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COVER SHEET

Lead Federal Agency: U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 
Cooperating Federal Agency: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

TITLE: 

Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(DOE/EIS-0240)

CONTACTS:

For further information on this 
environmental impact statement (EIS), 
call (202) 586-4513 or fax (202) 586-4078 
or contact: 
Mr. J. David Nulton 
Director 
Office of NEPA Compliance and Outreach 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Ave., SW 
Washington, D.C. 20585 
(202) 586-4513

For further information on the U.S. Department 
of Energy/National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) process, call (800) 472-2756 
or contact: 
Ms. Carol Borgstrom 
Director 
Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance (EH-42) 
Office of Environment, Safety and Health 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Ave., SW 
Washington, D.C. 20585 
(202) 586-4600

ABSTRACT: 

This document assesses the environmental impacts that may result from alternatives for the disposition of 

U.S.-origin weapons-usable highly enriched uranium (HEU) that has been or may be declared surplus to 

national defense or defense-related program needs. In addition to the No Action Alternative, it assesses 

four alternatives that would eliminate the weapons-usability of HEU by blending it with depleted 

uranium, natural uranium, or low-enriched uranium (LEU) to create LEU, either as commercial reactor 

fuel feedstock or as low-level radioactive waste. The potential blending sites are DOE's Y-12 Plant at the 

Oak Ridge Reservation in Oak Ridge, Tennessee; DOE's Savannah River Site in Aiken, South Carolina; 

the Babcock & Wilcox Naval Nuclear Fuel Division Facility in Lynchburg, Virginia; and the Nuclear 

Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant in Erwin, Tennessee. Evaluations of impacts at the potential 

blending sites on site infrastructure, water resources, air quality and noise, socioeconomic resources, 

waste management, public and occupational health, and environmental justice are included in the 

assessment. The intersite transportation of nuclear and hazardous materials is also assessed. The 

Preferred Alternative is blending down as much of the surplus HEU to LEU as possible while gradually 

selling the commercially usable LEU for use as reactor fuel. DOE plans to continue this over an 

approximate 15- to 20-year period, with continued storage of the HEU until blend down is completed.  

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT: 

The Department of Energy issued a HEU Draft EIS on October 27, 1996, and held a formal public 

comment period on the HEU Draft EIS through January 12, 1996. In preparing the HEU Final EIS, 

DOE considered comments received via mail, fax, electronic bulletin board (Internet), and transcribed 

from messages recorded by telephone. In addition, comments and concerns were recorded by notetakers 

during interactive public hearings held in Knoxville, Tennessee, on November 14, 1995, and Augusta, 

Georgia, on November 16, 1995. These comments were also considered during preparation of the HEU 

Final EIS. Comments received and DOE's responses to those comments are found in Volume II of the 
EIS.
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Issue Bins

Chapter 1 
Issue Bins

1.1 INTRODUCTION

In October 1995, the Department of Energy (DOE) 

published the Disposition of Surplus Highly 

Enriched Uranium Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (HEU EIS). This HEU EIS analyzed the 

environmental impacts of alternatives for the dis

position of U.S.-origin highly enriched uranium 

(HEU) that has been or may be declared surplus to 

national defense or national defense-related 

program needs by the President. The 78-day public 

comment period for the HEU Draft EIS began on 

October 27, 1995, and ended on January 12, 1996.  

However, comments were accepted as late as 

January 30, 1996.  

During the comment period, public meetings were 

held in Knoxville, TN, on November 14, 1995, and 

Augusta, GA, on November 16, 1995. Two 

meetings were held at each location, one in the 

afternoon and one in the evening. In addition, the 

public was encouraged to provide comments via 

mail, fax, electronic bulletin board (Internet), and 

telephone (toll-free 800-number).  

Attendance at each meeting, together with the 

number of comments recorded and comments 
received by other means during the comment 

period, is presented in Table 1.1-1. Attendance 
numbers are based on the number of participants 

who completed and returned registration forms but 

may not include all of those participants present at 

the meetings. Comments that were received over 

the telephone were transcribed. Comments 

submitted via electronic bulletin board were down

loaded. All comments received by mail, fax, elec

tronic bulletin board, and telephone were stamped 

with the date the comment document was received.  

A total of 72 organizations and 125 individuals 

submitted comment documents for consideration.

1.2 ORGANIZATION

The Comment Analysis and Response Document 

has been organized into the following sections:

Table 1.1-1. Document and Comment 
Submission Overview 

Method of Documents Comments 
Submission Received 
Public Meetings 

Knoxville, TN 101 131 
Total attendance-101 

Augusta, GA 33 89 
Total attendance-33 

Hand-in at public 3 4 
meeting 

Other 

Mail-in 69 169 

Fax 30 123 

Telephone 76 160 

Electronic Bulletin 8 12 
Board 

Total 320 688 

Note: Comments from public meetings are recorded whereas 

comments from other submissions are identified.  

"• Chapter 1 describes the comment 
analysis and response process and lists 
the issue bins.  

"• Chapter 2 presents the changes made in 
the HEU Draft EIS as a result of the 
public comments received.  

" Chapter 3 contains documents received 

during the public comment period 
showing the comments identified, 
comments recorded at the public 
meetings, and responses to all comments.  

Tables are provided at the end of this chapter to 

assist commentors and other readers in locating 

comments regarding the HEU Draft EIS. Once 

comments were identified, they were categorized 

by issue (for example, emergency response or envi

ronmental compliance) and assigned to an issue 

bin. (An issue bin is the term used for a general 

topic under which to identify comments for proper 

response.) Table 1.2-1 lists the. issue category and
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corresponding issue bin numbers. The majority of 
comments were responded to on a one-to-one basis; 
however, comments that were similar in content 
were grouped together and one response addressing 
that group was provided. Each comment, whether 
an individual comment or a group of comments, 
was assigned a five-digit number, starting with the 
appropriate issue bin number (example: 10.024, 10 
being the issue bin number and 024 being the 24th 
comment in that bin).  

Table 1.2-2 identifies the individuals who attended 
the public meetings and how to locate the 
comments and responses from those meetings.  
Commentors interested in locating their comment 
document and seeing how their comments were 
binned can use Table 1.2-3. This table lists the 
individuals, agencies, companies, organizations, 
and special interest groups who submitted 
comment documents. Commentors are listed 
alphabetically by last name or organization name, 
along with the corresponding page number on 
which the actual comment document appears.  
Also listed in this table are the issue numbers 
assigned to the comments found within each 
comment document.

As discussed in Section 1.1, comments were 
received by mail, fax, electronic bulletin board, or 
telephone in addition to the comments recorded in 
the public meetings. In some instances, duplicate 
comments were received from a single commentor.  
Many individual phone calls were received to 
support the phone campaign. The scan of only one 
telephone call transcription representative of the 
campaign is reproduced in Chapter 3. All individu
als who participated in this campaign are referred to 
the page upon which the scan for the representative 
transcription is reproduced.  

The issue bins identified previously are listed by 
number in Table 1.2-4. This table provides the 
number of the issue bin under which comments 
received on the HEU Draft EIS were grouped, 
followed by the specific comment number and the 
page number(s) where the comment(s) can be 
found. Multiple page numbers indicate several 
comments on the same issue. Using the appropriate 
issue number, commentors can use this table to see 
if their comment was grouped with other comments 
and how many were grouped together.

Table 1.2-1. Issue Bins

Issue Category 

Purpose and Need for Action/Scope

Issue Bin 
Number Content

1 Highly enriched uranium disposition process 
2 Surplus disposition and its process 
3 Nonproliferation objectives 
4 Economic objectives 
5 Timing of activities 
6 Other purpose, need, or scope comments

Alternatives

7 Definition of alternatives

Implementation of alternatives 
Need for additional alternatives 
"Votes" in favor/opposition to alternative X 

Other alternative issues

8 
9 

10 
11

1-2



Issue Bins 

Table 1.2-1. Issue Bins-Continued 

Issue Bin 

Issue Category Number Content 

Programmatic Impacts 
12 Effects on uranium industry 

13 Commercial nuclear power 

14 Spent fuel disposal and low-level waste disposal 

15 Security, including potential terrorism 

16 Costs 

17 Other programmatic impacts 

Transportation Impacts 
18 Emergency response 

19 Accident analysis 

20 Other transportation issues 

Site-specific Impacts 
21 Health and safety 

22 Environmental resources 

23 Environmental compliance 

24 Socioeconomic/environmental justice 

25 Other site-specific issues 

Related Actions 
26 Highly enriched uranium storage 

27 Other related site-specific NEPA issues 

28 Programmatic NEPA related actions 

Public Impacts to DOE 
Decision Process 

29 Highly enriched uranium disposition decision 
process 

30 NEPA policy issues 

31 Surplus materials segmentation 

32 Public participation issues 

Technical Issues 
33 Technical issues 

Note: NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act.  

Table 1.2-2. Index of Attendance at Public Meetings 

Comment/Response 

Public Hearing Attendees Page No.  

November 14, 1995 - Knoxville, Tennessee 

Afternoon Session 3-223 to 3-248 

Aisha, K., Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance, Knoxville. TN 

Alexander, James, Knoxville, TN 

Arms, Mike, Citizens for National Security, Oak Ridge, TN 

Bailey, Susan, Nashville Peace Action, Nashville, TN 

Berry, Len, Tennessee Department of Energy and Conservation, Oak Ridge, TN 

Beziat. Pam, Nashville Peace and Justice Center, Nashville, TN

1-3



Disposition of Surplus Highly 
Enriched Uranium Final EIS 

Table 1.2-2. Index of Attendance at Public Meetings-Continued 

Comment/Response 
Public Hearing Attendees Page No.  

Blevins, Steve, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc./OCAW, Erwin, TN 
Boardman, Charlie, BAI, Oak Ridge, TN 
Broughton, Jeff, BAI, Oak Ridge, TN 

Bryan, Mary, Knoxville, TN 
Buchanan, Ronald, Lynchburg, VA 
Cator, Richard, TDEC/DOE Oversight, Oak Ridge, TN 

Charuau, Denis, COGEMA Inc., Bethesda, MD 
Chernikow, Georgy, Knoxville, TN 
Coates, Cameron, Knoxville, TN 
Cox, Shirley, Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Clinton, TN 

Craig, Gina, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Johnson City, TN 

Crowe, Rocky, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN 
Culberson, David, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN 
Davenport, Smith, OCAW, Local 3-677, Hampton, TN 
Dewey, Alexander H., Nashville Peace and Justice Center, Nashville, TN 
Dewey, Kathryn F., Nashville Peace and Justice Center, Nashville, TN 
Dover, H. Kyle, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN 

Fitzgerald, Amy S., Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight Committee, Oak Ridge, TN 
Forester, William 0., DOE/OHER 

Gage, Sherrell B., Nuclear Fuel Services IncJOCAW, Johnson City, TN 
Hagan, Don, Southern Nuclear Operating Company, Birmingham, AL 

Hagan, Gary, Concord, TN 
Hage, Daniel, Allied Signal, Metropolis, IL 
Haselton, Hal H., Haseiwood Enterprises Inc., Oak Ridge, TN 

Helms, Kathy, Nashville, TN 

Honicker, Jeannine, Nashville, TN 
Hopson, David, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN 

Hunter, Hayes, Knoxville, TN 

Hunter, Joyce, Knoxville, TN 
Hutchinson, Ralph, Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance, Oak Ridge, TN 

Irwin, Hank, Sandia National Laboratory, Livermore, CA 

Jones Jr., John E., Haselwood Enterprises Inc., Oak Ridge, TN 
Keyes, Marcus, Justice-Peace-Integrity of Creation, Knoxville, TN 

Khan, Mohammad, American Nuclear Society, Alcoa, TN 

Lenhard, Joe, East Tennessee Economic Council, Oak Ridge, TN 
Levinson, Bernard, Automation Consultants Inc., Knoxville, TN 

Lipford, Patrick, Tennessee Department of Health, Knoxville, TN 

Livesay, Mark, DOE/DP-812, Oak Ridge, TN 
Marine, James, ICWU, Kingston, TN 

Medlock, John, DOE/ORO, Oak Ridge, TN 

Modica, Linda, Sierra Club, State of Franklin Group, Jonesborough, TN 
Moore, Marie, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN 

Moss, Cheryl, Nuclear Energy Institute, Washington, DC
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Table 1.2-2. Index of Attendance at Public Meetings-Continued 

Comment/Response 

Public Hearing Attendees Page No.  

Murphy, John, Oak Ridge, TN 

Nagy, John, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Johnson City, TN 

Nevling, James E., CornEd, Downers Grove, IL 

Perry, Roger, State of Tennessee DRA, Nashville, TN 

Perry, Walter, DOE/ORO, Oak Ridge, TN 

Pielich, G. M., Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN 

Rice, Dayton, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN 

Runion, Rick, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN 

Rutledge, Mark, Johnson City Press, Erwin, TN 

Sanford, Steve, S&A, Nashville, TN 

Schlitt, Kerry, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN 

Scott, Frank, International Chemical Workers Union - 252, Clinton, TN 

Shackelford, Randy, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN 

Shelton, Iris, Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Oak Ridge, TN 

Shults, Debra, TDEC/DRH, Nashville, TN 

Sisk, Raymond C. L., Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN 

Smith, Stephen, Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance, Knoxville, TN 

Snider, Dave, Oak Ridge, TN 

Snyder, Nancy, Oak Ridge, TN 

Stephans, Dick, Albuquerque, NM 

Stollberg, Horst, Blountville, TN 

Venkatesen, P., Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, Oak Ridge, TN 

Walton, Barbara, Citizens Advisory Panel (LOC), Oak Ridge, TN 

Webb, Gerald, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN 

Webb, Jennifer, Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Clinton, TN 

Wilburn, Bill, Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Oak Ridge, TN 

Williams, John, OCAW, Johnson City, TN 

Williams, Shelby, Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc., Elizabethtown, TN 

Willis, Harry, Oak Ridge, TN 

Wilson, Carl, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc./OCAW, Erwin, TN 

Wood, Rose, Haselwood Enterprises Inc., Oak Ridge, TN 

Wujciak, Steven, Department of Transportation - Volpe Center, Cambridge, MA 

Wyatt, Steven, DOE - Oak Ridge Operations Office, Oak Ridge, TN 

Yard, Charles, TDEC/DOE Oversight, Oak Ridge, TN 

Evening Session 3-249 to 3-253 

Baca, Joel A., DOE - Savannah River, Albuquerque, NM 

Becker, Bob, Knoxville, TN 

Cagle, Gordon, Lockheed Martin Energy Systems 

Deweese, Adam, TDEC/DOE Oversight, Oak Ridge, TN 

Irwin, Hank, Sandia National Laboratory, Livermore, CA 

Mann, Melissa, Edlow International Company, Washington. DC 

Miller, Mary Ellen, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc./The Creative Energy Group, 
Johnson City, TN 

Monk, Paul, Unicoi County, Erwin, TN

1-5



Disposition of Surplus Highly 
Enriched Uranium Final EIS 

Table 1.2-2. Index of Attendance at Public Meetings-Continued 

Comment/Response 
Public Hearing Attendees Page No.  

Monroe, William E., TDEC/DOE Oversight, Oak Ridge, TN 

North, Debra, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Knoxville, TN 

Okulczyk, G. M., TDEC/DOE Oversight, Oak Ridge, TN 

Penland, Mark, State of Tennessee, DOE Oversight Division, Oak Ridge, TN 

Webb, Eric, Ux Consulting Company, Marietta, GA 

Zavadowski, Richard. Nuclear Fuel Services Inc./The Creative Energy Group, 
Washington, DC 

November 16, 1995 - Augusta, Georgia 

Afternoon Session 3-73 to 3-82 

Bratcher, de'Lisa, DOE - Savannah River, Aiken, SC 

Burnis, Roddie A., The Aiken Standard, Aiken, SC 

Cribb, Sharon, BSHWM, Nuclear Emergency Planning, Columbia, SC 

Crawford, Todd, New Ellenton, SC 

Fernandez, LeVerne P., Fernandez Consulting, North Augusta, SC 
French, P. Mike, Aiken, SC 
Fuszard, Barbara, Augusta, GA 

Geddes, Richard L., North Augusta, SC 

Girard, Guy, DOE - Savannah River, Aiken, SC 

Goff, K. Michael, Argonne National Laboratory, Idaho Falls, ID 

Hill, Marian, Atlanta, GA 

Irwin, Hank, Sandia National Laboratory, Livermore, CA 

Kirkland, James, Transnuclear, Inc., Aiken, SC 

Martin, Donna, Westinghouse Savannah River Company, Aiken, SC 

McFarlane, Harold F., Argonne National Laboratory, Idaho Falls, ID 

McWhorter, Donald, Westinghouse Savannah River Company, North Augusta, SC 

Newman, Bob, Fripp Island, SC 

Orth, Donald, Aiken, SC 
Parker, James V., North Augusta, SC 

Paveglio, John, BNFL, Inc., Aiken, SC 
Weiler, Robert, Babcock & Wilcox, Charlotte, NC 

Evening Session 3-83 to 3-90 

Bell, William E., Aiken, SC 

Bilyer, Jay, DOE - Savannah River, Aiken, SC 

Bridges, Donald, DOE - Savannah River, Aiken, SC 

Campbell, R. Bruce, Mason & Hanger, Amarillo, TX 

Goergen, Charles, Aiken, SC 

Irwin, Hank, Sandia National Laboratory, Livermore, CA 

Johnson, Carl, North Augusta, SC 
Knotts Sr., Ronald E., Williston, SC 

McCracken, Tricia, Augusta, GA 

Poe, W. Lee, Aiken, SC 

Sanders, Joseph C., Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, Washington, DC 

Schmitz, Mark, Westinghouse Savannah River Company, Aiken, SC
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Table 1.2-3. Index of Commentors 

Commentor Issue Numbers Page 

Alexander, Peter, Lynchburg, VA 32.001 3-2 

American Friends Service Committee, Denver, CO 03.017, 03.020 3-3 

Atomic Trades and Labor Council, Oak Ridge, TN 10.003. 10.008 3-4 

Bittner, C. Steven, Ph.D, Scaggsville, MD 21.018 3-6 

Blombach, Gerhard, Knoxville, TN 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 3-8 

BNFL, Inc., Washington, DC 10.019 3-9 

Bolen, James, Aiken, SC 10.003 3-11 

Boniskn, Kate, NC 14.014 3-12 

Burkhart, Gordon, Knoxville, TN 10.024 3-13 

Case, Diane L., Gaithersburg, MD 21.018 3-14 

Chubb, Walston, Murrysville, PA 10.007, 14.001 3-15 

Citizens for National Security, Oak Ridge, TN 09.025, 10.008, 20.006 3-16 

City of Oak Ridge, Environmental Quality Advisory 10.003, 24.007 3-18 

Board, Oak Ridge, TN 

Cobble, James A., White Rock, NM 10.025, 10.026, 10.027, 15.007 3-19 

Coggins, Nathan, Jonesborough, TN 10.003, 14.015 3-22 

Coggins, Nathan & Family, Jonesborough, TN 10.011 3-23 

Colorado College, Colorado Springs, CO 01.009, 04.012, 04.013, 06.018, 06.021, 3-24

CornEd, Downers, IL 

Conatser, Ray, Nashville, TN 

Condon, Gary, Lynchburg, VA 

Congress of The United States, House of 

Respresentatives, Washington, DC 

Converdyn, Denver, CO 

Coops, Melvin S., Livermore, CA 

Corcoran, Margery, Minneapolis, MN 

Cox, Lucy, Oak Ridge, TN 

Cox, Terry, Johnson City, TN 

Daly, Susan, Nashville, TN 

Davis, Stanley B., Longwood, FL 

Duke Power Company, Charlotte, NC 

Edlow International Company, Washington, DC 

Ewald, Linda, Knoxville, TN 

Ewald, Linda, Knoxville, TN 

Faulkner, Sue A., Erwin, TN 

Fearey, Kent, Knoxville, TN 

Fernald Area Office, Cincinnati, OH 

Fogel, Dan, Lakewood, CO 

Friends of ORNL, Oak Ridge, TN 

Gardner, Jack A., Erwin, TN 

Genetta, Susan, Nashville, TN 

Georgia (Augusta), Afternoon Workshop Plenary 
Session

09.021, 12.0IZ 12 1.0 1 3, 1'+.u 1t, 1 V.u, 
16.019 

01.006, 04.015, 10.003 

03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 

10.006 

12.008 

12.010, 12.021 

09.011 
10.024 

10.023 

10.008 

03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024, 16.015 

10.003 

04.011, 12.009 
07.011 

10.009, 14.002 

03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 

10.003 
26.003 

11.014 
06.005 

10.003, 10.008 

10.003 
10.034 

01.005, 02.003, 13.005, 16.007, 22.006, 

25.001, 30.010, 32.009, 32.010

3-45 3-46 

3-47 
3-48 

3-49 

3-51 
3-53 

3-54 
3-55 
3-56 
3-57 

3-58 
3-60 

3-62 
3-64 
3-66 

3-67 

3-68 
3-69 

3-70 

3-71 
3-72 
3-73
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Table 1.2-3. Index of Commentors-Continued

Commentor 
Georgia (Augusta), Afternoon Workshop 

Discussion/Summary Session 

Georgia (Augusta), Evening Workshop Plenary 
Session 

Georgia (Augusta), Evening Workshop 
Discussion/Summary Session 

Giland, Cliff, Erwin, TN 
Goergen, Charles R., Aiken, SC 
Grants Management and Intergovernmental Affairs, 

Richmond, VA 
Harris, Teresa, Unicoi County, TN 
Hawkinson, Jean, Minneapolis, MN 
Hedgepeth, David, Logan, UT 

Heineman, Mary Ellen, Waverly, TN 
Henry, R.N., Idaho Falls, ID 

Hepler, John, Whitleyville, TN 
Hirsch, Fay, Boca Raton, FL 
Honicker, Jeannine, Nashville, TN 
Honicker, Jeannine, Nashville, TN 
Horton, Linda, Unicoi County, TN 
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for World Peace, Huntsville, AL 
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Louisiana Energy Services, Washington, DC 
McCurdy, Wade, Nashville, TN 
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Issue Numbers 
02.006, 03.014, 04.009, 06.031, 06.032, 

06.033, 06.034, 0•6.035, 07.008, 08.005, 
08.008, 10.003, 10.016, 11.012, 11.013, 
14.010, 16.009, 16.013, 17.008, 17.009, 
20.007, 20.008, 22.006, 22.007, 22.008, 
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30.008, 31.001 

02.004, 03.013, 04.008, 06.026, 06.027, 
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09.010, 14.007, 14.008, 14.009, 16.008, 
16.009, 17.010 

02.005, 03.015, 06.023, 06.030, 07.007, 
10.003, 15.002, 15.003, 16.009, 16.010, 
16.011, 17.005,17.006, 17.007, 28.001, 
32.011, 33.002 

10.003 

10.003, 13.001 
20.011,23.001 

10.003 

10.024 
03.020, 09.018,10.023, 10.024, 10.032, 

16.015 
02.008, 03.020, 10.023, 10.024 
07.010, 09.016, 16.014, 21.009, 21.010, 

21.011,21,012, 21.013, 21.014, 21.015, 
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33.001, 33.002, 33.004, 33.005, 33.006, 
33.008 
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10.024 
04.010 
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10.002 

07.004 
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08.006, 10.003, 25.005, 25.006 
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Conservation, Oak Ridge, TN 

State of Tennessee, House of Representatives, 
Nashville, TN 

State of Tennessee, Johnson City, TN 
Tennessee (Knoxville), Afternoon Workshop 
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03.022 
03.023 
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09.014 
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09.019 

09.020 
09.021 
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09.023 
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10.006 
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10.014 
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10.018 
10.019 
10.020 
10.021 

10.023 

10.024
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3-139, 3-141 

3-119, 3-142 
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3-66, 3-70, 3-71, 
3-81, 3-87, 3-91, 
3-92, 3-102, 
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3-139, 3-183, 
3-186,3-192, 
3-200, 3-209, 
3-214, 3-220, 
3-221, 3-226, 
3-238, 3-248, 
3-249, 3-255, 
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11.012 
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11.014 
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12.003 
12.004 
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3-268 

3-232 

3-224 

3-224 

3-73 

3-73 

3-88 

3-198 

3-204 

3-203 

3-205 

3-302 

3-108, 3-232 

3-89, 3-110,3-266 

3-252 

3-108 

3-109 

3-109 

3-261 

3-110 

3-215, 3-262 

3-265 

3-262 

3-265



Disposition of Surplus Highly 
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Table 1.2-4. Index of Issue Bins-Continued 

Issue Bin Page Issue Bin Page Issue Bin Page

12.010 
12.011 
12.012 

12.013 
12.014 
12.015 
12.016 

12.017 
12.018 
12.019 

12.020 

12.021 
12.022 
12.023 

13 
13.001 
13.002 
13.003 
13.004 
13.005 
13.006 

14 

14.001 
14.002 

14.003 
14.004 
14.005 
14.006 
14.007 
14.008 

14.009 
14.010 
14.011 
14.012 
14.013 

14.014 
14.015 

14.016 
14.017 

14.018 
14.019 
14.020

3-49 
3-207 
3-32 
3-36 
3-270 
3-282 

3-130 
3-152 
3-167 

3-288 
3-289 

3-50 
3-187 
3-262 

3-92 
3-236 
3-236 
3-238 
3-73 
3-287 

3-15 

3-62, 3-297 
3-223 

3-244 
3-201 

3-239 
3-83 
3-83 
3-84 

3-80 
3-239 
3-157 

3-158 
3-12 
3-22 

3-163 
3-31 
3-300 
3-163 
3-218

15 
15.001 
15.002 
15.003 
15.004 
15.005 
15.006 
15.007 

16 
16.001 
16.002 
16.003 
16.004 
16.005 
16.006 
16.007 
16.008 
16.009 

16.010 
16.011 
16.013 
16.014 
16.015 

16.018 
16.019 
16.020 

17 

17.001 
17.002 
17.003 
17.004 
17.005 
17.006 
17.007 
17.008 

17.009 
17.010 
17.011 
17.012 
17.013

3-245 
3-87 
3-87 
3-184 
3-187 
3-201 

3-19 

3-267 
3-88 
3-223 
3-225 
3-245 
3-198 
3-73 
3-83 
3-75, 3-84, 3-88, 
3-231 
3-87 
3-88 
3-80 
3-110 
3-56, 3-104, 
3-163, 3-215, 
3-274 
3-36 
3-43 

3-215 

3-249 
3-252 
3-252 
3-249 
3-88 
3-89 
3-89 
3-76 
3-81 

3-83 
3-158 
3-236 
3-163. 3-290

19 
19.001 

20 
20.001 
20.002 
20.003 
20.004 
20.005 
20.006 

20.007 
20.008 
20.009 
20.010 
20.011 
20.012 
20.013 

21 

21.001 
21.002 
21.003 
21.004 
21.005 
21.006 
21.007 
21.008 
21.009 
21.010 

21.011 
21.012 
21.013 
21.014 
21.015 
21.016 
21.017 
21.018 
21.019 
21.020 

22 
22.001 
22.002 
22.003

3-237 

3-191 
3-237 
3-237 
3-253 
3-231 
3-17, 3-225 
3-75 
3-78 
3-224 
3-237 
3-94 
3-216 
3-260 

3-143 
3-188 
3-231 
3-231 
3-231 
3-224 
3-163, 3-290 
3-162, 3-290 
3-110 
3-111 
3-111, 3-260 
3-111 
3-111 
3-112 
3-112 
3-112 
3-110 
3-6, 3-14, 3-298 
3-215 
3-204 

3-140 
3-188 
3-244
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Changes in Environmental 
Impact Statement as a 

Result of Public Comments 

Chapter 2 

Changes in Environmental Impact Statement 

as a Result of Public Comments

During the 78-day public comment period, DOE 

received a total of 688 written or recorded 

comments (Table 1.1-1) on the HEU Draft EIS. All 

comments were considered and responses prepared.  

There were several major issues that emerged from 

public comments on the HEU Draft EIS. Some of 

these comments necessitated changes in the HEU 

Draft EIS, which were incorporated into the HEU 

Final EIS. The major comments received and 

changes made in response to these comments are 

summarized below.  

There was, among those who submitted comments, 

overwhelming support for the fundamental 

objective of transforming surplus HEU to a non

weapons-usable form by blending it down to low

enriched uranium (LEU) (for either fuel or waste).  

A few commentors, however, argued that surplus 

HEU should be retained in its present form for 

possible future use, either in weapons or breeder 

reactors.  

There was substantial opposition to commercial use 

of surplus HEU in the form of nuclear reactor fuel.  

The commentors holding this view indicated that 

such use would increase proliferation risk by 

creating commercial spent nuclear fuel, which 

results in the generation of Pu. These commentors 

generally supported blending surplus HEU to LEU 

for disposal as waste instead of blending for 

commercial use.  

Some commentors from the uranium fuel cycle 

industry expressed substantial concern that the 

entry of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU from 

both Russian and U.S. weapons programs would 

severely depress uranium prices and lead to the 

closure of U.S. uranium mines, conversion plants, 

or enrichment plants. There were other comments, 

however, from several electric utilities that operate 

nuclear plants and from one uranium supplier 

indicating that reactor fuel derived from surplus 

HEU (Russian and U.S.) would enter the market at

a time when worldwide production is expected to 
fall considerably short of demand and prices are 

expected to be rising substantially, which, in fact, 

has occurred over the course of completing the 

HEU Final EIS. These commentors felt that the 

likely impact of market sales of LEU fuel derived 

from surplus HEU would be to moderate sharp 

price escalation.  

Several commentors argued that DOE should have 

evaluated in the HEU Draft EIS blending some or 

all of the surplus HEU to either 19- or 4-percent 

LEU and storing it until some later, undefined time.  

They argued that blending surplus HEU to below 

20-percent enrichment and storing it indefinitely 

would have considerable nonproliferation 

advantages since it would not generate spent 

nuclear fuel, which contains Pu, while preserving 

its economic or beneficial use options.  

Many commentors also argued that DOE should 

have developed a formal economic analysis 

evaluating the cost of each alternative, as well as 

benefits anticipated from the sale of LEU fuel 

derived from surplus HEU in the commercial 

market. They indicated, in general, that without a 

comparative cost analysis between various 

alternatives and the Preferred Alternative, it would 

not be possible to fully weigh the environmental 

risks and socioeconomic impacts of the Preferred 

Alternative against the risks and benefits that could 

be achieved by implementing other alternatives.  

Many commentors expressed support for or 

opposition to the use of particular facilities for 

surplus HEU disposition actions. Similarly, several 

commentors indicated either support or opposition 

to the Preferred Alternative and/or expressed their 

Preferred Alternative. A few commentors expressed 

concern regarding the projected worker latent 

cancer fatality consequences for facility accidents.
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In response to comments received on the HEU 
Draft EIS, as well as other changes in 
circumstances and knowledge, the HEU Final EIS 
has been modified in the following respects: 

The discussion of potential impacts to 
the uranium mining and nuclear fuel 
cycle industries (Section 4.8) has been 
revised to reflect enactment (in April 
1996) of the U.S. Enrichment 
Corporation (USEC) Privatization Act 
(Public Law [P.L] 104-134), and to 
better reflect cumulative impacts in 
light of the U.S.-Russian agreement to 
purchase Russian HEU blended down 
to LEU. The HEU Final EIS recognizes 
the possibility that the market may be 
able to support only one U.S.  
enrichment plant after the year 2000 (as 
projected in the Environmental 
Assessment for the Purchase of Russian 
Low Enriched Uranium Derived from 
the Dismantlement of Nuclear Weapons 
in the Countries of the Former Soviet 
Union [USEC EA]) when Russian 
shipments of LEU derived from HEU 
are scheduled to triple. However, 
decisions regarding the continued 
operation of the enrichment plants 
would be made by USEC or its 
successor and would be based on the 
prevailing market conditions.  

Revisions were made in Chapters 1 and 
2 of Volume I of the HEU Final EIS to 
modify the discussion of the rates of 
disposition actions that could result in 
commercial sales of LEU to better 
reflect the composition of the surplus 
inventory, the time required for DOE to 
make HEU available for disposition, 
and the new legislative requirement (in 
the USEC Privatization Act) to avoid 
adverse material impacts on the 
domestic uranium mining, conversion, 
or enrichment industries. As a result of 
the Secretary of Energy's Openness 
Initiative announcement of February 6, 
1996, Figure 1.3-1 was included in 
Volume I of the HEU Final EIS to

provide the forms, locations, and 
quantities of surplus HEU in the United 
States.  

" In response to several comments, a 
qualitative discussion has been added in 
Section 2.1.3 of Volume I of the HEU 
Final EIS regarding the option of 
blending surplus HEU to 19-percent 
LEU and storing it. As explained in 
Section 2.1.3, DOE does not consider 
this option reasonable because it would 
delay beneficial re-use of the material; 
delay recovery of the economic value of 
the material; add storage costs; reduce 
net revenues in the near term; not meet 
all aspects of the purpose and need of 
the proposed action; and be practically 
applicable without additional 
construction to only a small portion (20 
metric tons [t] or approximately 40 t if a 
solidification facility is proposed and 
constructed at or near Savannah River 
Site [SRS]) of the current surplus 
inventory.  

" The assessment of impacts to 
noninvolved workers and the public 
from accidental releases (radiological) 
was revised to improve realism in the 
calculation of doses and the results were 
incorporated into Chapters 2 and 4 of 
Volume I of the HEU Final EIS.  
Accidental radiological releases of 
uranium were remodeled using the 
MELCOR Accident Consequence Code 
System (MACCS) computer code with 
more detailed site-specific information 
to better estimate noninvolved worker 
(and public) cancer fatalities at each 
candidate site. The results revealed 
substantial reductions in projected 
cancer fatalities for all the blending 
alternatives at each site. DOE believes 
that these results reflect more realistic 
consequences since MACCS offers 
better capabilities in terms of modeling 
accident conditions and uses detailed 
site-specific information.
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Volume I of the HEU Final EIS has been 
modified to reflect the fact that SRS has 
effectively lost the ability to do metal 
blending and currently lacks the ability 
to solidify and crystalize material at the 

4-percent enrichment level. SRS is now 

assessed only for uranyl nitrate 
hexahydrate (UNH) blending, and the 

fact that other arrangements must be 

made for oxidation of commercial 
material is reflected.  

Several changes have been made to the 
cumulative impacts section (Section 4.6 

of Volume I) to reflect changes in the 
status of other projects and their 

associated National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) documents (for 
example, Oak Ridge Reservation [ORR] 
was not selected as part of the Preferred 

Alternative in the Tritium Supply and 

Recycling Programmatic Environ
mental Impact Statement and Record of 
Decision [ROD]).  

Based on comments received, Section 
4.4 of Volume I has been revised to 
include a discussion and comparison of 

risks associated with materials handling 
and transportation for all blending 
processes at the Y-1 2 Plant. Section 4.4 
has also been revised to include an 

assessment of impacts for potential 
transportation of surplus HEU currently 
located at SRS and Portsmouth directly 
to blending sites instead of sending it to 
the Y-12 Plant for interim storage.  

The geology and soils sections for 
all of the candidate blending sites 
have been augmented to address a 

comment requesting a discussion of

past earthquakes and potential 
impacts to facilities that could result 

from future seismic activity.  

A separate Floodplain Assessment (and 

Proposed Statement of Findings) has 
been added to the HEU Final EIS 

(Section 4.13 of Volume I) pursuant to 
10 CFR Part 1022. This assessment is 

based, in large part, on information that 
was presented in the water resources 
sections of the HEU Draft EIS. The 
discussion of potential flooding at the 
NFS site has been expanded in response 
to comments.  

* Numerous other minor technical and 
editorial changes have been made to the 
document.  

Some DOE policy positions have remained 

unchanged between the HEU Draft and Final EISs 

notwithstanding comments that counseled a 

different approach. These comments were 

associated with keeping surplus HEU in its present 

form for possible future use, perceived 

nonproliferation concerns due to plutonium (Pu) in 

spent nuclear fuel generated as a result of using 

LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU in commercial 

reactors, and the request for economic cost/benefit 

analysis of alternatives in the HEU Draft EIS. (A 

cost analysis of the alternatives has been prepared 

and is available for public review.) The unchanged 

policy positions are explained in detail in Section 
1.5.4 of Volume I of the HEU Final EIS.
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Comment Documents 
and Responses 

Chapter 3 
Comment Documents and Responses 

This chapter presents all documents submitted to DOE on the HEU Draft EIS, comments recorded in public 

meetings and identified from documents, and DOE's response to each comment. Comments that were 

identical or similar in nature were grouped together to develop a single response. The responses developed 

for each group were then repeated in this section for each comment in that group.
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ALEXANDER, PETER, LYNCHBURG, VA 
PAGE 1 OF 1 r" 

32.001: The Department of Energy welcomes your comments on the HEU Draft EIS.  2 
DateoReceived 11/15495 DOE must work within the constraints imposed by available funding and resources
Comment ID: P0017 Because DOE is trying to reduce the costs of complying with NEPA, and due to the geo- .  Nome: Peter Alexander 
Amdres: LyPehbuterg VA graphical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identified in the HEU EIS, DOE 

determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and Augusta, GA) would be appro
Tmn,, Uoe: piiate for this program.  
I'm calling from Lynchburg, Virginia, and I don't see here that there's going to be a 
public workshop in Lynchburg, considering that's one of the two places is one of the two 
facilities among the candidate sites for this proposed disposition of surplus HEU. I 32.001 
would like to have something local rather that have to take my time to go out to3.  
Knoxville, Tennessee. to attend a workshop. I think that would be fair. and I think it's 
right and that's what I would like to see. I like my phone call returned please My name 
is Peter Alexander, and my number is 804-45-0145. Thank you.



AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE, DENVER, CO 

PAGE 1 OF 1 

Date Received: 01/16/96 
Comment ID: P0056 
Name: Thomas M. Rauch 
Address: American Friends Service Committee 

1664 Lafayette Street 
Denver, Colorado 80218.  

Transcription:

I'm calling on January 12th, 1996 to express our organization's concern about the Department of 

Energy's Environmental Impact Statement on the disposition of surplus highly enriched uranium.  

A major problem with the current Draft HEU EIS is that it selects the maximum commercial use 

option as the favored option. That is, the HEU EIS recommends that 85% of the uranium be 

down blended to the level of nuclear reactor fuel. This would result in tens of thousands of tons 

of spent nuclear fuel containing plutonium and highly enriched uranium, both usable for nuclear 

weapons after rprocessing, but the President's 1993 Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy 

Statement requires that nonproliferation be a higher priority in determining how to deal with 

surplus special materials. The creation of weapons-usable materials as an end result of a process 

motivated by commercial gain from the sale of reactor grade uranium relegates nonproliferation 

goals to a lower priority. Even without the President's 1993 policy statement, we think it foolish 

to create more weapons-usable materials when there is another option, that is down blending 

HEU to less than 1% and disposing of it as low-level waste so that it can't be used in weapons.  

Nonproliferation should be our major priority.  

Finally, we recommend that the HEU EIS at least begin to deal with the issue of international 

controls on all nuclear materials in order to lessen weapons proliferation and to better assure 

environmental protection. The United States should take the lead in assuring that all materials 

usable for nuclear weapons be controlled by the international community securely and 

permanently.  

Sincerely yours, 
Thomas M. Rauch, 
Director, Disarmament and Rocky Flats Program 

American Friends Service Committee, 
1664 Lafayette Street 
Denver, Colorado 80218.  
Our phone number is area code (303) 832-4789. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

03.017 

03.020

03.017: The Department of Energy does not agree that commercial use of LEU fuel 

derived from surplus HEU increases the proliferation potential. DOE considers alterna

tives 2 through 5, which represent blending different portions of the surplus HEU to 

waste or fuel, as roughly equivalent in terms of proliferation potential and much more 

proliferation resistant than the HEU in its present form. That is, LEU at both 4- and 

0.9-percent enrichment and spent fuel are all considered to have low proliferation poten

tial because both enrichment of uranium and reprocessing of spent fuel to separate Pu are 

difficult and costly. Although fuel derived from U.S. surplus HEU and sold abroad could 

conceivably be reprocessed in some countries to separate Pu for commercial (non-mili

tary) use in mixed oxide fuel, that LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply 

replace other fuel, so no incremental Pu will be created as a result of this program.  

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons

usable fissile materials to International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) controls. There 

is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Han

ford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's intent to make additional quantities of surplus 

material subject to international controls to the maximum extent possible.

0 
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ATOMIC TRADES AND LABOR COUNCIL, OAK RIDGE, TN 
PAGE 1 OF 2

ATOMIC TRADES AND LABOR COUNCIL 
AF1NIATEnL) WIT M ETALTRAI)FS DFJ'ARTI"JNT AFtL CIO 

P.O. Box 4068 
Ojk Ridge, Tecnness 37831,4068 

January I1. 1996 

U. S. Departmenet of Energy 
Office of atU Matenlas Disposition 
Clo SAIC/EU EIS 
P. 0. Box 23786 
Washington. DC 20026-3786 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched 
Urania*a October 199S 

The Atornic Trades and Labor Council, representing sxteen international unions at the Oak Ridge 
Y-12 and X-10 plains, would hike you to please consider the following comme'nts when making 
final decisions on tre disposition ofturhrs Highly Enriched Uranium (-1EU).  

We support the Departm ofEncrgy's proposal to blend-down surplus of HIEU to Low 
Enrkhed Uratium (LEU) Th iDepartmet ofEnergy's preferred lternative. (Alternative 5, 
Variation c) is ne that we could suppo•t However. we would prefer Alternative 5, Variation d 
as our first choice and then Altenativa 5, Variations £ and c respecl y. The blending-down of 
suplus HLEU using any variation of Alternative 5 would allow the United States a means to 
recover some itveserrt from the Cold War efforts.  

We do no fevorVriation b of Merntives 4 or S. We feel it would be a terrible disservice to 
the workers at the Y-12 Plant to send this peacetime nission to the commr¢nial sites and displace 
Y- 12 Defease Program workers.  

We c that the Y-12 Plant and the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR) should be considered at the 
top of the bit for a

t
l po weod to blend HEU. The many advantages that the Y-12 Plant and 

the OR have to offer are as follows: 

The Y- 12 Plans already has facilities that can be utilized for many of the blending 
opersds beingconidernd; 

Statrof4hz-at sstemsn for treatment and dipo•tal of witne streams generated during 
bleadin operations: 

More professional, technical, and caft experince tnd W rtise in the safe handling of 
HEU than any other ate,

10.003 

10.008

10.003: Comment noted.  

10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as 
having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with 
NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and 
alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide 
this information to the decisionmaker.

0 
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ATOMIC TRADES AND LABOR COUNCIL, OAK RIDGE, TN 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

HEU would not have to be slipped off ste to be proceoud mince most H]EU is alredy 

stored it the Y-12 site.  

The Y-12 Plant capabilitim to blentd-down HEU osttlwo 5 ro.cs a the S tim e 

HEU to LEU as neW snd NEU to LEU as Urmnyl Nitrate Herhydrit* 

TUt coomttsity population surroundino the Y-12 PMt and the ORR ha s a hrough knowledge 10.008 
of sad Intareat ia t•ckloo d procete raded to HEU. Also. condndece and trust in the 

ficilhtils mid eqemtise assocated with the already currvat miosions which have been ongoin for cont.  

over 50 years.  

Also, the Depatouner of Energy coýld utilis• the etxperiernce and capable work force fom t he 

Cold War ef•ort wir'sjob is now injeopardy because of the downsising of Defense Programs.  

We also feel the Y-12 Ptarn or the ORR WhoLd be cons0dered as th" ideal Iocation for the new 

urtanum hesaflounrd blending operation becatuse of the prteviously listed advantges.  

Thank you for your time and condension of these comments.  

CIA R- Scarbrot glt 
President. Atomsc Trades and Labor Counol 

6
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BITTNER, C. STEVEN, PH.D, SCAGGSVILLE, MD 
PAGE 1 OF 2

Dale: Fri, 19 Ian 1996 10:58:33 -0500 
To - docrmd I -demo@fcdix.fie.com 
serial no 147 
MailTifle - COMMENT Form • incoming 

name - C Steven Bittner 
tide = 
company 
addrl - 10620 llesperian Drive 
addr2 = 

city - Scaggsville 
state = MD 
zip = 20732 
phone= 3014987580 
fax 
email - tattoose4usol.com 
subject = 

a* The following is the text of the Author's Comment.  

I find that the analyses presented in the Public and Occupational Health 
sections ofthe draft LIEU EIS are alarming and question fhe validity ofdata 
used and presented in previous DOE NEPA documents. I am wornid that the 
Department of Energy is trying to bias the selection ofsites by presenting 
such a wide range in the number of fatalities due to accidents in the HEU EIS, 
It appears to me that either the section was prepared by very junior scientists% 
by personnel that arn insensitive to the public's safety, or we am victims of 
DOE propaganda. I sincerely hope that the latter is not the case. I have 
aklways trusted the DOE and hope to continue my confidence. I would like to see 
an explanation of what kind of modeling was used to calculate these high death 
rates. Why, all of the sndden, do the numbers in this document increase 
significantly compared to those recently prepared by the DOE for the exact same 
sites? Are these numbers correct now and were previous numbers used by the DOE 
in recent DOE NEPA documents for the exact same sites, and in some cases, the previous 
documents much more radioactive materials? ARE THIESE NUMBERS CORRECT NOW AND 
WERE PREVIOUS NUMBERS USED BY DOE INTENTIONALLY REDUCED IN ORDER 
TO FOOL THE PUBLIC INTO THINKING IMPACT S WOULD BE LOWER FOR PET 
PROJECTS OF THE PAST? 

As a scientist, I would certainly would be interesled in the methodology used 
to create these numbers.  

Thantks for your attention to this mailer.  

C. S. Bittnre, PhD

21.018

co')

21.018: Accident consequences presented in the HEU Draft EIS were estimated using 
the GENII computer code. GENII is generally used and best suited for modeling impacts 
of radiological releases under normal operation of facilities because it handles a large 
number of radiological isotopes and accounts for the ingestion pathway. GENII was used 
with 50 percent meteorology (average meteorological conditions that would occur 50 
percent of the time in any given period) during the accident. It is assumed that the nonin
volved worker is placed in the sector that yields the maximum dose calculated by GENII.  
Latent cancer fatalities were calculated by applying this dose to all workers assuming that 
they are located 1,000 meters (m) away (or at the site boundary if less than 1,000 m) from 
the accident due to lack of data on site-specific worker distribution. This was done to 
compensate for a lack of data regarding onsite worker distribution, but yields highly con
servative results. Also, this approach yielded disproportionately higher impacts at Y-12 
and SRS because of the larger workforce at those sites compared to commercial sites.  

In response to public comments, accidental releases of uranium were re-modeled using 
the MACCS computer code with more detailed site-specific information to better esti
mate noninvolved worker cancer fatalities at each candidate site. MACCS is a widely 
used code and offers better capabilities than GENII in terms of modeling accident condi
tions. It uses actual (recorded onsite) meteorological conditions and distributes data 
recorded over a I-year period. The worker distribution data for each site were also col
lected and incorporated into MACCS runs to obtain a more realistic estimate of potential 
worker accident consequences.  

The results obtained from MACCS runs have been incorporated into Section 4.3 of the 
HEU Final EIS. The methodology for the accident analysis has been added as Section 
4.1.9. and Appendix E.5 of the HEU Final EIS.
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BUTTNER, C. STEVEN, PH.D, SCAGGSVILLE, MD 

PAGE 2 OF 2 

Date: Fri, 19 Jan 1996 15:25:06 -0500 
To = doemdl.derno@fedix.fie-com 
serial no - 121 
MailTitle - FORUM Form - incoming 

namne - C. Steven Bittoer, PhD 
tide 
company 
addrl - 10620 Hesperian Dr 
addr2 
city - Scaggsville 
state - MD 
zip - 20732 
phone = 3014987580 
fax
email - tattosr4u@aol.com 
ctype - public 
subject - Patn 11 comments 

to The following is the text of the Author's Comment.  

BEGIN comment 

The numbers in the facility accidents environmental conse.ueces sections 

concerning the latent cancer fatalities, and the dose to the noninvolved worker 

alarms me and my family that still reside in both Georgia and South Carolina. I 

think it is important for the DOE to prepare an appendix to the EIS that 

provides the nmthodology of analyses in this section, so I could better 

understand how the number of 39 cancer fatalities and dose of 97,900 peron-rens 

were calculated for an earthquake induced critica lity at Y- 12.  

As a proud native son of Aiken, SC and the son of a member of the Republican 

Senatorial Inner Circle, I am deeply concerned and ashamed that the proposed 21.018 
project has calculated 76 fatalities and 188,000 person-rens dose for 

noninvolved workers at the Sava noah River Site. Don't you think these numbers cont.  
are extremely high? Why are these numbers so much lower at commercial sites in 

the vicinity? I'm certain that the surrounding residents ofSRS are VERY 

CONCERNED AND WORRIED ABOUT THIE NUMBERS. I am sure t hat Senator Thurmond 

would be concerned about this and I au surprised that a public meeting regarding 

these high fatility estimates has not been held. What would be the impact of 

all those innocent people killed and what would happen to their children? I 

am concerned that such fatality estimates will have a VERY negative effect on 

property values of land around Aiken and Augusta. If these numbers are correct, 

are we at risk today with the facilities that were previously built using much 

lower fatality numbers than those in the lIEU EIS? Thank you.  C0
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BLOMBACH, GERHARD, KNOXVILLE, TN 
PAGE 1 OF 1

January 10, 1996 

DOE / Fissile Materials Disposition FAX # 1-800-820-5156 
c/o SAIC/HEU EIS 
Washington, DC 20026 

Gentlemen: 

I'm troubled by reports that you plan to permit the making 
of nuclear reactor fuel from highly enriched uranium. This is a 
bad idea and I object because: 

"* It will create spent fuel, a highly toxic and radioactive 
waste we have no solution for.  

"* It will create plutonium, a violation of our non
proliferation goals.  

"* other options have not been adequately explored, including 
storing downblended uranium.  

On the other hand, I do support the following: 

"* Downblending all highly enriched uranium so it cannot be 
used in weapons.  

"* Developing the capacity to downblend all uranium declared 
surplus in ten years.  

"* Having international controls on all nuclear materials.  

"I sincerely hope you will give careful thought to the well 
being of future generations before you take action.  

e ely yours, 

erha7 d Blombach 
4020 Ball Camp Pike 
Knoxville, TN 37921 

FAX #1-800-522-2409

10.024 

I 09.018 

10.023 

03.020

10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of 
LEU fuel (derived from surplus HEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be 
created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel 
would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high 
level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate the Pu.  
Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the 
policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera
tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.  

09.018: The Department of Energy does not consider the option of blending surplus 
HEU for extended storage reasonable because it would delay beneficial re-use of the 
material; delay recovery of the economic value of the material; add storage costs; reduce 
net revenues in the near term; not meet all aspects of the purpose and need of the pro
posed action; and be practically applicable without additional construction to only a small 
portion (20 t or approximately 40 t if a solidification facility is proposed and constructed 
at or near SRS) of the current surplus inventory.  

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend 
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic
ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending. There
fore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus HEU 
inventory.  

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at 
the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's 
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to 
the maximum extent possible.
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BNFL, INC., WASHINGTON, DC 
PAGE 2 OF 2

*BNIL 
Inc.  
tAny 12, 1995

BNFL Inc.  
3776 EyeketN.W. S,.Ae 7 
W"tgwrt 35-C 20506.3700 
1(4 2027) .78563 
"Fa 102, ?V,-4037

110.019

10.019: The l-EU EIS analyzed environmental impacts of the proposed action at four 
candidate sites. These candidate sites currently have technically viable uranium blendi ng 
capabilities and could blend surplus HEU to LEU for commercial fuel or waste. Once 
environmental, cost, and scheduling studies are completed, DOE will make program
matic decisions as to whether surplus HEU should be blended for commercial use or for 
waste. Decisions about where specific batches of HEU will be blended are expected to be 
based largely on business considerations and may involve USEC, other private entities 
that may act as the Government's marketing agent, or DOE.
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BONISKN, KATE, NC t 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

14.014: The Department of Energy's Preferred Alternative is to blend down the HEU .  
but minimize the amount of waste generated. Commercial use of the material minimizes 

Date Received: 01n/6 the waste generated, because HEU blended to fuel replaces fuel that would be used any
Comment ID: P0055 way; HEU blended to waste is additional to the amount that would be otherwise gener
Name: Kate Boniska ated.  
Address: North Carolina 

Transcription: 

Yes, my name is Kate Boniskn. I am calling from North Carolina. I am very concerned about 
this apparent plan to go ahead and turn highly enriched uranium into nuclear fuel. I think we 
need to be moving in the direction of down blending and phasing out all nuclear materials 14.014 
because we still don't know what to do with all this waste that's accumulating. And I'd like very 
much to add my voice to all the other voices that are not in favor of this plan to create more 
waste and not really solve the problem. Thank you very much.



BURKHART, GORDON, KNOXVILLE, TN 

PAGE 1 OF 1 

Date Received: 1/11/96 
Comment ID: P0030 

Name: Gordon Burkhart 

Address: Knoxville, Tennesoe 

Transcripion:

Hello, this is Professor Gordon Burkhart. I would like to make comments concerning the 

cnriched uranium tnMsfeec Process. I do not support making the highly enriched uranium 

into nuclear reactor foel of any kind for a variety of reasons which I think are obvious to those 

concerned about the plutonium toxicity of the stuff. I do however support transferring it into 

nos-weapos gpade uranium and that thias should proceed apace. My name is Gordon Burkhart at 

573-7409, that's Knoxville, area code is 423.

10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of 

LEU:fuel (derived from surplus HEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be 

created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel 

would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high 

level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate the Pu.  

Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the 

policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera

tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.

1 10.024

Q)* 
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CASE, DIANE L., GAITHERSBURG, MD 
PAGE 1 OF 1 

Di.a L. Case, PhD.  
427 West Side Drift #301 

hithertbuslu& MD 20178 

U.S. Depatment of Ea.W 
Office of Fisall Mueieal Dipposition 
P.O. Box 23796
wauesinz. D.C. 200uJ26-3796

January I1, 1996 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I am writing to comment of the Department of Energy' (DOE) Disposition of Surplus Highly 
Enriched Urmaium Draft Environmental Impact Statement (HEU EIS), dated October 1995.  

My partcular concern retards the analyses preseited in the Public mnd Occupational Health 
sections of the EIS. In the Facility Accidants covironoml consequences sectiows statements are made cosserning the number of latent cancer fattalities and the dose to the 
noninvolved workern. I would like to know the meehdolooy employed to create these numbers. Specifically, how are the number of 39 cancer fatalities aid dos of 
97,900 person-rems calculated for in earthquake induced criticality at Y-12. Oak Ridge Reservation (Table 4.3.3.6-1)? Similarly. how ame the number of 76 fatalities and dose of 
192,000 perbst-rems calculated for noninvolved worker, at the Savmannh River Site 
('able 4.3.3.6-2)? Thes numbers seem eatraordlnarily hick Why are the numbers so much 
lower at the two coemurcial sites? tI the DOE trying to bias the selection of sites by 
presenting such a wide range in the number of fatalities? What modeling was used to 
calculate these high death rates? What assumptions concearing worker location and dose west Into your calculation? Why is the facility accident methodolog, absent from the EIS? 
Are these Impacts realistic? If they are reafistic, the DOE must surely want to reconsider the 
location of these blending activites and the safety of involved mnd noninvolved workers 

Thank you for the opportunity 1o comment. I would like to see a more through prountation 
of the analysis of risk of Facility Accidents presented in the Final HEU EIS.  

Sincerey.  

Diane L. Cats Ph D 
Health Physicist

21.018

21.018: Accident consequences presented in the HEU Draft EIS were estimated using 
the GENII computer code. GENII is generally used and best suited for modeling impacts 
of radiological releases under normal operation of facilities because it handles a large number of radiological isotopes and accounts for the ingestion pathway. GENII was used 
with 50 percent meteorology (average meteorological conditions that would occur 50 percent of the time in any given period) during the accident. It is assumed that the nonin
volved worker is placed in the sector that yields the maximum dose calculated by GENII.  Latent cancer fatalities were calculated by applying this dose to all workers assuming that 
they are located 1,000 m away (or at the site boundary if less than 1,000 m) from the acci
dent dueto lack of data on site-specific worker distribution. This was done to compensate 
for a lack of data regarding onsite worker distribution, but yields highly conservative 
results. Also, this approach yielded disproportionately higher impacts at Y-12 and SRS because of the larger workforce at those sites compared to commercial sites.  
In response to public comments, accidental releases of uranium were re-modeled using 
the MACCS computer code with more detailed site-specific information to better esti
mate noninvolved worker cancer fatalities at each candidate site. MACCS is a widely 
used code and offers better capabilities than GENII in terms of modeling accident condi
tions. It uses actual (recorded onsite) meteorological conditions and distributes data 
recorded over a I-year period. The worker distribution data for each site were also collected and incorporated into MACCS runs to obtain a more realistic estimate of potential 
worker accident consequences.  

The results obtained from MACCS runs have been incorporated into Section 4.3 of the HEU Final EIS. The methodology for the accident analysis has been added in Section 
4.1.9 and Appendix E.5 of the HEU Final EIS.

Z_



CHUBB, WALSTON, MURRYSVILLE, PA 
PAGE 1 OF 1

Cctober 28, 1995 
U.3. lrpartment e:' Energy 
Office of 'l1sile .6teriale Disposition 
Forrestal aulidinD 

1000 independence Avenue, S.W.  
WashInton, DO 20585 

Dear Sire.  

S'nce NEU usually costs Tore to produce than weapons
grade plutonium-239. it appears that 2D3 metric ton. of surpl".  
lIEU were produced at a coat of well over 92 trillion, about 
410 billion per metric ton. If it has a scrap value of only 2; 
of its cost. it Is still worth much more than gold! 

The DOE has asked for advice from the technological 
comminlty. The four alternatives outlined on page 3 of the Fail.  
1995. newsletter do not represent &ood or even sound advise.  
The alternative of safeguarding 100, of the surplus, extremely 
valuable HEU as LEU it not mentioned. This material represents 
a national treasure which cannot be lightly disposed of a" waste.  
Conservation and safe storage of such a national treasure Ia not 
only mandatory; It Is also excellent policy, fiasally and 
environmentally.  

Incidentally, the blending of HEU to produce a "low
level waste" for disposal could easily result In an environmental 
disaster. Uranium is a heavy metal. It produces heavy metal 
poisoning in humans. When concentrated as metal or oxide, all 
fully enriched or depleted uranium Is self-shielding to its own 
radiation. Its radioactivity is so low that it is already "iow 
level". Concentrated fortm of uranium are routinely handled without 
causing any significant exposure to radiation. Diluting HiU to 
produce an enormous volume of "low level" waste will merely 
contaminate that volume with this heavy metal poison. Disposing 
of a large volume of poisoned material could be difficult. Is 
the DOE disposing of its stores of depleted uranium by diluting 
It In this way? 

Evidently, the DOE is not aware of the conditions which 
caused the breakup of the former Soviet Union. The bureaucracy in 
the U.sS.R. eimply ceased to function efficiently. The oureaucrat.  
didn't have the field experience and technolobical expertise to 
understand the functlone they were asked to perform. A centralized 
bureaucratic government falls when bureaucrats are novices.  

Under these circumstances. the DOE should select the 
"No Action" alternative. Leave the disposition of thin national 
treasure to persons who are able to appreciate its value.  

Sincerely.  

Walston Chubb 
3450 MacArthur Drive 
Murrysville, PA 15668 

412-327-8592

10.007 

14.001 

10.007 
cont.

0

Q0 
:3

10.007: The No Action Alternative does not satisfy the purpose and need for the pro
posed action. It would leave the nuclear proliferation problem unaddressed, continue to 
incur storage costs, and not recover the economic value of the material. DOE agrees that 
the surplus HEU material represents a national treasure and therefore does not intend to 

dispose of it as waste if that can be avoided. DOE's goal is to maximize the economic 
value of this HEU by blending it to LEU and gradually selling it in the commercial mar
ket for use in commercial reactors. See discussion of the Preferred Alternative in Section 
1.4.2.  

14.001: The HEU disposition program does not propose to "dilute" HEU with non-ura
nium materials merely for purposes of disposal. Rather, the HEU that must be disposed 
as waste would be blended with depleted uranium down to LEU primarily to make it non
weapons-usable. The resultant product to be disposed of would be essentially pure ura

nium oxide, at an enrichment level (about 0.9 percent) that approaches a natural level. It 
is true that the volume would be greatly increased (by about a factor of 70), and that dis
posal is not a simple matter, which is one major reason DOE prefers to minimize the 
quantity that must be disposed of as waste by using as much as possible in commercial 
fuel.
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CITIZENS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY, OAK RIDGE, TN 
PAGE 2 OF 2

Che.. for National Secrity 
Comments ou Disettior of Surphus fligtly E.rkined Ur"tImo 

Draft EIroionosental Impact Statemet 

rdepterdoa oftheeotrng pio- that wiU herutidr•m, the V-12 Piart. rd ins larger Oak Ridge 

Re-oArion, offer the -we od str r the other three t. e valateld in the ElS, pls 
sddrtrod.d W-vArOtges Theredoe, the Y- 12 P1ant and the Qk Ridge Roestrorr shtould be 

oon.]dered at the top of ther for all seroceser used to blend highly eeiedrt urari.m The 

.. rry dvarosag that Y. 12 and the Ork Ridge Reservatiot hr to offer include 

"* h Oak Ridge Rseteooti has aropte rnd eoýe.thrn-rd.equru e resouroo required for 

hi-rdlo igbly oroibhed unirrio 

S Its y 12 plaot already hr. fwitiior that ean be utifrod for romy of the bierrding 
opriroiO beinrg conridaed.  
It hur thIe necrray rhnfirerr tre required for aroy newo flltsrrb (for oxarripre.  

dedeicoty. tr ortatkrr and other utities).  
It her ru-te- t-ke-sri sy•oceso for tr romrt ord disptosal of waite sterroea 
rersttd &.* Mhtder itg openruo.  

Mxrry otherr erinrrt mi.ssion looat•d al Y- I2. X- 10. and K-25 woold proide 

trednrorus support for bleoding operations 
It hro etoe prof tsaiw, tedmirl, and crlaf eapqewor rnd expertise io the sfae 

herAli"8 of lighly enrdbod orsu thts ao Y other ste in the world.  
It offet•e• e-of*4hrtl ectrity that is rseond-to-neor 

The civiliro potedain larotodiog the Y-1 2 Plant arnd rho Oak Ridge Reesrvtioo in 

goncral has a thorough knowoedr e of ad a high level of interest i• tednologies and 

proceres related to hi•hly aeaiehd unm'rno. This ertal popdlatiomt hasAt bigh tenet of 
spport, conidtce arod bud in the frcilities rnd merptie asoaxtred wrth txotrn 
rsirore. Thi regil support hb. ,xund otrw fer over so yoru 

The two DOE stles (Y. 12 Plant or Savannth River Site) shord be consldered auoog the 

-,rdadrte rib for ursekono henorbo.ide htleding operationt. hr particulri, the Oak Ridge 

Re-retson (of which Y-12 is olyr rt inall part ) thordd be considered s rtho ide.l ioostioo for 

threor ourtoor i urtfluofrde hherding facilty. There remany important rod sigrificaro 

rdvwdogea of locating uraniur hexrlutoride blendinrg at Y-12 or ot the Oak Ridge Rerrvatioo 

Firea. it of the advantages listed prtviously would be reaid, including 
the bhnefit, of existing irtfiirente red utility syrtortr 
the benefits of existing tysterr for waste treatmert and disposal 

the support provded by other exitinrg tritsioo on the Oak Ridge Reservation 

the benefits avoirlbe by its top-eotch professional, t•cl•ic). rod "rAft work force, rnd the 

expernence aod expertise they bing to thi type ofoprstios 
the hm-etrt o exoitirg advanred secrity yaters 
the benrefits of the high trod of rppDet and tr•rt of the nrorneding putblic 

Also.errne the highly enrticed ortrd mt that will be blended as propo sed io the EtS rll otgrrtt 

5t Y-1 2, blerding it on the Oak Ridge Resvetion will tare eoney and sieily rodrce esks 

.rd eretniour•eital imp ct. so.orirted with tsronporting the highly .ricrd otroorr ocer lorg 

distvrce to aany other sie

10.008 

09.025 

20.006

10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as 
having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with 

NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and 

alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide 

this information to the decisionmakers.  

09.025: Uranium hexafluoride (UF 6) blending would only be used to make fuel for the 

commercial reactor industry. In light of existing UNH and metal blending (at the Y-12 

Plant) capabilities of the DOE facilities, DOE believes that it would not be reasonable to 

add UF 6 blending capability at DOE sites for commercial fuel feed due to the capital 

investment required and the limited use, if any, of such capability for other DOE misions.  

20.006: Assessment of impacts resulting from the proposed action were conducted at 

sites where facilities for UNH and metal blending processes currently exist and would not 

require new construction even for a new UF 6 capability at commercial sites. This pro

vides the decisionmaker a reasonable range of site options to consider. However, because 

environmental and transportation related risks are low for all alternatives, it is anticipated 

that decisions on blending locations will be a function of other factors, such as material 

forms, availability of facilities when needed, and business decisions.  

