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GLOSSARY
Acronyms and Initialisms
ALARA as low as reasonably achievable
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CcY calendar year
DOE U.S. Department of Energy
DOE-RL U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office
DOT U.S. Department of Transportation
EA environmental assessment
EIS environmental impact statement
ERPG emergency response planning guidelines
FEMP Fernald Environmental Management Project
FR Federal Register
LCF latent cancer fatality
LSA low specific activity
MTU metric tons of uranium
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
PNNL Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
ROD Record of Decision
TEEL temporary emergency exposure limit
uu unirradiated uranium
WAC Washington Adminigtrative Code
WDOH Washington State Department of Health

Definition of Terms

aslow asreasonably achievable (ALARA). An approach to radiation protection to control or manage
exposures (both individua and collective to the workforce and genera public) as low as socid, technicd,
economic, practical, and public policy considerations permit.

Background radiation. That level of radioactivity from naturally occurring sources, principally radiation
from cosmogenic and primordia radionuclides.

Decay, radioactive. A spontaneous nuclear transformation of one nuclide into a different nuclide or into
adifferent energy state of the same nuclide by emission of particles and/or photons.

Depleted uranium. Uranium having less than 0.711 as the percentage by weight of uranium-235 (i.e.,
assay less than natural uranium).

Enrichment. Theisotopic content, by weight, of uranium-235 in the total mass of uranium.
Fissile. Materia capable of undergoing fission by dow neutrons.
Latent cancer fatality. The excess cancer fatalitiesin a population due to exposure to a carcinogen.

L ow-enriched uranium. Uranium having between 0.711 weight percent and 20 weight percent of
uranium-235.
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L ow Specific Activity (LSA). A shipping category designation based on U.S. Department of
Transportation regquirements specified in 49 CFR 173-403. LSA materid isaU.S. Department of Energy,
Richland Operations Office class 7 (radioactive material) comprised of limited specific activity radioactive
materials. Specific activity limits for the LSA materia category are specified in three different
subcategories (i.e., LSA I, LSA 11, or LSA I11), which are explicitly related to the quantity of material
involved.

Maximally exposed individual. A hypothetical member of the public who, by virtue of location and
living habits, could receive the highest possible exposure to radiation or to hazardous materials as a result
of routine operations or accidental events.

Natural uranium. Uranium in its pre-enriched state, as found in nature, having a uranium 235
concentration of approximately 0.7 percent.

Normal uranium. Uranium having approximately 0.7 as the percentage by weight of uranium-235 as
occurring in nature, but created by a synthetic process.

Package. For radioactive materials, the packaging together with its radioactive contents as presented for
transport. The specific requirements are found in 49 CFR 173, "Shippers-General Requirements for
Shipments and Packaging".

Packaging. For radioactive materials, the assembly of components necessary to ensure compliance with
the packaging requirements. Packaging could consist of one or more receptacles, sorbent materials,
spacing structures, therma insulation, radiation shielding, and devices for cooling or sorbing mechanical
shocks. The conveyance, tie-down system, and auxiliary equipment sometimes could be designated as
part of the packaging. The specific requirements are found in 49 CFR 173, " Shippers-Generd
Requirements for Shipments and Packaging'”.

Per son-rem. The unit of collective dose to a population based on the number of exposed individuas
multiplied by the radiation dose to each individual.

rem. The conventiona unit of equivaent dose.

Risk. The product of the probability of occurrence of an accident and the consequences of an accident.
Total effective dose equivalent. The sum of the effective dose equivalent (for externa exposures)
and the committed effective dose equivalent (for internal exposures). A measure of radiation dose related

to risk of long-term health effects (i.e., latent cancers and genetic effects) following exposure to ionizing
radiation.
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METRIC CONVERSION CHART

If you know | Multiply by | To get ||
Length
centimeters 0.39 inches
meters 3.28 feet
kilometers 0.4 nautical miles
kilometers 0.62 statute miles
Area
square kilometers | 0.39 | square miles ||
Mass (weight)
grams 0.035 ounces
kilograms 2.2 pounds
kilograms 0.001 metric tons
Volume
liters 0.264 gdlons
cubic meters 36.32 cubic feet

Source: CRC Handbook of Chemistry and Physics, Robert C. Weast, Ph.D., 70th Ed., 1989-1990,
CRC Press, Inc., Boca Raton, Florida.

SCIENTIFIC NOTATION CONVERSION CHART

Multiplier Equivalent
10-1 0.1
10-2 01
10-3 .001
10-4 .0001
10-5 .00001
10-6 .000001
10-7 .0000001
10-8 .00000001
Environmental Assessment G3 June 2000



U.S. Department of Energy Glossary

This page intentionally |eft blank.

Environmental Assessment G4 June 2000



U.S. Department of Energy Contents

CONTENTS

GLOSSARY ..ttt ettt ettt a ettt h et ekt e e ab e et e e R e £ ekt e R b e e R e e e AR e e ke e ea R e e R e e eab e e Re e neenbeeenne e G-1
METRIC CONVERSION CHART .....eiiiiiitie ettt ettt st sse e ae e sneesbeesaeeenteesneeanneesneeas G-3
SCIENTIFIC NOTATION CONVERSION CHART ....coiiiiiiiiieesiie sttt G-3
1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION.....ccciiiieiiiiiiesee e 11
2.0 BACKGROUND ..ottt ettt sb et et e sb e e nbe e anbeesbe e et e e nneeenes 2-1
2.1 CANDIDATE URANIUM MATERIALS PROPOSED FOR TRANSPORT..........ccccceeuens 2-1
2.2 REMAINING HANFORD SITE URANIUM MATERIALS.......cooiiieeeeee e 2-5
2.3 RELATED DOCUMENTATION. ...ttt sttt et e e e 2-7
PR R - 01 oo g - [0 o PR P PR 2-7
2.3.2  WaSte MaNagEMENT. ......ceiiiiiitiiee et e e e e s s s e e e e e e e e s s bbb e e e e e e e e e e e annrnnes 2-8
3.0 ALTERNATIVESINCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION.......cccciiiiiienieeeieeniee e 31
31 PROPOSED ACTION ......ciitiiiieiiee sttt ettt sse e sbe e be e ssee e saeeanbeesbeeenneenneeenes 31
3.2 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION. .......coiiiiiiiiieeieesiee e 311
120 R (N[0 w0 N[ (= 7= (SRS 311
3.2.2 Alternative Interim Offsite Storage L ocations for Saeable Hanford Site Uranium................ 311
3.2.3 Disposda of Entire Hanford Site Surplus Uranium INVENLOrY ...........coovveeenieeinieesniee s 311
3.24 Alternative Transportation MOUES.........ccuiiiiiieiiiee e 311
40  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT ..ottt 4-1
4.1 HANFORD SITE......cotiiitiiiiieiie ettt ettt sb e e et e sn e e s ae e asbeesbe e snneenneeeaes 4-1
4.2 PORTSMOUTH SITE ...ttt et esn e 4-2
4.3 TRANSPORTATION CORRIDORS......cceiiitiiiiieiie ettt 4-2
5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS... .ottt sttt sne et 51
51 PROPOSED ACTION: IMPACTS FROM ROUTINE OPERATIONS........cccovivvrieeriee 51
5.1.1 Uranium Materias Packaging and Loading at Hanford Site Locations, and

Offloading/Storage at the POrtSmouth SIt€ ..., 51
oI I = 0 o o = 1o o PRSP 53
5.1.3 Potentia Interim Onsite Consolidated Storage of Unirradiated Fudl .............cccccoevviiieeeiineennn. 54
5.1.4 Potentiad Disposition of Uranium MaterialS a8SWaste..........ccocvvirieiiiieeiiiieeiiee e 55
52 PROPOSED ACTION: IMPACTS FROM ACCIDENTS.......coiiieiiieieeiie e 55
5.2.1 Packaging of Uranium Materials on the Hanford Site...........cccvvveiiiiiiiniie e 55
N 7= 11 0 - (0] o BRI 55
5.2.3 Storage of Uranium Materias at the Portsmouth Site ...........coooviiiieeiiiiiec e, 59
5.2.4 Continued Storage of Uranium Materialsonthe Hanford Site ..., 510
5.25 Potentia Disposition of Uranium Materials asWaste........cc.eveveiiiiiiiiiiiiiec e 510
53 PROPOSED ACTION: ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE.......coooiiiiieieeee e 510
5.4 PROPOSED ACTION: CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. ...t 511
6.0 PERMITS AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS.......cccoiiiiiiieii e 6-1
6.1 FACILITY COMPLIANGCE ..ottt ettt sttt e e sreeenseesneeanee 6-1
6.2 TRANSPORTATION REQUIREMENTS ......ooiiiiiiiiiiieiee e 6-1

Environmental Assessment TC-1 June 2000



U.S. Department of Energy Contents

CONTENTS (cont)

7.0 AGENCIES CONSULTED .....oiiiiiiiiiiiii i s 7-1

8.0 REFERENGCES ...... ..ottt e e s e e e e e e e e s nnn e e e e nnnneee s 81

APPENDIX

A POTENTIAL WASTE MANAGEMENT OPTION SURPLUS HANFORD SITE

URANIUM MATERIALS. ...ttt e e e e et e e e e e e e ennaes APP A-i
B PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS/DOE RESPONSES ON DRAFT DOE/EA-1319......... APP B-i
FIGURES
Figure1l. Typica Uranium BillEl.........coooiiiiiiiiiii e 2-2
T [0 I o] o o= £ R 2-4
Figure 3.  FUel ASSEMDIIES TN SIOMA0E. .. .ccci ettt e e e e ee e 2-6
Figured.  Hanford SIte.........oooiiiiiieeee e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e sanr e reeeaae s 32
Figure5. 300 Area Uranium FaCilITiES. .......c.ueeiiiiiiiii i 33
FIQUIE 6. 200 WEBSE ATEAL ...eee e e eieie ettt ettt e e ettt e e ettt e e e st e e e e anbe e e e asna e e e e annaeeeeennseeeeeanns 34
FIQUrE 7. 200 EGSE ATEAL .....eeeiiiiee ettt ettt ettt ettt e e st e e emn e e e enn e e e ne e e e 35
Figure8.  Proposed Overland Truck Route from Hanford Site to Portsmouth, Ohio......................... 37
Figure9. Proposed Rail Route from Hanford Site to Portsmouth, Ohio. ...........ccccceiiiiiiiiieiiieenee 37
Figure 10. Potential Uranium Storage Locations at Portsmouth Site............ccceeeviiieeeiiciiee e, 39
TABLES
Tablel.  ExcessUnirradiated Uranium SUMMEIY. ....cccueieiueriiieeiieie et sinee e 1-3
Table2. Radiologica Impacts of Incident-Free Transportation. ............cccovceeerieeenieeeniee e 54
Table3.  Potentia Transportation Radiological Accident RiSKS.........cccoivuveieeiiiiieee e 58
Table4.  Potentid Toxicologica Consequences from an Accident............cccvveveeeeiiiiiiiiieeeee e, 58

Environmental Assessment TC-2 June 2000



U.S. Department of Energy Purpose and Need for Agency Action

1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has surplus uranium, in various forms, on the Hanford Site near
Richland, Washington. Uranium has been used in the past on the Hanford Site in support of nuclear
production operations. Current missions are to safely clean up and manage the legacy wastes on the
Hanford Site, and to develop and deploy science and technology (DOE/RL-96-92). DOE has identified
1,866 metric tons of uranium (MTU) as surplus on the Hanford Site. As of late calendar year 1999, the
predominant amount of approximately 1,700 MTU [1,866 MTU minus 140 MTU (including 135 MTU of
contaminated fuel and 5 MTU of miscellaneous scrap)] was considered to have a positive market value
and, as such, an asset to DOE. Acquisition interest in the 1,700 MTU of materia previoudy was
expressed by both foreign-owned and domestic commercial organizations.

The remaining Hanford Site uranium (the aforementioned 140 MTU) has been evaluated, by independent
experts, as not economically feasible for required pre-treatment and subsequent sale. This materia is
being managed appropriately pending afina disposition determination. The 135 MTU of contaminated
fuel is contaminated radiologically with low levels of surface beta/gamma contamination (150 to 5,000
disintegrations per minute). The 5 MTU of miscellaneous scrap isin forms and purities not considered
economically recoverable. Table 1 shows the current inventory of surplus uranium on the Hanford Site.
The current storage configurations are in good condition, and there is no immediate need for upgrade.

In January 2000, a uranium market analysis workshop was held. Brokers, customers, and processors of
uranium were invited, and presented with information regarding quantities and specifications for al
Hanford Site surplus uranium. It was determined that there is no reasonably foreseeable demand for the
remaining unirradiated fuel (approximately 825 MTU). Therefore, the inventory of uranium considered to
have a readily-identifiable positive market value has been reduced from the aforementioned 1,700 MTU to
approximately 900 MTU.

DOE needsto (1) relocate potentially saleable Hanford Site surplus unirradiated uranium (UU) to the
DOE's Portsmouth Site near Portsmouth, Ohio, for future beneficial use and (2) provide onsite
management of Hanford Site surplus uranium that is not considered readily saleable. The management of
excess uranium on the Hanford Site supports a Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent
Order (Ecology et d. 1999) Milestone MX-92-06-T01 related to “complete commercia disposition and/or
the acquisition of new facilities, modification of existing facilities, and/or modification of planned facilities
necessary for storage, treatment/processing, and disposal/disposition of al Hanford Site UU,” and

U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (DOE-RL) deactivation and mortgage reduction
goals.

This proposed relocation action would be conducted as an interim action pending completion of a NEPA
review clarifying the definition and role of the Uranium Management Center for future management of
DOE' s uranium inventory. The NEPA review would examine the packaging, transportation, receipt, and
storage of these uranium materials with potentia for beneficial reuse, including possible sale and
disposition. Although the Portsmouth Site has been selected for the temporary storage of similar material,
one or more sites would be evaluated for the longer term storage of useable uranium material. DOE’s
Oak Ridge Operations has begun the requisite steps necessary to prepare the aforementioned NEPA
review, in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (P.L. 91-90,

42 USC 4321 et seg.) and the DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures (10 CFR 1021).
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Physical relocation of the uranium inventory on the Hanford Site within the DOE Complex does not
congtitute a proliferation issue. In the event that the NEPA review would result in selection of a different
location than Portsmouth for the Uranium Management Center, the Hanford Site uranium would be
transported to the site of the Uranium Management Center with other surplus uranium stored at the
Portsmouth Site. Potential environmental consequences associated with the associated transfers would be
included in the NEPA review.

The proposed onsite management actions (as necessary) would be conducted as an interim action pending
completion of DOE/EIS-0286, Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive & Hazardous) Waste Program EIS.
The EIS (draft expected to be issued in fiscal year 2000) evaluates the potential environmental impacts
associated with ongoing activities of the Hanford Site Solid Waste Program, the implementation of
programmatic decisions resulting from the Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0200), and reasonably foreseeable treatment, storage, and disposal
facilities/activities.
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Table1l. Excess Hanford Site Unirradiated Uranium Summary.

Eorm Avg %  MTU Quantity Present
U-235 Storage
Location
Finished metal fuel assembly 0.95 611.8 300 Area
Finished metal fuel assembly 1.15 133.7 300 Area
Finished metal fuel assembly 1.03 9.8 300 Area
Finished metal fuel assembly 0.71 65.3 300 Area
Unfinished metal fuel assembly 1.25 14.6 300 Area
Unfinished metal fuel assembly 0.95 113.5 300 Area
Unfinished metal fuel assembly 0.71 8.6 300 Area
fuel assembly subtotal 957.3
Metal billets 1.25 233.6 300 Area
Metal billets 0.95 0.4 300 Area
Metal billets 0.71 0.3 300 Area
Metal billets 0.2 0.3 300 Area
billet subtotal 234.6
UO; (powder) 0.87 668.5 200W Area
UO; (powder) 0.2 0.6 200W Area
UO3 subtotal 669.1
UO, (in fuel rods) 2.35 0.87 200E, 2718
UO, (in misc. cans) 2.90 0.13 300 Area
UO, (powder and pellets) 0.71 1.27 300 Area
UO, (powder and pellets) 0.2 2.2 300 Area
UO: subtotal 4.47

Totals 1866
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2.0 BACKGROUND

Uranium materias, in various forms and enrichments, were fabricated into fuel for use in the Hanford Site
production reactors and were byproducts from reprocessing plants. Enrichment is based on the isotopic
uranium-235 content'. Uranium on the Hanford Site includes norma uranium, depleted uranium, and low-
enriched uranium. A brief description of the materias follows (refer to Table 1 for Hanford Site surplus
uranium inventory).

Ongoing evaluations to date have enabled DOE to clearly identify surplus Hanford Site uranium materias
that readily are saleable. Those materias are discussed in Section 2.1. As stated previoudly (Section 1.0),
in January 2000 a determination was made that there is no reasonably foreseeable demand for the
unirradiated fuel (approximately 960 MTU). Therefore, these materials are included in Section 2.2.

21 CANDIDATE URANIUM MATERIALSPROPOSED FOR TRANSPORT

Uranium Metal Billets. Metd billets are metallic forms of uranium that have been formed mechanicaly
into hollow cylindrical shapes. Two sizes of hillets, ‘inner and "outer’, were fabricated. The differencein
the sizes is associated with the diameter of the billets. The inner’ billets (Figure 1) have a nominal
diameter of 14 centimeters (5.5 inches). The 'outer' billets have alarger diameter (nominally about

18 centimeters (7 inches) and have more mass; an inner billet weighs 125 kilograms (approximately

275 pounds), and an outer hillet weighs 190 kilograms (approximately 420 pounds). The uranium billets
presently stored on the Hanford Site are surplus materials because of the discontinued DOE defense
reactor operations.

The surplus uranium billets currently are stored in wooden shipping containers in secured facilitiesin the
300 Area on the Hanford Site. The current 235 MTU meta billet inventory consists of 1,257 billets stored
in 320 boxes: 1,255 hillets (318 boxes) at an enrichment level (based on uranium-235 content) of 1.25
weight-percent; and 2 billets (2 boxes) at a 0.2 weight-percent enrichment level (‘depleted’ uranium).
Also, there are 3 hillets (1 box) of 0.95 weight-percent, and 2 billets (1 box) of normal uranium. The
facilities are monitored routinely and protected in accordance with DOE safeguards requirements. The
dose rate on contact of atypica uranium billet is approximately 8 millirem per hour. The dose rate on
contact of awooden shipping container containing 4 billets is approximately 4 millirem per hour.

! The uranium materias might contain trace quantities (parts per million) of impurities including actinides,
fission products, and/or metals. Fuel fabrication operations included appropriate quality assurance checks
and sampling programs to ensure product specifications were met.
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Billet, typical
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Figure 1. Typica Uranium Billet.
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Uranium Trioxide (UQ;). Low-enriched UO; powder (approximately 670 MTU) is stored in 147 T-
hoppers (Figure 2) at the Uranium Oxide Plant in the 200 West Area of the Hanford Site. A small quantity
[less than 200 kilograms (440 pounds)] of low-enriched UO; powder is aresidua hed in 40 'empty’ T-
hoppers (T-hoppers are truncated cylindrical vessals that can hold up to 5.4 MTU of powder).

Uranium Dioxide (UQ,). The Hanford Site UO, inventory on the Hanford Site consists of 2,181 kilograms
(approximately 4,800 pounds) of depleted uranium and 1,266 kilograms (2,800 pounds) of normal UO,
pellets, powder, and fud pins containing UO; pellets. All of these materials except the fuel pins are stored
in metal cans or drums. The materia is undergoing evaluation regarding potentia economic value.

Additiondly, thereis UQ, in the 200 and 300 Areas of the Hanford Site that is predominantly 2.35 weight
percent uranium-235. These materias include 870 kilograms (approximately 1,900 pounds) of UO,
powder within duminum fuel tubes and 130 kilograms (approximately 290 pounds) of miscellaneous
pellets, powder, and scrap materials. Some of the aluminum fuel tubes are packaged in 415-liter (110
gallon) U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) 6M containers, but most of the tubes are in 320-liter
(85-gdlon) criticality safe 'storage’ containers that are not certified for transport. These materials might
require repackaging or overpacking for shipment as appropriate.
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2.2 REMAINING HANFORD SITE URANIUM MATERIALS

Presently, ongoing evaluations have not identified a positive market value for some uranium materials on
the Hanford Site. As a management contingency, DOE would consider onsite disposition of these
materials as low-level waste. A brief description of these materials follows.

Unirradiated Fuel Assemblies. The Hanford Site unirradiated fuel inventory (atotal of approximately 960
MTU) contains various types of assemblies; each type is characterized by the uranium-235 enrichment of
the inner and outer fuel element and the fuel length. Fuel assemblies vary in length from 66 centimeters
(26 inches) to 38 centimeters (15 inches). The average fuel assembly weighs 20 kilograms (approximately
44 pounds).

