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Affected Public: State or local
government.

Reporting Burden:

Responses: 51.

Burden Hours: 8,160,

Recordkeeping Burden:

Recordkeepers: 0.

Burden Hours: 0.

Abstract: State educational agencies
that have participated in the Chapter
1 Migrant Education Program are to
submit the report the Department. The
Department uses the information to
assess the accomplishments of project
goals and effective program
management.

{FR Doc. 92-15394 Filed 6-30-92; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4000-01-M

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Conduct of Employees

Notice of Waiver Pursuant to Section
602(c) of the Department of Energy
Organization Act (Pub. L. 95-91)

Section 602(a) of the Department of
Energy (“DOE") Organization Act (Pub.
L. No.'95-91, hereinafter referred to as
the “Act”) prohibits a “supervisory
employee” (defined in section 601(a) of
the Act) of the Department from
knowingly receiving compensation from,
holding any official relation with, or
having any pecuniary interest in any
"energy concern" (defined in section
801(b) of the Act).

Section 602(c) of the Act authorizes
the Secretary of Energy to waive the
requirements of section 602(a) in cases
where the interest is a pension,
insurance, or other similarly vested
interest.

Mr. Richard M. Stark has recently
been appointed to the position of
Director, Systems Analysis and
Standards Division, Office of Nuclear
Energy. As a result of his previous
employment with Westinghouse
Electronic Corporation, Mr. Stark has a
vested pension interest, within the
meaning of section 602(c) of the Act, in
the Westinghouse Pension Plan. I have
granted Mr. Stark a waiver of the
divestiture requirement of section 602(a)
of the Act for the duration of his
employment with the Department with
respect to this pension interest.

In accordance with section 208, title
18, United States Code, Mr, Stark has
been directed not to participate
personally and substantially, as a
Government employee, in any particular
matter the outcome of which could have
a direct and predictable effect upon
Westinghouse Electric Corporation,
unless his supervisor and the Counselor

agree that the financial interest in the

particular matter is not so substantial as

to be deemed likely to affect the

integrity of the services which the

Government may expect of him.
Dated: June 16, 1992,

James D. Watkins,

Admiral, U.S. Navy (Retired), Secretary of

Energy.

[FR Doc. 92-15483 Filed 6-30-92; 8:45 am|]

BILLING CODE 8450-01-M

Proposed Finding of No Significant
Impact, Consolidated Incineration
Facility at the Savannah River Site,
Aiken, SC

AGENCY: Department of Energy.

ACTION: Proposed finding of no
significant impact.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) has prepared an
environmental assessment (EA)(DOE/
EA-0400] for the proposed construction
and operation of the Consolidated
Incineration Facility (CIF) at the
Savannah River Site (SRS), Aiken, South
Carolina. The CIF would be for the
treatment of hazardous, low-level

,radioactive, and mixed (both hazardous

and radioactive) wastes from SRS.
Incineration would reduce the volume
and toxicity of these wastes.
Construction and operation of the CIF
would be subject to the South Carolina
Department of Health and
Environmental Control issuing a
hazardous waste permit under the
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA).

Based on the analysis presented in the
EA, DOE believes that the proposed
action does not constitute a major
Federal action that would significantly
affect the quality of the human
environment within the meaning of the
National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969 (42 USC 4321 et seq.).
Therefore, DOE proposes to issue a
finding of no significant impact (FONSI).
This proposed FONSI is being made
available for public review and
comment. DOE will consider comments
received in making a final determination
on whether to issue a FONSI or to
prepare an environmental impact
statement (EIS) for the proposed CIF.
DATES: Comments on the proposed
FONSI should be postmarked by July 31,
1992 to assure consideration. Comments
postmarked after that date will be
considered to the extent practicable.
ADDRESSES: This proposed FONSI will
be distributed to those persons and
agencies known to be interested in or
affected by the proposed action or

alternatives. Comments or requests for
copies of the EA should be addressed to:
Stephen Wright, Director,

Environmental and Laboratory Programs
Division, Savannah River Field Office.
U.S. Department of Energy, P.O. Box A,
Aiken, South Carolina 29802. Telephone:
(803) 725-3957. FAX: (803) 725-8434.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
For further information on the CIF
project, contact Stephen Wright at the
above address. For further information
on DOE's general NEPA procedures,
contact: Carol M. Borgstrom, Director,
Office of NEPA Oversight (EH-25), U.S.
Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue, SW,,
Washington, DC 20585. Telephone: (202)
586-4600 or (800) 472-2756.