Transportation risk assessments showed that risks would be only slightly lower for blend

ing to low-level waste (LLW) at ORR. For blending to fuel feed material as UNH crys

tals, ORR is not the lowest risk alternative. Two significant factors contributed to these 

conclusions: (1) onsite material handling represents the greater part of the total risk, and 

such handling would still be necessary even to blend at ORR, and (2) the highest trans

portation risk for these scenarios is not in transporting HEU, but in transporting the sig

nificantly larger volume of fuel feed material and LLW after blending.
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CITY OF OAK RIDGE, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ADVISORY BOARD, 

OAK RIDGE, TN 
PAGE 1 OF 1

S5mC•Zl OUL P a. LI I 0 A Dj. E T 

SGJ O•FF:tE tO.< - ' 0 . ,Jr ThNNESSEE 3R7I O-0O3

January 10, 1996 

U.S. Department of Enargy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
c/o SAIC/HEU EIS 
PO Boa 23786 
Washington. DC 20026-3786 

Dear Office of Fissile Materials Disposition: 

The City of Oak Ridge Environmental Quality Advisory Board (EQAB) has 
reviewed the Department of Energy Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) on Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium end has made 
the following observations: 

1. Alternative 5, Maximum Commercial Use of surplus highly enriched 
uranium, appears to be the envirormentally preferable alternative.  
Among the alternatives considered in the CIS, the maximum 
commercial use alternative would derive the greatest benefit fro 
past efforts to obtain and enrich the uranium that is now 
considered surplus. This alternative would avoid some new 
environmental Ipacts from mining, milling, and enriching new 
sources of uranium for comercial reactor fuel, and it would 
minimize the impacts from disposal of material that could be a 
valuable resource.  

2. Environmental impacts from activities at the Y-12 Plant would not 
be significant under any alternative; however, socioeconomic 
impacts at Y-12 analyzed in this DEIS could be significant.  
Specifically: 

3. Subalternatives involving use of cussercial facilities only to 
blend surplus uranium (such as Alternatives 4B and 5n) give us 
concern, as they would cause serious adverse socioeconomic impacts 
in Oak Ridge due to the loss of employment opportunities at the 
Y-12 Plant.  

Should you have questions regarding these ccmments, please contact Ma.  
Ellen Smith, Vice-Chair of EOAB, at (423) 574-7396. On behalf of the 
Board, we appreciate the opportunity to coment on this DEIS.  

Sincerely, 

Gerald Palau, Chairman 

cc: Honorable Mayor and Members of Oak Ridge City Council 
Amy Fitzgerald, ORR Local Oversight Cosittee

10,003 

24.007

10.003: Comment noted.  

24.007: The types of socioeconomic impacts assessed in an EIS include potential losses 
in income and employment arising from downsizing or phasing out of facilities. For pro
posed actions involving large construction projects, potential adverse impacts to public 
services and municipal finances are also assessed. However, to assess the potential loss in 
employment opportunities because a project might be located at a site other than ORR is 
beyond the scope of the HEU EIS. Furthermore, surplus HEU disposition would generate 
a maximum of 125 direct jobs, which would have an insignificant effect in the region 
where the work would take place.
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COBBLE, JAMES A., WHITE ROCK, NM 

PAGE 1 OF 3 

CoMmnomi vDipnectSutbiF1XU

Your litation of cmm onte oc what to do with 200 mekoi tuns of 

tiaplua lIEU Ji a twoedWd award. On the om hand. you gt gootd marks 

for being politicall Ccrrmt end enabling a emncratically aceptoable 

realution of the "probl•m. On the othb hand, it imnt he recognized that 

most who participate n this oaorcaon re uffiadently pmInont of the 

LWattlon that their oldnions represent samathim Itm valuable than a 

collection of Incoltont funr. It i certainly true that all the eards ira not 

an the table. The number of tow of lEU net dclared surplus is a a•sttvre 
number that in not available to me or to enyonc also in the public domain, 

Neverthelecm, based on what I know, I will proceed with opinions, whtch Is 
whet you p'ofoec to want.  

The enUre divaraon is how to .eafegrd the material. The options 

ConIdered hre nam only three: (1) no actlon, (2) ou eoritmnt to a love 

lpptulrite for cmmoaral. use In a power pla•t, and (3) cut t* HEIU Into 

low level wait, for di•posal at Yucc Mountain or WIPP. Optidw for 

ncremental cutl to waute nd cumeo rdol use are dterly not optimal and 

will not be aeidered. The colservati"v vime in that (1) Is the preferred 

option because It centa the least and prneec the flat two optlJon.  

To remind you at DOE of what you Already k)ow, 200 metric tons, 

while it eounds like c lot of etud, it nmtt We are dealing her with a total 

inventory of surplus HEU8 the volume of which in scarcely 10 cublc moter'.  

Thai's the maut of uranium divided by the dnsity'.  

200 to•n * 1000,000 gm/ton / (10 gm/oc * 1,0N0,000 co r3) - Io mg.  

This I leoe then the volume of a iull load of road'ycmi concrete. Granted 

that It cannot be tred in such a email volume becalue of erItIcaltty, but the 

important point is that thee i. not a lot of etuffthat neods to be 

safeguarded. Makno mnstake. Itte Important thatitnot fael into the 

wrong handi, bot with such a mail volume, the "problem is apparently 

much smaller than the average citizen might e"pect.  

The seoond point to the cot of HEU. The value is proaprtional to the 

cost to make it. Thc general public has not coon the race tracks at Y-12 in 

Oak lidge whine electromagnettc sparation rbegan S0 years ago. They are

10.026 

15.007 

10.026 
cont.

10.026: The President, acting on the advice of the Nuclear Weapons Council, has deter
mined that sufficient quantities have been retained in the strategic stockpile and that the 

materials declared surplus are not needed to address any credible threat. More HEU 

could be declared surplus in the future if additional treaties are signed between the United 

States and other countries that possess nuclear weapons. As the commentor notes, the 

price paid to make HEU has been quite high. However, DOE believes that the value of 

surplus HEU is not proportional to the cost of making it. Value is what the surplus HEU 

could be sold for in the commercial market. DOE had more HEU than it needs and since 

storing and safeguarding the material would continue to incur cost, DOE intends to sell 

LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU to recover monetary value and to set an example to 
other nations.  

15.007: Although the volume of surplus HEU is relatively small, it is nonetheless a suf

ficient quantity to potentially make thousands of nuclear explosives if it gets into the 

wrong hands. The United States is properly safeguarding the material in its current form, 

but to reduce costs and set an example for other nations, the United States proposes to 
make the surplus material permanently non-weapons-usable.

II
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onaware of• he Millee ltarrers in the g dlffnMitt" plant at K-5.  
They don't know that a 10•0-MW steam plua haid to be built to operate K-25.  
While they eprds the mvie rltar Wars, they have no ide tuh.ta laer 
must be toned to a reemant lfreoquwy within parts per mtllion for Acltnt 
etymie vnor laser Isotope separatdon. They never hasrd a set of turbines In 
a gas centrue fea at a gut-vwnmndhi tens of thousands of rounds per 
rnlntit. Tity maerel at he athaust afa flcttluous spam ship hut are 
ignoant of the ehear power and Han of aternel reqolred to acoulate a 
faw grams ofr enrihed materlal an atom at a time. In shor th.we i3 = 
ap ciation of th di lty of thnotu eoeratis Tha United Statsa 
worked hard and Iou and paid dearly to eaido uranlum: untold 
thous•and of man years of work and billions upon billions of dollar One 
must approach a declson to scrap tIhs Investment with religious 
solemnlty.  

The value ofthe eurpluallisin two areas. First, sasweeponi grade 
matoria, we eith habe HEU or we don.t As I. known, if we don't have It, 
a Herculean effrt Is neyiar to obtain it. Itls Inflnitely better to have it 
and not need it than to nee it 1nd not have it As ain exampl, suppose we 
needed to ftbtreto a 100-megutoun clrlo to deflect sa astetroid, etc. The 
ded" option in this case is the status quo daol. ITo usee" this 
argument. the number of tons of HEU not declared surplus is needed You 
guys know. I don't.) The send value of PKU, should ths opthim be 
polIt ically uacceptalels, is the meamum couneardal use option, Reactor 
fol s generally enriched above the level of naturally occurring uranium 
By bland', the uranlum down to reactor e enrichment, we reduec the 
stocipile of HEU but retain its value as reector fuel. This Is not why It was 

norichod La Ue firet plaoe, but maeimes its use for ao= gnd. Sooner or 
later, the lst Jump of eol and the last barrel of oil will be oxumned Then 
is when the ability to breed fulate maleiel flim U2S will at last be fully 
apprscsatsd.  

The waste for disposel' coca, option (), nus•t be rofiu•t U not 
being Intelligent Option (3) cots us resources, incurs extra effot, and 
does net eoemoplush th, untstated goal of maddng the world a safer plame, 
the aPMarent point of this whole exercise. The lost rsource argument has 
already beon addressed However. opi•n(3) also make work for us. The 
nmoke-work work is the effort to licents and locate the "waste" at Carlsbad, 
for example. Though thout as dangerous as the original ofe, the waste

10.026 
cont.  

10.027 

10.025

10.027: The No Action Alternative, which preserves the option of continued storage, 
does not serve the purpose and need for the proposed action because the material would 
remain in weapons-usable form. DOE agrees that maximum commercial use is the most 
intelligent option and acknowledges that political considerations (in an international 
rather than a domestic partisan sense) constitute an important aspect of the purpose and 
need for HEU disposition actions.  

10.025: The Department of Energy agrees that blending for disposal as waste should be 
minimized, although it will not be possible to avoid it altogether because some of the sur
plus material would not be economic to develop for commercial use. The blend of all 
surplus HEU to waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS to provide a comprehensive evalua
tion of a full range of alternatives. The waste from this program would be disposed of in 
a LLW repository, not a deep geologic repository for transuranic waste, such as the Waste 
Isolation Pilot Plant facility near Carlsbad, NM. DOE also agrees that fissile materials in 
Russia constitute the real proliferation threat, as opposed to U.S. fissile materials. How
ever, we disagree that domestic fissile material disposition actions are merely empty ges
tures, as the willingness of Russia and other nations to continue to work to address their 
proliferation problems would be limited in the absence of any reciprocal actions on our 
part.

C;;-
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Date Received: 
Comment ID: 
Name: 
Address;

11/13/95 
P0011 

Nathan Coggins 
No Address Given

Transription: 

Ifello. My name is Nathan Coggins. I live downstream from the Erwin faility, down the 
[Nulchucky] River, and I would just like to comment that we appreciate the jobs that it would 
bring. What about waste that's gonna be stored in the area or in Oak Ridge. If there is going to 
be waste, I would just as soon ,se it shipped back to Rocky Flats or wherever they're going to 
bring the uranium in fron. The people in Colorado don't want it. you know. Is it that harmful 
that we need to sacrifiee our health for the dollars? I'm not sure. My number is 753.9509.

10.003 

14.015

10.003: Comment noted.  

14.015: Any utility purchaser of nuclear fuel derived from surplus lIEU would be 
responsible for disposal of the resulting waste. Under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, 
DOE manages the Nation's civilian radioactive waste program in return for fees assessed 
on nuclear electricity generation, so the waste would eventually be sent to a DOE perma
nent repository (or possibly an interim storage facility). A location where LLW derived 
from DOE's down-blending to LEU can be disposed of has not yet been designated.  
Additionally, Rocky Flats is neither evaluated as a waste disposal site nor considered for 
any aspect of the HEU EIS.

as-.  
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November 15, 1995

DOE Office of Fissile Materals Disposition 
C/O SAIC-IIDU EIS 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear DOE: 
If you are truly seeking input from are residents who have no 

interest pro or con, with nothing to loose or gain financially.  

Rora is one families .aoments, based on the Sumiary of and partial 

sod continued examination of the full study, Disposition of surplus 

nighly Enriched Uranium Draft En ironmental lepact Study).  

From these publications, persona I am familiar with at -IS and 

my own personal experiences and beliefs. I ha ve formed this following 

opinion of the matter: As I understand the least harmful .vethod would 

he to blend all HEU down to LLW however this may eot he the nest 

cost effective. I from limited information, believe the lowest impact 

to all areas and residents, and the most feasible JI there is a 

market for LED, wsuld be to distribute the MEU evenly to all fear 

sites to be blended. My reasoning is; 1st there would he no tran

portation cost or risks at ORR. 2nd Even though the are*arounad NFS 

is .the most populated of the cmereial sites, if the work is to be 

distributed to all avalible atomic workers in all four locations, 

this location" should recieve it's share one fourth of the work.  

3rd Since this is a very hazaroue and potentially leathal substance 

Alternative 5 seems the most sensible way to handle the process 

if it is profitable. I have no figures as to the feasibility of 

blending lISU to 1,0U vs blending HEU to LLW. Although LEU should 

have a much higher value than LLV. I have seen no figures to indicate 

this, hut I will as5u5e this is so. Distributing the 200t of IIEU to 

all four sitn would minimize impact on any .ne site plus finish the 

Job ia timely meanor. This would reduce the rink of sccidents 

daring tr.nsportatiom and during actual blending to any one sloe 

vs one or two sites doing 100% of the:'grk. To one less then ulI 

four sites would greatly increase the risks to the ocher aitte 

and surrounding areas. HEU is a hazardous material that needs to 

be dealt with swiftly under close Fed Govt ecutiny to assure safty 

and reduce long term effects of this project on the Cress involved.  

This is not the type of industry residents, rich or poor, 

educated or uneducated, are seeking for their area, no matter 

what industrial recruters, politicians, or the media may express.  

,his is a opportunity to change negative for position, lets 

get it done en swiftly and safely and with the lowest amount of 

negutige impacts as possible.  

Sincerely 7i-

'a'!y

10.011

10.011: The HEU EIS analyses showed that blending down the entire stockpile of sur

plus HEU to LLW would generate the highest environmental impact among other alterna

tives evaluated in the EIS (Table 2.4-2). Moreover, DOE agrees that the fastest and 

safest disposition course would be, as described in Section 1.4.2, the Preferred Alterna

tive, to blend down surplus HEU to LEU using a combination of four sites. The goal is to 

achieve DOE's objectives that would satisfy programmatic, economic, and environmen

tal needs, beginning as soon as possible after the ROD is issued and proceeding, as neces

sary, until all surplus material is blended down.

Nathan Coggins & Family 
255 Taylor Bridge Rd 

Jon,.boroughTN 37659

ihC)
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Introduction 
This paper explores some of the economic issues surrounding a 

major area of expenditures now facing the US: the disposition of weapon
grade plutonium and highly enriched uranium (HEU) either through 'burning' 
in nuclear reactors for power generation or by other means.' Under the 
current budgeting philosophy, programs managed by the Department of 
Energy (DOE) tend to compete with one another for the total funds 
assigned to that agency. For example, In the FY199S DOE budget a tradeoff 
was made between increased funding for nuclear weapons and reduced 
funding for site cleanup. Thus, no matter which disposition alternative is 
chosen, if disposition funds are controlled by the DOE, disposition is likely 
to compete directly or indirectly with other alternatives for energy 
funding. And if subsidized by the US government, either research into 
plutonium or HEU as reactor fuel or the operations associated with such 
use are likely to consume funds that might otherwise be available to 
support sustainable energy alternatives.  

Over the last three years, the uneconomical aspects of burning 
plutonium have been made abundantly clear by a number of studies. In 
spite of this, of all the materials, systems, facilities, and laboratories 

For example, sea 
Chow, "ran G. and Kenneth A. Solomron, Lirriting the Spread of Weenon-Usable Fissle 
aladteals, National Defnsme ResearCh kIstitute, RAND, Santa Mnnicv, CA, 1993, and 

Nhogarent and nia.dLio•oof Fan,- Wu ea Plutonium Convrmittee oin interationnl Security 
and Armr Control, National Aeaddimy or sciences, Nationail Acadear Prlai, Washington, D.C..  
1994.  
"Burning" is the techno-slang word for using Pu or HEU In niclear reactors by down-blendin9 
(e.ntsatiy, diutlng) HiU to reattor-strength uranium or mniing Pu with uranium to form a 
mixed oxide fuel (MOX) that can be turned in light water reactors (LWRs).

06.018

06.018: The Department of Energy agrees that there is increasing competition for funds 
within a declining DOE budget. However, this program would require very little of 
DOE's diminishing budget for implementation, because it would use either existing DOE 
facilities or commercial facilities, may involve commercial financing of disposition 
actions, and would use revenues from sales of LEU to recover blending costs. By provid
ing for disposition of this material, DOE would save storage and safeguards costs.

THE COLORADO COLLEGE, COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 
PAGE 1 OF 21 

To DOE for Inclusion in the comments on the HEU DEIS.  
I realize this is several days past the deadine, but please Include the 
following in the comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Slaternment 
on the Disposition of Highly Enriched Uranium.  

THE DISPOSITION OF WEAPON-GRADE PLUTONIUM 
AND HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM: COSTS AND TRADEOFFS 

William J. Weida 
Economists Allied for Arms Reductions//The Colorado College 

Colorado Springs, CO, 80903/H719-389-6409 
January 16, 1996
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L; Ln

involved in the dtsign and operation of nuclear weapons, the most readily 

available assets for reuse are usually identified as being the HEU and 

plutonium from warheade. Over the last two year-, q..asi-private 

cotmortla have put considerable effort Into conivincing the US government 

to embark on such a program. These efforts have either 

(1) assumed that there was an ecoromictl way to burn plutonium and HEU 

for power.  
(2) proposed the construction and operation of new reactors specifically 

built to burn plutonium as part of a regional co.version plan for old 
nucIear weapon sites. or 

(3) claimed that even if power generation itself was unecortomnical. it 

would still provide a way to dispose of the large stocks of plutonium and 

HEU that was economically sound in the long run and was worthy of 

government support.  

At the same time, other "technical fixes" for the plutonium problem 

have also been proposed. Many of these are transmutation technlques that 

would require large amounts of federal research and development money 

to construct facilities to turn plutonium into shorter-lived alement-
2 

Others, such at shooting plutonium Into the sun, are equally as expensive.  

With the exception of the Integral Fast Reactor (iFR), which has also been 

marketed under category (Z) above, transmutation has generally been 

proposed as a pure gooernment research project.  

In this paper, comparisons between plutonium and down-blended HEU 

burning and other forms of nuclear power generation will be made using 

the general "industry model." in these comparisons, the costs associated 

with the wastes generated during the eireatIon of nuclear power will not 

be explored because these costs are approximately Identical no matter 

what kind of nuclear operations are undertaken. However. a full 

sccounmIng of these costs would be necessary before any form of nuclear 

power generattoni Is compared to coal. gas, hydroelectric, or solar 

generation schem-e 

As a further Issue. it should also be remembered that most nations 

are currently struggling with nuclear proliferation Issues. Recent 

problems with North Korea have clearly demonstrated that because 

plutonium Is normially produced as a by-product of reactor operations, 

civilian nuclear power generation is fundamentally at odds with 

proliferation goals in spite of international safeguarde Installed at most 

2
nEm-nts with hfa1-rItent o0 t to o yyan lnstead or tint Z4,00 years pnmsd by 

piutoWu-l
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plants. Further, actually burning plutonium for power legitimizes the 
reprocessing of spent fuel and the possession of plutonium, both of which 
vastly complicate the proliferation issue. When evaluating any 
dispositlon option, one should keep firmly in mind that the major obstacle 
to building a bomb Is getting plutonium. When that obstacle Is overcome, 
the rest is much simpler.  

The Value of Plutonium and Highly Enriched Uranium 
C.  

A value for plutonium and FEU has usually been assigned by DOE based on the costs rewuired to manufacture either material. This is not a OQ 
market-based approach, nor are such costs necessarily rational given the; 
manner in which DOE operations are conducted, DOE's theory appears to be 
that if something cost a great deal to produce, it must be worth a great 
deal of money. The fallacy in such an argument is dear, but this remains 
the standard way of pricing both plutonium and I-Eu.  

Value is normally establslsed through a market mechanisn in which 
a buyer and seller negotiate a price viewed as fair by each. However, the 
only market for civilian plutonium In recent years has been the one 
created by Japan's purchase of plutonium from France for future use in its 
power reactors. Pricing In this market Is not public, but Japan's unique 
lack of alternative energy sources make its determination of the value of 
plutonium inapplicable to other countries. Further, adverse publicity 
generated by the 1994 Japanese purchase will undoubtedly prohibit 
similar purchases by Japan in the future--thus terminating the market. It 
is probable that there is another, illicit market for plutonium, but prices 
in this market are surely much higher than the actual value of plutonium 
because of the risk involved, Hence, neither the Japanese experience nor 
the illicit market provide much guidance as to the actual worth of 
plutonium.  

Since there is no open, operating market in either plutonium or HEU, 
and since existing prices for these commodlties have in the past been set 
by governments for political purposes, it is fair to say that no one has 
established the real market value of either material. This is bound to 
cause problems In pricing that cascade through all operations that try to 
use plutonium or HEU because a material with no established market value 
is being introduced into a commercial power-generating regime where 
careful market analysis and cost control govern which power sources are 
exploited.
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If all costs of plutonium and HIEU were considered, both materials 

would be some of the most expensive items ever created by man. The true 

costs of generating plutonium and HIEU through dismantlement of nuclear 

weapons would have to include the following past costs: 

The research costs accumulated in developing the materials.  

The initial costs to extract uranium, to purify the materials and to 

make elements such as plutonium in reactors or HEU through 
gaseous diffusion.  

The cost to fabricate the materials into weapons.  
The cost to maintain the materials in weapons.  

The cost to dismantle the weapons and free the materials for other 
USES.  

And finally, the list of costs would have to include the future costs of 

disposition.  

Accounting for any past costs of plutonium and HEU would make 

either material too expensive for any alternative use and, whether 

legitimately or not, these costs are usually counted as the costs of doing 

business during the Cold War. As a result, alternative uses of these 

materials are usually considered under the assumption that all past costs 

are sunk costs and future decisions are based only on the future costs of 

disposition.  

When the alternative of burning is evaluated for dsposition, certain 

physical rules apply: First, reactors using any acceptable material-

ur3nium, plutonium-based MOX, or down-blended HEU--will generate 

approximately the same amount of power from those materials. And 

second, the total quantity of material put into a reactor will become the 

total quantity of spent fuel generated by the reactor. Thus, only two cost 

comparisons are appropriate to show whether plutonium or HEU can be 

burned with any economic benefit: 
(1) The cost of processing and fabricating reactor fuel--and whether 

this cost would be higher or lower when plutonium or HEU is used. Lower 

costs may apply in the case of burning HEU, but this has not been 

demonstrated, 
(2) Whether the cost of disposing of these materials might be 

lowered by burning them in a reactor, or whether the overall costs of 

disposition can be reduced by simply disposing of either material without 

first submitting it to a reactor. Here, there must be counted among the 

costs those of possible reuse in weapons if the materials are disposed of 

improperly.

uJ 
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The Nature of the Industry 4 

Since its inception, subsides have been a way of life in the nuclear •.  
power industry. A 1992 report found that over the period 1950 to 1990, Z 
20% or $96 billion of the $492 billion (in 1990 dollars) spent to develop 
and obtain nuclear power was provided by the federal government.s 
According to the DOE, of total subsides to the energy sector provided by 
the federal government in 1992, nuclear energy received $899 million of 
$4.88 billion expended-or about 18%. However, while most other sources 
of energy (oil, coal. etc.) received either tax subsidies to lower prices or t uq 
direct subsidies to encourage consumer use--both of which acted to I'%
stimulate demand for the prodict-nuclear energy received almost all of 
its subsidies ($890 out of $899 million) in Research and Development, In 
fact, nuclear energy received 44% of all energy R&D subsidies In 1992.4 

Over the last forty years, funding of nuclear energy research has 
continued with little actual implementation of the results of this 
research. As construction of new reactors has stopped, a few large 
companies have stayed in the reactor research and development business 
without having to sell economically viable reactors. In such a situation, 
there has been no need for commerdal products--instead, the emphasis 
has been on selling and maintaining large research and development 
programs. As reactor construction has ceased, each new R&D project 
proposal has been further and further removed from the last project 
private industry and the public was willing to accept and fund. One result 
of this policy of R&D subsidization has been to create an industry 
Interested in the development of sources of power, not the economics of 
producing power.  

This helps explain the nuclear Industry's continuing research into, 
and attempts to commercialize the use of, plutonium burning reactors in 
the face of overwhelming evidence that such reactors would be 
economically unfeasible. As time has passed, the economic viability of 
even standard nuclear reactors has deteriorated This is unlikely to 
improve in the future when plans to generate power from plutonium or HEU 
burning are proposed to take place. Shearson Lehman reports that: 

3
Theso figures nlglfklantly leieste the current estirrates of thie cots to bury nuclear "wastas and decomarissioi reactors.  

Kt*mMfrEnergy Assocates. Fisal Fr20rr The ,•nononor FAumr of Nuili"r Poway, 270

SA/EMIEU/2-O2. Energy Informatlon AdMnnstratlion. U.S. Departmntn of Energy, Wapt, ~on, 
D.C., Noiverber, 1992, P. 7.

Waiaystte. Suite 400, Now York. NY. D-enrtar, 1992.  4
F.,lerot Foracm, Shdeaor• Deort oral bidirot krt~oumntiorr0 In1 Er~roro l)Jhoist.
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"Evidence suggests the average operating costs of nudear power plants 

are now highe than those of conventional plants and other power supply 

alternatives."s And Moody's has stated that: 

"-Given increasing competition from other types of generating 

facilities and renewed efforts via conservation and demand side

management programs to reduce the need oro new capaciy Au 'O, 
nudear power's economics must be comparable with alternative fuel 

sources and energy efficiency and conservation options. In a 

deregulating environment, the pressure to maintain competitively 

low rates will compel utilities to select the most economic option.  

And given the challenges outlined above, we do not think that nuclear 

plants are likely to provide such economic benefits."g 

Among other things, this casts doubt on the future feasibility of 

using lIEU in nudcear reactors-unless down-blending and fuel fabrication 

can be accomplished at prices significantly lower than the already 

depressed prices now encountered for normal low enriched uranium (LEU) 

fuel fabrication.  

Burning Plutonium 

The use of mixed oxide fuel (MOX) containing plutonium in Light 

Water Reactors (LWRs) is technically proven. Reactors that use low 

enriched uranium can have 1/3 of their core in MOX. Three reactors of the 

System BO type at the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station are 

pressurized light water reactors (PWRs) that could handle a full core load 

of MOX. Using these reactors, it would take 30 reactor years-or 10 years 

for all three reactors--to convert 50 tons of plutonium into spent fuel.? 

A National Academy of Sciences study estimated that a new MOX 

fabrication facility would cost between $400 million and $1.2 billion and 

would take about a decade to complete.
8 

Estimates are that the cost of 

MOX fuel fabrication is over $2000 per kilogram of heavy metal, about eix 

Sfiecttr 11tR121 •armi~a~ly, 'Are Older Ncitar Ptasts Stil Ec-orrk?, Ingshtt from a 

Lehrmin Brothers pJesearch Conlerence', voL 2, 85. 21, Pay 27, 1992. p, L 

6&Kkardendy MOSW2$•peci Coir1nt, Moody. lnrosors S5.erv. NGW York. NY, April, 

1993, p. 7.  7
U•klhijanl, AilJs. and Arvne -khlakJenti, EhseJat,_(}ad•, Rt. Press.  

Takorm Par, P. arytanr. 1995, p. Z6-27.  
Op. cie., p. 159-160.
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times the fabrication cost of low-enriched uranium fuel.' At MOX 
fabrication costs of $1300-$2000 per kilogram, the cost of uranium would 
have to rise to S123-245 per kilogram just to equal -OX fabrication 
costs even If the plutonium used was free.O 

Cost estimates for geologic repository disposal of spent fuel from 
commercial power reactors are about $300,000 per ton of heavy metal (in 
1988 dollars). However, the cost of disposal of a ton of plutonium would 
be higher because it must be diluted to make re-extraction difficult.  
Assuming a cost on the order of several million dollars per metric ton of 
plutonium, total deposal costs would range from $100 million to $300 
million for SO metric tons of plutonium." I 

As was previously noted, the economics of plutonium burning have 
been investigated and rejected. Chow and Solomon looked at five options 
for the use of plutonium in reactors:iu 

1 Use plutonium as fuel in existing fast reactors without 
reprocessing. Using weapon-grade plutonium in this manner would 
cost $1 8.000/kg.  
2. Use LWR's with 1/3 or partial MOX fuel without reprocessing. The 
cost for this is $7,600/kg with weapon-grade plutonium.  
3. Use LWR's with full MOX fuel loads without reprocessing. The 
cost for this is $5,600/kg with weapon-grade plutonium.  
4. Store plutonium for 20 or more years. Cost: $3,800/kg.  
S. Mix plutonium with waste and dispose of it as waste. Cost.  
$1,000/kg in marginal costs over storing the waste alone--which 
would lead to costs of about $4,800/kg.  

None of these options has any commercial value, In the first three, 
the extra costs of handling plutonium because of its radioactivity, 
toxicity, end potential weapon use outweigh any benefits. Further, 
storage sites will not be ready until 2010 at the earliest, and when 
storage costs are taken into account, they raise the cost of burning 
plutonium in LWRs by $4000 to $1 O,000/kg.  

Because of this, the use of plutonium In civilian reactors creates no 
economic benefits and has a large proliferation risk. Chow and Solomon 

"UMukaLfiia, January 26, 1992.  
I
0

FeivesonH.A.. Pkitonium fuil: AnAssesment, OECD. Paris, 1909, p. 69.  "1 M~khijpn. and k.hhijri-L Op. Cit.. p. 66.  
12

Chow and Solomin1, Op. it., pp. nxi, xxui.
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estimated that thermal cycle plutonium use's will not be feasble until 
the price of uranium-bearing yellowcak* reaches $100/1-8 and they 
estimated that this will not occur for 50 years.

t 4 
They further projected 

that fast reactors will not be profitable until yellowcake price reaches 
$220/LB In about 100 years.I 

Note that the costs of burning plutonium are always compared with 
the costs of burning HEU or LEU in reactors. Thus, the inherent costs 
(waste disposal. worker health, contamination, etc.) involved in any 
nuclear operations--including plutonium burning--are never discussed.  
The full costs should always be considered when comparing alternative 
power sources.  

Down-blending and Rurning HEU 

The economics of down-blending HEU for use in reactors may be 
more favorable than those for plutonium. Weapon-grade HEU typically 
contains over 90% U-23S that must be diluted to levels of 3-5% to 

generate the low enriched uranium used in reactors.it DOE's October, 

1995. Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Disposition of Highly 
Enriched Uranium (DEIS) defines HEU as anything enriched above 20% U
235, and assumes an average enrichment of 50% U-235. As of January, 
1996, DOE had declared 165 metric tons of HEU "surplus" to the stockpile.  
Of course, any strategy to down-blend HEU and sell it as reactor fuel will 
require eventual storage of the highly toxic and radioactive spent fuel-
which will still contain both plutonium and lEU.'

7 

To down-blend HEU it Is simply blended with natural uranium, 

depleted uranium (2-.3 percent U-23S), or sightly enriched uranium (.8 to 

2 percent U-235). It is possible that this can be done so It Is price
competitive with fuel made from uranium and thus, is as commercially 

viable as standard reactorsia A quast-private corporation. US, 
Enrichment Corporation (USEC), has been established to purchase the 
Portsmouth, OH, and Paducah, KY, enrichment plants from the DOE for the 

13Rpro-•qslng Pu and U from spent ruel and rsois Pu-beadrig nixed-oxnl6 (MOX) fuei in 
thernli nuclear power plantM 
I
4
ChoW and Soironl, Op. Cit.. pp. XOi. -N*.  

;it d.. p. 00..  

1Gb•kihjanI and Makhojad, Op. Ctl., p. 16-17.  

17.,ft r,,tmnnntal t .n,-.on o. the Diwdtion of Hgif P wLkd IhanWm, U.S.  

Department of Energy. Office of Fissike Mlteriai Disposition. Washngton, D.C., October, 1995.  
1
8

fakh'nijani and Iskhljaer, Op. Cit., p. 17,

14.017 

06.021

14.017: Use of HEU blended to LEU as reactor fuel would indeed lead to spent fuel 

storage. However, spent fuel that results from commercial use of LEU fuel derived from 
surplus HEU would displace spent fuel that would be generated in any event in the 
absence of the HEU disposition program. In fact, overall, DOE believes that the environ
mental consequences of blending down HEU would be considerably less than the conse
quences of mining, milling, conversion, and enrichment for the displaced natural 
uranium. The spent fuel would be managed and eventually disposed of together with 
other domestic commercial spent fuel pursuant to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act. Com
mercial spent fuel contains some Pu but does not contain HEU.  

06.021: The blending of surplus HEU to LEU would be done to recover the full eco
nomic value of the material at going market prices (it will be "price competitive").  
USEC was created by the Energy Policy Act of 1992 to take over DOE's uranium enrich
ment operations. Although USEC may be used to market LEU derived from DOE's sur
plus HEU, that is not the purpose of USEC; it is strictly an ancillary function. USEC 
only leases the enrichment plants from DOE. DOE does not agree that commercial use of 
LEU derived from surplus HEU increases the proliferation potential. Although fuel 

derived from U.S. surplus HEU and sold abroad could conceivably be reprocessed in 
some countries to separate Pu for commercial (non-military) use in mixed oxide fuel, that 
LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply replace other fuel, so no incremental 
Pu would be created as a result of this program.
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purpose of pursuing down-blending as a commercial venture. DOE ham 
acknowledged that US Enrichment Corp. (USEC) will market the reactor 
fuel internationally. The US would not control the spent fuel generated by 
foreign reactors and this spent fuel would be a candidate for reprocessing 
to extract the plutonium. No protocols forbid reprocesstng or require the 
return to the US of spent fuel generated from thIs material,'

9 

Four down-blendng scenarios have been considered by DOE to meet 
its stated goals of nonproliferation and realizing the "peaceful beneficial 
use" of K*U in a way that will return money to the US Treasury.2o 

1. Down-blend to less than 1% 1-235 and dispose of as low level 
waste. ThIs would address all proliferation concerns.  

2. Limited commercial use-- down-blend 35% of HEU Into reactor 
fuel, the rest to less than 1% U-235.  

3. Substantial commercial use-- down-blend 65% into reactor fuel, 
the rest to less than 1% U-235.  

4. Maximum commercial use .- down-blend 85% into reactor fuel, 
the rest to fle than 1% U-235, 

DOE's preferred option Is maximum commercial use which, DOE 
claims, will return the most money to the US Treasury. However, the DEI5 
does not present a credible analysis demonstrating a positive economic 
return, and the maximum commercial use option would create more than S 
million pounds of spent nuclear fuel (2,380 metric tons, assuming an 
assay of 50% enrichment for 170 metric tons of material). Further, under 
its fastest down-blending scenario--down-blend to 4% and sell as reactor 
fuel--DOE's plan would take 10 years to process 200 tons of HEU. During 
that 10 years, It is likely that more HEU will be declared surplus. DOE 
argues this will not increase the amount of spent fuel, since reactors will 
bum something anyway. Further, it will reduce environmental Impacts 
since new uranium will not have to be mined for reactor fuel.Zi For this 
claim to be true, the use of down-blended HEU will have to be so complete 
that it replaces the current US uranium mining industry, and if this 
occurs, it is questionable whether this industry could ever be restarted.  

Another option, down-blending to 4% for storage until economic and 
reprocessing concerns are addressed, has been rejected by DOE who 

l9nnot, FnvimnmewntaM k• a;a,,.nt a. the Fnrichtd unr, Op, 
cit.  
20Ibid.  
211bidi

06.021 
cont.

04.013 

12.012 

09.021

04.013: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel
oped to provide the decisionmaker, DOE, comprehensive information upon which to 
make decisions. The cost analysis, which is available in a separate document with the 
HEU Final EIS, supports DOE's position that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from 
surplus HEU makes the most economic sense and would save considerable money. The 
spent fuel that would result from commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU 
would supplant spent fuel that would be created in any event in the absence of the pro
gram.  

12.012: The Department of Energy believes that it is not necessary for domestic ura
nium production to be completely displaced in order for the quantity of uranium mined to 
be affected by HEU disposition actions. Rather, the quantity of reactor-grade uranium 
that enters the market from HEU disposition actions at market prices will displace an 
equivalent quantity of material that would otherwise have to be mined, milled, converted 
to UF 6, and enriched to make it suitable for use in reactor fuel. The amount of surplus 
HEU (103 t) that would eventually be blended over a 10- to 15-year period would provide 
about 4 percent of current annual domestic needs for LEU fuel.  

09.021: The Department of Energy does not consider the option of blending HEIJ for 
extended storage reasonable because it would delay recovery of the economic value of 
the material and incur unnecessary costs in a very tight budget environment as well as 
environmental impacts due to the need to build additional storage capacity to accommo
date the increased volume of the material. Spent commercial nuclear fuel contains some 
inaccessible Pu, but it does not contain any HEU.

"nt,, 

� 
�- �.  0 lz�
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claimed it provides "no proliferation advantage over down-blending and 09.021 
selling." However, blending to 4% and storing retains the fuel option while I 
maintaining security of the material in a relatively stable state which cont.  
contains neither plutonium or HEU.

22 

Conversion as a Rationale for Plutonium Disposition 

The Triple Play Reactor, proposed for the Savannah River Site (SRS), 
and Project Isaiah, proposed for the old Washington Public Power System 
(WPPS) reactors around the Hanford site, have both been suggested as 
conversion programs where new or refurbished reactors would bum 
plutonium. Further, both programs claimed they would be privately 
financed and, by implication, profit-making.  

As a general principle, economic conversion is both site and sector 
based. On a Mte basis it preserves the local economic community by 
changing the base of economic support for the site. In an economic sector, 
it frees resources to be used in other ways for the benefit of the nation at 
large. Thus, the purpose of conversion is not to substitute one 
government-funded program for another, it is to change the economic base 
(the source of funds) for the region or sector. This cannot be achieved 
unless conversion generates economic benefits, and the Isaiah and Triple 
Play options demonstrate how the conversion approach to disposition has 
tried to adapt to the economic realities of plutonium burning.  

The Isaiah Project 

Proposed in 1993. this project involved burning plutonium In mixed 

oxide fuel (MOX) and producing electricity by completing the WPPS #1 
reactor at Hanford, WA and the #3 reactor at Satsop, WA. It has been 
claimed this would create 9,000 direct construction jobs, 2,500 
permanent operations jobs and 13,500 secondary jobs in the region. Each 
plant would produce 1,300 MWe.

2
3 

In 1993 dollars, completion costs for WNP-1 were $1.7 billion and 
for WNP-2 they were $1.6 billion. Operating costs were estimated at 

about $21 million/year, and O&M costs at about $123 million/year 
including the spent fuel disposal fee. When financing costs were included, 
the $1.7 billion completion cost for WNP-I rose to $2.8 billion. However, 

22
1bid.  2 3
Letter from Ro•nt wages, Presideni, OCAW. to Einvir Charak, Pfasidant, I•usirizal Union 

Department, Novamber 3. 1993.  

ci 

t•0
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private financing was supposed to cover all project Completion costs and 
return $4 billion to the Federal government.

2 4 

While these finandcil arrangements sound promising, the poor i 
economics surrounding this plutonium burning project were summed up by 
a clause in the Project Issiah contract that stated that DOE would "enter 
into a long term contract.[with] a federal obligation to make debt 
servce payments if revenues from the sale of steam /power is] not 
adequate."

25  
(My italics) 

Triple Play Reactor t'J 

The "triple play" reactor was proposed by a quasi-private consortium 
to burn plutonium, produce tritiurn and generate electricity at the 
Savannah River Site. Aside from the Inherent contradictions in using a 
new reactor to cispose of plutonium from weapons by producing tritium 
for weapons, the proposed System 80+ Program Plan also displayed 
considerable "uncertainty In costs" In MOX fabrication

2t 
and It proposed 

that the federal government provide $50 million in up-front financing.
27 

The private consortium offered to pay back the $50 million If DOE 
ultimately decided to proceed with the proposal at the end of the three 
year study phase.

25 

In addition, the Triple Play reactor required an extensive list of 
other subsides: 

The federal government had to provide a site and infrastructure at no 
coat to the consortium.

2 9 

The consortium pays disposal fees for waste. but then passes them 
through to the government, not to the consumer of the power.

30 

2
4attier fron John R. Honerlmrnp. SAlC. to Dr. itihaw oBurn, Nationl A|adtrir ot Sciere, 

November 9, 1993.  2
SCornmuriatlon fom Laaren Dodd, Battelle Institute, oThe Ialaih PimJect, Pacf:ic Northest 

Laboratories, October 1. 1993.  
2! an ao, p"'pont of a MSo ÷ .i at-;rui F Coc•ti at Savannali

Re•l9tlt, Op. Cat., p.68.  
30bW4.. p.70,

nta.[.., SYstem 805 Toemn Samvannah River Site, Aiken, S.C., Narc 31. 1954. p.O.  271bid., Mg..  
2 8

Penst on nmmarkation betwoan rilan Co*3tner sor George Dalvis of AS contustlion 
E, g icng In Ky, 1995.  2

= macn Plain for -ao,...i.ic.,.,a. ~~...... r.,~
-1 .... a[:J•nna
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The government supplies plutonium oxide, depleted uranium oxide, and 
the site lease, all at no charge, and it further agrees to sole-source 
irradiation services from the plant.  

The "annual fees" required from the government were estimated at $78 

million for plutonium bumlng alone--about a 10% subsidy.  

An annual fee would also be assessed for tritium production based on 

revenue losses and other factors.31 
The government shared liability for any increased costs due to 

regulatory changes or any other factors over which the consortium 
had no control.'

2 

Similar subsides are likely to be required by project Isaiah because 
a majority of the proposed revenues from both projects are from 
electrical generation. An electridty-producdng. plutonium-burning light 

water reactor Is not economically feasible because of the additional 

facilities and security procedures required for plutonium handing. MOX 

fabrication will also add hundkeds of millions of dollars to normal 

operating costs. Each of these factors increases the flanancial risk 
associated with building a new reactor.  

Disposition Requirements

Total Quantities of Plutonium 

In 1991, the US had about 19,000 nuclear warheads and the Former 

Soviet Union (FSU) had about 32,000. Under START I and START II, the US 

and FSU agreed to reduce to 3,500 US and 3,000 FSU strategic warheads by 

2003, Numbers of remaining tactical warheads may vary, but a good 

estimate would be about 1,500 US and 2,000 FSU tactical warheads. Thus, 

each side will have about 5000 nuclear warheads in 2003. About 2,500 
warheads could be dismantled each year In the US, but only about 1,170 

will be drsmantled if parity is maintained with the FRS's rate of 2,250 per 
year.33 

At present, 50 or more metric tons of excess weapon grade 

plutonium exist on each ide.3
4 

In additlon, based on the assumption that 

there are less than 4 kg of plutonium In each warhead and there are 20 

31 bid., p.75 and personlam'ntnrAlrn twan.ltian ciner•" and Gourge Davis of ASB 
Combustion Engineering in May. 1995.  
321bid.  
3 3

Chowand SOtmon. Op. Ct., pp. 9,10.  
'
4
igoaaenuntarai•iseXsliiff•LSlF~r• Wn , mutaont"" op. cit., p. 1.

U) 

U)

Q 
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metric tons of plutonium in the military inventories of other nuclear 
weapons powers, the global Inventory of plutonium is:

Military pluoonium 
Separated ctvi~an plutonium 

iUnparated ptoinninm I niilan pfi nrt (-I 

Total Quantities of HEU

248 metrkc tons 
122 mr.ic tons 
532 ,rstnin tons3s

To further non-proliferation goals, the United States has also agreed 
to buy a total of 500 tons of Russian HEU for $11.9 Billion over the next 
twenty years if certain conditions are met. The US plans to resell this 
material to fulfill demand for nuclear fuel In domestic and world 
markets.3

5  
According to current plans, HEU from the former Soviet Union 

is to be de-enriched by US Enrichment Corporation (USEC) at its plants in 
Paducah, Kentucky and Portsmouth, Ohio. USEC is supposed to be a for
profit company, and during these operations a price for lIEU may actually 
be established. However, at this time the actual worth of lEU is unknown 
and there is no market mechanism for generating its market value. This 
raises questions about how the $11.9 billion price was determined, 
whether It can be regarded as a real, market price of HEU and, If not, what 
price will actually charged for this material.  

As opposed to plutonium, HEU is neither used nor made in reactors.  
There are about 2300 metric tons of iEU worldwide, almost all of it in the 
former Soviet Union and the US.3

7 
Total US lEU production from 1945 to 

1992 was 994 metric tons. Of this. 483 metric tons were made at the K
25 facility at the Savannah River Site between 1945 and 1964, and 511 
metric tons were made at the Portsmouth, Ohio plant between 1956 and 
1992,38

16.018 

12.013

3 m
•akhijani and bakhlJan[, op. rt.. p. II.  

"Ml3oa n, and Jsion oý m Op. Cit.. p. S.  3 7
MakhrJani. and ItakhljanL. Op. Cit.. p. 16-17.  t 5
0eLary, Hazel, Remarks concerning a OtE fact shost on 55U. D00L, WashIngton, .C., Juno 27.  

1994.

16.018: Current plans for the Russian HEU are to have it blended down to LEU oxide 
in Russia prior to its shipment to the United States. Even if the Russian HEU were to be 
blended down in the United States, the work could not be done at the Portsmouth or Pad
ucah enrichment plants, because those facilities can only blend HEU in the form of UF 6 
(a gas). There is no need to establish a market for HEU-indeed, it is the nonprolifera
tion policy of the United States to avoid the development of such a market. The value of 
HEU is realized after it is blended down to LEU. There is clearly a need for fuel-grade 
LEU, to fuel existing reactors, on a global scale.  

12.013: The HEU EIS is concerned only with the disposition of up to 200 t of current 
and expected future surplus HEU. The quantity of HEU that remains in the U.S. strategic 
stockpile (non-surplus) remains classified. At present, there are 113 to 138 t of domestic 
surplus HEU (the larger number includes an additional 25 t that may be declared surplus 
in the future) and 500 t of Russian HEU that are considered likely to become commercial
ized worldwide (an additional 62 t of surplus U.S. HEU is considered unlikely to be com
mercialized in the near term due to its forms). There appears to be little point in 
speculating about the impacts on the uranium market of blending 2,300 t of HEU, as such 
quantities are well beyond any reasonable expectation of what may be declared surplus.

t,.% CZ
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The US inventory of HEU is located in the following locations:
39 

Metrc T. I� M r._ Tr Ixabu 
0.6 i-igford,WA 26.2 tNEL, id 
0.2 LLtL. CA 6.7 R". Frit., CO "3.2 LANL, NM 0.9 SNt, NM 
Classlifed Pantex, TX 1.6 Kno0ll NY 
0.2 Bmorkhaven. IL 23.0 Portitiouth, OH 
16839 Y-I, S, SC 1.5 K-2S, SR3, SC 
1.4 ORNL. TN 24.4 SR0, SC 

TOTAL - 258.8 tretric tows (not incldeig Pantex) 

HEU consumed by the US since 1945 is estimated to be about 105 
metric tons including uranium burned In reactors for plutonium production 
at SRS (about 42 metric tons), uranium burned by the Navy (about 12 
metric tons), uranium consumed in research (about 25 metric tons), 
uranium exported to France and UK (abut 6 metric tons), and uranium 
consumed in weapons tests (about 20 metric tons). This leaves 630 
metric tons (994 - (105 + 259)] unaccounted for in the revealed 12.013 
inventories and this is probably split between the Pantex stockpile and 
the remaining nuclear arsenal.l° cont.  

When the number of nuclear weapons peaked at 32,500, Independent 
experts estimated there were 500-550 metric tons of HEU in warheads, 

Implying about 16 kg per weapon The amount of lIEU per weapon is thought 
to have declined slightly since then due to greater use of plutonium.

4
' 

New estimates suggest that about 50% more lEU was devoted to weapons 
than previously believed. Thus, either more was used in each bomb than 
had been estimated--which suggests that about 10 tons more would alSo 
have been consumed in tests--or there was considerable overproduction 
and stockpiling for an arsenal buildup that never occurred.4

2 

The amount of blendstock required for final blending down of SO 

tons 93.5% HEU can be estimated as follows:43 

ElelandStock HEUJ• n(mL) ý 1-r.r 14 4964 lFU1-1.  

Depleted 1(0,21% U235) 500 10,600 11,100 
Natural L1(.71 1% 0235) SO0 12.100 12,600 
Slightly E,i•ched U(1.3% U235) 500 15,400 15,900 

39
1bid.  
conomsunlcation from Pet.r Gray, June 30, 1994.  

41Ibid.  

4 21tbid.  
4
3
I.khljani arnd Wakhijani, Op. Cit., p. 76.  

04 

(p.to
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If all 2300 metric tons of HEU was disposed of by down-blendng, 12.013 
the resulting amounts of nuclear fuel are significant enough to alter the 12.013 
US uranium and fuel fabrication industries. in fact, it is easy to imagine a cont.  
scenario where domestic uranium operations were put entirely out of 
business if down-blending of HEU can be done In an economical manner.  

Costs of Transmutation and Other 
Non-Burning or Technical Fixes 

Complete elimination of plutonium is only pcssible through two 
means: first, wait until the natural radioactive decay destroys it-this 
would take thousands of years. Second, transmute plutonium by using " some technique to bombard Its nuclei and split them into fission products.  
Option two can only occur through a nuclear reaction in a reactor or in a 
particle accelerator.

4 4 
Most elements created by transmutation would 

have much shorter half-lives than plutonium. Thus, the potential benefits 
of transmutation could be: 

1. A reduced volume of material.  
2. Reduced radioactive life of materials.  
3. Less risk of human Intrusion into storage areas.

45 

Most transmutation technliqes require reprocessing and, hence, are 
likely to be unacceptable on the basis of both proliferation and waste 
generation concerns.46 In fact, the GAO has noted that "the reprocessing 
and separating of the waste are more difficult technical problems than 
transmuting the long-lived elements from the waste."

4
' 

Waste transmutation would take many billions to develop and is not 
possible before 201S.48 DOE managers believe it Is not economically 
Justifiable since a waste repository would still be needed. A complete 
transmutation system would include a reactor or accelerator to transmute 
reprocessed fuel, a spent fuel reprocessing and waste separation facility, 
a fuel fabrication facility, and storage facilities for spent fuel and 
residual wastes.

4 9 

44 _ tn R adid ~~e-thf Waste ftw Take Dradrsnd&Sjt• , 

GAO/RCEDt94-16, United States Genural Accounting OWkice, Wahlngtoe, D.C., Dac4mntr.  
1993, p. 11.  
4StW., p. 10.  
46Itkhijani and bbkhijani, Op, Cit., p. 98-100.  4 7

scu to T••I& tRd i• dxoa W=atM a niTj~c o , Op. Cit.,
p. 3.  4

'
5

ibld., p. 3.  4911id., P. 4,S.
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2. Deep Geologic Disposal/Seabed Disposal ( 
The cost is essentially that for vitrification and for burial in Yucca 

Motuntain--i.e., the cost of both operations. See the vitrification option 
below.  

3. Launching Plutonium Into the Sun 
A 1982 NASA study estimated the cost of this option at $200,000 

per kilogram of plutonium, Several hundred kg could be handed at a time.  
This is probably not feasible due to public fears about the potential for a 
orash and resulting dispersion of plutonium from one of the rockets.

53

N 
4. Underground Nuclear Detonation 

In one Russian proposal, 5000 warheads would be destroyed In a 
single explosion of a 100-kiloton warhead. A US option proposed using 
small shafts to destroy 5 warheads at a time (about 3000 detonations 
would be required.) Even if one destroyed 50 warheads at a time, 300 
detonations would be required--almost half of the 730 US underground 
tests conducted to date.

5 4 

S. Vitrification 

By 1994, the DOE had spent over $1 billion trying to vitrify liquid 
wastes and had not yet succeeded, However, plutonium may not share 
these problems and it could be formed into blocks weighing thousands of 
pounds to make theft more dfficult.St However, while vitrification of 
plutonium alone is an option, it doesn't present a sufficient barrier to 
reusets6 For this reason, prior to vitrification, plutonium will most likely 
be mixed with other materials that would make repurificatlon more 
difficult.S

3 

There are three general mtrification options with potential for 
plutonium disposition: 

53
lntemational Physicians fo the Prevention of Nuclear War and The Institute for Energy and 

Environmantal Rtsowarct. Pktolumn-..E.n•.f odd of the t ler r Age, International Physicians 
Priss, Camletdge. MA. 1992. pp. 1300138.  

l41i.. pp. 130-138.  
SSFor a dissusuion of potextiat probtran and Irlaits ansndited with lvtril•iation, see 
otonst by Wolfgang Pasosliy, Kevin Wanze at at, and Alex OeVolpi in "Lsttem', Tte 

OAkoatinof 
t
o MoiL t tk" vol. 52, 5 . ., January/Felanuary, 1996.  5

SJdakWjanJ aid tbkhijanl, Op. Cit., p. 4.  
$7WaId. Mutthsw. "anae n xcess Plotonkwn in Gans, U.S. Urgedo, The Now York Tbsy.  
Noventer 1?, 1994.
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1. Vitrification of plutonium mixed with gamma-emitting fission 

products so the resulting glass logs meet the spent fuel standard.se 

These fission products have much shorter half-lives than 

plutonium. For example, the half-life of Cesium 137 Is only 30 

years as opposed to 24.000 years for plutonium. Thus, the mix 

would becone less resistant to proliferation over time. This Is 

,I.K. .. t el, It•ke r I since vitrification plants are not prepared for

this task.St 
2. Vitrification of plutorLium with depleted uranium or some other 

alpha-producing element.  

3. Vitrification of plutonium with a non-radioactive element,'such as 

europium, that would render the mixture unsuitable for weapons 

without reproccsslng.50 

According to one proposal, the US could incorporate high level waste 

(HLW) like plutonium into 25.000 tons of glass at a rate of about 1000 

tons of glass per year. This would allow the disposal of 100 tons of 

plutonium in five years if the glass contained only 2% plutonium. A recent 

analysis by Pacific Northwest Laboratories estimates the total additional 

cost at $100 million to convert 100 tons of plutonium metal to oxide and 

mix it with other HLW--ten times cheaper than storage, and ten to fifty 

times cheaper than MOX.81 One could also place a barrier to misuse by 

subnational groups by making the canisters in which vitrified plutonium Is 

stored highly radioactive.6
2 

Conclusion 

Several studies on the alternatives available for disposition of 

plutonium and HEU have noted that due to potential proliferation problems 

and the danger these pose for all people, disposition Issues should be 

decided based on expediency and safety, and economic considerations 

should not play a major role in this process.
3 

However, a student of the 

military budgeting process or the budget considerations surrouncing a 

S&'he epant Uta sundrd propone to make plutonwi m d rknlt to rntriave a. it would be If il 

wan In whhn it exists in nudr rearior ruel that hat bean bIrad itad (used) to the 

"outent that it uan no iongeerfrecti•Y sustain a thain reaction and thus, be been removed frome 

the arneor for dpespaL. This bradiated fuel contains lfssion prdaots, .uankilni and 

tansurerdt Isotopes.  
s
5

lbiktianl and Mfhleijani Op. Ct., p. 88.  

6Oebld., p, 4.  
61fetter, Steve. Op. Oit, pp. 144-148.  
621akhtlall anedfnkhljane Op. Cit.. p. 89.  

63For exnarpe, see WAkhlJanl and kikhijariin Op. Cit.

01.009

01.009: The Department of Energy agrees that nonproliferation objectives (particularly 
in terms of setting an example for other nations) are preeminent; however, cost consider

ations are also important in the current budgetary climate. DOE deems all of the action 

alternatives (Alternatives 2 through 5) to be roughly equivalent in terms of serving non

proliferation objectives of the program. On the other hand, the sale of LEU fuel derived 

from surplus HEU would yield returns on prior investments to the Federal Treasury, off

set blending costs, and reduce Government waste disposal costs. Consequently, the non

proliferation and economic objectives are complementary in the surplus HEU disposition 

program, particularly for the Preferred Alternative since both favor commercial use of the 

resulting material.

L;i
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major infectious disease such as AIDS will realize that there is no 
precedent for real-world decisions--even those that concern threats to 
large numbers of people-being made in an environment free of economic 
considerations. In fact, in making such decisions it Is not unusual for 
economic coats and benefits to be considered first, not last. For this 
reason, it is necessary to Identify those factors Involved In the 
dlsposition area that wil create common costs acros all options, and to 
specify those areas where specific factors are likely to be major cost 
drivers that could discriminate between the various cisposition options.

This paper has shown that while HEU can be down-blended and burned 
by nuclear reactors for power generation, It will face the same economic 
forces as the nuclear industry In general. As a result, all other issues 
aside, It is unlikely to be financially successful in the United States In 
the long run. Current HIEU cisposition programs appear to be predicated on 
a positive financial return to the US government. Since this seems to be 
unrealistic, other goals may have to be developed. For example, the US 
may have to apply the same standards to HEU disposition as it applies to 
plutonium, Insistence on judging the success of the HEU program based on 
economic return Is likely to end up generating a large amount of weapon
grade or down-blended HEU for which there Is no economically viable 
reuse program and there are no other planned disposition options.  

It is also clear that burning plutonium in power generating reactors 
is not economical and, further, it is unlikely to become economical at any 
time in the near future. As the recent National Academy of Sciences study 
stated, 

"Exploitlng the energy value of plutonium should not be a central 
criterion for decision making, both because the cost of fabricating 
and safeguarding plutonium fuels makes them currently 
uncompetitive with cheap and widely available low-enriched 
uranium fuels, and because whatever economic value this plutonium 
might represent now or in the future Is small by comparison to the 
security stakes.""4 

However. even if burning plutonium is not economical, is it still cheaper 
than other methods of dealing with or disposing of plutonium? This 
question Incorporates both proliferation risk and economics, and the 
following framework of 'givens' provides a way In which it might be 
considered:

04.012

Op. Ci., p. 3,4.

04.012: The Department of Energy does not judge the success of the proposed surplus 
HEU:disposition program on economic return. The overall economics of HEU disposi
tion actions from the Government's perspective will be determined more on the basis of 
avoided waste disposal costs than on any conclusion of positive financial return. In other 
words, even if the costs of blending exceeded the proceeds from market-price sales of 
LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU, the Government would still be economically ahead 
because it would not have to pay to dispose of the material. Any revenues from sales of 
LEU would help to offset blending costs and thus result in less Government outlays than 
noncommercial options-including storage over the long term with its attendant costs of 
storage, safeguards, maintenance, international inspections, etc. An analysis comparing 
the costs of HEU disposition alternatives has been prepared to aid the Secretary in reach
ing an ROD in this program. The cost analysis, which is available separately from the 
HEU EIS, supports DOE's preliminary conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel 
derived from surplus HEU makes the most economic sense and would save considerable 
money.

Q) ~ 
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First, it is obvious that increased handling of a material like 
plutonium leads to increased costs and increased proliferation 
risk.  

Second, any proposal to burn plutonium In reactors to reach a spent 
fuel standard might also be accomplished more simply and 
cheaply by mixing plutonium with waste to a spent fuel standard 
to start with.6

5 
As an isotopically different element, plutonium 

can always be chemically separated from spent fuel whether it 
was generated inside a reactor or simply mixed with existing 
spent fuel, although the difficulty associated with this operation 
can be increased by adding other elements to the mix.  

Third, waste storage costs, irrespective of the method of storage 
chosen, are based on volume and radoactivity and will be the 
same for all burning and non-burning options. In any process that 
requires putting material in a reactor, whether for power 
generation or simply to dispose of the material, the volume of 
material will remain constant throughout the process and the 
radioactivity of the spent fuel will be approximately the same for 

storage considerations. The only exception to this rule occurs 

when reprocessing Is involved. Then both waste volume and costs 

rise dramatically.  
And fourth, for transmutation, costs are altered because one is 

handing hotter material for relatively shorter periods of time-
but these time periods are still so extensive that discounted cost 
comparisons between alternatives cannot show significant 
differences. In addition, transmutation technologies still require 
reprocessing and they still must absorb the cost of research and 
development. Other options do not have either of these negatives.

Viewed in this light, final waste disposal costs will be incurred 

whatever disposal option Is taken. These costs could potentially be offset 

by doing something profitable with the plutonium and HEU prior to final 

storage, but this paper has shown that finding a profitable use for either 

material is unlikely. Thus, the more probable case is one where the costs 

of basic waste storage are increased by whatever costs are associated 

with the disposition option chosen. The factors most likely to 

significantly Increase costs are the major cost drivers that create 

SS
F

or a discussion of potential piobrami arid benefits associated with rými and ui-t" approaches 

to plutonium disposition, see cnrments by Woifgang Panofsky, Kev[n Wenzel at al, and Alex 

DeVotpi in "Letters., The tinlnfd ttinta, vol 52. no. 1. January/February, 
1i99.

16.019

16.019: The Department of Energy is confident that a profitable use for LEU fuel 
derived from surplus HEU will be available. The commercial use of lEU will shift the 
costs of waste disposal from the Government to the commercial user that derives benefit 

from the use of the fuel, and their costs would not increase beyond what they would have 
been anyway: (1) DOE does not agree that commercial use of HEU would need to be 

subsidized. (Revenues would offset blending costs for commercial material.) (2) Repro
cessing would not be necessary for HEU disposition actions, although reprocessing of 

some DOE irradiated fuel for other reasons, such as stabilization for storage or disposal, 
might result in more separated HEU requiring disposition. (3) Once HEU is blended 

down to LEU, security costs would be minimal, and once it is sold, they would be zero.  

(4) No research and development is necessary for HEU disposition actions. Some of the 

commentor's points may have some validity with respect to Pu, but they do not appear to 
be valid with respect to HEU.

0 
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differences among the various options for plutonium and HIEU disposition cz 
At thi• point, these major costs appear to arise from four areas: 

(1) The level of aubsidization in the "profitable" parts of the 1601 
disposition program. 16.019 

(2) Those Items (such as reprocessing) that increase the volume of 
waste and thus, the cost of waste disposal.  

(3) The cost of security and its direct relationship to the number of Z ii 
times a material Is handed or moved. 3" 

(4) The cost of research and development of new methods of 
disposition.  

These four costs outweigh all other costs generated by disposition by 
many orders of magnitude and, as a result, they should be the major 
determinants when choosing among disposliton options.
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Dlt-ome o0ff FL.U Matent.tSDispostioie 
P. 0. Box 23786 
Withtonglon. D, C. 20026-17A6

Subdje.-I Co.ni-mots Deot EIS 1b; DiLpl•oiii of Sueplco HEU

Gentleno: 

Ca •Ed h Stw 11h0 91 s"ut t•i0he lng eoqnlno" on the DieS Enc MAito iitaI sepxl S'ieiCient fo 

DiOpDlitj. of S•a•lts Highly Enrihed U-wniuii 

I C•oEd au,"orUs AlCKMi'Oc 5: Maiitnen Colntretli Use (95% F.el/15% Wavle) Thes 

ah noaWmt ie dnmi•theos finoatiel inpat on the Utspa)e, dltiss dewn the eoes HEU 

stockpile in lte Most .Vpdailo. moi,net., prcOdne the smoaiest oAun, of o e and tulili/s 

which ato well = odtAst•ood 

2. The ability oufrol lahete to nocept UNH lihqaid ,altht than IF a itmlinited. onl) 0 

deotestie fat~onet ti.e 0,cn Iheroitll ,citoihitily to do '$DOEs intent to athket th'is 
on"et nat nsCrn, otto, ehan nthcnim is to ttae !,d 60niecn uSO g citt Int the -hin of tie 

n ell• sod toes the relato to the Mpasi r 

3. Md-leol shtoatd he: hiendod downS por• in ae. h is noa alt•I tcl.a, hthOtai ot,r l~cr a t hen S.tts.e 
.n to take possession of o, tle tO hijghly ni-Wtched tOiuln 

please ,ot•a mo at (755) 66.3.72 .1toold clo tac aoy qoeicns on this mttiet 

Siac-etly.  

' ý "Jm E. Nn"'i •n ' 

F.1 B l"•"

10.003 

04.015 

01.006

10.003: Comment noted.  

04.015: The HEU EIS contemplates the shipment of UNH crystals, not liquid, to fuel 

fabricators. DOE recognizes that the nuclear fuel industry would prefer to deal with UF 6; 

however, most of the surplus material is in metal and oxide forms and no capability cur

rently exists to convert it to UF 6 form. The analysis of UF 6 blending was added to the 

alternatives to cover the possibility that some commercial entity may provide this capa

bility in the future. (Both of the commercial firms whose facilities are analyzed in the 

HEU EIS, Babcock & Wilcox (B&W) and Nuclear Fuel Services (NFS), have indicated 

that they may install UF 6 blending capability.) 

