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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 For further information on the U.S. Department
environmental impact statement (EIS), of Energy/National Environmental Policy Act
call (202) 586-4513 or fax (202) 586-4078 (NEPA) process, call (800) 472-2756

or contact: or contact:

Mr. J. David Nulton Ms. Carol Borgstrom

Director Director

Office of NEPA Compliance and Outreach Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance (EH-42)
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition Office of Environment, Safety and Health

U.S. Department of Energy U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave., SW 1000 Independence Ave., SW

Washington, D.C. 20585 Washington, D.C. 20585

(202) 586-4513 (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 IT 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
FEnriched 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-1n 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.

o 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 Bin
Issue Category Number Content
Purpose and Need for Action/Scope
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
8 Implementation of alternatives
9 Need for additional alternatives
10 “Votes™ in favor/opposition to alternative X

11
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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

Public Hearing Attendees

Comment/Response
Page No.

November 14, 1995 — Knoxville, Tennessee
Afternoon Session

3-223 10 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
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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 O., DOE/OHER

Gage, Sherrell B., Nuclear Fuel Services Inc/OCAW, Johnson City, TN
Hagan, Don, Southern Nuclear Operating Company, Birmingham, AL
Hagan, Gary, Concord, TN

Hage, Daniel, Allied Signal, Metropolis, IL

Haselton, Hal H., Haselwood 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., Ozak 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

14
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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., ComEd, 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, Haseiwood Enterprises Inc., Oak Ridge, TN
Waujciak, 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
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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
Burris, Roddie A., The Aiken Standard, Aiken, SC
Cribb, Sharon, BSHWM, Nuclear Emergency Planning, Columbia, SC
Crawford, Todd, New Elienton, SC
Fernandez, LeVerne P., Fernandez Consuiting, 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 3-83to 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 34
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
09.021, 12.012, 12.013, 14.017, 16.018,
16.019
ComEd, Downers, IL 01.006, 04.015, 10.003 345
Conatser, Ray, Nashville, TN 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 346
Condon, Gary, Lynchburg, VA 10.006 347
Congress of The United States, House of 12.008 348
Respresentatives, Washington, DC

Converdyn, Denver, CO 12.010, 12.021 349
Coops, Melvin S., Livermore, CA 09.011 3-51
Corcoran, Margery, Minneapolis, MN 10.024 3-53
Cox, Lucy, Oak Ridge, TN 10.023 3-54
Cox, Terry, Johnson City, TN 10.008 3-55
Daly, Susan, Nashville, TN 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024, 16.015 3-56
Davis, Stanley B., Longwood, FL. 10.003 3-57
Duke Power Company, Charlotte, NC 04.011, 12.009 3-58
Edlow International Company, Washington, DC 07.011 3-60
Ewald, Linda, Knoxville, TN 10.009, 14.002 3-62
Ewald, Linda, Knoxville, TN 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 3-64
Faulkner, Sue A., Erwin, TN 10.003 366
Fearey, Kent, Knoxville, TN 26.003 3-67
Fernald Area Office, Cincinnati, OH 11.014 3-68
Fogel, Dan, Lakewood, CO 06.005 3-69
Friends of ORNL, Oak Ridge, TN 10.003, 10.008 3-70
Gardner, Jack A., Erwin, TN 10.003 3-71
Genetta, Susan, Nashville, TN 10.034 3-72
Georgia (Augusta), Afternoon Workshop Plenary 01.005, 02.003, 13.005, 16.007, 22.006, 3-73

Session

25.001, 30.010, 32.009, 32.010
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Table 1.2-3. Index of Commentors—Continued

Commentor Issue Numbers Page
Georgia (Augusta), Afternoon Workshop 02.006, 03.014, 04.009, 06.031, 06.032, 3-75
Discussion/Summary Session 06.033, 06.034, 36.035, 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,
- 22.009, 24.003, 24.004, 30.006, 30.007,
30.008, 31.001
Georgia (Augusta), Evening Workshop Plenary 02.004, 03.013, 04.008, 06.026, 06.027, 3-83
Session 06.028, 06.029, 09.007, 09.008, 09.009,
09.010, 14.007, 14.008, 14.009, 16.008,
16.009, 17.010
Georgia (Augusta), Evening Workshop 02.005. 03.015, 06.023, 06.030, 07.007, 3-87
Discussion/Summary Session 10.003, 15.002, 15.003, 16.009, 16.010,
16.011, 17.005, 17.006, 17.007, 28.001,
32.011, 33.002
Giland, Cliff, Erwin, TN 10.003 3-91
Goergen, Charles R., Aiken, SC 10.003, 13.001 3-92
Grants Management and Intergovernmental Affairs, 20.011, 23.001 3-93
Richmond, VA
Harris, Teresa, Unicoi County, TN 10.003 3-102
Hawkinson, Jean, Minneapolis, MN 10.024 3-103
Hedgepeth, David, Logan, UT 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024, 10.032, 3-104
16.015
Heineman, Mary Ellen, Waverly, TN 02.008, 03.020, 10.023, 10.024 3-106
Henry, R.N., Idaho Falis, ID 07.010, 09.016, 16.014, 21.009, 21.010, 3-107
21.011, 21.012,21.013, 21.014, 21.015,
21.016, 21.017, 22.016, 25.003, 28.002,
33.001, 33.002, 33.004, 33.005, 33.006,
33.008
Hepler, John, Whitleyville, TN 10.031 3-115
Hirsch, Fay, Boca Raton, FL 10.024 3-116
Honicker, Jeannine, Nashville, TN 04.010 3-117
Honicker, Jeannine, Nashville, TN 04.010 3-118
Horton, Linda, Unicoi County, TN 10.002 3-119
Hunter, A. Hayes, Knoxville, TN 07.004 3-120
International Association of Educators 03.020, 10.023, 10.024 3-121
for World Peace, Huntsville, AL »
International Chemical Workers Union, 08.006. 10.003, 25.005, 25.006 3-122
Oak Ridge, TN
Johnson, Erik T., Maryville, TN 03.020. 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 3-124
Johnson, John, Chattanooga, TN 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 3-125
Kentucky Resources Council, Inc., Frankfort, KY 09.022 3-126
Kramer, Claudine, Weaverville, NC 10.026 3-127
Lindquist, Katherine, Norris, TN 10.024 3-128
Livermore Conservation Project, Oakland, CA 10.015 3-129
Louisiana Energy Services, Washington, DC 12.016. 05.012 3-130
McCurdy, Wade, Nashville, TN 10.023 3-133
Morgan, Russell, Landridge, TN 03.020, 10.003 3-134
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Table 1.2-3. Index of Commentors—Continued

Commentor Issue Numbers Page
Nashville Peace Action, Nashville, TN 30.005 3-135
Neatling, Mary, Knoxville, TN 10.024 3-136
No Name Submitted, Lynchburg, VA 10.001 3-137
No Name Submitted, Lynchburg, VA 10.001 3-138
No Name Submitted, Lynchburg, VA 10.001, 10.003 3-139
No Name Submitted, Lynchburg, VA 08.001, 22.001 3-140
No Name Submitted 10.001 3-141
No Name Submitted 10.002 3-142
No Name Submitted 21.001 3-143
No Name Submitted 10.029 3-144
No Name Submitted 10.024 3-145
No Name Submitted 10.024 3-146
No Name Submitted 10.013 3-147
No Name Submitted, Silver Mountain, TN 03.020, 10.024 3-148
North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, 23.001 3-149

Raleigh, NC
Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc., Norcross, GA 05.011, 09.009 3-150
NUKEM, Inc., Stamford, CT _ 12.017 3-152
Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance, O 01.007, 03.012, 03.021, 03.022, 04.014, 3-157
Ridge, TN 05.008, 07.009, 09.013, 09.014, 09.015,
. . 11.016, 14.012, 14.013, 17.011
Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight Committee, 05.007, 05.010,07.012, 10.008, 11.001, 3-162
Oak Ridge, TN 11.015, 14.016, 14.019, 16.015, 17.013,
21.007, 21.008, 22.011, 22.012
O’Donohue, Kathleen, Huntsville, AL 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 3-165
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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 provide the forms, locations, and
Draft EIS, as well as other changes in quantities of surplus HEU in the United
circumstances and knowledge, the HEU Final EIS States.

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
mnventory, 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

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—12 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.

o 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.



Disposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium Final EIS

24



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
PAGE10OF 1

Date Recsived. 11/15/95

Comment iD: P0OO17

Name: Peter Alexander
Address: Lynchburg, VA
Transcription:

¥'m calling from Lynchburg, Virginia, and | don't see here that there's going to be &

public workshop in Lynchburg, considering that's one of the two places is ane of the two

facilittes among the candidate sites for this proposed disposition of surplus HEU. 32.001
would like to have something local rather that have to take my time to go outto :
Knoxville, Tennessee, to attend a workshop. | think that would be fair, and | think it's

right and that's what | would Fke to see. | like my phone call relumned please. My name

is Peter Alexander, and my number is 804-845-0145. Thank you.

32.001: The Department of Energy welcomes your comments on the HEU Draft EIS.
DOE must work within the constraints imposed by available funding and resources.
Because DOE is trying to reduce the costs of complying with NEPA, and due to the geo-
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-
priate for this program.
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AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE, DENVER, CO
PAGE10F 1

Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment 1D: P0OOSS
Name: Thomas M. Rauch
Address: American Friends Service Committee
1664 Lafayctie Street
Denver, Colorado 80218.
Transcription:

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

Energy's Environmenta) Impact Statement on the disposition of surplus highty enriched uranium.

A major problem with the current Draft HEU EIS is that it selects the maximum commercial use
option as the favored option. Thatis, 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 rep ing, but the President’s 1993 Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy
S t 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 alt nuclear materials in order to lessen weapons profiferation 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
permancntly.

Sincercly yours,

Thomas M. Rauch,

Director, Disarmament and Rocky Flats Program

American Friends Service Committee,

1664 Lafayctte Street

Denver, Colorado 80218.

Our phone numbser is area code (303) §32-4789. 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 fuet 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 JAEA 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.
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ATOMIC TRADES AND LABOR COUNCIL, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE 1 0OF 2

I LT oy,

:-?_-:.
= ATOMIC TRADES AND LABOR COUNCIL
AFHLIATED WITH METALTRADES DFPARTMENT AFL CIO
PO. Box 4068
Ouk Ridge, Teancssee 378314068

a—— e

January 11, 1996

U. §. Departmant of Energy

Office of Fistile Matevials Ditposition
c/o SAIC’/HEU EIS

P. O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

RE: Draft Eavi I Impact § (EIS) for disposition of Surphus Highly Enviched
Urnnium , October 1995

The Atomic Trades and Labor Council, rep g shaaeen i lonal unions at the Oak Ridge
lemdx-lt)plaus.wmndhhyouwpluu neider the follows when making
final docisions on the disposition of surplus Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU)

We support the Depantment of Encigy’s proposal to blend-down surplus of HEU to Low
Entiched Unanium (LEU)  The Department of Energy’s preferved slternative, (Alternative §,
Variation ¢) is coe that we could suppost. However, we would prefer Alwmnvcs Vanwond
s our first choice and then Altemative $, Variations & and ¢ respectively. The bl of
surplus HEUJ using any varistion of Alternative $ would allow the Umv.ed States a means to
recover some investments from the Cold War efforts.

We do not fevor Varigtion b of Altematives 4 or S, We feel it would be a termible disservice to
the workers at the Y-12 Plant to send this peacetime mission to the commercial sites and displace
Y-12 Defease Program workess.

We foed that the Y-12 Plant and the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR) should be considered at the
top of the Jist for all processes used to blend HEU. The many advantages that the Y-12 Plant and
the ORR have to offer are as follows:

Tha Y-12 Plant already has facilitics that can be utilized for many of the blending
operations being considered;

State-of-the-art for and dispotal of waste streams generated during
blending operations:

hnical, and craft experience and expertise in the safe handling of

Move professi
HEU than any other site;

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.
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ATOMIC TRADES AND LABOR COUNCIL, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE 2 OF 2

¢—¢

H!ZUwou!dnmh:vembes}ippcdoﬂ'sitnobopmwsedﬂnoomn}muuuhudy
stored at the Y-12 site.

The Y-12 Plant capabilities to blend-down HEU using two processcs at the same time,
HEU to LEU as metal and HEU to LEU as Uranyl Nitrate Hexahydrate

meomnnixypopuhﬁoummdingm:Y-uHmMGnORRhuleghknowledga
of and interest in technalogies and processes related to HEU. Also, confidence and trust in the
w«mwuwd.uwimmmmmﬁmwmhmmmm
aver 50 years.

Aho,tthcpummofEnugyoou!duliliu\henpuimmdupableworkﬁomﬁommc
Cold War effort who's job is now in jeopardy b of the dewnsizing of Defense Progr

Wa also foe! the Y-12 Plant o the ORR should be considered a3 the ideal location for the new
uranium hexaflouride blending operation t of the previously listed ad 8!
Thank you for your time and ideration of these

7,

CarlR. Searbrough

President, Atomic Trades and Labor Counal

10.008
cont.
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BITTNER, C. STEVEN, Pu.D, SCAGGSVILLE, MD
PAGE 1 OF 2

Date: Fri, 19 Jan 1996 10:58:33 -0500

To = docmdl-demo@fedix.fie.com
serial_no = 147

MailTitle = COMMENT Form - incoming

name = C Steven Bittner
title =

company =

addel = 10620 Hesperian Drive
addr2 =

city = Scaggsville

state = MD

zip=20732

phone = 3014987580

fax =

email = tattoosrdu.aol.com
subject =

*#* The following is the text of the Author’s Comment.

1 find that the analyses presented in the Public and Occupationa) Health

sections of the draft HEU EIS are alarming and question the validity of data

used and presented in previous DOE NEPA documents. [ am worried that the
Department of Encrgy is trying to bias the selection of sites by p ing

such a wide range in the number of fatalities due to accidents in the HEU EIS.

1t appears to me that either the section was prepared by very junior scientists,

by personnel that arc insensitive to the public's safety, or we are victims of

DOE propaganda. Isincerely hope that the latter is not the case. 1 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 1o calculate these h igh death
rates. Why , all of the sudden, do the numbers in this document increase 21.018
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 D OE NEPA documents for the exact same sites, and in some cases, the previous

d much more radioactive materials? ARE THESE NUMBERS CORRECT NOW AND
WERE PREVIOUS NUMBERS USED BY DOE INTENTIONALLY REDUCED IN ORDER
TO FOOL THE PUBLIC INTO THINKING IMPACT § WOULD BE LOWER FOR PET
PROJECTS OF THE PAST?

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

Thanks for your attention to this matter.

C. 8. Bittner, PhD

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 metcorological 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 1-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.S of the HEU Final EIS.
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BITTNER, C. STEVEN, PH.D, SCAGGSVILLE, MD
PAGE 2 OF 2

Date: Fri, 19 Jan 1996 15:25:06 -0500
To = doemdl-demo@fedix fie.com
scrial_no =121

MailTitle = FORUM Fom - incoming

name = C. Steven Bittner, PhD
tite =

company =

addr} = 10620 Hesperian Dr
addr2 =

city = Scaggsville

state = MD

zip = 20732

phone = 3014987580

fax =

email = tattosr4u@aol.com
ctype = public

subject = Part I} comments

++ The following is the text of the Author’s Comment.

BEGIN comment =

The numbers in the facility accidents environmental consequences sections
concerning the latent cancer fatalitics, and the dose to the noninvolved worker
alarms me and my family that still reside in both Georgia and South Carolina. |
think it is importan t for the DOE to preparc an appendix to the EIS that
provides the methodology of analyses in this section, so I could better

understand how the numbet of 39 cancer fatalities and dose of 97,900 person-rems
were caleulated for an carthquake ind d critica lity at Y-12.

As a proud native son of Aiken, SC and the son of & member of the Republican
Senatorial Inner Circle,  am deeply d and ashamed that the proposed
project has calculated 76 fatalitics and 188,000 person-rems dose for
noninvolved workers at the Sava nnah River Site. Don't you think these numbers
are extromely high? Why are these numbers so much lower at commercial sites in
the vicinity? I'm certain that the surrounding residents of SRS are VERY

would be concerned about this and I am surprised thet a public mecting regarding
these high fatility estimates has not been held. What would be the impact of

all those innocent people kilted and what would happen to their children? 1

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 facilitics that were previously built using much
lower fatality numbers than those in the HEU EIS? Thank you.

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

21.018
cont.
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BLOMBACH, GERHARD, KNOXVILLE, TN

PAGE 1 0¥ 1
10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of
January 10, 1996 LEU fuel (derived from surplus HEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be
DOE / Fissile Materials Disposition PAX # 1-800-820- 5356 created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel
cfo SAIC/HEU EIS would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high
ashington, . . . . .
. level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate the Pu.
Ge. : . . . . . o
netemen Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the
I’ bled b ts that lan to permit the making . . . . .
of nuclear reactor fuel from highly enviched uranium. Thia in a policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera-
bad idea and I object because: 10,024 tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.
® 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- R i i
proliferation goale. 09.018: The Department of Energy does not consider the option of blending surplus
® other options have not been adequately explored, including | 09.018 HEU for extended storage reasonable because it would delay beneficial re-use of the

storing downblended uranium.

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-

On the other hand, I do support the following:
posed action; and be practically applicable without additional construction to only a small

® Downblending all highly enriched uranium so ir cannot be 10.023
used in weapons. portion (20 t or approximately 40 t if a solidification facility is proposed and constructed
® Developing the capacity to downblend all uranium declared at or near SRS) of the current surplus inventory.
surplus in ten years.
# Having internaticnal controls on all nuclear materiala. l 03.020
'I 1 rely h ill give careful thought to the well .. e : . . .
bein o.f;lgﬁiu:eygegg:az?gnzlbefgre you take action. 10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend
g
Sipeeyely yours, down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic-
Y ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending. There-
fordtBicect. P g pery €

fore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus HEU

Gerhaid Blompach

4520 Ball Camp Pike inv
Knoxville, TN 37921 nventory.
FAX #1-800-522-2409

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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Comment Documents
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BNFL, INC., WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE 2 OF 2

BNFL

Inc.
Imuary 12, 1995

DO~ Offjos of Fissite Materiaks Dispositicn
oo SAIC/HEN EI8

P.O. Bk 23788

Washington, D.C. 20036-3786

BNFL Inc.

1276 Bye Screet. NWV, Suike 150
Wainglon D.C 20006-3700
T 202) 745-2635

Fox [202} 7854037

of Surplos Highty

Camimeriy o DOK's Draft Ravi Dapact Stad
Koriched Urasizm.

probien for the

With kindeet regueds,

S
Tﬂz}czx m///» Y e
Rachel A Ly
Program Associste

Fud Cycles and Materiels Proocesing

This “off-apoc™ material is & valusble sanct in two ways. ‘The U.S. tortyer taves the comt of soviag and

mﬁnmgnmdﬂidﬁﬂunmgmuhmdﬁmhvﬂ(b

the crvironment, No sdditiond] speat fid Ls crestod and it ac na fund rpiaces the noed 1o riae sdditioasl

mmummmmawwﬁ.mmhwm.am

when blended with unirracinied deploted (DU) o slighdly engichad ureniem (SEU). As other DOE sites

posnces cxotws DU snd SHU, wsing thom as blend mock would solwe snother poscsiisl wiste msagement
Departasest.

According 10 the Ivall ELS, there is approrciessicly 40 MT of soa-spec HEU o various DOE sies. For
oy years, BNFL bas been fabricaing fuel with very sixilar imtophc conient (high U234 sod U236
comterd) for uec in (K reectars. The UK, bat boen swcomsefally buming dvis type of fol in exitting
reachors, ;upplyiog power 0 the country for several dacades now,
BNFI. cncournges DOE 10 move forwand stabrilizing wod blending down this maerial st a DOT site. HOE
, " fuet fabricadors can Mandle this materisl, By
bringing in privase | 1o assist in the of the makcrial from & blended down form o
wu,mmmmu-msummwmmmuwmumh

ing this wieserial in the somt stable, protifacation:resisiant farm posaible expedicatty firthers the
Wmmmw ion"s nonpeoliferstion pd:y'mumiﬁmwdmm
burden. DOE coudd move forwand mone expedfitiounly with the disponition of this material by
implerpsting s plan 1o spply Use fechexlogy that exists in handling “off.apec LITU fabrication st its use
in teactors. Again, BNFI. stroogly supparts DOE's proposs] b rocognizs this material's valiue as sa
«nes gy resowccs and is ready o nssigt DOB in mipporting this goal.

10.019

10.019: The HEU EIS analyzed environmental impacts of the proposed action at four
candidate sites. These candidate sites currently have technically viable uranium blending
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

PAGE1OF 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: 0116596 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 Boniskn ated
Address: North Carolina y
Transcription:

Yes, my name is Kate Boniskn. 1 am calling from North Carolina. I em very concerned about
this apparent plan to go ahead and tumn 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 1o do with all this waste that’s accumulating. And 1'd Jike 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 vety much.
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BURKHART, GORDON, KNOXVILLE, TN

PAGE 1 OF 1
Date Received: 11196
Comment ID: PO030
Name: Gordon Burkhart
Address: Knoxville, Tennessee

Transcription:

Hello, this is Professor Gordon Burkhart. 1 would like to make comments concermning the

iched i fe process. [ do not support making the highly enriched uranium
into nuclear reactor fuel of any kind for a variety of reasons which 1 think are obvious to those 10.024
© d about the plutonium toxicity of the stufl. 1do however support transferving it into

non-weapons grade uranium and that this should proceed apace, My name is Gordon Burkhart at
§73.7409, that's Knoxville, area code is 423.

it

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.
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CASE, DIANE L., GAITHERSBURG, MD
PAGE10OF 1

Diane L. Case, PhD.
427 West Side Drivs #301
Gaithersburg, MD 20878

US. Departmoat of Energy
Office of Fissils Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786
Washington, D.C. 20026-3726
January 18, 1996
Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing to comment of the Department of Energy's (DOE) Dispositica of Surplus Highly
Eariched Urmnium Draft Environmental Impact Statement (HEU EIS), dated October 1995,

My particular cgurds the analy d in the Public and Occupational Health
sections of the EIS. In the Facility Acdi i d q jons,
ar¢ mada ing the ber of Istent cancer fatalitics and the doss 1o the

poninvoived workers. I would like 0 know the methodology employed to create these
aumbers.  Specifically, how are the number of 39 cancer fatalities and doss of

97,900 person-rems calculated for an earthquake induced criticality at ¥-12, Osk Ridge
Rescrvation (Tablo 4.3.3.6-1)? Similarly, how are the number of 76 fanalities and dose of
188,000 person-rems calculated for noninvelved workers st the S h River Site

(Table 4.3.3.6:2)? Theso numbers seem extraordinarily high Why are the numbers so much
lower at the two commercial sitcs? Is the DOE trying to bias the selection of sites by
presenting such & wido rango in the number of fatalities? Whas modeling was used to
calculate these high death retes? What sssumptions conceming worker location and dose
went into your calculation? Why is the facility aceident methodology absent from the BIS7
Aro these impacts realistic? If they are realistic, the DOE must surely want to reconsider the
location of these blending sctivities and the safety of involved and noninvolved workers.

Thask you for the opportunity % comment. I would like to soe a more through presentation
of the analysis of risks of Pacility Accidents presented in the Final HEU EIS.

Sincercly,
Dizns L. Case, PhD.
Health Physicist

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
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 in Section
4.1.9 and Appendix E.5 of the HEU Final EIS.
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CHUBB, WALSTON, MURRYSVILLE, PA
PAGE1OF 1

Cetover £8, 1935
UJ.8. Departceat ci Enesgy
Cffice of Fiamsile .!ateriales Digposition
Forrestal 3ullding
1090 independence Avenue, S.%.
washington, DC 20585

Dear Sirs,

Since HEU usually costa xore to produce than weapons-
grade plutonlum-239, 1t appears that 232 metric tons of surplus
HEU were produced at a cost of well over g2 trilllon, about
§10 billion per metric ton, Il 1t hed & aecrap value of only 23
of 1ts coet, it 1s still worth much more than gold!

The DCZ has saked for advice from the technological
community. The four alternatives outlined on page 3 of the Fall,
1995, newsletter do not represent good or even sound advice,

The alternative of safeguarding 1007 of the surplus, extremely 10.007
valuable HEU as LEU is not menticred. This material represents

a national treasure which cannot be lightly disposed of as waste.
Conservation and safe storage of such A natlonel treasure 1is not
only undatori: i1t 1s also excellent poliocy, flsoally and
environmentally.

Incidentally, the blending of HEU to produce & "low-
level waste" for diasposal could easily result in en environmental
dleaster. Uranium 1s a heavy metal. It produces heavy metal
polsoning in husans. When concentreted as metal or oxide, all
fully enriched or depleted uranium is sslf-shlelding to its own
radlaticn. Its radiomotivity is so low that it is already "low 14.001
level”, Concentrated forms of uraniud are routinely handled without
causing any significant exposure to radiation, Diluting HEU to
producs an enormous volume of “low level” waste will mérely
contaminate that volums with this heayy metal poison. Dispoaing
of a large volune of polsoned material could be diffioult. Is
the DOE disposing of its stores of deplsted uranium by diluting
it in thie wvay?

Evidently, the DOE 1s not aware of the conditiona which
caused the breakup of the former Soviet Union. The bureaucracy in
the U.3,3.R. sinply ceamed to function effiociently. The oureaucrats
dldn't have the field experience and technelogical expertiss to
understand the functions they were asked to perform. A centraijzed
bureaucratic government faile when bureaucrats are novices.

" Under these oircumstances, the DOE should select the 10.007

No Action" alternative. Leave the disposition of this natlanal

treasure to persona who are able to appreciate its value. - oont.
Sincerely,

WikoHon Cho

“alston Chubb
3450 MacArthur Drive
Hurrysville, PA 15668

412-327-8592

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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United States Departmont of Enssgy

name: opioanty__Micdee ¢ _Hrems

avoress: __ 20/ _LABoR#IetY LofD Ot Ll W 378

TELEPHONE: (Igmeg. 42 3—42( -231F

Feoe: A Y
" s Aatiom?
», " s;mng

Pleise revars your carmments 1 the regiatetion Sesk or mad) 16
u.

3. Department of Energy
P.0. Box 23786, Washington, D.C. 20018-3786
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CITIZENS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE 2 OF 2

Chizeas for National Security
Comments on Dispesition of Surplus Highty Eariched Uranium
Draft Envir 1 Impact

Independent of the blending proots that will be utilized, the ¥-12 Plact, end its larger Ok Ridge
Reservation, offer the same advantages as the other three sites cvaluated in the EIS, plus
additionl advantsges Therefore, the Y-12 Plam and the Oak Ridgs Resarvalion should be
considered at the top of the Eigt for all proceases used to blend highly enriched wanium. The
m-nyldvuugeslhltY-lZuldlbeOlkRidgcRuavuionhvelooﬂ’uiM'

The Osk Ridge Reservation has ample and more-than-sdequate resources required for
blending highly enriched uranium.

Its Y-12 Plant already has facilitics that can be utitizod for many of the bending
oparations being considered.
Tt has the necessary infiastructure required for any new ficilities (for example,
electricity, jon, and other utilitics).
1t has stato-of-the- a1t systems for treatment and disposal of waste streamy
generated during blending operstions.
Many other existing mizsions located at Y-12, X-10, and K-25 would provide
tremendous support for blending operations.

- lthunmpto(auiolemhiaLmdmﬁupaimmdnp«ﬁxinmeuk
handling of highly enriched uranium than any other site in the world.
1t offers state-of-the-art security that is socond-to-none. ’

. The civilian population surrounding the Y-12 Plant wd the Oak Ridge Reservation in
gmudhulﬂmwghknowledgeofmd.higﬁlevdofhuﬂhledﬂﬂoﬁumd
pmwnarduedtoli;ﬂyetk)wduw&m.ﬂilm@mﬂpopﬁﬂimhunﬁy\hvdof
support, confidence, knd trust in the ficilities 10d expertisc associsted with curent
missions. This regioaa) support has existed now for over 50 years

The two DOE sites (Y-12 Plant or Savannah River Site) should be consldered among the
candidate tites for utanium fluoride blending operati In particular, the Oak Ridge
Reservation (of which Y-12 is only a small part  } should be considered ux the ideal location for
the-new uranium hexafluoride blending Facitity. There are many important and sigrificant
sdvantages of ocating uranium hexafiuoride blending at Y-12 or on the Oxk Ridge Reservation
First, all of the advantages fisted previously would be realized, including
- the benefits of existing infrartructure snd utility systems

the benefils of existing tystems for waste treatment and disposal

the support provided by other existing mitsions o the Oak Ridge Reservation

the benefits available by its top-notch peofessional, technical, and crafi work force, and the

expetience and expertise they bring to this type of operation

the benefits of existing advanced sccurity systems

the benefits of the high level of support and trust of the surrounding public

Also, since the highly enriched uranium that will be blended as proposed in the EIS will onginate
at Y-12, blending it on the Oak Ridge Reservation will save money and significantly reduce fisks
ard envi } impacts inted with transporting the highly enriched uranium over long

distances 10 any other site

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 (UFg) 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 UFg 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 UFg 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.

sasuodsay puv

.

SIUWNO0(F UMW)




8l-¢

CITY OF OAK RIDGE, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ADVISORY BOARD,

OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE1OF 1

CITY OF
OAK RIDGE

Januaxy 10, 1996

U.3. Department of !:nargy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
¢/o SAIC/HEU EIS

PO Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Office of Fissile Materiala 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 and has made
the following observationsas

1. Alternative 5, Maximum Commercial Use of surxplus M?hly enriched
uranium, a ars to be the environmentally preferable alternative.
Anong the alternatives considered in the EXS, the maximum
commercial use alternative would derive the greatast benefit from
past efforts to obtain and enrich the uranium that is now
considered uurflus. This alternative would avoid some new
environmental impacts from lxnin?, ailling, and enriching new
sources of ursnium for commercisl reactor fuel, and it would
ninimize the impacts from disposal of naterial that could be a
valuable resource,

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

3. Subalternatives invelving use of comarcial facilities only to
blend aurplus uraniuwe (such as Alternatives 4B and 5B) give us
concern, as they would cauae serious adverse aocloeconomic impacts
in Oak Ridge dus to the loss of employment opportunities at the
¥-12 plant.

Should you have questions regarding these comments, please contact Ms.
Ellen Smith, Vice-Chair of EQAB, at (423) 574-7396. On behalf of the
Board, we appreciate ths opportunity to comment on this DEIS.

Sincerely,
For the d

Gerald Palau, Chairman

cc: Honorable Mayor and Menbers of Oak Ridge City Council
Any Fitzgerald, ORR Local Oversight Committee

PGEY OFFICE POX 1+ (i< woTE TENNESSEE 37831-0201

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

Comments on the Options for Disposal of Surplos HEU

Your aclicitation of comments on what to do with 200 matric tons of
surplus HEU {a a two-sdged sword. On the vus hand, you get good marks
forbdnzpdidullyumrmd u‘.j._‘ <. 21} ot X
resclution of the "problam’. On the cther hand, it must ha recogedzed that
1000t who participato in this cxsecise ave sufficlently ignorant of tha
situation that their opinions rep hing Jess valusble than & 10.026
collection of {ncoharcnt foars. Itis cortainly true that all the cards ara not
on the table. The number of tona of HEU not decarsd surplus is & sansitive

ber that is not available to me of to anyoac cleo in the public donain,
Nevortheless, bused on what 1 kmow, 1 will procesd with opdnions, which is
what you profass to want.

The entire di ivn is bow to safeguard the material. The options.
coosidered hero ara oaly three: (1) no aetion, (2) out eorichment to & lovel
uwmwimtoreummadlluumump!mt.ind(s)mmﬂﬁumw
low lavel waste for dispossl at Yuces Mountain or WIPP. Opticas for
incremental culs 4o waats wnd cummardul uee ure clearly nct optimal and
will not be conridersd. The tive view is that (1) Is the preferred
option becauss it conts the lenst and preserves the first two oplimms.

To remind you at DOE of what you alrsady know, 200 mstric tens,
while it sounds liko a lot of stuff, is notl We are dealing hexs with a total
{nventory of surplus HEU tha volume of which iy scarcely 10 cubie moters. 15.007
That's the mass of uranium divided by the density:

200 tons * 1000,000 gm/ton / (19 goo/ee * 1,000,000 e/ md) - 10md

This ia lees than the volume of & full load of rsady mix concrete. Granted
that it eannot be stored n such & small voluma bacause of eriticallty, but ths
impmantpu!nththnuhuhmtlloufmxﬂ‘wtuedl tobe
safeguarded. Make no mistaks. It{e jmportant that it not fall into the

wrang hands, but with euch a snaall val , the “problem” is app 1y
much smaller than the aversge citizen might suspect.
The second point i the cort of HEU. The valueis prapartional to the 10.026

coat to make it. The general public has not soon the race teacks st Y-12in
Oak Ridga where slectromagnetic separation bagan 50 years ago. They are

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.
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COBBLE, JAMES A., WHITE ROCK, NM
PAGE20r3

unaware of the miles of harriers in the gaseous diffuston plant at K-25.
They don't know that a 1000-MW steerm plant had to be built to operate K-8,
Whils they appreciate the mavia Star Wars, they have no {dsa that a laser
must be tuned to a resonant frequency within parts per million for efficient
stomic vapor laser isotope separation. Thay never heard a sat of turbines in
a gas centrifoge fail et & gat hing tens of th da of rounds per
minuts. Thay marval st the exhaust of a fictitious spaoe ship but are
ignorant of the shear power and flux of material requived to lato &
few grams of snriched material an atom at a time. In short, thare is no
approciation of the difSeulty of the task of separation. The United States
worked hard and long and paid dearly to sarich uranium: untold
thousands of man years of work and bilions upon hillions of dollare. One
muxt spproach a declaion to serap this investment with religlous
solemnity.

The valus of the surplus lies in (wu areas, First, as weapons grade
matorial, we sither have HEU or wa don't. As is known, if we doa't have {¢,
& Harculean effort ia necussury Lo oblaln it. It g infinitely better ta have it
and not need it than to need it and not have it. As an example, suppose wo
noeded to fubricato & 100-meguion duvice Lo deflect an astexoid, ete. The
desired option in this case is the status quo cholco. (To assess this
argumsnt, the number of tons of HEU not declared surplus is needsd  You
guys know. Idon't) The second value of HEU, should this option be
politically wascoeptable, is the maxismum ial use option. React
fual is generslly enriched abore the level of naturally oecurring urantum
By hlending the uranium down to reactor fuel enrichment, we reduec the
stockpile of HEU but retsin its valoe as veactor fusl. This is not why it was
enrichud ig the firet place, but maximises its use for our good. Booner or
later, the last tomp of coal and the Jaxt barrel of ofl will be consumed  Then
is when the shility to breed fixsile material from U238 will st last be fully
appreciatsd.

