
Official \ .ions on what should be done about the 
Manhattan Proiect waste: 

l lob t ln  the ksldues even ' 

wkh on( an Interim cap In 
place." - 

Leave waste and residues in 
place and install a long-term 
cap. 
T h e y  will be safety maintained 
for 200 to 1,000 vears. 
8 Several yearsof moniidng at 
she shows cunent Mandard for 
mteining waste and resldue is 
effecfive. 

Funding for long-term cap ' 
budgeted for near-ten action. 
n Cap costs $15 millwn; , 
excavation, sh i i i ng  and 
disposal of wastes would cost 
$100 million, @us another $15 
million to cap current site 

Rebcating residues would 
resun in m k h  greater worker 
radiation exposure hazards end 
transpoltal!ibn risks. 
.At this time, m high-level 
waste raposito is available. 

When or il itP6eoomes 
available. Nigara Falls Storage 
Site wastes would have b w  
r r i t y  because d e bacMog of ' 
~gher-level wastes. 

D Capping now would not 
preclude fuiure removal, but 
enhance site conditions. 
Sourw: May 10, 1993 k i ~ r r j o n ~  Niagnrn Cmella Arrhauu 

Drpnrtmml o f E q  @ P A  This 165-foot concrete silo housed radioactive residue tor 41 
ears at the former Lake Ontario Ordnance Works now called the 

kiagara Fells Storage Site. In 1985, the residue enddebtis from 
Other positions on the silo were buried under a clay cap in en interim waste storage 

the storage site: site. 

I "In or t tku~r r .  we do not 
believe that thb Department of 
Energy has demonstrated that 
thls alternative Is adequately 
vrotectlve of human health 

I and the environment!' 

repository, when such a facility 
becomes available. 

EPA wants a written 
commitment from the 
Department of Energy that the 
residues will be moved to such a 
repository when it becomes 
available. 
Source:bnt 24, 199I krrrr jom kPA 
to D$mfmenI  o / E w  

66 
T h e  Nlagara Falls Storage 

Site. . . has 4,000 tons of mill 
tailinas from the Manhattan 
~ r o j & t  weapons program 
with radlum concentratlonr 

, , _ _. . - . . _ - -. . . - . -. 
sde are now too low to deai &h " T h e  fact that the D The current sta-ndards at the 1 I the h~gh level d radloactlve Department of Energy does slle were never meant to 
rawdues there, ln partcular the not currently have an requlate such hlqlr acl~v~hr 1 
K-65 residues, which contain operational hlgh-level waste raaioactive wastes as the K 6 5  
radium-226 with a half-life of rtorage facllity does not residues contain. 
1,600 ears justlly leaving these htgh D The most applicable 
S ~ d u m i 2 6  exhiiis levels of actlvlty resldues at a site that standards wouid be those 
activity at 100 to 1,000 times does not meet the minlmum requirinq deep mine repository 
that d wastes that are supposed requirements for protection of d ~ s ~ s a i a n d  kssurance of over I to be governed by the stendard the vublic. 10.000 vears of ~solat~on lrorn 
now iri p4ac8, That is. t h e y  ore . Obposes long-term, in-place mankid. I residues are 100 to 1,000 times management suqqested bv D The Department of Enerqy / -. ( more concentrated ln ~ e ~ a f i m e n t  01 Energy because should proceed w!th the 
radload~lty than the resdues fl appean to rnake the storaqe ~r~stallal~on of a new cap over all 1 
that are supposed to be site a permanent repository for the radioactive wastes at the 
governed by the standard now in the K-65 residues currently el site, which would be designed lo 
place. the site, which cor~tain allow for removal of the K-65 
D A higher standard, which "exceptionally high" residues when a high-level 
would ensure wntainment for concentrations of Radium-226. radioactive waste repository 
10,000 years, should be used D Disposal of these wastes in a becomes available. 
for the residues. But that deep geological repository is the source: .%PI. 28. 1993 trrurf im Ihr 
standard.cand be met at the onb way to protect the public ,,,n,,,z,,c,,,,,, o f l h  clnrr~)Frlmr, , l  ,i/ 
cunant Me. heanhand lor a long A,tro,o,,nv,,lnl (j>j,nrmmttoti In B t l n ~ )  
D The oniy viable solution would period. 
be removal of the highly 

irnrrnv Ilnvl  0 ' 1 ~ 1  y 

radioactive residues to a 
Source: Aug 3, 1993 l r l ln jom 

high.level waste ~m"mu"o""~f~ln~f~rpnrln~nl o/ 
Iftolth IoEnn~q S I n c l n ~  l l n v t  
(Yl~ary.  