01.006: It is correct that few companies have Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 

licenses that would permit them to be in possession of HEU today. However, title to 

HEU might nonetheless be transferred to commercial entities, who would need to con

tract with properly licensed facilities (such as the B&W and NFS facilities analyzed in 

the HEU EIS) or DOE itself to blend the material on their behalf.

0 

0 
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10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of 
LEU fuel (derived from surplus HEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be C:0 
created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel 
would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high 
level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate the Pu.  
Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the 
policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera
tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors. CM 

09.018: The Department of Energy does not consider the option of blending surplus 
HEU for extended storage reasonable because it would delay beneficial re-use of the 
material; delay recovery of economic value of the material; add storage costs; reduce net 
revenues in the near term; not meet all aspects of the purpose and need of the proposed 
action; and be practically applicable without additional construction to only a small por
tion (20 t or approximately 40 t if a solidification facility is proposed and constructed at 
or near SRS) of the current surplus in inventory.  

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend 
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic
ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending. There
fore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus HEU 
inventory.  

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at 
the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's 
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to 
the maximum extent possible.

I
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Yes. My name is Gary Condon. I IW In Lynchburg, VIrginia, and I am very much 0 

opposed of the plan to bring uranium Into Lynchburg through B&W which wil drop the 10.06 
value of our property and also cause an extra added risk that we do not need. Thank I 
you very much.

t..J

10.006: Comment noted. However, it should be noted that the B&W Naval Nuclear 
Fuel Division is one of two licensed commercial facilities in the United States capable of 

processing HEU. B&W has been processing and fabricating HEU material at the Naval 

Nuclear Fuel Division and has maintained its NRC license for 37 years by adhering to 

radiological and health physics procedures and NRC license provisions to protect its 

employees and the environment surrounding the facility. The proposed action in the 

HEU EIS is well within the skills and experience, and could be implemented consistent 
with existing NRC license requirements for the B&W facility.

M 
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Convtwm of MOttOb otatur 

m .WAWli *C 20515-1701 

Deceer 27. 1995

Honorabto ..aeI 0 leaty 
Secretary of Energy "U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Icdtpendenne Avenue, S.W.  
Vanehington. D.C. 2050S

Dear Hedals Secretary, 

Since coming to Congress, I have been carefully reviewing the 
Admimnistration's actions that might impact the operations of the 
gaseous diffusion plant in Paducah, Kentucky. This plant, which I% 
located in my Congressional District, Is we of the largest 
eloyers in we"tern Kentucky.  

There are many issues which concern me, Including, the terms 
of t he United Stetes-Russia 5511 Agreement. the Suspens'ion 
Agmeeent on uranium relating to Ruslia's dumping activities; the 
President's submslsion of legislation that would give him authority 
to waive our nation's trade laws and allow the government to ignore 
anti-dupting r.etrictions; the use of bypas arrangements by the 
Cuesiane to sell their uraniup In the U.S. marketplace, the 
leislation currently pending before Congress to allow DOE to sell 
natural and low enciched uranium in the future anod. finally, the 
Departments' Draft Environmental Ispact Statement on the 
0ieposition Of Surplus Highty enriched Uranium.  

Taken individually. these actions my only have mininal 
efrects on tha t•nihhtnt industry and the plant in Paducah.  
However, their coblined imsact would be devastating. Therefore. i 
u•ge your Department to proceed very carefully when decisions are 
sade to dispose of the surplus natural and highly enrirhed uranium 
stotkpi e.  

At a very Minimum, I believe the Department should abide by 
the prowisLon cuteinad in 9.1,7. leginlation pending in Ceongresa 
to privacies the U1.8. enrichment Corporation. That bill stat..  
tht the Secretary determina. that the sale of the material gil 
not hava• eateial adveros Ier on the dosentic uranium mining.  
conversion, or earichment industry, taking into account the salea 
of uranium under the Russian HIfU Agreemnnt and the Suspension 
Agreement'. and that the price paid to the SerataryW wil not he 
lees than fair market value.  

December 27, 199S 
Page 2 

S respectfully request that my concerns be regietered 
ufticial!y in thc record of corment on the Depertsent's recent 
Diaft tnvironmnntal Impact Statmen no n- l . niepo.ition of Surplue 
Highly Enriched Ur.niU-.  

"Thank you for your coaoidaration of my views. and I look 
torward to heuring from you at your convenience.  

sincerely, 

NesterOfCnra 

tWhf I

12.008

12.008: The HEU Final EIS has been revised (Section 4.8) to reflect the enactment of 
the USEC Privatization Act (P.L. 104-134), and to address the prospects for the future 
operation of the U.S. enrichment plants in greater detail. DOE must adhere to the provi
sions of P.L. 104-134 that require the Secretary of Energy to avoid adverse material 
impacts on the domestic uranium industry, taking into account uranium transactions 
under the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement and the suspension agreement, when making 
decisions about domestic surplus HEU disposition.

Q: ;3 
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January 8, 1996 

Mr. J. David Nulton, Director 
Office of MEPA Compliance and Outreach 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.  
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Mr. Nulton: 

Re: Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0240-D)

On behalf of ConverDyn, I an pleased to have the opportunity to 

submit the following comments regarding the referenced draft 

environmental impact statement (MEIS'). ConverDyn iS a joint 

venture between affiliates of AlliedSignal Inc. (Morristown, 

New Jersey) and General Atomics (San Diego, California) which 

markets uranium conversion services worldwide. ConverDyn has 

exclusive marketing rights for the output of AlliedSignal Inc.'s 

Metropolis Works, located at Metropolis, Illinois, which represents 

the sole remaining domestic facility for the conversion of natural 

uranium concentrates (U30) to natural uranium hexafluoride (UFe).  

More than 380 people are currently employed at the Metropolis 

Works. ConverDyn's current sales agreement portfolio includes 

nuclear utilities in the United States, Asia and Europe.  

ConverDyn has reviewed the referenced EIS and finds the document, 

in its draft form, to be significantly deficient in the area of 

potential market impacts of the proposed actions/alternatives 

regarding the disposition of surplus highly enriched uranium 
("HEU") from the U.S. inventory.  

As you may be aware, the nuclear fuel market (natural uranium 

concentrates, conversion services and enrichment services) has been 

chronically depressed for more than 10 years. Although the factors 

contributing to this period of severe price depression are complex, 

the nuclear fuel supply industry has only recently begun to 

recover. In fact, due to depressed conversion market conditions, 

the uranium conversion facility owned by Sequoyah Fuels 

Corporation, an affiliate of General Atomics, located at Gore, 

Oklahoma, was placed on extended standby which will lead to final 

decommissioning with the attendant loss of hundreds of jobs.  

SMS~h OýW5e Mrwe. So,w 650D. D -,., CO 5337.2703 Tkp00 w3A30)?770937 t, (303) 771.1625

1 12.010

12.010: The Department of Energy has received conflicting comments from different 
segments of the industry regarding their expectations for the uranium market in general 

and the conversion industry in particular. The HEU Final EIS notes that the industry has 

been oversupplied in recent years, but the conversion market has tightened recently with 

the departure from the business of one of the domestic suppliers. The USEC Privatization 

Act, enacted in April 1996, requires the Secretary of Energy to determine that any DOE 

sales of uranium would not have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium min

ing, conversion, or enrichment industries. In light of these developments, DOE has modi

fied the HEU Final EIS (Section 4.8) with respect to impacts on the conversion industry, 

and now concludes that those impacts are unlikely to be significant in the long term.

:Z
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Mr. J. David Nulton 
Page 2 
January 8, 1996

Although the draft EIS explicitly acknowledges the uranium 
conversion segment of the overall nuclear fuel cycle, there does 
not appear to have been any rigorous analysis of the potential 
impact on conversion of the proposed alternatives. Under 
Section 4.8, "Impacts on Uranium Mining and Nuclear Fuel Cycle 
Industries,' the draft EIS recognizes that 'the current price 
(constant dollars) of the uranium conversion process is less than 

it was 10 years ago, and competition is strong. Prices are apt to 
remain depressed until production capacity is reduced. Presently, 
there is an oversupply of conversion capacity and little growth in 
demand." (Page 4-182).  

Under "Economic Consequences of the Proposed Action,' the EIS 
recognizes the potential market impact of blending down Russian REU 
into commercial grade fuel and then concludes that "blending DOE 
HEU to LEU for commercial use also would have some effects on the 
conversion industry. The already oversupplied sector of the 
nuclear fuel cycle would remain depressed for a slightly longer 
period of time than if this alternative were not implemented." 
(Page 4-185). Considering the fragile nature of the current market 

recovery, ConverDyn feels strongly that such an oversimplification 
is not appropriate for an Issue as crucial as disposition of 
surplus U.S. NEU.  

The domestic nuclear fuel cycle suppliers have been engaged in a 
protracted struggle to ensure that disposal of I'!:h Russian and 
U.S. origin HEU is conducted in a responsible manner by the 
governments involved. The proposed "USEC Privatization Act" 
contains specific criteria for the market introduction of 
HEU-derived LEU from both sources. ConverDyn supports the 
processes and procedures incorporated in that legislation and 
believes that the EIS addressing disposition of surplus U.S. HEU 
should fully recognize those provisions.  

Regards, 

/ Jam J.\ Graham 
Pr-es den• 

JJG/sav 

cc: Cheryl Moss, NEI

12.010

12.010 
cont.  

12.021

12.021: The future uranium market is uncertain--different industry groups have prof
fered conflicting projections. Congress has indicated through provisions of the Energy 
Policy Act of 1992 and the USEC Privatization Act that DOE's HEU disposition actions 
should avoid adverse material impacts on the uranium industry. The latter act includes a 
schedule that limits introduction of LEU into the U.S. market. DOE expects to abide by 
this requirement to avoid adverse material impacts on the industry, but also intends to sat
isfy the objectives of the fissile materials disposition program and the President's nonpro
liferation policy, as reflected in the HEU Final EIS.

CZ,

M



COOPS, MELVIN S., LIVERMORE, CA 

PAGE 1 OF 2

Decembera2h, 19A

Mr. Gregory P. Rudy. MD-I 
Department of Kanow 
O ýF or Fiils Materials Dispo..rb
P.O. Boa 23786 
Washington, rC 2Do202-786 

Dear Mr. Rudy, 

I wish to offer the flowing comments concerning the "Dipod of Surplus Higbly
Enriched Uranium Draft Environmental Impact Statement to be issued by DOEUMD-I.  

7he quantity of surplus highly-enriched uranium-
2

35 that will become available from 
d .smantlsront of a dgnificant fraction of the US. theromuclear-wespous stockpile will 

be quite large, in the orde, of bundreds of tons. Tbis material represents a hoge 
in m t made by U.S. taxpayers ov the lat fou decades,. and should be used to a 

-. ,i-um effiect for both nations
1 

defecse and public "ULo generslim purposess. The 

uranium that has been enriched to pctwaly 90 % ,= oraloy) should, without 

quest:tl, be made availasle to the S.. Navy nuclear propulsion program for 

oonsumption in both the prese•tly operational ("od future) nuclear submarinse, aircraft 

carriers, and various types of crusherm 

I believe the U.S. operates 11 sabmarnne of some five different typ6e., 5 truIsers of 

everal type and 7 sircraft carriers, all of which am powered by differing types of 

nuclear reactors. Moc many of these -hipothe-line will have lifetimes of 50 years or 

more, we should provide the Navy with all nows supplies of r92% orsiloy for present and 

future use. the cost of storing this separated uronirov testry ts eeeatiply ovetiglble .,At 

its use for nuclear propusion applications Is unlimited. Therefore, eli euppliese cioralloy 

of U.S. origin should•lred for use as navea propulsion fue, regardless of the smll 

peent stockpile ofreplacement naval reactor cores. Failure io implement such action 

be detrimental to the nationaal security interests ofthis ecuntry. Using available data, 

I calculate a requirement of greater than 6 tons per year for such purpoises, so that over 

the 50-year life span of the current ships that would total some 250 tons of tralloy, 

reasoenably close to the estimates of material that will become available ever the next 

decade.  

The loseer enriched urainim, ranging from 20% to 9D% Um could, and should, be used 

to develop advanced faft~react.r systemse that eartainly will be saeede within the soot fifty 

yes"e. Although the uranium suppty for LWIt use looks very adequate in the short-terce 

e r=std md by industry or government indicates that the easily recoverad natural 
.ranim be depleted by world.wide s-pansion of LWR use by 2040-2050, e the 

price of uranium ore will escalata rapidly after 2035. In this circumstance. it will become 

an economic necessity to move on to fast reactors for world electricity production. Our 

opportmity to develop and demonstrate this needed technology, without the development

09,011

09.011: A classified quantity of HEU is being retained in the strategic stockpile for use 

in the Naval Nuclear Propulsion program. The quantities of HEU declared surplus do not 

include material that is being retained for naval nuclear propulsion.  

Retaining surplus HEU in its current weapons-usable form would not be consistent with 

the purpose and need for the proposed action. While the National Academy of Sciences 

has expressed support for the demonstration of advanced fast reactor systems, the 

National Academy of Sciences also considers it essential to our long-term national secu

rity to reduce global stockpiles of weapons-usable fissile materials. It is the current pol

icy of the United States (Presidential Decision Directive 13) to discourage the civilian use 

of fast reactors due to concerns about their potential for breeding Pu in large quantities.

LA
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of a plutornum fuel cycle, lies in the availability of a reasonably large stock of 1U0 that ir 
enriched to about 45-50%, an ideal fuel for fst-reactor operation.  

We have at hand a unique opportunity to perform this development work before our 
international competitors ara forced into the fast reactor arena by the inevitable rim in 
LWR fuel pric. Ths ia our opportunity to ue the leverage we expend6d during the cold 
war period to gain back our internatiUonal competitive edge; we dart not ignore this 
opportunity. For this compelling reason, I urge you not to recommend diluting down the 
eistin stocks of weapons uranium metal that are enrichod to 20.909 but to place them 09.011 
in a ape"ial reserve for electrical power generation development. The cat to do thie is 
negUigible, the opportunity ia currently at hand, and the need it obviously preout cont.  
The ational Academy of Scienee Just a few y-ac ago eroongly recommended that the 
top priority development in U.S. electrical power generation should be the demonstration 
of advanced fast-reactor syatenos. This elfort is coorrently on "hold" for political reasons 
related to poneible plutonium use in such systems. The availability of this surplus 
weepon. uranium category will enable such work to go forth without any concern of 
nuclear weapsm preliferation. We need to take action to conserve the materiel. now 
available to =mplete tis work. This it an isue of our economic survival in the 
competitive world ofthe future.  

Sincerely, 

Melvin S. Coops
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10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of 

LEU fuel (derived from surplus HIEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be 

Date Received: 01/1&%96 created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel 

Corment ID: P0066 would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high 
Name: Margery Coecoran 

Address: Minneapolis, Minnesota level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate the Pu.  

Transcription: 
Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the 

Th Mars C orii o rn fpolicy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera
This is Margery Cornaran from Misneapotis, Minnesota. and I am catlssg to say do not support 

making highly enriched uranium into nuclear fuel. We don't knew what to do with what we 10.024 tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.  

have now. We're fighting over that in Minnesota. Please, please. Bye bye.  

Q) 
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Date Received: 
Comment ID: 
Name: 
Address: 

Transcription:

01/16/96 
P0072 
Lucy Cox 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee

My name is Lucy Cox. and I am on the environmental list of Oak Ridge. I have been waiting 
and being concerned and just sort of watching, and I'm still concerned about our young people.  
what we're going to do about this highly uranium. I approve of the down blending, blending 
down of it, and I do hope that it will be blended down enough until it will not bother the life of 
our young people, the life of our middle-aged people, the life of our older people, so that it won't 
be used for weapons. In this situation .- I don't know too much about it -- but the way I ee it 
and the way I understand the scripture that if we continue to kill, nobody wins. We all lose.  
Thank you.

10.023

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend 
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not 
anticipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending.  
Therefore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus 
HEU inventory.

Lit

Cox, Lucy, OAK RIDGE, TN 
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Cox, TERRY, JOHNSON CITY, TN 
PAGE 1 OF 1

10.008
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10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as 

having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with 

NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and 

alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide 

this information to the decisionmakers.
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DALY, SUSAN, NASHVILLE, TN 
PAGE 1 OF 1

01/16/96 
P0057 
Susan Daly 
211 37th Avenue North 
Nashville, Tennessee 37201

Transcription: 

This is Susan Daly from Nashville, Tennessee. I wanted to put comments into the record that I 
do not support making highly enriched uranium into the nuclear reactor fuel. My objections are 
that it's going to create spent fuel which isjust too toxic and too radioactive and we don't really 
know how to treat it or store it. The other objection is that it creates plutonium which would be a 
violation of the nonproliferation treaty, and thai's something that I've been working on for 
several years. Another objection is that I don't feel that all options have been explored, which 
would include storing down blended uranium. The other objection is that there hasn't been a 
cost analysis that the public's been able to see anyway that shows the true cost to taxpayers if this 
HEU is down blended into fuel and then sold to utilities. I'm not sure that the Department of 
Energy would get back all the money that would be needed to transport, store, do the actual 
down blending, and then selling it at true cost. I'm afraid the taxpayers would get stuck with that 
deficit, and as we know, there's already too big a deficit right now in the government.  

The things that I would support is down blending all tde highly enriched uranium down to 0.7% 
so that it cannot be used in weapons. I also support developing the capacity to down blend all 
uranium declared surplus in the past ten years and also having good controls internationally on 
all nuclear materials. Thank you very much. Just in case you need my address, it's 211 37th 
Avenue North, Apartment B-9, Nashville, Tennessee 37201. rhank you.

10.024 

09.018 

16.015 

10.023 

03.020

Date Received: 
comment ID: 
Name: 
Address:

10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of 
LEU fuel (derived from surplus HEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be 
created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel 
would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high 
level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate the Pu.  
Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the 
policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera
tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.  

09.018: The Department of Energy does not consider the option of blending surplus 
HEU for extended storage reasonable because it would delay beneficial re-use of the 
material; delay recovery of the economic value of the material; add storage costs; reduce 
net revenues in the near term; not meet all aspects of the purpose and need of the pro
posed action; and be practically applicable without additional construction to only a small 
portion (20 t or approximately 40 t if a solidification facility is proposed and constructed 
at or near SRS) of the current surplus inventory.  

16.015: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel
oped to provide the decisionmaker, DOE, comprehensive information upon which to 
make decisions. The cost analysis, which has been provided to this commentor and all 
others who have expressed an interest in this subject, is available in a separate document 
with the HEU Final EIS. It supports DOE's preliminary conclusion that commercial use 
of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared to the 
alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste.  

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend 
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic
ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending.  
Therefore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus 
HEU inventory.  

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at 
the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's 
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to 
the maximum extent possible.
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10.003: Comment noted.  
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00
DUKE POWER COMPANY, 

PAGE 1 OF 2
CHARLOTTE, NC

Date: Tue. 9Jan 1996 i:lS: I -0500 
To - duerodd I -- mo@fedjx.fie.com 
serialno - t Is 
MailTide - FORUM Form - incoming 

name - Robert Van Namen 
title - Manager, Fuel Management 
company = Duke Power Company 
addri - 522 S. Church St 
addr2 - PO Box 1006 EC0gF 
city - Charlotte 
state ; NC 
zip -•28226 
phone - 704-382-4524 
fax - 704-392-7852 
email - rvn•371 @xstp.dukepowrr,corm 
ctype - purblic 
subject - HEU Disposition 

** The following is the text ofthe Author's Cormment.  

Rapid disposition ofthe maerial through its use as fuel for US commercial 
reactom is clearly the best course. Final decisions must consider the long 
rerm impact of artificially keeping this material offthe markc.. Please 
consider the following points in your evaluation ofalternatives.  

I) Utilities will be reluctant to commit to long term contracts with suppliers 
as ong as this matcriad is lingering with the potential of entering the market.  
The most stabilizing treatment of the material would be an orderly, predictabic 
entry into the free markets at the market price as soon as the material is 
available. Government overregulation of the process will lead to intervention 
by special interest groups desiring to protect overpriced supply sources for 
shoet term profit.  

2) Entry into the makt should be as blended down material meeting all ASTM 
spccifications. This will allow for the most number of competitive bidders and 
therefore, the highest price to the goverrmenl. It will also prevent 
manipuliation by parties who can control the blending process and thus the 
price and entry ofthe material. Blending should be done by a commercial 
arrangement and the costs subtracted from the proceeds of the salc.  

3) Equal acess to the material should be granted to all market participants 
through some sort of regular auctioning process. This method will lead to a 
market price being paid for the material and can provide for the predictibility 
needed to make long term procurement and production decisions.

12.009 

04.011

12.009: The Department of Energy agrees that avoiding adverse material impacts on 
the uranium market will depend in part on DOE being predictable in its uranium transac
tions. The USEC Privatization Act requires DOE: 1) to determine that its uranium sales 
would not have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium mining, conversion, 
and enrichment industries; and 2) to sell its uranium at not less than market prices.  

04.011 : The Department of Energy would seek to meet American Society of Testing 
Materials fuel specifications for commercial material to the maximum extent possible.  
However, some of the surplus HEU inventory has isotopic compositions that would pre
vent the blended down product from meeting current American Society of Testing Mate
rials specs, particularly with regard to the U-234 and U-236 isotopes. Such off-spec 
material may nonetheless be commercially usable in reactors at slightly higher enrich
ment levels (to compensate for the fission-poisoning effects of U-236) with NRC license 
modifications. Recommendations concerning the appropriate commercial arrangements 
for blended down material are not relevant to environmental (NEPA) issues, but will be 
considered to the extent appropriate in the ROD(s) for this program.
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DUKE POWER COMPANY, CHARLOrrE, NC 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

4) Any price break to the US utility customers is fully warranted, should it 

occur, as they are the ones who bhor the expense of the production of the HEU or 
at least the US component to act as a deterrent to the Russian material over the 04011 
yeats. The peace dividend should go to the ratepayers and taxpayers of the cont.  
US, not to uranium miners, interendiaries, corporations and special interest 
groups.  

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.  
END comment 
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Z EDLOW INTERNATIONAL COMPANY, WASHINGTON, DC t 
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07.011: The lIEU Final EIS has been revised to eliminate the cited text. • 

Edrow In.ma. iona Company 
C, 

1666 Co-m,tA-. N W.. S• 261 
%tpnoo.) C. 2(XW U S A 

TO IW20 40-4959 

January 5, 1996 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786 

REF: DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HXHIGY ENRIC1HED URANIUM DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Dear Office of Pissile Materials Disposition; 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Disposition of 
Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. We would. like tQ commend you] .office for providing 
information on the draft E15 via.several avenues; the internetsite 
has been particularly useful in quickly transmitting information on 
the finssile materials disposition program.  

Thank you also for the opportunity to participate in the November 
14, 1995 public meeting in Knoxville, Tennessee. As discussed with 
representatives of your office at that time, I would like to 
reiterate my concern with a statement contained in the Summary 
document for the draft LIS. In the section on -Highly Enriched 
Uranium Disposition Alternatives-, footnote a (p. S-10) states, 

"Foreign fuel fabricators and foreign commercial 
electrical power nuclear reactors are not as reasonable 
or as likely as domestic fabricators and reactors for a 
number of reasons including transportation and associated 
environmental concerns that- wgl need to be 07.011 
accommodated." (Emphasis added.) 

This statement gives the erroneous impression that there are undue 
concerns associated with the international transport of low 
enriched uranium. As you are aware from the Department's lengthy 
experience in the sale of LEU to foreign customers, the transport 
of LEU is a routine procedure;, nonetheless subject to strict 
requirements regarding packaging and handling.



EDLOW INTERNATIONAL COMPANY, WASHINGTON, DC 

PAGE 2 OF 2 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Dioposition 

REF: DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
Page 2 

The commercial nuclear power industry has a tremendous safety 

record with regard to transports of all radioactive materials.  

Edlow International *Company, which has provided expert 

transportation management services to the nuclear power industry 

for over 38 years, can attest to thin excellent safety record. 07.011 

Despite this record, many opponents of commercial nuclear power see cont.  
fit to attack the lawful transport of LEU and other radioactive 

materials. it would be unfortunate if the above statement could be 

taken to reflect DOE's own concern in this regard. Accordingly, we 

request that the Department clarify the statement to avoid possible 

confusion or misconceptions.  

Thank you for your attention in this regard. Please do not 

hesitate to contact me at (202) 483-4959 should you require 

additional information in connection with these comments.  

Best regards, 

"Melissa ýa 
Manager, International Affairs
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14.002

14.002: It is correct that the use in reactors of nuclear fuel derived from surplus HEU 
would result in the production of spent fuel. However, this fuel simply supplants nuclear 
fuel that would be produced from natural uranium anyway, so no additional spent fuel 
would be generated as a result of this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, it is 
extremely hazardous to process and separate the Pu. It is a tenet of U.S. nonproliferation 
policy, consistent with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, that 
weapons-usable fissile materials be made at least as proliferation resistant as spent fuel.
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10.009

10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and 
disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The 

analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact 

among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed 

cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made 

them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi

cates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense 

and would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for dis

posal as waste. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 through 5) evaluated in 
the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message to 
other nations.
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10.024 

09.018 

10.023

10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of 
LEU fuel (derived from surplus HEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be 
created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel 
would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high 
level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to sepaiate the Pu.  
Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the 
policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera
tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.  

09.018: The Department of Energy does not consider the option of blending surplus 
HEU for extended storage reasonable because it would delay beneficial re-use of the 
material; delay recovery of the economic value of the material; add storage costs; reduce 
net revenues in the near term; not meet all aspects of the purpose and need of the pro
posed action; and be practically applicable without additional construction to only a small 
portion (20 t or approximately 40 t if a solidification facility is proposed and constructed 
at or near SRS) of the current surplus inventory.  

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend 
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic
ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending.  
Therefore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus 
HEU inventory.

;3- C-, 

CZ,



EWALD, LINDA, KNOXVILLE, TN 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

6,(ck"&k'-ea SJU~&
10.023 
cont.  
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03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons

usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at 

the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's 

intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to 

the maximum extent possible.
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26.003: Comment noted.



FERNALD AREA OFFICE, CINCINNATI, OH 
PAGE 1 OF I 

11.014: The observation that LEU blendstock could originate from the Fernald facility i

Date: anuary 12, 1996 is correct. The HEU Final EIS has been revised to reflect this in Section 2.2.1 and Sec- ' 
tion 4.4, Intersite Transportation.  

To: Office of Fleella Materials Dispoeltion 
FAX: 1-800-"20-5150 

Subject: Commenta on the DlinnsitJon of Surolue Higy EnrichedUranium 
Draft Environmental Impot Statement (EI$) 

From: Mary Beth Sermai 
Fernald Aram Office 13" 
7400 Willey Road 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45030 
phone: 513-648-3181 
Fax: 513-648-3076 

The pocaibility exiese that come of the low enriched uranium ((EU) blendatock for 
the proposed blending action will coma from he Fernald Environmental 
Management Project in Femald, Ohio (350 MTUV. However, the Draft EIS 
document does not cleaery Indicate this potential Fernald source of LEU bNandstock 
in Its discusaion. It only notes Femaid as being a source of depleted materiel.  

Recommendations: 
1. Add "LEU In metal or oxide form would be shipped from Ferneld, Ohio", In fifth 
bullet paragraph of Section 2.2.1 Beats ft, Anallyah.  

2. Add text to the paragraphs under the TIreaportation of Blendatock Materials 11.014 
heading in Section 4.4.3.2 Surplus Highly EdcW Uranium DIsposItIon 
Afternetive, that describes the possible trensportation of LEU in metal or oxide 
form from Fernald. Posaibly add this alternative to the transportation RADTRAN 
analysls, although the Hanford analysla may be sufficient since Hanford Is being 
used se a representative cite.  

3. Add information where approprilate on the potential Fernald LEU blendatook 
source to any other aectlonsl/diagrms that discuss the blendatock mrateriaa to 
ensure that the environmental Impacts of this posaibility have been fully assessed.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. Hops the program is aucceasful.
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GENETTA, SUSAN, NASHVILLE, TN 
PAGE 1 OF I

Date Received: 
Comment ID: 
Name: 
Address:

1/11196 
P0044 
Susan Genetta 
Nashville, Tennessee

Transcription: 

Hi, my name is Susan Genetta, and I'm a resident of Nashville, Tennessee, and today is 
Wednesday. January the lenth, and I'd like to leave just one or two short remarks regarding the 
enriched uranium being sold in the world market as plutonium, It is my opinion that this is not a 
good idea I would like to see no nuclear materials bought and sold in the international market, 
and I would prefer the United States did not get involved in changing the enriched uranium into 
plutonium to be used in the market. If you would please take into consideration my comments.  
That's how I feel. Thank you very much. Bye-bye.

10.034

10.034: The Department of Energy's proposal to blend down surplus HEU to LEU 
as reactor fuel for commercial use is aimed to eliminate proliferation potential of the 
weapons-usable HEU. Although LEU used in power reactors would generate spent 
fuel, since this fuel (derived from surplus HEU) would replace nuclear fuel (created 
from newly mined uranium without this action), there would be no additional spent 
fuel generated. Spent nuclear fuel (generated as a result of the use of this fuel in 
power reactors) contains Pu; however, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate 
the Pu. In accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it 
is the policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as 
proliferation resistant as spent fuel.

C-, 
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GEORGIA (AUGUSTA), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP 

PLENARY SESSION 

PAGE 1 OF 2 

HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS 
AIFTERNOON WORKSHOP 

Augusta, Georgia 
November 16, 1995

SESSION: Plenary 

is DOE weighting the comments that are received on this EIS? 

What is being done with the 20% of the HEU categorized as off-specfication? 

Is the Savannah River Site presently operating the vitificatinon facility to vitrify glass? 

Why did the United States decide to take back foreign fuel? Since the United States is taking 

back the fuel. why Is DOE andior the government afraid of someone making a bomb? 

Would someone please tell us about potential water contarination concerns to the areas 

surrounding the Savannah River Site activities and this project 

DOE should let another state rake the Savannah River Site over. I would not mind letting 

someone else have out problems for while.  

I live close to the Savannah River Site and I am not concerned about the drinking water being 

contaminated.  

This is the second time in the last month that DOE has scheduled public meetings at the same time 

and in locations far enough apurt that interested members of the public can not attnd both 
meetings.  

I commend DOE for identifying the prefenred alternative in the document. The final HIS should 

more closely relate to the requirements of NEPA. For example, fulfilling the tequreements of 

future generations and impacts on resourte.  

Do the utility companies have an interest in the HlEU being blended down to metal as the final 

product. Do any commercial sites have metal blhnding capabilities? 

We (the public) are worried about the future, however, in 1000 years the only thing surviving at 

the Savannah Rivet Site will be owls and btzzards.  

How much money was budgeted for this draft EIS? 

'REVISED December 13,1995 

for presentation in this document.  

Oral comments received in public meetings concerning similar tssues were combined (grouped)

1 32.009 
02.003 

25.001 

01.005 

22.006 

32.010 

30.010 

13.005 

16.007

32.009: As part of the LIEU Final EIS, all comments, along with DOE's responses, 

will be provided to the decisionmakers for their review and consideration prior to issu

ance of the ROD. All comments, both written and oral, regardless of the method in which 

they are submitted, have been given equal attention and consideration by DOE during 

preparation of the HEU Final EIS.  

02.003: Surplus HEU that is off-spec is being stored until all options to utilize it have 

been exhausted. It appears that a considerable portion of it may be useful as commercial 

fuel. If no use is found for the material, it will be blended and disposed of as LLW.  

25.001: The vitrification facility of the Defense Waste Processing Facility is currently 

undergoing an operational readiness review. It is expected to become fully operational in 

the first quarter of 1996.  

01.005: The Department of Energy and the Department of State jointly proposed (in 

the Final EIS for the Proposed Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation Policy Concerning 

Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel, February 1996) to adopt a policy to man

age spent nuclear fuel from foreign research reactors to promote U.S. nuclear weapons 

nonproliferation policy objectives. The purpose is to remove as much U.S.-origin HEU as 

possible from international commerce while giving the foreign research reactor operators 

and their host countries time to convert to operation with LEU fuel and to make their own 

arrangements for disposition of subsequently generated LEU spent nuclear fuel. The 

Government does not seek to indefinitely accept or otherwise manage spent nuclear fuel 

from foreign research reactors. The foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel program is 

outside the scope of the HEU EIS. With regard to the fear of nuclear proliferation, the 

United States and others have determined that growing world stockpiles of excess weap

ons-usable fissile materials present a significant threat to U.S. and global security. Reduc

ing those stockpiles is the primary objective of the HEU disposition program.  

22.006: The potential for water and aquifer contamination from the proposed action 

around SRS and other candidate sites under normal operations is highly unlikely because, 

as discussed in Chapter 4 of the HEU EIS, there would be no direct discharge to ground

water. Any wastewater (nonhazardous) released to surface water would be treated prior to 

being discharged and would comply with its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) permit.
-I
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16.007: Four million dollars are budgeted for both Draft and Final versions of the HEU 
EIS.

GEORGIA (AUGUSTA), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP 
PLENARY SESSION 

PAGE 2 OF 2 

32.010: The Department of Energy supports the public's involvement and is fully corn- , 
mitted to giving the public access to information about its activities and opportunities for 
involvement in DOE's decisionmaking process. DOE makes efforts to coordinate meet- .  
ings with other offices and agencies to the extent possible consistent with programmatic 
requirements. Unfortunately, some schedule conflicts are unavoidable.  
Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program, other methods for i • 
submitting comments were also made available throughout the comment period: toll-free ' 
fax and voice recording, electronic bulletin board, and U.S. mail. These methods can also 
be used to request additional information or to be placed on the Office of Fissile Materials 
Disposition's mailing list.  

30.010: Comment noted.  

13.005: Public utilities deal in uranium oxide and UF 6 but not metal. Conversion contractors will need to make oxide or hexafluoride products for sale to the utilities. No com
mercial contractors have the capability to blend uranium metal.
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December 28. 1995 

IEditor. News sentinel 

208 V. Church St.  
KXnoville, TM 37902 

Re. Letters 

csreetingst 

The headline 'r the 12-15-95 letter by Nlem Stamin, Anti

nuclear aOtivists putting society at risk', hould take a prize 

for the mot air-on and aisleading bhadlineoof 1995. Sr.  

Stabin-s letter fu on inor perts o the nuclear debate$ 

ricks s. Iited with low level radiation, nuclear power 

generation and us in medicine. The critical 1ue o.f cu time 

is how to deal with nuclear wnpons. The recant deomortratiune 

in Frane by 'nuclear activists- steaming from that country's 

nuclear teits had little to do with then minor issues sad 

everything to do with this critical One.  

Because Of its amasome and unimaginable nature, the usual 

response to the possibility o nuclear war Ia denial. Hec it 

Is much easler to focus o the fringe isue . nd d ntilnue to rely 

on such illogical policies am detorence to kep us a .t* "- hs 

deterrenc approach msys it I have enough weaponm, I viil deter 

anyoe fom mttmoing me. This umually doe not wrk on the 

p ersna level. At the nuclear level deterrenc ei setf-demtruO

tive. This approach of course grew out Of the cold mar with the 
Soviets. Evary administration mince Hiroshima has endorsed it 

even though aware o Its fundasent flaws 1 if wve are attahked 

with nuclear bombs even in a lisited war, cur stokpile of 

8000 nuclear arm is useless. The efettas from the attack will 

be enough to destroy us, our attackers ao well aseveryone e:ll 

It is a sheam that Washington does not do more to publicize this.  

In mcet our huge stockpile serves to reate sore danger for• u.  

We odel for the wcrld that one way to be more powerful is to 

ingresme or develop nuclear weapons. The danger of atomic weapons 

Increass a all nations meek to be moe powerful.  

The deterrence policy also contains budetary problems. In this 

time of efforts to balance the b'dgst, it is hard to believe that 

the Oepsrtmmst Of Energy is planning on building ure 7:.ler 

weap•ns and the spnvaequipent to produce %ors tritium gas 

(to replace that which is deteriorating in existing eapon s). And 

we are locking for places to savy moneyS 

We should be working such harder toward the Only policy sbout 

nuoleer weapons ht akes sense their reduction and control.  

if there ever was a time for all nations in the nuclear club to 

begin retleaing their death grip on the policy of deterrence, it 

is while tensions are loeered. I's afraid your hemdline only 

adds to our denial. Since the Untted States has an overwhelming 

lead in nuclear wempon., we have the primary responsibility to 

lead the world in developing sane policies about them. 'Nuclear 

sotivists, are the primary group around the world that are trying 
to reduce the nuclear threat.  

Sincerely Yours, 

Sob Rundllr.  
1318 N r.  
Knoxville, TN 37912
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:na-e (char-les a -aford 
Stittle - ra0.  

800copany-s' 

a laddet - 1803 preiorst ave 
o Iaddc2 

it Uity . nashville 
S5thcate - tn 
0I. p - 37212 
'phon- - (615) 383-8428 

Ne.a i E 
•Nnobjaat. - EU EIS

the ratio, volumes and quantitics of materials to be processed 
(down-blended) is "classified". Surely, the environmental impact must, 
likewise, be classified. Unless production throughputs of materials 
at sites are factually knowan, then the "HEU EIS" is a "carte blanche" 
document to which public comments can only be genericaly given.  
More specificity would be appreciated for an informed opinion; otherwise, 
the DOE should wait until the materials are declassified so that more 
public information is available. One must presume that the driving 
force for the HEU EIS is the release of materials for the enrichment 
corporations stock offering in the Spring. It is almost too obvious.  
Is DOE prepared for the consequences of transferring public assests 
to a public corporation; especially when the public is denied knowledge 
of the composition of those assets. Perhaps I am wrong and this is a 
simple case of DOE not knowing themselves., but being required to submit 
draft doc for comment. bye

29.002

29.002: The purpose and need for the HEU Final EIS is for the United States to pro
vide leadership in addressing global nonproliferation concerns regarding surplus HEU 
and to encourage reciprocal actions abroad.  

On February 6, 1996, the Secretary of Energy declassified additional information about 
the forms, locations, and quantities of surplus HEU. That information is provided in Fig
ure 1.3-1, and the relevant data is reflected in several revisions to the HEU Final EIS.  

The HEU Final EIS explains that decisions as to where specific batches of HEU will be 
processed are expected to be based largely on business considerations and may involve 
USEC, other private entities that may buy surplus HEU for blending, or DOE. While the 
proposed transfer to USEC of 50 t of HEU is considered as a component of all the com
mercial use alternatives (3 through 5) in the EIS, the EIS covers the disposition of much 
more material (up to 200 t).

C0



SCHELDORF, GENNY AND CINDY, LOUISVILLE, KY 

PAGE 1 OF I

(9

)� 4t�

/AI 

A / 6Q 

T-d-

10.024 

09.018

cat 
10.02

03.020
6k, cn4 L10

10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of 

LEU fuel (derived from surplus HEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be 

created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel 

would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high 

level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate the Pu.  

Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the 

policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera

tion resistant as spent fuel from conmmercial nuclear reactors.  

09.018: The Department of Energy does not consider the option of blending surplus 

HEU for extended storage reasonable because it would delay beneficial re-use of the 

material; delay recovery of the economic value of the material; add storage costs; reduce 

net revenues in the near term; not meet all aspects of the purpose and need of the pro

posed action; and be practically applicable without additional construction to only a small 

portion (20 t or approximately 40 t if a solidification facility is proposed and constructed 

at or near SRS) of the current surplus inventory.  

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend 

down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic

ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending. There

fore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus HEU 

inventory.  

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons

usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at 

the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's 

intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to 

the maximum extent possible.

4,-,
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124 Chestnut St, 8210 
Englewood, OH 45322 
Decmrnher31,1995 

David Nulton 
Office of Fissile Ma1e1ials Disposilion 
United Slate Departiment of Energy 
log20 Independnce Avenue SW 
Waohinglon, DC 20553 

Deor David Nullon: 

The Department of Energy's Enmron-ocn lmpact Stoteonl1 on the Dispastiio of Highly Enrichrd 

Uranium has two goals: the irnt is to achieve nonproliferation of weapons-grade urnanium, and the 
second to realize the peacelul and beneficial use of this radioactive material in a way which will 
relurn monics to the fedoral treasury, i.., ,te s cot•rona nudest 1uel.  

The first goal ot nonproliferation is questionable since no controls for spent nuclear fuel ae indicated 

"(except ms these aay appear In a seporate document). Downbltndtlng to nuclear fuel and fuel-rod sales 
ame being turn over to the United Stales Enrichment Corporation which could, and likely will, 
market the radioactive fuel inlernatfonally. No controls re sapecified over the reprocessing of the 

rsoultant spent fuel or on the retutr of the spent fuel to the United States.  

The second goal of returned monies to United States coffers, as yet unquanlified And not likely to he so, 
offers only a hind eye to proliferation possibihities.  

the time required for downblending at the Portslmouth and Pladucah sites to four percent at present 
capacity .oold take ten years for the Initiat 200 tons of highly enriched uranium (ff0EU). It is likely 
that more -IU will he dectlaed to he surplus during that eon years, No other polential downbltmding 
sitie are named as a means of maintaining a reasonable line-frinme.  

Also, the prefred option of comnmercial use of downblended HEU as foel would result in thousands of 

tow of spent nuclear fuel. No analysis of the environmental impacts or costs for storage of this spent 
fuol have been offered or are forthcoming.  

I sinreely hieve the following steps would o•ore the most reasoned results for the disposition of 

"1 Oo'.nhlending the lIEU would be the soret way to Achieve the nations goal of 
nonproliferation of nuclear weapons.  

2. Downbtend•d HEU sold on the world market as fuel would comprotnise nonproliferalion 
unless crtileria to prevent reprocessing ore required. Nonproliferation should have a higher priority 
than monis coming Into the federal coffers.  

3. Downbtending liEU to four percent and storing indefinitely with flll record and inspection 
procedares in place would allow the best time-frame for removing the HEU from weapons usable 
radioactive material.  

4. The HEU disposition plan must he a long-term plan which Includes environmental Impacts, 
health, and safety factors (for workers and the public) for all phaers from downblending to safe 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel.  

S. The disposition plan should conform to inloerntionol standards (IAEA) of control, safeguard,

03.024 

07.013 

14.005

09.020 

03.024 
cont.

S09,020 cont.  

30.009 

[15.006

03.024: The Department of Energy agrees that nonproliferation is the predominant 
objective of the HEU disposition program. DOE considers it unnecessary to place con
troLs on the commercial spent fuel that would result from the commercial use of LEU fuel 
derived from surplus HEU, because that LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would sim
ply replace fuel that would be used anyway. Consequently, there would be no increase in 

the generation of spent fuel (and no increase in the possibility of reprocessing of spent 
fuel abroad for commercial [non-weapons] use) as a consequence of the HEU disposition 
program.  

A study comparing the costs of HEU disposition alternatives has been prepared for DOE 
separately from this EIS to aid in reaching an ROD concerning HEU disposition. This 
study (which has been disseminated to this commentor and all others who expressed an 
interest in this subject) confirms DOE's preliminary conclusion that sale and commercial 
use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared to 
the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste, and in the best case, would actu
ally yield net revenues of several hundred million dollars to the Federal Treasury.  
Because blending for commercial use and blending for disposal as waste are deemed 
equivalent in terms of serving the nonproliferation objective, there is no conflict between 
that objective and the economic recovery objective of the HEU disposition program.  

07.013: Except for 13 t of highly enriched UF 6 that was transferred to USEC in 1994 as 
part of the transaction that created USEC, which is currently being blended at the Ports
mouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant, the HEU Final EIS does not contemplate any HEU 
blending at the two enrichment plants. Those facilities could blend HEU only in the form 
of UF 6, and there is no additional surplus HEU in that form. The EIS analyzes HEU 

blending at four other facilities, two DOE and two commercial. DOE estimates that in 
light of its ability to make material available for blending and other constraints on its abil
ity to process material, blending up to 200 t of HEU is likely to take 20 to 25 years to 
complete. DOE considers that a reasonable timeframe for these activities.  

14.005: The HEU EIS does not need to explicitly analyze the disposal of spent fuel, 
since this program would create no incremental spent fuel to dispose of. As explained in 
Section 1.4.2 of the HEU EIS, spent fuel management and disposal is covered by the 

Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended. That program has its own NEPA process which 
must be fulfilled.

Lo
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Sierra Club-State of Franklin Group 
Linda Cataldo Modia. Group Chair 

266 Mayberry Road 
Jonesborough. TN 37659 

Pl¶1vn (423) 753-967 
Fx (4t2753 5429 
Janu.ar 22r. ub1 
January 22, 1996

DOE--Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
c/o SAIC-HEU EIS 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 VIA FAX: (800) 820-5156

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED 

URANIUM, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, OCT. 1995 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

The State of Franklin Group of the Sierra Club appreciates the 

opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on 

the Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium. Our Group has 300 

members in the Tri-Cities area which encompasses the town of Erwin, TN 

-- thelocation of the Nuclear Fuel Services company, one of the firms 

that may perform downblending operations under DOE's "preferred 

alternative." 

Comments 

1 ) The Department of Energy, by holding only a workshop 100 mil es 

away, has failed to offer the community of Erwin the opportunity to 

become better informed of the Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) disposition 

problem, and to voice its concerns over Nuclear Fuel Services' involvement 

in the HEU disposition program. Therefore, a hearing in Erwin (or in 

another nearby town, like Johnson City) should be scheduled immediately.  

2) At the soonest possible date, the DOE should embark upon an 

epidemiological study of the health of the people of Erwin, and of 

Jonesborough and Greeneville, the largest communities downstream of 

Nuclear Fuel Services. Previous studies have focused only on NFS's 

workers and have failed to exhaustively assess the health affect of NFS's 

radioactive discharges into the air and water.

32.014 

06.022

k-)

0

32.014: The Department of Energy welcomes your comments on the HEU Draft EIS.  
However, DOE must work within the constraints imposed by available funding and 

resources. Because DOE is trying to reduce costs of complying with the NEPA, and due 

to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identified in the HEU 

EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and Augusta, GA) would 

be appropriate for this program.  

Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program, other methods were 

also made available throughout the comment period: toll-free fax and voice recording, 

electronic bulletin board, and U.S. mail. These methods can also be usedto request addi

tional information or to be placed on the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition's mailing 
list.  

06.022: The National Environmental Policy Act does not mandate epidemiological 

studies such as are requested. The analysis in the HEU EIS includes impacts on sur

rounding populations as well as site workers, and indicates that, in the absence of highly 

unlikely accidents, the health and safety impacts of surplus HEU disposition actions at 

NFS would be low. The safety of the NFS facility is regulated by NRC. The HEU Final 

EIS also includes available epidemiological data (Appendix E.4).



SIERRA CLUB, JONESBOROUGH, TN 
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7) Nuclear Fuel Services should never again be allowed to regulate 
itself. Should the DOE embark upon its -preferred alternative" and select 

NFS as a contractor, the Erwin facility should be vigorously & constantly 
monitored by a full-time NRC Inspector.  

8) The State of Franklin Group Is sympathetic to the plight of the 400 

NFS employees who have been terminated and who are now working at 

considerably lower wages, or are still unemployed. Should NFS fail to 

obtain a downblending contract from the DOE, another 300 Jobs may be 

lost. Uke the rest of the community, the State of Franklin Group wants 

workers to be gainfully employed in facilities that do not pose threats to 

worker or public safety. Therefore, high-tech, high-wage 

environmentally-friendly alternative employme nt should be sought for the 

employees of NFS by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Department 

of Energy, the State of Tennessee, the Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers 

Union, and other agencies. Also, Nuclear Fuels Services' management 

should further develop the expertise of Its workforce In consulting and 

R&D. Clean services like these would be welcomed in the community of 

Erwin once NFS decontaminates its facilities.  

9) Old age will cause the retirement of a substantial portion of the 

nation's nuclear generating capacity over the next few years. Further, 

fusion power should begin to substitute for fission early in the 21 st 

Century. The demand for power Plant fuel will therefore decline, which 

leads the State of Franklin Group to question the need for the DOE's 

commercial-fuel-from-weapon•s downblending program. Sequestration of 

the surplus highly enriched uranium at the Y-I 2 plant might be a safer 

option from the standpoint of human health and nonproliferation. (See 

comments by Pete Zars, private citizen of Erwin, dated 1/23/96.1 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on DOE's dkaft EIS. Please 

keep the State of Franklin Group Informed thraLgsout the decision making 

process. Our Sierra Club Group offers its services to the Tri-Cities and 

the DOE, and will welcome the opportunity to serve on the Citizens 

Advisory Board. The State of Franklin Group could also assist the DOE in 

the development of a mailing list of IndMvduals who should be invited to 

speak at the public hearing In Erwin, and In the formation of a list of 

members of the local medical community who should be consulted for the 

epidemiological study.

Sincerely, 

.iu e. od_.  
Linda C. Modica 
Group Chair

25.004 

24.008 

09.023 

32.015

A flash fire did occur inside the 200 Complex at a dissolver in 1992. Material processed 
in the dissolver burst into flames and caused localized damage inside the facility. The 

ventilation and emergency response systems prevented radioactive releases outside the 

facility. There were no injuries nor overexposures to employees. The NRC conducted an 
independent investigation (NRC Report CAL070-0143/92-01). Administrative proce
dures were revised to prevent recurrence.  

No single incident occurred releasing 250 pounds of uranium into the Nolichucky River 

in 1977. In 1977, a treatment system was implemented at NFS to reduce the uranium 

content in waste waters being discharged to the Nolichucky River. Prior to that, the waste 

water was not treated, and uranium was being discharged in minimal concentrations.  

25.002: The Nuclear Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant has prepared a work plan for 
Phase 1 decommissioning and decontamination of the NFS site. The work plan has been 
approved by the State of Tennessee, EPA, and NRC. Work is underway in accordance 
with the approved work plan. NFS is also preparing a comprehensive plan for subsequent 

phases of the decommissioning and decontamination of the site. When completed, this 

plan will be submitted to the appropriate regulatory agencies for approval.  

32.013: The NFS site is a privately operated commercial entity whose operations are 

regulated by NRC, EPA, and State regulatory agencies. DOE has no regulatory jurisdic
tion over NFS operations nor does DOE have authority to establish a Citizen Advisory 
Board for the community of Erwin. Furthermore, selection of a contractor (or a site) or 
contractors to perform down-blending operations will be based largely on business con
siderations including availability of the site when needed and competitive bidding.  

25.004: The Nuclear Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant has never been allowed to 

regulate itself; it has always been licensed and regulated by NRC or its predecessor, the 

Atomic Energy Commission. NRC places resident inspectors at all power reactors but 
only rarely at materials licensees such as NFS.  

24.008: Decisions about where specific batches of HEU are expected to be blended are 
based largely on business considerations, although employment impacts are also relevant.  
Alternative economic development for the Erwin area is outside the scope of this EIS.

0
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Fc•.A VH Pe-M , C-,.,. Conr

A 
Southern Nuclear Operating Conmpny 

sb y d, The S0 CS.CO'y 

January 16, 1996

U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
PO. Box 23786 
Washington, D.C. 20226-3786 

C=WENS ON 
THE DISPOSITION OF SURPI.US HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
(40 Federal Register 55021 Dated Octoer2. 15 

Dear Sir: 

In response to the Department of Energy's October 27, 1995 notice in the 

Federal Register, Southern Nuclear Operating Company, Inc. has reviewed Ihe 
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and is providing the following comments: 

1) We strongly support the Department of Energy's (DOE) proposal 
to blend down to the maximum extent possible surplus HEU to 
Low-Enriched Uranium (LEU) for use as commercial nuclear fuel 
tAlternative 5 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement).  
This alternative provides the best options for eliminating the 
risk of diversion for nuclear proliferation purposes while 
minimizing any impact on the environment.  

2) We concur with DOE's analysis that Alternative 5 will have the 

least impact on the environment from an ultimate waste disposal 
standpoint.  

3) We believe DOE has over estimated the reduction In deliveries 
that domestic producers would experience during the blending 
period and that the Department should review its analysis in 
this area. Based on studies available to us, which Include LEU 
supplies from both Russian and U.S. HEU blending, world uranium 
inventories would be projected to continue to decrease and U.S.  
production to continue to increase.  

4) We disagree with DOE's assessment that an oversupply condition 
exists in the conversion industry. With the shutdown of the 
Sequoyah Fuels Corporation facility, the CAK4ECO Corporation and 
Allied-Signal, Inc. facilities are the only remaining conver
sion suppliers in North America. These suppliers have indicated 
their near term production has been soldout and are looking 
into ways to expand their existing production capabilities.

12.011

12.011: The HEU Final EIS has been revised to more accurately describe the current 
status of the domestic conversion industry. DOE agrees with the commentor that the 

HEU EIS no longer accurately portrays the current condition of the domestic markets 

for nuclear fuel products. Both the uranium and conversion products market are pre

dicted to remain strong in the short and medium term. Prices have increased dramati

cally in the first quarter of 1996. Long-term prospects, however, are more uncertain.  

Producers and buyers of conversion products have provided DOE with contradictory 

projections on future supply and demand. DOE believes, however, that there would not 

be long-term adverse impacts on the conversion industry, and any adverse impacts that 

did occur would be largely attributable to the larger quantity of Russian material-not 

domestic HEU.

0 
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10.003: Comment noted.  

Yes. My name is Dennis Sparks. I reside in Erwin, Tennessee. I spent twelve years 
working art Nuclear Fuels Services, and I just wanted to let the DOE know that I feel like 
we could do a very good job of processing this order, and that our conamuniy and our 
sinai town which is dependent on nuclear fuel and the jobs that itWs brought forth over 
the years has been greatly impacted by the reduction In jobs that we've had. I speak 
especially for myself. I have a disability, and I cannot find any work because of the 
specialized expedence I had at Nuclear Fuel, and I feel like we played a great role In 
the defense of our country, and we've done a real good job and took pride in our work.  
So I would ask that the DOE would certainly give us the utmost consideration in getting 
this order here because we have so many people that are really in bad need and of 
course I know that the case in a lot of places, but as for myself it has created such a 
hardship on us. We have lost about everything we've got, and we would certainly like 
to go back to work and keep our plant going, because I feel like it might be needed in 10.003 
the future, that the country right now Instead of being safer than it was could actually be 
more at risk for some type of nuclear war or some type of dIsturbance just due to the 
fact that you have so much uranium out them, that you don't know who's hands it's in. I 
feel like we have a lot of good trained people and it would be a disadvantage for our 
country to lose those people. If we don't get something going before tong, I mean 
people are just going to go on, and h's not going to be so easy to re-train these people 
on jobs that are sophisticated and technical as we did. If there is anything else that I 
could do to help our cause, at NFS end Erwin, I would appreciate a letter or anything.  
My address is Route 1, Box 300D (D as in dog), Unicoi, Tennessee, and the zip is 
37692. I appreciate your time, and giving me the opportunity to express my comments, 
and would hope that the DOE would give us the utmost consideration. because we 
have one of the highest unemployment rates in the State of Tennessee, and we need 
the jobs desperately bad, and we need the work. Thank you for your tine. Bye-bye.
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23.001: Comment noted.  

jkiat of ýKdg Ier~eu 

Chlirlr- Told WhCt-. DN titImnt of Enelro reralal Protection Rob-t C. Shln. r.  

Dcenhobr 8. 1595, 

U.5. Department of Energy 
Offi-e of Fieatle Materials Diepoairn 

P.O. Boe 257$8 
Vlohlefton, DC 20026-3766 

BE: Dilpositioon of Su rPlun Highly Enriohrd Uirranium 

Draft E v ironiental impact Statement ( CrOtober 19900) 

To Whom It Hay Co-,,rrn: 

The le! .'erge?. Department of Envir onentaI Frotecti.on 

hag completed ,ts reeler of the above referenoi,] document.  

Tht Department ham no commenta on the Draft Environmental 23.001 
Impact Statement. nor eny objectione to the propooct action.  

Thank you for provtding the Dep-rtenot the ,pp-,tunify 
1r review this document.  

i rrle Schmidt 
etor 

c. Jill opft. RadiroP• t gren roectron, 

0



STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND 

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN 
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DFPAAIMENT OF ENXm~NlFT[ AND CONSERVATION 
DOE OVE5SIOWt DWSON01 N1 13ICr VALLKY ROAO 

OAK mOO!. IVSEUU5)50Ely 

December 21 . 1995 

Mr. Don Dills. Commissioner 
Tennessee Department of Environmcnt and Conservation 
Cdo Tennessee Environments] Policy Office 
141h Floor L&C Tower 
401 Church Street 
Nashville. Tennessee 37243 - 1553 

Dear Commissioner Dills 

Document NEPA Review -"Dispoiutlon of Stureplu Highly Enriched Urnium Draft 

Enviroaherat*l Impact Statement," DOEIEIS-O24t-DS, dated October 1995.  

tihe Tennessee Department of Envirorunent and Conservation. DOE Oversight Division has 
reviewed the above document for your concurrence asd transmittal to the following DOE office: 

US D)epartment ofEnergy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
c/o SAIC/HEU EIS.  
PO Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026 - 3786 

Our office review was conducted in accordance with the requirements of the National 
Fnvirosmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementing regulations 40 CFR 1500. 1508 and 10 
CFR 1021.  

This document has four sites being considered for blending operations: DOE Y- 12 Site in Oak 

Ridge. Tennessee on the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR). Nuclear Fuels Services (NFS) in Erwin.  

lennessee, Babcox and Wilcox (B&W) facility in Lynchburg, Virginia, and the DOE Savannah 

River Site (SRS) in Aiken, South Carolina. The scope of this document deals with only 200 tons 
of surplus highly enriched uranium, with the major portion of the material now stored on the 
ORR.

N) 

C')

C5,
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CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN 

PAGE 4 OF 8 

Tennessee Dpeartmeat of Envlernmynt and Consetorvatu DOE Oxer1ght DIlvsloa 

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Dlsposition of Surplus Hlighly 

Enriched Uranium, DOE/EIS-0240 DS, October 1995

General Comments: 

In the public meeting in Knoxville on November 14, 1995, DOE stated that additional lIEU 

material would be declassified in December, 1995. The details of that duclasoification should be 

provided in the EIS.  

The risk factors tables show a difference of two orders of magnitude between the sites. The 

assumptions made for these calculations are not completely disclosed, and may be too generic in 

nature to make comparisons possible. Therefore, the decision should not be based on risk factors 

alone.  

A cost evaluation of each alternative, including estimated initial costs for the proposed project.  

should be included in the final EIS.  

Natural Umnium Hexafloride (UFo) is valuable as feedstock in the gaseous diffusion process; 

therefore, it doesn't make sense to use it for blending purposes since there is an excessive 

amount of depleted UFa available at Paducah. Portsmouth and at Oak Ridge K-25 sile. Natural 

UOn is mentioned in several places in section 4.4 "Interstate Transportation" (and possibly in 

other sections) for blending purposes. Natural UF6 should he changed to depleted UF6 when 

listed for use as a blendstock in the EIS.  

In addition to the above comment, depleted UFs that is stored at the K-25 site should be 

evaluated in the EIS for use as bhcndstock.  

Specific Comments: 

Depleted UF6. useful as blend stock, may also be obtained from the Oak Ridge K-25 site. The K

25 site should be added to this paragraph in the EIS 

2. Page 1-6. Section 1.4.2 Prefrred A1Mltraives 

In addition, any LLW transferred to any LLWWfacillty wauld be contcitent with the Department s 

WM PEIS and associated ROD. any subsequent NEPA documents rtered from or supplementing 

the Waste Management PEIS Please provide information to address the disposition of LLW at

02.007 

21.019 

16.015 

33.009 

28.003 
cont.

02.007: Information about the forms and locations of material that make up the inven
tory of surplus HEU was declassified by the Secretary of Energy on February 6, 1996, 

and is included in the HEU Final EIS in Figure 1.3-1.  

21.019: Variation of risk factors between candidate sites are expected for any alterna

tive due to site-specific characteristics such as land, area, meteorology, and others. For 

normal operations and facility accidents, the source terms (the quantity of radioactive 

material that can potentially be released) are the same for each candidate site. When this 

material is released to the environment, it is transported through the atmosphere to the 

receptor (worker or public). Site-specific meteorology and distance from the release point 

will determine the subsequent concentration of these materials in the atmosphere. The 

closer a receptor is to the release point, the greater the concentration. The more stable the 

air mass or slower the wind speed, the greater the concentration. The greater the concen

tration of these materials, the greater the dose received by the receptor and the greater the 

risk calculated. Appendix E of the HEU Final EIS presents the methodology and assump

tions used in both normal operations and accident conditions in performing public and 

occupational health assessments. Decisions on the proposed action and site selection 

would likely include several other environmental and economic factors in addition to 

health risks.  

16.015: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel

oped to provide the decisionmaker, DOE, comprehensive information upon which to 

make decisions. The cost analysis, which has been provided to this commentor and all 

others who have expressed an interest in this subject, is available in a separate document 

with the HEU Final EIS. It supports the conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel 

derived from surplus 1IEU would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of 

blending HEU for disposal as waste.  

33.009: During the enrichment process, as the ratio of U-235 increases the ratio of 

U-234 to U-235 increases, accordingly. Using depleted uranium in the blending process 

will reduce the ratio of U-235 to U-238 but will not change the ratio of U-234 to U-235.  

To meet the American Society of Testing Materials specification for commercial fuel 

feed, it is necessary to reduce the U-234 to U-235 ratio. To reduce the ratio of U-234 to 

U-235, it is necessary to add U-235 in the natural uranium or LEU enrichment state.  

Depleted uranium would be used as the blendstock for blending to waste because the 

ratio of U-234 to 1J-235 is not included in the waste acceptance criteria for waste dis

posal.
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STATE OF TEMtiEStEC 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CNSERVATION 

oMVISION OF RADIOLOMNCALHEALTH 
3RD FLOOR. L & C ANNEX 

4o1 CHURCH STREE!T 

NASHVILLE. TN 37243-1532 
*113244|4 

iNTER•td: N MOICyR 0C.STAT-~Th.US

January 10, 196

DOE - Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 

clo SAIC - HEU EtS 
P 0 Box 23766 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 

ATTN J. David Nulton, Director 
Office of NEPA Compliance & Outreach 

Deor Mr. Nulton: 

We have reviewed the DOE/EIS-0240-DS "Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched 

Uranium Draft Environmental Impact Statement" and would offer the following 

comment: 

Regardless of which facility is chosen by the DOE to perform the downblendlng of the 

HEU, the process should be regulated and licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission. This process should be held to the same regulatory standards as other 

commercial fuel cycle facilities in the United States.  

The independent regulatory oversight of the operations will provide assurance that the 

public, the workers, and the environment will be adequately protected from any 

potential radiation hazard.  

Sincerely, 

Michael H. Mobley 

Director 

MHM sk

25.008

22.013: The cited information is current as reported in the most recent reference, Oak 
Ridge Reservation Waste Management Plan, ESJWM-30, February 1995 (OR MMES 

1995c), but does not reflect proposed waste management strategies. Section 3.3.10 of the 

HEU Final EIS has been revised accordingly to include these strategies at ORR.  

20.012: Highly enriched uranium is transported exclusively by safe secure trailers.  

Blendstock, LEU fuel feed material, and LLW could be shipped by any acceptable com

mercial conveyance selected by the shipping traffic manager. For the HEU EIS, calcui 

tions were based on truck transport because that is the mode currently used by the Y-12 

Plant, B&W, and NFS. Although rail is not excluded, it is not available at all sites.  

25.007: The HEU EIS cumulative impact assessments are revised to include data, to the 

extent available, from the Waste Management PEIS.  

25.008: In response to the recommendations of an advisory committee, DOE is review

ing options to bring its facilities under regulation by an external organization. Although 

the regulating agency would likely be NRC or the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety 

Board, no decision has yet been made.

0 
0
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Page Two 
Secretary Hazel O'Leary 
December 14. 1995 

Despite our concerns, the State of Tennessee recognizes and appreciates the historic role 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee has played for the nation and the economic contibutions DOE has 
made to the Oak Ridge community and Tennessee over the past 50 years. We will continue 
to promote and will accept our responsibility to the nation as a potential site for one or 

aeveral of the complex suite of activities that DOE must perform- However, I believe that 
DOE's continued consideration of the most technically unsuitable disposal site in the DOE 

complex for large scale waste deposition is trnly a waste of precious national and state 

resources. I urged you to invest your agency's energies in alternatives that better meet both 

the short and long term interests of waste storage.  

Sincerely, 

Dan SundquistN 

c: United States Representative Zach Womp 
United States Senator Fred Thompson 
United States Senator Bill Frist 
Commissioner Don Dills, Tennessee Department of Enviromsent and Conservation 
US DOE Headquarters PA Office 
Mr. Greg Rudy, Acting Director, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
NFPA File 
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HEU EIS PUBLIC -_RAL COMMENTS 
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP 

Knoxville, Tennessee 
Novemnber 14, 1995 

SESSION: Discusszon Group A 

OPEN DISCUSSION 

Fsoiltides Catp.bltho 

What upgnadte ate tequtired aemonit te ceadidate slte In ordt foe the conmetdal facilities aud 
go1 0 rnent facilities to poifons the work and be in compl•anoe? What now equipment ptmte, 
fcllitises, and/or letoolohles wowld he neeted to blend down the material? 

