NIRS / PC EXHIBITS

Vo‘lume 2

Louisiana Energy Services, L.P.
Dkt. No. 70-3103
ASLBP No. 04-826-01-ML



KAs 9307

DOCKETED
USNRC

February 4, 2005 (2:30pm)
OFFICE OF SECRETARY
RULEMAKINGS AND
ADJUDICATIONS STAFF

Docket No. 70-3103-ML




/8
September 23, 2004

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of: ' ‘ '
Docket No. 70-3103-ML

Louisiana Energy Services, L.P. : A e
ASLBP No. 04-826‘-01-ML; '

— e e e N

(National Enrichment Facility) .

APPLICANT’S OBJECTIONS AND RESPONSES TO INTERROGATORIES o
FROM NUCLEAR INFORMATION AND RESOURCE SERVICE AND PUBLIC CITIZEN .=

INTERROGATORIES |

Describe each person who has consulted or supplied information for use in prepafiﬁg
answers to these interrogatories and document requests and identify the questions m .
connection with which such person was consulted or supplied information. § L

1.

’ RESPONSE:

George A. Harper (Manager of Regulatory Compliance Programs)
Framatome ANP e )
Solomon Pond Park T
400 Donald Lynch Boulevard e R
Marlborough, MA 01752
978-568-2728

Interrogatory Nos. 2, 3,4, 6,7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19

MISSION

hsen Intervenor MZ4S7 9C '_‘g

" NRC Staff

© ~3/03.

OFFERED by: Applicant/Lice

James A, Kay (Advisory Engineer)

Framatome ANP » .
_ SolomonPondPark = - ¢ e R B

400 Donald Lynch Boulevard P A

Mailborough, MA 01752 T

978-568-2302

* US.NUCLEAR REGULATORY cOM

Inthe Matter of LA LI LS.

 Docat o,

Interrogatory Nos. 41, 44



Michael Schwartz (Chairman of the Board)
Energy Resources International, Inc.

1015 18" Street, NW

Suite 650

Washington, DC 20036

202-785-8833

Interrogatory Nos. 20, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 58, 59, 65

Julian Steyn (President)

Energy Resources International, Inc.
- 1015 18™ Street, NW

Suite 650

Washington, DC 20036

202-785-8833

Interrogatory Nos. 58, 59, 65 -

Allan Brown (Core Technology Manager)

Urenco Enrichment Technology Company Limited
Capenhurst

Chester, Cheshire CH1 6ER

United Kingdom.

Tel: +44-151-473-8716

Interrogatory No. 40

" Neil Dav:es (Estxmatlon and Planning Manager)
Urenco Enrichment Technology Company Limited
Capenhurst
_ Chester, Cheshire CH1 6ER

" United Kingdom

- Tel: +44-151-473-8734

Interrogatory No. 40

.Rod Krich (Vice President — Licensing, Safety, and Nuclear Engineering)
Louisiana Energy Services, L.P.

2600 V1rg1n1a Avenue, NW, Suite 610

Washington, DC 20037

630-657-2813

Interrogatory Nos. 5, 18, 19, 40, 63, 65



Daniel Green (Senior Consultmg Engmeer) -
“EXCEL Services Corporation L T
10921 Rockville Pike, Suite 100
Rockville, MD, 20852
. 301-984-4400
IntéthogatoryNos. 5, 18,40 - T
2. Accordmg to statements contained-in the NEF application, sewage is to be discharged to
six leach ﬁelds
Lt o) N - e

“ tl. Where wﬂl thls sewage go after lt is dlscharged? =

b. - " Please describe each document refemng or relating to flow, fate, and transport of
water or constituents discharged from the sewage system.

RESPONSE:

- . LES objectsto this request on the 'gr,otmds that it is (1) vague and ambigtious in its use of
the phrase “ﬂew, fate, and transport of w;clter or constituents” and (2) constitutes an improper -
compound and confusing question that touchesb hpon and- inquires into sepafate matters (e.g.,
“flow” of water and “transport” of “constituents”). - Notwithstanding, 'and'withotlt waiving these
objections, LES states as follows.

- The treated liquid will be discharged to the'leach fields. The ultimate disposal of liquid
discharged to: the leach fields is exﬁected to be via evapotranspiration, based on-the .
geologie and meteorological con('iiytions at the site. -

b. . (D | .NEE'Safety Analysis Report-,(Sectio'n 3.5.6)
-(2). NEF Environmental Report (Sections 3.12.1.3.4'and 6.1.2)

(3) ... NEF Ground Water Discharge Permit Application to the State of New Mexico
Environment Department, Ground . Water Quality Bureau (Sections 3, 4, and 6)

Louisiana Energy Services, 2004a, page 8.8-2.



(4)  E-mail from C. Walker (LG) to G. Harper (Framatome), Subject: Preliminary-
Septic tank and Drainfield Calcs, March 2, 2003 (see LES mandatory dlsclosures ,'

at LES-00128 to LES-00130).

3. According to statements contained in the NEF application, stormwater runoff from the

plant will be directed toan unlined evaporation basin.2
a. How much of this water will infiltrate into the subsurface? =

b. Where will it 'go after it enters the subsurface? Please state the projected rate of
flow, depth, and volume of water projected to enter the subsurface.

c. Please describe each document referring or relating to flow, fate, and transport of
water or constituents discharged to the evaporation basin referred to.

RESPONSE:

LES objects to this request on the grounds that it is (1) vague and ambiguous in its use of
the phrases (a) “flow, depth, and volume of water” and (b) “flow, fate, and transport of water or
constituents;” (2) constitutes an improper compound and confusing question that touches upon
and inquires into separate matters (e.g., “flow” of water and “transport™ of ¢ constituents” ; and

(3) seeks additional analytical work beyond that which is needed to support LES’s position on

any particular matter. . See 10 C.F.R. § 2.705(b)(5)(ii). Notwithstanding, and without waiving -

" these objections, LES states as follows.

a. This information is provided in ER RAI 4-2A response dated May 20, 2004 (Letter NEF
#04-019 dated May 20, 2004), from R. M. Krich (Louisiana Energy Services, L.P.) to
Director, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (I\.IRC) regarding “Response

. to NRC Request for Additionol Infonnotion Regarding" the National Enrichment Facility

Environmental Report”) [ADAMS Accession Package No. ML041770112].

Louisiana Energy Services, 2004a, page 8.8-3.
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b. As described in ER RAI 422A response‘dated May 20, 2004, inﬁltrating water is expected
to eventually return to the atmosphere via evapotranspiration..

c. (1)  NEF Safety Analysis Report,(Tahle 1.1-3)
(?) NEF Environmental Report (Sections 3.4.1.2 and 4.4, and Table 3.12-2)

3) NEF Ground Water Discharge Permit Application to the State of New Mexico
Environment Department, Ground Water Quality Bureau (Sections 3, 4, and 6)

.(4)  Letter NEF #04-019 dated May-20,.2004, from R. M. Krich (Louisiana Energy
: Services, L.P.) to Director, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards
(NRC) ‘regarding “Response :to..NRC Request for- Additional Information
Regarding the National Enrxchment Facility Environmental Report”
[ADAMS Accessmn Package No ML0417701 12] .

N ' L i3 .2t oo ’ t'
4. According to the NEF application, two lined evaporation basins are to be installed.?

‘a. - How much water will ]eak from these basins? Please state the prOJected tlmlng,
- rate and volume of water leaking from each basm .

b. - Where will it go after it enters the subsurface? Please state the projected rate of
flow, depth, and volume of water pI‘OJCCth to enter the subsurface.

c. . Please describe each document refemng or relating to ﬂow fate and transport of
- water or constituents discharged to the evaporation basins referred to.

RESPONSE: : oy
LES objects to this request on the grounds that it is (1) vague and ambiguous in its use of
the phrases (a) “projected ummg, rate and volume of water,” (b) “prOJected rate of flow, depth,
¥ 2 AT - {\

and volume of water,” and (c) “ﬂow fate, and transport of water or constrtuents (2) constltutes

an improper compound and confusmg question- that touches upon and 1nqu1res 1nto separate

o ‘\:

. matters (e.g., “ﬂow, depth and volume of water prOJected to enter the subsurface” beneath two

dlfferent llned basms) (3) assumes as fact that “water wrll leak” from the 01ted basms (4) seeks

Louisiana Energy Services, 2004a, page 8.8-3.



(in both subparts a: and b.) additional analytical work beyond that which is needed to support

LES’s position on any particular:matter. See 10 C.F.R. § 2.705(b)(5)(ii). Notwithstanding, and

without waiving these objections, LES states as follows.

a. The basins will be designed and installed as described in the following documents:
| (1) NEF Envrronmental Report (Sectlons 34.1.2,4.4, and 4.12, and Table 3.12-4)
(2) NEF Ground ‘Water Discharge Permit Appllcatlon to the State of New Mexico
. Environment Department Ground Water Quahty Bureau (Sectrons 3 4, and 6)
3 ER RAI 2- 3 response dated May 20, 2004 (Letter NEF#04-019 dated May 20,

2004, from R. M. Krich (Lourslana Energy Services, L.P.) to Director, Office of
Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (NRC) regarding “Response to NRC
Request for Additional Information Regarding the National Enrichment Facility
Environmental Report”) [ADAMS Accession Package No. ML041770112].

The basins will be designed to preclude water from infiltrating into the subsurface.

Therefore, no estimates on how much water will infiltrate into the subsurface have been,

or need be, made.

The basins will be designed to preclude water from infiltrating into the subsurface.

Therefore, no projections of where.water will go after it enters the subsurface have been,

or need be, made.

b.

c. ¢))
@
3)

National Enrichment Facility Environmental Report (Sectlons 34.1.2, 44, and
4.12, and Table 3. 12-4) :

Natronal Enrichment Facility Ground Water Dlscharge Permit Application to the

State of New Mexico' Environment Department, Ground Water Quality Bureau

(Sections 3 4 and 6)

ER RAI 4-2A response dated May 20, 2004 (Letter NEF#04- 019 dated May 20,

2004, from R. M: Krich (Louisiana Energy Services, L.P.) to Director, Office of
Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (NRC) regarding “Response to NRC
Request for Additional Information Regarding the National Enrichment Facility
Environmental Report”) [ADAMS Accession Package No. ML041770112].



5. As to liners planned for. mstal]atlon in evaporatlon basins, please state the terms and
conditions of any guaranteé of sich liners against leakage and describe ‘any documents -
discussing or relating to such guarantee.

RESPONSE; o
LES,.objegts to this request on t’he gl“OUI_ldS't,!liilllt it isw(l_),yag_ue and ambigpoxis inits u-serlf »

the phfase “terms and conditions of ;ahj;:%ﬁhl}ﬁnteé’.’ and (2) constitutes an impeﬁniSSible

comp'm}nd.quc'stion in that inquires about, :‘}1"19 terms .ax'ld cgpdi?igns of any guarantee of such -

_ liners” with respect fo two ’differéﬁt“‘évaﬁdratidn bzaéi;l'é’.‘” Not'\viihgiahdihg, and \vi(thi')ﬁf V'\yaiving

| these objections, LES»staAt.qs as follows.

'. At this juncture, LES has not lsel'e’.c-lt:c;fi‘_fa lspeciﬁc vendor to supply the liner for use in

- either basin. Accordingly, LES cannot provide any specific “terms and conditions of any

s

guarantee” at this time.

