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From: Matthew Blevins
To: Elisa Young
Date: 11/22/05 1:21 PM
Subject: Re: Fw: Notice of availability of NRC's Draft EIS f6r USECInc.'sAmerican Centrifuge
Plant

Elisa,
I would like to clarify the NRC's environmental review process. You can find the regulatory basis in the
Code of Federal Regulations, Title 10, Part 51, "Environmental Protection Regulations for Domestic
Licensing and Related Regulatory Functions." These regulations are the NRC's regulations for
implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). I have attached the regulations as a pdf
file.

NEPA requires that Federal agencies consider the impacts of their actions on the environment before
taking such action. In carrying out this mandate, there are three ways In which the NRC complies with
NEPA. Some actions are categorically excluded from further NEPA review (see the NRC regulations at
51.22), these are generally minor actions. At the other end of the spectrum the NRC must prepare an
environmental impact statement (EIS) for a "major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment," (see the NRC regulations at 51.20). For all other actions the NRC must prepare an
environmental assessment.

The key point here is that the NRC must have some action (e.g., reviewing a license application) to trigger
the environmental review. USEC's submittal of a license application is what triggers the "major Federal
action." Likewise for each license application or license renewal that is received by the NRC some sort of
environmental review is performed. In other words the NRC does not perform environmental reviews at
the request of the public, rather the NRC performs environmental reviews for each of our licensing and
regulatory actions and, as you know, we actively seek public input on environmental impacts during our
reviews. In the case of LES, the NRC does have licensing authority and has completed its environmental
review (no decision has been made yet on the license). The environmental review was begun in January
2004 with the public scoping process, followed by publication of the draft EIS in September 2004, and a
final EIS in June 2005. This process was publicly noticed at each step similar to the USEC environmental
review. The LES EIS is available on the internet at:
http://www.nrc.pov/readinp-rm/doc-collections/nureps/staff/srl790/.

In the case of Envirocare and the UDS facility at Piketon the NRC does not have a licensing role (i.e., the
NRC does not have regulatory authority over these projects) and thus the NRC will not perform an
environmental review of these facilities. The State of Utah has regulatory authority over Envirocare and
the Department of Energy has responsibility for the conversion facilities (both at Piketon and Paducah). I
do not have any insight as to who the proper contact is at the DOE regarding your questions about storage
of material onsite or environmental review issues.

Also, a point of clarification, three environmental impact statements were completed by the Department of
Energy for the conversion facilities. A programmatic EIS for handling of depleted uranium was completed
in 1999 and has a document # of DOE/EIS-0269. Subsequently, two site-specific EIS's were completed in
2004 for both Paducah and Piketon with document #fs of DOEIEIS-0359 and DOE/EIS-0360, respectively.
I believe you can find these ElSs at: httn://www.eh.doe.aov/neoa/documents.html. The NRC does not
have regulatory authority over these facilities and any additional environmental reviews of these facilities
would have to be undertaken by the Department of Energy as they are the responsible Federal agency.
Likewise, numerous performance assessments and hydrogeological studies have been carried out by the
State of Utah and are available directly from the State.

In response to your question regarding impacts to the DOE Conversion Facility, I refer you to page 4-76 of
the USEC DEIS, lines 35-36: "the added inventory of depleted UF6 coming from the proposed ACP
should not change the nature or magnitude of the impacts from theDOE conversion facility operations,
but it would extend those impacts for several additional years." It was the extension of the operating life
that we felt would be noticeable and thus meet the definition of a "moderate" impact (see definition of
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impacts on page 4-1 of draft EIS).

I hope this helps to answer some of your questions. We are considering your emails as comments on the
DEIS and will address these comments the Final EIS.

Matthew Blevins
Senior Project Manager
Division of Waste Management and

Environmental Protection
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
(301) 415-7684

>>> "Elisa Young" <elisav earthlink.net> 10/27/05 12:49 AM >>>

If there is someone at the DOE or another organization I should contact to
request an EIS for the UDS facility, rather than NRC, please let me know.
Also, who the appropriate contact person would be.

On page 4-76 of the DEIS for USEC's ACP under "Impact on DOE Conversion
Facility Operation," it states that processing the additional waste from ACP
would raise impacts from minimal to moderate, and I would like to have
public meetings/EIS started on this since an EIS was never done for the UDS
facility.

If UDS acceptance of the additional tailings from USEC's proposed ACP would
raise impacts from minimal to moderate, could you please share how much the
addition of LES waste processing would change the impact classification?
How much longer it would require the facility to remain operational In order
to process the additional waste? The maximum amount of time the waste would
be permitted to remain on site? What corrective action or fine would be
imposed if that time limitation is exceeded?