The “wasts for dispotsl” cption, option (3), must ba refuted ac not
being intelligent. Option (3) costu ns resources, incurs extra effort, and
dnen not ascomplish the unstatsd goal of making the world s safer place,

the apparent point of this whole exercise. The lost resource argument has
already been addressad. Howeoor, nption (3) also makes work for us. The
make-work work is tha effort to licenso snd locate the "waste™ at Corlgbad,
for example. Though about as dangerous as the original are, 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.
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COGGINS, NATHAN, JONESBOROUGH, TN

PAGE1OF 1
Date Received: 1113095
Comment ID: POO11
Name: Nethan Coggins
Address: No Address Given
Transcription:
Hello. My name js Nathan Coggins. 1 live downstream from the Erwin facilily, down the I 10003
{Nulchucky] River, and T would just like to comment that we appreciate the jobs that it would

bring. What about waste that's gonna be stored in the arca or in Oak Ridge. If there is going to

be waste, ] would just as soon see it shipped back to Rocky Flats or wherever they're going to ' 14.015
bring the uranium in from, The people in Colorado don't want it, you know. Is it that harrmaful

that we need to sacrifice our health for the dollars? I'm not sure. My number is 753-9509.

10.003: Comment noted.

14.015:  Any utility purchaser of nuclear fuel derived from surplus HEU 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.
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COGGINS, NATHAN & FAMILY, JONESBOROUGH, TN

PAGE10OF 1
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-
vathan coggine & Family Novenbor 15, 1995 tive, to blend down surplus HEU to LEU using a combination of four sites. The goalis to

32:;;3)259:7;39;7%:9 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-

o OFfice of Fissile Materals Disposition sary, until all surplus material is blended down. -

¢/0 SAIC-TIBU EIS
P.0. Box 23786
washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear DOE: .
£ you are trily seeking input from are resldents who have no

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

Here ia one families commenta, based on the Summary of and partial

and continued examination of the full study, (Disposition of Surplus

Highly Enriched Uranium Draft Environmental Impact Study).

From these publicatlions, persons I am familiar with at NFS and
my own personal experiences and beliefs. 1 have formed this following
opinion of the matter: As I understand the least harmful method would
be to blend all HEU down to LLW however this may not be the most
cost effective. I from limited {nformation, believe the lowest impact
to all areas and residents, and the most feasible if there is a
market for LEU, would be to distribute the HEU evenly to all four
sites to be blended. My reasoning is; 1st therc would be no tran-
portation cost or risks at ORR. 2nd Even though the aresaround NFS
is .the most populated of the comercial sites, Lf 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 hazarous and potentially leathal substance
Alternative 5 scems the most senslble way to handle the process 10.011
if it ia profitable. I have no figures as to the feasibility of ’
blending HEU to LEU vs blending HEU to LLW. Although LEU should
have a much higher value than Li¥. I have seen no figures to indicate
this, but I will assume this is so. pistributing the 200t of HELU to B
all four sitc would minimize impact on any one site plus finish the )
job ima timely manncr. Thia would reduce the risk of accidents
during transportation angd: during actual blending to any one¢ site
vs one or two sites doing 100% of the ‘work. To use less than all
four sites would greatly increase the riska to the other aites
and surrounding axeaa. HEU is a hazardous material that needs to N
ba dealt with swiftly under close Fed Govt scutiny to assure safty .
and reduce long term cffects of this project on thc areas involved.

mhis is not the type of ‘industry reaidents. rich or poor.,
educated or uneducated, are seeking for their area, no matter H
what industrial recruters, politicians, or the media may express. N

ohis is a opportunity to change negative for positive, let's
get it done as swiftly and safely and with the lowest amount of
negative impacta as possible.

Sincerely

thh Coyfﬁ % Fanmily
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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//719-389-6409
January 16, 1996

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 FY1995 DOE budget a tradeoft
was made between increased funding for nuclear weapons and reduced
funding for site cleanup. Thus, no matter which disposition alternative is
chosen, it disposition funds are controlled by the DOE, disposition is likely
to compete drectly or indirectly with other altematives 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.

Qver 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

1For axample, see

Chow, 8rian G. and Kenneth A. Solomon, Limiting the Spread of Weapon-Usabie Fissile
Matsrials, National Defanse Research Institute, RAND, Santa Monica, CA, 1993, and

Ma arxt Dy ition of Excesa Weapons Plutoniu, Committee on International Security

and Arme Control, National Academy of Sciences, National Academy Prass, Washingten, D.C..
1994.

"Buming" is the techno-slang word for using Pu or HEU In nuclear reactors by down-blending
{essantialty, dituting) HEU to reactor-strength uranlum of mixing Pu with uranlum to form 2
mixed oxide fuel (MOX) that can be bumed in kght water reactors (LWRs),

06.018

PAGE 1 OF 21
06.018: The Department of Energy agrees that there is increasing competition for funds
To DOE for Inciusion in th t the HEU DEIS. ithi ini ; ; ;
! oeatoe thoy - gﬁ ;m T di::. e piease clude the w1th1£1 a.dc?cl.xmAng DOE budg.eL Howcve:r, this program would require very little of
following in the comments on the nt 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.
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involved in the design and operation of nuclear weapons, the most readily
available assets for reuse are usually identified as baing the HEU and
plutonium from warheads, Over the last two years, quasi-private
consortia have put considerable effort into convincing the US government
to embark on such a program. These afforts have either

(1) assumed that there was an economical 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 conversion plan for old
nuclear weapon sites, or

{3) claimed that oven if power generation itself was uneconomical, it
would still provide a way to disposs 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 boen proposed. Many of these are transmutation technliques that
would require large amounts of federal research and development money
to construct facilities to turn plutonium into shorter-lived elements.2
Others, such as shooting plutonlum Into the #un, are equally as exponsive.
With the exception of the Integral Fast Reactor (IFR), which has also been
marketed under category (2) above, transmutation has generally been
proposed as a purc goverament research project.

in this paper, parisons ium and ck blended HEU
burning and other forms of nuclear power generation will be made using
the general “industry model.” In these compariaons, the coats associated

with the wastes generated during the creation of nuclear power will not ‘
be explored because these costs are approximately Identical no matter B
what kind of nuclear operations are undertaken. However, 3 full Vo
sccounting of these costs would be necessary before sny form of nuclear £

power generation is compared to coal, gas, hydroelectric, or solar
generation schemes.

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 becaus¢
plutonium s normatly produced as a by-product of reactor operations,
civilian nuclear power generation is fundamentally st odds with
proliferation goals in spite of international sateguards instailed at most

—_
2gjaments with half-lives of 50 to 100 years Instead of the 24,000 years postassad by
plutonium.
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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
disposition option, one should keep fimly in mind that the major obstacle
to buildng a bomb Is getting plutonium. When that obstacle i3 overcome,
the rest is much simpler.

The Value of Plutonium and Highly Enriched Uranium

A value for plutonium and HEU has usually been assigned by DOE
baged on the costs required to manufacture either material. This is not a
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 dlear, but this remains
the standard way of pricing both plutonium and HEU.

SI3 joul,] wniuvify payoriug
31y smydang fo uomsodsiq

Value is normally established through a market mechanism 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 baen 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 undoubtedy 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, nelther the Japanese experience nor
the iflicit market provide much guldance 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 commodities 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 govem which power sources are
exploited.
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If all costs of plutonium and HEU were considered, both materials
would be some of the most expensive items ever created by man. The true
costs of generating plutonium and HEU through dismantlement of nuclear
weapons would have to include the following past costs:

The resesrch costs accumulated in developing the materlals,

The initisl costs ta extract uranium, to purify the materlals and to
make elements such as plutonium in reactors or HEU through
gaseous diffusion.

The ¢ost to fabricate the materials into weapons.

The cost to maintain the materials in weapons.

‘The cost to dismantie 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 altemative 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
matarlals are usually considered under the assumption that all past costs
are sunk costs and future decistons are based only on the future costs of
disposition.

When the alternative of burming is evaluated for disposition, certain
physical rules apply: First, reactors using any acceptable material-
uranium, 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 approprlate 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 of HEU is used, Lower
costs may apply in the case of burning HEV, but this has not been
demonstrated,

(2) Whether the cost of disposing of these materials might be
lowered by burning them in a reactor, o whether the averall costs of
disposition can be reduced by simply disposing of either material without
first submitting it to 2 reactor. Here, there must be counted among the
costs those of possible reuse in weapons if the materials are disposed of
improperly.

sasuodsay] puv
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The Nature of the Industry

Since its inception, subsidies have been a way of life in the nuclear
power industry. A 1992 report found that over the period 1950 to 1990,
20% or $96 billion of the $492 billon (in 1990 dollars) spent to develop
and obtain nuclear power was provided by the federal government.®
According to the DOE, of total subsidies to the energy sector provided by
the federal government in 1992, nuclear energy received $89% million of
$4.98 billion expended-or about 18%. However, while most other sources
of energy (oil, coal, etc.) received either tax subsidies to lower prices or
direct subsidies to encourage consumer use--both of which acted to
stimulate demand for the product—-nuclesr energy received almost ali of
its subsidies ($890 out of $899 miliion) in Research and Development, In
fact, nucicar energy recelved 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 resuits 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 commercial products--instead, the emphasis
has been on sefling 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
af this policy of R&D subsidization has been to create an industry
interested in the development of sources of powsr, 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:

IThese figures significantly understate the curent estimates of the costs to bury nuclear
wastes and decormmission reactors.

Komanoff Energy Associates, Eiscal Fisslorn: The Economic Fallure of Nuckear Power, 270
Lataystte, Suite 400, Naw York, NY, Decerrber, 1932,

4 .

‘Eedteral Frergy Subsiclex: Direct and jodicest Jolenceations in Eneogy Makats,
SR/EMEU/92-02, Enargy Information Administration, 1.S. Department of Energy, Washington,
D.C., Noverrber, 1992, p, 7.
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"Cvidence suggests the average operating costs of nuclear power plants
are now higher 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 for new capacity additions,
nuclear 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.™®

Among other things, this casts doubt on the future feasibility of
using HEU in nuclear reactors—uniess down-blending and fuel fabrication
can be accomplished at prices significantly lower than the already
depressed prices now encountered for normal low enriched uranium (LEV)
fue! fabrication.

Burning Plutonium

The use of mixed oxide fuel (MOX) containing plutonium in Light
Water R s (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 2 full core load
of MOX. Using these reactors, it would take 30 reactor years—or 10 years
for all three reactors--to convert SO 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 jete.® Estimates are that the cost of

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

— e
Spiectric Utilitias | , "Are Oider Nuciear Plants Stil Econonic?, Insights from 2
Lehman Brothers Research Conference*, vol. 2, no. 21, May 27, 1992, p. L

Epaxciear Powsr, Moody's Special Commant, Moody's Invastors Sarvice, New York, NY, Apdil,
1993, p. 7.

Tatakhijani, Arjun, and Annde Makiijacl, Eitsia Materiah In A Glass. Oardy, IEER Press,
Takoma Park, Maryland, 1995, p. 26-27.

8 and O {tion of Fxcexs P i1 Op. Cit., p. 153-160.
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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 $123-$245 per kilogram just to equal MOX fabrication
costs even If the plutonium used was free.'0

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 2 cost on the order of several million dollars per metric ton of
plutonium, total disposal costs would range from $100 million to $300
million for SO metric tons of plutonium,

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:12

1.Use plutonium as fuel in existing fast reactors without

reprocessing. Using weapon-grade plutonium in this manner would

cost $18,000/kg.

2. Use LWR's with 1/3 or partial MOX fuel without repracessing. The

cost for this is $7,600/kg with weapon-grade plutonium.

3. Use LWR's with full MOX fuel Joads 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. M 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, and potential weapon use outweigh any benefits, Further,
storage sites will not be ready until 2010 at the earhest, and when
storage costs are taken into account, they raise the cost of burning
Plutonium in LWRs by $4000 to $10,000/kg.

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

Sbluclaar Fuel, January 26, 1992.
1058 HA., P ium tusel: An OFCD, Parts, 1989, p. 69,

! 'sakhifani and Makhijanl, Op. Git., p. 6.
12Chow and Solomon, Op. Git., pp. xxi, xxk.
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estimated that thermal cyde plutonium use'3 will not be feasible until
the price of uranlum-bearing yellowcake reaches $100/18 and they
estimated that this will not ocour for 50 years.!4 They further projected
that fast reactors will not be profitable until yellowcake price reaches
$220/4B in about 100 yeara.)s

Note that the costs of burning plutonium are slways compared with
the costs of buming 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 Burning 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% t-235 that must be diluted to levels of 3-5% to
generate the low enriched uranium used in reactors.'€ DOE's October,
1995, Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Disposition of Highly
Enriched Uranlum (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 deciared 165 metric tons of HEU “surplua® to the stockpile.
Ot course, any strategy to down-blend HEU and seil it as reactor tuel will
require eventual storage of the highly toxic and radwactive spent fuel--
which will still contaln both plutonium and HEU.'7

To down-blend HEU it s simply blended with natural uranlum,
depleted uranium (.2-.3 percent U-235), or slightly enriched uranium (B 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 reactors.)8 A quask-private corporation, US,
Enrichment Corporation (USEC), has been established to purchase the
Portsmouth, OH, and Paducah, KY, enrichment plants from the DOE for the

V3Reprocessing Pu and U from spent fusl and uting Pu-bearing mixed-oxide (MOX) fual In
therral nuclear power plants.

14Chow and Sotormon, Op. Cit., pp. xvi, xvi.

15mid,, p. xvi.

16pMaxmjani and Makhipnd, Op. Cit, p. 16-t7.

a " t ¥ sspedition of Highty Enciched Uranium, U.S.
Departrment of Energy, Office of Fissile iats Disp ing 0.C., October, 1995.

VOMakhijani and Makhijani, 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.

sasuodsay pup
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purpose of pursuing down-blending as a commercial venture. DOE has
acknowdedged that US Enrichment Corp. (USEC) will market the reactor
fuel internationalty. 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 reprocessing or require the
return to the US of spent fuel generated from this material1?

Four down-blending scenarios have been considered by DOE to meet
its stated goals of nonproliferation and realizing the “"peaceful beneficial
use” of HEU in a way that will return money to the US Treasury.20

1. Down-blend to less than 1% L1235 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 196 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 BS% into reactor fuel,
the rest to less than 1% U-235.

DOE's preferred option is maximum commercial use which, DOE
cisims, will return the most money to the US Treasury. However, the DEIS
does not present a credble analysis demonstrating a positive economic
return, and the maximum commercial use option would create more than §
million pounds of spent nuclear fuel {2,380 metric tons, assuming an
assay of S0% ensichment for 170 metric tons of material). Fusrther, 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 fikely that more HEU will be declared surplus. DOE
srgues 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.2! For this
claim to be true, the use of down-blended HEU will have to be so complete
that it replaces the cument 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

on the O of Highly Enciched tiranium Op.

15Date Envitonmantal kmpact St.
cit.

201hjg,

2Vibig,

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 UFg, 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 HEU 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.,
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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 :
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 site 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 achleved
unless conversion gencrates economic benefits, and the isalah and Triple
Play options demonstrate how the conversion approach to disposition has
tried to adapt to the economic realities of plutonium buming.

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.23

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-1 rose to $2.8 bilion. However,

221bid,
23 qtrer from Robart Wages, Pretident, OCAW, to Elmar Chatak, President, Industrial Unlon
Department, November 3, 1993, .
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private financing was supposed to cover all project completion costs and
return $4 billion to the Federal government,24

While these fi ial arang sound pr 9. the poor
economics surounding this plutonium buming project were summed up by
a clause in the Project lasiah contract that stated that DOE would “enter
into 2 long term contract......[with] a federal obligation to make debt
service payments if revenues from the sale of steam [power is] not
adequate25  (My italics)

Triple Play Reactor

The "triple play" reactor was proposed by a quasi-private consortium
to burn plutonium, produce tritium and generate electricity at the
Ssvannsh River Site. Aside from the inherent contradictions in using a
new reactor to dispose of plutonium from weapons by producing tritium
for weapons, the proposed System 80+ Program Plan also displayed
considerable "uncertainty in costs™ in MOX fabrication?6 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.28

In addition, the Triple Play reactor required an extensive list of
other subsidies:
The federal govemnment had to provide a site and infrastructure at no
cost to the consortium.29
The consortium pays disposal faes for waste, but then passes them
through to the govemnment, not to the consumer of the power,3

244 etter trom John R. Honenk: SAIC, t Dr. Matthaw Bunn, National Academy of Science,
November 9, 1993,

2SCommunication from Lauren Dodd, Battelke Institute, *The balah Project”, Pacific Northwest
Laboratories, October 1, 1993,

2

Bbeer _Site, System 80+ Team, Savannah River Site, Aken, S.C., March 31, 1994, p.8.
271bid., p.9.

28personal communication batween Brian Costner and George Davis of ABB combustion
Engineeting in May, 1995,

29,

River Site, Op. Cit., p.68.
3044, p.70,

d

1s0ds1

SI9 1pu1] umpuplg) payoriuy

Ay8ipy smpdang fo uon



THE COLORADO COLLEGE, COLORADO SPRINGS, CO
PAGE 12 OF 21

S

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 plutonlum buming alone--about & 10% subsidy.

An annual fee would also be assessed for tritium production based on
revenue losses and other factors.’!

The government shared liability for any Increased costs due to
regulatory changes or any other factors over which the consortium
had no control.32

Similar subsidies are likely to be required by project Isalah because
2 majority of the proposed revenues from bath projects are from
electrical generation.  An electricity-producing, plutonium-burning light
water reactor is not economically feasible because of the additional
facilities and security procedures required for plutonium handling. MOX
fabrication will also add hundreds of milions of dollars to normal
operating costs. Each of these factors increases the fianancial rsk
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 1 and START I, the US
and FSU agreed to reduce to 3,500 US and 3,000 FSU strategic warheads by
2003. Numbers of remalning 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 dismantled 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 side.34 In addition, based on the assumption that
there are less than 4 kg of plutonium In cach warhead and there are 20

31ibig., p.7$ and p catl Brian Costner and George Davis of ABB
Combustion Engineering in May, 1995,

32ypia,

33¢chow and Solomon, Op. Cit., pp. 9,10,

ERY and D 0f Fxcess P Op. Cit, p. 1.
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metnic tons of plutonium in the military inventories of other nuclear
weapons powers, the global inventory of plutonium is:

Military plutanium 248 metric tons
Separated civilan plutonium 122 mwtric tons
Unseparated plutonium in chifan spent fusl 532 mmtric tonsds

Total Quantities of HEU

To further non-profiferation 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 fue! In domestic and world
markets.38 According to current plans, HEU from the former Soviet Usion
is to be de-enriched by US Enrichment Corporation (USEC) at its plants in
Paducah, Kentucky and Portsmouth, Ohio. USEC is supposed to be 1 for-
profit company, and during thess operations a price for HEU may actually
be established. However, at this time the actual worth of HEU 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 HEU worldwide, almost all of it in the
former Soviet Union and the US.3? Tota! US HEU praduction 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
";;eguzic tons were made at the Portsmouth, Ohlo plant between 1956 and
1 31

3SMakhijani and Maknljanl, Op, Cit., p. 11.
36 a0 O of £xcass Weapons Pluzanium, Op. Cit., p. §.

37Makhijani, and Makhljanl, Op. Clt., p. 16-17.
";Ol.nry, Hazel, Remarks Conceming a DOE fact sheat on HEU, DOE, Washington, D.C., Juna 27,
94.

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,
(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.
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The US inventory of HEU is located in the following locations:3?

0.6 Hanford, WA 6.2 INEL, 1D

0.2 LLNL, CA 6.7 Rocky Flats, CO

3.2 LANL, NM 0.9 SNL, NM

Classitied Pantex, TX 1.6 Knolis, NY

0.2 Brookhaven, IL 23.0 Portsmouth, OH

168.9 Y-12, SRS, SC 1.5 K-25, SRS, SC
SRS, SC

TOTAL = 258.8 metrk tons {not inckuding Pantex)

HEU consumed by the US since 1945 is estimated to be about 108
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 (sbout 25 metric tons),
uranium exported 1o 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
inventories and this is probably split between the Pantex stockpile and
the remaining nuclear arsenal.4®

When the number of nuclear weapons pesked 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 HEU per weapon is thought
to have declined slightly since then due to greater use of plutonium.4!
New estimates suggest that about 50% more HEU 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 arsens! buildup that never occurred.42

The amount of blendstock required for final blending down of 500
tons 93.5% HEU can be estimated as follows:¢}

Blend Stock HEL (mr) Blend (mb}
Depleted L{0.2% U233) $00 10,600 11,100
Naturst U{.711% U235) 500 12,100 12,600
Stightly Enriched U{1.5% U235) 500 15,400 15,900
39bid.
40Communication from Pater Gray, june 30, 1334,
4ibid.
421bid.

43pakhijani and Makhijani, Op. Cit., p. 76,

12.013
cont.
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if all 2300 metric tons of HEU was disposed of by down-blending, 12.013
the resuiting amounts of nuclear fuel are significant enough to alter the .
US wranium and fuel fabrication industries. In fact, it is easy to Imagine 2 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-Buming or Technical Fixes

Complete elimination of plutonium is only possible through two
means: first, wait until the natural radicactive decay destroys it--thig
would take thousands of years. Second, transmute piutonium 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 2
particle accelerator.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 lifs of materials,

3. Less risk of human Intrusion into storage areas.ss

Most transmutation techniques require reprocessing and, hence, are
likely to be unacceptable on the basis of both proliferation and waste
generation concerns.*® In fact, the GAO has noted that "the reprocessing
and separating of the waste are more difficult technical groblems than
transmuting the long-lived elements from the waste."+7

Waste transmutation would take many billions to develop and is not
possible before 2015.4¢ 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,
@ fuel fabrication facility, and storage facilities for spent fuel and
residual wastes.+9

4p Teck 2o Reduce Radicactive Waste May Take Decades and Be Castly,
GAQ/RCED-94-16, United States General Ac g Ofrice, I D.C., D
1993, p. 11,

“Spid., p. 10,

4SMakhijani and Makhijani, Op, Cit, p. 98-100.

470y h to Reduce ¢ Waste May Take Decadesand Be Costly, Op. Cit.,

p-13.
48ibid,, p. 3.
49bict., p. 4,5,
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2. Deep Grologic Disposal/Seabed Disposal

The cost is essentially that for vitrification and for burial in Yucca
Mountain--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 aption 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
crash and resulting dispersion of plutonium from one of the rockets.s3

SIH [pul] wnmuviy payoriuy
&y smpdang fo uosodsig

4. Underground Nuclear Detonation

In one Russian proposal, S000 warheads would be destroyed in a
single explosion of a 100-klloton warhesd. A US option proposed using
small shafts to destroy S5 warheads at a time (sbout 3000 detonations :
would be required.) Even if one destroyed S0 warheads at a time, 300
detonations would be required--almost half of the 730 US underground
tests conducted to date.54 I

S. Vitrlfication

By 1994, the DOE had spent aver $1 billion trying to witrify liquid
wastes and had not yet succeeded, However, plutonium may not share
these problems and it could be formed into biocks weighing thousands of
pounds to make theft more difficult.55 However, while vitrification of i
plutonium alons is an option, it doesn't present a sufficient barrier to
reuse.56 For this reason, prior to vitrification, plutonium will most likely
be mixed with other materials that would make repurification more
difficuit.s?

There are three general wtrification options with potential for
plutonium disposition: i

53 Physicians for the f ion of Nuciesr War and The institute for Energy and
Environrmantal Research, 2 , International Physiclans .
Press, Camiwidge, MA, 1992, pp. 130138, :
S4bid., pp. 130-138,
$5For a discussion of potential problems aind banelits associated with vitrification, sex
by gang F Kevin Waenzel et al, 2nd Alex DaVoipl in “Letters”, The
i Scif vol. 52, no. 1, January/February, 1996.
S6Makhijani and Makhijani, Op. Git,, p. 4.
S7Wald, Matthew, "Encase Excess Phtonkum in Glass, U.S. Urged®, The New York Times, i
Novermber 17, 1994, I
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1. Vitrification of plutonium mixed with gamma-emitting fission
products so the resulting glass logs meet the spent fuel standard.s®
These fission products have much shorter half-lives than
plutonium. For example, the haif-life of Cestum 137 Is only 30
years as opposed to 24,000 years for plutonium. Thus, the mix
would become less resistant to proliferation over time. This is
likely to take longer since wvitrification plants are not prepared for
this task.5?®

. Vitrification of plutonium with depleted uranium or some other
alpha-producing element,

. Vitrification of plutonium with a non-radipactive element, ‘such as
europium, that would render the mixture unsuitable for weapons
without reprocessing.®

w N

According to one proposal, the US could incorporate high level waste
(HLW) like plutonium into 25,000 tons of glass at 2 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.8! One could also place 2 barrier to misuse by
subnationsl groups by making the canisters in which witrified plutonium Is
stored highly radicactive.$2

Conclusion

Several studies on the altematives avallable for disposition of
plutonium and HEU have noted that due to potential proliferation probtems
and the danger these pose for all people, disposition [ssues should be
decided based on expediency and safety, and economic considerations
should not play a major role in this process.$3 However, 2 student of the
military budgsting process or the budget considerations surrounding 2

SBThe spant fusl d propx 1o make p #um as Gif ficult Lo retrieve as it would be If it

wat In tha form in which It axiets in nuclear reactor Tuet that has been kradiated (usad) to the

extent that it can no longer stfectively sustain a chain reaction and thus, has been rermoved from
diated fusl ins fasion p W, and

the reactor for disposal. This i
wansuranic lsolopes.
Stuaknijani and Makhijani, Op. Cit, p. 88.

0mid., p. 4,

€1 gttar, Steve, Op. Cit., pp. 144-148.

62Makhijani and Makhijanl, Op, Cit., p. 89.

B3For example, sce Makhjjani and Makhijani, 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.

sasuodsay pup
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major infectious cisease 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 s not unusual for
economic costs and benefits to be considered first, not last. For this
reason, it is necessary to identify thoss fsctors involved in the
disposition area that will create common costs across all options, and to
specify those areas where specific factors are likely to be major cost
drivers that could discriminate between the various disposition 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 finandally successful in the United States in
the long run. Current HEU disposition programs appear to be predicated on
a positive financial retum 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 vable
reuse program and there are no other planned disposition options.

It is also clear that burning plutonium in power generating reactors
i$ 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,

"Exploiting the energy value of plutonium should not be a central

ctiterion 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."6¢
However, even if burning plutonium is not cconomical, 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:

$4panagement and Disposltion of Excess Weapons Plitonium, Op. Ct., p. 3,4.

04.012

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.
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First, it is obvious that increased handing 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
chesply by mixing plutonium with waste to a spent fuel standard
to start with.55 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 assoclated with this operation
can be increased by adding other elements to the mix.

Third, waste storage costs, irrespective of the mathod of storage
chosen, are based on volume and radioactivity 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
cifferences. [n addition, transmutation technologies still require
reprocessing and they stit 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 profitabie 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 maost likely to
significantly increase costs are the major cost drivers that create

d with *mix and melt* approaches

65Fora of pH lat p and benelits

ts by P: ky, Kevin Wenzel et 3, and Alex

to position, see gang
DeVolpi in “Letters*, The Suletin of the Atamic Scientists, vol. 52, no. 1, Sanuary/Febryary,
1996,

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 HEU 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.

$25UOdS3Y pup
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differences among the various options for plutonium and HEU disposition
At this point, these major costs appear to arise from four areas:

{1) The lovel of subsidization in the "profitable™ parts of the
disposition program. 16.019
(2) Those items (such as reprocessing) that increase the volume of cont

waste and thus, the cost of waste disposal.
(3) The cost of security and its direct relationship to the number of
times a material Is handled or moved.
(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

STH jouty wnuviy) payoriusy
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COMED, DOWNERS, IL
PaGelorl1

Communin calth K Commpeany
1) O Py
Dawner Gne, 11 (8155701

January 11, 1996

DOR - Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P. O. Box 23786
Washington, D. C. 20026-3786

Subjest: Commnats on Drat EIS for Digposition of Surplus HEU
Gentlemen:
ComEd wishes 1o submit Lbe on the Draft Envil 1 Inipesct fox
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium.
1 ComEd supports A ive §: i Ce ial Use (85% Fucel/15% Wasic), This
alicmative minimizes the financial impact on the Laxpayer. draws down the excess HEU 1 0003
Xpile in tbe most expedilious mannct. p duccs the smallest volume of waste and utilizes
processes which are well understood
2. The ability of fue) fabncators 1o socept UNH liqud rather than UF, is timited. Oniy onc
& 1 has even s capabilily o do so  DOE’s inleat to market this 0401 5
wraterial in & form other than what is in standard commescial usage will linut the vatue of the
material and thus Ik fetum 1o the taxpayer
3. Matcrial shoutd be blended down priof to cale. Ttis not af all clear that our matenal Jicense 01 006
will alkow us to take possession of of tilic 10 highly ennched uranium. B
Please contact me a1 (TOR) 635782 should you have any questions on this maticr
Sincerely.
/‘(.}m € ‘f.// :
" .7 James E. Nesting a
Fue! Buyer

A Laveont Lonipany

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 UFg;
however, most of the surplus material is in metal and oxide forms and no capability cur-
rently exists to convert it to UFg form. The analysis of UFg 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 UFg 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.
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CONATSER, RAY, NASHVILLE, TN
PAGE10F 1
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O Gl oL Lol ey b oot i
2 nition

10.024

| 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 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
mventory.

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 TAEA 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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CONDON, GARY, LYNCHBURG, VA
PAGE10OF 1

Yes. My name is Gary Condon. | live In Lynchburg, Virginia, and ) am very much
opposed of the plan to bring uranium into Lynchburg through B&W which will drop the
value of our property and also cause an extra added risk that we do not need. Thank
you very much.

10.006

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.
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE10OF 1

I0WGTIELD (m-l:"ll ON COMME RS
kit o, Tt b Ny
" =
s eecs ) s
O Congress of the Hited Htates
Gy

Mouse of Represstativey
Wilashingten, BE 203151701

December 27, 1993

Honorable Haxel O°loary
Secrctary of Energy

U.S., Department of Enexgy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washingtor, D.C. 205685

Dear Madan Secratary:

Since coming to Congress, I have been carefully reviewing the
Mministration’s actions vthat might ispact the operations of the
gasecus diffusion plant in Paducah, Xentucky. This plant, which is
located in wmy Congressional Diatrict, is one of the largest
ewployers in western Kentucky.

Thare are many issues which concern me, including: the terms
of the United Statem-Russia HEU Agreement; the Suspansion
Agreement on uranium relating to Russia’s dumping activities; the
President 's subaission of 1 i.lation that would give him authoriey
to waive our nation’s trade laws and allow the governmenc to ignore
anti-dumping restrictions; the use of bypass arrangaments by the
Ruasians to eell their uranium in the U.S5. marketplace; the
legislation currently pending before Congrass to allow DOB to mell
natural and low anxiched urabium in the future and, finally. the
Departmant’s Draft Bnvironmentsl Impact Statement on the
Disposition of Surplus Righly Bariched Uranium.

Taken individually, these actions may only have minima}
effects on the enyichment industry and the plant in Paducah.
Rowaver, their combined impact would be devastating. Therefore, I
urgs your Department to proceed very carsefully whan decisions are
udck;tz dispose of the surplus ratural and highly enriched uranium
=toc! ie.

At a very minimum, I believe the Department should abide by
the provision cantained in 8.75%, legislation pending in Congress
to privatize the U.8. Enrichment Corporation. That bill states
that "the Secretary determines that the sale of the material

on the domestic uranium minfng,
conversion, or enrichment industry, taking into sccount the sales
of uranium under the Russian HEU Agreemant and the Sugpension
Agreement®, and that tho pricc paid to the Secretary will not be
less than Cair market value.

fmas bnem 20 tmadir o

. - T 148 o o st

Etoce W e Fomrrraa11 €7 s100F v, €7 28 b 7 40
e ne Ereta L=y

pouraged
o e

Dacember 27, 1955
Page 2

I respectfully requast that my concerms be rfxghtorod
ufticially In thc xecord of comments on the Despartment's receat
Diraf: Environmental Impact Statement nn the Digposition of Surplus
Highly Rariched Urapium.

Thank you for your conaideration of my views, and I look
forwaxd to hearing from you at your convenience.

Sincerely,

S oI

Rd Wnittie

Mecher ot Congress

12.008

12.008: The HEU Final EIS has been revised (Section 4.8) to reflect the enactment of
the USEC Privatization Act (PL. 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 PL. 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.
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CONVERDYN, DENVER, CO
PAGE1OF2

{3 converovm

January B, 1996

Mr. J. David Nulton, Director

office of NEPA Compliance and Outreach
office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.HW.
Washington, D,C. 20585

Dear Mr. Nulton:

Re: Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/E1S-0240-D)

on behalf of ConverbDyn, I am pleased to have the opportunity to
submit the following comments regarding the referenced draft
environmental impact statement (“EIS"). ConvexDyn is a Joint
venture between affiliates of AlliedSignal Inc. (Morristown,
New Jersey) and General Atomics (San piego, 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 (U;Oy) to natural uranium hexafluoride (UFg).
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 12010
potential market impacts of the proposed actions/alternatives -
ragarding the disposition of suxplus 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
Coxporation, 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.

SO0 Soulh Quehee Street, Suite 600, Denver, CO 80237-2703 Tekephone (303) 770-0987  Fax (303) 771-1628

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.
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Industries,” the draft EIS recognizes that “the current price
(constant dollars) of the ursnium conversion process is less than
it was 10 years ago, and competition is strong. Pricea 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}.

CONVERDYN, DENVER, CO g S
g

PAGE 2 OF 2 ] e
[ :
. . . . . & & ‘
12.021: The future uranium market is uncertain—different industry groups have prof- | & g :
pavid fered conflicting projections. Congress has indicated through provisions of the Energy $ 3
Page 3 Lo Hurten Policy Act of 1992 and the USEC Privatization Act that DOE’s HEU disposition actions |§ <%, !
Janvary B, 1896 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 < :
Although the draft EIS plicitly acknowled the urani . . X e . A P -

co:vzl;gion steqm;:: o; the oe:arnill nuclear :f:eif cyole, :he:e :::? this requirement to avoid adverse material impacts on the industry, but also intends to sat- R E
Impact. on conversion of 'the proposed  alternatives. . Under isfy the objectives of the fissile materials disposition program and the President’s nonpro- § ua) i
Section 4.8, ™“Impacts on Uranium Mining and Nuclear Fuel Cycle liferation policy as reflected in the HEU Final EIS [‘110"3 i

! ’ e

A &

<

Under “E ic C g s of the Proposed Action,” the EIS 12.010 E
recognizes the potential market impact of blending down Russian HEU i
into commercial grade fuel and then concludes that “blending DOE cont.
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 depregsed 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. HEU.