6. .‘ Has thc; Quahfy of the water that will' Bgfcils'chér"ged to the basins and leach fields b'ée‘x:i":
estimated? If so, please prov1de the range of concentrations of each constituent that is .
expected to be contained in the discharges. ’

RESPONSE: |

" "LES objects to this r’eqiieét on the grounds fhat it is (1) vague and ambiguous inits use of
the phréses of ferms (a) “quality of the Wafé'fg;;"(tt'))’-“es'tilm.a’té'd;”' and (c) “range of concéntrations
_ of each consiituent;” ) cbn’stit_ﬁtes a:il lmpefrmsmble ‘éomﬁoﬁnd qﬁ_estion in iim?inquifeéﬁbout

“discharges” from multiple “basins” and “l‘e;éﬁ' fields;” and (3) appears to seek additional

analytical work that is not needed to support LES’s ;')o‘sit‘ioh"oxll any particular matter. ‘See 10

CFR. § 2.705()(5)(ii). Notwithstanding, aind Without waiving these objections, LES states as

follows.



.~ Information that :x'ﬁay be 'r‘e’spons.i‘ve to this tethést is’ provided irt the following
documents: |
(1)  NEF Environmental Report (Sections 3.4.1.2, 4.4, and 4.12, and Table 3.12-4)
(2) NEF Ground Water Dist:hﬁfge Permit Application ‘to the State of New Mexico

Environment Department, Ground Water Quality Bureau (Sections 3, 4, and 6)

7. According to the NEF application, cuttings from one of the borings drilled in September
2003 were “slightly moist. ¥ In addition, the clay at the bottom of the boring B-2 was
“moist,” : ' R . .

a. Please state your best judgment as to the origin of such moisture.

b. Please describe each document referring to such observed moisture or its possible
origins.

RESPONSE:

LES objects to this request on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous in its use of the
_phrase “origin of such moisture.” Notwithstanding, and without waiving this objection, LES
states as follows.

a. LES judged this moisture to be from water trapped in the vadose zone. The “slightly
moist” cuttings apd “moist” clay descriptions were used only twice in the descriptions
from the nine hydrogeologic and five geotecl;nical borings performed at the NEF site.

..All other determinations, 66 in number, were either “dry” or “very dry.”

b. - The observed moisture descriptions referred to in the question are noted on the boring

logs and referred to in the following documents:

(1)  NEF Safety Analysis Report (Section 3.2.4.2)

Louisiana Energy Services, 2004a, page 34.2. Cuttings from depths of 6-14 feet.

Louisiana Energy Services, 2003b, figure 3.2-11.

-/



(2)  NEF Environmental Report (Section 3.4.1.1)

8. . According to the NEF- application, the shallow (0 — 50 feet depth) materials underlying -
the NEF site consist of sand, alluvium, and caliche:®

a. Please state whether the hydraulic properties (e.g., hydraullc conductrvrty,
. porosity) of these materials been measured, and describe any document relating or
refemng to such hydraulic properties. :

RESPONSE

R

LES objects to thrs request on the ground that it is vague and amblguous in its use of the
phrase “the hydrauhc propertles (z e, 1t does not spec1fy all of the “hydrauhc propertles about
. whrch NIRS/PC seek 1nformat10n) Notw1thstandmg, and w1thout wamng these ob_]ectlons LES

states as follows.

"')-t ',.‘"

a. The “hydraulic properties of ‘the shallow matenals underlymg the NEF site have not.
been, nor need they be, measured by LES Informatlon regardmg the hydraullc matenals

has been obtamed from studles of the adJacent WCS site. See Attachment C (“Pubhcly
P

Avarlable Documents Relevant to Admrtted Contentlons”) Sectron III (“Water and

Water Supply Impacts” , Items (9), (l 0), and (18) of LES s Mandatory Initial Disclosures

1

(Sept 2, 2004) See also NRC Staft’s Draft Envrronmental Impact Statement for the

" NEF at 3-34 to 3-35.
9. . Please state whether any hydrauhc tests usmg well bores (e g purnp tests slug tests)
been performed on any of the wells at or near the proposed sxte If your answer is yes,

a. Please state the conclusions developed in each such test and
s oL ’ ‘

b. Describe any document relatmg or referrmg to such test or 1ts results.

Louisiana Energy Services, 2004a, table 3.3-1.



 RESPONSE:

LES objects to this request on the ground that it is vague and amblguous in its use of the

phrase “near the proposed site.” Notwithstanding, and without waiving this objection, LES

states as follows.

test.

10.

The hydraulic conductivity in Monitor Well M-2 was calculated using a rising head slug

The conclusions of the slug test are provided in the following report, which has been

previously ldentlﬁed by LES: Hydrogeologlc Investlgatlon, Sectlon 32, Townshlp 21,

Range 38, Eumce, New Mex1co Cook-Joyce, November 19, 2003 [ADAMS Accession

No. MLO{H910481].

The following documents refer to the results of the slug test:

(1) NEF Safety Analysis Report (Section 3.2.4.4)

(2)  NEF Environmental Report (Section 3.4.15)

(3)  NEF Ground Water Discharge Permit Application to the State of New Mexico
Environment Department, Ground Water Quality Bureau (Section 5)

4) Hydrogeologic Investigation, Section 32, Township 21, Range 38, Eunice, New

Mexico, Cook-Joyce, November 19, 2003 [ADAMS Accession No.
ML041910481] - - : '

According to the NEF application, seven monitor wells are to be installed at the facility.’
As to each such well, please state:

a. Which units will such well monitor?

b.  What constituents will be monitored by such well?

Louisiana Energy Services, 2004a, figure 6.1-2.

10
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RESPONSE:
LES objects to this request on the grounds that NIRS/PC have not de;monstrated that this
 information could not huve been obtained from’ another source, including, without limitation, the
NEF Environmental Report and the NRC Staff’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
proposed facility. Notvnthstandmg, and wnhout wa1vmg these obj ectlons LES states as follows.
As descnbed in the NEF Enwronmental Report groundwater wﬂl be momtored at five
_ lochilous. | e A' |
a. As described in the NEF Environmental Report, ,monitoriug willi occur in both the
" shallow sand and gravel layer on top'of ft.hia' 'r'e.d'bed and in the 7Q-m (230-ft) grouu(jwatef
~ zone. o o - |
b. Constituents that will be monitored are described in the following documents: -~
(1)’ * NEF Environmental Report (Section 6.1.2)
(2) “NEF Ground Water Dischargé Permit Applicatiori to’ the State of New Mexico - '

Environment Department, Ground Water Quality Bureau (Section 6)
[ADAMS Accession No. ML04191048 1]

Cal. oL o . S e

11.  According to the NEF application, water ‘was found in Chinle monitor well MW-2.3 "
Please state your best judgment as to where this water came from, and describe any
documents relating or referring to such water.

RESPONSE' S : Cosnio ol R
LES objects to thls request on the ground that itis vague and ambxguous in its use of the
phrase ‘\vhere thls water came from.” Notmthstandmg, and w1thout waiving this ob) ection, LES

states as follows.

Louisiana Energy Services, 2004a, page 3.4-7.

11



The water in the siltstone is judged by LES to be ancient natural formation water. The

~ occurrence of water in this zone is described in the following documents:

(1)  NEF Safety Analysis Report (Section 3.2)
(2)  NEF Environmental Report (Section 3.4)

(3)  NEF Ground Water Discharge Permit Application to the State of New Mexico
Environment Department, Ground Water Quality Bureau (Section 5)

(4)  Hydrogeologic Investigation, Section 32, Township 21, Range 38, Eunice, New
Mexico, Cook-Joyce, November 19, 2003 [ADAMS Accession No.

ML041910481]
12.  Please state whether water has been found in any other wells at the site. If so, please state
" your best judgment as to where this water came from, and describe any documents
relating or referring to such water.
RESPONSE:

LES objects to this request on the ground that it is vague and ambiguous in its use of the

* phrase “where this water came from.” Notwithstanding, and without waiving this objection, LES

states as follows.

Assuming that the reference to “water” means groundwater, groundwater has not been

found at any wells at the site other than in MW-2.

13.

- According to the appllcatlon a pest1c1de was detected in a groundwater sample collected

from Chinle momtor well MW-22 It is stated in the Environmental Report that the
detection was «. . . likely due to_field or laboratory contamination.”'® Please explain the
basis for this clmm and describe any documents relating or refemng to such detection or
its interpretation.

Louisiana Energy Services, 20042, page 3.4-8.

Louisiana Energy Services, 2004a, page 3.4-8.

12



RESPONSE:

+ The above-quoted statement from the NEF Environmental Report was based on a

judgment by LES that this groundwater zone .was well isolated from surface contamination. -
Additional sampling was undertaken to collect baseline environmental data to corroborate the

“statement. -This initial groundwater sampling .event occurred -shortly after  well installation.

Subsequent rounds of sampling have not detected any pesticides in MW-2.

LS Y

14.  Please state your best judgment whether, if contaminants are detected in groundwater at
the proposed NEF facility, it will be possible to distinguish them from contaminants that

may have originated at the Andrews,County, Texas Waste Control Specialists site or the -

Lea County Landfill? If so, please explain.how such distinction will be made. and
describe any documents relating or referring to such possible distinction.

RESPONSE:
LES ObJCCtS to this request on the ground that NIRS/PC have not demonstrated that this

information could not have been obtained from another source mcludmg, w1thout hmrtatton the

NEF Environmental Report and the NRC Staff’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the |

: Vi RIS .
- proposed facrlrty Notw1thstandmg, and without warvrng this Obj ectlon LES states as follows

O

Ennchment Facrlrty with that from nearby facr]rtres 'The basis for thls Judgment is descrlbed in -

the NEF Envrronmental Report (Sectron 6 1 2) .

‘:!‘i' L A

R N

PREFRI 1
St

15. The NEF apphcatron states that the Santa Rosa Aqulfer “ . .. is considered not
potable.”!!
relating or referring to such statement.

RO
+ Carn oL

n Louisiana Energj Services, 2004a, page 4.12-9." r; b

13 ..

Please explain the-basis -for ;such statement and describe any .documents -



. RESPONSE:

The statement was based on verbal information p'rovide('i‘ by Waste Control Specialists
(WCS) staff and the results of laboratory analysis of a sample of Santa Rosa aquifer water from a
WCS well in the Santa Rosa aquifer. The results of the laboratory analysis are contained in a
document entitled “Analytical Report, Project CW Well, Lot # D2E290137 for Waste Control
Specialists,” dated June 10, 2002, by Severn Trent Services. A copy of this document will be

furnished to NIRS/PC.

16.  With respect to water contained in the Santa Rosa aquifer, please describe any document
" relating or referring to such water, and state: A

a. The efevation, volume, and directiog of flow of sucﬁ water.

b. The rate of flow.

c. The point of discharge.

RESPONSE:

LES objects to this request on the ground that (1) it is vague and ambiguous in its use of
the phrase “elevation, volum.e,‘ and direction of flow of sﬁch water;” .(2) it constitutes an
- impermissible compound questi;)ﬁ (in that s;xbpart a. seeks infprmaiion on ‘multiple parameters);

3 NIRS/PC has not demonstrated that the infoﬁnation requesfed could not have been obtainéd
_ from another. source; and (4) it seeks additional research or analyticél work that is not needed to
support LES’s pdsition on any particular matter. See 10 CFR. § 2.705(b)(5).(ii).

* Notwithstanding, and without waiving these objéctions, LES states as foll§w§i
a. The depth to the Santa Rosa Formation and document from which this information was
obtained is provided in the NEF Environmental Report (Section 3.3). The reference

document has previously been provided by LES to the NRC (Letter NEF #04-019 dated

14



17.

‘May 20, 2004, from R. M. Krich (Louisiana Energy Services, L.P.) to Director, Office of

" Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (NRC) regarding “Response to NRC Request for

Additional Information Regarding ithe_"'Nati.onal Enrichment ‘Facility - Environmental-

| Report”) (ADAMS Accession Package No:'ML041770112). - As described in the NEF -

Environmental Report (Section 3.4), due to the dépth below land surface of this unit, and .

