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ABSTRACT:

This document assesses the environmental impacts that may result from alternatives for the disposition of
U.S.-origin weapons-usable highly enriched uranium (HEU) that has been or may be declared surplus to
national defense or defense-related program needs. In addition to the No Action Alternative, it assesses
four alternatives that would eliminate the weapons-usability of HEU by blending it with depleted
uranium, natural uranium, or low-enriched uranium (LEU) to create LEU, either as commercial reactor
fuel feedstock or as low-level radioactive waste. The potential blending sites are DOE’s Y—12 Plant at the
Oak Ridge Reservation in Oak Ridge, Tennessee; DOE’s Savannah River Site in Aiken, South Carolina;
the Babcock & Wilcox Naval Nuclear Fuel Division Facility in Lynchburg, Virginia; and the Nuclear
Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant in Erwin, Tennessee. Evaluations of impacts at the potential
blending sites on site infrastructure, water resources, air quality and noise, socioeconomic resources,
waste management, public and occupational health, and environmental justice are included in the
assessment. The intersite transportation of nuclear and hazardous materials is also assessed. The
Preferred Alternative is blending down as much of the surplus HEU to LEU as possible while gradually
selling the commercially usable LEU for use as reactor fuel. DOE plans to continue this over an
approximate 15- to 20-year period, with continued storage of the HEU until blend down is completed.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT:

The Department of Energy issued a HEU Draft EIS on October 27, 1996, and held a formal public
comment period on the HEU Draft EIS through January 12, 1996. In preparing the HEU Final EIS,
DOE considered comments received via mail, fax, electronic bulletin board (Internet), and transcribed
from messages recorded by telephone. In addition, comments and concems were recorded by notetakers
during interactive public hearings held in Knoxville, Tennessee, on November 14, 1995, and Augusta,
Georgia, on November 16, 1995. These comments were also considered during preparation of the HEU
Final EIS. Comments received and DOE’s responses to those comments are found in Volume II of the
EIS. :
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Issue Bins

Chapter 1
Issue Bins

1.1 INTRODUCTION

In October 1995, the Department of Energy (DOE)
published the Disposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (HEU EIS). This HEU EIS analyzed the
environmental impacts of alternatives for the dis-
position of U.S.-origin highly enriched uranium
(HEU) that has been or may be declared surplus to
national defense or national defense-related

program needs by the President. The 78-day public -

comment period for the HEU Draft EIS began on
October 27, 1995, and ended on January 12, 1996.
However, comments were accepted as late as
January 30, 1996.

During the comment period, public meetings were
held in Knoxville, TN, on November 14, 1995, and
Augusta, GA, on November 16, 1995. Two
meetings were held at each location, one in the
afternoon and one in the evening. In addition, the
public was encouraged to provide comments via
mail, fax, electronic bulletin board (Internet), and
telephone (toll-free 800-number).

Attendance at each meeting, together with the
number of comments recorded and comments
received by other means during the comment
period, is presented in Table 1.1-1. Attendance
numbers are based on the number of participants
who completed and returned registration forms but
may not include all of those participants present at
the meetings. Comments that were received over
the telephone were transcribed. Comments
submitted via electronic bulletin board were down-
loaded. All comments received by mail, fax, elec-
tronic bulletin board, and telephone were stamped
- with the date the comment document was received.
A total of 72 organizations and 125 individuals
submitted comment documents for consideration.

1.2 ORGANIZATION

The Comment Analysis and Response Document
has been organized into the following sections:

Table 1.1-1. Document and Comment
Submission Overview

Method of Documents Comments
Submission Received
Public Meetings
Knoxville, TN 101 131
Total attendance~101
Augusta, GA 33 89
Total attendance~33
Hand-in at public 3 4
meeting
Other
Mail-in 69 169
Fax 30 123
Telephone 76 160
Electronic Bulletin 8 12
Board
Total 320 688

Note: Comments from public meetings are recorded whereas
comments from other submissions are identified.

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

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

¢ Chapter 3 contains documents received
during the public comment period
showing the comments identified,
comments recorded at the public
meetings, and responses to all comments.