The domestic nuclear fuel cycle suppliers have been engaged in a :
protracted struggle to ensure that disposal of b~th Russian and i
U.S. origin HEU is conducted in a responsible manner by the
governments involved. ‘The proposed “USEC Privatization Act”
containa specific criteria for the market introduction of
HEU-derived LEU from both ascurces. ConverDyn supports the 12.021
processes and procedures incorporated in that legislation and
believes that the EIS addressing dispesition of surplus U.S. HEU
should fully recognize those provisions.

Regards,

\ L B\Q —
[oe aatd .
/ ng:&)dxr;rahm
¢ Presiiden H

i

JIG/sav

cc: Cheryl Moss, NEI
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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
Decambar 22, 1986 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
Mr. Gregory P. Rudy, MD-1 . . . . . .
Department of Energy N National Academy of Sciences also considers it essential to our long-term national secu-
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition . . . . .
P.0. Box 23786 rity to reduce global stockpiles of weapons-usable fissile materials. It is the current pol-

‘Washiogton, DC 20020-3786 N . . . . . . . . < eqe
Dese M. Rudy: icy of the United States (Presidential Decision Directive 13) to discourage the civilian use
1:4 I T . . . . .
) of fast reactors due to concerns about their potential for breeding Pu in large quantities.

I wish to offer the following comments concerning tha “Disposition of Surplus Highly- :

iched Uranfum Deaft Eovi tal Impact St t* to be iseusd by DOE/MD-1.
The quantity of surplus highly-enriched uraniur-235 that will become available from
dismantlement of & algnificant fraction of the U.S. th | tockpile will L

hqduhm,hlhnudco(humlndl of tons. This material representa s huge
investmant made by U.S. taspayera over the last four decadss, and should be used to &
mexirum effact for both nationsl defense and public generation purposss. The
uranium that has been anriched to lpguximlhly 83% (oralloy) should, without
questi be made lsble to the U8 Ni nuclear pultion program for
consumption in both the preseatly operational (i futore) nuclear submarines, aircraft
carriers, and various types of

1 believe the U.S. operstes 103 submarines of some five different types, 5 cruisers of
several types, and 7 aircraft carriers, all of which are powered by differing types of
nuclear reactors. Since many of these ships-of-the-line have lifetimes of 50 years or :
more, we should provids the Navy with all excoss supplies of >92% oralloy for present and
future use. the coat of storing this saparated urenitm imotnpa a sasantinfly pagligibla and
ita Doe for nuclear propulsion applications is unlimited. Therefore, all supplies of oralloy 09.011
of US. origin lhouldmmd for use as naval propulsion fuel, regardless of the small

p t stockpile of repl t naval reactor cores. Failure to implement such action

will be & 1 to the national ity of this country. Using available data,
1 ealculats a requiremmnt of greater than 5 tona per year for such purposes, so that over
the 50-ysar lifs span of the current shipa that would total some 250 tons of oralloy,
reasonably close to the estimates of matecial that will become available over the next

decade.
The lesser enriched uranium, ranging from 20% to 50% U™ could, and ahould, be ussd
to devel 3 d fast-reactor that inly will be needed within tha next Afty

yeara. Although the uranium supply for LWR use looks very sdoquate in the short-term,
every study made by industry or government indicates that the sasily recoversd natural

jum ores will be depletad wodd-widcupandono!LWRn.nbymmw,:ndlhn
price of uranfum ore will escalata rapidly after 2035, In this crcumstancs, it will becoma
an economic necessity to mave on to fast react for warld electricity prodaction. Our
opportunity to develop and d Lrata this needed techaology, without the development
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& CooPS, MELVIN S., LIVERMORE, CA
PAGE2 OF 2

of & plutonium fuel cycle, lies in the availability of & reasonably large stock of U™ that is
enriched to about 45-50%, n ideal fuel for fast-reactor operation.

We have at hand a unique opportunity to perf this devel work before our
international competitors are forced into the fast reactor arena by the inevitable rise in
LWR fuel prices. This is our opportunity to use the leverage we expended during the cold
war period to gain back our international competitive edge; we dare not ignore this
opportunity. For this mmpellin{ reason, I urge you not to recommend diluting down the

g stocks PO metal that are enriched to 20-90% but to place them 09.011
in a apecial reserve for electrical power tlon develop t. The coat to do this is '
negligible, the opportunity is currcntly at hand, and the nesd je obvioualy present. cont
Tha Natiooal Acad of Sci just a few years ago strongly recommended that the
top priority devel in U.S, =l | power tion should be the demonstration
of sd d fast- r This effort is currently on “hold” for political reasens

related to poesible plutonium use in such systems. The availability of this surplus
wespons uranium category will enabla such work to go forth without any concern of
nudear weapona proliferation. We need to take action to conserve the materials mow
available to oompﬁu this work. This is an issue of our economic survival in the
competitive world of the future.

Sincerely,

Wbl A‘@"*f‘*"

Melvin S. Coops
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CORCORAN, MARGERY, MINNEAPOLIS, MN

PAGE10F1
Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment ID: PO0G6
Name: Margery Corcoran
Address: Minneapolis, Minnesota
Transcription:
This is Margery C from Mi lis, Mi and [ am calling to say do not support
making highly cnriched uranium into nuclear fuel. We don’t know what to do with what we 10.024

have now. We're fighting over that in Minnesota. Please, please. Bye bye.

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.

sasuodsay pup

STUWNIO(T U0




ye-¢

Cox, Lucy, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE10OF 1
Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment 1D: P0OO72
Name: Lucy Cox
Address: Oak Ridge, Tennessee
Transcription:

My name is Lucy Cox, and 1 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 wanium. [ approve of the down blending, bending

down of it, and I do hope that it will be blended down enaugh until it will not bother the life of 10.023
our young people, the life of our middie-aged people, the life of our older peaple, so that it won’t

be used for weapons. In this situation -- 1 don't know too much about it -- but the way I see it

anxd the way | understand the scripiure that if we continue to kill, nobody wins. We all lose.

Thank you.

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.
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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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DALY, SUSAN, NASHVILLE, TN
PAGE1OF1

Date Received: 01/16/96

Comment ID: P0OO57

Name: Susan Daly

Address: 211 37th Avenue North

Nashville, Tennessee 37201
Transcription:

This is Susan Daly from Nashville, Tennessce. [ wanted to put comments into the record that 1
do not support making highly enriched uranium into the nuclear reactor fuel. My objections are
that it's going to create spent fuel which is just 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 that’s something that I’ve been working on for
several years. Another objection is that I don’t feel that all options have been cxplored, 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 fuct and then sold to utilities. 1'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 truc cost. I'm afraid the taxpaycrs 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 1 would support is down blending all the highly enriched uranium down to 0,7%
so that it cannot be used in weapons. I also support developing the capacity (o down blend all
uranium declared surplus in the past ten years and also having good controls intemationally on
all nuclear materials, Thank you very much, Just in case you need my address, it’s 211 37th
Avenue North, Apariment B-9, Nashville, Tenncssee 37201. Thank you.

10.024

09.018

16.015

| 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.

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 § 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 JAEA 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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DAVIS, STANLEY B., LONGWOOD, FL
PAGE10OF 1

spTE 37 Lo Box 1729
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10.003:

Comment noted.

sasuodsay puv

squwunooq JUUUOD)




8c-¢

DUKE POWER COMPANY, CHARLOTTE, NC
PAGE1 OF 2

Date: Tue, 9 Jan 1996 11:15:11 0500
To  =doemdl-demo@fedix.fie.com
serial no = 118

MAailTitle = FORUM Form - incoming

name = Rabert Van Namen

tile = Manager, Fuel Management
company = Duke Power Company
addrt = 522 §. Church St

addr2 = PO Box 1006 ECO8F

city = Charlotte

sute = NC

zip =~ 28226

phone = 704-382-4524

fax = 704-382-7852

email = rv8371@xstp.dukepower.com
ctype = public

subject = HEU Disposition

** The following is the text of the Author’s Comment,

Rapid disposition of the material through its use as fucl for US commercial
reactors is clearly the best course. Final decisions must consider the fong
term impact of astificially keeping this material off the market. Please
consider the following points in your evaluation of alternatives.

1) Utilities will be reluctant to commit to Jong term contracts with suppliers
as long as this ial is lingering with the p ial of ing the market.
The most stabilizing treatment of the material would be an orderly, predictablc
entry into the free markets at the market price a3 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
short tem profit.

12.009

2) Entry into the market should be as blended down material meeting all ASTM
specifications. This will allow for the most number of competitive bidders and
therefore, the highest price to the government. It will also prevent

manipulation by parties who can control the blending process and thus the
price and entry of the material. Blending should be done by a commercial

and the costs sub d from the proceeds of the sale. 04.011

3) Equal access 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 t erm p and production decisi

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, CHARLOTTE, NC
PAGE 2 OF 2

4) Any price break to the US utility customers is fully warranted, should it
occur, a8 they are the oncs who bore the expense of the production of the HEU or
at least the US p wactasad to the Russian material over the
years. The peac e dividend should go to the ratcpayers and taxpayers of the

US, not to uranium miners, i diari jons and special interest
groups.

P

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.
END comment

04.011
cont.
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EDLOW INTERNATIONAL COMPANY, WASHINGTON, DC
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d

=

Fdiow Intemational Company
1666 Connccticut Ave.. N W.. Sunte 201
Washington, D.C. 20009 LS A,
Tel 202) $83-4939
Fax (202) 483-4830
€ mait. edlowoo@aol.com
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 HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Dear Office of Fissile Materials Disposition:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Disposition of
Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We would. like- to:commend your.office for providing
infoxmation on the draft EXIS via.several avenues; the internet site
has been particularly useful in quickly transmitting infomation on
the fissile materials disposition program.

Thank you also for the opportunity to participate in the November
14, 1995 public meeting in Rnoxville, Tennessee. As discuesed 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 BIS. In the section on "Highly Enriched
Uranium Disposition Alternatives®, footnote 8 (p. $-10) states,

"Poreign fuel fabricators and foreign commexrcial
electrical power nuclear reactors are not as reasonable
or ag llkely as domestic fabricators and reactors for a
number of reasons 07.011

~would neced to be :
accommedated.” (Emphasis added.)

This statement gives the erroneous impression that there are undue
concerns associated with the international transport of low
enriched uranjum. 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 procedurc; nonetheless subject to . strict
requirements regarding packaging and handling.

07.011:

The HEU Final EIS has been revised to eliminate the cited text.

a
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EDLOW INTERNATIONAL COMPANY, WASHINGTON, DC :
PAGE2 OF 2 '

Y
o _

U.S. Department of Enexgy
Office of Fimpile Materials Disposition

REF: DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Page 2

The commercial nuclear power industry has a tremendous safety
recoxrd with regaxrd to transports of all radioactive materiala.
rdlow International ' Company, which has provided expert

transpoxtation management pervices to the nucleax power industxy i
for ovex 38 yeara, can attest to thip excellent wafety record. 07011

Despite this record, many opponents of commercial nucleax power see cont.
fit to attack the lawful transport of LEU and othexr radicactive

materials. It would be unfortunate if the above statement could be
taken to reflect DOR'Ss own concern in thie regard. Accordingly, we -
request that the Department clarify the statenent to avoid possible i
confueion 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.

Besth r?gards g :
. /-%eﬁ}s%l/ﬁ{ yy

Melissa Mann
Manager, International Affairs ;
i
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EWALD, LINDA, KNOXVILLE, TN
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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: 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 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.
Therefore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus
HEU inventory.
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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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26003 Comment noted.
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FERNALD AREA OFFICE, CINCINNATI, OH
PAGE 1 0OF 1

11.014: The observation that LEU blendstock could originate from the Fernald facility
is correct. The HEU Final EIS has been revised to reflect this in Section 2.2.1 and Sec-

Date: January 12, 1988 X ,
tion 4.4, Intersite Transportation.

To: Oftloa of Fisslls Mstarlals Disposition
FAX: 1-800-820-5166

Subject: Comments on the

Lraft Environmental impact §tatement (EIS)

Fram: Mary Bath Garels
Fernald Araa Office
7400 Willay Road
Cineinnati, Ohlo 46030
phone: §13-848-3181
Fax: 613-648-3076

SIH [oulf Winiubip) payoriug
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The possibllity exists that some of the low snriched urenium {LEU} biendstock for
tha proposed blending sction will come from the Fernald Environmental
Managemasnt Projact in Fernald, Ohio {350 MTU). Howover, the Draft EIS
documsnt does not clearly indicate this potential Fernald source of LEU Blendstock
In its discuasion. It only notas Femald ss being a source of dapleted materisi. :

Rscommendations:
1. Add “LEU in matal or oxide form would be shipped from Fernald, Ohia”, in fifth
builet paragraph of Section 2.2.1 Bas/s for Analysis.

2. Add text to the paragraphs under the Transportation of 8lend! k M 11.014
heading in Saction 4.4.3.2 Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Dispositi Lo
Aftematives that describes the possible transportation of LEU in metsl or oxide -
form from Femald, Possibly add this siternative to the transportation RADTRAN .
analysis, aithough the Hanford analysls may ba sufficient since Hanford Is being ‘
used as a representative site.

3. Add information whaere appropriate on the potentis! Fernald LEU blendstock
source to any other ssctions/diagrams that discuss the blandsteck materials to
ensure that the snvironmental impacts of this posaibliity have been fully asasssed.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. Hops the program is successful.
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GARDNER, JACK A., ERWIN, TN

PAGE1 OF 1
10.003: Comment noted.
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GENETTA, SUSAN, NASHVILLE, TN

PAGE 1 OF 1
Date Received: 1/11/96
Comument ID: P0044
Name: Susan Genetia
Address: Nashville, Tennessee
Transcription:

Hi, my name is Susan Genetta, and I'm a resident of Nashville, Tennessee, and today is

Wednesday, January the tenth, and I'd like to leave just one or two short remarks regarding the

cnriched uranjum being sold in the world market as plutonium. It is my opinion that this is not a

good idea. T would like to see no nuclear materials bought and sold in the international market, 10.034
and 1 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:  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.
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GEORGIA (AUGUSTA), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
PLENARY SESSION
PAGE 1 OF 2
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
Augusta, Georgia
November 16, 1995

SESSION: Plenary

Is DOE weighting the that are ived on this E1S?

What is being done with the 20% of the HEU categorized as off-specification?
Is the Savannah River Site presently operating the vitrification facility to vitrify glass?

Why did the United States declde to take back foreign fuel? Since the United States is teking
back the fuel, why is DOE and/or the g afraid of making a borab?

Would someone pleass tell us about p tial water
surrounding the Savannah River Site activitics and this project

to the arcas

DOE should Tet another state take the Savannah River Site over. I would not mind letting
soraeone else have our problems for a while.

I tive close to the Savannah River Site and 1 am not concerned about the drinking water being
contaroinated.

This is the second tiroe in the Iast month that DOE has scheduled public meetings at the same time
and in locations far enough apart that interested members of the public can not attend both
moctings.

1 commend DOE for identifying the p d tive in the d t. The final BIS should
more closely relate to the requirements of NEPA. Ror example, fulfilling the requirements of
future generations and impacts on resources.

Do the utility companies have an interest in the HEU being blended down to metal as the final
product. Do any commercial sites have roetal blending capabilities?

We (the public) are worried about the futuse, however, in 1000 years the only thing surviving at
the Savannzh River Site will be owls and buzzards.

How rauch money was budgeied for this draft EIS?

'REVISED December 13,1995

for presentation in this document.
10ral comments received in public meetings concerning similar issues were combined (grouped)

| 32.009
| 02.003
| 25.001

] 01.005

| 22.006

| 32010

| 30,010

| 13,005

| 16.007

32.009:  As part of the HEU 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.
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32.010:  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. 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
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 but not metal. Conversion con-
tractors will need to make oxide or hexafluoride products for sale to the utilities. No com-
mercial contractors have the capability to blend uranium metal.

16.007:  Four million dollars are budgeted for both Draft and Final versions of the HEU
EIS.
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Decesber 28, 1993

Editor, News Sentinel
208 W. Church 8t.
Knoxville, TN 37902

Re: Letters
Graetings:

The hesdline far the 12-13-93 lestter by Nile Btabin, *Anti-
nuclesr activimts putting sooiety at risk®, should take a prize
for the mowt ironic and misleading headline of 1993, Hr.
S8tabin letter focumes on minor parts of the nucieser debate:
rimks asscoisted vith lov level redismtion, nuclear power
genwration sand uses in wedicine. The oritical imsue of our time
im hov to dwal with nuclesr wesponam. The rwcent demonstrations
4n France by "nuclesr sctivists® stemsing from that country’s
nucliear tests had little to do vith thess minor issues nnd
everything to do with this oritiosl one.

of itms snd unimagineble nsture, the ususl
response to the poasibility of nuclear ver im deniel. Henowe it
is much sasier to focus on the fringe issues wnd cantinue to rely - i
on such illogicsl policies s= deterrence 10 kewp us "oafa”. The
deterrenoe wpprosch saym if I have sncugh weaponm, X will deter
ny from att ing me. This umumily does not wark aon the
personsl level. At the nuclesr ievel deterrence is seif-destruc~ :
tive. This sppromch of course grew out of the cold wer with the . A
Boviets, Every adwinistration mince Hiroshima has endorsed it
even though sware of its fundamental fimw: if ve are sttacked
with nunlesr bombm, sven in s “liwited” var, our stonkpile of
0000 nuclesr arus is useless. The sffects from the atteck will
be snough to destroy us, our sttackers as vell sm sveryone slse! :
It im & shame that Washington doss not do wmore to publinize thie, [

In fuot our huge stockpile serves to oreate wore danger for us.
We model for the warid that one vay to be wors pawerful is to
ingrease or develop nuclemr vespons. The denger of atamic vespons
inoresses s all nations seek to be more pawerful.

The deterrence policy almo cantains budetery problens. In this .

time of effortm to balance the budget, 1t is herd to believe that .
the Depertment of Energy 4is plsnning on building wore nualear
veapons and the axpsnsive squipment to produce more tritium gem
{to replace that vhich ins deteriorsting in existing veapons). And
we are looking for places to save money! b

¥e should be working much herder toverd the only policy sbout
nualesr veapons thst makes sense: their reduction snd control. :
1£ there svar vas & tims for wll nations in the nuolear club to

hegin relessing their desth grip on the policy of deterrsnce, it )
iw while tensions sre lovered. I'm afraid your hesdline only
adds to our denial. Bince the United States hes sn avervhelwing
lead in nuclesr wesponm, ve have the primery responeibility to i
lewd the world in developing sane policiss about tham. "Nuclesr
activists® wre the priwary group sround the world that are trying
to reduce the nuclesr threat.

S8incerely yours,

Bobh Rundl
1318 N. Briscoe Cir.
Knoxville, TN 37912
687-9060
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SANFORD, CHARLES S., NASHVILLE, TN
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$name = charles s smanford
#citle » mgr

#company = S&A

#addrl ~ 1803 primrose ave
#addr2 =

#city = nashville

#scate = tn

¥zip = 37212

fphone = [615)383-8428
#fax -

femail -

#subject. = HEU EIS

the ratio, volumes and quantitics of materials to be processed
(down-blended) is "classified”. Surely, the environmental impact must ,
likewise, be classified. Unlcss production throughputs of materials

at sites are factually known, 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; otherwisc,

the DOE should wait until the matenials are declassified so that more
public infc ion is available. One must p that the driving

force for the HEU EIS is the releasc 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

10 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

28.002

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 50t 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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10.024

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 JAEA controls. There is some HEU under JAEA 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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SHEARER, VELMA M., ENGLEWOOD, OH
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124 Chestnut St., #210
Englewood, OH 45322
December31, 1995

David Nulton

Office of Fissile Malerials Disposition
Uniled States Depariment of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washinglon, DC 20565

Dear David Nulton:

t on the Disposition of Highly Enriched

The Department of Energy’s Envi ! lmpoct Stut
Uranium has two goals: the first is to achieve nonproliferalion of weapons-grade uranium, and the
second to realize the peaceful and beneficial use of this radioactive matecial in 8 way which will
return monies to the federal treasury, i-e., use as commercial nuclear fuet.

The first goal of nonp ion is q ble since no controks for spent nuclear fuel are indicated
(except as these may appear in & separate document). Downblending to nuctear fuel and fuel-rod safes
are being tured over to the United States Enrichment Corporation which could, and likely will,
markel the radioactive fuel i lonally. No controls sre specified over the rep ing of the
resultant spent fuel or on the return of the spent fuel ko the United States.

The second goal of returned monies to United States coffers, as yet unquantified and not likely to be so,
offers only 2 blind eye to proliferation possibilities.

The time required for fending at the Por h and Paducah sites to four percent al present

capacity would take ten years for the initiat 200 tons of highly enriched uranium (HEU). [t is likely

that more HEU will be declared to be surplus during hat len years. No other potential downblending
B ble lime-fi .

sites are named as & means of mai g

Also, the preferred option of ial use of downblended HEU as fuel would result in thousands of
tons of spent nucear fuel. No analysis of the environmental impacts or costs for storage of this spent
fuel have been offered or are forthcoming.

1 sincerely belleve the following steps would secure the most reasoned results for the disposition of
HEU:

1. Downblending the HEU would be the surest way to achieve the nations goal of
proliferation of nuctear

2. Downblended HEU s0ld on the world market as fuel would compromise nonproliferation
unless criteria lo prevent rep ing are required. Nonproliferation should have a higher priority
than monies coming into the federal coffers.

3. Downblending HEU to four percent and storing indefinitely with full record and inspection
procedures in place would allow the best time-frame for removing the HEU from weapons usable
radioactive material,

4. The HEU disposition plan must be a long-term plan which includes environmental impacts,
health, and safety factors {for workers and the public) for all phases from downblending to safe
disposal of spent nuclear (uel.

S. The disposition plan should conform to international standards (IAEA} of control, safeguard,

03.024

07.013

14.005

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 miilion 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 UFg 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
biending at the two enrichment plants. Those facilities could blend HEU only in the form
of UFg, 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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Sierra Club-State of Franklin Group

Linda Cataldo Mudica, Group Chait
266 Maybernry Road
Jonesborough. TN 37659

Plone (423) 753-9697
Rk (423) 783 429
Groail. lindamodica@scmmaciub org

Januvary 22, 1996

DOE--Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

¢/0 SAIC-HEU EIS

P.0. 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, CCT. 1995

Dear Sir or Madam:

The State of Franklin Group of the Sterra 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
- the'location 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 pecple of Erwin, and of
Jonesborough and Greeneville, the largest communities downstream of
Nudear Fuel Services. Previous studies have focused only on NFS's
workers and have falled to exhaustively assess the health affect of NFS's
radicactive 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).
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SIERRA CLUB, JONESBOROUGH, TN
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7)  Nuclear Fue! Services should never again be allowed to regulate
itself. Should the DOE embark upon its “preferred altemative™ and select
NFS as a contractor, the Erwin facility should be vigorously & constantly
monitored by a full-time NRC inspector.

8)  The State of Frankiin Group Is sympathetic to the plight of the 400
NFS employees who have been terminated and who are now working 8t
considerably lower wages, or are still unemployed. Should NFS fall 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 or public safety. Therefore, high-tech, high-wage
environmentally-friendly altermative 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 Iin 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 2 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 21st

Century. The demand for power plant fuel wil 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 nonproiiferation, [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  throughout the decision making
process. Our Sierra Club Group offers its services to the Tri-Cities and
the DOE, and wil welcome the opportunity to serve on the Citizens
Advisory Board. The State of Franklin Group could also assist the DOE in
the development of 2 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 medical community who should be consulted for the
epidemiclogical study.

Sincerely,

Linda C. Wodica
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.
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SOUTHERN NUCLEAR OPERATING COMPANY, BIRMINGHAM, AL
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Southern Nuckear Operatng Comparny
Post Office Bax 1293

Brrmngham Alsbama 35201
Te'ephone (205) B68-5550

Fax {205) 8706165

A

Southern Nuclear Operating Company

& subsdary of The Sousheen Company

James K. Miller il
Esrcutive Vice Prasoent ana Corparate Covnsel

January 16, 1996

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Mashington, D.C. 20226-3786

CONNENTS ON
THE OISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUN
DRAFT EXVIRONMENTAL INPACT STATEMENT
0 [] R

Dear Sir:

in response to the Department of Emergy's October 27, 1995 notice in the
federal Register, Southern Nuclear Operating Company, Inc. has reviewed The
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium %n[u) Draft Environmenta)
Impact Statement (EIS) and {s providing the following comments:

1) We strongly support the Department of Ener?y's (OOE) proposal
to blend down to the maximum extent possible surplus HEU to
{ow-Enriched Uranium (LEU) for use as commercial nuclear fuel
{(Alternative 5 of tha Draft Environwental Impact Statement).
This alternative provides the best options for eliminating the
risk of diversion for nuclear proliferation purposes while
minimizing any fmpact on the environment.

2) ¥e concur with DOE’s analysis that Alternative 5 will have the
Teast impact on the environment from an ultimate waste disposal
standpoint.

3} We believe DOE has over estimated the reductfon in de)iveries
that domestic producers would experience during the dlending
period and that the Department should review its analysis in
this area. Based on studies avatlable to us, which include LEU
supplies from both Russian and U.S. HEY 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 conversfon industry. With the shutdown of the
Sequoyah Fuels Corporation facility, the CAMECO Corporation and
Allied-Signal, Inc. facilities are the only remaining conver-
ston suppliers in North America. These suppliers have indicated
their near term production has been soldout and are Jooking
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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SPARKS, DENNIS, UNICOI COUNTY, TN
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10.003: Comment noted.

Yes. My name is Dennis Sparks. | reside in Erwin, Tennessee. | spent twelve years
working at Nuciear Fuals Services, and | just wanted to lel the DOE know that | feat like VE
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 it's brought forth over N
the years has been greatly impacted by the reduction in jobs that we've had. | speak
espedially for myself. | have a disability, and } cannot find any work becausae of the
specialized exparience 1 had at Nuclear Fuel, and | feel ke we played a grest rofs in
the defense of our country, and we've done a real good Job and took pride in our work. .
So 1 wouki ask that the DOE would certainly give us the utmost consideration in getting
this order here becauss we have 80 many people that are really in bad need and of
course | know that the case in a lot of places, but as for mysalf 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 wark and keep our plant going, because ! feel like it might be needed in 10.003
tha fulure, 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 there, that you don't know who's hands it's in. |
feel like we have a lot of good trained people and it would be a disadvantage for our
country to lose those people. !f we don't get something going before long, | mean
people are just going to go on, and it's not golng to be so easy to re-train these people
on jobs that are sophisticated and technical as we did. Hf there is anything else that |
could do to help our cause, at NFS and Erwin, { would appreciate a letter or anything.
My address is Route 1, Box 300D (D as in dog), Unicoi, Tennessee, and the zip is !
37692. | appreciate your time, and giving me the opportunity 1o exp my s,

and would hopa 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-byae.
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION, TRENTON, NJ

PAGE10OF 1 g

23.001: Comment noted. L

Stute of Netw Jecoey g
Chtistine Todd Whitman Departoent of Environmental Protection Robert C. Shinn. Jr. {
Govemor Commissioner :
December 8. 1H95 i

U.S. Department of Energy

Offsice of Fissile Hateriale Dispoeidicn
/o SATC-HED

P.0. Box 23788

Hashirgton, DC Z0026-3786

RE: Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium
Dratt Environesntal lmpact Statement (Cotober 189%)

To Whom It May Coodern:

The Neu Jersev Dspartmant of Environmental Frotection
nee completed ite raview of the above referenced document. 23 001
The Departwent nas no commsnta on the Draft Environmenta) .
Inpact Statement, nor any objections to the propoasd action.

Thank you for providing the Deprrtment the opportunity
to review thic docukant.

rorce Scheidy
actor
fice of Program Coordination

c., Jill Liputi, Radiatlion Frotection
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE2 OF 8

€1t

GTATE OF TENNESSER

GAK MOGE, TENNESSES 376301072
RECEIVED BY
~-u & §1995

December 21, 1995

T B/ UENTAL POLCY O,
Mr. Don Dills, Commissioner )
T Dep of Envi! and Conservation
c/o Tennessee Environmenta) Policy Office

14th Floor L&C Tower
401 Church Street
Nashville. Tennessee 37243 - 1553

Dear Commissioner Dills

Document NEPA Review - “Diaposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft
Envir tal Impact S * DOE/EIS-0248-DS, dated October 1995,

The T Dep of Envi and Censervation, DOE Oversight Division has
reviewed the above document for your concurrence and transmittal to the following DOE office:

US Depariment of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
¢lo SAIC/HEU EIS,

PO Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026 - 3786

4

Qur office review was d in d with the requi ts of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementing regulations 40 CFR 1500 - 1508 and 10
CFR 102},

This documnent 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, Babeox and Witcox (B&W) fscility 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 postion of the materiai now stored on the
ORR.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE 4 OF 8
Tehnessee Department of Environment and Consevvation DOE raight o
ts on Draft Envir tal Impact S t for Disposition of Surplus Highly

C
Eariched Uranium, DOE/EIS-0240 DS, October 1935

General Comments:

In the public meeting in Knoxville on November 14, 1995, DOE stated that additional HEU
material would be declassified in December, 1995, The details of thal declassification should be
provided in the EIS.

The risk factors tables show a difference of two orders of magnitude between the sites. The

assumptions madc for these calculations are not pl d, and may be too generic in
nature to make compari possible. Therefore, the decisi should not be based on risk factors
alone.

A costeval of each al

jve, includi i d initial costs for the proposed project,
should be included in the final EIS,

Natural Uranium Hexafloride (UFe) is valuable as feedstock in the g; diffusion p
therefore, it doesn’t make sensc to use it for blending purposes since thete is an excessive
amount of depleted UFs avail ble a1 Paducah, Por h and at Oak Ridge K-25 site. Natural
UF, is mentioned in several places in section 4.4 “Interstate Transportation” (and possibly in
other sections) for blending purposcs. Natural UFe should be changed ta depleted UFg when
listed for use as a blendstock in the EIS.

In addition to the above commient, depleted UF, that is stored at the K-25 site should be
evaluated in the EIS for use as blendstock.

Specific Comments:

1. Page S-18. Summary, Basis for Analysis, Paragraph 4

Depleted UFe, useful as blend stock, may also be obtained from the Ozk Ridge K-25 site. The K-
25 site should be added to this paragraph in the EIS

2, Page 1.6, Section 14,2, Preferred Allematives

In addition , any LLW transferred to any LLW facility would be consistent with the Department s
WM PEIS and ted ROD. any 1 NEPA d tiered from or supplementing

the Waste Management PEIS. Please provide information to address the disposition of LLW at

| 02.007

I 21.019

| 16015

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 HEU would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of
biending 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 U-235 is not included in the waste acceptance criteria for waste dis-
posal.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE 6 OF 8

STATE OF TERNESSLE

TMENT OF ENVIRONMENT N
DEPAR DMSIO%I OF RAD%LOGK:ACHEAY. H SERVATION

3RO FLOOR, L & C ANNEX
401 CHURCH STREET
NASHVILLE, TN 37243-1832
I8
INTERNET: MMOBLEY@POP.STATE TN.US

January 10, 1996

DOE - Office of Fissile Matarials Disposition
/o SAIC - HEU EIS

P O Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

ATTN J. David Nulton, Diractor
Office of NEPA Compliance & Outreach

Dear Mr. Nuiton:

Wao have reviewed the DOE/EIS-0240-DS “Disposition of Surplus Highly Erviched
Uranibm Draft Environmental Impact Statement” and would offer the following
comment:

Regardless of which facility is chosen by the DOE to perform the downblending of the
HEU, the process should be regulated and licensed by the Nuctear Regulatory
Commission. This process should be held to the same regulatory standards as other
commarcial fuel cycle facilities in the United States. 25.008

The independent ragulatory oversight of the opsrations will provide assurance that the
public, the workers, and the environment will be adequately protected from any
potential radiation hazard.

Sincerely,

) M

Michael H. Mobley
Director

MHM:sk

0240

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
1995¢), 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, calcu
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.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE S OF 8

Page Two
Secretary Haze! O'Leary
December 14, 1995

Despite our concers, the State of Tennesseo recognizes and sppreciates the historic role :
Osk Ridge, Tennessee has played for the nation and the economic contributions DOE has b
made to the Oak Ridge community and Tennessee over the past S0 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 perform. However, T believe that
DOE’s continued consideration of the most technically itable disposal site in the DOE
complex for large scale waste deposition is truly a waste of precious national and state
resources. 1 urged you to invest your agency's cocrgies in altematives that better meet both
the short and fong term interests of waste storage.

Sincerely,

Don Sundquist

¢ United States Representative Zach Wamp
United States Senator Fred Thompson
United States Senator Bill Frist
Commissioner Don Dills, Tennessee Deparument of Environment and Conservation :
US DOE Headquarters PA Office -
Mr. Greg Rudy, Acting Director, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition ;
NEPA File

Qe
3 :
R
83
S
SIS
<
13
»oS
S



Comment Documents
and Responses

‘palou Wwawwio) 0001

o s wwoped 63 KIGE [#INED) pu
eauapedxs (0 LK U] R0 130U A N JDU (1 ‘PedOIBASD ST 1 RI0IES
soun oy PUB 19d SY) U) 3U0p DY SN I HIOM B I WIPLUOD OSM W |

SUMELL GANOET L0 PUN ISHITS JISIHUS 1907 R0 Mg

g BuUPUNG-UMOP SRR 40} spiacad PGS RdN !aslsﬁﬁ.!:g
wmpoduip Al s 20p SIN 20 nok

BOUNGEdE PUR SUOKEISAO 110U LRIM AN | srdosd ey

gzis%xgsigs:zgi!:
yaejaxd s B Ay o tim o “y |

PP YO BUBPUNI-UAGD JO 1oedsaud Sp pUE ‘TRISp SUOREU IO
o prafies @ pedud swy 2N Wi Yed sy jo pnoad AeA £ Lrnanuod ng

KsaA 5) RSP AN SANS | WY ISP SeESY) IV 95 LR srdoed
Esgisgiinﬂzlgé

T T ooy SRR e
T VRIS e pm e
SUELLIIROS 40 Maewen uugs ugu‘ Mgt
. i -!gl'
- Ea.t Usas w 2191 EETHTON
¢ 40 1 3DvVd

NI ‘ALID) NOSNHOf ‘@aSSANNAJ, 40 ALVLS

3-221




TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
DISCUSSION GROUP A
PAGE1 OF 8

XA

HEU EIS PUBLIC: _ . JRAL COMMENTS
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
Kunoxville, Tennessce
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Discussion Group A
OPEN DISCUSSION

Facilites Capabilitics

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, 2233, 2.2.34,
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 UFg blending

‘What upgrades are required among the datc sites In coder foe the 1] facilities and X L7 . A
et ot ok et Dnd o e el l 22010 possible, for example). DOE has no plans to construct new facilities. If commercial enti-
e i  potsial s o e ety ut O praposed atlons, ety been | 11005 ties choose to build new facilities for the HEU (‘hsposmon program, adc}monal NEPA
tdequately sddressed in the BIS? : review would probably be necessary, most likely in the context of NRC license amend-
1F the blending to UP, is the better way to deal with this matcrial, why [z this process only ment proceedings.
01.002 p

considered for the commercial faciBtics and not the govemment facititics?
mﬂ!plyp&\vwm-swblmddmlh:muuw.ptuthmnewequipment.mdmmw ‘ 16003 E
Ly the privaze coctpaay who boys the fed the one who will be esponsibl for the waste? Could | 14.003 01.002: The ability to convert HEU in the form of metal or oxide to UFg does not cur-
e o Moot b i e o 15, ' rently exist at any facility. Because UFg blending would only be used for blending com-
Wit et o g o et s 12l oudithe - | 11,006 mercnal mgtenal, it would only be de\{el(.)ped if one of thg commerqfill blenders decides it

vo 10 send the mazial (0 Y-12 or would it e sent to commerclal facilitcs? is economically preferable to its existing UNH blending capabilities. DOE does not
Cumis the biggest determining factor in deciding which process, govermument or commervial, will intend to install new equipment for the purpose of competing with the private sector in a

uscd, N . .
commercial markct when it already has adequate UNH and metal (at the Y-12 Plant)
Other Al th . o
i blending capability.

