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FINAL
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI)

Proposed Installation and Operation of a Small-Scale Incineration Unit for
the Destruction of Chemical Agents Tabun and Lewisite at the Deseret
Chemical Depot in Utah

Description of the Proposed Action:

The US Army Chemical Materials Agency (CMA\) is evaluating the proposed
addition of a small-scale liquid incinerator system to thermally destroy both the
chemical agents Tabun (GA) and Lewisite, as well at the spent decontamination
- solutions and other liquid waste solutions generated during operations at the
Deseret Chemical Depot (DCD) in Utah. The incinerator and its associated
pollution abatement system (PAS) and auxiliary equipment would be installed
within the boundary of DCD’s Area 10 in a previously disturbed area. The
proposed liquid incinerator (LIC) would be approximately one-third the size of
one of the existing TOCDF LICs.

The purpose of the action is to provide for the safe and timely destruction of
DCD’s inventory of GA and Lewisite in parallel with ongoing TOCDF mustard
disposal operations. This action is needed to meet current U.S. obligations and
timetables under the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) and Congressional
directives at DCD. Design, construction and completion of operations of the
proposed action would be completed before the CWC treaty deadline of April
2012. In order to minimize the potential for significantly extending the operational
lifetime of the TOCDF, additional on-site treatment capacity is required to support
the destruction of GA and Lewisite. Specifically, the proposed LIC would provide
the capacity for destroying the GA and Lewisite while mustard disposal
operations were ongoing at the TOCDF. The proposed action would eliminate the
risk to the public from continued storage of these chemical agents and
associated bulk storage containers.

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES:

The alternatives to the Proposed Action that were considered include (1) the no-
action alternative of continued storage without destruction (2) use of the existing
TOCDEF incinerators (3) neutralization.

ANTICIPATED ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS:

The information and analyses presented in the Environmental Assessment (EA)
entitled the Proposed Installation and Operation of a Small-Scale Incineration
Unit for the Destruction of Chemical Agents Tabun and Lewisite at DCD in Utah,
December 2008, indicate that the proposed action of installing a small-scale




liquid incinerator system and auxiliary systems at DCD and operating this unit to
destroy the DCD’s stockpile of agents GA and lewisite would have no significant
environmental impacts. Installation and operation of the proposed equipment

would help ensure the timely and efficient destruction of agents GA and Lewisite.

Installation and operation of a new PAS would ensure the emissions from the
proposed small-scale incinerator would be in compliance with applicable
regulatory limits. Based upon examination of the findings of previous human
health and ecological risk assessments conducted on the emissions from the
existing TOCDF, the emissions from the small-scale incinerator with the PAS in
operation would not result in significant impacts to human health or to ecological
resources. Consumption of additional resources, such as water, to support the
proposed action would involve incremental quantities that are small fractions of
the consumption requirements for the existing TOCDF. The additional waste
streams to be created by the proposed action are likewise only small,
incremental amounts of the wastes normally generated by baseline operation of
the TOCDF.

The alternatives to the Proposed Action that were considered include (1) the no-
action alternative of continued storage without destruction (2) use of the existing
TOCDF incinerators (3) neutralization.

‘An evaluation of the no-action alternative indicates that no significant impacts
would occur; however, the no-action alternative could jeopardize the ability of the
US to comply with chemical warfare agent destruction deadlines established
under the CWC and Congressional directives. Furthermore, choosing the no-
action alternative would require the continued commitment of resources for
stockpile monitoring, surveillance, and maintenance for as long as the agents GA
and Lewisite remained in storage.

Compliance with the US obligations under the CWC Treaty for the timely and
complete destruction of the chemical agent stockpile was an important
consideration in the selection of the current proposed action. The existing
incinerators at the TOCDF have repeatedly demonstrated they can safely destroy
chemical agents. However, since the GA and Lewisite destruction would need to
be sequenced in series with the current mustard processing campaign, the ability
for the TOCDF to meet the CWC Treaty deadline for 100% destruction of all
chemical agents would be in jeopardy. Neutralization was not pursued further as
a disposal option because it would also work against the effort to meet the CWC
Treaty milestone.

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS LEADING TO A FONSI:

On reviewing the EA Proposed Installation and Operation of a Small-Scale
Incineration Unit for the Destruction of Chemical Agents Tabun and Lewisite at
DCD in Utah, December 2008, and other project information, the Commander of




the DCD has concluded that installing and operating a small-scale liquid
incinerator system to thermally destroy both the GA and Lewisite, as well as the
spent decontamination solutions and other liquid waste solutions generated
during operations would have no significant adverse impact on land use, air
quality, water use and/or water quality, ecological resources, socioeconomic
resources in the area, cultural (i.e. archaeological and historic) resources, human
health, minority or low-income populations in the area, or on waste management
practices. The cumulative impacts of the proposed action in relation to the
impacts of past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions related to storage
and destruction of chemical agents and in the general area would likewise not be
significant. Therefore, an environmental impact statement will not be prepared.

ADMINISTRATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION: A 30-day
public comment period was completed on January 22, 2009, which included two
poster sessions to allow members of the public to learn more information about
the Proposed Action. Comments on the EA were received from Healthy
Environmental Alliance of Utah (HEAL) and Mr. David Yarbrough. The issues
that were raised in the comments had already been addressed in the EA, or were
of a detailed design nature more appropriate for the future RCRA or air permitting
processes, or were not relevant to the Proposed Action. A summary of the HEAL
and Yarbrough comments and responses is attached to this FONSI. Therefore,
after duly considering the environmental impacts and public comments, the facts
and conclusions leading to a finding of no significant impact remain unchanged in
this final FONSI.

Requests for copies of the EA and this final FONSI are available from:

Public Affairs Officer
Deseret Chemical Depot
Tooele, Utah 87074




Summary of GA-Lewisite EA Public Comments

Two letters were received during the 30-day public comment period for the Environmental
Assessment, in which questions and concerns were expressed about the proposed action to
install a small-scale incinerator to destroy the stockpile of GA and Lewisite stored at DCD. For
ease of responding to the issues raised, comments have been consolidated/numbered, below.

1. There were several comments which contended that neutralization would be a preferred
alternative over incineration of GA and Lewisite. Justification in the comments was that:
neutralization (BGAD Operation Swift Solution) is already built and available, which would
eliminate the need to design, build, and systemize; neutralization is a non-emissive
technology that would not be subject to HWC MACT standards, which would eliminate the
need for surrogate trial burns and the challenge of controlling arsenic and mercury emissions
would be eliminated. Neutralization could be done in parallel to mustard processing, just as
easily as the proposed action could do. Commenters stated that the liquid waste from the
small-scale incinerator has no advantage over neutralization, since incinerator liquid wastes
would need to be shipped to a hazardous waste disposal facility, whereas neutralization
wastes would need to be shipped off-site and undergo further treatment, but would be in
lower volumes than that of the proposed action. Commenters noted that the proposed action
uses the same TC drain process that is used by the ACWA sites, so why not use
neutralization instead of the proposed action, which would eliminate the need to build an
incinerator system.

Neutralization was an alternative that was considered for the destruction of the GA and
Lewisite stockpile at DCD. While there are pros and cons to any technology, the justification
for selection of the proposed action (incineration) over neutralization are that the incineration
option has the highest probability of successful, safe, and timely implementation by an
experienced operations staff with extensive expertise in incineration technology, using a
proven technology for chemical agent destruction. Neutralization technology was screened
from further consideration based on those key factors. The selection of the proposed action
is supported by the objective environmental analysis in the EA which concluded that the
proposed action would result in no significant impact.

2. Commenters questioned that “just because incineration has been the preferred alternative in
each of the previous environmental studies does not preclude the very small amount of GA
from being neutralized in a fashion similar to that used to neutralize the Lewisite. It is
misleading, therefore, to state imply (sic) that neutralization must be implemented solely for
the destruction of Lewisite.”

There is no single neutralization process that would be able to safely and effectively destroy
both GA and Lewisite, because of the differences in the agent chemistry. However, it is
desirable to use a single process for destruction of both chemical agents, to gain from the
economy of a design, construction, systemization, operator training/experience, etc.
achievable with a single process, rather than to duplicate those efforts for separate processes
for each chemical agent. Incineration has been selected to safely achieve these goals in a
timely manner.

3. Commenters stated that there are other “potentially applicable” technologies for disposal of
GA and Lewisite that should have been evaluated in the EA, such as the ARCTECH
Actodemil/lHUMASORB technology. Commenters believed that disregarding this viable
alternative without sufficient explanation does not comply with NEPA. The commenters
guestioned whether all options have been considered to destroy the GA and Lewisite in a
manner that is safest to human health and the environment.

3/3/2009




Summary of GA-Lewisite EA Public Comments

The EA considered three viable alternatives to the proposed action, including the no-action
alternative, use of the existing TOCDF incinerators, and neutralization. CMA hosted an
“industry day” in which proponents of available technologies were given the opportunity to
submit technology papers for destruction of the GA and Lewisite stockpiles at DCD. Papers
were received which represented technologies such as detonation processes,
oxidation/chelation, vitrification, volatilization chamber/afterburner, and acid digestion, as well
as incineration. Incineration was chosen as the preferred path forward. The proposed action
was selected as the option for further review, since it would achieve successful destruction of
the GA and Lewisite in a safe, expedient, and environmentally responsible manner. The EA
environmental analysis was performed and concluded that the proposed action would result in
no significant impact to human health or the environment.

. There was a question about why existing TOCDF furnaces could not more efficiently (cost
and schedule) be used for GA and Lewisite destruction, since other chemical weapons sites
will not meet the treaty deadline.

Each chemical weapons disposal facility is charged with effectively managing their disposal
operations such that individual site schedules are met. Addition of GA and Lewisite
destruction at the existing TOCDF facility would require processing in series, after completion
of the mustard campaign, which could adversely impact schedule. With the addition of GA
and Lewisite disposal to the TOCDF contract scope and after evaluation of available, viable
disposal options, the proposed small-scale incinerator in parallel to existing TOCDF mustard
processing offers the best opportunity to meet overall TOCDF schedule objectives.

Commenters argued that the conclusion in the EA is questionable, because the EA
conclusion section only discussed the proposed action and the no-action alternative, and that
the neutralization option was absent. Commenters quoted a 1999 NRC report which stated
that neutralization had been “decided” for the Lewisite stockpile at DCD.

Although EA Section 4 (Conclusions) does not explicitly mention the neutralization option,
Section 2.3 (Alternatives to the Proposed Action) provides information “on why these
alternatives are not being further considered in favor of the proposed action.” While
neutralization may have been “decided” for disposal of the DCD Lewisite stockpile in 1999,
this was based on circumstances and factors in place at that point in time. Current
circumstances, factors, and available technologies were considered during preparation of the
EA, including the skill and expertise of the experienced operations staff that would operate the
small-scale incinerator and the PAS designed specifically to control emissions from
incineration of GA and Lewisite. Also see response to Comment #2.

Commenters suggested that CMA'’s repeated use of the need to incinerate GA and Lewisite
to meet the CWC treaty deadline seemed disingenuous, since reports to Congress have
stated that none of the six stockpile sites will meet the treaty deadline. This appeared to be
incongruous to the commenters, since Ted Ryba reported to the DSHW Board in August 2008
that TOCDF is on schedule to meet the treaty deadline, including the destruction of GA and
Lewisite. It was unclear to the commenters why construction of a small-scale incinerator was
needed if DCD/TOCDF is on-track already to meet the treaty deadline, including GA and
Lewisite.

It is an important milestone for our country to meet the CWC Treaty deadline to destroy 100%
of the U.S. chemical weapons stockpile by April 2012. CMA has made a commitment to

3/3/2009




Summary of GA-Lewisite EA Public Comments

make a best effort to successfully meet the CWC deadline at the baseline incineration sites.
The proposed action to destroy GA and Lewisite in parallel with mustard processing at the
existing TOCDF incinerators is an effort to improve the schedule and likelihood that the CWC
deadline will be met safely at DCD/TOCDF. Mr. Ryba’s report to DSHW in August 2008 was
a reflection of his confidence that the schedule improvement measures would be successful,
including eventual implementation of the proposed action, for which environmental
assessment studies had already begun. Without the extra efforts to improve the schedules at
the baseline incineration sites, the contractual schedule shows that the CWC treaty milestone
could be missed, as noted by the commenters in the Congressional reports.

Commenters questioned what pollution control technology would be used to safely and
appropriately control arsenic emissions, and whether the small-scale incinerator would have
different safety features than the TOCDF incinerators, which were deemed to be
inappropriate in 1999. The commenters requested more information on how a small-scale
incinerator system will reduce the risk to human health and introduction of mercury, arsenic,
and other metals to the environment.

At TOCDF’s request, DSHW removed reference to GA and Lewisite from the RCRA permit in
1995 because destruction of GA and Lewisite was not within the TOCDF contract scope at
that time. As with any new agent campaign, a RCRA Class 3 permit modification must be
approved by the regulatory authorities prior to processing GA and Lewisite, no matter if the
agent was to be destroyed in the existing TOCDF incinerators or in the proposed small-scale
incinerator.

The proposed small-scale incinerator would include many design and safety features that are
very similar to those of the existing TOCDF incinerators, as well as additional pollution
controls designed specifically for capture of metals emissions. The proposed small-scale
incinerator would consist of a primary and secondary chamber where the incineration of
hazardous waste would occur, very similar to the TOCDF LIC incinerators, but on a one-third
size scale. The residence time would be slightly longer in the proposed small-scale
incinerator combustion zone, which would allow additional time to destroy organic
hydrocarbons in the GA and Lewisite. The TOCDF LIC incinerators have consistently
demonstrated >99.9999% destruction of chemical agent, and with the additional residence
time in the combustion zone, the proposed small-scale incinerator would be expected to
perform as well or better than the TOCDF LICs.

