
-----Original Message-----
From: Joseph A. Gardella, Jr. [mailto:gardella@acsu.buffalo.edu] 
Sent: Monday, May 24, 2010 5:37 PM 
To: Amy Witryol 
Cc: Kreusch, Arleen K LRB; Joseph Gardella Jr. 
Subject: Re: News from the Corps 

Arleen: 
I would second the request to add these items to the agenda, please, as a request from the full LOOW 
RAB membership, and in support of interests of the LewPort Schools 

joe gardella 

-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Witryol [mailto:amyville@roadrunner.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 20, 2010 6:00 PM 
To: Kreusch, Arleen K LRB 
Cc: Joseph Gardella Jr. 
Subject: RE: News from the Corps 

Arleen -

Would you please add to the agenda: Transparency of interagency communication regarding closed 
vicinity properties, the NFSS and the LOOW site. Your email below does not suggest the Corps is 
interested in transparency. I'd like to hear the Corps' perspective specifically on why it has been so 
reluctant to open communication between agencies. 

Since I still have not received any information on what is going on under DERP, I ask that also be added 
to the agenda. 

It is a shame to distract from the IWCS, but every time we turn around, the Corps has gone forward on a 
significant initiative we learn about only after the fact. Or information the Corps supposedly relied upon is 
not made available. If you could address these in writing prior to the meeting, it 
would be nice to dedicate it to your already existing agenda. 

Your press release accredits technical reports submitted only by the scientific and academic community 
as of value to the Corps. May that explain why I have not received a response to my Feb. 22, 2010 letter 
to Commander Snead? Will I receive a response to each of the concerns addressed in that letter? 
(beyond the references requested by Congresswoman 
Slaughter.) If so, when? 

DOD guidelines require the Corps to respond to all inquiries. Without a RAB, what guidelines is the 
Corps using for DERP and FUSRAP? 

Amy 

-----Original Message-----
From: Kreusch, Arleen K LRB [mailto:Arleen.K.Kreusch@usace.army.mil] 
Sent: Thursday, May 20, 2010 9:07 AM 
Subject: News from the Corps 

Hello from the US Army Corps of Engineers Buffalo District: 
Thank you to those that provided us with input in regard to the establishment of an official Department of 
Defense (DoD) Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) for the former Lake Ontario Ordnance Works (LOOW) 
Site that is being addressed under the Defense Environmental Restoration Program for Formerly Used 
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Defense Sites (DERP-FUDS). We are carefully reviewing the input received in accordance with the RAB 
Rule before we determine our path forward for community outreach. 

The DoD has unique authority under the DERP to establish RABs at DERP sites, such as the FUDS site 
at the former LOOW. Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP) projects are not part of 
DERP and are not subject to the DoD RAB authority or regulations. Thus, the Corps has no authority to 
establish RABs for FUSRAP sites such as the Niagara Falls Storage Site (NFSS). We have a robust 
public involvement plan that has been tailored to the former LOOW Site and NFSS and is consistent with 
Army authority. The plan is available on our website at www.lrb.usace.army.mil/derpfuds/loow
nfss/index.htm#Documents. It is designed to ensure participation of all interested members of the 
community. 

It is clear that there is a group of highly dedicated citizens that wants to provide input to the cleanup 
process for both the former LOOW Site and the NFSS. The Buffalo District recognizes the value of 
community involvement in its restoration programs, genuinely welcomes input from diverse interests 
within the community, and uses the input we receive in our decision 
processes. 

The Corps acknowledges that members of the scientific and academic community have devoted a great 
deal of time and effort studying the NFSS and the Corps' 
technical products. We welcome their input and will continue to review and discuss their scientific 
analyses, reports and written critiques of the Corps' work. 

In regard to NFSS, the Corps' responsibility is to identify a wide range of potential long-term remedies for 
the radioactive materials stored in the Interim Waste Containment Structure (IWCS) and evaluate the 
potential long-term remedies against the criteria established in the Comprehensive, Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). This process will be documented, and provided 
to the public for review and discussion, in a Feasibility Study. 

The Corps altered its process for completing a Feasibility Study at the NFSS to maximize public 
participation. Rather than waiting until the Feasibility Study is complete before seeking public review and 
discussion, the Corps will be engaging the public as the Feasibility Study progresses and discussing 
chapters of the study as they are developed. 

Removal of the radioactive materials within the Interim Waste Containment Structure (IWCS) at the NFSS 
is one of many potential long-term alternatives that will be evaluated by the Corps in the Feasibility Study 
and discussed with the community through our outreach program in an open and transparent manner. 