If there is a potential need fm sew factlies 0 carry out the proposed actios, hate they been 
adequatoly addeosed ib the PIS? 

Itf te blending to UIP,is the betie way to dead with tis tmatldal. why It tou proce•s only 
ciutdetrd for the cormnelal facttilite and ont the gove•ente W f tdhics? 

Who wilt ply P-AW or NFS to blend down the meoaal. ptu rcbase new equipment. and san•e the 

Ls the p•evae company who tbuy the fuel the onw wveo wilt be repoasl•ble foethe wate? Could 
the waste be acnt back to a DOE fiatlity Wlht happenl to the .sste frora the coMnmetiial 
facltides opetaatiom? This Isote nccd to be expanded be te fiala EIS.  

What athe wethiwat for decldint who gets what bhuoaeas? Y-12can blcndtometal. Would Itbe 
more cogt effective to acead the mta-zMlal to Y-12 or would It be seento commerial facitlties? 

Cogt is the 1JIzM t deteandnaia f•t. in deciding which piecess, gomemme•t cmounmteotcil. will 

be sed.  

Other Altýftdes 

How fft did DOE took Into other Isen"laerneatiee usne of HtU? Did DOE oue the nnltnoal 
laboratorics to look into • •eft n ahoootiven? 

In trums of the Nevada Teu Sine. bwhu about pultn the otale insfal yeld nelec~ 
exp=loes to get nid of it?

22.010 

11.005 

01.002 

16.003 

14.003 

11.006 

09.012 

09.004

'REVISED Docent-er 13,1995

22.010: Site-specific upgrade requirements for each of the blending technologies are 

discussed throughout the HEU EIS; specifically in Sections 2.2.3.2, 2.2.3.3, 2.2.3.4, 

2.13.5, 4.3.1, 4.3.2, 4.3.3, and 4.3.4. Each of the blending processes and the equipment 

needed for those processes are discussed in Section 2.2.  

11.005: The HEU EIS assumes that no new facilities (buildings) would be needed to 

carry out the proposed actions, although modifications or additional equipment might be 

installed in existing facilities (such additions would be necessary to make UF 6 blending 

possible, for example). DOE has no plans to construct new facilities. If commercial enti

ties choose to build new facilities for the HEU disposition program, additional NEPA 

review would probably be necessary, most likely in the context of NRC license amend
ment proceedings.  

01.002: The ability to convert HEU in the form of metal or oxide to UF 6 does not cur

rently exist at any facility. Because UF 6 blending would only be used for blending com

mercial material, it would only be developed if one of the commercial blenders decides it 

is economically preferable to its existing UNH blending capabilities. DOE does not 

intend to install new equipment for the purpose of competing with the private sector in a 

commercial market when it already has adequate UNH and metal (at the Y-12 Plant) 

blending capability.  

16.003: The costs of undertaking HEU blending actions could initially be borne by 
DOE, by USEC, or by potential purchasers of the material. Any new equipment installed 

at commercial facilities would be at their own expense. It is fully expected that all costs 

of blending, including waste management, would ultimately be covered by the purchase 
price for commercial material.  

14.003: Any utility purchaser of nuclear fuel derived from surplus HEU would be 

responsible for disposal of the resulting spent nuclear fuel. Under the Nuclear Waste Pol

icy Act, DOE manages the Nation's civilian radioactive waste program in return for fees 

assessed on nuclear electricity generation, so the waste would eventually be sent to a 

DOE permanent repository (or possibly an interim storage facility). The process waste 

from commercial blending facilities would be handled the same as any other waste from 

those facilities-in regional LLW repositories governed by interstate compacts under the 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act, as amended.

0 

0



TENNESSEE (KNOXVIILE), AVFERNOON WORKSHOP 
DISCUSSION GROUP A 
PAGE 3 OF 8 

Weupora PotentlaitR]P

It might be bettor to ron Altcrnatfiv 2 (blend to wastos), so pooliferation will not be An insue 

If tOR would [Air U3iliC not of O[r piture, wouldn't DO1 still havb An obligation to comply 
with variou treaties, to blend down the material fron other nations to make it touwnble? 

Is them a treaty for Pu and HEM? Do we have tn obligation to dispon of ther matertls? 

Teasportallon 

If mos of the material is at Y- 12, ndY-12 has th caitabllity to pro it into metal o the oxide 
f(om. why doer DOE want to tanpoat the material all over the conoty If it cooal in doae • t•Y.  
127 Will tie trarsportation ont And (,lrh be a factor in detennonidog where the material will be 
trwtngoeted awl lncottend? 

Does the bunden of tde aocldents fall on do person that ibys dhe oel? 

If the almAontive was to blend donCD to waw, who Is tdo cnlstomr7 

Would cost be the doo inpoant tfoam" in the drizonmaking p-7 

df the ahtematiaw wea clihon to blend down to wast, would all foc aitea partictpAw In don 
action? If the decisiton i to blend down to commewcial font, who wtld nako thd dectLson at which 
ste to blend dbw the watedrl? If te custoier derides to blend down tde materida, would It be 
feaie to Ino(n tthat Al fher candidate aiter wolId bid on the work, or would DOR ma 11 
decision which then got whart wateml? Can DOE Assume dd the candridae site will be Available 
when the decision is finally made as to where the blending will tale plamc? Can d•oo•rOer.  
decide who will bend the material down and who will transport it? How will dhe decision on 
which enomornlial orgovcnsnolt aotality will do the work be made? 

Can DOE rntove the cost of what it took to wake the mattrial? DoesDO haaoan etinnow •of 
dhe co. pea kilogram thaiti took to m.ko the material oenus today's market vral7 

How do you evtluatc today's maohea valm of tde ftel? 

Sotloeonoontlca Lakbor 

Wodmot in Oak Ridge - losing thain11 ,jbA. Why woildn' DOE selet oe siat to blend down do 
mwterial in a plane whtr jobs and tdo wok is ocoded?

1 10.009 

03.007 

03.008 

20.006 

06.010 

11.008 
29.001 

11.008 
cont'.  

04.007 

16.004 

10.008

21.006: Several accident scenarios were considered for the lIEU EIS including a tor
nado, straight winds, an aircraft crash, nuclear criticality, process-related accidents, and 
an evaluation basis earthquake. As stated in Section 4.3, it was assumed that with the 
exception of the filter fire and the fluidized bed release, all of the accident scenarios con
sidered in the EIS could be initiated by the evaluation basis earthquake. The evaluation 
basis earthquake is also assumed to initiate the nuclear criticality and the UF6 cylinder 
release. To be conservative, the consequences from the evaluation basis earthquake, 
earthquake induced criticality, and the UF 6 cylinder release were added to yield the total 
consequences from both the release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals into the 
environment and a criticality.  

Because details on some of the site-specific processes were proprietary, one set of repre
sentative data were used in the HEU EIS for each blending process with nominal 
throughput rates that assumed a full-scale operation with bounding values for operational 
requirements, emissions, waste streams, and other parameters. Therefore, the same acci
dent scenarios representative of each blending process were used at each site.  

20.009: Continued storage does not reduce the inventory of weapons-usable material, 
which is the purpose of the proposed action. It would be unreasonable to compare storage 
(no action alternative) impacts with only part of the potential risk (that is, transportation) 
encountered for the other alternatives. However, the total impacts for each alternative are 
presented and compared. Transportation impacts are specifically addressed in Section 4.4 
and Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS.  

06.009: Neither blending down of HEU nor treatment with any chemical can make Pu.  
However, blending HEU to 4-percent LEU and using it as fuel in commercial reactors 
results in the creation of some Pu in the spent nuclear fuel. Only reactors can make Pu. It 
is possible to reprocess the resulting spent fuel by dissolving it in nitric acid and using 
other chemicals to separate Pu, but because spent ftiel is extremely radioactive, the pro
cess is very hazardous and difficult and must be carried out by remote control in heavily 
shielded cells. This is the process that was used to make the Pu used for the nuclear weap
ons in the first place, but it has never been accomplished by any subnational group.  
Because of the difficulty of separating Pu from spent fuel, spent fuel is considered highly 
proliferation resistant for at least 80 to 100 years after it is removed from reactors.
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Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program, other methods for 

submitting comments were also made available throughout the comment period: toll-free 

fax and voice recording, electronic bulletin board, and U.S. mail. These methods can also 

be used to request additional information or to be placed on the Office of Fissile Materials 

Disposition's mailing list.  

10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and 

disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the H4EU EIS as one of the alternatives. The 

analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact 

among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed 

cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made 

them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi

cates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense 

and would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for dis

posal as waste. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 through 5) evaluated in 

the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message to 

other nations.  

03.007: It is correct that the foreign policy objective of reducing global stockpiles of 

weapons-usable fissile materials would remain without regard to USEC's role. USEC's 

involvement stems from the provision of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 that makes USEC 

the exclusive marketing agent for sales of U.S. Government and Russian enriched ura

nium. There are at present no international treaties concerning disposition of fissile mate

rials. However, the Joint Statement between the United States and Russia on 

Nonproliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and the Means of their Delivery (Janu

ary, 1994, reproduced as Appendix B of the HEU Final EIS) provides a bilateral frame

work for U.S.-Russian nonproliferation efforts. In addition, the President's 

Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy (September 1993, reproduced as Appendix A 

of the HEU EIS) commits the United States to "seek to eliminate where possible, the 

accumulation of stockpiles of HEU or Pu to ensure that where these materials already 

exist they are subject to the highest standards of safety, security, and international 

accountability." The U.S. Government is pursuing fissile materials disposition on a uni

lateral basis, to set an example for other nations, and to reciprocate similar actions 

already being taken in Russia. ::u 
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DOE for disposal as waste. Any or all of the facilities could be involved in such blending.  

It is not possible to specify today where blending would take place for either waste or 
commercial material, since those decisions will depend in part on the forms of the busi
ness transactions governing particular disposition actions. Decisions about blending sites 
and transportation could be made by DOE, by USEC, or by other entities involved in 
those transactions. It is very likely that competitive bidding procedures will be instru
mental in such decisions.  

29.001: Cost will play a key role in the decisionmaking process. The Preferred Alterna
tive identified in the HEU Final EIS is to maximize commercial use of the material, 
because it would recover the material's economic value and satisfy the nonproliferation 

objective in the most timely manner.  

Preliminary cost estimates suggest that 170 t of surplus HEU may have a net commercial 
value of approximately $2 billion. More importantly, avoiding disposal costs for the same 

amount of material would save the Government between $5 and $15 billion.  

04.007: The Department of Energy has no expectation of recovering the invested costs 
of producing HEU, which have been very high. (The marginal cost of enrichment goes up 
as enrichment levels increase.) DOE has no reliable basis for estimating the actual cost of 
producing HEU. The current question is whether recovery of those invested costs can be 

at least partially offset by commercial use of the material or completely written off by 
making it all into waste.  

16.004: The value of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU has been evaluated as part of 
cost estimates for the alternatives in the HEU EIS that have been released separately from 
the lIEU Final EIS. The value of commercial material is expected to be equivalent to 
market value for any other commercial LEU. Off-spec material is expected to be dis
counted to reflect its lower value.  

10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as 
having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with 

NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and 
alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide 
this information to the decisionmakers.



TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP 

DISCUSSION GROUP B 
PAGE 1 OF 5 

HEU HIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS 
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP 

Knoxville, Tennesee 
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Dsctusslon Group B

Although thc oveview paeentet indicated that there were no envtrol nuootal Problems aoriatcd 

with any of the candidae sites them was A trelea of UP. at NFS in 1979 which wa never 

adequately explained to the public to• ootainly represents a poutntal danger to the public and the 

enobtotooL The EIS should de4l with this tote atnd clatify the potentialt saety md heOath 

impacts .,soclaed with this ftality.  

DOE aeeds to quantify the poot•tntl releo•at to grmudwater. aquifers "a*ir from the proposed 

actilons. Prticipan t fttad to Soction S-2. Table tromaty .on pqge S.24, and Chapetts 4.3 and 

45 for auoai aondt tota campalgn hopaIt. tcspcttvely.  

DOn ncctds to cotmpart aculdcnt
4 

releases verst dcoic releases 

DOE needs to clarify thB diflaemt ispactI at differtmt s411 i.e., why is the emnvin.nmentU1 jtustce 

impact high at the S.vowh Rimet Site? Why does NFS hive hlgher dose ram.? 

What are the differencs in envtaotoeetatl imtpactst "o~i tatl with keeping weapotns-guad 

mat.eiatl in stotagt .coopared to tisk of taaoopoatotton to various blending stres? How Is the 

otfety of its transtort bhehg a••tw•d? Is tmoa tipOt expensive? 

Who docides what will be donw with thw 1MU? 

Alternative 

DOE should clarify aod compare the pmolitthion risk,_ awociated with each alternative, especially 

indicating that io0reastrg ¢o ooe0la u5I of HEU also itreases the proli ferationot, punt, 

flow dost the •rnitria of o•etting good example to other ntions rela00 tu the vrious atrtaetives, 

being considered? 

What anm the c<oromic coso.a associatd with each altetrtive?

21.003 

22.005 

21.004 
24.002 
21.005 
20.005 

01.001 

03.001 

03.002 

16.009 
03.003

21.003: The UF 6 release that occurred on August 7, 1979 was reported in the Environ

mental Assessment for Renewal of Special Nuclear Material License SNM-124, Nuclear 

Fuel Services, Inc., Erwin Plant, Erwin, Tennessee, Docket No. 70-143, dated August 

1991. As described on page 4-38 of the environmental assessment the quantities released 

to the atmosphere increased rapidly to a maximum within 10 to 15 minutes and then 

slowly decreased as material circulated out of the process ventilation and out of the stack.  

Most activity (60 to 80 percent) was released in 1 hour, although it took about 3 hours for 

all the activity to escape. The incident was investigated by NRC. The quantities released 

were within regulatory levels. After this event, the scrubbing system was redesigned and 

modified to improve the system. Detection systems with alarms were also installed at the 

work station.  

The HEU EIS analyzed radiological releases from UF 6 blending process during normal 

operations of NFS as well as under a severe accident condition during which the highest 

atmospheric release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals would occur. The accident 

scenarios evaluated in the HEU EIS included the release of UF 6 from a cylinder leak sim

ilar to what occurred at NFS in 1979. Section 4.3.2 of the HEU Final EIS presents 

impacts of blending HEU to 4-percent UF 6 to the public and the environment.  

22.005: Potential releases to air from the proposed action were estimated and presented 

in Section 4.3 of the HEU EIS. However, it was determined that there would be no haz

ardous waste released to the surface or groundwater during blending operations. All haz

ardous waste would be treated until it becomes nonhazardous and, after treatment, would 

then be released to an NPDES-permitted outfall.  

21.004: The HEU EIS analyzed both accidental and chronic releases of tIEU from the 

proposed alternatives. Chronic releases are very small releases of material to the environ

ment over a long period of time. Accidental releases are releases of material to the envi

ronment over a very short period of time to an instantaneous release. The impacts of 

chronic and accidental releases from normal operations and accidents, respectively, were 

evaluated for each alternative blending process and presented in Section 4.3 of the HEU 

Final EIS.  

24.002: Differences in current conditions at each site lead to different potential impacts 

at each site. For example, the area surrounding SRS has a higher minority population than
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the HEU in weapons-usable form. DOE considers Alternatives 2 through 5, which repre
sent blending different portions of the surplus HIEU to waste or fuel, as roughly equiva
lent in terms of proliferation potential, and much more proliferation resistant than the 

HEU in its present form. That is, LEU at both 4- and 0.9-percent enrichment, and spent 

fuel are all considered to have low proliferation potential, because both enrichment of 

uranium and reprocessing to separate Pu are difficult and costly.  

03.002: The program objective of setting a good example for other nations relates to 
converting weapons-usable fissile materials to forms that are no longer weapons-usable; 

(that is, to demonstrate to other nations that our nuclear disarmament actions are perma

nent and irreversible). It is in the national security interest of the United States that other 

nations take similar actions to reduce stockpiles of weapons materials, so the United 

States is obligated to take such actions itself. All four of the action alternatives in the 

HEU Final EIS (Alternatives 2 through 5) satisfy this objective by seeking to blend all of 
the surplus lIEU to LEU. Only the No Action Alternative, which would leave the HEU in 
its present weapons-usable forms, would fail to satisfy this nonproliferation objective.  

16.009: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel

oped for inclusion into the ROD(s) and are available in a separate document with the 

HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis supports DOE's preliminary conclusion that commer

cial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared 

to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste.  

03.003: Although spent fuel contains Pu, which if separated is a weapons-usable fissile 
material, spent fuel is extremely radioactive and hazardous to handle; thus, it is difficult 

and costly to separate Pu from spent fuel. In accordance with recommendations of the 

National Academy of Sciences, it is the policy of the United States to make weapons

usable fissile materials at least as proliferation resistant as commercial spent fuel.  

03.004: The Department of Energy agrees that blending all surplus HEU to waste 
would be much more costly and take longer than options that make commercial use of the 

material. It also would have greater adverse environmental impacts. However, it must be ' 

(JO



TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFrERNOON WORKSHOP 

DISCUSSION GROUP B 
PAGE 5 OF 5 

04.002: The Department of Energy does not expect to have any difficulty marketing the 

commercial material at market rates. Off-spec material will probably need to be marketed 

at discounted rates to compensate for the added processing and operational requirements 

for its use. The uranium market is now a global one, involving numerous competitors.  

DOE expects that LEU derived from surplus HEU will be introduced into the market at 

rates that do not have an adverse material impact on the market.  

03.006: The Department of Energy agrees that the nonproliferation objectives are pre

eminent; however, the recovery of some of the costs involved in creating this HEU are 

also very important, particularly in the current budgetary climate. Fortunately, the two 

objectives are complementary in the HEU disposition program.  

04.003: The Department of Energy's preference is to utilize as much as possible of this 

resource as LEU reactor fuel derived from surplus HEU.  

33.001: Forms of surplus HEU are mainly metal, compounds, solutions, oxides, irradi

ated fuel, reactor fuel, UF 6, scrap, and material in weapons that have been retired but 

have not been transferred to Pantex for disassembly. Surplus HEU is currently located at 

10 DOE sites around the country and is shown in Figure 1.3-1 of the HEU Final EIS.
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blow and where has the blend down technology beeon "W And tnt the best technology? 

DOE ovuright otflo is not am even if trds technology Is In enlstence - sohowo many yearn han 
the blending t•10otooy been carred out at eacoh sito? How long has B&W been doing blend 

do"n? Ame we getfing doubte talk? DOBbnnasd Outhatll of the sites hae blended dow the 

material to I% 0€ 4%. What are you naying. that B&W has not? 

Can these people/sllel blend one mnaterial down to 4% on-peC in the tione frame giveo in the EIS? 

What are the criterta for slecting SRS, 00R, B&W or NFS? 

What Is the tpeciftc comsopondon of the materinls? What It cltsifled, the amount or the tocation 
of the suplus HEU? 

What deveS DOFSf neLecdot of a spcisbic ot? to cot o teasL 6ik? 

TrawpoatAla Risks 

How much tod&l is tranatwated pen tckload? 

Has the EIS looked at thde rtao of accldents between treaporting waste versus LEM? 

Ims't thee a diffrcence in trnsportng the material In safn secure trailere (SST,) as opposed to Joe 

Blow Tanspowtation halihng the waste? Is the probability of accidenta lower when ttansporting 
the natth-..a In sale =-eo b•tlers (SST))? 

Ame tucks the enoral or best way to move thM =WatWta? 

U a book owny•ng 1% toaterial canshbe on 140 what would be the accident qmtiaino? What 
woold the gtnd look nobte? What awe the o'onv ental and health effetMn? Please explin for 
both 1% and 4% manleat.  

Pratiftradon IoDffneences 

When the HEU is blended do"n it wonld be, run through commowtial teactors and you end up 

with morn weaypon-unale fissile materials Would there be wor we.potonos.bkt materials alter 
processing in -os-w•orlac tors? If so, how nouch? 

Tbeperiod of 8 yea•s •re 46 year throughput- I would like tougget thatif to 46years 
were changed to 1 years we wnold han more juhs in the short teno 

What makes us believe that thee utilities will purchase the materials hr. the United States ooer 
the other as•alable mateia•s?

01.004 

05.006 

07.008 

02.001 
08.003 

20.002 

19.001 

20.003 

20.010 

03.010 

05.005

13.002: The demand for HEU-derived uranium would come from the approximately 

100 nuclear electric power plants operating in the United States and hundreds of others 

overseas. There is no expected increase in the number of these power plants in the United 

States.  

13.003: There is consideration of deregulation of the electrical supply industry, but that 

has not happened yet and no one can be sure what form it will take or what its impact will 

be. At this time, there is no deregulation data to analyze. The demand for uranium in the 

United States is continuously analyzed by numerous firms specializing in the uranium 

market. These analyses predict essentially steady demand for uranium at 165 million 

pounds U308 per year worldwide. The United States uses about 45 million lbs U308 per 

year and produces only about 6 million lbs.  

11.010: The HEU EIS analyzes generic processes for the various blending technologies 

at all of the sites. Generic process rates are also applied based on rates that all of the facil

ities could achieve. It is possible that some of the facilities could process material at 

higher rates, although it is unlikely DOE could make material available for blending at 
higher rates.  

07.002: The HEU EIS is programmatic in the sense that it will support programmatic 
decisions (for example, as proposed, to make commercial use of surplus HEU). The Pre

ferred Alternative in the HEU Final EIS does not include any site preferences. The docu

ment concludes that the necessary blending activities could take place at any of the 

analyzed sites without significant adverse impacts. Thus, environmental considerations 

are not considered likely to drive site decisions, which may be made by parties other than 

DOE. If subsequent decisions concerning disposition of specific lots of HEU fall within 

the parameters analyzed in the EIS in terms of sites, quantities, and processes, it is 

expected that no additional NEPA documentation will be required.  

01.004: Uranyl nydrate hexahydrate blending technology is in existence at all four 

facilities, and metal blending technology exists at DOE's Y-12 Plant. While all of the 

facilities have engaged in some blending as part of their past operations, blending to pre-

0 
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Whet doet DOE begn to g'appl. 'thtt thiw nn e of nypont el tf w tbod doen to H EU we 
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, dttor any onoionthle to blend to 1% oer" the 4% LEU? 

1 Oral comments received in public meetings concerning similar issues were 

combined (grouped) for presentation in this document,

14.006 

14.011 

10.009 
04.006

I

IQ

entities as well as DOE, would probably be dictated primarily by business considerations 
and the results of competitive bidding processes.  

20.002: The quantity of material per truckload (shipment) varies, depending on the 
alternative and type of material. For example, under the alternative to produce UNH for 
commercial use, a truckload would contain 48 packages of surplus HEU, 35 kg per pack

age (77 lbs), or 1,680 kg (3,696 lbs) of surplus HEU per truckload. Table G.1-3 of the 

HEU Final EIS presents the quantity of each material transported in the assessment.  

19.001: Yes. The maximum annual transportation impacts would be 0.038 fatalities for 

transportation of LLW and 0.061 fatalities for LEU destined for commercial fuel fabrica
tion. A cumulative summary of transportation environmental impacts is presented in 
Table 4.4.3.3-1. The accident risk for each material is presented in Appendix G.  

20.003: Safe secure trailer trucks are reserved for the exclusive transport of highly sen
sitive special nuclear materials, primarily for security reasons. LLW does not require 
intensive security oversight and therefore would be transported by certified commercial 

truck. Regardless of the vehicle, either safe secure trailer or commercial truck, the carrier 
of radioactive materials must comply with the same stringent Department of Transporta
tion packaging and transport requirements, as explained in Section 4.4 of the HEU Final 
EIS. For normal traffic fatalities, no difference is assumed in the probability of risk per 

kilometer for either safe secure trailer or commercial shipments. However, for the proba
bility of release of radioactivity in the case of accidents, it is lower for safe secure trailer 
shipments (due to special design of the safe secure trailer) than for commercial ship
ments.  

20.010: Depending on the severity of the accident for the LLW material (with 0.9-per

cent enrichment), some of the Type A radioactive material packages could disengage 
from the truck and be breached, and some material could possibly be released. Any loose 

material could be recovered by conventional tools, repackaged, and transported away 

with minimal loss of life or property, and minimal permanent site contamination.

P
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03.017: The Department of Energy does not agree that commercial use of LEU fuel 
derived from surplus HEU increases the proliferation potential. DOE considers Alterna
tives 2 through 5, which represent blending different portions of the surplus HEU to 
waste or fuel, as roughly equivalent in terms of proliferation potential, and much more 
proliferation-resistant than the HEU in its present form. That is, LEU at both 4- and 
0.9-percent enrichment and spent fuel are all considered to have low proliferation poten
tial, because both enrichment of uranium and reprocessing of spent fuel to separate Pu are 
difficult and costly. Although fuel derived from U.S. surplus HEU and sold abroad could 
conceivably be reprocessed in some countries to separate Pu for commercial (non-mili
tary) use in mixed oxide fuel, that LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply 
replace other fuel, so no incremental Pu will be created as a result of this program.  

06.017: The Department of Energy agrees that setting an example for other nations is 
an important objective of the surplus HEU disposition program. Consequently, it is con
sidered important to begin work on making our surplus HEU non-weapons-usable in a 

prompt manner.  

03.011: The International Atomic Energy Agency probably would not track HEU 
beyond the point that it is blended down to LEU, at which time it is no longer a prolifera
tion concern, and which will occur in the United States. Currently, 123 nations are mem
bers of the IAEA.  

06.019: The inventory of surplus HEU has an average enrichment level of 50 percent, 
which means that, on average, 50 percent of it by weight is U-235. Almost all of the 
remainder is U-238, with small quantities of U-234 and U-236 in some of the material.  
Various portions of the inventory contain numerous other materials. Details concerning 
the forms, quantities, and locations of surplus HEU are shown in Figure 1.3-1. Some of 
the material is located at Rocky Flats.  

07.004: As explained in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final EIS, DOE prefers the Maxi
mum Commercial Use Alternative because it would best serve the purpose and need for • 
the proposed action, which is to make the surplus HEU non-weapons-usable and, where
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PAGE 8 OF 8 10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and 

disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The 

analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact 

among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed 

cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made 

them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi

cates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense 

and would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending 1HEU for dis

posal as waste. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 through 5) evaluated in 

the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message to 
other nations.  

04.006: The Department of Energy's preliminary analysis has found no economic 

advantage of blending to 1 percent or less for waste disposal, since approximately five 

times as much blending would be required, and waste disposal costs are expected to be 

high. An analysis available separately from the EIS compares the costs of the alternatives 

and supports DOE's preliminary conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel derived 

from surplus HEU makes the most economic sense and would save considerable money.
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11.009: At this time, DOE is aware of no commercial facilities seeking licenses to pro
cess HEU other than the two analyzed in the HEU EIS.
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woudd dhot ceo a prolifertoion ri.k? Can do tstUmkd Sa•n.. a tha tshe fuel sold to foreign 
conoitie would be safe from asociaaed p•otlferii riebbs? 

The douomneot osly addresses dt sodo antil the fnel becomes comomecial Under the NEPA 
prces•. the lib of tde matesial Mohld be coonoed from coodi, to gfism

What bappened id the irnattonal orety for returing forein research reoator &ent nuclear ftul 
to the Urnted States? 

t•@rstpodfluznpr ehitrdirib•df•das.n tLconcerniing similar issues were combined

16.005 

22.004 

06.012 

26.004 

23,002 

15.001 

30.004

09.002: The gaseous diffusion enrichment plants at Paducah and Portsmouth have the 
capability to deal with HEU only in the form of UF 6 . The K-25 Site on ORR is perma
nently closed. Since the surplus HEU is in the form of metal or oxide, not UF 6, those 
facilities cannot be used for the blending activities.  

22.003: Waste types, forms, and volumes generated by the three blending processes 
(UNH, metal, and UF 6) are listed in Tables 2.2.2.1-2, 2.2.2.2-2, and 2.2.2.3-2 of the 
HEU EIS.  

Conceptual treatment schemes for the blending alternatives as envisioned at the candidate 
sites, and storage and disposal impacts are described in the waste management sections of 
Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.  

Mixed waste is generated by all three of the blending processes, as indicated in the tables 
referenced above, but the mixed wastes are treated to LLW in the conceptual treatment 
schemes.  

14.004: The Department of Energy does not intend to take actions to commence blend
ing of HEU until there is a clear destination for the resultant material. In the case of waste 
material, that destination is a LLW repository. In the case of commercial material, the 
destination is the normal nuclear fuel cycle, which in the United States is a "once
through" cycle ending in disposal of spent fuel. The alternative of blending HEU to waste 
would generate LLW for disposal that would not otherwise exist. In contrast, the spent 
nuclear fuel that would result from commercial use of blended-down HEU would not rep
resent any increment over that which would exist in the absence of this program.  

The context of this comment pertains to the timing of disposition actions. DOE explained 
that waste HEU would not be blended until disposal capacity for the resultant LLW was 
available, because DOE does not want to build expanded storage facilities for the much 
higher volume of the blended-down material. The commentor expressed the opinion that 
HEU should likewise not be blended for commercial use until disposal capacity for the 
resultant spent fuel was available. The difference between the two is that, without this 
program, there would be no less spent fuel to dispose of (as fuel from natural uranium 
would be used instead), whereas LLW that would be created by blending HEU to waste 
would be in addition to that which would otherwise exist.
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PAGE 4 OF 4 26.004: Surplus HEU is currently located at 10 DOE sites (see Figure 1.3-1 of the Final 

HEU EIS) but most will be moved to the DOE's Y-12 Plant for interim storage. The 

blefldstock material, which would be used in blending with surplus HEU to produce 

LEU, is located at various sites as natural uranium, depleted uranium, and LEU. These 

sites are ORR; SRS; Hanford; Paducah, KY; and Portsmouth and Fernald, OH. Once the 

surplus HEU material is blended to LEU, it will be shipped to fuel fabricators. DOE does 

not intend to blend down all surplus HEU and store as LEU. Surplus HEU will be kept in 

storage until there is a buyer that would utilize the material as fuel in commercial reactors 

within a reasonable timeframe.  

23.002: All of the facilities at candidate sites have NRC permits in place to conduct 

down-blending of HEU.  

15.001: Spent fuel is considered to present low proliferation potential during the 80 to 

100 years that its radiation field is very high. Fuel fabricated from HEU-blended material 

that may be sold to foreign users would present absolutely no increment to proliferation 

risks, since it would simply supplant fuel derived from natural uranium.  

30.004: Once the material becomes commercial fuel, it is fungible with and supplants 

other commercial fuel. Thus, the surplus HEU disposition program presents no incremen

tal impacts after the material becomes commercial fuel, other than the positive impacts of 

avoided uranium mining, milling, and enrichment. The impacts of spent fuel management 

and disposal are covered under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, including 

appropriate NEPA documentation.
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS 
EVENING WORKSHOP 

Knoxville. Trel'eee 
November 14,1995 

SESSION: Plenary 

Why not bled all of the mat In. rector fuel? 

If this mateial is used In thi United State., rrton marke will it then preclode htsrsastioald fuels 
from entering tho Unated States matiet? 

DOE ha the nippon from Unolic County, "eroeo* n for ths poociss. We apprmciate NiS. I 
can't think of nyone in our county that would not stpport thOI 

Is ths an all or notsseld sitution? -Tat is, having on nite do it all on dividing it all bet- the 
four sI .-? 

Do you anuticipasen ageod market for this? itne is A proposed facility in COtibouoee, Lbotima 
that will process the materal em staI to finis They have said they will he a dirsc romprnt-or 
with the DOE and USEC 

Who will he •ntulotg8 the mantenal other thee the 50 moenrk too going to USEC? 

(tN0 USEC is privadrod who will hove ride of the 50 metric tons of the mAnetal? 

Is thee full intent to market the muartdid, ano met how low the co•tl. or wýold DOE hold on to 

it until the price Is at a level you would want to sel its 

Ultimate stouge - what is the anticipated stountge time before selfing? 

egoandiog tin time frame, how many yewts Is DOE expecting this proces to take? 

Do we rpect thut the Russias will be serding mom fuel material over thus eompetng with the 
what the candthiate sites would be pe•oessng? 

With the RRnis taking w lSOrig to pocs•- their fuel, will this impact the time frame for 

perocssing oue 21o metri tons?

09.003 

17.001 

10.003 

07.002 

04.002 

17.004 

04.004 

08.002 
05.002 

12.003 

05.003

'REVISED December 1995 

'Oral comments received in public meetings concerning similar issues were combined 
Igrouped) for presentation in this document.

(I 
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09.003: The Department of Energy's Preferred Alternative is to blend as much as possi
ble of the material for commercial use as reactor fuel. Some portion of the material 
(between 15 and 30 percent) is in forms that may ultimately prove uneconomical to 
develop for commercial use and will have to be blended down for disposal as.LLW.  

17.001: Commercial fuel derived from HEU is expected to enter a global uranium mar

ket. It is possible that it could supplant uranium imports or augment U.S. exports.  

10.003: Comment noted.  

07.002: The HEU EIS is programmatic in the sense that it will support programmatic 
decisions (for example, as proposed, to make commercial use of surplus LIEU). The Pre
ferred Alternative in the HEU Final EIS does not include any site preferences. The docu
ment concludes that the necessary blending activities could take place at any of the 
analyzed sites without significant adverse impacts. Thus, environmental considerations 
are not considered likely to drive site decisions, which may be made by parties other than 
DOE. If subsequent decisions concerning disposition of specific lots of HEU fall within 
the parameters analyzed in the IJEU EIS in terms of sites, quantities, and processes, it is 
expected that no additional NEPA documentation will be required.  

04.002: The Department of Energy does not expect to have any difficulty marketing the 
commercial material at market rates. Off-spec material will probably need to be marketed 
at discounted rates to compensate for the added processing and operational requirements 
for its use. The uranium market is now a global one, involving numerous competitors.  
DOE expects that LEU derived from surplus HEU will be introduced into the market at 
rates that do not have a material adverse impact on the market.  

17.004: Under the current proposal, if this HEU EIS is finalized and an ROD is pub
lished consistent with the Preferred Alternative to maximize commercial use, the ROD 
may include a decision to transfer title to 50 t of HEU to USEC. This is planned to 
increase the value of USEC and thus the proceeds to the Federal Treasury from the sale of 
USEC. As explained in the HEU Final EIS, under current law, USEC must act as DOE's
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PAGE 3 OF 3 05.003: The Department of Energy must ensure that its sales of uranium do not have a 
material adverse impact on the domestic uranium industry, taking into account the U.S.

Russian HEU agreement. It is possible that if the Russian agreement appears to be jeopar

dized by domestic HEU disposition actions, the administration might decide to defer 
domestic sales until market conditions improve.
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Does te 200 mtbec tons of HBU Identified. also inclade the foceign HoEM? 

Reuditng the ratios provided for cornmetrik off specilfation mateial and wasto, do they notloit 
the amoonts that DOE his now or will have with ths manteial Ihtmefoed in this docott What 

was the basis for the eafo? 

ast ttho schedule of the Rectrd of DeChison slipped sod why? If it hes slipped, what does the 

scheduio look lie now? 

flow soon s thn n•attial be blmeedd down once the Reo•od of DeeWon is isuod? 

Regarding the transpotation isso. does DOE expect any challenges from the dX37

02.002 

07.005 

29.003 

05.004 

20.004

12.006: The impacts on the uranium and nuclear fuel cycle industries are detailed in 

Section 4.8 of the HEU EIS, which has been enhanced in the final document.  

02.002: The 200 t does not include any foreign HEU. It consists of about 175 t of 

domestic HEU presently declared surplus by the President plus an additional amount that 

may be declared surplus sometime in the future.  

07.005: The estimates of the quantities of HEU that will be deemed commercial, off

spec, and non-commercial are based on DOE's current understanding of the material in 

the surplus inventory. That understanding is still developing. Since the HEU EIS analyzes 

a range of fuel/waste ratios from 0/100 to 85/15, the eventual outcome is in any event 

covered by the analysis.  

29.003: The Record of Decision is scheduled to be published in the Federal Register in 
the summer of 1996.  

05.004: The Department of Energy expects that a realistic estimate of the time needed 

to blend currently declared surplus material for commercial use will be 10 to 15 years.  

Material that must be blended to waste is expected to take an additional 10 to 15 years.  

20.004: The Department of Energy does not anticipate any challenges regarding trans

portation of surplus HEU or LEU among the candidate sites used in the HEU EIS because 

these sites have been routinely transporting radioactive materials for many years.
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10.003: Comment noted.  
OO•D 

MEMES UNICOI COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION 
N Boom, Leo Ihto%5(2)7310 

HýGmcy GnDR. RONALD WI-COX. SUPERINTENDENT 
Gls Ho-d 600 NOIRI I ELM AV'A4U1, ERWN. -I)NNISEE 37650 L Lký. (423) 743-160 

WA Wvh• 

November 30, 1995 

The U. S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P. 0. Box 23786 
Washington, D. C. 20026-3786 

Dear Sir/Madamt 

I support the effort by Nuolear Fuels Services to obtain a 
contract to blend high grade and low grade uranium into a 
marketable fuel. Our county needs an economic boost. Nuclear 
Fuels Services is located in Unicoi County, which is heavily 
impacted by federal property ownership. The federal government 
owns 50% of the land in our county. This vast ownership limits the 
amount of property taxes that are collected in our school district.  
Due to a low tax base our educational programs and services suffer.  
We need a new high school in our county since the present one was 
built in 1929, yet we cannot afford one.  

Children in our county need jobs upon graduation. We graduate 
approximately 200 students per year. Local industry employs 
approximately 20% of these graduates, with the remainder either not 
working or leaving our community to find a job.  

If Nuclear Fuels is chosen for the project there are many 10.003 
benefits that will accrue for our county such as; 

1. More dollars spent in our community due to more jobs 
created 

2. Opportunities for our senior students to get a job 
locally upon graduation 

3. The economy in Tennessee as a whole will improve 

providing a better life style for citizens 

4. Nuclear waste will be reclaimed and made usable 

5. Local property and sales tax dollars will increase 

6. The prqJect will be done in a safe manner. Their track 
record for safety speaks for itself
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UNITED STATES ENRICHMENT CORPORATION, BETHESDA, MD 
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10.003: Comment noted.

UrWd Stlas E nrlch,,ar Cor~tpoa 

2 OD-OmOa G.N.tn 
6503 ROt.tsOg . I.N e0nees,•. MO 20511r 

141. (3014564-3200 F-x (so$) 564-3201

January II, 1996

Office of Fisaile Materials Disptwition (MD-4) 
ATTN: HEU EIS 
U. S. Department of Energy 
P 0 Box 23786 
1000 Independence Avenue S.W.  
Washington. D.C. 20585 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

USEC has reviewed the October 1995 Dispo.silion. of.Surplus Highly Enriched U(ranium 
I)rafrf l'viroinmentallmpact .tulemat. We offer the following comments on the draft docaumnt: 

Section 1.4 - USEC supports the preferred altermttive to sell as much HEU as possible for use in 
commercial reactor ftel using a combination of sites and blending technologies that best serves 
programmatic, environmental, and economic needs 

.Section 2.1.2.3 - (i e the Umited Commercial Use Alternative) states that the 50 t of HEU will 
be split equally betaween two commercial facilities. This alternative should also cover the possibility 
ofhaving all ofthe material go to only one facility. The other commercial use Alternatives give ranges 

of the mix from "all commercial" to "all DOE" The Limited Conunercial Use alternative should be 
analyzed in the same way 

Section 2.2 - On page 2-13 it states that "UN, metal, and Up, are reactive and are not suitable for 
land disposal as waste, and that these forms would need to be converted to triuranic octaoxide prior 
to disposal I is not clear in this section that the environmntal impacts associated with this 
conversion step were analyzed. If thene impacts were analyzed it should be clearly stated in this 
section, and ifthey were not analyzed, an analysis should be done and included in the appropriate 
section ofthe impact analyses 

Section 2.2.2.2 Metal Blending - states that metal blending would only be done ifthe HEU was to 
become waste This section should be expanded to specify that metal blending may also be used to 
produce feedstock for USEC's Advanced Vapor Laser Isotope Separation program

10.003 

09.024 

33.007 

11.011

off-.~r'aaacan ievkv i.,'vr-'n. Oi- wV.inn DC

"ýtsgc
09.024: The alternatives described in the HEU EIS were selected for analysis purpose 
only and are not intended to represent exclusive choices among which DOE (or USEC or 
other decisionmakers) must choose. These alternatives and site variations were defined to 

encompass the entire spectrum of potential fuel/waste ratios and combinations of sites 

that could result from the proposed action. Even though blending of all of 50 t of USEC 
material at a single commercial site was not included as a variation in the limited com
mercial use alternative, the impacts of that variation are evaluated in the substantial com
mercial use and maximum commercial use alternatives.  

33.007: The environmental impacts associated with the oxidation step are analyzed in 
the HEU EIS and stated in Section 2.2.2.  

11.011: Section 2.2.2.2 of the HEU Final EIS has been revised to include the fact that 

metal blending may also be used to produce feedstock for USEC's Advanced Vapor Laser 

Isotope Separation program.  

33.009: During the enrichment process, as the ratio of U-235 increases the ratio of 
U-234 to U-235 increases, accordingly. Using depleted uranium in the blending process 
will reduce the ratio of U-235 to U-238 but will not change the ratio of U-234 to U-235.  
To meet the American Society of Testing Materials specification for commercial fuel 

feed, it is necessary to reduce the U-234 to U-235 ratio. To reduce the ratio of U-234 to 
U-235, it is necessary to add U-235 in the natural uranium or LEU enrichment state.  

Depleted uranium would be used as the blendstock for blending to waste because the 
ratio of U-234 to U-235 is not included in the waste acceptance criteria for waste dis

posal.  

Depleted UF 6 would not be used for blending to waste because only commercial sites 
would use UF 6 as a blendstock for blending with the UF 6 process. Since depleted ura
nium cannot be used as blendstock for blending to fuel as described previously, depleted 
UF6 would not be used for any of the processes for commercial fuel. Depleted UF 6 would 
also not be used as a blendstock for UNH or metal blending because it is in an incompat
ible form and would need to be converted to UNH crystals or metal ingots, and DOE has 
ample supplies of depleted uranium in metal and oxide form to use as blendstock for 
waste material.

0'
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, 

WASHINGTON, DC 

PAGE 1 OF 4 

"UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (• WASHINGTON, O.C. 20460 

6*044ke"f• 

Mr. J. David Nulton 

office of NEPA Compliance and Oureach 
Office of FPsile Materials Disposilion 

Cdo SAIC/HEU EIS 
P.O. Box 23786 
W•Ahtsojon, DC 20026-3786 

Dear Mr. Nulton: 

The Envlronmental Peotection Agency (EPA) has rcvicwCd the Department of Energy's 

Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft Envhronrremal Impact Statement. As a 

Cooperating Agency for the EIS, our review is provided pursuant to the National Etvironmenctl Policy 

Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 etl we and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.  

DOE proposes to dtapone of U.S.-origin. weapons-ushble, highly enriched uranium that is 

surplus to national defense or defeme-neslted program needs. The draft EIS analyses the 

environmIttlI effects of a no action alinamlve and four other alternatlves that repetexnt different ratios 

of blending the highly enriched uranium to low enriched uranium using •hree different procesues at fouf 

potential siue, The incremnta~ll radiatlon-resiaed environnmental inpacls are modest and would not true 

nut any of the alternatives under consideration. EPA hat rated the preferted alternative EC-2.  

ervirootnental concerns - Iuffixicitt lfotrm.an. An explanation of EPA*$ ratings is provided in 

Enclosure ! Detailed conmmnens re prnvided for your consideration In Ensclosurc 2.  

Thank you for the opportunity at comatent. If you have any questions. please contact Susan 

Offerdal at (202) 260-5059.  

Sincerely, 

Diseclor 
Office of Federal Activities 

Enclosures 

CN



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, 
WASHINGTON, DC 
PAGE 3 OF 4

ctnlosurc 2 

EPA Drtialed Comments on tihe Denartment of Energy's Dlsnosltlon of Surnlus Hihnr 
Enriched Uranium Dlraft .nvrnnenral lEmoed Staement

The draft environmental impact statement (hIS) is comprehensivc regarding radiation 
related environmental impacts and the cumulative, site-specific impacts of a variety of waste 
managelment tasks the Department of Energy (DOE) might assign to a particular facility.  
Particularly useful is the discussion at the end ofChapter 4 concerning the relative impacts of 
"de-enriching" highly-enriched uranium (HEU) and enriching natural uranium (NU). This 
makes clear that radiation exposures from the "dce-enriching" process are at least two orders of 
magnitude less than thtat associated with the enrichment process which would be displaced by 
DOE's disposal ofthe surplus HEU. It would be helpful If this analysis were extended to the 
production of radioactive wastes and perhaps to environmental impacts in general.  

Thep are several additional points at which the draft EIS could be strengthened. The 
nature of ihe excess HEU to be disposed ofis not clearly defined. This is significant because 
enviroa'neuntal effects. including radiation-related ones, are direct functions ofthic degree of 
blending that is necessary to "dc-enrich" the material to a given level. This is the reason, for 
example. that blending to waste has greater environmental impacts than blending to fuel. Thus, 
the nature ofthe HEU to be disposed of is a central determinant of the total environmental 
effects. The rationale for the assumption that the material Is on average 50% enriched is not 
clearly explained in the text. Indeed, given that the apparent reason for having surplus HEU is 
nuclear disarmament, one might assume that the level ofenrichmient of the material to be 
disposed of would be "bomb grade", or well above 90%. It is also not clear why any 
"assumption" is necessary - - unlike problems associated with characterizing complex sites for 
cleanup, DOE should have a complete inventory of liEU in its possession. The EIS should 
provide a more complete discussion of the HEU to be disposed of and to the extent there is 
uncertainty.conceming the composition of the material discuss and put bountds upon that 
uncertainty.  

The EIS could also discuss explicitly the functional relationship between the degree of 
"de-enrichrnent" required and environmental and economic impacts. If there is a strongly 
nonlinear relationship, it may be that the environmental consequences ofrde-enriching say, one 
unit of 20% IHEU and one unit of 90'/l HEU is much greater than de-enriching two units of 55% 
HEU. (dte average of 20% and 90%). If so, one could not assess the overall effects of the 
campaign without knowing somethitg about the actual distribution ofenrichment levels in the 
surplus materials.  

It would be helpful if the EIS clarified early in the text that tie molten metal blending 
process wotild only be used to create low-level waste and not low-enriched uranium (LEU). ht is 
also unclear why blending using the uranium hexafluoride process is mentioned since none of the 
facilities have that capability.

33.012 

33.010 

33.010 
cont.  

07.015

33.012: A discussion is added in Section 4.7 of the HEU Final EIS to include 
avoided waste generation as a result of replacing current reactor fuel obtained from 
mined natural uranium with the LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU. A discussion is 
also added to compare potential emission rates of pollutants generated during the 
current fuel cycle and the surplus HEU blending process.  

33.010: The nature of the surplus HEU was classified when the HEU Draft EIS 
was published and could not be included in the EIS. However, the amounts and 
forms of surplus HEU and their specific locations have been declassified recently 
and were made available in the Secretary of Energy's Openness Initiative announce
ment on February 6, 1996. This information is now included in Figure 1.3-1 of the 
HEU Final EIS. A declassified discussion of the rationale for using an average of 50 
percent enrichment for the surplus lIEU inventory in analyses was also added to Sec
tion 2.2.1 of the HEU Final EIS. As explained in this section, most of the surplus 
HEU is between 35-percent and 70-percent enrichment. Because the relative impacts 
of blending HEU to different enrichment levels are expected to be linear, and the 
variance from the 50-percent mean for the bulk of the surplus HEU is not great, it is 
reasonable to use 50 percent as the enrichment level for purposes of analyses in the 
HEU EIS.  

07.015: Low-enriched uranium is a terminology used to characterize material that 
has a U-235 isotope enrichment of 19 percent or less. It is proposed in the HEU EIS 
that all surplus HEU will be blended down to LEU. Therefore, whether surplus HEU 
is commercial or not, the blending process will transform that material from a 
highly-enriched state (20-percent or greater enrichment) to a low-enriched state.  
Material that cannot be used in the fabrication of reactor fuel will be discarded as 
LLW. Hence, molten metal blending will be used to produce LEU, and this LEU 
would be discarded as waste. The fact that metal blending would only produce waste 
material has been added to Section 1.3 of the HEU Final EIS.  

UF 6 is a technically viable blending process that could be used to blend surplus HEU 
inventory. Commercial reactor fuel fabricators prefer to receive LEU for commercial 
reactor fuel feed as UF 6. Therefore, because this process could be implemented with
out major modifications to current blending facilities, the HEU EIS evaluates poten
tial impacts of using the UF 6 blending process.

t') 
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM 
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA 

Ll Nove5fber 
15, 1995 

0 

M. David Nulton, Director 
Office of NEPA Coplli....c nd Outreach 

Office of Floile Materials Disposition 

U.S. Department of fnergy 

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.  
Washington, D.C. 20M85

Dear Mr. Nulton: 

The purpose of this letter in to request a 120-day 

extension ci the public ccent period for the Drafc Environmental 

Iseo . r...sat for DiHpOrICIoO of Ourplu. Oighly s-r1ch. OrOUanld 

(Ij-EV HIS'). The Issues raised in the HSU BIB are nr. d 

=c.piex, and the Uranium Producer. of Anerica (UPA) believes it is 

essentia that sufficient time be allowed by the Departoent for 
interested stakeholder- to review and coennet on these issues. As 

it aS DOE's annoueced intention to publish a draft RIS in " oy of 

this year, thereby allowing ample time for stakeholder input to the 

process, we believe that to now allow only 45 days for cooent. ie 

simply too short a period in which to develop and submit 

coepcehersive -oents on this vitaI national issue. Accordingly, 

or the reanons that we diSCU5 in more detail below, we urge you 

to consider extending the coement period.  

As the organisatio represeting the domestic uranium 

rh r U i i larly concerned abot the iepct that the 
dlpOsitlon olteroatives will have on the domestic uraniummarket.  

As you know, the pending United States Enrieh-ent Corporation 

(USEC) privatieatioO legislation specifically requires DOE to 

e-aluate the iepact on the domestic uranium market of any 

dispceition of excess materials from the U.S. stockpile. Our 

preliminary review of tho HMU BI0 suggests that no mere than a 

cursory xuainxation of this issue has been undertaken.  

In this regard, we find the document .srioely ladking in 

any analysis of the identified aIternativea from the standpoint of 

how thee alternati.s would impact the domestic uraniuc, industry, 

as well as how they would maximize proceeds to the federal 

Ttesaovy. ndeed, in thie latter regard, other than the amsertion 

that the .preferred alternatiee would "allow for peaceful, 

benOficial rouse of the nateriul as such as possible land) mxxlmze 
deral Treanur, we have found no anolysia in the 

proceeds to th Fe ctdrer a. to ow s doc-nrLt, nor .n the cied refernces, atohwthis would be

32.003 

12,002 

16.001

32.003: The Department of Energy originally designated a comment period of 45 days 
running from October 26 to December 11, 1995. In response to requests from the public 

from several reviewers, the comment period was extended until January 12, 1996. DOE 

feels that the total comment period of 78 days provided an adequate period for review and 

comment based upon the length and content of the document.  

12.002: The quantity and rate of processing of materials addressed in the HEU Draft 

EIS was established to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with the maximum 

amount and processing rate of HEU that might potentially be made commercially avail

able for use in reactor fuel. The rate at which material would actually be introduced into 

the market by DOE would be significantly less because of DOE's ability to make the 

material available for blending and because of the limitations on commercialization spec

ified in the USEC Privatization Act (P.L. 104-134). The processing rates in the HEU Final 

EIS (Section 2.1.2) are revised to reflect more realistic assumptions about the rates at 

which LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU might be made available for commercial sale.  

DOE estimates that no more than 8 t per year total would be blended for commercial use.  

The rate at which LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU could be introduced into the com

mercial market would be determined over time by many factors, including the rate at 

which the material becomes available from the weapons program, physical infrastructure, 

legislative guidance, and future market conditions. DOE's physical ability to make sur

plus HEU available for blending is constrained because much of it is in forms that cannot 

be used without prior processing and there is limited availability of processing capacity 

(such as for weapons dismantlement). It is anticipated that delivery of the proposed 50 t 

of material to USEC over the next 6 years will largely exhaust DOE's delivery capabili

ties during that period. From the existing surplus, only an additional 40 t of material is 

likely to be blended and introduced into the market for commercial use over a period of 

10 to 15 years. The USEC Privatization Act (P.L. 104-134) requires the Secretary of 

Energy to determine that sales of uranium will not have an adverse material impact on the 

domestic uranium industry. Based on these considerations, DOE does not believe that the 

rates of disposition of domestic surplus HEU will have any significant impact on the 

U.S.-Russian HEU agreement. DOE will take these and other factors into account in 

making its decisions concerning uranium sales.  

16.001: The Department of Energy has developed cost estimates associated with the 

alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and they are available in a separate document with 

the HEU Final EIS. The alternative to "blend HEU to 19-percent enrichment LEU and 

store indefinitely" was considered by the original screening process and eliminated



URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM 
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With regard to extending the public comment period for the HEU Draft EIS, DOE 
extended the period to January 12, 1996. A notice to this effect appeared in the Federal 
Register (60 FR 58056) on November 24, 1995. In light of the extension granted, DOE 

feels adequate time existed for all interested parties to complete their review and submit 
comments.  

32.005: The Department of Energy must work within the constraints imposed by avail
able funding and resources. Because DOE is trying to reduce costs of complying with 
NEPA, and due to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identi
fied in the HEU EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and 
Augusta, GA) would be appropriate for this program.  

Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program and recognizing that 
some individuals might not have been able to attend any public meetings, DOE provided 
other methods for submitting comments throughout the comment period: toll-free fax and 
voice recording, electronic bulletin board, and U.S. mail. These methods can also be 

used to request additional information and to request to be placed on the Office of Fissile 
Materials Disposition's mailing list.
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wa improving came a challenge from overseas .- a flood of unfairly-traded imported 

uranium from the former Soviet Union.  

In response to these challenges, domestic producers have rationalized production 

anid restructured their operations, And while employment and production levels have 

fallen, uranium production remains a vital industry -- particularly in the Western United 

States -- and has stabilized and positioned itself for recovery.  

Modem, low-cost, in-situ leaching technology has been dcvcloped in a smaller.  

but more competitive domestic producing industry that has also minimized 

environmental impacts. Today, U.S. mining operations are competitive with foreign 

producers. Four U.S. production centers rank tn the top ten world-wide in productiviyty' 

Other modern and efficient production facilities ae poised to commence production if 

market stability can be attained.  

In 1992 the Congress specifically recognized the need to maintain a domestic 12.014 
uranium industry by including Uranium Revitalization provisions in Title X of mh cont.  
Energy Policy Act.

2 
The Energy Policy Act also dealt with the impact of the purchase of 

highly enriched uranium from the former Soviet Union. Section t4091.d) of the Art 
reruires that DOE 'shall seek to minimizn the import on domestic industries (uncludimg 
uranium mining) of the sale of low eariched uranium derived from highly enriched 

uranium
3  

Congress further recognized the Feboruary il, 1993, Govcrnment-l

Government HE U Agreement between the United States and the Russian Federation for 

the pirtchase of low enriched uranium derived from 500 metric tons of highly enriched 

uranium removed from nuclear weapons would have a major impact on the domestic 

uranium industry, as this r.epresents the equivalent of approximatel 400 million pounds 

of natural uranium Accordingly, Section 5212(b) of the Balanced Budget Reconctliation 
Act establishes a schedule for sales of natural uranium displaced by imports of Russian 
HEI[ products.  

The USEC psivatization legislation reflects a carefully crafted schedule for the 

sale of urarsium products derived from dismantled Soviet and U.S. weapons. This 

schedule promotes the principles of arms reduction and nonprotiferation, while ensuring 

that the commercial nuclear fuel market is not disrupted 6y an uncontrolled flood of 

government-inventory product.  

See Exhibit 1.  
2 Public Law 102-486 - October 24, 1992. Section 1012 of the Energy Policy Act 

established the National Strategic Uranium Reserve which consists of natural uranium 

and uranium equivalents contained in stockpiles or inventories held by the Unites States 

for defense purposes. The use of this stockpile or reserve is restricted for military 

purposes until 1998. Section 1013 of the Act provided that remaining DOE inventories 

could be sold to USEC. at a fair market price, "only if such sales will not have a 

substantial adverse impact on the domestic uranium minine industry." (Emphasis 

added). These provisions were enacted due to the recognition that the unfettered 

introduction of uranium from government stockpiles would damage commercial markets.  

2 The January 14, 1994 Implementation Agreement of the HEU Apeement 

between the United States and th, IRussian Federation incorporated the provisions of 

§1408(d) of the Energy Policy Act, by providing that the sales of uramum derived from 

Russian HEU should be accomplished in a manner that minimizcs impact upon the U.S.  

uranium industry. ,ee also Exhibit 2, Letter from Terry Lash, DOE Director. Office of 

Nuclear Energy, to Senator Craig Thomas.
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"[tlhe quantity of materials that would actually be introduced into the market by DOE 
would be significantly less." 

The Department's letter suggests that *an estimated 40 metric tons of highly 
enriched uranium (12.6 million pounds of U3Ot equivalent)" may become available for 
use during a 10-15 year period beginning in 1998" This would amount to DOE 
introducing material equivalent to approximately 2% of annual U.S. uranium needs or 
0.6% annual global needs." These amounts over the 10 to 15 year disposition schedule 
noted would have substantially less of an impact on the domestic uranium industry.  
However, this disposition plan is not specified nor even discussed in the draft HEU EIS.  
The text ofthe HEU EIS, without additional explanation, would leave the reader with the 
clear impression that DOE plans to process HEU for "maximum commercial use' at "all 
four sites," with processing for commercial use to be completed in an estiuiated three 
years (by the year 2002). Under DOE's "preferred alternative," 170 metric tons of HEU 
would be processed for commercial use, and another 30 metric tons would be disposed of 
as waste.  

A vital ingredient of an EIS required by NEPA is a discussion of steps that can be 
taken to mitigate adverse consequences resulting from government action. While Section 
4.8 recognizes adverse consequences to the domestic uranium mining industry as a result 
of the material derived from HEU, the Draft EIS does not include mitigating steps the 
Department must take to avoid a material adverse impact on the domestic uranium 
producers. The disposition schedule set forth in the December 5, 1995 letter is a proper 
discussion of the mitigating steps missing from the Draft EIS. The UPA would strongly 
urge the Department to formalize the disposition schedule set forth in the December 5, 
1995 letter in the Record of Decision on the lEU EIS, so that thes assurances will 
become a part of the formal DOE decision-making record. Such assurances regarding 
the mitigation of the socioeconomic impacts on the domestic uranium producing industry 
would fulfill at least part of the Department's obligations set forth in the Energy Policy 
Act and Section 5212(d) of the Balanced Budget Act 

2. INTRODUCTION OF URANIUM DERIVED FROM THE 
DEPARTMENTS HEU ACCORDING TO THE PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE WILL HAVE A DETRIMENTAL IMPACT ON THE U.S.
RUSSIAN HEU AGREEMENT.  

The Department of Energy has stated strong support for achievements in Russian 
nuclear weapons dismantlement and the furtherance of U.S. nuclear nonproliferation 
objectives while recognizing the need for a viable U.S. uranium industry.s In order to 
minimize the impact of Russian HEU on the domestic producers, Congress provided in 
Section 5212(b) of the Balanced Budget Act for the orderly and disciplined introduction 
into the commercial nuclear fuel market of this uranium. Ihis legislation provides that 
material from Russian HEU shall enter the market pursuant to a schedule which relcts 
unconsmitted future demand for the product. The scheduled entry of this material 
insures the success of the Russian HEU Agreement by presenting price-supptesmion.  
Such price-suppression would result if additional material derived from the Department's 
HEU is suddenly dumped into the commercial market place in quantities that could he 
available from the preferred alternative described in the ElS.

12.014 
cont.  

03.023

5 See Exhibit 2.

03.023: The HEU Final EIS is revised to enhance the discussion of the cumulative 
impact of the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement on the uranium industry, as well as the poten
tial impact of the domestic surplus HEU disposition program on the Russian agreement.  
DOE does not expect to be able to make HEU available for disposition actions at the high 
rates suggested by the HEU Draft EIS, and those rates have been revised to reflect more 
realistic assumptions in the HEU Final EIS. It is correct that excessive depression of the 
market price of uranium could adversely affect the viability of the U.S.-Russian HEU 
agreement. However, in light of the restrictions on the rate of commercialization of both 
Russian and U.S. HEU specified in the USEC Privatization Act, DOE does not believe 
the domestic surplus HEU disposition program will significantly affect market prices. A 
countervailing consideration to the market price impact is that Russia would be reluctant 
to expand its HEU disposition actions if the United States does not reciprocate with simi
lar actions with respect to its domestic stockpiles of HEU. Under the Act, DOE must 
ensure that its surplus HEU disposition actions are undertaken in such a way as to avoid 
adverse material impacts on the industry, and on the nonproliferation objectives of the 
U.S.-Russian HEU agreement.

(""3 
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Cost information associated with the various alternatives proffered by the 

Department is necessary for complete fact gathering and analysis of this E1S. For 

examplc, the Draft EIS states at page 4-185 that under the no action alternative, DOE 

would continue to store the surplus HEU. This alternative would not have an adverse 

material impact on the domestic uranium industry, but may not accomplish the 

Department's stated programmatic objectives. However, it is impossible to make a 

reasoned decision concerning this alternative compared to the Departments preferred 

alternative without disclosure of the costs of storage and the cost of blending the HEU 

material to LEU for immediate sale into the nuclear fuels market. Without comparative 

costs analysis between the various Alternatives and the Preferred Alternative desrtibed in 

the Draft EIS, it is impossible to fully weigh the environmental risks and socioeconomic 

impacts of the Preferred Alternative against the risks and benefits that could be achieved 

by following other stated Alternatives.  

The impacts raised by the Draft EIS in section 4.8 cannot be fully reviewed 

without cost analysis and a risk/henefit analysis regarding the various alternatives. This 

is particularly true when the preferred alternative as stated could have a material adoverse 

impact on the industry described in this section of the Draft EIS.  

4. THE DRAFT EIS IS DEFICIENT AS IT FAlILS TO EXPLAIN THE 

REASON THE DEPARTMENT DELETED THE BLEND TO I.Ell (19.  
PERCENT ENRICHMENT) AND STORE INDEFINITELY.  

The Draft EIS rejects at page 2-9, the Blend to LEU (19-percent enrichment) and 

Store Indefinitely alternative with insufficient explanation. While recognrzing that such 

an alternative would have no impact on the commercial nuclear fuel mardet.and retains 

the potential value of the blended material, no cost analysis accompanies this rejecte 

alternative in order to support the Depart Vents action. Without a cost comparnson 

between storage costs and the additional cost to blend this material to a lower earichment 

level it is impossible to make a reasoned analysis of the benefits of this alternative as 

compared to other options.  

Mention is made in passing to enviroamental concerns associated with storage 

that would need to be accommodated under this alternative. However, none of these 

concerns are identified. The benefit of no impact on the commercial nuclear fuel market 

certainly may outweigh these unidentified environmental concerns.  

The Draft EIS places a high value on the beneficial reuse of the material and in 

other rejected alternatives for the reovery of monetary value by the Government as 

goals of the Department. Thie public reviewing the Draft EIS is at a haindicp in 

assessing the tre benefit of thew professed goals as the costs associated with such goals 

are not included to be compared with rejected alternatives. Further, as pointed out in 

Comments I and 2. there are overriding policy goats that severely restrict dte disposition 

of this material into the commercial market.  

The Department should consider the legislative mandate that the disposition of 

this material shall have no material adverse impact on the domestic urauium mining 

industry and the effect of such disposition on the U.S.-HEU Agreement in its stated 

alternatives. Given the national security and energy independence importance of these 

policy decisions, the Blend to LEO (19-percent enrichrment) and Store Indefinitely 
alternative merit close review.

16.015 
cont.  

07.006

07.006: While it may appear that there is no impact of blending and storing at 19 per
cent, there are environmental concerns associated with potential storage of 19-percent 

material. These concerns are the construction of new storage facilities that would be nec

essary to accommodate the increased volume of the material and transportation of the 

material between the blending sites and the storage facilities. DOE's preliminary conclu

sions about the economics of the HEU disposition alternatives are based on first-order 

analysis: (1) if DOE blends material for sale, the resulting revenues would offset blending 

costs; (2) storage costs would be reduced; (3) if DOE blends material for disposal as 

waste, there will be no offsetting revenues, but only large outlays for disposal costs and 

much higher blending costs because much more blending is needed; and (4) blending for 

storage would likewise entail substantial outlays for new storage capacity, with no offset

ting revenues. An analysis comparing the costs of HEU disposition alternatives has been 

prepared (and provided to this commentor and all others who expressed an interest in this 

subject) to aid the Secretary of Energy in reaching an ROD. The cost study, which is 

available separately from this EIS, supports the conclusion that commercial use of LEUJ 

derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense and would save billions of dollars 

compared to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste. DOE will comply 

with the legislative mandates to avoid adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium 

industry when undertaking future uranium transactions.