How fa did DOE foak Into other lssoea/aliemative uses of HEU? Did DOE use the nationsl 09.012
laboratories to look ino these issucs/alternatives?
In terms of the Nevada Test Site, what about putting the materials in small yield nuclear | 09004

explosions to get rid of it?

PEVISEN Naramher 7 1005

IREVISED December 13,1995

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 purchasc
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 Radicactive Waste Policy Act, as amended.
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TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
DISCUSSION GROUP A
PAGE 3 OF 8

‘Weapons Potential/Risk
1t might be belier 10 use Altemative 2 (blend to waste), so proliferation will not be an issue.

1 DOE would take USEC nut of the picture, woutdn't DOE dill have an obligation to comply
with various treaties, to blend down the material from other nations to make it unusable?

Is there a treaty for Pu and HEU? Do we have an obligation to dispose of these materials?
Transportation

1f rnost of the materjal is at Y- 12, andY-12 has the capabllity te process it into metal o the oxide
foem, why does DOE want to transport the material all over the country If it can all be done a1 Y-
127 Will the transportation cost and risks be a factor in deteamining where the materdal will be
transported and processed?

Does the burden of the sccidents fall on the person that buys the fuel?

1f the altemative was 10 blend down o waste, who is the customer?

Would cost be the most

factor in the decis ing process?

If the altemative was chosen to blend down to wasie, would all four sites pasticipate In this
action? If the decision is 1o blend down to commercial foel, who will roake the declsion at which
site to blend dbwn the material? If the customer decides Lo blend down the materal, would it be
feasible to think that all four candidate sites would bid on the work, or would DOE make the
decision which sites got whar material? Can DOE assume that the candidate sites will be available
when the decision is finally made as to where the bleading will take place? Can the customer
decide who will blead the material down and who will transport it? How will the decision on
which commercial or government facility will do the work be made?

Coats

Can DOE recover the cost of what it took o make the material? Docs DOE have an estimate of
the cost per kilogram that it took to reake the material versus today's roarket value?

How do you eviiuale today's market value of the fuel?

Socloeconomics - Labor

Workers in Osk Ridge are losing their jobs. Why wouldn't DOE select the site to blend down the
material in a place wheze jobs and the work is nccded?

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 UFg cylinder
release. To be conservative, the consequences from the evaluation basis earthquake,
earthquake induced criticality, and the UFg 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: Necither 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 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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TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
DISCUSSION GROUP A
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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 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-
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.
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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 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
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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21.003: The UFg release that occurred on August 7, 1979 was reported in the Environ-
401) EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS mental Assessment for Renewal of Special Nuclear Material License SNM-124, Nuclear
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP Fuel Services, Inc., Erwin Plant, Erwin, Tennessee, Docket No. 70-143, dated August
e 14,1998 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
SESSION: Discussion Group B . . e
slowly decreased as material circulated out of the process ventilation and out of the stack.
Jmpact Most activity (60 to 80 percent) was released in 1 hour, although it took about 3 hours for
ﬁf‘:".&%‘:’&”&i&ﬁi&“ﬁ‘i‘ﬁi‘L‘?:i":,“u‘éf.“(’n%";m?;t‘ﬁ:‘;" e 21.003 all the activity to escape. The incident was investigated by NRC. The quantities released
::3““‘;;‘"‘{:3%;ﬁ,‘:ﬂ‘;‘:ﬁm“‘mwujffn‘;‘gf‘:&?;:;:;'"ﬁﬁgﬁ:mh“““‘ \ ' were within regulatory levels. After this event, the scrubbing system was redesigned and
irapacts associuied with this faciliy. modified to improve the system. Detection systems with alarms were also instaltled at the
O e e oy o 554t Cosp 4308 | 22.005 work station.
43 or s nd e campain i gl The HEU EIS analyzed radiological releases from UFg blending process during normal
DOE needs 1o compare acoidontal seleases versus chronic releascs l 21.004 . . et . . .
e _ o _ N | 24.002 operatlons.of NFS as well as ur.ldf:r a severe accident con_dltlon during which the hlghest
fﬁ:ﬁﬁ'ﬂﬁ"éff;mmﬂgx'vﬁmwﬁeﬁgﬁﬁig"hwf:off,f".fv"mm’“m 21,005 atmospheric release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals would occur. The accident
What e the 0 n ) impacts associued wi koeping weapans grade |21 scenarios evaluated in the HEU EIS included the release of UFg from a cylinder leak sim-
ibprs m&@m;’mﬁx:xﬁx’; lending sita? How ls the | 20.005 {lar to what occurred at NFS in 1979. Section 4.3.2 of the HEU Final EIS presents
o docices whatwil b done: with e U7 | 01.001 impacts of blending HEU to 4-percent UFg to the public and the environment.
Alternatives
DOE should clarify and compare the p o risks associated with each aliemative, esp l 03.001 R . . s
indicating that ncreasl rotal use of HEU 1o increases the prolifesation potential 22.005: Potential releases to air from the proposed action were estimated and presented
How docs th critri of sfting a 200d example to Othet PATORS Felae W the various liemadves | 03.002 in Section 4.3 of the HEU EIS. However, it was determined that there would be no haz-
being consldered? ardous waste released to the surface or groundwater during blending operations. All haz-
What e the economi costs assoclated with each | 16.009 ardous waste would be treated until it becomes nonhazardous and, after treatment, would
What nefferaine otantel b scerciarmd with et 22 | 03.003 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 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 HEU 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 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
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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, UFg, 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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How and where has the blend down technology been ested? And fs it the best technology?

DOE oversightoflo s not sue cven i i echnlogy s 1 exltcnce - so how many years has 01.004 100 nuclear electric power plants operating in the United States and hundreds of others
the blending techno! camied cach sw? How long h doing blend . . . . .
Gt Arew esiog douhn alk? DOB by sk thr o St b o dov e overseas. There is no expected increase in the number of these power plants in the United
material to 1% o¢ 4%, What are you saying, that B&W has not? States .
Can these peophe/sites blend the matedial down to 4% on-spec in the time frame given in the EIS? [ 05006 .
‘What are the criteria for sclecting SRS, ORR, B&W or NFS? | 07008 B
ey " Foetion ofthe maerbas? Whatls lacified, e amount o the ocatons | 02.001 13.003: There is consideration of deregulation of the electrical supply industry, but that :
Wt detves DOE' slection of  specifc e Least cast orleast Ak | 08.003 has not happened yet and no one can be sure what form it will take or what its impact will ¢
Rk be. At this time, there is no deregulation data to analyze. The demand for uranium in the
Transportation . N . ST . . ¥
0 United States is continuously analyzed by numerous firms specializing in the uranium
How much material s transported per truckload? | 20.00 . . . 11: b
19.001 market. These analyses predict essentially steady demand for uranium at 165 million :
Fis the BLS looked athe o of scldents between unasporing wass versss LECT? |19, pounds U;0g per year worldwide. The United States uses about 45 million lbs U30g per §
oy Vi e wasa? o el f e vt e Gorponis year and produces only about 6 million Ibs. :
the materialt in safe secure tratlers (SSTs)? 20.003 i
Are trucks the normal or best way 10 move: the material? t
m‘ﬂ;ﬂ"&m‘;ﬁ“m;::&;“:;&“’& e e e o l 20.010 11.010: The HEU EIS analyzes generic processes for the various blending technologies ‘
both 1% and 4% material ’ at all of the sites. Generic process rates are also applied based on rates that all of the facil-
Proliferation Differencts ities could achieve. It is possible that some of the facilities could process material at
When the HEU is bieaded down it would be run throvgh commercial reaciors and you end up ’ 03.010 higher rates, although it is unlikely DOE could make material available for blending at
with morc weapons-usable fissile materials, Would there be more weapons-usable materials after :
in commercial reactors? 1f $0, how mixch? higher rates.
The period of 8 years versus 46 years throughput - § would fike to suggest thal if the 46 years | 05005

were changed to 8 years we would have more jobs in the short term.

‘What makes us believe that these utilities will purchase the materials from the Uniled States over
the uther available materials?

13.002: The demand for HEU-derived uranium would come from the approximately

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 A
the parameters analyzed in the EIS in terms of sites, quantities, and processes, it is §
expected that no additional NEPA documentation will be required. 3
83
gy
01.004: Uranyl nydrate hexahydrate blending technology is in existence at all four § N
facilities, and metal blending technology exists at DOE’s Y-12 Plant. While all of the |'S §
facilities have engaged in some blending as part of their past operations, blending to pre- |5 §
S a
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1€ you blend it 10 fuel, you dont have more Lime t find & roposltory. Blending 1 fuel ignores the | 14.006
issue that there is 80 repository foc speak fuel.
Spent Fudd
When docs DOE begin (o grapple with the issve of spent fuel? If we biend down the HEU we | 14011
continue to add to the imsandty of generating spent fuel. We should blend down the material o
1% and get it dut of the cyche by disposing as low-level waste. and eavi l 10.009

impacts are skewed because the issue of spent fuel is not dealt within this document.

1 there any economic Incentive to blend to 1% over the 4% LEU? | 04.006

! Oral comments received in public meetings concerning similar issues were
combined (grouped) for presentation in this document,

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 surpius HEU, 35 kg per pack-
age (77 Ibs), or 1,680 kg (3,696 1bs) 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 trailér 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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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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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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How do you know that the process of biending down the HEU would not cost ioore than to start

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.

e e R
Copte ofthe ot Stucies? The cos analyals shouid e neladed i he Sl BIS. - © 09.002: The gaseous diffusion enrichment plants at Paducah and Portsmouth have the
How mch moro e, celr, arselc, mereny, . will b a0 our wate upply capability to deal'l with HEU only in th(? f{)rm of UFg. The K-25 Site_ on ORR is perma-
s Bas thuough the Dlend down proceas? How much more wates contamination can we expect ' 22.004 nently closed. Since the surplus HEU is in the form of metal or oxide, not UFg, those
The Uniid Stnes has et 200 metic s of o (HEU) and 0 et tons offoc (HEU) facilities cannot be used for the blending activities.
from Russia that will be going %0 USEC. Ls there & market foe this fuel? Does DOE plan to send l 06.012
the waste from the blend down process back to Russia?
Whexe would the blended down fuc) be stored? .

) ) ) I 26.004 22.003: Waste types, forms, and volumes generated by the three blending processes
Where is the material 1o be used for biending presently stored? . .

(UNH, metal, and UFg) are listed in Tables 2.2.2.1-2, 2.2.2.2-2, and 2.2.2.3-2 of the

Do the facilities at the candidaie sites have permits in place to biend down material? | 23.002 HEU EIS
Orulhc!udwuuwdpomryrxcéﬂly,wouldms?mtﬁulbestomdltdtmmut{xlmelnd
e e e eaboalen iy T tha the foct sk o forlgn | 15.001 Conceptual treatment schemes for the blending alternatives as envisioned at the candidate
The document only addresses the actions antil the fuel becomes commercial. Under the NEPA | 20,004 sites, and storage and disposal impacts are described in the waste management sections of

process, the lift of the material should be covered from cradle to grave.

‘What happened 1 the intermnational Lreaty for reuming foreign research reactar spent nuclear fue!
(o the Uruted States?

conceming similar issues were combined

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 LLLW that would be created by blending HEU to waste
would be in addition to that which would otherwise exist.
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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
biendstock 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 Femnald, 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: Al 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, Tennessee
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Plenaty

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.

‘Why not blend all of the matesial 1o reactor fuel? l 09003

1 his roaseria 1s wsed Lo the United Statcs reactor raarkes will it then preclade intemationl fucls | 17.001 17.001: Commercial fuel derived from HEU is expected to enter a global uranium mar-

from entering the United Siates markces? ket. It is possible that it could supplant uranium imports or augment U.S. exports.

JSOE has the suppoct from Unlood County, Tennestoc for this process. We sppreclate NES. 1 I 10.003

can't think of anyons in our county that would not support this.

s this an all of pothing slmation? That is, having one site do it al o dividing it all between the | 07.002

foor sis? 10.003: Comment noted.

Do you anticipate a good market for this? Theee is 2 proposed facility in Claibourne, Lotisiane | 04002

that will process the masesial from start to finish, They have said they will be a direct competitor

with the DOB and USEC.

Who will be marketing the matecial ather then the 50 meirl tons going to USEC? ‘ 17.004 07.002: The HEU EIS is programmatic in the sense that it will support programmatic

Once USEC is privatized who will have tite of the 50 roetrc tons of the raaterial? decisions (for example, as proposed, to make commercial use of surplus HEU). The Pre-

1 there full et 10 market therateal o otte o low th costs, 0 would DOE ol on 0 | 04.004 ferred Alternative in the HEU Final EIS does not include any site preferences. The docu-

it unt] the pates 19 at devel you would vanttosell i1 | 08.002 ment concludes that the necessary blending activities could take place at any of the

Unkiruai storags - what s the anicipated stonge time before scling? | ' analyzed sites without significant adverse impacts. Thus, environmental considerations

Regarding the time {rara, how many years Is DOE expecting this process (o uke? 05.002 are not considered likely to drive site decisions, which may be made by parties other than

Do v crpoct th the Russians will b sending mors fcl mateil oves thus competing with the I 12.003 DOE. If subsequent decisions concerning disposition of specific lots of HEU fall within

ith o Rt aing s w s el il s pact o e e the parameters analyzed in the HEU EIS in terms of sites, quantities, and processes, it is
USS] 30 lon, A tm| o . . . .

proce sing our 200 metc tonsT ’ > | 05.003 expected that no additional NEPA documentation will be required.

IREVISED December 1995

'0Oral comments received in public meetings concerning similar issucs were combined
(grouped) for presentation in this document.

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. A
Q

3

17.004: Under the current proposal, if this HEU EIS is finalized and an ROD is pub- 8 2
lished consistent with the Preferred Alternative to maximize commercial use, the ROD | & e
may include a decision to transfer title to 50 t of HEU to USEC. This is planned to b 8
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 |3 §
Ny ™
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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 the 200 metric tons of HEU {dentified, also Include the forelgn HEU?

Regarding the ratios provided for commercin! off specification material and wasis, do they refloct
the amsounts that DOE has now or will have with the makerial identified in this document? What
was the basis for the ratio?

Has the schedule of the Recoed of Declsion stipped and why? If it has slipped, what doss the
schedule look like now?

How s00n can the material be blended down once the Record of Decision is issucd?

Reganding the transpostation issuc, does DOB cxpect any challenges from the slies?

10l commeats receied in public meetings coscerning similas issucs were combined (grouped) for presentation
i this docume st

| 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. Tt consists of about 175t 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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UNICOI COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION, ERWIN, TN
PAGE 1 OF 2

10.003:
MEMBERS UNICOI COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION

Noocy Geatry DR. RONALD WILCOX, SUPERINTENDENT

Glea Howard 600 NORTH ELM AVENUE, ERWIN, TENNESSEE 37650 . -
Limreooe Liagerke (423)743-1600 3

v L e . “Working for Children™

MNovembar 30, 1995

The U, §. Department of Energy

Office of Flesile Haterials Dlspoun:mn
P. 0. Box 23786

Washington, D. C. 20026-3786

Dear Sir/Madam:

I support the effort by Nuclear Fuels Services to obtain a
contract to blend high grade and low grade uranium into a
marketable fuel. Oux county needs an economic boost. Nuclear
Fuels Services is located {n Unicoi County, which is heavily
impacted by federal property ownership. The federal government
owns 50% of the land in our county. This vast ownership limite the
amount of property taxes that are collacted in our school district.
Due to a low tax base ocur educational programs and sexvices suffer.
We need a hew high schcol in our county since the preunt one was
built in 1929, yet we cannot afford one.

Children in our county need jobs upon graduation. We graduate
approximately 200 atudents per year. Local industry employs
approximately 208 of these graduates, with the remainder either not
working or leaving our comnmunity to find a job.

Yf Nuclear Puels 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 morea jobs
creatnd

2. Opportunities for our senior students to get a job
locally upon graduation

3. The as a whole will anrove
providing a bettet life atyle for citizens

4. Nuclear waste will be xeclaimed 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 iteelf '

Comment noted.
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UNITED STATES ENRICHMENT CORPORATION, BETHESDA, MD
PAGE 1 0OF 2

United States
Enrichment Corporation
2 Democsacy Center
6903 Orien

(SEC =

Tal. (301) 564-3200
Fax: (30%) 5843201

Uniten] Saites
Faie laneat Corgeration

January 11, 1996

Office of Fissile Matenals Disposition (MD-4)
ATTN: HEU EIS

U. S. Depantment of Energy

P O Box 23786

1000 Independence Averue S W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Sir/Madam:

USEC has reviewed the October 1995 Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium
Draft Envir ! Impact St We offer the following comments on the draft document:

Section 1.4 - USEC supports the preferrad alternative to sell as much HEU as possible for use in 10.003
commercial reactor fizel using a combination of sites and blending technologics that best serves ’
progr ic, envi ), and ic needs

Section 2.1.2.3 - (e the Limited Commercial Use Alternative) states that the 50 t of HEU will
be split equally between two commercial facilities. This alternative should also cover the possibility 09.024
of haviny all of the material go to only ane facility. The other commercial use alternatives give ranges
of the mix from "all commercial® to "alf DOE*. The Limited Commercial Usc alternative should be
analyzed in the same way.

Section 2.2 - On page 2-13 it states that “UNH, metal, and UF, are reactive and are not suitable for
land disposal as waste”, and that these forms would need to be d to triuranic ide prior

1o disposal. It is not clear in this section that the envir | impacts ixted with this 33.007
conversion slep 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

Section 2.2.2.2 Metal Blending - 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 11.011
produce feedstock for USEC's Ad d Vapor Laser Isotope Separation program

Oftices n Paducah Kentucky  Pousmouth, Omo  Washmgion DC

10.003: Comment noted.

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 50t 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 UFg would not be used for blending to waste because only commercial sites
would use UFg as a blendstock for blending with the UFg process. Since depleted ura-
nium cannot be used as blendstock for blending to fuel as described previously, depleted
UF would not be used for any of the processes for commercial fuel. Depleted UFg 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.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,

WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE10OF 4

R

i % UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

& WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20460
-«
B T9%
OFFICE OF
ENFOAGCE MENT ANG
COMPUANCE A SSURANGE

M. J. David Nulion

Director

Office of NEPA Compliance and Qutreach
Office of Fisile Materlals Disposition

c/o SAIC/HEU EIS

P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Nuiton:

The Environnsental Peosoction Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Department of Energy's
Dispotition of Surplus Highly Enriched Urantum Draft Envh t ct St Asa
Cooperating Agency for the EIS, our review is provided p to the Nationat Envi | Policy
Act {NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 £t 5eq.,) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

DOE proposes 1o dispose of U.S.-origin, weapons-usable, highty enriched uranium that is
surplus 1o nationa) defense or defense-related program needs. The draft EIS analyses the
cnvironmental effects of a no action alicmatlve and four other aliernatives that represent different catios
of blending the highly enriched ium to low entiched urmnium using three diffecent processes at four

is) sites, The inc ] lon-related i ts are modest and would not rule
out any of the ives under EPA has rated the preferred alternaive EC-2,
eavironmental concems - insufficicnt information. An explanation of EPA’s ratings is provided in
Enclosurc |. Detailed ¢ are provided for your consideration in Enclosure 2.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please contact Susan
Offerdal a1 (202) 260-5059.

Sincerely,

Lo PR
R E. Sanderson
c0;'] Dicector
Office of Federal Activities
Enclosures

RecycledRacysable
Pt o 2 bt vy e
Y ittt A mepe inae
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,

WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE3 OF 4

Cuclosure 2

LPA Detalled Comtnents on the Department of Encrey's Disposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium Draft Environmental impact Statement

The draft envi { impact (EIS) is preheusive regarding radiation
relrted envi | imp and the lative, site-specific impacts of a variety of waste
management tasks the Department of Energy (DOE) might assign to a particular facifity.
Particularly useful is the discussion at the end of Chapter 4 canceming the relative impacts of
“de-enriching" highly-enriched uranium (HEU) and enriching natural uranium (NU). This
makes clear that radintion exposures from the “de-enriching”™ process ore 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. [t would be helpful if lhxs analysis were ex(endcd to the
production of radioactive wastes and perhaps to in

L )

are severat additional points at which the draft ELS could be strengthened. The
naturc of the excess HEU to be disposed of is not clearly defined. This is significant because
| effects, including radiation-retated ones, are direct functions of the depree of
blending that is necessary to "deﬂ\nch the material to a glvcn level. This is the reason, for
example, that blending to waste has greater p than blending to fuel, Thus,
the nature of the HEU to be disposed of is a central determinant of the total enwmnmenlnl
effects. The rationale for the assumption that the material is on average 50% enriched is not
cleasly explained in the text. indeed, given that the apparent reason for having surplus HEU is
nuclear disarmament, one might assume that the level of enrichment of the material to be
dlsposed of wou!d be “bomb grade”, or well above 90%. It is also not clear why any
ion" is y - - unlike probl iated with characterizing complex sites for
clnnup. DOE should have a complclc inventory of HEU in its possession. The EIS should
provide & 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 bounds upon that
uncertainty.

The EIS could also discuss exphcnly the functional relationship between the degree of
“de-enri " required and envi f and If there is a strongly
nonlinear relationship, it may be that the envi 1 quences of de-enriching say, one
unit of 20% HEU and onc unit of 90% HEU is much greater than de-enriching two units of $5%
HEU, (the average of20°/- and 90%). If so, one could not assess the overall cffects of the

paign without k g thing about the actual distribution of enrichment levels in the
surplus materials,

It would be heipful if the EIS clarified early in the text that the molten nictal blending
process would only be used to create low-level waste and not low-enriched uranium (LCU). Niis
also unclear why blending using the ium hexafluoride process is mentioned since none of the

facilities have that upnbili(y.

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 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.

UFj 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 UFg. 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¢ blending process.

sasuodsay pup
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM

PAGE1OF 3
l URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA
$41 Eagr Patacs Avemu, Port Oincs BOI 649, Barta P, Nuw MENCO §7304- 0669
“TaLLrwomg (345) 963-4611; Fax ($85) 33997

Novembexr 15, 1995

Mr. <. David Rulton, Director

Office of NEPA Compliance and Outreach
Office of Pisgile Materials Disposition
U.8. Department of Bnergy

1000 Independence Avenus, S.W.
waghington, D.C. 20585

Dear Mr. Nulton:

The purpose of this letter is to request a 120-day
oxtension of the public comment peried for tha Draft Environmental
Impact Statemant for Disposition of Surplus Highly Bnriched Uranium
(*HED RIS*). The ismues xaised in the HEU BIS are numerous and
complex, and the Uranium Producars of America (UPA) believes it is
esgential that sufficient time be allowed by the Department for
interested stakeholdera to review and comment on these ispues. RAa
it was DOE’s snnounced intention to publish a draft RIS in July of
this year, thereby allowing ample time for stakeholder input to the
procens, we believe that to now allow only 45 days for comment ie
pimply too short a period in which to develop and subnit
comprehersive comwents on this vital national issue. Accordingly,
for the reacons that we diacuss in more detail below, we urge you
to conpider extending the comment pariod.

As the organizarion representing the domestic uraniwm
producers, UPA i8 particularly concerned about the impact that the
disposition alternatives will have on the domestic uranium market.
As you know, the pending United &tates Bnrichment Corporation
{USEC)} privatization legislation specifically xequires DOE to
evaluate the impact on the domestic uranium market of any
disponltion of exceas materialo from the U.8. stockpile. Qur
preliminary review of the HEU BIS puggests that no more than a
cursory examination of thie igsue has been undextaken.

In thig regard, we find the document soriously lacking in
any analysis of the {dentified alternatives from the standpoint of
how thesa alternatives would impact the domestic uranium industry,
as well as how they would maximize proceeda to the Federal
Treapury. Indeed, in this lattex regard, other than the asaertion
that the "preferred alternative® would *allow for peaceful,
peneficial reuse of the materisl as wuch as possible {and) maximize
proceeds to the Pederal Treasury®, we have found no analyais in the
Qocument, nor in the cited refexences, as to how this 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
Jikely to be blended and introduced into the market for commercial use over a period of
10 to 15 years. The USEC Privatization Act (PL. 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
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM
PAGE3 OF 3

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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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM i
PAGE 2 OF 12

January 10, 1996
page 2

was improving came & challenge from overscas -- 2 flood of unfairly-traded imported
uranium from the former Soviet Union.

In P (ollnsc"' B d i P d have i 1j J, d
and 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, | t, in-situ Jeachi hnology has been developed in a smallee,
but  more petitive d jc producing industry that has also minimized
environmental impacts. Today, U.S. mining operations are compelitive with foreign
prod our U.S. prod centers rank in the top ten world-wide in productivity.}
Other modern and efficient production facilities arc poised to commence production if
market stability can be attained.

:
i
'
i
v
i
I
)

In 1992 the Congress specifically ized the need to maintain a domestic 12.014
uranium industry by including Uranium Revitalization provisions in Tite 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 “shall seek to minimize the impect on d ic industries (includi
uranium mining) of the sale of low ¢ariched uranium derived from highly cnriched

jum3  Ci et gnized the February 18, 1993, Govemment-to- ‘.
Go HEU Agr t b the United States and the Russian Federation for !
the purchase of low enriched uranium derived from 500 metric tons of highly enriched : H
uranium removed from nuclear weapons would have a major impact on the domestic i
uranium industry, as this nts the equivalent of approximately 400 miltion pounds i
of natural uranium. Accordingly, Section $212(b) of the Balanced Budget Reconciliation [
Act establishes a schedule for sales of natural uranium displaced by imports of Russian :
HEU products. H

The USEC privatization legislation reflects a carcfully crafted schedule for the
sale of vranium products derived from dismantled Soviet and U.S. weapons. This B
hedule p the principles of arms reduction an liferation, while ensuring L
that the commercial nuctear fuel market is not disrupted Gy an uncontrolled flood of
govemment-inventory product.

' See Exhibit I, {
2 Public Law 102-486 - October 24, 1992. Section 1012 of the Encrgy Policy Act . i

blished the National Strategic Uranium Reserve which consists of natural uranium ¢
and uranium equivalents ined in stockpiles or i ies 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 p ided that ining DOE i i
could be sold to USEC. ut o fuir market price, "only if such sales will not have 2
substantial adverse impact on the domestic uranium mining industry.”  (Emphasis
added). These provisions were enacted due to the recognition that the unfettered
introduction of uraniwm from government stockpiles would d ial markets.
3 The January 14, 1994 Implementation Agreement of the HEU Agrecment
between the United States and the Russian Federation incorporated the provisions 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. See also Exhibit 2, Letter from Terry Lash, DOE Director, Office of
Nuclear Energy, to Senator Craig Thomaes.
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM
PAGE 4 OF 12

January 10, 1996
page 4

"[t]he 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 U301 equivalent)” may become available for
use dunng a 10-15 year period beginning m 1998." This would amount to DOE

material equivalent to apy ly 2% of annual U.S. vranium needs or
0.6% annual global reeds.” These amounts over the 10 t0 15 year disposition schedule
noted would have substantislly less of an impact on the domeslic uranium industry.
However, this disposition plan is not specified nor even discussed in the draft HEY EIS.
The text of the HEU EIS, without additional cxplananon. would feave the reader with the
clear i xmprmlon that DOE plans to process | HEU for "maximum commeml! use” at "all
four sites,” with p for ) use to be teted in an estimated three
years (by the year 2002). Under DOE's "preferred allcmnuvc, 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 resullmg from government action. While Section
4 8 recognizes adverse to the d ium mining industry as a result
of the material derived from HEU, the Draft EIS docs not include mitigating steps the
Depanmcm must take to avoid a material adverse impact on the domestic uranium

The d ition schedule set forth in the December 5, 1995 letter is a proper
discussion of the mmgaung steps mlssmg from the Draft EIS. The UPA would sirongly
urge the Department to fi the hedule set forth in the December 5,
1995 letter in the Record of Decision on the HEU EIS, so that thcse assurances will
become a parl of the formal DOE dccmon makmg xecord Such assurances regarding
the of the on the d g industry
would fulfill m least part of the Dcpanmcms obligations set forth in lhe 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 IMPACY ON THE U.S.-
RUSSIAN HEU AGREEMENT.

The Department of Energy has stated strong support for achievements in Russian
nuclcar weapons dismantlement and the furtherance of U.S. nuclear nonprohferauon
objectives while recognizing the need for a vmblc Us. ummum industry. In order to
minimize the impact of Russian HEU on the , C provided in
Section 5212(b) of the Balanced Budget Act for the ordcrly and dlscnplmed lntroducuon
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 reflects
uncommitted future demand for the product. The scheduled entry of this material
insures the success of the Russian HEU Agi
Such price- suppeession would result if addmonal matenal zfcnvcd from \hc Dcpanmcnl s
HEU is suddenl, d into the ial market place in quantitics that could be
available from the prcfcncd alternative deseribed in the EIS.

5 See Exhibit 2.

12.014
cont,

03.023

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.

sasuodsay pup
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Cost information associated with the various altemnatives proffered by the
Department is necessary for complete fact gathering and analysis of this EIS. For
example, the Draft EIS states at page 4-185 that under the no action altemative, 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 decisi ing this al ive compared to the Dep 's preferred
alternative without disclosure of the costs of storage and the cost of blending the HEU
material to LEU for immediatc 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 envir ) risks and soci i
impacts of the Preferred Altlemnative against the risks and benefits that could be achicved
by following other stated Altcrnatives.

The impacts raised by the Droft EIS in section 4.8 cannol be fully reviewed
without cost analysis and a risk/bencfit analysis regarding the various al ives. This
is particularly true when the mfened alternative as stated could have a material advorse
impact on the industry described in this section of the Draft EIS.

4, THE DRAFT EIS IS DEFICIENT AS IT FAILS TGO EXPLAIN THE
REASON THE DEPARTMENT DELETED THE BLEND TO LEU (19-
PERCENT ENRICHMENT) AND STORE INDEFINITELY.

The Draft EIS rejects at page 2-9, the Blend 1o LEU (l9-§xrccnt enrichment) and
Store Indefinitely alternative with insufficient explanali While recognizing that such
an alternative would have 1o impact on the commercial nuclear fuel market and retains
the potential value of the blended materia), no cost analysis accompanies this rejected
alternative in order to supﬁgn the Dey t's action. Without a cost comparison
between storage costs and the additional cost to blend this material to a lower enrichment
level it is impossible to make a reasoncd 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 be sccommodated under this alternative. However, none of these
concemns are identified. The bencfit of no impact on the commercial nuclear fuel market
certainly may outweigh thesc unidentified environmental concerns.

The Draft EIS places a high valuc on the beneficial reuse of the material and in
other rejected alternatives for the recovery of monelary value by the Govemment as
goals of the Department. The public veviewing 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 c d with rejected alternatives. Further, as pointed out in

wi
Comments | and 2. there are overriding ﬁolicy goals that severely restrict the disposition

of this material into the commercial market.

The De ent should ider the legislative date that the disposition of
this material 1 have no material odverse impact on the domestic uranium mining

industry and the effect of such disposition on the U.S.-HEU Agréement 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 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 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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Exhibit 1
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Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

December 5, 1986

Uranium Producers of America
141 East Palace Avenue

P.O. Box 669

Santa Fe, NM 87504-0669

Dear Mr. Alberts:

This is in response to your letter of November: 15, 1995, concerning the
Department of Energy’s Draft Envi tal Impact Stat t for the
Wﬁmawmmmmvnﬁmamvm). I understand that
Greg Rudy, Acting Director of the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, spoke
with you on Wednesday, November 22, 1906, about the isenes raised in your
letter. As Mr. Rudy pointed cut, the quantity of matarials addressed in the draft
HEU EIS was established to evaluate the snvir tal impact iated with
the maximum amount of highly enriched uranium that might potentially be
offered for sale, The quantity of materials that would actually be introduoed into
the market by DOE wonld be significantly less.

'Of the approximately 176 metric tons of highly enriched uranium declared
surplus to national security needs, plans call for approximately 68 metric tons ta
be transferred to the United States Enrichment Corporation; approxdmately 10
metric tons are under International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards in Oak
Ridge, Tennesses and are reserved for other program needs; and approximately
62 metric tons of materials are comprised of forms and assays for which recovery
and cial use is congidered unlikely. This results in an estimated 40
metric tons of highly enriched uranium (12.8 million pounds of U0, equivalent)
that may & ilable for cin) use during a 10 - 16 year period
beginning in 1898. This would amount to DOE introducing material equivatent
to approximately 2% of annusl U.S. uranivm needs or 0.6% of annual global
needs. I hope this helps to allaviate 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 declassification, a more
definitive analysis will be available.

@ Pantnt = voy b 4 rocyERG Pe0N

Exhibit 3
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM
PAGE 12 OF 12

HEU SURPLUS OVERYIEW PROJECTION

1193

Teta} HEU Declared Surplas ~175 MT

Transters to USEC &3 MT)

12/94; (13mt UF6~T5% average assay)
(1.7 willion swe / 2400 MT U/ 6.24 million [bs. UU308)

Propescd: (S0mt metal/exides ~ 40% avernge asxy)
asmmummuuzammwoa)

(N.-wnpou)u.u (10 MT)
(Under at Oak Ridge)
(. 6-dmwmb.zsomwu5.uwmmwoa)
NET Foteatisl DOE Disposttion 102 MY
Recovery/Ceutntercisl Use Not Likely ~(62) MT
(oixtures, irradiated materials ¢¢c)
Balance Available ~40MT
Average Ansxy ~ 50%
~20MT wikigh U236

Available over 10 - 15yr period—-1998 & out years

(3.4 milllion swu / 4,840 MT U/ 12.58 million Ibs U308)
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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY
PAGE 2 OF §

Department of Energy
Japuary 15, 1996
Page 2

to reopen its conventional uranium mining and milling operations in Wyoming and Utah, on 12.015
which millions of dollars have already been spent. These additional concerns, which are niot .
directly addressed in the UPA letter of comments, prompt us to submit this supplemental letter 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
shareholders of record (and several times that numbcr in stroet name) and employs
approximately 90 full time employees and 13 part-time 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 K Uranium Comp
("Kenncoott™), a 100% subsidiary of Kennecott Corporation of Salt Lake City, Utah.
(Kennecott Corporation is a wholly-owned subsidiary of The RTZ Corporation PLC, a United
Kingdom public company.)