Tables are provided at the end of this chapter to
assist commentors and other readers in locating
comments regarding the HEU Draft EIS. Once
comments were identified, they were categorized
by issue (for example, emergency response or envi-
ronmental compliance) and assigned to an issue
bin. (An-issue bin is the term used for a general
topic under which to identify comments for proper
response.) Table 1.2-1 lists the issue category and
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corresponding issue bin numbers. The majority of
comments were responded to on a one-to-one basis;
however, comments that were similar in content
were grouped together and one response addressing
that group was provided. Each comment, whether
an individual comment or a group of comments,
was assigned a five-digit number, starting with the
appropriate issue bin number (example: 10.024, 10
being the issue bin number and 024 being the 24th
comment in that bin).

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

Table 1.2-1.

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

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

Issue Bins
Issue Bin
Issue Category Number Content
Purpose and Need for Action/Scope
1 Highly enriched uranium disposition process
2 Surplus disposition and its process
3 Nonproliferation objectives
4 Economic objectives
5 * Timing of activities
6 Other purpose, need, or scope comments
Alternatives
7 Definition of alternatives
8 Implementation of alternatives
9 Need for additional alternatives
10 “Votes” in favor/opposition to alternative X

8

Other alternative issues



Issue Bins

Table 1.2-1. Issue Bins—Continued

Issue Bin
Issue Category Number Content
Programmatic Impacts
12 Effects on uranium industry
13 Commercial nuclear power
14 Spent fuel disposal and low-level waste disposal
15 Security, including potential terrorism
16 Costs
17 Other programmatic impacts
Transportation Impacts
18 Emergency response
19 Accident analysis
20 Other transportation issues
Site-specific Impacts
21 Health and safety
22 Environmental resources
23 Environmental compliance
24 Socioeconomic/environmental ju'stice
25 Other site-specific issues
Related Actions
26 Highly enriched uranium storage
27 Other related site-specific NEPA issues
28 Programmatic NEPA related actions
Public Impacts to DOE
Decision Process
29 Highly enriched uranium disposition decision
process
30 NEPA policy issues
31 Surplus materials segmentation
32 Public participation issues
Technical Issues
33 Technical issues

Note: NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act.

Table 1.2-2. Index of Attendance at Public Meetings

Public Hearing Attendees

Comment/Response
Page No.

November 14, 1995 — Knoxville, Tennessee
Afternoon Session

3-223 to 3-248

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

Alexander, James, Knoxville, TN
Arms, Mike, Citizens for National Security, Oak Ridge, TN
Bailey, Susan, Nashville Peace Action, Nashville, TN

Berry, Len, Tennessee Department of Energy and Conservation,

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

Oak Ridge. N
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Table 1.2-2. Index of Attendance at Public Meetings—Continued

: Comment/Response
Public Hearing Attendees Page No.

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

Broughton, Jeff, BAI, Oak Ridge, TN

Bryan, Mary, Knoxville, TN

Buchanan, Ronald, Lynchburg, VA

Cator, Richard, TDEC/DOE Oversight, Oak Ridge, TN

Charuau, Denis, COGEMA Inc., Bethesda, MD

Chernikow, Georgy, Knoxville, TN

Coates, Cameron, Knoxville, TN

Cox, Shirley, Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Clinton, TN

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

Crowe, Rocky, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN

Culberson, David, Nuclear Fuél Services Inc., Erwin, TN

Davenport, Smith, OCAW, Local 3-677, Hampton, TN

Dewey, Alexander H., Nashville Peace and Justice Center, Nashville, TN
Dewey, Kathryn F., Nashville Peace and Justice Center, Nashville, TN
Dover, H. Kyle, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN '

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

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

Hage, Daniel, Allied Signal, Metropolis, IL

Haselton, Hal H., Haselwood Enterprises Inc., Oak Ridge, TN

Helms, Kathy, Nashville, TN

Honicker, Jeannine, Nashville, TN

Hopson, David, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN

Hunter, Hayes, Knoxville, TN

Hunter, Joyce, Knoxville, TN

Hutchinson, Ralph, Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance, Oak Ridge, TN
Irwin, Hank, Sandia National Laboratory, Livermore, CA