L.t
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Department of Energy 
WssMNW.~ DC 20585 

December 6, 1995 

Mr. Dole L. Albert& 
President 
Uranium Producers of America 
141 Bat Palace Avenue 
P.O. BoX 669 
Santa Fe. NM 87504-0669 

Dear Mr. Alberta: 

This is in response to your letter of November. 16, 19, concerning the 

Department o4Enerue Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 

Disposition of8urplus Hbly Enriched Uranium (HC U FI). I understand that 

Greg Rudy. Acting Director of the Ofce of Fiele Materials Disposition, eolke 

with you on Wednesday, November A 19W6. about the issues raised in your 

letter. As Mr. Rudy pointed out, the quantity of materials addressed in the draft 

HEU EIB was established to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with 

the maximum amount of higbly enriched uranium that might potentially be 

offered for sale. The quantity of matmials that would actually be introduced into 

the market by DOE would be significantly lees.  

Of the approximately 176 metric tons of highly enriched uranium declared 

surplus to national secrity needs, plans call for approximately 68 metric tons to 

be transferred to the United States Enrichment Corporation; approximately 10 

metric tons are under International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards in Oak 

Ridge, Tennessee and are reserved for other program needs; and approximately 

62 metric tons of materials are comprised of forms and assays for which recovery 

and commercial use is considered unlikely. This results in an estimated 40 

metric tans of highly enriched uranium (12.6 million pounds of USOt equivalent) 

that may become available for commercial use during a 10 - 15 year period 

beginning in 1098. This would amount to DOE introducing material equivalent 

to approximately 2% of annual U.S. uranium needs or 0.6% of annual global 

needs. I hope this helps to alleviate your concerns regarding the potential 

adverse impact that the disposition of surplus highly enriched uranium might 

have on the U.S. uranium industry.  

As part of the Secretary's openness initiative, the Department is planning to 

declassify additional information in the near future on the quantities and 

locations of materials declared surplus. Following this declessification, a more 

definitive analysis will be available.  

Exhibit 
3
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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY 

PAGE 2 OF 5 

Department of Energy 
Jarary 15, 1996 
Page 2 

to reopen its conveitional uranium mining and milling operations In Wyoming and Utah, on 12.015 
which millions of dollars have already been spent. 1he additional concerns, which are not 
directly addressed in the UPA letter of comments, prompt us to submit this supplemental letter cont.  
of cosmments.  

U.S. Energy Corp. is a Wyoming corporation with its headquarters in Riverton, 

Wyoming. It is a publicly traded corporation with shares of conumon stock traded on the 

NASDAQI/MS quotation system, The Company currently has approximately 900 
shareholders of record (and several times that number in street name) and employs 

approximately 90 full time employees and 15 part-thime employees, principally in Wyoming.  

The Company is the originator of, and a 50% partkipant in, the Green Mountain Mining 

Venture ("GMMV") in Wyoming. The other 50% participant is KEnnecott Uranium Company 

(-Ketneo't), a 100% subsidiary of Kennecot Corporation of Salt Lake City, Utah, 

(Keenticott Corporation is a wholly-owned subsidiary of The RTZ Corporation PLC, a United 

Kingdom public company.) 

The GMMV owns a potentially world clam uranium deposit (the Jackpot ore deposit) 

on Green Mountain in Fremont County Wyoming and the Sweetwater uranium processing 

facility in Sweetwater County. the only conventional uranium mill remaining in Wyoming, 

The mill was one of the latest built In the U.S. and has been mnaintained in excellent condition.  

It is rated at 3.000 tons per day (tpd) of ore. but has operated contituously for period& of tite 

at 4,200 tpd. Initial production is projected at 3.7 million Ibs. U5O/yr.. which can be 

increased to potentially as much as 6 million lbs. U,0ýyr., depending upon the grade of ore 

fed to the mill. The Jackpot deposit contains reserves of approximately 52 million pounds 

U1O,. with additional resources of up to 500 million pounds U),0 in the vicinity and under the 

control of GMMV. In addition to the uranium reserves and resources, GMMV has seems 

roads, shop buildings, portals, containment structures, telephone, gas, electricity, and other 

infrast•ucture already in place. The cost to various companies to build these facilities has been 

over $150 million and the standby cost of maintaining these facilities has been (and continues 

to he) approximuately $1,000,000 anutally.  

In Utah, U.S. Energy Corp. acquired Plateau Resources Limited, a Utah corporation 

('Pllatteu), from Comumers Power Company in 1993. Plateau owns the Shootaring Canyon 

mill. an essentially new 750 tpd uranium processing facility In Garfield County in sou stesas 

Utah. Plateau also has contract rights to the Tony M mine and Frank M uranium deposit 

approximately 3 miles from the mill. The Tony M mine is fully developed and permitted with 

IS mites of undergrousnd haulage drifts. crosscuts. vent holes and an underground shop. It is 

ready to produce. All required infrastructure Is in place. Plateau spent nearly $120 million to 

build the mine-mill complex. In addition, Plateau also owns aranimo properties in the Lsbon 

Valley area of Utah, the ore from which could be processed at the Shooturing Canyon mill.  

00 
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Department of Energy 
January 15, 1996 
Page 4 

process. The Company is currently arranging financing to put these facilities back into 
production. When they are in full production, operation of the Jackpot mine, which has a 
projected life of 13 to 25 years, and Sweetwater mill will employ approximately 260 people In 
Wyoming. This does not include indirect employment in the surrounding area resulting from 

the operation of the mitt and mill. Thse would be high paying jobs in an area where toere is 

serious underemployment, which causes hardships not only to the affected families, but also to 

the State and federal government. Tax revenues to the State of Wyoming in the form of 

property, sales and ad volorem taxes are estimated to he approximately $3.4 million armually 
when the mine and mill are in full operation.  

In Utah, reactivation of the Shootaring Canyon mill in Garfield County, and mining the 
nearby deposits in San Juan and Emery Counties, required to feed the mill, would employ 
approximately 250 persons in an area where employment opportunltes are quite limited.  
Again, these would be high paying jobs and the number does nut include employment gains in 
support businesss. Moreover, additionalt revenues to the State of Utah when the mines and 
mill are in full operation would he substantial.  

All of this would he lost or at least delayed indefinitely if the price of uranium 
concentrates remain depressed as a result of the unrestrained disposition of LEU from 
"saurpus" HEU, which has been accumulated by the DepaI cnat or Its predecessors over 
several decades. According to the Departmcnt's own analysis and publications, total U.S.  
uranium concentrate production in 1994 was only 3.4 million poundrs. This compares to 43.7 12.015 
million pounds in 1980 (Uranium Industry Amt 1984). Moreover, there was no uranium cont.  
concentrate production from conventional mining and milling of uranium ore in 1994 and by 
the end of 1994 only six conventional mills were being maintained on a standby mode in the 
United States (ULraniumhtiErnyMnwa 1994). This compares to 24 conventional uranium 
mills in the U.S. in 1981, of which 20 were operating throughout the year (Uranm1 Mdustl 

Anna 1984). Employment in the U.S. uranium industry in 1994 (excluding reclamation 
work) totaled 452 person-years (up 19% from 1993) compared to a peak of 21,951 person
years in 1979 (19,919 person-years in 1980). This disastrous decline in production and 
employment in the U.S. uranium industry is attributable principally to the depressed prices 
resulting from high inventories built up during the 1980's and the dumping of uranium 
concentrates from Russia and other CIS countries during the first half of the 1990's.  

Now it appears that the Department, and indeed others in the Clinton administration, 
are bound and determined to continue to suppress prices and frusarate efforts, such as those by 
our Company, to revitalize the domestic uranium industry. Not only is this in violation of the 
express mandates of Title X of the Energy Policy Act of 1992, but it is contrary to any notion 

of sensible government policy. The impact on the U.S. balance of payments deficit will 
continue to worsen if the U.S. uranium industry is crippled further. The potential for the C) 
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VIRGINIA POWER, INNSBROOK TECHNICAL CENTER, 

GLEN ALLEN, VA 

PAGE 2 OF 2

domestic uranium producers sor-ns in outr opirit to be overstated.  

"The mjority ofirkiustry consultants predict a steady Increase in uranuim puices, driven In lag part 
by onrat world production beirg only one hWofwoarld demand. Your proposed action to bdn the 
surphis nIEU slowly into the market over an extended period should act to povi the taxium 
beneit to the taxpayer as the goverrmnas ralixes a steady return on the material In a period of 
projected increasing prices. At the same time, the steady and predictable rate at which the material 
Is introduced into the market will minimize its impact with respect to harming domesdc producers.  

Furthe, we believe your concludons with respect to the domestic uranium conversion industry are 
overstated. Convertots have am an Increase of over 70% in the price of ronveraon services sinc 
the fall of 1992, and convtetors worldwide are planting to add capaecty. This does not sound like an 
industry that is 'oversupplied an depressed' as you refer to it. In general, conversion capacity is 
projected to fall slightly below demand for the foreseesle fi/ture, and the conversion component 
contaned in tim surplus .iEU will help to balance projected supply and demand.  

In smnmary, we believe the proposed action, and your preferred altemative, is the right thing to do 
with respect to nortproleratitn. At the same time it provides commercial beneft to U.S. utilities and 
by extenson their customars. whie miumiun the impact on the ua•num mining industry and related 
fuel cycle industries.  

Ifyou have any questions. ptle contact Mit H. n Barker at (804) 273-3438, or me at (804) 273
2202.  

Sincerely, 

R. h Berryman, Manager 
Nuclear Analysis and Fuel

12.019 

cont.  

12.020

12.020: The Department of Energy has received conflicting comments from different 
segments of the industry with respect to the current and expected future condition of the 
uranium conversion industry. We believe the weight of the evidence supports a conclu
sion that uranium from HEU disposition actions will enter a conversion market that is 
tightening. The USEC Privatization Act requires DOE to avoid adverse material impacts 
on the uranium industry.
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WALTON, BARBARA A., OAK RIDGE, TN 

PAGE 2 OF 2 
17.013: The HEU Final EIS reflects the potentially significant consequences associated 

with a postulated UF 6 release accident, as well as the low probability of such an accident.  

See, for example, Tables 4.3.2.6-4 and 4.3.2.6-5. Whether any UF 6 and related blending 

facilities are developed will be decided by commercial entities based on business consid

erations and subject to licensing and regulation by NRC.  

07.012: The Department of Energy agrees that the ultimate determination of the pro

portion of surplus HEU that can eventually be sold for commercial use will depend on 

more detailed characterization of the surplus inventory.  

10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as 

having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with 

NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and 

alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide 

this information to the decisionmakers.  
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WESTERN NORTH CAROLINA PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL 

RESPONSIBILITY, ASHEVILLE, NC 
PAGE 1 OF I

WESTERN NORTH CARHLINA 
PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY 

99 Eastmoor OGrus 
Asheoulle, N.C. 28885-9211 

November 29, 1995 

DOE-Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
c/o SSAIC/H5EU EIS 
P.O. BOx 23786 
Washington, D.C. 20026-3788 

Dear Sirs andfor Madams:

We have considered the various alternatives In Me EIS regarding what the U.S.  

should do with all the surplus HEU from the bombs we are now taking apart All the 

options utilizing blenrdng which result In 
nudear reactor fuel place In jeopardy the goals of the the proposed Non-proltfration 
Treaty. The reason for this Is when down blended HEU Is used as reactor fuel, the 

resulting spent fuel contains about 4% plutonium. The latter can be extracted without 

a great deal of difficulty. Therefore, every where In the world such fuel would be 

utilzed, there would be a significant risk of diversion of this deadly byproduct Into 

nuclear weapons. Promotn of the productlon of spent fuel Is unwise. Thee is no 

safe, economical or practical means for disposlng, storing or itansportlng it. Because 
of its avaIlable plutonium, it poses a continued weapons threat. Such a scheme is not 
In the best Interests of the people of the United States.  

We recommend that HEU be further blended down to a concentraton of 1% or less, so 

it can be disposed of as low leval radioactive waste. In the long range view of things 

this wit be the most economical, environmentally sound and safest option. And It will 

best serve our nation's nonproliferation policy Furthermore, even as we have 

required it of other nations, we should allow these actions to be carried out under 
International Inspection, This will send a message to other nations that we are willing 

to openly demonstrate our Intention to comply with the treatles for which we have been 

so recenl negotiating.

Sincerely yours, 

a,4'itrP

03.016 

14.002 
03.016 
cont.  

10.009 

03.020

£ /�4�)

03.016: Typical spent fuel actually contains about 1-percent Pu. DOE does not agree 

that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU increases the proliferation 

potential, because no incremental spent fuel would be created as a consequence of this 

program. Spent fuel is considered to have low proliferation potential, because reprocess

ing of spent fuel to separate Pu is dangerous, difficult, and costly. Although fuel derived 

from U.S. surplus HEU and sold abroad could conceivably be reprocessed in some coun

tries to separate Pu for commercial (non-military) use in mixed oxide fuel, that LEU fuel 

derived from surplus HEU would simply replace other fuel, so no incremental Pu would 

be created as a result of this program.  

14.002: It is correct that the use in reactors of nuclear fuel derived from surplus HEU 

would result in the production of spent fuel. However, this fuel simply supplants nuclear 

fuel that would be produced from natural uranium anyway, so no additional spent fuel 

would be generated as a result of this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, it is 

extremely hazardous to process and separate the Pu. It is a tenet of U.S. nonproliferation 

policy, consistent with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, that 

weapons-usable fissile materials be made at least as proliferation resistant as spent fuel.  

10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and 

disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The 

analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact 

among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed 

cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made 

them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi

cates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense 

and would save billions of dollars. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 

through 5) evaluated in the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send 

a positive message to other nations.  

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons

usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at 

the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's 

intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to 

the maximum extent possible.

NINE
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WILCOX, BOB, SAVANNAH RIVER, SC 

PAGE 1 OF 1

10.003: Comment noted.

11I1/96 
P0034 
Bob Wilcox 
Savannah River, South Carolina

"This is Bob Wilcox at the Savannah River Site. I have three comments. Number (1) all things 
considered, not just environmental impacts, DOE's preferred alternative is the correct ane; (2) 
the calculated consequences of maximum facility accidentus are significant, DOE should anulyze 
whether some mitigation mcasres could be implemented so as to lower these risks independent 
of which site or sites are chosen for the blending; (3) so far as potential use of the 300M area at 
SRS is concerned, the DOE preferred alternative and mission guidance provided by DOE appear 
to be inconsistent. That's the end ofmy comments. Thankyou.

10.003 

I 21.018 

23.006

Date Received: 
Comment ID: 
Name: 
Address: 

Transcription:

21.018: Accident consequences presented in the HEU Draft EIS were estimated using 
the GENII computer code. GENII is generally used and best suited for modeling impacts 
of radiological releases under normal operation of facilities because it handles a large 
number of radiological isotopes and accounts for the ingestion pathway. GENII was used 
with 50 percent meteorology (average meteorological conditions that would occur 50 
percent of the time in any given period) during the accident. It is assumed that the nonin
volved worker is placed in the sector that yields the maximum dose calculated by GENII.  
Latent cancer fatalities were calculated by applying this dose to all workers assuming that 
they are located 1,000 m away (or at the site boundary if less than 1,000 m) from the acci
dent due to lack of data on site-specific worker distribution. This was done to compensate 
for a lack of data regarding onsite worker distribution, but yields highly conservative 
results. Also, this approach yielded disproportionately higher impacts at Y-12 and SRS 
because of the larger workforce at those sites compared to commercial sites.  

In response to public comments, accidental releases of uranium were re-modeled using 
MACCS computer code with more detailed site-specific information to better estimate 
noninvolved worker cancer fatalities at each candidate site. MACCS is a widely used 
code and offers better capabilities than GENII in terms of modeling accident conditions.  
It uses actual (recorded onsite) meteorological conditions and distributes data recorded 
over a I-year period. The worker distribution data for each site were also collected and 
incorporated into MACCS runs to obtain a more realistic estimate of potential worker 
accident consequences.  

The results obtained from MACCS runs have been incorporated into Section 4.3 of the 
HELJ Final EIS. The methodology for the accident analysis has been added as Section 
4.1.9 and Appendix E.5 of the lIEU Final EIS.  

23.006: Building 321 is in the process of being deactivated and will not be available for 
metal blending as was stated in the HEU Draft EIS. Therefore, metal blending will not be 
performed at SRS.
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The purpose of this card I[ to eacorulg communication between readver of the Newsletter and ti•e 
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1 07.001

07.001: Alternative 2 represents blending 100 percent of surplus HEU to waste for dis
posal. Alternative 5 represents blending up to 85 percent of surplus HEU for commercial 

use as reactor fuel. Blending 100 percent for commercial use is not analyzed in the HEU 

Final EIS because 15 to 30 percent of the currently declared surplus inventory is in forms 
or assays that may prove uneconomical to develop for commercial use.
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WOOD, ADELLE, NASHVILLE, TN 
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6622 Kendall Drive 
Nashville, TN 37209 
January 8, 1996 

DOEfFissile Materials Disposition 
c/o SAICIHEU EIS 
P.O. Box 23780 
Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Sir or Madam, 

I write to express my opposition to turning highly enriched uranium into nuclear 
reactor luel. We already have much nuclear waste, with no safe and permanent 
means of disposing of it. At least until that problem is resolved, I and many others 
remain unalterably opposed to creating more toxic and radioactive waste.  

While I am certainly no expert On this issue, I have grave concerns about the 
dispossl of nuclear wastes, especially since I live In a state that has been proposed 
as a dumping ground. Transportation and storage of these wastes can not be made 
safe, and neither I or other citizens should sulfer for short-sighted planning.  

I do support the downblending ot highly enriched uranium so that it can not be used 
in weapons. and developing the capacity to downblend all uranium declared surplus 
in ten years. The function of government is to protect its citizens, not to expose us to 
unnecessary risks.

10.024 

14.018 

10,023

Sincerely, 

Adelle Wood

10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of 
LEU fuel (derived from surplus HEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be 
created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel 

would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high 

level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate the Pu.  

Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the 

policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera

tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.  

14.018: Spent nuclear fuel that results from commercial use of LEU fuel derived from 
surplus HEU will not be in addition to spent fuel that would be generated in the absence 

of the surplus HEU disposition program. It will be managed and eventually disposed of 
together with other domestic commercial spent nuclear fuel pursuant to the Nuclear 

Waste Policy Act. The shippers and carriers of radioactive materials must comply with 
stringent Department of Transportation packaging and transport requirements, as 
explained in Section 4.4 of the HEU Final EIS. There have been no injuries or fatalities 
from a radioactive release in DOE's 40-year history of transporting of these materials..  

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend 
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic
ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending. There
fore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus HEU 
inventory.
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10.009

10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and 
disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The 

analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact 

among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed 

cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made 

them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi

cates that commercial use of LEU derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense and 

would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal 

as waste. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 through 5) evaluated in the 

HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message to other 

nations.
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P.H. (PETE) ZARS 
887 LOVE STREET 
ERWIN, TN 37650 

ph&fax 423-743-2151 
e-mail: phz~aol.cor 

22 JAN. '96

SUBJECTi COMMENTS ON THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY 
ENRICHED URANIUM, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT, REPORT OF OCTOBER, 1995.  

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 

We received a copy of the subject report late 
December and early January, the latter some days after 
the last extension had expired and after we had been 
immobilized by the previous week's snowstorm. Although 
we are supposedly on the NRC's list of concerned private 
citizens, no material was given to us by that route. Our 
comments are therefore brief and force us to request a 
public hearing to better address the grave issues before 
deciding between final alternatives.

32.016

Comments

1) Under Alternative 1, "no action but continued 
storage", we feel this option is to be preferred over 
all others for the following valid reasons: 

a) All other proposed actions do not address 
the immediate problem of present proliferation 
possibilities. It is possible today for a private 
citizen to purchase an atom bomb from several known 
or unknown foreign suppliers.

10.021

DOE--OFFICE OF FISSILE 
MATERIALS DISPOSITION 
CIO SAIC/HEU EIS 
P.O.BOX 23786 
WASHINGTON, DC 20026-3786

32.016: The availability of the HEU Draft EIS was announced in the Federal Register 
(60 FR 54867) on October 26, 1995. In addition, notice was mailed directly to approxi
mately 3,000 individuals on the mailing list of the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, 
and notice of the dates and locations of public workshops on the HEU Draft EIS was pub
lished in Erwin-area newspapers at about the same time as the Federal Register notice 
appeared. Notice of the HEU Draft EIS was not provided through the NRC's notice sys
tem because the EIS is not an NRC document and does not involve any pending NRC 
licensing or enforcement actions. The comment period was extended from 45 to 78 days 
and ended on January 12, 1996. Unfortunately, there is no way for DOE to assure that 
every interested individual is notified, but we do the best we can. Although your com
ments were received after the end of the official comment period, they have been fully 
considered. To reduce costs of complying with the NEPA of 1969, as amended, and due 
to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identified in the HEU 
Draft EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and Augusta, GA) 
would be appropriate for this program.  

10.021: a) The No Action Alternative is analyzed and will be considered with other 
alternatives in the ROD. However, it does not satisfy the nonproliferation and economic 
objective of this program because it leaves the material in weapons-usable form. If it is 
true that private citizens can purchase atom bombs, it would seem that converting HEU to 
LEU would improve that situation and set an example for other nations.  

b) The U.S. HEU disposition program is not a bilateral action with the nations of the 
former Soviet Union, but it is intended to reciprocate similar actions Russia has already 
taken unilaterally to reduce its lIEU stockpiles and set an example for others.  

c) DOE makes no assumption about abatement of proliferation threats beyond the obvi
ous one that reducing global stockpiles of surplus fissile materials reduces those threats.  

d) It is primarily Russian stockpiles of HEU that we wish to see reduced, and they have 
already taken the first step by agreeing to sell 500 t of weapons HEU to the United States.  

e) Once HEU is blended down to LEU, it cannot be used in weapons without re-enrich
ment. Any of the world's abundant supplies of LEU could conceivably be further 
enriched to make HEU-at great expense and only with sophisticated technology.  

f) Fusion energy is not projected to be a viable source of energy, even by its most ardent 
proponents, until about the 2040 timeframe. The lIEU disposition program proposes to 
destroy HEU, not proliferate it, and will not extend the life of reactors or cause new ones 
to be built.

�- �.  
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b) The lead time for effectively implementing 
the proposed alternative(s) depends in too great a 
measure on the willingness and readiness of former 
USSR arsenals to come to a meaningful agreement.  

c) DOE proposals assume that within a few years 
of down-blending the threat of proliferation will 
have been abated. This approach is unwarranted in 
view of all historical evidence. It is high folly.  

d) Even should the United States unilaterally 
down-blend its warhead stocks, few other countries, 
France, to single out one, would never participate 
in a cooperative and parallel enterprise.  

e) Down-blending to the levels for power plant 
use will not assure that such fuels, worldwide, 
cannot be subverted to re-concentration by hostile 
foreign governments. Witness Saddam Hussein's 
ability to buy the requisite facilities.  

f) The rapidly approaching era (2010?) of 
fusion power will likely obviate any large-scale, 
long-term programs to continue with fission power 
into the near future. Many of the present nuclear 
power plants are approaching their decommissioning 
age due to wear and tear. Why then proliferate HEU 
into a quadrangle spiderweb of down-blenders in 
which the chances of catching an accident are 
quadrupled? 

g) The continuing increase of spent fuel 
wastes, abetted by any program of down-blending 
weapons-grade uranium to fuel-grade, only prolongs 
the agony of wastes disposal. Surely the United 
States has already enough headaches with cleaning 
up the already contaminated areas such as Hanford, 
Savannah River, Rocky Flats, etc.,etc., to say 
nothing about global environmental contamination 
due to previous shoddy practices, Chernobyl etc.

10.021 
cont.

g) The HEU disposition program would not produce additional spent fuel, but rather 
would replace spent fuel that would be generated anyway. In fact, environmental conse

quences are less while getting rid of HEU.  

h) Economic and environmental justice concerns are addressed in the HEU EIS in 

response to requirements by the Council on Environmental Quality and DOE NEPA reg

ulations.  

i) Some of the sequestration of HEU abroad is inadequate to eliminate it as a serious pro

liferation concern. Consequently, reducing global stockpiles of surplus HEU is consid
ered the best way to reduce the proliferation threat. If we do not begin to reduce our own 
stockpiles, Russia will not continue to reduce theirs. Far from being a band-aid solution, 
eliminating HEU by blending it down to non-weapons-usable LEU is a permanent solu

tion to this problem.

0•
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h) Why highlight economic and minority concerns 
at a time when the general decosmsissioning of World 
War II and Cold War facilities has already caused 
far greater dislocations? 

i) A continued sequestration of U.S.and foreign 
HEU materials, under secure guard here and abroad, 
would surely be the best interim response to the 
current crisis. Down-blending would be a BAND-AIDS 
solution to a massive hemorrhage. No one has yet 
attempted to storm Fort Knox! (But they certainly 
have been after local banks.) 

j) Should the weight of other comment dictate 
the blend-down options decided upon in the subject 
EIS, we suggest that all such activity be assigned 
to DOE's Y-12 Plant in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, and 
nowhere else. There is where the manpower and the 
nuclear expertise, as well as the stored HEU is 
presently concentrated.  

We enclose a bibliography of previous problems 
at NFS, glossed over in the DOE volume, including the 
curious reference in the 1993 World Almanac and its 
subsequent deletion, as well as pertinent data as to the 
flood proneness of that 1957 facility. There have also 
been enough recent safety incidents at NFS to warrant 
renewed caution.  

Most respectfully submitted, a ) t 
P.H.Zars

10.021 
cont.  

10.008

10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as 
having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with 
NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and 
alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide 
this information to the decisionmakers.
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Cecesber 28, 1995 

Editor, eem. Sefntinel 
208 5. Church St.  
Knoxville, TN 37902 

Re, Letters 

Ore-tings: 

The headline for the 12-15-95 letter by Nile Stabin, OAnti

nuclear activists putting society at risk', should take a prize 

for the a ironic and sialeeding headline of 1995. hr.  

Stabin's letter focuses o mnr parts o the nucler debate: 

risks assciLted with low level radiation, nuclear power 
generation and use In medicine. The critial isue o ur time 

Is how to daal with nuclear weapons. The recent desnatrationm 

in France by 'nuclear sotivta' stessing frus that country's 
nuclear tesit had little to do with these sinor is-.. and 
evarything to do with this critical one.  

Becus of Its selsome and uni1-ginabie nature, the sal.m 

responme to the psibility of nuclear warHis den£al. Nsnce it 

is such easier to focus on the fringe les and contious to rely 
on such illogical policies as deterrence to keep us saf .. Th.  

daterrens- approach says if I have snugh weapons, I wil datsr 

anyone from attacking a. This usually does not work on the 

personal levelI At the nuclear level deterrence is msll-destruc

tive. This appromoh of course grew out of the cold war with the 

Soviets. Every adiniatration since Hiroahima has endorsed it 

even though seers o its Lundamental flaw if we are attached 

with nuclear bo"re, soso in a lisited .iar, o"u tockpile of 

8000 nucle"a arma is umeless. Tb. effects frim the ttaock will 

be envgh to destroy us, our atthakere as well as everyone else) 

It Is a chas that Wmahington does not do amre to publicize this.  

In fact our huge stokple serves to crafts more danger for ua.  

We sode fo~r the world that one way to rs sors powerfuis to 
icrease ordevelop nuclear weapons. Ths danger of st.ea weapons 
in:rsseas all ntons asek tn be sore powerfu.  

The deterrenc, policy also contains budetary problems. In this 
ti e of efforts to balance the budget, it I. hard to believe that 

the DepartA7t of Energy is planning on building acre nuclear 

esapo end the e epniva squipment to produce sore tritium gas 

(to replae that which In deteriorating in existing weapons). And 

we are looking fo places to save moneyt 

W. should be working such harder toward the only policy about 

nuclea• weapons that sakes esnao: their reduotion and control.  

If there aver was a tin for all nations in the nuclear club to 

begin releasing their death grip on the policy of dstsrrence, it 
is while tensions alr lowered. l's afrad your headlina only 
adds to our denial. Sinc- the United "'tas. has n ovarshelming 
lead in nuclear weapons, we have the primary rLponsibiltiy to 

lead the world in develop1ng sane pollicie about thea. 'Nuclear 

activists' are tha imsary group around the world that are trying 
to reduce the nuclear threat.  

Sincerely yours, 

Bob Rcndlir.  
1 31i .a kiaM e Cir.  
Knoxville, IN 37912 
6a7-9060 
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N--aee che--- i .anford 
:,title -gýr 

_ - GLA 
#addrl * 1003 pnirsease ave 
Naddr2 
#.ity - na~hviU.  
02tate - tn 
U aip - 37212 
= Nphone * (615)3a3-8428 

. -ban 
Unna~il 
I #sbleo' - Stt EIS

The emphasis here and, apparently, in the EIS is that of co-joint 
(ignore "non-proliferation") commercial utilization. In contrast, 
I believe that maxim=m national economic gain should supercede. For 
example: short term treasury cashflow is not necessarily worth other 
economic losses Commercial versus economic should be carefully analyzed.  
A commercial operation will not necessarily have the welfare of the state 
as its highest priority As previously stated - foreign sales.  
Furthermore, a blend-down to less than 4% with a higher throughput greater 
the 46 year processing rate (1%) material will yield morejobs. Restricting 
the use of any commercial grade materials will neutralize imports. And 
forbidding export will protect US energy production costs while denying 
(e.g.) Pacific Rim nations access to nuclear power production. Presuming 
that sales of US manufactumd (or US design) reactors is the end result of 
the "commercial" goal of the selected alternative, then the job loss to the 
US (in terms of foreign competition in manufacturing) should be considered 
with full economic impact which is not necessarily commercial impact. One 
includes the other, but not vice versa, bye

06.006

06.006: There is no connection between the proposed action (blending surplus HEU 
down to LEU for commercial use or waste disposal) and the sale of reactors. Nuclear 
fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply displace LEU derived from natural uranium 
and is expected to have no impact on the economics or operation of nuclear power plants.  
This program does not propose to entrust the welfare of the State to "commercial opera
tions." Commercial operations are expected to be involved in the blending of surplus 
HEU, and in the use of the resultant nuclear fuel, but would in no way determine the pol
icy aspects of the surplus HEU disposition program.

�4.  
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the ratio, volumes and quantities of materials to be processed 
(downtblended) is "classified" Surely, the environmental impact must 
likewise, be classified. Unless production throughputs of materials 
at sites ore factually known, then the "HEU EIS" is a "cate blanche" 
document to which public comments can only be genericaly given.  
More specificity would be appreciated for an informed opinion; otherwsise.  
the DOE should wait until the materials are declassified so that more 
public information is available. One must presume that the driving 
force for the lIEU EIS is the release of matcrials for the enrichment 
corporations stock offering in the Spring. It is almost too obvious.  
Is DOE prepared for the consequences of transferring public assests 
to a public corporation; especially when the public is denied knowledge 
of the composition of those assets. Perhaps I am wrong and this is a 
simple case ofDOE not knowing themselves, but being tequired to submit 
draft due for comment. bye

29.002

29.002: The purpose and need for the HEU Final EIS is for the United States to pro
vide leadership in addressing global nonproliferation concerns regarding surplus HEU 
and to encourage reciprocal actions abroad.  

On February 6, 1996, the Secretary of Energy declassified additional information about 
the forms, locations, and quantities of surplus HEU. That information is provided in Fig
ure 1.3-1, and the relevant data is reflected in several revisions to the HEU Final EIS.  

The HEU Final EIS explains that decisions as to where specific batches of HEU will be 
processed are expected to be based largely on business considerations and may involve 
USEC, other private entities that may buy surplus HEU for blending, or DOE. While the 
proposed transfer to USEC of 50 t of HEU is considered as a component of all the com
mercial use alternatives (3 through 5) in the EIS, the EIS covers the disposition of much 
more material (up to 200 t).
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Nasubjct - HEU EIS

1. Price constraints on a market will affect foreign sales and disposition.  
These sales will influence foreign electric costs such that product 
competition will costs domestic jobs and raise social welfare costs.  
2. Total life-cycle costs should include final disposition of potcntial 
recycled HEU reactor fuels.  
3. The less than 4% blend-down will position the US on the "moral" high, 
for what it's worth, 
4. Are EPA comnments to draot EIS available? 

thank you

04.001 

16.006 

10.018 

32.012

04.001: The Department of Energy intends to sell uranium at measured rates to avoid 
significant effects on market prices.  

16.006: Including spent fuel disposal costs in the cost analysis for this program would 
be justified only if the spent fuel were in addition to that which would be generated in the 
absence of the program, which is not the case.  

10.018: Comment noted.  

32.012: Comments submitted by the EPA and DOE's responses to those comments are 
presented in this Comment Analysis and Response Document.
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10.024 

09.018

.•.•-• • •10.023 

- • d • '-',& 1  03.020 
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10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of 
LEU fuel (derived from surplus HEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be 

created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel 

would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high 

level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate the Pu.  

Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the 

policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera

tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.  

09.018: The Department of Energy does not consider the option of blending surplus 

HEU for extended storage reasonable because it would delay beneficial re-use of the 

material; delay recovery of the economic value of the material; add storage costs; reduce 

net revenues in the near term; not meet all aspects of the purpose and need of the pro

posed action; and be practically applicable without additional construction to only a small 

portion (20 t or approximately 40 t if a solidification facility is proposed and constructed 

at or near SRS) of the current surplus inventory.  

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend 

down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic

ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending. There

fore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus HEU 

inventory.  

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons

usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some lIEU under IAEA safeguards at 

the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's 

intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to 
the maximum extent possible.
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10.003: Comment noted. 

08.005: Under the Preferred Alternative, DOE considers it likely that more than one ' z 
facility will participate in the HEU blending program. It is anticipated that competitive " 

Unted st'tet. Oýeettt of tttbidding procedures will play an integral role in the selection of blending facilities, and 
decisions could be made by USEC or other entities in addition to DOE.  

NAWf: (Optosl) Randy Shackelford 

ADDRESS: 501C Pilgrim Court, Johnfon City, TN 37601 

TE.EPHO.N: ( 1==_) 4231 929-9107 f-ome)1(423) 743-9141 

I iwent no express toy full support for the proefelld alternative for the disposition of 
•upu hye c~h"( urnu nI0,altsaive b: Mxu maCmnrc}al Use). I 

o... op ....... .................. a.i.a..t.e.m a variety of standpoints 10.003 

blending.  

I would. however, •ik ... info tion 0n exactly hOw the prefettod blending site 08.005 
will bO se••ctee Il.a. whit Will 600 tO basis for selectinOg the preferred blending

L
PO. B0 23786, W.shnb.oc, D.C. 20026-376 

O r. • to: I (9o0) 1120-5156
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124 Chestnut St-, 5210 
Englewood, OH 45322 
1t7 er-b ft, 1995 

D.vid Niulton 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
United States Department of Energy 
1000 Iodependence Avoeue-SW 
Washington DOC 20585 

Dear David Nullon: 

"The Department of Entrgy's Eaciron-iwtal Impact Staterent on he Dirposition of Highly Ericlhed 
Utranium has two go&ls: the first is to achieve nonprolifera.ton of weapons-grade uranium, and the 

second to realize the peaceful and beneficial use of this radioactive material in a way which will 
return monirs t, the federal treasury, ie., use as commercial nuclear fuel.  

The first goal of no-proliferation is questionable since no controts for spent nuclear fuel re indicated 
(eucept as these may appear in A separate docsment). Downhleoding to nuclear fuel and fuel-end -Ias 
are being turned over to the United States Enrichment Corporation which cctird, and likely will, 
market the radioactive fuel internaflonally. No controls are specified over the reprocessing of the 
resultant spenf fuel or on the return of the spent fuel to the United States.  

The second goal of returned monies to United States coffers, as yet unquantilied and not likely to be so, 
offers only a bhind eye to proliferation possibilities.  

rhe time required for downbtendlng at the Portsmouh and Paducah sites to four percent at p-eeent 
capacity would take ten years for the iRftfda 200 tons oa highly enriched uranium (IfEU). t I, likely 

that more HEU will be declared to be surplus during that ten years No other potential downblending 

site" are named as a means of maintaining a reasonable lime-frame.  

Also, the preferred option of ceommercial use of downblended lIEU as fuel would resull in thousands of 
tons of spent nucfear fuel. No analysis of the environmental impacts or costs for storage of this spent 
furl have been offered or are forthcoming.  

I sincerely believe the following steps would secure the most reasoned results for the disposition of 
liEU; 

1. Oawnblending the HEU would be the surest way to achieve the nations goal of 
nonproliferation of nuclear weapons.  

2. Downblended HEU sold on the world market as fuel would compromise nonproliferation 
unless criteria to prevent reprocessing are required. Nonproliferatuon should heve a higher priority 

than monies reoming into the federal ceffew.  

3. Downblending HEU to four percent and storing indefinitely with full record and inspection 

procedures in place would allow the besl time-frame for removing the HEU from weapons usable 
radioactive material.  

4. The ttEU disposition plan must be a long-term plan which Includes environmental impanfi, 
health, and safety factors (for workers and the public) for all phases from downblending to safe 
disposal of spent nuclear fuel.  

5. The disposition plan should conform to internationnl standards (IAEA) of control, safeguard,

03.024 

07.013 

14.005 

I09.020 

03.024 
cont.  

09.020 
cont.  

30.009 

15.006

03.024: The Department of Energy agrees that nonproliferation is the predominant 
objective of the HEU disposition program. DOE considers it unnecessary to place con
trols on the commercial spent fuel that would result from the commercial use of LEU fuel 

derived from surplus HEU, because that LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would sim
ply replace fuel that would be used anyway. Consequently, there would be no increase in 
the generation of spent fuel (and no increase in the possibility of reprocessing of spent 
fuel abroad for commercial [non-weapons] use) as a consequence of the HEU disposition 
program.  

A study comparing the costs of HEU Ldisposition alternatives has been prepared for DOE 
separately from this EIS to aid in reaching an ROD concerning HEU disposition. This 
study (which has been disseminated to this commentor and all others who expressed an 
interest in this subject) confirms DOE's preliminary conclusion that sale and commercial 
use of LEU fucl derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared to 
the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste, and in the best case, would actu

ally yield net revenues of several hundred million dollars to the Federal Treasury.  
Because blending for commercial use and blending for disposal as waste are deemed 
equivalent in terms of serving the nonproliferation objective, there is no conflict between 

that objective and the economic recovery objective of the HEU disposition program.  

07.013: Except for 13 t of highly enriched UF 6 that was transferred to USEC in 1994 as 

part of the transaction that created USEC, which is currently being blended at the Ports
mouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant, the HEU Final EIS does not contemplate any HEU 

blending at the two enrichment plants. Those facilities could blend HEU only in the form 

of UF 6, and there is no additional surplus HEU in that form. The EIS analyzes HEU 
blending at four other facilities, two DOE and two commercial. DOE estimates that in 
light of its ability to make material available for blending and other constraints on its abil
ity to process material, blending up to 200 t of HEU is likely to take 20 to 25 years to 
complete. DOE considers that a reasonable timeframe for these activities.  

14.005: The HEU EIS does not need to explicitly analyze the disposal of spent fuel, 
since this program would create no incremental spent fuel to dispose of. As explained in 
Section 1.4.2 of the HEU EIS, spent fuel management and disposal is covered by the 

Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended. That program has its own NEPA process which 
must be fulfilled.
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15.006 
"and 1-'pa"'e' . cont.  

6. 6, Si - ht dot nobl ndi rng eap-uit .o of Portson th nd Paducah are lim it d, f orth .,o cp aty I 0 1 
bhoeud ho conslidered in order to ao-nsplish the task within the specifitd tinme and to denornrteto 07.013 

other nations that the United States is sn-dous 1-out nonpliftrelon, cont.  
7. An option for the uulur, lIhe seaond decade of downloending) would be to downblend to one .  

piroent the storod uranium of four percent enrichment, ,nd then to plan for its disposal. I 

I tirnertly .ppredale Iht opportunity to cornnnt on this document and look forward to your response.  

Sinorely, 

R-o. Or. Veln, M. Sheare,

09.020: Down-blending the HEU is the objective of all of DOE's action alternatives.  
DOE does not consider the option of blending HEU for extended storage reasonable 
because it would delay recovery of the economic value of the material and incur unneces
sary costs and environmental impacts due to the need to build additional storage capacity 
to accommodate the increased volume of the material.  

30.009: The disposal of spent fuel does not need to be considered in the HEU EIS 
because, as discussed in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final EIS, the surplus HEU disposition 
program would create no spent fuel that would not exist in its absence.  

15.006: It is DOE's intent to subject the surplus HEU disposition program to IAEA 
safeguards to the maximum feasible extent.  

09.006: The Department of Energy does not consider it reasonable to blend surplus 
lIEU to 4-percent LEU and then store it for an extended period of time. Such a course 
would maximize Government expenditures for disposition, because it would necessitate 
the construction of new storage facilities for the much higher volume of material and 
would involve no offsetting revenues from sales of commercial material. HEU that is des
tined to be blended to 0.9-percent LEU for disposal as waste would likely be blended 
directly to that enrichment level, rather than stopping at an intermediate 4-percent level 
for some years of storage.
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Sierra Club-State of Franklin Group 
Unda Caiaido Modica. Group Chair 

266 Mayberry Road 
Jonesborough, TN 37659 

P•i•e (423) 753-967 
F ax (4ý2 753 5429 

Thrl indlm ca@fnclirubwg 

January 22. 1996

DOE--Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
c/o SAIC-HEU EIS 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 VIA FAX; (800) 820-5156

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED 
URANIUM, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, OCT. 1995 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

The State of Franklin Group of the Sierra Club appreciates the 

opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on 

the Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium. Our Group has 300 

members in the Tri-Cities area which encompasses the town of Erwin, TN 

-- thelocation of the Nuclear Fuel Services company, one of the firms 

that may perform downblending operations under DOE's 'preferred 

alternative." 

Comments 

1 ) The Department of Energy, by holding only a workshop 100 mil es 

away, has failed to offer the community of Erwin the opportunity to 

become better informed of the Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) disposition 

problem, and to voice its concerns over Nuclear Fuel Services' involvement 

in the HEU disposition program. Therefore, a hearing in Erwin (or in 

another nearby town, like Johnson City) should be scheduled immediately.  

2) At the soonest possible date, the DOE should embark upon an 

epidemiological study of the health of the people of Erwin, and of 

Jonesborough and Greeneville, the largest communities downstream of 

Nuclear Fuel Services. Previous studies have focused only on NFS's 

workers and have failed to exhaustively assess the health affect of NFS's 
radioactive discharges into the air and water.

32.014 

06.022

32.014: The Department of Energy welcomes your comments on the HEU Draft EIS.  
However, DOE must work within the constraints imposed by available funding and 
resources. Because DOE is trying to reduce costs of complying with the NEPA, and due 

to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identified in the HEU 
EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and Augusta, GA) would 

be appropriate for this program.  

Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program, other methods were 
also made available throughout the comment period: toll-free fax and voice recording, 
electronic bulletin board, and U.S. mail. These methods can also be used.to request addi

tional information or to be placed on the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition's mailing 
list.  

06.022: The National Environmental Policy Act does not mandate epidemiological 
studies such as are requested. The analysis in the HEU EIS includes impacts on sur

rounding populations as well as site workers, and indicates that, in the absence of highly 

unlikely accidents, the health and safety impacts of surplus HEU disposition actions at 
NFS would be low. The safety of the NFS facility is regulated by NRC. The HEU Final 

EIS also includes available epidemiological data (Appendix E.4).

cl
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3) As the draft EIS notes (p. 3-102), Nuclear Fuel Services Is built on 
the floodplain of the Nollchucky River. But what the DOE's report fails to 
adequately consider are the disastrous affects on water quality 
downstream of NFS in the event of a major flood which would inundate 
much of the plant, according to recent geologic analyses. [See R. David 
Bagaley Ill, "Paleohydraullc Reconstruction of Flood Peaks from Boulder 
Deposits Along Three Reaches of the Nolichucl' River in Northeastern 
Tennessee," May 1993. See also Tennessee Valley Authority, 'Floods on 
Nolichucky River and North & South Indian Creeks in Vicinity of Erwin 
Tennessee."] 

4) The draft EIS fails to accurately report that Nuclear Fuel Services 
has had an accident history fraught with mishaps and Material 
Unaccounted For (MUF) incidents. While NFS may not have committed any 
OSHA or TOSHA infractions during the past 7 years (p.3-li 7), Nuclear Fuel 

Service employees caused a substantial explosion and fire In 1992 by 

failing to adhere to appropriate materials handing practices. A burst 
valve in August 1979 caused a significant airborne release of uranium 
hexafluoride gas, and press accounts report that NFS dumped 250 pounds 
of uranium into the Nolichucky River in 1977. Furthermore, throughout the 
1 970s, NFS so miserably failed in its recordkeeping andLor safeguarding 
responsibilities, that substantial amounts of highly enriched uranium are 
still considered Material Unaccounted For (MUF). The State of Franklin 
Group does not believe that the Tri-Cities public considers Nuclear Fuel 
Services' record "exemplary" (p.3-1 17).  

5) Nuclear Fuel Services should be restrained from any new commercial 
activity until its site is completely remediated. Decommissioning at NFS 
is currently underway, and the contamination caused by previous 
accidents, as well as normal operations, is being removed. Sediments in 
Banner Spring Branch, Martin Creek & the Nolichucky River -- as well as 
the groundwater below the plant -- need to be exhaustively tested to 
ensure that all radioactive contamination (which poses a threat to human 
health, aquatic organisms & the popular sport of fishing) Is abated.  
Employment of laid-off workers might be increased to speed up the 

decontamination process.  

6) To ensure that the community of Erwin is apprised of NFS' progress 
toward decontamination of its site and of public waterways, a Citizens 
Advisory Board needs to be formed. The Citizens Advisory Board should 
be given the authority to question NFS, NRC and DOE management on the 
adequacy of the decontamination measures undertaken. Should the DOE 
select Nuclear Fuel Services as a contractor which would perform 

downblending operations, the Citizens Advisory Board should continue to 

monitor NFS and report to the community on public health issues.

22.014 

21.020 

25.002 

32.013

22.014: After review of a study Paleohydraulic Reconstruction of Flood Peaks from 
Boulder Deposits Along Three Reaches of the Nolichucky River in Northeastern Tennes
see (Bagaley, May 1993) and Tennessee Valley Authority's Floods on Nolichucky River 
and North and South Indian Creeks in Vicinity of Erwin Tennessee (Report No. 0-6589, 
March 1967), as well as other studies and maps (that is, Federal Emergency Manage
ments Agency's [FEMA] Flood Insurance Study from 1984 and the 1985 FEMA Flood 
Insurance Rate Map), it was concluded that the site is located in the probable maximum 
flood area as well as 100- and 500-year floodplains of the Nolichucky River, as the HEU 
EIS states. Numerous warning devices and systems are in place along the river to warn 
the public and the plant of the chance of flooding. The NFS site has emergency plans that 
are in place to contact the City of Jonesborough Water Treatment Plant as well as other 
national, State, and local committees to inform them when any accidental releases from 
the plant occurs. During flooding or because of accidental releases to the surface water, 
the Jonesborough Water Treatment Plant closes off the water intake valves to avoid con
tamination to the public water supply. In addition, the intake valves are monitored rou
tinely for any water contamination problems.  

21.020: The Nuclear Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant has never experienced a 
fatality resulting from work-related activities nor has a criticality accident ever occurred 
at NFS. A release of UF 6 occurred on August 7, 1979. The incident was investigated by 
NRC and was concluded that the quantities released were within regulatory levels. Miti
gation measures were implemented after this event. The vaporization station and the 
scrubbing system were redesigned. A secondary scrubber was added exterior to the pro
cess. Detection systems were installed with an alarm at the work station for the process 
ductwork prior to the entire scrubber and in the stack after the scrubbing systems. In 
addition, monitoring systems were enhanced and operational procedures were revised.  

On September 17, 1979, NFS was closed by NRC because of a uranium inventory differ
ence. On that date, NFS reported to the NRC that the inventory difference for the 
bimonthly physical inventory taken on August 14, 1979, was in excess of the upper limit 
specified in the license condition. The plant was closed that same day, and an NRC 
inspection team examined the plant's inventory listing and item control system records.  
After a full investigation by NRC, it was determined that the incident was the result of 
bookkeeping flaws and no material was found to be missing. The unaccounted uranium 
was located in the process holdup (ventilating hoods, flues, filters, ductwork, piping).  
The uranium accounting system was modified, and a stringent campaign was conducted 
to measure the uranium in the ventilation systems. To date, NFS has met all measure
ment limits of errors.

�, �.  
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7) Nuclear Fuel Services should never again be allowed to regulate 

itself. Should the DOE embark upon its 'preferred alternative' and select 

NFS as a contractor, the Erwin facility should be vigorously & constantly 

monitored by a full-time NRC inspector.  

8) The State of Franklin Group Is sympathetic to the plight of the 400 

NFS employees who have been terminated and who are now working at 

considerably lower wages, or are still unemployed. Should NFS fail to 

obtain a downblending contract from the DOE, another 300 jobs may be 

lost. Like the rest of the community, the State of Franklin Group wants 

workers to be gainfully employed in facilities that do not pose threats to 

worker ix public safety. Therefore, high-tech, high-wage 

environmentally-friendy alternative employme nt should be sought for the 

employees of NFS by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Department 

of Energy, the State of Tennessee, the Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers 

Union, and other agencies. Also, Nuclear Fuels Services' management 

should further develop the expertise of Its workforce In consulting and 

R&D. Clean services like these would be welcomed in the community of 

Erwin once NFS decontaminates its facilities.  

9) Old age will cause the retirement of a substantial portion of the 

nation's nudear generating capacity over the next few years. Further, 

fusion power should begin to substitute for fission early in the 21st 

Century. The demand for power plant fuel will therefore decline, which 

leads the State of Franklin Group to question the need for the DOE's 

commercial-fuel-from-weapons downblending program. Sequestration of 

the surplus highly enriched uranium at the Y-12 plant might be a safer 

option from the standpoint of human health and nonproliferation. [See 

comments by Pete Zars, private citizen of Erwin, dated 1/23/96.] 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on DOE's draft EIS. Please 

keep the State of Franklin Group informed thcugbt the decision making 

process. Our Sierra Club Group offers its services to the Tri-Cities and 

the DOE, and will welcome the opportunity to serve on the Citizens 

Advisory Board. The State of Franklin Group could also assist the DOE In 

the development of a mailing list of individuals who should be invited to 

speak at the public hearing in Erwin, and in the formation of a list of 

members of the local medcal community who should be consulted for the 

epidemiological study.  
Sincerely, 

1.t& e. ?9006 
Linda C. Modica 

Group Chair

25.004 

24.008 

09.023 

32.015

L•r

A flash fire did occur inside the 200 Complex at a dissolver in 1992. Material processed 
in the dissolver burst into flames and caused localized damage inside the facility. The 

ventilation and emergency response systems prevented radioactive releases outside the 

facility. There were no injuries nor overexposures to employees. The NRC conducted an 
independent investigation (NRC Report CAL070-0143/92-01). Administrative proce
dures were revised to prevent recurrence.  

No single incident occurred releasing 250 pounds of uranium into the Nolichucky River 

in 1977. In 1977, a treatment system was implemented at NFS to reduce the uranium 

content in waste waters being discharged to the Nolichucky River. Prior to that, the waste 

water was not treated, and uranium was being discharged in minimal concentrations.  

25.002: The Nuclear Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant has prepared a work plan for 

Phase 1 decommissioning and decontamination of the NFS site. The work plan has been 
approved by the State of Tennessee, EPA, and NRC. Work is underway in accordance 

with the approved work plan. NFS is also preparing a comprehensive plan for subsequent 
phases of the decommissioning and decontamination of the site. When completed, this 
plan will be submitted to the appropriate regulatory agencies for approval.  

32.013: The NFS site is a privately operated commercial entity whose operations are 

regulated by NRC, EPA, and State regulatory agencies. DOE has no regulatory jurisdic

tion over NFS operations nor does DOE have authority to establish a Citizen Advisory 
Board for the community of Erwin. Furthermore, selection of a contractor (or a site) or 

contractors to perform down-blending operations will be based largely on business con
siderations including availability of the site when needed and competitive bidding.  

25.004: The Nuclear Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant has never been allowed to 

regulate itself; it has always been licensed and regulated by NRC or its predecessor, the 

Atomic Energy Commission. NRC places resident inspectors at all power reactors but 
only rarely at materials licensees such as NFS.  

24.008: Decisions about where specific batches of HEU are expected to be blended are 

based largely on business considerations, although r inployment impacts are also relevant.  
Alternative economic development for the Erwin area is outside the scope of this EIS.

(-"I 

0



SIERRA CLUB, JONESBOROUGH, TN 
PAGE 4 OF 4 

•- .  

09.023: The Department of Energy agrees that storage of HEU at the Y-12 Plant for a 
moderate time (10 to 15 years) presents no serious safety or safeguard risks. However, in .  
the longer term, such storage is unacceptable from a nonproliferation standpoint because 
it leaves the material in weapons-usable form, thus failing to set an example for other •.  
nations. C:' 

32.015: The Department of Energy supports the public's involvement and is fully com
mitted to giving the public access to information about its activities and opportunities for 
involvement in DOE's decisionmaking process. To facilitate this, the Office of Fissile 
Materials Disposition has compiled and continuously maintains a mailing list of individ
uals and organizations interested in the storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile 
materials. These parties receive newsletters, fact sheets, and other information address
ing program activities. Anyone who would like to be added to this mailing list should 
forward their request to: 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, MD-4 
1000 Independence Ave., S.W.  
Washington, DC 20585
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" "v ' Southern Nuclear Operating Company 

January 16, 1996 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
PO. Box 23786 
Washington, D.C. 20226-3786 

COMMENTS ON 
THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM 

DRAFT ENDIR~rOIEiTAL IMPACT STATENEXT 
(60 Federal Register 55021 Dated October 21. 19951 

Dear Sir: 

In response to the Department of Energy's October 27, 1995 notice in the 
Federal Register, Southern Nuclear Operating Company, Inc. has reviewed The 
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and is providing the following comments: 

1) We strongly support the Department of Energy's (DOE) proposal 
to blend down to the maximum extent possible surplus HEU to 
Low-Enriched Uranium (LEU) for use as commercial nuclear fuel 
(Alternative 5 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement), 
This alternative provides the best options for eliminating the 
risk of diversion for nuclear proliferation purposes while 
minimizing any impact on the environment.  

2) We concur with DOE's analysis that Alternative 5 will have the 
least impact on the environment from an ultimate waste disposal 
standpoint.  

3) We believe DOE has over estimated the reduction in deliveries 
that domestic producers would experience during the blending 
period and that the Department should review its analysis in 
this area, eased on studies available to us, which include LEU 
supplies from both Russian and U.S. HEU blending, world uranium 
inventories would be projected to continue to decrease and U.S.  
production to continue to increase.  

4) We disagree with DOE's assessment that an oversupply condition 
exists in the conversion Industry. With the shutdown of the 
Sequoyah fuels Corporation facility, the CAIECO Corporation and 
Allied-Signal, Inc. facilities are the only remaining conver
sion suppliers in North Ajerica. These suppliers have indicated 
their near term production has been soldout and are looking 
into ways to expand their existing production capabilities.

12.011

12.011: The HEU Final EIS has been revised to more accurately describe the current 
status of the domestic conversion industry. DOE agrees with the commentor that the 
HEU EIS no longer accurately portrays the current condition of the domestic markets 
for nuclear fuel products. Both the uranium and conversion products market are pre
dicted to remain strong in the short and medium term. Prices have increased dramati
cally in the first quarter of 1996. Long-term prospects, however, are more uncertain.  
Producers and buyers of conversion products have provided DOE with contradictory 
projections on future supply and demand. DOE believes, however, that there would not 
be long-term adverse impacts on the conversion industry, and any adverse impacts that 
did occur would be largely attributable to the larger quantity of Russian material-not 
domestic HEU.
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Further, U.S. and European import restrictions and controls 12.011 
upon Russian material restrict the utilization of Russian 
conversion capacity. We recomend DOE review its impact 
analysis on the conversion industry.  

Should you have any question, please advise. 
;Z • 

Resqectfully submitted, 

J. H. Miller, III 
/ JUM/BEH /
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10.003: Comment noted.  

Yes. My name is Dennis Sparks. I reside in Erwin, Tennessee. I spent twelve years 
working at Nuclear Fuels Services, and I just wanted to let the DOE know that I feel like 
we could do a very good job of processing this order, and that our community and our 
small town which is dependant on nuclear fuel and the jobs that its brought forth over 
the years has been greatly inpacted by the reduction in jobs that we've had. I speak 
especially for myself. I have a disability, and I cannot find any work because of the 
specialized experience I had at Nuclear Fuel, and I feel like we played a great role in 
the defense of nur country, and we've done a real good job and took pride in our wori.  
So I would ask that the DOE would certainly give us the utmost consideration in getting 
this order here because we have so many people that are really in bad need and of 
course I know that the c.ase in a lot of places, but as for my-If it has created such a 
hardship on us. We have lost about everything we've got, and we would certainly like 
to go back to work and keep our plant going, because I feel like it might be needed in 10.003 
the future, that the country rnght now Instead of being safer than it was could actually be 
more at risk for some type of nuclear war or some type of disturbance just due to the 
fact that you have so much uranium out there, that you don't know who's hands it's in. I 
feel like we have a lot of good trained people and it would be a disadvantage for our 
country to lose those people. If we don't get something going before long, I mean 
people are just going to go on, and it's not going to be so easy to re-train these people 
on jobs that are sophisticated and technical as we did. If there is anything else that I 
could do to help our cause, at NFS and Erwin, I would appreciate a letter or anything.  
My address Is Route 1, Box 300D (D as in dog), Unicoi, Tennessee, and the zip is 
37692. I appreciate your time, and giving me the opportunity to express my comments, 
and would hope that the DOE would give us the utmost consideration, because we 
have one of the highest unemployment rates in the State of Tennessee, and we need 
the jobs desperately bad, and we need the work. Thank you for your time Bye-bye.  

C)
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23.001: Comment noted- 1.  

State of Missouri 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION Sp.a P-orh 

n k h aid A . H i1 t P o s t O l tii . B o o 8 0 9 D M --- o Gs ` .S I M 
CccvC ousli~ Jefferson City til0 o eealtiio$•J] 

65102 (-1 

November 13, 1995 

Greg Rudy 
Acting Director 
Office of Fissile Materials Dispositicr 
Department of Energy 
P. 0. Box 23786 
Wshii.gton. D.C. 20026-1186 

Dear Mr. Rudy: 

subject: 95100035 - Draft Disposition of Surplus Highly 
Enriched Uranium EIS 

The Missou.i Federal Assistance Clearinghouse, in cooperation 
with state ond local agencies interested or possibly affected, 
has completed the review on the above project application.  

Nn... f the gencin. involved in the review had comcert. or 23.001 
rceccccend.tlons to offer ao this time. This coecludes the 

Cltarinqhouse's review.  

A copy of this letter Is to be attached to the application 
as evide.cs of compiloncs with the State Clearinghouse 
requttrmec te.  

sincerely, 

Loin Pohi, Coordi.s.or 
Missouri Clearinghoose

LP: c.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND 

LONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN 
PAGE 2 OF 8

GYTEtI OF TIENýE1I 
tIEPATUMENT OF ENVIRONI•ENT AND CO0MERVATON 

DOE OVERSIIfT f DWIOI "711I lKIY VALL NOAD 
OAK Nooe, TWNNEM • r••?371 

---2 1895 
D ecem ber 2 1 . 199 5 17 ffA,1 M0W 0f C 

Mr. Don Dills, Commissioner 
Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation 
do Tennensee Environmental Policy Office 
14th Floor L&C Tower 
401 Church Street 
Nashville. Tennessee 37243 - 1553 

Dear Commissioner Dills 

Document NEPA Review - "Dhiposltlon of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft 
Envirosmental Impact Statement," DOE/EIS-0240-DS, dated October 1995.  

rh Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, DOE Oversight Division has 
reviewed the above document for your concurrence and transmittal to the following DOE office: 

US t)epartment of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
c/o SAIC/HEU EIS.  
PO Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026 - 3786 

Our office review was conducted in accordance with the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementing regulations 40 CFR 1500 - 1508 and 10 
CFR 1021.  

This document has four sites being considered for blending operations: DOE Y- 12 Site in Oak 

Ridge. Tennessee on the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR), Nuclear Fuels Services (NFS) in Erwin.  
Tennessee, Babcox and Wilcox (B&W) facility in Lyuchburg. Virginia, and the DOE Savannah 
River Site (SRS) in Aiken. South Carolina. The scope of this document deals with only 200 tons 
of surplus highly enriched uranium, with the major portion of the material now stored on the 
ORR.

C,,
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND 

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN 
PAGE 3 OF 8

Commissioner Don Dills 
Page Two 
December 21, 1995

After review and research, the Division concurs with the DOE preferred Alternative (S.c 
Maximum Commercial Use 85% Fuel/l 5% Waste Ratio all four site vauiation). However. me do 

have concerns dealing with the disposition of she Low Level Waste in regard that such waste 
would be consistent with the DOE's Waste Management PEIS and associated ROD's. The 
Division reiterates its position stated in our review of the WM PE(S, in opposition to siting large 

scale disposal facilities on the Oak Ridge Reservation for Low Level Mixed and Low Level 
Wastes.  

In addition, we have the attached comments for your review and consideration in the preparation 
of a final programrmatic environmental impact statement.  

If you have any questions, please contact Dale Rector at (423) 481-4995 or Steve Nisley at (423) 
481-0163.  

Sincerely 

Earl C. Leming 
Diietor 

Atiaehrnent

10.003 

28.003

em0
2 9 7

.99

10.003: Comment noted.

28.003: The decision where product LLW from the surplus HEU disposition program 
(0.9-percent LEU derived from surplus HEU) would be disposed of is not part of the 
HEU Draft EIS, but rather is being made in conjunction with DOE's Waste Management 
PEIS (DOE/EIS-0200-D, draft issued in August 1995) and subsequent tiered or site
specific NEPA documentation. DOE assumes that process LLW generated as part of the 
surplus HEU disposition program at the commercial facilities (incidental waste generated 
during the blending process) would be disposed of as part of the normal process waste 
stream from those facilities, presumably in a regional compact LLW repository. Product 
LLW would be considered DOE waste, and thus not eligible for disposal in regional com
pact facilities, whether it is blended at DOE sites or commercial sites. It is assumed that 
all product LLW must be disposed of in DOE LLW facilities pursuant to the Waste Man
agement PEIS.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND 

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN 
PAGE 4 OF 8 

Tennessee Deparlment of Environment and Consurvation DOE Qveraleht Division 

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Disposition of Surplus Highly 

Enriched Uranium, DOEIEIS,0240 DS, October 1995 

General Comments:

In the public meeting in Knoxville on November 14, 1995. DOE stated that additional tIEU 

material would be declassified in December, 1995. The details of that declassification should be 

provided in the EIS.  

"the risk factors tables show a difference of two orders of magnitude between the sites. The 

assumptions made for these calculations are not completely disclosed, aid may be too generic in 

nature to make comparisons possible. Therefore, the decision should not be based on risk factors 

alone.  

A cost evaluation of each alternative, including estimated initial costs for the proposed project.  

should be included in the final EIS.  

Natural Uranium Hexalloride (UFu) is valuable as feedstock in the gaseous diffusion process: 

therefore, it doesn't make snnse to use it for blending purposes since there is an excessive 

amount of deplcted OF6 available at Paducah. Portsmouth and at Oak Ridge K-25 site. Natural 

UF, is mintioned in several places in section 4.4 "Interstate Transportation" (and possibly in 

other sections) for blending purposes. Natural UFn should be changed to depleted UF, when 

listed for use as a blendstock in the EIS.  

In addition to the above comment, depleted UF6 that is stored at the K-25 site should be 

evaluated in the EIS for use as blendstock.  

Specific Comments: 

I. Page S- 18. Summrv. Basis for Atalysis. Partoaal 4 

Depleted UF6, useful as blend stock, may also be obtained from the Oak Ridge K-25 site. The K

25 site should be added to this paragraph in the EIS 

2. Pane 1ý.•• ction4 1.4.2, preferred AlternaLtdiveA 

In addttion, any LWotransferred to any LL Wfacility would be corrooient with the Department's 

WU PEIS and associated ROD. any subsequent NEPA documents tered from or supplementing 

the Waste Management PEIS. Please provide information to address the disposition of LLW at

02.007 

21.019 

16.015 

33.009 

28.003 
cont,

02.007: Information about the forms and locations of material that make up the inven

tory of surplus HEU was declassified by the Secretary of Energy on February 6, 1996, 

and is included in the HEU Final EIS in Figure 1.3-1.  