The major components of the Pollution Abatement System (PAS) for the proposed small-
scale incinerator include a water quench, wet scrubber, venturi scrubber, entrainment
separator, chiller for the scrubber liquid, flue gas re-heater, activated carbon injection system,
baghouse filters, carbon filters, and an induced-draft fan, after which the flue gas would be
exhausted through the stack. The existing TOCDF incinerator PAS’ have consistently
demonstrated that they control particulate, metals, and acid gas emissions to well below the
regulatory standards. The proposed small-scale incinerator includes an improved wet
scrubber, a scrubber liquid chiller, flue gas re-heater, activated carbon injection system, and
baghouse filters that are not components of the TOCDF PAS, and which are specifically
designed to control the higher arsenic and mercury content in the Lewisite. Both the TOCDF
PAS and proposed small-scale incinerator PAS include carbon filters which would also
capture mercury from the flue gas exhaust. The proposed small-scale incinerator would
undergo testing using surrogate materials to demonstrate that the PAS will meet all requlatory
emission requirements prior to processing any GA or Lewisite.
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10.

Summary of GA-Lewisite EA Public Comments

Section 3.3 of the EA explains in detail how the human health risk assessment (HHRA) was
performed to determine the environmental impact of the TOCDF and CAMDS. The results of
the HHRA concluded that there would be no significant impact to human health or the
environment due to operation of TOCDF and CAMDS, combined, over their respective
operational lifetimes. Using the TOCDF/CAMDS HHRA as a basis for comparison, the
maximum emissions of mercury (0.03 Ibs) and arsenic (0.08 Ibs) from the proposed small-
scale incinerator would not result in a significant impact compared to the worst-case potential
mercury (1,000 Ibs) and arsenic (337 Ibs) emissions from the combined TOCDF/CAMDS, in
the context of both mass and duration of the emissions.

Commenters questioned the (overly-optimistic) basis for the one-month GA campaign and
four-month Lewisite campaign.

The operational period stated in the EA for destruction of GA and Lewisite in the small-scale
incinerator is conservative. The operational period estimate is based on the planned feed
rate to the small-scale incinerator (30 Ib/hr) along with a generous schedule allowance to
cautiously and safely perform the activities related to draining, handling and monitoring the
TCs of GA and Lewisite. If the small-scale incinerator were operated continuously at the
planned feed rate, then round-the-clock incineration of GA and Lewisite could be completed in
5.5 and 36 days, respectively.

Commenters questioned the appropriateness of using the 1989 EIS, asserting that it is out-of-
date and did not contemplate a small-scale incinerator, thereby invalidating the conclusions of
the current EA. Commenters did not believe that use of the 1989 EIS is within the spirit and
intent of NEPA, to use accurate scientific analysis.

The GA/Lewisite EA is appropriately tiered from the 1989 EIS, which the NEPA regulations
support and require. The GA/Lewisite EA relied on the analysis performed in the 1989 EIS as
a reference for those impacts for which the proposed action would result in negligible impact.
The 1989 EIS analysis is not out-of-date simply due to the passage of time. Many
environmental factors and impacts remain unchanged from 1989 through the present. Pages
15-16 of the GA/Lewisite EA explain the rationale for which impact parameters have remained
unchanged since 1989 and refer the reader to the 1989 EIS in which the detailed analyses
can be found. For example, the geographic location, land use associated with DCD,
flora/fauna and endangered species in the area all have remained the same as they were in
the 1989 EIS. Chapter 3 of the GA/Lewisite EA analyzes those impacts which may be
different or were not included in the 1989 EIS. This approach meets the purpose and intent of
NEPA.

Commenters pointed out that if the 1989 EIS found no significant impact to incineration of
Lewisite, then why would the 1996 RCRA permit prohibit the incineration of Lewisite.

The original RCRA permit authorized GB processing, and listed VX, mustard and Lewisite as
future chemical agent campaigns. However, a RCRA Class 3 permit modification is/was
required to be submitted and approved before processing of any new chemical agent could
begin. TOCDF specifically requested that DSHW remove GA and Lewisite from the RCRA
permit in 1995, since GA and Lewisite were not in the TOCDF contract scope at that time. A
RCRA Class 3 permit modification will be submitted for approval which will describe the
technical details for how the GA and Lewisite will be safely destroyed in the small-scale
incinerator.
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Summary of GA-Lewisite EA Public Comments

11. Commenters were concerned about government misrepresentation of environmental impacts
and questioned how the proposed action will reduce toxins emitted to environment. The
commenters questioned how the government will prove that there was no significant impact to
environment. They questioned why there are no monitoring stations in Rush Valley and
expressed concern about pollutants in DCD storm water runoff.

The small-scale incinerator design includes pollution control technology which is specifically
intended to capture arsenic, mercury, metals and other pollutants from the incinerator exhaust
before the gases are emitted to the atmosphere. The EA environmental impact analysis
relies on calculations, sophisticated mathematical modeling, and comparison with existing
conditions to put the magnitude of the proposed action’s impacts into context to assess
whether those impacts may be significant. The conclusion of the EA environmental analysis
is that the impacts would not be significant. The impact assessment methodology is
standard, accepted analysis that is used by government agencies, industry, and
environmental professionals throughout the United States.

The Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) was an independent study performed by the
State of Utah to model the TOCDF and CAMDS worst case emissions of metals and other
organic compounds, and considered viable exposure pathways specific to Rush Valley. The
HHRA concluded that there would be no significant impact to human health or the
environment. Multiple follow-up field studies have confirmed the HHRA conclusion of no
environmental impact. An environmental consultant has performed five (1998, 1999, 2002,
2005, 2008/9) follow-up field studies since TOCDF agent operations began in 1996. Soil,
sediment, vegetation, surface water, and aquatic samples have been collected and analyzed
.from locations throughout Rush Valley (on-site and off-site from DCD), where the maximum
emission impacts and potential deposition impacts were predicted to occur. Samples were
analyzed for metals, PCBs, organic hydrocarbons, and each sample location was assessed
for type and quantity of vegetation. The same sample locations were assessed in each
follow-on study, so that a history and pattern could be determined. The results of these
follow-on studies have validated that chemical agent destruction operations at the TOCDF
and CAMDS facilities have not had a significant impact on the surrounding environment.
These follow-on studies will continue to be performed periodically to validate actual
environmental impacts, including following the GA and Lewisite destruction campaigns.

Air monitoring stations have been placed around the DCD perimeter and within the depot
boundaries to detect for the presence of mustard agent at ground level, since the mustard
destruction campaign is in progress. During previous agent destruction campaigns for GB
and VX, those chemical agents were monitored at the DCD perimeter. GA and Lewisite
monitoring is currently being performed at the storage igloos themselves. Agent monitoring is
also performed at each emission point to detect for the presence of agent from the incinerator
stack and toxic area ventilation stacks. In the unlikely event that agent were to be spilled or
released from an incinerator stack, for example, the best chance to detect such an event
would be as close to the source as possible, where the concentration would be highest. The
further away from the source of a spill or emission, the lower the concentration would be,
since there is constant mixing of gases within the atmosphere. Beyond a certain point, the
concentration would be below the detection limit and technical capabilities of the monitoring
instrument. Therefore, no monitors are placed beyond the DCD boundary, because of the
high unlikelihood of the monitor’s ability to detect chemical agent.

Storm water run-off from DCD, CAMDS, and TOCDF areas are routinely sampled and
analyzed as required by the Utah Storm Water Discharge permit. The sample analyses show
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12.

13.

14.

15.

Summary of GA-Lewisite EA Public Comments

that storm water discharges consistently have met all regulatory requirements and that no
harmful levels of pollutants have been discharged. Compliance with the storm water permit
will continue, including during operation of the proposed action.

There was a question about whether there has ever been additional monitoring performed by
an outside agency, not related to the Army or TOCDF, for arsenic, mercury, or other
pollutants.

An environmental consultant has performed five (1998, 1999, 2002, 2005, 2008/9) follow-up
studies since TOCDF agent operations began in 1996. Soil, sediment, vegetation, surface
water, and aquatic samples have been collected and analyzed from locations throughout
Rush Valley (on-site and off-site from DCD), where the maximum emission impacts and
potential deposition impacts were predicted to occur. Samples were analyzed for metals,
PCBs, organic hydrocarbons, and each sample location was assessed for type and quantity
of vegetation. The same sample locations were assessed in each follow-on study, so that a
history and pattern could be determined. The resuits of these follow-on studies have
validated that chemical agent destruction operations at the TOCDF and CAMDS facilities
have not had a significant impact on the surrounding environment. These follow-on studies
will continue to be performed periodically to validate actual environmental impacts, including
following the GA and Lewisite destruction campaigns.

The commenters questioned who will take responsibility for any significant adverse impacts to
land use, air quality, water use, water quality, ecological resources, human health, minority or
low-income population in that area and what guarantee is there that there will be no
significant impacts.

The U.S. Army, through CMA, will continue to apply diligent project management oversight of
the facility operations contractor and implement environmental monitoring, as described
above, to ensure that the actual environmental impacts will be insignificant, as was concluded
in the 1989 EIS and the GA/Lewisite EA. The U.S. Army will be responsible for any post-
closure monitoring, as required by RCRA.

There was a question about how conclusions can be drawn on emissions from GA and
Lewisite incineration, when these have not been emission-tested.

It is necessary to perform NEPA environmental analysis early in the project process, prior to
detailed design, construction, or operation activities. Therefore, the EA and environmental
analyses are based on conceptual design and “worst-case” emission estimates, in order to
assess the overall bounding impacts of a project. Emission estimates are based on chemical
engineering calculations, using the agent composition, incinerator flow rates, temperatures,
pollution control efficiencies, etc., all of which are within the scope of the small-scale
incinerator project design. Prior to introducing chemical agent to the small-scale incinerator
system, a surrogate trial burn will be performed using chemicals that simulate the chemical
agent, in order to prove that the incinerator performs as it was designed and that emissions
will be within requlatory limits.

Commenters questioned whether the waste streams from the small-scale incinerator wouid

be appreciably different from the waste streams from TOCDF or CAMDS, which would then
make the comparison of waste streams irrelevant.
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19.

Summary of GA-Lewisite EA Public Comments

-Although the waste streams resulting from the incineration of Lewisite would contain higher

levels of arsenic than the typical waste streams from TOCDF or CAMDS, the comparison is
still valid, because each of the waste streams being compared must be treated as a
hazardous waste and must be disposed of at an off-site hazardous waste disposal facility.

Commenters expressed the concern that the notion that “a small contribution to polluted
atmosphere is permissible” is inconsistent with the premise of NEPA to “protect, restore, and
enhance the environment.”

Operations, emissions, waste handling and disposal, and all other activities associated with
the proposed action will be diligently performed in compliance with all permits and regulatory
requirements. Air emission limits under Title V of the Clean Air Act and MACT regulations
specific to hazardous waste incinerators are based on health and risk impact analysis and
have been determined by the regulatory authorities to be protective of human health and the
environment. The HHRA used sophisticated air dispersion modeling using site specific
meteorology and physical parameters. The HHRA concluded that even at the worst-case
metals and organic compound emissions, there would be no significant impact. Compliance
with regulatory emission standards and safe destruction of the chemical agent supports
overall risk mitigation and is certainly within the spirit and intent of NEPA to “protect, restore,
and enhance the environment.”

Commenters stated that incineration does not destroy hazardous chemicals which make up
GA and Lewisite, but merely change the hazardous chemicals into other hazardous
chemicals. The example provided by the commenters was that metals in the GA and
Lewisite, such as Arsenic, cannot be destroyed because these are elements.

CMA concurs that elements, such as mercury and arsenic, cannot be created or destroyed.
The destruction of “hazardous chemicals” that the commenter referenced from the text of the
EA refers to the organic compounds that make up the chemical agent. Agent trial burns using
the TOCDF LIC, which is a size that is three-times larger than the proposed small-scale
incinerator, has repeatedly demonstrated an agent destruction efficiency of more than
99.9999%.

Commenters contended that “ to exclude an exposure pathway without fully explaining the
reason for its exclusion creates at least the appearance of an arbitrary and capricious
approach. One example of this is the reference to “periodic drying up” of Clover Pond without
indicating how often it dries up.”

The Clover Pond exposure pathway was not excluded. The Screening-Level Ecological Risk
Assessment (SLERA) (Tetra Tech 2005) on which the GA-Lewisite EA relied included
consideration of Clover Pond. The SLERA estimated hypothetical exposures for mercury and
did not identify any problems with respect to arsenic. The exposure assessment in the
SLERA is overstated, because it is based on Clover Pond being a water body containing
water, whereas the SLERA acknowledged that Clover Pond has been dry since 2002.

There was a question about where the mercury came from that is in the GA and Lewisite.
The Lewisite manufacturing process used a catalyst which contained mercury. Therefore,

mercury can be considered an “impurity” in the Lewisite. Mercury content in the GA is
negligible, as was stated in the EA.
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Summary of GA-Lewisite EA Public Comments

There was a concern about whether there would be large amounts of residual chemical agent
in the decon used to rinse the TCs.

The design and operation of the proposed action would ensure that agent testing is performed
on both the inside and outside of the empty GA and Lewisite ton containers, and testing to
ensure that any waste which is shipped from the site will not contain agent contamination
beyond regulatory levels. It is anticipated that the spent decon from the GA and Lewisite
operations would be incinerated in the small-scale incinerator, which would destroy any

residual agent in the decon. If a situation were to occur where spent decon or any other

waste needed to be shipped off-site for disposal and the waste was found to contain agent
levels above the regulatory level, then caustic (fresh decon) would be applied/added to the
spent decon (waste) to destroy any residual chemical agent. Any necessary treatment steps
to prepare the spent decon for off-site shipment and disposal would be addressed in the
RCRA permit.