Currently, we want to assure the community that the Corps' extensive environmental monitoring program 
for NFSS and our remedial investigation of the site indicate that the IWCS is performing as deSigned and 
continues to be protective of human health and the environment. 

All members of the community are encouraged to provide us with input for the restoration process at 
LOOW and NFSS through public involvement as discussed in the public involvement plan which provides 
for outreach and engagement of the full community, and is intended to ensure transparency of the 
process. 
The plan includes public workshops with discussions with our technical team. 
All persons in the community are encouraged to participate in the public activities described in the plan. 

Our next quarterly workshop will be held at the Lewiston Porter Senior Center at 4361 Lower River Road, 
Youngstown, NY on Wednesday, June 23,2010, at 6 p.m. We will be discussing the status of the Niagara 
Falls Storage Site 
(NFSS) Building 401 demolition and the recent sampling at NFSS in support of the Remedial 
Investigation Addendum. 



Sincerely, 

Arleen K. Kreusch, APR 
Outreach Program Specialist 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Buffalo District 
1776 Niagara Street 
Buffalo, NY 14207 

Phone: 800-833-6390 (Option 4) 
Fax: 716-879-6305 

-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Witryol [mailto:amyville@roadrunner.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 13, 2010 9:12 AM 
To: Kreusch, Arleen K LRB 
Cc: Joseph Gardella Jr. 
Subject: missing Bechtel report 

Hi Arleen, 

Why is the Corps still withholding reference documents from the 1998 Bechtel report? 

It is clear in my Feb. 22nd letter attachment (pgs3-4), this report was prepared specifically for the Corps 
Buffalo District Installation FUSRAP. Did the Corps suddenly lose the rest of the report? 

These references are key to understanding the report, and therefore, exposure to past workers and 
current protection of workers and the community. 

The Corps received all ten documents, as part of the report, "Current Radiological Contamination Status 
of Niagara Falls Storage Site (NFSS) - Building 401, 403 and the Soils Outside of Building 401", August 
1998, Bechtel. 

The only significant use of Building 401, which would explain radioactive contamination is the storage of 
nuclear reproceSSing wastes from the Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory (KAPL) Separations Process 
Research Unit (SPRU) in the early 1950s. Workers would have been exposed in subsequent Boron-10 
manufacturing operations in Building 401 by Hooker, 1953 to 1958, and NUMEC of Apollo, PA, 1965 to 
1971. [Note: Building 401 remediation was not attempted until 1995.] 

I've asked repeatedly, in writing, since February. Let me ask again, will the Corps publish the reference 
documents it received from Bechtel? We need reference documents 4,6, 7, 8 and 10. We also need 11 
and 12 which the DOE should have in addition to the Corps. 

Amy 

-----Original Message----
From: Kreusch, Arleen K LRB 
Sent: Tuesday, May 11,20104:04 PM 
To: 'Amy Witryol' 
Subject: RE: data and info for meeting 

Hello Amy, 
The validated radiological data for the Niagara Falls Storage Site (NFSS) Remedial Investigation (RI) 
Report Addendum is now posted to our website at: 
http://www.lrb.usace.army.mil/fusrap/nfss/index.htm#Documents 

The validated chemical data for the NFSS RI Addendum will be posted when it is available. 

I ' 



Links to the references that are available on the DOE website are provided below: 

Ref 1: 
www.lm.doe.gov/Niagara/NY_17-3.pdf 

Ref 3: 
www.lm.doe.gov/Niagara/NY_17-12.pdf 

References 5, 7, and 9 were located on microfiche (Reference 9 is 500 pages). If you would like us to 
consider your letter to LTC Snead as a FOIA request and would like us to print References 5, 7 and 9 for 
you from the microfiche, please send the appropriate FOIA request email to Michelle Papaj. If you would 
like to make an appointment to visit the District Office and review the microfiche, please let us know. 

Thank you, 
Arleen 

-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Witryol [mailto:amyville@roadrunner.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 10, 20104:31 PM 
To: Kreusch, Arleen K LRB 
Subject: RE: data and info for meeting 

Arleen -

I found nothing on the DOE website with respect to the references identified as part of the Vitkus report 
(only the excerpted part of the report we already have.) 