The GMMYV owns a potentially world class uranium deposit (the Iackpot ore deposit)
on Green Mountain in Fremont County Wyoming and the iuwm p i
facility in Sweetwater County, the only ional uranium mill ining in Wyoming.
The mill was one of the latest built in the U.S. and has been maimained in excellent condition.
It is vated at 3,000 tons per day (tpd) of ore. but has operated continuously for periods of time
214,200 tpd. Initiaf production is projected at 3.7 million 1bs. U;0y/yr., which can be
increased to potentially as much s 6 mitlion Ibs. U,0,/yr., depending upon the grade of ore
fed to the mill. The Jackpot deposit contains reserves of approximately 52 million pounds
U,0,, with additional resources of up to 500 million pounds U,0, in the vicinity and under the
control of GMMYV. In addition to the uranium reserves and resources, GMMV has access
roads, shop buildings, portals, i structures, teleph gas, electricity, and othet
infrastructure already in place. The cost 10 various companies 10 build these facilities has been
over $150 million and the standby cost of maintaining these facilities has been (and continues
1o be) approximatcly $1,000,000 anmwally.

1n Utah, U.S. Encrgy Corp. acquired Platean Resources Limited, a Utah corporation

~Plateau”), from Consumers Power Company in 1993 Plateau owns the Shootaring Canyon
mill, an essentially new 750 tpd uranium processing facility in Garficld County in southeastcra
Utah. Plateau also has contract rights to the Tony M minc and Frank M uranium deposit
approximately 3 miles from the mitl. The Tony M mine is fully developed and permitted with
18 miles of underground haulage drifts, crosscuts, vent holes and an underground shop. It is
ready to produce. All required infrastructure s in place. Plateau spent nearly $120 million 10
build the mine-mill complex. in addition, Plateau also owns uranium propertles in the Lisbon
Valley area of Utah, the ore from which could be processed at the Shootaring Canyon mill.

PhkaviCorresph | 99ACoouments.
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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY
PAGE 4 OF §

Depariment 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 &
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, saks and ad volorem taxes are estimated to be approximately $3.4 million anmually
when the mine and mill ar¢ in full operation.

In Utsh, resctivation of the Shootzring Canyon mill in Garfield County, and mining the
neatby deposits in San Juan and Emery Counties, required to feed the mill, would employ
approximately 250 persons in an arca where employment opportunities are quite limited.
Again, thesc would bc !ngh paying jobs and the number does not include employmcm gains in

rt b , additional revenues to the State of Utah when the mines and
mill are in full opcrauon would be substantial.

All of this would be lost or at least delayed indefinitely if the price of uranium
ates remain dep d as a result of the unrestrained disposition of LEU 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 0 43.7 12.015
million pounds in 1980 (Uranium [ndusiry Annual 1984). Moreover, there was ng uranfum cont
concentrate production from conventional mining and milting of uranium orc in 1994 and by )
the end of 1994 only six conventional mills were being maintained on a standby mode in the
United States (Uranium Industry Annual 1994). This compares (o 24 conventional uranium
mills in the U.S. in 1981, of which 20 were operating throughout the year (Uranium Industry
Annugl 1984). Employ inthe U.S. jum industry in 1994 (excluding rectamation
work) totated 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 di decline in production and
cmployment 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 frustrate efforts, such as those by
our Company, o revitalize the domestic uranium industry. Not only is this in viotation of the
express mandates of Title X of the Energy Policy Act of 1992, but it is contrary to any notion
of semsible government policy. The impact on the U.S. balance of payments deficit will
continue to worsen if the 1.5, uranium industry is crippled further. The potential for the

Platean\Correaph | 996V omwrats

sasuodsay puv

SIUUWNOO(F IUIWUWO)

e e e gt



Comment Documents

and Responses

“JOA09]
0) {eorwouoseun dao0xd Apptewnin Aeur J1 Jo SwWoS ySnoye ‘jeueews d3ds-go Y jo
1SOU JO SUIOS 10J 193BW € 2q {[IMm 219y) 18y} s10adxa ABreuq Jo wewpedo@ Ay, :900°€Y

"palou JuSWwo)  €00°01

900°¢} _

£00°01 _

0r61-P6E (10€) » OSE0T PUELCITI “21IAN20Y o 009U 7HAS o 101G 20BN 1
NOLLVEOJE0S SALYID0SSY 3I¥NO0TIM ALTLLN

(vn opisand) mo10 po I 122

AIOSTY LOTIS
UBAIINS, O UAIY

UNJITRIT PO LOLTOPRIdS-10 Surpredas sanss] sIAP LT
Smonﬁkgo:gﬂio:vﬁm_mcaaoﬁcoﬁiuaooo.biéo&o!zoi%oa

-sopwas sajem ] SPEITOP ¥ Y WINTURM Paqopr uoneogToads- 0 SR i pITO0SSy
e (oF PUN [UOMIO9) AT W HOKK BISY 01 $POTRMT FANO 18 oL o seimEry
2107 POsEG-)d JN0 36N OF FIAN[RAR T pUT L[ o donwoypads-go Buren ul paajoaul

£a0581 FUTRPOUS AL PURISIPIN I dw!oﬁxn-ubvﬁ-:oon_ﬂu.ﬁ&gsgﬁvﬁﬁr
1294 $¥q sTIAMIIY AeonL g kg Krayes ps uBpap watied propI 6100 UBERP [KONAIND
puaw [ruuoq) “resprn A1 121y saprou sAQEae [RORARAL Ay Aprwat

105 sshieue o pus uoddns Buwoeoy ‘ymApUR [RET puadopuy sepiaoid Vi

._.msﬁeaaéE_:E%sea:_g:ozif:.ns&nv%si_.sé
‘s popwagLadi-o 31 3O Waoa dojos; pue comuTnb yaeq oG MO J0u op 34 YBouNY
%§§§§%3§5§::§nﬁi£§eﬁmon

A

‘KmssaL, ST O3 prwsqns apa0ad o) parada ¢ pus ¢
[¥OBOJOIpRE PUS $1500 OMSTP GISTA $INPAI ‘SAABULNN JII0 03 P oo S258q APU) ¥ U0 ST
uonwytosd s vofiow afy ) sarfe op (YT ST §0 S0 [ETLIILOD 0} QZEUARLL 0
uotow pasodaxd 8, HOQ ) 80P arsodico preikar ¥ (VEQ) RIORTY 0amosy A

UOHAN TN TR

mﬁgsas%aoﬁiamzﬁﬁa?ms@m&ﬂsgo“%w

TIRISIVA VIA IS §850Z 0" uorurgsE
'S ompAy sawpuadepo] 0003

Bnug jo warpedad SAWS PAKL

DO RV oI JO 23 BO

ranng pot sourgdmo) YIEAN 3O 29RO

201901 ‘wOUNN PLANE TN

¥0-19€ "ON DUXI VYN
9661 ‘11 Amvureg

§ELVIDOSSY F0UNOSHY ALITIILAN

1 40 1 40Vd
N “ATIIANDO0Y ‘SALVIDOSSV A2UNOSTY ALITLL)

3-287



687—¢

VIRGINIA POWER, INNSBROOK TECHNICAL CENTER,
GLEN ALLEN, VA
PAGE2OF 2

domestic urshium producers seems, in our opinion, to be overstated.

‘The majority of industry consultants predict a steady increase in uranium prices, driven in large part
by current warld production being anly one half of world demand. Your proposed action to bring the
surphus HEU slowly into the market over an extended period should act to provide the maximum
benefit to the taxpayer as the government realizes & steady retum on the material in & period of
projected increasing prices. At the same time, the stcady snd predictable rate at which the material
is introduced into the market will minimizs its impact with respect to harming domestic producers.

Further, we belicve your conclusions with respect to the domestic uranium cotiversion industry arc
overstated. Convatmhlwmukwuofov«m%mdwpnceofwmﬂonmm
the fall of 1992, and id m,‘ ing to add cap . This does not sound like an
industry that is * tied" and "dep " as you refer to it. Ingmutl,convudonupmtyu
pro;ected(oflll:hswybdowdunmdforthefomeublaﬂxmre,lnddiewwerdoncomponem
contained in the surplus HEU will help to balance projected supply and demand.

In summary, we believe the proposed action, and your preferred alternative, is the right thing to do
wn.hrweatona'pmh&rm Mhmmntpmﬁdummmml benefit to U.S. utilities and
by their whilo mini g the impact on the uranium mining industry and related
fuel cycle industries.

If you have any questions, pleass contact Mr. H. H. Barker at (804) 273-3438, or me at (804) 273-
2202.

Sincerely,

/4\("’6)""‘7"“”‘\

R. M. Berryman, Manager
Nuclerr 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, 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 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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WERTH, KENNETH F., ARVADA, CO
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Enriched Uranium Final EIS
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WESTERN NORTH CAROLINA PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY, ASHEVILLE, NC
PAGE1OF 1

{UESTEAN NORTH CARDLINA
PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
99 fFastmoor Orive
Asheville, N.C. 28885-9211
November 29, 1995

DOE-Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
clo SSAICHEU EIS

P.O. Box Z3786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Sirs andor Madams:

We hava considered the various aternatives In the EIS regarding what the Us.
should do with afl the surplus HEU from the bombs we are now taking apart. All the
options utilizing blending which result in

nuciear reactor fus! 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
resuiting spent fuet contalns about 4% piutonium. The latter can be extracted without
a great deal of difficuity. Therefore, avery where In the world such fue! would be
utilized, mewouldbeasignmeamdskoldtverslondﬁ\lsdoadlybypmdmmm
nuciear weapons. Promotion of the production of spent tuel Is unwise. Thera is no
safe, economical or practical means for dispasing, storing or transporting it. Bocause
of its available plutonium, it poses & continued weapons threat. Such a scheme is not
in the best interests of the peopte of the United States.

We recommand that HEU ba further blended down to a concentration of 1% or lass, so
it can be disposed of as low leve! radicactive waste. in the long range view of things
this will be the most economical, environmaentally sound and safest option. And tt witl
best serve our nation's nonproiferation policy. Furthermore, even as we have
required it of other nations, we should allow these actions to be carried out under
international inspection. This wili send a message to other nations that we are willing
to openly demonstrate our intention to comply with the treaties for which we have been

80 recently negotiating. _
s & /L0 H0

Sincerely yours,

aM Coste mp,
7 7 M /R
7‘7///1»»/% ?//7*’9 Dps.

wr

I ; LTS
@ Fatars, MD.
e
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03.016

I 14.002
03.016
cont.

l 10.009

| 03.020

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 10 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.

sasuodsay pup
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SRSis d, the DOE preferred at

ion guidance provided by DOE appear

to be inconsistent. That's the end of my comments. Thank you.

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
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.

Gl )
WILCOX, BOB, SAVANNAH RIVER, SC S %-
PAGE10F1 i)
n .
10.003: Comment noted. QT
5
; <
Date Received: 171156 E t
g"um;}e"‘ 1B: m% oo 21.018:  Accident consequences presented in the HEU Draft EIS were estimated using § g
Address: Savannah River, South Carolina the GENII computer code. GENII is generally used and best suited for modeling impacts n S,
Transerption: of radiological releases under normal operation of facilities because it handles a large § g
' number of radiological isotopes and accounts for the ingestion pathway. GENII was used | 8, T
e e e e (oo commens, Smﬁ&‘ﬁ“;‘g l 10.003 with 50 percent meteorology (average meteorological conditions that would occur 50 | 1%
the calculated consequences of maximum facility sccients are sigaificant, DOE should analyze | 21.018 percent of the time in any given period) during the accident. It is assumed that the nonin- | @&

vhetbes some mitigation measurcs could be ig; O w‘fu”“”p;‘x}:mﬂ;mdf I 23,006 volved worker is placed in the sector that yields the maximum dose calculated by GENII.
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WILCOX, ROBERT, MARTINEZ, GA
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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 ‘

READER RL SI'U\SI CARD

' The purpose of this card i1 to eac b readers of the Newsletter and the,
0[?11:?:1 Fisshle h;:ltl’llh Disposition. Your views, tommenﬂ, and suggestions are |ppnclned@ . N
!¥Me QMs QDr o £aer A Llrecoro Final EIS because 15 to 30 percent of the currently declared surplus inventory is in forms
; ’ T T (i : .
Tide: B gt PO 3 (s oacrc) N or assays that may prove uneconomical to develop for commercial use.
Organization: __LJEszerirpose - Spvassity  Lwst  Co
Mailing Address: __ 741 _TFudo ABgEy Cikce -
o /\M"E'/at og ic¢ box) &7 4 (swite/apanment/mail :;/mp)?tI
(city) (ttate) (2ip code)
Please check all that apply: . ¥
A. Mailing List Request: O Add Q Modify Q Delete %
B.  Information R :
D Ille,hly Ennched Uranium (HEU) EIS Implementation Plan :
Dng “Term Storage & Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials PE(S kmplementation Plan i
xf MEU EIS b
Other (specify) . :
C ) aftrnatve for bl J:u; 00 fevest o surplus e ? I 07.001 i
Please mail response card to: LS. Depariment of Euergy * Offlce of Fluﬂe Materials Disposition, MD-4 » Newsbetter
o Editor « Forrn(ll Building + 1000 y Ave, S.W. « {ngl 1.C. 20585
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Woop, ADELLE, NASHVILLE, TN
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6622 Kendall Drive
Nashville, TN 37209
January 8, 1888

DOE(Fissile Materials Disposition
clo SAICIHEU EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, OC 20026-3786

Dear Sir or Madam,

1 write 10 express my opposition to turning highly enriched uranium into nuclear
reactor fuel, We already have much nuclear waste, with no safe and permanent
means of disposing of il. At least unti! that problem is resolved, | and many others
remain unaltarably opposed 1o creating more toxic and radioactive waste.

While | am certainly no expert on this issue, | have grave concerns about the
disposal of nuclear wastos, 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 | or other citizens should sutfer tor short-sighted planning.

| do support the downblanding of highly erwiched uranium so that it can nol 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
unNecesssery rigks.

Sincer:aly. \ )
(sl Whook
Adelle Wood

| 10.024

l 14.018

I 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 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 surpius 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: phzfaol.com

22 JAN.'96
DOE-~OFFICE OF FISSILE

MATERIALS DISPOSITION

C/O SAIC/HEU EIS

P.0.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 CONCERR:

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.

Comments

1) Under Alternative 1, "no action but continued
storage”, we feel this option is to be preferred ovex
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.,

32.016

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 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 HEU stockpiles and set an example for others.

¢) 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.

SI1H [pulf wniuva () payoruy
&ydi1g snydang fo uonsodsicy




€0t

ZARS, PETER, ERWIN, TN
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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
fusjion 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 spiderwab 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 uvranium 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 Riverx, Rocky Flats, etc.,etc., to say
nothing about global environmental contamination
due to previous shoddy practices, Chernobyl etc.

10.021
conl.

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.

sasuodsay puv

STUIWUNIO(T JUIUUOT)



")

|

(F%)

£ ZArs, PETER, ERWIN, TN
PAGE3OF 3

10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as

i h ability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with
h) Why highlight economic and minority concerns havmg the cap b y p &P p

at a time when the general decammissioning of World NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and
War II and Cold War facilities has already caused alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide
far greater dislocations? this information to the decisionmakers.

i) A continued sequestration of U.S.and foreign
HEU materials, under secure guard here and abroad, 10.021
would surely be the best interim response to the cont.

current crisis. Down-blending would be a BAND-AID®
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 10.008
nuclear expertise, as well as the stoxred HEU is
presently concentrated.

SIH [0l Wmund () payI1auyg
Ky smdang fo uomsodsicy

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.

v -
Most respectfully submitted, '4/,, 3 [
P.H.Zars
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Pwoenber 28, 1993

KEditor, Hews Sentinel
208 ¥. Church ft.
Knoxville, TH 37902

Re: Letters
Greetings:

The hesdline for the 12-15-93 letter by Hile Stabin, "Anti-
nuclesr aotivists putting socisty et rimk®, should take s prize
for the mamt ironio end mislesding hesdline of 1995. Hr.
Stebin‘’s letter focuses on sinor parts of the nuclear debate:
rimks associsted vith lov level rediation, nuclear pover

-1 ration snd uses in mwedicine. The oriticel issue of cur tiwe
im how to desl with nuclesr vespons. The recent demonstrstions
in France by "nuclesr sctivists® stemsing from that country’s
nuclear tests had little to do with these minor imsuss snd
everything to do with this oritical one.

of its wnd unimaginsble nsture, the umual
response to the possibility of nuclear wer is denisl. Henow it
im much easier to focus on the fringe issues snd continue ta rely
on much illogicel policies us deterrsnos to keep us "mafet. The
deterrence spprosch says if X have enough vespons, I vill deter
anyone from swttmcking we. This usually does not work on the
peraonal level. At the nuclear level deterrence is self-deatruo-
tive This spprosch of courmse grev out of the cold wvar with the
Soviets., Every adeinistration since Hiroshiss has endorsed it
even though sware of its fundamental flav: if we sre sttacked
with nuoclesr bomhme, sven in a “limited® war, our stockpile of
A000 nuslear arms is ussless. The sffects from the atteck will
be snough to demtroy us, our attackers ss vell as sveryone oluet
It im a shame that ¥Wamhington does not do more to publicize this,

In fact our huge mtockpile serves to create more danger for um.
We model for the world that one vay to be more powarful is to
increase or develop nucliesr wveapons. The danger af atomic weapons
inore us ull nationm sasek to be more paverful.

The deterrence poligy mimoc contwins budetary problems. In this
time of effortm to bmlance the budget, it im herd to believe thet
the Departssnt of Energy is planning an building wore nuclear
vespons and the sxpensive equipwent to producs mars tritium ges
(to repluce that vhich in deteriorating in existing veapona), And
ve are looking for pleces to save moneyt

Ve mhould be working much herder tovard the only polioy about
nuclesr vespons thet wakes sense: their reduction and control.

If there ever wam a time for wil nations in the nuolear olub to
begin releaming their dewsth grip on the policy of deterrence, it
is while tensions are loversd. I’m afreid your headline only
adds to our denial. Since the United States hes en overvhelwming
lemd in nuolesy vespons, we have the primery responmibility to
lead the world in developing ssne policies sbout themw. "Kuolear
activists”® wre the primary group sround the world that are trying
to reduce the nuclear threst.

Sincerely yours,

Bab Rundll
1318 N. Brimscos Cir,
Knoxville, TN 37912
687-9060

sasuodsay puv
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#name = charies s sanford
#ritle = mgr

fcompany = S&A

#addrl « 1803 primrose ave
#addr2 =

#cicy = nashville

#atate = tn

Kzip » 17212

#phone « (615)383-8428
Htax =

femail o

#subjecr. = HEU EIS

VYYYVVYYY VYN

The emphasis here and

as its highest priority. As previously stated - foreign sales.

US (in terms of foreign

, app. ly, in the EIS$ is that of co-joint
(ignore “non-proliferation™) comumercial utilization. In contrast,
I believe that maximum national economic gain should supercede. For
example: short term trcasury cashflow is not necessarily worth other

ic losses. Cy ial versus ic should be carcfully analyzed.
A ial ion will not ily have the welfare of the state

Furthermore, a blend-down to less than 4% with a higher throughput greater
the 46 year processing rate (1%) material will yield more jobs. Restricting
the use of any ial grade ials will lize 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 manufactured (or US design) reactors is the end result of
the ™ ial" goal of the selected al ive, then the job loss to the

petition in facturing) should be

with full economic impact which is not necessarily commercial impact. One
includes the other, but not vice versa. byc

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.” Commetcial 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.
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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 faclually known, then the "HEU EIS™ is a "carte blanche”
document to which public can only be icaly given.
More specificity would be ap
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.

(s DOE prepared for the consequences of transferring public assests

10 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 themsclves, but being required to submit

draft doc for comment. byc

d for an informed opinion; otherwise,

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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). Price constraints on a market will affect foreign sales and disposition.
These sales will influence foreign ¢lectric costs such that product
competition will costs domestic jobs and raisc social welfare costs.

2. Total life-cycle costs should include final disposition of potential
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 comments to draft EIS available?

thank you

I 04.001

| 16.006
| 10018
1 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

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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United States Deparimaht of Energy

NAME: (Optioaal) Randy Shackelford
ADDRESS: 501C Pilgrim Court, Johnson City, TN 37601
TELEPHONE: (___) (423) 929-9107 {(Home)/(423) 743-9141

surplus highly enriched uranlum (1.4, Altarnative 5: Maximum Commarcial Use). |
ve fro VBfigTy O S| points

t want to express my fuli support for the preferred alternative for the disposition ot

thor envirgrmrentat; utd e Tosew

thic—materieh to—tho—Nuateor—tuvel-& -
A fwva § iz the anly hie aption. dl 1he.
bleading,

1 would, . lika more nation on exactly how the preferrad blending site

Al Bo selecled [.a., what wil be (he basis tar selecting the preferred Blend ng

tacithey

Frease retorm your comments ks the fogistration deak or wmad} &
U.S. Depariment of Encrgy
P.O. Box 23786, Wasbingion, D.C. 20026-3786

Or [ax comments to: 1 (800} B20-5156

10.003

| 08.005

10.003: Comment noted.

08.005: Under the Preferred Alternative, DOE considers it likely that more than one
facility will participate in the HEU blending program. It is anticipated that competitive
bidding 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.
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124 Chestnut 5t, 8210
Englewood, OH 45322
December 31, 1995

David Nulton

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
United States Depariment of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear David Nulton:

The Department of Energy’s Envi | tmpoct on the Disposition of Highly Enriched
Urantitm has two goals: the first is to achieve ° P ade i and the
second to realize the peaceful and beneficial use of this radicactive material in a way which will

return monies to the federal treasury, i.e., use as commercial nuclear fuel.

[if,

The first goal of nonprol ion is questionable since no controls for spent nuclear fuel are indicated
(except as Lhese may appear in a sepa: d Downblending to nuciear fuel and fuel-rod sales
are being turned over to the United States Enrichment Corporation which could, and likely will,
market the radioactive fuel internationally. Ne conlrols are specified over the reprocessing of the
resultant spent fuel or on the return of the spent furl 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 blind eye to praliferation possibilities.

‘The time required for downblending at the Portsmouth and Paducah sites to four percent at present

capacity would take ten years for the initiat 200 tons of highly enriched uranium (HEU). {t Is tikely

that more HBU will be declared to be surplus during that ten years. No other potential downblending
B le lime-fi

‘ e

sites are named as a means of mai ga

Also, the preferred option of ia] use of downblended HEU as fuel would result in thousands of
tons of spent nuclear fuel. No analysis of the environmental impacts or costs for storage of this spent
fuel have been offered or are forthcoming.

1 sincerely believe the following steps would secure the most reasoned results for the disposition of
HEU:

1. Downblending the HEU would be the surest way to achieve the nations geal of
liferation of nuclear weap

P

2. Downblended HEU sotd on the world market as fuel would compromise nonproliferation
unless criteria to prevenl reprocessing are required. Nonproliferation should have a higher priority
than monies coming into the federal coffers.

3. Downblending HEU to four percent and storing indefinitely with full record and inspection
procedures in place would allow the besi time-frame for removing the HEU from weapons usable
radioactive material,

4. The HEU disposition plan must be a long-term plan which includes environmental impacts,
healh, and safety factors (for workers and the public) for all phases from downblending to safe
disposal of spent nuclear fuel.

S. The disposition plan should conform to intemational standards (IAEA) of control, safeguard,

03.024

07.013

14.005

09.020

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 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 UFg 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 UFg, 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 abii-
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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and transparency.

6. Since the downblendi pacities of P h and Pnduah are limited, funher apuory
should be dered in order to plish the task within the specified time and to d
other nations that the United States is serious about nonprotiferation.

7. An option for the future (1he second decade of downblending) would be to downblend to one
percent the stored uranium of four percent enrichment, and then to plnn for its disposal.

ly appreciate the opps y to on this document and look forward 1o your response.

Sincerely,

Rev. Dr. Velma M. Shearer

15.006
cont.

07.013
cont.

09.006

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
HEU 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
Linda Cataldo Modica, Group Chair
266 Mayberry Road
Jonesborough, TN 37659
Phone (423) 7339697
 Fax: (4%2753 5429
Crmail. lindamodica@sierraciub.org

January 22, 1996

DOE--Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
¢/0 SAIC-HEU EIS
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC  20026-3786 VIA FAX: (B00) 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 Frankiin Group of the Sterra Club appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on
the Dispasition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranlum. Our Group has 300
members in the Tri-Cities area which encompasses the town of Erwin, TN
-- the-location 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 (HEV) 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 sconest 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
Nudear 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 weicomes 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 Folicy 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).
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3)' As the draft EIS notes (p. 3-102), Nuclear Fuel Services is built on
the floodplain of the Nolichucky 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 gedlogic analyses, [See R. David
Bagaley Ill, “Paleohydraulic Reconstruction of Flood Peaks from Boulder
Deposits Along Three Reaches of the Nolichucky River in Northeastern
Tennesses,” 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.3-117), Nuclear Fuel
Service employees caused a substantial explosion and fire in 1992 by
failing to adhere to appropriate materlals handling 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
1970s, NFS so miserably failed in its recordkeeping and/or safeguarding
responsibilities, that substantial amounts of highly enriched uranium are
still considered Material Unaccounted For (MUF). The State of Frankiin
Group does not believe that the Tri-Cities public considers Nuclear Fuel
Services’ record “exemplary” (p.3-117).

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 UFg 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 "praferred aitemative” and select
NFS as a contractor, the Erwin facility should be vigorously & constantly
monitored by a full-time NRC inspector.

8)  The State of Frankiin Group Is sympathetic to the piight 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 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 Oi, Chemical & Atomic Workers
Union, and other agencles. Also, Nuclear Fuels Services’ management
should further develop the expertise of its workforce in consuiting 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 fue! wil therefors 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 agaln for the opportunity to comment on DOE's draft EIS. Please
keep the State of Franklin Group informed  throughout 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 malling 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 medical community who should be consulted for the
epidemiological study,

Sincerely,

Linda €. Wodica
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 ¢ mployment impacts are also relevant.
Alternative economic development for the Erwin area is outside the scope of this EIS.

sasuodsay pup

SIUUWNS0(J JUHUWUO)



W

90¢-

SIERRA CLUB, JONESBOROUGH, TN
PAGE4 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.

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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Soutern Nudear Oporting Company
Post Otice Box 1205

Fox (205) 870 6768

A

Southern Nuclear Operating Company

a sutskbary of Tho Sauthemn Campany

James M. Milier W
Eencitve Ve Presaont and Coporats Covnssl

January 16, 1996

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20226-3786

CONNENTS ON
THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM
ORAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
edera 9

Dear Sir:

in response to the Department of Energy’s October 27, 1995 notice in the
federal Register, Southern Huclear Operating Company, Inc. has reviewed The
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uraniue (HEU) Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) and is providing the following comments:

1} We strongly support the Department of Ener?y's (DOE) proposal
to blend down to the maximum extent possible surplus HEU to
Low-Enriched Uranfum (LEU) for use as commercial nuclear fuel
(Alternative § 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 fmpact 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 tn daliveries
that domestic producers would experience during the blending
pertod and that the Department should review its amalysis in
this area. Based on studies available to us, which include LEU 12.011
supplies from both Russian and U.S. HEU blending, world uraniun .
inventories would be projected to continue te decrease and U.S.
production to continue to increase.

4) We disagree with DOL’s assessment that an oversupply condition
exists in the conversion industry. With the shutdown of the
Sequoyah Fuels Corporation facility, the CAMECO Corporation and
A"ied-Sl?nal. Inc. facilities are the only remaining conver-
sion suppliers in Horth 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: 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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January 16, 1996

Page 2
Further, U.S. and European import restrictions and controls 12.011
upen Russian material restrict the utilization of Russtan .
conversion capacity. We recommend DOE review its impact cont

analysis on the conversion industry.

Should you have any question, please advise.

Respectfully submitted, -

b A JH S -,
-~

#d. H, Killer, III

JHM/BEH ’ /

/

SIH 10Ul WNIUDAL) PIYILUZT
Kyd1y smpdung fo uonsodsiq




SPARKS, DENNIS, UNICOI COUNTY, TN
PAGE10F 1

Yes. My name is Dennis Sparks. 1 reslde in Erwin, Tennessee. | spent twelve years
working at Nuclear Fueis Services, and | just wanted to let the DOE know that | feel like
we could do a very good job of processing this order, and that eur community and our
smak town which is dependant on nuciear fuel and the jobs that it's brought forth over
the years has been greatly impacted by the reduction in jobs that we've had. | speak
especially for myself. | have a disability, and | cannot find any work because of the
specialized experience | had at Nuciear Fuel, and | feel like we played a great role in
the defanse of our country, and we've done a reat good Job and took pride in our work.
So | woukd 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 | know that the case in a lot of places, but as for mysaelf 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 | feet like it might be needed in
the future, that the country right now Instead of being safer than it was could actually be
more at risk for soma 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. |
feel iike 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 bafore long, | 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, | would appreciate a letter or anything.
My addrass Is Route 1, Box 300D (D as in dog), Unicoi, Tennesses, and the zip is
37682. | appreciate your time, and giving me the opportunity to express my comments,
and would hope thal 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.

10.003

10.003;: Comment noted.
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STATE OF MISSOURI OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION,
JEFFERSON CITY, MO
PAGE 1 0F 1

23.001:

Mei Camahan
Governor

State of Missoun

. OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION Stan Pacovich
Richard A. Hanson Post Olfice Box 809 Oicector
Commiasionst L Divison of Gencral Servicos
Jetferson City
65102

November 13, 1995

Greg Rudy

Acting Director

Office of Fisseile Matertals Dispositiaor
Department of Energy

P. O, Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Mr., Rudy:

Subject: 95100035 - Draft Diaposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium EIS

The Missouri Federal Assiatance Clearinghouse, in cooperation
with astate and local agencies interested or possibly affected,
has completed the review on the above project application.

None of the agenciers involved in the review had commernts or 23 001
recommendations to offer at this time, This concludes the ‘
Clearinghouse's review.

A copy of this letter 1s to be attached to the application
as avidence of compliance with the State Clearinghouse
requirements.

Sincerely,

e Gt

Lois Pohl, Coordinator

Misascuri Clearinghouse

Comment noted.
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Comment Documents

and Responses
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE2 OF 8

STATE OF TENMESSEE

RECEIVED BY
~-v £ § 1995
December 21 . 1995 .
Mr. Don Dills, Commissioner
T se¢ Dep of Envi and Conscrvation
c/o Tennessee Environmental Policy Office
14th Floor L&C Tower

401 Church Street
Nashville. Tennessee 37243 - 1553

{)ear Commissioner Dills

Document NEPA Review — “Disposition of Surpius Highly Enriched Uranium Draft
Envir tal Impact § " DOE/EIS-0240-DS, dated Qctaber 1995,

The Tennessce Depariment of Environment and Conservation, DOE Oversight Division has
reviewed the above document for your concurrence and transmittal to the following DOE office:

US Depariment 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 d: with the requi of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementing regulations 40 CFR 1500 - 1508 and 10
CFR 1021,

This document has four sites being idered for blendi i DOE Y-12 Site in Oak

Ridge, Tennessee on the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR), Nuclear Fuels Scrvices (NFS) in Erwin,
Tennessee, Babeox and Wilcox (B&W) facility in Lynchburg. Virginia, and the DOE Savannah
River Site (SRS) in Aiken, Sauth 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.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE3 OF 8

Commissioner Don Dills
Page Two
December 21, 1995

Afier review and research, the Division concurs with the DOE preferred Alternative (S.c
Maximum Commercial Use 85% Fuel/1 5% Waste Ratio all four site variation). However, we do
have concerns dealing with the disposition of the Low Level Waste in regard that such waste
would be consistent with the DOE's Wastc Manag PELS and ted ROD's. The
Division reiterates its position stated in our review of the WM PEIS, in opposition 10 siting large
scalc disposal facilities on the Oak Ridge Rescrvation for Low Leve) Mixed and Low Level
‘Wastes.

[n addition, we have the hed for your review and ideration in the prep
of a final prog ic envi f impact

If you have any guestions, please contact Dale Rector at (423) 481-0995 or Steve Nisley at (423)
481-0163.

Sincerely
Plone =y

Earl C. Leming
Director

Attachment

| 10.003

28.003

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

S1T—¢

Tennessee Department of Envirpnment and Conseyvation BOE Qversight Divisio!

Comaments on Draft Envir 1 Impact St for Disposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium, DOE/EIS-0240 DS, October 1995

General Comments:

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 Encrgy 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

In the public mecting in Knoxvilte on November 14, 1995, DOE stated that additional HEU i . . g ) A
mmaterial would be declassificd in December, 1995, The details of that dectassification should be I 02.007 normal operations and facility accidents, the source terms (the quantity of radioactive
provided in the EIS. material that can potentially be released) are the same for each candidate site. When this
The risk factors tebles show a difference of two orders of magnitude between the sites. The 21019 material is released to the environment, it is transported through the atmosphere to the
N he: torlats 1atmly diach q d be o . . . <y - :
:jj::‘;:",:;‘:i‘ffmf;;;;:,, o e should pot bt bosed on 11k factors receptor (worker or public). Site-specific meteorology and distance from the release point
alone. will determine the subsequent concentration of these materials in the atmosphere. The
A cost evaluation of each altemative, including estimated initial costs for the proposed praject. | 16015 closer a receptor is to the release point, the greater the concentration. The more stable the
should be included in the final EIS. air mass or slower the wind speed, the greater the concentration. The greater the concen-
Natural Uranium Hexefloride (UFe) is valuable as feedstack in the gascous diffusion process; tration of thesc materials, the greater the dose received by the receptor and the greater the
therefore. it docsn't make sense to use it for blending purposes since there is an excessive : : \ ) ]
i af deproted UFe aveilablo at Faducah, Porismouth and at Ok Ridge K-25 site. Natural risk calcula;ed. Appendix E of thg HEU Final EIS present‘s‘the rpethodolog.y and assump
UFy is mentioned in scvera) places in scction 4.4 “Interstate Transportation” (and possibly in tions used in both normal operations and accident conditions in performing public and
other ions) for blending purp Natural UFs should be changed ta depleted UFy when . I s A > R |
Nstod for ee as a bleadstock in the EIS., OLCU[)dtl.OIldl l'lealth assessments. Declgxons on the proposed action and site st?lgcnon
would likely include several other environmental and economic factors in addition to
In addition to the ebove comment, depleted UFy that is stored at the K-25 site should be health risk
evaluated in the EIS for use as blendstock. 33.009 ealth risks.
Specific Comments:
\. Page §-18, Summery, Basis for Analysis, Paragragh & 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
Depleted UFs, useful as blend stock, may also be obtained from the Oak Ridge K-25 site. The K- ke decisi Tt Ivsi . R . d all
25 site should be added 10 this paragraph in the EIS make decisions. The cost analysis, which has been provided to this commentor and a
others who have expressed an interest in this subject, is available in a separate document
2. Page 1-6, Section 1.4.2, Preferred Altematives with the HEU Final EIS. It supports the conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel
i addition, any LLW transferved 10 any LLW faciliy would be consisient with the Depariment's 28.003 denvgd from surp1u§ HEU would save billions of dollars compared to the alterative of
WM PEIS and / ROD. any subsequent NEPA d tiered from or supplementing cont blending HEU for disposal as waste.

the Waste Management PEIS. Please provide information to address the disposition of LLW at

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.

sasuodsay puv
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGES OF 8

the two proposed commercial sites as the WM PEIS docs not address commercial waste
disposition.

