time is minimized. 

The analysis of the risks associated with these shipments presented in 
Section 5.2.2 of the EA. In the worst case accident, calculations show that 
individuals in the immediate vicinity of a spill could be exposed for up to 
one hour without experiencing or developing life-threatening health effects 
due to the acid (50 parts per million/ERPG-3). A radiological dose of 
14 person-rem was calculated. 

The use of a military port would require making arrangements for special 
handling and chartering a ship. The costs of such an endeavor would be 
excessive. In-depth consideration of such special arrangements are not 
considered reasonable or justified given the low risk associated with these 
shipments. 

Comment: The Department of Energy in our view has tried to downplay the radioactive 
dimension of this hazardous waste. 

I note with some concern that the cover of the environmental assessment 
does not reveal to any but the most technical reader that radioactivity is 
involved here. 

Response: The LSA nitric acid is not a “hazardous waste”, it is a product being sold 
for recycle. 

The title of the Environmental Assessment has been changed to reflect the 
presence of radioactive contamination. 

Comment: I urge the Department of Energy to incorporate in the environmental 
assessment all of the information in the Westinghouse Company’s 
transportation plan the Westinghouse Company’s document that is entitled 
“The Transportation Impact Analysis for the ShiDment of Low Suecific 
Activity Nitric Acid. ” 

This information in the two Westinghouse documents that I’ve talked about 
needs to be incorporated in the environmental assessment and the 
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Department of Energy needs to stand behind the information that is in these 
two documents. . 

Response: The two Westinghouse documents in question are included by reference, in 
the Final EA, and are publicly available. The disclaimer statement, which 
appeared in the original version of the Transportation Plan, has been 
changed. The Department stands behind the information in these two 
documents. 

Comment: It’s not clear at all in the documents presented what testing has been done on 
the container tanks that would be transported through our port area. 

I would like to read in the environmental assessment some analysis of what 
happens when the container tanks of this radioactive acid might be subjected 
to mid-summer heat beating down, hot sun beating down on the truck 
perhaps while the truck was in a traffic jam on a highway and what -- what 
testing or what assurances can we feel about the safety of those tanks. 

Response: 

Comment: 

An analysis of the risks associated with these shipments is presented in 
Section 5.2.2 of the EA. 

Information on the standards and testing of the containers is included in the 
Transportation Plan, which is incorporated by reference in the EA and is a 
publicly available document. 

The containers which will be utilized have been specially constructed for 
these shipments. Design standards applied to these tanks include American 
Association of Railroads (AAR 600), European Agreement Concerning 
International Transportation for Dangerous Goods by Rail (ADR), 
International Convention of Safe Containers (CSC), International Maritime 
Organization (IMO) , International Standards Organization (ISO) , 
International Regulation Concerning the Carriage of Dangerous Goods Code 
(RID) and United Kingdom Department of Trade (UK DOT). 

The containers have been inspected, examined and tested as required by 
Section VI11 of the nationally recognized American Society of Mechanical 
Engineers (ASME) Code. All welds will be 100 percent radiographically 
tested. 

The design pressure and design temperature of the tank is not expected to be 
exceeded under any worst case weather conditions. Those specifications are 
100 pounds per square inch (psi) and 200 degrees Fahrenheit, respectively. 

I would note as an aside that the impact analysis by Westinghouse talks only 
of Interstate 64, and I’m not sure whether that’s just a detail omission or 
whether one is different from the other, but I would ask that be clarified in 
all of the documents, that is, the EA, and hopefully you’ll incorporate the 
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Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Westinghouse documents and make it very clear what the route is in 
Virginia because there is certainly some confusion about that right now. 

I would like to see in the environmental assessment some discussion of the 
alternative routes into the specific port area. 

Detailed routing specifications are provided in the Transportation Plan, 
which is included by reference in the EA and is a publicly available 
document. 

One area of concern to us has been the information in the environmental 
assessment and the transportation plan about the actual port areas. There is 
no description of the port areas, no discussion of the details of the port areas 
in the plan, and we urge that be done, included in the EA. 

Additional text has been added to the EA describing the three potential port 
areas. 

Similarly, there is a great absence of information about the arrangements 
and safety precautions to be taken on the ocean transit part of the shipment. 
There has been virtually no discussion of accident risks during the ocean 
transit, the environmental implications of the ocean transit. 

Potential impacts from ocean transit are addressed in Section 5.2.2 of the 
EA. In addition to the specific analyses performed for this proposal, the EA 
drew upon many references. The potential radiological and chemical 
environmental impacts from ocean transport of loaded, surplus LSA nitric 
acid transport containers are expected to be negligible. Because a container 
of LSA nitric acid would have less than 0.9 curies of radioactivity, versus 
tens of thousands of curies associated with a spent nuclear fuel cask, the 
potential impacts associated with ocean transport of spent nuclear fuel are 
considered bounding. The recent analysis involving foreign research reactor 
spent nuclear fuel provides additional information regarding the potential 
consequences of ocean transport of nuclear materials. 

Similarly, the environmental aspects of the British port and the British 
highway transit should be discussed as well. My understanding is that it is 
US. government policy to consider not only the domestic environmental 
aspects of its actions but also overseas environmental aspects. My 
understanding is that an executive order was issued several years ago that 
broadened the scope of environmental considerations to overseas 
considerations as well as domestic ones when there was an environmental 
impact on the overseas aspect, and that certainly applies in this case. 

The rigorous quantitative analysis completed for the potential impacts of 
transportation within the continental United States, is considered bounding. 
Potential radiological and toxicological impacts of the transport of LSA 
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nitric acid, for both incident-free and accident scenarios, are expected to be 
negligible. 

Potential impacts of a port accident were analyzed. These impacts were 
evaluated without respect to port location. Based on these analyses, and 
consistent with Executive Order 12 1 14, Environmental E'ects Abroad of 
Major Federal Actions, the DOE has determined that the proposed action is 
not a major federal action which significantly affects the human 
environment? and has issued a Finding Of No Significant Impact. 

Comment: Additionally, there should be greater discussion in the environmental 
assessment of the environmental aspects of the handling of this material at 
Sellafield. Perhaps you could obtain that kind of information from the 
British government. Indeed, in the current documentation there is almost no 
discussion of the involvement of the British government in this matter, of its 
responsibilities and so forth. We recommend that be done after close 
contact with the British government on this matter. 

Response: The scope of this EA is to evaluate the environmental impacts associated 
with the disposition and transportation of the surplus LSA nitric acid from 
the PUREX Plant to the B205 Magnox Fuels Reprocessing Facility in 
Sellafield, UK. 

Effluents emanating from the Sellafield facility are monitored and regulated 
by the United Kingdom. In their 1994 annual submission to the Nuclear 
Review for 1994, BNF plc stated the following: 

"Over the past decade, BNFL has undertaken a substantial programme of 
waste treatment plant construction at Sellafield. Reduction in radioactivity 
in liquid discharges to the Irish Sea from Sellafield has been achieved due to 
the introduction of effluent treatment plants in 1985" ... "together with the 
storage of medium active concentrates on site since the early 1980's.. . I' 
"Formerly, these concentrates had been discharged to the sea following 
delay storage of up to 5 years to allow substantial decay of some 
radionuclides (eg. ruthenium 106). Thus: Discharges of the principal 
radionuclides to the Irish Sea from Sellafield are now 1 % of peak 1970's 
levels.. . " 
"BNFL carries out extensive monitoring of radioactivity in the environment 
around it's sites and conducts or funds extensive research programs to 
determine how discharged material behaves in the environment. Several 
independent groups also conduct monitoring programmes. The annual dose 
from Sellafield liquid discharges to the critical group of members of the 
public who consume seafood, especially molluscan shellfish at very high 
rates, has reduced from several millisieverts (1 millisievert = 0.1 rem). in 

~~ 
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Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

the early 1980's to 0.15 mSv (0.015 rem) in 1993. This is now equivalent 
to the radiation dose which would be received by an individual from natural 
radioactivity during a typical 2 week holiday in Cornwall. I' 

"Doses to critical groups from BNFL's operations are substantially less than 
the legal dose limit of 5 mSv (0.5 rem) per year in the Ionising Radiation 
Regulations 1985 for members of the public; and less that the public dose 
limit of 1 millisievert (0.1 rem) per year recommended by the ICRP and 
NRPB. " 

As stated in that letter, one of our concerns is that these 183,000 gallons of 
radioactive acid are being considered in isolation from other radioactive acid 
at DOE facilities. Moreover, there are other liquids radioactively 
contaminated at DOE facilities, and we believe that this proposed set of 
shipments should be looked at in a larger context of the other mixed waste 
and low-level waste that the Department of Energy has to dispose of. An 
overall plan is needed considering the full scope of the low-level mixed 
waste such as this, and it's present at all of the DOE sites. 

The department is in the process of developing a national program for 
disposition of radioactive and hazardous wastes throughout the entire DOE 
Complex. That program would include mixed and low-level wastes. 
However, the LSA nitric acid is not a waste. It is a product being sold for 
recycle. This proposed action represents a case-specific solution to a 
material disposition problem. 

We would like to see a layout in more detail about the rail alternative and its 
cost and implications. 

Rail transport of the LSA nitric acid was considered. As noted in the EA 
(Section 3.2.7), potential environmental impacts associated with incident-free 
transport by rail would be similar to those experienced with ground truck 
transport. There would be'additional transit time for rail transport versus 
truck (approximately 1 1 days and four days, respectively). 

Emergency response capabilities were a factor when we considered train * 
versus truck transport. Trains traverse many remote areas which would 
prove difficult for emergency responders to access. In comparison, trucks 
will travel on highways which are easily accessible. 

We would urge the Department of Energy if feasible in this EA, but surely 
for future EA'S and EIS's, to shift to an analysis in terms of added cancer 
incidence due to radiation exposure. 

Analytical data are presented in a manner consistent with the preparation of 
DOE environmental documents. These data indicate that, even in the event 
of a serious accident, far less than 1 latent cancer fatality would occur as a 
result of the proposed action. The total detriment (Le., cancer fatalities, 
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cancer incidents, and genetic effects) would be slightly higher, but still less 
than 1. Additional .details regarding potential total detriment associated with 
the proposed action are addressed in the RADTRAN analysis 
(Transportation Impact Analysis for the Shipment of Low Specific Activity 
Nitric Acid). 
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ENVIRONHENTAL ASSESSMENT ON THE DISPOSITION AND TRANSPORTATION OF SURPLUS LOW 
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY RADIOACTIVE NITRIC ACID, HRNFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

PUBLIC COMMENT FORU 

We encourage you to  provide either verbal or written comments. You can give us 
written coments by using this fom. Please leave your completed form at the 
location provided, or you can mail i t  by April 5 to: 

Larry Romine R3-79 
U.S. Department o f  Energy 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, WA 99352 

Thank you. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ON THE DISPOSITION AND TRANSPORTATlON OF SURPLUS LOW 
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY RADIOACTIVE NITRIC ACID, HANFORD SITE, RICHWID, WASHINGTON 

PUBLIC COMMENT FORM 

We encourage you t o  provide e i t h e r  verba7 o r  w r i t t e n  comments. You can g i v e  us 
w r i t t e n  comments by using t h i s  form. Please leave your completed form a t  the 
locat ion provided, o r  you can mail i t  by A p r i l  5 to: 

Larry Romine R3-79 
U.S. Department of  Energy 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, MA 99352 

Thank you. 
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Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Lisa A. Erhardt 
921 Oklahoma Drive 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

Public comment form 
Portsmouth, Virginia, March 27, 1995 

What if any safety measures are being taken when lifting the container onto 
the ship? This for any "product" can be a risky/dangerous move. 

4 1  appropriate safety precautions are being taken when loading and 
unloading the ship as well as throughout the shipment of this material to 
England. For example, the dock workers are trained and certified 
individuals. The lifting equipment is engineered and designed for this type 
of activity. This equipment is periodically inspected and certified. 

You will have 2 drivers per truck for a four day trip across the United 
States. What kind of sleeping/eating arrangements have been made? 

The driver that is not operating the truck will sleep in the "sleeper" portion 
of the cab. The truck will stop periodically for meals and restroom 
facilities. 

Will the product be left alone during these activities? 

The truck may be left alone for short periods of time while the drivers eat or 
use local facilities. 

Are there studies showing the effects, if any, if this were to soak into the 
ground in the event of a trucking accident? 

What are the chances of it getting into the groundwater supply. Please use 
supporting studies and facts. 

Based on the low accident rates noted for commercial nitric shipments, the 
high-integrity containers used, and the additional safety standards and care 
being applied to the transport, the risk of an accident involving a release of 
material from an LSA nitric acid transport container is small. It is expected 
that the chance that the LSA nitric acid would contaminate groundwater is 
smaller than the chance for an accident. The risks associated with an 
accident occurring during these shipments has been evaluated extensively 
and is presented in Section 5.2.2 of the EA. 
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Assumptions for all accident analyses in the EA are very conservative 
(Le., assumptions and impacts are overstated). As stated in the EA, an 
evaporative release model was used to determine the release rate from a 
spilled pool of nitric acid. The Transportation Impact Analysis calculations 
were based upon a maximum credible release of a full container, 
approximately 4,000 gallons. The model evaluates the release concentration 
at three potential receptor locations, including 100 m, 200 m, and 1,000 m 
downwind from the accident location. Distances closer than 100 m were not 
selected because the atmospheric dispersion calculations are highly uncertain 
at shorter distances. One hundred meters is considered a reasonable 
estimate of the distance between an interstate highway and the nearest 
resident. The assumed weather conditions (neutral stability-Pasquill Stability 
Class D; low wind speed-2 m/s), which were used to calculate plume 
concentrations at three receptor locations, were very conservative. In 
addition, an even more conservative assumption (Pasquill Stability Class F; 
wind speed 1 m/s) was made for the worse-case conditions at the shortest 
receptor distance (100 m). Such weather conditions lead to slow dispersal of 
any released material and maximize potential downwind concentrations. 
Atmospheric dispersion parameters and the methodology utilized were as 
recommended by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 

In the event that an individual could not evacuate the immediate vicinity of 
an accident scene, any potential negative effects would depend upon the 
length of time of exposure and the concentration of the material. For 
distances less than 100 m, it is assumed that the direct physical injuries due 
to the vehicular accident would be the principal hazard. If able, individuals 
would evacuate the area and minimize their exposure. The initial response 
by the drivers and/or emergency response personnel would reduce the risk 
and exposure of individuals unable to evacuate the accident scene. 

For the LSA nitric acid, the principal health hazard would be exposure to 
vapors and/or the liquid nitric acid. The radiological component of the LSA 
nitric acid is considered to be a secondary concern. 

Between 1984 and 1993, there were no deaths in the United States resulting 
from the transportation of concentrated nitric acid and only a single injury 
that required hospitalization. Each year, hundreds of millions of gallons of 
concentrated nitric acid are transported via highway tankers in the United 
States. 

The containers which will be utilized have been specially constructed for 
these shipments. Design specifications far exceed the Department of 
Transportation’s requirements. Details on the construction specifications are 
included in the Transportation Plan. The shipments will be tracked by 
TRANSCOM. These special containers and the TRANSCOM tracking 
further reduce any risk associated wjth these shipments. 
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Comment: If your "product" doesn't completely get shipped before the deadline and it 
then becomes "radioactive" waste, will you then have to notify each State on 
the transportation route? Why/why not? 

Response: The DOE has been proactive in offering to notify states along the route. 
Whether a product, or a waste, the DOE would handle notifications for a 
shipment of this type in a similar manner. 

Comment: During sea transportation: Will the route be directly to G. Britain or will it 
stop at various ports along the way? If stops are being made have you 
notified those ports? 

Response: Every effort is being made to coordinate shipments such that the containers 
will be the last item loaded on the ship and the first item off loaded. 
However, situations may arise where the ship will call at other International 
ports. There is no requirement to notify these ports. 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

How are the containers being held in place on the container ship. 

Containers are constructed so that they are easily stackable. Once placed in 
the cargo hold, these containers are very stable. 

The DOE states that "all shipments would be made in accordance with 
applicable International, Federal, State, Tribal and local regulations. " What 
are these regulations? Please cite sources and references. 

Response: The major regulations are listed in the reference sections of the EA, 
Transportation Plan, and Transportation Impact Analysis. 
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Peler W. SGMiidt 
Direacr 

April 15, 1995 I? 0. Eox 1 O l j o g  
Rmmend. Virginia 22240-0009 
!804! 762-2000 

Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
Richiand Operations Office 
U.S. Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Dunigan: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Environmental Assessment for Disposition 
and Transportation of Surplus Low Specific Activity Nitric Acid, Hanford Site, Richland, 

, Washington. The Department of Environmental Quality is responsible for coordinating 
Vir-ginia’s review of federal enviromentai documents. The following agencies and planning 
district commission joined in this review: 

Deparrment of Environmental Quality 
Department of Emergency Services 
Deparunent of Health 
Marine Resources Commission 
Hampton Roads Planning District Commission 

The Commonwealth has no objection to this project provided that all of the 
environmental and safety laws and regulations of the Commonwealth are followed. The final 
Environmental Assessment should address the following issues and concerns. and coordination 
with the appropriate emergency services personnel should be incorporated into the shipping 
schedule. Virginia requests the following actions IO ensure safety in the packaging, handlinz, 
and transport of the nimc acid 

The Virginia Department of Emergency Services should be notified at leasr two weeks 
prior to the departure of any shipment so that the State is better prepared to respond in case 
of an incident involving low specific radioactivity and nitric acid. The Department will 
coordinate notification of local officials if needed. The Final Environmental Assessment 
should identify the notification procedures that will be used for this project. As well. if the 
shipment is overweight, it will be the responsibility of the carrier IO anange for permits f?pC E I 
the Virginia Department of Transportation. Finally, shipments to port facilides should be 

E D 

4FR 1 z1995 
DOE -RL / ccc 
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scheduied as close as possible to arrival of the ocean carrier to minimize storage of the 
containers at a dockside facility. 

In past shipments of materials presenting a radiation hazard, there have been no 
problems, accidents, or performance difficulties with the shippers or carriers involved. n e  
U.S. Department of Energy, the U.S. Department of Transportation, and the private 
contractors involved have cboperated fully with Viq@a agencies, addressing their concerns 
abour the safe transportation of these materials. The Tramportarion Plan identifies an 
acceprabie route rhat avoids tunnels and congested traffic to the extent practicable. Informing 
the Virginia Department of Emergency Services prior to departure of shipments will allow 
them to respond accurately to questions from citizens and localities. The Department of 
Emergency Services will ensure that the Vir,oinia State Police are kept informed, and will 
provide informarion to localities that ask to be kept jnformed. 

The Department of Environmental Quality urges close and continuing cooperation 
between DOE and affected localities on this and future projects that involve transport of 
radioactive materiais. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Director, Harry Ed Keli cement and Poiicy 

cc: WilIiam GiiIey, Department of Environmental Quality 
Traycie West, Department of Environmental Quality 
L. Ralph Jones, Department of Emergency Services 
John M. Carlock, Hampton Roads Planning District Commission 
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Commentor: Harry H. Kelso . 
Director, Enforcement and Policy 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
P.O. Box 10009 
Richmond, VA 23240-0009 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Letter dated April 15, 1995 

The Virginia Department of Emergency Services should be notified at least 
two weeks prior to the departure of any shipment so that the State is better 
prepared to respond in case of an incident involving low specific 
radioactivity and nitric acid. 

The Final Environmental Assessment should identify the notification 
procedures that will be used for this project. 

The DOE has initiated weekly conference calls with all interested 
stakeholders, states and tribes to address concerns and to disseminate 
information. The DOE plans to continue these weekly calls for the duration 
of the project. The DOE will issue, on a weekly basis, a 30-day "rolling 
schedule" of the planned shipments. This schedule will also be sent to all 
states and tribes along the shipping route. Local public safety officials will 
also have access to this schedule. 

The emergency response plan has been expanded and includes a section for 
the notification procedures to be implemented in the event of an incident or 
accident. This plan has been made an integral part of the final 
Transportation Plan, which has been included by reference in the final EA. 
The emergency response plan, identifies all responsible individuals and 
provides 24-hour phone numbers. 

If the shipment is overweight, it will be the responsibility of the carrier to 
arrange for permits from the Virginia Department of Transportation. 

The loaded transport container and chassis will be weighed prior to leaving 
the Hanford site to assure that it conforms to all shipping restrictions and 
regulations. No shipments will be released from the Hanford which are 
overweight. 

Shipments to port facilities should be scheduled as close as possible to 
arrival of the Ocean carrier to minimize storage of the containers at a 
dockside facility. 

Constant communication between the Westinghouse Hanford Transportittion 
Group, the TRANSCOM Control Center, the trucking dispatcher and the 
ocean carrier, will minimize storage time in the port terminals. 
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March 24, 1995 

Mr. Paul F . X .  Dunigan, Jr. 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
Departiert of Ezerzf 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Washington 993 52 

Be: Environmental Assessment - Disposition and Transsortation of 
Surplus Low Specific Activity Nitric Acid 

Dear Mr. Dunigan: 

The C i t y  or' Norfolk appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
above-referenced NEPA document concerning the possible shipment of 
nitric acid which is slightly contaminated with radioactive material 
through the Port of Hampton Eoads. Clty represeatatives were present 
a t  the two recent DOE briefings held in Portsmouth to explain the- 
proposed activity. The briefings' were very informative and 
appreciated. 