Cross-section o f  Niagara Falls Storage Site waste containment structure (proposed). 
.l -fool-6-inches 

19 to 22 feet of exlstlng gray clay (Inpedes passage 01 water) 

m t E m a m m n -  
Contammated lnlttal Compacled Exlstln Sand layer Exlstlng Exlstlng Geolext~le 
so11 1111, low unaonpacled clay cover sand lifer L 30 and K 65 labrk 
leveb of sol1 frll F.32 res~dues 
Uran~um and resldues 
Rad~um 
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HISTORY OF Environmental Protection 

TOXIC SITE 
Agency says the draft  
environmental impact : . Sept. 28,1993: State 

, statement did not present .Department of Environmental . Jan. 5,1942: The U.S. ! sufficient information on the 'Conservation "strongly 
government announces i t  wi l l  geohydology of the area or the ;SUPPO~~S"  the position taken by 
construct the $32 mil l ion : ground water impacts of +the E PA. 
ordnance works for the 
production of TNT. :Soace: Gazette Nes. EPA status 

B Sept. 28,1942: TNT May24,1985: ~ p ~ s a i d i t  -~eporfonsite,lettersssentb~and~o 
production begins, ending nine ore techn ica l/design ;govelZItlentageflaes. 
months later with the 
government's secret 
commitment to developing an n t  to show that on-site 
atomic bomb in Oak Ridge, 
Tenn. : would adequately protect 

B 1944: The U.S. A rmy  . human health and the 
announces it wi l l  use the LOOW environment. 
site, now covering 7,500 acres, . Apri l  1986: Department of 
to store munitions and ; Energy issues the final 
chemicals. :environmental impact 

1948: The Army transfers -statement, which chose the 
1,511 acres to the Atomic : alternative of long-term, in- 
Energy Commission and sells place management of the 
5,000 acres to the public. wastes. 

August 1949: The federal II June 25,1986: E PA states, 
government reveals for the f i rs t  .'/We f ind the ( f inal )  
t ime that Manhattan Proiect :environmental impact 
radioactive waste had been . statement inadequate" for 
shipped to the site since 1944, . determining whether the 
and f latly denies any health chosen alternative of on-site 
hazard from the waste storage. management is . 1955-68: The government \environmentally acceptable. 
sells 1,298 acres of : Aug. 27,1986: The 
contaminated LOOW site Department of Energy assures 
property to private interests. I that,  pr ior to starting final 
Present owners include the ;action, it w i l l  "provide EPA 
Town of Lewiston, SCA :with assurance that the 
Chemical Services, which selected option w i l l  meet 
operates hazardous waste *applicable standards and/or 
landfi 11s there, and Steven guidance and w i l l  be 
Washuta, who operates environmentally acceptable." 
municipal landfills. May 1,1987: EPA says OK 

June 1982: Bechtel to the storage standards at the 
National, the energy site for the proiected 10 years of 
department's consultant, inter im storage, but reiterates 
begins cleanup work a t  the site, that they are not adequate for 
pr imar i ly  burying long-term, on-site management 
contaminated material in of wastes. 
concrete foundations. May 12,1992: EPA writes t , . November 1982: A study to Department of Energy to 
by a researcher at the State restart communication on long- 
University at Buffalo finds te rm handling of wastes. 
cancer rates in Lewiston and II June 22,1992: Department 
Porter no higher than County, of Energy responds that the 
state and federal norms. radioactive residues have been 

July 1984: Workers begin adequately dealtwith. 
pumping the residue f rom the May 10,1993: Department 

a area a half- of Energy sent letter to E PA I 
mi le away. announcing plans for final 