21.019: Variation of risk factors between candidate sites are expected for any alterna

tive due to site-specific characteristics such as land, area, meteorology, and others. For 

normal operations and facility accidents, the source terms (the quantity of radioactive 

material that can potentially be released) are the same for each candidate site. When this 

material is released to the environment, it is transported through the atmosphere to the 

receptor (worker or public). Site-specific meteorology and distance from the release point 

will determine the subsequent concentration of these materials in the atmosphere. The 

closer a receptor is to the release point, the greater the concentration. The more stable the 

air mass or slower the wind speed, the greater the concentration. The greater the concen

tration of these materials, the greater the dose received by the receptor and the greater the 

risk calculated. Appendix E of the HEU Final EIS presents the methodology and assump

tions used in both normal operations and accident conditions in performing public and 

occupational health assessments. Decisions on the proposed action and site selection 

would likely include several other environmental and economic factors in addition to 

health risks.  

16.015: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel

oped to provide the decisionmaker, DOE, comprehensive information upon which to 

make decisions. The cost analysis, which has been provided to this commentor and all 

others who have expressed an interest in this subject, is available in a separate document 

with the HEU Final EIS. It supports the conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel 

derived firom surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of 

blending HEU for disposal as waste.  

33.009: During the enrichment process, as the ratio of U-235 increases the ratio of 

U-234 to U-235 increases, accordingly. Using depleted uranium in the blending process 

will reduce the ratio of U-235 to 11-238 but will not change the ratio of U-234 to U-235.  

To meet the American Society of Testing Materials specification for commercial fuel 

feed, it is necessary to reduce the U-234 to U-235 ratio. To reduce the ratio of U-234 to 

U-235, it is necessary to add U-235 in the natural uranium or LEU enrichment state.  

Depleted uranium would be used as the blendstock for blending to waste because the 

ratio of U-234 to U-235 is not included in the waste acceptance criteria for waste dis

posal.
I-I
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CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN 
PAGE 5 OF 8

the two proposed commercian sites as the WM PEIS does not address commercial waste 
disposition 

3. Pagc 3-17 & 3-18. Section 3.3.4 & 3.3.5 Water courses & eoloev andrilCa 

Please provide infounation in the groundwater section of this document on karst hydrology in the 
carbonate units on the ORR. No information is given on groundwater velocity and solution 
enlarged conduits in these units. In addition, please provide information on groundwater 
prcfcrential pathways, e.g., along steike migration.  

4 Pave-l8 Section 3,35 CGeolovy and Soils 

Recharge occurs over most of the area. but is most effective where overburdened soils are thin or 
permeable. In the area near Bear Creek Valley. recharge into the carbonated rocks is mainly 
along recharge into the carbonated rocks Is mainly along Chestnut Ridge. Groundwater 
generally flows from the recharge areas to the center of Bear Creek Valley and discharges Into 
Bler ("reek and its tributaries Please provide evidence to substantiate this statement.  

5. page 3-18, Section 3.3.5. Geology nd Soils 

Provide information to show if the groundwater meets drinking water criteria for a water supply.  

6. ta•_e3A-4 Section 3,3.10 Low-Level Waste 

The inforimation provided on Class L-I and Class I.-II LLW facilities is currently inaccurate 
please omit or provide current information.  

7 Page 4 105, Section 4.4 2. 1 Site Transnorlation Interfaces for 14.ardous Materials 

Please provide information on why hazardous materials transportation by rail was not addressed.  
Also. compare public exposures and accidents for rail transportation vs. truck transportation.  

8. Page4- 16 S•cjign 4.6. 2 Site-Specific Cumulative Impacts 

Please provide cumulative impact assessment for the ORR incorporating the data from the Waste 
Management PEIS document that was omitted.

28.003 
cont.  

22.017 

22.018 

22.015 

22.013 

20.012 

25.007

Depleted UF 6 would not be used for blending to waste because only commercial sites 
would use UF 6 as a blendstock for blending with the UF 6 process. Since depleted ura
nium cannot be used as blendstock for blending to fuel as described previously, depleted 
UF 6 would not be used for any of the processes for commercial fuel. Depleted UF6 would 
also not be used as a blendstock for UNH or metal blending because it is in an incompat
ible form and would need to be converted to UNH crystals or metal ingots, and DOE has 
ample supplies of depleted uranium in metal and oxide form to use as blendstock for 
waste material.  

22.017: Sections 3.3.4 and 3.3.5 of the HEU Final EIS have been revised to include 
additional information as requested.  

22.018: This information presented on page 3-18 of the HEU Draft EIS was obtained 
from the Oak Ridge Reservation Environmental Report for 1991, (ES/ESH-22/V 1, Octo
ber 1992), pages 5-4 to 5-8.  

The thickness of the vadose zone is the greatest beneath ridges, and thins towards valley 
floors. Beneath ridges underlain by the Knox aquifer, the vadose zone commonly is 
greater than 30 m (100 ft) thick, whereas beneath ridges underlain by the Rome forma
tion, the vadose zone is typically less than 15 m (50 ft) thick. Most recharge through the 
vadose zone is episodic and occurs along discrete permeable features (such as relict bed
rock fractures) that may become saturated during rain events, even though surrounding 
microspores remain unsaturated and contain trapped air.  

The HEU Final EIS has been revised to include the appropriate citation (OR DOE 1992c: 
5-5-5-7).  

22.015: A discussion of groundwater quality was provided in Section 3.3.5. However, 
due to misplaced text the discussion of groundwater quality appeared to be incomplete.  
This discrepancy has been corrected in the ttEU Final EIS. Groundwater quality infor
mation at three monitoring wells closest to the Y-12 Plant are shown in Table 3.3.4-2.  
The information in this table indicates that the quality of groundwater generally meets 
drinking water criteria.

CN
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STAIEOF TTNWESSEE 

Or)PARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION 
DMV10IO OF RADIOLOGICAL HEALTH 

3RD FLOOR, L & C ANNEX 
401 CHURCH STREET 

NASHVILLE, TN 37243-1532 
6164314394 

INMTT: MMO8LEYPOE5YASTAET-Y -s 

January 10, 1996 

DOE - Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
c/o SAIC - HEU EIS 
P 0 Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 

ATTN J. David Nulton, Director 
Office of NEPA Compliance & Outreach 

Dear Mr. Nulton 

We have reviewed the DOE/EIS-0240-DS 'Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched 

Uranium Draft Environmental Impact Statement' and would offer the following 

comment: 

Regardless of which facility is chosen by the DOE to perform the downbtending of the 

HEU, the process should be regulated and licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission. This process should be held to the same regulatory standards as other 

commercial fuel cycle facilities in the United States.  

The independent regulatory oversight of the operations will provide assurance that the 

public, the workers, and the environment will be adequately protected from any 

potential radiation hazard.  

Sincerely, 

Michael H. Mobley 
Director 

MHM6sk

25.008

22.013: The cited information is current as reported in the most recent reference, Oak 
Ridge Reservation Waste Management Plan, ES/WM-30, February 1995 (OR MMES 

1995c), but does not reflect proposed waste management strategies. Section 3.3.10 of the 

HEU Final EIS has been revised accordingly to include these strategies at ORR.  

20.012: Highly enriched uranium is transported exclusively by safe secure trailers.  

Blendstock, LEU fuel feed material, and LLW could be shipped by any acceptable com

mercial conveyance selected by the shipping traffic manager. For the HEU EIS, calcula

tions were based on truck transport because that is the mode currently used by the Y- 12 

Plant, B&W, and NFS. Although rail is not excluded, it is not available at all sites.  

25.007: The HEU EIS cumulative impact assessments are revised to include data, to the 

extent available, from the Waste Management PEIS.  

25.008: In response to the recommendations of an advisory committee, DOE is review

ing options to bring its facilities under regulation by an external organization. Although 
the regulating agency would likely be NRC or the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety 

Board, no decision has yet been made.

"--3
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Dý OPYunoua 

STATE OF TrENNIESSEE

December 14, 1995 

Secretary Hazel O'Leasy 
United States Department ofaEnergy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.  
Room 7A-257 
Washington, D.C. 20585 

Dear Secretary O'Leary:

RECEIVED 

DEC 22 1S95 

RECEIVED BY 

JAil 0 2 1996 

19 E OV•, t0: .fdwpoOGy ,

DoN Sumgu~rs 
Govmean 

1'~o

14.020: This comment concerning DOE's draft Waste Management PEIS (DOE/EIS
0200-D, August 1995) is not directly relevant to the issues considered in the HEU EIS.  
Decisions concerning where DOE's LLW will be treated and disposed are being made 
pursuant to the former NEPA document, not the latter. The Governor's concerns were 
addressed in a February 8, 1996, letter from Secretary O'Leary to Governor Sundquist, 
which noted that ORR is one of 17 "major" candidate sites for potential waste disposal 
facilities by virtue of its current inventory of waste materials, its waste management facil
ities, and site capabilities. The selection of preferred alternatives for national waste man
agement configurations will be made in the final Waste Management PEIS, and responses 
to the Governor's comments will also be included in the associated Comment Analysis 
and Response Document.

Recently, agencies of the State of Ternessee submitted comments in accordance with the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the Draft Waste 
Management Programmatc Environmental Impact Statement (D.PEIS)for Managing 
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal af Radioactive and Hazardous Waste, DOE/EIS-0200 
D, August 1995 I have elected to communicate with you directly to insure that the State 
ofTennessee'n policy interests concerning this important D-PEIS are clearly communicated.  

My administration strongly opposes and will continue to oppose any attempt by DOE to 
"site" large waste deposition activities in Oak Ridge, Tennessee. It is disappointing to me 
that the United States Department ofEnergy (DOE) continues to seriously consider another 
short sighted option in a tiring string of waste deposition assessments for Oak Ridge. My 
administration views all of the alternatives in the current "Waste Management" D-PEtS that 
consider disposal of low level mixed waste and low level waste on the Oak Ridge 
Reservation as technically unsound.  

It is commonly known, and widely supported inside and outside of Tennessee that Oak 
Ridge is one of several sites in the DOE complex that does not possess the appropriate 
geologic or hydrologic character for such large scale waste deposition activities'a# currently 
proposed in your D-PEtS. The National Governor's Association/DOE Disposal Working 
Group specifically recommended that the Oak Ridge complex be considered only for 
disposal of a very restrictive list of radionuclides due to an emphasis on protection of human 
health and the environment.  

Your own agency's data ummnary for waste management sites in the current D-PEIS 
indicates that the Oak Ridge Reservation currently produces the highest "population dose" 
among the 54 DOE sites around the nation. We believe that a large scale low level mixed 
waste and low level waste disposal facility at Oak Ridge would add additional risk to an 
already unacceptable situation.

St.te Capitol, Nahville. Tennle ee 37243-O001 
Telephone No. (6151 741-2001
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Page Two 
Secretary Hazel O'Leary 
December 14, 1995 

Despite our concerns, the State of Tennessee recognizes and appreciates the historic role 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee has played for the nation and the economic contributions DOE has 
made to the Oak Ridge community and Tennessee over the past 50 years. We will continue 
to promote and will accept our responsibility to the nation as a potential site for one or 
several of the complex suite of activities that DOE must perforta. However, I believe that 
DOE's continued consideation of the most technically unsuitable disposal site in the DOE 
complex for lange scale waste deposition is truly a waste of precious national and state 
resources. I urged you to invest your agency's energies in alternatives that better meet both 
the short and long term interests of waste storage.  

Sincerely, 

Don Sundqiuist 

c: United States Representative Zach Wamp 
United States Senator Fred Thompson 
United States Senator Bill Frist 
Commissioner Don Dills, Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation 
US DOE Headquarters PA Offce 
Mr. Greg Rudy, Acting Director, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
NEPA File 
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

NASHVILLE, TN 
PAGE 1 OF 1 10.003: Comment noted.  

•tatt el !trnvtt~ 
tm~m• •n ttawlustL1 

November 21,1995 

The US DOE 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 

Post Office Box 23786 
Washington, D.C. 21=26 

Dear Sir.  

This letter is written in geersal support for Nuclear Fuel Seevices, Inc. of Erin, 
"r"n" 

10.003 
1 am impressed with the history Nuclear Fuel Servces has wilth both safety and 

security. They have been, and continue to be, good neighbors. Nuclear Fuel 
Services is the type of small Insbiuuo operation I am happy to support. It is 

hoped the plant will be considered for any future contracts or projects. The 

workers at Nuclear Fuel Services are capable of competing successfully.  

Sincerely, 

Robert D. "Buh" Pattos:NM..A.. Ed.D

RDP/bc
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liEU EIS PUBLIC, . . RAIL COMMENTS 
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP 

Knoxville, Tennessee 
November 14, 1995 

SESSION: iscussion Group A 

OPEN DISCUSSION 

F~edlidt.•Cmplbiltles 

What upgrodes am required oruuug the CndidoM sites In ofu frm the co-truatI fcilitius and 
goveorturntt facilities to peifum the work and be in uooptiaucu? What vew equipowtr. ptoce.mue 
fWiiitiu, wod/r todmriutlIs would be need to Wtent down the matelrial? 

If the- It a potential oced fur o.. facilitie tocy - ut the pruputud .6.to., have they beeh 
aduquatoly adressed in the EIS? 

If the bl i/g to UP, is the betr way to deal with this material. why Is this pu-r..s ly 
cuomidetd for the co•ronoemdl fauclithes tt udnot rhe gov tut futtlido,7 

Who will pay i&W or NFS to blead don the roturial. turtJw nmw oquipment. and solur the 

Is the priyate cnapany who boys the fuel tht one who will be rospuooiblo for Ore wwot? Could 
the watst be sent tack to a DOE facility? Wha! happens to the woo furo the coumertial 
fuititi.- operstitu? This lro, nI- tos to be expand d th Ore foot EIS.  

What am Or• crbeut. far detcding who Stu whatbutlsiro? Y-12 can bleh d to metl. Would it be 
more cost effective to send the mateial to Y- 12 or would It be =! to cuurctial focfltdt.,?s 

Cou iOs tt biggest deurtnniult fauxr in deddioi which peocess, goueurtou oruorn tou-it], mil 
be used.  

Other Altlo'utooi 

flow fr did DOE look into other uetso.talteorotlve uses of HEO? Did DOEuO. the natlol 
laboratories to look Into the usseuralJtrnaavesT? 

In terms of the Nevadt Test Situ. what about puttig the materials In sroall yteld nflut.  
explosino, to gt rid of it?

22.010 

11.005 

01.002 

16.003 

14.003 

11.006 

09.012 

09.004

'REVISEDl) December 13.1995

22.010: Site-specific upgrade requirements for each of the blending technologies are 
discussed throughout the HEU EIS; specifically in Sections 2.2.3.2, 2.2.3.3, 2.2.3.4, 
2.2.3.5, 4.3.1, 4.3.2, 4.3.3, and 4.3.4. Each of the blending processes and the equipment 
needed for those processes are discussed in Section 2.2.  

11.005: The HEU EIS assumes that no new facilities (buildings) would be needed to 
carry out the proposed actions, although modifications or additional equipment might be 
installed in existing facilities (such additions would be necessary to make UF 6 blending 
possible, for example). DOE has no plans to construct new facilities. If commercial enti
ties choose to build new facilities for the HEU disposition program, additional NEPA 
review would probably be necessary, most likely in the context of NRC license amend
ment proceedings.  

01.002: The ability to convert HIEU in the form of metal or oxide to UF 6 does not cur
rently exist at any facility. Because UF 6 blending would only be used for blending coin
mercial material, it would only be developed if one of the commercial blenders decides it 
is economically preferable to its existing UNH blending capabilities. DOE does not 
intend to install new equipment for the purpose of competing with the private sector in a 
commercial market when it already has adequate UNH and metal (at the Y-12 Plant) 
blending capability.  

16.003: The costs of undertaking lIEU blending actions could initially be borne by 
DOE, by USEC, or by potential purchasers of the material. Any new equipment installed 
at commercial facilities would be at their own expense. It is fully expected that all costs 
of blending, including waste management, would ultimately be covered by the purchase 
price for commercial material.  

14.003: Any utility purchaser of nuclear fuel derived from surplus HEU would be 
responsible for disposal of the resulting spent nuclear fuel. Under the Nuclear Waste Pol
icy Act, DOE manages the Nation's civilian radioactive waste program in return for fees 
assessed on nuclear electricity generation, so the waste would eventually be sent to a 
DOE permanent repository (or possibly an interim storage facility). The process waste 
from commercial blending facilities would be handled the same as any other waste from 
those facilities-in regional LLW repositories governed by interstate compacts under the 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act, as amended,
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Eunr ontal Safety and Health 

One benefit toe blending down to fuel instead of wate would be eliminating the need to mine 
more uraniumrom for fuel. I noon not convneiod by tbe lIS tbot there 1in large deemed foe the 
fuel in the United States andl thi toem would be no damage to the environment when blending 
doom to fuel.  

No dam hbo been prWenetd in the EIS that core te eimp"ts of blending down to fool vernus 
mining, Why haven't the imep"ot to the mining Inetury been fully addieod? Thb needs to be 
bentem dixto.s•.no in the EIS on relative environmentsl imbpacr Uanmium mining I, an Lsoo that 
should be addressed in the EIS.  

Worter and Eael tal Protction 

What Accldent scenarioos w uoed to compile the fact shebe for Oak Ridge "nd how were thn 
nmhebe derived? 

Does dte accident analyses addressed in the document onsume that the same accldent occures at 
each facility. such ao e arthqkb., trnsportation, ott.? 

With reginols to long-ntem protifenatione is't it prudent to neom the issue of transprtation 
riet to ft rihk of leoving tbe me.taonln In a ,enpo.n-nnabl form? Which action peno dto mest 
nsk: trnsporting the ernnaiol or leoaing ft materiain lea wnpnoe.•onauble feor w"e It Is 

preseon y located? The me melnn annoelaled with tde blend down ind no Atlon anatneatine The 
&lAs of prelif•ntion should be compared with the rislok anoolaed with transporting the mtrale s 
to fth blending facilitie. Thoi information should be atddretsed ib tho EIS.  

I understand that 4% blend do-n of HE can be tmoted ttwith nti acid to mtU Pu. You can 
geot 4% Pu from blerding down to eanteril from eommercilal n•t fixb.el Can thil 4% Pu from 
down bl-6oog the rtW fern ft. romnecln ntoer fbre be tuod to mabo a weapon? 

do- HEU is bklded dor Into fueol could it becoome HEU again? 

Tlr public has n right to know, what will be done wto the mtnelol in their anoneven o f it comes 
from aboad or if imopacts are low. The public need, the fact. to be able to maketan edomaed 
decisno 

Thn public should be nolified of any potential n6orti dutt will be taben and n epideeilological 
souly shouild be conducted for caonter, etc.  

lids action (bleodlng to ful) would be great for generating jobo and turning weapons into fuoe, 
but I m not nooe I want to Like the lin of blending the Russian folt, DOE neods to hold a fon•m 
an the 1-ol tenet and ot require the participants to have to drive so far to ntt-nd.

11.007 

12.004 

21.006 

20.009 

06.009 

06.020 

32.007 

06.024 

32.008

11.006: Decisions about which facilities get blending business from this program are 
most likely to be decided on the basis of competitive bidding procedures that may be con
ducted by USEC or other entities, in addition to DOE. The metal blending capabilities at 
the Y-12 Plant would only be used to blend noncommercial material for disposal as 
waste, since metal blending would not be conducive to subsequent commercial use.  

09.012: Retaining and using surplus HEU in weapons-usable forms would not be con
sistent with the purpose and need for the proposed action. As explained in Section 2.1 of 
the HEU EIS, DOE used a formal screening process and public input to identify a range 
of reasonable alternatives for the disposition of HEU. The process was conducted by a 
screening committee that consisted of five DOE technical program managers, assisted by 
technical advisors from DOE's national laboratories and other support staff. The commit
tee compared alternatives against screening criteria, considered input from the public, 
and used technical reports and analyses from the national laboratories and industry to 
develop a final list of alternatives.  

09.004: The United States has discontinued nuclear tests or other nuclear explosions as 
part of its nonproliferation policy.  

11.007: Section 4.7 of the HEU EIS discusses the positive impacts from avoided ura
nium mining, milling, and enrichment. The more than 100 commercial reactors in the 
United States (and hundreds more overseas) create a steady demand for uranium fuel.  
The environmental analysis in Chapter 4 of the HEU EIS indicates that blending HEU 
down would result in few significant impacts.  

12.004: The Department of Energy continuously assesses the impact of introducing 
uranium from its inventory into the U.S. uranium market. DOE is required by the terms 
of the USEC Privatization Act to avoid introducing uranium into the market in a manner 
that would have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry. The impacts 
on the uranium and nuclear fuel cycle industries are detailed in Section 4.8 of the HEU 
Final EIS.
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Weaoons PatendatRisk

It migbt be ihert to ute Alternative 2 (blend tO wac),oso prolifetation will not be an isns t 

If DOE would take USIC out of the pkture, wouldn't DOE $fill tan an obligation to comply 
with auio, treaties. to blend down the material front ta- do.s to nake it unoshble? 

Is there a treaty for Pa and 1IEU? Do we hae an obligation to dispose of those materials? 

Tnpontqaton 

if tt of hte moaterial is at Y- 12. codY-12 has the phbiliy o po-o iI into -oW oe the noide 
ftwee, why does DOE want to transport it materidal allover the coontty if it can alt be doco to 0.  
127 W ill the crnnortati c cotd riskls be factt ito dcteninha g where the erieonal will he 
tranporetd add peocessed7 

Does the burden of the a•cidents fall no the persan that buys the fole? 

Ifthe alenatiove was to blend down to w,,tea, who is the custotnerl 

Woold coot be the tonst itopoortnt rctor in the decisiono aking peocess? 

U the dteetlve a chosen to blend down to waste, would all foor siti participate in tbis 
action? If the decision is to blond down to cootnoncl foeW, who will make the decison at which 
site to blend dowhc the material? If det customer decidcs to blend down the mtatetial. would it be 
feasilbe to thik that &ll four candidate ites would bid on the woek. or would DOB malc the 
decision whtch ites got whit tonstril ? Can DOE annorte that thw candidate kite will be available 
when the desono is finally woade as to where tho blending will take place? C.a the. otetotwc 
decide who will blend th woateial down and who ill tansport it? flow will the decison on 
which conte.al or gove.nrntnt faility will do the wok be toaod 

Costa 

Can DOE tecovet tho cost of what it took to make the matrial? Does DOE have an estinate of 
the cost per kilogeaw that it toýk to rake the material vensus today's arut value? 

flow do yoU enalotac today's market value of tho fo.l? 

Souleconeomoe- La-or 

Workers in Oak Ridge ar losing their jobs. Why wouldn't DOE select the sit to bleod down the 
oaearial in a place wher jobe and the work is noeeded?

10.009 

03.007 

03.008 

20.006 

06.010 

11.008 

29.001 

11.008 
cont'.  

04.007 

16.004 

10.008

21.006: Several accident scenarios were considered for the HEU EIS including a tor
nado, straight winds, an aircraft crash, nuclear criticality, process-related accidents, and 
an evaluation basis earthquake. As stated in Section 4.3, it was assumed that with the 
exception of the filter fire and the fluidized bed release, all of the accident scenarios con
sidered in the EIS could be initiated by the evaluation basis earthquake. The evaluation 
basis earthquake is also assumed to initiate the nuclear criticality and the UF 6 cylinder 
release. To be conservative, the consequences from the evaluation basis earthquake, 
earthquake induced criticality, and the UF 6 cylinder release were added to yield the total 
consequences from both the release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals into the 
environment and a criticality.  

Because details on some of the site-specific processes were proprietary, one set of repre
sentative data were used in the HEU EIS for each blending process with nominal 
throughput rates that assumed a full-scale operation with bounding values for operational 
requirements, emissions, waste streams, and other parameters. Therefore, the same acci
dent scenarios representative of each blending process were used at each site.  

20.009: Continued storage does not reduce the inventory of weapons-usable material, 
which is the purpose of the proposed action. It would be unreasonable to compare storage 
(no action alternative) impacts with only part of the potential risk (that is, transportation) 
encountered for the other alternatives. However, the total impacts for each alternative are 
presented and compared. Transportation impacts are specifically addressed in Section 4.4 
and Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS.  

06.009: Neither blending down of l3IEU nor treatment with any chemical can make Pu.  
However, blending HEU to 4-percent LEU and using it as fuel in commercial reactors 
results in the creation of some Pu in the spent nuclear fuel. Only reactors can make Pu. It 
is possible to reprocess the resulting spent fuel by dissolving it in nitric acid and using 
other chemicals to separate Pu, but because spent fuel is extremely radioactive, the pro
cess is very hazardous and difficult and must be carried out by remote control in heavily 
shielded cells. This is the process that was used to make the Pu used for the nuclear weap
ons in the first place, but it has never been accomplished by any subnational group.  
Because of the difficulty of separating Pu from spent fuel, spent fuel is considered highly 
proliferation resistant for at least 80 to 100 years after it is removed from reactors.
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Am the nott of Section 3161 iJuuded m part of the aftlysii? What if thte wook oot elstewhet 
outtid, DOE? 

tuhe City of F.ein would cxpotnco postivc oconotoie imipaut if the jobs carie to NFS. The NFS 
uiot o1d u the jobs 

What is the timo litoit of sortooe and the =owOoot of material. that can be stored at the bleodilng 
siu,7 __ _ _ 

'Oral commentits received it public meetings concerning similar issues were combined 

(grouped) tor presentation in this docuiment.

24.005 

10.003 

126.005

06.020: Once HEU is blended down to 4- or 0.9-percent LEU, it could become HEU 
again only if it were re-enriched. It would be no less difficult to turn such LEU back into 
HEU than it would be for any of the much more plentiful world stocks of LEU of compa
rable enrichment levels.  

32.007: The Department of Energy supports the public's involvement and is fully com
mitted to giving the public access to information about its activities and opportunities for 
involvement in DOE's decisionmaking process. In this regard, the Office of Fissile Mate
rials Disposition published a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register (60 FR 54867) 
on October 26, 1995 that announced that the HEU EIS was available for comment; pro
vided the dates of the comment period and the schedule of public meetings; and identified 
the methods by which to submit comments. Additional information, including newsletters 
and fact sheets, were distributed directly to interested members of the public who are on 
the office's mailing list. The office also maintains an electronic bulletin board that pro
vides current information, program status and activities, and the ability to interact with 
the office directly.  

Health effects studies are discussed for each candidate site in Chapter 3 of the HEU EIS.  
Impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on public and worker health from both 
normal and potential accidents are addressed in Chapter 4. No actions will be taken until 
the decisions are made public. The ROD is scheduled to be published in the Federal Reg
ister in the summer of 1996.  

06.024: The purpose of the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement is to reduce the threat to U.S.  
and world security that is posed by large stockpiles of surplus Russian HEU, as well as to 
provide needed hard currency to Russia to assist its redevelopment efforts. The U.S.  
effort that is the subject of the IJEU EIS is reciprocal to the Russian effort to reduce its 
HEU stockpiles.  

32.008: The Department of Energy must work within the constraints imposed by avail
able funding and resources. Because DOE is trying to reduce costs of complying with the 
NEPA, and due to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identi
fied in the HEU EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and 
Augusta, GA) would be appropriate for this program.

CO 
ff o
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Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program, other methods for 

submitting comments were also made available throughout the comment period: toll-free 

fax and voice recording, electronic bulletin board, and U.S. mail. These methods can also 

be used to request additional information or to be placed on the Office of Fissile Materials 

Disposition's mailing list.  

10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than I percent and 

disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The 

analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact 

among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed 

cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made 

them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi

cates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense 

and would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for dis

posal as waste. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 through 5) evaluated in 

the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message to 

other nations.  

03.007: It is correct that the foreign policy objective of reducing global stockpiles of 
weapons-usable fissile materials would remain without regard to USEC's role. USEC's 

involvement stems from the provision of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 that makes USEC 

the exclusive marketing agent for sales of U.S. Government and Russian enriched ura

nium. There are at present no international treaties concerning disposition of fissile mate

fials. However, the Joint Statement between the United States and Russia on 

Nonproliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and the Means of their Delivery (Janu

ary, 1994, reproduced as Appendix B of the HEU Final EIS) provides a bilateral frame

work for U.S.-Russian nonproliferation efforts. In addition, the President's 
Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy (September 1993, reproduced as Appendix A 

of the HEU EIS) commits the United States to "seek to eliminate where possible, the 

accumulation of stockpiles of HEU or Pu to ensure that where these materials already 

exist they are subject to the highest standards of safety, security, and international 

accountability." The U.S. Government is pursuing fissile materials disposition on a uni

lateral basis, to set an example for other nations, and to reciprocate similar actions 
already being taken in Russia.  

-rJ
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03.008: There is no treaty related to Pu or HEU. However, the joint statement between 
the United States and Russia on Nonproliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and 
the Means of their Delivery (January 1994, reproduced as Appendix B of the HEU Final 
EIS) provides a bilateral framework for U.S.-Russian nonproliferation efforts. In addi- Z 
tion, the President's Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy (September 27, 1993, 
fact sheet included as Appendix A of the HEU Final EIS) commits the United States to •.  
"seek to eliminate where possible, the accumulation of stockpiles of HEU or Pu to ensure • 
that where these materials already exist they are subject to the highest standards of safety, t•rJ 
security, and international accountability." z 

20.006: Assessment of impacts resulting from the proposed action were conducted at 
sites where facilities for UNH and metal blending processes currently exist and would not 
require new construction even for a new UF6 capability at commercial sites. This pro
vides the decisionmaker a reasonable range of site options to consider. However, because 
environmental and transportation related risks are low for all alternatives, it is anticipated 
that decisions on blending locations will be a function of material forms, availability of 
facilities when needed, and business decisions.  

Transportation risk assessments showed that risks would be only slightly lower for blend
ing to LLW at ORR. For blending to fuel feed material as UNH crystals, ORR is not the 
lowest risk alternative. Two significant factors contributed to these conclusions: (1) onsite 
material handling represents the greater part of the total risk, and such handling would 
still be necessary even to blend at ORR, and (2) the highest transportation risk for these 
scenarios is not in transporting HEU, but in transporting the significantly larger volume 
of fuel feed material and LLW after blending.  

06.010: It is not clear what accidents the question refers to. In general, the burden of 
nuclear accidents falls on whatever party has legal possession of nuclear material at any 
given time. The Price-Anderson Act establishes a framework of liability coverage for 
nuclear accidents. For the private nuclear industry, that framework includes private insur
ance and retroactive liability that is shared across the entire nuclear industry. The Govern
ment is self-insured.  

11.008: If the decision were made to blend all surplus HEU to waste, there would be no 
customer in the commercial sense. The material would be blended by or on behalf of
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DOE for disposal as waste, Any or all of the facilities could be involved in such blending.  

It is not possible to specify today where blending would take place for either waste or 

commercial material, since those decisions will depend in part on the forms of the busi

ness transactions governing particular disposition actions. Decisions about blending sites 
and transportation could be made by DOE, by USEC, or by other entities involved in 
those transactions. It is very likely that competitive bidding procedures will be instru

mental in such decisions.  

29.001: Cost will play a key role in the decisionmaking process. The Preferred Alterna

tive identified in the HEU Final EIS is to maximize commercial use of the material, 

because it would recover the material's economic value and satisfy the nonproliferation 

objective in the most timely manner.  

Preliminary cost estimates suggest that 170 t of surplus HEU may have a net commercial 
value of approximately $2 billion. More importantly, avoiding disposal costs for the same 

amount of material would save the Government between $5 and $15 billion.  

04.007: The Department of Energy has no expectation of recovering the invested costs 

of producing HEU, which have been very high. (The marginal cost of enrichment goes up 

as enrichment levels increase.) DOE has no reliable basis for estimating the actual cost of 
producing HEU. The current question is whether recovery of those invested costs can be 

at least partially offset by commercial use of the material or completely written off by 

making it all into waste.  

16.004: The value of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU has been evaluated as part of 
cost estimates for the alternatives in the HIEU EIS that have been released separately from 
the HEU Final EIS. The value of commercial material is expected to be equivalent to 

market value for any other commercial LEU. Off-spec material is expected to be dis
counted to reflect its lower value.  

10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as ; 

having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with 0 
NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and 

alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide 5 ý1 

this information to the decisionmakers.
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24.005: Cost analysis is not part of the HEU EIS, although cost estimates for the alter- Q.  
natives have been developed to be included in the ROD(s) and are available as a separate 
document. It is anticipated that the work needed to blend down surplus HEU will be done 
using both DOE and commercial sites. To the extent that work is done within DOE, the 
requirements of Section 3161 of the Defense Authorization Act of 1994, as applicable, 
will be complied with.  

10.003: Comment noted. •" 

26.005: Storage limitations of uranium materials differ at each candidate blending site.  
Interim storage of enriched uranium at the Y-12 Plant is limited to 500 t of HEU and 6 t 
of LEU for a period of up to 10 years (60 FR 54068, October 19, 1995). There are no lim
itations on the storage of uranium at SRS. The quantity of uranium that could be stored at 
commercial sites are limited by their NRC licenses. B&W and NFS are licensed to pos
sess up to 60,000 kilograms (kg) (132,000 pounds [lb]) and 7,000 t (15,400 lb), respec
tively, of U-235 in any required chemical or physical form (except UF6) and at any 
enrichment (see Sections 2.2.3.4 and 2.2.3.5 of the HEU EIS).
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS 
AFrERNOON WORKSHOP 

Knoxville, Temnnesa 
November 14,1995 

SESSION: Discusson Group B 

Although the overwiew p-eenteroindactted that there were no e.nvioutreoal probletn o cia ted 
with amy of the cndidate aite.. there war a eeleas e of e ,UF.at NFS in 1979 which war never 
adequaiely explained to the public and -ertalnly reptysenet a potential dan•er to the public and the 
envinmOen.L The EIS shtould deal with this Lntsro and clarify the potential saftly and health 
eowt, annociatoxdl with this facility.  

DOE needs to qtanify the potential rtkeselo to groundwatetr. hqtifets and air from tho proposed 
actionn. (Paticipaa referred to Section S-2, Table summary on page S.24, and Chapters 4.3 and 
4.5 for annual and total C.tmpalgn Impacts, rspectively.] 

tX)r. neds to coonpaw accidentat rekleaes vmwro chronic releases 

DOE reedts to cilvy the different impacts at diffetent sitm i.e. why ia the eovnroorntal justice 
"impact high at til Savanntah Rater Sile' Why does tFS have higher dote eater? 

What art the differecen in envioenmtteal impactr urociated with keeping wwrapons.gtadn 

matuialsain storage compared to risks of trantspotatlon tonvariou blending slte? How Is th 
safety of iti aretprt WAdS msed? Is transportation expensive? 

Who decides whit will be done with dt 111U? 

Aittnotlid 

DOE doauld clarify and compare the peoliferation risk. asnociated with each aternative, e peclally 
indicating that Incrreasing commercial uo, of lIEU also icreasno the pnrlifernaton potential 

Htow does do criteria of seting a good example to other nation relate to the vairus al•e•natives 
berog conidered? 

What tM the economic,- co-ts arioated with each alterative?

21.003 

22.005 

21.004 
24.002 
21.005 

20,005 

01.001 

03.001 

03.002 
16.009 

03.003

21.003: The UF 6 release that occurred on August 7, 1979 was reported in the Environ
mental Assessment for Renewal of Special Nuclear Material License SNM-124, Nuclear 

Fuel Services, Inc., Erwin Plant, Erwin, Tennessee, Docket No. 70-143, dated August 
1991. As described on page 4-38 of the environmental assessment the quantities released 
to the atmosphere increased rapidly to a maximum within 10 to 15 minutes and then 

slowly decreased as material circulated out of the process ventilation and out of the stack.  

Most activity (60 to 80 percent) was released in I hour, although it took about 3 hours for 

all the activity to escape. The incident was investigated by NRC. The quantities released 
were within regulatory levels. After this event, the scrubbing system was redesigned and 

modified to improve the system. Detection systems with alarms were also installed at the 
work station.  

The HEU EIS analyzed radiological releases from UF 6 blending process during normal 

operations of NFS as well as under a severe accident condition during which the highest 
atmospheric release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals would occur. The accident 
scenarios evaluated in the HEU EIS included the release of UF6 from a cylinder leak sim

ilar to what occurred at NFS in 1979. Section 4.3.2 of the LIEU Final EIS presents 

impacts of blending HEU to 4-percent UF 6 to the public and the environment.  

22.005: Potential releases to air from the proposed action were estimated and presented 
in Section 4.3 of the HEU EIS. However, it was determined that there would be no haz
ardous waste released to the surface or groundwater during blending operations. All haz
ardous waste would be treated until it becomes nonhazardous and, after treatment, would 
then be released to an NPDES-permitted outfall.  

21.004: The HEU EIS analyzed both accidental and chronic releases of HEU from the 
proposed alternatives. Chronic releases are very small releases of material to the environ
ment over a long period of time. Accidental releases are releases of material to the envi

ronment over a very short period of time to an instantaneous release. The impacts of 
chronic and accidental releases from normal operations and accidents, respectively, were 
evaluated for each alternative blending process and presented in Section 4.3 of the I IEU 
Final EIS.  

24.002: Differences in current conditions at each site lead to different potential impacts 
at each site. For example, the area surrounding SRS has a higher minority population than

L• I 
1",,3 
L.O
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DOE needs to claffy the result of AMtesnative 2 (blend .11 lIEU to wa•te) compare1d to 
eonpohlfeofoion vuomesand bihfbght thn fact ttne 4, .tslv ve n ao kes $muc onger., emuch 

more expenuan than Altf atines 3,4, & 5 (the connrnoemiliratio. .ltrn*ivn). and does not 
make the material my mone nenprolifetiom mesiutoot.  

Comparison of the altooratives should highlightt wSth will get rid of or=n IIEU fastrl if we go 
with one of the commercial ahietonives.  

DOE should ciaify the point thea both enoichmont and reprocesing are mone difficuhl pnicedorn.  
So bledftg down.  

When diicsoising peoliferation resistant Advantages of blending down IEMU. DOE should clarify 
the point that It lI stll easier to make weapons from I 1 U blended down to 1% S•ho it is ftm 
irnd rehd Spent nUileor fuel.  

IHis DOE cotoidered She site capabilitie• of K-25 .10at Ridge, Portsmouth in Ohio, and Paducah 
in Kentocky? 

Aro the mnide'nS, other th candidaote de emrnployes in the comrmunities aroud F.rwln.TN ond 
Lynchburg, VA being inoremed of Shin projo 

Is Ohee really a market for LEUD 

DOE should emphfasreo the faot thSt prulifendion conoerns and pereeptlons thereof a-e the teal 
dlvers, not finances and economic recovery.  

It ic .onomSic insanity to destroy thio nesourve.  

What do the different fonm of HEU took ike and whoen i it crnndfly being MSormd?

03.004 

11.003 

11.004 

03,005 

09.002 

32.006 

04.002 

03.006 

04.003 

33.001

the area around any of the other sites. Therefore, SRS may have a disproportionate envi
ronmental justice impact.  

21.005: NFS has higher dose rates than other candidate sites because it is the smallest 
site in land area, and thus the receptors are closer. The potential impacts of any release of 
HEU are a function of the amount of material released (source term), the dispersion of the 
material into the atmosphere (related to the site meteorology), and the distance to the 
nearest receptor (the worker or member of the public). Since the source terms are identi
cal, only the distance to the nearest receptor and meteorology will make significant differ
ences in the dose rate. The closer the receptor to the source term, the larger the calculated 
dose rate will be (in much the same way that the closer someone is to a fire [the source 
term], the more heat [the dose rate] they would feel).  

20.005: The purpose of the proposed action is to reduce HEU to non-weapons-grade 
for commercial use. Long-term storage would not achieve this. The lIEU EIS weighs the 
total impacts for the alternatives, but (toes not compare storage with only part of the 
potential risk that might be encountered (that is, transportation). As explained in Section 
4.4 of the HEU Final EIS, HEU would be transported by safe secure trailers, a convey
ance that provides optimum safety and security. For example, there has never been a safe 
secure trailer accident involving a release of radioactive material causing injury or death.  
Transportation cost was not evaluated in the HEU EIS; however, it is relatively inexpen
sive when compared to the long-term storage.  

01.001: The Department of Energy will make programmatic decisions whether surplus 
HEU should be blended for commercial use or for waste. Subsequently, DOE will make 
decisions about specific lots of HEU for disposition. Decisions about blending locations 
for commercial material may be made by DOE or USEC or other entities involved in dis
position actions. Decisions about blending for waste materials are likely to be made by 
DOE.  

03.001: The Department of Energy does not agree that commercial use of LEU derived 
from HIEU increases proliferation potential. Among the alternatives considered, Alterna
tive 1, the No Action Alternative, has the highest proliferation potential because it leaves

t-t .
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the HEU in weapons-usable form. DOE considers Alternatives 2 through 5, which repre

sent blending different portions of the surplus HEU to waste or fuel, as roughly equiva

lent in terms of proliferation potential, and much more proliferation resistant than the 

HIEU in its present form. That is, LEU at both 4- and 0.9-percent enrichment, and spent 

fuel are all considered to have low proliferation potential, because both enrichment of 

uranium and reprocessing to separate Pu are difficult and costly.  

03.002: The program objective of setting a good example for other nations relates to 

converting weapons-usable fissile materials to forms that are no longer weapons-usable; 

(that is, to demonstrate to other nations that our nuclear disarmament actions are perma

nent and irreversible). It is in the national security interest of the United States that other 

nations take similar actions to reduce stockpiles of weapons materials, so the United 

States is obligated to take such actions itself. All four of the action alternatives in the 

HEU Final EIS (Alternatives 2 through 5) satisfy this objective by seeking to blend all of 

the surplus HEU to LEU. Only the No Action Alternative, which would leave the HEU in 

its present weapons-usable forms, would fail to satisfy this nonproliferation objective.  

16.009: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel

oped for inclusion into the ROD(s) and are available in a separate document with the 

HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis supports DOE's preliminary conclusion that commer

cial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared 

to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste.  

03.003: Although spent fuel contains Pu, which if separated is a weapons-usable fissile 

material, spent fuel is extremely radioactive and hazardous to handle; thus, it is difficult 

and costly to separate Pu from spent fuel. In accordance with recommendations of the 

National Academy of Sciences, it is the policy of the United States to make weapons

usable fissile materials at least as proliferation resistant as commercial spent fuel.  

03.004: The Department of Energy agrees that blending all surplus HEU to waste 

would be much more costly and take longer than options that make commercial use of the 

material. It also would have greater adverse environmental impacts. However, it must be 

t~uQ
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included in the HIEU EIS to assure that a "range" of alternatives has been analyzed. DOE 
also agrees that blending to waste offers no nonproliferation advantage over blending for .  
commercial use.  

11.003: Section 2.1.2 of the HEU EIS indicates that, under some circumstances, maxi- ti, O 
mizing commercial use reduces the time needed to complete disposition actions. 1Z 

11.004: The HEU EIS indicates in the text box in Section 1.1.1 that blending down is 
much easier than enrichment. DOE agrees with the commentor that reprocessing is also 
very.difficult relative to blending HEU down to LEU.  

03.005: The Department of Energy considers the re-enrichment of uranium from mate
rial blended down to 1 percent and reprocessing of spent fuel to recover Pu to be compa
rably difficult barriers to proliferation.  

09.002: The gaseous diffusion enrichment plants at Paducah and Portsmouth have the 
capability to deal with HEU only in the form of UF 6. The K-25 Site at ORR is perma
nently closed. Since the surplus HEU is in the form of metal or oxide, not UF 6, those 
facilities cannot be used for the blending activities.  

32.006: The Department of Energy supports the public's involvement and is fully com
mitted to giving the public access to information about its activities and opportunities for 
involvement in the DOE's decisionmaking process. In this regard, the Office of Fissile 
Materials published a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register (60 FR 54867) on 
October 26, 1995, that announced that the lIEU Draft ETS was available for comment; 
provided the dates of the comment period and the schedule of public meetings; and iden
tified the methods by which to submit comments. Additional information, including 
newsletters and fact sheets, were distributed directly to interested members of the public 
who are on the office's mailing list. Regional print and media advertisements were also 
used to draw attention to the public meetings and other methods available to submit com
ments. The office also maintains an electronic bulletin board that provides current infor
mation, program status and activities, and the ability to interact with the office directly.
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04.002: The Department of Energy does not expect to have any difficulty marketing the 
commercial material at market rates. Off-spec material will probably need to be marketed 
at discounted rates to compensate for the added processing and operational requirements 
for its use. The uranium market is now a global one, involving numerous competitors.  
DOE expects that LEU derived from surplus HEU will be introduced into the market at 
rates that do not have an adverse material impact on the market.  

03.006: The Department of Energy agrees that the nonproliferation objectives are pre
eminent; however, the recovery of some of the costs involved in creating this HEU are 
also very important, particularly in the current budgetary climate. Fortunately, the two 
objectives are complementary in the HEU disposition program.  

04.003: The Department of Energy's preference is to utilize as much as possible of this 
resource as LEU reactor fuel derived from surplus HEU.  

33.001: Forms of surplus HEU are mainly metal, compounds, solutions, oxides, irradi
ated fuel, reactor fuel, UF 6, scrap, and material in weapons that have been retired but 
have not been transferred to Pantex for disassembly. Surplus HEU is currently located at 
10 DOE sites around the country and is shown in Figure 1.3--I of the HEU Final EIS.  

Q)
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AIrERNOON WORKSHOP 

Knoxville, Tennessee 
November 14,1993 

SESSION: Discussion Group C 

ISSUES 

What type or level of effect does each co these alternatives have on proliferation? 

Which alternative (disposition as waste versus dispostidon as forl) genenest the most jobs? 

Tuning.- How rapidly could th blediog dome tahe pla.. snd whatte btheooniýnia etfeuts on 
the economy? Wilt the need for ndditionll fuel Impact the timing of DOEP acti? 

What at the eavironmewtud iwmipcts of diplosing of all them caosoesis? 

How much earth needs to he mooed io nu 1.ee h gtt .m posed of uraistm or o. pound of farl 
from tmrure uranium ore? What ate the hepacts? How bIh will the hole in the ground be after ta 
oais mused? 

Wharu the worldwide dcmaod in comeapin to the fhtl that would be genetated ftoe the blend 
down cod where Is it gobag to be Mtued (tual)? If the production is above the domwsd tMn whenr 
would the -otpls be stocrd? 

Whom is Al the commw:rcial deomad coming faom? Why do we expect u inca-ase in the use ot 
oclkar poDWt? 

The elecMial Industry ts being deegultated and this will hav a negative impact on the industry.  
Their h-1nt han a good Wmdy-r of the actual deomad.  

OPEN DlISCCUSSION 

What Are the Preferred Slits? 

Do- this EIlt Scletu full production InpuItt 11 the sites? 

Does this d'c aueont identfy a poefeemd site? Is it net up as a generic docoment or a site specific 
documeot

0 
Regardle.s of what site is selected this docuweat will sosud? Dora the EIS idontify 

pesfecd sites with the prefered alteratiave? Three may be some mateials or mixtur of 
ematud• at will p-c.sicu ORR. SRS. B&W or NFS.  

'REVISED Deceusber 7. 1995

03,009 

24.001 

05.002 

06.011

17.012 

13.002 

13.003

11.010 

07.002

03.009: Among the alternatives considered, Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative, 
has the highest proliferation potential because it leaves the HEU in weapons-usable form.  
DOE considers alternatives 2 through 5, which represent blending different portions of 
the surplus HEU to waste or fuel, as roughly equivalent in terms of proliferation poten
tial, and much more proliferation-resistant than the HEU in its present form. That is, LEU 
at both 4- and 0.9-percent enrichment and spent fuel are all considered to have low prolif
eration potential, because both enrichment of uranium and reprocessing to separate Pu 
are difficult and costly.  

24.001: The largest number of direct jobs generated would be 126 for blending HEU to 
LEU as UF 6 (disposition fuel). The largest number of total jobs (direct and indirect) gen
erated would be 444 in the ORR region. These jobs would be created as a result of blend
ing HEU to either waste or fuel. There would be no difference between fuel or waste 
alternatives in terms of the total number of jobs created.  

05.002: The Department of Energy estimates that the shortest time to blend 200 t of 
surplus HEU would be about 20 to 25 years, assuming all four blending sites were used.  
DOE expects that the commercial material in current surplus HEU will take between 15 
and 20 years to blend, and material that must be blended to waste could take 10 to 15 
years. DOE expects the demand for uranium fuel to remain essentially steady for the 
foreseeable future.  

06.011: The environmental impacts from disposal of radioactive wastes are being ana
lyzed in other NEPA documents together with the much larger quantities of radioactive 
waste that must be managed by DOE. As explained in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final 
EIS, the disposal of LLW generated as a result of this program will be addressed as part 
of DOE's Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Man
aging Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste and any 
site-specific or project-specific EIS's concerning LLW repositories.  

17.012: Material will generally not be blended down until it can move promptly into 
the pipeline for either commercial use or disposal as waste, so there is no need for 
extended storage of blended down product. As stated in Section 4.8.1 of the HEU Final 
EIS, the U.S. surplus lIEU would represent about 2 percent of the world market for ura
nium.
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How and where has the blend down technology been tested' And Is it the best technology? 

DOE •veesight tfice it, inot sue even If this technology it ia exxitence - to how many years has 

the blending •emheology been carried oun at each sim? How long has B&W been doing blend 
downt Are we getting double talk? fOE has sttated that all of the sites; haoe blended down the 
material to I% ne 4%. What Ae you satoying, that MAW has not? 

Cart these people/sites blend the tnatral down to 4% on-o-eto in the not ft'toe ga•¢e, i the EIS? 

What one th ctiteda for selecting SRS. ORR. B&W or N[Ft? 

What 1t the spectfiuc coanpontion Owthe naltsile s What is ct •afiefd, the aiscesit on ate locations 
of the sucplton IEI.? 

What drves DOE's selection ofa nncie ete? Least cost orleastrisk? 

'fr"smportatlon Rk• 

How much ataerial is tsans•orted pea. ticnload? 

Has the EB looked at the taio of accidents between transpoeting wste verbw LEU? 

fnoe them a differee•ce in transporting the matedal In sofe secur tradlers (SSTs) ts opposed to Jon 
Blow Trmsportationt hauling the waste? is the probability of accidents lowen when tranpotiong 
thd •seiaa in Wafe secute tradems (T)? 

Amt toks dte normal or best way to movo te nasteriol? 

If a truck camying Ii material crahbes on 140 what would be the accident scesrio? What 
would the toutd look like? What a the tcenutonerae l and health efficts? Please •epin fto 
both 1% and 4% natoriat.  

When the HEU is blended down it would be run through commercial macntoe and you end up 
with mote weapoun-uwable fissile materials. Would there e be mom w eapo.s-usable rooterals after 
proest•ig in commewetal teactors? If so, how mwch? 

The period of 8 yewra versus 46 yeci throughput - I would like to suggesa that it the 46 yetwu 
weo changed to 8 years we would have mote jos ins the hmoat ton.  

What niakes wts betiese that these uoilities will purchase the mwateulAsu from the United States over 
the othe, available materials?

01.004 

05.006 

07.008 

02,001 

08.003 

20.002 

19.001 

20.003 

20.010 

03.010 

05.005

131002: The demand for HEU-derived uranium would come from the approximately 

100 nuclear electric power plants operating in the United States and hundreds of others 
overseas. There is no expected increase in the number of these power plants in the United 
States.  

13.003: There is consideration of deregulation of the electrical supply industry, but that 
has not happened yet and no one can be sure what form it will take or what its impact will 

be. At this time, there is no deregulation data to analyze. The demand for uranium in the 
United States is continuously analyzed by numerous firms specializing in the uranium 
market. These analyses predict essentially steady demand for uranium at 165 million 
poll". 'T30 8 per year worldwide. The United States uses about 45 million lbs UI308 per 
year and produces only about 6 million lbs.  

11.010: The HEU EIS analyzes generic processes for tile various blending technologies 
at all of the sites. Generic process rates are also applied based on rates that all of the facil
ities could achieve. It is possible that some of the facilities could process material at 
higher rates, although it is unlikely DOE could make material available for blending at 
higher rates.  

07.002: The HEU EIS is programmatic in the sense that it will support programmatic 
decisions (for example, as proposed, to make commercial use of surplus HEU). The Pre
ferred Alternative in the HEU Final EIS does not include any site preferences. The docu
ment concludes that the necessary blending activities could take place at any of the 
analyzed sites without significant adverse impacts. Thus, environmental considerations 
are not considered likely to drive site decisions, which may be made by parties other than 
DOE. If subsequent decisions concerning disposition of specific lots of HEU fall within 
the parameters analyzed in the EIS in terms of sites, quantities, and processes, it is 
expected that no additional NEPA documentation will be required.  

01.004: Uranyl nydrate hexahydrate blending technology is in existence at all four 
facilities, and metal blending technology exists at DOE's Y-12 Plant. While all of the 
facilities have engaged in some blending as part of their past operations, blending to pre-
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What meah, so believe that theae utilities will pwnlsnie he " teritll foro the United Suteu over 
the oth-0 -ailistl rnaterials? 

"Thu EIS is ppos to be driven by proliftcatiO, concrn, sod - - te te hWst thre, y.-,s the 
d o.• , fcouseaon noney. DO3 esýl hatm the Predet's nonproliferuion policy -- no.  

Soea..•ddr',eaths E, US Yos could hlve jttsl as eUy atatod 
th

at mtoway ind not p~lofemtion 
cone-o~sss dor thi, docuoo•t.  

Mauionut comtWc o oquta maimuom psolifecation ,sLh Rtesol tin fix] could be sold 
sineosnlonadly, If other countnes ar= looking at th• ons then they 50e io have spent fuel and 
the ability to ptco s.. no 000' in this rorn c"n life morautcý that I won't hur, back into 
oeabr a, lalls ino eithr countrir Iftwe lock K the proliferation••ý then the I % enrlchment 
altemalve is the way to go. Coud someocae teen all the natelalt into bomb mitrlial? 

The wod dis watching what we a=e doing and to wo should be yeay clear fnd pecific in cw 

Will tbo [ARA follow the spent fuel into another cotaytrad an ck it as fuel? How wide spead Is 
the IAFA orentbe.-nhp - how .t.y counfoie betlog? 

Do the EIS tak. a snep)o of 50% of the wa•ntal -then ia "0 of tmualt something else? sm 
soto0 of th. 0-uape fron Rocky Flats lnchlded in the watetat antlyeed in thtki doctacl? Dots 
dtis walal snotash other et Ur I would likh clarification of wham is included in the natanials 
aoayood n this I3S. Is 50% peetty actwushi? Whatis th0 othe, stuff? 

if 50% of the mmai•-" is U-235 then what Ls contanead in the othe0 50% of the ,atelal? 

B-a foc Selection of Alteeoattne Fine 

Why and what eontributed to the election of fte ferae'd alto•ahe? 

Lhot timenon of the major fatoro involmd in the pnoce•s? Why not shae the mateolals between 
an fo-r altos? Blend donw th aworial ns quickly as pohb..  

Eaul coepany will etaountoe s, oe probhioo 
t
Them are always som plobhenos auociatod with 

this typo of wIr_ I bo,, dealt with NFS and they ba.o hbe moy open nd fouthco0mlg with 
info•natbio. Eatu Ten is socooica~ly ,t-pefewd so the Jobe orated by tahs actIon would 
be great 

Why woadd you coealdee blending the wglenisl to wacst, it does not waho ow.  

If you blied down the walarial to wacse .- th u tiurt will eero go away. We don" tnake a 
dooe -- why uot blead and toll - why not mawe profits? 

REVISFD DtoebeletF. 199S

13.004 

06.015 

03.017 

06.017 

03.011 

06.019 

07.004 

05.013 

10.003 

10.014

cisely 0.9 or 4 percent has probably not been done because HEU has never before been 
blended down either for commercial use or waste. The point is, the technology for blend
ing at higher enrichment levels is the same as would be used to yield the lower level prod
ucts for this program, except more blending and blendstock would be needed. There is no 
environmentally consequential difference between the experience these facilities have 
and the proposed actions.  

05.006: The timeframes presented in Table 2.1.2-1 of the HEU Draft EIS were rough 
estimates and are considered optimistic. They were based on the assumption that the sites 
can process material at the analyzed rates (up to 10 t per year) and that DOE can provide 
material for blending at up to 40 t per year in the case of using all four sites simulta
neously. The lIEU Final EIS is revised to reflect more realistic assumptions. In actuality, 
DOE could not provide material that quickly. DOE expects that a realistic estimate of the 
time needed to blend material for commercial use will be 15 to 20 years.  

07.008: The sites that are considered in the lIEU EIS are the two commercial and two 
DOE sites that can process significant quantities of HEU today. The Preferred Alternative 
contemplates the use of all four sites, although some alternatives or processes cannot be 
performed at all sites, as explained in the EIS. DOE does not expect to select the exact 
timing or use of the commercial and DOE sites in its ROD. It will make programmatic 
decisions whether surplus LIEU should be blended for commercial use or for waste, and 
may also include decisions to proceed with disposition of one or more initial discrete 
batches of HEU. Decisions about where blending will occur will be based on business 
considerations, facilities being available when needed, transportation considerations, and 
competitive bidding.processes. The commentor is correct that the forms and locations of 
some batches of lIEU may militate strongly in favor of particular sites for blending.  

02.001: Highly enriched uranium is primarily metal, uranium oxide, and UF 6 . Most of 
the amounts and forms of surplus HEU at specific locations have been declassified and 
were made available in the Secretary of Energy's Openness Initiative announcement on 
February 6, 1996. The newly-released information is indicated in Figure 1.3--1 of the 
HEU Final EIS.  

08.003: The HEU Final EIS indicates that risks would be comparable and quite low at 
all sites. Thus, the selection of sites for blending, which may be done by USEC or other
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If you hd it to 1.fl. you don't h,c mom time uo find a reposltory. Blending to fuel lgmnore the 
ise thlta thl,•o wee repeilowy foe n•spe fuel 

Spent Fuel 

When does DOE begn to glappl withthe Lsoe ofspentlfel? lfwenblruldownthellUwe 
owre, tu no dd o fth Inletly of geneestirg Vent fuel, We should blend down the maeote. wo 
1% And gw ito 0utof the. c by dmknoolng an low-eleWL weanl. E-iooeno d eenvienoerml 
inlapcleto ewtd bor.e&e Oe Loe o¢nlpeel feel •U noinSldwIleln lthi docmenL 

Ls ther any eeoeorak ine WlnWe t bled no 1I oner the 4% LEU? 

1 Oral comments received in public meelings concerning similar issues were 

cmObined (grouped) for presentation in this document.

14.006 

14.011 

10.009 

04.006

entities as well as DOE, would probably be dictated primarily by business considerations 
and the results of competitive bidding processes.  

20.002: The quantity of material per truckload (shipment) varies, depending on the 
alternative and type of material. For example, under the alternative to produce UNH for 
commercial use, a truckload would contain 48 packages of surplus HEU, 35 kg per pack
age (77 lbs), or 1,680 kg (3,696 lbs) of surplus HEU per truckload. Table G.l-3 of the 
HEU Final EIS presents the quantity of each material transported in the assessment.  

19.001: Yes. The maximum annual transportation impacts would be 0.038 fatalities for 
transportation of LLW and 0.061 fatalities for LEU destined for commercial fuel fabrica
tion. A cumulative summary of transportation environmental impacts is presented in 
Table 4.4.3.3-1. The accident risk for each material is presented in Appendix G.  

20.003: Safe secure trailer trucks are reserved for the exclusive transport of highly sen
sitive special nuclear materials, primarily for security reasons. LLW does not require 
intensive security oversight and therefore would be transported by certified commercial 
truck. Regardless of the vehicle, either safe secure trailer or commercial truck, the carrier 
of radioactive materials must comply with the same stringent Department of Transporta
tion packaging and transport requirements, as explained in Section 4.4 of the HEU Final 
EIS. For normal traffic fatalities, no difference is assumed in the probability of risk per 
kilometer for either safe secure trailer or commercial shipments. However, for the proba
bility of release of radioactivity in the case of accidents, it is lower for safe secure trailer 
shipments (due to special design of the safe secure trailer) than for commercial ship
ments.  

20.010: Depending on the severity of the accident for the LLW material (with 0.9-per
cent enrichment), some of the Type A radioactive material packages could disengage 
from the truck and be breached, and some material could possibly be released. Any loose 
material could be recovered by conventional tools, repackaged, and transported away 
with minimal loss of life or property, and minimal permanent site contamination.
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For the 4-percent LEU in UNH form, the material would be transported in Type A pack- - .  
aging, and the accident scenario would be similar to 0.9-percent LLW material. For the.• 
4-percent LEU in UF 6 form, the material would be transported in Type B packaging 
designed to prevent the release of contents under all credible transportation accident con
ditions. It is expected there would be no breach of the package and no loss of contents, -, 
even in severe accidents. !i

Both 0.9-percent LLW and 4-percent LEU are very low in radioactive properties. The 
health effects from transporting materials evaluated in the HEU EIS have been calculated 
and are presented in Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS.  

03.010: Spent fuel is not a weapons-usable fissile material because its high radiation 
field makes reprocessing it to separate the Pu very difficult. Thus, there would be no fis
sile material that could be directly usable in weapons after use of LEU fuel derived from 
surplus HEU in commercial reactors.  

05.005: The 8-year period in the HEU Draft EIS was based on the assumption that four 
blending sites would be used, and 46 years was based on the assumption that only one 
site would be used. In actuality, DOE will not be able to make material available for 

blending quickly enough to meet the 8-year schedule, and the HEU Final EIS is revised 
accordingly. DOE expects that a realistic estimate of the time needed to blend currently 
declared surplus HEU material for commercial use will be 15 to 20 years, and material 
that must be blended to waste is expected to take an additional 10 to 15 years.  

13.004: There is no certainty that anyone will purchase the blended HEU, but 45 mil
lion pounds of uranium are purchased in the United States each year and 165 million 
pounds purchased world wide. It would appear that there is an adequate market for the 
blended Government uranium.  

06.015: Because all of the action alternatives in the HEU Final EIS (Alternatives 2 
through 5) fully satisfy the nonproliferation objective of the surplus HEU disposition pro
gram by making the material non-weapons-usable, extensive discussion of the differ
ences among the alternatives for nonproliferation purposes is not called for. The 
economic and nonproliferation objectives of the program are consistent in that they both 
support commercial use.
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03.017: The Department of Energy does not agree that commercial use of LEU fuel 
derived from surplus HEU increases the proliferation potential. DOE considers Alterna
tives 2 through 5, which represent blending different portions of the surplus HEU to 
waste or fuel, as roughly equivalent in terms of proliferation potential, and much more 
proliferation-resistant than the HEU in its present form. That is, LEU at both 4- and 
0.9-percent enrichment and spent fuel are all considered to have low proliferation poten
tial, because both enrichment of uranium and reprocessing of spent fuel to separate Pu are 
difficult and costly. Although fuel derived from U.S. surplus HEU and sold abroad could 
conceivably be reprocessed in some countries to separate Pu for commercial (non-mili
tary) use in mixed oxide fuel, that LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply 
replace other fuel, so no incremental Pu will be created as a result of this program.  

06.017: The Department of Energy agrees that setting an example for other nations is 
an important objective of the surplus HEU disposition program. Consequently, it is con
sidered important to begin work on making our surplus HEU non-weapons-usable in a 
prompt manner.  

03.011: The International Atomic Energy Agency probably would not track HEU 
beyond the point that it is blended down to LEU, at which time it is no longer a prolifera
tion concern, and which will occur in the United States. Currently, 123 nations are mem
bers of the IAEA.  

06.019: The inventory of surplus HEU has an average enrichment level of 50 percent, 
which means that, on average, 50 percent of it by weight is U-235. Almost all of the 
remainder is U-238, with small quantities of U-234 and U-236 in some of the material.  
Various portions of the inventory contain numerous other materials. Details concerning 
the forms, quantities, and locations of surplus HEU are shown in Figure 1.3-1. Some of 
the material is located at Rocky Flats.  

•0 

07.004: As explained in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final EIS, DOE prefers the Maxi- Z 
mum Commercial Use Alternative because it would best serve the purpose and need for 
the proposed action, which is to make the surplus HEU non-weapons-usable and, where M
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feasible, recover its economic value. It is self-evident that the economic recovery objec- z F
tive is best served by an alternative that seeks to maximize commercial use of the mate
rial, since the alternative of blending the material to waste recovers no value. DOE 
believes that the nonproliferation objective is also best served by the maximum commer

cial use alternative, primarily because it would permit the surplus HEU to be blended 
down more quickly than blending it to waste. .

05.013: As described in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final EIS Preferred Alternative, DOE Z 
intends to sell as much as possible of the LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU or surplus 
HEU using a combination of four sites and two possible blending technologies. The goal 
is to achieve DOE's objectives in a way that would satisfy programmatic, economic, and 
environmental needs, beginning after the ROD and proceeding, as necessary, until all sur
plus material is blended down.  

10.003: Comment noted.  