For future rsference, however, it is requested that the DOE contacc us 
at the early stages of any proposed activity involving the City of 
Norfolk. AFparently, in this case, the first notification of these 
shipments was from inquiries made by the press. Notification should 
be directed to our Environmental Services Manager, Mr. Eclwin L. 
Rosenberg, at (804)  441-2152. 

The document has been reviewed by various City deparzments and the 
foliowing comments are pzcvided: 

1. 

2 .  

One of the criteria for determining eqor r  sites should be to 
avoid regions with high ppulation densities. Soccioc 4 . 2  of 
the EA should be amended to show the t=rtal population or' the MSA 
of Sampton Roads, not just the population of the City of Norfolk. 
Our regional Fopulation should be considered in the comparative 
analysis with the alternative ports of Baltimore, Maryland ana 
Port Elizaberh, New Jersey. 

The risk assessment snould take into accouxit shipping congestion 
and types of vessels wnick utili25 each port frcm t h e  stanapoiat 
of potential and/or severity of accidents. Current iocumentation 
shculd be provided on al: vessel accidents within each porz for 
comparative purposes. R E C E I V E D  

w 3 11995 

1101 City Hail Building / Nodolk. Virginia 23501 / (804) 441-2477 / Fax: (804) 
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Mr. Paul F . X .  Dunigan, Jr. 
Page 2 
March 2 4 ,  1995 

3 ,  Ccncerzing the transportation route, the EA document is confusing 
cn where this material is going within o u r  region. Specifically, 
the EA states that tke cor: of departure is Norfolk, when 
actually the material is beinc exported from a port facility in 
Porzsmouth. It should be recosnized that the Fort of Bampton 
RoaOs includes Zacilisies in Norfolk, Portsmouth and Newport 
News. 

4. Shculd the routing include the City of Norfolk, the following 
infomation has been requested by our Police Degartment: 

o Date and time of movement through the City of Norfolk 

o Primary and secondzry routing plan 

o Contact person by name and phone number of carrier or 
Transcom 

o opportunity for spct checks after arrival in the city 
limits and before cff-loading 

o A l l  intelligence inforination reference to citizen 
groups objecting to the shipment percainiq to the 
City of Norfolk 

o Emergency responder hazmat plan 

If additional information or clarification of these comments is 
necessary, please contact Mr. Zdwin L. Rosenberg at (804) 44.1-2152. 

ZWB. Oliver, cr. 
City Manager 
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Commentor: Mr. James Oliver 
City Manager 
City of Norfolk 
1101 City Hall Building 
Norfolk, VA 23501 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Letter dated March 24, 1995. 

One of the criteria for determining export sites should be to avoid regions 
with high population densities. Section 4.2 of the EA should be amended to 
show the total population of the MSA of Hampton Roads, not just the 
population of the City of Norfolk. Our regional population should be 
considered in the comparative analysis with the alternative ports of 
Baltimore, Maryland and Port Elizabeth, New Jersey. 

Section 4.2 of the EA has been revised to include a more detailed 
description of the ports. The criteria utilized to evaluate the risk of 
transportation took into account the population density of your area. The 
model used in RADTRAN is not city specific, but is based on a total 
population density for a given area. 

The risk assessment should take into account shipping 
congestion and types of vessels which utilize each port from 
the standpoint of potential and/or severity of accidents. 
Current documentation should be provided on all vessel 
accidents within each port for comparative purposes. 

The design of the shipping container took into consideration 
the types of vessels utilized at the ports. The container was 
designed in a s t anhd  IS0 configuration to allow for handling 
in the most efficient and safe manner possible. The materials 
utilized (ie., metal thickness) surpassed Department of 
Transportation requirements. The highway routings that will 
be utilized are those routes designated as preferred for 
shipments of hazardous materials. 

The risk analyses presented in the EA shows that the risk associated with 
these shipments is small, regardless of the point of egress. Factors such as 
vessel types and congestion would not be determining factors in these 
analyses. 

Concerning the transportation route, the EA document is 
confusing on where this material is going within our region. 
Specifically, the EA states that the port of departure is 
Norfolk, when actually the material is being exported from a 
port facility in Portsmouth. It should be recognized that the 
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Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

~~ ~~ ~ 

port of Hampton Roads includes facilities in Norfolk, 
Portsmouth and Newport News. 

The EA has been modified to clarify that Portsmouth is the 
proposed port in Virginia. Specific routes are presented in the 
Transportation Plan which is included by reference to the EA. 

Should the routing include the City of Norfolk, our police 
department requires certain information. 

It is not anticipated that the City of Norfolk will be traversed. 
The Department of Energy conducts weekly teleconference 
calls with interested agencies in the corridor states. These 
will continue until the shipping campaign is complete. Once 
established, a 30-day rolling schedule will be circulated on a 
weekly basis. 

I 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

WASHINGTON STATE PATROL 
PO Box 4261d Olympia WA 985'04-2615 

March 13, 1995 

Mr. Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 
Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
PO Box 550 
Richland Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Dunigan, Jr.: 

This correspondence is in reference to your letter dated February 15, 1995, concerning an 
Environmental Assessment (EA). 

This EA involves the disposition and transportation of surplus low specific activity nitric 
acid. The Washington State Patrol's primary interest in this project is the inspection and 
accident response portion. It is encouraging t o  note that the TRANSCOM tracking system 
will be used during this shipping campaign. It appears that the EA has addressed the - 
issuesconcerning incident command, driver training, and emergency communications. 

The issue of vehicle inspection, while mentioned in the EA, is not adequately addressed or 
reviewed. While the transportation plan may describe the inspection issue in greater detail, 
.additional information should be included in the EA. It should include discussion of a no- 
defect point of origin inspection and the requirements for periodic inspections by the 
drivers. The frequency of inspections for this type of campaign is always a concern. 
Sufficient inspections must be conducted to ensure both the driver and vehicle are 
operating at peak proficiency. This process must be balanced with the knowledge that 
excessive inspections extend transit time and increase exposure. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Please provide this office wiL, 
a copy of the transportation plan for the Low Specific Activity Nitric Acid project. 

Sincerely, . .  

(Jidutenant Lonnie Brackins 
Commander 
Safety and Technical Section 

LRB:ch 

DOE*RF/CCC 
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Commentor: Lieutenant Lonnie Brackins 
Washington State Patrol 
State of Washington 
P.O. Box 42614 
Olympia, WA 98504-2614 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Letter dated March 13, 1995 

Sufficient inspections must be conducted to ensure both the driver and 
vehicle are operating at peak proficiency. 

Prior to leaving Hanford the Washington State Patrol will inspect the trucks. 
Drivers of the trucks will be seasoned professionals who are fully cognizant 
of their vehicles condition. Two such drivers will travel in each truck, each 
driving for four hours on four hours off. The trucks will be inspected, by 
the drivers, at least every two hours. 
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COnfdmta lribes and Bands 
of the Yakama Indian Nation 

John Wagoner, Manager Yi? '&land Field Office 
DeparMent of Energy 

Richland, WA 99352 
P . 0 -  BOX SSO A?-50 

Dear Mr. Wagoner: 
Subject: ENVfROHMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR DISPOSITION OF NITRIC ACID u fa 
WASTE; ALTERNATNE ACTION TO REUSE; AG- WITH PJITERSATm-- k9p 
Department o f  Energy Richlaad merations (DOE/RL) document, DOE/S- 
1005D identified options f o r  the disposirion of nitric acid left 
over in storage in the PUREX faci l i ty  following the disconti~unnce 
of fuel reprocessing in that facility. 

firnu 
C C f l  
fCL 
PRO 

One option proposed for  disposition of the subject.acid is 
transfer the material to England fo r  use in reprocessing activities 

t o  3 5  
s'i3 
Si there. 

The Yakama Nation concurs with this option since it avoids the 
creation of additional waste matezia3.s and the impacts associated 
w i t h  disposal o f  those wastes. fn general we favor reuse and/or 
interim storage pending reuse of materials in m y  case relative to 

We consider r a i l  transport preferable to truck transport overland, 
considering the 1ower.chance for  injury due to accidents. 

& .disposal* 
. 

Sincerely, 

K+pL> 
Russell Jim, Manager 
Environmental Restoration/Waste Management Progrw 
Yakama Indian Nation 

cc (see next page) 
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cc: K. Clarke, DOE/RL 
L. McClain, DOE/€& 
M. Riveland, WA Ecol. 
C. Clarke, U.S. EPA Reg. 10 
T. Grumbly, DOEDM 
T. O'Toole, DOE/EH 
Washington Gov. M. Lowry 
U. S. Senator P. Murray 
DNFSB 
D. Sherwood, EPA, Richland 

2 
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Commentor: 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Russell Jim, Manager 
Environmental RestorationNaste Management Program 
Yakama Indian Nation 
P.O. Box 151, Ford Road 
Toppenish, WA 98948 

Letter dated March 23, 1995 

Consider rail transport preferable to truck transport considering the lower 
chance for injury due to accidents. 

Both rail and truck transport are considered acceptable methods for 
transporting the contaminated nitric acid. The potential environmental 
impact associated with rail transport would be similar to those experienced 
with truck transport. The probability of an accident associated with either 
mode of transportation is low. 

Truck transport is preferable for a number of reasons. The Department of 
Energy will be timing the truck shipments to the availability of ships at the 
east coast ports, to keep in-port holding times for the acid to a minimum. 
Truck transport provides greater flexibility to accommodate minimizing the 
time the acid is in the port and the overall transport time. 

In addition, truck transport can be tracked via TRANSCOM whereas rail 
shipments are not, typically, tracked via TRANSCOM. Rail transport has 
the further disadvantage that the rail system crosses many inaccessible areas 
and emergency response to an accident might be delayed in such areas. 
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COMMENTS SUBMITTED ON 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Environmental Assessment on 
Disposition and Transportation of Surplus Low Specific Activity 

Nitric Acid, Hanford ( PUREX Plant to BNFL, UK ) 
(April, 1995) 

DOE/EA-l005D 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS: 

A model dialogue was engaged in by the DOE-Headquarters ( DOE-HQ ) and 
DOE-Richland ( DOE-RL ) personnel, who were responsible for the u l h t e  production 
and revision of the f d  draft of this Environmental Assessment, and concerned 
smkeholders. Absent this dialogue, the proposed shipment of Uranium ( and very slightly 
Plutonium ) contaminated Nitric Acid from the Hanford PUREX Plant to British Nuclear 
Fuel’s ( BNFL ) Sellafield facility would not only be extremely controversial, bui likely 
subject to a successful legal attack. 

The good faith efforts to engage in a constructive set of discussions and to take 
public interest stakeholders’ comments very seriously in the redrafting of the EA has 
resulted in a very different Environmental Assessment, and the provision to the decision 
makers and the public of a far more realistic range of reasonable alternatives and their 
impacts, As our attached prior comments on early drafts of the EA show, the final EA 
now reflects a much more realistic set of costs and benefits from the preferred alternative 
and other reasonable alternatives. The Final EA also presents an honest and open 
discussion of many of the non-proliferhion concerns that have motivated many of the 
commentors who oppose these sbipments. 

Failure to honestly and openly present these impacts, realistic costs, reasonable 
alternatives and to disclose the nature of question$ raised within the federal government 
regarding the non-proliferation policy consistency of these shipments would have 
undoubtedly led to protracted litigation, opposition along transport corridor routes, and 
become a cause celebre to highlight the inconsistency of the USDOE’s positions on 
support for, or opposition to, the reprocessing of Spent Nuclear Fuel at BNFL’s 
Sellafield Plant. As the EA points out, prolonged delay carries significant risks and high 
costs ( $32 million per year for continued maintenance within the PUREX Plant above 
the cost of Surveillance and maintenance after removal and deactivation ). 

continued.. , 
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The information now presented in the EA belies USDOE-E's original claims 
that the only alternatives to these shipments were: 

a) extremely expensive No Action / Delay; or, 

b) Delay while treating the Nitric Acid within PUREX 

( both (a) and @) involving the very high cost of $34 million per year 
maintenance of PUREX in its current configuration ); or, 

c) $100 million of storage tank capacity. 

Specifically, the EA now presents USDOE with a realistic option of RCRA 
compliant storage of the 25,000 gallons that is actually within the PUREX Plant ( and 
is the obstacle to "clean-out" and deactivation of PUREX ) at a cost of $2 million. We 
believe that it is very important that this alternative was properly analyzed and costed 
because it is a reasonable, lower cost alternative and it may be the necessary course of 
action should there be legal or other obstacles to transport of the Nitric Acid to 
Sellafield. 

From the viewpoint of national policy, this process has pointed out a significant 
flaw in the implementation of the Federal Facilities Compliance Act complex wide 
integration of Mixed Waste inventories and treatment plans. Apparently, because 
USDOE refuses to call this Nitric Acid a "waste" ( because it may be considered a 
product under RCRA if it is recycled for use at Sellafield ), no systems approach for 
analyzing options for storage and treatment of the contaminated Nitric Acid was 
undertaken for either the Hanford site or the DOE complex. As regards this EA, our 
comments point to the improper failure to use the marginal economic cost of storage and 
treatment of this Nitric Acid with compatible mixed wastes, as opposed to stand alone 
capital and operational costs for storing and treating this Nitric Acid as if there were no 
similar wastes in the entire DOE complex. 

In conclusion, we wish to thank the DOE-HQ ( i.e., Larry Weiner, Lisa Feldt, 
Rick Martinez ) and DOE-RL ( led by Jim Mecca ) personnel who undertook a 
significant dialogue to change the nature of this Environmental Assessment ( and the 
process for producing it ) despite the temptation to retreat to past decide - announce - 
defend practices after encountering opposition and questions about the validity of the 

original information presented. We appreciate the meeting and travel and phone 
discussion time committed and the willingness to listen to very different views regarding 
alternatives, legal issues, and even views on non-proliferation from other stakeholders. 
It is our hope that this experience will encourage USDOE to engage in such direct 
dialogue during the scoping of alternatives and impacts, rather than wait for comment 
on NEPA documents after they have been produced. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENT S: 

I. PRIOR CONCERNS OVER MkREPRESENTATION OF COSTS FOR NITRIC 
ACID STORAGE ALTERNATIVES: 

Heart of America Northwest first became concerned with the Nitric Acid 
disposition decision because of the representation that the cost of RCRA compliant 
storage for the 183,000 gallons was based on a proportional estimation of the cost for 
using a Double-Shell High-Level Nuclear Waste tank ( DST ) with a cost of $100 
million. 

At the time, in mid 1994, we were scrutinizing the costs of USDOE-RL's new 
Double Shell Tank program, which was estimated by DOE-RL at $435 million for 6 new 
DSTs. The $100 million figure utilized to show the favorable economics of shipping the 
Nitric Acid to Sellafield, was, we feared, representative of an insupportable approach 
to all DST cost and alternatives issues. 

The use of DSTs - designed for High-level Nuclear Waste, rather than for slightfy 
contaminated Nitric Acid - was another assumption which we questioned. Again, the 
presentation of the use of DSTs as the alternative seemed designed to give DOE-HQ the 
erroneous impression that there were no reasonable alternatives to the proposal to ship 
the waste to BNFL,. 

Alternative #3 in the new EA now presents a far more realistic alternative of 
storing the U-Cell Nitric Acid at a cost of $2 million. Utilization of this alternative 
would enable the deactivation of PUREX to go forward, with DOE realizing the 
significant cost savings from deactivation. 

II. STORAGE IS NOW SHOWN TO BE A REALETIC ALTERNATIVE TO 
SHIPMENT, AND WARRANTS CONSIDERATION IN A SYSTEMS APPROACH 
TO THE STORAGE AND TREATMENT OF SIMlLAR WASTES AT H.ANF0R.D 
AND COMPLEX-WIDE: 

A. At ES-7, the EA presents the alternative of RCRA compIiant storage of the U- 
Cell Nitric Acid with a cost of $2 million. This cost is $1 million less than the preferred 
alternative. Yet, the EA at ES-5 presents the preferred alternative ( shipment to 
Sellafield ), with a cost of $3 million, as having cost advantage over other alternatives. 
( EA at ES-5 states: "This ( $3 million ) would be relatively low when compared with 
the costs associated with the other alternatives." ) 

B. The marginal cost of storage and treatment is the appropriate basis for the 
costs of storage and later treatment alternatives. Because of the failure to utilize a 
systems approach ( Le., the failure to consider other compatible wastes needig storage 
and treatment, either at W o r d  or complex-wide ) - and despite the mandate of the 
Federal Facilities Compliance Act that such a complex-wide inventory and treatment 
approach be utilized - the EA assigns the full capital costs for storage and treatment to 
this Nitric Acid. 
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As a point of comparison, if the same methodology utilized to present the costs 
of alternatives was utilized for the cost of shipping the waste to BNFL, the cost of the . 
preferred alternative would have to include the full capital costs of constructing the 
BNFL facility. 

C. DOE has shown a tremendous willingness to listen to our concerns on the 
range of alternatives to be analyzed and their costs. 

As a result, the EA reflects a major revision to include a range of alternatives 
for RCRA compliant storage and abandons the insupportable notion that High-level 
Nuclear Waste DST capacity must be utilized for storing this Nitric Acid. The result is 
a reduction in the cost of storage alternatives from $100 million down to $2 million in 
the final EA. 

This alternative should be noted by DOE decision makers for two reasons: 

1. Storage may present the least cost option, if further inventory ( per 
FFCA ) shows that there are other similar wastes requiring either storage 
or treatment in the DOE complex. This storage option is shown not only 
to be low cost and RCRA compliant, but it meets the timetable for reducing 
the costs of maintaiig PTJREX and realizing those significant savings. 

2. if, for any reason, DOE’S effort to ship the Nitric Acid is delayed or 
blocked, the new analysis of the storage alternatives now presented in the 
EA will provide the DOE with the legal basis and information necessary 
to make a decision to move to storage. 

If the EA had not been revised to incorporate the range of reasonable storage 
alternatives, then any roadblock to transporting the acid to BNFL would have presented 

. an insurmountable obstacle to removing the acid and realizing the cost savings from the 
PUREX deactivation schedule while complying with both RCRA and NEPA. 

D. The EA now reflects an appropriate recognition of the different alternatives 
for storage. Specifically, the EA clearly presents to the public and decision makers the 
location of the Nitric Acid and the quantities present in those locations. It is 
appropriately presented that the Nitric Acid in U-Cell ( 25,000 gallons ) is the signifcant 
short-term roadblock to PUREX deactivation. Thus, the range of alternatives presented, 
we are pleased to note , differentiates between the 25,000 gallons in U-Cell and the 
remaining 158,000 gallons in external tanks. 

One should not infer that we are not concerned with the storage of the 158,000 
gallons in the external tanks. We are highly concerned. We were greatly disturbed to 
discover that this acid was put back into these tanks after having been removed and used 
for the U03 Plant restart run in 1993. The rationale presented to the public for the 
restart was specifically the need to remove this acid from these tanks. The return of the 
acid to these old, unsafe and illegal tanks is one reason that the issue of the disposition 
of this acid has turned so contentious. 
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m. THE NEW EA HAS AN HONEST AND STRAIGHTFORWARD 
PRESENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT VIEWPOINTS TIIAT DIFFER FROM 
USDOE'S 

A. The EA now notes that the Nitric Acid is considered by the Washington Dept. 
of Ecology to be a "hazardous substance", while USDOE is attempting to implement a 
Preferred Alternative of shipment to BNFL so as to escape the regulation of the acid as 
a "waste". If the material is shipped within one year for use as a product, then, indeed, 
it will not be a "waste" as defined under Washington Law and RCM. The hazard of the 
material, of course, is no different. 

B. The EA takes the unusual step, following discussions with stakeholders other 
than Heart of America Northwest who had nonproliferation concerns, of openly 
disclosing that there was an internal debate within USDOE regarding the consistency of 
this proposed action with national nonproliferation policy. Further, we congratulate DOE 
on specifically acknowledging several groups and their concerns by name. 

C. USDOE should expfain far more fully, in upcoming hearings on USDOE 
proposed policy to accept return of Spent Nuclear Fuel to prevent it from being 
reprocessed at the BNFL Sellafield facility, why it is not inconsistent to ship the Nitric 
Acid to Senafield while taking Spent Nuclear Fuel into this country to prevent it from 
being commercially reprocessed at this very same plant. 

The EA clearly demonstrates that the Sellafield Plant is subject to International 
Atomic Energy Agency ( IAEA ) safeguards and that the U.S. Government does not 
have a problem with allowing Sellafield to store and account for the fissile material in 
Hanford's Nitric Acid. Thus, one can only wonder why this nation needs to be subjected 
to the environmental and health impacts, and bear the costs, of a policy to import SNF 
from foreign reactors in order to prevent it from being reprocessed at Sellafield. See EA 

. at ES-3 through ES-5. 