Jones Jr., John E., Haselwood Enterprises Inc., Oak Ridge, TN

Keyes, Marcus, Justice-Peace-Integrity of Creation, Knoxville, TN
Khan, Mohammad, American Nuclear Society, Alcoa, TN

Lenhard, Joe, East Tennessee Economic Council, Oak Ridge, TN
Levinson, Bernard, Automation Consultants Inc., Knoxville, TN
Lipford, Patrick, Tennessee Department of Health, Knoxville, TN
Livesay, Mark, DOE/DP-812, Oak Ridge, TN

Marine, James, ICWU, Kingston, TN

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

Modica, Linda, Sierra Club, State of Franklin Group, Jonesborough, TN
Moore, Marie, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN -
Moss, Cheryl, Nuclear Energy Institute, Washington, DC

14
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Table 1.2-2. Index of Attendance at Public Meetings—Continued

Comment/Response
Public Hearing Attendees Page No.

Murphy, John, Oak Ridge, TN
Nagy, John, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Johnson City, TN
Nevling, James E., ComEd, Downers Grove, IL
Perry, Roger, State of Tennessee DRA, Nashville, TN -
Perry, Walter, DOE/ORO, Oak Ridge, TN
Pielich, G. M., Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN
Rice, Dayton, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN
Runion, Rick, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN
Rutledge, Mark, Johnson City Press, Erwin, TN
Sanford. Steve, S&A, Nashville, TN
Schiitt, Kerry, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN
Scott, Frank, International Chemical Workers Union - 252, Clinton, TN
Shackelford, Randy, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN
Shelton, Iris, Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Oak Ridge, TN
Shults, Debra, TDEC/DRH, Nashville, TN
Sisk, Raymond C. L., Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN
Smith, Stephen, Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance, Knoxville, TN
Snider, Dave, Oak Ridge, TN
Snyder, Nancy, Oak Ridge, TN
Stephans, Dick, Albuquerque, NM
Stollberg, Horst, Blountville, TN
Venkatesen, P., Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, Oak Ridge, TN
Walton, Barbara, Citizens Advisory Panel (LOC), Oak Ridge, TN
Webb, Gerald, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN
Webb, Jennifer, Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Clinton, TN
Wilburn, Bill, Lockheed Martin Energy Systems, Oak Ridge, TN
Williams, John, OCAW, Johnson City, TN
Williams, Shelby, Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc., Elizabethtown, TN
Willis, Harry, Oak Ridge, TN
Wilson, Carl, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc/OCAW, Erwin, TN
Wood, Rose, Haselwood Enterprises Inc., Oak Ridge, TN
Wujciak, Steven, Department of Transportation - Volpe Center, Cambridge, MA
Wyatt, Steven, DOE - Oak Ridge Operations Office, Oak Ridge, TN
Yard, Charles, TDEC/DOE Oversight, Oak Ridge, TN
Evening Session 3-249 to 3-253
Baca, Joel A., DOE - Savannah River, Albuquerque, NM
Becker, Bob, Knoxville, TN
Cagle, Gordon, Lockheed Martin Energy Systems
Deweese, Adam, TDEC/DOE Oversight, Oak Ridge, TN
Irwin, Hank, Sandia National Laboratory, Livermore, CA
Mann, Melissa, Edlow International Company, Washington, DC

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

Monk, Paul, Unicoi County, Erwin, TN
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Table 1.2-2. Index of Attendance at Public Meetings—Continued

7 Comment/Response
Public Hearing Attendees Page No.

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

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

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

Penland, Mark, State of Tennessee, DOE Oversight Division, Oak Ridge, TN
Webb, Eric, Ux Consulting Company, Marietta, GA