- the fact that the thick Chinle clay unit would limit any potential migration to depth, this~

. aquife}- was not investigated further by LES, nor does LES believe that any further - |

investigation is required. Therefore, no information on volume or direction of flow is in- "

~ +-the possession of LES. - R

- As described in the NEF Environmental Report (Section 3.4), due to the depth below land -

surface of this unit, and the fact that the thick Chinle clay unit would limit any potential .-

. migration. to depth, this aquifer was-not investigated further by LES, .nor does LES:

.- _believe that any further investigation is required. Therefore, no information on the rate of - :

flow is in the possession of LES.

As desci'_iBed in the NEF Environmental Report (Section 3.4), due to the depth below land

. ~surface of this unit, and the fact that the thick Chinle clay unit would limit any. po’.téntial'
“migration to depth, this aquifer. was not investigated further ‘by. LES, nor.does LES - :

- believe that any further investigation is required. - Therefore, no information on the point "

of discharge is in the possession of LES. .

Please state whether any studies or other evaluations have been performed to determine
whether there are fractures or other fast flow pathways that could allow water to flow
rapidly from the alluvium to the Chinle, or from the Chinle to the Santa Rosa. If so,
please describe each document relating or referring to such study, evaluation, or the

. results thereof.

157



RESPONSE:
LES objects to this request on the grounds that (1) it is vagﬁe and ambiguous in its use of A
- the phrases (d) “any studies or other evaluations,” (b) “fractures or other fast flow bathways,”
’and (c) “allow water to flow rapidly;” (2) NIRS/PC have not demonstrated that the requested
information could not have been obtained from another ;source; and (3) the request appears to
seek additional research or analytical work thi}t is not needed to support LES’s position on an'y
. particular matter.. See 10 C.F.R: § 2.705(b)(5)(if). Notwithstandiné and without waiving these
.objections, LES states as follows. |
The existence of “fractures or c;ther fast flow pﬁthways” was assessed through review of
NEF site bofing']ogs (nine hydrogeologic and five geotechnical), informatior; in Waste Control
. Specialists (WCS) reports, the existence of the dense Chinle:(red bed) clay under the site and
f’amiliarity of this structure in. the vicinity of the site, hydraulic conductivity and p‘ermeabilit).r
dgta'obtained at the NEF and WCS sites, and the confined siltstone layer, at approximately 230
feet below ground, with measured high piezometric levels. The information, when viewed
together, does not indicate that fractures and fast flow patﬁs exist under the National Enrichment
Facility site. The boring logs and documents that wefe,reviewed as part of this asséssment have
_been pfovided by LES (Letter NEF #04-019 datéd May 20, 2004, from R. M. Krich (Louisiana
Energy Services, L.P.) to Director, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and. Safeguards (NRC)

regarding “Response to NRC Request for Additional Information Regarding the National

Enrichment Facility Environmental Report”).

16



18. © In the NEF application, the complete composition of the UFs feedstock has not been -
specified.!? Please identify all substances .(including trace metals and organics) that may
" be contained in the feedstock and their proportion by weight or volume.”

el
. H

RESPONSE:
- LES objects to this réquest on the grounds that (1) it is vague and ambiguous in its use of

the phrase “complete composition ef the UF¢ feedstock” and (2) ‘constitutes an impermissible
compound 3qtié"stidn.‘“_:‘Not\ﬁthstanding;"and ‘without waiving thése objections, LIéS:states as’”’
follows.
The'NEF Safety Analysis Report, at Table 1.2-1, indicates that"LES will require UFs
suppliers to provide Commercial Natural "UP"g’in accordance with ASTM C '287496,"‘Standard
Specification for Uranium Hexaflioride ' for ‘Enriehment"’ " ASTM C 787-96 specifies the
compositio:n".o'f the' UF¢ feed 1material. ' LES ha$ further indicated that it will require cylinder
suppliers toA preclude use of cylinders that,'in the past, have contained reprocessed '-UFG‘,' unless ~

1 ;’

such cylinders have beén decornitaminated.’:See SAR Table 1.2-1, note (1). ' SRR

« o

19.  The application states that water used at the proposed facﬂlty would be pumped from the -
Lea County Underground Water Basin (Ogallala Aqulfer) Groundwater in this basin is
being pumped at a rate faster than it is being recharged Please state, with reference to
the projected operating life of the NEF and any period of decommissioning and closure
activities, how such pumpage is expected to affect water levels and the productmty of
the Lea County Underground Water Basm ‘

LN B
[N

v [N
L L IN

.. ‘ . f
. AR - - N . ¥ - 4
ORREH| « oL I s : t

Louxsnana Energy Services, 2004a, page 1.2-2

B Louisiana Energy Services, 2004a page 4 4-5 and Leedshxll—Herkenhoff 2000 page 1 of Executxve
’ Summary and page 7-2.

4

Leedshill-Herkenhof¥, 2000, page 1 of Executive Summary and page 5-4.
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RESPONSE:
LES objects to tlns requést on the grounds that-(1) it is misleading to the extent it
~ suggests that LES itself will pump water from the Lea County Underground Water Basin; (2) it

is vague and ambiguous in its use of the phrase “affect water levels and the productivity of;” (3)

it constitutes an impermissible compound question; (4) NIRS/PC have not demonstrated that this

| information could not have been obtained from another source, including, without limitation, the
- Applicant’s Environmental Report and the NRC Staff’s Draft Enviroqmental Impact St.atement
for the proposed facility; and (5) it appears to seek additional research or analytical work that is
not needed to support LES’s position on any particular matter. -See 10. C.F.R. § 2.705(b)(5)(ii).
Notwithstanding, and without waiving these c;bjections, LES states as follows.

Given the low relative percentage of water use by the National Enrichment Facility, as a
percentage of the total withdrawals from the supply aquifer, the impact of the National
Enrichment Facility during operation, decommissioning and other closure activities on water
levels and ﬁroduction within the supply aquifer will be commensurate with the low relative

percentage of water use.

20. . . The Environmental Report, page 1.1-6, gives the future enrichment tails assay for

enrichment facilities in the United States as 0.32%. Please state whether this is also the

-assumed average tails assay for the NEF. If it is not, pledse give the assumed average

tails assay for the NEF for each year of projected operatlon along with the corresponding
average over the life of the NEF.

RESPONSE:
"LES objects to the request contained in the third sentence of Interrogatory 20 on the

grounds that it is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discbvery of admissible

18

v



. evidence in this proceeding.‘ Notwithstanding, and without waiving this objection, LES states as
.follows.' | |
TherEnvironmental Report assumes a tails assay of 0.32%-as the future average tails
assay'.that would be selected‘b.y U.S.: electric utility companies - in ‘contracting’ for vu‘raniurn
enrichment services, whether those services are purchased from the NEF or elsewhere. -LES has :

assumed a tails assay range of 0.20% to 0.36% for the NEF.

oo

21.  Using the term “standard reload” to denote the quantity of enriched uranium required to
manufacture an annual reload for a standard 1000-MW light water reactor, please state
‘how many “standard reloads” LES anticipate: that the NEF :will be able to produce per -
.year. : o AT | E S AT T

RESPONSE: - L r,"= .
LES objects to thxs request on: the grounds that (l) the terms standard reload” and -

“standard IOOO-MW lrght water reacto ‘ Earevvague and amblguous (1n that reloads do not

necessanly occur on an annual basrs and LES is not aware of a standard reactor’ wrth a ratmg

of 1000 MW), (2) the request is 1rre1evant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the drscovery
i T T Gt i

of admlssrble evrdence in this proceedlng, and (3) the request seeks addrtronal research or .

. 4
. !,\ai,

' analytlcal work that is not needed to support LES’s posrtlon on any partlcular matter See 10

« |/.

CFR.§ 2.705(b)(5)i).

22. . - In the application, on page 1.1-6 of the Environmental Report, assumed future tails assay

are given for the U.S. and U.K. (0.32%), Japan (0.28%-0.30%), France (0.27%), the CIS

- states and Eastern Europe (0.11%), anid:all other (0.30%).- Please give the informational
bases for these figures, and describe any documents referring or relating to such figures.

. QL '

190¢

I



RESPONSE:

The use of thes;a'ﬁgures in the Environmental Report forecast of enrichment services
requirements is documented in the input data file that will be provided in response to Docpmént
Iiequest 14. These figures are génerally consistent with those presented in other published
analyses. Envifonmen_tai Report-reference WNA. 2003 assumes tails assays of 0.30% to 0.33%,
except for in the C.LS. and Eastern Europe, for which tails are taken to be 0.1%. See

Environmental Report reference WNA 2003, page 73 and Table IV 4. Tails Assays.

23. . With regard to (a) the ‘assumed future tails assays statéd on page 1.1-6 of the

Environmental Report and (b) the annual estimates of world enrichment requirements -

(after adjusting for plutonium recycle) given in Table 1.1-3, please state your best
estimate as to what the figures in Table 1.1-3 would be if the assumed tails assays were
increased by 50% (e.g., if the 0.32% for the U.S. and U.K. became 0.48%), while the
output enrichment levels (in terms of the percentage of U-235 in the product stream) were
unchanged. Please state all assumptions and calculations used in answering this question.

RESPONSE:

) LES objects to -this request on the grounds that (1) NIRS/PC havé not demonstrafed that
the int%ofmation requested coulcii‘ 'not' have been obtained from .another source, and (2) the request
seeks ad;iitional reéearch or analytical work tilat is‘not neede& to suppoﬁ LES’s position on any

particular matter. See 10 C.F.R. § 2.705(b)(5)(ii);

24,  Please refer to the scenario of higher tails assays outlined in the preceding questions.

- .. Please provide LES’s best estimates of the impact (in terms of both annual quantities of

. materials and annual average unit costs) of increasing the tails assays, as stated above, on

. the other states of the nuclear fuel cycle (mining, conversion, fabrication, disposal, etc.).

Please state all assumptions and calculations used in answering this question, and
describe all documents relating or referring to such estimates.

20



RESPONSE:

LES objects to this request on the grounds that (l) 1t is 1rrelevant and not reasonably

,.r---.' .,\..,:‘ C oy . e

calculated to lead to the dlscovery of adm1551ble ev1dence in tlus proceedmg, (2) it seeks '
information beyond the scope of any admltted contentron and (3) 1t is an 1mproper and

confusmg compound question that mqurres mto numerous separate matters, (4) 1t is unduly broad

and burdensome (5) NIRS/PC have not demonstrated that the mformatlon requested could not
. , AT :

have been obtamed from another source; and ©) the request seeks addltronal research or
analytrca] work that is not needed to support LES’s posrtlon on any partrcular matter See 10

e N

CFR. § 2 705(b)(5)(n)

LDy S S L AECPY FCREIO T S T VRN IOPRRT AP A
25.  Tables 1.1-1 and 1.1-3 of the Environmental Report list projected nuclear power capacity
-~ and'annual enrichment requirements:for five different years (or intervals) during 2002- -
2020 for the world as a whole and for five world regions. The ratio of installed capacity
*(in'gigawatts) to enrichment requirements (in million SWU) differs considerably among, -
the regions. (For example, for the U.S. the ratio is around 8 to 9, while the ratio for
Western Europe is around 11, with'6 for CIS & E. Europe, 9.to 10 for East Asia,;'and 20
to 30 for Other). As to each region, please explain why in your judgment, the ratio
s differs from the regions. If differences among the respective ratios are partly attributed to
different usage of mixed oxide fuel, please quantify that effect. Slmrlarly, if some of the
differences are. attributed to ' greater. (or lesser) startups of new reactors. (with
correspondingly greater or lesser fuel requirements), please quantrfy that effect. If other
- factors also account for some of the differences, please describe and quantify the effects
of each. Please describe all documents relating or referring to such estimates.
: : SRR AL P4 D A R .