I". CONSOLIDATION SHOULD HAVE BEEN CONSIDERED FROM THE 
OUTSET, FAILURE TO DO SO VIOLATED THE FFCA AND NEPA AND 
DEMONSTRATES A SIGNIFICANT FLAW IN THE DOE PROCESS FOR 
PREPARING INVENTORIES AND SITE TREATMENT PLANS FOR MMED 
WASTES. 

The EA now says that it has "recently initiated a project" to consider 
consolidation with other storage and / or treatment compatible wastes. However, the 
project will not "yield results in a time frame that is compatible with the time frame in 
which a decision regarding th: ultimate disposition of the PUREX Plant nitric acid must 
be made." EA at ES-8. 

This approach is not acceptable and violates both the mandates of NEPA and the 
FFCA. USDOE must explain why it did not have this system wide analysis under way 
as part of the FFCA process, which has Proposed Site Treatment Plans and inventories 
of mixed wastes out for public comment at this time. Because the preferred alternative 
could be delayed or blocked, this analysis must be completed. 
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Heart OfAmericaNor t hwst 
'Advancing owregionf qualily of life.' 

TO: Jim Mecca, Asst. Director Facilities Transition, USDOE-RL 
Doug Hamrick, Director, PUREX/U03 Transition Project 
Larry Romine, USDOE 

FR: Gerald Pollet 
Date: Feb. 6, 1995 
RE: Suggestions and Comments on Latest Draft Environmental Assessment for Disposition and 
Transportation of Hanford Nitric Acid. 

~ 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

P.1: 
Prior Comment: 
1. Need a clear explanation that not all of the Nitric Acid ( HN03 ) is within PUREX; that 
25,000 gallons inside PUREX are definitely a roadblock to deactivation; and, that externat tanks 
pose a real environmental hazard as well, although this larger quantity ( 160,000 gallons ) does 
not pose the same roadblock to PUREX deactivation. 

Disposition in New Draft and Recommendations: 

' 

U e s t e d  Diamm in Executive Summarv to show where the acid is stored. 

Pg. 1 Para. 2 refers to "storage of the material in the current confieuration.. . " 
Words "current configuration" are a tecbspeak, meaningless reference. 
Replace with: simple language: 

"Continued storage of 160,OOO gallons of the contaminated nitric acid in 
the currently used outside tanks could allow a serious release to the environment 
if a tank Ieaks and containment fails. The 25.000 gallons inside the plant are 
stored in rah- and are less likelj to pose 
an environmental risk. However, deactivation of the plant can not proceed 
without removal of this acid. See Diagram Rage 
of tanks. 

for location and-nature 

continued.. . 

~~~ ~ ~ ~ 
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Prior Comment: 
2. Nitric acid is contaminated but NOT currently regulated. DOE seeks to avoid regulatory 
status as a waste by shipping as a product ( usefuI ) to BNFL. Can mention Ecology not 
objecting to removal / shipment bu will regulate if USDOE does not remove the acid soon. 

PisDosition in New Draft and Recommendations: 

, 
Should be on Page 1. 

Pg. 1 Para. 2 is a good step in the right direction, but is confusing. 
Replace: "solid waste" with "Hazardous or dangerous waste". 

Replace WAC 173-303 reference with: 
" .. . to avoid regulation of thii material as a dangerous or hazardous waste ( 
under WAC 173-303, RCRA and Washington Dangerous Waste Law ), at least 
seventyfive percent ( 75% )..." 

Material would be regulated as a "Dangerous Waste" not as a "solid waste" if it is not 
transferred. Reference to solid waste is erroneous. 

Executive Summary 
Pg. 1. Para . 1. Last Sentence; 

Change: 
"axplus low specific activity (LSA) nitric acid" 
To Read: 
"... surplus nitric acid which is contaminated with Low LeveIs of Uranium and 
other radionuclides and desiganted as Low Specific Activity ( LSA ) nitric acid. " 

LSA designation is meaningless to public without explanation that the acid is not pure, 
Rationale: 

is slightly contaminated and, that this poses the key disposition quaestion in this EA. 

continued.. . 
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Pane 2. RE: Alternatives: 
Prior Comment: 

* Explain clearly the argument that the BNFL facility is IAEA controlled / 
inspected and any fission products in the acid will be strictly accounted for. This 
was to lead to discussion of why the proposed action is NOT in conflict with 
Non-Proliferation objectives and policies. 

Dimsition and Recommendations: 

Excellent discussion and clear disclosure and clear explanation on pages ES-2 to 
ES-5. But, SEE Next 2 Comments: 

Should 
Nation . . . " 
These are Governments, not "stakehoIder" groups. 

Page ES-3, Para. 2, Line 4: 
say "Stakeholder groups such as the State.. .USEPA, Yakama Indian 

Without correction, the Indian Nations, which are Sovereign Nations in a Govemment 

Great care must be used in describing USDOE's relations with the Indian Nations. 
My organization, on the other hand, is a stakeholder group. 

Should expand with one sentence explaining: 

The non-oroliferation concern voiced was in reed  to U.S. oolicv to discourage 
reormessing of SDent Nuclear Fuel at BNFL. which is the urocess which this 
Nitric Acid would be utilized for. 

to Government relationship, will voice loud objections and be insulted. 

Page ES-3, Para. 1: 

Add: 

Then continue with explanation of why EM decidied that no confiict exists with the policy. 

continued.. . . 
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Executive Summarv. RE: Alternatives. cont’d: 
Prior Comment: 

* Clearly explain where the Nitric Acid is stored and, in simple terms, the risk 
from these tanks. 

* Identify Alternative Paths - Use a Visual for: 

a) Removal of only 25,OOO gallons inside the pImt to allow 
deactivation to proceed: 

a.i.) ship this 25,OOO gallons only. 

a i . )  construct or use portable storage for this 
25,000 gallons - 

-fold into integral FFCA integrated 
analysis for long-term treatment, 
storage and disposal. 

b) Removal of all 185,000 gallons to new tankage or possible 
tanks: 

b.i.) Pending FFCA and Ecology agreement on a 
treatment or compliant storage path. 

b.ii.) Construct RCRA compliant acid containment 
tanks, or use portable tanks with Ecology 
agreement, pending FFCA treatment plan. 
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TO: Jim Mecca, DOE-RL‘ Acting Asst. Mngr for Facilities Transition; 

FR: Gerald Pollet, 

Date: 12-29-94 
RE: Comments / Review of Draft EA on PUREX Plant Nitric Acid Disposition to BNFL, 
Sellafield, England - outline of comments for today’s meeting at PDX. 
( revised notes after conclusion of meeting ) 

Larry Weiner, EM60, DOE-HQ - 
Heart of America Northwest 

EXEC. summary: 
P.l: MUST Clearly STATE that only 25,000 gallons of the acic under discussion is physicalfy 
located in the plant, the remainder is in external tanks. Thus, only 25,000 gallons - not 185,000 
gallons - pose a roadblock to deactivation of the plant. This changes all costs for storage 
alternatives vis a vis the cost of delay in removing the material from the plant ( which the EA 
pegs at $68 million, calculated as the additional two year cost of maintenance of PUREX ). This 
also means that you must address alternatives that move the 25,OOO gallons out, allowing 
deactivation to proceed without delay, and then store or dispose of the acid in conformity with 
RCRA. 

P.l. Should clearly describe the tanks and which ones block PUREX deactivation before 
document describes alternatives. Current draft implies that all 185,000 gallons is in the same 
location and that location is within the PUREX plant. 

EXEC. Summary and Alternatives Presentation: 

Prior to presenting alternatives in the Exec. Summary, there must be a full disclosure of the 
controversy and impacts of the proposed action: shipping the nitric acid to Sellafield. 

Thus, it should be disclosed immediately that there is a clearly apparent conflict between the 
policy of shipping fmile material bearing Ntric acid for use in a reprocessing plant and U.S. 
policy that explicitly opposes the use of that same reprocessing plant for Spent Nuclear Fuel 
from foreign research reactors. 

When we talked Nov. 2nd, I believed that you clearly understood and agreed that since this 
policy conflict was so apparent to the public, and the source of much controversy, that you 
would present the nature of the conflict and USDOE’s basis for believing that there is no impact 
to proliferation policy from the proposed action. 

Now we have learned that the Office of Non-Proliferation and National Security believes that 
there is such a clear conflict between the shipment and our nonporliferation policy, further 
supporting our belief that you are legally required to address this head on. 

( at the meeting it was clear that the Office not only believes that the conflict is real, but that 
they ma& this clear in writing, stating that the action encourages civilian Plutonium stockpiling 
a n d U S e )  

As I stated in November, you are legally required to discuss the impact of the action on 
proliferation policy: legal precedent supports that an impact to proliferation is an environmental 
impact, and you admit that there is some reasonable basis for projecting an impact to U.S. 
nonproliferation policy. 

Jim Mecca made a clear and cogent argument why shipment to BNFL at Sellafield would not 

Environmental Assessment D-142 May 1995 



U.S. Department of Energy Appendix D 

impact proliferation mn&ns. As I said then, Jim's arguments could be concisely presented and 
meet your legal and public involvement requirements. You are allowed to draw a different 
conclusion from others and to adopt the EA, so long as you have disclosed the existence of the 
potential impact and stated shy it is not probable. 

Of course, there is the clear problem that the arguments you have made about Sellafield being 
subject to international inspection, the low amount of fissile material involved, etc. also could 
be made as to why the United States should not be actively pressing to import Spent Nuclear 
Fuel with Low Enriched Uranium in order to prevent it from being commercially reprocessed 
at Sellafield!!! We hope that this will also be disclosed in the EIS on Importation of Foreign 
Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel. 

Math throughout EA: 

As my notes handed to you at the meeting indicate, every calculation and assessment of 
exposure or risk used in the EA must be reexamined due to the careless mathematical errors 
that I found and highlighted in the body of the Draft EA. I appreciated Jim's commitment to 
have the math reexamined, but still can not help to wonder how such errors could be made in 
the Draft EA. ( E.g., 1.4 kg of fssile radionuclides presented as equalling 3.1 pounds at page 

Alternatives: 

EA Fails to take system approach for examination of similar materials at Hanford or elsewhere 
in DOE complex that require similar treatment and disposal. FFCA legally requires this 
examination. Very poor that there was no examination of similar W o r d  wastes requiring 
storage, treatment and disposal - obviously an alternative of common storage and treatment 
facilities is required, and the costs may be very low if you consider the marginal cost of adding 
these wastes to other wastes for which the capital storage and treatment expenditures are going 
to be made anyway. 

VisuaIiy show the range of alternatives if the 25,000 gallons inside PUREX is removed : 

3-1 ). 

25,000 gallons 
Alt. #1 Alt#2 
Ship to BNFL Store at low cost for small tank 

Neither alt has cost of delaying deactivation 

AIt #1 transport impacts. greatly reduced from shipping all 
185,000 gaIlons to BNFL, as are costs and conflict with U.S. noproliferation policy. 

Alt. #2 totally avoids conflict, transport impacts while 
allowing action consistent with FFCA for common storage and treatment with similar wastes. 
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Commentor: 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Gerald M. Pollet 
Executive Director 
Heart of America Northwest 
1305 Fourth Avenue 
Cobb Building, Suite 208 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Letter dated April 1995; Memorandum dated Feb. 6, 1995 

Prior concerns over misrepresentation of costs for nitric acid storage 
alternatives. 

As noted in your letter, the EA was modified to present cost data and an 
additional alternative method of storing the LSA nitric acid at the Hanford 
Site. However, the estimated storage cost of "at least $2,000,000" does not 
include permitting costs nor subsequent waste treatment costs. These costs 
could prove to be substantial. 

Storage is now shown to be a realistic alternative to shipment, and warrants 
consideration in a systems approach to the storage and treatment of similar 
wastes at Hanford and complex-wide. 

Consolidation should have been considered from the outset, failure to do so 
violated the FFCA and NEPA and demonstrates a significant flaw in the 
DOE process for preparing inventories and site treatment plans for mixed 
wastes. 

The department is in the process of developing a national program for 
disposition of radioactive and hazardous wastes throughout the entire DOE 
Complex. That program would include mixed and low-level wastes. 

However, the LSA nitric acid is not a waste but a product being sold for 
recycle. This proposed action represents a case-specific solution to a 
material disposition problem. It promotes the DOE'S commitment to waste 
minimization and pollution prevention. 

The new EA has an honest and straightforward presentation of significant 
viewpoints that differ from USDOE's. 

The DOE has gone to great lengths to solicit public input in the process of 
preparing this EA. Among the groups contacted were the Yakama Indian 
Nation, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, the 
Wampum, the Nez Perce Tribe, the Western Governor's Association, the 
Southern States Energy Board, the Hanford Advisory Board, and the 
Midwest Council of State Governments and numerous public and 
environmental interest groups. 
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The shipmenthale of the LSA nitric acid is not intended to be, nor should it 
be interpreted as, a.policy statement. The proposed action is in compliance 
with all applicable state, federal, and international laws and treaties. 
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GORDON J. ROGERS 
11W ROAD 36 PASCO, WASHINGTON 99901 

30 &,/w 
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Commentor: Gordon J. Rogers 
1108 Road 36 
Pasco, WA 99301 

Medium: Letter dated March 30, 1995 

Comment: I support the proposed action without reservation; and I urge DOE to 
proceed promptly to issue a Finding of No Significant Impact and to proceed 
with the sale and shipment. 

I must express my dismay that this action has been delayed and substantial 
expenditures have been made in order to comply with NEPA process, 
apparently because of comments made by anti-nuclear groups who raised 
concerns that are transparently trivial. This is a great example of why 
government is so ineffective. 

Response: We appreciate your concern regarding expenditures and the effectiveness of 
government operations. 

As a result of concerns expressed by interested individuals, the Department 
decided in October 1994 to prepare an Environmental Assessment. The EA 
process requires that we consider public comment. The Department is 
committed to including public values in the decision making process. 
Gaining public trust and acceptance for our projects should help the DOE 
achieve its goals. 
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STATE OF WYOhiIXG , 

OFFICE OF TKE GOV€RYOR 

March 20, 1995 
STATE CAPITOL BCILDISG 

CHR+S?;E. XT 82002 

Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Dunigan: 

Enclosed please find the comments from the Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department regarding the Disposition and Transportation of Surplus Low Specific 
Activity Nitric Acid, I appreciate the opportunity to comment and to solicit the 
comments of the concerned Wyoming agencies. 

My greatest concern is always for the safety of the citizens of .this state. I am 
confident that we are prepared for an emergency should that occur. As well, I 
understand that the PUREX plant and the transporting companies will provide every 
proper notification and safety measure. 

Further, since it is my understanding that the Secretary of Energy has 
authorized the transfer of the surplus PUREX nitric acid and an export license has been 
issued to British Nuclear Fuels private limited company, the State of Wyoming has no 
formal objections t o  the process at this time. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, I 

/'h Geringer 

JG:jh 
Enclosure 

INTERXET GOVERSOW9WYDSPKOD.STATE.U;'Y.CS TELEPHONE 1307) T"-?.I3+ FAX (30-1 632-3909 
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GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT R ECEf  VED 
MI4 '95 

GOVERNOR'S 
OFFICE 

March 13, 1995 

EIS 7935 
Department of Energy 
Disposition & Transportation 
of Surplus L o w  Specific 
Activity N i t r i c  Acid, 
Hanford Site 
Richland, Washington 
Environmental Assessment 
SIN# 95-017 

WYOMING STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
ATTN: JULIE HAMILTON 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
STATE CAPITOL 
CHEYENNE, WY 82002 

Dear Ms. Hamilton: 

The staff of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department has 
reviewed the environmental assessment for the Disposition & 
Transportation of Surplus Low Specific Activity Nitric Acid, 
Hanford Site at Richland, Washington. We offer the following 
comments for your consideration pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act.  

The proposed action would result in 52 shipments of low 
specific activity nitric acid from the Hanford site, Richland, 
Washington to the East Coast by way of 1-00. The interstate 
crosses several important %yomirig waters including the Bear, 
Green, North Platte, Medicine Bow, and Laramie Rivers. The 
Green and North Platte.Rivers are Class 1 and 2 trout streams 
(respectively) which means they are among the more valuable and 
limited fishery resources in the state. Flaming Gorge Reservoir 
is just downstream from the Green River crossing and this 
reservoir is a nationally important fishery. 

Accidental s p i l l s  in any of these waters would be a serious 
concern. Though we realize the potential for such accidents is 
low, particular attention should be given t o  avoiding mishaps at 
all stream crossings. As a further precaution, we recommend 
that the DOE file an emergency response plan with the state 
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MS. Julie Hamilton 
March 13, 1995 
Page 2- EIS 7935 

Department of Environmental Quality prior to transporting 
materials across the state. This plan should address how and 
when clean-up of accidental s p i l l s  would be managed. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, - ,etk 
JOE~WHITE 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Jw: TC:vb 
cc: Wildlife and Fish Divisions 

us Ews 
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Commentor: 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Mr. Joe White 
Deputy Director 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department 
5400 Bishop Blvd. 
Cheyenne, WY 82009 

Letter dated March 13, 1995 

Wyoming Game and Fish Department recommends that the Department of 
Energy fde an emergency response plan with the State Department of 
Environmental Quality prior to transporting material across the state. 

The emergency response plan has been incorporated as an integral part of 
the final Transportation Plan, WHC-SP-1150. A copy of this plan has been 
forwarded to the Department of Environmental Quality. The revised 
Transportation Plan describes how immediate response to any accident 
would be conducted as well as any follow-up remediation activities. This 
document has been updated and is incorporated by reference in the f i i  
Environmental Assessment. The DOE maintains contact with the corridor 
states via weekly teleconferences. These calls will continue throughout the 
shipping campaign. Prior to the first shipment, a 30-day rolling schedule 
will be issued. This will be updated on a weekly basis. 
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Administration Department of Health 
State of Wyoming 

17 February 1995 
RS-95-027 

Jim Gerinser. Governor 

Mr. Paul F.X. Dunigan, Jr. 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
Richland, WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Dunigan: 

After reviewing the "Environmental Assessment: Disposition and Transporation of Surplus 
Low Specific Activity Nitric Acid" (OOE/EA-l005D), I am requesting a copy of the 
transportation plan. 

The major concerns I have, and these may be addressed in the transportation pian, are: 

1. Do these shipments create a need for specialized training for hospital emergency room 
staff and/or first responders who may deal with accident victims? 

2. Is any special rescue or handling equipment needed by medical providers or first 
responders in the event of a spill caused either by container failure or traffic accident? 

3. What special items of clothing will be needed to protect personnel from the affects of the 
acid and/or the radioactivity? 

4. Will DOE assist states, with money for training and equipment or other special 
requirements generated by this project? 

5. What is the timetable for shipments? 

6. Will the state or county be reimbursed for costs associated with an accident Le. vehicle 
removal, environmental clean-up, etc? If so at  what rate 75% - 90% - loo%? 

7. Have holding areas been identified in the event inclement weather or other circumstances 
cause the carrier to delay shipment? 

In sum, what is the federal governments' responsibility for helping the state/counties protect 
the citizens and environment from harm in the event of an accident? 

Thank you for affording the Department an opportunity to review the EA. 

Personnel Manager 

mrJJ 
ct: 88, -,,,. rsc 1 17 Hathaway Building Cheyenne. WY 82002 

(307) 777-7656 FAX: (307) 777-7439 TDD: (307) 777-5648 
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Commentor: Robert Sherard 
State of Wyoming 
Department of Health 
117 Hathaway Building 
Cheyenne, WY 82002 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response : 

Comment: 

Response: 

Letter dated February 17, 1995 

Do these shipments create the need for specialized training for hospital 
emergency room staff and/or first responders who may deal with accident 
victims? 

Is any special rescue or handling equipment needed by hospital emergency 
room staff and/or first responders who may deal with accident victims? 

What special items of clothing will be needed to protect personnel from the 
affects of the acid and/or radioactivity? 

Will DOE assist states with money for training and equipment or other 
special requirements generated by this project? 

Specialized handling, training or equipment are not needed. The LSA nitric 
acid is classified, per Department of Transportation Regulations, as 
Radioactive Material, Low Specific Activity. As such no special precautions 
are required. 

Regulatory requirements contained in 49 CFR (hazardous materials 
regulations) imply that the most dangerous component of this material would 
be the radioactive component but, as described in the EA and due to the 
small quantity of uranium in any one container (0.22 curies), the nitric acid 
component is of most concern. Corrosive materials, such as nitric acid, are 
routinely shipped without any special handling procedures or restrictions. 

What is the timetable for shipments? 

An exact timetable has not been established. The Department of Energy 
maintains contact with corridor state agencies via weekly teleconferences. 
This contact will continue until the shipping campaign is finished. When 
established, a 30-day rolling schedule will be distributed. This will be 
updated on a weekly basis. 

Will the state or county be reimbursed for costs associated with an accident; 
i.e., vehicle removal, environmental clean-up, etc? If so at what rate 
75 %-90%-loo? 

Carriers and drivers chosen must be qualified under the U. S. Department of 
Energy’s (DOE) Motor Carrier Evaluation Program. The carrier will have 
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insurance and will have prime responsibility for remediation of an accident 
scene if the need arises. 

Comment: Have holding areas been identified in the event of inclement weather or 
other circumstances cause the carrier to delay shipment? 

Response: If delayed for any reason, the drivers have specific instructions to seek an 
area for “safe parking”. Drivers will contact local authorities for assistance 
in choosing such a site. 

Comment: In sum, what is the federal governments’ responsibiIity for helping the 
statekounties protect the citizens and environment from harm in the event of 
an accident? 

Response: The shipping containers utilized for the LSA nitric acid shipment have been 
designed and constructed so as to exceed the most stringent requirements 
from any regulatory body. The containers’ specifications exceed 
Department of Transportation (spec 51) requirements. There are no valves 
or fitting on the tank. The tanks have passed a dynamic impact test as 
prescribed by the Canadian National Railway which is the most stringent 
testing requirement in the world for such containers. 

Assumptions for all accident analyses in the EA are very conservative 
@.e., assumptions and impacts are overstated). As stated in the EA, an 
evaporative release model was used to determine the release rate from the 
spilled pool of nitric acid. The Transportation Impact Analysis calculations 
were based upon a maximum credible release of a full container, 
approximately 4000 gallons. The model evaluates the release concentration 
at three potential receptor locations, including 100 m, 200 m, and 1000 m 
downwind from the accident location. Distances closer than 100 m were not 
selected because the atmospheric dispersion calculations are highly uncertain 
at shorter distances. One hundred meters is considered a reasonable 
estimate of the distance between an interstate highway and the nearest 
resident. The assumed weather conditions (neutral stability-Pasquill Stability 
Class D, low wind speed-2 mh), which were used to calculate plume 
concentrations at three receptor locations, were very conservative. In 
addition, an even more conservative assumption (Pasquill Stability Class F, 
wind speed 1 m/s) was made for the worse-case conditions at the shortest 
receptor distance (100 m). Such weather conditions lead to slow dispersal of 
any released material and maximize potential downwind concentrations. 
Atmospheric dispersion parameters and the methodology utilized were as 
recommended by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). 

In the event that an individual could not evacuate the immediate vicinity of 
an accident scene, any potential negative effects would depend upon the 
length of time of exposure and the concentration of the material. For 
distances less than 100 m, it is assumed that the direct physical injuries due 

Environmental Assessment D-154 May 1995 



U.S. Department of Energy Appendix D 

to the vehicular accident would be the principle hazard. If able, individuals 
would evacuate the .area and minimize their exposure. The initial response 
by the drivers and/or emergency response personnel would reduce the risk 
and exposure of individuals unable to evacuate the accident scene. 

For the LSA nitric acid, the principal health hazard would be exposure to 
vapors and/or the liquid nitric acid. The radiological component of the LSA 
nitric acid is considered to be a secondary concern. 

Between 1984 and 1993, there were no deaths in the United States resulting 
from the transportation of concentrated nitric acid and only a single injury 
that required hospitalization. Each year, hundreds of millions of gallons of 
concentrated nitric acid are transported via highway tankers in the United 
states. 

The DOE has gone to great lengths to ensure that these shipments will take 
place with no incident. The protection of human health and the environment 
is of primary concern to the department. 
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Elitabeth 0 ?eldt, 
Actin9 D i r m c t o r  
Horthvosfera O f f i c e ,  
Off ice  of raciliry TYaB8itiOn L Ilraagmnt, 
O€ficr of E n v i t u ~ n t a l  Waaagernent. 
Papt of Eiamrgr, 

4th APIII 1995, 

Uashington, DC 20585. 

by ?ax to O I O - I - ~ O ~ - ~ O ~ - ~ ~ J O  

I urite w l t h  reference to the above proporga tranraction which 
. ha. alrcrady raiaad significant concern6 amongst the .local 
comnuniti~r in Cu1nbri8 .ad olsrnhvre in  tke United Kansdem. 

CORE, a non-political group which has sunpalgned against BZWL's 
reprocearning vparattona since lDEO, in total ly  opposeQ to such 
a traanaction being affutod,  on tha fo l lw ing  grourrd0. 

X t  brmachmi at lmast the spirlt of the Uk GovmrQmmat's 
uoliey rhat advanced industrial nations should deal wirh 
thel t  OVI) W8.t.. 

The tnaterlal ulll b. proeoesod In WFL'S Xagnox plant B205 
which as Used for  borh military and commercial plutonium 
recovesy, thus breaching tho US policy o f  non-oncouragenont 
of the civil ust'of plutonium, a U B ~  vhich creatmr serious 
proliferation 8n4 cecurlty dangers. 

The transaction would concider8bly. raise transport h8aards . 
by sea and road/r6ll within tho United Kingdom. 
'the plutonlum content of  tae nitric aclb, onca racovormd, 
will bm rddod to the existing and obscene stockpile h8ld on 
the Sellafield sftm. 

CUMBRIANS OPPOSED TO A RADIOACTIVE ENVIRONMENT 

8pw-J.w-.- . .'-.e,*. * . .  . 
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Tbe -3 ( 7 . 5  fonnas) bo 8tocKpiiOd at  the BNF‘I, 
Capenhurst f a c i l i t y  wItn sirnilor material accumulated, 
unurad and unuanteb over the pa8t three docadec. BIIpL‘s on, 
fIWr08 6 h w  that O f  over 30,000 t O M f i 8  stockpiled, just  5a 
has actually h e n  re,-uo-6. 

erocesriog of the nitric aEid v ia  BnrL‘a azo5 will 
contribute to the envlronmsntal discbargo6 from tae 
S ~ l l a f l ~ l d  sate, and w i l l  therafors contribute t o  the  
WeU-documented radioactive contamination of the local 
environment. 

The receutly orante6 discharge authorirations for the 
Sollaiiatd r i t e  (lnciuaing thole iron the lWOAP reprocessing 
plant) have haen identified by two independent scientific 
8oulces as “doubling” the cancer r i s k  to local communities 

Tho “bhe8peSt” option for the us as per the SA (~Os/gh-  
10050) will b. fh. most oxpenrive i n  terns of UK health 
detriment, partlcuiarly to tho local population. 

Coneem h u  already been raised by the misdirection of aza 
in i t ia l  packaga (I gallon) dostin.6 for Stllafield from 
aiaoford by a i r  via ~1n8teLdMI. 
dircoverd at the port oz Rotterdam earlier tbi8 year, 
raisins quartious of competence and 8OCUrltg. 

The consigrrraenz uas 

Would you pleare place on record, in the appropriate wrtsr,  
or ubjeetioas to the proporea trmractlon, and I would be 
grateful i f  ypu would kasp this office informed of new 
Uo~aopmeats relating ta it. 
Yours aincrrely, 

Hartln G Forwood. 
C8mpligO Coordinater. 
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Commentor: 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Martin G. Forwood 
Campaign Coordinator 
Cumbrians Opposed to a Radioactive Environment 
98 Church Street 
Barrow-In-Furness 
Cumbria, England 

Letter dated April 4, 1995 . 

It breaches at least the spirit of the UK Government's policy that advanced 
industrial nations should deal with their own waste. 

The surplus nitric acid is not a waste. This position is verified by a 
determination made by the Washington State Department of Ecology. The 
BNF plc B205 Magnox Nuclear Fuel Reprocessing Facility will use the 
nitric acid as a process chemical, in place of commercially available nitric 
acid. 

The material will be processed in BNF plc's Magnox Plant B205 which is 
used for both military and commercial plutonium recovery, thus breaching 
the US policy of non-encouragement of the civil use of plutonium, a use 
which creates serious proliferation and security dangers. 

The DOE understands that BNF plc operates its nuclear facilities in 
compliance with internationally recognized safeguards and treaties. 
However, the proposed action is not intended to be, nor should it be 
interpreted as, support for BNF plc's, nor the United Kingdom's, nuclear 
policies and practices. B205 plant operations are not dependent upon receipt 
of the LSA nitric acid. BNF plc has a readily available supply of nitric acid 
which can be procured from commercial sources. The proposed shipment is 
a case-specific solution to a material disposition problem. This solution 
promotes waste minimization and reduces potential emissions to the 
environment. 

Regarding the manner in which the United Kingdom manages it's nuclear 
materials: Foreign Secretary Douglas Hurd announced at the Review and 
Extension Conference on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons Treaty 
that "the United Kingdom has ceased the production of fissile material for 
explosive purposes. " 

EURATOM Safeguards Inspectors have access to all civil material at 
Sellafield on a continuing basis. Similar opportunities are also available to 
the International Atomic Energy Agency. 

The proposed action is consistent with Executive Order 121 14, 
Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal Actions, and does not make 
a material contribution to the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.. 
Therefore, the proposed action is a policy neutral decision. 
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Comment: The Transaction would considerably raise transport hazards by sea and 
roadlrail within the United Kingdom. 

Response: The analysis presented in Sections 5.12 and 5.22 of the EA indicate that the 
consequences associated with incident-free transportation and potential 
accident scenarios are small. 

Comment: The plutonium content of the nitric acid, once recovered, will be added to 
the existing and obscene stockpile held on the Sellafield site. 

Response: Approximately 0.3 grams of plutonium is contained in 692,000 liters of the 
LSA nitric acid. This small mount will not be recovered but will remain in 
the process stream at Sellafield. This amount of plutonium will not make an 
appreciable contribution to the plutonium inventory currently stored at the 
Sellafield site. 

Comments: The U03 (7.5 tonnes) will be stockpiled at the BNFL Capenhurst facility 
with similar material accumulated, unused and unwanted over the past three 
decades. BNFL's own figures show that over 30,000 tonnes stockpiled, just 
5 %  has actually been re-used. 

Response: The Department of Energy will retain title to an amount of uranium, in the 
form of UO, powder, that is equivalent to the amount recovered from the 
LSA nitric acid. The UO, will be transferred to suitable storage containers 
and transferred to interim storage in an IAEA-safeguarded BNF plc storage 
facility. By contractual agreement, the U03 will be returned to the U.S. for 
storage within the DOE complex by April 1, 1997. 

Comment: Processing of the nitric acid via BNFL's B205 will contribute to the 
environmental discharges from the well-documented radioactive 
contamination of the local environment. 

The recently granted discharge authorizations for the Sellafield site 
(including those from the THORP reprocessing plant) have been identified 
by two independent scientific sources as "doubling" the cancer risk to local 
communities. 

The "cheapest" option for the US as per the EA (DOE/EA-l005D) will be 
the most expensive in the terms of the UK health detriment, particularly to 
the local population. 

Response: Effluents emanating from the Sellafield facility are monitored and regulated 
by the United Kingdom. In their submission to the Nuclear Review for 
1994, BNFL stated the following: 

"Over the past decade, BNFL has undertaken a substantial programme of 
waste treatment plant construction at Sellafield. Reduction in radioactivity 
in liquid discharges to the Irish Sea from Sellafield has been achieved due to 