PROPOSED ACTION: The SRS CIF is part
of a combination strategy for the
treatment, storage, and disposal of SRS
waste as described in the Final EIS,
Waste Management Activities for
Groundwater Protection, Savannah
River Plant, Aiken, South Carolina
(DOE/EIS-0120).

The proposed action involves the
construction and operation of the CIF
for (1) the treatment of hazardous and
mixed waste at SRS to enable SRS to
comply with RCRA requirements for the
treatment of hazardous and mixed
wastes before land disposal; (2) volume
reduction of low-level radioactive waste
before disposal; and (3) the elimination
of current SRS shipments of burnable
hazardous waste for off-site treatment
and disposal. The CIF is proposed to
start operating in 1995.

The types of waste proposed to be
incinerated by the CIF include
hazardous waste and low-level
radioactive and mixed waste (waste
that is or is presumed to be both
hazardous and radioactive). These
wastes are primarily generated during
normal SRS operations and consist of
solids, sludges, and organic and aqueous
liquids; examples are oils, paints, solids,
solvents, rags, clothing, and floor
cleaning equipment, The CIF would not
receive or treat waste containing
dioxins or polychlorinated biphenyls.

The CIF would have a rotary kiln
combustion chamber and a secondary
combustion chamber (SCC) to ensure
99.99 percent destruction of all
hazardous constituents. The CIF offgas
treatment system would ensure that the
SCC offgas meets all applicable
regulatory requirements before
discharge to the environment, At
designed operating capacities,
approximately 30 pounds per hour of
residual ash would result from CIF
operation and would be solidified for




Federal Register / Vol. 57, No. 127 /| Wednesday, July 1, 1992 / Notices

disposal at SRS in a proposed RCRA-
permitted facility.

The CIF would be located near the
center of the SRS in the 200-H Chemical
Separations Area. The facility would
consist of a new concrete and steel open
building of approximately 31,000 square
feet with processing facilities, control
rooms, waste receiving areas, and waste
handling areas. The CIF process :
building would have an exhaust stack to
handle the offgas from the incinerator
and the exhaust air from the building
ventilation system. The offgas would be
cooled in a quench vessel and would
enter a free jet scrubber to remave
particulates and acid gases before
entering a cyclone separator to remove
entrained moisture. The offgas would
also pass through a mist eliminator, and
a series of high-efficiency particulate air
(HEPA) filters to remove fine
particulates (including radioactive
particulates) before the emissions would
be monitored and released through the
stack. The building ventilation system
would provide exhaust hoods around
each of the kiln seals for the collection
and HEPA filtration of any emissions.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Under the
No Action alternative, the CIF would not
be constructed or operated. Untreated
waste would continue to accumulate at
SRS. This would not allow SRS
operations to comply with RCRA land
ban requirements.

An off-gite treatment and disposal
alternative would involve shipping
burnable hazardous waste to off-site
incinerators (DOE or commercial) and
shipping mixed wastes to off-site DOE
mixed waste incinerators (commercial
capacity is not available). However,
sufficient capacity would not be
available at DOE incinerators for the
volume of SRS mixed waste. Even if
capacity were available, the alternative
would impose the costs and
environmental impacts of necessary
modifications to these other facilities
and of off-site transportation of
hazardous and mixed wastes. It would
also make SRS operations more
dependent upon the availability of other
facilities.

Another alternative is to construct
two incinerators at SRS—one
incinerator to burn miscellaneous solid
and liguid hazardous wastes, with a
subsequent upgrade to handle
radioactive waste, and the second to
burn only organic liquid waste from the
Defense Waste Processing Facility. This
alternative would allow the use of
different technologies and potentially
lower direct treatment costs. However,
this alternative would substantially
duplicate facilities and increase costs.

The duplication of equipment would
also result in higher actual and potential
emissions, e.g., from duplicate tank
vents. Moreover, a single incinerator
and two separate inecinerators would
have to meet the same destruction and
removal efficiency requirements and
other offgas quality standards.
Therefore, separate facilities would not
necessarily or significantly reduce
pollutant emissions compared to a single
facility.