The finished fuel assemblies are stored in 1,394 wooden boxes in the 300 Area of the Hanford Site (Figure
3). Of these boxes, 1,143 boxes contain unirradiated, uncontaminated finished fuel assemblies. There are
251 boxes that contain finished fuel assemblies that were loaded into N Reactor, but never irradiated.
These assemblies, radiologicaly contaminated with low levels of surface beta/gamma contamination (150
to 5,000 disintegrations per minute), were removed from the reactor, cleaned, packaged, and stored
(double-wrapped in plastic). Unfinished fuel eements are stored in 339 wooden boxes.

Marketability of the unirradiated fuel actively isbeing pursued. DOE is considering consolidated interim
storage of the materia ongite, pending fina dispostion (i.e., transport offsite for future use or onsite buria
aslow-level waste). It would be expected that an existing or a new facility(s) could be modified or
constructed (respectively) in the 200 Areas to accommodate centralized storage on the Hanford Site.
Potential locations to date include the Central Waste Complex (200 West Area), T Plant Complex

(200 West Areq), or the Canister Storage Building (200 East Area).

UQO, Powder. There are approximately 2 MTU of UO; powder stored in drums in the 200 West Area of
the Hanford Site being considered for disposition as waste. This includes about 0.6 MTU of depleted
uranium and 1.5MTU of low-enriched uranium. This materia is chemicaly smilar to the UO; in the
T-hoppers.

UO, Powder. There are approximately 3 MTU of UO, powder stored in metal containers on the Hanford
Site. This material was described previoudy (Section 2.1), and is included here in the event that no
economic value is identified.

Miscellaneous Uranium Materials. There are some miscellaneous uranium materials being evaluated for
disposition aswaste. This includes approximately 0.3 MTU of depleted uranium billets and about 0.5
MTU of miscellaneous residual scrap metal pieces from earlier fuel fabrication activities.

It would be expected that, in the event that no marketable value is identified, these materials would be
appropriately packaged and transported from current storage locations to the 200 Areas on the Hanford
Site for digposa as low-level waste. Additional details for potential management of these materias as
waste are provided in Appendix A.
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Figure 3. Fuel Assembliesin Storage.
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2.3 RELATED DOCUMENTATION

Similar activities have been addressed previoudy as discussed in the following sections.

2.3.1 Transportation

The proposed action is similar to activities conducted earlier (without significant environmental impacts) on
the Hanford Site. Recent shipments of Hanford Site excess materials to the United Kingdom (i.e.,
uranium billets and low-specific activity nitric acid) have been the subject of environmental assessments
(EAs). The EAS, each of which resulted in a Finding Of No Significant Impact, are incorporated by
reference in this document:

Environmental Assessment for the Shipment of Low Enriched Uranium Billets to the United
Kingdom from the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (DOE/EA-0787, August 1992).
Environmental Assessment, Disposition and Transportation of Surplus Radioactive Low Specific
Activity Nitric Acid, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (DOE/EA-1005, May 1995).
Environmental Assessment, Transfer of Normal and Low-Enriched Uranium Billets to the United
Kingdom, Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (DOE/EA-1123, November 1995).

In 1992 and 1996, atotal of 1,040 metric tons (appraximately 2,300,000 pounds) of uranium billets were
shipped from the 300 Area to the United Kingdom. The potential impacts associated with the shipments
were anayzed (DOE /EA-0787 and DOE/EA-1123). The shipments were conducted without incident.
The proposed action would pose similar potential hazards.

The proposed action involves the analysis of interstate transfer of billets and powder, while the 1992 and
1996 campaigns involved international shipments of billets. The 1992 and 1996 campaigns used truck
transportation from the Hanford Site to Seattle, Washington. At that point, billets were transferred to
ocean vessels that transported the material through the Panama Canal to Germany and to the United
Kingdom.

Additiondly, DOE recently has evaluated a similar action for the transfer of approximately 3,800 MTU of
uranium materias currently stored at the Fernald Environmental Management Project (FEMP) Site to
various Oak Ridge Operations managed sites. Identified Oak Ridge Operations managed sites included
the Portsmouth Site. The following EA was prepared concerning this site: DOE/EA-1299, Environmental
Assessment for the U.S. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge Operations Receipt and Storage of
Uranium Materials from the Fernald Environmental Management Project Site, (March 1999). A
Finding Of No Significant Impact was issued on April 13, 1999. This EA dsoisincorporated by
reference.

DOE has proposed the preparation of a NEPA review to address potential impacts associated with
consolidation of potertially reusable uranium materials at a DOE Uranium Management Center. The
NEPA review would examine the packaging, transportation, receipt, and storage of these uranium
materials with potentid for beneficial reuse, including possible sdle and disposition.  Although the
Portsmouth Site has been selected for the temporary storage of similar material, one or more sites would
be evaluated for the longer term storage of useable uranium material. The NEPA review preparation is
expected to be initiated in calendar year 2000.
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2.3.2 Waste Management

Radioactive waste materias are managed routinely on the Hanford Site. For example, in calendar year
1998, 1,470,000 kilograms (approximately 3,240,000 pounds) of radioactive waste were generated on the
Hanford Site (PNNL-12088). Hanford Site waste disposal operations are being addressed in the draft
Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive & Hazardous) Waste Program EIS (DOE/EIS-0268 Draft), which is
currently in preparation.
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3.0 ALTERNATIVESINCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action and the aternatives are discussed in the following sections.

3.1 PROPOSED ACTION

ion of Harford S : »

The DOE is proposing to transport approximately 900 MTU (approximately 2,000,000 pounds) of uranium
materias currently stored on the Hanford Site to the Portsmouth Site for consolidated storage. These
materials are considered potentialy saleable by DOE. The shipments of the uranium materias would be
categorized appropriately, per DOT specifications, for radioactive materials. Transport of the uranium
materials could be conducted by overland truck and/or rail, specifically as follows.

Approximately 75 shipments, via overland truck transport, to the Portsmouth Site would be required
for the uranium billets. A shipping container of the uranium billets would have a dose rate of less than
0.5 millirem per hour a 1 meter (3 feet).

Approximately 50 to 75 shipments, via overland truck transport, to the Portsmouth Site would be
required for the UO;3; powder (2 to 4 T-hoppers per truck, depending on weight restrictions). Rail
transport of this material aso is consdered a possibility. A tota of gpproximately 5 shipments viarail
would be required (10 T-hoppers per railcar; three railcars per shipment). The T-hoppers would have
adoserate of less than 20 millirem per hour at 1 meter (3 feet).

Before any materia shipments from the Hanford Site to the Portsmouth Site, DOE Oak Ridge Operations
would prepare a materia management plan. This plan would be coordinated with the State of Ohio. This
plan would include information on storage, marketing, disposal, and short-/long-term funding requirements.
This plan would be a'living document', and would be issued as a standal one document separate from the

EA.

A typical sequence of activities for any necessary packaging and transportation includes several steps.

For example, initialy the billets, currently stored in wooden shipping containers, would be transferred from
the existing storage facilities in the 300 Area (3712 Building and 303-G Building) to a nearby facility for
appropriate repackaging. This could be smilar to the action described in DOE/EA-1123. For that
campaign, facilities considered included the 3712 Building [a facility in the 300 Area less than 1,000 meters
(3,330 feet) away]. Relative locations of the 300 Areafacilities are shown in Figures 4 and 5. (Note: the
relative locations of the UO; storage area and the 2718-E Building are shown in Figures 6 and 7,

respectively.)
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Should repackaging be required, minor modifications at the specific location might be necessary.
Modifications could include some form of temporary heating for operator comfort, as necessary, during the
campaign. Temporary portable hoisting and rigging equipment would be provided, including A-frame(s)
and chain hoist(s), aswell as any specia handling tools. It is expected that the necessary equipment, most
of which is of commercia design, is presently on the Hanford Site. Some handling equipment that was
used during earlier uranium transportation campaigns (DOE/EA-0787 and DOE/EA-1123) could be
modified to interface with the current characteristics of the uranium materials inventory [e.g., billets outer-
and ingde-diameter dimensions and weight, fuel length, and A-frame/chain hoist(s)].

The materials would be transferred, as necessary, to appropriate DOT containers. It is expected that
uranium billets might be shipped in their current configuration (i.e., wooden shipping containers), or might
be repackaged to the extent required by DOT regulations.

The appropriate shipping containers (including T-hoppers) would be secured on atruck trailer (and/or
railcar) and radiologically measured by trained personnel using prescribed equipment and methods before
release. The methods include provisions for carrier compliance with federa and state regulations for
transport of radioactive materials. The methods would ensure compliance with standards, specifications,
and regulations, including DOT guidelines. Carrier security demands would be met. A licensed
commercia carrier would be retained.

The proposed route for the transport of the uranium materials from the Hanford Site to the Portsmouth
Siteis shown in Figures 8 and 9 (overland truck and rail routes respectively). The transport of the uranium
materials would fall under DOT regulations for radioactive materials and would be under the control of
DOE. It might be necessary to amend the transportation route of the uranium materials to secure an
alternate route to address logistical or other reasonable concerns. Such circumstances, which could affect
the selected route, including road closures, detours, and unanticipated inclement weather, are not expected
to result in increased risk to the worker or public during transportation of the uranium materials, relative to
normal trangportation risk. Final mode/route selection would be based on cost, schedule, and operational
considerations.
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Once at the Portsmouth Site, the containers of uranium materials would be offloaded and stored at an
gppropriate location. The current proposed location is X-744-G (Figure 10, which was reproduced from
DOE/EA-1299). The Hanford Site uranium materials would be stored in a transportation-ready
configuration, not precluding future determination(s). These activities would be similar to, and consistent
with, actions described in DOE/EA-1299. Any necessary modifications to the Portsmouith facilities would
be expected to be minor; e.g., resurfacing asphalt pads, erecting tent covering/enclosure, painting, utility
modifications, and radiation monitors. No transport containers would be returned to the Hanford Site for
reuse.

After removal of the entire inventory of uranium materials from the existing storage facilities on the
Hanford Site, electrical services to those facilities would be reduced to minimize maintenance costs while
maintaining appropriate safety margins. End-point criteria would be developed supporting surveillance and
maintenance activities. The facilities would remain locked until decommissioned or transferred to a new
owner. The temporary equipment would be decontaminated, if necessary, and reused or excessed as

appropriate.

Environmental Assessment 38 June 2000



U.S. Department of Energy

Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

]

= ;mmﬂﬁl =L e MR | i
.. ‘amalw Len il ' :, ; Bk i )
T T |.. e (iR T i | k T[
i : (i, k]| L .
1 I I
i |
|| |
X-3001-] |
| ¥
=]
H-3aa8—

LIS
LEGEND: —mi o ana mecis 4 :
E_ PR 1] ' o
. WIEAS TR EOTINE STEORACE - Hope
= i APl G 'vn  — Science Appdications
T RRROARY s | e B International Corporat
F————— T (T T
e avne.FERCE LM
- RN (R TREARY
L] T o

POTERTIAL URANIUM STOHACE A

¥ %0 280 PORTEMOUTH GASEOUS DIFFUSION
gt re! : — |—m T e
o A e N %) w1 F PIEETCWN, OHIO

1
Figure 10. Potentia Uranium Storage Locations at Portsmouth Site.

Environmental Assessment

39 June 2000



U.S. Department of Energy Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

; nding Disposition. Approximately 825 MTU of
uni rradlated fue would be transported from the prmtt location to the Hanford Site 200 Areas for
consolidated storage. As discussed in Section 1.0, presently there is no reasonably foreseeable demand for
the remaining unirradiated fuel (approximately 825 MTU). The remova of the unirradiated fuel from the
300 Area on the Hanford Site supports a Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
(Ecology et a. 1999) Milestone MX-92-06-TO1 related to “complete commercial disposition and/or the
acquisition of new facilities, modification of existing facilities, and/or modification of planned facilities
necessary for storage, treatment/processing, and disposal/disposition of al Hanford Site UU,” and
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office (DOE-RL) deactivation and mortgage reduction
goals.

Candidate storage locations would include modified (as appropriate) existing facilities: the Central Waste
Complex in the 200 West Area, the 2101-M warehouse in the 200 West Area, the Canister Storage
Building in the 200 East Area, and the 616 Nonradioactive Dangerous Waste Storage Facility (between
200 East and 200 West Areas).” A new interim storage structure aso could be installed. It would be
expected that this new facility would be in the immediate vicinity of one the aforementioned candidate
exigting facilities, within or contiguous to an already developed area (where site utilities and roads are
available), thus minimizing potentia impacts to ground surface disturbance.

Activities would be typica of those associated with the siting, construction, and operation of small-scale
support buildings and support structures (including prefabricated buildings). Any necessary modifications
to an existing Hanford Site facility would be expected to be minor (e.g., resurfacing asphalt pads, erecting
tent covering/enclosure, painting, utility modifications, and radiation monitors). These types of activities
are conducted routinely on the Hanford Site.

It is expected that operations associated with packaging (as necessary), loading, and unloading the
unirradiated fuel would be similar to those previously described for the uranium billets. Onsite
transportation would be conducted using existing Hanford Ste transportation methods.

' I ' ' ) isposal. Uranium materias that might be
desr gnated as Waste would be approprlately packaged and transported from the present location to the 200
Areas Low-Leve Burid Grounds for disposal. As stated in Section 1.0, candidate materials for waste
disposal include the aforementioned 140 MTU (135 MTU of contaminated fuel and 5 MTU of
miscellaneous scrap). 1t is expected that potential modifications to existing facilities would be consistent
with the ongoing disposal mission at the burial grounds. Appendix A provides additional details regarding
the potentia disposition of these uranium materials as waste.

2 Other existing facilities that might be considered include 2727-E, 221-T, 221-U, 224-T, and 272-E.
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3.2 ALTERNATIVESTO THE PROPOSED ACTION

Alternatives to the proposed action are as follows.

3.2.1 No-Action Alternative

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Hanford Site uranium materials would remain in the existing, onsite
storage configurations. This aternative does not address the actua disposition of the materia, and would
result in continued surveillance and maintenance with the attendant costs for safeguards, security, and
utility assessments.

3.2.2 Alternative Interim Offsite Storage L ocations for Saleable Hanford Site Uranium

At the present time, no alternative locations other than the Portsmouth Site for interim offsite storage of
the Hanford Site uranium materias have been identified. The proposed action is consistent with the recent
DOE decision to transfer FEMP uranium materials to the Portsmouth Site (DOE/EA-1299). The
Portsmouth Site offers unique capabilities for uranium storage, including infrastructure.

3.2.3 Disposal of Entire Hanford Site Surplus Uranium Inventory

Presently, some value has been identified for some of the surplus Hanford Site uranium inventory.
Disposa of the entire inventory would not recognize any potential benefits from sale or reuse of the
materials, and would require large incremental funding allocations.

3.2.4 Alternative Transportation Modes

Other modes of transportation, such as air transport or barge, were considered. The potential hazards and
risks associated with such transport would be similar to those experienced with overland transport. The
mode preferred by DOE is overland transport of the surplus material. The following discusson of
aternative modes is provided for completeness.

Air transportation of the uranium materials would be possible, dthough it would be more expensive than
other forms of transportation. Radiation doses to persons not involved in the transportation essentialy
would be zero under normal conditions. As stated in the National Transportation Statistics, Annua Report
for 1992 (DOTVNTSC-RSPA92-1), the probability of an air accident is about 20 times less than the
probability of atruck accident, on a per-mile basis. Therefore, the risk from an air crash islow.

Barge transport of the uranium materiasis considered impractical. Defueled submarine reactor
compartments are transported routinely by barge via the Columbia River to the Hanford Site for disposal.
However, barge transportation is generaly dow. No barge route has been identified which would not
require transportation by truck and/or multiple loading and unloading of the containers between the
involved origins and degtination.
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The affected environment includes the potential transportation routes (generdly interstate highways and
rail routes), in addition to the Hanford Site and the Portsmouth Site. The general environmental description
of the routes was considered in the route-specific aggregate data used to analyze transportation impacts.
Details regarding the Hanford Site can be found in the Hanford Site 1998 Environmental Report
(PNNL-12088) and Hanford Site National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Characterization
(PNNL-6415). Details regarding the Portsmouth Site can be found in DOE/EA-1299.

41 HANFORD SITE

Surplus uranium materials are located in the 200 West Area, 200 East Area, and the 300 Area of the
Hanford Site, which is in the southeastern portion of Washington State. Involved portions of the 300 Area
are approximately 1 kilometer (0.6 mile) west of the Columbia River, the nearest natural watercourse.
The nearest population center is the adjoining City of Richland, to the south. The City of Richland has a
population of 32,315, while the population within an 80-kilometer (50-mile) radius of the 200 Areasis
gpproximately 375,860.

The Hanford Site has a semiarid climate with 15 to 18 centimeters (6 to 7 inches) of annual precipitation,
and infrequent periods of high winds of up to 128-kilometers (80-miles) per hour. Tornadoes are
extremely rare; no destructive tornadoes have occurred in the region surrounding the Hanford Site. The
probability of atornado hitting any given waste management unit on the Hanford Site is estimated at

1 chance in 100,000 during any given year. The region is categorized as one of low to moderate
segmicity.

The surplus uranium storage locations are not located within a wetland or in a 100- or 500-year floodplain.
Threatened and endangered plants and animals identified on the Hanford Site, as listed by the federa
government (50 CFR 17) and Washington State (Washington Natural Heritage Program 1997) are not
found in the vicinity of the uranium storage areas, and are discussed in PNNL-6415. No plants or
mammals on the federal list of threatened and endangered wildlife and plants (50 CFR 17) are known to
occur on the Hanford Site. There are, however, three species of birds (Aleutian Canada goose, bald
eagle, and peregrine falcon) and two species of fish (steelhead and spring-run chinook salmon) on the
federa list of threatened and endangered species. Severa species of both plants and animals are under
consideration for forma listing by the federal government and Washington State. Details are provided in
PNNL-6415, and are incorporated by reference in this EA.

Cultura resources in the area of the surplus uranium storage locations have been considered. The

300 Area on the Hanford Site and the location of the uranium fuel fabrication plants that manufactured
fuel rods to be irradiated in the Hanford Site reactors provided the first essentia step in the plutonium
production process. In the 300 Area, 158 buildings/structures have been inventoried on historic property
inventory forms. Of that number, 47 buildings/structures have been determined eligible for the Nationa
Register as contributing properties within the Historic District recommended for mitigation. Included in
that list are the 303-A Building, the 333 Building, and the 3716 Building Assessments of the contents of the
333 Building resulted in identification/tagging of artifacts such as safety signg/posters, a control pand,
protective worker clothes, and a sample uranium fuel element. No artifacts were identified in an
assessment of the 3716 Building. No specific Cultural Resources Review was conducted for the proposed
action because no ground disturbance or facility modifications are planned as part of the proposed action.
Additiond information regarding the cultural resources on the Hanford Site can be found in PNNL-6415.
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4.2 PORTSMOUTH SITE

The Portsmouth Site is located approximately 36 kilometers (22 miles) northeast of Portsmouth in Pike
County, Ohio. The site occupies an area of approximately 15 square kilometers (6 square miles). The
region of influence for the Portsmouth Site includes both Pike County, where the facility is located, and
Scioto County, which includes Portsmouth, the nearest city. The population of the two counties, per 1996
data, is approximately 108,000. Thereisroadway access viamagor arteries connecting the area with
interstates, as well as air, bus, and rail service.

Congtruction of the site began in late 1952 and ended in 1956, 1 year after the start of uranium enrichment
processing on the site. On July 1, 1993, DOE leased portions of the site to the United States Enrichment
Corporation for the purpose of managing and operating the uranium enrichment enterprise. DOE retains
responsibility for the non-leased portions of the site, which consist primarily of environmenta restoration
and waste management activities.

Building 744-G, one of the receipt locations at the Portsmouth Site under consideration, has been upgraded
to receive the Fernald uranium, and space is available within that facility to receive the surplus Hanford
Site materia should this receipt location be selected. The facility, a stee-framed building with a concrete
floor, has standard electrical service, sanitary water, dry-pipe sprinkler systems, and radiation alarm
clusters. Thefacility is expected to house a total of approximately 5,900 MTU (13,000,000 pounds) of
uranium materials. Additional details regarding the environment pertaining to the Portsmouth Site can be
found in DOE/EA-1299.

4.3 TRANSPORTATION CORRIDORS

Proposed transportation corridors are shown in Figures 8 (overland truck) and 9 (rail). The potential
routes would be predominantly established interstate highways or railways, traversing a variety of terrains.
Diverse populations (in metropolitan, urban, and rura settings) would be aong the approximately 4,000
kilometers (2,400 miles).
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The following sections present quantitative information on those potential environmental impacts that have
been identified as aresult of activities being proposed for the packaging of uranium materials on the
Hanford Site, and subsequent transport of the material to the Portsmouth Site for storage, or to the
Hanford Site 200 West Areafor disposal. Both routine operations (incident-free packaging and
transportation) and accident scenarios are analyzed in Sections 5.1 and 5.2, respectively.

The proposed action is not expected to result in radiological or hazardous material releasesto the
environment. All activities would comply with current DOE Orders and state and federal regulations.