There was a concern about possible high levels of mercury in the brine wastewater.

It is expected that the PAS residues would contain arsenic and mercury, since the intent and
design of the PAS is to capture these and other metals to prevent their release to the
atmosphere. The PAS brine wastewater and other PAS residues will be characterized,
handled and disposed of as hazardous wastes, in accordance with regulatory requirements.

There were questions and concerns about the technical details related to GA and Lewisite
agent and arsenic monitoring methods.

The basis of the proposed action is that a valid, technically-sound agent monitoring method
will be implemented for both GA and Lewisite. CMA is aware of the need to develop a sound
monitoring approach as part of the facility design. GA monitoring will use existing ACAMS
and DAAMS technology, with detector columns specific to GA. Lewisite monitoring will be
performed using commercial, off-the-shelf MINICAMS technology, which is a proven method
for Lewisite monitoring.

A suggestion was made that an arsenic mass balance be performed to show fate of arsenic in
waste streams, which would validate monitoring.

An arsenic mass balance which estimates the quantity and concentration of arsenic in each of
the waste streams will be prepared as part of the more detailed design process. The NEPA
process and preparation of an EA is done early in the design process, during the conceptual
design phase.

There was a concern about the suitability of Kappler suits to protect workers from Lewisite
and EDT (Lewisite monitoring transport gas).

Only those protective suits which have been approved/certified to be protective against
Lewisite will be used during Lewisite operations. Selection of the appropriate protective suits
is part of the safety analysis that will be performed as an integral part of the facility design.
EDT is a gas and personnel protection will be handled through ventilation design.

There was a concern about worker safety and the environmental impact associated with EDT
releases.
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Summary of GA-Lewisite EA Public Comments

The design of the Lewisite monitors and monitoring system will contain controls and
safeguards to properly ventilate monitoring exhaust gases, such as the transport gas, EDT, to
prevent employee exposure to the gases. Such safeguard measures may include venting the
monitoring gases either directly to a carbon filter or to a toxic area which is vented to carbon
filters.

There was a concern about sulfur dioxide generation and worker safety.

Neither GA nor Lewisite contains sulfur compounds, so generation of sulfur dioxide is not an
issue that will affect the proposed action.

There was a concern about the regulatory permit approval process and regulatory agency
oversight.

These implementation details are outside the scope of the GA/Lewisite EA. All permit
applications and operation activities associated with the proposed action will comply with all
laws and regulations and the required permit processes.

Commenters questioned the objectiveness of the EA preparers to conclude that neutralization
could ever be “preferred” over incineration, since the Army, their client, prefers incineration.

The results of this analysis justifiably conclude that the proposed action would not result in a
significant impact to human health or the environment. The EA process does not require an
in-depth analysis of all alternatives that may possibly have no significant impact. NEPA
allows consideration of non-environmental factors, such as process technical maturity,
operations expertise, schedule, etc., to objectively select among alternative(s) having no
significant impact to arrive at the proposed action.

There was a concern about government expenditure to build a new facility (when TOCDF
already exists and could be used) and contractor bonuses to meet the CWC treaty deadline.

The estimated cost to perform all of the activities necessary to process the GA and Lewisite in
the existing TOCDF plant, at approximately $500,000 per day, is greater than the estimated
cost to design, construct and operate the proposed small-scale incineration facility. The
reason for the higher cost at the existing TOCDF plant is that the staff is approximately 30
times larger, so any plant idle time caused by the need for comprehensive decontamination
from previous agent campaigns, systemize agent monitoring, downtime to modify or
systemize equipment, etc., would quickly add up to a cost in excess of that needed to install
and operate the proposed action. It is in the best interest to all of society that the GA,
Lewisite, and other chemical agent be destroyed as expeditiously and safely as possible.

Commenters disagreed with the conclusions of the EA and requested that an EIS be
prepared for the treatment of GA and Lewisite at DCD.

The possible and probable environmental impacts of the proposed action are of a very low
magnitude and very short in duration, and pose no significant impact to human health or the
environment. An EIS would be required if the proposed action would clearly result in a
significant impact, which is not the case for the proposed small-scale incinerator for the
destruction of GA and Lewisite.
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ORGANIZATION OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the environmental effects of the
Army’s proposed action: installation and operation of equipment and auxiliary systems at
the Deseret Chemical Depot in Utah for the purpose of destroying the depot’s inventory of
the chemical agents Tabun (GA) and Lewisite. This EA provides information to be
considered in making decisions regarding the proposed action and its alternatives.

SECTION 1

SECTION 2

SECTION 3

SECTION 4

SECTION 5

SECTION 6

INTRODUCTION summarizes the purpose of and need for the proposed action
and provides relevant background information about the chemical agents to be
destroyed.

THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ITS ALTERNATIVES describes the
proposed action and the no-action alternative, as well as other alternatives to
the proposed action.

THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES describes the existing environmental resources that could
be affected by the proposed action, identifies potential environmental impacts
of implementing the proposed action and no-action alternatives, and identifies
proposed mitigation measures, as appropriate.

CONCLUSIONS summarizes the findings about the potential environmental
impacts for the proposed action and no-action alternative, and makes a
recommendation on whether to proceed with a Finding of No Significant
Impact.

PERSONS CONTACTED AND CONSULTED provides a listing of those
individuals who were contacted to provide data and information for the
analyses in this EA, as well as those who contributed to the preparation of this
EA through their analyses and expert reviews.

REFERENCES provides bibliographic information for cited reference
materials.
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Chemical Weapons Convention
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di-n-octylphthalate
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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Federal Register
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a nerve agent, also called “Tabun”
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high efficiency particulate air (filter)
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human health risk assessment
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Johnston Atoll Chemical Agent Disposal System
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Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
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a thickener investigated for use with chemical warfare agents
State of Utah, Department of Environmental Quality

State of Utah, Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste
United States

volatile organic compound

a nerve agent
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (TOCDF) is currently destroying the
stockpile of mustard agent munitions and the associated mustard secondary waste at the
Deseret Chemical Depot (DCD) in Utah (see Figure 1). Since operations began in 1996, the
TOCDF has successfully eliminated the GB (Sarin) and VX munitions stockpiles that had
been stored at the DCD.

The DCD stockpile also includes small quantities of the agents Tabun (GA) and
Lewisite (L) (see Table 1). The chemical agent GA is a non-persistent nerve agent in the
organophosphate family similar to the nerve agent GB, and producing similar effects but not
as toxic. Lewisite is a chlorinated arsenical blister agent producing effects similar to the
mustard agents. Lewisite is also a systemic poison due to its high arsenic content.

The DCD stockpile (see Table 2) includes two ton containers! containing
approximately 1.4 tons of agent GA and two ton containers referred to as “GA/UCON” that
contain approximately 0.6 tons of agent GA. The two “GA/UCON” ton containers were
originally thought to contain a mixture of GA and UCON (a thickener investigated for use
during the 1950s and 1960s). Subsequent sampling and analysis has shown that these ton
containers do not contain UCON; however, they are still referred to as “GA/UCON” ton
containers in the DCD storage records. In addition, there are ten ton containers containing
approximately 13 tons of Lewisite and ten “empty” Lewisite ton containers potentially
containing Lewisite-contaminated residual solids, or “heel” material.

Originally, the GA and Lewisite were to be destroyed as part of the TOCDF
operations (U.S. Army 1989). A project was initiated in the mid 1990s, but not completed, to
utilize the Chemical Agent Munition Disposal System (CAMDS) facilities at DCD to destroy
the GA by incineration and Lewisite through a neutralization process (U.S. Army 1995).

The U.S. Army Chemical Materials Agency (CMA) is now evaluating the proposed
addition of a small-scale liquid incinerator system to thermally destroy both the GA and
Lewisite, as well as the spent decontamination solutions generated during operations. This
Environmental Assessment (EA) addresses the proposed action and discusses alternatives
that were considered for the elimination of the GA and Lewisite items stored at the DCD.

! “Ton containers™ are cylindrical, steel storage vessels that were designed to hold and transport industrial
chemicals. Each ton container is approximately 30 inches in diameter and 7 feet long.
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Table 2. Quantities and number of containers to be processed

Number of Estimated Total Quantity
Agent Fill/Designation Ton Containers (tons)
GA 2 1.41
GA/UCON"? 2 0.64
Lewisite (L) 10 12.96
Empty Lewisite b 10 (b)
Total 24 approximately 15.0

9 UCON is a thickening agent thought to have been added to some GA ton containers in the
1950s and 1960s; however, subsequent testing has shown that UCON is not present in the

Deseret Chemical Depot’s inventory.
b Only residual traces of Lewisite remain inside these “empty™ ton containers.

1.1 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of this action is to provide for the safe and timely destruction of DCD’s
inventory of GA and Lewisite. This action is needed to meet current U.S. obligations and
timetables under the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) and Congressional directives in
Public Law 99-145 for destroying the entire chemical weapons stockpile being stored at
DCD. In addition, the completion of the proposed action would eliminate the risk to the
public from continued storage of these chemical agents and associated bulk storage
containers.

, The proposed action would allow for the timely and safe destruction of the DCD
GA and Lewisite stockpile in parallel with ongoing TOCDF mustard disposal operations.
The operational period for GA destruction is expected to be less than one month, and the
operational period for destruction of the Lewisite is expected to be less than four months.

1.2 SCOPE OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
This EA has been prepared by the CMA to evaluate the significance of the potential
environmental impacts associated with the installation and operation of a hazardous waste

treatment unit, consisting of a small-scale liquid incinerator system and auxiliary equipment,
for the purpose of thermally treating the DCD stockpile of GA and Lewisite. This EA has

4
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been prepared in compliance with Council on Environmental Quality regulations for
implementing the procedural revisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of
1969 (see 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) and Army Regulation 200-2 on Environmental Analysis
of Army Actions (see 32 CFR Part 651).

The potential impacts associated with the destruction of the DCD chemical weapons
stockpile at the TOCDF have been previously reviewed in an Environmental Impact
Statement (U.S. Army 1989) and in three subsequent reviews of that document (PMCD
1996; Gant and Zimmerman 1999; Zimmerman et al. 2008). These four previous documents
each concluded that TOCDF operations would not result in significant adverse
environmental impacts; however, they did not specifically address potential impacts
associated with the addition of an auxiliary hazardous waste treatment unit, as contemplated
by the proposed action. The residues from GA and Lewisite treatment via the proposed
action are similar to those evaluated in the previous documents. The potential environmental
impacts of the proposed small-scale incinerator are evaluated in this EA, including those
associated with infrastructure improvements, air quality, human health, ecological resources,
and waste management.

To avoid redundancy and to comply with the intent of the Council on Environmental
Quality’s guidance at 40 CFR 1500.4 on reducing paperwork, this EA relies upon the
findings of the Army’s previous assessments, where appropriate, rather than presenting new
analyses.
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2. THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ITS ALTERNATIVES

This section describes the proposed action (installation and operation of a
small-scale liquid incinerator to thermally destroy GA and Lewisite), as well as the
alternatives considered. Section 2.1 describes the proposed action, Section 2.2 describes the
no-action alternative (i.e, continued storage without destruction), and Section 2.3 discusses
other alternatives considered.

2.1 THE PROPOSED ACTION: INSTALLATION AND OPERATION
OF A SMALL-SCALE LIQUID INCINERATOR TO THERMALLY
DESTROY GA AND LEWISITE

The proposed action consists of the installation and operation of an auxiliary,
small-scale liquid incinerator system to thermally destroy the DCD stockpile of GA and
Lewisite. The incinerator and its associated pollution abatement system (PAS) would be
installed within the boundary of DCD’s Area 10, the current storage location for the ton
containers. The proposed liquid incinerator (LIC) would be approximately one-third the size
of one of the existing TOCDF LICs. Originally, the GA and Lewisite were to be destroyed as
part of the TOCDF operations. The environmental effects of operation of the existing
TOCDF incinerators have already been studied and were found to result in no significant
environmental impacts (U.S. Army 1989).

2.1.1 The Proposed Process and Its Associated Equipment

Proposed Process. The proposed process would consist of transporting the four
GA and twenty Lewisite ton containers (see Table 2) from their current storage location in
Area 10 to the proposed facility, which would also be located in Area 10. Transport of the
ton containers would follow existing procedures and utilize existing equipment. The
transportation risk associated with the GA and Lewisite ton containers would be even less
than that incurred during normal TOCDF operations, due to the close proximity between the
storage igloos and the proposed destruction unit.

Following receipt of the ton containers from storage, they would be placed one at a
time inside a glovebox. Operators would then record the weight of each ton container and
would collect a sample of the agent for analysis to confirm the agent composition.
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Each ton container would be drained so that the agent could be fed to the small-scale
incinerator for destruction. After each ton container has been drained, it would be rinsed to
remove any residual material. The rinsate would either be fed to the small-scale incinerator
or disposed of in compliance with hazardous waste regulatory requirements.

Each drained-and-rinsed ton container would be monitored to verify that it would be
safe to remove the ton container from the glovebox. The drained-and-rinsed ton containers
would be disposed of off-site as hazardous waste, in compliance with all regulatory
requirements, either directly after removal from the glovebox, or after further on-site
treatment.

Proposed Equipment. The proposed LIC would consist of a refractory-lined,
two-chamber furnace. The primary chamber would destroy the GA and Lewisite through
high-temperature incineration. The secondary chamber would provide additional incineration
residence time to ensure complete agent destruction of the primary chamber exhaust gases.
The proposed small-scale LIC would be approximately one-third the size/throughput of one
of the existing two TOCDF LICs, which have repeatedly demonstrated the safe and efficient
destruction of chemical agent. The ton container rinsate and spent decontamination solution
would also be incinerated in the proposed small-scale LIC or shipped off site for hazardous
waste disposal. Spent decontamination solution would be produced from routine operation
and maintenance activities within the proposed facility.