Amy 

-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Witryol [mailto:amyville@roadrunner.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 04, 2010 4:55 PM 
To: 'Kreusch, Arleen K LRB' 
Subject: RE: data and info for meeting 

Arleen -

1. You did not answer question 1/1.1/ - it was a Yes or No question. Please respond. 

2. This response reads is akin to, "go fish.I/ Can you give me an example of any request for information 
from the public which you responded to that referred the person solely to an agency website or 
microfiche? 

Can you print the Bechtel microfiche and post it along with those references you found on the DOE 
website? 

3. How would I know if the contractor will address my Bldg 401 concerns in sampling? Will the public see 
the sampling plans at least three weeks before they go out there? 

4. I can't make any FUDS suggestions for the June agenda if the Corps has not apprised us what is going 
on - how would we know what questions to ask? 
As I stated below, please provide any as of yet un-posted data, plans for sampling, pasVpresenVfuture 
field work, and reporting. Why not provide us the same briefing on FUDS the Corps has provided the 
agencies during the past 12 months? 

I ' 



Amy 

-----Original Message-----
From: Kreusch, Arleen K LRB [mailto:Arleen.K.Kreusch@usace.army.mil] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 04,20104:37 PM 
To: Amy Witryol 
Subject: RE: data and info for meeting 

Hi Amy, 
Our response is below. 

1. The data for the RI Addendum will be placed on the web once it is validated. 

2. The report is available on our web site. Some of the references to the report were located on the DOE 
website or on the microfiche we received from Bechtel. You are welcome to come into the district, by 
appointment, to review the microfiche. 

Your February 22 letter was forwarded to LTC Snead and the team. Your concerns were considered by 
the team and will be addressed by sampling that the contractor will perform prior to the demolition of 
Building 401. 

As far as what is happening on FUDS - please clarify this request. What topic are you specifically asking 
we add to the meeting agenda? 
Please let me know Amy. 
Thanks, 
Arleen 

-----Original Message-----
From: Amy Witryol [mailto:amyville@roadrunner.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 28, 20106:00 PM 
To: Kreusch, Arleen K LRB 
Cc: Joseph Gardella Jr. 
Subject: data and info for meeting 

Hi Arleen-

Your email requested 30 days notice for agenda suggestions for the Corps next presentation. 

1. Will the RI Addendum data collected be available to us 30 days before your meeting? 

2. Will the Corps release the redacted portion of the Bechtel report? 

Bldg 401 is on your agenda. (Will I receive a response to my Feb. 22nd letter prior to the meeting, or will 
I have time to review that response before the meeting?) 

What is the Corps doing between now and June 23rd that we haven't been told about yet? Or info 
received or will be received that we don't know about yet? 
(so we can determine if it might be relevant to discussion in June) 

What's happening on FUDs? (new data, plans for sampling, past/present/future field work, reporting?) 

The agencies get a monthly update on plans and activities by phone, but the community does not get the 
same info. 

Amy 



February 22,2010 

LTC Daniel Snead, Commander 

Amy Witryol 
4726 Lower River Rd. 
Lewiston, NY 14092 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Ruffallo District 
1776 Niagara Street 
Ruffalo, NY 14207 

RE: Demolition of Building 401, Niagara Falls Storage Site, (NFSS), Lewiston, New York, and 

National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) - Employees proposed for 
addition to the Special Exposure Cohort 

Dear Commander Suead, 

Last week, the Corps apologized for barring public comment on an NFSS sampling plan addendum 
containing information the Corps rightly called, "integral in determining optimal remedial strategies for 
the N.FSS." However, the Corps has, and continues to withhold scientific data and planning documents 
on key projects when soliciting "public input" The demolition of Building 401 is yet another example. 

• In Sept. 2009, the Corps conducted a public meeting on the proposed demolition of Building 401, 
however, no radiological survey data was furnished in preparation for that meeting. 

• Tn Oct. 2009, I requested data the Corps relied on to conclude radiological contamination of the 
structure was "limited" and "fIXed." In Nov. 2009, the Corps responded in an email that a Bechtel 
reportl was the basis for its conclusion (absent explanation why the report hadn't been made public.) 

• On Jan. 11, 2010, an incomplete copy of this Bechtel report was finally posted on the Buffalo District 
NFSS website. The po!>1ed report omitted virtually all of the scientific data,2 

A July 1,2009 NIOSH review of the LOOW site was prepared for the ultimate purpose of compensating 
workers exposed to hazards there, but only from 1944 through 1953. Workers operated in Building 401 
until 1971, according to your Record of Environmental Consideration:, just po!>1ed on the Corps website. 
Failure to fully characterize the Building 401 structure would seem to prevent NIOSH from valuable 
information needed to calculate dose rates for workers in that Building through 1971. Notwithstanding 
current risk, unless Building 401 is fully characterized prior to demolition, the Corps will remove 
remaining evidence of historical worker exposure there. 