RESPONSE:
LES objects to this request for the same reasons set forth in Response to Intenoéatory 2’4; -

supra, which are incorporated by reference in this response.

26. At page 1.1-9 of the Envrronmental Report 1t is sard that “the annual nameplate
capability [of the Paducah gaseous diffusion plant] of 11.3 ‘million [SWU] is not
physically attainable without capital upgrades to the plant, which are not expected.”

to the capital upgrades, please state:



a. A brief description of each upgrade
b. The pro;ected caprtal and operatmg cost of such upgrade
_cC. The contrlbutlon such upgrade would make to the capacrty of the plant,

d. The capacity of the Paducah plant without such upgrade

€. An explanatlon why such upgrade is not expected and
f. Please descnbe all documents relatmg or refemng to such p0531ble upgrades
RESPONSE:

LES objects to this request on the grounds that (1) it seeks i'nformation that is irrelevant
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this proceeding;
. (2) it seeks information. beyond the scope of any . admltted contentron (3) it is unduly broad and
burdensome “@ NIRS}PC have not demonstrated that the mformatron requested could not have
been obtained from another source; (5) it seeks mformatlon that may be proprietary and is not

w1thm LES’s possessron or control; and (6) it seeks addltronal research or analytrcal work that is
not needed to support LES’s po‘sltlon on any particular matter. See 10 CF.R. §2. 705(‘b)(5)(n)
Notwrthstandmg, and w1thout walvmg these objectlons, LES states as follows.

Envrronmental Report reference USEC 2002a (see LES mandatory initial disclosures at
LES-02449) states: “USEC estimates that the maximum capacrty of the existing equipment is

about 8 million SWU per year.”

'27. On page 1.1-9 of the Environmental- Report it is stated, “LES estimates that
approximately 1.5 million SWU per year of the 8 million SWU capability [of the
Paducah plant] is not economically competitive due to very high electric power costs in

: that operating range ” PIease explain this statement, and include: -

a. Actual or estlmated electric power costs termed “very high.”

22



b. The “'operatmg range’ referred to. s
c. Actual or estrmated power costs that apply outsrde the range referred to
"d. . Anexplanation of the derivation of the “approximately 1.5 million SWU” figure, -
and - - . B o Cear
e. A description of all documents re]a_ting or referring to such estimates. -
RESPONSE:

- LES 'objects to this request for the same reasons set forth in Response to Interrogatory 26,

supra, which are incorporated by ‘reference in this response. -Notwithstanding,”and without

waiving these objections, LES states as follows. > -~ ..~ ©. =+ N

Environmental Report Reference USEC 2002a (see LES mandatory initial disclosures at i
LES-02449) states: “USEC produces about 5 .million SwuU per year consistent with power
purchase economics and purchases under the Russran Contract.’ Furthemrore Envrronmenta]
Report Reference FF 1999 (see LES mandatory 1mt1a1 drsclosures at LES- 02441) whrch refers to
the Eurodrf gaseous dlffusron plant at lslerreliatte‘ France states: “Its productlon capacrty is a
little less than 11 mllllon SWU per year. But to optnmze electricity consumptlon, ‘we run at -
roughly 70 percent of this capacity.” - If 70% is applied to the 8 million SWU capability of the
Paducah plant, this yields 5.6 million SWU per year.

IO SRR T

28.  On page 1.1-10 of the Envifonmental Report it is said that 10 million SWU of annual -
enrichment capacrty in Russia “does not meet material specrﬁcatrons for use in Western
power plants Please explain this statément, and 1nclude o ot

a. A description of the purported mismatch(es) in r'natérial specifications.

b.: A description of the changes in the design and/or operation of the Russian
enrichment capacity that would enable it to meet Western specifications.

c. .- Your best estimate of the caprtal and operatmg costs assocrated with ‘such’
changes, and A T
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d. A description of all documents relating or referring to such asserted mismatches
or estimates. .

RESPONSE:

LES objects to this request for the same reasons set forth in Response to Interrogatory 26,
supra, which are incorporated by reference in this response. Notwithstanding, and without
waiving these objections, LES states as follows.

The Russian “material specification” issue is alluded to in Environmental Report

reference NEIN 1994 (see LES mandatory initial disclosures at LES-02500 to LES-02503.)

Based on more recent information, LES believes the Russian production capacity may be capable

of meeting ASTM specifications.

29. On page 1.1-12 of the Environmental Report it.is stated that’ “the U.S. defense
establishment is reported to hold approximately 490 metric tons [of] . HEU in various
forms,” and a 1997 report is cited. Please give your most current estimate of the amount
of highly enriched uranium being held by the U.S. defense establishment, and describe
the source documents. .

~ RESPONSE:

To the best of LES’s knowledge, the figure cited in the Environmental Report —
approximately 490 metric tons of HEU — is the “most current estimate.” The source document
is Environmental Report reference Albright 1997 [Albright, Peter, et al., “Plutonium and Highly
Enriched Uranium 1996, World Inventories, Capabilities and Policies,” Oxford University Press,

1997]. See LES manc’iatbry initial disclosures at LES-02711 to LES-O2725 and LES-02819 for

relevant excerpts from Albright 1997.

30. = Eight scenarios are outlined in the “Market Analysfs” in Section 1.1.2.4 of the
Environmental Report. For each such scenario, please: :

24
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a. State your best estimate of the average (for either the U.S. or the World) cost per
SWU (either annual or lifetime” averages) associated with such scenario,.

b. Explain the derivation of such co_'st. figures,and .
- .C. Describe any documents relating or referring to such estimates. L
RESPONSE

LES objects to this request on the grounds that (1) it seeks 1nformatlon that is 1rrelevant '
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of adm1551b1e evrdence in thrs proceedmg,
'(2) it seeks information beyond the scope of any admitted contention; (3) it is unduly broad and
: Vburdensome, @itis an 1mproper compound questron (m that 1t seeks mforrnatlon wrth respect to
“eight scenarios™); (5) NIRS/PC have not derhonstrated that the mformatlon requested cou]d not
have been obtamed from another source and (6) it seeks additional research or analytlcal work
that is not needed to support LES’s position -on any particular matter. See 10 CFR. §
' 2.705(5)‘(5)(ir).. Notwithstanding, and wrthout warvrng these objections,i LES states as follo'\:vs.
. As set forth in the NEF Enivifonmental i.ieport‘(Section ]l), LES’s analysis of the “need”

for the NEF is not prernised on an analysrs of the effect of the NEF on the cost per SWU.

31.  Atpage 1.1-19 of the Environmental Report you refer to the ¢ negatix:/e financial irnpact of
operating [the] Paducah [gaseous diffusion plant] at low production levels” (less than 3
million SWU per year). Please: . .

‘ir, ol

a Quantrfy this negatrve rmpact
b. Explarn the derivation of such ﬁgure and
c. Descrlbe any documents refemng or relatmg to such calculatlons

~ e ‘- B . ! . S L - -
R e [ “ L - Pt S
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RESPONSE
LES objects to thxs request on the grounds that (1) it seeks information that is irrelevant

and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this proceeding;

2) it seeks information beyond' the scope of any admitted contention; (3) it seeks information

that may be proprietary and is not within LES’s possession or control; (4) it seeks additional
tesearch or analytical work that is not needed to support LES’s position on any particular matter.

See 10 C.F.R. § 2.705(b)(5)(ii)-

32.  Table 1.1-5 of the Environmental Report states the capacity of Urenco’s centrifuge
enrichment facility' in Europe as 6.0 million SWU per year in 2002, increasing to 6.5
million by the end of 2003 and to 8.0 million during or before 2016. Please state:

a. The total enrichment services (in SWU per year) that this Urenco facility provided
to U.S. reactor customers in each of the five most recent years for which data are
available, and

b. Your latest projections of the total enrichment services (in SWU per year) that
" this Urenco facility is expected to provide to U.S. reactor customers in each of the
ten years immediately following those five years, and

c. Please describe all documents relating or referring to such services or projections.

RESPONSE:

'LES objects to this request on the grounds that (1) it seeks.information that is irrelevant
and ﬂot reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery -of z;dmissible evidence in this pro?eeding;
(2) it seeks information beyond the scope of any admitted qontention; (3) it seeks iﬁformation
that may be proprietary (to U.S. reactor customers) and is not within LES’s possession or
control; (4) NIRS/PC have not demonstrated that the requested information could not have been
obtained from another source; (5) it seeks additional research or analytical work that is not

needed to support LES’s position on any particular matter (see 10 C.F.R. § 2.705(b)(5)(ii)); and
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(6) NIRS/PC have not’ demonstrated that the mformatlon requested could not have been obtained

LI : [ZRE TN e
I PR SRS

from another source, mcludmg, wrthout lrmrtatron documents prevrously provrded by LES to
' LT ;f‘;.;'(. FOT

' NIRS/PC Notwrthstandmg, and wrthout warvmg these obJectrons LES states as follows

or
x:) ¢

The Envrronmental Report evaluates the relatronshlp between total world supply capacrty

FEER . -..',.- S TN

.and total world requlrements It does not attempt to match specrﬁc sources of supply with

specific requrrements ona country-by-country basrs.~ »

. N .. .
f . A A .ovla

33  On page l 1-21 of the Environmental Report you state that “Urenco Jperceives burldmg
new centrifuge capabrhty in-the'U.S{"as*a more ' attractive option [than] expanding its
~ centrifuge enrichment capability in Europe.” Please state the estimated total cost per
-SWU, on a straight cost basis, of new centrifuge enrichment capability (a) in Europe and
(b) at the NEF facility in New Mexico. Please provide all supporting assumptions and

fi o calculations, and describe all documents relatmg or referring to such estimates. =~

| RESPONSE: * «ito - i o e IR \

" LES objects to this request on the ‘g’rbuhds that (1) it seeks information that is irrelevant * *

. ‘and not reasonably calculated fo lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this proceeding;

*(2) it 'seeks information ‘beyond the scope '0f any admitted contention; (3) it s_eeks additional -

research or analytical work that is not needed to support LES’s position on any particular mattér.

See 10 C.F.R. § 2.705(b)(5)(ii). Notwithstanding, and without waiving theseobjectioh's; LES
states as follows. | .

As set forth in the NEF Envrronmental Report (Sectlon l 1) LES’ s analysrs of the “need”

for the NEF is not premrsed on an analysrs of the 1mpact of the NEF on the cost per SWU

PR VAL

[

34.  Page 1.2-1 of the Envrromnental Report gives the estimated construction cost of the NEF
as approximately $1.2 billion in 2002 dollars (excluding escalation, contingency, interest,
tails disposition, decommissioning and equipment replacement). Please:

27 ¢



- RESPONSE

€.

Indicate how this estimate is broken down by calendar year (i.e., please provide
your complete cash-flow projection consnstent with thls estlmate),

Provide estlmates of the costs assocxated w1th escalatlon contmgency, mterest
and equipment replacement (giving separate estimates for each item), either on a
dollar basxs ora percentage basis, as appropriate, .

Break down the total cost estlmate among major expendlture categories such as
(but not:limited to) technology license fees, design, architect-éngineer costs,
construction management, plant equipment, construction equipment, construction

_ materials, land, buildings, skilled labor, manual labor, and supplies,

Include complete descnpuons of how costs were estimated for each of these
categories, and

Describe all documents referring or relating to such calculations.

LES objects to this request on the grounds that (1) it seeks information that is 1rrelevant

and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this proceeding; -

(2) it seeks information beyond the scope of any admitted contention; (3) NIRS/PC have not -

demonstrated that the requested information could not have been obtained from another source,

_including documents previously provided by LES to NIRS/PC; and (4) it seeks additional

‘ research or analytlcal work that is not needed to support LES’s position on any particular matter

(see 10 C.E.R. § 2.705(b)(5)(ii)).

