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AFFIDAVIT OF MARY T. ADAMS,
MICHAEL A. LAMASTRA, AND DONALD E. STOUT

We, Mary T. Adams, Michael A. Lamastra, and Donald E. Stout being duly sworn, declare
as follows:

1. My name is Mary T. Adams.  I have worked for the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission since November 1990, and have worked in fuel cycle licensing since 1992 as an

environmental engineer, project manager, Section Chief, Team Leader, and Senior Project

Manager.  My current position is Senior Project Manager.  I have a B. S. Degree in Civil and

Environmental Engineering from the University of Wisconsin.  I was involved with the development

of the revisions to 10 C.F.R Part 70 and wrote the first draft of the Environmental Safety review

chapter in NUREG-1520, Standard Review Plan for the Review of a License Application for a Fuel

Cycle Facility.  I managed NFS’ special nuclear material license from spring 2000 until December

2003.    I managed the review of the license amendment applications for the first two of the three

proposed BLEU amendments and the review of the Supplement to Applicant’s Environmental

Report, submitted by NFS on November 9, 2001.  A copy of my professional qualifications is

attached hereto as Attachment 1.

2. My name is Michael A. Lamastra.  I am employed by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory

Commission as a Senior Project Manager ( Health Physics) in the Fuel Cycle Facilities Branch,
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Division of Fuel Cycle Safety and Safeguards, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards.

I was the lead technical reviewer for the emergency planning and radiation safety areas for all three

of the BLEU amendments requests and was the project manager for the OCB/EPB amendment

request.  I also participated in the ISA team review for all three amendment requests. A copy of my

professional qualifications is attached hereto as Attachment 2.

3. My name is Donald E. Stout.  I have a B. S. Degree in Chemical Engineering from

the University of Tennessee.  I have been with the NRC since June 1994, and have worked in fuel

cycle licensing since 1996 as a chemical safety engineer and project manager.  I was involved with

the development of the revisions to 10 CFR Part 70 and wrote the Chemical Process Safety review

chapter in NUREG-1520, Standard Review Plan for the Review of a License Application for a Fuel

Cycle Facility.  For the BLEU Project license amendments, I performed the NRC chemical safety

analysis and provided input for the UNB amendment SER.  A copy of my professional qualifications

is attached hereto as Attachment 3.

4. The purpose of this affidavit is to address the area of concern discussed in the Legal

and Evidentiary Presentation By State of Franklin Group of the Sierra Club, Friends of the

Nolichucky River Valley, Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance, and Tennessee Environmental

Council Regarding U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Staff’s Failure to Comply With National

Environmental Policy Act In Licensing The Proposed BLEU Project.  The area of concern states

that the NRC failed to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by not preparing

an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the three licensee amendments associated with the

BLEU Project.  This affidavit addresses the NRC Staff’s (Staff) assessment of the potential

environmental impacts of the BLEU Project and the Staff’s conclusion that these impacts would not

be significant.

5. NFS proposed to submit the BLEU license amendment applications in 3 parts: the

UNB, the BPF, and the OCB/EPB.  The Staff decided that the NRC should perform a single NEPA
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review that considered the environmental impacts of the entire BLEU project  to avoid “segmenting”

the NEPA review.  To support this review, NFS submitted its  Supplement to Applicant’s

Environmental Report (SAER), which covered potential impacts of all three proposed license

amendments, on November 9, 2001.  This SAER was supplemented on January 15, 2002,

March 15, 2002, and April 12, 2002.

6. The NRC Staff issued an environmental assessment dated June 30, 2002

(June 2002 EA) which assessed the potential environmental impacts of all three license

amendments.  Because only one of the license amendment applications had been submitted at that

time, the Staff indicated that as each license amendment application was submitted it would

perform a review to determine whether the June 2002 EA effectively assessed the environmental

impacts of the proposed action.  See Exhibit 1 at 1-1.  Based on these reviews, the Staff

determined that the June 2002 EA adequately assessed the environmental impacts of the entire

BLEU Project and issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the first license

amendment on July 9, 2002 (reissued on October 30, 2002), an EA and FONSI for the second

license amendment on September 17, 2003, and an EA and FONSI for the third license

amendment on June 14, 2004.