Other treatment methods for
hazardous wastes considered as
alternatives are solidification, biological
treatment, and chemical treatment. A
separate treatment method could be
used for each waste stream, possibly
increasing the efficiency of the
treatment of each waste. If separate
waste treatment processes were chosen,
facility costs would be higher because of
the need to construct, operate, and
maintain multiple facilities. Such
multiple facilities would increase land
usage and fugitive emissions and
possibly duplication of equipment. No
other treatment method compares
favorably with incineration, which the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) has identified (40 CFR part 268) as
the Best Demonstrated Available
Technology for treatment of many
hazardous wastes.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS: The
CIF would occupy 3 acres of previously
developed land adjacent to H-Area, a
location that has been subjected to
construction impacts since the early
1950s. The peak construction workforce
of 175 workers would have negligible
effects on area land use, housing, and
social services. No significant impacts
on ecological resources are expected
due to the minimal habitat quality of the
proposed CIF site. No floodplains,
wetlands, or archaeological or historical
sites exist on the proposed site. Air
quality impacts from construction
activities are expected to be negligible.
Once operational, the facility would
employ 39 people. It is anticipated that
many of these positions would be filled
by personnel already employed at SRS.

Liquid wastes from CIF processing
operations would be collected in
permitted storage tanks before being
treated for disposal in a SRS RCRA
permitted vault disposal unit. Other
liquid wastes, such as sanitary
wastewater, would be analyzed and
treated, as appropriate, before being
discharged in compliance with current
National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System permits.

Air emissions from the CIF would be
controlled to levels significantly below
the applicable EPA Prevention of

Significant Deterioration emission
requirements. Therefore, the CIF would
not be expected to significantly change
regional ambient air quality or affect
public health. The CIF would be
designed and operated to achieve a
99.99 percent minimum destruction and
removal efficiency of principal organic
hazardous constituents, as required by
South Carolina air pollution contrel and
hazardous waste management
regulations for the wastes proposed to
be incinerated at the CIF. Trial burn and
periodic emission monitoring programs
required by state and Federal
regulations would be undertaken to
confirm that CIF air emissions are
within state and Federal standards.

The National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP)
regulations (40 CFR part 61) limit
radionuclide emissions from DOE
facilities to not exceed amounts that
would cause more than 10 mrem per
year of effective dose-equivalent to any
member of the public. A NESHAP
permit for CIF construction has been
obtained from EPA. Total annual
radionuclide releases to the atmosphere
from the proposed CIF routine
operations are estimated to be 1200
curies. The maximum effective dose to
an individual at the SRS boundary from
such releases is projected to be 0.003
mrem per year. The maximum combined
dose from the existing operation of SRS
and the CIF would remain at
approximately 0.5 mrem to the
maximally exposed individual at the
plant beundary. This is well below the
NESHAP limit.

Routine CIF processing activities
would result in only minor and ordinary
radiological and chemical exposures to
on-site operating personnel. Engineering
and administrative controls would
ensure that the annual effective dose
equivalent to any SRS worker would not
exceed the DOE limit of 5 rem (DOE
order 5480.11) and that any chemical
exposure is within safe limits.

Potential accidents associated with
CIF operations are addressed in the EA
and a safety assessment document for
the facility. Facility accidents addressed
in the EA include natural phenomena
(wind or tornado), earthquakes, fire,
nuclear criticality, explosion in the
incinerator chamber(s), benzene release,
and human-caused external events, On-
site transportation accidents were also
evaluated. Using a relation between
radiation dose and consequent health
effects of 410~ *latent cancer fatalities
per person-rem, none of these accidents
would be expected to produce any
radiation-induced fatal cancers in the
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elqroled population, either on-site or off-

For carcinogens such as benzene, EPA
requires that risk be reduced to below
Gowsalytar m.,,.,.iz‘“' e

0 people) in receptors.
In the case of benzene release under
maximum credible accident conditions
involving a spill of the benzene
inventory into the secondary
containment system, the carcinogenic
rigk is 61077 for the maximally
exposed off-site individual, 410~ for
an individual at the spill site, and
2x10"*for an on-site individual 5 miles
from the spill, when computed using the
EPA risk assessment methodolagy.
Smaller but potentially more frequent
releases could occur from minor spills or
process upsets. However, the analysis
determined that no chronic exposure
hazards would exist for on-site or off-
site populations, and that the probability
of an accident that could produce a
harmful exposure would be very low.
PROPOSED DETERMINATION: Based on the
information and the analyses in the EA
for the CIF, DOE believes the proposed
action does not constitute a major
Federal action that would significantly
affect the quality of the human
environment within the meaning of
NEPA. Therefore, DOE proposes to issue
a FONSI and not require the preparation
of an EIS. DOE will make a final
determination after a 30-day public
comment period.

; Issued at Washington, DC, this 24th day of
une.
Peter N. Brush,

Acting Assistant Secretary, Environment,
Safety and Health.

[FR Doc. 92-15464 Filed 6-30-92; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 6450-01-M

Energy Information Administration

Forms ElA-1, 3,4, 5, 6, 7A, and 20
(Coal Program Package)

AGeNCY: Energy Information
Administration, Energy.