~~~~~ ~- 
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the introduction of effluent treatment plants in 1985" . . . " together with the 
storage of medium active concentrates on site since the early 1980's.. . " 
"Formerly, these concentrates had been discharged to the sea following 
delay storage of up to 5 years to allow substantial decay of some 
radionuclides (eg. ruthenium 106). Thus: Discharges of the principal 
radionuclides to the Irish Sea from Sellafield are now 1 % of peak 1970's 
levels.. . " 
"BNFL carries out extensive monitoring of radioactivity in the environment 
around its sites and conducts or funds extensive research programs to 
determine how discharged material behaves in the environment. Several 
independent groups also conduct monitoring programmes. The annual dose 
from Sellafield liquid discharges to the critical group of members of the 
public who consume seafood, especially molluscan shellfish at very high 
rates, has reduced from several millisieverts (1 millisievert = 0.1 rem) in 
the early 1980's to 0.15 mSv (0.015 rem) in 1993. This is now equivalent 
to the radiation dose which would be received by an individual from natural 
radioactivity during a typical 2 week holiday in Cornwall." 

"Doses to critical groups from BNFL's operations are substantially less than 
the legal dose limit of 5 mSv (0.5 rem) per year in the Ionising Radiation 
Regulations 1985 for members of the public; and less that the public dose 
limit of 1 millisievert (0.1 rem) per year recommended by the ICRP and 
NRPB. " 

The DOE understands that BNF plc operates its nuclear facilities in 
compliance with internationally recognized safeguards and treaties. 
However, the proposed action is not intended to be, nor should it be 
interpreted as, support for BNF plc's, nor the United Kingdom's, nuclear 
policies and practices. I3205 plant operations are not dependent upon receipt 
of the LSA nitric acid. BNF plc has a readily available supply of nitric acid 
which can be procured from commercial sources. The proposed shipment is 
a case-specific solution to a material disposition problem. This solution 
promotes waste minimization and reduces potential emissions to the 
environment. 

Comment: Concern has already been raised by the misdirection of an initial package 
( - 3.8 liters) destined for Sellafield from Hanford by air via Amsterdam. 
The consignment was discovered at the port of Rotterdam earlier this year, 
raising questions of competence and security. 

Response: This shipment was not "misdirected". Representative samples of the LSA 
nitric acid were shipped from Hanford to BNF plc in Sellafield, England, 
via certified carriers. All required permissions were obtained and 
notifications were made prior to shipment. The samples left Hanford on 
Friday January 13, 1995, and were trucked to Seattle, via Burlington Air 
Express. Samples were placed on a Martinair charter flight on 
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January 15, 1995. The samples were scheduled to travel from Seattle to 
Manchester, England, via Amsterdam with an estimated arrival date of 
January 17, 1995. The shipment arrived in Amsterdam on 
January 16, 1995. Martinair had scheduled for the samples to travel, via 
ferry, on the same day. Severe weather caused an interruption in the ferry 
schedules which resulted in a temporary delay in the shipment. The DOE 
was advised by Burlington Air Express that the shipment was not enroute as 
planned but was delayed in Amsterdam. 

While in Amsterdam, the samples were stored in Martinair’s warehouse. 
Access to this warehouse is strictly controlled. Martinair moved the 
shipment to Manchester on Friday, January 19, 1995. The shipment arrived 
in Manchester on January 20, 1995. The shipment was delivered to 
BNF plc’s custom broker on January 21, 1995. 
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. . .  . .  
Banford Si te ,  Richland, 'Washington. . .  . . . .  -. . ... . .  :' . .  . .  . ... . .  

. .  
I would also 1ike.to ask for clarification of the current . . 

'situation regarding .my request submitted March 8th, for 
documentation 'that was referred to i n  the DOE EA t o  be 
provided to us at your earliest convenience. 

Please feel free to contact me i n  Amsterdam, o r  from March . 
t 7 t h f  my colleague in Washington D.C. Torn Clements. 

. .  

.. . 

-Yours sincerely, . 
. .  

. .  

Shaun Burnie 
Greenpeace Internatlonal Plutonium Campaign 

--..--.-* pnt-\-rll 
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. . . .  1, 

su f fe r  the negative ,environmental consequences of the .U. S. 'DOE'. (. ~ .. .. .+.: . 
.:,: .,.,--.*?... . .  , ~- . 

military/commercial plutonium reprocessing faci l i ty .  .Their ' . .'] , ,  ~. ._ I 

assessment makes it clear tha t  on environmental grounds t h i s  
proposed disposition option is contrary to U.S. environmental . . . , 

policy. Consequently, a f u l l  Environmental Impact Statement 
'should be conducted, with f u l l  public participation. 

FACTS ABOUT UK PLUTONIUM PRODUCTION: ' MAGNOX REACTORS AND TBE 

The 8-205 reprocessing facil ity'  is used to  reprocess t h e  ' 

uranium fuel (clad in magnesium oxide), from Magnox reactors. 
The reactors are cooled with carbon dioxide and moderated Kith * ' '1 

. . .._ . .. ::: 
I.- -- . _. 

. ' .  

' proposal t o  support continued operation of t h e  BZOS : ' . 

, .  . .  

8205 FACILITY ' . ~ .  

.. graphite. There are  12 c i v i l  Magnox reactors operating: - .  

Bradwell 1 (130. W e )  ; Bradwell 2 (130 I&); 

Hinkley P o i n t  A 1  (250 Mwe); Hinkley Point A2 (250 me); .: . 
Oldbury 1 (225 me); Oldbury 2 (225 me); . :  I 
Sizewell Al (250 Mwe); Sizewell.A? (250 Mwe); ... . . 

.,_ .. . . .  
. .  . .. - .I Dungeness A 1  (230 M w e )  ; Dungeness A2 '(230 Hwe) ; . 

* I -  

. . .  .. Wylfa Al (550 We); Wylfa A2 (550 me). 
These commercial reactors began operating between 1962 and 
1972, though they have a design l i fe  of 20 years; there are 
plans t o  operate the reactors far considerably longer, up to' 
SO years. The reactors are owned and operated by Nuclear 

I n  addition, t o  these  reactors however the UK continues t o  
operate 8 military reactors, which are owned and operated by 
BNF plc, the same s t a t e  company that  the United States i n t e n d s  
t o  transfer n i t r i c  acid to. These are: 

. Electric.  . .i 

Calder Hall 1, 2,  3, and 4 i n  Cumbria, and ' 

Chapelcross I, 2, 3, and 4 in Dwnfriesshire, Scotland. 

Each of these 8 reactors has a power output of. 60 me, and 
began operations between 1956 and 1960, again w i t h  a design 
life of 20 years, they may operate for between 40 and SO years 
nneration - i.e., between 1996 and 2006. 

i 
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continuously without shu t t ing  d o h  the reactor. This means 
that t h e  commercial reactors produced r a t h e r  l a rge  amounts of 
low burn-up plutonium in t h e i r  e a r l y  years. .  This was . " 

subsequently reprocessed a t  t h e  B204~ (now closed) and t h e  8205 
f a c i l i t y ,  f o r  use i n  Br i t a in ' s  nuclear weapons programme. It 
should also be noted that a l l  of t h e  reac tors  w i l l  produce 
Large amounts of weapons-grade plutonium when they are shut 
down, and given UK plutonium p rac t i s e ,  this material too  is. 
l i k e l y  t o  end up i n  its m i l i t a r y  s tockpi le .  

England's only PWR,' which r ecen t ly  began operation, a t  
Sizewell, is designed for a f u e l  burn-up of 33,00OMWd/te. I n  
c o n t r a s t  t h e  burn-ups in t h e  c iv i l  Magnox r eac to r s  are: 

Bradwell - 5000 MUd/te; Dungeness - 5000 Mwd/te; Hinkley 
Po in t  5800 W/te; Oldbury 5330 Mwd/te; Sizewell  4950 
Mwd/te; and Wylfa 5400 Mwd/te. 

. 

. .  

. .  , 

' 

$ 

The burn-ups i n  t h e  mi l i t a ry  r eac to r s  as they are run today 
are between 3000 and 4006 Mwd/te (say, an average of 3500 
Mwd/te). 

As is commonly. known, weapons-grade plutonium has a typical 
i so top ic  breakdown as follows : 

Pu-238 E%-239 Pu-240 Pu-241 Pu-242 
0.012 93.4  5.8 0..35 0.02 

The Magnox spent f u e l  with a burn-up of 3500 Mwd/te - 
t y p i c a l l y  today's burn-up of t h e  Calder Hall and Chapelcross 
r eac to r s  - has a Pu-239 content  of about 80 percent - 
so-called fuel grade. A t  a burn-up of 4000 Mwd/te t h e  Pu-239 
content  is about 76 percent and a t  5000 Mwd/te it is about 71 
percent. The plutonium produced at B-205 from Magnox f u e l  is 
in theory a useful  source of weapons-usable plutonium f o r  t h e  
United Kingdom. 

B205 IS OPERATED FOR MILITARY AND COkMERCIAL PURPOSES 

"The 8205 f a c i l i t i y  is an In te rna t iona l  Atomic Agency (I=)- 
safeguarded nuclear f u e l  processing f a c i l i t y  operated by BNF 
plc. The f a c i l i t i y  recovers f i ss ionable  isotopes of uranium 
and plutonium f o r  use i n  f ab r i ca t ing  f u e l  for domestic and 
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. . .'about 2 tonnes of plutonium a year. The. total amount of % - .  . ' . 

plutonium produced by 8-205 is .about 55 tonnes, of which about * .  

' .  .. _ .  . .;.- 
. .  

* #  . .  designated 'commercial and military plutonium. 

Calder Ball and Chapelcross were n t n  to produce weapons-grade 
plutonium between 1957 and 1964, .after which they'were 
optimized to produce electricity (and praducing fuel-grade 
plutonium). In 1979 (probably) the reactors were again used 

campaigns the reactors were probably run at average burn-ups 
of about 400 MWd/te to get weapons-grade plutonium (producing 
about 0.36 kilograms per tomes of uranium):. 

. .  
I . -  

. 

to produce weapons-grade plutonium. For .these military . ' .- 

. .  
About 3.4 tonncs of plutonium were probably produced by the 

' Calder Hall and Chapelcross reactors. Weapons-grade plutonium 
. was also produced in the first discharges of fuel from the 

Up to 1969,. t&is 'early' plutonium from' the seven commercial 
Uagnox reactors commissioned during the period was probably 
added to the British weapons-grade plutonium stockpile. The 
amount involved was probably about 300 kilograms. The total 
amount of military plutonium produced (weapons-grade) is, 
therefore, 0.4 + 3.4 + 0.3 = about 4 tonnes. 