7. Previously evaluated operations at NFS provided a baseline for the Staff’s

environmental evaluation of the amendments.  Thus, in its environmental review, the Staff

considered what new impacts could be expected from both normal operations and potential

accidents.  In addition, the Staff looked at the cumulative effect of these new environmental

impacts when added to the impacts from the existing NFS facility.  The Staff concluded that there

were some additional environmental impacts from normal operations.  These impacts were

evaluated in the June 2002 EA, and the Staff concluded that these impacts were not significant.

See Exhibit 1 at 5-1 to 5-7.  The Staff concluded that the BLEU Project did not result in the potential

for new accidents or more significant environmental impacts beyond those already possible from
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the existing NFS operations.  The Staff concluded that the minimal new environmental impacts

from normal operations added to the existing environmental impacts from the NFS facility did not

result in significant cumulative impacts.

8. When looking at the proposed license amendments, the Staff considered three

categories of accidents: 1) Criticality; 2) Radiological; 3) Chemical.  For each category of accident,

the Staff looked at the accidents with the most potentially significant consequences to see whether

they were bounded by previous environmental assessments.

9. The Staff concluded that a criticality accident is the most potentially serious credible

accident that could occur at the BLEU Project.  The principal product of nuclear criticality is

radiation, which arises from three sources.  The first is prompt radiation as gamma photons and

neutrons resulting from the fission process.  The second source is radiation (primarily gamma

photons and beta particles) from the radioactive decay of fission products produced by the reaction.

And the third source is radiation from the radioactive decay of materials surrounding the reaction

that have been activated by neutrons.  The projected dose from a criticality accident is based on

the number of total fissions per event.  Criticality accidents for the NFS facility were evaluated in

both the 1991 and 1999 license renewal EAs.  See Exhibit 3 at 4-39; Exhibit 2 at 5-9 to 5-10.  The

only potential difference in a criticality accident at the BLEU Project and a criticality accident at the

existing NFS facility is the location of the material.  While an accident at one of the new buildings

could be slightly closer to the site boundary than an accident at the existing facility, this difference

would have only a minimal impact on any off-site dose.  Thus, the Staff concluded that the BLEU

Project amendments would not result in the potential for a new or more serious criticality accident.

10. In addition to a criticality accident, a radiological release could be initiated by another

event, such as a fire or explosion the facility.  However, the consequences of any potential

radiological release are bounded by the analysis of a criticality accident, because a criticality

accident assumes a much larger source term than is possible for any other credible radiological
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accident.  A radiological release would be dispersed in the same manner whether it was initiated

by a criticality accident or some other event.  Because the dispersion mechanism is the same for

any radiological release, whether initiated by criticality or another event, and criticality has by far

the largest potential source term for a radiological accident, criticality is bounding for all potential

radiological releases at the BLEU Project.  As discussed in ¶ 9, the Staff determined that criticality

is not a new potential accident and that a criticality accident at the BLEU Project would have no

greater consequences than criticality accidents evaluated previously.  Thus, a radiological release

initiated by an event other than a criticality is bounded by previous accident analyses and is not a

new potential accident associated with the BLEU Project.

11. The NRC Staff also considered potential chemical accidents that could result from

the BLEU Project.  The Staff concluded that the most potentially serious chemical accidents were

a release of 67 weight percent nitric acid, a liquid release of uranyl nitrate (UN), and a liquid release

of aqueous ammonia.  

12. The Staff looked at a potential release of 67 weight percent nitric acid at the BLEU

Project and concluded that it would be contained within a dike, and would produce the same

airborne plume as a nitric acid release at the existing NFS facility.  A 67 weight percent nitric acid

release at the BLEU Project is bounded by the nitric acid release at the existing NFS facility that

was evaluated in the 1991 EA in Section 4.3.2.2.  