August 1984: In a capping of the waste at the 
preliminary environmental Niagara Fal ls Storage S ~ t e .  
impact statement on the site, : . June 24, 1993: EPA 
the energy department .responds to May  10 letter that 
estimates moving the :while i t  is not opposed to the 
radioactive ma te r~a l  to storage +long-term, on.site management 
sites ~n Tennessee or :of the waste at the site, i t  is 
Washington state would be :opposed to the same solution for 
dozens of tifnes more expensive j .radioactive residues at the site. 
and several times more f - 
dangerous than maintaintng the Aug. 3,1993: State 

material in Lewiston .Department of Health opposes 
.installing a final cap at the site 
.becaue i t  appears to make the 
site a permanent repository for 
the radioactive residues. 
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Proposal on nuclear - - waste - splits - - experts 
HOW will it be resolved? 

The EP.4 ietrer says if. h'Qo- 
tt~etically. suck residues escaped 

from the hfanhattan proje residues will not ndprate i0r 10.000 
. ' I  think that was one act that ' fo' UP to 30 years. the energy de- , ROLE attornel-. rears. And the only way to do that is 
sounded the death knell for hs , Partmen1 sa!-s. &ow it wants to i o  put the waste in a high-ierel ra- 
area. " he said. the cap so lhat it be A letter and a response dioactive waste repoitoi). deep in 

Henderson is the president tne good for coniainmg the waste for 
Residents Organized for the Lewis- 200 to 1,000 Years. The dialogue sparked among con- the ground, the EPA 
ton-Porter Enlrlronment goup. But containing the  was te  f o r  cerned parties - hearing for the But none are available nox In the 

Probably L ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~  1.000 years isn't good enough, the fust time of the plan to m s M  a fmd United States. - Jw- --- 
kept secret." he said of the Niagara Envuonmental Protection Agency, cap at the site - has been going on 1 

Falis Storage Sire, formerly knoum state Department of Health and among federal and state govern-, 
as the  Lake Ontar lo  Ordnance  State Department of Environmental merit agencies slnce the e n e r a  de- /A choice and a promise 
LYorks. Consenation agree. partment first announced its mtent. ~h~ energy department chose 

. f ~ t . s  not surpnslng that peopje . The standard used at the site is That was in a >lay 10 ietter to the long-term. in-site management as 
are somewhat unaware of it and ha: 1 10 contam the radioactive waste EPA, signed by Viilliam 31. Sea!. its alternative to deai ulth h'lagara 
they don't understand there. but too low to contain the who was at the nrne acung duector Falls Storage Site radioactive waste 
!:;. said R. xgs ()isen J ~ . .  atrorney higher-level radioact~re residues of the former sites restoration diri- and residue in its Find Envuonmen- 
ior tne ROLE group. ; there. the EP.4 says. '4 standard sion. tal impact Statement on the site in 

Symbol is gone that would make sure the residues The EPA responded ns con- April 1986. 
are contained for 10.000 is the ap- a June 24, 1993, letter The EPA objected because it said 

1:'s been known since 1949 that propnare one to use, the agency the energy from ~vil- the impact statement d ~ d  not pre- 
the C.S. government stored Man- : says. ,.- J ,  Musz!nski, actmR regtonal sent sufficient information to s u p  
hattan Project waste there. But not ; But that standard can't be met at admmstrator of EPA p o r t  t h e  e n e r g y  d e p a r t m e n t ' s  
much has been heard about the site the Niagan Fails Storage Site. the choice. 
since a clay cap was placed on the EPA says. The on]>- soiutjon 1s tc, I \ ~ ' Y C ~ ' ~ ~ J  'in.. So the energy department. in a 
Interim f aste Containment Facilit!. excavate the residue and transport It's OK if most of the 255.00n Record of Decision. said s ~ 'ould  
a1 the slte m 1986, after a five-year I: to a high-level radioacu\ye waste cubic vards of lower-level radioac- "proiide the EP.4 with assurance 
cleanup that cost more than $30 mil- I repository, $1 says. The problem i a s t e  a t  the site remains, the , that, the selected option will meel 
lion. there currentl!- are none in the Unit- EP.4 said. What i t ' s  concerned applicable fEPAi standards andlor 

That may be in pan because ed States. about are the 15.000 cubic yards re- guidance and $,be environmental- 
"they took the visible evidence ferred to as residues. from the proc- Iv acceptable.  the EPA le t te r  
atva?," said Bill Hemz, who was a A matter of money essing of uranrum ores. which are ktated. 

cap at the storage slte. cient ior k-65 residues. because 
they are 100 tci 1.000 umes more 

Thr  nhoir  issue of long-tern). In- 
place storage rs still up tn the air. 