10.014: Alternative 2, which considers blending the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to 
LEU for disposal as waste, was included in the analyses because it provides a compre
hensive evaluation of a full range of alternatives in the HEU EIS as required by NEPA.  
Blending the material to waste would not recover any of the economic value of IIEU for 

the Government or provide peaceful, beneficial use of the material; however, it would 
meet nonproliferation objectives. DOE's Preferred Alternative is to maximize commer
cial use of the material.  

14.006: The HEU EIS does not need to explicitly analyze the disposal of spent fuel, 
since this program would create no incremental spent fuel to dispose of. As explained in 
Section 1.4.2 of the HEU EIS, spent fuel management and disposal is covered by the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, That program has its own NEPA process which 
must be fulfilled.  

14.011: Spent fuel need not be dealt with in the HEU EIS because the HEU disposition 
program would generate no incremental spent fuel that would not be generated in the 
absence of the program.



TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP 

DISCUSSION GROUP C 

P'AGE 8 OF 8 
10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and 
disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The 
analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact 

among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed 
cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made 
them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi
cates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense 
and would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for dis
posal as waste. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 through 5) evaluated in 
the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message to 

other nations.  

04.006: The Department of Energy's preliminary analysis has found no economic 

advantage of blending to 1 percent or less for waste disposal, since approximately five 
times as much blending would be required, and waste disposal costs are expected to be 
high. An analysis available separately from the EIS compares the costs of the alternatives 

and supports DOE's preliminary conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel derived 
from surplus HEU makes the most economic sense and would save considerable money.
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AMTERNOON WORKSHOP 

Knoxville, Tennesee 
Noenmber 14,1995 

SESSION: Plenary 

What was the motivation foe the 50 metric ot. of liEU to be ttofted to IJSEC. and why 
wasn't it evo&uto d in the EIS? 

"The tsnotfee of 50 metiec twos stones to m tx a, economic and tochnokt lotoe. The trlansfe of the 
S0 metric toots should be uepacatt from this ptvooess. j thetm an econooit analysls in theI OS? 
H0ow was the fitooe of 50 meoic tons ttose• to US•C det-oved? wtty was the figum no Ioo 
e,30,m0c01 toon? th economics of this atiton thoul be fully co•sidemod In this proes...  

Why do- DO b"tot dow- slt ofdth HEU with the depleted tsutiu.at P.du.l.h (Keetucky), 

"fhooe appeat to be . huge toe discmepocy betwo the tit.e ftwet for blendltig dow" to wast 
andbl.ediog down infueL footnw ot the hbleding down peocess be expedited? 

Aren't the ot•er commercial ftacilitll seeking lictnsng. othee than the two iotexd in the EIS? 

Why ow Paducath (Kentucky) and Potrtemoth (Ohio) nto included as condidate site if they htve 
w topltbiltties to deal with the HEft? 

The waste typos and forot should be et•ohettd on in the doceont Also. wbetm will the w•te 
typey and forms be ototd? Will wised waste be genetrated durin any of the proposed ationts? 

In tefertnee to the olterttitivel slide doiol the pleory paeontaeon, fuel should be efcteed to as 
spent fol. Why is it impoetat fo DOE M say hlt it will not do anything untld site has been 
selemted fho the -aooe oernatie,. bt will rot do the sotý with elgardo to the fooel ateeotloo.,? 

Why doesn't tlhi doitotent considet the spent fool that will be leneOxatd a.s result of the 
commerclalitation alteornotive that 0o00rt the lIEU to fil? Where will the mvtIdng fel sod the 
-Stt be stoned? 

DOE should establish the sae cntenia fo owl attematives as tot wate alternative.  

in't them, sorage space at the Ntvoda Test Sim for the material? What about stonge at a tomb 
Rtt O da P1ddge? 

IREVISE'D Decem ber 13.1995

01.003 

04.005 

09.005 

05.001 

11.009 

09.002 

22.003 

14.004 

26.002

01.003: Fifty t of HEU is proposed to be transferred to USEC to increase the corpora
tion's assets and value. That would increase the proceeds to the Federal Treasury when 
the corporation is sold. That proposed transfer is evaluated as part of each of the commer
cial use alternatives in the HEU EIS (Alternatives 3 through 5).  

04.005: The transfer of 50 t of surplus HEU to USEC might have been considered sep
arately for purposes of NEPA, but DOE concluded that such separation might constitute 
unallowable segmentation of connected actions. The only difference between the 50 t of 
surplus HEU proposed to be transferred to USEC and the remainder of the surplus HEU 
is that the 50 t is the only concrete disposition proposal at this time. There is no difference 
in terms of potential environmental impacts, so it made the most sense to consider it in 
this EIS together with the rest of the surplus.  

The HEU Final EIS does not contain a formal economic analysis, and one is not required 
by NEPA. However, cost estimates for the HEU EIS alternatives have been developed 
and are available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis sup 
ports DOE's preliminary conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from sur
plus HEU makes the most economic sense and would save considerable money.  
Economic considerations will clearly play an important part in ROD(s) stemming from 
this EIS. The 50 t figure was derived from DOE estimates of the quantity of material that 
could be made available for blending over a 5-year to 6-year period.  

09.005: Depleted uranium at Paducah and other DOE sites could be used as blendstock 
for HEU. However, depleted uranium would generally not be used as blendstock for com
mercial material because it would not yield appropriate isotopic content in the product 
material. Since DOE has copious inventories of natural and low-enriched uranium that 
would make better blendstock, it is not likely that the HEU disposition program would 
make much use of the depleted UF 6 at Paducah or Portsmouth.  

05.001: It takes about four times as long to blend a ton of HEU to 1 percent as to blend 
it to 4 percent, because the processing rates are limited by the quantity of material output.  
The process can be expedited by maximizing commercial use and using more than one 
blending site.
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Itow do you koow that the process of bhnoding down the HE0l would no, cost mom than to start 
making fule from caoihfyo ;vhotdo-n o&rtnalytis? Whuttfyou n'Itdltheblended 
dowrt ,ateetot? alow moeh wil It ost Ohetd down, w ttcfiat? How nan the publit get 
copi.n of dhe cost saudiWos The cost analysits sould be tooluded in thw fioat EIS.  

How much more attentim. cesiuto, arsenic, metotwy, etc. will be added to wut wader supply at 
Watts Bwa through the btend down pfroom? How much mom watt" conmmlmaton can we expect 
as a rewult of this aton? 

The United Statrs has idontdir d 200 metric tlom of fenl (HEU) aod 50 ,oe•tic to o fou (HtEUt) 
fham Russla that will be going to USEC. Is dhee a market for ths fuel? Does DOE plan to send 
the wasse from the blhMd down paocess back to Russia? 

Where would the blended down fouel be tned? 

WIere is tie materala to be usd for blending preendy stored? 

Do the facditits a the candidate site. ha, permits In plaoe to blend down matedud ? 

Oone tho fuel ws used commernially. would the spent foul be stoned at the commecial aito and 
would that cnao• a prolifrataion risk? Can te Uitaed Stlt, a.surn that the fuel seAd to foreign 
monbit would be safe troa aosnciaWd proliferatlon ,risk? 

"the doc•no t only addressn, the aution• ntil the fiut he oaro corn al. Undor thc NEPA 
prccot, 0thc Ea. of the material should be conered froe. nradle to grane.  

What hapaened . the internatio•a treaty for tetning foteign tematenrh reactor spent n.un.I- fo.l 
to the UntL.d States? 

n l. similar issoes were, combined

16.005 

22.004 

06.012 

26.004 

23.002 

15.001 

30.004

11.009: At this time, DOE is aware of no commercial facilities seeking licenses to pro
cess HEU other than the two analyzed in the HEU EIS.  

09.002: The gaseous diffusion enrichment plants at Paducah and Portsmouth have the 
capability to deal with HEU only in the form of UF 6. The K-25 Site on ORR is perma
nently closed. Since the surplus HEU is in the form of metal or oxide, not UF 6, those 
facilities cannot be used for the blending activities.  

22.003: Waste types, forms, and volumes generated by the three blending processes 
(UNH, metal, and UF 6) are listed in Tables 2.2.2.1-2, 2.2.2.2-2, and 2.2.2.3-2 of the 
HEU EIS.  

Conceptual treatment schemes for the blending alternatives as envisioned at the candidate 
sites, and storage and disposal impacts are described in the waste management sections of 
Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.  

Mixed waste is generated by all three of the blending processes, as indicated in the tables 
referenced above, but the mixed wastes are treated to LLW in the conceptual treatment 
schemes.  

14.004: The Department of Energy does not intend to take actions to commence blend
ing of HEU until there is a clear destination for the resultant material. In the case of waste 
material, that destination is a LLW repository. In the case of commercial material, the 
destination is the normal nuclear fuel cycle, which in the United States is a "once
through" cycle ending in disposal of spent fuel. The alternative of blending HEU to waste 
would generate LLW for disposal that would not otherwise exist. In contrast, the spent 
nuclear fuel that would result from commercial use of blended-down HEU would not rep
resent any increment over that which would exist in the absence of this program.  

The context of this comment pertains to the timing of disposition actions. DOE explained 
that waste HEU would not be blended until disposal capacity for the resultant LLW was 
available, because DOE does not want to build expanded storage facilities for the much 
higher volume of the blended-down material. The commentor expressed the opinion that 
HEU should likewise not be blended for commercial use until disposal capacity for the 
resultant spent fuel was available. The difference between the two is that, without this 
program, there would be no less spent fuel to dispose of (as fuel from natural uranium 
would be used instead), whereas LLW that would be created by blending HEU to waste 
would be in addition to that which would otherwise exist.
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26.002: Two DOE sites, NTS and ORR, are possible locations for disposal facilities for 
LLW derived from surplus HtEU as identified in the Waste Management PEIS. The HEU 

EIS analyzes NTS as a representative site for such disposal for purposes of analyzing the 
transportation of waste materials. The Y-12 Plant is the primary facility for interim stor
age of surplus HEU, pending its disposition.  

16.005: Cost estimates for the alternatives have been developed for inclusion in the 
ROD(s), and are available to the public separately from the Final HEU EIS. The cost 

analysis supports DOE's preliminary conclusion that the cost of commercial fuel alterna

tives would be less than making nuclear fuel by enriching natural uranium, as blending is 
relatively easy, whereas enrichment is difficult and expensive. Even if this were not so, 
and HEU-derived fuel cost more than natural uranium-derived fuel, it would almost cer

tainly. still be economic from DOE's perspective to bear that additional cost in order to 
avoid the much higher costs of blending the material to waste (involving 3 to 4 times as 
much blending) and waste disposal, which is now very costly. In other words, even if 
DOE had to give commercial material away free, it would almost certainly be more eco
nomical to do so than to bear the high costs of disposing of it all. The cost analysis also 
supports DOE's conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU 
would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal 
as waste.  

22.004: As discussed in Chapter 2 of the HEU EIS and shown in the Tables 2.2.2.1-1 
and 2.2.2.2-1, strontium, cesium, arsenic, and mercury would not be used during the 
blending down process, and consequently, would not affect the water supply at Watts Bar.  
As discussed in the Chapter 4 water resource sections, there would be no direct dis
charges of process wastewater to groundwater. Any hazardous liquids generated would be 

treated to limits specified in local, State, and Federal permits and would not be released 
until permit requirements are met. Consequently, the the alternative of blending process 
would not affect the water supply at Watts Bar.  

06.012: The surplus HtEU under consideration in this EIS is from the U.S. nuclear 
weapons program, not Russia; thus no waste would be sent to Russia. DOE anticipates no 
problems marketing the resulting nuclear fuel over a 15- to 20-year period.
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HEU EIS) but most will be moved to the DOE's Y-12 Plant for interim storage. The 

blendstock material, which would be used in blending with surplus HEU to produce 

LEU, is located at various sites as natural uranium, depleted uranium, and LEU. These 

sites are ORR; SRS; Hanford; Paducah, KY; and Portsmouth and Fernald, OH. Once the 

surplus HEU material is blended to LEU, it will be shipped to fuel fabricators: DOE does 

not intend to blend down all surplus HEU and store as LEU. Surplus HEU will be kept in 

storage until there is a buyer that would utilize the material as fuel in commercial reactors 

within a reasonable timeframe.  

23.002: All of the facilities at candidate sites have NRC permits in place to conduct 

down-blending of HEU.  

15.001h Spent fuel is considered to present low proliferation potential during the 80 to 

100 years that its radiation field is very high. Fuel fabricated from HEU-blended material 

that may be sold to foreign users would present absolutely no increment to proliferation 

risks, since it would simply supplant fuel derived from natural uranium.  

30.004: Once the material becomes commercial fuel, it is fungible with and supplants 

other commercial fuel. Thus, the surplus HEU disposition program presents no incremen

tal impacts after the material becomes commercial fuel, other than the positive impacts of 

avoided uranium ruining, milling, and enrichment. The impacts of spent fuel management 

and disposal are covered under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, including 

appropriate NEPA documentation.
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS 
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP 

Knoxville, Tennessee 
November 14, 1995 

SESSION: Summary 

Who clacm the toroiong firm Otat wiUl tt500por the mtterial 

I eppolt tfe nonproliferalton policy Lu this matetl.i. I recommend, out of .ll the alteratives. tn 
uoe the commercial ladlities for blAe Xi& The United States should show retzionsible autlor 
regading the disitiuon of this teriadla to die rest of the world. Work should be done at 
comm.eidal vendors. The wret described I the EIS Is simple. tnt tecthdealy ciayleni&g. NFS 
is dedicated to writer tsafity and ensring mtnitmal environmental impacts as a mater of 'tinte.  
NIS cun do this writ with no pfoblems, 

Revised December 7. 1995, 

Oral comments received in public meetings concerning similar issues were combined 

(grouped) for prescntation in this document.

08.007 

10.003

08.007: All shipments of HEU would be by DOE-owned safe secure trailers (trucks 
specially designed for security and safeguards considerations). The selection of transpor
tation contractors for blendstock or LEU shipments could be done by DOE, USEC, or 
other commercial entities that are involved in blending or purchasing the material.  

10.003: Comment noted.
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HEU RIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL. COMMENTS 
EVENING WORKSHOP 

KnoxvIlle, 'reoessee 
November 14, 1995 

S ESION: Plenary 

Why ncu blend all of tha•&minl to retctor foel? 

If this mnuerial in used in the United State trcetor tafeet vill it then precude internationtl fis 
from enteting the United Suees motuet? 

DOE tin the stupport from Unetol County, Trmwnoýne for this peocest We appreciate NhS. .  
con't think of anyonee It our county that would not support thi.  

I thi• an all or nothing simation? That is, having one site do it An or diidng it tall betwee the 
foot 31-s? 

Do you aocttpate A good market for thio? Tonee is a proposed facility to Ct aihoolee. Lonis-in 
"tIht will process the material fhem stnt o finish Thny have said they wilt bO tr dirt competitor 
with the DOE and USEC 

Who will be rmarketng the maerial other than the 50 moetric toos going to USBC? 

O= USEC is privadzed who will hone odte of the 50 rne uic tons of the eateriul? 

to there full intent to nmrket the material, wn mwane how low the costs, or would DOE hold on to 
it untl tfe paim In n a level you would wart to tell it? 

Ulthoate storage - what i the antcipated storage dine before selling? 

Refaolog the time fmtaýe how many ynars is DOE expecting this process tualk? 

Do we expect that the Russiann will bh aending more fuel mateiatl over thus coypetng with the 
what the cndidate ities would be proneuuieng? 

With the Rt-ias taking so lo to process thete foue, well thi ispnyoet the fre fo fun 
proce•sing our 200 ote-tk tons? 

REVISED December 1995 

iOral comments received in public mtccings concerning similar issues were combined 

(grouped) for presentation in this document.

09.003 

17.001 

10.003 

07.002 

04.002 

17.004 

04.004 

08.002 
05.002 

12.003 

05.003

09.003: The Department of Energy's Preferred Alternative is to blend as much as possi
ble of the material for commercial use as reactor fuel. Some portion of the material 

(between 15 and 30 percent) is in forms that may ultimately prove uneconomical to 

develop for commercial use and will have to be blended down for disposal as LLW.  

17.001: Commercial fuel derived from HEU is expected to enter a global uranium mar

ket. It is possible that it could supplant uranium imports or augment U.S. exports.  

10.003: Comment noted.  

07.002: The HEU EIS is programmatic in the sense that it will support programmatic 
decisions (for example, as proposed, to make commercial use of surplus HEU). The Pre
ferred Alternative in the HEU Final EIS does not include any site preferences. The docu

ment concludes that the necessary blending activities could take place at any of the 

analyzed sites without significant adverse impacts. Thus, environmental considerations 

are not considered likely to drive site decisions, which may be made by parties other than 

DOE. If subsequent decisions concerning disposition of specific lots of HEU fall within 
the parameters analyzed in the HEU EIS in terms of sites, quantities, and processes, it is 
expected that no additional NEPA documentation will be required.  

04.002: The Department of Energy does not expect to have any difficulty marketing the 

commercial material at market rates. Off-spec material will probably need to be marketed 

at discounted rates to compensate for the added processing and operational requirements 
for its use. The uranium market is now a global one, involving numerous competitors.  

DOE expects that LEU derived from surplus HEU will be introduced into the market at 

rates that do not have a material adverse impact on the market.  

17.004: Under the current proposal, if this HEU EIS is finalized and an ROD is pub

lished consistent with the Preferred Alternative to maximize commercial use, the ROD 

may include a decision to transfer title to 50 t of HEU to USEC. This is planned to 

increase the value of USEC and thus the proceeds to the Federal Treasury from the sale of 
USEC. As explained in the HEU Final EIS, under current law, USEC must act as DOE's
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marketing agent for the sale of all enriched uranium, including that derived from HEU. 2 Q.  Proposed legislation to privatize USEC may modify or eliminate that restriction, in which Z 0 

case material could be marketed by DOE directly or by any number of other commercial 
entities acting as agents for DOE pursuant to competitive contracting arrangements.  

04.004: It is expected that avoiding the costs of disposing of the material as waste will .  

be a more important cost consideration to the Government than the potential proceeds 01i 
from sales. However, market prices probably will play a role in DOE's sales decisions, , 
since DOE will be required to avoid causing adverse material impacts to the domestic 
uranium industry.  

08.002: It is expected that HEU would not be blended down until it can either be sold 
for commercial use or moved to a repository for disposal as waste. Thus, there would be 
very little storage needed for blended-down material. Some portions of the surplus stock
pile may continue to be stored as HEU for up to 15 or 20 years prior to their disposition.  

05.002: The Department of Energy estimates that the shortest time to blend 200 t of 
surplus HEU would be about 20 to 25 years, assuming all four blending sites were used.  
DOE expects that the commercial material in current surplus HEU will take between 15 
and 20 years to blend, and material that must be blended to waste could take 10 to 15 
years. DOE expects the demand for uranium fuel to remain essentially steady for the 
foreseeable future.  

12.003: The United States has agreed to purchase LEIJ fuel derived from 500 t of 
highly enriched uranium from Russia to be delivered over a 20-year period. Eighteen tons 
equivalent to 14 million pounds of U30 8 have already been delivered to USEC. Legisla
tion passed by Congress and signed on April 26, 1996, (RL.104-134) authorized transfer 
of this material from USEC to DOE to be sold starting in 2002 at a rate not to exceed 3 
million lbs per year. In addition, this legislation limits the sale of subsequent uranium 
received from the agreement between the United States and Russia. No further purchase 
of Russian uranium is anticipated. See Section 4.8 of the lIEU Final EIS.
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PAGE 3 OF 3 05.003: The Department of Energy must ensure that its sales of uranium do not have a 
material adverse impact on the domestic uranium industry, taking into account the U.S.

Russian HEU agreement. It is possible that if the Russian agreement appears to be jeopar
dized by domestic HEU disposition actions, the administration might decide to defer 
domestic sales until market conditions improve.
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS 
EVENING WORKSHOP 

Knoxville, Tennessee 
November 14, 1995 

SESSION: Disasslon/Summary 

OPEN DISCUSSION 

Safety of Off.Spedr.ton 51EO 

IC, a o•ti portion, of lIEU, the, ofl-,peuoittinaon msalesial. stilt golng to be sold on she sonbtk? 

Would the o0ff-speciictidon teateral be doegemon to one Is o torrmal treetots? Will the buye? 
will be .odo ar e that tihe fuel h off-specifutiona? Is the a safety t- wito the offt 
tsocittmlisos eariite In swVtm7 

Use of Depleted Urumdat 

tIXo dthi depItted urnoiume have conttwobiosl? 

(Cesoral cnoversa6on haw indicatd that depleted uoa-itm would be & good blend stock, Is &lI 

L, U_ in lIEU & probletm? 

Can the aupply of .. =a r tuaniurn be used . blend mock? To what 005,1l hba DOl .tod he act 
of 1992 (Erergy Policy Act) with ldeeot to domentic minRng of nsatral un0u010 for uoe in 
blendling? 

A. lon minen ontopanie, tht• wsil be affwotn • fd If naturl mnun Is not used? 

With tefoneoe to pine S-20, smoond coluoon, first paragraph, fiot se•oenoý of the. S Sutoaoy; 
thn Shold tead "there would be Liate Lnpac so the ft nee fuel cycle not "to inpaotP Tit 
s.týment does not seem to be in telation to the globs teaket and could be taken sot of ontxt.  
DOB nsoeds oo expad enndonaly thi Issue moro. Chtolfy the impacts of tMt HEU to the cturrent 
mnttret and treinilg osivi•es.  

DOE may ned to cosider adintRg mort InfosritIoa or expanding the -Omulatilv impact seetion.  

HSa DOE coosderedv what would bappen in the fuel mashes mid to the uoarflsot minlin indusdry if 
the matW isi Is blended down to fool? 

REVISE.D Dec.mbere7,1995

17.002 

33.003 

06.025 

12.004 

12.005 

17.003 

12.006

17.002: The Department of Energy expects that some or most of the off-spec material 
will eventually be able to be sold for commercial use, subject to NRC license amend
ments for the users. Although the elevated U-234 content would present some radiation 
safety concerns for workers, particularly in fuel fabrication plants, comparable material is 
used in reactors overseas without any significant safety problems. DOE would fully dis
close the composition of any material it sold.

33.003: The Department of Energy has large inventories of depleted uranium in many 
forms and with many levels of contamination. In general, depleted uranium would be 
suitable blendstock only for material that is to be blended to 0.9 percent for disposal as 
waste. However depleted uranium is less likely to be used as blendstock for commercial 
material, since it would not yield appropriate isotopic composition for commercial fuel.  
U-234 generates a substantial portion of the radioactivity in uranium, so elevated levels 
may necessitate special measures to protect workers during handling.  

06.025: It is expected that natural uranium will be used as blendstock for blending 
some of the surplus HEU, New quantities of uranium may not need to be mined for this 
purpose since DOE has extensive supplies of natural uranium in its inventory.  

12.004: The Department of Energy continuously assesses the impact of introducing 
uranium from its inventory into the U.S. uranium market. DOE is required by the terms 
of the USEC Privatization Act to avoid introducing uranium into the market in a manner 
that would have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry. The impacts 
on the uranium and nuclear fuel cycle industries are detailed in Section 4.8 of the HEU 
Final EIS.

12.005: The cited "no impact" quotation refers to the case in which all surplus HEU 
would be blended to waste for disposal, in which case there would indeed be no impact 
on the nuclear fuel cycle. The HEU EIS correctly notes just below the cited passage that 
for the commercial use alternatives, "there would be some effects on the world and U.S.  
uranium fuel cycle industries."

17.003: Comment noted.

I:z
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Does the 200 metric low of lIEU Identified. also tncude the ftoreign IEU? 

Regarding the ratios provided fotrcomtercid off specifi-tion matetial ald waste. do they refled 
the aroount, that DOE hs rnow or will Ie with 0. toajWot Ideotb•bd Ir thl doumc t'? What 

wuo the b,00s for trh ratio? 

Hb the schelu•e of the Recood of Decis -elipped Mod why? If It h.o Iipped, whi. does the 
ochodu&e look UM -oo 

How soon -ao the moutritl bo blerded dow- on-e the Record of Dcion is ised? 

Regarding the ftf-oortition ite,, door DOE expect moy challenges from ot hesf?

02.002 

07.005 

29.003 

05.004 
20.004

12.006: The impacts on the uranium and nuclear fuel cycle industries are detailed in 
Section 4.8 of the HEU EIS, which has been enhanced in the final document.  

02.002: The 200 t does not include any foreign HEU. It consists of about 175 t of 

domestic HEU presently declared surplus by the President plus an additional amount that 
may be declared surplus sometime in the future.  

07.005: The estimates of the quantities of HEU that will be deemed commercial, off
spec, and non-commercial are based on DOE's current understanding of the material in 

the surplus inventory. That understanding is still developing. Since the HEU EIS analyzes 

a range of fuel/waste ratios from 0/100 to 85/15, the eventual outcome is in any event 
covered by the analysis.  

29.003: The Record of Decision is scheduled to be published in the Federal Register in 
the summer of 1996.  

05.004: The Department of Energy expects that a realistic estimate of the time needed 

to blend currently declared surplus material for commercial use will be 10 to 15 years.  

Material that must be blended to waste is expected to take an additional 10 to 15 years.  

20.004: The Department of Energy does not anticipate any challenges regarding trans

portation of surplus HEU or LEU among the candidate sites used in the HEU EIS because 

these sites have been routinely transporting radioactive materials for many years.
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Novenmber 29. 1995 

Department of Energy 
Office of Fmoile Materials Disposition 
c/o SAIC/IIEU EIS 
P.O. Box 23786 
Wa.aington. D.C. 20026-3786

COMMENT ON DISPOSITION OP SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Many U.S. commercial reactors ae using higher than 4 percent enrichment to refuel. Therefore, 
the alternative to blend the HEU and sell a commercial reactor fuel should not specify 4 percent 
as the target enurichment level. Rather, the alternative should say the 8IEU will be blended to leas 
than 5 percent enrichment for sale as commercial fuel. All references to 4 percent LEU in the EIS 
should be changed to less than 5 percent LEU.  

Sincerely, 

Jarmne T. Robert 
Manager, Nuclear Fuel Projects

07.003

07.003: The HEU EIS explains in the text box, Highly Enriched Uranium-A Weapons
Usable Fissile Material, Section 1.1.1, that commercial reactors use uranium enriched to 
between 3 and 5 percent. Throughout the HEU EIS, references to 4-percent enrichment 
are intended to be surrogates for the range of commercial use enrichments. There is no 
intent to limit the blend-down enrichment level to precisely 4 percent. This point has 
been further clarified in the HEU Final EIS.

Q) 
Czi
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0.. ...... EVY...... Town of Erwin 
P.O. Boo 59 

E-wi., TnnO 37650 

N.oveber 22, 1995 

The us. Department of Bnergy 

Office of Piwl ie aNte lala Diopooition 
P.O. BO, 23768 
Weahington, D.C. 20026-3766 

Ltdiee/Gentle.en: 

It ho. co.. to the attention of the frwon Board of 
Mayor -nd Aidermen thot gPO N i one of fo.u coapaniee biddin9 
for work Involving the down-blending of high enriched 
uranium.  

We ore oery familiar with NFS' record of eafaty and 
eneironmentei coeploooe and we believe they rould perfor.  

the down-blending work in . tiely, eafe and coat-eftective 
manner .  

The work would bring an ceatloted 1000 jobe to NFS 
here In Cr010, Ten.e.e.e. The multiplyinq econo.ic impact 
on the local economy would be i1 the million. of do1lars.  

The cocoonity of Erwin fully eupport. the work which 
NPS hae Achbed ..oord, into ploeharee,. The pl0n kakee 
0n0e, cut only for the poopie of Proen, Out for the U.6.  

10000n at iorqn. . hiedio hA-lo Le oohliod 0000000a Citizens at la~g.., blending Imrian aokie epn 

into fuel for e1ectricity.  

0He look t thio .e an opportunity to regain eote cf 
the a000 1cot during the redactions in force that folloIed 

the cod of the 0av01 fuel work at the plant. NPS hae b.e.  
sofely producing nuclcor fool and eoureiy hondling high 
enriched ranium for core than 35 ye80. Throughoot that 

time it hfn beec n fion corporate citilen, provlding n0t 
0010 exce heat jobo but olso loding u hood to the cowounity 

on numeroue occeeione, 

I recently had the opportunity to toot the frolo piant 

.ito and had the chance to oiew firot hood the awfety.  

security and environOental work that 005 porforee. Pleahe 
knew thet thia proJect hee tho fotl Nopport of the ErPn" 

Board of Mayor and Aldeenwo.  

Sincerely, 

uorland 'Bubb0- EveIy 

Mnyor 

I he

10.003

10.603: Comment noted.
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10.003: Comment noted. •.  

Date Received 11/09/95 
Comment ID" P0010 
Name: Robert Ukian 
Address: Erwin, Tennessee 

Transcription! . " 

Hello. My name is Robert Ulman, and I'm calling from Erwin, Tennessee. I would be 
very much in favor of NFS receiving the contract for the uranium blending. Our county 10.003 
is over 60 percent federal property owned by the government as national forest land, 
and we really make sacrifices because of that reason. I would like to see NFS get this 
contract so we can get more revenue into the county. Thank you.
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10.003: Comment noted.  
BOARD 

MFAMERs UNICOI COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION 
Kez7 Boga 

N ý7 OeB7 DR, RONALD WILCOX, SUPER[UNfENDENT 
6). 1o1-d 60D NORM! ELM AWZ40. F'WIN, "WiNFISSEE 37650 L Liwet (423) 741-16W a 
g.4 1--• W/orking for Chilren' 
WA WuC 

November 30, 1995 

The U. S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P. 0. Box 23786 
Washington, D. C. 20026-3786 

Dear Sir/Madamr 

I support the effort by Nuclear Fuels Services to obtain a 
contract to blend high grade and low grade uranium into a 
markstable fuel. Our county needs an economic boost. Nuclear 
Fuels Services is located in Unioci County, which is heavily 
impacted by federal property ownership. The federal government 
owns 50% of the land in our county. This vast ownership limits the 
amount of property taxes that are collected in our school district.  
Due to a low tax base our educational programs and services suffer.  
We need a new high school in our county since the present one was 
built in 1929, yet we cannot afford one.  

Children in our county need jobs upon graduation. We graduate 
approximately 200 students per year. Locat industry employs 
approximately 20% of these graduates, with the remainder either not 
working or leaving our community to find a job.  

If Nuclear Fuels is chosen for the project there are many 10.003 
benefits that will accrue for our county such ast 

1. More dollars spent in our community due to more jobs 
created 

2. Opportunities for our senior students to get a job 
locally upon graduation 

3. The economy in Tennessee as a whole will improve 

providing a better life style for citizens 

4. Nuclear waste will be reclaimed and made usable 

5. Local property and sales tax dollars will increase 

6. The project will be done in a safe manner. Their track 
record for safety speaks for itself "m
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We are located in rural Appalachia and desperately need and 10.003 
want this project. Nuclear Fuels Services has helped our school 

system tremendously in past years. We consider them a "very good cont.  
neighbor".• 

Respectfully, 

Ronald Wilcox, 8d.D.  
Superintendent of Schools 

RW/dh
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United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
10AJ~ OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY AND COMPLIANCE 

Riead B. RUsss Fed.ral BuilId 
7S 8po# StoteeI S.W.  

AtUo(l.-Gia S0303 

January 25, 1996 

ER 95/820 

Mr. J. David Nulton 
Department of Energy 
office of Fissile Materials 

Disposition 
c/o SAIC-HEU EIS 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 

Dear Mr. Nulton: 

The Department of the Interior has completed its review of the 
Draft Environmental Statement for the Disposition of Surplus Highly 
Enriched Uran ium (HEU) at Four Potential Sites located in Tennessee 
12), South Carolina, and Virginia.  

We are concerned about the risks involved in transportation of 
these materials to various sites as identified in the preferred 
alternative. The Final Environmental Statement should discuss the 
risks of doing all the blending at Oak Ridge, where the materials 
are now stored, as compared to the risks of additional 
transportation and processing at other plants.  

It is estimated in the public health impact analysis that the 
maximum additional cancer fatalities from accident-free operations 
would occur at Oak Ridge as a result of blending related exposures.  
This analysis should include a discussion of nonfatal cancers. In 
addition, the risk of maximum additional cancer fatalities at Oak 
Ridge should be compared with the accident associated risks of 
transporting lEU to the sites identified in the preferred 
alternative.  

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this document.  

Sincerely yours, 

/41~ 

,// James Hl. Lee / NeinlEnvironmental Officer

20.013 

21.011

20.013: Oak Ridge Reservation has the capability to blend surplus HEU as metal or as 
UNH. However, it is not considered as a candidate site for blending as UF 6 for which the 
maiterial would have to be transported from ORR to another site. The results showed that 
transportation risks would be only slightly lower for blending to either metal or oxide 
LLW at ORR. For blending to fuel feed material as UNH crystals, ORR is not the lowest 
risk alternative. Two significant factors contributed to these conclusions: (1) onsite mate
rial handling represents the greater part of the total risk and such handling would still be 
necessary even to blend at ORR, and (2) the highest transportation risk for these scenar
ios is not in transporting HEU, but in transporting the significantly larger volume of fuel 
feed material and LLW after blending. The HEU Final EIS compares all of the blending 
options in Section 4.4 and Appendix G.  

21.01.1: Public and occupational health assessments revealed that the maximum incre
mental cancer fatalities would not occur at ORR when all four sites were involved in 
blending. However, estimates showed that ORR would have higher incremental cancer 
fatalities when blending occurs at two DOE sites.  

For a uniform irradiation of the body, the incidence of cancer varies among organs and 
tissues; the thyroid and skin demonstrate a greater sensitivity than other organs. How
ever, such cancers also produce relatively low mortality rates because they are relatively 
amenable to medical treatment. Because of the readily available data for cancer mortality 
rates and the relative scarcity of prospective epidemiologic studies, somatic effects lead
ing to cancer fatalities rather than cancer incidence (nonfatal) are presented in this EIS.  

Transportation risk assessments showed that risks would be only slightly lower for blend
ing to LLW at ORR. For blending to fuel feed material as UNH crystals, ORR is not the 
lowest risk alternative. Two significant factors contributed to these conclusions: (1) onsite 
material handling represents the greater part of the total risk and such handling would still 
be necessary even to blend at ORR, and (2) the highest transportation risk for these sce
narios is not in transporting HEU, but in transporting the significantly larger volume of 
fuel feed material and LLW after blending.
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10.003: Comment noted.

2 0 nfon.- C.ar 
6se3 tto•ea Oorv 

F a r (S ) 0i 5 6 4 -3 2 00 F-13 3101) 564-3201

January I1, 1996

Office of Fisuile Materials Disposition (MD.4) 
ATTN: lIEU EIS 
U S Department of Energy 
P 0 Box 23786 
1000 Independence Avenue S.W.  
Washington. D C. 20585 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

USEC has reviewed the October 1995 Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranram 
I)ratf/ Envirromental Impa .Srtatecnett, we offer the following comments on the draft document: 

Section 1.4 - USEC supports the preferred alternative to sell as much HEU as possible for use m 
commercial reactor fuel using a combination of sites and blending technologies that best serves 
programmatic, environmental, and economic needs 

seetaon 2.1.2.3- ( Ie the Limited Commerclal Use Alternative) states that the 50 t of liEU will 
be split equalty between two commercial facilities This alternative should also cover the possibility 
of having all of the material go to only one facility The other commercial use alternatives give ranges 
ofthe aix from "all commercial" to "all DOE" The Limited Commeciral Ue ahlernative should be 
analyzed in the same way 

Sectiol 2.2 - On page 2-13 it states that "UNH, metal, and tF, are reactive and are not suitable for 
land disposal as waste', and that these forms would need to be converted to triuranic octaoxide prior 
to disposal It is not clear in this section that the environmental impacts associated with this 

conversion step were analyzed, If these impacts were analyzed it should be clearly stated in this 
section, and if they were not analyzed, an analysis should be done and included in the appropriate 
section of the impact analyses 

Seetion 2.2.2.2 Metal Blendiag - states that metal blending would only be done if the HEU was to 
become waste This section should be expanded to specify that metal blending may also be used to 
produce feedstock for USEC's Advanced Vapor Laser Isotope Separation program

10,003 

09.024 

33.007 

11.011

Ofca.,oPiltoA, Keni,,ckv to~sm~oui.aw, Wxs.im cl c

I j , 1`:11,N

09.024: The alternatives described in the HEU EIS were selected for analysis purpose 
only and are not intended to represent exclusive choices among which DOE (or USEC or 
other decisionmakers) must choose. These alternatives and site variations were defined to 

encompass the entire spectrum of potential fuel/waste ratios and combinations of sites 

that could result from the proposed action. Even though blending of all of 50 t of USEC 
material at a single commercial site was not included as a variation in the limited com

mercial use alternative, the impacts of that variation are evaluated in the substantial com

mercial use and maximum commercial use alternatives.  

33.007: The environmental impacts associated with the oxidation step are analyzed in 
the HEU EIS and stated in Section 2.2.2.  

11.011: Section 2.2.2.2 of the HEU Final EIS has been revised to include the fact that 
metal blending may also be used to produce feedstock tor USEC's Advanced Vapor Laser 

Isotope Separation program.  

33.009: During the enrichment process, as the ratio of U-235 increases the ratio of 
U-234 to U-235 increases, accordingly. Using depleted uranium in the blending process 
will reduce the ratio of U-235 to U-238 but will not change the ratio of U-234 to U-235.  
To meet the American Society of Testing Materials specification for commercial fuel 

feed, it is necessary to reduce the U-234 to U-235 ratio. To reduce the ratio of U-234 to 

U-235, it is necessary to add U-235 in the natural uranium or LEU enrichment state.  

Depleted uranium would be used as the blendstock for blending to waste because the 
ratio of U-234 to U-235 is not included in the waste acceptance criteria for waste dis
posal.  

Depleted UF 6 would not be used for blending to waste because only commercial sites 
would use UF 6 as a blendstock for blending with the UF 6 process. Since depleted ura
nium cannot be used as blendstock for blending to fuel as described previously, depleted 
UF 6 would not be used for any of the processes for commercial fuel. Depleted UF 6 would 

also not be used as a blendstock for UNH or metal blending because it is in an incompat

ible form and would need to be converted to UNH crystals or metal ingots, and DOE has 
ample supplies of depleted uranium in metal and oxide form to use as blendstock for 
waste material.C\
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Section 4.4 - On page 4.99 it states that 'NO blendstock (in UF, form) would be provided by 
representative sources from the USEC Gaseous Diffusion Plant...'. While NU could be obtained 

from USEC it would be more economical to use depleted UFP, since it would take less to dilute the 
lIEU. and is abundantly available at a lower cost than Ni.  

Section 4.7 - Several important positive environmental impacts of blending HEU to LEU for nuclear 

power plants were omitted from this section The first is the benefits of reducing the threat of 

terrorism or reaclear accidents from HEU Although this benefit is rot quantifiable, it cenainry needs 

to be included as it is a major reason for the proposed action Secondly, there are significant positive 

economic benefits .o the federal budget from selling the fuol converted from IEU. Whether DOE 
directly sells the converted lIEU, or USEC markets it (as is presently the law), the income from the 

sale of this material can either be applied to reduce the federal deficit or result in the need for lower 
revenues for taxes. tariffs, fees. etc Another positive impact that should be included is that the use 

of government inventories of DU. NU. and LEU which currently have limited uses. if used as 

blendstock. would no longer require storage or disposal costs 

Section 4.8 - There appears to be a misinterpretation of the findings contained in USEC's 

t.0ivironmental A.vesrcmertifor the 'urcha.ve qfR'ii ran Lw Friched U/raitrum .trrvrdfrom ihe 
I),.mernr//mlt,, qftticlcma Weiperurs ini the (a"onrnries a/i/ict For/err Soviet Uniorn For the action 

of purchasing low enriched uranium from dismantled Russan nuclear warheads over a 20 year period.  

there will be no short term (before the year 2000) impacts on personnel levels at USEC's gaseous 

diflusion plants After the year 2000, when shipments from Russia have increased to the equivalent 

of 10 metric tons of highly enriched uranium per year, the possibility exists that the total USEC 
production needs could be met by only one GDP. The impacts to unemployment from the closure 

ofa GDP were analyzed in the Environmental Assessment On page 4-185, it is inaccurate to say that 

there would be no loss of employment at the gaseous diffusion plants, as this is a possibility 

Section 4.9 - Several of the potential environmental impacts (bullets 2 and 4 on page 4-187) indicate 

that chromium contamination would occur. The gaseous diffusion plants (GODPs) no longer use 
chromium c.c a ciling water .dditise Therefore. ihbrr ,hould ic no vegetation damage or 

contamination of the liquid discharge from chromium if the 7,000 tons of natural uranium is 

transferred to USEC and processed in the GDPs.  

Also on page 4-187, "vesidual chlorine" should be "residual chlorine" 

References Section - On page R- 3. the reference "USEC 1994a" (i.e. - l&ivirorinmenud Axs..meiii 

fa•r ihe Purchh•/ of Russian Lion E-niriched liraiium l)vrivd from i/i Dismunhaicniit q/Nrclear 
Wealxrmrin thi/irC, C-ncr ai/s ofiheli iiimer S 1/iirivm, USEC/EA-9400t1) was inadvertently omitted 

January II. 1996 
Page Three 

Please contact me at (301) 564-3409 or Patrick Gormmn ao 564.3412. to discuss matters 
related to the comments above 

Sincerely.  

T Michael Taimi 
Environmental Asurance wid Policies Manager

33.009 

03.026 

04.017 

12.023 

33.011

UNITED STATES ENRICHMENT CORPORATION, BETHESDA, MD 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

January 11. 1996 
Page Two

cc 
P. Gorman. USEC-HQ

03.026: The benefits of reducing the threat of terrorism or nuclear accidents from HEU 
due to this proposed action have been added to Section 4.7 of the HEU Final EIS.  

04.017: Recently completed cost analyses for alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS 

revealed that net income from the proposed action would be realized if the fuel/waste 

ratio remains between 65/35 (substantial commercial use) and 85/15 (maximum commer
cial use). DOE agrees that there would be positive economic benefits to the Federal bud

get from selling surplus HEU as commercial reactor fuel, and that the proposed action 
would reduce the necessity of storage, and associated costs, for Government inventories 
of depleted uranium, natural uranium, and LEU. This positive impact has been incorpo
rated into Section 4.7 of the HEU Final EIS.  

12.023: Section 4.8 of the HEU Final EIS has been revised to update information on the 
current status of the uranium mining and nuclear fuel cycle industries. Additional discus

sion of economic consequences of the Russian HIEU was also added to the HEU Final 

EIS reflecting USEC's EA on the purchase of Russian LEU derived from the dismantle

ment of nuclear weapons in the countries of the former Soviet Union, and enactment of 
the USEC Privatization Act. In light of the act's restrictions on deliveries to commercial 
end users of material from Russian HEU, DOE concludes that the USEC ENs projections 
concerning the need for operation of the second enrichment plant are not likely to be 
valid.  

33.011: Section 4.9 of the HEU Final EIS has been revised to reflect termination of 
chromium use as a cooling water additive at the gaseous diffusion plants. The editorial 
change has also been incorporated in Section 4.9 of the HEU Final EIS.

�- �.  
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, 

WASHINGTON, DC 

PAGE 1 OF 4 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C . 20460i 

(PaOMPuCEASSUIOmCE 

Mr. J. David Nuhoin 
Director 
Office of NEPA Cornplhance and Oureach 
Office of FIirle Materials Disposition 
cia SMClHEU ElS 
P.O. Box 23786 
w*stington. DC 20026-3786 

Dear Mr. Nulton: 

The Enlcorot•ttul Protection Agency (EPA) his reviewed the Depafm'nent of Energy's 
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Ueotttum Draft Envtironmental I•typct Statement. Asa 
Cooperaling Agency for rho EIS. our teview is provided pursuant to the Naional Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) (42 US.C 4321 -to. aind Section 309 of the Clean Aic Act.  

DOE proposes to di•pgo of U.S.-origin, wnapons.omable. highly enriched uranium that is 
surplts to national defeose or defetsearelated program needs. The draft EIS analyses the 
environmentlu effects of. no acAIon al•ertotve anid four other alternatives thai represent different ratios 
of blending the highly enriched uranium to low enriched uornium twing three different processes at four 
potential sites. The isreetnull riadluton-rel•sd cntnironneotral inpacts are modest and would not rule 
out any of the alternatives under consideration. EPA has rated the preferred alternllav EC-2, 
rnvironoer•tal concerns - itsuff'icien infornmiaton. An explanation of EPA's rattings is provided in 
Enclosure I Detailed cotments are provided for your considerstion In Enclos.ure 2.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comtncre. If you have any questions, please contact Susan 

Offerdal at (202) 260-5059.  

Sincerely.  

Director 

Office of Fedkrat Activities 

Enclosures 0
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, 

WASHINGTON, DC 
PAGE 3 OF 4

Erulossurc 2

EPA all•,Ila Comlnents on tire llmee, oN e~nerts Usosin "t "a
Enriched Uranium Draft Environmental Imniet Stateienf 

The draft environmental impact statement (,IS) is comprehensive regarding radiation 
related environmental impacts and the cumulative, site-specific impacts of a variety of waste 
management tasks the Department of Energy (DOE) might assign to a particular facility.  
Particularly useful is the discussion at the end of Chapter 4 concerning the relative impacts of 
"de-enriching" highly-enriched uranium (HEU) and enriching natural uranium (NU). This 
makes clear that radiation exposures from the "dc-enriching" process are at least two orders of 
magnitude less than that associated with the enrichment process which would be displaced by 
DOE's disposal of the surplus HEU. It would be helpful if this analysis were extended to tire 
production of'radioactive wastes and perhaps to envirosnmental impacts in general.  

Thee are several additional points at which the draft EIS could be strengthened. The 
nature oftbe excess HEU to be disposed ofis not clearly defined, This is significant because 
environmental effects, including radiation-related ones. are direct functions of t11e degree of 
blending that is necessary to "dc-enrich" the material to a given level. This is the reason, for 
example, that blending to waste has greater envisonmental impacts than blending to fuel, Thus, 
the nature of the HEU to be disposed of is a central determinant of the total environmental 
effects. The rationale for lite assumption that the material is on average 50% enriched is not 
clearly explained in the text. Indeed, given that the apparent reason for having surplus 1HEU is 
nucleaqr disarmament, one might assume that the level ofenrichment of the material to be 

disposed of would be "bomb grade", or welt above 90%. It is also not clear why any 
"ussursption' is necessary - - unlike problems associated with characterizing complex sites for 
cleanup. DOE should have a complete inventory of HlEU in its possession. The EIS should 
provide a more complete discussion of the HEU to be disposed of and to the extent there is 
uncertainty concerning the composition of the material discuss and put bounds upon that 
uncertainty.  

The EIS could also discuss explicitly the functional relationship between fire degree of 
"de-enrichlment" required and environmental and economic impacts. If there is astrongly 
nonlinear relationslip, it may be that the environmental consequences of de-enriithing say, one 
unit of 20"/ HEU and one unit of"90% HEU is much greater than de-cruiching two units of 55% 
HEU. (the average of 20% and 90%). If so, one could not assess the overall effects of ite 
campaign without knowing something about the actual distribution of enrichment levels in the 
surplus materials.  

It would be helpful if the EIS clarified early in the text that the molten nrctal blending 
process would only be used to create low-level waste and not low-enriched uraniuar (LEU). It is 
also unclear why blending using the uranium hexafluoride process is mentioned since nore of the 
facilities have that capability.

33.012 

33,010 

33.010 

cont.  

07.015

33.012: A discussion is added in Section 4.7 of the HEU Final EIS to include 
avoided waste generation as a result of replacing current reactor fuel obtained from 
mined natural uranium with the LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU. A discussion is 
also added to compare potential emission rates of pollutants generated during the 
current fuel cycle and the surplus HEU blending process.  

33.010: The nature of the surplus HEU was classified when the HEU Draft EIS 
was published and could not be included in the EIS. However, the amounts and 
forms of surplus HEU and their specific locations have been declassified recently 
and were made available in the Secretary of Energy's Openness Initiative announce
ment on February 6, 1996. This information is now included in Figure 1.3-1 of the 
HEU Final EIS. A declassified discussion of the rationale for using an average of 50 
percent enrichment for the surplus HEU inventory in analyses was also added to Sec
tion 2.2.1 of the HEU Final EIS. As explained in this section, most of the surplus 
HEU is between 35-percent and 70-percent enrichment. Because the relative impacts 
of blending HEU to different enrichment levels are expected to be linear, and the 
variance from the 50-percent mean for the bulk of the surplus HEU is not great, it is 
reasonable to use 50 percent as the enrichment level for purposes of analyses in the 
HEU EIS.  

07.015: Low-enriched uranium is a terminology used to characterize material that 
has a U-235 isotope enrichment of 19 percent or less. It is proposed in the HEU EIS 
that all surplus HEU will be blended down to LEU. Therefore, whether surplus HEU 
is commercial or not, the blending process will transform that material from a 
highly-enriched state (20-percent or greater enrichment) to a low-enriched state.  
Material that canriot be used in the fabrication of reactor fuel will be discarded as 
LLW. Hence, molten metal blending will be used to produce LEU, and this LEU 
would be discarded as waste. The fact that metal blending would only produce waste 
material has been added to Section 1.3 of the HEU Final EIS.  

UF 6 is a technically viable blending process that could be used to blend surplus HEU 
inventory. Commercial reactor fuel fabricators prefer to receive LEU for commercial 
reactor fuel feed as UF 6. Therefore, because this process could be implemented with
out major modifications to current blending facilities, the HEU EIS evaluates poten
tial impacts of using the UF 6 blending process.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, 

WASHINGTON, DC 

PAGE 4 OF 4

Enelosure 2 

The EIS would also benefit front some dctailed and specific analysis of its preferred 
alternative. For example. thl entire analysis is geared to the assumption that 10 tons ol'natcrial 
per year are processed. The description of the preferred alternative suggests that 20 tons per year 
are processed. Does this double the short term environmental &ad economic consequences 
estimated foe this alternative, or is the effect more or less than this? While the higher process 
rate used in the analysis may be reasonable, the reader would have a clearer sense of the ttadeoff 

between the duration of the disposal campaign and variots measures of impact. lit general, tire 
analysis should avoid assuming a generic value for a paroametcr which is explicitly varied in ast 
alternative.  

It is also unclear in the preferred alternative whether the 50 tons of HEU to be transferred 
to the United States Enrichment Corporation (USEC) will be processed and disposed of 
differently than the other 150 tons of HlIU. For example, on page S-15, second paragraph, the 
5o tons orHEu are mentioned separately from the remainlng 120 toW that could be blended to 
LEU for comtmercial fuel at any of the four sites. However, in the following paragraph, it 

mentions that the two DOE facilities would each blend 85 Ions of IlEU to LEU for commercial 
fuel. This amtounts to A total of 170 tons of fIlU for commercial fuel, and from this anmount it 
appear as though the two facilities vwill receive or share the 50 torts from the USEC.  

Finally, it would be useful to have an explicit discussion in the text wvhy "%aste- most be 
blentded to essentially baclegmund levels before disposal. lnthe absece of such a discussino (of 
criticality or other issues) it is not clear to the reader %vhy wvaste could nut be created by blending 

HEU down to some intermediate level of low.enriched uranium, say 10%. This would make 

such an alternative more attractive in terots of the measures of Impact detailed in the text, though 

perhaps still unfavorable when the consequences of having to mitne and process additional NIt 
are considered.

07.016 

07.014 

33.002

07.016: The environmental impact analyses in Section 4.3 of the HEU EIS are based on 
an assumed processing rate of 10 t per year per site for commercial material. The com
bined, life-of-campaign analyses (in Sections 2.4 and 4.5 of the HEU Draft EIS) thus 
assumed that up to 40 t per year of commercial material could be processed in the site 
variation involving four sites. In the HEU Final EIS, DOE has revised these processing 
rates to reflect more realistic assumptions about the rate at which material can be made 
available for blending, commercial considerations, and the need to avoid adverse material 
impacts on the domestic uranium industry. The durations shown in Table 2.1.2-1 have 
been revised to reflect a total commercial processing rate of about 8 t per year. The total 
life-of-campaign impacts for each alternative and site variation in Section 2.4 of the HEU 
Final EIS are not changed by these revised rate assumptions, but they reflect lower annual 
impacts spread over a longer period of time.  

07.014: There is no difference in processing between 50 t of surplus HEU proposed to 
be transferred to USEC and the remaining commercially usable material. As described in 
the Preferred Alternative section of the Summary, the proposal to transfer 50 t of HEU to 
USEC is a component of each of the commercial use alternatives (3, 4, and 5). In describ
ing these alternatives, 50 t of surplus HEU is always mentioned separately because this is 
the only concrete proposal for disposition of a batch of HEU at this time and the transfer 
is specifically authorized by P.L. 104-134. Nevertheless, footnotes have been added in 
the Summary and Section 2.1.2.4 (footnote 5 in both sections) to clarify this matter.  

33.002: The representative enrichment level of 0.9 percent (used for analytical pur
poses) was selected for material destined for waste disposal based on experience in both 
the United States and Europe where waste has been disposed of at slightly greater than 
1-percent U-235. This enrichment level assures that an inadvertent criticality would not 
occur. It is possible that uranium at higher enrichment levels could be disposed of (the 
LLW facility at NTS has accepted 1.25-percent enriched uranium in the past), but the 
lower level was selected for purposes of conservatism in the HEU EIS analysis. Blending 
to an enrichment level less than 0.9 percent would substantially increase the amount of 
waste product and cost of blending (for example, blending to a natural uranium state of 
0.7 percent would increase the waste volume by 40 percent) without any incremental crit
icality protection. The actual percentage of blend down will be determined by the waste 
acceptance criteria of the selected waste disposal site.
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA 

SNo.vmb . 15, 1995 

H, David Nulton, Director 
Office of NNPA Compliance and Outreach 
Office of Finsile Materials Disposition 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue. S.W.  
washington. D-C. 20585 

Dear Mr. Nulton: 

The purpose of this letter Is to request a 120-day 
extension of the public comennt period for the Draft Encironoufl 
Impact Statement for Diaposlflonof Surplus Itinhly fnriche UaVlr~d 
=,.ED aISn). The issues raised Sn the lIEU HIS are numerous and 
coeplee, aen the Ucauiue producers of America ({PA) believes it is 

essential tht sufficient tins ha ailowed by the Departmesnt fra 

intersted stakeholder_ to review and comment on these issues. A0 
it yan f's announced intentlon to publish a draft NID in July of 
this year. thereby sell•• anAple time for stakeholder input tO Lbs 
process, ho believe that to now allow only 4S days for comment Is imply too short a period in which to develop and suhmit 
cosprehersive convents on this vital national issue. Accordingly, 
for the r "aso"s that Os diecuss In norm detail haIs, II=rw e you 
to consider sotending the consent period.  

An the otrgsszation representing the doseti. uracium.  

producens, U _ is prtirularly concerned about the Impact that the 
diopoa!lloineAlts-natives will have on the doestic uranium sarhet.  
Aa you know, the pending United States Enrichment Corporation 

(USEC) privetlzation legislation specifirelly requires DOE to 
evaluate the inpaot on the donestic uranium market of any 
disposition of ensess nateia l1 from the U.S. Itovkpile. Our 

preliminary review of the HNU fIS suggests that no sore than a 

cursory exaninsticn of this issue has bhen undertaken.  

In" this regard' we find the document seriously lackiog iv 

any snalysia of the identified alterativos from the standpoint of 

how these alternat ies wnid impart ohe dofestic uraniu industry, 

as well ae how they would saleise proceeds tc the rederai 
Treasury. Indeed, in this latter regard, other thsan the aseertno 

that the *preferred alternative= would -allow for pe..ceul, 
beneftcial rIuse of the material as much as possible (and) aximize 
proceeds o the Federal Treasury-, we have found Ls analysis in the 
document, nor in the cited references, as to ho. this would he

32.003 

12,002 

16.001

32.003: The Department of Energy originally designated a comment period of 45 days 
running from October 26 to December 11, 1995. In response to requests from the public 

from several reviewers, the comment period was extended until January 12, 1996. DOE 
feels that the total comment period of 78 days provided an adequate period for review and 

comment based upon the length and content of the document.  

12.002: The quantity and rate of processing of materials addressed in the HEU Draft 

EIS was established to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with the maximum 

amount and processing rate of HEU that might potentially be made commercially avail

able for use in reactor fuel. The rate at which material would actually be introduced into 

the market by DOE would be significantly less because of DOE's ability to make the 
material available for blending and because of the limitations on commercialization spec

ified in the USEC Privatization Act (P.L. 104-134). The processing rates in the HEU Final 

EIS (Section 2.1.2) are revised to reflect more realistic assumptions about the rates at 

which LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU might be made available for commercial sale.  

DOE estimates that no more than 8 t per year total would be blended for commercial use.  

The rate at which LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU could be introduced into the com

mercial market would be determined over time by many factors, including the rate at 

which the material becomes available from the weapons program, physical infrastructure, 

legislative guidance, and future market conditions. DOE's physical ability to make sur

plus HEU available for blending is constrained because much of it is in forms that cannot 
be used without prior processing and there is limited availability of processing capacity 

(such as for weapons dismantlement), It is anticipated that delivery of the proposed 50 t 

of material to USEC over the next 6 years will largely exhaust DOE's delivery capabili

ties during that period. From the existing surplus, only an additional 40 t of material is 

likely to be blended and introduced into the market for commercial use over a period of 

10 to 15 years. The USEC Privatization Act (P.L. 104-134) requires the Secretary of 

Energy to determine that sales of uranium will not have an adverse material impact on the 

domestic uranium industry. Based on these considerations, DOE does not believe that the 

rates of disposition of domestic surplus HEU will have any significant impact on the 

U.S.-Russian HEU agreement. DOE will take these and other factors into account in 

making its decisions concerning uranium sales.

16.001: The Department of Energy has developed cost estimates associated with the 
alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and they are available in a separate document with 
the HEU Final EIS. The alternative to "blend HEU to 19-percent enrichment LEU and 
store indefinitely" was considered by the original screening process and eliminated

Q0
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM 
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Mr. J. David Hulton 
November 15, 1995 
Page 2

accoepliehed, what the costa of the various options would be, and, 
specifically, what the comparative cost, of the -preferred 
alternative' and the BlBend to LOU (19-percent enrichent) and 
Store Indefinitely' alternatives ere likely to be. In fact, we are 
troubled that, a. noted on page 2- 9 of the documant, the latter 
option appears to have been deleted after the ocreening proceno wae 
coepleted, with 00 explonatlon of DOE's reasons for deleting this 
aiternat vto 

8eyond this, the docunen- contain. no discussion of the 
ipacr tho. the 'preferred alternative' is likely to have on the 
U.S.-R ussan lIoU Agreecent and, in partlcular, on the crefully 
Structured compromise that is contained in the pending USEC 
privatiestion legislation.  

for the foregoing reasons. w believe it ia iportant 
thet 002 e-tend the deadline for the subeissionef cerements.  
Moreover, we would ask that DOE provide all of the nupporting 
docu-ents and analysea that provide the basis for the concluolon.  
reached in the HlEU EIS, including the econoeio analysis of all of 
the alteroatives. an well as the bhuis for elinminatlng the Blend to 
LfU (to-percent enrichment) alternative after the screening process 
.. a _onWpltted. wPA snuld request a minimum of 60 days prior to the 
deadline for o ntt during which the DOE's supporting information 
and analyses can be reviewed. This would then enable UPA to 
undertake an independent analysis of the baeis for DOW.  
conclusions, including the likely impact on the U.S. domestic 
uranium induoary of the varioua alternatives discussed in the IS.  

Finally, we note that DOE intends to conduct two public 
workshope on the h u E1'S, one in Knoxville, Tennesee and one in 
Augusta., Grogi. While the looti-n for these two workshop. will 
ensure that DOE will obtain much valuable input from those who are 
knowledgeable about the technical issues associated with blending 
down surplus HEU, we do not believe that DOE will receive the same 
level of input from snterested otakeholders concerned about the 
lopuct of this initiative on the domestic uranium mining and 
milling industries. For this reason, we would formally request 
that DOE schedule an addittional public workshop on the EIS, either 
in Denver, Colorado or Casper, Wyoming.  

Thank you for your consideration of ohia requeat.  

Vres nly. your 

President

16.001 
cont.  

11.002 

30.003 

32.005

because it would not recover the economic value of the material or provide for peaceful, 
beneficial use; would necessitate the construction or expansion of storage facilities to 
accommodate the increase in volume of material; and would require additional process
ing for either commercial use or disposal. The related alternative to "blend HEU to 19
percent enrichment LEU and sell" was eliminated after the initial screening process, a 
decision that was formalized by the screening committee in a subsequent meeting for 
essentially the same reasons. DOE's explanation of its rejection of the "blend to 19 per
cent and store" option in Section 2.1.3 has been expanded in the HEU Final EIS.  

11.002: The HEU Final EIS includes additional discussion (in Section 4.8) regarding 
the relationship of the preferred alternative on the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement. DOE 
expects that there will be no significant impact on the agreement because LEU fuel 
derived from currently declared surplus HEU from the U.S weapons program would be 
introduced into the market over a period of 10 to 15 years (beginning in 1998 or beyond) 
and represents a small increment over the Russian material. The HEU Final EIS 
acknowledges the need to avoid adverse material impacts on the uranium industry.  

30.003: Technical documents supporting the HEU Draft EIS are available for review in 
12 DOE reading rooms, published in the Federal Register (60 FR 54867) on October 26, 
1995, announcing the availability of the HEU Draft EIS. DOE has developed cost esti
mates associated with the alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (which are available in a 
separate document and have been provided to this commentor and all others who have 
expressed an interest in this subject). The cost analysis supports DOE's preliminary con
clusion that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic 
sense and would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for 
disposal as waste.  

The option of blending to 19 percent and storing the LEU indefinitely was eliminated by 
the original screening process for surplus HEU disposition alternatives because it would 
not recover the economic value of the material or provide for peaceful beneficial use; 
would necessitate the construction or expansion of storage facilities to accommodate the 
increase in volume of material; and would require additional processing for either com
mercial use or disposal.
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With regard to extending the public comment period for the HEU Draft EIS, DOE 

extended the period to January 12, 1996. A notice to this effect appeared in the Federal 

Register (60 FR 58056) on November 24, 1995. In light of the extension granted, DOE 

feels adequate time existed for all interested parties to complete their review and submit 

comments.  

32.005: The Department of Energy must work within the constraints imposed by avail

able funding and resources. Because DOE is trying to reduce costs of complying with 

NEPA, and due to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identi

fied in the HEU EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and 

Augusta, GA) would be appropriate for this program.  

Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program and recognizing that 

some individuals might not have been able to attend any public meetings, DOE provided 

other methods for submitting comments throughout the comment period: toll-free fax and 

voice recording, electronic bulletin board, and U.S. mail. These methods can also be 

used to request additional information and to request to be placed on the Office of Fissile 

Materials Disposition's mailing list.  

I0 
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January 10, 1996 

Dearlmcnt of Energy 
Office Of Fissile Materials Disposition 
c/o SAIC-4IEU EIS 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786 

Re: Comments to Disposillon of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DOF/EIS - 0240-D) 

Dear Sirs:

The Uranium Producers of America ("UPA") respectfully submit the following 
comments regarding the Disposition of Surplus Ilighly Enriched Uranium Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DOFJEIS - 0240-I)) daled October, 1995. The UPA is 
a trade association representing thirteen member companies involved in the domestic 
uranium mining industry.  

Section 4.8 at page 4.181 of the Draft EIS recognizes that the disposition of the 
uranium derived from the Department's HEU will impact the domestic uranium industry.  
The impact of this material is a fundamental policy question that has been appropriately 
addressed by Congress in the Energy Policy Act of 1992 and the Balanced Budget Act of 
1995 

Ite disposition of "surplus" highly enriched uranumui is of great concern to the 
domestic uranium producing industry. This industry was created in response =u a critical 
national security need fifty years ago as the IUnited Staoes required a dependable source 
of uranium to fuel the atomic weapons necessary to win the Cold Was. After the end of 
World War t1, uranium production in the United States was practically non-existent, 
making the nation dependent upon unreliable foreign supplies of this vital material.  
Responding to urgent military requirements, the Atomic Energy Commission established 
the Domestic Uranium Procurement Program to develop domestic supplies of uranium 
concentrate for the national defense. The material that has now been declared surplus is 
the result of the very successful Domestic Uranium Procurement Program Today our 
nation's defense aeeds have been met. Hlowever, the need for a strong domestic 
producing industry still exists due to the need for a secure source of uranium to fuel 
twenty percent of our nation's electricity requirements.  