13. A UN release is also not a new accident at the NFS site.  However, the UN storage

tanks for the BLEU Project are larger than those used at the existing NFS facility.  The Staff looked

at a failure of two 10,000 gallon UN storage tanks (the largest UN accident considered credible)

and concluded that 15,000 gallons would be contained within the building dike and there would be

a release of 5000 gallons to the environment.  While the 5000 gallon liquid plume would be

contained by the site drainage system and would not reach any surface water, there would also be

an airborne plume.  The airborne plume from a release of 5000 gallons of liquid UN would be
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bounded by the release of 67 weight percent nitric acid discussed above.  This is because the

chemical of concern in a UN release is also nitric acid, but the nitric acid concentration in UN is less

than 67 weight percent.  Because the nitric acid concentration is lower in a UN release than in the

67 weight percent nitric acid release discussed above, the consequences of a UN release are

bounded by the Staff’s evaluation of a 67 weight percent nitric acid release.  

14. Finally, the Staff looked at an ammonia release and concluded that while the

concentrations used in the BLEU Project vary slightly from those used at the NFS facility, the entire

liquid release would be contained within a dike and the airborne plume dispersion would be the

same as for an ammonia release at the NFS facility.  Thus, the Staff concluded that an ammonia

release at the BLEU Project would have the same offsite consequences as ammonia used currently

and in the past at the NFS facility.  A release of ammonia at the NFS facility was evaluated in the

1991 EA in Section 4.3.2.2, and this bounds any potential release at the BLEU Project.

15. On the basis of its review, the Staff determined that the impacts from accidents that

could result from the BLEU amendments were bounded by the impacts evaluated in previous

environmental reviews of NFS’ licensed activities and determined to be insignificant.   The Staff

concluded that the environmental impacts from accidents at the BLEU Complex would be no

greater than those from accidents arising out of activities previously authorized for NFS’ Erwin

facility.  This determination informed the Staff’s subsequent finding that the environmental impacts

of the BLEU amendments as a whole were not significant. 

16. New regulations in 10 C.F.R. Part 70, Subpart H, require that licensees perform an

Integrated Safety Analysis (ISA).  Domestic Licensing of Special Nuclear Material; Possession of

a Critical Mass of Special Nuclear Material, Final Rule, 65 Fed. Reg. 56,211 (Sept. 18, 2000).  In

essence, an ISA is a systematic examination of a facility's processes, equipment, structures, and

personnel activities to ensure that all relevant hazards that could result in unacceptable

consequences have been adequately evaluated and appropriate protective measures have been
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identified.  The regulations require, in 10 C.F.R. § 70.61, that all events that can result in high

consequences be shown to be highly unlikely, and those that can result in intermediate

consequences be unlikely.  Likelihood determinations may be based on either quantitative or

qualitative methods.  A quantitative evaluation method is one that seeks to assign a numerical

frequency to the accident sequence as a whole, based on objective failure data.  By contrast, a

qualitative evaluation method relies on the application of objective criteria to categorize the accident

sequence into one of a number of qualitative likelihood categories.  The index method as described

in Appendix A of NUREG-1520, which has been adopted by NFS, lies between these two

approaches in that it categorizes the failure likelihood of individual IROFS based on qualitative

criteria, but then combines individual likelihood indices mathematically into an overall accident

sequence likelihood index.  

17. NFS submitted ISA summaries for each of the new processes in the BLEU Project.

Review of the ISAs is not part of the Staff’s environmental review and determination of whether an

amendment will have significant environmental impacts.  However, the Staff did confirm, during its

safety review of the ISAs, that the potential environmental impacts of accidents had been

adequately evaluated.  The Staff’s review of the ISAs confirmed that there were no potential

accidents that the Staff had not already considered.  The Staff thus confirmed the validity of its

findings that there would be no significant impacts from accidents due to the BLEU amendments.

 18. Sierra Club states that both high consequence accidents, as defined by § 70.61(b),

and intermediate consequence accidents, as defined by § 70.61(c), impact the human environment

in a significant way.  However, it is not necessarily true that just because a potential accident could

result in an exceedance of the dose criteria of §70.61(b) or (c), it will have significant environmental

impacts.  The Staff agrees that some of the potential accidents associated with existing NFS plant

operations as well as the BLEU project, were they to occur, could have significant impacts on the

environment, including the health and safety of workers or residents of Erwin.  However, in
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determining the overall risk of environmental impacts, the Staff considers likelihood as well as

consequences.  Section 70.61(b) and (c) addresses only the consequences of a potential accident

without factoring in likelihood.  In the EAs prepared for the NFS facility, the Staff considered the

risk of accidents, taking into account their likelihoods as well as their consequences, and

determined that the environmental impacts were not significant because the overall risk is low. 