3owever added to this should be added about 10 tonnes of 
fuel-grade plutonium produced in the Calder Hall and 
Chapelcross reactors since 1964 and placed in the  military 
stockpile. 

In otherwords the BZOS has separated more than twice as much 
plutonium for Britain's military programme from the Calder 
Bal l  and Chapelcross reactors when they were being operated 
principally for  t r i t i u m  and electricity production , than 
during their period as dedicated military plutonium productiou 
reactors. This further underlines that to this day there is no 
practical distinction between Britain's electricity, plutonium 
producing reactors and its formerly dedicated military 
plutonium production reactors. 

' c iv i l  Magnox reactors. 
.. 

. .  
.. : 

. - .  ' .  
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. .  . .  :-. - .  . . . .... the politica1,realities of U.S. commitment t o  non- 
d iscr imina t ion  withln non-prol i ferat ion.  That is almost none. 

acid t o  Se l l a f i e ld  be descr ibed as within. ex i s t ing  

previous commitment. However, t h i s  proposed d i spos i t i on  
option, has even g rea t e r  ramif icat ions for t he  U.S. 

. .  .._ . , ,. 
, 

. _ . _  T ' .  .e - . : .. . . I: : _.. 
- .  

. However, i n  no-way can t h e  supply of mi l i t a ry -o r ig in  n i t r i c  . .- . . - .  
. commitments. Since the  proposed d ispos i t ion  option is a recent  ... -.-:.: , .  

i n i t i a t i v e ,  w i t h  a . s h o r t  h i s to ry ,  it cannot be described as a .  . .  

. .  .adminis t ra t ions,  commitment to e f f e c t i v e  non-prol i ferat ion.  . .  
. .  

NITRIC ACID SUPPLY UNDERMINES U.S. IPT CREDIBILITY . 

S i n c e  military designated plutonium is reprocessed a t  B205, 
the supply of nitric ac ld  is even more of a demonstration of 
the bankruptcy of U.S. policy.  The administration i n  December 
1993 supported the  United Nations General Assembly Resolution 
47/52 C c a l l i n g  for  a h a l t  to t h e  production of fissile 
materials intended f o r  m i l i t a r y  and o the r  explosive purposes. 
I n  t h e  period up-to the  Extension and Review Conference f o r  
t h e  Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) 
the  administration has'emphasised the need fo r  a convention 
banning fu ture  production of f i s s i l e  materials for mil i t a ry  
purposes. As recent ly  as January 33. 1995, Deputy Director  of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Ambassador Ralph 
Earle 11 i n  an address t o  t h e  United Nations Conference on 
Disarmament,  stated: 

. 
. .  

L 

"Mr President,  I want t o  t u r n  t o  another high p r i o r i t y  i s sue  
on t h e  arms control agenda - a ban on the  production of 
f issi le material f o r  nuclear  explosives. A f i s s i l e  cutoff  
t r e a t y ' i s  a key element i n  curbing nuclear arms and 
reducing the r i s k s  worldwide. It would cap t h e  amount of 
material ava i lab le  for  nuclear  weapons, re inforcing t h e  
nuclear-weapon states' commitment to nuclear arms 
reduction, and reducing t h e  risks in other  regions as w e l l .  
It would extend in t e rna t iona l  safeguards t o  new 
facilities. I t  would be an essential step towards 
far ther-reaching arms con t ro l  i n  t he  future. '  

However, the proposed n i t r i c  ac id  supply t o  t h e  UK runs 
counter t o  s t a t ed  U.S. policy.  A t  the same time as the United 
S t a t e s  i s  s t r e s s ing  the pos i t i ve  e f f e c t  a halt t o  m i l i t a r y  
fissile (including plutonium) production vould have on the 

. 
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quote Ambassdor Earle, should and W i l l  be brought before the . - . .  . .. . 

fissile. material convention. It is l i k e l y  that  many states 

. ' i  
. .  attention of the.Conferonce on Disarmament pa r t i e s  as 

ind ica t ive  of the U.S.'s lack of commitment t o  an. ef fec t ive  

party t o  the. CD w i l l  .regret' U.S. plans for,supporting the UK . . ' .  .- . 
mil i t a ry  programme. As t o  when a fissile material convention 
could be agreed, Ambassador Earle indicated tha t ,  

. . .  
-.,. .., . -.. . . .  

.. - '. 
. .  

=A cap on future production. of fissile material f o r  nuclear 
. . explosives is possible i n  the r e l a t ive ly  shor t  term, and it 
. would mark a major milestone i n  making the  world a s a f e r  . place. It would help advance progress on other mul t i la te ra l  

and regional arms control and nonproliferation measures. 
And it would cons t i tu te  .am important measure toward 
implementing. the obligations of the parties t o  the 

. . Non-Proliferation Treaty uader Article VI. To try to l ink  ' . 

such a cap t o  capturing already ex is t ing  unsafeguarded 
fissile material stocks i n  various countries would be a . . .  
recipe f o r  endless disputes - while stocks i n  some states 
would continue t o  grow.. . This challenge requires us to a l l  
summon substantial  energy and resources and t o  rededicate 
ourselves t o  the  goals t h a t  w e  a re  here to , serve . '  

. . .  . 

- .  . 
.. * 

. .  

. 

. .  Obviously, the  United States does'not believe t h a t  a 'cap on . 
fu ture  production' can be achieved 'in a re la t ive ly  shor t  
time', otherwise it would not be providing nuclear material t o  
the UK which.wil1 allow the OK t o  continue production of 
f i s s i l e  materials f o r  mili tary purposes. In addition, despite 
Ambassador Earle's welcome recognition and commitment t o  the 
"important measure toward implementing the  obligations of t he  
parties to the  Noa-Proliferation Treaty under Article VI , ' ,  
U.S. d i r e c t  material support for continued mili tary production 
in the UK demonstrates the U.S.'s f a i l u r e  to l i ve  up to its 
OM commitments. 

The DOE proposal should be seen as fur ther  evidence of the 
United States continued violation of its NPT commitments. In 
t h e  c ruc ia l  period before the  NPT Review and Extension 
Conference, public disclosure of this f a c t  w i l l  not assist the 
United States in a t ta in ing  its stated objective of . 
unconditional and indef in i te  extension of the t rea ty .  It is 
therefore unclear why, when t h e  Departments of the U.S. 
government assessed the impact of t h i s  disposition option, 
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. as 400kg each year! it is es t imated  t h a t  before t he , l a s t  .. : . .! 

.. . .  * reactor is closed perhaps i n  2003, -the UK w i l l  have 
increased its m i l i t a r y  plutonium s tockp i l e  by as much as . ..'\.: . . ..:.. 2,300kg. As a r e s u l t  of contamination, t he '  United S ta t e s  
will have provided material t h a t  w i l l  be used during this entire period. Consequently, the'means by which t h e  UK . .. . 

. . .  
i . .._. 

increases  t h e  amountof f i s s i l e  material available f o r  i t s .  
expanding nuclear  weapons arsenal, r a t h e r  than making no 
material contr ibut ion to the p r o l i f e r a t i o n  of nuclear weapons. 
of mass des t ruc t ion ,  reprocessing a t B205, would be a c t i v e l y  
supported by t h e  supply of W.S. o r i g i n  n i t r i c  acid.  In this 
.sense it is e n t i r e l y  appropr ia te  t h a t  t h e  or igin of t h i s  
material is t h e  Hanford PCJREX p lan t ,  given the  c e n t r a l  role 
played by this f a c i l i t y  i n  providing the plutonium over 
decades for t h e  U.S, nuclear weapons arsenal .  The S e l l a f i e l d  
site and B205 in par t icu lar ,  is indeed t h e  equivalent f a c i l i t y  
fo r  the UK.. . .  . .. . .. 

Contrary t o  t h e  conclusions of DOE, supply of t he  a c i d  would 
mean t h e  direct support o f . t h e  U.S. for  t h e  v e r t i c a l  
p r o l i f e r a t i o n  of nuclear weapons. In addi t ion,  supplying 
n i t r i c  acid t o  this f a c i l i t y ,  thus enter ing  into a commercial. 
arrangement i n  support of t h i s  a c t i v i t y  cannot be descr ibed as 
a po l i cy  neutral  decision - un les s  one were t o  bel ieve that 
U.S. pol icy  is t o  s t a t e  one t h i n g  b u t  t o  do the 
opposi te  . 

. ' 

SAFEGUARDS - WHAT SAFEGUARDS ? 

'The E205 is an In te rna t iona l  Atomic Energy Agency safeguarded 
fuel processing f ac i l i t y . '  ( 4 )  

This descr ip t ion  is meaningless i n  practise and most cef iainly 
misleading. It is worth noting t h a t  the Committee on Energy, 
Research and Technology of t h e  European Parliament, i n  1986, 
presented a r epor t  t h a t  accused the  OK of b e i n g  in 
Contravention of the EDRATOH Treaty over the  E205 f a c i l i t y . ( S )  

. .  
As a nuclear weapon state the  UK is not required t o  operate 
its nuclear  programme under fu l l - s cope  IAFA safeguards. It  is 
not subject t o  mandatory i n t e r n a t i o n a l  safeguards. I n  t h e  case 
of.plutonium produced a t  the =safeguarded Gilder Hall 'and 

. :  . ... 
* .  . .  
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. .. , 

' materials at S e l l a f i e l d  are safeguarded a g a i n s t . m i l i t a r y  use. . ' '  . 
Howeyer, i n  a wkitten r ep ly  t o  the  OK Parliament in March 
1983, the Department of Energy explained t h i s  was not  i n  fact  

. -  1 . .:.. ., . 
' < ,.:-. ~ : 
.. . ,.. . . .. .. , . ~ 1. _' . .  - i 

, .  

t h e  purpose of safeguards ' r a t h e r  if was, 

". . . to  encourage t h e  widespread adherence t o  t h e  NPT by 
demonstrating t h a t  non-nuclear weapons states would n o t  be 
placed a t  a commercial disadvantage from the  app l i ca t ion  of 
safeguards.  ' ( 6 )  

. 

The o f f e r  of safeguards was implemented through t h e  
IfR-Euratom-IAEA safeguards agreement t h a t  entered i n t o  fo rce  
'on 14th August 1976, the so-cal led Tri-partite Agreement. The 
agreement spec i f i ca l ly  provides under c lause  14, for  the 
withdrawal of nuclear material from the  scope of t h e  agreement 
f o r  nat ional  s ecu r i ty  reason. I f  such withdrawals are made, 
'...the safeguards authorities are not i f ied. .  

It added t h a t  'withdrawal from safeguards are n o t  permitted if 
t h e  material is subjected to c i v i l  end use r e s t r i c t i o n s  under 
agreements with supp l i e r  counties' ( 7 ) .  This would appear t o  
p ro tec t  imported spent  f u e l  a t  S e l l a f i e l d  from m i l i t a r y  use, 
b u t  as is explained below, this is not so. 

' 

. -  . . .  

On I1 January 1994, t h e  UK Parliament was t o l d  t h a t  on 571 
occasions civil.  nuclear material had been withdrawn from 
sa fegwrds . (b )  The Minis ter  responsible,  Tim Eggar, said t h a t  

"The majority of t hese  involved e i t h e r  t h e  temporary 
withdrawal of material t ransfer red  t o  MOD sites f o r  
processing before being returned t o  safeguards a t  c iv i l  
s i t e s ,  o r ,  i n  t h e  case of permanent t r a n s f e r s  t o  MOD sites, 
t h e  withdrawal from safeguards of material such as depleted 
uranium f o r  source sh ie ld ing  or small amounts of other  
nuclear materials f o r  R6D or  ana ly t i ca l  purposes.' 

The Minister f a i l e d  to account fo r  a l l  t h e  Withdrawals - t h e  
fact is that the UK IPi l i tary is e n t i r e l y  permitted t o  p u t  this 
material t o  weapons use, and undoubteldy these 571 diversions 
included plutonium. 
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. .  'The products of eo-processing were a l loca ted  by dividing . . 
. _  . . .  * t h e  t o t a l  pro- ra ta  t o  the  qu 'ant i t ies  of uranium and 

plutonium i n  the incoming .safeguarded and unsafeguarded 
fuel . '  (10)  

.In o t h e r  wordsr BNFL would r e tu rn  . to  Japan an  agreed weight of 
plutonium and uranium (and.f issfon products),  although of 
course t h e  material re turned t o  Japan would not necessar i ly  be 
the same t h a t  was within t h e  o r i g i n a l  spent  f u e l  elements. 

On 4 June 1986, a formal announcement was made by the  then OK 
M i n i s t e r  f o r  Energy,.Peter Walker, which indicated t h a t  from ' ' .  
January 1987 f u l l  inspection access would be possible and that 
' the co-processing of c i v i l  and non-c iv i l  material w i l l  phase 
o u t  during.1986 and the rea f t e r  s epa ra t e  c i v i l - a n d  non-civi l  
reprocessing operations w i l l  be c a r r i e d  out  sequent ia l ly  

. .  . .  . .  
. 

. . 

r a t h e r  than simultaneously (11). . -  

'Despi te  the o f f i c i a l  announcement of June 1986 t h a t  . . .  
co-Drocessinu was 'due t o  halt and t h a t  EURATOM would be eriven - .. 

' f uli-access t o  Se l l a f  i e l d  f o r  its safeguard inspections, - 
. subsequent questions t o  Ministers in t h e  UK Parliament and 

Official of t h e  European Commission by MEPs ind ica te  t h a t  t h e  
announcement was misleading and t h a t  in regard t o  the 
app l i ca t ion  of safeguards, many d e t a i l s  still  required t o  be 
resolved.  The cur ren t  position remaips unclear. I t  is not 
c e r t a i n  y e t  t h a t  the requirements of t h e  relevant  European 
Commission d i r ec t ive ,  3227/76, on appl icat ion of' safeguards 
have been met i n  f u l l ,  although t h e  UK Government p e r s i s t  i n  
g iv ing  t h e  impression they have (12). 

A conclusion that may drawn;from t h i s  s i t ua t ion  is t h a t  un less  
customers spec i fy  otherwise, BNF plc are e n t i t l e d  t o  a l l o c a t e  
pro- rata the weight of plutonium t o  customers a f t e r  
co-processing, bu t  not necessar i ly  t h e  qua l i ty  of plutonium. 
This enables BNF p l c  t o  swop isotopes of plutonium, r e t a in ing  
the plutonium With i so topic  composition of high purity and 

' s u b s t i t u t i n g  lower pur i ty  plutonium. I n  this way, even i f  
customer countr ies  o r  companies are returned the expected 

- 
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+. 1 . 
' .  .: .qxwidecable doubt.about the accuracy with which the'amouctt of .: technical restrictions on. safeguards ef f ectfveness . . There is 

. -  . ,: 
, ..: . .plutonfum separated :at B-305 is known. .The problem is that .. .. , -  

' the amount of .plutonium i n  'the s p e n t  fuel cannot be measured 
&.&< 

. . .. 
..,.& but only calculated. : This require+ knowledge of t b P  burn-.up 

. (the heat generated i n  the fuel),.  . the history of all the f u e l  :+'..' #-,P; 

:. elements i n  t he -  reactor ..core, . details of the neutron' 'flux and 
and deb i l ed  

., variation of isotopic ra t ios  w i t h  burn-up. The calculations 
.involve sophisticated computer codes. Very l i t t le  information 
-about'these calculatfona are avaihble. i n  the open l i terature.  
. It is' l ikely that the degree accuracy of these calculations 

(of. the amount of.-plutonium produced a t  each nuclear power' 
station) is with an error +/- 5 per cent.(l3) The amount of 
plutonium produced a t  E-295 is about 2 tomes a year. This 
i n p l i e s  a theoretical inaccuracy of 
about 100 kilograms a year .  

This has considerable consequences for safeguards because the 
safeguarding authority (EURATOM) can only know the amount of 

'plutonium produced t o  this accuracy.. Even i f  t h e  accuracy 
were as high as 1 per cent, about 20 kilograms a year would be 
unaccounted for. This amount could be used.to fabricate . 
several nuclear weapons a year. 

It  'is expected t h a t  within' t h e  coming days ,- significant 
Sellafield that will further underline the.failure of nuclear 
safeguards. The DOE would be wise t o  await disclosure of this 
information before concluding its assessment of i ' the  safeguazds 
adequacy of the Sellafield site. 

STORAGE OF O.S. URANIUM 

The DOE EA also refers t o  the  storagi of the reprocessed-003. 
It states,  , 

. .  . . .. 
.- 

' 

. .  - .  ' -. 
: variations i n  the burn-up throughout the core, - 

. 
* 

. 

.- 
. -  

. 'information will become available .on the situation a t  

, 

.The DOE k u l d  retain t i t l e  to an amount of U03 that is 
equivalent to  the amount recovered from the  PUFSX Plant 
n i t r i c  acid. The 003 would be transferred t o  suitable 
storage containers and transferred t o  interim storage i n  an 
International Atomic Energy Agency-safeguarded BNF plc 

. storage facil i ty,  such as Sellafield. 

TUS is a clear admission that  U.S. origin nuclear material 
vi11 be substituted for an equivalent amount of non-U.S. 
origin. -This is of course inevitable given the operating 
practise of BHF plc and t he  B205 facility, and the use of U.S. 
origin n i t r i c  acid, contaminated With nuclear. material. In 
practise tbis means that O.S. uranium, originating within the 
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, .  
. NITRIC ACID SUPPLY.RAISES QUESTIONS OF CONTAMINATION AND ON ' . .  . . .  
'THE ABILITY OF THE h?ITED STATES TO EXERCISE PRIOR CONSENTS 
AND ITS  RELEVANCE TO ON-GOING U . S .  EURATOM AGREMENT 
RENEGOTIATIONS 

A question t h a t  is not addressed i n  t h e  EA is the consequences 
the supply of the material would have for  U.S. appl icat ion of 
prior consent as a r e s u l t  of t h e  contamination by U;S. or ig in .  

fore ign  spent fuel and plutonium. 
.nuc lear  material of the UK f a c i l i t y  and both domestic and 

As is made clear i n  the'=,  t h e  rad ioac t ive  ni t r ic  ac id  is. 
contaminated w i t h  t h e  U-235 f i s s i l e  i so tope  amounting t o  72 
kg, 0.2 grams  of Pu-239, with a t o t a l  quant i ty  of plutonium 
of less than 3x10 t o  the  power of minus four. T h e  total 
quant i ty  of Uranium is approximately 7,400kg. The EA does not  
c l a r i f y  the means by which t h i s  U.S. o r i g i n  mi l i t a ry  nuclear  
material w i l l  be processed, but an understanding of the 
process at S e l l a f i e l d  and the language used by DOE r a i s e s  many 
doubts as t o  the  contamination of the 8205 f a c i l i t y ,  and 
consequently whether or not t h e  United S t a t e s  is required 
subsequently t o  exercise p r io r  consents approval of U . S .  
contaminated material of non-U. S. or ig in .  

The EA. states t h a t  t h e  . . .PTJREX Plant  n i t r i c  acid would be 
recovered and converted t o  s o l i d  1103." This suggests that the 
nuclear material within the nit r ic  ac id ,  including 72 kg of 
fissile 11235, would not be removed p r i o r  t o  use i n  t h e  B205 
f a c i l i t y .  Therefore it is inevi tab le  t h a t  U.S. origin m i l i t a r y  
nuclear material from the Banford PmzEX p l a n t  w i l l  contaminate 
both  the 8205 f a c i l i t y ,  and t h e r e a f t e r  t h e  throughput of . 
Magnox spent  fue l .  Thus in t he  months and years  following the 
use of t h e  PURQ Plant n i t r i c  acid,  Magnox spent  f u e l  from 12 
commercially operated UK reactors, and i n  addi t ion 8 reactors 
producing material  t h a t  enters the UK m i l i t a r y  s tockpi le ,  will 
be contaminated. Additionally,  the spent fuel that is 
reprocessed from the Tokai-1 Japanese Magnox W i l l  be 
contaminated, including t h e  plutonium. Thus a number of 
consequences arise. For instance, plutonium within the UK 
commercial and military stock Will be contamhated by U.S. 
nuclear  material. This rasies a number of ser ious  questions: 
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negotiators that a lapse in the existing.agreement is 
.inevitable as of December '31: 1995, U.S. controls of both its ' . ' . 
o m  nuclear materials and U.S. contaminated nuclear materials, 

these grounds alone'to await resolution of outstanding issues, 
such as contamination provisions, prior-consents, and the . 
establishment of a successor agreement before a f i n a l  decision 
is made on Hanford PUREX nitric acid disposition. 

... . . 

.. . . _- . . .  
... . . 

' must be questioned.. For this reason it would be appropriate on \' . 
. 