The exhaust gases from the LIC would be scrubbed in a PAS to remove acid gases,
particulates, arsenic, mercury, and other metal contaminants. Emissions would be monitored
prior to being released to the atmosphere through a new exhaust stack. Characterization
efforts completed in 2008 indicate that the GA contains very low or non-detectable levels of
arsenic and mercury (less than 40 mg/kg and 4 mg/kg, respectively) (SAIC 2008).
Characterization results for the Lewisite stored at DCD indicate that arsenic, which is a
major constituent of Lewisite, is present at levels between 354,000 and 374,000 mg/kg. The
Lewisite also contains trace amounts of mercury, as an impurity, at levels between 56 and
536 mg/kg.

The PAS would consist of a quench tower, packed bed scrubber train, high energy
venturi scrubber, exhaust gas re-heater, carbon injection, particulate removal device, and
carbon filter assembly. The carbon filter assembly would consist of a High Efficiency
Particulate Air (HEPA) inlet filter, carbon filters, and a HEPA outlet filter. The PAS design
would ensure compliance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and
the Clean Air Act, including regulatory standards for potential emissions of arsenic, mercury,
and other regulated pollutants.

The proposed facility, including the glovebox, the ton container drain-and-rinse
equipment, the small-scale LIC, and the PAS would be housed in a building enclosure which

7
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would be maintained under negative pressure and ventilated through a carbon filter system
(includes carbon filters, pre-filters and HEPA filters), in the same way as the existing
TOCDF facility. A control room would be located adjacent to the proposed facility to allow
operators to monitor and control the process. Laboratory facilities and other mechanical and
‘electrical ancillary equipment would also be included to support the proposed facility.
Additional process equipment may be installed to remove metals from the brines to facilitate
disposal of the resulting wastewater.

2.1.2 Proposed Site, Layout, and Installation

The equipment that is part of this proposed action would be installed on
previously-disturbed land in Area 10, comprising an area of land that would be less than one
acre. Design, construction and completion of operations would be completed before the
CWC treaty deadline in April 2012. The duration of the construction activities would be
expected to be less than one year.

2.1.3 Waste Management

The principal types of solid and liquid wastes that would be generated under the
proposed action would include: (1) expended carbon filters and HEPA filters used in the
PAS, (2) expended carbon filters, HEPA filters, and prefilters used for the building
enclosure ventilation, (3) spent scrubber liquid brines resulting from blow-down of the PAS,
(4) residue from the PAS particulate removal device, (5) ton container rinsate and spent
decontamination solution, (6) personnel protective equipment (PPE) including gloves, suits,
aprons, booties, etc., (7) decontaminated ton containers, and (8) construction wastes from the
installation of the proposed equipment. Each of these waste streams would be characterized
and managed in accordance with its hazardous characteristics and in accordance with
regulatory requirements. This practice is similar to what has been conducted for waste
streams during existing TOCDF operations.

Mercury and arsenic emissions resulting from the incineration of GA and Lewisite
would be captured and controlled by the PAS. The maximum anticipated emissions of
arsenic and mercury over the operational lifetime of the small-scale LIC would be
0.07 pound and 0.03 pound, respectively, based on the regulatory emission limits (see
Section 3.3.3).

Other wastes that may contain mercury and/or arsenic would include the expended
PAS carbon filters, HEPA filters, spent scrubber liquid brines, and residue from the
particulate removal device. At the end of GA and Lewisite operations, approximately
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9,000 pounds of carbon filters and 800 pounds of HEPA filters from the PAS filter system
would require disposal. The scrubber brine liquid blow-down from the PAS would contain
salts, residual caustic, suspended particulate solids, and arsenic oxides. The brine may be
treated on site, but as a bounding estimate, approximately 355,000 gallons of scrubber brine
blow-down would be generated over the operational lifetime of the proposed action and
would be characterized and shipped to an off-site hazardous waste disposal facility.

Approximately 3,600 pounds of residue from the PAS particulate removal device
would be generated over the operational lifetime of the proposed action. This waste material
would be characterized and shipped to an off-site hazardous waste disposal facility.

At the end of GA and Lewisite operations, solid wastes from the building enclosure
ventilation carbon filters would consist of approximately 4,500 pounds of carbon filters,

100 pounds of prefilters, and 200 pounds of HEPA filters that would require off-site disposal.

Ton container rinsate and spent decontamination solution would be fed to the
small-scale LIC for incineration during operations. As an alternative, either of these liquid
wastes may be characterized and disposed of off-site at a permitted disposal facility. As a
bounding estimate to assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action, it can be
assumed that approximately 3,000 gallons would undergo off-site disposal over the lifetime
of the proposed action.

PPE would be utilized by operators who operate or maintain any of the proposed
equipment in areas of the proposed facility where agent contamination may be present. Prior
to doffing the PPE, operators routinely would use decontamination solution to remove
potential residual agent contamination. Up to approximately 10,000 pounds of PPE would be
generated over the lifetime of the proposed action. The PPE would be monitored for the
presence of any residual agent and shipped off-site for disposal, either directly or after
further on-site treatment.

After the ton containers of GA and Lewisite have been drained and rinsed, they
would be monitored for residual agent. The ton containers would be shipped off-site directly,
or after on-site treatment, to a hazardous waste disposal facility. A total of 24
decontaminated ton containers would be shipped to off-site disposal during the GA and
Lewisite campaigns.

Construction wastes would be generated during the installation of the proposed
equipment. Up to 200,000 pounds of wastes could be associated with the equipment
installation. These construction wastes would be initially placed into “roll-off” containers
and then transferred to an off-site waste management vendor.
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2.1.4 Resource Requirements

The proposed action would increase the use of electricity, natural gas, and water over
its operational lifetime, which would be expected to be less than one year. Electrical supply
for the proposed incinerator and supporting equipment would be provided by expanding the
existing electric power infrastructure within DCD. As a bounding estimate in order to assess
the worst-case environmental impacts, it can be assumed that an additional electrical
switchyard would be installed near the proposed facility, with a capacity of approximately
2.5 MW. This would be comparable in size to the existing TOCDF facility electrical
switchyard which provides approximately 3.3 MW for existing TOCDF operations. The
estimated land area needed for the proposed electrical switchyard would be less than one
acre. The electrical infrastructure at DCD has the capacity to supply the electrical needs of
the proposed action, especially considering the recent closure of other electrical power users
at DCD.

Natural gas usage is estimated at 2,500 decatherm/month (this estimate is based on
one-third the size of the existing TOCDF LIC and the actual, average natural gas use of the
TOCDF’s two LICs for January through April 2008). This represents a relatively small
increase (approximately 7%) in natural gas usage when compared to total TOCDF usage of
35,000 decatherm/month (January through April 2008) for all four of the TOCDF’s existing
incinerators and furnaces. The incinerator would be fired with natural gas from an existing
natural gas pipeline in Area 10, which has a capacity of 6,500 ft*/hr or approximately 2 times
greater than needed.

Water for the PAS would be supplied by the existing water infrastructure at DCD,
which uses pumped groundwater as the source. Worst-case water usage assumes 7.4 gallons
per minute, based on experience with the existing TOCDF LICs. This would represent an
increase of up to 11,000 gallons per day or approximately 4 million gallons per year in the
existing water use of about 80 million gallons per year at the DCD (Zimmerman et al. 2008),
which would be an increase in water usage of about 5% at the DCD.

Sewer use would remain approximately the same as during the recently completed
mustard ton container sampling program in Area 10. Process wastes generated by the
proposed action would be segregated and not introduced into the sewer system.

It is not expected that the construction or operation of the proposed small-scale LIC
system and auxiliary equipment would create long-term employment opportunities in the
area. Approximately 30 trained and qualified operators would operate and maintain the
proposed facility. Construction would be performed by up to 25 contractors who would
temporarily be on-site during installation of the proposed equipment.

10
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2.1.5 Approvals, Permits, and Conditions

The TOCDF currently operates under the conditions established by a RCRA permit
issued by the State of Utah, Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste (UDSHW). A Class 3
modification to the existing TOCDF permit would be required to support installation and
operation of the equipment in Area 10 associated with the proposed action. The Army would
not be allowed to proceed with the proposed action without receiving approval in the form of
a revised RCRA permit from the UDSHW. The RCRA permitting process would also include
the development and implementation of a small-scale LIC performance test. A surrogate test
would also be conducted to satisfy both RCRA and Clean Air Act requirements for
performance testing for a new incinerator.

In the State of Utah, prior to commencement of the construction of a facility that
would potentially emit regulated pollutants, the facility owner must receive an Approval
Order in accordance with the air quality regulations. The application for this permit is a
Notice of Intent, which would be submitted to the Utah Division of Air Quality. The DCD
has an existing, depot-wide Clean Air Act Title V operating permit (UDEQ 2008). A
modification to the DCD Title V operating permit would be necessary prior to
commencement of operation of the proposed small-scale LIC system.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has promulgated the National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (see 40 CFR 63.1219). This rule stipulates
emission standards based on the performance of Maximum Achievable Control Technology
(MACT). This rule and the emission standards contained therein are commonly referred to as
the MACT rule and MACT standards, respectively. Under the MACT rule, mercury
emissions from new incinerators are currently limited to 8.1 pg/dscm corrected to 7% oxygen
[see 40 CFR 63.1219(b)(2)] which would be applicable to mercury emissions from the
proposed small-scale LIC. Also under the MACT rule, arsenic (plus beryllium and
chromium) emissions from new incinerators are currently limited to 23 pg/dscm corrected to
7% oxygen [see 40 CFR 63.1219(b)(4)] which would be applicable to arsenic emissions
from the proposed small-scale LIC. As part of the MACT requirements, a Comprehensive
Performance Test would be necessary. The current approach also includes a surrogate trial
burn to satisfy both MACT and RCRA requirements, prior to processing the GA and
Lewisite agents in the proposed equipment.

11
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2.2 THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE: CONTINUED STORAGE
WITHOUT DESTRUCTION

Under the no-action alternative, the small-scale liquid incinerator would not be
installed or operated at the DCD. The GA and Lewisite presently stored at DCD would
remain in storage indefinitely.

The no-action alternative is addressed in this EA as required by Army regulations,
even though its implementation is precluded by the CWC and by Public Law 99-145.

It should be noted that for the purpose of the analyses presented in this EA the no-action
alternative is limited to activities related solely to the continued storage of the agent GA and
Lewisite inventory at DCD. As such, the no-action alternative is open ended in that the
eventual fate of the DCD inventory is not included in this definition of no action. The
analyses of continued storage do not include the continued aging of the ton containers, nor do
the analyses include the risks or potential impacts of whatever disposal process(es) may
eventually be implemented to dispose of the DCD inventory of agent GA and Lewisite.

It is assumed, for the purpose of comparing the impacts of the no-action alternative
with those of the proposed action, that existing Army storage procedures would be followed
during the period of continued storage, including surveillance and inspection activities. The
stockpile is currently stored in compliance with Army regulations (i.e., the chemical agents
must be stored in a manner that protects human health and the environment). These
requirements would continue to be met under the no-action alternative.

As long as the GA and Lewisite ton containers remain in storage, they would
continue to be monitored for leaks and other signs of deterioration. If leaks were detected,
the leaking ton container would be repackaged to contain the leak. These continued
surveillance, monitoring, and maintenance activities would consume financial and manpower
resources for as long as the agent-filled ton containers remained in storage at DCD. The
continued presence of the GA and Lewisite in storage at DCD would continue to pose a
threat to the public and the environment.

2.3 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

This section describes potential alternatives to the proposed installation and operation
of a small-scale LIC and auxiliary equipment for the treatment and disposal of the DCD
stockpile of agents GA and Lewisite. The advantages and disadvantages of the potential
alternatives are discussed to provide information on why these alternatives are not being
further considered in favor of the proposed action.
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2.3.1 Use of the Existing TOCDF Incinerators

The existing incinerators at TOCDF have repeatedly demonstrated they can safely
and efficiently destroy chemical agents. Based on the demonstrated metals removal
efficiency of the pollution abatement systems, it is expected that GA and Lewisite ton
containers could be processed at TOCDF. However, several factors complicate the use of the
TOCDF for GA and Lewisite destruction. First, the GA and Lewisite agent campaigns would
have to be sequenced to follow completion of the current mustard campaign. Between each
campaign there would be an agent changeover period where comprehensive decontamination
would be conducted, and the plant would then be prepared for the initiation of the new agent
campaign. Adding the two campaigns to the current TOCDF schedule would put in jeopardy
the ability of the TOCDF to meet the CWC treaty deadline for 100% destruction of all
chemical agents. Second, the use of the TOCDF would require operating and maintaining a
significantly larger infrastructure for the period of time required for the two additional agent
campaigns. As such, use of the TOCDF facility for GA and Lewisite destruction would be a
second choice to the addition of a new, smaller facility.

2.3.2 Neutralization

Neutralization was used to destroy mustard and VX agent at U.S. Army sites in
Aberdeen, Maryland, and Newport, Indiana, respectively. In both cases, the neutralization
processes resulted in a volume of liquid effluent that had to undergo further treatment
(wastewater treatment and incineration, respectively) in order to complete the destruction
process. Neutralization is also planned for agent destruction at the Blue Grass, Kentucky, and
Pueblo, Colorado, U.S. Army sites.

As described in the 1995 EA (U.S. Army 1995), neutralization was once considered
as a viable alternative for destruction of the DCD Lewisite stockpile at the CAMDS facility.
However, the neutralization equipment and CAMDS facility are unavailable and the
CAMDS facility is currently undergoing permanent closure. A new neutralization facility
would need to be designed, constructed, and systemized in order to implement Lewisite
neutralization. Incineration of GA has been the preferred alternative in each of the previous
environmental studies (U.S. Army 1989 and U.S. Army 1995).