In response to RAB requests for documentation from DEC to substantiate its position in support of 
Building 401 demolition, NYS DEC provided one (of twelve} Bechtel report references; the 1995 Vitkus 
report.4 Just five haphazard samples taken from ledges, drains, and I-beams revealed significant detections 
of Americium-241, Thorium-230, and Uranium, in the absence of significant Ra-226 concentrations. 

1 "Curr~nI Radiological Contamination Status of Niagara Falls Storage Site (NFSS) - Buildings 401, 402, 403 and 
the Soils Outside q(Building 401" BechJel, August 1998 - cover page, attached. 

2 Missing fi'om the Corps' posting of the Bechtel report were 12 documents (referenced on page 26,) to ofwhich 
were entirely enclosed with that report, hut absent from the Corps website. 

3 RECORD OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION, Niagara Falls Storage Site, Building 401 Demolition, 
Niagara County. New York. Dated Jan. 7, 2010, by LTC [name redacted] U.S. Anny Commanding 
http://www.!rb.usace.army.millfusraplnfsslnfss-bJdg40 l-recenvcon-20 1 0-0 I.pdf 

4 Radiological Swvey of Buildings 401, 403 and the Hittman Building. NFSS, New York", Vitkus, T.L. et aZ, March 
1995. Data excerpts, attached. 
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p. 2 0/2, Feb. 22, 2010 CornmanderSnead 

• The Vitkus report contradicts the Corps' assumption that Th-230 would be co-located with Ra-226. 
Since Th-230 decays by alpha emission, it would not be detected by gamma equipment used in 
surveys. This gap has the potential to understate the degree of Th-23 0 contamination at the site. 

• The Am-241 suggests plutonium may also be present. The Corps analyzed for and detected 
plutonium in a core sampJetaken from the floor of Building 401, but has not analY7.ed for plutonium 
or other radiological contaminants (from the Knolls nuclear reactor) elsewhere in Building 401. 

• In Nov. the Corps email said Knolls waste was expected in drain/sumps and under the floor slab. 
However, this assumption is contradicted by even the limited analytical data available which 
identified Am-241 on I-beams and in ceiling pipes. 

lffive haphazard samples show contamination in the structure of BuiIding 401, what specific types and 
levels of contaminants would a proper investigation reveal? 

Evidence of mixed fission and plutonium Viastes in Building 401 continues to be overlooked or redacted 
from the Corps' evaluation of the building. Why? 

1. As soon as possible, the Corps should release to the public all twelve referenced documents and 
reports incorporated into the 1998 Bechtel report (p,26). 

2. Unless the other eleven missing documents are produced and show a reasonable characterization of 
the Building 401 structure consistent with "limited" and "fixed" contamination, the Corps should 
fully characterize the structure and disclose the data prior to embarking on demolition and disposal. 

3. The Corps should notiry-NIOSH that workers were exposed well beyond 1953, (as recently as 1971.) 

4. Only public responses are posted on the Corps website. The Corps should also post comments on 
Building 40 I it received fTom NYS DEC, whether written, or from private conference calls in wh ich 
verbal "feedback" was solicited. Presumably there are minutes. 

Despite some examples of excellent work, the Corps' history of poor public disclosure in advance of field 
work has lead to significant data gaps and associated delays, at taxpayer risk and expense. The Corps 
history of limiting infonnation, which limits public participation, is a key reason why the RAB requested 
an independent facilitator, long before the Installation reversed its position on the RAB, 

Iiinally, the Corps has posted incomplete or inaccurate responses on its website, but not the subsequent 
follow-up from the public. (For example, a detailed report from a resident on the 42-inch pipeline 
provided after the Corps said it had no detail, is missing from evidence of Corps consideration on its 
website.) The Corps should consider !JIll infonnation provided, 

I look forward to a reply to the concerns in this letter. 

Sincerely, : 

/A'7 #h){~AJ 
Amy H. Witryol 

Attachment - Vitkus excerpts 

cc: LOOWRAB 
Congresswoman Louise Slaughter 
NYSDEC 

I ' 


	Text2: 
	Text3: 
	Text4: 
	Text5: 
	Text6: 
	Text7: 
	Text8: 