The low leve of radioactivity associated with the uranium materials makes the risks associated with the
handling and transportation of the uranium materials small. There would be low radiation exposure
associated with packaging the uranium materials. A toxicologica hazard exists because of the potentia
for an accidental release of the material in particulate form to the environment. However, the uranium
materials currently are packaged appropriately for the respective forms[e.g., billets (large, solid metal
masses stored in wooden boxes) or uranium oxide powder (stored in T-hoppers)]. These storage
configurations would not release particulates’ readily to create a potential health hazard.

It is expected that potentia personneg exposure to both radiation and hazardous materias during routine
handling and offloading operations at the Portsmouth Site, and subsequent storage activities, would be no
greater than existing conditions at those locations. Appropriate methods would be in place to ensure
minimum exposure to radiation and hazardous materials [in keeping with as low as reasonably achievable
(ALARA) principles] and to ensure maximum personnel and public safety. Potential impacts associated
with both routine operations and accidents would be expected to be bounded by those described in the
following sections for activities on the Hanford Site and for interstate transportation. Thisis especidly
true for the transportation analysis, which also includes transport of fuel elements (as presented in the
November 1999 Draft EA).

5.1 PROPOSED ACTION: IMPACTSFROM ROUTINE OPERATIONS

Impacts from routine operations are described in the following sections.

5.1.1 Uranium Materials Packaging and L oading at Hanford Site L ocations, and
Offloading/Storage at the Portsmouth Site

The potentia for release of uranium during packaging and loading/offloading exists. However, appropriate
controls would be in place to maintain occupational radiation exposure well below DOE regulations of
5,000 millirem per year (10 CFR 835), in keeping with ALARA principles. Additiondly, appropriate
methods and administrative controls (e.g., personnd training and a radiation work permit) would bein

® The chemical composition of Hanford Site uranium powder and billets was specified to control the fabrication, nuclear
reactivity, and irradiation stability characteristics of the metal. The uranium-235 concentration was specified to control the
nuclear reactivity of the uranium. Metal density was specified primarily to control the microscopic metal soundness and as a
secondary control on both nuclear reactivity and chemical purity.

Trace amounts of chemical components (in parts per million) could be present as impurities in the uranium powder and billets.
Specifications included concentrations limits for actinides (e.g., thorium) and fission products (e.g., ruthenium-106); and metals
(e.g., iron, aluminum, beryllium). Impurities were not considered in calculating potential impacts.
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place before any proposed activities. Also, radiation and hazardous chemical personnel exposure levels
would be monitored during the proposed action (i.e., personal dosimeters and continuous air monitors, as
required).

Most of the potentia radiological exposure would be expected for the workers involved in the proposed
packaging. The maximum expected whole body total dose for an estimated workforce of 5 workers (for
any particular type of surplus material) would be a small fraction of the average annual exposure to
radiation by Hanford Site/Portsmouth personnel from ongoing activities at these Sites.

For example, uranium billets are stored in the 300 Area on the Hanford Site. Average occupationa
externd whole-body exposure to personnel in the 300 Area due to routine operationsin calendar year 1998
was 83 millirem per year; the 1998 annual average external background dose rate (measured in
communities considered distant from the Hanford Site) was approximately 70 millirem per year
(PNNL-12088). Thisis substantialy less than the maximum DOE regulatory standard of 5,000 millirem
per year. Based on a dose-to-risk conversion factor of 4.0 x 10-4 (onsite) latent cancer fatalities (LCF)
per person-rem (56 FR 23363), no LCFs would be expected.” Exposures to noninvolved workers could
result from air emissions during packaging activities, but the collective doses would be much smaller than
those for directly involved workers because such emissions would be small.

No public exposure to radiation above that currently experienced from routine Hanford Site operations is
anticipated as aresult of these actions. As reported in PNNL-12088, the potentia dose to the maximally
exposed individua during calendar year 1998 from Hanford Site operations was 0.02 millirem. The 1998
average dose to the population was 0.0005 millirem per person. Collectively, the potential dose to the local
population of 380,000 persons from 1997 operations was 0.2 person-rem. The current DOE radiation limit
for an individual member of the public is 100 millirem per year, and the nationa average dose from natural
sources is 300 millirem per year. The low doses associated with the total inventory of uranium billetsin
the 300 Area would not contribute to offsite public exposure. With no additional offsite exposure involved
with the packaging and loading of the uranium billets, no adverse hedth effects to the public are expected.
Similar expectations would hold true for the other forms of Hanford Site surplus uranium.

No toxicological exposure to workers or the general public is expected to occur as aresult of routine
handling of the uranium materias, either during packaging, loading, or offloading activities. The materias
would be handled in a manner consistent with packaging and transportation of radioactive solid materias.
Hanford Site and Portsmouth personnel routinely handle these types of materials daily. Routine methods
(e.g., use of personned protective clothing), specific training, and equipment safeguards are in place, and
are adeguate to ensure the safe packaging and handling of this materid.

Small quantities of hazardous materias (e.g., solvents, cleaning agents) that might be generated during the
proposed action at the present storage locations would be managed and disposed in accordance with
applicable federd and state regulations. Radioactive material, radioactively contaminated equipment, and
mixed waste at the storage locations would continue to be appropriately packaged, stored, and/or disposed
at exigting facilities on the Hanford Site. The wooden shipping containers, if no longer needed, would be
disposed as low-level solid waste in existing Hanford Site waste disposal facilities.

The proposed action is not expected to impact the flora and fauna, air or water quality, land use, or to have
socioeconomics effects. Noise levels would be comparable to existing conditions on the Hanford Site and
at the Portsmouth site. No cultural resources would be impacted because no ground disturbance or

* For additional perspective, during the 1995 to 1997 reporting years, the average dose to workersin DOE
facilities that process unirradiated uranium, such as uranium enrichment and fuel fabrication facilities,
averaged approximately 35 millirem per year (DOE/EH-0575).
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permanent facility modifications are planned as part of the proposed action. The amount of equipment and
materials to be used, such as fuel for transportation, represents a minor commitment of nonrenewable
resources.

5.1.2 Transportation

This section addresses the impacts of incident-free truck transport of uranium materials in the continental
United States from the Hanford Site to the Portsmouth Sitein Ohio. These data are based on computer
analyses (RADTRAN) conducted specifically for these materials (ENG-RCAL-028, Transportation
Risk Assessment for the Shipment of Uranium Billets and UO3 Powder from Hanford to
Portsmouth, Ohio). Rail transport of the T-hoppers is a viable consideration; therefore, the rail transport
for uranium oxide was included in the analysis.

Additiondly, the aforementioned impact analyses included transportation of finished and unfinished
unirradiated fuel assemblies. DOE no longer considers this category of material to be an asset, and
proposes to disposition the material onsite. Therefore, the following discussion regarding potential
transportation impacts, which was presented in the Draft EA, is conservative, and also would bound
transportation impacts associated with onsite disposition of fudl.

For analysis, it conservatively was assumed that the dose rate at 1 meter (3 feet) from the surface of the
shipping container was 1 millirem per hour. [NOTE: Measurements of the container during the 1992
campaign for transport of uranium hillets to the United Kingdom indicated the actual dose rate was less
than 0.5 millirem per hour at 1 meter (3 feet)]. A similar dose rate [i.e., 0.5 millirem per hour at 1 meter
(3feet)] isanticipated to be representative of the current inventory of uranium materials, per shipping
container, associated with the proposed action.

5.1.2.1 RADTRANA4

The RADTRAN 4 computer code yields conservative estimates of radiologica exposure to workers and
the public (SAND89-2370). Additiona conservatism inherently comes from the assumptions that are
made in selecting data in the program itsdlf; for example, in the absence of actual measurements, the
highest allowable external radiation level for a package (under transportation regulations) was used. In
practice, packaging arrangements reduce this below the assumed level by a factor of 10.

5.1.2.2 Potential Impacts

The shipment characteristics necessary to calculate the radiological impacts of transport include the type
of trangportation packaging, the number of shipments, and the quantity of radioactive materia within the
package (referred to as the 'inventory’). These parameters are presented in the RADTRAN analysis for
the transportation packaging considered in this EA. Some of the information also is used in the analyss of
trangportation accidents, which is provided in Section 5.2.

Radiologica impacts during normal transport involve dose to the public from radiation emitted by
radioactive materia packages as the shipment passes by, and to transport workers who are in the general
vicinity of aradioactive materid shipment. Even though radiation shields are incorporated into packaging
designs, some radiation penetrates the package and exposes the nearby population at extremely low dose
rates. After the shipment has passed, no further exposure occurs. No toxicologica impacts would occur
during normal transport. The groups exposed to radiation while the shipments are in-transit include truck
drivers and rail crews, those who directly handle radioactive shipments while in route, and the general
public (e.g., bystanders at truck/rail stops, persons living or working along a route, and nearby travelers
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(moving in the same and opposite directions). The RADTRAN 4 computer code (SAND89-2370) was
used to ca culate exposures during transport to these population groups.

The potential impacts associated with incident-free transport of uranium billets and uranium oxide powder
(for analyses, the bounding inventories) viatruck/rail are provided in Table 2. Thetota dose to truck
crews (workers) would amount to 0.08 person-rem for shipments of uranium billets from the Hanford Site
to Portsmouth, Ohio. Transport of uranium oxide powder by truck would result in 0.37 person-rem to
workers (transport viarail would provide a reduction in dose to workers to 0.09 person-rem). Total public
doses were calculated to be 0.09 person-rem (billets), 0.35 person-rem (uranium oxide via truck transport),
and 0.43 person-rem (uranium oxide viarail). The public doses would result predominantly from
exposures received during stops enroute. There were no excess LCFs predicted. Specifics such as
number of workers (2), persons exposed during stops (50), and average exposure during stops

(0.5 millirem per hour at 1 meter from the cask) are provided in ENG-RCAL-028.

Circumstances that could affect the selected route (e.g., road closures, detours, unanticipated inclement

weather) are not expected to result in increased risk to the worker or public during transportation of the
uranium materias.

Table 2. Radiologica Impacts of Incident-Free Transportation.

Description | Worker | Public | Total |
Shipment of hillets from Hanford Site, Washington to Portsmouth, Ohio via Truck
Tota dose (person-rem) 0.084 0.092 0.18
L atent cancer fatalities 34 E-05 4.6 E-05 8.0 E-05

Shipment of UO, powder from Hanford Site, Washington to Portsmouth, Ohio via

Rall

Total dose (person-rem) 0.092 0.43 0.52

Latent cancer fatalities 3.7E-05 21E-04 25E-4
Shipment of UO, powder from Hanford Site, Washington to Portsmouth, Ohio via
Truck

Tota dose (person-rem) 0.37 0.35 0.73

Latent cancer fatalities 15E-04 18 E-04 33E04
Shipment of fuel assemblies from Hanford Site, Washington to Portsmouth, Ohio via
Truck

Tota dose (person-rem) 0.52 0.08 | 060

Latent cancer fatalities 21E-04 | 41E05 | 25E-04

5.1.3 Potential Interim Onsite Consolidated Storage of Unirradiated Fuel

It would be expected that potentia impacts associated with consolidated onsite storage of unirradiated fuel
would be similar to those impacts present today. As discussed in Section 5.1.1, potential worker exposure
during loading/offloading operations would be low. Once in consolidated storage, minimal radiological
exposure would be expected due to any necessary surveillance activities (which are conducted for the
materid in its current storage configuration). No public exposure to radiation above that currently
experienced from routine Hanford Site operations would be anticipated as a result of this action.
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5.1.4 Potential Disposition of Uranium Materials as Waste

Appendix A provides a discussion of potential impacts associated with disposal of unsalable Hanford Site
uranium materiads ongite. As stated in the Appendix, disposal of up to 140 MTU of uranium materias
would be conducted in existing facilities in the 200 Areas of the Hanford SiteSuch disposal would result in
less than 400 cubic meters (14,000 cubic feet) of waste, and would not be expected to substantially
increase impacts from Hanford Site waste disposal operations.

5.2 PROPOSED ACTION: IMPACTSFROM ACCIDENTS

Impacts from accidents are discussed in the following sections.

5.2.1 Packaging of Uranium Materials on the Hanford Site

Postulated accidents associated with the repackaging of the uranium materials on the Hanford Site have
been considered, and are believed to be bounded by those potential events associated with transportation
accidents (Section 5.2.2). The environmental effects of accidents related to the repackaging are limited to
those associated with most routine industria activities. There are no specific initiators related directly to
the proposed action that would cause a criticality or afire. For example, the minimal dose rate (8 millirem
per hour on contact) from the uranium billets would not pose an acute or chronic hazard in the event of a
drop of a container of uranium billets.

Personnel injuries, such as back strains or minor abrasions, would receive appropriate medical treatment.
Adminigtrative controls, proper training, and specification of detailed procedures used in handling the
materials would be in place, dl of which would minimize the potentia of any effects of such an accident.

5.2.2 Transportation

Potential accidents associated with the transportation of uranium materials from the Hanford Site to the
Portsmouth Site have been analyzed (ENG-RCAL-028). The following discussion includes the potential
impacts associated with transport of finished and unfinished unirradiated fuel assemblies. While these are
no longer under consideration for offsite shipment and storage, the analysis bounds the potential impact
associated with onsite movement of the fuel.

The severity of consequences depends on the degree to which the materials would be converted to
airborne particulates, the extent of exposure to such arelease, and the specific location of the affected
individual(s). Materid safety data sheets provide information regarding hazards of uranium. Symptoms of
exposure to uranium particulates or powder could include burning sensation, coughing, wheezing, laryngitis,
shortness of breath, headache, nausea and vomiting. Uranium particulates or powder are extremely
destructive to tissue of the mucous membranes and upper respiratory tract, eyes, and skin.

The analyses herein consider the affected public and the drivers/rail crews directly associated with
uranium shipments. Fatdities as aresult of vehicular/rail impact are not analyzed specifically within the
scope of this document; it would be expected that potentia fatalities would be a small fraction of
transportation fatalities that occur in the United States annually. For perspective, fatdities involving the
shipment of radioactive materials were surveyed for 1971 through 1993 using the Radioactive Material
Incident Report database. For 1971 through 1993, 21 vehicular accidents involving 36 fatalities occurred.
These fatalities resulted from vehicular accidents and were not associated with the radioactive nature of
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the cargo; no radiological fatalities because of transportation accidents have ever occurred in the United
States. During the same period of time, over 1,100,000 persons were killed in vehicular accidents in the
United States (DOE/EIS-0283-D).

Specific environmental impacts to surface water, groundwater, soils, and/or sediments along the
transportation corridors as a result of an accidental release of materials are not quantified in this
document. It would be expected that drivers/rail crewsimmediately would take appropriate measures to
limit the spread of any contamination, and would support first responder actions.

The actual mileage associated with aquatic crossingsis avery small fraction of the interstate distance
associated with the proposed action. Therefore, bounding consequences are presented as inhalation
pathways to the nearest receptors.

However, it is recognized that uranium that would be released from primary and secondary containment
under an accident scenario could be deposited on surface soils, and be subject to movement with soil

water through the vadose zone into groundwater. The material also could be deposited directly into water
bodies or move from the surface soil overland into water bodies. On deposition of uranium entrained in
the media, the fate and transport of the uranium would be a function of the environmental site
characteristics and the physical/chemical properties of uranium. Such properties would include solubility in
water, the tendency of uranium to transform or degrade, and chemica affinity for solids or organic matter.

Uranium can be transformed to other oxidation states in soil, further reducing its mobility. The mobility of
uranium deposited onto water depends upon the type of complex (cationic or anionic) formed as a result of
the physical processes acting on the uranium. Cationic species tend to sorb to soil, and anionic species
tend to move with water. Uranium released in afire would be oxidized (be cationic) and would tend to
sorb to the soil particles entrained in the water. As with uranium deposited upon the soil, the dosesto a
receptor in contact with uranium in water or associated sediment would be less than those of the receptor
exposed to the initid plume.

In the event that an individua could not evacuate the immediate vicinity of a potential accident scene, the
individua might or might not be directly exposed to materid. The effectsto an individual as aresult of
exposure to any chemica are aresult of time of exposure, concentration, and distance. The specific
exposure to an individual who is unable to evacuate would depend on the extent of a spill (i.e., the amount
of materia released), their proximity to the spill, and the meteorologica conditions. For distances less than
100 meters (330 feet), it is assumed that the direct physical injuries due to the vehicular accident itself
would be the principle hazard; otherwise, the individual would be able to evacuate the area and minimize
their exposure. Additionally, the initial response by the crews and/or the emergency response personnel
would reduce the risk and exposure of individuas unable to evacuate the accident scene.

Should the crew(s) be unable to take protective action, such as exiting the vehicle and moving out of any
irritating plume (upwind) to a distance of at least 100 meters (330 feet), it is possible that they might be
exposed to concentrations of materials, including airborne uranium (in the event of afire) and fuel vapors
that could cause destruction to tissue of the mucous membranes and upper respiratory tract, eyes, and
skin. However, proper emergency response (e.g., flushing affected external areas with water while
removing contaminated clothing) would minimize the amount of permanent physical damage to the
individual(s). Asdiscussed in the following, potential accidents could result in minima impact to worker
and public health and safety.

States and tribes having jurisdiction over areas through which these shipments would pass have the
primary responsbility for protecting the public and the environment, and for establishing incident command
should there be an emergency involving the shipments. DOE would provide technical advice and
assistance to authorities and carriers when requested. The selected carrier for these shipments has the
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primary responsibility for providing emergency response assistance and recovery/restoration actions if
required.

In the event of a highway incident, where the transport container is involved, the driver/first responder
would notify the appropriate state control, the carrier's central dispatch facility, and the shipper. In the
event of an accidental release of the uranium, the carrier is required to notify the National Response
Center per DOT (49 CFR 171, Generd Information, Regulations, and Definitions, and 49 CFR 172.600,
Emergency Response Information) and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (40 CFR 302, Designation,
Reportable Quantities, and Notification) regulations. The Nationa Response Center would provide
appropriate response in support of recovery/restoration.

Emergency response guides accompany each shipment. These guides are attached to the bill of lading.
The driver would be in control of these documents at al times during shipment. These guides address the
potentia toxicologica and radiological hazards associated with the material. The guides dso include a
telephone number, staffed 24-hours a day, that could be called for emergency assistance. In the event
that the paperwork was inaccessible (e.g., afirein the transporter cab), afirst responder could contact the
chosen carrier, which would provide emergency response information.

The container would be marked and placarded in accordance with DOT regulations. Placards indicating
the radioactive nature of the shipment would be permanently attached to the transport containers. These
visua warnings would provide information to first responders and the genera public regarding the hazards
and appropriate emergency response.

Specific details regarding emergency preparedness, notifications, and emergency response would be found
in the transportation plan, currently being prepared for the shipment of the uranium materias.

The impacts associated with potentia transportation accidents are expressed asrisk. For thisanaysis, risk
is defined as the product of the probability of occurrence of an accident involving uranium materials and
the consequences of an accident (ENG-RCAL-028). Consequences are expressed in terms of the health
effects from arelease of uranium from the packaging.

Probability categories for accidents range from anticipated to incredible events (WHC-CM-4-46). That is,
an anticipated event is one where the annual frequency ranges from 1 to 1 x 10°* (one chance in one
hundred). An unlikely event has an annual frequency range from 1 x 10 (one chance in one hundred) to
1 x 10* (one chance in ten thousand). An extremely unlikely event has an annual frequency range from

1 x 10* (one chance in ten thousand) to 1 x 10° (one chance in one million). Incredible events have a
frequency of less than 1 x 10° (one chance in one million).

The maximum credible accident associated with the shipping container was analyzed for the shipment of
Hanford Site surplus materials to Portsmouth, Ohio. The accident consisted of a collision, which engulfs
the entire shipment of uranium materia in afire, thus providing the maximum radiological release to the
public (and is presented as the bounding consequence scenario). Should an accident involving uranium
materias during shipment occur, arelease of material could occur only if the transport packaging were to
become breached. The RADTRAN 4 computer code was used to calculate the potentia radiological
impacts of such an event. Details of the analysis are provided in ENG-RCAL-028.

The results (Table 3) indicate that the total calculated dose from a maximum credible accident during
continental United States (overland truck) uranium billet shipments to Portsmouth, Ohio, conservatively
was estimated to be 0.10 person-rem. This equates to 0.00005 LCFs. Similarly, the total risk for uranium
oxide powder (accident scenario) was 0.03 person-rem (0.00002 LCFs) viarail and 0.06 person-rem
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(0.0003 LCFs) viatruck. Thetotal risk for fuel assemblies (accident scenario) was 0.1 person-rem
(0.00007 LCFs) viatruck.