35. .

On page 2.1-5 of the Environmental Report you state that Lea County, N.M., is expected
to issue an industrial revenue bond for the NEF -in the amount of $1.8 billion. -Please
explain why LES is seeking $1.8 billion in bond funding for a project whose cost. is
currently estimated to be $1.2 billion (in 2002 dollars), and describe any documents
relating or referring to such bond funding,.
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RESPONSE: C T s e e
LES objects to this request on the grounds that it (1) seeks information that is irrelevant -
" and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery'of admissible evidence in this proceeding,

and (2) seeks information that is beyond the scope of any admitted contention. .

36.  Please provide all calculations leading to all of the entries contained in Tables 4.13-2;..
4 13-3 and 4. 13-4 of the Enwronmental Report

RDSPONSE
LES objects to thls request on the grounds that (1) it is an 1mproper compound questlon ’
'and (2) NIRS/PC have not demonstrated that the requested mformatron could not have been'

: obtamed from another source, ’mcludmg, W1thout hmltatron documents prevrously produced by i
LES (as part of 1ts‘ ‘mandatory initial dlsclosures) and the publrcly avallable source documentn
crted in Tables 4.13-2, 4. 13 -3, and 4. 13-4 of the Envrronmental Report See LLNL 1997a, “Cost' i
Analysrs Report for the Long-Term Management of Depleted Uramum Hexaﬂuonde » UCRL-; '
AR-127650, Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, H. Elayat, J. Zoller, and L Szytel (May:"’

1997).

[T .
,ar ._'*.- .

37. Please provide a full descnptron of the terms of the ﬁnanclal assurance that LES intends
to furnish as assurance for disposing.of depleted uranium,-as referenced on Page 4 13-3
of the Environmental Report.

RESPONSE: L i
LES objects to this request on the grounds that it (1) seeks information that is irrelevant

and not reasonably calculated to lead to the dlscovery of admissible ev1dence in thls proceeding,

and (2) seeks mfonnatlon that is beyond the scope of any admltted contentlon None of the
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NIRS/PC contentions admitted by the Licensing Board in LBP-04-14 (July 19, 2004) pertains to

the issue of financial assurance. _

38. When (as to .month.and year), in LES’s estimation, will the planned DOE conversion
facilities at Portsmouth, OH and Paducah, KY be ready to receive depleted UFg from the
NEF? Please provide the assumptions and reasoning underlying this estimate.

RESPONSE:

LES objecfs to this request on the grounds thar rt (1) seeks idformation. that is irrelevant
and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery.of» admissible evidence in this proceeding,
' and (2) seeks information that is beyond the.scope or’ any admifted contention. The only issues
admltted by the Licensing Board with respect to a deconversron facrhty are set forth in
contentions NIRS/PC EC-3/T C-1, Basis B (regarding dlscussxons w1th Cogema conceming a .
.pnvate deconversion facility) and NIRS/PC EC-4 (regardmg the envrronmental impacts of |
construction and lifetime operatlon of a deconversion facﬂlty) See LBP 04-14, Appendix A

(July 19, 2004).

39.  Table 10.1-14 of the Safety Analysis Report estimates the cost (in January 2002 dollars)
to decommission the NEF as $837.5 million, of which $731.2 million is the cost of tails
disposition, and $106.3 million is the cost of the separation modules and other buildings.

'Please identify at least three other decommissioned facilities that qualify as templates to
" estimate the cost to decommission the NEF, and as to each please:

a. Give the costs (in constant dollars referenced to an appropriate year) actually
expended to decommission each facility,

b. Indicate the source(s) of each of the cost figures, and -

c. Explain how the historical cost figures do (or do not) support the cost estimate of
$106.3 million to decommission the NEF (exclusive of tails disposition).
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'RESPONS.E‘: A S TS B ST

" LES objects to this request on thé'grounds that (1) it is vague and ambiguous insofar as it
uses the phrase “Gualify as templatés:” ‘(2) it "seeks information' that is irrélevant ‘and not
reasonably ¢alculated to lead to the'discovéry of admissible evidence in this proceeding; (3) it is
unduly broad and burdensome; (4) NIRS/PC have not: demonstrated ‘that thé requested
information could not have been obtained ﬁon'l'p'ubl'icly available sources (to the extent'itisnot -
-proprietary); nd (5) it seeks additional research of analytical work that is fiot néeded to support
LES’s position on any particular matter. Sée 10 CFR:§ 2705®)(S)Gi). -~ -/ * 1~ ii

A P o RPE SO S A s RS

40 " On page '10.1-3 -of the Safety ! An'aly's1s"Rep‘o'rt you state that “Activities and costs [for
decomm1531on1ng the NEF] are based on actual decomm1351onmg expenence in Europe
- As to the decommissioning experienice referred to, please state: - e

a. The facility (or facilities) referred to, "
b. The date(s) on which they were decommissioned,

N - The to‘tal °°St$ (ili ¢0ﬁ5ihntU S"dollar's)(of decommissioning, and e

e

Tt

- d.""- ‘The total costs, set forth m major categones usmg the same level of deta11 as in
- the Apphcatlon ‘ R : s S
RESPONSE
a. Decommlsswmng experlence has been gamed from the decomm1ssnon1ng of the

LRI C

followmg Urenco plants K Bay and E21 at Capenhurst and SPl/SP2 (portxons) at
Almelo. |

"bé&ec. Urenco reccntly completed decomm1ssxomng of ‘the - E21 plant at Capenhmst The

e

decommxssmmng of E21 was conducted from 1994 to 2000 The cost for

Q/""
R M A T . ot

decommissioning the E-21 facility, in actual UK pounds (for the years in Wthh the

pounds were expended), is provided in “Table 40-1, Summary of Project
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41.

Decommissioning Costs for E21.” Because it contains proprietary information, Table 40- -

. 1 has been provided in a proprietary supplement to this filing (served by deposit in U.S.

mail). See “Proprietary Supplement to Applicant’s Objections and Responses to
Interrogatories and Document Requests from Nuclear Information and Resource Service
and Public Citizen” (Sept. 23, 2004).

The requested cost breakdown for E21 decommissioning is not available in the license

application format. Cost breakdown information is provided in the fprmat shown in the

“Table 40-1, Summary of Project Decommissioning Costs for E21.” Because it contains
proprietary information, Table 40-1 has been provided in a proprietary supplement to this
filing (served by deposit in U.S. mail). '. See “Proprietary Supplement to Applicant’s
Objections and Respon:sés;tq Interrogatories and Document Reqixests from Nuclear

Information and Resource Service and Public Citizen” (Sept. 23, 2004).

Page 10.1-2 of the Safety Analysis Report lists a half-dozen “key assumptions” made by
LES in developing decommissioning cost estimate for the NEF, namely, (1) that the NEF

_.will operate “routinely” over its life, (2) that non-radioactive materials and structures will
"not have to be removed or disposed of beyond the work necessary to terminate the NRC

license, and (3) that present-day regulatory requirements will govern the work. Please
state: :

a. Whether, and to what extent, these assumptions are necessary to support the 25%
contingency allowance indicated in Table 10.1-14 of the Safety Analysis Report,

b. An allocation of coinponents of this 25% allowance to each of the three
" assumptions noted,

c. How 25% was selected as the contingency allowance, setting forth your
calculations and indicating the contingencies it is intended to capture, and

d. Describe all documents relating or referring to a contingency allowance in
estimating decommissioning costs.
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(see 10 C.F.R.:§ 2.705(b)(5)(ii)) (insofar as they request an “allocation” and “calculations™); (2) -

'RESPONSE:" - T o LR
- LES objects to this request ‘on the grounds that (1) subparts b. and c.-seek additional

research or analytical work that is not needed to support LES’s position on any particular matter

" it is-unduly broad and burdensorne insofar as ‘subpart d. refers to “all documents relating or

referring to a contingency allowance in estimating decommissioning costs.” Notwithstanding,

and W1thout warvmg these Obj ectlons, LES states as follows

©a.

..
KH

7

The contmgency is applled to address future uncertalnty m accordance wrth NUREG-

1757 See NEF Safety Analy81s Report (Sectlon 10. 2 Table 10 1 14)

Y

No addmonal response is being provrded

o ‘v"h-

In response to NRC RAI # D-2 (Letter NEF #04 018 dated May 19 2004 from R M.

.'tﬁ VY ” ;J‘ i

and Safeguards (NRC) regarding “Response to NRC Request. for Addmonal Information
Regarding National Enrichment Facrllty Safety Analysxs Report and Emergency Plan”), i
- the 10% contingency factor was ‘increased to 25% in accordance with NRC gurdance'

from NUREG-1757. -- NUREG-1757 ‘states .that because ' of ‘the uncertainty “in -

of -all - estimated decomrnissioningi costs. " NUREG-1757 “also ‘states that ‘the 25%

contingency factor provides reasonable assurance for unforeseen circumstances that. .

| -‘Krrch (Loursrana Energy Servrces, L P) to Drrector Off ice of Nuclear Matenal Safety '

.

. . contamination -levels, ‘waste ‘disposal -:costs, - and. other costs::.associated ‘with "

- decommissioning, the cost estimate ‘should apply a contingency factor of 25% to the sum :

_could increase decommissioning costs, and should not be reduced or eliminated simply

because foreseeable costs are low ThlS contmgency factor is consrstent wrth the analysrs

b

s ’and guldance in NUREG/CR—6477 whlch applles a 25% contmgency factor ‘to all

l ST
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estimated costs associated with decommissioning various reference facilities. Therefore, -

. the 25% contingency factor was equally applied to the decommissionihg costs in Table

10.1-14 of the NEF Safety Analysis Report.

d. (1) NUREG-1757, Consolidated NMSS Decommissioning Guidance, Final Report
2) . NUREG/CR-6477, Revised Analysis of Decommissioning Reference Non-Fuel--
Cycle Facilities :
42.  Please provide a full description of .the “surety method”-to which LES refers on page
10.2-1 of the Safety Analysns Report in discussing decomm1531omng of the NEF, statmg
a. The 1dent1ty of the partles that W1ll guarantee decommnssxomng,
b. The spec1ﬁc financing mechamsms that will ﬁ.lrmsh financial assurance,
c. The cost of such financial assurance, and
d. Explain the statéfﬁent “‘LES intends to provide cohtinubus financial assurance
from the time of receipt of. licensed material ;to the completion of
decommlssxomng and termination of the license” (SAR page 10.2-1). (In other
words, how, exactly, will this financial assurance be provide?)
RESPONSE: -

"LES objects to this request on the grounds that it (1) seeks information that is irrelevant

and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this proceeding,

and (2) seeks information that is beyond the scope of any admitted contention. None of the

NIRS/PC contentions admitted by the Licensing Board in LBP-04-14 (July 19, 2004) pertain to

'the issue of financial assurance. Indeed, NIRS/PC did not. raise this issue in their petition to

intervene.

43. .

Please state your best estimate of the rate (in dollars per year) at which LES will provide
financial assurance for decommissioning for (a) accumulated enrichment tails and (b) the
NEF equipment: and buildings.. The answer should be in the form of two annual
schedules of cumulative financial assurance (for the tails and the equipment respectively).
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RESPONSE

oo : T et : . , _
LES ob_]ects to thls request for the same reasons set forth in Response to Interrogatory 42,

supra, whlch are mcorporated by reference in thls response

}‘ A

44,  Referring to Table 10.1-11 of the Safety Analysis Report, and to the two rows under the
heading “Separation Building Modules,” please explain the relationship between the
_figures in the column labeled “Quantity” (given as 45,210 square fee for both rows), the
- figures in the column labeled “Unit Cost” (1,545 and 294, respectively, in $/unit), and the
" figures in the column “Total Cost Equlpment” ($6 490, 000 and $1 ,240, 000 respectlvely)

RESPONSE:

The “unrt cost” values are in error and should be $143.5/ft2 and $27 3/R2, respectlvely

o

The values currently shown are in $/m? ~ The values shown for “total cost equrpment” are

St oo
ok

correct. The NEF Safety Analysls,Report’wrll be revrsed to mco_rporate thls correctron in a

- future revision.