Compliance with the U.S. obligations under the CWC Treaty for the timely and
complete destruction of the chemical agent stockpile was an important consideration in the
selection of the current proposed action to incinerate both GA and Lewisite. Neutralization is
not being pursued further as a disposal option for the DCD GA and Lewisite stockpile. The
additional burden to implement a neutralization process solely for Lewisite destruction
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would work against the effort to meet the CWC Treaty milestone. A method to dispose of
GA would still be required. Since incineration of other chemical agents has been successfully
demonstrated by TOCDF for over 12 years, exporting the significant knowledge base of the
existing TOCDF workforce to the proposed incineration of GA and Lewisite offers the best
opportunity for CMA to meet the objectives of the CWC treaty. The proposed action to
install an additional incineration process to supplement the current TOCDF chemical agent
destruction capacity would allow destruction of both GA and Lewisite in parallel with the
ongoing mustard agent destruction campaign.
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3. THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND
POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This EA addresses the proposed installation and operation of a small-scale incinerator
at the DCD to thermally destroy that depot’s inventory of agents GA and Lewisite. The
destruction of chemical warfare agents at the DCD, including the operation of and emissions
from the nearby existing TOCDF incineration facility, has been examined in four previous
environmental reviews (see Section 1.2). In comparison to the impacts previously assessed,
the proposed action would create negligible or no new environmental impacts upon the
following categories of environmental resources. These categories of environmental
resources are not discussed further in this EA for the reasons given below.

» Land use. The proposed equipment would be installed within the footprint of the
existing Area 10 at the DCD and would therefore not affect current uses of land.

+ Air quality impacts from construction activities. There would be minimal disturbance
of soils and negligible generation of dust from construction and/or equipment-installation
activities. The emissions from construction vehicles would be incidental, short-term, and
small.

» Surface water resources. The nearest surface waters (i.e., the ephemeral Ophir Creek)
are located more than two miles from the location of the proposed action. No surface
water would be consumed, diverted or affected by the proposed action.

+ Groundwater resources. Water usage at the DCD is currently supplied by groundwater
resources, and groundwater use at the DCD was examined in detail in Zimmerman et al.
(2008). As discussed in Section 2.1.4, the use of water at the DCD would increase by
only about 5% under the proposed action. The small increase in water usage under this
proposed action would not be expected to result in any significant or adverse impacts.

»  Wetlands. The nearest wetlands (i.e., Clover Pond) are located more than two miles
from the location of the proposed action and would not be disturbed or affected by the
proposed activities.

» Threatened and endangered species. No threatened or endangered species are known
to occur within the DCD installation boundaries. Impacts from the TOCDF’s emissions
upon wildlife have been explicitly evaluated in a Screening-Level Ecological Risk
Assessment (SLERA,; see Tetra Tech 2005) and were found not to be of concern; hence,
potential impacts to threatened and endangered species are not discussed further in this
EA.
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» Socioeconomic resources. There would be no significant influx of new workers, nor
would the proposed action have any effects upon existing infrastructures such as roads
and traffic, upon the availability or supply of utilities, or upon other socioeconomic
resources in the vicinity of the DCD.

e Cultural (i.e., archaeological and historic) resources. Because all of the proposed
activities would occur within the footprint of the previously disturbed Area 10, no
potential exists for the proposed action to disturb or affect cultural resources.

« Environmental justice populations. The nearest private residence is located more than
two miles from the DCD (U.S. Army 1989). The proposed action would not create any
significant impacts to populations near the depot (see Section 4). In the absence of such
impacts, there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts to low-income or
minority populations.

» Safety and risks. The hazards of installing the proposed equipment would be similar to
those of any small-scale industrial construction project and would not be significant or
unique. The hazards of the agent GA and Lewisite have been well documented in
previous NEPA reviews (see, for example, U.S. Army 1989), and the Army has
developed and implemented engineering controls (such as filtered ventilation systems
and protective clothing), procedures, and administrative controls to deal appropriately
with these hazards.

The analysis conducted for this EA has determined that a more detailed examination
of the potential environmental impacts is necessary in four additional categories:
infrastructure improvements (see Section 3.1) related to the utilities needed at the site of
the proposed action, air quality impacts (see Section 3.2), impacts to human health and to
ecological resources due to potential arsenic and mercury emissions (see Section 3.3), and
waste management (see Section 3.4),

3.1 INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

The proposed action includes the provision of electricity, water, natural gas, and
sewer connections to the proposed facility; however, utility connections already exist in
Area 10 for natural gas and sewer. New water and electrical connections would be made with
the existing infrastructure for these same utilities which support the TOCDF. Routes would
be constructed in alignment with existing routes for existing utilities at the DCD. The land
around Area 10 is previously disturbed; therefore, any trenching operations for the water
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pipeline or any overhead powerline construction would not be expected to create any
significant impacts.

As described in Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2, the proposed facility (including the
building enclosure, as well as the control room, laboratory facilities, and other mechanical
and electrical equipment) would be installed in a previously disturbed area within Area 10 at
the DCD. Less than one acre would be disturbed for the proposed facility. In the event that a
new electrical switchyard is required, less than one acre would be disturbed by the footprint
of this new switchyard. The impacts of constructing the proposed incineration facility,
including the possible new electrical switchyard, would be similar to any small-scale
industrial construction activity and would be expected to be minimal.

None of the aforementioned utilities or commodities are in short supply at the

'DCD, and none would be significantly impacted by the proposed action, as follows. The
quantities of natural gas and water to be consumed during the proposed action are given in
Section 2.1.4. The proposed consumption of natural gas would represent about a 7% increase
over the amount of natural gas consumed at the TOCDF. The need for additional utilities
would be temporary due to the short operational lifetime of the proposed action.

3.2 AIR QUALITY

The emissions from the TOCDEF’s incinerators and furnaces have been evaluated in
detail in three previous environmental reviews (U.S. Army 1989, Gant and Zimmerman
1999, Zimmerman et al. 2008). This section uses the previous findings for the TOCDF to
compare the potential air quality impacts from the emissions of the proposed small-scale
LIC.

3.2.1 Ambient Air Monitoring Data

The EPA considers air quality in Tooele County to be in attainment with the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards INAAQS) for the “criteria pollutants” nitrogen
dioxide (NO,), carbon monoxide (CO), ozone, elemental lead, particulate matter less than or
equal to 10 pm in aerodynamic diameter (PM,,), and particulate matter less than or equal to
2.5 um in aerodynamic diameter (PM, ); however, part of Tooele County is designated as
being in nonattainment for sulfur dioxide (SO,) (see 40 CFR 81.345). In 1978,

EPA designated the entire county as a nonattainment area for SO,, based on ambient data
collected at nearby air monitoring locations. In 1981, EPA removed the nonattainment status
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for all of Tooele County except that portion in the Oquirrh Mountains north of Middle
Canyon and above an elevation of 5,600 feet above mean sea level.

An examination of the most recent ambient air quality monitoring data available on
EPA’s AirData website (see http://www.epa.gov/air/data/reports.html) indicates that only a
limited amount of monitoring data exists for criteria pollutants in Tooele County. No data
have been recorded in Tooele County for SO,, NO,, PM,,, CO, or elemental lead during the
most recent five-year period (i.e., from 2003 through 2007). The data recorded in the cities of
Tooele? and Grantsville® for ozone and PM,  are discussed in the following paragraphs.

Ozone. From a regulatory perspective, NAAQS compliance for ozone is determined
from the ambient 8-hour ozone concentrations. The standard is met when the three-year
average of the annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour ozone concentration is less than
or equal to 0.08 ppm.

Monitoring data for ozone were collected in the city of Tooele for 2005, 2006, and
2007, but no data are available for 2003 or 2004. Tooele County is an ozone attainment area,
but since 1997, the adjacent Salt Lake County has been an ozone maintenance area (i.e., an
area that previously was a nonattainment area, which is striving to maintain attainment and
comply with the state implementation plan). In 2005, the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-
hour ozone concentration at Tooele was 0.080 ppm, which is equal to the NAAQS value of
0.08 ppm. This monitoring value was 0.079 ppm in 2006 and 0.076 ppm in 2007. The trend
is for decreasing ambient ozone concentrations in Tooele over the past three years. Thus, the
measured ambient concentrations of ozone in Tooele are in compliance with the NAAQS.

While ozone is not emitted directly from combustion sources, it is formed from
combustion products during subsequent photochemical reactions involving emitted volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NO, ). Because the photochemical
reactions can take hours to complete, ozone can form far from the sources of its precursors
(the VOCs and NO, that initiate its formation). Therefore, the contribution of an individual
source to ozone concentrations at any particular location cannot be readily quantified.

PM, .. Standards for PM, 5 were added to the NAAQS in 1997 (62 FR 38652-762;
July 18, 1997) but were revised in 2006 (71 FR 61144-61233; October 17, 2006). The 24-
hour standard for PM, s is attained when the 98th percentile value of the monitoring data,
averaged over three years, is less than or equal to 35 pg/m’. The annual standard for PM, s is

2 The air monitoring station in the city of Tooele is located about 16 miles almost due north of the TOCDF. The two
predominant wind directions in the vicinity of the TOCDF are from the north-northwest and from the south-southeast.

3 The air monitoring station in Grantsville is located about 21 miles north-northwest of the TOCDF.
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met when the annual concentration of monitoring data is less than or equal to 15 ug/m3 ,
when averaged over three years.

Monitoring data for PM, 5 have been collected in Tooele County at both Tooele and
Grantsville. During the most recent five-year period (i.e., from 2003 through 2007), the
highest recorded 98th percentile 24-hour value was 45.5 p.g/m3 (during 2005 at Tooele).

The most recent three-year average of PM, 5 monitoring data is 30.5 ug/m’, which is below
the 35 pg/m3 NAAQS value. During the period from 2003 through 2007, the maximum
annual recorded PM, 5 concentration was 9.0 ;,Lg/m3 (during 2005 at Tooele), which is 60% of
the NAAQS value of 15 pg/m’. Thus, the measured ambient concentrations of PM, s in
Tooele County are in compliance with the NAAQS.

3.2.2 Modeled Emissions

To address potential impacts to air quality, three previous reviews (U.S. Army 1989,
Gant and Zimmerman 1999, Zimmerman et al. 2008) of the emissions from the TOCDF have
estimated the projected emission rates and maximum ground-level concentrations of four
criteria pollutants: SO,, NO,, CO, and PM,,. These previous reviews also included an
examination of the TOCDEF’s emissions in light of actual data obtained from trial burns,

The previous emissions modeling demonstrated that even if the criteria pollutant
concentrations from the TOCDF were multiplied by a factor of ten, no exceedances of the
NAAQS would be expected to occur. That is, the ambient concentrations of each of the
modeled criteria pollutants were found to be less than 10% of their respective NAAQS value.
These findings for criteria pollutants were also determined to be valid under EPA’s latest
standards for ozone and PM, 5, with a “worst case” calculation for PM, s indicating that the
ambient concentration would be less than 15% of the NAAQS limit (see Zimmerman et al.
2008). Therefore, each of the previous reviews for the TOCDF (U.S. Army 1989, Gant and
Zimmerman 1999, Zimmerman et al. 2008) concluded that the TOCDF’s emissions would
not be expected to produce significant air quality impacts.

Because the proposed small-scale LIC would be about one-third the size of one of the
TOCDF’s two LICs, and because the TOCDF’s modeled emissions are estimated to result in
ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants that are less than 10 to 15% of the respective
NAAQS limits, the modeled emissions from the small-scale LIC would not be expected to
indicate any significant impacts to air quality near the DCD.
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3.2.3 Cumulative Air Quality Impacts

One measure of the potential for the proposed small-incinerator to adversely affect
air quality is a comparison between the total quantity of each criteria pollutant emitted and
the combined quantities of that same pollutant emitted by other sources in the region. The
following paragraphs present such a comparison.

During its review of proposed modifications and revisions to the TOCDF’s air quality
permit, the State of Utah prepared calculations to determine the total quantities of criteria
pollutants that would be emitted by the TOCDF if it were to operate at the emission rates
allowed by the DCD-wide air permit (UDEQ 2008). These “potential-to-emit” values are
presented in Table 3. In its calculations, the State of Utah assumed that the TOCDF’s two
LICs and its deactivation furnace system (DFS) would be operated for 6,000 hours annually,
and its metal parts furnace (MPF) for 8,424 hours annually. Other sources of emission (i.e.,
from CAMDS and from other operations at the DCD) were also included in the calculation in
order to obtain values applicable to the DCD as a whole (UDEQ 2007).

Table 3. Quantities of criteria pollutants emitted in the vicinity of the proposed action

Total quantity emitted (tons/year)

DCD-wide From the DCD’s From Utah’s Annual
Criteria “Potential-to-emit” from Annual Emissions Emissions Inventory for
pollutant Title V air permit “ Inventory b Tooele County ¢
PM, 28.32 14 5,184
PM, s N/A 1.3 1,935
SO, 91.06 2.8 267
CcOo 68.77 6.0 43,568
VOCs 10.12 3.6 44,550
NO 222.26 30.0 5,492

X

N/A indicates no data are available in the specified source document.

“ Obtained from calculations presented in State of Utah, Approval Order Number DAQE-AN113390044-07, Department of
Environmental Quality, Division of Air Quality, Salt Lake City, Utah, March 19, 2007.

b Obtained from data in EG&G Defense Materials, Inc., Deseret Chemical Depot (DCD) and Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal
Facility (TOCDF), Emissions Inventory Report 2006, Stockton, Utah, March 2007.