"n'hat has happened here is oc- 
sically you have a number of ledera! 
apenc ies  with different  regula- 
tions." hut no one has ciear author). 
ty over the other. Condon said. And 
the radioactive matenal they are 
talkmg abou? does nor legally fall 
under any existing regulations. 

"That's why you have this confu- 
sion. why one agent!. m good faith 
may sa>- this applies'. and another 
agen9- says a different reguiatron 
applies. Condon s a d  "The>-'re all 
do~ng the best thai they can wth 
what they've got " 

But they may no1 be abie to conir 
Up u ~ r h  a solution amongst them- 
selves. Condon said. "This happens 
to be the tvpe of issue that needs to 

I be resol\.ed at ven- h ~ g h  levels tn 
the  federal  government . "  That 
means that if a resolution can't be 
made at the agenc7- headquarters 

.' level. Congress or' the president 
may have to step in. Condon said. 

But tile State of Kew Tork ap- 
pears to have the most authont! in 
this case. under Section 120 of the 
Superiund law. said Robert IT. Har- 
grove. chief of the environmental 
impacts branch at EP.4 Region 11 in 
N e a l o r k  City. 

A friendly debate 
The letter exchange so iar br-  

tween the energy department and 
tile EPti is not a "hanie." said Les- 
ter  h. Prrce. director of the former 
sites resroration division of the De- 
partment of E n e r p  in Oak Ridgr. 
Tenn. He said he dldn't want to 
"get into a debate tn the neurspaper 
over something n-e're debat~ng in a 
friendiy s o n  of wa? . " 

The EP.4 had pre\.iousi! agreed 
that the energ?. department could 
go ahead and put a cap on the site 
and had glven tts OK for that cap for 
a 10-year period. Price said. "IYeli. 
we're six or seven vears into tnat 
10-year perrod and we want to sort 
of reopen that discussron and get it 
resolved. " 

The energy deparunent does not 
intend to do an!-thing until it and the 
EPA reach agreement on the slan- 
dard issue. Price sa~d .  Xloretlver. 
"I think our plan IS, we want to 
have all the involved parties. the 
state of S e w  York and EPA and our- 
selves in ameement before r e  pro- 
cred." hr s a d  

The voice of the people 
"This is the kind of thing that at 

would certainiv involve the pubiic 
in. in an infohational sense as a 
mmimum." Price said. "Franki!.. 
we weren't close enougn to tak~ng 
the actlon." 

"Disposal 1s a permanen: rmir -  
dy. .. f e do not believe 1:'s an ad- 
equatr  disposal si te.  that tnere 
could be impacts to the envirunmen: 

,and human health if n were to br 
~mpiemented as the fina: alternb- 
tlve." Harpore said. 

in that case. additronai pubiic par- 
ticipation would he required under 
the National Environmentai Poiic: 
Act. Hargro\.e said. 

"It's such an significant decis~on 
that to do this wrthout having an es-  
tensrvr El9 (Environmental Impact 
Statement) IS just totally inapprti- 
pnate." Oisen said, "and also to do 
11 without the public process that 
accompanies NEPA (h:ationai En\.$- 

I romental Policy .4ct). 
! li the energy department does , not involve the public. "ther rmght 

~ S ~ C C I  some legal challenpe;." can- 
rcivabiv iron. ROLE or Iron Lrwi:. 
ton and Porter Olsen said 

"Sneaking off in the night IS not 
1 appropriate The5 must mdke a fuU 
ireport to the publtc, to the towns 
and count! as to uhat they're domg 
and w ht the\ re doing rt," Olsen 

I said 
.I - *I 

. * 
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