45. Please state whether you, LES, take the posmon that depleted uranium hexafluonde |

(DUF5) or'any derivative thereof, geneérated as a byproduct of enrichment operations at ‘.
the NEF, would or would not constitute waste, and explain the basis for your position. -

RESPONSE:

LES Ob_] ects to this request on the grounds that (1) it is vague and amblguous in 1ts use of

......

the terms “any denvatlve thereof” and- (2) N"IRS/PC have not demonstrated that the’ rnformatron '
requested could not have been obtained from publlcly avallable sources, 1ncludmg, wrthout

lrmltatron, Sectron 4.133.13 of the Envuonmental Report Notwrthstandmg, and w1thout

[N
."tl lxtni..'r -

watvmg these ob_]ectrons, LES notes that the issue of the proper waste clasmﬁcatnon of depleted

v ': 9«..

"uramum under 10 C FR. Part 61 has been referred to and is pendmg before, the Comm1ss1on

'i/(

~ LES has fully set forth its posrtron on that issue in ﬁhngs w1th the Commlssmn dated September
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8 and September 17, 2004. See “Response of Louisiana Energy Services, L.P. to the Question
Certified to the Commission By Memorandum and Order (Rulings Regarding Standing;
.‘ Contentions, and Procedural Adm?nistfative Matters” (Sept. 8, 2004); “Reply Brief of Louisiana

. Energy Services, L.P. on the Certified Question Regarding the>Pro"per Waste Classification of

Depleted Uranium” (Sept. 17, 2004).

| 46.  Please identify eaéh occésion on which it has béer; “ult‘ix;late.ly determ‘ined” that dei)leted
uranium is low-level radioactive waste, in the sense in which that term is used in Sec.

3113 of the U.S. Enrichment Corporation Privatization Act.

RESPONSE:

LES objects to thié?equest on the ground§ that (Ditis vagﬁe and ambiguous in its use of
the phrases “ultimately determined” and “in the sense in which that term is used in Sec. 3113 of
the U.S. Enrichment Corporation Privatization Act;” and (2) NIRS/PC have not demonstrated
tﬁat the information requested could not have been obtained froﬁ public.ly available sources. As
noted above, the issue of the proper waste classification of depleted uranium under 10 C.F.R.

Part 61 has been referred to, and is pending ‘before, the Commission. - See LES Response

NIRS/PC Inierrogatory 45, supra.

47, Please describe each document relating or referrfng to whether depleted uranium
constitutes low-level radioactive waste, or to a determination whether depleted uranium
constitutes low-level radioactive waste.

RESPONSE:

LES objects to this request on the grounds that (1) it is vague and ambiguous in its use of

the term “determination;” (2) it is unduly broad and burdensome in that it refers to “each

document” (i.e., the request is unbounded by any time or other specific parameters); and (3)
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.NIRS/PC have not demonstrated that the requested information ‘could not be obtained from"
' anotl'rerv'so'urce,_ includifrg‘,‘i’Wi'thout lrmrtatlor)r,‘LES’s Enuirorrmental Rebbrt;_thé‘NRC Staff’s
Draft Enuirohrnental Impact Stétement"forf " theNEF, docurf;ents"preViously "disclo'sed"und/or

produced to NIRS/PC by LES' (as part of LES’s mandatory initial disclosures); ‘and briefs -
submitted by the parties of the certified ‘quéstion now pending before ‘the Commission in this
proceeding (regarding the proper waste classification of depletéd uranium under 10 C.F.R. Patt

6. T e . e

48." .Please describe each environmental ‘analysis, pursuaﬁt to the National Environmental
Policy Act, of the possible dlsposal of depleted uranium (a) in accordance with one or
‘another proposed or final provision of 10 CFR Part 61 or (b) in accordance with orders, -
rules, or regulations other than 10 CFR Part 61, including but not limited to orders rules N
or regulations governing drsposal by thé U.S. Department of Energy. "~ Tt

RESPONSE : L

g , LES objects to this request on the grounds that (1) it is vague ambrguous 4and confusrng
in its use of the phrases (a) “environmental arralysw,” ®) ¢ possrblc ‘dxsposal of ‘depleted
uranium,” and (c¢) .“one or another proposed or final provision of 10 CFR Part 61;” @itis"
unduly broad and burdensomie in that it réfers to “each env_rronmental analysis” (r e., the request
is unbounded'by any time or other specific parameters); (3) seeks 'informzitiorr that is irrelevant,
oeyond'the scope ‘of any admitted conténtion; and not reasonably calculated to lead to the -
 discovery of admissible evidence in this i)riidé'édipé (e.g., it refers to “orders; rules or régulations
. governing disposal by the U.S. Departmiérit of Energy”); (4) 'NIRS/PC ‘have not demonstrated

that the requested information could not 'b‘é“bbtéined from publicly available sourees (e.g., the

.....

not needed to support LES’s posrtlon on any pamcular matter. See 10 C.F.R. § 2.705(b)(5)(ii). -
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49.  Please fully describe the form of depleted uranium waste (if any) to be generated by the
" NEF when it is prepared for disposal, including but not limited to the chemical form,
radionuclides present, and the radioactivity of the waste form in nanocuries per gram.

RESPONSE:

LES objects to this request on the grounds that (1) it is an improper compound question

_ that inquires into numerous separate matters (e.g., chemical form, radionuclides present, and -

i 'r@dioacAtivity of thg those radionuclides); (2) it is vague and unduly broad and burdensome with
respect to its reference to “the form of depleted uranium” (e.g., it states “including but not
| limited to . . .”); and (3) NIRS/PC have not demonstrated that the inférmation requested could
not be obtained from publicly 'a\'/a..i'lable sohrqéé, inclu'ding; . but not limited to, LES’s

Environmental Report and the NRC Staff’s Draft Env}ronmental Impact Statement.

50.  Please fully describe the form of depleted uranium waste (if any) currently generated, or

planned to be generated, by other United States enrichment plants located, or planned to

be located, at Paducah, KY, or Piketon, OH, when prepared for disposal, including but -

not limited to the chemical form, radionuclides present, and the radioactivity of the waste
form in nanocuries per gram.

RESPONSE:

LES objects to this request on the grounds that (1) it is an imprope;‘ compound and
- confusing question that inqﬁires into numerous separate matters (e.g. it inquires about multiple
. properties of depleted uranium generated or to be generated by multiple existing and future
USEC plants); (2) it is vague, ambiguous, and unduly broad and burdensome (for the same
reasons); (3) NIRS/PC have not demonstrated that the information requested could not be
- obtained from another source (e.g., USEC or the Department of Energy); (4) it seeks information
fhat is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in

. this proceeding; (5) it seeks information that is beyond the scope of any admitted contention; and
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(6) it seeks additional research or analytrcal work. that is not needed to.support LES s posrtron on

/ " any particular matter See 10 C F.R. § 2 705(b)(5)(n)

"~ 51.  Please identify the regulatory standards that would appfy to disposal of depIeted uranlum s
... waste to be generated by the NEF, if it wete disposed of at: _

- a. . . Waste Control Specialists in Andrews County, TX.

. b. ., Bamwell, South Carolina..
e Hanf_ord,_WA. A
d. = Envirocare, in Clive, UT. ‘
.6 . NevadaTest Site, NV. . ... .. L R T
RESPONSE: : : T TN | B A DA Sy

. LES objects to this request in the grounds that (1) NIRS/PC 1.‘1_ave ,not'derr_rons.trated ;t,b,a}‘,;-

‘the information reduested could not be obtained from publicly availa,b'l.e sources; (2) any :

applicable “regulatory standards” speak for themselves; (3) the request seeks inforrnation E’drat 1s |
rnelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in ‘this

. proceedmg, and (4) the request seeks additional research or analytlcal work that rs not needed to ;:.

support LES’s posxtlon on any partlcu]ar matter See 10 C. F. R. § 2 705(b)(5)(n)

SRR BT foyr Sl {,

PR - - . R o .
FREYRTES EETO RN LB T et R

52. Please 1dent1fy the regulatory standards that would apply to dlsposal of depleted uramum
waste after conversion at plants proposed to be built by the U.S. Department of Energy at
" Paducah, XY, or Piketon, OH. S

RESPONSE: ST TS

sad-
LR DTN K

,,,,,

supra, which are incorporated by _referenee: _in this(response. »
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53.  Please describe any document containing or refemng to an analy51s of the possxble land
dlsposal of depleted uranium having a radloactmty in excess of 100 nanocuries per gram
() in accordance with 10 CFR Part 61 provisions appllcable to Class A low level waste
or (b) in accordance with an other orders, rules, or principles.
RESPONSE:
LES objects to this request on the groﬁnds that (1) it is vague, ambiguous, and confusing
in its use of the phrases (a) “possible land disposal,” (b) ;‘radioactivity in excess of 100
- nanocuries per gram,” and (c) “other orders, rules, or principles;” (2) it is unduly broad and
burdensome in that it refers to “each document” (i.e., the request is unbounded by any time or
other specific parameters); (3) seeks information that is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated

to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this proceeding (e. g., it refers to “other orders,

rules, or principles;’); (4) NIRS/PC have not demonétrated that the requested information could

not be obtained frbm publicly available sources; and (5) it seeks additional research or analytical-

work that is not needed to support LES’s position on any particular matter. See 10 C.F.R. §-

2.705(b)(5)(ii).

54. ' Please state whether you concur that the mortality factor for U-238 in drinking water,
according to the EPA Regulatory Guide, is 1.13E-9 per Becquerel, and that such factor is
less than a factor of two less than the mortality factor for Americium-241, a principal
transuranic radionuclide. If so, please state whether there is any health-based reason not
to dispose of U-238 contaminated waste, of radioactivity in excess of 100 nanocuries per

~ gram, with the same level of security as transuramc waste of similar mdloactlwty, and
' state the reasons. -

RESPONSE:

LES objects to this request on the grounds that (1) it is vague, ambiguous, and confusing -

in its use of the phrases (a) “EPA Regulatory Guide,” (b) “health-based reason,” (c) “U-238
contaminated waste,” (d) “radioactivity in excess of 100 nanocuries per gram,” (e) “same level

of security,” and (f) “transuranic waste of similar radioactivity;” (2) it constitutes an improper
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.cornpound and confusing question .insofar :as_it inquires into separate .matters; (3) it seeks,‘
information that is irrelevant and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible .
evidence in this proceeding (e.g., LES’s view with regard to an EPA Regulatory Guide and

" drinking water mortahty factors), (4) the crted “EPA Regulatory Gulde” speaks for 1tself 6

NIRS/PC have not demonstrated that the requested mformatlon (e g the “mortahty facto of U-

238 relative to that of Amencrum—241) could not be obtamed from another, pubhcly avaxlable |

. i

source, and (6) 1t seeks addttlonal research or analyucal work that is not needed to support LES’

1

posmon on any partlcular matter See 10 C F R § 2 705(b)(5)(u)

55. 4'If LES seel(s to Adefenld the safety ofshallow lartdburial, ‘in accordance wnh 10 CFR Part B
61, as a method to dispose of depleted uranium having a radioactivity in excess of 100+ :
nanocuries per gram and a half life in excess of four billion years please state your

- defense of that practice. ¥ : ! Lo

RESPONSE::

. LES objects to this request on the ground_s that (1) it‘is vague and-ambiguous in its use of -
the phrases(a) “defend the safety of shallow land burial,” (b) “radioactivity in excess.of 100 :
.nanocuries per gram,” and (-c) “‘half life in excess of four billion years; and (2) NlRS/PC have r_rot', 3
demonstrated that .the information requested could ‘not have obtained from -another .source,:
including, without limitatio'n, -the’ Environmental -Report, “the Draft iEnvironmental Impact- :
Statement, and pleadings filed in this proceeding: - See, e.g., “Response of Louisiana Energy
Services, LP to the Question Certified to the Commission By Memorandum and ‘Order (Rulings
Regarding ‘Standing, Contentions, and . Procedural ‘Administrative Matters”; (Sept.. 8, 2004); .
“Reply Brief of Louisiana Energy Services; L.P. on the Certified Question R_egarding the Proper

Waste Classification of Depleted Uranium’' (Sept.17,"2004). Notwithstanding, and without

waiving these objections, LES notes that any disposal of depleted uranium pursuant to 10 C.F.R.
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Part 61 must comply with the applicable requirements set forth in those regulations, which speak

for themselves.