19. Sierra Club points to the Tokai-Mura accident in Japan as evidence that a

criticality accident would have significant environmental impacts.  Instead of bolstering the case that

an inadvertent criticality would cause significant environmental impacts, the Tokai-Mura incident

affirms the Staff’s conclusions, in previous criticality analyses, that there is not a significant risk of

environmental impacts from a criticality accident at a fuel cycle facility such as NFS.  It is true that

two workers died at the criticality accident that occurred at the Tokai-Mura fuel fabrication facility

on September 30, 1999, and over 200 members of the public were exposed to some radiation.  See

Exhibit 4, Attachment 1, Figure 7.  But, as stated in Figure 7 of Attachment 1 to SECY-00-0085,

most of the members of the public received less than 0.5 rem with the highest public dose being

2.4 rem.  Tokai-Mura workers, except for the three workers nearest the site of the accident,

received less than an occupational dose of 5 rem.  Id.  Thus, except for the three workers nearest

the site of the accident, the doses to workers and the public were less than 5 rem and are not

considered a significant environmental risk.  While the three workers nearest the site of the

accident received a very high dose of radiation, considering the low likelihood of the event, the

overall environmental risk of a Tokai-Mura type accident is low.   

20. Sierra Club also asserts that a criticality with HEU would have greater

consequences.  However, the projected dose from a criticality accident is based on the number of

total fissions per event, and the enrichment level of the material is just one of these factors.  Other

factors include the total volume of the fissionable material, the system configuration, whether the

system is dry or liquid, and the density, concentration, and purity of the fissionable material.  The
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most important factor in determining the total number of fissions is the volume of material present

at criticality.  As the volume of fissile material increases, the number of fissions increases.

Because HEU will achieve criticality at smaller volumes than will LEU, a criticality resulting from

HEU would most likely involve a smaller volume of fissile material than a criticality resulting from

LEU.  Thus, the enrichment level and volume of material offset each other in determining the total

number of fissions per event.  Therefore, Sierra Club’s assertion that the consequences of an event

with HEU would be larger than with LEU is incorrect. The dose would, in fact, be about the same.

21. In addition, as discussed in Attachment 1 to SECY-00-0085, no criticality accident

alarm systems were required or installed at the Tokai-Mura fuel facility, the site had no emergency

plan to respond to criticality events, workers were not trained to respond to a criticality event, and

the regulator did not conduct periodic inspections of the facility.  In contrast NFS has criticality

accident alarms installed and an approved Emergency Plan for responding to the criticality alarms.

NFS workers are routinely trained on how to respond to criticality alarms. The NRC performs

periodic inspections and has a resident inspector on site.  Thus a criticality accident at NFS would

likely have smaller consequences for the public and most workers than the Tokai-Mura accident.

22. The impacts of a criticality accident like the one at the Tokai-Mura facility are

bounded by the Staff’s analysis of criticality accidents in the 1991 and 1999 EAs.  The assumptions

used by the Staff in modeling criticality accidents in these EAs, including the total number of

fissions, was consistent with what actually occurred in the Tokai-Mura accident.

23. Sierra Club points to a number of high and intermediate consequence accidents on

pages 29-33 of its Written Presentation.  These accidents fall within the Staff’s evaluation and

determination that there are no new accidents or accidents with increased consequences.  For the

criticality accidents cited on pages 29-31 of the written Presentation, each falls within the

discussion of criticality accidents above.  None of these is a new or more serious accident than
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what could have occurred at the existing NFS facility.  For the chemical accidents cited on pages

31-33, each is bounded by the Staff’s analysis as follows:

Accidents from 11/14/03 ISA Summary for the OCB and EPB, Table
4-4: Sequences 3, 23, 27, 32, 38, 39, 40, 49, 57, and 59 are
bounded by the Staff’s analysis of an ammonia release (see ¶ 14).
Accident sequences 30, 47, 48, and 55 are bounded by the Staff’s
analysis of a nitric acid release (see ¶ 12).  Accident sequence 33 is
bounded by the Staff’s analysis of a criticality accident (for workers)
and a nitric acid release (for individuals offsite) (see ¶¶ 9, 12).