¢ Data are from 2002 and were obtained from State of Utah, Division of Air Quality Annual Report 2007, Department of
Environmental Quality, Salt Lake City, Utah, February 2008, data also available on-line at http://www.airquality.utah.gov/Public-
Interest/annual-report/2007_AnnualReportFinal.pdf
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The data for the DCD-wide actual emissions (which include the emissions from the
TOCDF) are shown in the center column of Table 3 (EG&G 2007). These data represent the
best available measurements of the DCD’s emissions during 2006. Table 3 also presents the
State of Utah’s data from its triennial inventory of various air pollutants released by all
emission sources in the state (UDEQ 2006). The rightmost column in Table 3 shows the
State’s inventory data for only Tooele County.

Inspection of the data presented in Table 3 reveals two findings. First, the measured
quantities of criteria pollutants emitted from the DCD are very small in comparison to their
" respective “potential-to-emit” values. Secondly, both the “potential-to-emit™ values and the
measured values are insignificant in comparison with the values from the emissions
inventory for Tooele County. That is, the emissions from the DCD represent a negligible
contribution to the overall quantities of criteria pollutants emitted annually in Tooele County.

While the proposed small-scale LIC would create a temporary, short-term increase in
the quantity of criteria pollutants emitted in Tooele County, the unit would only be about
one-third the size of one of the TOCDF’s two LICs; hence, the increased quantities of criteria
pollutants would not be significant in comparison to either the emissions from the TOCDF’s
four incinerators, or DCD-wide emissions, or the overall emissions in Tooele County.

3.2.4 Conclusions about Air Quality

Based upon three lines of evidence, the operation of the proposed small-scale LIC
would not be expected to result in any significant impacts to air quality:

* Because all of the EPA criteria pollutants are in attainment with the NAAQS in Tooele
County in the areas surrounding the DCD, it can be concluded that the existing DCD and
TOCDF operations have not contributed to any exceedances of the NAAQS. In
comparison to the DCD-wide emissions, the incrementally small amounts of criteria
pollutants to be emitted from the proposed small-scale LIC would not be expected to alter
the air quality attainment status of Tooele County.

* The emissions from the TOCDF have previously been modeled, and ambient
concentrations of criteria pollutants have been predicted to be less than 10% of the
NAAQS limits. Because the proposed small-scale LIC would be about one-third the size
of one of the TOCDF’s two LICs, the emissions from the proposed incinerator would not
be expected to increase the ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants above the
NAAQS limits.

» The “potential-to-emit” for the proposed incinerator, in conjunction with existing
DCD-wide emissions, would be negligible compared to the quantities of criteria
pollutants presently emitted in all of Tooele County. Therefore, the emissions from
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the proposed small-scale LIC, in conjunction with other emission sources in Tooele
County, would not contribute significantly to the quantities of existing county-wide
emissions of criteria pollutants.

3.3 HUMAN HEALTH AND ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The chemical warfare agents GA and Lewisite are hazardous to human health;
however, these hazards are well understood and have been previously documented (see, for
example, U.S. Army 1989). The operation of the proposed small-scale LIC would destroy
these hazardous chemicals. This section discusses the potential impacts to human health and
ecological resources from the emissions of the proposed LIC. These emissions would be
similar to those that have previously been evaluated for the TOCDF. This section provides a
summary of previous human health and ecological risk assessments for emissions from the
TOCDF. It then uses that information to draw conclusions about the emissions from the
proposed small-scale LIC.

3.3.1 The Human Health Risk Assessment for the TOCDF

A human health risk assessment (HHRA), which included a multi-chemical,
multi-pathway exposure analysis, was completed for the TOCDF in 2003 (UDEQ 2003).
The objectives of the 2003 HHRA were to calculate the cumulative risks (cancer effects)
and hazards (non-cancer effects) for each exposure scenario specific to each source of
emissions at the DCD—including both the TOCDF and the nearby CAMDS—and specific to
each chemical warfare agent destruction campaign.

The 2003 HHRA evaluated six emission sources at the TOCDF and four sources at
CAMDS. For the TOCDF’s sources, actual trial burn emission rate data (e.g., GB trial burn
data) were used when available; otherwise, values were extrapolated from data available
from the Army’s Johnston Atoll Chemical Agent Disposal System (JACADS) and CAMDS.

A total of 393 Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) were identified for
evaluation in the HHRA. The 2003 HHRA used a multi-pathway (e.g., inhalation, food
consumption, water consumption) assessment to evaluate the COPCs with exposure
scenarios for (1) a subsistence rancher adult and child, (2) a resident adult and child, (3) an
on-site worker, (4) a water skier adult and child for the SunTen lake, (5) a recreationist adult
and child at Rush Lake, and (6) a fisher adult and child for Rainbow Reservoir. The HHRA
estimated potential daily intake rates for each COPC to evaluate the following exposure
pathways: (1) acute and chronic inhalation; (2) incidental ingestion of soil; (3) consumption
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of drinking water from surface water sources; (4) incidental ingestion of surface water during
recreational use (such as water skiing); (5) consumption of homegrown produce, beef,
mutton, pork, poultry and eggs; (6) consumption of cow’s milk and goat’s milk; (7)
consumption of fish from Rush Lake and Rainbow Reservoir; and (8) ingestion of dioxins
and PCBs in breast milk by an infant.

Potential adverse health effects were evaluated separately and cumulatively for each
source and for each COPC to provide a basis for evaluating the protectiveness of the
operating conditions in the RCRA hazardous waste permits. The health risks were first
evaluated with very conservative assumptions to enable the analysts to eliminate many ultra-
low risk scenario/chemical combinations. The scenarios remaining were then examined more
closely to reduce the uncertainty in the estimates.

The findings of the 2003 HHRA stated that, with the exception of five chemicals (as
identified below), the potential exposures to emissions from the TOCDF and CAMDS are
considered safe and need no additional investigation or evaluation. The five chemicals of
concern included (1) ethyl methanesulfonate, (2) di-n-octylphthalate (DNOP), (3 & 4) two
polyaromatic hydrocarbons, namely dibenz(a,h)anthracene and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, and
(5) mercury. Of these five chemicals, only DNOP and mercury have been detected in stack
emissions at the TOCDF, CAMDS, or JACADS. The DNOP was detected in a single test at
CAMDS. The majority of risk from DNOP in the HHRA was attributable to the consumption
of contaminated homegrown foods; however, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
reports that DNOP is not expected to be a concern in terrestrial food pathways because it is
metabolized (ATSDR 1997). Arsenic was not found to be a significant contributor to risk in
the 2003 HHRA.

Based on the lack of detection of the other problematic COPCs in stack emissions,
and on the overestimation of exposure inherent in the EPA’s risk assessment methodologies,
only mercury was identified as warranting additional evaluation in the HHRA. The majority
of risk from mercury in the 2003 HHRA is attributable to the consumption of fish
contaminated with methyl mercury. Upon further evaluation, the HHRA concluded that
mercury emissions from the TOCDF are considered safe because (1) the risk assessment
methodology overestimates the risks from mercury emissions, (2) hypothetically exposed
individuals were assumed to eat fish taken from Rush Lake and Rainbow Reservoir for 30
years; however, Rush Lake does not support a fishery and Rainbow Reservoir is not always
open, and (3) mercury levels in soil and fish have been periodically monitored during the
environmental update studies over the course of the TOCDF operations, and will continue to
be monitored to confirm that mercury is not being released from stack emissions at unsafe
levels.
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3.3.2 The Screening-Level Ecological Risk Assessment for the TOCDF

In 2005, a SLERA was completed as a follow-on to the HHRA (Tetra Tech 2005) .
The objective of the 2005 SLERA was to determine, for each emissions source at
TOCDF and CAMDS, cumulative hazards across agent campaigns for COPCs based on
ecological screening quotients (ESQ) for ecological receptors (communities and guilds) in
the assessment region. The same six emission sources for the TOCDF and CAMDS as were
used in the HHRA were used in the SLERA. The list of COPCs for the SLERA was based on
the set of COPCs used in the HHRA.

Three types of ecosystems were included in the 2005 SLERA: (1) the dominant sage
grass and salt shrub habitat (i.e., shrub-scrub habitat) found on the valley floor near the DCD,
(2) the sage brush and grassy mountainous benchland (i.e., montane) areas east and west of
the DCD at elevations over 5,400 feet above mean sea level, and (3) four freshwater areas:
Rush Lake, Clover Pond, Atherly Reservoir, and Rainbow Reservoir.

The 2005 SLERA evaluated receptor interactions (e.g., predator—prey) to build food
webs that are used to estimate indirect exposure to a COPC by a receptor. Plants and animals
were categorized according to their habitats and feeding niches, following the example food
webs presented in EPA (1999). Each food web contained four trophic levels, each with its
own appropriate feeding guilds and assessment endpoint/receptors (for example, ranging
from algae to fish to birds to mammals).

In the 2005 SLERA, risk is characterized by calculating numerical ESQs and then
describing the main exposure pathways for any receptors with an ESQ value above the target
value (i.e., above a numerical ESQ value of 1.0). ESQ values exceeding the target level were
noted for receptors in the shrub-scrub habitat, in Clover Pond, and in Rush Lake; these risks
are presented and discussed below. ESQ values for receptors in the montane habitat, Atherly
Reservoir, and Rainbow Reservoir were all less than 1.0, and are not discussed further in this
summary. These low-level risks include hypothetical scenarios that involve exposure to
mercury and arsenic. In fact, arsenic was not found to be a significant contributor to risk in
any of the exposure scenarios.

For the shrub-scrub habitat, source-specific methyl mercury ESQs exceeding the
target level were calculated for omnivorous birds assuming that terrestrial invertebrates
compose 100% of their diet. The ESQ values decreased to less than 1.0 when it was assumed
that the omnivorous bird diet was 50% invertebrates and 50% plant matter. The ESQ values
decreased to 0.01 when it was assumed that the diet was entirely plant matter. The
differences in the magnitudes of the ESQs are a function of the propensity for mercury to
accumulate, in terrestrial ecosystems, in animal matter rather than in plant matter.

For the endpoint receptors in Clover Pond, the 2005 SLERA found that the methyl
mercury ESQs for omnivorous aquatic birds (modeled as the mallard), carnivorous birds
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(modeled as the red-tailed hawk and the golden eagle), and fish-eating birds (modeled as the
blue heron and the osprey) exceeded an ESQ of 1.0. Exposure through algae ingestion was
responsible for the magnitude of the omnivorous aquatic bird ESQs. The omnivorous aquatic
bird “equal-diet” ESQs, which are based on the ingestion of equal parts algae, benthic
invertebrates, and rooted aquatic plants, were about one-third of the algae ESQs. The
difference between the ESQs indicates that mercury dissolved in surface water, rather than
that deposited in sediment, and its subsequent bioconcentration by algae, is the primary
biotic transport pathway of concern for aquatic birds. The source-specific ESQ values for
carnivorous birds and fish-eating birds are based on the ingestion of carnivorous fish. The
concentration of methyl mercury in carnivorous fish depends on the concentration in surface
water and its bioaccumulation by fish. These results also point to the relative importance of
surface water-based exposure pathways for birds.

Evaluation of the air dispersion modeling information indicates that soil COPC
concentrations decrease as a function of distance from any particular source at the TOCDF
and CAMDS. To characterize methyl mercury risks as a function of distance from TOCDF
and CAMDS, the 2005 SLERA created ESQ isopleths utilizing air concentrations and
depositions modeled for each receptor node. These isopleths indicate that methyl mercury in
soil is, as expected, greatest near the facilities and the concentration declines with increasing
distance from the facilities. The isopleths indicate that mercury in stack gases emitted from
the TOCDF deposits relatively close to the source, while mercury in stack gases from
CAMDS is dispersed more widely; however, CAMDS is now closed and will not operate in
the future. The differences between the ESQ patterns are believed to stem from different
source characteristics—mainly building downwash and, to a lesser extent, stack gas exit
velocities. Emission rates and other source characteristics are similar.

Uncertainties associated with the risk estimates include those for the three main parts
of the risk assessment: (1) estimates of emission rates, (2) exposure assessment,
and (3) toxicity assessment. Emissions of mercury in stack gases from some sources resulted
in ESQ values for receptors in the shrub-scrub and aquatic environments that exceed the
target level of 1.0; however, the 2005 SLERA states that the weighted-average mercury
emission rates used in the analysis overestimate actual mercury emissions, thus indicating the
elevated ESQs for methyl mercury overestimate potential ecological risks.

The 2005 SLERA evaluated the fate and transport of methyl mercury using
EPA-recommended procedures (EPA 1999). The risk assessment evaluates potential
exposures to mercuric chloride and methyl mercury but the analyses of stack emissions is
limited to total mercury. In accordance with the EPA procedures, the defined percentages of
the mercury released from the stack were modeled as elemental mercury and mercuric
chloride. Once the mercury leaves the stack, the fate and transport of these two types of
mercury are modeled separately with a portion converting via biological processes to a third
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type: methyl mercury. Methyl mercury is the most toxic form of the three types of mercury,
and the resulting exposures have a considerable amount of uncertainty. According to the
2005 SLERA, environmental monitoring data suggests that the modeling methods
overestimate the amount of mercury deposited in the environment around the DCD; that is,
no mercury has been detected in fish sampled from Rainbow Reservoir, and recent soil
sampling results show no accumulation of mercury (Tetra Tech 2005; CMA 2006).

Also, elevated methyl mercury ESQs for omnivorous birds foraging on aquatic plants
and benthic invertebrates in Clover Pond, west of the DCD, do not accurately represent the
potential risks to these populations because Clover Pond periodically dries down, severely
" reducing available forage. The inherent assumption of continuous foraging activity,
therefore, overestimates the potential risks to omnivorous birds in Clover Pond.

As a result of the multiple uncertainties associated with many components of the
2005 SLERA—including emission rates, exposure and toxicity assumptions, and fate and
transport parameters for methyl mercury—the SLERA concludes that it potentially
overestimates risks to ecological receptors in the assessment area. Based on the potential
significant overestimation of risk results indicated by the uncertainty analysis in the 2005
SLERA, the UDSHW has concluded that potential ecological impacts from mercury
emissions of the TOCDF are negligible (Tetra Tech 2005); therefore, no additional risk
characterization was deemed to be necessary for baseline operation of the TOCDF.