Table 3. Potentiad Transportation Radiological Accident Risks.
Shipment of billets from Hanford Site, Washington, to Portsmouth, Ohio, via truck
Total dose (person-rem) 1.0E01

Latent cancer fadities 5.2E05

Shipment of UO; powder from Hanford Site, Washington, to Portsmouth, Ohio, viarail
Tota dose (person-ram) 33E02
L atent cancer fatdities 1.6 E05

Shipment of UO, powder from Hanford Site, Washington to Portsmouth, Ohio, viatruck
Total dose (person-ram) 59E02
L atent cancer fatdities 29E05

Shipment of fuel assemblies from Hanford Site, Washington to Portsmouth, Ohio viatruck
Total dose (person-rem) 14 E01
L atent cancer fatdities 7.0E05

Nonradiologica conseguences of the transportation of uranium materials also were evaluated
(ENG-RCAL-028). For analysis, consequences were due to the chemical toxicity of uranium that could
result from an accidental release (in grams per second or total grams, for billets or T-hopper shipments,
respectively) during transport of the UO3; powder and metallic billets. The toxicological consequences
(Table 4) are given in terms of the concentrations of airborne uranium particulates (in milligrams per cubic
meter) at various receptor locations (meters from the event). The calculated concentrations are compared
to various exposure limits to evaluate the effects of the release on the public.

Table 4. Potential Toxicological Consequences from an Accident.

Receptor Truckload billets/fud, 0.045 gramsper | T-hopper shipments, 4.1 gram total release
location, meter second release rate
Concentration, milligrams per cubic Concentration, milligrams per cubic
meter meter
100 0.17 <TEEL-1* 1.3 <TEEL-3
200 0.04 <TEEL-0 0.19 <TEEL-1
1,000 3.00 E-3 <TEEL-0 2.9 E-03 <TEEL-0
100, rare case’ 13 <TEEL-3 10.7 >TEEL-3

* Temporary emergency exposure limits.

® The 'rare case refers to worst-case meteorol ogical conditions of wind speed (1 meter per second) and atmospheric turbulence
(Pasquill stability class F) that cause a maximum concentration. These conditions tend to disperse the released material very
slowly, resulting in the highest possible downwind concentrations. However, these conditions rarely are encountered, except
perhaps for night conditions, and tend to overstate the actual impacts (ENG-RCAL-028).

As discussed in ENG-RCAL-028, the results in Table 4 can be compared with temporary emergency
exposure limits (TEELS) for uranium established by the DOE Subcommittee on Consequence A ssessment
and Protective Actions, and the DOE Emergency Management Guide calls for the use of TEEL s when
emergency response planning guidelines (ERPGs) are not available. Although ERPGs are the standard
community exposure limits approved by the American Industrial Hygiene Association, less than 100
chemicals have been assigned ERPGs, and none of those include compounds of uranium. The definitions
of the TEEL limits are as follows.
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TEEL-0: The threshold concentration below which most people will experience no appreciable risk of
health effects. The TEEL-O0 for both uranium metal and uranium oxide (insoluble compound) is 0.05
milligrams per cubic meter.

TEEL-1: The maximum concentration in air below which it is believed nearly al individuas could be
exposed without experiencing other than mild transient health effects or perceiving a clearly defined
objectionable odor. The TEEL-1 for both uranium meta and uranium oxide is 0.6 milligrams per cubic
meter.

TEEL-2: The maximum concentration in air below which it is believed nearly dl individuas could be
exposed without experiencing or developing irreversible or other serious hedlth effects or symptoms
that could impair their abilities to take protective action. The TEEL-2 for uranium metd is

2 milligrams per cubic meter and for uranium oxide is 0.6 milligrams per cubic meter.

TEEL-3: The maximum concentration in air below which it is believed nearly al individuas could be
exposed without experiencing or developing life-threatening health effects. The TEEL-3 for both
uranium metal and uranium oxide is 10 milligrams per cubic meter.

Based on Table 4 and the definitions of the TEEL limits, the airborne concentration of uranium as a result
of the maximum credible accident is about an order of magnitude less for the billets payload than for the
powder payload. At distances of 200 meters (656 feet) and greater from an accident involving either
payload, the results are either mild transient health effects or nothing at all. At a distance of 100 meters
(328 feet), an accident involving powder resultsin airborne concentration less than TEEL-3. For the
billets, the concentration is lessthan TEEL-1. Only for the very rare weather conditions at 100 meters
(328 feet) isthe TEEL-3 value exceeded for powder.

Risks associated with offloading activities are smilar to those associated with handling any commercidly
available, bulk solid uranium materials. In the event of an accidental release, potential exposures to the
public would be expected to be below those levels that would cause serious hedlth effects.

5.2.3 Storage of Uranium Materials at the Portsmouth Site

Postul ated accidents associated with storage of uranium materials at the Portsmouth Site have been
addressed in DOE/EA-1299. As stated therein (Section 4.4.2, “Accidents’): “Various accident scenarios
are calculated for both the public, facility worker, and the co-located worker at PGDP. Doses to the
facility worker, co-located worker, and the public associated with general handling accidents, storage area
fires, and seismic events are summarized in Table C.8 in Appendix C. The highest radiologica risk to the
public (0.63 rem dose) is from a storage area fire and to the co-located worker (0.84 rem) is from an
earthquake with aerial dispersion of uranium materias. These exposures constitute alow risk and are
environmentaly negligible.”
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The following information, extracted from the aforementioned Table C.8 in DOE/EA-1299, pertains
directly to public and worker risks due to accidents at the Portsmouth Site, and shows that potential
impacts from accidents would be expected to be small.

Accident Frequency Fecility Worker | Co-Located Public Dose Risk
Scenario Dose Worker Dose
Normal Anticipated Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible
operations
Generd Anticipated 0.003 rem 0.003 rem <0.001 rem Negligible
handling
Storage area Extremely Negligible 0.63 rem 0.14 rem Low
fire Unlikey
Sagnic Unlikey Negligible 0.84 rem 0.08 rem Negligible

5.2.4 Continued Storage of Uranium Materials on the Hanford Site

It would be expected that continued storage of uranium materials at the Hanford Site, in an dternative
(i.e, different location) facility, would present smilar hazards as in the current configuration.
Modifications of existing facility(s) or construction of a new facility would provide engineering features
that might be superior to those at existing facilities.

5.2.5 Potential Disposition of Uranium Materials as Waste

Appendix A provides adiscussion of potential impacts associated with a future decision to dispose of
unsalable Hanford Site uranium materials onsite, should such a decision be forthcoming. As stated in the
Appendix, disposal of up to 140 MTU of uranium materials would be conducted in the 200 Areas of the
Hanford Site in existing facilities. Potential accident consequences would be similar to those addressed in
current safety documentation for the disposal facilities, and would be bounded by those described
previoudly (Section 5.2.2) for transportation of the materials.

5.3 PROPOSED ACTION: ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actionsto Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations, directs Federa agenciesto identify and address, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs and activities
on minority and low-income populations. DOE is in the process of developing officia guidance for
implementation of the Executive Order. However, the analysisin this EA (Sections 5.1 and 5.2) indicates
that there would be minimal impacts to both the offsite population and potential workforce during handling
and trangportation of the uranium materials, under both routine and accident conditions. Additionally,
trangportation in the continental United States would involve established, existing highways, minimizing
transit time and associated potential exposure. Therefore, it is not expected that there would be any
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to any minority or low-income populations.
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54 PROPOSED ACTION: CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The risks associated with routine packaging and transportation of the uranium materials are smal. The
transportation of the uranium materials would not be expected to substantially contribute to existing worker
and public exposure from natural background radiation, or the existing toxicological background
environment. As discussed in DOE/EA-1005, the average annual radiation dose from natural background
radiation to the exposed population between the east coast and the Hanford Site was calculated to be
gpproximately 6,000 person-rem per year. This could be compared with the anticipated calculated
additional exposure of less than 10 person-rem associated with the proposed action.

The consolidated storage of Hanford Site uranium materials at Portsmouth Site would be consistent with
storage of smilar materias. The Portsmouth Site is an active uranium enrichment facility; as such, the
total quantity of uranium materia fluctuates depending on ongoing enrichment activities. There are
gpproximately 146,000 MTU of uranium materias at the Portsmouth Site.

For perspective, presently there are gpproximately 1,800 MTU of uranium materias (oxides, fluorides and
metal) at the Oak Ridge Operations Uranium Management Center at the Portsmouth Site. The
aforementioned inventory of uranium meterials was received from DOE’s FEMP Site (refer to

Section 2.3.1), with an additiona 2,200 MTU of uranium materials projected to be received from the
FEMP Site (DOE/EA-1299), for atotd of 4,000 MTU from the FEMP Site. Including the Hanford Site
material, the Oak Ridge Operations Uranium Management Center Portsmouth Site total would be
gpproximately 5,000 MTU, of which approximately 900 MTU (one-fifth) would be from the Hanford Site.
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6.0 PERMITSAND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

6.1 FACILITY COMPLIANCE

It is DOE policy to carry out its operations in compliance with al applicable federal, state, and locd laws
and regulations. For example, facilities on the Hanford Site and Oak Ridge-managed facilities, including
those locations presently storing surplus uranium materias, operate in compliance with National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (Clean Air Act of 1977, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 40 CFR 61,
"National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants'). Hanford Site radioactive stacks have been
registered with the WDOH, Office of Radiation Protection under the WAC 246-247, “ Radiation
Protection, Air Emissions.” Operations at Portsmouth Site facilities are conducted under applicable Ohio
air emission standards regulations. No air emission permits would be expected to be required for the
proposed action.

All generated solid wastes would be handled in a manner compliant with applicable federal and state
regulations and DOE Orders. For example, requirements include WAC 173-303 and DOE Order 435.1,
“Radioactive Waste Management” .

6.2 TRANSPORTATION REQUIREMENTS

The loading and transportation of the uranium materials will comply with the applicable regulations, orders,
and guidance promulgated by agencies such as the DOE, DOT, and International Atomic Energy Agency.
These agencies have developed comprehensive regulations covering the performance of the shipping
packaging, vehicle safety, routing of shipments, and physical protection. Specific examples include:

49 CFR 107, "Hazardous Materias Program Procedures’

49 CFR 171, "Generd Information, Regulations, and Definitions'

49 CFR 172, "Hazardous Materias Table and Hazardous Materials Communications Regulations’
49 CFR 173, "Shippers-Genera Requirements for Shipments and Packaging”

49 CFR 177, "Carriage by Public Highway"

49 CFR 178, "Shipping Container Specifications'

49 U.S.C. 1801 et seq, "Hazardous Materials Transportation Act”.

" DOE Order 435.1 per projected implementation calendar year 2000.
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7.0 AGENCIESCONSULTED

The Y akama Nation, the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, the Wanapum Band, the
Nez Perce Tribe, the States of Washington, Oregon, Ohio and Tennessee, the Western Governors
Association, the Council of States Governments Midwestern Office, and other stakeholdersin Washington
State, Tennessee, Ohio and corridor states were notified regarding the proposed action. Copies of the
draft EA were distributed to these entities for a 30-day review period.

During the public review period, the State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency requested, and was
granted, an extension until February 22, 2000. A public meeting was held in Piketon, Ohio on

January 27, 2000, which included the draft EA on the agenda. The State of Washington Department of
Ecology and DOE discussed uranium disposition issues (including the draft EA) in aMarch 2, 2000,
meeting. The Hanford Advisory Board Environmental Committee was given a status by DOE in March
2000. Mestings were held with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10, the State of
Washington Department of Ecology and DOE in April 2000 and May 2000 to discuss uranium issues. The
State of Oregon Department of Energy attended the May 2000 meeting. In early June 2000, the Hanford
Advisory Board Hedlth, Safety, and Waste Management Committee was given the status of Hanford Site
uranium disposition by DOE.

Comments received on the draft EA are provided in Appendix B. Specific responses to those comments
aso are provided in Appendix B.
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APPENDIX A

POTENTIAL WASTE MANAGEMENT OPTION
SURPLUSHANFORD SITE URANIUM MATERIALS

It would be expected that, in the event that no marketable value is identified, some materials would be
appropriately packaged and transported from current storage locations to the 200 Areas of the Hanford
Site for disposdl aslow-level waste. This activity would be conducted in a manner smilar to past onsite
disposal of Hanford Site uranium materials. The following is a synopsis of genera disposa activities.

Before receipt of waste at the Low-Level Burid Grounds (LLBG), solid waste is characterized and
designated. The generating unit is responsible for packaging the waste according to DOT regulations for
hazardous materials. Once the waste is accepted from the transporter, the LLBG personnel select an
appropriate landfill disposal trench, depending on the type of radioactivity, dangerous waste designation of
the contents, and waste packaging.

A typical method for disposing of some LLW is trench grouting. Generally, waste materials are encased
in the trench for stabilization using the following technique. Firgt, the trench floor is prepared to receive
the encasement. This involves leveling a section of the trench floor and constructing a reinforced concrete
dab. Forms and re-bar for two sides of the encasement are erected on the dab. Next thewaste, in
mostly drums and boxes, is placed on the dab. Solid waste operations can do this with the aid of a forklift.
After the waste is placed, forms and re-bar for the remaining two sides of the encasement are erected.
Next, a specia concrete formulation is poured over and around the waste inside the forms to encase the
waste. Thisisdonein four liftsto prevent floating the waste packages and to prevent too much heat
generation in the curing monolith. A re-bar mat is placed in the last lift to add strength for the top of the
encasement. Thefinal lift is doped to allow water to flow off of the encasement. Appropriate monitoring
is conducted throughout the duration of the grouting, and post-gtabilization.

Currently on the Hanford Site, most LLW is digposed in the 218-W-5 Buria Ground. The LLW
forecasted waste volume for newly generated waste to be disposed in LLBG through 2046 is projected to
be approximately 240,000 cubic meters [Solid Waste Integrated Forecast Technica (SWIFT) Report, Rev.
5, HNFEP-0918]. As stated in Section5.1.4, this would congtitute a waste volume of less than
approximately 400 cubic meters (14,000 cubic feet).

The proposed onsite disposal actions would be conducted as an interim action pending completion of
DOE/EIS-0286, Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive & Hazardous) Waste Program EIS. The EIS (draft
expected to be issued in fiscal year 2000) evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with
ongoing activities of the Hanford Site Solid Waste Program, the implementation of programmetic decisions
resulting from the Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS)
(DOE/EIS-0200), and reasonably foreseeable trestment, storage, and disposal facilities/activities.
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The potential impacts of disposa of LLW on the Hanford Site were analyzed at the programmatic level in
the aforementioned PEIS. The total volume of LLW on the Hanford Site for a 20-year projected
generation was reported at 89,000 cubic meters. 1t would be expected that the potential impacts from
disposal of up to 140 MTU (400 cubic meters) uranium would represent a fraction of those impacts
described in the PEIS.

The following information, dealing with routine operation impacts associated with LLW management
projections on the Hanford Site is summarized from the PEIS, Chapter 7, Section 7.4.1:

It was reported that at least one fatdity resulting from physical hazards or radiation exposure
associated with implementing the low-level waste alternatives was estimated to occur at seven sites;
one of which was the Hanford Site involving the 20-year projected generation of 89,000 cubic meters
of LLW. All fatalities were estimated to occur within the waste management worker population,
primarily as aresult of physical hazards during treatment or disposal activities.

Long range effects (i.e., fataities due to radiation exposure of waste management workers during
treatment and disposal) were estimated to occur at the Hanford Site. The probability of cancer
incidences and genetic effects for the maximaly exposed individuas within the offsite and the
noninvolved worker populations also were analyzed in DOE/EIS-0200-F. Thoserisksranged in
probability from 1 x 10° to 1 x 10°. It was noted that tritium is the radionuclide that accounted for
most of therisk at the Hanford Site.

Finally, for perspective, potential impacts were considered for ALL Hanford Site waste management
operations in the PEIS. The maximum number of cancer fatalities to the offsite population from collective
dose (10 years) from Hanford Site waste management operations was summarized in the PEIS as 0.265.
In asimilar evaluation, the maximum number of cancer fatdities to the worker population was reported to
be approximately 6. Thisinformation is summarized in Section 11.6 of the PEIS. As stated previoudly, it
would be expected that the proposed action would represent a small fraction of those impacts projected in
the PEIS.

Disposal accidents were not evaluated in the PEIS because of the lack of details regarding ultimate
disposition. Current Hanford Site safety documentation for waste management facilities address potential
accident scenarios associated with disposal of LLW on a site-specific basis. Such accidents include spills,
floods and fires. Appropriate safety analyses would be prepared before disposal of the subject Hanford
Site uranium materials.
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Confederated Tribes and Bands Established by the
of the Yakama Indian Nation Treaty of June 9, 1855

U.5. Department of Energy January 18, 00
Richland Operations Office

Keith Klein, Manager

PO Box 550

Richland, Wa 99352

U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
Angel B. Joy, Program Manager
Materials Disposition Division
PO Box 550, M R3-79
Richland, WA §5352

Dear Messrs. Klein and Joy:

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA), DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS
HANFORD SITE URANIUM, HANFORD SITE, RICHLAND, WASHINGTON
(DOEEA-1319)

The Yakama Nation Environmental Restoration Waste Management Program (ERWM)
has reviewed the referenced document and submit these comments for your attention and
response.

In general, this document does not provide sufficient information on potential
transportetion accidents and subsequent consequences 10 the environment and human
health - analyzis is too general even though we recognize it is a preliminary assessment.”
Emergency planning, (DOE Order 151.0, FEMA Radiological Emergency Response
Planning and Preparedness for Transportation Accidents), hazards assessments and
planning are to address “worse-case™ accidents

We don't find any environmental impact information on surface water, groundwater,
and/or sediments along the transportation corridors — (see 5.2.2 Transportation)
Protecting the Columbia River is a high priority of the Yakama Nation. Vehicle transport
of the uranium will pass over the Columbia River on I-82, north of Umatilla, (see map
page 3-€)

This document makes assumptions of an “expected” quick response by the driver and/or

first responders. This assumption depends on the severity and location of the accident. If
the accident oocurred on 1-82, for example, and involved the truck and trailer rolling over

Post OHice Bew 151, Fort Road, Teppenish, WA 98948  (509) BES-5121



into the Columbia River, the driver would probably be killed, and it would take hours
before an emergency responder may know what the vehicle was or contained.

The YN ERWM program asks DOE-RL to provide more information on potential
accidents, and ensure they assess to “worse-case” conditions and not assume “quick-
response” time formats. Any accident involving this material would cause harm (and
potential death) to people, fish, wildlife, and damage to the environment,

Sincerely Yours,

/J@Mz‘érz’_‘/

Russell Jim, Manager
YN ERWM Program

Ce: KV Clarke, DOE-RL
PFX Dunnigan, Jr., DOE-RL
N Peters ERWM
D Rowland ERWM

RL CGiani i
CONTROL
JAN 2 4 2080

RICHLAND
OPERATIONS OFFICE



Department of Energy

Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352

00-FTD-047 WY 10 %R

Mr. Russell Jim, Manager

Environmental Restoration/
Waste Management Program

Confederated Tribes and bands
of The Yakama Nation

2808 Main Street

Union Gap, Washington 98903

Bleas M. Jisii:

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE NOVEMBER 1999, DRAFT NATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) OF
THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HANFORD SITE URANIUM, HANFORD SITE,
RICHLAND, WASHINGTON (DOE/EA-1319)

Thank vou for reviewing the subject NEPA EA document. Comments contained in your
January 18, 2000, letter addressed to Keith Klein, Manager of the U.S. Department of Energy,
Richland Operations Office, and Angel B. Joy, Materials Disposition Division, were helpful in
identifying areas of the EA which required additional information or clarification.

For clarity, your comments are repeated in the attachment including our responses. A copy of
the final EA will be provided to your office when it is completed. If you need further
information about this EA, please contact R. L. Guillen, the NEPA Document Manager for this
EA on (509) 376-0254, or you may contact me, on (309) 376-6667.

Sincerely,
Paul F. X, Dumgan ; /
FTD:RLG NEPA Compliance Officer
Attachment
ce wiattach:
D. R. Allen, OR R. W. Bailey, FHI
5. 5. Bath, FHI C. M. Borgstrom, EH-42
V. C. Crossman, EM-43 E. M. Devault, OR
I. D. Hutson, OR 1. D, Jackson, OR
M. T. Jansky, FHI M. Peters, YN



Attachment

Comment/Response

Commentor: Mr. Russell Jim, Manager
Environmental Restoration/Waste Management Program
Yakama Indian Nation
Post Office Box 151
Fort Road
Toppenish, Washington 98948

Medium: Letter, dated January 18, 2000



Comment;

Response:

Comment:

Response:

1. “In general, this document does not provide sufficient information on
potential transportation accidents and subsequent consequences to the
environment and human health — analysis is too general even though we
recognize it is a preliminary assessment.” Emergency planning (DOE
Order 151.0, FEMA Radiological Emergency Response Planning and
Preparedness for Transportation Accident), hazards assessment and
planning are to address ‘worse-case’ accidents.”

Potential transportation accident consequences associated with the
proposed action are provided in the EA in Section 5.0, and are small.
Transportation risks associated with the shipment of the unirradiated
uranium were analyzed in ENG-RCAL-028, Transportation Risk
Assessment for the Shipment of Unirradiated Uranizm. This document
was incorporated by reference in the EA, and is the basis for the
quantitative transportation analysis presented therein.