AcTION: Notice of the Proposed
Extension of the EIA-1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7A, and
20 (Coal Program Package) and
Solicitation of comments concerning
proposed changes to the Coal Survey
Forms.

SUMMARY: The Energy Information
Administration (EIA), as part of its
continuing effort to reduce paperwork
and respondent burden (required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, as
amended, Public Law 96-511, 44 US.C.
3501 et seq.), conducts a presurvey
consultation program 1o provide the
general public and other Federal

agencies with an

comment on proposed and/or continuhg
reporting forms, This program helps to
ensure that requested data can be
provided in the desired format, reporting
burden is minimized, reporting forms are
clearly understood, and the impact of
collection requirements on respondents

* can be properly assessed. Currently, EIA

is soliciting comments concerning the
proposed revisions and a three year
extension of approval for its coal forms.
The forms include: EIA-1, “Weekly Coal
Monitoring Report—General Industries
and Blast Furnaces"; EIA-8, "Quarterly
Coal Consumption Report—
Manufactunng Plants"; EIA—4 “Weekly
Coal Monitoring Report—Coke Plants™;
EIA-5 "Coke Plant Report—Quartady"
EIA-8 “Coal Distribution Report”; EIA-
7A, “Coal Production Report"; and EIA-
20, “Weekly Telephone Survey of Coal
Burning Utilities.”

DATES: Written comments must be
submitted on or before July 31,1982, If
you anticipate that you will be
submitting comments, but find it difficult
to do so within the period of time
allowed by this notice, you should
advise the contact listed below of your
intention to do 80, as soon as possible.

ADDRESSES: Send comments to Mary K.
Paull, Energy Information
Administration, EI-522, Forrestal
Building, US. Department of Energy,
Washington, DC 20585, {telephone
number: 202-254-5379).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION OR TO
OBTAIN COPIES OF THE PROPOSED FORM
AND INSTRUCTIONS: Requests for further
information or copies of the form and
instructions should be directed to Mary
K. Paull at the address listed above.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

L. Background

IL Current Actions
IIL. Request for Comments

L Background

In order to fulfill its responsibilities
under the Federal Energy
Administration Act of 1974 {Pub. L. 93~
275) and the Department of Energy
Organization Act (Pub. L. 85-91), the
Energy Information Administration is
obliged to carry out a central,
comprehensive, and unified energy data
and information program which will
collect, evaluate, assemble, analyze, and
disseminate data and information
related to energy resource reserves,
production, demand, and technology,
and related economic and statistical
information relevant to the adequacy of
energy resources fo meet demands in
the near and longer term future for the
Nation's economic and social needs. To
meet this responsibility, as well as

internal DOE Requirements that are
dependent on accurate data, the EIA
conducts statistical surveys that
encompass each significant coal supply,
distribution and consumption activity in
the United States.

IL Current Actions

EIA proposes an extension with
changes to its existing EIA-8, 5, and 6
collections. The EIA 1, 4, 7A and 20
survey forms will remain unchanged.
These changes will have little impact on
respondent burden, reflect current
industry operations better and respond
better to the data needs arising from the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 and
congressional and Federal agency data
users' requirements. The proposed
changes are summarized below:

1. EIA-3

An annual supplement will be added
to collect additional data on the quality
and origin of coal receipts during the
year. Specifically, respondents will be
asked to report the average Btu, sulfur,
and ash content of the coal received
during the year and the quantities of
coal received during the year by State of
origin for domestic coal purchases and
country of origin for imported purchases.

2. EIA-5

An annual supplement will be added
to collect additional data on the quality
and origin of coal receipts during the
year. Specifically, respondents will be
asked to report the volatile content
percentages and the sulfur.and ash
content of their bituminous coal receipts
during the year. Also, respondents will
be asked to report the quantities of coal
received during the year by State of
origin for domestic coal purchases or
origin country for imported coal
purchases.

3. EIA-6

a. The foreign distribution section of
the form (Section II1.D.) will be
expanded. Specifically, the overseas
exports data element will be broken out
in more detail into metallurgical and
steam uses by continent and major
importing countries (i.e., approximately
15 possible countries covering the main
destinations of U.S. coal exports).

b. A secondary methods of
transportation breakdown, similar to
that already asked for in Sections 1I1.B,
C and D, will be added to Section IILA.
(Rail Shipments) to pick up secondary
methods of transportation data.

ITL. Reguest for Comments

Prospective respondents and other
interested parties should comment on