3.3.3 Impacts of Destroying Mercury-Contaminated and Arsenic-
Contaminated Agents GA and Lewisite

The emissions generated by any mercury and/or arsenic in the agents GA and
Lewisite were not explicitly included in the 2003 HHRA or 2005 SLERA. Nevertheless, a
comparison between the basis for the findings from those previous risk assessments and the
levels of emissions from the proposed action can be used to draw conclusions about the risks
of the proposed action. This section provides such a comparison.

Mercury. In 2007, an EA was prepared to investigate the potential consequences of
destroying the mercury-contaminated mustard agents and munitions stored at the DCD
(CMA 2007). The destruction process involved the installation of new equipment (i.e.,
sulfur-impregnated carbon filters) at the TOCDF to control emissions of mercury. For the
purpose of analysis in the 2007 EA, a bounding calculation was used to illustrate the effects
of the proposed action on human health.

The 2007 EA presents tabular data to show that the quantity of mercury emitted
from the TOCDF into the environment—as assumed in the 2003 HHRA—is approximately
1,000 pounds over the lifetime of the TOCDF (including the mercury emissions from the
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now-closed CAMDS). The estimates of mercury emissions in the 2003 HHRA were
developed as the sum of four parts: emissions from the TOCDF during the GB, VX, and
mustard campaigns and emissions from CAMDS. The 2003 HHRA concluded that such
emission levels would not result in any significant impacts to human health. The 1,000-
pound quantity therefore establishes the “threshold” at which any additional mercury
introduced in the environment around the TOCDF would warrant further, detailed
evaluation.

The amount of mercury to be emitted under this proposed action of installing and
operating a small-scale LIC can be calculated from the maximum anticipated regulatory
emission rate and the anticipated duration of the GA and Lewisite destruction campaigns.
For mercury, the MACT emission rate of 8.1 pg/dscm over the operational lifetime of the
proposed small-scale LIC would emit a maximum quantity of 0.03 pounds of mercury
(Saupe 2008). This is a negligible amount in comparison to the numerical values discussed
above, and is also well below the threshold of concern for mercury as determined from the
2003 HHRA.

No significant human health impacts would therefore be expected from the very small
quantities of mercury that would be emitted from the proposed small-scale LIC. Based on the
findings of the 2005 SLERA, a similar conclusion can be reached in regard to the expectation
of insignificant impacts to ecological resources from the mercury emissions of the proposed
action.

Arsenic. A similar calculation can be made for arsenic emissions as evaluated in
the 2003 HHRA. Table 4 shows the quantity of arsenic emitted to the environment as
assumed in the HHRA. That is, the emission of approximately 337 pounds of arsenic over
the lifetime of the TOCDF (including the arsenic emissions from CAMDS) would result in
the types of non-significant impacts to human health as described in Section 3.3.1. This
quantity therefore establishes the “threshold” at which any additional arsenic introduced in
the environment around the TOCDF would warrant further, detailed evaluation.

The amount of arsenic to be emitted under this proposed action of installing and
operating a small-scale LIC can be calculated from the maximun anticipated regulatory
emission rate and the anticipated duration of the GA and Lewisite destruction campaigns.
For arsenic, the MACT emission rate of 23 pg/dscm over the operational lifetime of the
proposed small-scale LIC would emit a maximum quantity of 0.07 pounds of arsenic
(Saupe 2008). This is a negligible amount in comparison to the 337-pound threshold of
concern for arsenic as determined from Table 4 and the 2003 HHRA.
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Table 4. Hypothetical arsenic emissions from the Deseret Chemical Depot (in Utah)
as calculated from the Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) and the Screening-

Level Ecological Risk Assessment (SLERA) for the TOCDF.

Arsenic Emissions

Agent IRAP-h Data Source Campaign Total
Destruction Emission Rate * in Final HHRA Duration Arsenic
Campaign (g/s) or SLERA (vears) (pounds)
TOCDF Sources:

Lici GB 3.81E-06 HHRA Table C-1 7.67 20
VX 1.93E-05 HHRA Table C-1 2.47 3.3

HD 5.37E-05 HHRA Table C-1 2.86 10.7

Subtotal for LICI 16.0

Lic2 GB 3.81E-06 HHRA Table C-2 7.67 2.0
VX 1.93E-05 HHRA Table C-2 247 33

HD 5.37E-05 HHRA Table C-2 2.86 10.7

Subtotal for LIC2 16.0

MPF GB 8.96E-07 HHRA Table C-3 7.67 0.5
VX 9.37E-07 HHRA Table C-3 247 0.2

HD 2.79E-06 HHRA Table C-3 2.86 0.6

Subtotal for MPF 12

DFS GB 6.30E-06 HHRA Table C-4 7.67 34
VX 2.41E-06 HHRA Table C-4 247 0.4

HD 1.17E-06 HHRA Table C-4 2.86 0.2

Subtotal for DFS 4.0

BRA IRAP rate 1.20E-05 SLERA Table B-7 13.0 10.8
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Subtotals for the TOCDF by campaign:

GB
vX
HD
BRA
All Campaigns

7.9
7.2
2.1
10.8
48.0
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Table 4. (continued)
CAMDS Sources:
MPF GB 2.18E-04 HHRA Table D-1 10.0 151.6
VX 3.27E-06 HHRA Table D-1 10.0 23
HD 2.76E-06 HHRA Table D-1 10.0 L9
Subtotal for MPF 155.8
DFS GB 1.34E-05 HHRA Table D-2 10.0 9.3
VX 1.42E-06 HHRA Table D-2 10.0 1.0
HD-1 1.77E-04 HHRA Table D-2 10.0 123.1
HD-2 4.95E-06 HHRA Table D-2 10.0 34
Subtotal for DFS 133.4

Subtotals for CAMDS by campaign:

GB

vX

HD
All Agents

160.9
3.3
125.0

289.1

GRAND TOTAL (Both Facilities with the BRA):

337.2

Acronyms: BRA = brine reduction area (which is no longer in operation at the TOCDF); DFS = deactivation fumace system,
GB = nerve agent GB (sarin); HD = sulfur mustard agent; HHRA = human health risk assessment (see UDEQ 2003 in the list of
references in Section 6); LIC1 and LIC2 = the two liquid agent incinerators at the TOCDF, MPF = metal parts furnace, SLERA =
screening-level ecological risk assessment (see Tetra Tech 2005 in the list of references in Section 6); VX = nerve agent VX,

“The HHRA and the SLERA used the Industrial Risk Assessment Program—Health (IRAP-h) computer code to generate numerical
risk values. The values in the table above are listed in the respective HHRA and SLERA documents as the numerical inputs to the IRAP-h

calculations.

No significant human health impacts would therefore be expected from the very small
quantities of arsenic that would be emitted from the proposed small-scale LIC. Based on the
findings of the 2005 SLERA, a similar conclusion can be reached in regard to the expectation
of insignificant impacts to ecological resources from the arsenic emissions of the proposed

action.
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3.4 WASTE MANAGEMENT

The proposed action would generate solid and liquid, hazardous and non-hazardous
wastes during its operational lifetime. The types of wastes to be generated by the proposed
action are discussed in detail in Section 2.1.3, and the anticipated quantities are summarized
in Table 5. All wastes generated by the proposed action would be disposed of in compliance
with applicable federal, state, and local regulations. All wastes to be shipped off-site would
be characterized and packaged in accordance with applicable U.S. Department of
Transportation specifications. These wastes would then be transported to licensed and
permitted commercial waste management facilities for final treatment and disposal in
compliance with the waste acceptance criteria established for those respective facilities.

This section examines the quantities of wastes to be generated under the proposed
action and compares them to the quantities of other DCD wastes. The potential for the
combined quantities of such wastes to impact regional waste management capabilities is
evaluated. For the purposes of analysis, all of the wastes to be generated by the proposed
action will be assumed to be hazardous. The disposition of non-hazardous wastes would
result in lesser impacts than those discussed below.

3.4.1 Regulatory Requirements

In Utah, residues from the treatment of chemical agent, such as GA and Lewisite,
are a state-listed hazardous waste, and carry the waste code “F999.” Some of the wastes to
be generated by the proposed action may contain mercury* or arsenic®. Federal and state
hazardous waste regulations provide requirements for management of waste containing a
number of toxic materials, including mercury and arsenic. Hazardous waste containing
mercury or arsenic above specific concentrations would carry the federal waste codes D009
or D004, respectively, and may require additional treatment to remove the component or

# From the ton container sampling data presented in Section 2.1.1 in combination with the agent tonnage
data in Table 2, the total estimated quantity of mercury in the GA and Lewisite inventory can be calculated.
These numbers yield approximately 0.02 pounds of mercury in the GA and about 14 pounds (upper bound) of
mercury in the Lewisite. For the purposes of analysis in this EA, the total quantity of mercury in the DCD
inventory of GA and Lewisite is therefore assumed to be about 14 pounds.

* From the ton container sampling data presented in Section 2.1.1 in combination with the agent tonnage
data in Table 2, the total estimated quantity of arsenic in the GA and Lewisite inventory can be calculated.
These numbers yield approximately 0.2 pounds of arsenic in the GA and about 9,700 pounds (upper bound) of
arsenic in the Lewisite. For the purposes of analysis in this EA, the total quantity of arsenic in the DCD
inventory of GA and Lewisite is therefore assumed to be about 9,700 pounds.
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stabilize the waste in a form that prevents release of the component to the environment.
Non-hazardous wastes from the proposed action would not create any unique or significant
disposal concerns, nor would they be expected to create any significant environmental

impacts.

Table 5. Estimates of waste quantities to be generated by the proposed action

Type of waste Quantity (in tons)
Solid wastes
Carbon filters from PAS 4.5
HEPA filters from PAS 0.4
Particulate residue from PAS 1.8
Carbon filters from building enclosure 23
Prefilters from building enclosure 0.1
HEPA filters from building enclosure 0.1
Personnel protective equipment 5.0
Decontaminated ton containers * 16.8
Construction wastes 100.0
Subtotal solid wastes 131.0
Liquid wastes
PAS scrubber brines ° 1,571.0
Ton container rinsate and 12.5
spent decontamination solutions
Subtotal liquid wastes 1,583.5

PAS = Pollution abatement system

“ Based on an empty ton container weight of 1,400 pounds; 24 ton containers total.

b Based on 355,000 gallons of brine.
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Solid wastes that contain mercury at a concentration equal to or greater than
260 mg/kg (equivalent to 260 ppm by mass) must be treated by roasting or retorting in a
thermal processing unit that is capable of volatilizing the mercury and subsequently
condensing it for recovery (40 CFR Part 268). The EPA regulations require that residues
from retorting processes have a mercury concentration less than 260 ppm, and that they have
a leach rate no higher than 0.20 mg/L, measured using the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching
Procedure (TCLP). All other mercury-contaminated solid wastes must have a leach rate that
does not exceed 0.025 mg/L using the TCLP. This second limit applies to solid wastes
generated by the proposed action. Solid wastes containing arsenic have similar EPA
regulatory requirements (40 CFR 268.40) with the limit being 5.0 mg/L using the TCLP.

* For liquid wastes, EPA regulations require that wastewater have a mercury
concentration less than 0.15 mg/L and an arsenic concentration less than 1.4 mg/L (40 CFR
Part 268). Solid or liquid wastes exceeding regulatory limits would require further treatment
or stabilization prior to disposal.

3.4.2 Waste Quantities

The anticipated quantities of waste in Table 5 can be compared to the quantities of
wastes associated with the continued operation of the TOCDF. The left-most columns of
Table 6 show such a comparison.

The data in Table 6 can be used to determine the percentage increase in the quantity
of waste generated at the DCD over the anticipated operational lifetime of the proposed
action, which is expected to be less than one year. The increased amount of solid waste
would equate to about 3% more than existing annual waste quantities already being
generated and adequately managed. The amounts of liquid wastes to be generated under the
proposed action would be about 7% higher than existing annual waste quantities. Because
these percentages are small, the quantities of wastes to be generated by the proposed action
would not be expected to create any significant impacts in regard to the management of the
overall quantities of wastes to be generated at the DCD. The potential impacts of disposing
of these wastes is discussed in the next subsection.

3.4.3 Cumulative Waste Management Impacts
From a worst-case perspective, the analysis of potential impacts to existing regional
waste management systems and capabilities must focus upon the potential cumulative

impacts of disposing of the wastes from the proposed action in conjunction with other wastes
associated with TOCDF operations and other wastes generated in the region.
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Table 6 shows the best available data from the EPA for the types of hazardous waste
management facilities in Utah and the six surrounding states (i.e., Arizona, Colorado, Idaho,
Nevada, New Mexico and Wyoming) (EPA 2006). The following analysis compares the
anticipated annual waste quantities with the quantities of similar wastes already managed
within this seven-state region.

Table 6 shows the quantities of hazardous wastes generated by the TOCDF under
baseline operations that are disposed of by landfill, as well as the incremental quantities of
wastes that will require management under the proposed action. If the quantities of wastes to
be generated by the proposed action are assumed to all be classified as hazardous, and if they
are combined with the wastes generated by existing processing operations at the TOCDF,
about 4,304 tons/yr of solid wastes would need to be disposed of in landfills. Table 6 shows
that this quantity is only about 1.1% of the total amount of hazardous waste already disposed
of by regional landfills or surface impoundments®. The addition of such a small fraction of
waste to what is already managed by regional hazardous waste landfills would not produce
any significant cumulative impacts to those landfills.