CONSEQUENCES FOR U.S. NON-PROLIFERATION OBJECTIVES IN 
NORTH-EAST ASIA - KOREAN PENINSULA AND JAPAN 

There are also potentially significant consequences f o r  .nos- 
plutonium from the B205 for fabrication in to  reactor fuel for 

produced plutonium upon reprocessing at B205 have been 
returned to Japan and used for fuelling Japan's Fast Breeder 
reactor programme) would mean that U.S. military nuclear 
material contaminated plu.tonium would be stockpiled and used 
in Japanese commercial reactors. Recoqnising the concerns 
within North-east Asia, particularly on the Korean peninsula, 
over Japan's plutonium programme, this clearly sends a mong 
.signal to the. region. In addition given the delicate state of 
'negotiations between the international community, and in 
particular the United States, on the one hand and the 
Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) on the other, 

. which are growing daily, there could indeed by negative 
effects for these negotiations upon. the realisation that 
Japan's plutonium programme is linked to the United States 
military programme. 

. proliferation as far as Japan is concerned. Returning 

' .  Japan (it is believed that 'quantities' of Tokai-l Haynox . 

.COl?CLUSION 

As has been highlighted by this document, the proposed 
transfer of radioactive nitric acid to the OK Sellafield site 
for use in a militasy/comercial reprocessing plant ,  has 
potentially very serious consequences. for nuclear 
non-proliferation. Unfortunately, the.. U.S. DOE Environmental 
Assessment has failed to address these issues.in a serious 
manner. The description of the B205 facility as an 
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. -  . ... . possible date a 'conveation banning the production of fissile 

materials' for military and other explosive purposes. There has . ., . .; 
. ,.... 

. .-. 
.' - i  . (  - . .  . .  . been unfortunately little progress, at. the United. Nations 

Conference on.Disarmament in Geneva towards a fissile matesial ' ,  
convention. The proposal of the U.S. to support t h e  continued 
production of plutonium for military purposes in the UK, can - 
only contribute to a further delay in these important 
negotiations., . I 

+ 

. , . -  

Consequently, on the basis of a non-proliferation assessment, 
Greenpeace conclude that DOE'S proposed disposition option for 
the radioactive nitric acid is contrary to U.S. 
non-proliferation policy,. and should therefore be rejected as 
an appropriate disposition option. . .  
REFERENCES: , 

I - Nuclear News, North Korea's Nuclear Power Program 
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Richland, Washington, OS DOE, February 1995 

3 - Letter to Honorable.Pete Stark, U.S. House of . 
Representatives. . 

4 - DOE EA, ibid. 
5 - see Committee on Energy, Research and Technology of the. 
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(3) UR Department of Trade and Industry press release, ~/93/ 
51, dated 4 February 1993. 
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~01.401. For more details on co-processing operations at the 
B205 facility, see 'Sellafield and the Bomb', Burnie/ 
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Commentor: 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response : 

Shaun Burnie 
Greenpeace International 
Keizersgracht 176 
1016 DW Amsterdam 
The Netherlands 

Letter dated March 22, 1995 

I would also like to ask for clarification of the current situation regarding 
my request submitted March 8th, for documentation that was referred to in 
the DOE EA to be provided to me at your earliest convenience. 

The requested documents were forwarded to you on March 21, 1995. 

"proposed disposition option is contrary to U. S .  environmental policy " ; 
therefore, an "Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) " is required. 

The DOE has determined that the proposed action is in compliance with all 
applicable state, federal, and international regulations, laws, and treaties. 
Furthermore, the proposed action is not a major federal action that 
significantly affects human health and the environment. The DOE has 
undertaken the EA to address environmental risks. In accordance with the 
requirements for the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 
the Department would have undertaken an EIS had the EA led to a finding 
other than "no significant impact." No negative impact to the environment, 
nor to human health, is expected as a result of this action. Therefore, an 
EIS is not required. 

"there is no practical distinction between Britain's electricity, plutonium 
producing reactors and its formerly dedicated military plutonium production 
reactors. " 

"The supply of nitric acid for use in the B205 demonstrates that the United 
States supports the reprocessing of plutonium for commercial purposes. " 

"Contrary to the conclusions of the DOE, supply of the acid would mean the 
direct support of the U.S. for the vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons." 

"the U.S. would (be) providing direct material support for production of 
plutonium intended for military purposes. " 

The proposed action, "is contrary to U.S. non-proliferation policy. " 

The DOE understands that BNF plc operates its nuclear facilities in 
compliance with internationally recognized safeguards and treaties. 
However, the proposed action is not intended to be, nor should it be 
interpreted as, support for BNF plc's, nor the United Kingdom's, nuclear 
policies and practices. B205 plant operations are not dependent upon receipt 

, 
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of the LSA nitric acid. BNF plc has a readily available supply of nitric acid 
which can be procured from commercial sources. The proposed shipment is 
a case-specific solution to a material disposition problem. This solution 
promotes waste minimization and reduces potential emissions to the 
environment. 

Regarding the manner in which the United Kingdom manages it's nuclear 
materials: Foreign Secretary Douglas Hurd announced at the Review and 
Extension Conference on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons Treaty 
that "the United Kingdom has ceased the production of fissile material for 
explosive purposes. " BNFL also formally announced on April 25, 1995 
that, "Production of materials for the UK's nuclear weapons programme has 
ceased at Sellafield. 

The export of this material to the United Kingdom, a member of the 
European Community, will take place pursuant to the Additional Agreement 
for Cooperation Between the United States and the European Atomic Energy 
Community (EURATOM). BNFL has been authorized by EURATOM to 
receive and possess the material pursuant to the Agreement for Cooperation 
and therefore, the export fully meets the non-proliferation obligations of the 
United States, the United Kingdom and EURATOM. 

EURATOM Safeguards Inspectors have access to all civil material at 
Sellafield on a continuing basis. Similar opportunities are also available to 
the International Atomic Energy Agency. 

BNFL stated in its April 25, 1995, news release that, "Sellafield is now 
operating towards the peaceful application of nuclear energy, particularly the 
reprocessing and recycling of civil-used nuclear fuel and the management of 
nuclear waste. The Magnox reprocessing plant (B205), like THORP, will 
not be separating any material for explosive purposes. " 

Comment: "A question that is not addressed in the EA is the consequences the supply 
of the material would have for U.S. application of prior consent as a result 
of the contamination by U.S. origin nuclear material of the UK facility and 
both domestic and foreign spent fuel and plutonium. 

"The EA does not clarify the means by which this U.S. origin military 
nuclear material will be processed, but an understanding of the process at 
Sellafield and the language used by DOE raises many doubts as to the 
contamination of the B205 facility, and consequently whether or not the 
United States is required subsequently to exercise prior consents approval of 
US .  contaminated material of non-U.% origin." 

the EA "...suggests that the nuclear material within the nitric acid, including 
72 kg of fissile U235, would not be removed prior to use in the 
B205 nuclear facility. Therefore, it is inevitable that U.S. origin milit& 
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nuclear material from the Hanford PUREX plant will contaminate both the 
B205 facility, and thereafter the throughput of Magnox spent fuel." 

"What conditions have been set by the United States on the further use of 
this material?" 

"If there have been negotiations, what stage are they at?" 

"Is the U.S. negotiating on the basis of proportionality?" 

"If there have been no negotiations, why not?" 

'I . . .U.S. military nuclear material contaminated plutonium would be 
stockpiled and used in Japanese commercial reactors. 

Response: The DOE has determined that the proposed action is in compliance with all 
applicable state, federal, and international regulations, laws, and treaties. 
An export license for the shipment has been granted by the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission. The license application underwent review by 
international agencies prior to issuance. 

The export of this material to the United Kingdom, a member of the 
European Community, will take place pursuant to the Additional Agreement 
for Cooperation Between the United States and the European Atomic Energy 
Community (EURATOM). BNFL has been authorized by EURATOM to 
receive and possess the material pursuant to the Agreement for Cooperation 
and therefore, the export fully meets the non-proliferation obligations of the 
United States, the United Kingdom and EURATOM. 

Our contract with BNFL stipulates that the DOE will retain title to an 
amount of uranium equivalent to that dissolved in the LSA nitric acid. As 
part of the BNF plc operations, this amount of uranium will converted to 
solid uranium oxide (UO,) and returned to the U.S. in sealed drums. 

The LSA nitric acid contains approximately 0.3 grams of plutonium. This 
small amount of plutonium does not contribute significantly to BNF plc's 
plutonium inventory. The B205 process will produce UO, at an enrichment 
level of 0.44% U-235, which is lower than that of naturally occurring 
uranium (0.71 U-235). 

~ ~ ~~~ 
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Ms Lise Feldt 
Acting Director Northwestern Office 
Office of Facility Transition C Hanagement 
Office of Environmental Management 
United States Department of Energy 
Washington DC 20585 

22 %arch 1995 

ENVIRONMENTAL PIPACT FROM THE USE OF US NITRIC ACXD IN B205 

I understand that Greenpeace International will respond to the 
Department of Energy's Environmental Assesement from a US 
policy/proliferation perspective. However, Greenpeace UK 
considers it appropriate to submit a separate objection to the 
proposed shipment of US nitric acid to discuss the environmental 
impact that will arise from the use of th8 nitric acid as part 
of ENFL's reprocessing operations at Sellaf ield. 

BNFL has two operating reprocessing plants at Sellafield; B205, 
operational since 1965, and THORP, which is currently being 
comaaissioned and which has not as yet led to large discharge6 of 
radioactivity into tHe environment. In addition, B204 operated 
in the 1960s and early 1970s until it was closed by a 'blow back' 
accident resulting in the contamination of 35 workers. 

Sellafield'e reprocassing operations inevitably involve the 
routine discharge of radioactive waste into the environment , both 
into the air and sea. The operation of B204 and E205 over the 
last 30 years has resulted in widespread contamination and led 
the House of Commons Select Committee on the Environment to label 
the Irish Sea 'the most radioactively contaminated sea in the 
world,'. 

In addition to routine discharges, there is also the possibility 
of accidents at the site causing widespread contamination. The 
more serious incidents in the past are relatively well documented 
and include the infamous and intentional 1983 discharge of 
radioactive crud into the Irish Sea, causing the Governmant to 
close off 40 kn of beaches around the plant. Between 1976 and 
1990, Sellafield was responsible for around 40% of the accidents 
and incidents recorded by tbe Government's Nuclear Installation 
Inspectorate'. 

D- 180 May 1995 
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Details of current levels of contamination are attached at Annex 
1. Further operation of the reprocessing plants there, together 
with the huge increase authorised to allow THORP to operate, will 
augnent the long lived contamination already present in the 
environment. I also attach details o f  the levels of discharge 
authorised from the whole site [Annex 21. 

Environmental radiation is the only known cause 02 childhood 
leukaemia. The incidence of leukaemia in children near 
Sellafield is 14 times the national averagg, 

The radioactive contamination caused by reprocessing at 5205 is 
not limited to British waters. As you will sea from the attached 
readings (Annex 1 J , radiation from the site is readily detectable 
along the coast of Ireland and ha6 been identified as far away 
as Graanland. 

Paat discharges have led to a number of Governnrcntc to condemn 
the operation of Sellafiald, an8 in particular the increaac in 
discharges which w i l l  accompany THORP'S full operation. Such 
protest was particularly evident during 1993 before the British 
Government authorised nev discharge levels which would allow 
THORP to operate. I attach a copy of a resolution passed by the 
Paris commission and supparted by the Governments 02 Demark, 
Gemany, Iceland, Netherlands, Ireland, Norway, Po*ugal, Spain 
and Sweden objecting to the propoaed Operation of THORP and 
fuelled by concern that  the plant would add t o  the radioactive 
contadnation caused by reprocessing xagnox fuel at 8205 [Annex 

The Irish Government has been particularly vociferous in its 
opposition to Sellafield and has called for a complete end to all 
reprocessing at the site'. 

In the light of the above, Greenpeace UK considers the lack of 
US analysis of the impact o f  the end use of the nitric acid to 
be remarkably short-sighted. Authorising the export of the 
material for ure in B205 would inevitably lead to further 
radioactive discharges from Sellafield augmenting the already 
coneiderable contamination the operation of the plant ha8 caused. 
Such an act on the part of the US Government would not only 
breach its stated policy on proliferation, hut would m e r i t  
censure from a number of mopean states on environmental and 
moral ground8. 

31 e 

Yours sincerely; 

Bridget Woodman '' lWCLEAR e A I G N  
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Commentor: Bridget Woodman 
Greenpeace UK 
Canonbury Villas, London N1 2PN 
United Kingdom 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Letter dated March 22, 1995 

Your letter cited numerous instances of contamination emanating from the 
THORP facility. 

"Greenpeace UK considers the lack of US analysis of the impact of the end 
use of the nitric acid to be remarkably short-sighted. Authorising the export 
of the material for use in B205 would inevitably lead to the further 
radioactive discharges . . . " 
The LSA nitric acid will be utilized in the B205 facility for the processing of 
commercial fuel only. It will not be utilized in the THORP facility nor for 
the processing of Chapelcross and Calder Hall fuel. 

Effluents emanating from the Sellafield facility are monitored and regulated 
by the United Kingdom. In their 1994 annual submission to the Nuclear 
Review for 1994, BNF plc stated the following: 

"Over the past decade, BNFL has undertaken a substantial programme of 
waste treatment plant construction at Sellafield. Reduction in radioactivity 
in liquid discharges to the Irish Sea from Sellafield has been achieved due to 
the introduction of effluent treatment plants in 1985" . . . "together with the 
storage of medium active concentrates on site since the early 1980's.. . " 
"Formerly, these concentrates had been discharged to the sea following 
delay storage of up to 5 years to allow substantial decay of some 
radionuclides (eg. ruthenium 106). Thus: Discharges of the principal 
radionuclides to the Irish Sea from Sellafield are now 1 % of peak 1970's 
levels.. . " 
"BNFL carries out extensive monitoring of radioactivity in the environment 
around its sites and conducts or funds extensive research programs to 
determine how discharged material behaves in the environment. SeveraI 
independent groups also conduct monitoring programmes. The annual dose 
from Sellafield liquid discharges to the critical group of members of the 
public who consume seafood, especially molluscan shellfish at very high 
rates, has reduced from several millisieverts (1 millisievert = 0.1 rem) in 
the early 1980's to 0.15 mSv (0.015 rem) in 1993. This is now equivalent 
to the radiation dose which would be received by an individual from natural 
radioactivity during a typical 2 week holiday in Cornwall. " 
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"Doses to critical groups from BNFL's operations are substantially less than 
the legal dose limit of 5 mSv (0.5 rem) per year in the Ionising Radiation 
Regulations 1985 for members of the public; and less that the public dose 
limit of 1 millisievert (0.1 rem) per year recommended by the ICRP and 
NRPB." 

The DOE understands that BNF plc operates it's nuclear facilities in 
compliance with internationally recognized safeguards and treaties. 
However, the proposed action is not intended to be, nor should it be 
interpreted as, support for BNF plc's, nor the United Kingdom's, nuclear 
policies and practices. B205 plant operations are not dependent upon receipt 
of the LSA nitric acid. BNF plc has a readily available supply of nitric acid 
which can be procured from commercial sources. The proposed shipment is 
a case-specific solution to a material disposition problem. This solution 
promotes waste minimization and reduces potential emissions to the 
environment. 

Regarding the manner in which the United Kingdom manages its nuclear 
materials" Foreign Secretary Douglas Hurd announced at the Review and 
Extension Conference on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons Treaty 
that, "the United Kingdom has ceased the production of fissile material for 
explosive purposes. " 
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Bradley 1< Nelson 
PUREX Project Manager , 

Northwestern Office 
OS'lioe of Facility Transition and MansgrmSnt 
off lem of mvironmrental nunagamant 
Department ~f Energy 
Waohington DC 20585 

3rd April 1995 

Dear Mr Nelson 

mitad Btrtes Dlputaant of Bamryy'm Pnriroam@ntal Arrem#Ment 
on Dimpomitiooa atrb %rraaporktion of ourplum LRU upmaitic 
Aot iv i ty  Mitrio Aoib, Banfor6 B i b ,  RichlrPd, llm8bhpkOn 

What follows proceed# on the basis that it is not settled law 
that axtraterritorial impacts are t o  be ignored (Hoe Enrtwak v 
Laird, 353 F. supp. 811 fD.Hawaii], that the Enviromontal 
Acacsment purports to  consider these by referring to 
international enviromnental impactsw (pay. ES-11) and *the 

vessel transporting the shipping container(s) between the U.S 
and tho Znglhh port of entry.." (paga 5.14) and #at the 
aUthOritiar on the oaoboard of &e UK which 8UppO& t h h  
conknittee may w e l l  Wish to consider litigation if these extra- 
territorial impacts are not consi~etea. 

I should advisr you that whilst NEPA recogni.cr6 the need te 
consider the iapaat of federal "aations", the only UK 
requirement to undertake any form of enviromental assessment - 
flows from the European Union Directive on Environmental 
Assessment. This is aonfined t o  phyclcal g r 0 ) t C t B  an8 daes not '  
extdnd to deoi6ionc s h u t  transportation. For ais  reason the 
rmcognition of %he Worldwide and long range character of 
environmental problems" referred to i n  NEPA cannot be left to 
tho foreign jurisdiction of the terrritory of detatination o f  
the ocean shipment, i .0 .  t h e  UX. 

OR MRT -1D-P 

The Bnviroruuental A~scsslnmnt sees it a m  relevant to refer to 
warins Accident data provided by the US toad Guard ao the 

. 

T k  btmnlhcrc h ry*ocd w- ILO bulaudwdtb h C+d, %dd nd WII... A L. Ir an 

-p&b rbb LO d r  phrd h PqL: k 4  hw a l u C r  hb h crmb) -M k a l  
*pwpuahTk hmb c. cr.rLmdr(rc "d.rrqrr aidan## qrulrpmml - y n ~  

. .  ----I_-__ . . 
S&dhUSc&,TmWI- I P d ,  Sh.(Rdd SI tEN 

0 
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bash for estimates of acaidcnt frequencim par port -11 (me43 
page ~-13) However no reiarmca appmarm 
acci 
crutb%ho as a vhole. It ie undmretood that the US acoident 
data 5s basad on potrntialy cigniriaant chanctarisiticc 
*..including lrngth o t  port approaeh ahannsl, turnaround t h e ,  
populations around ports, and depths of w a t e r  within port 
facilities.* No account whatever appoars t o  hac h e n  taken 02 
thr opecitic chazacteriotics of rcrlevmt UK port0 
nOtwith6tandhg that it is aoknonledged that the potential f o r  
a suvere port accident need6 to be coneidered. [top of page 3- 
If). 

The fact  that it i a  oimply not practlcablr to rely on US data 
when considering impacts in UK portu i E  underlined by the 
rollowing: i n  EI report to  the ~uropean Parliaamt on behalf of 
the Comarittee en Transpert on t3af€ity at sea (10/11//68, Doc A 
2-0256/66) the Rapporteur rtated 

to SZ&W& 
frequencfss for narrow-ih m e r .  or for UK port 

Vreper port aantrel also rsquires aodern harbaur 
instal lat ions and c~aetal otations. Howmver the 
infrastructate of tho Comunfty*s harbours is seriously 
dafiuient when compared wi th  harbours in the USA and 
Jepan. (my emphamia] 

ACCXDEMTB XN ox T~IRXTOXIAL uamw OEL ma 
The a~sassment purports to consider bpacte in the open eea on 
the public and on marine l i f e .  Again no mpcific analyalo hae 
bsan undertaken on the impacts of the aocrident envisaged 
cpecif ioal ly  in the , which is generaly agreed to be 
the most radioactive i n  the world. Taking the averaged effect  
of voyages between, for example the VII and Japan eliminaCs@ any 
rrpociric ilopacts that would ocaur in the Irimh Sea sirpply by 
the acute ilapaet ot a s  averaging involved. Smwndly no attempt 
ha8 bmen m8de to hSSeES t h o  m v e  on marine llfe 
i n  tho Irieh sea ln the context of the onvironmantal 
assessment against a background 02 high miseione of 
radioactvie materialr: i n t o  that sea in the part: and the Xuture. 

y1pIyS DXBEHAfloE OF ZtX'ERIC ACID 

The Department of Energy mu6t take cognisance of the Pact  t h a t  
the VK f a i l s  to regulnte,the discharge of n i t r i c  acid from 
reprocessing plants in ths UK i n  breach of its own criminal 
Zeus. I enclose relevant newspaper auttings of very recent date 
that demonstrate that ?or a period of many years, nitric acid 
from the UK's other reprocessing plant at Dounreay has been 
i l b g o l y  discharged without the regulatory authority doing 
anything about it. The beparpent of Energy has not aiseesed 

* t  
of the nitric ac id  after its use in d $&Ei imbact on -ent ;m he Irm sea of th 

it wete to be regulated, or indeed i f  there is a 
fsilure to regulate it. 

. 

. .  