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

November 16, 1995 - Augusta, Georgia
Afternoon Session 3-73 t0 3-82
Bratcher, de’Lisa, DOE - Savannah River, Aiken, SC
Burris, Roddie A., The Aiken Standard, Aiken, SC
Cribb, Sharon, BSHWM, Nuclear Emergency Planning, Columbia, SC
Crawford, Todd, New Ellenton, SC
Fernandez, LeVerne P., Fernandez Consulting, North Augusta, SC
French, P. Mike, Aiken, SC
Fuszard, Barbara, Augusta, GA
Geddes, Richard L., North Augusta, SC
Girard, Guy, DOE - Savannah River, Aiken, SC
Goff, K. Michael, Argonne National Laboratory, Idaho Falls, ID
Hill, Marian, Atlanta, GA
Irwin, Hank, Sandia National Laboratory, Livermore, CA
Kirkland, James, Transnuclear, Inc., Aiken, SC.
Martin, Donna, Westinghouse Savannah River Company, Aiken, SC
McFarlane, Harold E,, Argonne National Laboratory, Idaho Falls, ID
McWhorter, Donald, Westinghouse Savannah River Company, North Augusta, SC
Newman, Bob, Fripp Island, SC
Orth, Donald, Aiken, SC '
Parker, James V., North Augusta, SC
Paveglio, John, BNFL, Inc., Aiken, SC
Weiler, Robert, Babcock & Wilcox, Charlotte, NC
Evening Session , 3-83 to 3-90
Bell, William E., Aiken, SC
Bilyer, Jay, DOE - Savannah River, Aiken, SC
Bridges, Donald, DOE - Savannah River, Aiken, SC
Campbell, R. Bruce, Mason & Hanger, Amarillo, TX
Goergen, Charles, Aiken, SC
Irwin, Hank, Sandia National Laboratory, Livermore, CA
Johnson, Carl, North Augusta, SC
Knotts Sr., Ronald E., Williston, SC
McCracken, Tricia, Augusta, GA
Poe, W. Lee, Aiken, SC S
Sanders, Joseph C., Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, Washmgton, DC

Schmitz, Mark, Westinghouse Savannah River Company, Aiken, SC
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Table 1.2-3. Index of Commentors
Commentor Issue Numbers Page
Alexander, Peter, Lynchburg, VA 32.001 3-2
American Friends Service Committee, Denver, CO 03.017, 03.020 3-3
Atomic Trades and Labor Council, Oak Ridge, TN 10.003, 10.008 34
Bittner, C. Steven, Ph.D, Scaggsville, MD 21.018 3-6
Blombach, Gerhard, Knoxville, TN 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 3-8
BNFL, Inc., Washington, DC 10.019 3-9
Bolen, James, Aiken, SC 10.003 3-11
Boniskn, Kate, NC 14.014 3-12
Burkhart, Gordon, Knoxville, TN 10.024 3-13
Case, Diane L., Gaithersburg, MD 21.018 3-14
Chubb, Walston, Murrysville, PA 10.007, 14.001 3-15
Citizens for National Security, Oak Ridge, TN 09.025, 10.008, 20.006 3-16
City of Oak Ridge, Environmental Quality Advisory ° 10.003, 24.007 3-18
Board, Oak Ridge, TN .
Cobble, James A., White Rock, NM 10.025, 10.026, 10.027, 15.007 3-19
Coggins, Nathan, Jonesborough, TN 10.003, 14.015 3-22
Coggins, Nathan & Family, Jonesborough, TN 10.011 3-23
Colorado College, Colorado Springs, CO 01.009, 04.012, 04.013, 06.018, 06.021, 3-24
09.021, 12.012, 12,013, 14.017, 16.018,
16.019
ComEd, Downers, IL 01.006, 04.015, 10.003 3-45
Conatser, Ray, Nashville, TN 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 346
Condon, Gary, Lynchburg, VA 10.006 3-47
Congress of The United States, House of 12.008 348
Respresentatives, Washington, DC
Converdyn, Denver, CO 12.010, 12.021 3-49
Coops, Melvin S., Livermore, CA 09.011 3-51
Corcoran, Margery, Minneapolis, MN 10.024 3-53
Cox, Lucy, Oak Ridge, TN 10.023 3-54
Cox, Terry, Johnson City, TN 10.008 3-55
Daly, Susan, Nashville, TN 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024, 16.015 3-56
Davis, Stanley B., Longwood, FL 10.003 3-57
Duke Power Company, Charlotte, NC 04.011, 12.009 3-58
Edlow International Company, Washington, DC 07.011 3-60
Ewald, Linda, Knoxville, TN 10.009, 14.002 3-62
Ewald, Linda, Knoxville, TN 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 3-64
Faulkner, Sue A., Erwin, TN 10.003 3-66
Fearey, Kent, Knoxville, TN 26.003 3-67
Fernald Area Office, Cincinnati, OH 11.014 3—68
Fogel, Dan, Lakewood, CO 06.005 3-69
Friends of ORNL, Oak Ridge, TN 10.003, 10.008 370
Gardner, Jack A., Erwin, TN 10.003 3-71
Genetta, Susan, Nashville, TN 10.034 3-72
Georgia (Augusta), Afternoon Workshop Plenary 01.005, 02.003, 13.005, 16.007, 22.006, 3-73