Table 6 also shows the combined quantities of TOCDF liquid process and the
anticipated quantities of liquid wastes from the proposed action. According to the table, only
1583.5 tons of liquid waste would be generated over the anticipated one-year operational
lifetime of the proposed action. As is currently the practice for the TOCDF, the liquid wastes
from the proposed action would beneficially offset the usage requirement for other sources of
water during the stabilization process for other wastes at the landfill; hence, no additional
landfill capacity would be required. Disposal of both the anticipated liquid process effluents
from the TOCDF and the liquid wastes from the proposed small-scale incinerator would not
be expected to create any cumulative effects that would adversely impact the management of
such wastes in the region.

3.4.4 Off-Site Shipments of Hazardous Waste

One other issue is relevant to the potential environmental impacts of off-site
shipment of wastes from the DCD: the potential human health and environmental impacts in
the event of a spill or release during such a transportation accident. This section discusses
such impacts.

% The EPA’s waste management source data (EPA 2006) provide only a single numerical entry for the
combined categories of “landfill” and “surface impoundment.” Therefore, no further breakdown is available for
use in this analysis, even though some types of wastes which would be appropriate for landfill disposal might
not be appropriate for disposal by surface impoundment.
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In the event of an accident involving liquid brines, the brines could spill and escape
into the environment. The trucks to be used for transporting these liquid wastes would each
hold about 4,000 gallons. With an estimated total of 355,000 gallons of scrubber brines
generated over the operational period of the proposed action, and if all of the mercury and
arsenic were well-mixed within the shipped brine, each 4,000-gallon truckload of brine
would contain a worst-case of only 1.5 pounds of mercury and 125 pounds of arsenic. The
principal environmental impacts from spills would be contamination of local surface soils
and/or to liquid run-off that might reach surface waters or groundwater.

Nationwide, there are millions of highway shipments of hazardous materials
each year, and some of these shipments involve chemicals (such as sulfuric acid) that present
far more toxic hazards than the wastes to be shipped from the DCD. The containers and
vehicles used for hazardous waste transport from the DCD would be appropriately placarded
and labeled prior to leaving the facility. Furthermore, wastes shipped off-site would be
accompanied by either a hazardous waste manifest or bill of lading. All shipping papers
would conform to applicable federal, state, and local regulations in order to provide first
responders with the necessary information in the event of an accidental spill or release. In
such instances, emergency responders are trained to establish isolation and protective action
distances for accidents involving hazardous material and to take appropriate actions to limit
the impact of such accidents.

Under the provisions of DOT regulations at 49 CFR Part 172, licensed carriers and
shippers are required to provide information to emergency responders about the hazardous
nature of their shipments. Specifically, Subpart G of these regulations relates to Emergency
Response Information that is to be carried by each transporter, and Subpart H relates to
Training for hazardous waste transport personnel.

In the unlikely event of an accidental spill during the transport of the PAS brines,
the first response effort would be to contain and capture the free liquids. Any liquids not
captured would likely move into exposed soils. Those soils would be removed and
transferred to a appropriate disposal or treatment site immediately after all of the free liquid
is contained. The potential impacts to groundwater from such a spill would be expected to be
minimal due to the relatively small volumes that would be transported in each truck and that
would be available for release in an accidental spill. Between the liquid and soil removed,
virtually all of the spilled brines could be removed and properly disposed of.

, If other drummed or containerized hazardous wastes from the DCD were to be
involved in a transportation accident, then they would have less potential for contaminating
surface soils and/or water resources than would the liquid brines. Appropriate emergency
response actions would be expected to result in the rapid and complete containment of such
hazardous materials.
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3.5 IMPACTS OF THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the no-action alternative (see Section 2.2), the proposed small-scale
incinerator and its auxiliary systems would not be installed or operated at the DCD. The
GA and Lewisite presently stored at DCD would remain in storage indefinitely. This
alternative would prevent the United States from complying with CWC obligations to
destroy the entire stockpile and would also require continued monitoring and surveillance of
stored chemical agents and munitions for the indefinite future. The risks of accidental
releases of these chemical warfare agents during storage activities would continue until such
time as the agents and munitions were eventually destroyed.

Under the no-action alternative, there would be no changes in land use at the DCD.
Nor would there be any adverse effects from modifications to or disturbances of existing
surface water bodies, terrestrial and/or aquatic communities, wetlands, or threatened and
endangered species habitat areas. There would be no new water consumption requirements
for the no-action alternative; hence, there would be no impacts to water resources. No
additional workers would be required under the no-action alternative, and no socioeconomic
impacts would be anticipated. No disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income
populations would be expected during continued storage of the agents GA and Lewisite.

The only wastes generated under the no-action alternative would be those associated
with continued monitoring and storage of the GA and Lewisite ton containers. No additional
solid or liquid wastes—beyond those currently generated during normal inspection and
maintenance operations—would be produced under the no-action alternative. Thus, there
would be no need for additional treatment or disposal of any new wastes.
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4. CONCLUSIONS

The information and analyses presented in this EA indicate that the proposed action
of installing a small-scale incinerator and auxiliary systems at the DCD and operating this
unit to destroy the DCD’s stockpile of agents GA and Lewisite would have no significant
environmental impacts.

Operation of a small-scale incinerator for destruction of GA and Lewisite would be
short-term, due to the small quantities of GA and Lewisite in the DCD stockpile. Installation
and operation of a new PAS would ensure the emissions from the proposed small-scale
incinerator would be in compliance with applicable regulatory limits. Based upon an
examination of the findings of previous human health and ecological risk assessments
conducted on the emissions from the existing TOCDF, the emissions from the small-scale
incinerator with the PAS in operation would not result in significant impacts to human health
or to ecological resources. Consumption of additional resources, such as water, to support the
proposed action would involve incremental quantities that are mere fractions of the
consumption requirements for the existing TOCDF. The additional waste streams to be
created by the proposed action are likewise only small, incremental amounts of the wastes
normally generated by baseline operation of the TOCDF.

An evaluation of the no-action alternative (i.e., continued storage of the agents inside
ton containers) indicates that no significant impacts would occur; however, the no-action
alternative could jeopardize the ability of the United States to comply with chemical warfare
agent destruction deadlines established under the CWC and Congressional directives in
Public Law 99-145. Furthermore, choosing the no-action alternative would require the
continued commitment of resources for stockpile monitoring, surveillance, and maintenance
for as long as the agents GA and Lewisite remained in storage.

Based on the above considerations and the lack of significant adverse environmental
effects, it is concluded that the most desirable course of action is to proceed with the
installation and operation of a small-scale incinerator to destroy the DCD stockpile of agents
GA and Lewisite.

This proposed action would create no significant impacts. A finding indicating this
conclusion will be prepared and published for public comment.

37




TOCDF Environmental Assessment December 2008

5. PERSONS CONTACTED AND CONSULTED

This EA could not have been prepared and completed without the assistance and
contributions of many individuals who provided data, information and/or text that has been
incorporated into the analyses during the development of this document, as well as those who
provided review comments on the early versions of this EA and made constructive
suggestions for improvements. It would have been impossible to prepare this EA without
their aid. The preparers, contributors and reviewers are listed below.

U.S. Army Personnel:

Tim Baker, Performance Improvement, U.S. Army Chemical Materials Agency, Aberdeen
Proving Ground, Md.

Robert Kasper, Environmental Office, U.S. Army Chemical Materials Agency, Aberdeen
Proving Ground, Md.

Penny Robitaille, NEPA Project Manager, Environmental Office, U.S. Army Chemical
Materials Agency, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md.

Trace Salmon, TOCDF Field Office, U.S. Army Chemical Materials Agency, Stockton,
Utah.

Contractor Personnel:
Wendy Lessig, Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC), Stockton, Utah.

Elizabeth Lowes, Deputy General Manager, Closure Integration, EG&G Defense
Materials, Inc., Stockton, Utah.

James Saulsbury, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tenn.
Mike Saupe, Battelle Memorial Institute, Stockton, Utah.

Greg Zimmerman, EA Project Manager, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tenn.

38




TOCDF Environmental Assessment December 2008

6. REFERENCES

ATSDR (Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry) 1997. Toxicological Profile for
Di-n-octylphthalate, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Atlanta, Ga., September.

32 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) Part 651; “Army Regulation (AR) 200-2: Environmental
Analysis of Army Actions; Final Rule,” Federal Register 67:15290-15332, March 29, 2002.

40 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) 63.1203; “What are the standards for hazardous waste
incinerators?” under National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Source
Categories.

40 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) 63.1219; “What are the replacement standards for hazardous
waste incinerators?” under National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for
Source Categories.

40 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) 81.345; Subpart C—Section 107 Attainment Status
Designations; Utah.

40 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) Parts 1500-1508; Regulations for Implementing the
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act.

49 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) Part 172; Hazardous materials table, special provisions,
hazardous materials communications, emergency response information, and training
requirements.

CMA (U.S. Army Chemical Materials Agency) 2006. 2005 Environmental Monitoring Follow-On
Study, Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal Facility, Tooele, Utah, Office of the Program Manager
for the Elimination of Chemical Weapons, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md., May.

CMA (U.S. Army Chemical Materials Agency) 2007. Environmental Assessment for Proposed
Modifications to Support the Destruction of Mustard Agents and Munitions at the Tooele
Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (TOCDF) in Utah, U.S. Army Chemical Materials Agency,
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md., May.

EG&G 2002. Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal Facility: Agent GB Campaign Estimated Mercury
Feed, EG&G Defense Materials, Inc., Stockton, Utah, June.

39




TOCDF Environmental Assessment December 2008

EG&G 2007. Deseret Chemical Depot (DCD) and Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal Facility
(TOCDE), Emissions Inventory Report 2006, EG&G Defense Materials, Inc., Stockton,
Utah, March.

EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency) 1999. Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment
Protocol for Hazardous Combustion Facilities, Peer Review Draft, Office of Solid Waste and
Emergency Response, EPA530-D-99-001A, August.

EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) 2006. State Detail Analysis; The National Biennial RCRA
Hazardous Waste Report (Based on 2005 Data), EPA530-R-06-007, Office of Solid Waste and
Emergency Response, Washington, D.C., December; Available on-line at
http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/hazwaste/data/brs05/index.htm

EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency) 2008. AirData: Access to Air Pollution Data,
Reports and Maps, Office of Air and Radiation, Washington, D.C.; available on-line at
http://www.epa.gov/air/data/reports.html

62 FR (Federal Register) 38652-762; Environmental Protection Agency, National Ambient Air
Quality Standards for Particulate Matter, July 18, 1997,

71 FR (Federal Register) 61144-61233; Environmental Protection Agency, National Ambient Air
Quality Standards for Particulate Matter,; Final Rule, October 17, 2006.

Gant, K.S., and G.P. Zimmerman 1999. Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal Facility: Review and
Evaluation of Information for Updating the 1989 Final Environmental Impact Statement,
ORNL/TM-13542, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tenn., July.

Public Law 99-145, “Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1986,” Title 14, Part B, Sect. 1412.

SAIC (Science Applications International Corporation) 2008. Chemical Characterization of Ton
Container Samples in Support of DCD-LITANS: Summary Report, Aberdeen, Md., November.

Saupe 2008. Mike Saupe, Battelle Memorial Institute, Stockton, Utah, personal communication via
e-mail to Greg Zimmerman, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tenn., November 10,
2008.

Tetra Tech 2005. Phase I Ecological Risk Assessment, Final Results Report for the Deseret Chemical
Depot, Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (TOCDF), U.S. EPA ID No. UT5210090002,
prepared by Tetra Tech EM, Inc., Dallas, Tx., prepared for the Utah Department of
Environmental Quality, Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste, Salt Lake City, Utah, February.

40




TOCDF Environmental Assessment December 2008

UDEQ (Utah Department of Environmental Quality) 2003. Human Health Risk Assessment for
the Deseret Chemical Depot, Tooele Chemical Agent Disposal Facility (TOCDE),
EPA 1.D. No. UT 5210090002, Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste, Salt Lake City, Utah,
September; Available on-line at http://www.hazardouswaste.utah.gov/
CDS/RiskAssessmentPages/CDS HRA DRAFT.html

UDEQ (Utah Department of Environmental Quality) 2006. Division of Air Quality Annual
Report 2003, Salt Lake City, Utah, February; Data available on-line at
http://www.airquality.utah.gov/Public-Interest/annual-report/Ambient_air_quality/EI_2005.htm

UDEQ (Utah Department of Environmental Quality) 2007. Approval Order Number
DAQE-AN113390044-07, Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Air Quality,
Salt Lake City, Utah, March 19.

UDEQ (Utah Department of Environmental Quality) 2008. Title V Operating Permit No.
4500071001, for Deseret Chemical Depot (South Area), Division of Air Quality, Salt Lake City,
Utah, revised April 9; Available on-line at
http://www.airquality.utah.gov/PERMITS/DOCS/11339pmt.20080409.pdf

U.S. Army 1989. Disposal of Chemical Agents and Munitions Stored at Tooele Army Depot, Tooele,
Utah—Final Environmental Impact Statement, Program Manager for Chemical Demilitarization,
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md., August.

U.S. Army 1995. Environmental Assessment for Testing the Destruction of GA and Lewisite at
CAMDS, U.S. Army Chemical Demilitarization and Remediation Activity, Aberdeen Proving
Ground, Md., May.

U.S. Army 2008. Environmental Assessment for Proposed Installation and Operation of an Autoclave
System to Expand Secondary Waste Treatment Capability, U.S. Army Chemical Materials
Agency, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md., April.

Zimmerman, G.P., D.W. Lee, R.L. Miller, H.D. Quarles III, and J.W. Saulsbury 2008. Tooele
Chemical Agent Disposal Facility: Second Review and Evaluation of Information for Updating
the 1989 Final Environmental Impact Statement, prepared by Oak Ridge National Laboratory,
Oak Ridge, Tenn., prepared for U.S. Army Chemical Materials Agency, Aberdeen Proving
Ground, Md., March.

41