Accidents from the 2/6/04 ISA Summary for the BFP, Table 4-5: The
chemical consequence of sequences 3, 4.1, 27.1, and 29.1 are
bounded by the Staff’s analysis of a nitric acid release (see ¶ 12)
and the radiological consequences of sequences 27.1 and 29.1 are
bounded by the Staff’s analysis of a criticality accident (see ¶ 9).
Sequences 22 (release of hydrogen peroxide) and 35 (breach of a
caustic tanker) would each result in liquid releases which would be
contained onsite and would not result in large airborne plumes.
These potential accidents are not new to the BLEU Project and are
evaluated in the 1991 EA in Section 4.3.2.2.

Accidents from the 10/11/02 ISA Summary for the BFP, Table 4-5:
The chemical consequences of sequences 3, 21, and 29 are
bounded by the Staff’s analysis of a nitric acid release (see ¶ 12)
and the radiological consequences of sequence 21 is bounded by
the Staff’s analysis of a criticality accident (see ¶ 9).   Sequence 22
(spill of hydrogen peroxide) would result in a liquid release, which
would be contained onsite, and would not result in a large airborne
plume.  This potential accident is not new to the BLEU Project and
is evaluated in the 1991 EA in Section 4.3.2.2. 

24. Sierra Club claims that the BLEU Project meets the NRC’s “qualitative standards”

for preparing an EIS, as set forth in NUREG-1748.  The June 2002 EA did not expressly address

the criteria in NUREG-1748 because it was not published until August 2003.  However, the

evaluation performed by the Staff was comprehensive enough to encompass these factors. 

25. Sierra Club states that the BLEU Project would inflict undesirable public health or

safety effects.  However, as discussed above, the NRC Staff determined that off-site impacts from

normal operation of the BLEU Project were not significant and that the BLEU Project did not create

the potential for new or more significant accidents.  The Staff also concluded that the cumulative
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environmental impacts from operation of the BLEU Project and the existing NFS facility were not

significant.  Because there are no significant offsite impacts from normal operations or accidents,

there are no undesirable public health or safety effects on the populations of the City of Erwin or

Unicoi County. 

26. Sierra Club asserts that the long, narrow valley where NFS is located will have the

potential to trap airborne releases.  It is true that valleys may experience “temperature inversions,”

which could trap airborne pollutants in the valley.  For NFS, the airborne release modeling used

meteorological data from local measurements that was the same information used for the 1999 EA

for license renewal.  This meteorological data is summarized in Section 3.2.3 of the June 2002 EA.

The meteorological data used by NFS for air dispersion modeling  is conservative enough to

account for potential temperature inversions. 

27. Sierra Club also states that the EA did not address the environmental impacts of

accidental releases on the Nolichucky River.  The Staff does not address the effects of an

accidental release on the Nolichucky River because it determined that there is not a credible

accident that results in a liquid release that would reach the river.  Such releases would be

contained on site, first in each individual tank's containment and second in the site's drainage

system of berms, ditches, and valves.  The Staff determined that there is not a credible release that

would exceed the capacity of the drainage system.

28. Sierra Club also states that there is a relatively high level of uncertainty in the

determination of impacts because so many judgments about the about the likelihood of accidents

and effectiveness of mitigation measures are required.  However, because there is always

uncertainty in scientific analysis, the Staff’s assessments of both consequences and likelihood are

based on very conservative assumptions.  As a result, to the extent that there is uncertainty in its

assessment, it is likely that the Staff is overestimating, rather than underestimating, the risk of

significant environmental impacts. 
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29. I hereby certify that the information contained in paragraphs 1, 4-8, 11-18, and 23-28

is true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

Subscribed and Sworn to before me
this 22 day of December, 2004

/RA Circe E. Martin/                        
Notary Public

/RA/                                        
My commission expires: March 1, 2007 Mary T. Adams

30. I hereby certify that the information contained in paragraphs 2, 4-10, 15-23, 25-

26, and 28 is true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

Subscribed and Sworn to before me
this 22 day of December, 2004

/RA Circe E. Martin/                        
Notary Public

/RA/                                         
My commission expires: March 1, 2007 Michael A. Lamastra

31. I hereby certify that the information contained in paragraphs 3-5, 8, 11-14, 17-18,

23, and 26-28 is true and correct to the best of my knowedge, information and belief.