Session

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

Commentor Issue Numbers Page
Georgia (Augusta), Afternoon Workshop 02.006, 03.014, 04.009, 06.031, 06.032, 3-75
Discussion/Summary Session -06.033, 06.034, 06.035, 07.008, 08.005,
08.008, 10.003, 10.016, 11.012, 11.013,
14.010, 16.009, 16.013, 17.008, 17.009,
20.007, 20.008, 22.006, 22.007, 22.008,
22.009, 24.003, 24.004, 30.006, 30.007,
30.008, 31.001
Georgia (Augusta), Evening Workshop Plenary 02.004, 03.013, 04.008, 06.026, 06.027, 3-83
Session 06.028, 06.029, 09.007, 09.008, 09.009,
09.010, 14.007, 14.008, 14.009, 16.008,
16.009, 17.010
Georgia (Augusta), Evening Workshop 02.005, 03.015, 06.023, 06.030, 07.007, 3-87
Discussion/Summary Session 10.003, 15.002, 15.003, 16.009, 16.010,
16.011, 17.005, 17.006, 17.007, 28.001,
32.011, 33.002
Giland, Cliff, Erwin, TN 10.003 3-91
Goergen, Charles R., Aiken, SC 10.003, 13.001 3-92
Grants Management and Intergovernmental Affairs, 20.011, 23.001 3-93
Richmond, VA
Harris, Teresa, Unicoi County, TN 10.003 3-102
Hawkinson, Jean, Minneapolis, MN 10.024 3-103
Hedgepeth, David, Logan, UT 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024, 10.032, 3-104
16.015
Heineman, Mary Ellen, Waverly, TN 02.008, 03.020, 10.023, 10.024 3-106
Henry, R.N,, Idaho Falls, ID 07.010, 09.016, 16.014, 21.009, 21.010, 3-107
21.011, 21.012, 21.013, 21.014, 21.015,
21.016, 21.017, 22.016, 25.003, 28.002,
33.001, 33.002, 33.004, 33.005, 33.006,
‘ 33.008
Hepler, John, Whitleyville, TN 10.031 3-115
Hirsch, Fay, Boca Raton, FL 10.024 3-116
Honicker, Jeannine, Nashville, TN 04.010 3-117
Honicker, Jeannine, Nashville, TN 04.010 3-118
Horton, Linda, Unicoi County, TN 10.002 3-119
Hunter, A. Hayes, Knoxville, TN 07.004 3-120
International Association of Educators 03.020, 10.023, 10.024 3-121
for World Peace, Huntsville, AL
International Chemical Workers Union, 08.006, 10.003, 25.005, 25.006 3-122
Oak Ridge, TN’
Johnson, Erik T., Maryville, TN 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 3-124
Johnson, John, Chattanooga, TN 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 3-125
Kentucky Resources Council, Inc., Frankfort, KY 09.022 3-126
Kramer, Claudine, Weaverville, NC 10.026 3-127
Lindquist, Katherine, Norris, TN 10.024 - 3-128
Livermore Conservation Project, Oakland, CA 10.015 3-129
Louisiana Energy Services, Washington, DC™ "12.016.05.012 3-130
McCurdy, Wade, Nashville, TN 10.023 3-133
Morgan, Russell, Landridge, TN 03.020, 10.003 3-134
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Table 1.2-3. Index of Commentors—Continued

