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DECLARATION OF MARVIN RESNIKOFF, Ph.D. RE: 

INTERVENOR CONCERNED CITIZENS OF HONOLULU’S AMENDMENT 
TO ENVIRONMENTAL CONTENTION 3 RE: TRANSPORTATION ACCIDENTS
Under penalty of perjury, I, Dr. Marvin Resnikoff, hereby declare that:

1. I am a physicist with a Ph.D. in high-energy theoretical physics from the University of Michigan and also the Senior Associate of Radioactive Waste Management Associates, a private technical consulting firm based in New York City.  I have previously filed various declarations and testimony in this proceeding in support of Concerned Citizens of Honolulu’s contentions, most recently my February 2, 2009 Supplemental Written Testimony, which attached a copy of my resume as Exhibit 35.  My credentials to discuss technical issues related to Pa‘ina Hawaii, LLC’s proposed irradiator were stated in my prior declarations and testimony and will not be repeated here.  I have worked on nuclear transportation issues since 1975, including serving on the advisory body for a study of the risks of transporting radionuclides in urban environments that Sandia National Laboratories prepared for the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) in 1980, and am presently a consultant to the State of Nevada regarding transportation to the proposed Yucca Mountain repository.
2. I have reviewed the NRC Staff’s Response to Intervenor’s Supplemental Statement of Position (filed March 5, 2009), including the attached testimony of Earl Easton.  In this most recent submittal, the Staff addresses for the first time the potential environmental impacts associated with accidents involving Cobalt-60 shipments from and to Pa‘ina’s proposed irradiator.  As detailed below, in my opinion, the Staff has failed to analyze adequately or accurately the potential environmental impacts associated with such transportation accidents.
3. As a threshold matter, the geographic scope of the Staff’s analysis is far too narrow.  In his testimony (at A.7), Mr. Easton states he considered only the potential for truck accidents during approximately five miles of highway travel to and from Pa‘ina’s proposed irradiator, presumably between the irradiator site and Honolulu Harbor.  Mr. Easton ignores that, as stated in Pa‘ina’s license application, the proposed irradiator’s Cobalt-60 sources would be supplied by either Nordion, which is located in Canada, or Reviss, whose Cobalt-60 comes from Russia.  Thus, the sources for the proposed irradiator would travel many thousands of miles, orders of magnitude greater than the five miles of transit on which the Staff based its analysis.
4. Moreover, Mr. Easton’s analysis ignores that the sources would travel between the suppliers and the proposed irradiator by several modes of transportation, not merely by truck.  To get to and from Hawai‘i, the sources would likely travel by ship and, possibly, by air.  In addition, to get between the suppliers and the nearest port or airport, the sources might travel by train.  The Staff failed to analyze the potential for accidents involving these other transportation modes, as well as the accident rates in the foreign countries and high seas where the sources would spend most of their time in transit.
5. Mr. Easton’s claim (at A.6) that, “during the past 30 years, there has never been a reported case of a release of radioactive material from a Type B package during either routine transportation or for shipments involved in an accident” is factually incorrect.  Based on my research, I am aware of at least two transportation accidents involving Type B packages that have resulted in releases of radioactive material since 1979.  One accident, involving a shipment of spent fuel in 1984, is noted in the 2006 report by the Committee on Transportation of Radioactive Waste of the National Research Council, entitled “Going the Distance?: The Safe Transport of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste in the United States.”  Excerpts from a true and correct copy of that report are attached hereto as Exhibit “A.”
6. The second transportation accident resulting in a release of radioactive material of which I am aware took place outside Houston, Texas, on January 25, 1988, when an improperly secured Type B container fell out the back of a camper-covered pickup truck as it rounded a corner.  A station wagon following the pickup ran over the shielding container, releasing the 17-curie iridium-192 radiographic source.  Radiation doses at contact were over 100 rems per hour, or the equivalent of three chest X-rays each second.  By the time the thimble-sized radiation source was finally located with a Geiger counter several hours later, many persons had been exposed.  A true and correct copy of the NRC’s Information Notice No. 88-33 (May 27, 1988), which discusses this accident, is attached hereto as Exhibit “B.”
7. The fact the radiation source involved in the Texas accident was not found for several hours highlights another reality about transportation accidents the Staff’s analysis ignores:  local communities are neither trained nor equipped to handle radiation-related accidents, threatening significant harm from radiation exposures.
8. In his testimony (at A.8), Mr. Easton states the Staff generally relies on NUREG-0170, the generic environmental impact statement on transportation of radioactive material “to bound the environmental impacts of radioactive material shipments to and from individual facilities.”  Mr. Easton fails to mention, however, that NUREG-0170 expressly notes (at page iv) that it “does not specifically consider facets unique to the urban environment” and that “[a] separate study specific to such considerations is being conducted and will result in a separate environmental statement specific to such an urban environment.”  Since the proposed site for Pa‘ina’s irradiator is located in a highly urbanized environment, as is the entire transportation route from Honolulu Harbor, any reliance by the Staff on NUREG-0170’s analysis of non-urban environments – even if its more than three-decades-old otherwise had continuing validity – would be improper.
9. I take issue with Mr. Easton’s conclusion that an accident resulting in a release of Cobalt-60 and a significant environmental impact is “not a reasonably foreseeable event.”   In support of this claim, Mr. Easton cites a study of Type B packages for spent fuel that concluded there would be a significant radiological hazard in only 0.6% of severe accidents.  Even if applicable, this study would show, at most, that the probability of a significant radiological hazard from a transportation accident is low, which is not the same thing as saying it is not reasonably foreseeable.  Proper analysis of potential impacts should include consideration of accidents resulting in significant impacts, even if their probability of occurrence is low.  

I declare under penalty of perjury that the factual information provided above is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief, and that the professional opinions expressed above are based on my best professional judgment.

Executed at New York, New York on this 2nd day of April, 2009.

Dr. Marvin Resnikoff, Senior Associate
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