Subscribed and Sworn to before me
this 22 day of December, 2004

/RA Circe E. Martin/                        
Notary Public

/RA/                                         
My commission expires: March 1, 2007 Donald E. Stout
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Mary Thoma Adams
Senior Project Manager

Fuel Cycle Facilities Branch
Division of Fuel Cycle Safety and Safeguards

Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

USNRC, Rockville, MD, 1990-present

Senior Project Manager, 2000 - present

NRC project manager for the Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc., special nuclear material license
(2000 - 2003) and for 3 other greater-than-critical-mass licenses.  Managed preparation for
and review of the Blended Low-Enriched Uranium license amendment applications, as well
as other license amendments as necessary.  Reviewed NFS’ Integrated Safety Analysis
Plan and wrote Safety Evaluation Report documenting the review.  Managed staff and
contractor review of the BLEU ISA summaries and environmental report documentation for
the BLEU project.

Section Chief and Team Leader 1996 - 2000

Supervised a Licensing Section in the Fuel Cycle Licensing Branch of FCSS.  I supervised
about 10 engineers and scientists who managed and performed technical reviews of special
nuclear material licensing actions.  I supervised the Project Manager who managed the
NFS license.  I also supervised several of the staff who participated in the development of
new Part 70 and in the preparation of NUREG-1520, the Standard Review Plan for Review
of a License Application for a Fuel Cycle Facility.

Project Manager and Environmental Engineer 1992-1996

Performed environmental reviews and prepared Environmental Assessments and findings
of no significant impact for licensing actions.  Prepared categorical exclusion statements
for licensing actions that met the categorical exclusion criteria.  Managed the special
nuclear material license for Siemens Power Corporation Richland fuel fabrication facility,
including license renewal.  This license renewal included preparation of an Environmental
Assessment and finding of no significant impact, as well as a Safety Evaluation Report to
support the license renewal.

Environmental Engineer, Division of Waste Management, 1990-1992

Reviewed topical reports for cement solidification of low-level waste for conformance with
NRC’s Technical Position on Waste Form.  Reviewed West Valley supernatant cement
waste form data for structural stability and compliance with 10 CFR Part 61.  Reviewed the
low-level waste disposal facility application submitted to the Illinois Department of Nuclear
Safety, and IDNS’ review of the application, as part of an Integrated Management
Performance Evaluation Program (IMPEP) review.
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Dames & Moore, LLC, 1989-1990

Project Engineer

Managed investigation of contaminated Department of Defense sites under contract with
U.S. Army Toxic and Hazardous Materials Command; planned investigations, managed
environmental sampling and analysis, and report preparation.  Managed hazardous material
inspections for commercial clients considering real estate exchanges; planned
investigations, managed building and environment sampling and analysis, and report
preparation.

A.T. Kearney, Inc. 1985-1989

Environmental Engineer and Technical Director for RCRA Closures

Reviewed and managed the review of closure plans for hazardous waste storage and
disposal facilities under contract with USEPA.  Prepared hazardous waste permit
application for Dugway Proving Ground for submittal to the State of Utah.  Prepared
conceptual design proposals for closure of the US Ecology low-level radioactive waste
disposal facility on the Hanford Reservation.

Colorado Department of Health, Waste Management Division, 1982-1985

Public Health Engineer

Coordinated CDH review of clean-up plans and proposals for the Rocky Mountain Arsenal.
Reviewed hazardous waste permit applications for compliance with the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act. Inspected solid waste disposal facilities for compliance
with state regulations.

EDUCATION

B.S. Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of Wisconsin, 1980
NRC courses in radiation safety, personnel supervision, and risk analysis.
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Micheal A. Lamastra
Professional Qualifications
Fuel Cycle Facilities Branch

Division of Fuel Cycle Safety and Safeguards

I am a Senior Project Manager (Health Physics) in the Fuel Cycle Facilities Branch, Division of Fuel

Cycle Safety and Safeguards, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards.

My formal education consists of an A.A. degree in Radiation Science from Montgomery Community

College in 1972, a B.S. degree in Physics from Towson State College in 1974, and an M.S. degree

in Radiological Health from the University of Pittsburgh in 1975.