2. * We don't’ find any environmental impact information on surface
water, groundwater, and/or sediments along the transportation Cormidors —
(see 5.2.2 Transportation). Protecting the Columbia River is a high
priority of the Yakama Nation. Vehicle transport of the uranium will pass
over the Columbia River on 1-82, north of Umatilla. (see map page 3-6).7

As stated in the EA (Section 5.2.2, “Specific environmental impacts 1o
surface water, groundwater, solid, and /or sediments along the
transportation corridors as a result of an accidental release of materials are
not quantified in this document.” The actual mileage associated with
aquatic crossings is a very small fraction of the interstate distance
associated with the proposed action. Therefore, bounding consequences
are presented as inhalation pathways to the nearest receptors.

However, it is recognized that uranium that would be released from
primary and secondary containment under an accident scenario could be
deposited on surface soils, and could be subject to movement with soil
water through the vadose zone into groundwater. The material also could
be deposited directly into water bodies or move from the surface soil
overland into water bodies. Upon deposition of uranium entrained in the
media, the fate and transport of the uranium would be a function of the
environmental site characteristics and the physical/chemical properties of
uranium. Such properties would include solubility in water, the tendency
of uranium to transform or degrade. and chemical affinity for solids or
organic matter.

Uranium can be transformed to other oxidation states in soil, further
reducing its mobility. The mobility of uranium deposited onto water
depends upon the type of complex (cationic or anionic) formed as a result
of the physical processes acting on the uranium. Cationic species tend to



Comment:

Response:

adsorb to soil, and anionic species tend to move with water, Uranium
released in a fire would be oxidized (be cationic) and would tend to adsorb
to the soil particles entrained in the water. As with uranium deposited
upon the soil, the doses to a receptor in contact with uranium in water or
associated sediment would be less than those of the receptor exposed to
the initial plume.

Section 5.2.2 of the EA has been revised to include the additional impact
information pertaining to uranium.

3. “This document makes assumptions of an ‘expected’ quick response by
the driver and/or first responders. This assumption depends on the
severity and location of the accident. If the accident occurred on [-82, for
example, and involved the truck and trailer rolling over into the Columbia
River, the driver would probably be killed, and it would take hours before
an emergency responder may know what the vehicle was or contained.”

Packaging and transporting the subject materials in compliance with
applicable regulatory requirements mitigate potential impacts associated
with transportation accidents. Key regulatory elements for shipments
include vehicle safety, highway routing and emergency response. For
example, the carriers of radioactive materials must meet, at a minimum.,
the same requirements as carriers for any hazardous material. Truck
safety is governed by the Bureau of Motor Carrier Safety of the

1.8. Department of Transportation (DOT). which imposes vehicle-safety
standards on all truck carriers. Along with other functions, the Bureau
conduets unannounced wayside inspections of all truck-carrier vehicles
and drivers.

DOT's routing regulations include the objective of reducing potential
hazards by avoiding populous areas and minimizing transit times. A
carrier or any person operating a motor vehicle carrying a “highway-route-
controlled quantity” of radioactive materials is required to use the
interstate highway system except when moving from origin to interstate,
or interstate to destination. Other “preferred highways™ may be

designated by any state to replace or supplement the interstate highway
system. Under its authority, however, to regulate interstate transportation
safety, DOT can overrule state and local bans and restrictions as “undue
restraint of interstate commerce.”

Finally, the ultimate responsibility for emergency response planning
generally lies with state and local governments. Local jurisdictions
assume primary responsibility for emergency response planning because a
member of a local law enforcement agency or fire department is likely to
be the first responder to a transportation accident. It is the policy of DOE,
upon request from state, federal, or local authorities, NRC licensees,



Comment:

Response:

private organizations, or commercial carriers to provide radiological
assistance teams and training to state and local authorities. One such
radiological assistance team operates out of the Hanford Site.

4, “The YN ERWM program asks DOE-RL to provide more information
on potential accidents, and ensure they assess to “worse-case” conditions
and not assume ‘quick-response’ time formats. Any accident involving
this material would cause harm (and potential death) to people, fish,
wildlife, and damage to the environment.”

Specific transportation analyses, both incident-free and accident scenarios,
for the proposed transportation of the unirradiated uranium are provided in
ENG-RCAL-028, Transportation Risk Assessment for the Shipment of
Unirradiated Uranium. This document was incorporated by reference in
the EA, and is the basis for the quantitative transportation analysis
presented therein.



20 January 2000

Angel B. Joy

NEPA Document Manager Materials
Disposition Division

(509) 373-7834

angel b joviirl.oov

RE: Environmental Assessment for the Disposition of Surplus Hanford Site Uranium, Hanford
Site, Richland, Washington (DOE/EA-1319).

Dear Ms. Joy:

I am writing on behalf of the Uranium Enrichment Project (UEP) to express our grave
concern with the DOE's proposal to transport 2,000 metric tons of surplus uranium from the
Hanford Site in Washington to the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant near Piketon, OH.

A major concern of UEP is the proposed delivery of the uranium by overland truck or
rail. Several truck accidents near the Portsmouth Plant involving the release of toxic chemicals
have been documented recently and transporting uranium over these large distances {over 2000
miles from Washington to Ohio) will only increase the chances of additional accidents,

Most importantly, no valid reason for the proposed action is presented in the draft
environmental assessment.  First, the draft EA tries to justify the proposed action based on the
potentially marketability of the uranium. The uranium could also be sold from Hanford, if
indeed it can be sold. Secondly, the draft EA states that the Portsmouth facility has been chosen
for storage of the radioactive matenal because uranium materials from the Fernald
Environmental Management Site are already being stored on site. Previous use of the site by
DOE to store surplus uranium cannot be used as justification for further storage there by DOE.
We objected in writing to the movement of the Fernald uranium to Portsmouth and we have not
changed our position that Portsmouth should not become what DOE seems to be trying to turn it
into--a waste storage center.

DOE speaks of preparing to choose a national storage site for uranium. If it chooses a
site other than Portsmouth—and it cannot select Portsmouth without going through a planning
and decision making process with public participation—the Hanford uranium that goes to
Portsmouth will have to be moved twice. Moving it now makes no sense,

Consequently, UEP would like to recommend that the uranium remain in place at the
Hanford Site until it can be reused, sold, or permanently disposed of, instead of transporting this
material to the Portsmouth Site,

Sincerely,

Matthew Patterson

Uranium Enrichment Project
P.O. Box 131

Georgetown, KY 40324



Response:

Consequently, UEP would like to recommend that the uranium remain in
place at the Hanford Site until it can be reused, sold, or permanently
disposed of, instead of transporting this material to the Portsmouth Site.”

The future of the Portsmouth Site and its role in the Uranium Management
Center will be better defined as a result of a NEPA review to be conducted
by OR.

The material being shipped from the Hanford Site would be stored in
containers meeting U.S. Department of Transportation requirements; i.e., a
in a transportation-ready configuration, not precluding future
determination(s). The material would remain in these containers pending
final disposition (i.e., transport to another DOE or commercial location).



Department of Energy

Richland Operations Office
P.C. Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352

00-FTD-048 JUN 02 2000

Mr. Matthew Patterson
Uranium Enrichment Project
P.0. Box 131

Georgetown, Kentucky 40324

[Dear Mr. Patterson:

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE NOVEMEBER 1999, DRAFT NATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) OF
THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HANFORD SITE URANIUM, HANFORD SITE,
RICHLAND, WASHINGTON (DOE/EA-1319)

Thank vou for reviewing the subject NEPA EA document. Comments contained in your
January 20, 2000, electronic mail were helpful in identifying areas of the EA which required
additional information or clarification.

Comments directly pertaining to environmental impacts in the EA addressed concerns regarding
transportation to the Portsmowth Site. Section 5 of the EA discusses potential conzequences of
transportation and storage of the surplus Hanford Site uranium materials. Ongoing public
involvement, which will include interaction between the U5, Department of Energy and state
and local governmenits, will determine the future rale of the Portsmouth Site in the DOE
Complex for storage of uranium materials. Additional information on the aforementioned
mterface activities, including the interface between the Hanford Site, Portsmouth Site, and the
State of Ohio, will be included in the final EA. For clarity, your comments are repeated in the
attachment. with our responses.



Mr. Matthew Patterson = )
00-FTD-048 JUN 02 2000

A copy of the final EA will be provided to you when it is completed. If you need further
information about this EA, please contact R. L. Guillen, the NEPA Document Manager for this
EA, on (509) 376-0254, Randall Devault, Oak Ridge Office, on (865) 241-4497, or you may
contact me, on (509) 376-6667.

Sincerely,
Paul F. X. Dunigan, j;
FTD:RLG WNEFA Compliance Officer
Attachment
ce w/attach: w3
D. K. Allen, OR R. W. Bailey, FHI
S. 5. Bath, FHI C. M. Borgstrom, EH-42
V. C. Crossman, EM-43 F. M. Devault, OR
J. D. Hutson, OR 1. D, Jackson, OR

M. T. Jansky, FHI



Attachment

Comment/Response

Commentor: Matthew Patterson

Uranium Enrichment Project
P.O. Box 131
Georgetown, Kentucky 40324

Medium: e-mail, dated January 20, 2000



Comment;

Response:

Comment;

Response:

Comment:

1. “A major concern of UEP is the proposed delivery of the uranium by
overland truck or rail. Several truck accidents near the Portsmouth Plant
involving the release of toxic chemicals have been documented recently
and transporting uranium over these large distances (over 2000 miles from
Washington to Ohio) will only increase the chances of additional
accidents.”

Transportation risks specifically associated with the proposed action are
summarized in Section 5.0 of the EA, both for incident-free transport and
accident scenarios. Those risks were determined to be small. Additional
details may be found in Transportation Risk Assessment for the Shipment
of Unirradiated Uranium (ENG-RCAL-028), which is incorporated in the
EA by reference.

2. *Most importantly, no valid reason for the proposed action is presented
in the draft environmental assessment. First, the draft EA tries to justify
the proposed action based on the potentially marketability of the uranium.
The uranium could also be sold from Hanford, if indeed it can be sold.
Secondly, the draft EA states that the Portsmouth facility has been chosen
for storage of the radicactive material because uranium materials from the
Fernald Environmental Management Site are already being stored on site.
Previous use of the site by DOE to store surplus uranium cannot be used
as justification for further storage there by DOE. We objected in writing
to the movement of the Fernald uranium to Portsmouth and we have not
changed our position that Portsmouth should not become what DOE seems
to be trying to turn it into—a waste storage center.”

No waste would be transported from the Hanford Site to the Portsmouth
Site. Hanford Site surplus uranium with no marketability potential would
remain at Hanford. Potential environmental impacts associated with the
proposed action have been evaluated at both the Hanford Site and the
Portsmouth Site, as well as the potential transportation route. Those
impacts have been calculated to be small.

The Hanford Site surplus saleable uranium is being sent to Portsmouth as
an interim action pending the outcome of the NEPA review of the
proposed uranium management center, because consolidation of this
material provides an economy of scale within the DOE complex.

3. “DOE speaks of preparing to choose a national storage site for
uranium. If it chooses a site other than Portsmouth—and it cannot select
Portsmouth without going through a planning and decision making
process with public participation—the Hanford uranium that goes to
Portsmouth will have to be moved twice. Moving it now makes no sense.



20 Jaguary 2000

Angel B. Joy
. NEPA Document Manager Materizls
Dispesition Divisicn
(309) 373-T€34
angel_b_joy@rl.gov

RE: Environmental Assessment for the Dispasition of Surplus Hanford Site Uranjum, Hanford Site,
Riceland. Washington (DOE/EA-1319).

Dear Az, Joy:

Porsmouth-Piketon Residants for Eovironmental Safety and Security (P.R.E.5.5.) recommends
that the 2,000 mefriz tons of surplus wraniwm remain m place at the Hanford Sie until it can be rewsed or
sold mstead of transpemtmg this material to the Partsmounth Sits ozar Piketon, OH. }

Delivery of the uraniuvm by overland truck or rail is a major concern. In recent vears, we have
seen several truck accidents pear the Portsmouth Plant that imvobved the relzase of toxic chemicals. A
recent accident on Route 104 resuliad in the unfortunate dzaths of three local bovs. In this case,
radipactive materials will be transported more than 7000 miles from Washington to Ohio, thus greartly
increasing the chances of a potentiallv hazardons accident,

In addition to the risks associated with transportarion, storags of Hanford uraniom at the
Portsmouth site will present urmscessary risk to the Piketon commurnity.  Although the site is the
erotically located outside the 500-vear flood plam, flooding in the arca only last ysar came within onc or
tovo miles of the site.

Aside from the potential danzers associated with moving the Hanford waste, the drafl
envirommenial asscasment presents no zood reason for this action,  First, the draft EA mies to justifv the
propesed action based on the potentially marketability of the uranium. However, 2 concemn for the safety
of Piketon residents as well as all residents living along the preposed routs should take precedsnce over
all cconomic concens, Secondly, the draft EA states that the Portsmouth facilify has bean chosen far
storage of the radioactive material because vranmm marsrials from the Fernald Environmental
hlanagement Site are already being stored on site. Previous contamination of the site by DOE i= no
justification for further contamination by DOE.

In fact, the workers at the plant and the residents of the arca have done their shars for their country
by helping to provide energy and means of defense while absorbing the pollution from the plant. They
sheuld be rewvarded with real jobs, not given radicactive material to ators. Instzad of making the plant a
storage sit2, DOE should help bring in viable industry to replace the jobs that will be last whan the
enriciiment plant becomes too old to operate,

Sincerely.

%ina Collsy, President

PRE.SS
3706 McDermott Pond Craek
MeDermott, OH 456352-8932



Vo &% ' JLE

| o " OFFICIAL FILE COPY
g}
D AMESQ
{FRESS) ;

n o 2
Vina Coliey Log No.__ X0J0 - )OIST

3706 McCammast Pond Creek

NcDermatt, Ohio 45652 DateReceived __ FEB 10 2000

Telephens TAD-Z50-4058 File Code
Fax 740-258-2912

MNevw Is not to the Ume for making « Jacision o ship surplus uranivm o Sertsmout far several
TeAS0Ns;

1 OOE has Segun the necessary ctaps 1o orepare an EIS on the management of what | calls
potantialy usable uranium materials at a DOE Uranium Management Center {p.2-8)
Borzmauth is not chesen as the site of the center, the uranium will have to be shipped twice, i
DIOE is shipping vranium to Portsmouth, because it favors Porsmouth as a site for the Uraniun
Managemant Centar. it is acting on a cheica that it cannct make unbi it has gone through the
Mational Envirenmental Policy Act process.

2 DOE s presently preparing a Hanford Site Soiid Wasie (Radicastive and Hadardsue) Progam
EIS (p. 1-1). DOE does not consider the uianium in Gueston 1o b o wasts, but pot suprsong
would agree with its position. Cerdainiy the wasis program =t Manfard wauld apnear o be
relevant to the treatment of the uranium that DOE calls surslus: and this waste progaram is still
under deveiupivei.

3. DOE Iz surantly invectimaling getivities at the Fonrsmauth plant to leam about possibie impasts
o the anvironment and human haalth, and the current investigation will only begin to answer the
questions hanging over the plant Bringing In miscellanecus nuclear material beiore it has 2

tharough understanding of what has happened in regard to mdioactive materials at ine piant in
the past does not saem desimabls,

As a general rule, radicactive materiais shouid be sioied at the sits atwhish they are generated,
There seems 1o be no strong reason lor moving the surpiue Lianlum aut of Hanford and aerses

the couniry. There are slrong feasons fof ot dolng oo, We are not tafking about a small amount

of material. DUT wanls 0 move 1830 metic tons, That would mean at least 775 truck
shipments pius an adaitona! 5042 78 chipments probably by truck but possibly by rail (9.5-1)
Truck Tansponiation Sways cames with & tha risk of highway accidents. Any accidant hamming
paapia would be regretiable whether or not it produces radicactive contamination of the
covisamant - Furthermore, any shioments, and particularly shipments of heavy leads by romd,
burn fossil fuels and contribute to the climate change thatwe need to s i

DOE states that the material ta be shipped is “potentially salable” (p 3-1). However, it inciudes
various types of fuel assamblies, roughly 2 fourth of them with beta and gamma contsmilnation
because they spent tme in Hanford's N reacter, a miiitary production rescis: (= 2-1}. Although
DOE is careful to state that thay were nol iradialzd, thay do nol scund ks particulady salable
TOETTE

And, spearing of lirsdiation-is any of the surplue uraniym the nroduct of reprocessing?

Accoring 1o the Envirmnmental Assessment, the mavement of the uranium from Hanford would
eupport 3 Hanfard Federal Fasility Agreement and Consent Order, which apparenty is the mauf
of negatiations between the State of Washington, DOE, and the EPA (pp.1-1, p. 825 in suppan
of the move DOE says that ik would be “consistent with’ DOT's recent dacision to ransfar
uranium materials from the Femald site io Fortsmouth. That msve was *he result of nacotiations

tateen the Stata of Qhio and DOE. Isn'tit time that the State of Ohie negotiate an agreemant
that would prevent Portsmaouth from having to Impert and store radicactve material of
gusstiorable valus?

P 5-y E: 5&5?*"{, 1K h!';:;ﬂ‘.'n 4a !'Ellg‘.—‘ -f.:;p F:r!_ﬂ-}-. E&F-l}il“ﬁ
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Department of Energy

Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 88352

00-FTD-051 JUN 02 2000

Ms. Vina Colley, President
P.R.ES.S.

3706 MeDermott Pond Creek
MeDermott, Ohio 45652

Dear Ms. Colley:

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE NOVEMBER 1999, DRAFT NATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) OF
THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HANFORD SITE URANIUM, HANFORD SITE,
RICHLAND, WASHINGTON (DOE/EA-1319)

Thank you for reviewing the subject NEFA EA document. Comments were contained in two
facsimiles: January 20, 2000, facsimile addressed to Angel B. Joy, U. S, Department of Energy,
Richland Operations Office (RL); and February 10, 2000, fascimile addressed to James Elmore,
U. 5. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge Operations (OR). These comments were helpful in
identifying areas of the EA which required additional information or clarification.

In the facsimile dated January 20, 2000, the comments directly pertaining to environmental
impacts in the EA addressed concems regarding transportation to the Portseouth Site, and risks
io the community of Piketon, Ohio. Section 5 of the EA discusses potential consequences of
transportation and storage of the surplus Hanford Site uranium materials. The proposed OR
MEP A review which will include interaction between the U.5. Department of Energy (DOE) and
state and local governments, would support a decision on the future role of the Portsmouth Site
in the DOE Complex for storage of uranium materials. Additional information on the
aforementioned WEPA review, including the interface between the Hanford Site, Portsmouth
Site. and State of Ohio, will be included in the final EA. For clarity, your comments are repeated
in Attachment A with our responses.

The February 10, 2000, facsimile delineated three areas of concern. For clarity, those three areas
are repeated inthe Attachment B including our responses.



Ms. Vina Colley -2- JUN 02 2
00-FTD-0351

A copy of the final EA will be provided to you when it is completed. If you need further
information about this EA, please contact R. L. Guillen, the NEPA Document Manager for this
EA on (509) 376-0254, Randall Devault, Oak Ridge Office, on (865) 241-4497, or you may
contact me on (509) 376-6667.

Sincerely,

Lk}

Paul F. X. Dunigan, Jr.
FTD:RLG MEPA Compliance Officer

Attachments
5 5
cc wiattachments:
D R. Allen, OR
R. W. Bailey, FHI
5. 8. Bath, FHI
C. M. Borgstrom, EH-42
V. . Crossman, EM-43
R. M. DeVault, OR
J. . Hutson, OR
J. D. Jackson, OR
M. T. Jansky, FHI



Attachment A

Comment/Response

Commentor: Vina Colley
P.RESS.
3706 MeDermott Pond Creek
MeDermott, Ohio 45652-8932

Medium: Facsimile, dated January 20, 2000



Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

1. “Portsmouth-Piketon Residents for Environmental Safety and Security
(P.R.E.8.8.) recommends that the 2,000 metric tons of surplus uranium
remain in place at the Hanford Site until it can be reused or sold instead of
transporting this material to the Portsmouth Site near Piketon, OH.”

DOE has prepared the draft EA to consider environmental impacts
associated with transporting some uranium materials from the Hanford
Site to the Portsmouth Site for storage, pending final disposition. The
DOE is proposing to transport approximately 900 metric tons
(approximately 2,000,000 pounds) of uranium materials currently stored
on the Hanford Site in Richland, Washington, to the Portsmouth Site for
consolidated storage. These materials are considered potentially saleable
by DOE. The remainder of the Hanford Site surplus uranium materials
inventory would remain onsite for interim storage and/or disposal.

This proposed relocation action would be conducted as an interim action
pending completion of a NEPA review for the management of potentially
reusable uranium materials at the DOE Uranium Management Center.
The Uranium Management Center functions to integrate the managemerit
of the uranium inventory within the DOE Complex.