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

Raleigh, NC
Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc., Norcross, GA 05.011, 09.009 3-150
NUKEM, Inc., Stamford, CT 12.017 3-152
Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance, Oak 01.007, 03.012, 03.021, 03.022, 04.014, 3-157
Ridge, TN 05.008, 07.009, 09.013, 09.014, 09.015,
11.016, 14.012, 14.013, 17.011
Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight Committee, 05.007, 05.010, 07.012, 10.008, 11.001, 3-162
Oak Ridge, TN 11.015, 14.016, 14.019, 16.015, 17.013,
21.007, 21.008, 22.011, 22.012
O’Donohue, Kathleen, Huntsville, AL 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 3-165
QOil, Chemical & Atomic Workers Intl. Union, 06.014, 06.016, 12.018 3-166
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Chapter 2
Changes in Environmental Impact Statement
as a Result of Public Comments

During the 78-day public comment period, DOE
received a total of 688 written or recorded
comments (Table 1.1-1) on the HEU Draft EIS. All
comments were considered and responses prepared.
There were several major issues that emerged from
public comments on the HEU Draft EIS. Some of
these comments necessitated changes in the HEU
Draft EIS, which were incorporated into the HEU
Final EIS. The major comments received and
changes made in response to these comments are
summarized below.

There was, among those who submitted comments,
overwhelming support for the fundamental
objective of transforming surplus HEU to a non-
weapons-usable form by blending it down to low-
enriched uranium (LEU) (for either fuel or waste).
A few commentors, however, argued that surplus
HEU should be retained in its present form for
possible future use, either in weapons or breeder
reactors.

There was substantial opposition to commercial use -

of surplus HEU in the form of nuclear reactor fuel.
The commentors holding this view indicated that
such use would increase proliferation risk by
creating commercial spent nuclear fuel, which
results in the generation of Pu. These commentors
generally supported blending surplus HEU to LEU
for disposal as waste instead of blending for
commercial use.

Some commentors from the uranium fuel cycle
industry expressed-substantial concern that the
entry of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU from
both Russian and U.S. weapons programs would
severely depress uranium prices and lead to the
closure of U.S. uranium mines, conversion plants,
or enrichment plants. There were other comments,
however, from several electric utilities that operate
nuclear plants and from one uranium supplier
indicating that reactor fuel derived from surplus
HEU (Russian and U.S.) would enter the market at

a time when worldwide production is expected to
fall considerably short of demand and prices are
expected to be rising substantially, which, in fact,
has occurred over the course of completing the
HEU Final EIS. These commentors felt that the
likely impact of market sales of LEU fuel derived
from surplus HEU would be to moderate sharp
price escalation.

Several commentors argued that DOE should have
evaluated in the HEU Draft EIS blending some or
all of the surplus HEU to either 19- or 4-percent
LEU and storing it until some later, undefined time.
They argued that blending surplus HEU to below
20-percent enrichment and storing it indefinitely
would have considerable nonproliferation
advantages since it would not generate spent
nuclear fuel, which contains Pu, while preserving
its economic or beneficial use options.

Many commentors also argued that DOE should
have developed a formal economic analysis
evaluating the cost of each alternative, as well as
benefits anticipated from the sale of LEU fuel
derived from surplus HEU in the commercial
market. They indicated, in general, that without a
comparative cost analysis between various
alternatives and the Preferred Alternative, it would
not be possible to fully weigh the environmental
risks and socioeconomic impacts of the Preferred
Alternative against the risks and benefits that could
be achieved by implementing other alternatives.

Many commentors expressed support for or
opposition to the use of particular facilities for
surplus HEU disposition actions. Similarly, several
commentors indicated either support or opposition
to the Preferred Alternative and/or expressed their
Preferred Alternative. A few commentors expressed
concern regarding the projected worker latent
cancer fatality consequences for facility accidents.
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In response to comments received on the HEU provide the forms, locations, and
Draft EIS, as well as other changes in quantities of surplus HEU in the United
circumstances and knowledge, the HEU Final EIS States.

has been modified in the following respects:

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

* Revisions were made in Chapters 1 and
2 of Volume I of the HEU Final EIS to
modify the discussion of the rates of
disposition actions that could result in
‘commercial sales of LEU to better

reflect the composition of the surplus.

inventory, the time required for DOE to
make HEU available for disposition,
and the new legislative requirement (in
the USEC Privatization Act) to avoid
adverse material impacts on the
domestic uranium mining, conversion,
or enrichment industries. As a result of
the Secretary of Energy’s Openness
Initiative announcement of February 6,
1996, Figure 1.3—-1 was included in
Volume I of the HEU Final EIS to

2-2

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

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

-accident-conditions and uses detailed

site-specific information.
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+ Volume I of the HEU Final EIS has been

modified to reflect the fact that SRS has
effectively lost the ability to do metal
blending and currently lacks the ability
to solidify and crystalize material at the
4-percent enrichment level. SRS is now
assessed only for uranyl nitrate
hexahydrate (UNH) blending, and the
fact that other arrangements must be
made for oxidation of commercial
material is reflected.