3. Pagc 3-17 & 3-18, Section 3.3.4 & 3.3.5 Water Recourses & Geology and Soils

Please provide information in the groundwater section of this document on karst hydrology in the
carbonate units on the ORR. No information is given on gro velocity and soluti
enlarged conduits in these units. In addition, pleasc provide information on groundwater
preferential pathways, ¢.8., along strike migration.

4. Page 3-18, Section 3,35 Geology and Soils

Rechurge 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
alony recharge into the carbonated rocks is mainly along Chesinut Ridge. Groundwater
generally flows from the recharge areas to the center of Bear Creek Valley and discharges into
Bear Creek and its tributaries Pleasc provide evid to sub iate this t

5. Page 3-18, Section 3.3.3, Geoloyy and Soils
Provide information to show if the groundwater meets drinking water criteria for a water supply.
6. Page 3-40, Section 3.3.10 Low-Level Waste

The information provided on Class I.-1 and Class L-11 LLW facilitics is currently inaccurate
please omit or provide current information.

7. Page 4_105, Section 4. 4. 2. 1 Site Transpontation Interfaces for Hazardous Materjals

Plecase provide inft ion on why h materials transpartation by rail was not addressed.
Also. compare public exposures and accidents for rail transportation vs. truck transportation.

8. Page 4 - 162, Section 4. 6. 2, Site-Specific Cumulative Impacts

Please provide lative impact 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 UFg would not be used for blending to waste because only commercial sites
would use UFg as a blendstock for blending with the UFg process. Since depleted ura-
nium cannot be used as blendstock for blending to fuel as described previously, depleted
UFg would not be used for any of the processes for commercial fuel. Depleted UFg 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 HEU 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.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE 6 OF 8

STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF RADIOLOGICAL HEALTH

IR0 FLOOR, L & C ANNEX

401 CHURCH STREEY
NASHVILLE, TN 37243.1632
$18832-0384

INTERNET: MMOBLEY@POP.STATE TN.US

January 10, 1996

DOE - Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
c/o SAIC - HEU EIS

P O Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

ATIN J. David Nuilton, Diractor
Offica of NEPA Compliance & Outreach

Dear Mr. Nulton:

We have reviewed the DOE/EIS-0240-DS "Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched
Uranium Oraft Environmental Impact Statement’ and would offer the following
comment:

Regardless of which facility is chosen by the DOE to perform the downblending 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. 25.008

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,

A

Michas! H. Mobley
Director

MHM: sk
0240/ mhmIse s

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.

sasuodsay pup
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE 7 OF 8

COPY

STATE OF YTENNESSEE

RECEIVED Do SenemausT
‘THDEPE BAVOIEN § CORSERTIR
. SARER) OF EXRONEXT ‘UK( e

DEC 22 1695 LS
December 14, 1995 1Y )
Secretary Hazel O'Leary XA Qi
United States Department of Energy RECEIVED BY »e
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. Jhl 0 2 1958 y2%

Room 7A-257
Washington, D.C. 20585 TY EICOMENTAL POLICY O

Dexr Secretary O'Leary:

Recently, agencics of the State of Tennessee submitted comments in accordance with the
requirements of the National Enviroomental Policy Act (NEPA) for the Draft Waste
Manag Prog: tic Envir I Impact Si (D-FEIS) for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste, DOE/EIS-0200
D, August 1995 Thave elected to communicate with you directly to insure that the State
of Tennessee’s policy interests concerning this important D-PEIS are cleasly 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 of Energy (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-PEIS that
consider disposal of low level mixed waste and low level waste on the Oak Ridge
Reservation as techoically 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 14.020
geologic or hydrologic character for such large scale waste deposition activitiesss currently
proposed in your D-PEIS. The National Governor's Associatio/DOE Disposal Working
Group specifically recommended that the Qak Ridge complex be considered coly 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 summary for waste management sites in the cucrent 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.

State Capitol, Nashville, Tenncssce 37243-0001
Telephoue No. (618} 741-2001

14.020: This comment concemning 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 LLLW 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.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE 8 OF 8

Page Two
Secretary Hazel O'Leary
December 14, 1995

Despite our concerns, the State of Teanesses recognizes and appreciates the historic role
Ozk 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 perforra. However, I believe that
DOE's continued considezation of the most technicall itable disposal site in the DOE
complex for large scale waste deposition is truly a waste of precious national and state
resources. lurged you to invest your agency’s energies in alternatives that better meet both
the short and long term interests of waste storage.

Sincerely,

Don Sundquist

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 Office
M. Greg Rudy, Acting Director, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
NEPA File
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
NASHVILLE, TN

PAGE10OF 1
o un:m Tonsge of Representatives :ﬁ:wmn:
:__u—..";“" i State of Tennessee 7 o208 e o
v - S

November 21, 1995

The US DOE

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
Post Office Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026

Dear Sir:

This leiter is written in gencrat support for Nuclear Puel Services, Inc. of Erin,

Tennessee.
10.003
Tam impressed with the history Nuclear Fuel Services has with both safety and
security. They have been, and continue to be, good neighbors. Nuclear Fuel
Services is the type of small business operation I am happy to support. Itis
hoped the plant will be considered for any future contracts or projects. The
workers at Nuclear Fuel Services are capable of competing successfully.

Sincerely,

X

Robert D, “Bob’” Patton, M.P.A, Ed.D

RDP/bc

10.003

.
.

Comment noted.
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TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
DISCUSSION GROUP A
PAGE 1 OF 8

0t

HEU EIS PUBLIC. . . JRAL COMMENTS
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
Knoxville, Tennessee
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Discussion Group A
OPEN DISCUSSION
Facitities Capablitics

‘What upgrades are required among the candidate sites in order for the commercial facilities and

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 UFg blending

P, ndlocehoologeswousd b et ing v o vty l 22.010 possible, for example). DOE has no plans to construct new facilities. If commercial enti-
I there i  poentia nod fo o Pl carey o0t proposed ctions, hve they beci ties choose to build new facilities for the HEU disposition program, additional NEPA
sdoquatcly addressed In the EIS? ' | 11.005 review would probably be necessary, most likely in the context of NRC license amend-
TF the blending to UF, is the better way to dcal with this material, why is this process anly | 01.002 ment pfoceedings.
considesed for the cororpercial facilities and not the government facilivcs?
Who will B&W FS to blend d the material, purch: | d the
wm:"! pay | o NFS to lown the mat purchase new squipment, and siore | 16.003
15 e privase cocopany who bays the foel the one who Wil be esponsible for he waste? Could | 14.003 01.002: The ability to convert HEU in the form of metal or oxide to UFg does not cur-
e e e e o g, | commercal ' rently exist at any facility. Because UFg blending would only be used for blending com-
Wt e he i fe deciding who gets what bsioess? ¥-12 can blend o eal, Would itbe | 11.006 mercial material, it would only be developed if one of the commercial blenders decides it
mere cost effective t send the material t0 Y-12 0f would It be sent to comeccial facilities? ‘ is economically preferable to its existing UNH blending capabilities. DOE does not
Costisthe biggest Gterminiog fctor in deciding which roces, govemment o comaercil, wil intend to install new equipment for the purpose of competing with the private sector in a
used, . .

commercial market when it already has adequate UNH and metal (at the Y~12 Plant)
Other Alternatives . g

blending capability.
How £ar did DOE look into other issvey/aliemative uses of HEU? Did DOE nse the national 09.012
laboratories to look Into these issves/alternatives?
In terms of the Nevada Test Site, what about puting 1he materials In sroall yield nuclear l 09004

explosions 1o get rid of it?

DEVISEN Narambar T 100<

'REVISED December 13.1995

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,

sasuodsay puv
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TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFFTERNOON WORKSHOP
DISCUSSION GROUP A
PAGE 2 OF 8

Exvironmental Safety and Health

at the locat level, and not require the pasticipants to have to drive so far o attend.

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

One benefit for blending down to fuel instead of waste would be eliminating the need w mine N i K
more uraniuns ofe for fucl, 1 was not convinced by the E1S that there it large demaad for the 11.007 the Y-12 Plant would only be used to blend noncommercial material for disposal as
fuel in the United States and that there would be no damage o the environment when blending R R . .
down o fue, waste, since metal blending would not be conducive to subsequent commercial use.
No data has been presented in the EIS that compares the impacts of blending down to fuel versus
mining. Why haven't the impacts to the mining industry been fully addressed? These needs 1o be 12.004
beter discussions in the EIS on relative environmental impacts. Uranium mining is an issue that
d be addressed in the EIS. P . .

houlgbeaddressedin 09.012: Retaining and using surplus HEU in weapons-usable forms would not be con-
Worker and Environmental Protection sistent with the purpose and need for the proposed action. As explained in Section 2.1 of
Whay acchden sesnarios were wsed to compile the fact sheet for Onk Ridge and how were the the HEU EIS, DOE used a formal screening process and public input to identify a range
Does the accident analyses addressed in the document assurse that the same sccident ooours at 21.006 of reasonable alternatives for the disposition of HEU. The process was conducted by a
each facility. such as earthqoakes. transporiation, et:.? screening committec that consisted of five DOE technical program managers, assisted by
Withegantst ong tem prolifcration, s it prudent o compars o s of tansporaton technical advisors from DOE’s national laboratories and other support staff. The commit-
risks Lo the rix] g the mal 2 WEpOons-| form’ on poses the most . . . . N N . .
Fek truasporting the maerial o keaving the matcrial in 8 weapons-usable form where It is 90.009 tee compared alternatives against screcning criteria, considered input from the public,
presently located? There are risks associated with the blend down and no action altiernatives. The . , . Py . . .
1isks of protifération sboold be with the risks assoclased with transporting the matetials and used technical reports and analyses from the national laboratories and industry to
to the blending facilitics. This information should be addressed in the BIS. develop a ﬁnal llS[ Of alternativeﬁ
1 understand that 4% blend down of HEU can be treated with nitric acid to make Pu. You can
get 4% Pu from blending down the raaterial from corumercial reactot fuel. Can this 4% Pu from I 06.009
down blending the material from commercial reactor fuel be used to make & weapon?
Ouoe HEL is bleaded down Into fuel, could it beconme HEL again? | 06.020 09.004: The United States has discontinued nuclear tests or other nuclear explosions as
‘The public h: ight to know what will be done with the maierial in their ifit 1 1 1 1
froe abroud o i irpicis Are o T public meeds b Focts t be bl to make n edocated part of its nonproliferation policy.
decision 32.007
The public should be notificd of any potential sctions that will be taken and an epidemiological
study should be conducted for cancer, eic. . . . . .

| 06.024 11.007:  Section 4.7 of the HEU EIS discusses the positive impacts from avoided ura-
‘This action (blending to fuel) would bo great for genenting jobs and tuming weagons into fuel, g . . PP . . .
BuLT am not sure 1 wast 1o take the sk of bleading the Russian fuel, DOE needs (o hold 4 forum ! 32,008 nium mining, milling, and enrichment. The more than 100 commercial reactors in the

RREVISHD Nerrmher 7 19095

United States (and hundreds more overseas) create a steady demand for uranium fucl.
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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Kpy81py smypdung fo uonsodsyq




TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
DISCUSSION GROUP A
PAGE 3 OF 8
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Weapons Patential/Risk

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

It might be better 10 use Aliemative 2 (blend o wastc), so proliferation will not be & issuc. 10.009 an evaluation basis earthquake. As stated in Section 4.3, it was assumed that with the

e o s s Bl iy 03.007 exception of the filter fire and the fluidized bed release, all of the accident scenarios con-

L hee  weaty for P and HEU? Do we have o abligation o ispos of tese matecal? 03.008 mdgred in the EIS could be initiated ‘b).l ‘the evaluation bas.ls. ear.thquake. The evalu?tlon

trarspartation basis earthquake is also qssumed to initiate the nuclear criticality and thg UFg cylinder
release. To be conservative, the consequences from the evaluation basis earthquake,

T most of the materdal is at Y-12, andY-12 has the capability o process it inty metal or the oxide N et . . .

form, why does DOE want to transport th material all over the country if it can all be doac at Y- 20.006 earthquake induced criticality, and the UFg cylinder release were added to yield the total

oot ey oS4 0 ks bo ot indefrmlning wher he e wil be consequences from both the release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals into the

e the b of the soxidents fal o the person thatboys the focl? 06.010 environment and a criticality.

i the sltemative was o blend down t wste, who ks the customer? 11.008 Because details on some of the site-specific processes were proprietary, one set of repre-

Would cost be the mos | factor i the decisionmaking process? 29.001 sentative data were used in the HEU EIS for each blending process with nominal

ifthe stemative whschosen  bend down 10 wiste, would sl fous s uricpus n s throughput rates t'haF assumed a full-scale operation with bounding values for operationgl

st o blnd b e sl L e cutomesdeides (0 blend down the i, wnld it 11.008 requirements, emissions, waste streams, an_d other parameters. Therefore, the same acci-

desision which ites got what material] Can DOE assume that the,candidate sites wil be available cont'. dent scenarios representative of each blending process were used at each site.

when the decision is finally made as 1o where the biending will take place? Can the custonoer

dexlde who will blend the matedal down and who will trensport it?7 How will the decision on

which commercial or govemroent facility will do the work be made?

Coss 20.009: Continued storage does not reduce the inventory of weapons-usable material,

T e v ey ey st of 04.007 which is the purpose of the proposed action. It would be unreasonable to compare storage

low do you evalunt todays maket valoeof o fucl? 16.004 (no action alternative) impacts with only part of the potential risk (that is, transportation)

Sociocconomics . Labor encountered for the other alternatives. However, the total impacts for each alternative are

ket n Ok Ridg e oin i oo, Why wouldrt DOE et he s 0 bend down he presented an.d compared. Trangpoﬁa}non impacts are specifically addressed in Section 4.4

material in & place where jobs and the work is needsd? 10.008 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 fuel is extremely radioactive, the pro-
cess is very hazardous and difficult and must be carried out by remote control in heavily
shiclded 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.

sasuodsay puv
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Are the coats of Section 3161 included as part of the anslysis? What if the work goes elsewhere ‘ 24.005
outside DOE? '
The City of Erwin would experience positive cconomic impacts if the jobs came to NFS. The NFS | 1 0003

union coukd use the jobs.

What is the time limit of storage and the amount of materials that can be stored at the blending | 26 005
Site? )

'Oral comments received in public meetings concerning similar issucs were combined
{grouped) tor presentation in this decument.

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 interaci 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 HEU 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.

SIH [pUl WnupL[) payoLug
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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 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-
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.

sasuodsay pup
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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-
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,
security, and international accountability.”

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 UFg 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: 1t 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

S13 1Pul] Wnubi ) payorusy
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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 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 refiect 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.
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24.005: Cost analysis is not part of the HEU EIS, although cost estimates for the alter-
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 [1b]) and 7,000 t (15,400 Ib), respec-
tively, of U-235 in any required chemical or physical form (except UFy) and at any
enrichment (see Sections 2.2.3.4 and 2.2.3.5 of the HEU EIS).
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SESSION: Discusston Group B

Impacts

Although the overview presenter indicated that there were no environmental problems associated

21.003: The UFg 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

mx‘y“?;::‘mﬂﬁ:‘?&:‘:mm“];a:;‘f‘g:;:::'E"i:“:?‘?‘:;ig':::’x‘v‘?‘"""” 21.003 were within regulatory levels. After this event, the scrubbing system was redesigned and
envimaneat TheElSshguldaulwithsiswcmdclmrylhepomanctymd health . i gu ry 1evels. er S event, the S(J:U 1ng sys R sig
impacts associaiod with this faciliy. modified to improve the system. Detection systems with alarms were also installed at the
DOE necds 10 quantify the polcatial relesses Lo groundwaler, squifers and air from the propased ’ 29005 work station.
actlons, (Participant referred to Section S-2, Table summary on page S.24, and Chapters 4.3 and :
4.5 for annval and total campaign impacts, respectively.] . . . .
2 The HEU EIS analyzed radiological releases from UFg blending process during normal
DO nceds 10 compare accidental releascs versus chronic releases | 1.004 . . s . . .
| 24002 operations of NFS as well as under a severe accident condition during which the highest
B & v Rived Sie? e e T e oo e e | 21005 atmospheric release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals would occur. The accident
What ae the differences in envinoumental impact associaied with keeping weapuns-grade | 20'005 scenarios evaluated in the HEU EIS included the release of UFg from a cylinder leak sim-
materials in storage d to rlsks of jon 1o various blending sites? How Is the o H H Y 1 "
safery o its transport belg ensured? 1s rmnsportation expencive? !lar to what occprred at NFS in 1979. Section 4.3.2 of the HEQ Final EIS presents
o docides what il b donc with the HEU? | 01.001 impacts of blending HEU to 4-percent UF to the public and the environment.
Alternatives
DOE should clasify and comparc the proliferation risks associated with cach ive, especlally 03.001 . . . .
indicating that increasing comomercial use of HEU also increases the prolifesation putential | 22.005: Potential releases to air from the proposed action were estimated and presented
How does the crileria of Setting & g0od example to other nations relalc to the various altematives | 03.002 in Section 4.3 of the HEU EIS. However, it was determined that there would be no haz-
bein idered? ‘ . . .
B eone _ ' 16.009 ardous waste released to the surface or groundwater during blending operations. All haz-
Whatare he cosss with each | 1o ardous waste would be treated until it becomes nonhazardous and, after treatment, would
Wit netiferaicn assensal s aoctum it oot foet? | 03.003 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 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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DOE needs to clarify the results of Altemative 2 (blend all HEU to wasie) compared 1o
nonproliferation concerns and hightight the fact that this uumnnve ukes much tanger, is much
mMore expensive than A 3,4, &5 (the i and does not
make the material any more nonproliferation resistant,

Comparison of the altcmatives should highlight that we wilt get rid of more HEU faster if we go
with onc of the commercial alternatives.

Other

DOE should clarify the point that both enrichment and reprocessing are more difficult procedures
than blending down.

When d i ion resistant ads ges of blending down HEU, DOE should clarify
the point that it Is il easier 1o make weapons from HEU blended down to 1% than it is from
irradiated spent nuciear fuel,

Has DOE considered the site capabilities of K-25 at Oak Ridge, Portsmouth in Ohlo, and Paducah
in Kentucky?

Are the residents other than candrdate site inthe ies around Erwin, TN and

Lynchburg, VA being inforroed of this pmka7
Is there really a market for LEU?

DOE should emphasize the fact that proliferation concems and peroeptions thereof are the real
drivers, not finances and oCOROMIC recovery.

It is economic insanity 1o destroy this resource.

What do the differcnt forms of HEU look like and where is it currently being stored?

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 iiito 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 feet).

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 HEU EIS weighs the
total impacts for the alternatives, but does 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 HEU increases proliferation potential. Among the alternatives considered, Alterna-
tive 1, the No Action Alternative, has the highest proliferation potential because it leaves

SIH [pul] WniuvLf) payorug
Kjy81py snydang fo uomnisodsicy




LTt

TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
DISCUSSION GROUP B
PAGE 3 OF §

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
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 biend 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
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included in the HEU 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-
mizing commercial use reduces the time needed to complete disposition actions.

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 UFg. The K-25 Site at ORR is perma-
nently closed. Since the surplus HEU is in the form of metal or oxide, not UFg, 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 HEU Draft EIS 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 usc. 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, 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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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
Knoxville, Tennessee
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Discussion Greap C
ISSUES
What type or keve? of effect does each of these alematives have on proliferution?

‘Which ive {di

ion &t waste versus disposition as fuel) the most jobs?

Timing -- How rapidly could this blending dowo take place and what are the potzntial effects on
the economy? Will the need for additional fue? impact the timing of DO action?

What are the environmental impacts of dispoaing of all these canisters?

How much easth needs to be moved in order i get one pound of uraaiom or ooe pound of fuel
from natural uranjum ore? What are the impacts? How big will the hole in the ground be affer the
ore is mined?

Whars the woridwide demand in comparison to the fuel that would be geperated from e blend
down and where Is jt going to be stored (fuel)? If the production is above the demand then where
would the surplus be stored?

Where is all the commercial demand coming from? Why do we expect an increase in the use of
nuclear power?

The electrical Industry is being deregulated and this will have a negative impact on the industry.
There hasn't been a good analyses of the actual demand.

OPEN DISCUSSION

What Are the Preferred Sites?

Does this E1S include full production input at 2l the sites?

Does this docuroent identify a preferred site? 18 it set up as a generic document or & site-specific
document? Regardless of what site &s selected this docurment will stand? Does the EJS identify

preferred sites with the preferred alicmative? There may be some makerials of mixnuwes of
materials that will preseloct ORR, SRS, B&W or NFS.

'REVISED December 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 UFg (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 resuit 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 HEU would represent about 2 percent of the world market for ura-
nmuum.
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LETE

How and where has the blend down technology been wsted? And s it the best technotogy?

13.002: The demand for HEU-derived uranium would come from the approximately

DO oversight offcn s not sore even 1 s technclogy s i exstence - 80 how many yeus has 01.004 100 nuclear electric power plants operating in the United States and hundreds of others
the blending technology been carried out at each site? How long has B&W been doing blend . . . - .
down? Are we. gexting double talk? DIOB has stad that al of the sites have blended down the overseas. There is no expected increase in the number of these power plants in the United
material to 19 or 4%. Whal are you saying, that B&W has not? Slates
Can these people/sites blend the matcrial down to 4% on-$pec in the time frawe given in the EIS? I 05006
What are the criteda for selecting SRS, ORR, B&W or NFS? l 07008
e Dy T con of the Al Whale the amount o the locations | 02.001 13.003: There is consideration of deregulation of the electrical supply industry, but that
Wt dives DO slocton of  specific e Leas cost o lease sk? | 08.003 has not h‘ap[.)ened yet apd no one can t?e sure what form it will take or what its 1mpa9t will
Iansoortation Rsks be. At this time, there is no deregulation data to analyze. The demand for uranium in the
POl n . . . R TI . .
o | 20.002 United States is continuously analyzed by numerous firms specializing in the uranium
Ho h at is transported kload? : . . . T
e e pertne | 19,001 market. These analyses predict essentially steady demand for uranium at 165 million
Htsthe EIS ook a he ralo of accfents becween uansporting wasi versus LEU? : pous-” 1130g per year worldwide. The United States uses about 45 million Ibs U304 per
Isn't there a diffe in transporting the material in safe trailers (SSTs) o] ar . 1111
B‘Ir:)w Tmr;poruc:orfﬁ!::xﬁng;p:wlfw'l ll;n;le yobal:;l:ysg:‘cidcnaow;):nomm“m yedr dnd prOdUCCS Only abOUt 6 mllhon lbs
the materials in safe secure trailers (SSTs)? 20003
Are trucks the normal or best way to move toe materiad?
I mek curyng (% maeia e n 140 whe woul e e sccent it Wik | 20.010 11.010: The HEU EIS analyzes generic processes for the various blending technologies
both 1% and 4% material ’ at alt of the sites, Generic process rates are also applied based on rates that all of the facil-
Proliferation Differences ities could achieve. It is possible that some of the facilities could process material at
When the HEU is blended down it would be run through commercisl mactors and you end up 03.010 higher rates, although it is unlikely DOE could make material available for blending at
with more weapons-usable fissile matezials. Would there be more weapons-usable materials after h : l
processing in commercial reactors? If 50, how much? lg her rates.
The period of 8 years versus 46 years throughput - 1 woutd like o suggest that if the 46 years | 05005

were changed (o 8 years we would have more jubs in the short termu.

What makes us believe that these utilities will purchase the materials from the United States over
the vther availabke materials?

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 makes us believe that these utilities will purchase the materialé from the United States over
the other available materials?

This EIS is suppose ta be driven by proliferation concems and after the first three pages the
document focuses on money. DOD staes that the President’s nonproliferation policy — not
coonomlcs drives this 1S, You could have just as easily stated that moncy and not proliferation
conoens deive this document.

i ial use equals liferation risks. K ing fuel could be sold
imemationally. If other countries are looking a2 the provess then they se¢ we have spent fuct and
the ability to reprocess -+ no one in this room can give assurances that 1t woa't tum back into
bomb matestals in other countries. If we look af the proliferation issue then the 1% enrichment
alternative is the way 0 go. Could someone tam all the matesial into bomb material?

Thcwoddi.sw-alchingw}mwemdolnglmmwes)wuldbevuyckulndspeciﬂcinoux
actions,

Will the IABA follow the spent fuel into another country and track it as fuel? How wide spread is
tho IAEA membership - how many countries belong?

Docs the EIS take a sample of 50% of the maseriat - then is 50% of maserial something else? Are
some of the scraps from Rocky Flass included in the material analyzed in this document? Does
this material contain other stuff? 1 would like clarification of what is included in the mskerials
analyzed in this BIS. Is 50% pretty accurate? What is the other stuff?

1 50% of the matesial is U-235 then what s contained in the other 50% of the matesial?

Basls for Sedection of Alternative Five

Why and what contributed 1o the selection of the preferred alternative?

Lsn't time one of the major factors involved in the process? Why not share the roaterials between
all four sites? Blend down the raaterial as quickly &3 possible.

Each company will encounter some problems. There are always soras problems associated with
this type of work 1 have dealt with NFS and they have been very open and fortheoming with
information. East Teancssor Is oconomically depressed 5o the jobs created by this action would
be preat.

Why would you consider blending the material 1o waste, it does not make scnse.

I you blend down the material to waste -- the umnium will never go away. We don't make &
dime -- why not blend and szl - why not roake profits?

REVISED December 7, 1995

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 biend-
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 HEU 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 HEU 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 HEU 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 HEU may militate strongly in favor of particular sites for blending.

02.001: Highly enriched uranium is primarily metal, uranium oxide, and UF,. 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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1f you biend it to fucl, you don't have more time (o find 4 repository. Blending w fuel Ignores the
issuz that there is no repository for spent fuel.

Spent Fudl

When does DOE begin to grapple with the issue of spent fuel? If we blend down the HEU we
continue to add Lo the Insanity of genenating spent fuel. We should blend down the matedial 1o
19 and get it out of the cycle by di as low-level waste. and

impacts ere skewed because the issue of spent foel is not dealt within this document.

1s there any oconosulc incentive (o blend to 1% over the 4% LEU?

! Oral comments received in public meelings concerning similar issues were
combined (grouped) for presentation in this document.

| 14.008

| 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.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.
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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 UFg 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.

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 fue! 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 cxblaincd 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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feasible, recover its economic value. It is self-evident that the economic recovery objec-
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: Asdescribed in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final EIS Preferred Alternative, DOE
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: Atlternative 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 HEU 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 fucl that would not be generated in the
absence of the program.
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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 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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HEU EIS PUBLIC JRAL COMMENTS
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
Knoxville, Tennessee
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Plenary

What was the motivation for the 50 metric tons of HEU to be transferred to USEC, and why
wasnit evalvated in the EIS?

The transfer of SO metric tons seems to mix an economic and technical kssue. The transfes of the
S0 metric toas should be scparate from this process. Is there an economic analysls in the BIS?
How was the figwre of 50 metric tons transfered to USBC derived? Why was the figure not 100
of 30 metric wons? The econorakes of this action should be fully considered in this process.

Why doesn't DOE biend down all of the HEU with the depleted uranium at Paducah (Kentucky),
{or exaropie?

Thee appoars 1o be a huge time discrepancy between the time frames for blending down t waste
and blending down to fuet. How can the blending down process be expedited?

Aren't there other commerciat facilities seeking licensing, other than the two lisked in the EIS?

Why are Paducah (Kentucky) and Portzraouth (Ohia) oot included as candidate sites if they have
the capabilities to deal with the HEU?

The waste types and forms should be elaborated on in the document  Also, whese will the. waste
types and forms be stored? Will mixed waste be generated during any of the proposed sctions?

In teference to the alematives slide during the plenary presentation, fucl should be rwfcrred 1o as
spentfuel. Why is it important for DOE o say that it will not do anything until a site has been
selected for the wasie altemative, but will not do the same with regards to the foel alternatives?

Why doesn't this document consider the spent fuel that will be genenatcd as a result of the
cormercialization altemnatives that convert the HEU to fucl? Where will the resulting fuel and the
waste be stored?

DOE should cstablish the sarme critesia for fuel alternatives as for waste alternative,

isn't there storage space at the Nevada Test Site for the material? What about storage at  tomb
2t Ozk Ridge?

REVISRM Tiacamhbar 7 100

'REVISED December 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 sensc 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 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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YTt

How do you know that the process of blending down the HEU would not cost raore than to start

process, the: 1if2 of the material should be covered fram cradle to grave.

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.

roaking fuel from sceatch if you have a0t done a cost analysis? \thnUyou cm'udld\_cblcnded ‘ 16005
oot e et s oo anaysls ot o s o v 1S, T 09.002: The gaseous diffusion enrichment plants at Paducah and Portsmouth have the
How much moce sronur, eslu, ren, mercry,ec. will b A0ded o s wate pply 1 capability to dea} with HEU only in the form of UFg. The K-25 Site on ORR is perma-
Wats B theough the blend down process? How much more waies contamination can we expeet I 22.004 nently closed. Since the surplus HEU is in the form of metal or oxide, not UFg, those
The United Staes hs ientifiod 200 meir tonsof faed (HEU) and 50 metic tons of foel (HEU) facilities cannot be used for the blending activities.
from Russia that will be going %0 USEC. Is there a market for this fuct? Docs DOE plan to send I 06.012
the waste from the blend down process back to Russis?
Where would the blended down fuel be stored? .
26.004 22.003; Waste types, forms, and volumes generated by the three blending processes

‘Where is the material 1o be used for blending presently stared? yp y

(UNH, metal, and UFg) are listed in Tables 2.2.2.1-2, 2.2.2.2-2, and 2.2.2.3-2 of the
Do the facitities at the candidae sites have pemits in place 1o blend down material? | 23.002

HEU EIS.
Once the fuel was uwd‘comr»nuci'dly. would the spent fucl be stored at the commercial site and
ey sssur (i the {oct sl o foreign | 15.001 Conceptual treatment schemes for the blending alternatives as envisioned at the candidate
i document el ddresses the actons ol lhe il becomes commercial, Under the NEPA l 20,004 sites, and storage and disposal impacts are described in the waste management sections of

What happened w the intermational treaty for retuming foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel
to the Uniled States?

I@"':" Hrta bk ars mn b 1|
P F ¥

concerning similar issues were combined

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 commmence 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 biended-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 HEU 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 économic 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 ail. 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 HEU 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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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
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.

15.001: 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
appropriatc NEPA documentation.
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PAGE10OF 1 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
HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS

AFTERNOON WORKSHOP other commercial entities that are involved in blending or purchasing the material.
Knoxville, Tennessee
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Summary 10.003: Comment noted.

Who sclocts the trucking fism that will transport the matesist? | 08.007

1 support the nonprotiferation policy for this material, | d, out of all the alf i to

use the coramercial facilities for blending The United States should show responsible actions

regarding the disposition of this material to the rest of the world. Work should be done at

coraroercial vendors. The work described In the BIS s eimple, not technically challenging. NFS 10 003
is dedicated to worker safety and ensuring minimal environmental impacts as & matter of routine. y
NFS can do this work with no problems,

! Revised December 7, 1995,

! Oral comments received in public meetings concerning simifar issues were combined
{grouped) for presentation in this document.
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
EVENING WORKSHOP
Knoxville, Tennessee
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Plenary
Why not blend alt of the material 1o reactor fuel?

If this material is used in the United States reactor market will it then preclude intemational fucls
from entering the United Siates market?

DO has the support from Uncoi County, Tennessee for this process. We appreciate NFS. [
can't think of anyone in our county that would ot support this.

Is this an all or pothing sitnation? That is, having one site do it al} or dividing it all between the
foar siws?

Do you anticipase a god raarket for this? There is a proposed facility in Claibourne, Louisiana

that will process the material from start to finish. They have sald they will be a direct corpetitor
with the DOB and USEC.

Omce USEC is privatized who will have title of the 50 metric tons of the material?

Is there full intent to market the material, no matter how low the costs, or would DOE hold on to
it until the price is a1 2 level you would want to sedl it?

Ultiinale storage - what is the anticipated storage time before selling?
Reganding the time frame, how many years is DOE expecting this prooess to take?

Do we expect that the Russians will be sending more fuel material over thus competing with the
what the candidare sites would be p 7

With the Russians taking 5o long 10 process their fuel, will this impact the time frame for

Who will be markrting the matesial other than the 50 metric tons going 1o USEC? |
processing our 200 metric toas? ‘

IREVISED December 1995

!Oral comments received in public meetings concerning similar issues were combined
(grouped) for presentation in this document.

08.003
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 programrmatic
decisions (for cxample, 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.
Proposed legislation to privatize USEC may modify or eliminate that restriction, in which
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
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 LEU 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 U0y have already been delivered to USEC. Legisla-
tion passed by Congress and signed on April 26, 1996, (P.L.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 HEU Final EIS.
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TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), EVENING WORKSHOP
PLENARY SESSION

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
Knoxvlile, Tennessee
November 14, 1998

SESSION: Discussion/Summary

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.

OPEN DISCUSSION 33.003: The Department of Energy has large inventories of depleted uranium in many

Safety of ONt-Specification HEU forms and with many levels of contamination. In general, depleted uranium would be

15 certain porton of HEU, the oft-specification matecial, sill going 12 e ol o the market? 17002 suitable blendstock only for material that is to be blended to 0.9 percent for disposal as

Would the off- terial be dang t in reactors? Wil the b . 1 M 3 1

Wl b o e tht e ok o spciicadon? e et 4 Sy e wih it waste. However depleted uranium is less likely to be used as blendstock for commercial

specification materlal In stocage? material, since it would not yield appropriate isotopic composition for commercial fuel.

Use of Depicted Uraniar U-234 generates a substantial portion of the radioactivity in uranium, so elevated levels

Does this depleted uraniurm have contaminants? 23,003 may necessitate special measures to protect workers during handling.

General conversations have indicated that depleted uranium would be & good blend stock, is this )

truc?