2. “Delivery of the uranium by overland truck or rail 1s a major concern.
In recent years, we have seen several truck accidents near the Portsmouth
Plant that involved the release of toxic chemicals. A recent accident on
Route 104 resulted in the unfortunate deaths of three local boys. In this
case, radioactive materials will be transported more than 2000 miles from
Washington to Ohio, thus greatly increasing the chances of a potentially
hazardous accident.”

Transportation risks specifically associated with the proposed action are
summarized in Section 5.0 of the EA, both for incident-free transport and
accident scenarios. Those risks were determined to be small. Additional
details may be found in Transportation Risk Assessment for the Shipment
af Unirradiated Uranium (ENG-RCAL-028), which is incorporated in the
EA by reference. A copy of Transportation Risk Assessment is available
via the Internet at our website,

3. “In addition to the risks associated with transportation, storage of
Hanford uranium at the Portsmouth site will present unnecessary risk to
the Piketon community, Although the site is the erotically <sic>
{theoretically) located outside the 500-year flood plain. flooding in the
area only last year came within one or two miles from the site.”



Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Potential impacts of storage of Hanford Site uranium materials at the
Portsmouth Site are considered in Section 5.0 of the EA. Additional
information regarding potential impacts of storing uranium materials at the
Portsmouth Site may be found in Environmental Assessment for the

U8 Department of Energy, Oak Ridge Operations Receipt and Storage of
Uranium Marerials from the Fernald Environmental Management Project
Site (DOE/EA-1299),

Natural phenomena events such as high wind and earthquake have the
potential to cause damage to buildings and structures leading to
consequences that equal or exceed the consequences of operational
accidents. Potential releases of materials due to a flood would be bounded
by the aforementioned natural phenomena. Potential environmental
impacts of such events were determined to be insignificant, as documented
by issuance of the Finding of No Significant Impact based on DOE/EA-
1299 (April 13, 1999).

4, “Aside from the potential dangers associated with moving the Hanford
waste, the draft environmental assessment presents no good reason for this
action. First, the draft EA tries to justify the proposed action based on the
potentially marketability of the uranium. However, a concem for the
safety of Piketon residents as well as all residents living along the
proposed route should take precedence over all economic concerns.
Secondly, the draft EA states that the Portsmouth facility has been chosen
for storage of the radicactive material because uranium materials from the
Fernald Environmental Management Site are already being stored on site.
Previous contamination of the site by DOE is no justification for further
contamination.”

No waste would be transported from the Hanford Site to the Portsmouth
Site. Hanford Site surplus uranium with no marketability potential would
remain at Hanford. Potential environmental impacts associated with the
proposed action have been evaluated at both the Hanford Site and the
Portsmouth Site, as well as the potential transportation route. Those
impacts have been calculated to be small.

The Hanford Site surplus saleable uranium is being sent to Portsmouth at
an interim measure pending the outcome of the NEPA review for the
Uranium Management Center because consolidation of this material
provides an economy of scale within the DOE complex.

5. “In fact, the workers at the plant and the residents of the area have done
their share for their country by helping to provide energy and means of
defense while absorbing the pollution from the plant. They should be



Response:

rewarded with real jobs, not given radioactive material to store. Instead of
making the plant a storage site, DOE should help bring in viable industry
to replace the jobs that will be lost when the enrichment plant becomes too
old to operate.”

The future of the Portsmouth Site and its role in the Uranium Management
Center will be better defined as a result of the NEPA review, It would be
expected that the proposed storage mission would provide economic
benefit to the community in the form of continued employment.



Attachment B

Comment/Response

Commentor: Vina Colley
PR.ESS.
3706 McDermott Pond Creek
McDermott, Ohio 45652

Medium: Facsimile, dated February 10, 2000



Comment: “1. DOE has begun the necessary steps to prepare an EIS on the management
of what it calls potentially usable uranium materials at a DOE Uranium
Center (p.2-8). [f Portsmouth is not chosen as the site of the center, the
uranium will have to be shipped twice. 1f DOE is shipping uranium to
Portsmouth because it favors Portsmouth as a site for the Uranium
Management Center. it is acting on a choice that it cannot make until it has
gone through the National Environmental Policy Act process.”

Response: OR has the lead to prepare a NEPA review for the management of
potentially usable low-enriched uranium, normal uranium, and depleted
uranium that is excess to national security needs. The Portsmouth Gaseous
Diffusion Plant is one of the sites that will be evaluated as part of the NEPA
review, along with several other DOE sites. The shipment of the Hanford
Site matenal to the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant is considered as an
interim action under NEPA, and would allow DOE to move forward with the
proposed shipment activities at the Hanford Site.

The material being shipped from the Hanford Site would be stored in
containers meeting U.S. Department of Transportation requirements; ie.ina
transportation-ready configuration, not precluding future determinationis).
The material would remain in these containers pending final disposition (iLe.,
transport to another DOE or commercial location).

The Hanford Site surplus saleable uranium is being sent to the Portsmouth
Site as an interim measure pending the outcome of the NEPA review of the
proposed uranium management center because consolidation of this material
provides an economy of scale within the DOE complex.

Comment; “2. DOE is presently preparing a Hanford Site Solid Waste (Radioactive and
Hazardous) Program EIS P. 1-1). DOE does not consider the uranium in
question to be waste, but not everyone would agree with its position.
Certainly the waste program at Hanford would appear to be relevant to the
treatment of the uranium that DOE calls surplus; and this waste program is
still under development.”

Response: Uranium materials transported to the Portsmouth Site is not waste, and does
not require pre-treatment. Under the current Memorandum-of-Agreement
between RL and OR,, only saleable material will be transferred to OR.
Uranium with no economic value will be dispositioned at the Hanford site,
which would be an interim action pending the Record of Decision for the
Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program EIS.

Comment: “3. DOE is currently investigating activities at the Portsmouth plant to learn
about possible impacts to the environment and human health, and the current
investigation will only begin to answer the questions hanging over the plant.



Bringing in miscellaneous nuclear material before it has a thorough
understanding of what has happened in regard 10 radioactive materials at the
plant in part does not seem desirable.” '

Eesponse: The uranium materials transported to the Portsmouth Site would remain in

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

their shipping containers pending final disposition. See response to
Comment Mumber |,

“4. As a general rule, radioactive materials should be stored at the site at
which they are generated. There seems to be no strong reason for moving the
surplus uranium out of Hanford and across the country. There are strong
reasons for not doing so. We are not tatking about a small amount of
material. DOE wants to move | 800 metric tons. That would mean at least
775 truck shipments plus an additional 50 to 75 shipments, probably by truck
but possibly by rail (p.3-1). Truck transportation always carries with it the
risk of highway accidents. Any accident harming people would be
regrettable whether or not it produces radioactive contamination of the
environments Furthermore, any shipments and particularly shipments of
heavy loads by road, bum fossil fuels and contribute to the climate change
that we need to slow.”

Please note that all of the unirradiated uranium material now at the Hanford
Site originated from Fernald, Ohio, prior to coming to Hanford. As stated
earlier, the Hanford Site surplus saleable uranium is being sent to the
Portsmouth Site because consolidation of this material provides an economy
of scale within the DOE complex. Since OR’'s mission is management of
uranium materials within the DOE complex, OR is best suited for the
management of this material, and is also a receptive site for the interim
storage and management of this material.

Transportation risks specifically associated with the proposed action are
summarized in Section 5.0 of the EA, both for incident-free transport and
accident scenarios. Those risks were determined to be small. Additional
details may be found in Transportation Risk Assessment for the Shipment of
Unirradiated Uranium (ENG-RCAL-028), which is incorporated in the EA
by reference.

“5. DOE states that the material to be shipped is “potentially salable”

{p 3-1). However, it includes various types of fuel assemblies, roughly a
fourth of them with beta and gamma contamination because they spent time
in Hanford's N reactor, a military production reactor (p. 2-1). Although
DOE is careful to state that they were not irradiated, they do not sound like
particularly salable items.”

Text in Section 1.0 of the EA has been revised to update the status of the
unirradiated fuel. In January 2000, a uranium market analysis workshop was
held. Brokers, customers and processors of uranium were invited. and



Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

presented with information regarding quantities and specifications for all
Hanford Site surplus uranium. It was determined that there is no reasonably
foreseeable demand for the unirradiated fuel (approximately 960 MTU).
DOE is continuing to evaluate the marketability of the unirradiated fuel, and
it is expected that the material would remain at the Hanford Site in the near
term, pending future decisions.

“6. And, speaking of irradiation—is any of the surplus uranium the product
of reprocessing?"

Most of the surplus Hanford Site uranium materials originated from
reprocessing. All of the UO; and all of the low-enriched uranium metal have
been reprocessed.

“7. According to the Environmental Assessment, the movement of the
uranium from Hanford would support a Hanford Federal Facility Agreement
and Consent Order, which apparently 15 the result of negotiations between the
State of Washington, DOE, and the EPA (pp. 1-1, p. 8-2}. In support of the
move DOE says that it would be “consistent with” DOE’s recent decision 1o
transfer uranium materials from the Fernald Site to Portsmouth. That move
was the result of negotiations between the State of Ohio and DOE. Isn'tit
time that the State of Ohio negotiate an agreement that would prevent
Portsmouth from having to import and store radioactive material of
gquestionable value?”

DOE ORO will prepare a Management Plan for the material that would be
shipped from the Hanford Site to the Portsmouth Site. This plan would be
coordinated with the State of Ohio and the U.5. Environmental Protection
Agency, and completed prior to the first shipment of the Hanford Site
material. This plan would include information on storage, marketing.
disposal, and short-/long-term funding requirements. This plan would be a
*living document,” and would be issued as a stand-alone document separate
from the EA.



Department of Energy

Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 89352

MAY 3 0 2000

Ms. Linda Howell
2530 Daniels Drive
Portsmouth, Ohio 45662

Dear Mz, Howell:

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE NOVEMBER 1999, DRAFT NATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA)
OF THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HANFORD SITE URANIUM, HANFORD SITE,
RICHLAND, WASHINGTON (DOE/EA-1319) AND REQUESTED DOCUMENT
ENG-RCAL-028

Thank you for contacting R. L. Guillen after the public meeting conducted in Piketon, Ohio on
January 27, 2000, concerning your review of the subject NEPA EA document. The total public
doses noted on page 5-4 of the draft EA are correct. A copy of the document you requested,
ENG-RCAL-028, will be forwarded to you for your review via e-mail and will also be made
available via the internet at our website,

A copy of the final EA will be provided to you when it is completed. If you need further
information about this EA, please contact Mr, Guillen, the NEPA Document Manager, for this
EA, on (509) 376-0254, Randall Devault, Oak Ridge Office, on (865) 241-4497, or you may
contact me on {509) 376-6667.

Sincerely,

el

Paul F, X. Dunigan, Jr.
FTD:RLG NEPA Compliance Officer

cc: DL R. Allen, OR
R, W. Bailey, FHI
5. 8. Bath, FHI
C. M. Borgstrom, EH-42
V. C. Crossman, EM-43
E. M. DeVault, OR
1. D, Hutson, OR
1. D. Jackson, OR
M. T. Jansky, FHI



U.5, Department of Energy
Zichland Jperations Jiclce
hngel B, Joy, Frogram Hanager
Haterials Dispesition Division
F.0. Box 550, HS E3-7%
Blchiand, Washington 59352, and:

U.5. Deparzment of Energy
Richiand Operaiicas Oftice
Paul T.X. Dunigam. Jr

B0, 55, HS AR
Richland, Washinoton 99352

Fepruary 18, 2000

Re: PUBLIC COMMENT OH DOE/E-151%. DRAFT FHVIRONMEWTAL ASSESSMENT. DISPOSITION OF SURTLUS HAnEdRD
SITE URAKIUM, HRREURD SITE. RICRUAND WASHINGTOK, HOVEMBER 15%%

Dear He. Jop ang M. Dunigans

Piesse consider shis corresponcence pur* of the official record of proceedings on the soove
retecenced draft agency prnpusm gction, 1 am sending seperate copies S0 Thal These [CODents i, 0e
peiuged [nopoth the mateciacs division docket and the NEZPR process dockel.

Invlronmencal hssessment 1319 demongtrates ageney refusal andior fallure Do separzle Departmant
af Energy (DOE) interests (supposedly representing the pubiic interests as regulztors) trsa (ne
interesis of the agency s site contractors and sub-contractors. The IG5 in covernBent SCRITECTING
apparsntiy have become the agency s primary drivers leaving the pubiic {lanpayers, Lntecesteg parties.
U.5. citizens, and particularily adversely arrected partiesi the 'O0TS' of agency @eciS:00-Mac::g
process,  Primacy drlver of agency declsion-making process in EA-131% s pased upon Hiiestone
Mr-%:-06-T0! wnich 15 & fung-raising mechanism desioned to meet other clean-up Hiiesteones incluitg.
out not limited to. ¥llestones mandated under HASPORD PEOFRAL FACILITY AGREEMENT AND CSEIT 0R
the Washineton 3tate Department of Ecology and The United States Enviconmenial Frotecticn AOERG.
Furthermoce, recipient of proceeds from the transter (and sale) of |, 806 WTU Is DGZ 0 & ¥ whien o
responsible for DOE programmatic management. tm;mt storage, and/or disposilion dispess: of
hazamm tnxm. and ramm;:twe natena s | k ER-i3i% ciaims to adds

Bnriched uranlum, in various forms and percentages of enclchment, ceclared fo oe Surplus tof o0
program needs, i.e., naticnal cgefense, produced as part of the nation' s nuclear weapons prodram at
mltiple agency sites is the orghan of DOE programmatlc decision-making process, in ine puclic vugw.
at any rate. Surplus Plutonium and lepleted Uraniur have been acdressed !n nationzl orocrammatis
decision-making process which provide opportunity for public comment on what the agency is
"somsidecing’. On the other hand, DOE has falled to address enriched uranium declaced to o8 Surpils
10 program neecs in poth HERR process and in materials disposition process wp-tromt and in fotai. B
this fallure, with consioersbie deception through-cut the process, BOE has avoideo pupilc aiscicsure
and public participation through-out the cecision-making process to dispose {classify some as waste.
other a5 “‘vaiuable sconcmic asset’! the unknown thovsands of tofal metrlc Tons or enfiched wamium if
inventory af miltlpis sites compley-wide, and side-stepped NEPA process wnich wouid be required o
address (throwgh prooramsatic cecision=-naking process) the environmental IBpacts of aisposal as wasie
versus [ntecim storage untll sale, or more ‘permanent disposition which apparentiyv means wnatever JUE
oeeps It b omezn 4b that Lime.



THE BXSGHIC BEREFITS <TG TOE ARD HUUTTPLE (THER PARTIE3) OF EEHDERING THE NEPA PROCESS HERWIRGLESS:

In 195% Flor Daniel, later re-pamed Flor Pernald, DOE site comtractor at PEMF (Fernald
Bnvironmental Restoratlon Project, former DOZ uranium processing site. Hanhattan Project Waste Buria
site, eic.) issued Envircnmenta) Assessment in cooperation with Oax Ridge Tperations (GROY which
proposed to "iraesier for interim storage’ soee 3.800 metric tong of uranium metal in varicus Io0ns
Teom FEXF to one of three candidate 0RG sites &t Jakridoe, Tennessee, Fadusah, cenfugcky o0 the
foctsmoukh Saseous Diffusion Plant losated in Piketon, Dhio. The Portsmouth site vas “seiecled as
the reciplent site for "interim® storage of the FEMP 3,800 metric Tons of wranium. furisg the tnice
weer of July, 1995 [ submitted g POTA (Freedom of Information Act) ceauest fo the FEMP site
contractor, Plor COanlel) Fernaid. Fespoase to that POIR falled o prodece any doculbents vhich
suppocied my contentionsconcern that Portsmouth, Ohio vas actually being consideced as E's “Iaterio
stnra-ge: trangier alte" mgramwﬂe for IOE's excess surplus uranium [n varlous IGIMS ang ¥al ious

levels of enrichment. tlu' nwtrar:.r, response to oy concerns were 3f that tlme, denjeg ov agency

E5p0n i

My late Juiy, 1999 FORA falled to producescause MOE andfor its contractors to disclose the
exlstence of 7/9% document fitled: URANIUM NANAGENEHT CENTER., URANIUM MAHRGEMENT PROCERS, RECEIFT OF
URANIIM MATERIALS AT THE PORTSMOUTH GARSEOUS DIFFUSION PLANT!! [Disciosurecorcection of the recard o
proceedings after-the-fact vhen the public participation process is ciosed represents consicerad:e
deception and denlal by BOE which, therefore, falls to comply with letter ang inteat of HEFA! n
February 16, 2000 1 recelved the PORTSMOUTE EMVIRCHMERTAL BULLETIR, January 20bu, produtss oy GE 2
ecatcietoe Bechte| Jacobs for the PORTS WMM

-

| ; %14 [Of . J g
Zrangfer--and msu too late to be reqmsteu ru'ne‘-lel:l, anwnr inci uue-d m cmm o DlE, .erra d
Haniord auf ing penlic comment meriod which closes on Pebruary 22, 20 tafter extensien Of LiDe 1706
January cut-off date) on the fransier of 1,800 metric toas of Hanford site uranium to POET3. 3See
Attachment 1. PORTSMOUTH ENVIRGHMENTAL BULLETIN, January 2000, po. B.

W0Z public reiations bulletin is *gome playing' with HEPR process ana “werd piaying’ with the
terms "commercially viablececonomic asset' and “waste.' See page 5. “Surpius Uranium Materizls arcive
at 3ite,” from the DORTSMOUTH ENVIRONMEHTAL BULLETIN, Attachment I, which states in part:

b5 of Noveaber 30, 199%. Portamouth has received a total of

157 shipsents, repeesenting 4.4 miliion pounds (2000 meiric tons
of the 5,000 seieic ton tobal Pecnald/FEME uranlum, explanation
anded) of poth cepleted and “natural’ wranlum from She Fernald
Project near Cincinnati., These shipments represent 45 percent
ot the total ameunt of Permald matecial, approximately 3,800
metric tons, that s to be received at Foctsmouth by late 2031

DOE/Flor Hanford, DOE/Fier Fernald, andor Bechtel Jacobs s herein cequested to evplaln how 2,000
mezric tons (4.4 miliion poungs), which appears to be calculated by weldni, represents 45 percent or
3,800 metric ton total of FEMP vranium scheduled for transfer érom Fernaid (o Portamouth! Ace
caleulations based upon factors other than welght of the material to be iransterreq (3,200 meiric
toms a3 stated in Attachment I and In Fernald Uranium Transfer Enviconmentai Assessment’ o have tne
flgures peen re-weighed, adjusted, or some other process?? [s this a "typo® which should De 33
peccent of the total FEMP wranjum has already been transferred??

*Surplys Uranium Materlals Arrive at Site" continues:

=



Two shipments of wranium materlais, totaling 20 metric toms,
previous]y losned to universities for research and education

have been returned tc DOE. Five containers of material were
returned to DOE from the University of 3eattle (Washington state)
in early hugust 1995, and 12 containers of uranium material were
returned to 0GE from the University of Nebraska In September 1959,

What is the econoaic value of the materlal returped to I0E (&l the Bortsmouth glfed and wnat entities
split the proceeds from sale of the material? Hag DOE offered the materlal(s) to other feders.
agencies, to other umbversities and/or educatlonal entities, and/or private commerciai entlties? ienss
procedure has been used by TOE for disposition of the material and dispesitlion of fhe Tunos cenecsiec
by sales? Has the materiai been appraised to determine its economic vaiue to D0E ang o other
gartles?

Attachment 1, within the same news article, continues:

About 1,600 metric tons of uranium materials from the
Hanford Project In Washington are aiso belng considered
for interim storage at the Portsmouth Plant., The draft
Envirormental Assessment for this project was issued in
Tecenber, and the public comment period has been extended
to Pebruary Z2,

epartment officiais concucted 4 public meeting in Piketon
on July 25, 199%, to discuss piang for the receipt of
uranium materiaie at the Pertsmouth plant. Ducing that
meeting, officials relterated that surplug uranlum materiais
under congideration for shipment and storage at the site
st De commercially viable. {Fef.: [BID, po. 5.2

GUE held oupile mestlng In Plketon (at Chio State Unlversity Pesearch center) on Jamuary 27, dvbd
wnigh inzluges discussicn of the Hanford meteriais proposed for Lransfer to FORTS, Heeting of iy
8, 1%99--z5 dlscugs pians for the receipt of uraniva materials at the Portsmouth plant {(from Fernala
only¥i—failed to Incluoe notice of B0RTS 25 & DOE programwice uranluvn "lnterim stegage
facilityUrantum Manacement Jenter. Publlc Information arilcle cescription of Fernaiq uraaium in
process of beino sransierred |s oescribed &9 having pre-enriched 0-235 CORCENntranisn Gi approsimasel)
8.7 percent, f.e., "paturai” uranlum (as opposed to synthetic process created "pormai’ ui3fiUE Wnich
applies to some of Banford's {.800 metric tons proposed for tramsfer to PORTS), and gecielea urahiuf,
i.#., less than G.7i! percent U-235 by weight. General characterization or the 3.860 meiric Lons or
Fernaid uranium materlals &5 “natural’ and "depleted” omits uranium thundreds of metris tonsi that is
epriched moce than 0.7 percent U-235.