Before joining the U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), I served three years as a full-

time/part-time employee of the Radiation Protection Department of the National Institutes of Health

in Bethesda, Maryland.  My duties included collecting air samples to determine the level of

radioactivity for specific isotopes, radiation contamination surveys of research labs, and advising

research personnel in safety procedures involving the use of radioactive isotopes.

I joined the NRC in June 1976 as a health physicist in the Radioisotopes Licensing Branch, Office

of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards.  My principal function was to review applications from

medical and academic institutions for byproduct, source, and special nuclear material to determine

the adequacy of their proposed radiation safety program and related efforts proposed to assure

that occupational radiation exposure and release of radioactive material to the general public are

as low as is reasonably achievable.

From February 1981 to July 1987, I served as a Senior Radiological Engineer in the Radiation

Protection Section of the Radiological Assessment Branch, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulations.
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My principal function was to review power reactor applications, both at the construction permit and

operating license stage, to determine the adequacy of proposed occupational radiation protection

programs and the related efforts proposed to assure that occupational radiation exposures will be

maintained as low as it reasonable achievable.

From July 1987 to February 1993, I served as the Section Leader of the Commercial Section,

Medical, Academic and Commercial Use Safety Branch.  The principal function of the Commercial

Section was to provide program management oversite for the NRC five regional offices, in the

licensing, inspection, and enforcement of the commercial use of byproduct, source, and special

nuclear material.  The Commercial Section also had lead responsibility for issuing licenses that

authorized the commercial distribution of radioactive material to persons exempt from licensing in

accordance with 10 CFR Part 32.

Since February 1993, I have served as a senior project manager (Health Physics) in the Licensing

Branch, Division of Fuel Cycle Safety and Safeguards, now known as the Fuel Cycle Facilities

Branch.  My principal functions are: 1) To manage all licensing requests for the fuel cycle facilities

I am currently assigned; 2) to provide expert technical assistance in the radiation protection area

for other project managers withing the Division of Fuel Cycle Safety and Safeguards; 3) to provide

expert technical assistance in the emergency planning area for other project managers within the

Division of Fuel Cycle Safety and Safeguards; and 4) participate 

in the Integrated Safety Assessment team reviews in the area of radiation protection and

emergency planning.
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DONALD  E.  STOUT

EXPERIENCE:
Chemical Engineer, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
October 1996 - present
Project Manager (PM) for Westinghouse Electric Company from July 2000 until present.  PM duties
require thorough knowledge of ongoing issues involving processing of special nuclear material.
This includes all safety disciplines such as; radiation, fire and environmental protection, MC&A,
chem and nuclear criticality safety.  

Chemical Engineer, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
June 1994 - June 1996
Responsible for performing chemical safety inspections at nuclear fuel fabrication facilities and
gaseous diffusion plants.

Engineer, PCS Phosphates
November 1992 - June 1994
Responsible for economical operation of a large process pilot plant while maintaining compliance
with federal and state government health, safety, and environmental regulations.

Process Engineer, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc.
March 1987 - June 1992
Responsible for maintaining process capability to meet state and federal environmental limits.
Provided engineering support to the high enriched uranium recovery facility and fuel fabrication
facility.

EDUCATION:
University of Tennessee 
Chemical Engineering
Bachelor of Science

SPECIAL TECHNICAL TRAINING:

Nuclear Fuel Cycle Technology October 1994
Effective Communication October 1994
Nuclear Criticality Safety for Inspectors November 1994
Hazards of Chemical and Mechanical Fuel Cycle Processes January 1995
Fundamentals of Inspection February 1995
Transportation of Radioactive Materials June 1995
Gaseous Diffusion Technology August 1995
Root Cause/Incident Investigation Workshop April 1996
Mechanical Integrity for Process Safety Management; May 1996
Risk Management Plans for Hazardous Chemicals (40 CFR Part 68) May 1996
Qualitative Risk & Consequence Assessment June 2000
Quantitative Risk Analysis April 2001
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Atmospheric Dispersion Modeling using ALOHA August 2002

Skills:
U.S. NRC Qualified
Chemical Safety Inspector April 1995
Chemical Safety Licensing Reviewer October 1997