56.  Please describe your site selection process for a possible underground mine dlsposal site -
for depleted uranium and describe any documents concerning such process.

| RESPONSE:

LES objects to this requestAo.n the grouﬁds that (1) it 1s vague and ambiguous in its use of
the phrase “site selection process;” (2)’ seeks information that is irrele.vant and not'reasonably
calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence in this proceeding; and (3) lacks a
proper legal or regulatory foundation. Notwithstanding, and without waiving these objections,
LES states as follows. | - |

As admitted by the Licehsing Board, Basis A of contentién' NIRS/PC EC-3 challenges a
statement contained in the Environmental Report regarding possible access to an exhausted
uranium mine. Furthermpre, as LES has previously stated, the “plausible strategy” standard does

_not require LES to present a specific proposal ._or plan for a diséosal site. See “Answer of
Louisiana Energy Services, L.P. to the New Mexico Environment’s Request for Hearing and
Petition for Leave t.o Intervene” (Apr. 19, 2004), at 22, 27-29. C'j.' Louisiana Energy Servs., L.P.
(National Enrichment Facility), CLI-04-25, 60 NRC __ (Aug. 18, 2004) (slip .(_)p. at4) (“While a
“pIausible strategy” for private conversion of the tails does not.mean a definite or certain
strategy, to include completion of all necessary contractual arrangements, it must represeﬁt more

 than mere speculation.”). 'In this regard, LES need not have selected a specific site for an

. underground mine disposal site facility through a “site selegtion process.” |

Documents relevant to the applicable NIRS/PC contention, as admitted, were previously

provided to NIRS/PC as part of LES’s mandatory initial disclosures.
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57. - Please identify each abandoned or disused undérground mine that would be available for:,’

'

use as a dlsposal fac111ty for depleted uranium dunng the time required to serve the NEF )

~and as to each: S TP T HR R
a. . Statetheexactlocation ofthemine, . - . .. - o o 0

o b o Statetheidentityoftheowner,;,.f SIS , Lo o
- €. ., Describe the status of any. dlscussmns concerning the possible use .of such.mine

for dnsposal of depleted uranium, and

'-t‘

.Q_\

.- .disposal of depleted wranium..... . = ..+ ., e
RESPONSE:

. LES objects to this request for'.the same reasons set forth in Response to Interrogatory 56,

" Describe any documents relatmg or referrmg to the p0351ble use of such mme for '

' supra, which are incorporated by reference in this response. . - L e e

LI B

58. - Please state whether you concur with the cost estimates contained in the LLNL Report for; ;

the cost of disposing of depleted uranium in an underground mine, and if not, explain
your reasons for disagreement.

RESPONSE

oo

LES objects to tlus request on the ground that it mlscharactenzes the LLNL Report as

providing cost estimates for “disposing of depleted uranium in an underground mine.” The .

~ LLNL report ‘provides cost estimates .for disposal of DU3Os:in what . is-referred to as an

. underground mined cavity. It does not discuss possible disposal in an abandoned uranium mine, ...

such .as that considered. by the NRC in connection with the proposed Claiborne Enrichment.:

Facility license application review process. Notwithstanding, .and without .waiving this

objection, LES states as follows.
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The LLNL costs for disposal in either a concrete vault or a mined cavity are signiﬁcar;tly
higher than those that were estimated by LES using the model mine costs provided to'LES by
Western Mine Engineeﬁ'ng, Iné. See Western Mine Engineering, Inc., “Shrinkage Mining - Shaft
Access (UG Mine Production Costs),” Personal Communjcation from Otto Schumacher to Julian
Steyn (Jan. 12.1,, 2003) (LES mandatory initial disclosures at LES-01789 to LES-01792). The
Environmental Report sp;:cif';célly states that “[t]he mine cost estimates presented indicate that
the assumption of the mu'c.h. higher costs presented in Table 4.13-4, LLNL Estimated Life Cycle
Costs for DOE Depleted UF6 bisp‘osal Alternatives for the éonérete vault alternative, rep;esenﬁ
an upper bound cost estimate for debleted U308 disposal.” LES Environmental Report,
§4.13.3.1.6 at 4.13-19 to 4.13-20. The Environmental. Report further sta_t,es'that “the capital cost
of the concrete vault alternative, which may be obtained by undiscounting the LLNL estimate
costs presented in Table 4.14-4, is $350 million in 2002 dollars, or 28 times the capital cost of

the 200 MT (220 tons) mine discussed above [on page 4.13-19 of the Environmental Report].”

- 59,  Please describe all documents, not previously produced, concerning or relating to’

estimates of the cost of disposal of depleted uranium, including but not limited to the cost
of constructing an underground mine or other facility for disposal of depleted uranium.

RESPONSE:

To the best of its knowledge, LES has previously'identiﬁed and/or produced (as part of -

its mandatory initial disclosures) any documents in its possession that are responsive to this
interrogatory. If any additional documents responsive to this request become available, the LES

will provide those documents to NIRS/PC.

60.  Concerning possible disposal of depleted uranium in an underground mine, please state
whether the possible chemical changes occurring to depleted uranium in the form of
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' DU304 have been analyzed, state what changes have been identified, identi.fy the effect of -
such changes on waste containment (e g., enhanced solublllty), and describe any
~documents concemmg such analyses. ;. O T . el

RESPONSE: T A S I
LES objects to this request on the grounds that it (1) is vague and ambiguous in its use of

the phrases “possrble chemical: changes” ‘and } waste ‘containment;” (2) it is an: 1mproper '

s .‘.r,”..,,

compound questron (3) seeks mformatlon that is 1rrelevant and outsrde the scope of any
LR ; ST . Lo L
. admltted contentron and (4) seeks addlnonal research or analytlcal work that is not needed to

support LES s posxtlon on any partlcular matter See 10 C. F R. § 2. 705 (b)(5)(u)

G Co o e val e, B £ 2
~‘.'r:=f‘;‘.'.‘:-\'t "'-12- e L ' LT Lia '4'"1 R ... ";J"; L .
61.  Please state whether, in most circumstances, uranium is more mobile in soil and rock than
(a) plutonrum, (b) neptumum or (c) americium. ' :

S
. B DR

RESPONSD

LES objects to this request on the grounds that (1) 1t is vague and amblguous in its use of -
" the :phrases ‘in most: cxrcumstances and “more - mobrle (2).it .is an improper, compound
question; .(3) -seeks information . that 1s-,1rrelevant'eanq outside .the scope of any. admitted
contention;and “ .see‘ks additional research or~_ana1ytrcal work _that.is not needed;to‘_s‘upportl;_: ‘
* LES’s position on any particular matter. See 10 C.F.R. § 2.705(b)(5)().

’ . - [T RV . . . H
BRI . [ e L ::;.!‘
; \ .

62.  Please identify each person or firm that to your knowledge, has within the past 20 years ::
o considered the possible construction of a plant to convert the depleted uranium
- hexafluoride  produced by a ;uranium .enrichment plant, and as to each, describe any
documents relating or referring to such consideration, and state the current state of such
‘person’s planning or other consideration.. .10 L Lo
RESPONSE: - - TS TS, :'_j:,:i,'iet' Lo

I

NIRS/PC have not dernonstrated ‘that. the .information requested coul_d not have been obtained :
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from another source (e g from pubhcly avallable DOE envxronmental impact statements), and

A

3) the request seeks add1t10nal research or analytical work that is not needed to support LES s

position on any particular matter. See 10 C.F.R. § 2.705(b)(5)(ii).

_ '63.  Please identify the exact process of conversion of DUF; to another form of uranium that
LES intends to apply (or have applied) to depleted uranium generated by the NEF,

a. Identlfy any byproducts or waste products of that conversron process,

b. State whether, and to what extent, such byproducts or waste products are expected
to contain or include radloactlve constituents and if so to what extent,

C. Identify the disposition process for such byproducts or waste products and the
cost or revenue (annually and for the project) to be generated by such byproducts

or waste products and

d. State the basis for your conclusion, if any, that any. such product could be sold
commercially.

RESPONSE:

LES objects to this request on the grounds that (1) it seeks' additional research or

analytical work that is not needed to support LES’s position on any particular matter (see 10-

C.F.R. § 2.705(b)(5)(ii)) and (2) NIRS/PC have not demonstrated that the _infonnation requested
could have not have been obtained from publicly available sources, including, without limitation,
the NEF Environmental Report (Section 4. 13); the NRC Staft"s Draft Environmental Impact
‘ Statement for the NEF (Sections 2. 19 42.143 -to 4. 2 14. 5), the NRC- Staff’s - Final
Envnronmental Impact Statement for the proposed Clarbome Ennchment Center (NEF

Envnromnental Report reference. NRC l994a) (Appendix A) and Department of Energy

environmental impact statements relating to the management, deconversion, and disposition of"

DUF6 (NEF Environmental Report references DOE 1999, DOE 2004a, DOE 2004b).

thwithstanding, and without waiving these objections, LES notes that, insofar as this
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'interrogarory, is intended to 'relate to,contentiorrl\{I,RS/PC EC-B/I‘ C-1, LES is not required io :
select an “exact process.” Insofar as this interrogatory is-intended.to relate to contention
NIRS/PC EC-4, LES note-s, consistent the with Environmental Report (at 4.13-3), that the
environmental impact of a UF6 deconversion facility has'been previously evaluated generically
for the Claiborne Enrichment Center, and:that DOErecentl'y issued final environmental,inrpact
istz.ltements for deconversion facilities Ato be constructed and operated at Portsmouth, Ohio and

~ Paducah, Kentucky.

64. . With regard to the cost data derived from )the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
report referred to in Tables 4.13-2: through 4.13-4 and 4.13-7 of your Environmental
Report, please state whether any ad_justment is appropnate to account for the difference in
throughput and total volume of’ depleted uranium considered in the LLNL Report, as
compared to the proposed NEF. Please explam what adjustment is appropriate and set
forth your reasoning and calculatrons ‘

RESPONSE: | - o 32;’;‘.1‘;}“.‘?"’.‘ |

LES ob_]ects to this questron on the grounds that (1) it seeks information that is not
reasonably calculated to lead to the dlscovery of admlssrble evidence in this proceeding; (2) it
seeks information that is outside the scope,:o’t';gpy,adrnltted NIRS/PC contentron; and (3) seeks

“additional research or analytical work that is riot needed to support LES’s position.on any .

" particular matter. See 10 C.F.R. § 2.705(b)(5)(ii).

'65.  Please describe all documents, not previouslyl produced, concerning or relating to the cost
of converting depleted uranium hexafluoride to another form for purposes of disposal.