[t |5 peasibly true that only "natural® and depleted uranium have been trapstecced from FENE io
FORTs &= of January 2009, put the statement |5 misieading by osneraiity znd omission. Information
parcei led and atuned to timing, 1.e., too late In the process to allow Informed comment with spin io
minimize and/or disouise amounts o propasands. Informed publlc partlclpation as early a3 pracilse.
In the planning process has been revised fo exclude 'objection® comments from the pubilc cecord.

To compoung the confusion and deception, some distinction (in PORTS future site use, as well as
in toxic, hazaroous. and radicactive properties of uranium is implied by. . . “cificials reiterati{ion
that surplug uraniun materials under consideration for shipment and storace at the site must e
comercialiy viaple.' Jee Attachment [, "Investigators Looking Into Fossibie Burial of Nuciear
wezpons In Eentucky,” ThE LEGGER IKDEPEMDENT, February 12,

- ==



2000, pg. B-A which strongly Indicates 'waste® versus "viable nuclesr weapons

ANGE0T comercial components’ are totally meaningiess {but deceptive} terms In defermining aaverse
impactsrenvironmenta| contamination and risk/threat Lo human hezith. Hote. also thal on Thursoay,
Feoruary 10, 2000 the Department of Energy lssued an investigative report on the Faducah site wnicn
acknowledoed . . ."that workers zt the plant during Cold War years vere exposed Lo high leveis o1
radiation 3ng toxic chemicals, including piutonium mixed with some of the uranium.” fowever. the
February 16, 2000 repart made no mention of nuclear weapons components being buried on site a1
Paducah, Ev. The day after DOE issued its Paducah investigative report--THE VASHINGTCR PUST pubiisheo
contents of an internal memo by Ravmond C. Carroll, health and safety speclallst for United States
Zrrichment Corporaticn at the Paducah site vhich indicates "excesa/surpius” nuclear weapons unether
“uzste” of ‘economically viable assets® pose sericus human health rises!

Tederal muciear regulators are Investioating the possibie
puriz! of 43 much as 1,600 tons of nuciegr Weapons hardware

on 4 3,000 acre Ereray Department &lte In Zentucky, and
uhether the material ooses & health risk (o workers there.

e, Cacroll s concern with worker exposure 10 "eXcess/surpiuscused’ TUGigar weapons metais IS ssparent
from his menocandun to the Nuclear Reculatory Commission requesting investleation as 1o wmether ihe
‘meterial” (which s nob vaste, aithoush It was buried on-sile in an underground Ciassicies Siorage
Siles,

I am. . .ceepiy concerned for the satety of personnel worklng
tat the piant} wrote Faymond C. Carcoll, o o

Jome sanity nesds to pe puf barx Info the system ang peratnng
safety needs to have commensurate emphasis with nationai
security . . .

Zalling the situatlon ‘unconscionable,’ Carrell wrote: I do
act believe that nationa| security and site safety are mutually
exsluzive gnats. Therefare, [ believe this situablon warrants
a gerious investigation.
{Ref.: Attacheent I1.}

Furtner “lavestigation" on the hazargous propertles of uranlum as research for these comRents mas
been trustrated oy UOE dantora reading room weD page last updated i= of November (99% ag ava:labie Io
me on Tuesday, Pebruary 15, 2000, from the Brown County Pubiic Library computer at the Jarginia. @ic
tranch. DOEHanford Envirormental Assessment of December 1999 is not Included in &vailabie
informatlon. [OE Environmental Assessment #1315, Hovember 1999 s iisted a3 avallaole zor suplle
review and compent. Becess to timely, relevant Informatlon is reguiced for :nformec comment on [ 2k
21509, How frequentiv (or Infrequently’ does Hanford's publlc information center update (i weo pace!
By the time perloos indicated as of 2/15/00, 45 day public comment perfod coulg expire Deitve notize
to the pub!ic appesred on the agency’s Henford site web page (ana Interestec paciles ragar stresn/!l
Pubiic notice after-the-iact and/or withou! benefit of ail the pertinent facts provides 1ithis
meaningéul opportunity for reviev, comment, or inciusion as part of acency oecision-making process.
Fecords of proceedings cannol, after-the-fact, be easily amended to inciude public reseonses ang
comments o what the agency was reaily talking about and deciding when the public -ater reailzes wnat
gecisions were actually beino made at that time by the agency!

Lack of e-mail as means to submit comments resulted In my attempt o obtain a facsimile nuncer
trom DOE Bantord HERR Compliance Office on 2/18/00 early in the aftecnoon Eastern Standarc Time Wmich
shoutd have been during regular business hours at the Hanford site officel. After muitiple telepnome

_4,.



calis with no answer--1 reached an answerino machire recordiag. [ [er! a message With my felepnons
nusber ceguesting a facsimiie number so that Chese comments wouid be regeived by Ranfora site grrice
on of betore February 22, 2000, While It !s customary, from my past experlence, with DO punilc
participation process 43 isplemented at other site offices; for DIE to include 211 comments
wmme&'ﬂntxmmled on the date of close of publlc comsent period Pebruary L1, 0G0 letter witn
February 4, 2000 0.5, Postal Service date stamp, received by me on February 18, Z0di states:

in Accordance with the U.5. [epartment of Energy’s (0L
Hational Envircomental Folicy Act (HEPR) reguiations and per
previous notification letters, the drafi Richland Cperations
Gffice's (BL) Environmenta| hosessment (ER), Dispesition of
Surpius Hanford Site Uranlum, was 1ssued December 16, 1959,

tor public review, DOE has received public request for
additional review time. The public review period has been
extended through February 22, Z00C. Tribal and public comments
received by that time will be considered poior to finalization
of Eh.

'nmi:: it :'5 tme this Dr‘enne 18, I?W letter vag "lssued,” 1t ]5 nnt tm thar. appurm;.v ;::r
-njch :esu.teﬂ in delivery to me {for m:w} on December 31, 1999 foliows mmn these COTMENTs,
Iribal anc public comments received 'by that time®/Feb, 22, P000 as stated In Pebruary 11, 0G0 notioe
or exiension of pubdl ¢ comment period means delivered into DOE BL's hands on or pefore tne offjce
cioses on fep, ZF, 2000, My telephone call wes not returned ang as of lhis date 1 have 0o fagsimiie
numer to transmit comments during regular business hours on February 22, 2000 to as cecipient! Since
1 oo not have access to e-mall mode of dellivery—-are my comwents to be excluded?? As an obvious
cigecvation, GOZ BL oiiice appears to narrowly constrict time periods aiiowed for pubiic SoBmeRt 1t
DIE FL whiie, at the same time, taking considecable liberties, i.e. delays, In maiitpg noSification
ietters and notices! [¢ (5 ewen more oovious Land tofally wnacceptable’ for U0 to anmounce Jecisicn
o "ilnalize” qrait envircnmental assessment |mmediately after ciose of fdlis commer? poridy, WE EL
has reduced HEPA process 1o game playlng to 1) shorter time periods as much as practicabie o ewciuce
pubilc comment, |.e., objections, and 2) annoence “congideration' of comments "prioc to finglizafion
of the EA." Why doesn't DOE RL just state, up froat, comments may be sent--some Bay even be .nclugeg
in the record or oroceedings, but “finalization"/decision has already been made! 1 had & Suesiion as
to how to submit comments on 2719700 which were directed to (509 3737834 (NEPA Process). s provided
on page Z, Pebruary i1, 1999 letter (received by me on 2/16/0G). FRpparentiy no one Was avaiisbie to
angwer the telephone on the |ast regular business gay polor to February comment ciose date! What
procedurs is belng implemented by OOF BL office vhich requires ssveral days for agencs
letters/nollfications to the public to be postmarked/actually dropped Into the maii?% The ooubie
stanoard would seem to apply--we @all to you when we geb arcund Lo it--start date |5 determinsd oy
agency date stamp on letters--time pericd closes exactiy on the date specified in

not ificationcorrespondence no matter when vou recelve 1t!

198¢ u;;gs H:en uere any m:h eu:tmmmntzu ammnts Includea a.. uu' 'mn e nﬂ *he han:nru 58 5
internet weh page? el at-l:l proposed actlons may inciude *[nterim storase” andior dispositlon ot spent
sucledar tuer from the JHEEL site.

T factors require specific statement: 13 public information centers and newsierters are
invaiuable sources of informaticn, 2) aocurate Information early in the process—-minus spin, oaps.
deiays, and omissions-- 15 required for tully informed participation. In spite of agency assurances
ang statements to the confracy, the Fecnald Uranium transter of 3,800 metric
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tons to the Portsmouth site nas growm into, de-facto, the Uranlum Manzoement Center! DOE-BA-131%. in
Section 4.2 PORTSMOUTH SITE, paracraph 3 states:

Building 744-G, the primary receipt facility under sonsideration,
has been upgraded to receive the Fernald uranium and space is
avaiiable within that facility to recelve the surplus Hanford
Site material. This facility iz a steel-framed bullding with &
concrete floor. The facilifty has standard eleckrical service,
sanitary water, dry-pipe sprinkler, and radiation alarm ciusters.
This facility, termed the Uranjup Mangoement Center, is
expected to house & total of approximately 5,900 MTU
(13,000,000 poundsy of uranium materizls., Additional details
regarding the enviconment periainine to the Portsmouth Site
may oe found En DOE/EA-1299. (DOE/ER-1399. pa. &-2.0

ROTE: DOE/EA-139% fyl] title: ERVIRORMENTRL ASSESSMENT FOE THE
.3, DEPARTHENT COF EMERGY, OAX PIDGE OPERATIONS RECEIPT AND STURAGE
GF URMHIUM MATERIALS FROM THE FERNALD PHVIROMMENTAL MAMASEMENT
FRGJECT SITE, (March 1999 A& Finding of Ho Slgnificant Impact
(FORST) was issved on April 13, 19%%—notice o the public

after May 1999 Z0Z Transsortation Conference in Cincinmazi, dnie!

EA-131% fesino &.5 RELRTED DOCUMENTATION (iull texi) states:

Fimliar activities have Degn addressed pre'.rlwslh' 3 discussed
in the foilowing sections,

The following *section,” 2.3.1 TRARSPORTATION |lsts Haniord Slte excess materials tsimilar to the
propgsed action! which have already been trapsported to The United Finodo®. “Hateriais' airesdy
transterced to the 0.L. Include *normal® and low-epriched uranium blilets (20 percent or ower U-&35
which is considerably “higher® than 0.7 percent U-235 "natural® uranium ang depleted uranium having
tesg than 0.711 percent 0-235). Each of the Enviconmental Assessments |isted resulied [o Finging of
Wo Significant Impact (FOMSE). Governmental agency document description pesins to closely resembie
dugbie-speak in muitipie ways! Ercess material defiped by DOE 25 “pormail’ uranium is produceg by
synthetic process--rather than mining ‘natucal™ uranium, “Hormal® refers to G.7 percentagse of U-Z35
which is "similar® to assay of pre-enriched naturally occurcing uranium natural® uranium. one would
be led to conclude, In error, from such description that deplefed wranium containg siigntly soce U=z
than naturai/mined uranium?

The oroposed action Lnvglves the Interstate transfer of blillets,
powoer, and fuel assemblies, while the (99 and |9%6 campaions
(nvplved internaticnal shipments of biliets. The [952 and 1995
campaions wsed truck transportatlon from the Banford Slte fo
Seattie, Washington. At that point. biilets were transferred

to ccean vessels that transporied the material throwgh the
Panama Capal to Germany, and to the United Eingdom. <DOE/EA-
131%, po. 2-G.)

Fow “simifar” transfer of materlals to 1992 apg 1996 campaions 1S or |9 not olven coniext. Bod
many shioments of what kind of materials is cateoorized as its-ali-uranium-irom-Sanzoro, Wess.agiea!
rise posed by tramsportation of ive| assembiies (700 shipments via overiand fruck) i:teran_ icom the
west oast to the Midvest (east of the Misslssipel and Jhlo Rivers) 13 consicerably dis-simiiar o
rige posed by trangpect of low-enciched metal biliets via ocean going vessels, Which part of this
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campaign ig “similar.” other than uranjum materials werce transported from the Handorc site Someunere
by site contractor Fior Daniel ¢simifar to Flor Pernaldd? hote that | requested DOEAE.n. #1216 from
the Portsmouth Snvicommental Informatfon Center and attempted to access it on Hanford intermet web
page under enviconmental+agsessmentrucanium Without success on 21500, LERE TEST A33ZHBLY ImRROIATION
BT ANRLYS:S. according to public information officer at the PORTS site has soency cate of Juiy €2,
1997, 1 intend to continue to pursue this document wifh approsrlate comment fo DOE sfier Zebrueary £2.
£33, HE decision-maring mcument t.a; mcn:rrpnratrs by re:ereru:e. ERVLEONET ial asaemw T
smmr subject m'ler kil ) e TOF/EX S Doth Simiig 0 258RTH]

irre

Comment on zoency ©lme period of cublic comment, as announced, and lafer exienoec |8 2istussed L
more detail later within these comments. However, it is Important to siate a1 this time. that [ oio
not reguest the agency to extend the cosment period althouch there is some confusion to the contrary.
Graham ¥itchel] of Ohie EPA's Peoeral Facility Compiiance Office suagested that ! reguest KE to
gxtend the public comment period on DOE/ER-131% in telephone conversation of Januwary 3, 200, Some
confusion apparentiv persists as to whether | did or did not request ar extensica of time. 1 cig not.
Hirimum of 45 days for public comeent period ig requiced in DOE actions——original pubiic comment
period dates did not comply with 45 day public comeent period requiresen; wnich I intendea o point
gkt to DOE price on of before January 20, 2000 (35 calendar days after date of GOE Decemper 16, [59%
ietter znnouncing DOE proposed actlon and avallability of DOE/BA-13{% for oublic review ang comestl.

3imlial carcussiances 10 some cespects de exist with other agency proposed actions, | did. n
faCT, request extension of time for public comment pericd on DOE/EA-129%, Fernaid Uraniwh Transter!
WIE time pericd for public review and comment was less than 45 days from notice or availaollity oo
ZA-1299 and notice of asency Intent to the publlc. Some confusion has apparentiy arisen from my
request for extension of time on the Fernald Uranium transtec. [ have no ides vhal prometed IOE
Hanford site office to extend the publlc comment period on IOE/EA-131% until February 22, 2006G.
Flease offer explanation which clarlfies how “compilance with HEPR process” has peen achieved in
CESDORS] VEReSS SUMMATY .

Uriess the uranium pillets transported via ocean vessel to Germany then to the Gniteg Eingosm
vequiced configuration of shipmentis) to avold eriticallity, considerable dis-similacily cequites Lot
consideration in BA 81319, According to DOE/EA-1319 rlisk support document, ENG-RCAL-GZ8, Feu.i.
September 5, [9%%, TRANSPORTATION EISE ASSESSMENT FOR THE SHIPMENT OF UWIRRRDIATED URAHIU,
transpoctation of nmlear Eue mm <as prnpnar:n mffers mnslﬂeraﬂ:ly With tranﬂ:unat;m au G Lum
metal bi |-|IHE| ; ; B prijourations o &

P ~i

The N nuclearda tuei consists of finished and unfinished
inper and outer fuel elements or five different 235-1
encicnments. . . B total of 957.3 metrlc tons of uranium
35 fuel are to be shipped [0 the Moge! G-4214 wooaden boy.
uhich has & capaclty of 544 ko. The unfinlshed fuel elements
are differentiated from the finished fuel In that they do not
have the end caps weldec on. The encichment ievels of 235U
consist of 0.7, 4.9, .03, 1.15, and 1.25 %, [ue to the

i e P v : .
-ﬂwuumw F the 0,95 % and 1,25 & e fia] oo
gderived (Ferrell, [999). Mass limits for the 1.03 amg 1.15 %
enclched tuei were interpaiated from these limits, The fugl
With .71 % {5 considered to be natural wranium and is not
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considered to be figsiie material, The critlcality based
shipment mags |imits, total mass of both finished and
untinished fuel to be shipped, and calculated mmber of
shipments of fuel of each 235-0) content are Included in
Table 5. (BEF.: ENG-RCARL-028, BEV, §, 3EPT., 9, 1999,
po. B.) ENG-RCAL-028, TABLE V submitted as Attachment [I[.

fiow, by what process, did DOE calculate approximate mumber of 7O shipments In IGE BA-i3iF77
Uiscrepancies in caiculations between ER-131% and its supporting risk cocument are mot coniidence
builgeral! ENG-RCAL-0ZR states:
+ RBeiease fractions for bowes of finished fuel were those
vecomended for Tvpe & containers. Por unfinished fuel.
the release fractions vere the same as for the UD-3. (PONDER FUSM»
+ ferosol and resoirable fractions were the same as ror the blliets,

Gniy a direct route by truck was modeled,

-

-

The container was assumed to be the G-4214 Wooden Bow (FIH [%9%).
with interier dipensions 3 in. x 14.125 in. x 8.575 in.

# pose rates ab 1o from the vehicle adge of 0.01% - 0.052
mremh for the various 235-F enriched fueis were calcuiated
based on an agsumped bov arrangement, gssumed box loadings,
box capacity, and shipment [imits. The shieiding salculation
is addressed in Section 5.1. (Rei.: BENG-RCAL-G28, po. 5.3

My calculator aoded 537 plus %4 (number of finished and unéinisheo tuel shipments) fooce 3 1niai
of 531, What is being "agoded" to aporovimate TOOT

Wny ace aerosel and cesplrable fractlons the same a3 for the bijlets?
"Similarity’ of metal formis) of finished and enfinished nuclear fuel rods to uranium metal pliiets
requires expianation with supporting documentation.

fiow can release fractions for unfinished fuel reascnably be calcuialed *the same as for U3
which is in powder form??

Wiy was direet truck route ORLY caleulated In ENG-RCAL-028 whilch [gentifles aiternate route crom
Banford 1o Paducah, Ev. then from Paducsh, Iy. to the Portsmouth, OF site for U0-3 in powoer foon.
packaged In T-Hoppers? Why were rail miles listed between the three sites in ENG-ROAL-GZE [f ro
calcuiations were computed esino those miles in cisk assessment??

Why was the contalner “assumed to be the G-4214 Wooden Box? What [s the basis (NEC, 0.3. IET,
U.3. EFA, DOE regsiations andror standards) for this assumptlon?

AND NOST EMPORTANTLY, VHY ARE HUNBERS USED 70 CALCULATE TRANSPORTATICH
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RISE ASSESSNENT 70 TRUCKER3, THE TRAVELIMG PUBLIC SHARING THE ROUTES, THE RESIDENTS ALOWG THGSE
RGUTES. AHD THE RDCEPTORS (WORLERS AND COMMUNITY AT PORTS. AND PADUCAH) BASED UPOR A TRELIMIGRET,
URPUBLESEED DOCIMENT?®? (Emphasis added) First respomders to "accident® wiih potentiai of
ceiticality might f£img such caiculations and agency decisions proceeding from them "preliminacy’ cause
tor corcern. The unpublished scurce provides no means for DOE or any other pariy bo allew

accountapi | itysverify ENG-RCAL-026 'asmumptlions.”