Is Uy, in HEU & problem? . . - .
HETpreen 06.025: It is expected that natural uranium will be used as blendstock for blending

1908 (e ooy A with e 3 Somatie aiog of e waum fot soe i | 06.025 some of the surplus HEU. New quantities of uranium may not need to be mined for this

blending? 12.004 purpose since DOE has extensive supplies of natural uranium in its inventory.

Arc there mining companics thay will be affected if nataral uranium is not used? I *

With reference o page S-20, second colamn, first paragraph, first sentence of the EIS Surmmary;

this should read “these would be linle impact” on the nuclear fuel cycle not “no impact.” This 12 005

stazernent does not seem to be in relation to the global raarket and conld be tak f . . i i F 1 i

oot s o b ey 12.094. The 'De.partment gf Energy contmu_ously assesses thg 1mpa§t of introducing

market and maining aciivities. uranium from its inventory into the U.S. uranium market. DOE is required by the terms

DOB may need to consider adding roore ocexpanding the irepact section | 17.003 of the USEC Privatization Act to avoid introducing uranium into the market in a manner

Has DOE considered what would happen in th fuel market and in the uraniur mining indusry if 12.006 that would have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry. The impacts

the material Is blended down to fuel?

' REVISED December 7, 1995

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,

SIH [ouly] WnIUDL[} paYILULY
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Does the 200 metric lons of HEU Identified, also include the forcign HEU?

Regarding the ratios provided for commenrcial off specification material and waste, do they reflect
the arsounts that DOE has now o will have with the malerial identified In this docurnent? What
was the basis for the ratio?

Has the schedul of the Record of Decltion slipped and why? If it has slipped, what does the
schedule look like now?

How s00n can the material be blended down once the Record of Decision is issued?

Regarding the transportaton issue, does DOE expect any challenges from the sltes?

TOnal conmmeots fecencd in public meelings concerning sinular ssues were combined (grouped) (on preseatation
ia hia document

| 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 175t 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 cvent
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 nceded
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 13 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.

sasuodsay puv
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY, CHATTANOOGA, TN
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Tonnesses Valey Authority, 1101 Market Street, Chattanooga, Tennsesea 37402-2801

November 29, 1995

Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
/o SAIC/HEU EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

COMMENT ON DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICI{ED URANIUM DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Many U.S. commercial reactors are using higher than 4 percent enrichment to refuel. Therefore,

the akernative to blend the HEU and sefl as commercial reactor fuel should not specify 4 percent 07003
as the target enrichment level. Rather, the aliernative should say the HBU will be blended to less

than § percent enrichment for sale as fal fucl. Al refe to 4 percent LEU in the EIS

should be changed to less than 5 percent LEU.

James T. Robert
Manager, Nuclear Fuel Projects

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.
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TOWN OF ERWIN, ERWIN, TN
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GARLAND ‘BUBBA® EVELY, Mryor

P.O. Bux 59
Erwin, Tennessee 37650

Novenber 22, 1995

The U.S. Department of Bnsergy

Cfflce of ¥isslle Haterials Diaposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Ladiea/Gentlemen:

It has come to the attention of the Ervin Board of
Mayor and Aldermen that NF5 is one of four companies bidding
for work involving the down-blending of high enriched
uraniun.

We are very familiar with NFS' record of safety and
environmental compliance and wve believe they could perform
the down~blending vork in a timely. safe and cost-effective
mannev.

The work would bring an estimated 100+ jobs to NPS
hexe in Brwin, Tennessee. The multiplying economic impact
on the local econoby vould be in the millions of dollars.

The community of Erwin fully nupports the work which
NFS has dubbed "svords into plowshares.* The plan makeo
sense, not only for the paople of Rrwin, but for the U.S.
citizens at latrgo... blending Amesrican atockpiled veapons
into fuel for electricity.

We look at thism as an opportunity to regain pome of
the jobs lost during the reductions in force that followed
the end of the naval fuel work at the plant. NFS has besn
safely producing nuclear fucl and securely handling high
enriched uranium for more than 35 years. Throughout that
time it haa been a fine corporate citizen, providing not
only excellent jobs but aleo lending a hand to the community
on numerous cccasions.

1 recently had the opportunity to tour the Brwin plant
site and had the chance to viav fixst hand the safety,
security and environmental work that NFS pecforms. Please
know that this project has the full support of the Erwvin
Doard of Mayor and Aldetmen.

Sincerely,
=

Garland "Bubba® Evely
Hayor

Town of Erwin

10.003

10.003:

Comment noted.

sasuodsay pup
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ULMAN, ROBERT, ERWIN, TN
PAGE10OF 1

Date Received: 11/08/85

Comment D P0010

Name: Robert Ulman
Address: Erwin, Tennessee
Transcription:

Hello. My name is Robert Ukman, and I'm calling from Erwin, Tennessee. | would be
very much in favor of NFS receiving the contract for the uranium blending. Our county
is over 50 percent federal property owned by the govemment as national forest land,
and we really make sacrifices because of that reason. | would like to see NFS get this
contract so we can get more revenue into the county. Thank you.

10.003

10.003: Comment noted.
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UNiCcOI COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION, ERWIN, TN
PAGE1OF 2

10.003: Comment noted.
MEsiRS UNICOI COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION

Naocy Geatry DR. RONALD WILCOX, SUPERINTENDENT
Glen Howard 600 NORTH ELM AVENUE, ERWIN, TENNESSEE 37650
M rbatoven @29)743-1600 ;
oo . "Working for Childrea”

November 30, 1895

The U. 8. Department of Bnergy

Office of Fiasaile Materials Disposition
P. O, Box 23786

Washington, D. C. 20026-3786

Dear Sir/Madam:

I support the effort by Nuclear Fuels Sexvices to obtain a
contract te blend high grade and low grade uranium into a
markstable fuel, Our county needs an economic boost. Nuclear
Puole Services is located in Unicoi County, which is heavily
impacted by federal property ownership. The federal governmant
owns 508 of the land in our county. This vast ownership limits the
amount of property taxes that are collected in our school district.
Pue to a low tax base our educational programs and services suffer.
We need a new high achool in our county since the presant one was
built in 1929, yet we cannot afford one. .

Children in our county need jobs upon graduation. We graduate
approximately 200 etudents 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 dollaxs spent in our community due to more jobs
creatad

2. Opportunitles for our senior students to get a job
locally upon graduation

3. The economy in Tennassae as a whole will improve
providing a better life style for citizens

4. Nuclear waste will be reclaimed and made usabla

S. Local property and sales tax dollars will increass

6. The project will be done in a safe manner. Their track
record for safety speaks for itself °

SIUPUWNDO(T JUUNUOT)
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UNICO1 COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION, ERWIN, TN
PAGE 2 OF 2

We are located in rural Appalachia and desperately need and
want this project. Nuclear Fuels Services has helped our school
system tremendously in past years. We consider them a "very good
neighbox*.

Respectfully,

Ronotid o;\%f

Ronald Wilcox, Bd.D.
Superintendent of Schools

10.003
cont.

SId joul] wnuni} payoriuy
Apydr1y smdang fo uoisodsiy




Comment Documents

and Responses

‘pAloU WIWWOD)  E00°0T

£00°04

©af sieqa¥y 'H ERTTITA 193
I

pavog juesdofeasq OTHOUOIF A1UN0D TODTUA/UTAIT *uEmITEYD 3DTA
133TT0 BATINDIRY JVIUD UTNITHI4 WI(

oA

“ktozasurs

“1s0ddna 163 Aw vy 1990
03d afyl ‘emi0jisd Sk 3ek3 x1Oa [rIUsMuCITAUR pur A3gandev ‘AIBFTE ol ‘pumy
29313 Awsa DU BIFE 2UTd Uiasd auy anoa 03 AaTuniandda ayy pey ATausder |

. saUUTE DATIORFJE-2903 pue 83IE ‘AT9NII T Ul XJOA BuTPUSTq

.uaop w3 ¥078d PInod Aay3 wawyieq ej 'A3FOFIIc6T4 J0F YA} o3uf suodeds
pertdx203# GedYIREy DUTPUSTG - whiw[ 1% SUSTTITD "5 "0 10) InQ *AIUnoy yodtup
puT UFRi3 o s1dosd Yy 307 A{UO I0U BEURE FRATE ,GITPYEAOTd Qluy EpioRs,
peqanp Py SIN WITYA uRTd BY3I EAARTIAG PIrog 2us da1eanq 21W0U0DT WYL

saioydus sy) 107 mlEofRiud {auue Suvaicyied
¢ [[ea gv ‘swesbosd SufutEI} pue TI(TIP LSICTEIP UT WAL WA Bugyedtoyised

*S4H YITA Atewo(o €xJoa [wITdEON Wyl “aourFTENOD [FIUPIUC I [AUS pUE PIOD
ez A3sgee ,SIN UITA JvTTYNeY we | T1viTdey [¥I07 Y3 JO I0ITIIEIUTEOV/0ID WY

“SUITTITI IAC vEpTa
L01d 54N 5900 1ueT[e3xw sy3 BTFo8ddr puv K3unod JOOTUR PUT UTAIZ UT ERTIIEND
Lut BurasINe JO ®ATiIioddns Ajwa eiv 34 pajEINUIAZ =q PINOD JusTd oY1 2t
X10R [ANF YEATu JO pUB 843 DUTAOTYOJ (8UUORIBd JO UDTIONPRX Buyinp 3s0f ¥QO[
enopuswell 8q PINOA Awouods [#30] ayy uo 1ovdey S1mouase ButA{diaine eyl

pur ‘upmzj Ul 38y sejatunaloddo QOC .0QT PIITETIE uE SPTAOIG PINOA IR BYL

‘emmEBuUR] ‘UTA3F U SR 107 20ef01d syl SeEIOpUR

A{{n7 pivog sy ‘Abieus 10 [80F ©1UF EATuvin PEYITIU YBTY DupUBTUACD JO
yaafo3d wy3 30) BuTPPTQ Fefusduod 1n0) JO BUO G ‘TOU[ ‘WEITAIRG (eni lewiany
Avy1 RIvAe spws useg #3y pivog 1uandoleanq ITHOUDIT AIun0) FOITUN/UTAIT eYL

1UQWITIURY /RS TPRT

98LE-9200Z ') '@ ‘voybutyurs

984€2 %08 "0 'd

uoTITROAETQ UTVIISICH STVENTL JO #21330
K6asug o jusmiiedeq "5 0 ML

§661 ‘I iaquamAoR

WOEH (SE9) T = 1HIE402 (519 o WS E i 3] o S0 ARy

iy Ry, ) 030 90
Py ey i) KA 1P

o eIl
1o

140 1 49vd
N ‘NIAYF “ONJ TV.LIdSOH TVIHOWHIA AINNOD I0DIN{]

3-259



09C-¢

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, ATLANTA, GA
PAGE1OF 1

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY AND COMPLIANCE
Richard B. Russsl) Federa! Bullding
5 Bpring Btreet, B.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

January 25, 1996

ER 95/820

Mr. J. bavid Nulton

Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials
Disposition

c/o SAIC-HEU EIS

P.O, Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-1736

Dear Mr. Nulton:

The Department of the Interior has completed its review of the
Draft Environmental Statement for tha Disposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium (HEU) at Pour Potential Sites located in Tannessee
{2), South Carolina, and Virginla.

We are concernad about the riske involved in transportation of
these materials to variocus sites as identified in the preferred
alternative. The Final Environmental Statement should discuss the 20.013
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-fraee operations
would occur at Oak Ridge as & rasult of blending related exposures.
This analysis should include a discussion of nonfatal cancers. In 21.011
addition, the risk of maximum additional cancer fatalitias at Qak .
Ridga should be compared with the accident associated risks of
transporting HEU to the sites identified in the preferred
alternative.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this document.

Sincerely yours, )

// Jaues H. Lee
5// Regional Environmental Officer

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 for which the
material 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.

21.011:  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 LLLW after blending.
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UNITED STATES ENRICHMENT CORPORATION, BETHESDA, MD
PAGE 1 0OF 2

Unieg Steres
Enrichment Corpod shon

2 Demacsacy Candar

4903 Rockiedge Drive
Bethesda, MO 20817

Tol: (301) 643200
Fax: (301) 564-3201

Unites} Sates
Fiaie el Corpeoration

January 11, 1996

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition (MD-4)
ATTN: HEU EIS

U. 8. Department of Enerygy

P O Box 23786

1000 Independence Avenue S.W.
Washington, D C. 20585

Dear SirMadam:

USEC has reviewed the October 1998 Disposition of Surplus Highly Fnriched Uranium
Draft Envir ! Impact St We offer the follawing comments on the draft document:

Section 1.4 - USEC supports the preferred altemative to sell as much HEU as possible for use in 10.003
commercia} reactor fue using a combination of sites and blending technologics that best serves d
prog; i ), and ic needs

ic

Section 2.1.2.3 - (1 ¢ the Limited Comamerciat Use Alternative) states that the 50 t of HEU will
be split equally between two commercial facilities. This alternative should also cover the possibility 09.024
of having all of the material go to only one facifity. The other commercial use alternatives give ranges
of the mix from “all commercial” to "all DOE" The Limited Commercial Use alternative should be
analyzed in the same way

Sectior 2.2 - On page 2-13 it states that "UNH, metal, and UF, 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 33.007
conversion step were analyzed. € 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

Section 2.2.2.2 Metal Blending - states that metal blending would onty be done if the HEU was to
become waste  This section should be expanded to specify that metat blending may also be used to 11.01
produce feedstock for USEC's Ad d Vapor Laser Isotope Separation program

Officas w Pacucah Kenlucky  P:ismauth, Oheo - Wastinglon DC

10.003: Comment noted.

09.024: The altematives 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 ail of 50t 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 would not be used for blending to waste because only commercial sites
would use UFg as a blendstock for blending with the UFg process. Since depleted ura-
nium cannot be used as blendstock for blending to fuel as described previously, depleted
UFg would not be used for any of the processes for commercial fuel. Depleted UFg 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.

sasuodsay pup
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UNITED STATES ENRICHMENT CORPORATION, BETHESDA, MD

PAGE 2 OF 2

January 1, 1996
Page Two

Section 4.4 - On page 4-99 it states that "NU 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 UF,, since it would take less to dilute the
HEU. and is sbundantly available at a lower cost than NU.

Section 4.7 - Several important positive [ impacts of blending HEU to LEU for nuclear
puwer plants were omitted from this section  The first is the benefits of reducing the threat of
terrorism or nuclear accidents from HEU  Although this benefit is not quantifiable, it certainly needs
1o be included as it is a major reason for the proposed action. Secondly, there are significant positive
economic benefits .o the federa) budget from selling the fired converted from HEU. Whether DOE
directly sells the converted HEU, or USEC markets it {as is presently the law), the income from the
sale of this material can cither be applied to reduce the federal deficit or result in the need for lower
revenues from taxes, taniffs, fees, etc  Another positive impact that should be inctuded is that the use
of goverament inventories of DU, NU, and LEU which currently have limited uses, if used as
blendstock, would no longer require storage of disposal costs

Section 4.8 - There appears to be a misinterpretation of the findings contained in USEC's
Fnvironmental Assexsment for the Purchase of Russian Lew Enriched Uranium Derived from the
Iismantlement of Nuclear Weapous in the Countries of the Former Soviet Union For the action
of purchasing low enriched uranium from dismantled Russian nuckear warheads over a 20 year period.
there will be no short term (before the year 2000) impacts on personnel levels at USEC's gaseous
diffusion plants  After the year 2000, when shipments from Russia have increased to the equivalent
of 30 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
of a GDP were analyzed in the Envi ) A On page 4-185, it is inaccurate to say that
there would be no lass of employment at the yaseous diffusion plants, as this is a possibility

Section 4.9 - Several of the potential environmentat impacts (bullets 2 and 4 on page 4-137) indicate
that chromium contamination wauld occur. The gaseous diffusion plants (GDPs) no longer usc
chromiem #s 2 cooling water additive  Therefore. there should be 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-13, the reference "USEC 1994a" (i.e. « Environmental Assessient
for the Purchase of Russian Low Eprched Uranium Derived from the Dismantlentent of Nuclear
Weapony in the Centries of the Former Soviet Union, USEC/EA-94001) was inadvertently omitted

January 11, 1996
Page Thiece

Please contact me at (301) $64-3409 or Patrick Gorman at 564-3412, to discuss matters
retated to the comments above

Sincerely,

Gk Y o fo

e
T. Michae! Taimi
Environmental Assurance wiwd Policies Manager

€
P. Gorman, USEC-HQ

33.009

03.026

04.017

12.023

33.011

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 HEU 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 EA's 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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«-r‘ol
B 1%
OFFICE OF
ENFONCE LIENT AMD
COMPUIANCE ASSURANCE

M. J. David Nulton

Director

Office of NEPA Compliance and Quureach
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

c/o SAICHEU EIS

P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Nulion:

The Environmenul Protection Agency (EPA) has m:cwzd the Dcpmmem of Energy’s
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium D 1 Impact St Asa
Cooperating Agency for the EIS, our review is pmvldw pursuant to the Nationa! Environmenal Policy
Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 432! ct5en,) and Section 309 of the Clean Ais Act.

DOE proposes to disposc of U_S.-origin, weapons-usable, highly enriched uranium that is
surplus to national defense or defense-related program needs. The draft EIS analyses the
environmenta! effects of a no action aliemative and four other slematives that represent differerx ratios

of blending the highly enriched to low enriched uranium using three different processes at four
potential siles. The incremental Mh(bn«rcbwd environmental impacts are modest and would not rule
out any of the ives under idk EPA has raied the prefecred alterative EC-2,

eavironmental concermns - insufficient information. An explanation of EPA's ratings is provided in
Enclosute | Deuiled comments are provided for your consideration In Enclosure 2.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please conract Susan
Offerdal a1 (202) 260-5059.

Sincerely,

Lo PR

E Sanderson
Qa'] Dm.-cmr

Office of Federal Activitics
Enclosures
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,
WASHINGTON, DC
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Euclosure 2

Enriched Uranium Draft Environmental impact Statenseat

The draft envi | impact ive regarding radiation
related envir | impacts and the lative, site-sf impacts of a variety of waste
management tasks the Department of Energy (DOE) might assign to a particular focility.
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 “de-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. ll would be h:lpl‘ul if lhu analysis were exlended to the
production of radioactive wastes and p in

(EIS) is compre}

1

loenv

4 P B

Theye are seversl additional points at which the dralt EIS could be strengthened. The

nalun: of the excess HEU to be disposed of is not clearly defined, This is significant because

n f effects, i ing radiation-related ones, are direct functions of the degree of
blending thet is necessary to “demlch" 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 of the HEU to be disposed of is a central determinant of the total environnenta}
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 of enrichment of the material to be
d:sposcd ofwould be “bomb grade”, or well above 90%. Itis also not clear swhy any

" is y - - unlike probl iated with cheracterizing complex sites for

clcanup DOE should have a cumplelc inveatory of HEU 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 functiona relationship between the degree of
“de-enrichment” required and envnronmcmul and economlc impacts. If there is a strongly
nonlinear relationship, it may be that the envir q of de-enriching say, one
unit of 20% HEU and one unit of 90% HEU is much greater than de-enriching two units of 55%
HEU, (the average of 20% and 90%). Ifso, one could not assess the overall cffects of the
campaign without knowing something about the actual distibution of enrichment levels in the
surplus materials.

It would be helpful if the EIS clarified carly in the text that the molten mctal blending
process would only be used to create low-level waste and not low-enriched uranium (LEU). Itis
also lear why blending using the hexafluotide process is mentioned since none of the

facilities have that capnbilily.

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-2335 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.

UFg 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 UFg. 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, blending process.
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Enclosure 2

The EIS would also benefit from some detailed and specific analysis of its preferred
altemative, For example, the entire analysis is geated to the assumption that (0 tons ol matcriat
per year are processed. The description of the pmfcmd altemative suggests that 20 tons per year
are processed. Does this double the short term envi 1 and
estimated for this altemmative, or is the effect more of less than this? While lhe hlghcr process
rale used in the analysis may be reasonable, the reader would have a clearer sense of the tradeolY
between the d of the disposat gn and various imneasures of impact. [n general, the
analysis should avoid assuming a generic value for a parameter which is explicitly varied inan
sitemative.

It is also unclear in the preferred alternative whether the 50 tons of HEU to be trans({ermed
to the United States Enrichment Corporation (USEC) will be processed and disposed of
differently than the other 150 tons of HEU. For example, on page S-15, second paragraph, the
50 tons of HEY are mentioned separately from the remaining 120 tons that could be blended lo
LEU for commercial fuct at any of the four sites. However, in the following paragraph, it
raentions that the two DOE facilities would each blend 85 tons of HEU to LEU for commerciat
fuel. This amounts to & tota) of 170 tons of HEU for commercinl fuel, and from this antount it
appears as though the two facilities will receive or share the S0 tons from the USEC.

Finally, it would be useful to have an explicit discussion in the text why “waste™ must be
biended to essentially background levels before disposal. In the absence of such a discussion (of
criticality or other issucs) it is not clear to the reader why waste could nat be created by blending
HEU down 10 some intermediate level of low-enriched uranium, say 10%. This would make
such an slternative more altractive in terms of the measures of impact detailed in the text, though
perhaps still unfavorable when the
are considered.

of having to mine and process additiona) NU

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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I URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA
TAL EAST FAlalE Avivur, Post OFnce BOX $69, Sorra Fx, Nuw Muxco §7584- 5643
Taiarwoss {$05) 9T-4611; Fax ($43) 985- 1997

Hovember 15, 1995

Mr. J. David Multon, Dlrcctor

0ffice of WEPA Compliance and Outreach
Office of Fiseile Materials Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenua, S.W.
washington, D.C. 20585

Deaxr Mr. Nulton:

The purpose of this letter is to request a 120-day
axtension of the public comment period for the Draft Bnvironmental
Impact Statement for Disposition of Surplua Nighly Enriched Uranfum
(*HEU BIS*). The issuee ralged in the HEU BIS are numerous and
complex, and the Uranium Producers of America (UPA} believes it is
eagential that sufficient time be allowed by the Department foX
interested stakeholders to review and comment on these jesues. As
it wao DOR‘s announced intention to publish a draft RIS in July of
this yeaxr, thereby allowing ample time for atakeholder imput to the
process, we believe that to now allow only 45 days for comment. is
pimply too short a period in which teo develop and submit
comprehersive cowrenta on this vital national lesue. Accordingly,
for the reasons that we dimcues in more detail below, we urge you
to consider axtending the comuent period.

Ao the orgauization representing the domestic uranium
producers, UPA ie particularly concerned about the impact that the
dippopition altermatives will have on the domestic uranium market.
As you know, the pending United States Enrichment Corporation
(USEC} privatization l}egislation specifically requires DOE to
evaluate the impact on the domestic uranium market of any
disposition of excess materials from the U.S. stockpile. our
preliminary review of the HEU BIS suggests that no more than a
curaory examlnation of thia issue has beon undextaken.

In this regard, we find the document scriously lacking in
any analysie of the identified alternatives from the standpoint of
how these alternatives would impact the domestic uranium industry,
as well ams how they would maximize proceeds to the Federal
Treagury. Indeed, in this latter regard, other than the aseertion
that the *preferred alternative® would n"allow for peaceful,
baneficial reuse of the material as much as possible {and) maximize
proceeds to the Pederal Treaoury?, we have found no analyeis in the
document, nor in the cited references, as to how thig 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 (PL. 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
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Mr. J. David Rulton
November 15, 1995
Page 2

accomplished, what the costs of the various options would be, and,
apecifically, what the comparative costs of the ‘“preferred
alternative® and the *Blend to LEU {19-percent enrichment) and
Store Indefinitely* alternatives axe likely to be. 1In fact, we are
trxoubled that, as noted on page 2-9 of the documont, tha latter
option appears to have baen deleted after the screening process wan
conpleted, with no explanation of DOE‘e reasons for deleting thie
altexrnative.

Beyond this, the document containe no discussion of the
impact that the *“preferred alternative’ is likely to have on the
U.S.-Russian HEU Agreement and, in particular, on the carefully
structured compromise that is contained in the pending USEC
privatization legislation.

For the foregoing reasona, we beliave it is important
that DOE extend the deadline for the submission of commenta.
Moreover, we would ask that DOE provide all of the supporting
documents and analyses that provide the basia for the conclusions
reacked in the HBU EIS, including the economic analyais of all of
the alternatives, as well as the basig for eliminating the Blend to
LEU {19-percent enrichment) alternative after the screening process
was completed. UPA would request a minimum of 60 days prior to the
deadline for commentz during which the DOE‘a supporting information
and analyses can ba reviewad. This would then enable UPA to
undertake an independent analysia of the basis for UDOB's
conclueione, including the likely impact on the U.8. domestic
uranium industry of the various alternatives discussed in the BIS.

FPinally. we note that DOE intonds to conduct two public
workshops on the HBU RIS, one in Knoxville, Tenneseee and one ia
Augusta, Georgla. While the location for these two workehops will
ensure that DOB will obtain much valuable Input from those who are
knowledgeable about the technical issues associated with blending
down suxplus HEU, we do not believe that DOB will receive the same
level of input from interested stakehclders concerned about the
irpact of this initiative on the domestic uranium mining and
milling industries. For this reason, we would formally request
that DOR schedule an additional public workshop on the EIS, either
in Denver, Colorado or Casper, Wyoming.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Very £ruly yours,

< Dale L.”Alberts
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.
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA

141 EAst Patasw AvEsey, Pust OFFICE Box 649, SANTA Fr, New Mrzwo 57504-0669
TrLerHonk (S05) M2.4611; Fax (545) s43-1947

January 10, 1996

Department of Encryy

Oftice of Fissile Matcrials Disposition
o/o SAIC-HEU KIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Re:  Comments to Dlsposlllan of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium
Draft Envir Impact St (DOE/EIS - 0240-D)

Dear Sirs:

The Uranium Producers of America ("UPA™) respectfully submit the followin,
comments regardmg the Digposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Dra
mpacl (DOE/ELS - 0240-D) dated October, 1995. The UPA is
a lradc i D ing thirteen involved in the domestic
uranium mining mdu.slry

Section 4.8 at page 4-18] of the Draft EIS recognizes that the disposition of the
uranium derived from the Department’s HEU will impact the domeslic uranium industry.
The impact of this material is a fundamental policy question that has been appropriately
addressed by Conpress in the Energy Policy Act of 1992 and the Balanced Budget Act of
1995

The disposition of "surplus™ highly enriched uranium is of great concern to the
domestic uranium producing industry. This industry was created in response 10 a critical
national security need fifty years ago as the Umle?Smtcs required a dependable source
of uranium 1o fuel the atomic weapons necessary fo win the Cold War. Afler the end of
World War 1I, uranium production in the United States was practically non-cxistent,
making the nation dependent upon liable forcign supplics of this vital matcrial.
Respondmg to urgent mlhlary requicements, the Atomxc Energy Commission established
the D ic Uranium P Program to d p domestic lies of uranium
concentrate for the national defensc The material lhal has now been declared surplus is
the result of the very ful D U Program. ‘Foday our
nation’s defense needs have been met. However, lh: need for a strong domestic
producing industry still exisis due 10 the need for a secure source of uranium to fuel
twenty percent of our nation's electricity requircments.

The domestic industry has confronted numerous challenges. As the Department
is aware, the uranium market has been depressed since the carly 1980's. Initially, there
were two major contributing factors to the decline of the domestic uramum industry.

The first was the U.S. government ium enrich contracting policies creating an
oversupply of uranium which was exacerbated by a cut back in construction of new
nuclear powcr 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 to15 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 from the former Soviet Union.

q q

In resp to these challenges, domestic producers have rationalized p
and restructured their operations. And while employment and production levels have
fallen, uranium production remains a vita) industry -- particularly in the Western United
States -- and has stabilized and positioned itself for recovery.

Modern, low-cost, in-situ leaching technology has been devcloped in a smaller,

but more p p industry that has also minimized
environmental impacts. Today, U.S. mining operations arc competitive with foreign
d Four U.S. production centers rank in the top ten world-wide in productivity,!

Other modern and efficient production facilities are poised to commence production if
market stability can be attained.

In 1992 the Congress specifically recognized the n¢ed to maintain a domestic
urarium industry by including Uranium Revitalization provisions in Tille X of the
Energy Policy Act.2 The Energy Policy Act also dealt with the impact of the purchase of
highly enfiched uranium from the former Soviet Union. Section 1408(d) of the Act
requires that DOE “shall seek to minimize the impect on d ic industries (includi
uranium mining) of the sale of low enriched uranium derived from highly enriched

ium3  C er gnized the February 18, 1993, Govemment.-lo-
Govemment 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
uranium removed froin nuclear wea‘gcems would have a major impact on the domestic
uranium industry, as this represents the equivalent of approximately 400 million pounds
of natural 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 privatization legislation reflects a carefully crafted schedule for the

sale of uranium products derived from dismantled Soviet and U.S. weapons. This
hedule p rinciples of arms reduction and liferation, while ensuring
that the commercial nuclear fuel market is not disrupted Gy an uncontrolled flood of

govemmment-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 vranium 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 untib 1998, Section 1013 of the Act provided that remaining DOE inventories
could be sold to USEC. ar « fuir murket price, "only if such sales will not have a
substantial adverse impact on the domestic wanium mining industry.”  (Emphasis
added). These pravisions were cnacted due to the r ion that the unfe d

introduction of uranium from government stockpiles would damage commercial markets.

The Jonuary 14, 1994 Implementation Agreement of the HEU Agreement
between the United States and the Russian Federalion incorporated the provisions 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.
wranium industry. See also Exhibit 2, Letter from Terry Lash, DOE Director, Office of
Muclear Energy, to Senator Craig Thomas.

12.014
cont.
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visions of the Energy Policy Act and the USEC privatization legislation
undcrscom lg'e“rcmgmuon by policymakers that the disposition of uranium derived from
HEU must be handled responsibly.

B THE DEPARTMENT'S DISPOSITION OF THE EXCESS MATERIALS
FROM THE US. STOCKPILE MUST NOT HAVE A MATERIAL
ADVERSE IMPACT ON THE DOMESTIC URANIUM MARKET.

The United States Enrichment Corporation ("USEC®) privatization legislation
specifically requires the t to evaluate the impact on the domesuc ummum
market of any disposition of "surplus” ials from the g p ‘The
HEU EIS is deficient in its examination of this issuc. The prefcmd Lllcmltwc containcd
in the EIS calls for blending 170 tons of HEU form commercial use in eight years -.
through the end of 2003. Of this amount, 50 tons would be transferred without charge to

USEC for blending and | saled The 120 tons of HEU would be
blended to commercial reactor fuel over lhme years, | bq;mmng in I999 Asaummg that
blending ten tons of HEU to t low L ") 35
million pounds of natural i duction, the Depart 's | i

would displace 59.5 million pounds “of natural uranium, If sold over lhntc years, the
Dcpamncnls matcrial could displace approxmwely 20 million pounds of natural
ly, or app ly forty percent {40%) of annual U.S.

reqmmmen(s..

In ordcrhew be conlsi?zem wn}h the ObjeClIVCS orfs;c‘:u%:cszlz(d) of the Fm}'aﬁ 12(:14
Budget Act, tl pnncnpn oCis 0! sposition of partment’s surplus nt.
\5d be on ensuring that any sales um{enaken will not have an adverse material impact co
on the domestic uranium mining industry. To accomplish this the aggregate impact on
the domestic urenium industry of the sales of Russian HEU, USEC material and the
Department's material must be analyzed. The quanlities and dlsposmon 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 materia) adverse impact on the
domestic uranium industry. Al page 4-185 it is stated that blending 10t of HEU as UNH
to 4 percent LEU per year could annually displace 3.5 million pounds of uranium
producliun Awordmg 10 lhe Draft EIS this would displace the cument annua)

of all d s. While the UPA would dispute the Draft EIS's
appomonmenl of some of Uus malerial 1o foreign pwchnscrs. the 15 to 20 percent
reduction in deliveries by d p proj in the Draft EIS would be
devastating to the industry.

dence dated D ber 5, 1995 from the Départment to the UPA (see

Ddublt 3) mdncnlcs lhc quantity of maleﬂu]s addressed m the draft HEU EIS was
iated with the maxi amount

of highly cnnchcd uramum that might potentially be offered for sale. The letter states

N The disposition of this material into the 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 be introduced into the masket 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 UsOs equ\valcnl)" may become available for
use during a 10-15 year period beginning in 1998." This would amount to DOE
introducing material equivalent to approximstely 2% of annual U.S. uranium needs or
0.6% annual global nceds.” These amounts over the 10 to 15 year dxsposmon schedule
noted would havc substantially lcss of an :mpact on the demesnc uranium industry.
H , this ion plan is not specified nor even di d in the draft HEU EIS.
Th: text of the HEU EIS, without additional cxplanation, would leave the reader wuh the
clear i lmprcsxon that DOE plans to process | HEU for "maximum commercml use” ‘at “all
four sites,” with p for J use 1o be leted in an esti d three
years (by the year 2002) Under DOE's "preferred altemative,” 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 sieps that can be
taken to mitigate adverse resulling from government action. While Section
4.8 izes adverse ¢ to the d ium mining industry as a result
of the material derived from HEU, the Draft EIS does not include mitigating steps the
Dcpanment must take to avoid a matcrial adverse impact on the domestic uranium

The d hedule set forth in the December 5, 1995 letter is a proper
discussion of the mmgalmg steps missing from the Drafl EIS. The UPA would sirongly
urge the Department to formalize the disposition schedule set forth in the December 3,
1995 letter in the Record of Decision on the HEU EIS, so that these assurances will
become a part of the formal DOE decision-making record. Such assurances regarding
the mi of the on the domestic uranium producing industry
would fulfill at least part of the Dcpanmcms obligations set forth in the Energy Policy
Act and Section 5212(d) of the Balanced Budyet Act.

2. INTRODUCTION OF URANIUM DERIVED FROM THE
DEPARTMENTS HEU ACCORDING TO THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE WILL HAVE A DETRIMENTAL IMPACT ON THE US.-

RUSSIAN HEU AGREEMENT,

The Department of Encegy has smcd strong support for achievements in Russian
nuclear weapons di and t of U.S. nuclear nonproliferation
objectives while recognizing the nced for 3 vmblc Us. uvamum industry.3 In order to
minimize the impact of Russian HEU on the d C provided in
Section 5212(b) of the Balanccd Budget Act for the ordcrly and dlsmpllned introduction
into the commercial nuclear fuel markct of this This provides that

material from Russian HEU shall enter the market pursuant to & schedule which reflects
uncommitted future demand for the product. The schcdulcd cnlry ol‘ this material
insures the success of the Russian HEU Agr
Such pncc-supprcssnon would result 1fadd|uonal malcnal &rcnvcd l’rom lhc Dcpanmcn(s
HEU is sudd d into the ial market place in quantitics that could be
available from the prcfcncd alternative described in the E

s See Exhibit 2.

12.014
cont.