RESPONSE:

To the best of its knowledge, LES has previously identified and/or produced (as part of

_its mandatory initial disclosures) any documents in its possession that are responsive to this
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. interrogatory. If any additional documents responsive to this request become available, the LES

will provide those documents to NIRS/PC.

DOCUMENT REQUESTS

LES will respond to all document requests within 30 days of the service of those requests.

Dated at Washington, District of Columbia
this 23rd day of September 2004

Respectfully submitted,

.. .,
5 .gurtiss '

J. O’Neill
$TON & STRAWN LLP
L Street, N.W.

-Washington, DC 20005-3502

(202) 371-5700

John W. Lawrence, Esq.

LOUISIANA ENERGY SERVICES, L.P.
100 Sun Avenue, NE ’

Suite 204

Albuquerque, NM 87109
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September 23, 2004

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

1n the Matter of: .
| ) ) Docket No. 70-3103-ML '
Louisiana Energy Services, L.P. - . S
ASLBP No. 04-826-01-ML

(National Enrichment Facility)

DECLARATION OF GEORGE A, HARPER

George A Harper states as follows under penaltxes of perjury |

l'. ‘ 1 am Manager of Regulatory Comphance Programs at Framatome ANP. I am
provrdmg t}us declarauon pursuant toa techmcal assrstance contract between Framatomc ANP -
and Applicant Loursrana Energy Servxccs L. P (“LES").

2, I am duly authoriz_cd to venfyLES’s responé'ec _to thev %‘Irrterrogatories and
Docoment I‘{equestS on Behalf of Nuclear In%ormatlon and Rcsource Servrce and Pubhc szcn -
to Apphcam Loursrana Energy Servrces, LP » specrﬁcally, Interrogatory Nos. 2 3, 4 6,7,8,9, )
10 11,12, 13, 14, 15, 16 l7 and 19

3. I certify that the statements and opuuons in such responses are true and correctto

the best of personal knowled gc and behef

“ioin o

o

1 declare under pcnalty of pex)ury that the foregomg is truc and correct

Executed on September 23, 2004, B

- L~
-

GeorgeE A. %cr . 7

DC:376293.1 -




September 23, 2004

. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of®
Docket No.  70-3103-ML
Louisiana Energy Services, L.P. .
ASLBP No. 04-826-01-ML

S e s e

(National Enrichment Facility).

DECLARATION OF JAMES A. KAY

James A. Kay states as follows under penalties of perjury:

1. I am Adﬁsory Enéneer at Framatome ANP. I am providing this declarat;on
pursuant to a technical assistance contract between Framatome ANP and Applicant L ouisiana |
" Energy Services, L.P. (LES”).

2. I am duly authorized to verify LES’s respons?s to the “Interrogatories and
Document Requcsts on Behalf of Nuclear Information and Resource Service and Public Citizen
to Applicant Louisiana Energy Services, L.P.,f' specifically, Interrogatory Nos. 41, 44.

3. I certify that the statements and opinions in such respohses are true and correct to
the be;t of personal knowledge and belief. |

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is.true and éorrec't.

Executed on September 23, 2004.

‘4

JTames A.Kay /

DC:3762932
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‘(National Ennchment Fac1]1ty)

Consultant to Applicant Louisiana E,ngrg'yServ-i'c'e,s, L.P.(“LESY), . -0

" ta Applicant. Louisiana Energy Services, L.P.,”. spetifically, Interrogatory Nos. 20, 22, 23,26,

27,28,29,30,32,33,58,59,85. > v nn el

September-23, 2004

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ' 3
'NUCLEAR REGUL'ATORX COMMISSION '

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETYAND LICENSING BOARD .

Iii the Mattefr o'f'
: ' Dockct No 70-3 103-ML
Loulslana Energy Serwces, L. P.
‘ ASLBP No 04 826 01 ML

, .
AN Clenalt o R

”
N R Y

-

S cdin B e

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL H. SCHWARTZ

Michacl H. Schwartz states as follaws under penalties of perjury: i ;evic L ¢

.

Ly LTI :c.l . ."
NS AT o S e

1.- T am Chairman of the Board of Energy Resources. International, Inc., a 'Principal

Sk

© 2.0 -+ 1 am’ duly :authorized to - verify "LES’s responses -to ‘the: “Interrogatories and

:

N Lt e At
SO0 R IS A0 0

Document Requests on Behalf of Nuclear Information and Resource Service and Public. Citizen,

Ay
1.
B,

st S

[3Y

0 etk

Her
k)

S ahd s

3. I certify that the statements and opinionsin such responses are true and coirect to

MEURS
B

the best of personal knowledge and belief, = «2¢ - . . =

I

I declare undcr penalty of pérjury that the foregoing is truc and correct.

 fe et

~ Michael H. Schwartz

Executcd on Septcmbcr 23 2004

DC:376293.3

.
P B T R L SO TR ORI
l~,¢~‘.m:t-w.-.;.-xy., PGP R AL S KR A o O Y P SN



2L

September 23, 2004
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 3
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 5
BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD . :
In the Matter of: ) . -}
‘ ) Docket No. 70-3103-ML "
Louisiana Energy Services, L.P. ) : -
BT ) " ASLBP No. 04-826-01-ML i

(National Enrichment Facility) ) %
. DECLARATION OF JULIAN J. STEYN.

v

" Julian J. Steyn states as' follows under penaltics of perjury: B
;i

1. I am President of Energy Resources International, Inc., a Principal Consultant to " !
Applicant Laouisiana Energy Servxces, L.B. (“LES"}). i‘
2 I am duly authorized to verify LES's responses to tHe “Interrogatories and \/4

Document. Requests on Behalf of Nuclear Information and Resource Service and Public Citizen T

»

A .
e A
Pkiala b

sde
AT

to Applicint Louisiina Energy Services, L.P.,” specifically, Interrogatory Nos. 58, 59, 65.

3.1 certify that the statements and opinions in such reSponses are true and corréct to

v

the best of personal knowledge and belief. -

(W LA

I_,dcclarc under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is trus and correct.

Ao
Ju}}ffﬁteyﬂ ' /

e i
r et

 Executed on September 23, 2004,

it

o s
4

X

LA

(

DC:376291.8
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September 23,2004,

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION |

l

EFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LI ENSING BOARD

In the Matter of: | . {
S | Docket No. 70-3103-ML

Louisiana Energy Services, L.P, ' o
‘ ASLBP No. 04-826-01-ML -

S’ N’ o Nt

) (National Enrichment Facility)

DECLARAﬁqNb:FkOD M. KRICH *
Rod M. Krich states as follows under penalties of perjury:
1, .- I am Vice Prcsxdent —- Lxccnsmg, Safety, and Nuclear Engineering for Appllcant
Louisiana Energy Services, L.P. (“LES”).
2. . I am duly authorized to verify. LES’s responses:to the “Interrogatories and
Document Requests on Behalf of Nuclear Information and Resource Service and Public Citizen
to Applicant Louis'iaha Epgrgy Services, L.}’.,-,”. spgciﬁcally, Interrogatory Nos. 5, 18,19, 40, 63.,‘ .

-

65. .
3, I certify that the statements and opinions in such respbns'es‘ are true and correct to -
the best of personal knowledge and behef

S o T ey
.KA.\

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregomg is true and correct

Executed on September 23, 2004. .

Z/ﬁ%

Rod M. Krich

\
[

i ".._\
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September 23, 2004

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
I\UCLBAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

In the Matter of: )
: ) Docket No. 70-3103-ML -
Louisiana Energy Services, L.P. ) .
_ ) ASLBP No. 04-826-01-ML
(National Enrichment Facility) ) )
E I I

Daniel Green states as follows under penalties of perjury:
1. Lam Senior Consulting Engincer at EXCEL Services Corporation., a cbnsultan.t to
- Applicant Louisiana Energy Services, L.P. (“LES"). |

2. I am duly authorized to verify LES's responses to the “Interrogatories and
Document Requests on Behalf of Nuclear Information and Resource Service and Public Citizen
to Applicant Louisiana Energy Services, L.P.,” specifically, Interrogatory Nos. 5, 18, 40.

3. I certify that the statements and opinions in such responses are trl;e and correct to
the best of personal knowledge and belief.

" I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on September 23, 2004,

Ola««ﬁ Dpan

Daniel Green

DC:376293.6




. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA -
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

\w,

BEFORE THE ATOMIC SAFETY AND LICENSING BOARD

- In the Matter of: o g Docket No, _70'3103‘ML,T Y
Louisiana Energy Services, L. P . ; ' ASLBP No. 04-826-01-ML
, (Natlonal Ennchment Facxllty) et ) ; '
| W R

I hereby certlfy that coples of the “Apphcant s Responses to Interrogatones from K

Nuclear Information and Resource Servme/Publxc Citizen” in the captioned proceeding have .

been served on the following by e-mail service, designated by **, on September 23, 2004 as
- shown below. Additional service has been made by deposit in the United States mail, first class,

this 23rd day of September 2004 b astlod P

_ Chau'maanlsJ Diaz . - R .fé‘-‘.f:‘(i‘bmmissioner Edward McGa.fﬁgan,Jr' ‘_
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm1ssxon U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission .1 -+ .«
Washington, DC 20555-0001 Washington, DC 20555-0001 .. + ; ++ - .

.. Commissioner Jeffrey S. Merrifield . Office of the Secretary** o |
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission Attn: Rulemakings and Adjudncatlons Staff

Washington, DC 20555-0001 - U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission  ~
e Mail Stop 0-16C1 C L e
Washington, DC 20555- 0001
(original + two copies)

e-mail: HEARINGDOCKET@nrc gov sl e
Office of Commission Appellate Office of the General Counsel** ‘-
Adjudication Attn: Associate General Counsel for
Mail Stop 0-16C1 _ Hearings, Enforcement and
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission , Administration
Washington, DC 20555 ., *~ = © ‘Lisa B. Clark, Esq.**
' AR S . Angela B. Coggins, Esq.**
BT o 21" Mail Stop 0-15D21 ,
i et i hee ULS. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

: Washmgton DC 20555-0001
~~" e-mail: OGCMailCenter@nrc.gov
e-mail: Ibc@nrc.gov
e-mail: abcl@nrc.gov

. Pmndd
-



Ron Curry, Esq.
Clay Clarke, Esq.**
Tannis L. Fox, Esq.
New Mexico Environment Department
1190 St. Francis Drive
_Santa Fe, NM 87502-6110
e-mail: clay_clarke@nmenv.state.nm.us

Administrative Judge

G. Paul Bollwerk, III, Chair**

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Mail Stop T-3F23

. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm1s51on
Washington, DC 20555-0001

e-mail: gpb@nre.gov

David M. Pato, Esq.**
Stephen R. Farris, Esq.**
" Glenn R. Smith, Esq.**
Office of the New Mexico Attorney General
~ P.O. Box Drawer 1508
‘Santa Fe, NM 87504-1508
e-mail: dpato@ago.state.nm.us
e-mail: sfarris@ago.state.nm.us
e-mail: gsmith@ago.state.nm.us

Lisa A. Campagna** |

Assistant General Counsel
Westinghouse Electric Co., LLC

P.O. Box 355 R

Pittsburgh, PA 15230-0355

e-mail: campagla@westinghouse.com

DC:375210.3

Administrative Judge
Paul B. Abramson** -

- Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel

Mail Stop T-3F23.

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

e-mail: pba@nrc.gov

Administrative Judge

Charles N. Kelber**

Atomic Safety and Licensing Board Panel
Mail Stop T-3F23

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

‘e-mail: cnk@nre.gov -

Lindsay A. Lovejoy, Jr.**

618 Pasco de Peralta, Unit B

Santa Fe, NM 87501

e-mail: lindsay@lindsaylovejoy.com

Al ke

Jamds R. Curtiss

Counsel for Louisiana Energy Services, L.P.