Hote that CHLY SOME CARLCUTATIONS were actually computed for clsk of eritlcality ouring franspors
o1 the finished and untinished fue! rods with & difterent U-335 levels of enricnment--basen wpon &
preiiminary, unpublished work! See reference to ENG-BCAL-028, po. 8. 23 guoted previously wnich
states that eritleal mass limits vere gerived for only 0.%5 % and 1.25 % U-235 enrichment ievel tue
ceas. Critical mass |imits for 1.03 % and 1.15 % enriched fuel wers “interpolated” from the !imiis
decived from these calculatlons. Critical mass 1imits for fuel with 0.71 % U-E35 vas not caiculates
at aii--pecause ik |5 not "consicered® Lo be fissile material! Wno does not consider it to pe fissiis
naterial? Has uranium with £.71 & U=235 ever been known by DOE to sustain nuciear
reactionseriticality? Why has the pyrophoric (spontanecusiy catching on fire Dy exposure to air
property of uranium been ignored in risk assesseent?? What Is the basis for "assusetion” inris
assessment that fransportabion ‘accident® resulting inm a fice would be of no mare than & hour
duration? fre the terms “accident,” as in vehicle colllslonstrariic accicent ang *incigent™ &5 In
release of radioactive materials interchanceable In assessing rlsk to human receptors ana the
enviconment® What agency experience andq/or supporting documentation leads o comclusion TRED wfanium
tin tinlanea, unfinlsneq fuel rod, and powder foems) will be |ikely to remain on-sife (ngl feiecses
inlo ait; curing an "incident® or "accident" which invoives fire (especiallv when contaipers:
packaging of fwel rods for shipments |s assumed to be wooden boxes)?

croraing bo DNS-RCAL-GZ6, pace %

b=l suranlum) ang 2360 were not [eclwded In RADTRAN's [lbrary
of radionuciices, so the jsotopes had Lo pe defined in the input
file. Isotopic definitions were taken from Greem {19953, which
used the orioinal sources a3 used in RADTRAN to obtaln the
required (sotopic properties.

in alscernlole Engllsh, what does this mean?? Have U-234 and U-238 1sctopes peen inciugeg of
exciuded from DOE/EA-131% support document risk assessment? [Decision-making process by WE cesen wen
suppoct ing documents which are, in turn, based upon "assumed” values, prelimlnary, unpudiisnes sources
iuith no cpportunity for review by respected and knowledoeable authorities) do nol ieas to cohciusion
that D02 [s using "sound science, looic or mathematlcs! DOE's primary driver appears 1o be fhe
economic assets, l.e., miilions and billions of dollars to be re-lnvested In DOE Duooet for the
penetit of D0E contractors and subcontractors dwho are, In theory supposea to be reouwlated oy BGE toc
the benefit of the public, the taxpayers, and the natlemal Interests). How much money |8 projected 1o
be genersied from the sale of Hanford’'s surplus/excess uranium and what parties are projected to
receive the oroceeds? [OE has already had the materials appralsed by forelon and domestic coBBErC.:.
interests--wha! were the resulis of the appraisal?

I0E lessons learned apparent|y are not belng apelled In thls acency declsion-making process,
Although it is certalnly understandable that the Washington State Department of Iceleay, U.3. TRE,
residents and trioes In proximity of the Hanford slte--as well as oom river residents wno draw theis
water from the Colusbia River would want clean-up and remediatlon (to the sxtent possibie) of the
Baniord Site, DOE is apparently looking for another victim community cloaxed in governmenial
doubie-spesk of “deactivation and mortoage reduction goals.' Ohio's climate of tolerance of
environmental poiiution ¢with a permit to discharge) has, apparently made 1t a ilreiy "inter.m’
storaoe site, 3ee Attachment TR which reports that Ohio's
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vatervays received 9.8 Million pounds of toxle releases In 1997 (fifth [n the natient. Uranium is 3
toxic substance--which tramsiates to mean that direct dischargesrelease to surisce water cowicmishi
require 4 permit or a "'variance' for hook-up fo sewers toc indirect discharge (or not)! 3ee
Attzchment ¥, Z/16/00 public notice by Chic TPA, Divislon of Surface Waters, of proposed ruie changes
te Chio Adninlstrative Code describing the operation and procedures for the lssuance of seuer
connectlon bans, lncluding how variances mav be acanted. DOE has apparently found & state
environmenial protecticn (permitting) #oency less likely tc sue and entorce than the Washington State
lepartment of Ecology.

In the process, IOE s undolng democratlc process which is, in my view, an unacceptable
trage-off--at any price,

0OE has proposed the preparation of an ElS to address potential
lmpacts associated with conselldatlon of potentially revsable
uranfum materlals at a DOE Uranium Management Center, Potential
storage sites would incluge three DKE sites in Osk Ridge, Tennessee
i¥-t2 Plant, East Tennessee Technoloagy Park, and Gak Ridoe Mational
Laporatory), the Faducah Site In Eentucky, the Fortsmouth Site in
dhio, the Savannah River Site in Sowth Carolina, the Mevada Test
Site, the ldaho Site, the Waste Isolaticn Plant in Hew Mexico, ang
sppropriately |icensed commercial sites. The EIS would address
packaging, transportation, recelpt, and storase of potentially
ressanie yranium matecials at one or more sites, EIS orepacation
is expecied to be Initiated in calendar year 2000. REF.: DOE/EA-
ial%. po. &8.)

information distsibuted to the public in Attachment 1, Portsmouth Site newsletter of January
100, shows clean-up progressing at the Fortsmouth Site (operation of uranlum process buiicings unoer
lease 10 Onited States Encichment Corporation which 15 in process of B5E worker lay-offsreustion in
workforce at both PORTS and Pagugsh, Ev.) The Fortsmouth site was never incluges in Suberzung
mandaied ciean-up (scoring missed Supertund alite status by only & few points) wnich fested the bomuncs
of pubilc and worker auilibility and credibility of DOE/site contractor dita coliection ang assessment
methodoiogy. Data used to determine PORTs {g 2 Browniieid rather tham 2 Superfund 8ife wouid gsem td
contradict statement aticibuted to then Secretary of Enerey Hazel O'Leary that there was not encush
money in DOE budget Bo clean-up Portsmouth. Evidence recently investigated and reporteq by DOE af
Pagucah, Ey. would seem fo [ndlcate that the slte |s not actually as contamingteq as some MeMoers of
the surrounding communlty suspected --conditions are. [n fach, must worse than steviousiy imagineg!

Emcfm-ntjl: gage 4, “T0E Investigation Team Visits Fortsmouth," recorts that two site
Invesiigations at PORTS are In process of being conducted. The 21 technical siperts are scheduied io
be on-site from Pebruary 14-25 with TOF report to be lssuved sometime in Mey of Z000. Even with
Ranford DOF extension of public comment period on [.800 metric fons of surpius/excess’ nuciear
weapons product ionducanium mateclals umtll February 22, 2000 DOE has apparentlv beaten the bugger &t
the PORTs site. Decision has. [n fack, already been made--it would seem regardiess of what GUE
Investigative team repocts aiter-the-fact in May. [oes DOE intend to prepare an Environmentai [mpact
Statement (EI3; to determime that the PORTs site Buliding 74d-G--alreagy termed tpe Lranivm Hanagemeni
Center by OOE in EA-1319-—wl11 be recipient of D0E's program-wide Uranium Managemen: Center?t It
turther compounds the deception to term what is obviousiy happening at FORTs a3 "workiorce
trangifioning' and Brownfield industrial site conversion whether as & "privately |icenssd commecoial
aite’ or former DOE/USEC site! The Buciear Regufatory Commission (NBC) already |lcenses U3EC
operations at PORTS, DOE presence is already shared and delegated (aiong wiin agency iegacy
responsibiiitys.,
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To be ciear in Intent, FOE presence at PORTs is stromely preferaple o Brownileld and worsiorce
transitioning to private. commercial operatiors. [EE does investigate site coaditiocas--though
sometimes with low-level enthusiasm--and make those findings public in reports. Commercizi, HRC
iicensed private entities are protected from the public view and accountability by Ohio s corporate
audit privilege and “trade secrets.” Theouch compley and perplexing processes, milllens of pounds of
toxice releases are "permitted® to alr and water in Chio by the Chlc Environmental Protectloni?s
Agency and its delegated authorities.

¥yitiple "problems® including threats to both the human and naturai enviconment have oeen
documented at the Hanford Site, [DOZ Hantord web page ldentifles Hanford as the most contaminated site
within the JOZ complex which is considerable statement! One such wrgent "problem’ curcentiy exists at
Hantord in the two water-fiiled basins which store most of the Hanford Site s 2,100 metric fons of
spent fuel rods. The [rradiated fuel rods were stored (n Dasing for about 6 months and then moved o
4 processing facility where plutoniue was extracted. DOE Hanford stopped progusticn of wiuionium ar
the Banford Site in the late 1980’3, but the legacysproblems contimue.

The two water-filled basing where most of Hamford's soent fue!

i3 stored are located apout 1,400 feet away from the Columbla Rlver.
The basing which were congtrected in 1951, are well bevond theie
ugeful iite of 20 years and are winerable to leaks and earthquake
damage. ANY rupture of the basins, such 85 from earthquake of
accicent, could release large quantltilies of contaminated water to
the soil and to Ehe Columbla River. A oss of waler from the basing
could aiso expose workers and the publlic to the alrborne transmission
oi radioactive materials rejeased from the corpoded fuel and the

the sludge In the bottom of the basing. Koreover, the fuei ltself
vag not infended for lemg-term storage in water, and some of it

has cocroded or crumbled.

WOE has been developing an approach for moving the fuel rods to
safer storage since 1994, . . . Two major nev facllities are
invglved—-a fuel drying facility and a storace facllity, The
oroject aiso [ncludes special containers and metal baskeis 1o hold
the fuel; a transportation system for moving it between facilities;
various systems to clean, package, and dry it, and special cranes
to move the loaded conkainers to their storace fubes Inside the
storage facility where they may remaln for up to 40 years, untll
being removed to a natlonal repesitory site.

J0E's overail contractor for manzalng the Hanford Site, Tluor Danlel
Hanford, Inc. (Fluor Daniel). has been responsible for overseeing ithe
praject since the company assumed responsibiiity in October [996.
Fluor Teniel contracteq with Duke Enginesring & Services Ranford,
inc, (Duke Englneering’, to manage the spent fuel project. DOE,
which also oversees the project contractors, |s responslole ot
meeting legally enforceabie project mijestones under the provisions
of & federal-state sgreement (commonly calied the Tri-Party Aoreement)
With the Envircrmeniazl Protection Agency and the Vashington State
Department of Scology, (Red.: WUCLEAR WASTE, DOE'S EANFORD SPENT
FUEL STORAGE EROJECT--COST, SCHEDULE, AND MANAGEMENT 1330E3,

GAl RCED-99-267, paoss 3-4.0

The project has peen cepiete vith multipie delays ang cost over-runs.
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Currentiv, compietion is scheduled for July 2067--a delay of six years--at a cost of 1.7 biliion
doilars, 1 bililon oollars beyond orlolnal estimates made [n 1999 Moreover, the project |noiudes
approximately two years work of activities at & cost of 133.9 mbitlon dollars not ociginaily inciucea
in 1995 estimate, Fef.: (IBID. page 2.0

GAD report, in falrress to DOE and [ts contractors, does Indlcate progress nas beeh Bace in
addressing the three main problems which have plagued the project--unreaiistic schedwie, poor conire
aver the project’s basel lne (custsl am:l as Ht unresnived te:hnttm 1s=ues, Fk:m'er m:cnrcmg ta
GAG investisation, } addres i3 i e i3
assurgnee and continued &gerp:e,r nrersmh‘ [s requlrcd tn er‘iam:e the cmt:a::m: 5 a..mt; tn meet
sehedule fargets (milestones), and remalin within current cost estimates. GAD reco@mends thar the
Secretary of Energy . . .strengthen lezdership and oversiaght to better ensure that the progect is
compieted a5 efficient]ly and effectively as possible.” Kothing is GAU report recommencs that [&iSiny
funds for project compietion assume rote of first priority, HNovember 2000 milestone sei &s start cate
tor removal of spent fwel from water Dasing 1z In jecpargy due (o [lme required toc Cesoive & Liew
technicai [ssue (possibiiity that & shipping cask [oaded with spent fuel micht accidentaliy be rcppes
back icte the basin which would lead to discharoe of exbremely contaminated vater into Soil ano the
Columpia River), completing safety documentatlon, and sperations readiness review with impiesentatic:
of a1l needed corrective actions while, at the same {lme, meeting current time schecuie miiestones.

Time schedule milestones have direct consequence in fee payments from DOE &0 its site
coniractorisi, In 199%, according fo Hanford DOE internet web page, fee payments to the site
contractor totalled $36,208,003. (B5.6 percent) of 842,300,000 avallable |f ail 1%%% site “zilestones’
had oeen meb. Fee paymenis for the Spent Huclear Fuel project were 53 percent of the tofal avaiiable
in 1999, :

IE-Richiand Uperations (s following the [ead of DOE-FEMP (Pernaid Envirommental mestoration
eroject) in attempting to connect tranafer of thowsands of metric tons of excess nuciear Weapuns
grocuction uranium materials off-site as part of envirommental restoratlon/waste management operaticos
in absence of program-wlde, publicly discussed policy-making, [.e.. disposition of mitipie torms ot
various persentages of enriched uranium curcent!y deemed excess to [OE program needs. 3Jaie of entess
nuclear weapons uranlum, including fissile materizls, has been determined/authorized de-tasto in this
iack of due process. DO (s inappropriately treating movement/transfer of some |.800 metric tons of
uranium materials as an internal, site-decision housekeeping/what to store on the sheives at what
warehouse [ssue when, [n practice and fact, I0F is transferring the materials as set-up for saie o
potentially Interested foreign-owned and domestic commerclal buyers, as stabed 1o I.A. [5i%, paoge !

Uranium |2 regulated as toxlc, hazardous (pyrophoric), and radicactive material. Enriched
uraniug {kigher percentage of U-235 than occurring in nature) poses adqitional °hazards [ncluaing
potential for "unplanned" criticality. The fact that forelon and domestlc private pupers have
expressed interest in purchase, combined with DIE“s [ndependent appraisers estimates or consicerabie
value by sale of the materials proposed Lo be transferred from the Hanford 5ite,shouid act reasonabiy
be interpreted by DOE to aethocize saie in zbsence of consideration of naticmal securiiy, ang
non-profiteratlon [ssues. ER-131% transparently, but not cbviously, chains transfer of [.200 metrlc
tons of enriched uranium to clean-up, envirommental restoration at the Hamford Slte,
Transfer/movement of the materials to the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant at Fiketon, Uhio foc tne
pucpose of commercial sale with investment of some of the proceeds trom that sale in the DEE G4 B
Budget with some funds generated to be allocated for Hanford Site environmental restwaﬂw\,uean =g
Milestones is transparent, thoush not obvious to the receptors (people within 50 mile radius of ine
P87z gite and population aiong the transportation routes?,

Areas of contern which DOE 15 required to address briefily sEmarized Incluges 15 I0T has
sige-stepped REFA process by cateeorizing tramsfer of
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1,800 ¥TU a5 *mere movement of materials between DOE complex sites® (EA-1319, page 1.} 2) TOE has
failed to address dispositicn of surplus uranium excess Lo program needs In programmatic
decision-making process which 1s a considerable omissions/failure with miitiple sionificant
implications, 3 DOE‘s de facte transfer of surplus uranium for saie, from Doth TEME and Hanrors, is
contrary to democratic provess, 43 D0E has called io conslder national security, including
non-proliferation issues, and public safety

issues [n the transfer, and in the alternative has considered the financial benefits to MOE J & &
Budget, and 5 assusptions, presumptions, generalltles, Interpoiations, and extrapolatlons wsed oy DIE
in ER-13t9 lack meaningful, appropriate, and accurate data resullting in decisions which have [ittie to
ne mezningful factual or scientific basis.

It bs gifficuit to imaglne plausible and credible explanation for the gency's Liming of the
‘public involvement® process, Date of Environmental Assessment 1319 is November 199%. Cover letter
With agency announcement of "public review® period is dated December 16, 1999. "Public review periog”
is announced a5 running for 35 calendar days from the date of cover letter. Fublic review perisd of
55 davs began on December |7, 1999, [However, public review period of 35 days on this drafl proposal
wag not mailed to me unti] December 27, 1999. The first ten days of & 35 public ‘review” period was
consumed before notliicatlon was mailed. MNote postmark date from Blehland, Washlnaton of Tecemper 27,
1%, Artachment VIE Furthermore, recelpt of Eb &nd cover letter by me was on December i, %%,
Dpportunity for “review® was thus aelayed for 15 days durlng 2 35 calenoar day publlc comment periog!
First opportunlty to direct quastions o comments on the BA for propossd 3oClon was, actudily Jamears
3. 2000 (Japuary |, 2300 was Saturday, January 2, 2000 was Junday). On January 3, 2000. 1 requested
MILESTONE Mx-%2-06-TO1, BANFORD FEDERAL FACILITY ACREEMENT AND OONSENT CRDER (Ecoicmy et. &i. [9%%] a3
referenced on page 1-1, paragraph 3 (EA-131%) vhich begins:

T0E needs to (13 relocate saieaple Banford Site surplus
unicraciated wraniug {OUY 1o the DOE's Portsmouth 3ite near
Portamouth, Ohio for future beneficial use: and {2) dispose
of Hanford Site surpius wranium that is considered unsaleabie.
The removal of excess uranlum from the Hanford Site supporis 2
FARFORD FEDERAL FRCILETY AGREEMENT AHD COMSENT ORDER (Zcolcey
et, al. 1999 WILESTONE MX-92-06-TOi.

Where in DOE public Invelvement process is 35 dav comment period on any proposea actlon
considered acceptable? Timing, including ten day delay in maiiing Decesber 16, 1999 start date cover

ietter, requires explanation by the asency. Alteratlon and short-cicculling of KESA process in orger
to meet milestones <and coatract avard fees) does not comply.

To further compllcate the "tlming' of 0B proposed actlon In BA, DOE was schedulea to sema an
investioative team Lo the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffuslon Flant on Monday, Janwary 16, Z0GG. A nunder of
investigative visits are anticipated from January until Apcil with expectation of report of findings
te 3ecretary BlLI1 Bichardsen by late May, 2000, see &itachment V1. Timine of Hanford 23 ceciainiy
appears to exclude any such Investicative flndings by DOE on-site at ROETS in declslon-making mrocess.

I0E nas historically, a8 &n aoency, been crlticlzed for creating and/or tolerating & culture o
decelt and secrecy surroundlng 1ts nuclesr weapons compiex sites. Plwoc Permaid, formeriy Fluor
Daniel Pernald, manaces olean-up ab the FEMF/Perraid, ORlo former uranium poocessing plant site,
ENVIROUMENTAL RSSESSMENT P0R THE 1.S5. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, OAL RIDGE (FERRTIONS. EECEIPT AHL 3TCRAGE
OF GRANIOY NATERIALS FROM THE FERNALD ENVIPOWMENTAL MANAGEMZRT PROJECT SITE, [OE/TRI-pAQFebciary
i99% resuited in agency decision o transfer some 3,800 metric tons of various forms of wraniuk to tne
Bortsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Blant site based upon a Finding of Wo Slorificent Impact (FCH3I) ano
suppocted by 1993 categorical exciusion letter. Haterials transfer to PORTS for interim storage was
supposed]y
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1ece3sEY 50 AVOLC geiay Of On-QObRQ cigan-up at Ternaid. The 5800 melrit tONS of VACIOUS TOORS OF
uraniun hag te be moves from Ternald s former uraplum processing piant.  Permanent
storage disocsizion was supposedly to be ab Gak Xidoe, Tennesses (East Tennessee Tesnngiocsical Farss.

1i s most worthy of mention that until pubtic notice of name chamge from Tluor Janied Jerns.d i3
Flupr Ternaic, see Attachmens¥ill, ‘E-" g 2ite contractor Tor Hanfoed ant Ternaie (FENE) snared ke
SaMe S90POCASe DaBe ang inierest ln tramgferring Uranium in various forms surpius o 0T prooran nesgs
i the Portsmouth Geseous Dlffusion Plant site for ipterim storage due 1o the market vaiue of ine
former weapons productions meteriais.

Pluor Daniel i3 lleewise the contractor charged with providing assurances o the U.5. tnac some

.' the 500,000 metrie tons of heavy fuel oll provided arnuatly o Horth Rorea unger the Aggees
Tramevare tdctoper Z!, 1994} for heating and electric generation only is or Mas not osen ajversed io
other purposes, inciuding resale abroad, Briefiy stated, the Eorean Peminmuia Inerey fsvelicgmen:
Groanization ¢REDGE conbractor Fiuce Dantel is employed specificat!y ov RED0 members, iagivaine ing
Umited Statﬁ t3 inaure comeiiance by North iorea with the Internaticmal Treatv oo tme
Gen-Froliferation of Huglear Weapons. Heavy duel oll 3 not to by sipaoneg ‘J:' oy Sarnodorex o
gaje 1o finance lis nuc ear -leapuna and/or miiitary prograss. (Rei.: HUCLER: .m?m. i
STATUS OF HEAWY FULL OIL DELIVERZL T0 WORTH EORER UNDER THE AGEESD FRAEMEWORE. SAO-EC

8irict accounting for hundrecs of thousands of eaiicns and tons of a0y materiais
iEVERToCY o9 samewnat protlematic, A llitle more or lese is gifficult, if zot imps
oeTRIMiNE,
he :;J::v: Deopliment repoched 10 Conaress in March of !9
ihat BB 8 w...c:.nc Arraneemenis. . .give the Departeent
confidence that the neavy fuel ofl supelied by the arganizaticn
Sh3 LARGELY (empnasis acded peen ysed |n the menper presocipes
by the sgreed frameworx. State Depariment officlals have
acknowiedoed that Lhere 15 some evidence that perhaps 5 percen:
fgr Th.ELG melric toms: of the heavy fuel oil has Desn used for
chiuthor jzed purpeses. (Rel.: WUCLERE ROMPROLIFESATION. HERVY
TUEL ZiL DELIVERED TO NORTE EORES UNDTE THE AGREED FREMEWCE.

Gnu T=BCED-U0-2d, pape 5.0

Tée points wouid Seem apparent, even transparent, [OOF has amle cause o consider
non-orol iferaticn issves are. I