0 
i 
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Thr Deprrfrmnt aust me& infeE.oation from 
cIuthorZty in +he c11( concerning the conmoquancas of  any much 
dlmohargas and their regulation, f S  any. The Bwiromantal 
proaems chueical in 8205 facillty(phge E s - ~ ) ,  that the material 
i s  a hatardous substanae and should.be managed i n  a rnaqner 
whiah MPUFOO that releases will not oocur, and human health 
and tlaa enviroment w i l l  bo proteotod (page ES-2)but f a i l s  to 
addrrS6 tho envlronnental irapactm of it. uue in 8201 or it6 
dirohargb frena that  plant. Ymt Mesm vial k a aireat 
conraquuree of the shiwent conosmed. IS the process of 
a~mm~mlmnt wits this consideration, quite apart grow +he legal 
~ignificance of this olnission, it would demonatratr that the 
real objeotive of the Department of fncrgy iu to transfer e 
wasto problem out. of its juriadfation without inquiring too 
closely into the impaot of the wamter, i n  t h m  tranrsferae 
country. 

lbtional Uv-s 

ASam8Em8nt indieatem that BNFL PlU V W l d  U t e  tb6 &SA a d d  aC h 

I would be grateful i f  you would oahfirm that the three major 
oafmeions identlfiul above w i l l  be rcviaund and that: you will 
make inquiries regarding the failures of the VR regulatory 
authorities to ragulate disoharqes o f  nitr ic  acida form 
reprocusring plants in the UK. A aopy of this letter goes to 
the Chief Executives of the sesboad authorities concerned in 
the MI. 

0 

I 
I 

j 

I 
+ ,  

Environmental Assessment D- 186 May 1995 



U.S. Department of Energy Appendix D 

!. 

t 

'I. 

i 
' I  
.i 
I 

.. 

Environmental Assessment D- 187 May 1995 



U.S. Department of Energy Appendix D 

.. 

... * .  

. .  

0 
I 
. .  

.. 

... r. 

. .. .: 
. . . _  .. . . . J ' .  . _  .... 

. ......* . . . 

Environmental Assessment D-188 May 1995 



U.S. Department of Energy Appendix D 

.. 

Herald radioactive pollution revelations/, I . .  

Greens-fK?eaten*. Dd 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . .  . -.. 
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Commentor: James K. Woolley 
National Steering Committee of Nuclear Free Local Authorities 
Town Hall Chambers 
1 Barkers Pool 
Sheffield, England 
S1 1EN 

Medium: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Letter dated February 22, 1995 
Letter dated April 3, 1995 

What follows proceeds on the basis that it is not settled law that 
extraterritorial impacts are to be ignored (see Enetwak v Laird, 353 F. 
Supp. 811 [D. Hawaii]), that the Environmental Assessment purports to 
consider these by referring to 'international environmental impacts ' 
(page ES-11) and "the vessel transporting the shipping container(s) between 
the U.S. and the English port of entry ...' (page 5-14) ...... 
The Environmental Assessment sees it as relevant to refer to Marine 
Accident data provided by the US Coast Guard as the basis for estimates of 
accident frequencies per port call (see page 5-13). However, no reference 
appears whatever to UK port accident frequencies for Barrow-in Furness or 
for UK port authorities as a whole. It is understood that the US accident 
date is based on potentially significant characteristics ' . . .including length of 
port approach channel, turnaround time, populations around ports, and 
depths of water within port facilities." No account whatever appears to has 
been taken of the specific characteristics of relevant UK ports 
notwithstanding that it is acknowledged that the potential for a severe port 
accident needs to be considered. 

It is simply not practicable to rely on US data when considering impacts in 
the UK ports. 

The impact of a port accident was analyzed; the analysis evaluated the 
impacts of an accident without respect to the location of the port. Marine 
Accident data provided by the U.S.  Coast Guard were the basis for estimate 
of accident frequencies per port call, and were not used to determine the 
risks or impacts of a port accident. 

The postulated severe port accident analyzed in the Environmental 
Assessment of Urgent-Relief Acceptance of Foreign Research Reactor Spent 
Nuclear Fuel (DOE/EA-0912), would clearly bound a port accident 
associated with the LSA nitric acid. The shipment of spent nuclear fuel 
involves radioactivity levels much higher than levels associated with the LSA 
nitric acid. As described therein, there is a small risk associated with the 
spent nuclear fuel (i.e., the risk of developing a single fatal cancer for the 
most severe case [an unprotected individual, located 30 meters from the fuel 
shipment for 24 hours, receiving an exposure to 25,000 millirem], is 1 in 
600 million). 
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The total inventory of LSA nitric acid on any one cargo ship will be a 
fraction of the total inventory of material (both solids and liquids). 
Therefore, the risks associated with an uncontrolled release are further 
minimized. 

Concern: 

Response: 

Concern: 

Response: 

Rigorous quantitative analyses were performed for the potential negative 
impacts of an unforseen accident. The results of these analyses indicate that 
the potential impacts are minor. There is no reason to believe that this 
potential is any greater in the United Kingdom. 

No specific analysis has been undertaken on the impact of the accident 
envisaged specifically in the Irish Sea. 

Shipments through the Irish Sea are not planned. 

The Department of Energy has not assessed the impact on the marine 
environment in the Irish Sea of the discharge of the nitric acid after its use 
in the Sellafield plant. 

The EA fails to address the environmental impacts of its (the surplus 
PUREX plant nitric acid) use in B205 or its discharge from that plant. 

I would be grateful if you would confirm the three major omissions 
identified above be reviewed and that you will make inquiries regarding the 
failures of the UK regulatory authorities to regulate discharges of nitric acid 
from reprocessing plants in the UK. 

Effluents emanating from the Sellafield facility are monitored and regulated 
by the United Kingdom. In their submission to the Nuclear Review for 
1994, BNFL stated the following: 

"Over the past decade, BNFL has undertaken a substantial programme of 
waste treatment plant construction at Sellafield. Reduction in radioactivity 
in liquid discharges to the Irish S e a  from Sellafield has been achieved due to 
the introduction of effluent treatment plants in 1985" ... "together with the 
storage of medium active concentrates on site since the early 1980's.. . " 
"Formerly, these concentrates had been discharged to the sea following 
delay storage of up to 5 years to allow substantial decay of some 
radionuclides (eg. ruthenium 106). Thus: Discharges of the principal 
radionuclides to the Irish Sea from Sellafield are now 1 % of peak 1970's 
levels.. . " 
"BNFL carries out extensive monitoring of radioactivity in the environment 
around its sites and conducts or funds extensive research programs to 
determine how discharged material behaves in the environment. Several 
independent groups also conduct monitoring programmes. The annual dose 
from Sellafield liquid discharges to the critical group of members of the 
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public who consume seafood, especially molluscan shellfish at very high 
rates, has reduced from several millisieverts (1 millisievert = 0.1 rem) in 
the early 1980's to 0.15 mSv (0.015 rem) in.1993. This is now equivalent 
to the radiation dose which would be received by an individual from natural 
radioactivity during a typical 2 week holiday in Cornwall." 

"Doses to critical groups from BNFL's operations are substantially less than 
the legal dose limit of 5 mSv (0.5 rem) per year in the Ionising Radiation 
Regulations 1985 for members of the public; and less that the public dose 
limit of 1 millisievert (0.1 rem) per year recommended by the ICRP and 
NRPB. " 

The DOE understands that BNF plc operates its nuclear facilities in 
compliance with internationally recognized safeguards and treaties. 
However, the proposed action is not intended to be, nor should it be 
interpreted as, support for BNF plc's, nor the United Kingdom's, nuclear 
policies and practices. B205 plant operations are not dependent upon receipt 
of the LSA nitric acid. BNF plc has a readily available supply of nitric acid 
which can be procured from commercial sources. The proposed shipment is 
a case-specific solution to a material disposition problem. This solution 
promotes waste minimization and reduces potential emissions to the 
environment. 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS NOT REQUIRING RESPONSES 
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RonakfM. Bieimu 
Dirrcwr 

May 4, 1995 

Mr. Paul F. X. Dunigau, Jr. 
NEPA Compliauce Officer 
Richland Operations Office. 
United States Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland,WA 99352 

State Apptiutian IdenWier: MD950217-0146 
Description: 

Location: 
Approving Authority: 
Recommendation: Endorsement 

NEPAEA Disposition and Transportafion of Sqlus  Low Specific Acti~iQ’ Nitric Acid 

East Coast Port and W;rshington State 
Applicant: U.S. Deparhnent of Energy 

U.S. Department of Energy 

Dear Mr. Dunigan: 

In accordance with Presidentid Executive Order 12372 and Code of M q h d  Regulation 14.24.04, the State Clearin_nhouse 
bas coordinated the intergovernmeatai review of the referend project. This cDsstitutes the State process review and 
rwmmendation. This ncommenhtion is valid for a period of three yeas from the date of this letter. 

Review comments were requested from the Maryland Departments of E E ,  
H r n  ortat’o ; Marvland Militarv DeDaTUnent; Baltimore Citv; 
Baltimore Couatv; and the garvland Office of Planning. 

I 

The Maryland Departmeats of Economic and Emulovment Develnnmmt. HIelth and Mental Hwime. Natural Resources, 
-n; Marvland Militam Deoartment; D e  Citv of Baltimore; -; Baltimore 
m v ;  and tbe Marvland O f f h  of PI- found this project to be consistent with their plans, programs, and objectives. 
However, comments are pending from the Deoartment of the Environment. Any commc~ts received will be forwarded. 

I 

summary of Comments: 

The Citv of Baltimore requested that Le City Fire Departmeat and other local emergency response officials be notified of my 
proposed shipmeat of nitric sicid. The clarifed replatory provisions involving vehicle 
safety, highway routing, and emergency tesponsivtness. The M m t  affirmed that the Environmental 
Assessment did not Wly address the public risk w0Ss-t in highly popdated, metropolitan areas. See the attached 
comments. 

Any statanent of consideration givm to the mments should be submitted to the approving authority, with a copy to 
the State Clearinghow. Addit id ly ,  the State A p p l i 4 ~  Identifier Number must be piaced on any correspondence 
pnhining to this project. The State Clearinghouse must be kept informed if the recommendation cannot be accommodated 
by the approving authority. RECEIVE 

30) Wtsr P r t w  Sircct Bd~%wrc. ldoylnnd 21201-2365 
SWC Cleah&wc: (410) 225UM Fatl WUBD TU: 383-75SS 

:‘i$’ - 1 , 19 
‘jOE * Ri ! cc 
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Mr. Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 
May 4, 1995 
Page 2 

PI- remember, you must comply with all applicable state and local laws and regulations. If YOU have my questions about 
the comments contained in this letter or how to proceed, pieast contact the State Clearinghouse at (410) 225490. Abo please 
complete the attached €om nnd return it to the State Clearinghouse 8s soon 8s the status of the projeet is known. This 
will ensure that our Files are complete. 

We appreciate your attention to the intergovernmental re\?iew process and look forward to your continued cooperation. 

Sincerely, I 

W i l l i a m G / e U  / 
Managex,cPian and Pr6ject Review 

WGC:BR:cs 
Enclosures 

cc: Bob Barbour - DEED . (0  indicates with r r u c b c m t )  

Nathaniel Brown - MDE 
Elizabeth Bamard - DHMH 
Peter Dunbar - DNR 
David Bezanson - DPSCS 
Fred Rappe - MDOT 
Raymond Clift - MILT 
Gloria Griffin - BClT 
Tim Dugan - BLCO 
Mary Abrams - OPC 
William Can011 - OPL 
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- BHLIU L l i i  rLnnniiiu ILL I W . ~ ~ ~  - - .  . - - -  

SPECIFXC ACTIVIn NXTRIC ACID 

The City of Baltimore does not have overall plans, programs or 

objectives regarding shipment of hazardous materials through the Port 

of Baltimore since we lack jurisdiction over the Port. 

We do participate in emergency response planning and preparations 

regarding the Port. 

surplus low specific activity nitric acid through Dundalk Harine 

Terminal should occur, the Baltimore City Fire Department will he 

duly notified along w X t h  otlmr emergency response officials a t  the 

fort and i n  the jurisdictions i n  which it is located (Baltimore City 

and Baltimore county). 

We understand that ir the proposed shipment of 

We further understand that trucks carrying the  nitric acid would not 

travel on City streets except possibly a t  the immediate approach to 

Duncialk Marine Yeminai. itather, t1.e Srclckc wxle bypass a11 heavily 

populated areas including Baltimore City. 
7 

He further understand that the U.S. Department of Energy or I t s  

contractor will continue t o  provide uf w i t h  copies of  a11 relevant 

documentation on this proposal, including comments received on the 

Environmental Assessment and the final decision on the proposed 

action.  
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suBJGcT: 

The Environwntal &rressment (EA), eubjeot as above, vas 
reviewed, ana the iollovinq aomentt u c  prwLdad for  
aonnld~r8tfen by ma H3likary Department ?5r QIiSir taeponee to 
the stata Clearhg House. 

b 

e 

b 

a . 
; 

= did not fu l ly  addrmam pblirr r i d  ~ L L + B O I P ~ ~  i n  
highly populated mtro areas and tbe capabilities t o  
respond in the  went. of un aceidmnt. 
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RESPONSE FORM Ti?: William G. Carroll 
Manager, Plan and Project Review 
Maryland Office of Planning 
301 West Preston Street, Room 1104 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2365 

Bob Rosenbush 3 
, Stare ApNmtion Identifier: MD950217-0146 Clearinghouse Contact Person: 
. Location: East Coast pon and Clearinghousa Telephone: (410) 225-4430 

Washington State 

Applicant: US. Department of Energy 

Description: NEPAIEA: Oisposition and Transportation of Surplus Low Specific Activity Nitric Acid 
\ i  

Eased on a Review of the Information Provided, We Have {J) Chec&ed the Appropriate Determination Below 3 .  
I 
; 

CONSISTENT RESPONSES - FOR USE BY STATE AG€A/CfES ONLY 

" 1 C1 

c2 

It is consistent with wr plans, programs, and objectives. 

' .  
:> It is consistent with the policies contained in Executive Order 01.01 .I 992.27 (Maryland Economic Growth. Resource 

Protection. and Planning Act of 19921 

(MHT ONLY\ It has been determined that the project will have 'no effect' on historic properties and that the federi 
andlor state historic preservation requirements have been met. 

our plans. programs. and objectives. cg 
' 3  

$ "  I c3 
I I 

c4 (DNR ONLY) it has been determined that this project is in the Coastal Zone and is not inconsistent with the 
Maryland Coastal Zone Management Program, 

? CONSlSTENT RESPONSES - FOR USE BY COUNTY & LOCAL AGENCIES ONLY 
- I '  
!4 C5 I t  is consistent with our plans, programs. and objectives. '.; 

c .* plans. programs, and objectives. 
c6 It is consistent with the Economic Growth, Resource Protection. and Planning Visions (Planning Act of 19921 & Our 

3 I 5  
I '  OTHER RESPONSES - FOR USE BY ALL AGENCIES 

GENERALLY CONSISTENT WITH QUALIFYING COMMENTS: 
objenives. but the attached qualifying comment is submitted for consideration. 

CONTINGENT UPON CERTAIN ACTIONS: 
continsent uDon certain actions being taken as noted in the attached comment. 

NOT CCINSISTEYf: 
visions/policies; or it may duplicate existing program activities, as indicated in the attached comment. If a meeting 
with the applicant is requested, please check here. 0 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED: Additional information is required to  complete the review. The 
information needed is identified below. If an extension .of the review period is requested. please check here. 

It is generally consistent with our plans, programs and 
J Y  A> 

" 

It is generally consistent with our plans, programs and objectives RZ 

It raises problems concerning compatibility with our plans, programs, objectives, or Planning Ai 
R3 

2, 
? 2, 
5 .  

Po' R4 
'q \ -  

Attach additional comments if necessary use the spaces below for brief comments. 

& r a  z7 h*Md 

Oate Completed: 

(J) 'J Check here if additional commcnls attached. 

Environmental Assessment E-7 ' May 1995 
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MARYLAND STATE POLICE 

- For ybur irAormation - Take charge or' 
As requested - For additional informaZion - Acprove and zeturn - For comment/recommendation - Not2 and return - Give me facts so I can answer - See me - Prepare reply for my signature 

SUEJECT: Disposition and Transportation of Surplus 
Activity Nitric Acid 

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment - 
and Transportation of Surplus Low Specific Activity 
(DOE/EA-lOOSD) February 1995 as requested and offer 
comments : 

ABBREVIATED SUMMARY OF GRANT 

Low Specific 

Disposition 
Nitric Acid 
the following ' 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) needs to disposition 
surplus nitric acid as part of deactivating the Plutonium - 
Uranium Extraction (PUREXI Ilant, reduce the risk to the 
environment, reduce the cost of long-term storage, and assure 
regulatory compliance. 

nitric acid. 
DOE considered disposition alternatives for the surplus 

Five principle alternatives were evaluated: 

1) Transfer for  Re-use (the oronosed alternative) 

DOE will be transferring this nitric acid from 
Richland, Washington, via 1-70 to the Port of . 
Baltimore, and on to the British Nuclear Fuels Limited, 
Inc. (BNFL) located in Sellafield, England. 
Implementation of this alternative would allow the 
material to be managed as a product, provide waste 
minimization, and allow the complete deactivation of 
the PUREX Plant. 

2 )  No Action 

The No Action 
to manage the 
require waste 
environmental 

Form 17A 

Alternative would eliminate the potential 
matsrial as a product. 
treatment and disposal, with associated 
impacts and costs. 

This would 

E-8 May 1995 
Environmental Assessment 



Mr . . C a r l  

SUBJECT : 

3) 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Appendix E 

Banaszewski - March 28,  1995 

Disposition and Transportation of Surplus Low Specific 
Activity Nitric Acid 

Continued Storaue in Hanford Uusraded o r  New Facilitv 

This alternative wculd address the er?vironne.rtal, 
safety and reauiatory compliance concerns associated 
with the current storage facility, and would have a 
minimai potential f o r  transportation related impacts. 

4 

5) 

Coneolidation of DOE Surdus Acid 

Selection and permitting of one site to store, 
treat, and dis?ose of all DOE surplus nitric acid is 
outside the scope of the proposed action. 

Processins the  LSA Nitric Acid as Waste 

This alternative included options for treating the 
surplus nitric acid as a waste. However, this 
alternative would generate substantial seconeary 
waste, present various technical aEd regulatory 
concerns, and the cost and schedule iinpact associated 
with prccessing the nitric acid as waste also could be 
substantial. 

Transfer of the surplus nitric acid to BNF plc is considered 
a preferred alterzative. Various transportation modes, routes, 
and ports were considered. However, truck transport to an east 
coast port was deterniced to be preferable. East coast ports 
were preferred because their use would result in less transit 
time and handling requirements than west coast ports (no ocean 
carrier that handies this-type of material has a route directly 
from a west coast port t o  Europe). 

All actions associated with the proposed action would be 
conducted in accordance with applicable national and 
international regulatory requirements, including those of the 
IAEA. ........ The containers would be secured on a truck trailer 
and radiologically measured by trained personnel using prescribed 
procedures and equipment (e.g., hand-held radiation monitors) 
prior to release. Bcth the containers and trailers would undergo 
inspection pr ior  to transport to ensure appropriate standards, 
specifications, and regulations, including U.S. DeFartment of 
Transportation pidelines, and carrier security demands were met. 
Approximately 52 shipments from the  Hanford Site to an east coast 
port would be required to  transfer the entire inventory of nitric 
acid to BNF plc. 
east coast would be approximately four days. Once at the east 
coast port, the containers would be unloaded to a dock holding 
station, pending transfer to an ocean carrier. 

Transport time from the Hanford Site to the 

- 2 -  
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Mr. Carl Banaszewski - March 28,21995 
SUBJECT: Disposition and Transportation of Surplus LOW Specific 

Activity Nitric Acid 

The potential for significant individual act! cimulative 
environmental inpacts due to the csnducc, of the proposed action 
has be=? analyzed. No substzntial increase in Eanfor6 Site, 
corridor states, or interzaticnal environmental impacts woclc be 
expecced from the propose< actior.. 
gostulaced accidenrr scenarics also were evaluated, and indicated 
that the risks associated with the proposed acticn would be 
small. 

Snvironmental impacts from 

KEY REGULATORY ELEMENTS FOR LSA NITRIC ACID SHIPMENTS 

Vehicle Safety 

Truck safety will be governed by the Office of Motor Carrier 
Safety of the USDOT which imposes vehicle-safety standards on all 
truck carriers (49 CFR 325.386 through 325.398). These standards 
also include radiolcgical measurements of the containers at each 
port or' entry for the states participating in this inspection. 

Highway Routing 

The USDOT routing regulations, 49  CFR 177.825 (Docket HM- 
1641, were published January 19, 1981, and became effective 
February 1, 1982. The regulations attempt to reduce potential 
hazards by avoiding populous areas and minimizing transit times. 
All regulations announced by state and local governments have to 
be consistent with the provisions of Docket HM-164 or they will 
be preempted. 
required to travel interstate circumferential or bypass routes, 
if available, to avoid populous areas. Carriers may use 
interstate or preferred hignways that pass through urban areas 
only i f  circumferential routes are not available. 