The domestic industry has confrontcd numerous challenges, As the Department 
is aware, the uranium market has been depressed since the early 1980's. Initially. there 
v,ere two major contributing factors to the decline of the domestic uranium industry.  
The first was the U.S. government uranium enrichment contracting policies creating an 
oversupply of uranium which was exacerbated by a cut back in construction of new 
nuclear poace plants beginning in the 1970's and increasing foreign imports of uranium.  
Second, just when supply and demand were coming in balance in 1990 and the market

12.014

12.014: The timeframes presented in Table 2.1.2-1 of the HEU Draft EIS were rough 
estimates and should be considered a very conservative, worst-case scenario. They were 
based on the assumption that each of the sites can process material at the analyzed rates 
(up to 10 t per year) and that DOE could provide material for blending at up to 40 t per 
year in the case of using all four sites simultaneously. In actuality, DOE will not be able 
to provide material nearly that quickly, and the rates presented in the HEU Final EIS have 
been revised accordingly. DOE expects that a realistic estimate of the time needed to 
blend currently declared surplus material for commercial use will be 10 to 15 years. The 
HEU Final EIS identifies 103 t of material that is likely to be commercially usable in the 
next 10 tol5 years, but 63 t of it is either already transferred or proposed to be transferred 
to USEC, leaving only 40 t of additional near-term commercial material in the current 
surplus. DOE must abide by the requirement in the USEC Privatization Act that it avoid 
adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry in undertaking its uranium 
transactions.

-.. ,.  
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was improving came a challenge from overseas -- a flood of unfairly-traded imported 
uranium fmom the former Soviet Union.  

In response to these challenges, domestic producers have rationalized production 
and resructured their operations. And while employment and production levels have 
fallen, uranium production remains a vital industry -- particularly in the Western United 
States -- and has stabilized and positioned itself for recovery.  

Modern, low-cost, in-situ leaching technology has been developed in a smaller, 
but more competitive domestic producing industry that has also minimized 
environmental impacts. Today, U S. mining operations aor competitive with foreign 
producers. Four U.S. production centers rank in the top ten world-wide in productivity.t 
Other modem and efficient production facilities are poised to commncne production if 
market stability can be attained.  

In 1992 the Congress specifically recognized the need to maintain a domestic 12.014 
uranium industry by including Uranium Revitalization provisions in Title X of the cont.  
Energy Policy Act.2 The Energy Policy Act also dealt with the impact of the purchase of 
highly enriched uranium from the former Soviet Union. Section 1408(d) of the Act 
requires that DOE "shalt seek to minimizc the impact on domestic industries (including 
uranium mining) of the sale of low eanriched uranium derived from highly enriched 
uranium.

2  
Confress further recognized the February 18. 1993, Government-to

Government HEU Agreement between the United States and the Russian Federation for 
the purchase of low enriched uranium derived from 500 metric tons of highly enriched 
uraniumn removed from nuclear weapons would have a major impact on the domestic 
uraniur industry, as this represents t equivalent of approximately 400 million .pounds 
ofnatural uranium. Accordingly, Section 5212(b) of the Balanced Budget Reconciliation 
Act establishes a schedule for sales of natural uranium displaced by imports of Russian 
HEU products.  

The USEC privatiration legislation reflects a carefully crafted schedule for the 
sale of uranium products derived from dismantled Soviet and U.S. weapons. This 
schedule promotes the principles of arms reduction and nonproliferation. while ensuring 
that the commercial nuclear fuel market is not disrupted by an uncontrolled flood of 
government-inventory product.  

See Exhibit I.  
Public Law 102-486 - October 24, 1992. Section 1012 of the Energy Policy Act 

established the National Strategic Uranium Reserve which consists of natural uranium 
and uranium equivalents contained in stockpiles or inventories held by the Unites States 
for defense purposes. The use of this stockpile or reserve is restricted for military 
purposes unti 1998. Section 1013 of the Act provided that remaining DOE inventories 
could be sold to USEC. al ui fuir murket price, "only if such sales will not have a 
substantial adverse impact on the domestic uranium minin* industry." (Emphasis 
added). These provisions were enacted due to the recognition that the unfettered 
introduction of uranium from government stockpiles would damage commercial markets.  
3 The January 14, 1994 Implementation Agreement of the HEU Agremcnt 
between the United States and the, Russian Federation incorporated the provtsions of 
§ 1408(d) of the Energy Policy Act, by providing that the sales of uranium derived from 
Russian HEU should be accomplished in a manner that minimizes impact upon the U.S.  
uranium industry. riee also Exhibit 2, letter from ferry Lash, DOE Director. Office of 

Nuclear Energy, to Senator Craig Thomas.  

et
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The provisions of the Energy Policy Act and the USEC privatization legislation 
underscore the recognition by policyrnakers that the disposition of uranium derived from 
lIEU must be handled responsibly.  

I. THE DEPARTMENT'S DISPOSITION OF THE EXCESS MATERIALS 
FROM THE U.S. STOCKPILE MUST NOT HAVE A MATERIAL 
ADVERSE IMPACT ON THE DOMESTIC URANIUM MARKET.  

The United States Enrichment Corporation ("USEC") privatization legislation 
specifically requires the Department to evaluate the impact on the domestic uranium 
market of any disposition of "surplus" materials from the goverment's stockpile. The 
HEU EIS is deficient in its examination of this isroc. The preferred alternative contained 
in the EIS calls for blending 170 tons of HEU form commercial use in eight years n.  
through the end of 2003. Of this amount, 50 tons would be transferred without charge to 
USEC for blending and commercial sale.4 The remaining 120 tons of HEU would be 
blended to commercial reactor fuel over throe years, beginning in 1999. Assuming that 
blending ten tons of HEU to commercial low-enriched uranium ('LEU") displacen 3.5 
million ounds of natural uraniurm production, the Department's preferred alternative 
would dTsplace 59.5 million pounds of natural uranium. If sold over three years, the 
Department's material could displace approximately 20 million pounds of natural 
uranium production annually, or approximately forty percent (40%) of annual U.S.  
requirements..  

In order to be consintent with the objectives of Section 5212(d) of the Balanced 12.014 
Budget Act, the principal focus of any disposition of the Dcpartnnent's surplus HEU cont.  
shoald be on ensuring that any sales undertaken will not have an adverse material impact 
on the domestic uranium mining industry. *To accomplish this the aggregate impact on 
the domestic uranium industry of the sales of Russian HEU, USEC material and the 
Department's material must be analyzed. The quantities and disposition of material set 
forth in the Draft HEU EIS would have a material adverse impact on the domestic 
uranium mining industry. Such adverse impact should be specifically recognized and 
avoided by the Department.  

Section 4.8 of the Draft EIS recognizes that the Department's disposition of the 
material derived from the blended HEU will constitute a material adverse impact on the 
domestic uranium industry. At page 4-185 it is stated that blcnding 10t of liEU as UNH 
to 4 percent LEU per year could annually displace 3.5 million pounds of uranium 
production. According to the Draft EIS thiNs would displace the current annual 
production of all domestic producers. While the UPA would dispute the Draft EIS's 
apportionment of some of this material to foreign purchascrs, the 15 to 20 percent 
reduction in deliveries by domestic producers projected in the Draft EIS would be 
devastating to the industry.  

Cotrespondence dated December 5, 1995 from the Department to the UPA (see 
Exhibit 3) indicates the quantity of materials addressed in the draft HEU EIS was 
established to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with the maximum amount 
of highly enriched uranium that might potentially be offered for sale. The letter states 

a Thne disposition of this material into thc commercial market place is subject to the 
schedule set forth in §5212(c) of the Balanced Budget Act.
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"[t"he quantity of materials that would actually he introduccd into the inrket by DOE 
would be significantly less." 

The Department's letter suggests that "an estimated 40 metric tons of highly 
enriched uranium (12.6 million pounds of U0sa equivalent)" may become available for 
use during a 10-15 year period beginning in 1998." This would amount to DOE 
introducing material equivalent to approximately 2% of annual U.S. uranium needs or 
0.6%/, annual global needs." These amounts over the 10 to 15 year disposition schedule 
noted would have substantially less of an impact on the domestic uranium industry.  
However, this disposition plan is not specified nor even discussed in the draft HEU EIS.  
The text of the lIEU EIS, without additional cxplanation, would leave the reader with the 
clear impression that DOE plans to process HEU for 'maximum commercial use" at "all 
four sites," with processing for commercial use to be completed in an estimated three 
years (by the year 2002). Under DOE's "preferred alternative," 170 metric tons of HEU 
would be processed for commercial use. and another 30 metric tons would be disposed of 
as waste.  

A vital ingredient of an EIS required by NEPA is a discussion of steps that can be 
taken to mitigate adverse consequences resulting from government action. While Section 
4.8 recognizes adverse conscquences to the domestic uranium mining industry as a result 
of the material derived from lIEU, the Draft EIS does not include mitigating steps the 
Department must take to avoid a material adverse impact on the domestic uranium 
producers. The disposition schedule set forth in the December 5. 1995 letter is a proper 
discussion of the mitigating steps missing from the Draft EIS. The UPA would strongly 
urge the Department to formalize the disposition schedule set forth in the December 5, 
1995 letter in the Record of Decision an the lIEU EIS. so that these assurances will 
become a part of the formal DOE decision-making record. Such assurances regarding 
the mitigation of the socioeconomic impacts on the domestic uranium producing industry 
would fulfill at least pars of the Department's obligations set forth in the Energy Policy 
Act ard Section 5212(d) of the Balanced Budget Act.  

2. INTRODUCTION OF URANIUM DERIVED FROM THE 
DEPARTMENTS HEU ACCORDING TO THE PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE WILL HAVE A DETRIMENTAL IMPACT ON TIlE U.S.
RUSSIAN HEU AGREEMENT.  

The Department of Energy has stated strong support for achievements in Russian 
nuclear weapons dismantlement and the furtherance of U.S. nuclear nonproliferation 
objectives while recognizing the need for a viable U.S. uranium industry.

5 
In order to 

minimize the impact of Russian HEU on the domestic producers. Conlress provided in 
Section 5212(b) of the Balanced Budget Act for the orderly and disciplined introduction 
into the commercial nuclear fuel market of this uranium. This legislation provides that 
material from Russian HEU shall enter the market pursuant to a schedule which reflets 
uncommitted future demand for the product. The scheduled entry of this material 
insures the success of the Russian lIEU Agreement by preventing pricc-supprcysion.  
Such price-suppression would result if additional material derived from the Deparmctmt's 
HIEU is suddenly dumped into the commercial market place in quntitics that could be 
available from the preferred alternative described in the EIS.

12.014 
cont.  

03.023

s See Exhibit 2.

03.023: The HEU Final EIS is revised to enhance the discussion of the cumulative 
impact of the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement on the uranium industry, as well as the poten
tial impact of the domestic surplus HEU disposition program on the Russian agreement.  
DOE does not expect to be able to make HEU available for disposition actions at the high 
rates suggested by the HEU Draft EIS, and those rates have been revised to reflect more 
realistic assumptions in the HEU Final EIS. It is correct that excessive depression of the 
market price of uranium could adversely affect the viability of the U.S.-Russian HEU 
agreement. However, in light of the restrictions on the rate of commercialization of both 
Russian and U.S. HEU specified in the USEC Privatization Act, DOE does not believe 
the domestic surplus HEU disposition program will significantly affect market prices. A 
countervailing consideration to the market price impact is that Russia would be reluctant 
to expand its HEU disposition actions if the United States does not reciprocate with simi
lar actions with respect to its domestic stockpiles of HEU. Under the Act, DOE must 
ensure that its surplus HEU disposition actions are undertaken in such a way as to avoid 
adverse material impacts on the industry, and on the nonproliferation objectives of the 
U.S.-Russian HEU agreement.
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The preferred alternative published in the Dralt Environmental Impact Study 
states in part, the Department's preference "itio sell for use in commercial reactor fuel as 
much as possible of the Low Enriched Uranium derived from flEU or HEU for blend 
down to LEU (up to 170 tons HEU, including 50 tons HEU with 7000+ natural uranium 
that are proposed to be transferred to USEC over a 6-year period,) ... that best serves 
programmatic, economic and environmental needs, beginning as soon as possible 
following the Record of Decision and continuing over an approximate 8-year period, 
with continued storage of the HEU until blend down .... While the Department's "preferred alternative" may serve its "programmatic needs" it does not take into account 
the material adverse impact such an alternative would have on the ability of the Russian 
HEU Agreement to succeed.  

The Draft EIS mentions the Russian HEU Agreement only in passing at page 4
182. The Draft EIS is deficient in this regard as an Administrative Agency should 
consider the impact of other impacts when the actions arc so interdependent that it would 
he unwise to consider one action without the other. Any benefit of disposing of surplus 
domestic llEU pales to the national security and nuclear non-proliferation benefits to he 
achieved by die successful implementation of the U.S.-Russian I4EU Agreement.  

As previously noted in our first comment, uncommitted demand for uranium will 
not support the introduction of uranium derived from the Department's HEU in the near 
future Thie market simply cannot absorb the Department's material without severely 
depressing market prices. Lower natural uranium prices will produce lower returns to 
the Russian Federation on material derived from its blended lIEU. If the marketplace 
will not produce the revenues expected by Russia, the contract for LEU derived from 
dismantled Russian weapons will be terminated or the U.S. Government will be forced to 
make national security premium payments to sustain the Russian HEU agreement. Such 
payments would dwarf any gains expected by DOE under its "preferred alternative." 

National security and non-proliferation goals mandate that the U.S. Russian lIEU 
Agreement be preserved and successfully completed. DOE must take into consideration 
the detrimental effect the disposition of its material would have on the conlinuetd success 
of the U.S.-Russian Agreement. As noted in our first comment, this could he 
accomplished by stating in the Record of Decision specific limitations on the 
introduction of this material into the commercial marketplace. The amounts of material 
to be sold commercially should be tied to uncrommitted demand taking into account the 
legislatively scheduled deliveries in order to assure the continued success of the Russian 
HEU Agreement 

3. THE DRAFT EIS IS DEFICIENT DUE TO TIlE LACK OF COST 
COMPARISON INFORMATION CONCERNING THE VARIOUS 
OPTIONS CONSIDERED BY TilE DEPARTMENT.  

The Draft EIS does not contain comparative cost information concerning the 
various options or alternatives considered by the Department. In order to make a 
rcasonied decision balancing the risks to the environment against benefits to be derived 
from the Department's proposed action, the comparative cost of each alternative is 
required. NPPA's intent to require full disclosure of potential impacts to the decision
maker and the public cannot work without accurate and complete fact gadtering and 
analysis.

16.015: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel
oped to provide the decisionmaker, DOE, comprehensive information upon which to 
make decisions. The cost analysis, which has been provided to this commentor and all 
others who have expressed an interest in this subject, is available in a separate document 
with the HEU Final EIS. It supports DOE's preliminary conclusion that commercial use 
of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared to the 
alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste.

03.023 
cont, 

16.015
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Cost information associated with the various alternatives proffered by the 
Department is necessary for complete fact gathering and analysis of this EtS. For 
exampe, the Draft FIS states at page 4-185 that under the no action alternative, DOE 
wouldcontinue to store the surplus lIEU. This alternative would not have an adverse 
material impact on the domestic uranium industry, but may not accomplk1 tlhe 
Department's stated peogrammatie objectives. However, it is impossible to m,, a 
reasoned decision conerming this alternative compared to the Department's preferred 
alterrative without disclosre of the costs of storage and the cost of blending the lIEU 
material to LEU for immediate sale into the nuclear fuels market. Without comparative 
costs analysis between the various Alternatives and the Preferred Alternative described in 
the Draft EIS, it is impossible to fully weigh the environmental risks and socioeconomic 
impacts of the Preferred Alternative against the risks and benefits that could be achieved 
by following other stated Altcmatlves.  

The impacts raised by the Draft EIS in section 4.8 cannot be fully reviewed 
without cost analysis and a riskfbenefit analysis regarding the various altematives. This 
is particularly true when the preferred alternalive as stated could have a material adverse 
impact on the industry described in this section of the Draft EIS.  

4. TIlE DRAFT EIS IS DEFICIENT AS IT FAILS TO EXPLAIN THE 
REASON THE DEPARTMENT DELETED THE BLEND TO LEV (19
PERCENT ENRICHMENT) AND STORE INDEFINITELY.  

The Draft EIS rejects at page 2-9, the Blend to LEU (19-percent enrichment) and 
Store Indefinitely alternative with insufficient explanation. While recogniring that such 
an alternative would have no impact on the commercial nuclear fuel market and retains 
the potential value of the blended material, no cost analysis accompanies this rejected 
alternative in order to support the Department's action. Without a cost comparison 
between storage costs and the additiona cost to blend this material to a lower enrichment 
level it is impossible to make a reasoned analysis of the benefits of this alternative as 
compared to other options.  

Mention is made in passing to environmental concerns associated with storage 
that would need to he accommodated ander this alternative. However, none of these 
concerns are identified. The benefit of no impact on the comniercial nuclear fuel market 
certainly may outweigh these unidentified environmental concerns 

The Draft EIS places a high value on the beneficial reuse of the material and in 
other rejected alternatives for the recovery of monetary value by the Govemment as 
goals of the Department. The public reviewing the Draft EIS is at a handicap in 
assessing the true benefit of these professed goals as the costs associated with such goals 
are not included to be compared with rejected alternatives. Further, as pointed out in 
Cotmments I and 2. there are overriding policy goals that severely restrict the disposition 
of this material into the commercial market.  

The Department should consider the legislative mandate that the disposition ot 
this material shall have no material adverse impact on the domestic uranium mining 
industry and the effect of such disposition on the U.S.-HEU Agreement in its stated 
alternatives. Given the national security and energy independence importance of these 
policy decisions, the Blend to LEU (19-percent enrichment) and Store Indefinitely 
alternative merit close review.

16.015 
cont.  

07.006

07.006: While it may appear that there is no impact of blending and storing at 19 per
cent, there are environmental concerns associated with potential storage of 19-percent 

material. These concerns are the construction of new storage facilities that would be nec

essary to accommodate the increased volume of the material and transportation of the 

material between the blending sites and the storage facilities. DOE's preliminary conclu

sions about the economics of the HEU disposition alternatives are based on first-order 

analysis: (1) if DOE blends material for sale, the resulting revenues would offset blending 
costs; (2) storage costs would be reduced; (3) if DOE blends material for disposal as 
waste, there will be no offsetting revenues, but only large outlays for disposal costs and 
much higher blending costs because much more blending is needed; and (4) blending for 

storage would likewise entail substantial outlays for new storage capacity, with no offset

ting revenues. An analysis comparing the costs of HEU disposition alternatives has been 

prepared (and provided to this commentor and all others who expressed an interest in this 

subject) to aid the Secretary of Energy in reaching an ROD. The cost study, which is 

available separately from this EIS, supports the conclusion that commercial use of LEUJ 
derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense and would save billions of dollars 

compared to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste. DOE will comply 
with the legislative mandates to avoid adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium 
industry when undertaking future uranium transactions.
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The UPA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS. We 
appreciate your consideration of the UPA's views on the disposition of surpla s HETIJ as it 
is of vital interest to our industry. We strongly urge you to forralice the Record of z op 
Decision to include assurances that the Department has expressed in discussions s 
regarding our concerns.  

Very Tr'dly Yours, 

ene.losures
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM 
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Department of Energy 
Waahtkgon, DC 20500 

December 5, 1995 

Mr. Dale IL Albert& 
President 
Uranium Producers of America 
141 East Palace Avenue 
P.O. Box 669 
Santa Fe, NM 87504-669 

Dear Mr. Alberta: 

Ihi is in response to your letter of November. 15, 1996, concerning the 
Department oEnergy's Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU HIS). I understand that 
Greg Rudy, Acting Director ofthe Offlee of is•ile Materieal Dixpoadtfor, spoke 
with you on Wednesday, November 22,1996, sbout the isues raised in your 
letter. As Mr. Rudy pointed out, the quantity of materials addressed in the draft 
HEU EIS wee established to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with 
the maximum amount of highly enriched uranium that might potentially be 
offered for as. The quantity of materials that would actually be introducod into 
the market by DOE would he significantly less.  

Of the approximately 175 metric tons of highly enriched uranium declared 
surplus to national security needs, plans call for approximately 63 metric tons to 
be transferred to the United States Enrichment Corporation; approximately 10 
metric tons are under International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards in Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee and are reserved for other program needs; and approximately 
62 metric tons of materials are comprised of forms and assays for which recovery 
and ecmmercial use is considered unlikely. This results in an estimated 40 
metric tons of highly enriched uranium (12.6 million pounds of U.0. equivalent) 
that may become available for commercial use during a 10 - 15 year period 
beginning in 1998. This would amount to DOE introducing material equivalent 
to approximately 2% of annual U.S. uranium needs or 0.6% of annual global 
needs. I hope this helps to alleviate your concerns regarding the potential 
adverse impact that the disposition of surplus highly enriched uranium might 
have on the U.S. uranium industry.  

As part ofthe Secretary's openness initiative, the Department is planning to 
declassify additional information in the near future on the quantities and 
locations of materials declared surplus. Following this declassification, a more 
definitive analysis will be available.  

Exhibit 3 
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S,.

Mr. Dale L Alberta 

With regard to extending the public comment period on the draft HEU EIS, thez 
Department bas eraldy extended the period to January 12,ION. A notice to 
this effect appeared in the Federal Register on November 24, 1995. In light of oo 
the extension already granted, and the information provided earlier by Mr. Rudy 3 

and reiterated above. I believe that adequate time exists for all interested parties 
to complete their review and submit comments, and that additional time or 
public meetings are not necessary. Your letter has been formally entered into 
our commsnt tracking data base. At the dose of the comment period, an analysis 
will be prepared that addresses al questions and comments received during the 
comment period. This analysis will appear as part of the Final HEOU IS.  

I[Atly, DOE is daevloping east estimates to support the alternatives evaluated in 
the HEU EIS. This information will be mned available at the time the Final EIS 
is iaued in April, 1996.  

I underatand that Howard Canter will be meeting with you on Thursday, 
December 7,1996, in Washington, D.C- to diseus further the points raised in 
your letter. Please feel free to call me at (202) 586-4513 with any additional 
questions or comments that you may have.  

Sincerely, 

J. David Nulton 
Director, NBPA Compliance & Outreach 
Office of Flssile Materials Disposition



URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM 

PAGE 12 OF 12 

ToWa HEU Dedarad Sarpi. -175 MT 

TrtAsstern ts USEc (63 rMl 

12A94: (13.1 UF6-75 avrate assy) 
(1.7 /~vsw2400 FU/6,24x milln M1J8) 

rropaedI (50.1 .twa~ddtM 40% a"Wane"ua) 
( xjom w~wh/4,8O0AT U/lI48 afionG~h As 30) 

Propam- (Nsa-wpoo) Use (10 MT) 
(uader LAYA safegards at Oak awidg) 

(1.6 WM s. A 250 Aff U15.85 MilOM 1ki V308 

NET roteatla DOE DkMWstQA 102 wT 

R.oeryc7 C'eausm Use Not Lmkey -<62) MT 

(=Wxures, hvfraattd mateuials egM) 

Balance Avalable .40 MT 

Averag Assay - 50% 
-28MT wlh~gh U236 
Avaflibl over 10 - 15yr perlod-1998 & out Iears 

(3.4 million sirs 14,840 MT 11112.58 million lbs U308) 

C0 

C5



I'
00

U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY 
PAGE 1 OF 5

'U. S. ENEIVRGY / CB.ISTED CO~1Th 
875 Noith 8th W,,s (550) 955 'i271 Rio271on. WSoring82501 

VIA FAX: 1-800-820-5156 

January 15, 1995 

Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
c/o SAIC/IIEU 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington. DC 20026-3786

Ladies and Contlemen.  

This letter is in response to your invitation to submit comments with respect to the 
Dcpartn"nt's Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Disposition of Surplus Highly 
Enriched Uranium (lIEU EIS). As a member of the Uranium Producers of Amnerica ('UPA") 
we have reviewed the UPA comments with respect to the HEU EIS. We both agree with and 
incorporate by reference the comments of the UPA with respect to the deficiencies in the 
Department's HEU EIS and the devastating effect that the Department's Preferred Alternative 
will have on the United States uranium producers as a whole. We also echo UPA's concern 
that the Department's Preferred Alternative will have a detrimental effect on the U.S. - Russian 
HEU Agrecment.  

The Department's suppression of prices in the United States from the indiscriminate 
release into the commercial market of low enriched uranium (LEU) derived from blending 'surplus' U.S. highly enriched uranium (lIEU") would he reflected in the world market 
price for natural uranium concentrates (UO,), as well as uranium hexafluoride (UF,). Not 
only would this reduce the revenues expected by Russia from its agreement with the U.S., 
risking the possible termination of the U.S. - Russian Agreement (with obvious national 
security implications), or the need for the U.S. to make national security premium payments to 
avoid such termination, as noted in the UPA letter of comments, but also the prospect of 
Russia or the United States Enrichment Corporation (tUSEC") then dumping the LEU derived 
from Russian HEU on the world market would further depress the price for U5O, worldwide.  
This would most likely prompt protests by Canada and Australia, as well as dealing the final 
blow to the U.S. uranium producers, including U.S. Energy Corp.  

Apart from these concerns and objections to the Department's HEU EIS, which have 
been addressed very capably in the UPA letter of comments, U.S. Energy Corp. has particular 
concerns about the effect the Department's proposed actions will have on the Company's plans

12.015

FAX \ 1107) 557- tisit

12.015: The Department of Energy may not release uranium into the commercial mar
ket indiscriminately due to the provisions of the USEC Privatization Act. Most observers 
of the uranium fuel industry are projecting substantial increases in world uranium prices 
in the next several years as existing stockpiles are depleted. One producer h as submitted 
comments to the effect that world uranium production is already only one-half of world 
demand. DOE anticipates that the combined impacts of Russian and U.S. HEU disposi
tion actions will be to moderate those expected price increases. DOE is confident that its 
foreign policy (nonproliferation) objectives and the interests of the uranium industry can 
be accommodated. DOE intends to move cautiously, and must abide by the requirement 
in the USEC Privatization Act to avoid adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium 
industry in undertaking its uranium transactions.
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Deartment of Energy 
Jairary 15, 1996 
Page 2 

to reopen its conventional uranium mining and milling operations In Wyoming and Utah, 

which millions of dollars have already been spent. These additional concerts, which are not 12.015 
directly addressed in the UPA letter of comments, prompt us to submit this supplemental lettr cont.  
of comments.  

U.S. Energy Corp. is a Wyoming corporation with its headquarters in Riverton.  
Wyoming. It is a publicly traded corporation with shares of common stock traded on the 

NASDAQ/NMS quotation system. The Company currently has approximately 900 
sharetolders of record (and several times that number ii street name) and employs 

approximately 90 full time employees and 15 part-tinme employees., principally in Wyoming.  

The Company is the originator of, and a 50% participant in, the Green Mountain Mining 

Venture ("GMMV") in Wyoming. The other 50% participant is Kennccott Uranium Company 

("Keraecott"), a 100% subsidiary of Kennecott Corporation of Salt Lake City, Utah.  

(Kennecotn Corporation is a wholly-owned subsidiary of The RTZ Corporation PLC, a United 

Kingdom public company.) 

T-re GMMV owns a potentially world class uranium deposit (the Jackpot ore deposit) 

on Green Mountain in Fremont County Wyoming and the Sweetwater uranium processing 
facility in Sweetwater County, the only conventional uranium mill remaining in Wyoming.  
The mill was one of the latest built in the t.S. and has been maintained in excellent condtlion.  

It is rated at 3,000 tons per day (tpd) of ore. but has operated contituously for periods of time 

at 4,200 tpd. Initial production is projected at 3.7 million lbs. UjO0/yr., which can be 

increased to potentially as much as 6 million Ibs. U5Oyr.. depending upon the grade of ore 

fed to the mill. The Jackpot deposit contains reserves of approximately 52 million pounds 

U0,, with additional resources of up to 500 million pounds UO, in the vicinity and under the 

control of GMMV. In addition to the uranium reserves and resources, GMMV has access 

roads, shop buildings, portals, containment structures, telephone, gas, electricity, and other 

infrastrscture already in place. The cost to various companies to build these facilities has been 

over $150 million and the standby cost of maintaining these facilities has beet (and continues 
to be) approximately $1,000O.0 annually.  

In Utah, U.S. Energy Corp. acquired Plateau Resources Limited, a Utah corporation 

("Plateau"), from Consumers Power Company in 1993. Plateau owns the Shootaring Canyon 

mill, an essentially new 750 tid uranium processing facility in Garfield County in southeastern 
Utah. Plateau also has contract rights to the Tony M mine and Frank M uranium deposit 
approxinsately 3 miles from the mill. The Tony M mine is fully developed and permiuted with 
18 miles of underground haulage drifts, crosscuts, vent holes and an underground shop. It is 

ready to produce. All required infrastructure is in place. Plateau spent nearly $120 million to 
build the mine-mill complex. In addition. Plateau also owns uranium propenies in the Lisbon 

Valley ares of Utah, the ore from which could he processed at the Shoosaring Canyon mill.  
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Plateau's conventional uranium resources in Utah are estimated at about 17 million pounds 
-5z 

U,0, Plateau is also seeking to acquire additional reserves in the Arizona Strip and Colorado 

Plateau, areas with reasonably close proximity to the Shootaring Canyon mill. The standby 

cost for the Ssoolaring Canyon mill and support facilities has been (and continues to be) 
G 

approximately $650.000 annually to keep this facility available for U.S. production. Lnq" 

Finally, U.S. Energy Corp. owns 50% of Sheep Mountain Partners (SMP) with Cycle 

Resource Investmena Corp., a wholly owned subsidiary of Nukem Inc. There are multiple 

uraniu•n deposits that have been delineated so far on Sheep Mountain in Fremont County, 

Wyoming. Remaining higher-grade reserves at Sheep Mountain total about 4 million lbs.  

U10,. Additional amounts of lower-grade resources also exist, with a total resource at Sheep 

Mountain estimated at approximately 13 million lbs. UO.. Western Nuclear, the previous 

owner, spent in excess of $125 million in developing these properties.  

Underground development of the Sheep Mountain mines was first started by Western 

Nuclear, a subsidiary of Phelps Dodge Corporation, with the sinking of a 14-foot concrete

lined shaft (Sheep Mountain #1) that was completed in late 1975. A second shaft. Sheep 

Mountain #2, was completed in 1976 According to published reports. production by Western 

Nuclear averaged 300,000 tons of ore per year from 1978 to 1980, but in 1981 Western 

Nuclear suspended all uranium operations at Sheep Mountain. U.S. Energy acquired the 

properties from Western Nuclear in February 1988 and operated Sheep Mountain #1 until 

April 1989, toll milling the ore at the Shirley Basin mill of Pathfinder Corporation in 

Wyoming, to produce approximately 100,000 lbs. U,0. Mining ceased because the market 

price of uranium concentrates dropped to a point that it was more economical to buy 

concentrates required to supply existing utility contracts, rather than produce them.  

Today the Sheep Mountain #1 and #2 underground shafts are completed to 1,675 and 

1.350 feet, respectively, both mines are permitted and have developed or partially developed 

mining levels with drifts that extend into the orebodies. Like the Tony M mine in Utah &ad the 

Big Eagle properties of GMMV (which is near the Jackpot deposit on Green Mountain), the 
Sheep Mountain properties have alt required infrastructure in place and are ready to produce.  

Keeping the Sheep Mountain facilities in a workable condition to be ready to meet U.S.  

demnand has cost (and continues to cost) about $1,000,000 annually.  

In summary, U.S. Energy Corp. is poised to resume uranium production in Wyoming 

and Utah. Tie market permitting, U.S. Energy Corp. has the capability of producing a total of 

3 to 5 million pounds of UO, annually via conventional methods before the end of 1998. Its 12.015 
processing facilities are licensed and on a standby basis. The Tony M mine in southeastern cant 
Utah is fully developed and permitted. The Jackpot deposit in Wyoming is about to receive its 

Permit to Mine within the next two months, after nine years in the environmental permitting

Ml.nýco..VOii55Cw-f



U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY 
PAGE 4 OF 5 

Department of Energy 
January 15, 1996 
Page 4 

process. The Company is currently arranging financing to put these facilities back into 

production. When they are in full production, operation of the Jackpot mine, which has a 

projected life of 13 to 25 years, and Sweetwater mill will employ approximately 260 people in 

Wyoming. This does not include indirect employment in the surrounding area resulting from 
the operation of the mine and mill, These would be high paying jobs in an area where there is 

serious underemployment, which causes hardships not only to the affected families, but also to 
the State and federal government. Tax revenues to the State of Wyoming in the form of 
property, sales and ad volorem taxes are estimated to be approximately $3.4 million annuialty 
when the mine and mill are in full operation.  

In Utah, reactivation of the Shootaring Canyon mill in Garfield County, and mining the 

nearby deposits in San Juan and Emery Counties, required to feed the mill, would employ 

approximately 250 persons in an area where employment opportunities are quite limited.  
Again, these would be high paying jobs and the number does not Include employment gains in 
support businesses. Moreover, additional revenues to the State of Utah when the mines and 
mill are in full operation would be substantial.  

All of this would he lost or at least delayed indefinitely if the price of uranium 

concentrates remain depressed as a resula of the unrestrained disposition of LFU from "surplus" HEU, which has been accumulated by the Department or its predecessors over 

several decades. According to the Department's own analysis and publications, total U.S.  

uranium concentrate production in 1994 was only 3.4 million pounds. This compares to 43.7 12.015 
million pounds in 1980 (WLniL•ofIdtutrvLAgnna1 1984). Moreover, there was nI uranium cont.  
concentrate production from conventional mining and milling of uranium ore in 1994 and by 
the end of 1994 only six conventional mills were being maintained on a standby mode in the 

United States (Uranium 7J trvy-Amtl 1994). This compares to 24 conventional uranium 
mills in the US. in 1981. of which 20 were operating throughout the year (Uranium Industry 

dotlt 1984). Emisployment in the U.S. uranium industry in 1994 (excluding reclamation 

work) totaled 452 person-years (up 19% from 1993) compared to a peak of 21,951 person.  
years in 1979 (19,919 person-years in 1980). This disastrous decline in production and 
emptoyment in the U.S. uranium industry is attributable principally to the depressed prices 
resulting from high inventories built up during the 1980's and the dumping of uranium 

concentrates from Russia and other CIS countries daring the first half of the 1990's.  

Now it appears that the Department, and indeed others in the Clinton administration, 
are bound and determined ts continue to suppress prices and frustrate efforts, such as those by 
our Company, to revitalize the domestic uranium Industry. Not only is this in violation of the 
express mandates of Title X of the Energy Policy Act of 1992, but it is contrary to any notion 
of sensible government policy. Tlie inmpact on the U.S. balance of payments deficit will 
continue to worsen if the U.S. uranium industry is crippled further. The potential for the 
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closure and dismantling of U.S. production facilities, which will cost hundreds of millions of 
dollars to replace, will continue and a complete collapse of the U.S. uranium market would be 

inevitable, causing our country to become solely reliant on foreign uranium to fuel the 110 

nuclear reactors now operating in the United States.  

We agree with the UPA that a possible solution may lie in its suggestion that the 

Detprtsnent forsoalize in its Record of Decision a more limited disposition schedule, as set 

forth in the Department's December 5. 1995 letter to the UPA. Alternatively, the Department 

should consider the alternative that was reJected without explanation in the HEU EIS to blend 

the HEU to LEU (19% enrichment) and to store such LFU indefinitely. This satisfies national 

security concerns regarding the reduction of HEU stockpiles, while preerving the potential 

valie of the blended material without impacting the commercial nuclear fuel market, 

Moreover, the further blending and sale of Ihis LEU when the market requires additional 

supply most likely would result in greater revenue to the government and confer greater benefit 

on U.S. utilities that consume niclear fuel.  

For the foregoing reasom, U.S. Energy Corp. respectfully request that the Departmenti 

reconsider its Preferred Alternative or at least formalize in its Record of Decision an orderly 

disposition schedule for LEU derived from blending surplus lIEU along the lines proposed in 

the Department's December 5. 1995 telter to the UPA.  

Sincerely, 

Jlou L. Larsen, 
Cialeoan President and 
ChCef Executive Officer 

JLLJms

12,015 
cont.  

05.009 

09.019

twW.u.ACPnIW6C-ý

05.009: The Department of Energy has modified the discussion of the schedule for 
HEU disposition actions in Section 2.1.2 of the HEU Final EIS to make it more realistic.  
The more realistic schedule will also be reflected in subsequent ROD(s), as appropriate.  

09.019: The HEU EIS explains the rejection of the blend to 19 percent and store option 
in Section 2.1.3. DOE does not consider the options of blending HEU for extended stor
age as reasonable as other alternatives because it would delay recovery of the economic 
value of the material and incur unnecessary costs and environmental impacts due to the 
need to build additional storage capacity to accommodate the increased volume of the 
material.
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UTILITY RESOURCE ASSOCIATES, ROCKVILLE, MD 
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UTILITY RESOURCE ASSOCIATES 

Januaary 11, 1996 

URA Letter No. 361-04

10.003: Comment noted.  

13.006: The Department of Energy expects that there will be a market for some or most 

of the off-spec material, although some of it may ultimately prove uneconomical to 

recover.

Mr. I. DavidNultom Director 
Office of NEPA Complianoe and Outreach 
Office ofFisae Materials Dipostaon 
United States Department of Enaz 
1000 idependence Avuae S.W.  
Washngon D.C. 20535 SNLYI&A1MJSfhixL

Subject: Comoents on Disposition ofSupus Highly EmM d Uranium (HEU) DDaf EIS 

Des! Mr. Nulton: 

Utility Resource AMciates (URA), a Maryland corporation. endorse the DOE's proposed action 

to namonie the commercial use of rplus HEUl. We asro that this action elicinates prolifeation 

risks on a timely basis compared to other alternativm reduces waste disposal costs and radiological 

exposures, and is expected to provide substantial reve•ue to the U. S. Treasury.  

DOE characterized the surplus HBEU as commeriald off-specHicatioa, and non- c i 

Although we do not know the batch quantitie and isotopic content ofthe off-specification mat , 

from a reactor core design basis we believe there is a domestic market for this matleal.  

LIRA provides independent techn"ca analyslis licenring Mzppott and economic analysts for 

approximately thirty reactors. Tech"c nalyss Includes fuel assaebly nudetr, themdal and 

mechanirc deslin core reload pattern design and safety analysis. Our criticality analysi has been 

applied to reac"r coresm spent Wite pools and dry cask storage, We understand the moddeig issues 

involved in using off-specification enriched uranium and are available to use our PC-based Core 

Analysis Workstation or other methods to aisst DOE in the technical and commecial analyses 

associated with usah% off-specification enriched uanim in a domestic light water reactor.  

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS and are available to meet with DOE to 

further discuss issues regarding off-specification enriched uranium.  

Kevin O'Sullivan 
Senior Associate 

cW: M-. Rod Grow (President, ULRA) 

UTILITY RESOURCE ASSOCIATES COILPOLAITION 

t1 MIowo Sttf * Sw 1600 t Rodvll., Maryland 20St0 * (301) 294-1940

10.003 

13.006
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VIRGINIA POWER, INNSBROOK TECHNICAL CENTER, 

GLEN ALLEN, VA 

PAGE 1 OF 2

JMuary 5, 1996

U. S. Department ofEnergy 
Office of Fisile Materials Disposition 
c/o SAIC/HEU EIS 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786

0 
Pens

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVLRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR 
DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM 

T!i letter provides the commets of VrugSinla Electric and Power Company (Virginia Power) with 
respect to the DOE's Drf Environmentsl Impac Statement (EIS) for Disposition of Surplus Highly 
Enmicse Ursean (im EIJ). Vk•ile Power hat a• than 1.1 mnion eutomers located in the Vi'ginis 
and North Carolin region who receive appraximately ore tird of th& ekct rc lery from nulear 
generstion, and who will potentially be affected by the outcome of your actiont The scope of the 
nEU EIS is signiflcant, and it appears to thoroughly address the many envrosmnrll and related 
tedmscal issaes assocatled with disposition ofrlEU. As sn eid user ofthe proposed blended down 
low enriched uranium (LEU), Virginia Power will, in general, direct its consents to the impact of 
the proposed government action on the uranium market and related nuclear fuel cycle industries 

Before presenting our specific connns note that we believe that the blending down of HlU to 
LEU for commercial use is the correct action to take to reduce the threat of nuclear weapons 
proliferation in an environmentslly safe and timely manner. The U.S. government's actions in this 
regard will set a nonproliferation exawple for other nafiors, while providing a beneficial use and 
recovery of the economic value contained in the material. In our opWon, it appears reasonable snd 
benefidal to pmue your stated prefarred alternative ofmraxiniing the HIEU blending and subsequent 
LEU use as commercial foe] over an approximate elg& (8) year period.

With regard to the market impact of your proposed action, you specifically addressed the impact on 
uranium mining and nucwkar fue cycle industries. In general, we would agree with DOE that the 
relatively small amount ofLEU produced annually through your proposed action, coupled with the 
tong period over which it would be introduced into the market, should have minimal impact on the 
industry Although the quantities are relatively smal, we betliv they are imopoetart to the domestic 
ulear utities in that Mny irr nyd exps ar predicti a significant Ssortl in production versu 

demand in corning years. This shortfall is significant with the rapid redaction in excess commercial 
uranium inventories. The U S. surplus HEU will help to offset this shortfall, and act to keep prices 
cornswetsve for nuclear generasion to the benefit of millions of energy onaunera.  

We understand that DOE has already received comments from the domestic ur"srm indusry 
expresing concern with the depth of analysis performed in evaluating the uraniun market impact.  
We believe your analysis is sufficient, especially when viewed in context with the 28% increase in 
uranium prics in 1995, and actual and planned increases in U.S. production already in place. To 
imply that the relatively sans amount of material you propose to release will seriously impact the

12.019

12.019: The Department of Energy agrees that the domestic HEU disposition program 
alone is unlikely to have significant adverse impacts on the domestic uranium industry.  
However, in conjunction with the projected deliveries from Russian HEU disposition 
actions, the cumulative impacts are more significant, and the HEU Final EIS is therefore 
revised to reflect these cumulative impacts, as well as the implications of enactment of 
the USEC Privatization Act. DOE also agrees that predictability is important in avoiding 
adverse material impacts on the uranium industry from its HEU disposition actions.
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VIRGINIA POWER, INNSBROOK TECHNICAL CENTER, 

GLEN ALLEN, VA 
PAGE 2 OF 2

domestic uranium producers seernm, in our opinion, to be overstated.  

The majority ofirdutry consultants predict a steady increase in usranum pa•iesm driven in large par 
by current world producion being ondy one half ofword demand. Your proposed action to being the 
surplus lIEU slowly into the market over an rtenrded period shud act to provide the mnsx, um 
benefit to the taxpayer as the government realizes a steady return on the materal in a perod of 
projected increasing prices. At the same lime, the steady and predictable rtate at which the mtaterill 
is introduced into the market will minimize It impact with respect to harming domestic producers.  

Furthe, we believe your concluslon• with respect to the domestic uranium conversion industry are 
overstated. Convertors have am an increase ofover 70% in the price of conversion services since 
the fall of 1992, and coonvertors worldwide are planning to add capacity. This does not sound like in 
industry that is oversupplied' and "depressed" as you refer to it. tn general, conversion capacity is 
projected to fall slightly below demand for the foreseeasle future, and the conversion component 
contained in the srplus HEU will help to balance projected supply and demand.  

In anmmrwy, we believe the proposed action, and your preferred alternative. is the right thing to do 
with respect to rnaproliferation. Al the same time it provides commecial benefit to U.S. utilities and 
by emuension their custornrn, while minimizing the imripac on the uranium mining industry and related 
fuel cycle industries 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. H. H Barker at (804) 273-3438, or me at (804) 273.  
2202.  

Sincerely, 

R. M. Berrynma, Manager 
Nuclesr Analysis and Fuel

12.019 

cont.  

12.020

12.020: The Department of Energy has received conflicting comments from different 
segments of the industry with respect to the current and expected future condition of the 
uranium conversion industry. We believe the weight of the evidence supports a conclu
sion that uranium from HEU disposition actions will enter a conversion market that is 
tightening. The USEC Privatization Act requires DOE to avoid adverse material impacts 
on the uranium industry.
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WALTON, BARBARA A., OAK RIDGE, TN 
PAGE 1 OF 2

85 Claymone I.ane 
Oak Ridge. TN 3783J 
January It. 1990 

To: US DOE, Office of Fisslie Matmials Division 
From: Barbara A. Walton (4231 482-5652 
Subject: Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium (HSU) Draft Envirotmental 

Impact Statement (EIS), October 1995 

My review srthe asbject documnent revealt several deficicocies: 

"There mi no discu.nmion ofimpaet on the conversion plant. CLE Wilmington., NC.  

Tables E.2.1-I and F.2.3-2 do nut have units given 

The scucnd column printed on page 3- I7 beongs atitr he tent primnedl oit page 3-ta.  

Their is no disco uion ofaccidents in the sunimry. The aecovred on p. 4-13 & 14 
for the N!, Action Alternativn, which includes xnrious chemikdl risk, and on P.4-31 Ibth 4-40, 4-55 
tbhe 4-60, 4-68 tI'ou 4-73 and 4-87 thru 4-90 for facility accidents.  

Pages 4-162 and 4-163 need to be updated mince ORR is NOT the islected vite in the 
Trhiuot Supply mid Recycling ROD and SRS is the glected site 

I elso note a naior fltw in the document which may lead to a faulty conclusion: 

I take e••eption to die timellatnrct 8iven in Table S-I (Tuble 2.1.2-1, p. 
2

-6 & 2-7). The 
assumption of l10t/y. tIE, availability may be poor. In any cuw, there is no reason to delay uc 
oi the i•etal process for waste until after 1NU: fnel and "additional Ntt. The table gives the 
impresionit tht alt 4 sites are noeded to get the job done in a reasonable time.  

"Tlhc 50t oftirEIt to USI. is most intineeting. This in discussed tn p. 4-11t7 which states 
that "thin materiel is in the tnis oforunium hexatluotida" at Ptortsnouth andt Paducah plants being 
leased to USEC . lIe liniuframe for this part or the ItItIt should, thre-fore, he indepenset orithe 
rest ofthe mate'ril 

In asudition: 

The chemsicel risk tur the uruniunt hexalluoride procen It high in the cm ifan accident. I 
recommenterd ihni no mnsu tita•n ine soch commiercil site he added to the nationp euipability.  

Any di6iniction betwoeen ltemnitisc 4 uid S depend's in better charactuiizMAion ofthe oni 
spec material.  

Pus:alnenee should be givwn to the DOE mites due to the current adverse impact of federal 
budget suts. Rtlative cicts tsr procesing muteiual already liocated ant Y-12 shosld ean. thet 
muos nhould be proeved there.  

ThCrefore, my prelkcnc is for itnew option; Alternative 4/5 e) DOR site%, with emphasis on Y.  
12. end including the potential for commercial, ifcost competitive, limited to no nmore ttan one 
new uranium hexaltuoride facility.

1 11.001 
I 21.007 
I 22.011 

21.008 

22.012 

05.007 

17.013 

07.012 

10.008

11.001: The GE Wilmington Fuel Fabrication Plant is used in the HEU EIS as a repre
sentative site where conversion of natural UF 6 blendstock to U30 8 for use in UNH blend
ing might occur. This step is not likely to be necessary since DOE has plentiful supplies 
of natural uranium metal and oxide that can be used as blendstock for the UNH process.  
In the event that limited conversion of UF 6 blendstock is necessary, the impacts at the 
conversion facility would be negligible relative to the existing activities at the facility.  

21.007: Table E.2.3-1 includes the unit "curies" in its title which is consistent with the 
style chosen for the HEU EIS. Table E.2.3-2 inadvertently omits curies from the title.  
This has been corrected in the HEU Final EIS.  

22.011: The HEU Final EIS has been revised to correct this discrepancy.  

21.008: Results of accident analyses were summarized in the Environmental Justice in 
Minority and Low-Income Populations section of the Summary in the HEU Final EIS. In 
addition, Tables S -2 and S-3 in the Summary present a comparison of the potential incre
mental impacts from accidents for all the alternatives evaluated in the l IEU EIS.  

22.012: The cumulative impact sections have been revised to eliminate ORR as a can
didate site for the Tritium Supply and Recycling program.  

05.007: The timeframes presented in the cited table have been substantially revised in 
the lIEU Final EIS to reflect more realistic assumptions about commercial consider
ations, availability of material, and other factors (such as legislative restrictions concern
ing impacts on the uranium industry) in addition to processing rates. DOE expects that a 
realistic estimate of the time needed to blend material for commercial use will be 15 to 20 
years. The cited discussion concerning UF 6 at Portsmouth on page 4-187 of the HEU 
Draft HEU pertains not to the 50 t of lIEU that are proposed to be transferred to USEC, 
but rather to 7,000 t of natural uranium that are proposed to be transferred to USEC as 
part of the same transaction. The 50 t of HEU that is proposed to be transferred to USEC 
is in the form of metal and oxides, not UF6 .
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17.013: The HEU Final EIS reflects the potentially significant consequences associated 
with a postulated UF 6 release accident, as well as the low probability of such an accident.  

See, for example, Tables 4.3.2.6-4 and 4.3.2.6-5. Whether any UF 6 and related blending 

facilities are developed will be decided by commercial entities based on business consid

erations and subject to licensing and regulation by NRC.  

07.012: The Department of Energy agrees that the ultimate determination of the pro

portion of surplus HEU that can eventually be sold for commercial use will depend on 
more detailed characterization of the surplus inventory.  

10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as 

having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with 

NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and 

alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide 

this information to the decisionmakers.
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06.008: Comment referred to the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management.
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WESTERN NORTH CAROLINA 
PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY 

99 Eastmoor Orlue 
asheulfle, N.C. 28895-9211 

November 29, 1995 

DOE-Office of FIssile Materials Disposition 
c/o SSAIC/HEU EIS 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington. D.C. 20026-3786 

Dear Sire and/or Madams: 

We have considered the various alternatives In the EIS regarding what the U.S.  

should do with all the surplus HEU from the bombs we are now taking apart All the 

options utilizing blending which result In 

nuclear reactor fuel place In jeopardy the goals of the the proposed Non-proliferation 

Treaty. The reason for this Is when down blended HEU Is used as reactor fuel, the 

resulting spent fuel contains about 4% plutonium. The latter can be extracted without 

a great deal of dlfflcutty. Therefore, every where In the world such fuel would be 

utilized, there would be a significant risk of diversion of this deadly byproduct into 

nuclear weapons. Promotion of the production of spent fuel Is unwise. Thera is no 

safe, econoMIcal or practical means for disposing, storing or transporting it. Because 

ofits available plutonium, it poses a continued weapons threat. Such a scheme Is not 

in the best Interests of the people of the UnIted States.  

We recommend that HEU be further blended down to a concentration of 1% or less, so 

it can be disposed of as low leval radioactive waste. In the long range view of thIngs 
this will be the most economical, ervironmentally sound and safest option. And it will 

best serve o"x nation's nonproliferation policy. Furthermore, even as we have 

required it of other nations, we should allow these actions to be carried out under 

International Inspection. This wil send a message to other nations that we are willing 

to openly demonstrate our Intention to comply with the treatles for which we have been 

so recently negotiating.

03.016 

14.002 
I 03.016 

cont.  

10.009 

03.020

Sincerely yours,

03.016: Typical spent fuel actually contains about 1-percent Pu. DOE does not agree 

that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU increases the proliferation 

potential, because no incremental spent fuel would be created as a consequence of this 

program. Spent fuel is considered to have low proliferation potential, because reprocess

ing of spent fuel to separate Pu is dangerous, difficult, and costly. Although fuel derived 

from U.S. surplus HEU and sold abroad could conceivably be reprocessed in some coun

tries to separate Pu for commercial (non-military) use in mixed oxide fuel, that LEU fuel 

derived from surplus HEU would simply replace other fuel, so no incremental Pu would 

be created as a result of this program.  

14.002: It is correct that the use in reactors of nuclear fuel derived from surplus HEU 

would result in the production of spent fuel. However, this fuel simply supplants nuclear 

fuel that would be produced from natural uranium anyway, so no additional spent fuel 

would be generated as a result of this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, it is 

extremely hazardous to process and separate the Pu. It is a tenet of U.S. nonproliferation 

policy, consistent with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, that 

weapons-usable fissile materials be made at least as proliferation resistant as spent fuel.  

10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and 

disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The 

analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact 

among other alternatives evaluated in the lIEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed 

cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made 

them available in a separate document with the lIEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi

cates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense 

and would save billions of dollars. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 

through 5) evaluated in the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send 

a positive message to other nations.  

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons

usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at 

the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's 

intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to 

the maximum extent possible.
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1/11/96 
P0034 
Bob Wilcox 
Savannah River, South Carolina

This is Bob Wilcox at the Savannah River Site. I have three comments. Number (1) all things 
considered, not just environmental impacts, DOE's preferred alternative is the correct one; (2) 
the calculated consequnencs of naximum facility accidents ar significant, DOE should analyze 
whether some mitigation messres could be implemented so as to lower these risks independent 
of which site or sites are chosen for the blending; (3) so far as potential use of the 300M area at 
SRS is concerned, the DOE prefctred alternative and mission guidance provided by DOE appear 
to beinconsistent. That's the end ofmy comments. Thank you.

10.003 

I 21.018 

23.006

k 10.003: Comment noted.

Date Received: 
Comment ID: 
Name: 
Address: 

"Transcription:

21.018: Accident consequences presented in the HEU Draft EIS were estimated using 
the GENII computer code. GENII is generally used and best suited for modeling impacts 
of radiological releases under normal operation of facilities because it handles a large 
number of radiological isotopes and accounts for the ingestion pathway. GENII was used 
with 50 percent meteorology (average meteorological conditions that would occur 50 
percent of the time in any given period) during the accident. It is assumed that the nonin
volved worker is placed in the sector that yields the maximum dose calculated by GENII.  
Latent cancer fatalities were calculated by applying this dose to all workers assuming that 
they are located 1,000 m away (or at the site boundary if less than 1,000 m) from the acci
dent due to lack of data on site-specific worker distribution. This was done to compensate 
for a lack of data regarding onsite worker distribution, but yields highly conservative 
results. Also, this approach yielded disproportionately higher impacts at Y-12 and SRS 
because of the larger workforce at those sites compared to commercial sites.  

In response to public comments, accidental releases of uranium were re-modeled using 
MACCS computer code with more detailed site-specific information to better estimate 
noninvolved worker cancer fatalities at each candidate site. MACCS is a widely used 
code and offers better capabilities than GENII in terms of modeling accident conditions.  
It uses actual (recorded onsite) meteorological conditions and distributes data recorded 
over a t-year period. The worker distribution data for each site were also collected and 
incorporated into MACCS runs to obtain a more realistic estimate of potential worker 
accident consequences.  

The results obtained from MACCS runs have been incorporated into Section 4.3 of the 
HEU Final EIS. The methodology for the accident analysis has been added as Section 
4.1.9 and Appendix E.5 of the HEU Final EIS.  

23.006: Building 321 is in the process of being deactivated and will not be available for 
metal blending as was stated in the HEU Draft EIS. Therefore, metal blending will not be 
performed at SRS.
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'he purpose or this card i1 to escourage communication hetween readers of the Newsletter and the 
Office of Fissile Materials Dilsposition. Your vAewt, comments, and s.gges1iona Are appreclatedR4• 

)iMr. Ct M, U Dr.  " " (fiosioes (to,-oce) 

Organizaosso Ld45fA.'(,'r',0 "S &'M4-f -•cuo .  

MailingAddress: 7/I v£'eo /Mdey r C,,cU 
("'oeevpos o0ic boo) t, i uoitarosent/ou l stop) tV•Z-.t.4 -:r"• ?t? • _ 

(c6 y) (s rate) (s P code) 

Pkease check all that apply.  

A. Mailing List Request: 0 Add Q Modify U Delete 

t3. Information Rcquest 
U Highly Eninched Uranium (lIEU) EIS Implementation Plan 

Tlong-Tem Storge & Disposition of Weapons-lisable Fissile Matcrials PEIS Implementation PIlo 

S Dora IIEUEIS 
o Other (specify) 

P fl -p- -d t. S. DIP- t oergy- Office of FWii Matarltlt Disposition. MD4 Newo.5ttsr 

Editor I Forreral IsB ildinge 1000 tndep ende nse A-, S.W. - W Alhlgtos, tiC. 205c 5

1 07.001

07.001: Alternative 2 represents blending 100 percent of surplus HEU to waste for dis
posal. Alternative 5 represents blending up to 85 percent of surplus HEU for commercial 

use as reactor fuel, Blending 100 percent for commercial use is not analyzed in the HEU 

Final EIS because 15 to 30 percent of the currently declared surplus inventory is in forms 

or assays that may prove uneconomical to develop for commercial use.
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6622 Kendall Drive 
Nashville, TN 37209 
January 8, 1996 

DOE/Fissile Materials Disposition 
c/o SAICIHEU EIS 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

I wite to express my opposition to turning highly enriched uranium into nuclear 
reactor fuel. We already have much nuclear waste, with no sale and permanent 
means of disposing of it. At least until that problem is resolved, I and many others 
remain unalterably opposed to creating more toxic and radioactive waste.  

While I am certainly no expert on this issue, I have grave concerns about the 
disposal of nuclear wastes, especially since I live in a state that has been proposed 
as a dumping ground. Transportation and storage of these wastes can not be made 
safe, and neither I or other citizens should sufter for short-sighted planning.  

I do support the downblending of highly enriched uranium so that it can not be used 
in weapons, and developing the capacity to downblend all uranium declared surplus 
in ten years. The function of government is to protect its citizens, not to expose us to 
unnecessary risks.

10.024 

14.018 

10.023

Sincerely, 

Adelle Wood

10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of 
LEU fuel (derived from surplus HEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be 
created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel 
would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high 
level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate the Pu.  

Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the 

policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera

tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.  

14.018: Spent nuclear fuel that results from commercial use of LEU fuel derived from 
surplus ItEU will not be in addition to spent fuel that would be generated in the absence 
of the surplus HEU disposition program. It will be managed and eventually disposed of 
together with other domestic commercial spent nuclear fuel pursuant to the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act. The shippers and carriers of radioactive materials must comply with 

stringent Department of Transportation packaging and transport requirements, as 

explained in Section 4.4 of the HEU Final EIS. There have been no injuries or fatalities 
from a radioactive release in DOE's 40-year history of transporting of these materials.  

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend 
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic
ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending. There
fore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus HEU 
inventory.
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10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and 
disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The 

analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact 
among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed 

cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made 

them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi
cates that commercial use of LEU derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense and 

would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal 
as waste. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 through 5) evaluated in the 

HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message to other 
nations.
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P. H. (PETE) ZARS 
887 LOVE STREET 
ERWIN, TN 37650 

ph&fax 423-743-2151 
e-mail: phz@aol.com 

22 JAN. '96 
DOE--OFFICE OF FISSILE 
MATERIALS DISPOSITION 
C/O SAIC/HEU EIS 
P. O.BOX 23786 
WASHINGTON, DC 20026-3786 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY 
ENRICHED URANIUM, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT, REPORT OF OCTOBER, 1995.

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 
We received a copy of the subject report late 

December and early January, the latter some days after 
the last extension had expired and after we had been 
immobilized by the previous week's snowstorm. Although 
we are supposedly on the NRC's list of concerned private 
citizens, no material was given to us by that route. Our 
comments are therefore brief and force us to request a 
public hearing to better address the grave issues before 
deciding between final alternatives.

32.016

Comments

1) Under Alternative 1, "no action but continued 
storage", we feel this option is to be preferred over 
all others for the following valid reasons: 

a) All other proposed actions do not address 
the immediate problem of present proliferation 
possibilities. It is possible today for a private 

citizen to purchase an atom bomb from several known 
or unknown foreign suppliers.

10.021

32.016: The availability of the HEU Draft EIS was announced in the Federal Register 
(60 FR 54867) on October 26, 1995. In addition, notice was mailed directly to approxi
mately 3,000 individuals on the mailing list of the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, 
and notice of the dates and locations of public workshops on the HEU Draft EIS was pub
lished in Erwin-area newspapers at about the same time as the Federal Register notice 
appeared. Notice of the lIEU Draft EIS was not provided through the NRC's notice sys
tem because the EIS is not an NRC document and does not involve any pending NRC 
licensing or enforcement actions. The comment period was extended from 45 to 78 days 
and ended on January 12, 1996. Unfortunately, there is no way for DOE to assure that 
every interested individual is notified, but we do the best we can. Although your com
ments were received after the end of the official comment period, they have been fully 
considered. To reduce costs of complying with the NEPA of 1969, as amended, and due 
to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identified in the HEU 
Draft EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and Augusta, GA) 
would be appropriate for this program.  

10.021: a) The No Action Alternative is analyzed and will be considered with other 
alternatives in the ROD. However, it does not satisfy the nonproliferation and economic 
objective of this program because it leaves the material in weapons-usable form. If it is 
true that private citizens can purchase atom bombs, it would seem that converting HEU to 
LEU would improve that situation and set an example for other nations.  

b) The U.S. HEU disposition program is not a bilateral action with the nations of the 
former Soviet Union, but it is intended to reciprocate similar actions Russia has already 
taken unilaterally to reduce its HEU stockpiles and set an example for others.  

c) DOE makes no assumption about abatement of proliferation threats beyond the obvi
ous one that reducing global stockpiles of surplus fissile materials reduces those threats.  

d) It is primarily Russian stockpiles of HEU that we wish to see reduced, and they have 
already taken the first step by agreeing to sell 500 t of weapons HEU to the United States.  

e) Once HEU is blended down to LEU, it cannot be used in weapons without re-enrich
ment. Any of the world's abundant supplies of LEU could conceivably be further 
enriched to make HEU--at great expense and only with sophisticated technology.  

f) Fusion energy is not projected to be a viable source of energy, even by its most ardent 
proponents, until about the 2040 timeframe. The HEU disposition program proposes to 

destroy HEU, not proliferate it, and will not extend the life of reactors or cause new ones 
to be built.
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I b) The lead time for effectively implementing 

the proposed alternative(s) depends in too great a 

measure on the willingness and readiness of former 

USSR arsenals to come to a meaningful agreement.  
c) DOE proposals assume that within a few years 

of down-blending the threat of proliferation will 

have been abated. This approach is unwarranted in 

view of all historical evidence. It is high folly.  

d) Even should the United States unilaterally 

down-blend its warhead stocks, few other countries, 

France, to single out one, would never participate 

in a cooperative and parallel enterprise.  

e) Down-blending to the levels for power plant 

use will not assure that such fuels, worldwide, 

cannot be subverted to re-concentration by hostile 

foreign governments. Witness Saddam Hussein's 
ability to buy the requisite facilities.  

f) The rapidly approaching era (2010?) of 
fusion power will likely obviate any large-scale, 

long-term programs to continue with fission power 

into the near future. Many of the present nuclear 

power plants are approaching their decommissioning 

age due to wear and tear. Why then proliferate HEU 

into a quadrangle spiderweb of down-blenders in 

which the chances of catching an accident are 

quadrupled? 
g) The continuing increase of spent fuel 

wastes, abetted by any program of down-blending 

weapons-grade uranium to fuel-grade, only prolongs 

the agony of wastes disposal. Surely the United 

States has already enough headaches with cleaning 

up the already contaminated areas such as Hanford, 

Savannah River, Rocky Flats, etc.,etc., to say 

nothing about global environmental contamination 

due to previous shoddy practices, Chernobyl etc.

g) The HEU disposition program would not produce additional spent fuel, but rather 

would replace spent fuel that would be generated anyway. In fact, environmental conse
quences are less while getting rid of HEU.  

h) Economic and environmental justice concerns are addressed in the HIEU EIS in 
response to requirements by the Council on Environmental Quality and DOE NEPA reg
ulations.  

i) Some of the sequestration of HEU abroad is inadequate to eliminate it as a serious pro

liferation concern. Consequently, reducing global stockpiles of surplus HEU is consid
ered the best way to reduce the proliferation threat. If we do not begin to reduce our own 

stockpiles, Russia will not continue to reduce theirs. Far from being a band-aid solution, 

eliminating HEU by blending it down to non-weapons-usable LEU is a permanent solu
tion to this problem.
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h) Why highlight economic and minority concerns 
at a time when the general decoymmissioning of World 
War II and Cold War facilities has already caused 
far greater dislocations? 

i) A continued sequestration of U.S.and foreign 
HEU materials, under secure guard here and abroad, 
would surely be the best interim response to the 
current crisis. Down-blending would be a BAND-AIDW 
solution to a massive hemorrhage. No one has yet 
attempted to storm Fort Knox1 (But they certainly 
have been after local banks.) 

j) Should the weight of other comnment dictate 
the blend-down options decided upon in the subject 
EIS, we suggest that all such activity be assigned 
to DOE's Y-12 Plant in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, and 
nowhere else. There is where the manpower and the 
nuclear expertise, as well as the stored HEU is 
presently concentrated.  

We enclose a bibliography of previous problems 
at NFS, glossed over in the DOE volume, including the 
curious reference in the 1993 World Almanac and its 
subsequent deletion, as well as pertinent data as to the 
flood proneness of that 1957 facility. There have also 
been enough recent safety incidents at NFS to warrant 
renewed caution.  

Most respectfully submitted, ., 
P.H.Zars

10.021 
cont.  

10.008

10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as 
having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with 
NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and 
alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide 
this information to the decisionmakers.
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