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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT RELATED TO CORE LABORATORIES, INC., 
REQUEST FOR AN INCREASE IN THE PREVIOUSLY 
EXEMPTED AMOUNT IN 10 CFR 30.71 (TACL83110) 

The Environmental and Low-Level Waste Section has completed its review of the draft 
environmental assessment (EA) related to Core Laboratories, Inc., request for an increase in 
the previously exempted amount in 10 CFR 30.71. Based on the review, we have several 
comments related to the content of the EA (see attached). When the comments are 
addressed, please allow us to review the draft EA again. 

When the final EA is published, please notify and submit a copy (with accession number) to Ms. 
Carol Walls at caw@nrc.aov. Note that all Federal Reaister notices related to materials 
licensing actions must be reviewed by the office of General Counsel (see ML 0321 10331). If 
you have questions regarding this review or the attached comments, please contact Ron C. 
Linton of my staff. He can be reached at 301-415-7777 and at rcll @nrc.aov. 

Docket No.: 030-30429 
License No.: 42-26928-01 

cc: Judith Walker, NMLB/Region IV 



Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment Related to Core 
Laboratories, Inc., Request for an Increase in the Previously 

Exempted Amount in 10 CFR 30.71., dated June 16,2004 

General Comment: 

Consider formatting the Environmental Assessment (EA) as outlined in Section 3.3 of NUREG- 
1748. The draft EA reviewed generally covers the topics required by 10 CFR 51.30 and 
NUREG-1748 for a simple EA. However, the topics are not listed exactly as covered in 
NUREG-1748, Section 3.3, EA for Simple Licensing Actions. 

Substantive Comments: 

Section 1 .O - Introduction: 

Describe the licensee reJquest consistently. In the second paragraph, the request from Core 
Lab is described as an exemption. In the third paragraph, the request from Core Lab is 
described as an amendment 

Section 2.0 - Proposed Action: 

Provide the reference or basis for the statement in the second paragraph, third sentence, that 
reads, “The NRC‘s primary reason for limiting the activity to markers specified in 10 CFR 30.71 
was, in part, because it is impracticable for the licensee that installs the radioactive marker to 
recover the marker should the well owner or operator remove the casing from the well at a later 
date.” 

Provide the reference of the Core Lab correspondence that outlines the specific agreements in 
place with well owners/operators and the procedure used for marker recovery as discussed in 
the third paragraph that reads, “Core Laboratories, in its correspondence to the NRC, describes 
the agreements it will have in place with the well owner/operator. These agreements outline the 
specific procedures Core Lab will follow to ensure the markers are recovered should the casing 
and collars containing licensed byproduct material be removed prior to a specified date.” 

Section 4.0 -Alternatives to the ProDosed Action: 

Identify alternatives that were considered and discuss why they were discounted. Alternatives 
were considered as indicated by the following statement in the first sentence, “...possible 
alternatives to the final action have been considered.” However, the alternatives considered 
have not been listed or referenced in the EA, only the no-action alternative is listed. NUREG- 
1748, Section 3.3, Environmental Impacts of the Alternatives to the Proposed Action, discusses 
the need to consider alternatives. Alternatives should be discussed in this section. 

Clarify the third sentence that states, ’This option [denying the exemption] would not produce a 
gain in protecting the human environment ...” This statement does not seem consistent with 
using less radioactive material. Denying the exemption and denying the use of increased 
radioactivity would seem to be more protective of the environment. An environmental “gain” is 
not required by the National Environmental Policy Act. A possible argument may be that better 



and more accurate pipe collar locations, even with increased activity, cause no significant 
&act because formations where fluids are injected or pumped are targeted moreaccuracy. 
Alternately, another argument may be that the increased activity will not cause a significant 
impact because of the low activity, decay rate, past industry practice, etc. The environmental 
impacts, or lack of, should be better explained. 

Discuss the EA and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) related to the previous license 
amendment that allowed the use of material with up to 50 Uci activity. The basis for the FONSI 
for the previous EA may be applicable to this EA and should be referenced. 

The last sentence should be discussed in the Purpose and Need section of the EA as it relates 
to the purpose and need of the action. 

Section 5.0 - The Affected Environment and Environmental Impacts: 

Compare the effects of the proposed action and the no-action alternative in this section. If both 
actions result in no environmental impacts, then the preferred alternative and the proposed 
action is acceptable. 

Explain how material will be handled or disposed of if the collars are removed from the wells as 
referenced in the first paragraph. 

Provide a reference for the compensatory safety measures used by Core Lab as discussed in 
the last sentence of paragraph two. 

Section 6.0 - Alternative Use of Resources: 

This section is unnecessary if NUREG-1748, section 3.3 is followed. 

Section 7.0 - Aoencies and Persons Consulted: 

Explain the purpose of providing letters to EPA and agreement states. 

Section 9.0 - Conclusions: 

Follow the guidance in NUREG-1748, Section 3.3, Conclusion, for language that should be 
included in the Conclusion section. 

Editorial Comments: 

Section 1 .O - Introduction: 

Change the second paragraph, last line to read, “The 

Change the third paragraph, last sentence to read, ”...and has developed rn this EA in 
accordance with the requirements ...” 

Cite the federal Register notice as 67 FR 5320, Feb. 5, 2002. 



Ensure that the Federal Register Notice (FRN) referenced in the second paragraph appears in, 
or is referenced in, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) Agencywide Documents Access 
and Management System (ADAMS). A January 30,2002 letter from John Hickey requesting 
publication of the FRN is in ADAMS, but the published text of the FRN that is listed as an 
attachment to the letter does not appear to be ADAMS. 

Section 3.0 - Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action: 

Rewrite second sentence in the paragraph so that subject and verb are in agreement, 

Section 8.0 - identification of Sources Used: 

Ensure that letters cross-referenced in this section are in ADAMS. A letter dated November 14, 
1997 from ProTechnics is referenced. The November 14,1997 letter was in response to an 
NRC Region IV Request for Additional information dated October 17, 1997. The October 17, 
1997 NRC letter is not in ADAMS and probably should be since it is cross-referenced. 

Ensure that letters cross-referenced in this section are in ADAMS. A letter dated February 27, 
2004 from Core Lab is referenced. This letter is in response to an NRC e-mail which 
presumably asked questions of the licensee. This e-mail does not appear to be in ADAMS and 
probably should be as it is cross-referenced. 