03.023

PAGE 4 OF 12
, o, 1996 03.023: The HEU Final EIS is revised to enhance the discussion of the cumulative
paged 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 Draft Environmental Impact Study
states in part, the Department's preference "[t]o sell for use in commercial reactor fuel as
much as possible of the Low Enriched Uranium derived from HEU 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 transferved to USEC over a 6-year peried,) . . . that best serves

progr ic and needs, beginning as soon as possible
following the Record of Decision and continuing over an ayproximate 8-year period,
with continued storage of the HEU until blend down . . . .* While the Department's

“preferred alternative™ may serve its "programmatic ncods” 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 Dreft 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 are so interdependent that it would
be unwisc 1o consider one action wilkout the other.  Any benefit of disposing of surplus
domestic HEL) pales to the national security and nuclear non-proliferation benefits 10 be
achieved by the successful implementation of the U.S.-Russian HEU Agreement.

As previously noted in our first itted d d for uranium will
not support the introduction of uranium derived from the Department's HEU in the near
futwre  The 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 HEU. If the marketplace
will not produce the revenues expected by Russia, the contract for LEU derived from
di led Russian weapons will be terminated or the U.S. Government will be forced to
make national security premium pay 10 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 HEU
Agreement be preserved and successfully completed. DOE must take into consideration
the detrimental effect the disposition of its material would have on the continucd success
of the U.S.-Russian Agreement. As noted in our first comment, this could be
accomplished by stating in the Record of Decision specific limitations on the
introduction of this material into the ial marketp The of material
to be sold commercially should be tied 10 uncommitted demand taking into account the
legisiatively scheduled defiveries in order to assure the continued success of the Russian
HEU Agreement,

3 THE DRAFT EIS IS DEFICIENT DUE TO THE LACK OF COST
COMPARISON INFORMATION CONCERNING THE VARIOUS
OPTIONS CONSIDERED BY THE DEPARTMENT.

The Draft EIS does not contain comparative cost information concerning the
various oplions or alternatives considcred by the Department. In order to make a
reasoned decision balancing the risks to the environment against benefits to be derived
from the Department's proposed action, the comparative cost of cach alternative is

required. NEPA's intent to requite full discl of i to the decision-

maker and the public cannot work without accurate and complel'e fact gathering and
analysis.

03.023
cont,

16.015

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.
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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 EIS. For
example, 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 wranium industry. but may nol accomplish the
Department's stated programmatic abjectives. However, it is impossible to maxe a
reasoned decision concerning this alternative compared 1o the Depantment's preferred

1 ive without discl ¢ of the costs of storage and the cost of blending the HEU
material to LEU for immediate sale into the nuclear fucls market. Without comparalive
costs analysis between the various Alternatives and the Preferred Alternative described in
the Draft EIS, it is impossible to fully weigh the envi | risks and socioc: i
impacts of the Preferred Alternalive against the risks and benefits that could be achicved
by followiny other stated Altcrnatives.

The impacts raised by the Draft EIS in section 4.8 cannot be fully reviewed
without cost analysis and a risk/bencfit analysis regarding the various allernatives. This
is particularly true when the preferred alterative es stated could have & material adverse
impact on the industry dw:rig:d in this section of the Draft EIS.

4. THE DRAFT EIS IS DEFICIENT AS IT FAILS TO EXPLAIN THE
REASON THE DEPARTMENT DELETED THE BLEND TO LEU (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 recognizing that such
an alternative would have no impact on the commercial nuclear fucl market and retnins
the polential value of the blended matcrial, no cost analysis accompanies this rejected
alternative in order to sup&m the Department's action.  Without a cost comparison
between storage costs and the additional cost to blend this material to a lower cnrichment
level it is impossible 1o make a reasoned analysis of the benefits of this aliernative as
compared to other options. .

Mention is made in passing to environmental concerns associated with storage
that would need to be accommodated under this alternative. However, nonc of these
concems are identificd. The benefit of no impact on the commercial nuclear fuel market
certainly may outweigh these unidentified environmental concerns.

The Draft EIS placcs a high value on the beneficial reuse of the material and in
other rejected alternatives for the recovery of monetary value by the Government as
goals of the Depariment. 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 pared with rejected slternatives. Further, as pointed out in
Comments | 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 of
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
altcrmatives. Given the national security and energy independence importance of these
policy decisions, the Blend 1o 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 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 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. Wec
appreciate your consideration of the UPA's views on the disposition of surplus HEU as it
is of vital interest to our industry. We strongly urge you to formalize the Record of
Decision to include assurances that the Depariment has expressed in discussions
regarding our concems.

Very Trlly Yours, .
Uz . i
D el 6

enclosures

209 et e
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM
PAGE 10 OF 12

Department of Energy
Wazhington, OC 20585

December 6, 1996

Mr. Dale L. Alberts

President

Uraniom Producers of America
141 East Palace Avenue

P.O. Box 669

Santa Fe, NM 87504-0689

Dear Mr, Alberts:

‘This is in response to your letter of November: 15, 1896, concerning the
Department of Enorgy’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uraniom (HEU E18). [ nnderstand that
Greg Rudy, Acting Director of the Office of Fissile Materials Dispoxition, spoke
with you on Wednesday, November 22, 1895, about the isanes raised in your
letter. As Mr. Rudy pointed cut, the quantity of materials addressed in the draft
HRU EIS was established to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with
the maximum smount of highly enriched ium that might potentially be
offered for sale. The quantity of materials that would actually be introduced into
the market by DOE wonld be significantly less.

Of the approximately 176 metric tons of highly enriched uranium declared
surplus to national security needs, plans call for approximately 83 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
82 metric tons of materials are comprised of forms and assaya for which recovery
and cial use is idered unlikely. This results in an estimated 40
metric tons of highly enriched uranium (12.8 million pounds of U;O, equivalent)
that may become available for commercial use during a 10 - 15 year period
beginning in 1998. This would amount to DOE introducing naterial equivalent
to approximately 2% of annual U.S. uranium needs or 0.6% of annual global
needs. 1 hope this helps to alleviate your concerns regarding the potential
adverse impact that the disposition of surplus highly enriched uraninm 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 declassification, a more
definitive analysis will be available.

@ [RorU——

Exhibit 3
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM
PAGE 11 OF 12

Mr. Dale L. Alberts
Page 2

With regard to extending the public comment period on the draft HEU EIS, the
Department has already extended the period to January 12, 1996. A notice to
this effect appeared in the Federal Register on November 24, 1985. In light of
the extension already granted, and the information provided earlier by Mr, Rudy
and reiterated above, I believe thnt adequate time exists for all mtcmhd parties
to complete their review and sub ts, and that additional time or
public tings are not y. Your letter has been formally entered into
our comment truchnx data base, At the close of the comment period, an analysis
will be prepared that add ail questions and ts received daring the
comment period. This analysis will a.ppearupartuﬂhal’innl HEU EIS.

Lastly, DOE is developing eost estimates to support the al tf nated in

the HEU RIS. This information will bsmadeamlnbleattheumetheﬁnd EI8
in issued in April, 1996,

I understand that Howard Canter will be maating with you on Thursday,
December 7, 1995, in Washington, D.C. to discuss farther the points raised in
your letter. Pleases foel free to call me at (202) 5864513 with any additional
questions or commenta that you may have.

Sincerely,

D V. ™

J. David Nulton

Director, NEPA Compli & Outreach

Office of Fissile Materinls Disposition

SId [PUlf Wniuvd[} payoriuy
Ay81yy smpdang fo uomisodsiq
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM
PAGE 12 OF 12

HEU SURFLUS OVERVIEW FROJECTION

113

Total HEU Declared Surplas ~175 MT

Transfers to USEC (63 MY)

12/94: (13mt UF6 ~75% average assay)
(l.7udlllonm/2400MTU/6.24.dle s U308)

M(M-«al/aﬂu-“%mm)
a:mmu.aoomuuzauwmmwm

Program (Nea-weapons) Uses ) (10 MT)
(Usder JAEA safeguards at Oak Ridge)
(1.6 million swe 2,250 MT U/ 5.85 willion Iy U308)

NET Potential DOE Disposition 102 MY
Recavery/Cemusercial Use Not Likely ~{62) MT
(mixtures, krradiated materials oc.)
Balance Available ~40 MT
Average Amsy ~ 50%
~20MT wikigh U236~

Available over 10 - 15yr period—1998 & ont years

(3.4 nmillion swu / 4,840 MT U/ 12.58 million lbs U308)

sasuodsay pup
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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY
PAGE 1 OF 5

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

U.S.ENERGY /CRESTED CORP. in the next several years as existing stockpiles are depleted. One producer has submitted

877 Nerth gth Wea (07 ssp-0271 Riverton. Wyoming 82501 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

VIA FAX: 1-800-820-5156 foreign policy (nonproliferation) objectives and the interests of the uranium industry can

January 15, 1995 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.

Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Dispusition

c/o SAIC/HEU

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC  20026-3786
Ladies and Gentlemen:

This letter is in response to your invitation to submit comments with respect to the
Department’s Draft Envi 1 Impact i for Disposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium (HEU EIS). As a member of the Uranium Producers of America (“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 deficiencics 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 Agreenkent.

The Department’s suppression of prices in the Unitcd States from the indiscriminate
release into the commercial market of low enriched uranium (LEU) derived from blending
“surplus™ U.S. highly enriched uranium (*“HEU™) would be reflected in the world market
price for natural uranium concentrates (U,0,), as well as uranium hexafluoride (UF,). Not
only would this reduce the revenues expected by Russia from its agreement with the U.S., 12.015
risking the possible termination of the U.S. - Russian Agrecment (with obvious national
security implications), or the nced for the U.S. to make national security premium payments to
avoid such termination, as noted in the UPA letter of but also the prospect of
Russia or the United States Enrichment Corporation ("USEC™) then dumping the LEU derived
from Russizn HEU on the world market would further depress the price for U0, worldwide.
This would most likely prompt protests by Canada and Australia, as wclf as dealing the final
blow to the U.S. uranium producers, including U.S. Energy Corp.

Apart from thesc concerns and objections 1o 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

POtcautCormesph | YR8\ Comments

FAX (307) 832.30%0
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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY
PAGE20OF 5

Department of Energy
January 15, 1996
Page 2

to reopen its conventions! uranium mining and milling operations in Wyoming and Utah, on
which millions of dollars have already been spent. These additional concerns, which are not
directly addressed in the UPA leticr of comments, prompt us to submit this supplemental letter
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 spproximately 900
shareholders of record (and several times that number in street name) and employs
approximately 90 full time employees and 15 part-time employees. principally in Wyoming.
The Cosmpany is the originator of, and a 50% participant in, the Green Mountain Mimng
Venrure (“GMMV™) in Wyoming. The other 50% participaat is Ki i pany
(“Kennecott™), a 100% subsidiary of K Corporation of Sait Lake City, Ulah.
(Kennecott Corporation is a wholly-owned subsidia:y of The RTZ Corporation PLC, a United

Kingdom public company.)

The GMMYV owrns a potentially world class uranjium depasit (the Iackpo{ ore dcposn)

on Green Mountain in Fremont County Wyomlng and lhc S
facility in Sweetwater County, the only mill ining in Wyomlng.
The mill was one of the latest built in the U1.S. and has been maintained in excelient condition.
It is rated at 3,000 tons per day (tpd) of ore, but has operated continvously for periods of time
214,200 tpd. Initial production is projected at 3.7 million Ibs. U,Oy/yr., which can be
increased to potentially as much as 6 million Ibs. U,0/yr., depending upon the grade of ore
fed to the mill, The Jackpot deposit contains reserves of approximately 52 million pounds

U,0,, with additional resources of up to 500 million pounds U0, in the vicinity and under the
control of GMMV In addition to the uranium reserves and resources, GMMV has access
roads shop buildi portals, str teph gas, electricity, and other

infrastructure already in place. The cost to various companies 1o build these facilities has been
over $150 miltion and the standby cost of maintaining these facitities has been (and continucs
ta be) approximately $1,000,000 annually.

In Unah, U.S. Encrgy Corp. acquired Platcau Resources Limited, a Utah corporation
(“Ptateau”), from Consumers Power Company in 1993, Plateau owns the Shootaring Canyon
mill, an essentially new 750 1pd uranium processing facllity in Garficld County in southeasten
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
18 miles of underground hautage drifts, crosscuts, vent holes and an underground shop. Ttis
ready to produce. Al required infrastructure is in place. Plateau spent nearly $120 mitlion to
buitd the mine-mill complex. In addition, Platcau also owns uranium properties in the Lisbon
Valley area of Utah, the ore from which could be processed at the Shootaring Canyon mill.

Plases\ComegA1996\Comments

12.015
cont.

sasuodsay puv
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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY
PAGE3 OF S

Department of Energy
Jamary 15, 1996
Page 3

Plateau’s ional uranium r in Utah are estimated at about 17 million pounds
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 Shootaring Canyon mill and support facilities has been (and continues to be)
approximately $650,000 annually to keep this facility available for U.S. production.

Finally, U.S. Energy Corp. owns 50% of Sheep Mountain Partoers (SMP) with Cycle
Resource Investment Corp., 2 wholly owned subsidiary of Nukem Inc. There are multiple
uranium deposits that have been delincated so far on Sheep Mountain in Fremont County,
Wyoming. Remaining higher-grade reserves at Sheep Mountain total about 4 million 1bs.
U,0,. Additional amounts of lower-grade resources also exist, with a total resource at Sheep
Mountain estimated at approximately 13 million Ibs, U,0,. Western Nuclear, the previous
owner, spent in excess of $125 million in developing these properties.

Underground development of the Sheep Mountain mincs was first started by Western
Nuclear, a subsidiary of Phelps Dodge Corporation, with the sinking of a 14-foot concrete-
lined shaft (Sheep Mi in #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. Enesgy 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 Ibs. U,0,. Mining ceased because the market
price of uranium concentrates dropped to a point that it was morc cconomical 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 Utsh and the
Big Eagle properties of GMMY (which is near the Jackpot deposit on Grecn Mountain), the
Sheep Mountain propertics have alt required infrastructure in place and are ready to produce.
Keeping the Sheep Moundain facilities in a workable condition to be ready to meet U.S.
demand has cost (and continues 1o cost) about $1,000,000 annually.

In summary, U.S. Energy Corp. is poised to resume uranium production in Wyoming
and Utah. The market permitting, U.S. Energy Corp. has the capability of producing a total of
3 10 5 miltion pounds of U,0, annually via conventional methods before the end of 1998. Its 12.015
processing facilitics are licensed and on a standby basis. The Tony M mine in southeastern cont
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

PhiraiCorreaph 1 996\Commenes
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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY
PAGE4 OF S

Department of Encrgy
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 revenucs 20 the State of Wyoming in the form of
property, saks and ad volorem taxes are estimated to be approximately $3.4 million annually
when the mine and mill are in full operation.

In Utah, reactivation of the Shootaring Canyon mill in Garfield Coumy, and mining the
neardy deposits in San Juan and Emery Counties, required to feed the mill, would cmploy
approximately 250 persons in an area where employment opportunities are quite limited.
Again, these would be high paying jobs and the number docs not include employment gains in
support busincsses. Moreover, additional revenues to the State of Utah when the mines and
mill are in full operation would be substantial.

All of this would be lost or at least defayed indefinitely if the price of uranivm
ates remain dep! d as a result of the unrestrained disposition of LEU 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.
uranivm concentrate production in 1994 was only 3.4 million pounds. This compares to 43.7 12.015
million pounds in 1980 (Uranium Indusiry Annual 1984). Morcover, there was 1o 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 & standby mode in the
United States (Uranium Industry Annual 1994). This P 10 24 c ional i
mills in the U.S. in 1981, of which 20 were operating throughout the year (Urgnium Industry
Annugl 1984). Employ inthe U.S. jum industry in 1994 (excluding reclamation
work) totaled 452 person-ycars (up 19% from 1993) compared 1o a peak of 21,951 person-
years in 1979 (19,919 person-years in 1980). This di 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 Departiment, and indeed others in the Clinion administration,
are bound and determined (o 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. 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

PlaseaulCorresph] 996\Comnments
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Department of Energy
Jamuary 15, 1996
Page 5

closure and dismantling of U.S. production facilitics, which will cost hundreds of millions of
dollars to replace, will continue and & complete collapse of the U.S. uranium market would be
incvitable, causing our country to become solely reliant on foreign uranium to fue! 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
Department formalize in its Record of Decision a more limited disposition schedule, as set
forth in the Department’s December 5, 1995 ketter 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% cnrichment) and to store such LEU) indefinitely. This satisfies national
security concems regarding the reduction of HEU stockpiles, while preserving the potential
value of the blended material without impacting the commercial nuclear fuel market,
Moreover, the further blending and sale of this LEU when the market requires additional
supply most likely would result in greater revenuc to the government and confer greater benefit
on U.S. utilities that consume nuclear fuel.

For the foregoing reasons, U.S. Encrgy Corp. respectfully request that the Department
reconsider its Preferred Alternative or at least formalize in its Record of Decision an orderly
disposition schedule for LEU derived from blending surplus HEU along the lines proposed in
the Department’s December S, 1995 letter to the UPA.

Sincerely,

~
I / “-"h

Joh L. Larsen,
Cv:znnan. President and
Chief Executive Officer

JLL/ms

12.015
cont.

05.009

09.019

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

January 11, 1996
URA Letter No. 361-04

M. J. David Nulton, Director

Office of NEPA Compliance and OQutreach

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

United States Department of Energy

1000 Independence Averse  S.W.

Washington D.C. 20585 SENT YIAFACSIMILE

Subject: Cooxments on Disposition of Surplus Highly Enviched Uranlum (HEU) Draft BIS

Dear Mr. Nulton:

UﬁlityRmuluAnoeinu(URA).anryhndoorpomion.mdormtheDOB’lpmposed action
10 mudmize the commercial use of surplus HEU. We agree that this action climinates prolifesation
risks on a timely basis compared 1o other ives, recuces waste disposal costs and radiological
p , and is expected to provide substantial to the U.S. Treasury.

DOEuhma«izedunmphnHEUuwmx«dALoﬂ‘-spedﬁmionmdm.oomm«dd
Aldmghwdono(knowﬂwbachqum!iﬁeundiwtopiccomm of the off-specification material,
from a reactor core design basis wa believe there is a domestic market for this matesial.

URA provides independ finical analysis, licensing support and economic amlyss for
pp ly thirty Technical anslysis includes fuel bly nuclear, theqmal and
mechanical design, core refoad pattem design and safety analysis. Our criticality analysis has been
-ppﬁedmmueomwaﬂﬁxdpoohmdd:yu:kmuge. We uaderstand the modeling issues
involved in using off-specification enriched jum and are available to use cur PC-based Core
Analysis Workstation or other hods to assist DOE in the technical and jal anal
uooc'u!edwilhuﬂmoﬂ'-:peciﬁmﬁonuuichedmmhxminndomnﬁclig&wﬂurwm.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS and ace available to meet with DOE to
further discuss issucs regarding off-specification enriched uranium.

Kevin O'Sullivan

Senior Associate

cg: Mr. Rod Grow (President, URA)

UTILITY RESOURCE ASSOCIATES CORPORATION
$7 Moaroe Streel * Suite 1600 ¢ Rockville, Maryland 20850 ¢ (301) 2941940

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.

I 10.003

| 13.006

sasuodsay pup
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VIRGINIA POWER, INNSBROOK TECHNICAL CENTER,
GLEN ALLEN, VA
PAGE 1 0F 2

January 5, 1996

U. S. Department of Energy 0
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

c/o SAIC/HEU EIS VITGEA POWER
P.O.Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPFACT STATEMENT FOR
DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGALY ENRICHED URANIUM

This letter provides the comments of Virginis Electric and Power Company (Virginia Power) with
respect to the DOE’s Draft Envi ] Impact St (BIS) for Disposition of Surplus Highly
Eariched Uranium (HEU). Virginia Power has more than 1.8 milion customers located in the Virginia
and North Caroline region who receive approximatdly one third of their electrical energy from nuclear
generation, and who will potentially be affected by the outoome of your actions. The scope of the
HEU EIS is significant, and it appears to thoroughly address the many environmental and related
tochoical issucs associated with disposition of HEU. As an end user of the proposed blended down
low ensiched uranium (LBU), Virginia Power will, in general, direct its comments to the impact of
the proposed government action on the uranfum market and related nuclear fuel cycle industries.

Before pr i :pen’ﬁc note that we believe that the blending down of HEU to
LEU for commercial use is the comrect action to take to reduce the threat of nuclcar weapons
proliferation in an environmentally safe and timely manner. The U.S. government®s actions in this
regard will set & mnpwhfenﬂm mmpie for other nations, while providing a beneficial use and
recovery of the value i uuhe "lnmuoptmon,nnppunmwmbkmd
beneficial to pursue your stated p d ale of g the HEU blending and subseq
LEUuseuconwnermlmelovumnppmunmedght(B)ywpenod

With regard to the market impact of your proposed action, you specifically addressed the impact on
umuummmngmdmcleuﬁulcydewhﬂnulngmaﬂwewouldlgmevthOEumﬂw
reélatively small amount of LEU produced annually th d action, coupled with the
p«mdomwhwhnwwldbcmoducodhouwnwkct,dmﬂdhwmmlmpmonm
Iﬂm—yAR}nughﬂwqunmniummlmvdymdeebdmﬁwymmpwwutnﬁndomm
Wwimwdmm:ﬂmymmpﬁmamﬁmmﬂwﬂkﬂmpwdmmvm
demand in coming years. This shostfall ix significant with the rapid reduction in excess
uranjum inventories. The U S. surplus HEU will help to offset this shortfull, and act to keep prices
competitive for nuclear generation to the benefit of millions of energy consumers.

We understand that DOE has already reccived from the domestic uranium industry

expressing concemn with the depth of analysis performed in evaluating the uranium market impact.
We belicve your analysis is sufficient, especially when viewed in context with the 28% increass in
uranium prices in 1995, and sctual and planned increases in U.S. production already in place. To
imply that the relatively small amount of material you proposc 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.

SId 10Ul WmupLf) payoraug
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VIRGINIA POWER, INNSBROOK TECHNICAL CENTER,
GLEN ALLEN, VA
PAGE 2 OF 2

domestic uranium producers seems, in our opinion, to be overstated.

The majatity of industry consultants predict a steady increase in uranium prices, driven in large pant
by qurrent world production being only one half of world demand, Your proposed action to bring the
surphus HEU slowly into the market over an extended period should act to provide the maximum
benefit to the taxpayer a3 the government realizes & steady return on the materlal in a period of
projectsd increasing prices. At the same time, the steady and predictable rate at which the material
ig introduced into the market will minimize its impact with respect to harming domestic producers.

Further, we believe your conclusions with respect to the domestic uranium conversion industry are
overstated. Convertors have seen an increase of over 70% in the price of conversion services since
the fall of 1992, and cdwide are planning to add capacity. This does not sound like an
industry that is * pplied” and "dep 4" as you refer to it. In general, conversion capagity is
projected to fall slightly below demand for the foresecable future, and the conversion component
contained in the surplus HEU will help to balance projected supply and demand.

In summary, we believe the proposed action, and your preferred alternative, is the right thing to do
with respect to nonproliferation. At the same time it provides commercial benefit to U.S. utilitics and
by ion thelr custy while minimizing the impact on the uranium mining industry and related
fuel cycle industrics

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. H. H. Barker at (804) 273-3438, or me at (804) 273+
2202.

Sincerely,

/"\’(‘rx &1/‘7»«4—.»—\‘
R. M. 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
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85 Claymore Lane
Oak Ridge, TN 37830
Junuary 11, 1996
To: US DOE, Office of Fisslle Materials Divislon
From:  Barbara A Walton  (423) 482-5652
Subject:  Disposition of Surplus Highly Envichad Uranium (HEU) Draft Environmental
’ Impact Statement (EIS), October 1885

My roview of the subject document reveals several deficiencies:

11.001: The GE Wilmington Fuel Fabrication Plant is used in the HEU EIS as a repre-
sentative site where conversion of natural UFg blendstock to U3Og 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, blendstock is necessary, the impacts at the
conversion facility would be negligible relative to the existing activities at the facility.

“Ihere is no discusiion of impact on the conversion plant, GE Wilmington, NC. 11.001 . . . .. . . . . .
Tables L 2.%-1 and 15.2.3-2 do not huve units given 21.007 21.007: Table E.2.3—1 includes the unit “curies” in its title which is consistent with the
The securdd coluinn printed on puge 3-17 belons after the text printed on page 3-18, 22.01 style chosen for the HEU EIS. Table E.2.3-2 inadvertently omits curies from the title.
There is no discuxsion of accidents in the summary. Theso wre vovered on p, 4-13 & 14 5 This has been corrected in the HEU Final EIS.
for the No Action Alternative, which includes serious chemiea! risk, and on p.4-31 thos 449, 4-55 1.008
thru 4-60, 4-68 thra 4-73 and 4-87 thru 4-90 for facitity accidents.
Pages 4-162 and 4-163 nced 1o be updated since ORR is NOT the solected site in tho 22.012
Tritiurn Supply wid Recycling RO1 and SRS fs the sefected site: 22.011: The HEU Final EIS has been revised to correct this discrepancy.
1 wlso note a4 major taw in the document which may lead to u fuulty conclusion:
1 take excoption to the timefyamcs given in Table S-1 (Tuble 2.1.2-1, p. 2.6 £ 2-7). The
assumption of 101/yr. HELJ availubility may be poor. In any case, there is no resson to delay use
of theincul rocess for wuste i afler USWL fuel nd dditonal fer?, The teblo ives the 21.008: Results of accident analyses were summarized in the Environmental Justice in
impresvion that ites /e o 1o get the job done in a reasonable time, . . N . . .
P S b e i 05.007 Minority and Low-Income Populations section of the Summary in the HEU Final EIS. In
The 50t of HEU 1o USEC is most interexting. “This is discussed on p. 4-187 which states o k ) o
that “this materinl s in the form of uraniuin hexdiuvride” st Portsmouth and Paducah plants being addition, Tables S-2 and S-3 in the Summary present a comparison of the potential incre-
:'eslofll‘l)\eurrs\f!f::;i;lrhc“mommg forthis prt f tho L] o, herefors, bo independes ofihe mental impacts from accidents for all the alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS.
In addition:
The chemicat risk for the urunium hcxlﬂuc_)ﬁd_c process is high in thc_cnse nl‘aq fcclden(. 1 17.013
recomniend thit no mar that one such comineecial site he added to the nationn cuptbilty. 22.012: The cumulative impact sections have been revised to eliminate ORR as a can-
istineti ve o : zution of the off - . - \
Any istinction betwoon liematives 4 wd § depends un better charactorization of the o 07.012 didate site for the Tritium Supply and Recycling program.
spec materiul.
Pivference should be given 1o the DOE sites due to the current adverse impact of federal
budget cuts. Retutive costs lor processing muteiial already located ut Y-12 should mean that
most should be provessed there, 10.008 05.007: The timeframes presented in the cited table have been substantially revised in

Theretore, my prefercnwe is for # new optiun: Alterantive 4/5 2) DOF sites, with emphais on Ye
12, wnd including the 1 il for ia}, if cost conipetitive, limited to no maore than one

new uraniuin hexafluoride taciliy.

the HEU 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 UFg at Portsmouth on page 4-187 of the HEU
Draft HEU pertains not to the 50 t of HEU 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 UFg.
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WALTON, BARBARA A., OAK RIDGE, TN
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17.013: The HEU Final EIS reflects the potentially significant consequences associated
with a postulated UFy 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 UFg 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

06.008: Comment referred to the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management.
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IDESTERN NORTH CAROLINA
PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
99 Eastmoor Driva

Ashevllie, N.C. 28885-9211
November 29, 1995

DOE-Office of Flssile Materials Dispasition
/o SSAICHEU EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Sks and/or Madams:

We have considéred the various alternatives In the EIS regarding what the U.S.
shoukd do with all the surplus HEU from the bombs we are now taking apart. All the
options utilizing biending which result in

nuciear reactor fuel piace in jeopardy the goals of the the proposed Non-proliteration

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, so0 no additional spent fuel

Treaty. The reason for this is when down blerded HEU Is used as reactor fuel, the . . -
resm?ngsperr\ﬂuelnconmlnssabom 4% piutonium. Thelatter canasb; extracted without 03.016 would be generated as a result of this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, it is
a great deal of difficuity. Therefore, every where In the world such fue! would be H i H
e thare would by a significart risk of I dandly byproduet into ext;cmely ha'zardous.to process and separate the Pu. It.lS a tenet of U.S. nonprohferatlon
nuclear weapons. Promotion of the production of spent fuel Is unwise. Thers is no | 14.002 policy, consistent with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, that
safe, aconomical or practical means for disposing, storing or transporting it. Because : : " Sforat .3 .
of its avaliable plutonium, it poses a cotinued weapons threat. Such a schome is not | 03.016 weapons-usable fissile materials be made at least as proliferation resistant as spent fuel.
in the best interests of the peopla of the United States. - cont.
We racommend that HEU ba further blended down to a concentration of 1% or less, so | 10,009
it can ba disposed of as low level radioactive waste. In the long range view of things R . H i H
e e oo oss O e entalty Soun and saest option, ANG it wil 1!).009_. Bl‘e.ndmg down the entire stoc.kplle of surplus HEU to less than 1 pc?rcent and
best serve o nation's nonproiiferation policy. Furthermore, even as we have disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the aiternatives. The
raquired it of other nations, we shouks allow these actions to ba carried out under 03.020 p & . . :
Imetional Inspection. This wil send a message fo cther nations that we are willing ' analyses showed thaF this altematlv.e would generate the highest environmental impact
to openly damonstrate our Interttion to comply with the weaties for which we have boen amone other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has develo ed
s0 recently negotiating. & P
cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made
Sincerely yours. 0/9""” £ /9@7/& them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi-

a(r{l)k/ C/*‘p(_ ’M‘D,
.‘//{7/». l}'f%fft? )[)5

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.

HIR y IO
Fomaty Vitars, MP.
Tproe 2 03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
;%:’Z“”‘/ Odtenyy 1S 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.

sasuodsay puv
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WILCOX, BOB, SAVANNAH RIVER, SC

PAGE1OF1
10.003: Comment noted.
Date Received: 1/11/96
gm‘?"‘ 1D: E?,?,’& oo 21.018: Accident consequences presented in the HEU Draft EIS were estimated using
Address: Savennah ;;vq, South Carolina the GENH computer code. GENII is generally used and best suited for modeling impacts
Thanseription: 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

This is Bob Wilcox at the Savannah River Site. ] have three comuments. Number (1) all things H 3 el

ered, not ot et L impacts, DOE's prefomed altematios s the corvost one (3 10.003 with 50 percent mfzteorology (ave{age me'teorologxca}l condltl.ons that would occur '50
the calculated conseq of maimum facifity are significant, DOE should analyze | 21018 percent of the time in any given period) during the accident. It is assumed that the nonin-
whether some mitigation could be impl d 20 as to lower these risks independent i : 3 : :
of which site o sites are chosen for the blendings (3) %o far a5 potentia] use of the 300M aren volved worker is placed in the sector that yields the maximum dose calculated by GENII.

SRS is concemned, the DOE preferred alternative and mission guidance provided by DOE appear
to be inconsistent. That’s the end of my comments. Thank you.

| 23.006

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 fatalitics 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 l-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.

SId [pul] wniupif} payorusy
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WILCOX, ROBERT, MARTINEZ, GA
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READER RESPONSE CARD
The purpose of this card i1 to l readers of the Newsletter and 'ljhe@

OfMice of Fissile Materials tho:lﬂ:n. Your views, comments, and suggestions are sppreclate

"ML OMs QDR . Sesrer reco>o
V {firet camc) (st pamec)
Title: . [Re 3T _MANACER

Orgenization: . LIESTMG/lpusE - SAWMAAL Liwse Co .
Mailing Address:___ 711 _Eufdo ABHEY Cihcis

v fiice box) N (suite/apastment/mail
I‘{%"E “I‘o lee " x {If (Buite/apasiment }tgp)?t‘ S
@ty (tate) (aip code)
Please check all that apply:

A, Mailing List Request: 3 Add Q Modify Q Delete

B.  Information Request
Q) Highly Fnniched Uranium (HEU) EIS Implementation Plan
QO Long-Term Storage & Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Matcrials PEIS Implementation Plan

X HEU EIS
QO Other (specily) — —e
C Mhy no altmoatve o /‘k,.J;.‘J, /6¢  fveat a‘/’f‘uv—f‘((.! e ?

Flease mail rosponse card tor U5, Departiment of Energy - Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, MD4 « Newsletter

Editor * Forrests] Building + 1000 Indey Ave., S.W. - Waahlagton, N.C. 20588

| 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.

sasuodsay puv
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Woop, ADELLE, NASHVILLE, TN
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6622 Kendall Drive
Nashville, TN 37209
January 8, 1996

DOQE/Fissile Materials Disposition
clo SAIC/HEU EIS

P.0O. Box 23788

Washington, OC 20026-3786

Dear Sir or Madam,

| write to express my opposition to turning highly errichad uranium into nuclear

reactor fuel. We already have much nuclear waste, wilth no sale and permanent 10.024
means of disposing ot it. At least until that problem is resolved, | and many others

remain unalterably opposed to crealing more toxic and radioactive waste.

While | am certainly no expert on this issue, | have grave concerns about the
disposal of nuclear ially since | live in a state that has besn proposed 14.018

as 8 dumping ground. Transportation and storage of these wastes can not be made
safe, and neither | or other citizens should sulfer 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 10.023
in ten years. Tha function of government is to protect its citizens, not to expose us to

unnecessary risks.

Sincerely, \

Jppe ]
(allly. Wae
Adelte 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 {5 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus HEU
inventory.

SIH [pul,] winiunip) payoLuy
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YOUNG, FAITH, DIXON SPRINGS, TN
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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 altematives. 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.

sasuodsay pup
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ZARS, PETER, ERWIN, TN
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P.H.(PETE) ZARS

887 LOVE STREET

ERWIN, TN 37650
ph&fax 423-743-2151
e-mail: phzéaol.com

22 JAN.'96
DOE--QFFICE OF FISSILE
MATERIALS DISPOSITION
C/0 SAIC/HEU EIS
P.O.BOX 23786
WASHINGTON, DC 20026-3786

SUBRJECT: COMMENTS ON THE DISPOSITICN OF SURPLUS HIGHLY
ENRICHED URANIUM, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT, REPORT OF OCTOBER, 1995.

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCBRN:

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.

Comments

1) Under Alternative 1, "no action but continued
storage”, we feel this option is to be preferred ovexr
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.

32.016

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 HHEU 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 duc
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.

¢) 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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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.

£) 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 concemns 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.
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h) Why highlight economic and minority concerns
at a time when the general decomnissioning 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-AID®
solution to a massive hemorrhage. No one has yet
attempted to storm Fort Knox! (But they certainly
have been after local banks.)

i) 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.

; 2
Most respectfully submitted, ‘4/,, ﬁ [
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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