Carriers transporting LSA nitric acid will be 

Emergency Response 

accidents involving shipments of radioactive materials. 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has the primary 
responsibility for emergency response planning for transportation 
accidents involving radioactive materials. 
published "Guidance for Development of State and Local 
Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness" (FEMA 
1993. ) 

Many Agencies share the responsibilities with dealing with 
The 

The FEMA has 

States and tribes having jurisdiction over areas through 
which these shipments will pass have the primary responsibility 
for protecting the public and the environment, and for 
establishing incident command should there be an emergency 

- 3 -  
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U.S. Department of Energy 
Appendix E 

Mr. C a r l  Banaszewski - March 2 8 ,  1995 

SUBZECT: Disposition and Transportation of Surplus Low Specific 
Activity Nitric Acid 

isvolving Lhe shipments. The selecced carrier for these 
shiFments has the prina-y reqcnsibility for providing emergency 
resconse assistance and recove-ylrestoration actiocs, LZ 
required.. 

. r  

13 the ever?t of a highway incident, where the transport 
container is involved, the driver w i l l  notify the 911 lir?e, t he  
apprcpriate state control, the terrier's central dispatch 
facility, ar,d TRANSCOM of the event. 
accidental release of the PUiEX Plant nitric acid, the carrier is 
required to notify the National Resgonse Center. If the driver 
is unable to respond, the carrier's dispatch center of TRANSCOM 
Control Center will notify the state patrol that the driver is 
not responding. 
truck ane establish incident command, if necessary. 

In the event of an 

The state highway patrol can then locate the 

Further, emergency response procedures accompany the 
shipment. These procedures are attached to the bill of lading. 
Finally, the cofitainer is mzirked and placarded in accordance with 

Commems: &sed upon the review of the Executive Sumrrary, I 
believe a i s  agplication to be consistent w i t h  C-1, C-2, (2-3, am? 
C - 4 .  i t  does not appear that the Maryland Emergency Mazagement 
Agency has had an opportunity t o  review this and provide 
comments. Based upon the above, it would appear that all Federal 
and State rerJuirernents w i l l  be met in regard to this application. 

RCC/ls 

- GOT repulations. 

cc :  Lt. Col. J.E. Harvey, Deputy Superintendent 
Captain X.T. Rose, Commander, CVED 

- 4 -  
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Purris N. Glcndcning 
Gowntor 

?!craw complete this form and return it to the State Clearinzhouse upon receiot of notification that the project has been 
approved or not approved by the approving authority. 

TO: Maryland Shte Clearinghouse 
Maryland Office of Planning 
301 \Vat Preston Street 
Room 1104 
Baltimore, MD 21201-2365 

DATE: 
(please fill in the due f m  compkicd) 

FROM: 
(Name of pcnon completing this form.) 

PHONE: L) 
( A m  Code & Phone number) 

RE: Sbte Application Identifier: iMD950217-0146 
Project Description: NEPAIEA: Disposition and Transporktion of Surplus Low Specific Activity 

Nitric Acid 

. PROJECT APPROVAL 
This project/plan was: 

Approved 0 Approved with Modification 0 Disapproved 
i 

Xame o f  Approving Authority: Date Approved: I 
FUNDING APPROVAL 

The funding (it'applicable) has been approved for the period of 

,199- 10 ,199- as follows: 

Fzderdl: I Local: I state: I other: 

OTHER 
0 Further comment or explanation is attached 
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March 13, 1995 

Mr. Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
Department of Energy 
Richland Field Off ice 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Dunigan: 

This is to acknowledge receipt of your correspondence 
dated February 15 , 1995 concerning transportation of 
Surplus Low Specific Activity Nitric Acid through 3altimore 
City. 

I assure you that  the Baltimore Police Department will 
be pleased to provide escort for these materials. Please 
contact Major Alvin Winkler, Traffic commander at (410) 
396-2338. Major Winkler will coordinate the escort for 
you. 

In closing, we consider it a privilege to assist you 
in t h i s  endeavor and if we can be of any further assistance 
to you, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Environmental Assessment 
~ 

E-13 May 1995 
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U.S. Department of Energy Appendix E 

ENURONHENTAL ASSESSHM ON THE DISPOSITION AND TRANSPORTATION OF SURPtUS LOU 
SPECIFIC AKfVIfY RADIOACTIVE NITRIC ACID, HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

PUBLIC COHllENT FORN 

We encourage you t o  provide either verbal or uritten comments. You can give us 
w r f t t e n  comments by using t h i s  form. Please leave your completed form a t  the 
locatfon provided, or you can mail i t  by Apri l  5 t o :  

Larry Romine R3-79 
U.S. Department o f  Energy 

P.O. Box 550 
Rlchland, UA 99352 

N m  

Address 

Thank you. 

E-14 May 1995 Environmental Assessment 
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ENVIRONHENTAL ASSESSHEIIT OW THE DISPOSITION lulD TRANSPORTATION OF SURPLUS LOU 
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY RADIOACTIVE NITRIC ACID, WFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

PUBLIC COMENT FORA 

)/e encourage you to  provide e i t h t r  verbal o r  w i t t e n  comments. You can give US 
writ ten comments by using t h i s  forn. Plezse lezve your completed form a t  rnr 
location provided, or you can mail i t  by April 5 to:  

Larry Rornine R3-79 
U.S. Department o f  Energy 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, MA 99352 

Comnent 

Thank you. 

Environmental Assessment E-15 May 1995 
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7 ! DNIRON?IDITAL ASSESSHW ON THE DISPOSITIOK AND TRANSPORTATION OF SURPLUS LOW 
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY RADIOACTIVE NITRXC ACXD, HAHFORD SITE, RICHLAND, UASHINETON 

PUBLIC COMW ‘FORK 

U t  encourage you t o  provide efther verbal or written comments. You can give us 
wri t fen  comments by using th is  form. Please leave your completed form a t  the 
location provided, or you can mail i t  by April 5 to: 

Larry Romine R3-79 
U S ;  Department of Energy 

P.O. Box 550 

May 1995 Environmental Assessment E-16 
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Me1 Camahan 
Governor 

Richard A. Hanson 
Commissioner 

State of Missouri 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 

Post Office Box 809 
Jefferson City 

65102 

March 13, 1995 

Stan Perovich 
Director 

Division of General Services 

Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P. 0. Box 5 5 0  
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear Mr. Dunigan: 

Subject: 95020075 - Environmental Assessment - Disposition and 
Transportation of Surplus Low Specific 
Activity Nitric Acid, Hanford Site 

The Missouri Federal Assistance Clearinghouse, in cooperation 
with state and local agencies interested or possibly affected, 
has completed the review on the above project application. 

None of the agencies involved in the-review had comments or 
recommendations to offer at this time. This concludes the 
Clearinghouse's review. 

A copy of this letter is to be attached to the application 
as evidence of compliance with the State Clearinghouse 
requirements. 

Sincerely, 

Lois hohl, Coordinator 
Missouri Clearinghouse 

LP:cm 

Environmental Assessment E-17 May 1995 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA 

Match 10, 1995 

Paul F. X. Duaigaa, Jr. 
NEPA Campliance Officer 
Department of.  Energy 

Richland, Washington 99352 
2.0. 30% SfO 

RE: Environmental Assessmerit Review-Nitric Acid Shipments 

Dear Mr. Dunigan: 

Th8ak you for giving me the opportunity to comment on the proposed 
nitric acid shipments which will cro88 OUT state.  Low-level 
radioactive issues are very important to the citizens of Nebraaka. 

I 8m 8orry there is not more time to c a r e f ? U y  study t5e 
Environmental Aasesameat and the Transportation Plan, a detailed, 
thought€ul study OA this important project in j u s t  30 days will be 
difficult. Please consider giving more time f o r  states to  comment. 

Both the Environmental ASSa8Sllrent and the Transportation Plan do a 
good job of  deacribiag in detail certain elemeatr of the project, 
yet they overlook other aspects or impacts of the project. The 
Environmental A s s e s m a t  aod the Transportation P l a n  give little 
attention to environmental impacts if an accident oceura along the 
shipment route. While it might be viewed as a small risk, any 
accident or incident along the corridor atatas will affect public 
support and state cooperation in any future shipments o f  
radioactive materials across state lines. 

The Transportation Plan doas not deal w i t h  bad weather protocols, 
security protocols, or protocols concerning prior notification of 
state officials. The protocols used in the recent Ceeium shigphg 
campaign and &oae under study fo r  the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 
could be adopted for use in this shipping campaign. 

E-18 May 1995 Environmental Assessment 
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I I'M lo ZJ A I  LU IIL w v a  r%&Li n u  -cc,- A UL~Y 3 .- 

I hope to work with you to W e  them shipments as safe as possible 
to the citizens of bur State w i t h o u t  puttiag undue burdens on the 
transportation o f  su& materials. Pleaae 1st me know your 
responses to the above comments d thank you again for givhg 
Nebraska the opportunity to be a part of this cornmeat process. 

EBB: s j m  

Environmental Assessment E-19 May 1995 
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WIRONHOITAL ASSESSHEW ON THE DISPOSITION AND TRANSPORTATION OF SURPLUS LOW 
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY RADIOACTIVE NITRIC ACID, HANFORD SITE, RICHaM, WASHINGTON 

PUBtIC CONMENl FOM 

We encourage you t o  provide either verba7 or written comments. You can give us 
wr i t ten  coments by using th is  form. Please leave your completed forfl at  the 
location provided, or you can mail i t  by April 5 to: 

Larry Rmine R3-79 
U.S. Department of Energy 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, HA 99352 

Comnent 0 I m 4 w  . 

Environmental Assessment E-20 May 1995 
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C I T Y  OF E L I Z A B E T H ,  N E W  J E R S E Y  
POLICE DEPARTMENT 

OFFICE OF ME DIRKTOR . 
One Police Ploza, Elizabeth NJ 07201 

MARY F. RABADEAU 
Police Director 

February 27,1995 

Paul F.X. Dunigan, Jr. 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
Department of Eners  
Richland Field Office 
P.O. Box 50 
Richland, Washingon 993 52 

Dear Mr. Dunigan, 

908 558-2000 

J. CHRISTIAN BOLLWAGE 
Moyor 

With regards to your Environmental Assessment (EA) Review, there are some concerns which 
need to be addressed. The first is notification. We would require a S i  (60) day advanced 
notification before the first shipment and at least seventy two (72) hours before subsequent 
shipments. We would also like some input into dates and times, if possible, to coordinate our 
plans with the county. 

The E i ibe th  Fire Department fees for shippins of hazardous materials is $414 per shipment 

The remaining concerns have to do with coordinating the other agencies which will be invohed 
such as Port Authority NY and NJ, The New Jersey State Police, the Department of 
Transportation and the Union County Emereency Management Office. 

I would appreciate hearing from you as soon as possible if Elizabeth is in your transportation 
plans. My phone number is (908) 558-2020, fax (908) 558-2097. 

Sincerely 

Mar$. Rabadeau 
Police Director 

MFIUam , 
cc: Ben Lasanga 
U.C. Emergency Management Office 
B.A. P. Connelly 

~~ ~ 

Environmental Assessment E-21 May 1995 
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Buckeye Hills - Hocki(ii&f& Regional Development District 
j 

Route 1, Box 299D i .”../.’ Area Agency on Aging i. 4 
i 
1 n 
-4) 

Marietta, Ohio 45750 

Fax No. 374-8038 
(6t41 374-9436 EconomidCommunity Development 

March 28, I995 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Attention: Mr. Larry D. Romine 
Kichland Operations Oflice 
P.O. Box 550 
Transition Program Division 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Project: Energy - Environmental Impact Assessment 
SAI #: OH950221-A339-36.471 

. Dear Mr. Romine: 

Your environmental assessment has been subject to the regional clearinghouse 30-day 
intergovernmental review. Mer thorough examination by interested local review groups, this 
review to date has not generated any negative comments. Therefore, clearance of the project 
is recommended. However, you will need to provide any additional information requested by 
local planning groups. rfthere are any comments attached to this letter, the reviewer’s name, 
agency and telephone number will be listed on the letter. 

A copy of this clearance letter should be forwarded to the Srure Clearinghouse, 30 E. Broad 
Street, 34th Floor, Columbus, Ohio 43266-041 1. Be advised that this environmental 
assessment should have been submitted similtaneouslv to the State Clearinghouse. 

Please contact our office at 1-614-374-9436 if you have any questions conceming this review. 

Sincerely, 

BUCKEYE HILLS-HOCKING VALLEY 
REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT 

$$J r J , r h g  
Sybil N. Haney, Planning Coordinator 
SNHsr 

“Serving Ohio’s Great Southeast“ 
ATHENS HOCKING MEIGS MONROE MORGAN NOBLE PERRY 0 WASHINGTON COUNTIES 

Environmental Assessment E-22 May 1995 
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Richmond, VA 23261-7472 

February 17, 1995 

Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr. 
NEPA Compliance Office 
Deparunent of Energy 
Richmond Operations Office 

Richland, Washington 99352 
P. 0. Eox 558 

Dear&. Dunigan: 

I have reviewed the environmental assessment concerning disposition and 
trasportation of surplus low specific activity nitric acid and I concur 
with what is proposed. 

Herbert B.  Bridges, Lieutenant 
Administrative Coordinator 
Motor Carrier Safety/Haz Mat Enforcement 
(804) 378-2489 

Environmental Assessment E-23 May 1995 



EWVIRMlllENTAL ASSESSHM ON mE DISPOSITION AND TRANSPORTATION OF SURPLUS LOU 
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY RADIOACTIVE NITRIC ACID, HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

PUBLIC CONHEWT FORM 

We encourage you t o  provide either verbal or written comments. You can give us 
wr i t ten  comments by using this fom. Please leave your completed form at the 
location provided, or you can wail it by April 5 to: 

Larry Rmine R3-79 
U.S. Department o f  Energy 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, WA 99352 

Coment 

,.- 

Thank you. 

May 1995 Environmental Assessment E-24 
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

DAVID R. GEHR 
COMMSSIOWR 

Lany D. Romine 
Transition Program Division 
Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Dear M. Romine: 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

RICHMOND, 23219 
1401 EASTBROAD STREET 

February 21,1995 

A. V. BAILEY, !I 

REVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

I have received and reviewed your package “Environmental Assessment: Disposition and 
Transportation of Surplus Low Specific Activity Nitric Acid.” Please be advised that the Virginia 
Department of Transportation only regulates hazardous materials when they are bansported through one of 
our seven tunnels. The Virginia Deparhnent of Environmental Quality regulates the transportation of 
hazardous materials on all other routes. A copy of this letter is being forwarded to the Department of 
Environmental Quality for their review. 

Based on the proposed routing in Figure 6. “Proposed LSA Nitric Acid Shipment 6om Hanford to 
Norfolk, Virpini” Interstate 64 is going to be utilized thoughout Virginia. Be advised that there is a 
tunneJ on 1-64 bemeen the Cities of Hampton and Norfolk, where the nitric acid is lint allowed passage. 
The maximum size load of nitric acid allowed through this tunnel is 1000 pounds per vehicle with the 
maximum size container being 15 gallons. “be same restriction applies to 1-664 which goes fiom Hampton 
to Portsmouth through the Monitor-Merrimac Bridge Tunnel, 

Should you have any questions concerning this letter, please contact me at (804) 786-6824. 

Sincerely, 

PCC 
Perry C. Cogbum 

cc 
Cathie P. Franco, DEQ 
Willie Howlett, DES 
Steve Mondul 

TRANSPORTATION FOR THE ZlST C E W A Y  

Environmental Assessment E-25 May 1995 
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ENVIRONHENTAL ASSESSHEM ON THE DISPOSITION lvlo lRANSPORlATIO1( OF SURPLUS LON 
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY RADIOACTIVE RITRIC ACID, HANFORD SITE, RICHLANO, WASHINGTON 

PUBLIC COMENT FORI! 

We encourage you to  provide either verbal or written comments. You can give us 
wri t ten comments by using this fom, Please leave your completed form at the 
location provided, o r  you can nai7 i t  by April 5 to :  

Larry Romine R3-79 
U.S. Department of Energy 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, UA 99352 

Name 

Thank you. 
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ENVIRMENTAL ASSESSHENT ON THE DISPOSITION AND TRAKSPORTATION OF SURPLUS LOU 
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY RADIOACTIVE NITRIC ACID, HANFORD SITE, RICHUND, WASHINGTON 

PUBLIC CONNENT FORN 

He encourage you t o  provide e i t h e r  verbal or w r i t t e n  comments. You can give us 
written comments by using this form. Please leave your completed form a t  the 
locat ion provided, o r  you can m i l  i t  by Apri l  5 to:  

Larry Ilomine R3-79 
U.S. Department of Energy 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, UA 99352 

Thank you. 

Environmental Assessment E-27 May 1995 



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSnM ON THE DISPOSITION AND TRANSPORTATI0)I OF SURPLUS LOU 
SPECIFIC ACTIVITY RADIOACTIVE WIlRIC ACID, HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, UASHINGTON 

PUBLIC COMENT FORN 

We encourage you to provide either verba7 or written comments. You can give us 
written comments by using this fom. Please leave your completed form a t  the 
location provided, or you can mai l  i t  by April 5 to :  

Larry Romlne R3-79 
U.S. Department of Energy 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, UA 99352 

Conrwnt T nffAc‘c&?E y&&- ddE- A&’ 



Appendix E 

ENYIROWENTAL ASSESSMENT ON THE DISPOSITION AND TRAKSPORTATIDN OF SURPLUS LOU 
SPECIFIC A t T X Y I r Y  RADIOACTIVE NITRIC ACID, HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 

PUBLIC COHHENT FORA 

We encourage you t o  provide e i t h e r  verbal or w r i t t e n  comments. You can g i v e  us 
w r i t t e n  comments by using t h i s  form. Please leave your completed form a t  t h e  
1acat ian provided, or you can mail i t  by Apri? 5 to: 

Larry Romine R3-79 
US. Department o f  Energy 

P.O.  Box 550 
n // ,Richland, UA 99352 F / A  

I 

Thank you. 

E-29 May 1995 Environmental Assessment 
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April 12, 1995 

Mr. John Wagoner, Manager 
Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Ofice 
PO Box 550 Am= 
Richiand, WA 99352 $mD 

GF1 P 
Dear Mr. Wagoner: cpsg 

WPU 
I am writing to you on behalf of the Tri-City Industrial Development Council (TRIDEC) to 
express our support for the proposal to process existing and slightly contaminated nitric acid 
currently stored on the Hanford site by the proposed sale and shipment of the material to 
British Nuclear Fuels Limited (BNFL) at Sellafield, U.K. 

Based on the information available to us, we believe this strategy represents the most 
practical, common sense and cost effective approach to resolving a cleanup requirement. 
Moreover, it presents a means of remediation affording the least potential of risk to human 
health and safety for the Hanford workforce. Further, the multi-million dollars in cost savings 
is wholly consistent with the current stringent budget environment. We also understand this 
will speed up the cleanup milestones as required in the Tri-Party Agreement. Finally, we 
have substantial confidence in the proposed contractor, BNFL, who is possessed of 
acknowledged expertise and excellence in supplying solutions to technical and engineering 
issues such as those presented by this strategy. We urge your early decision giving the "green 
light" on this project to BNFL. 

If we can be of further support or assistance on this issue, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Bud Russell 
Chairman of the Board 
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March 24, 1995 

Mr. John D. Wagoner 
Site Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

Richland, WA 99352 
P.O. BOX 550, MSIN A7-50 

Dear Mr. Wagoner: Sk5 

SUBJECT: DISPOSITION AND TRANSPORTATION OF SURPLUS 
LOW SPECIFIC ACTNlTY I'?ITFUC ACID 

The American Nuclear Society (ANS) has noted with interest some 
indication that the United States might, under certain circumstances, 
consider working with specific non-U.S. facilities in resolving waste 
management issues. We support the long standing DOE sponsored 
outreach for international technology transfer, and consider opportunities to 
effectively utilize both the technologies and facilities of other nations to 
resolve U.S. problems as a logical extension of that long standing 
technology transfer policy. 

. 

We have received and reviewed the Environmental Assessment 
DOWEA-1005D which is directed at the use of a non U.S. facility for the 
cleanup processing of the subject Low Specific Activity Nitric Acid from 
the Hanford Site. We recognize that there are safety issues as well as 
national and international policy considerations involved in your decision 
process. One major concern is that misplaced non-proliferation inferences 
may tend to color that decision. Waste technology has, for many years 
now, been shared internationally through formal government channels and 
through the professional activities of organizations such as ANS. The issue 
of non-proliferation with respect to the foreikn party under consideration is 
moot, since they are already a weapons state and have an unblemished 
MEA safeguards record. Consequently, they are policy neutral. 

RECEIVED DOE 
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As to the technical subject under discussion, the U.S. does not appear to 
have a ready solution to the nitric acid processing problem, whereas other 
nations do. The solution proposed in the DOUEA-1005D offers one of 
these solutions, and it should be seriously considered on its merits without 
prejudice because of location or misplaced non-proliferation concerns. 

The ANS therefore endorses and encourages your efforts to use global 
technology to maximize the value of the public funds devoted to the DOE'S 
waste management program at the Hanford Site. 

n 

President 

cc: Jim Toscas 
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