Thank you,
Elisa

- ----- Original Message -----
> From: "Elisa Young" <elisav~earthlink.net>
> To: "Yawar Faraz" <YHF nrc.aov>; "Matt Blevins" <mxb6@nrc.aov>
> Cc: "Pat Marida" <marida~wideopenwest.com>; "Lindsay Lovejoy"
> <lindsav@lindsavloveiov.com>; "Michael Mariotte" <nirsnet@nirs.orq>; 'Ewan
> Todd" <ewan a mathcode.net>; "Deborah Baker New" <deborahbaker care2.com>;
> "LORRY SWAIN" lorrvswain~vahoo.com ; <KateKerr~aol.com>; "Vina Colley"
> <vcollev@ earthlink.net>; "Johanson" <ntiohan @ fuse.net>; "Carol Rainey"
> <rainev531 @iuno.com>; "Bill Price" <bil.price@sierraclub.orp>
> Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2005 12:53 PM
> Subject: Re: Notice of availability of NRC's Draft EIS for
> USECInc.'sAmerican Centrifuge Plant

>> Yawar/Matt:
>> In the e-mail that I sent last week I asked what we need to do to request
>> an EIS on the additional DU tailings that would be generated. On top of
>> what is already stored on site at Piketon, USEC and LES are both
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>> proposing in their licensing applications that the additional waste they
>> would generate be processed by the UDS facility.

>> There was never an EIS done, just a finding released of no significant
>> impact based on the original volume that existed on site. I asked Bill
>> Murphy at a public meeting almost a year ago if the additional waste from
>> either USEC or LES would be sufficient to trigger an EIS, and he said
>> yes.

>> Many of us feel that the existing waste and the potential additional
>> stockpile of radioactive waste generated by USEC and/or LES requires EIS
>> before licensing of either facility is granted approving storage and
>> processing at the UDS facility. The facility is not operating yet, so we
>> don't know how that will work, and there are already over 300,000 tons
>> sitting on site in deteriorating cylinders waiting for processing.

>> The additional waste poses potential risk to the community where it will
>> be stacked, the communities the waste will be transported through, as
>> well as a risk to taxpayers if we end up getting stuck footing the bill
>> for processing, transport and storage should things fall through and
>> advanced funding Is not set aside to cover these costs. This deserves
>> consideration.

>> I am requesting public meetings to discuss this and work on EIS before
>> licensing is granted for either USEC or LES.

>> Elisa

>>----- Original Message -----
>> From: "Yawar Faraz" <YHF@nrc.gov>
>> To: <elisav~earthlink.net>
>> Cc: <vcollev@earthlink.net>; <ewan@mathcode.net>; "Matthew Blevins"
>> <MXB6@nrc.aov>; <marida @wideopenwest.com>
>> Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2005 12:20 PM
>> Subject: Re: Notice of availability of NRC's Draft EIS for
>> USECInc.'sAmerican Centrifuge Plant

>> Elisa, your comments were received and will be considered. Yawar

>>>>> "Elisa Young" <elisav earthlink.net> 10/25/05 1:25 AM >>>
>> I wanted to double check on DEIS comment deadline.

>> The notification below said the deadline to submit comments Is October
>> 24.
>> There was no time given. I work second shift and was not able to submit
>> comments until close to 11:58 pm, with the assumption that anytime before
>> midnight was accepted - same as for scoping comments.

>> Please let me know if my comments were received for consideration.

>> Thanks,
>> Elisa Young
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>> ----- Original Message -----
>> From: "Yawar Faraz" <YHF nrc.gov>
>> To: <GeoffreySeaNYC@aol.com>; <KateKerr@aol.com>; <Mwren@aol.com>;
>> <SarqentsPipeon@aol.com>; <Kloecker@ att.net>; <JMalherek@citizen.orq>;
>> <elisavyearthlink.net>; <VCollevyearthlink.net>;
>> <AnchorBrothers~fuse.net>;
>> <Jfriedland~fuse.net>; <Liqhtheart~fuse.net>; <VCB@fuse.net>;
>> <DebrBaker@ hotmail.com>; <minterdi @ intelliwave.com>;
>> <Lindsav@ lindsavIoveiov.com>; <Ewan @ mathcode.net>; <NIRSNET@ NIRS.ORG>;
>> <Friedman @ stat.ohio-state.edu>; <LPStansbervywideopenwest.com>;
>> <marida @ wideopenwest.com>; <friendlvpardener~vahoo.com>;
>><Mary Elisa Younqpvahoo.com>; <PUCH2 1999@vahoo.com>
>> Cc: 'Brian Smith" <BWS1 @nrc.aov>; "Francis Cameron' <FXCnrc.ov>; 'James
>> Clifford" <JWC@nrc.qov>; "Marian Zobler" <MLZ~nrc.aov>; "Matthew Blevins"
>> <MXB6@nrc.gov>
>> Sent: Thursday, September 01, 2005 4:49 PM
>> Subject: Notice of availability of NRC's Draft EIS for USEC
>> Inc.'sAmerican
>> Centrifuge Plant

>> This email is to inform you that the NRC has completed its preliminary
>> environmental review and is in process of distributing its Draft
>> Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the USEC Inc. license
>> application
>> for the American Centrifuge Plant (ACP) proposed to be constructed and
>> operated in Piketon, Ohio.

>> The DEIS may be accessed on the Internet at:
>> http:/Awww.nrc.aov/readina-rm/doc-collections/nurecs/staff/ by selecting
>> NUREG-1834."

>> Paper copies of the DEIS are being mailed to those previously on the
>> distribution list.

>> The official comment period begins on September 9, 2005, and ends on
>> October
>> 24, 2005.

>> Yawar Faraz
>> Sr. Project Manager
>> Gas Centrifuge Facility Licensing Section
>> Special Projects Branch
>> Division of Fuel Cycle Safety and Safeguards
>> Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards
>> U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
>> Washington DC 20555
>> ph: 301-415-8113
>> e-mail: vhf nrc.gov
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