Several changes have been made to the
cumulative impacts section (Section 4.6
of Volume I) to reflect changes in the
status of other projects and their
associated National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) documents (for
example, Oak Ridge Reservation [ORR]
was not selected as part of the Preferred
Alternative in the Tritium Supply and
Recycling Programmatic Environ-
mental Impact Statement and Record of
Decision [ROD]).

Based on comments received, Section
4.4 of Volume I has been revised to
include a discussion and comparison of
risks associated with materials handling
and transportation for all blending
processes at the Y-12 Plant. Section 4.4
has also been revised to include an
assessment of impacts for potential
transportation of surplus HEU currently
located at SRS and Portsmouth directly
to blending sites instead of sending it to
the Y—12 Plant for interim storage.

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

past earthquakes and potential
impacts to facilities that could result
from future seismic activity.

* A separate Floodplain Assessment (and
Proposed Statement of Findings) has
been added to the HEU Final EIS
(Section 4.13 of Volume I) pursuant to
10 CFR Part 1022. This assessment is
based, in large part, on information that
was presented in the water resources
sections of the HEU Draft EIS. The
discussion of potential flooding at the
NFS site has been expanded in response
to comments.

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

Some DOE policy positions have remained
unchanged between the HEU Draft and Final EISs
notwithstanding comments that counseled a
different approach. These comments were
associated with keeping surplus HEU in its present
form for possible future use, perceived
nonproliferation concerns due to plutonium (Pu) in
spent nuclear fuel generated as a result of using
LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU in commercial
reactors, and the request for economic cost/benefit
analysis of alternatives in the HEU Draft EIS. (A
cost analysis of the alternatives has been prepared
and is available for public review.) The unchanged
policy positions are explained in detail in Section
1.5.4 of Volume I of the HEU Final EIS.
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Chapter 3
Comment Documents and Responses

This chapter presents all documents submitted to DOE on the HEU Draft EIS, comments recorded in public
meetings and identified from documents, and DOE’s response to each comment. Comments that were

identical or similar in nature were grouped together to develop a single response. The responses developed
for each group were then repeated in this section for each comment in that group.



ALEXANDER, PETER, LYNCHBURG, VA
PAGE1OF 1

Date Received: 11/15/95

Comment 1D: PO017

Name: Peter Alexander

Address: Lynchburg, VA

Transcription:

'm calling from Lynehburg Virginla, and I don't see here that there'’s going to be a

public workshop in Ly g that's one of the two places is one of the two

facilities among the eandldale sites for trus proposed disposition of surplus HEU. | 32.001
would like to have something local rather that have to take my time to go out to ‘
Knoxvilie, T to attend a workshop. | think that would be fair, and 1 think it's

right and that's what | would kke to see. | like my phone call retumed please. My name
is Peter Alexander, and my number is 804-845-0145. Thank you.

32.001: The Department of Energy welcomes your comments on the HEU Draft EIS.
DOE must work within the constraints imposed by available funding and resources.
Because DOE is trying to reduce the costs of complying with' NEPA, and due to the geo-
graphical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identified in the HEU EIS, DOE
determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and Augusta, GA) would be appro-
priate for this program.
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AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE, DENVER, CO
PAGE10F1

Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment ID: P0056
Name: Thomas M. Rauch
Address: American Friends Service Committee
1664 Lafayetie Strect
Denver, Colorado 80218.
Transcription:

I'm calling on January 12th, 1996 to express our arganization’s concern about the Department of
Energy’s Envil | Impact St.
A major problem with the current DraR HEU EIS is that it sclects the maximum commercial use
option as the favored option. That is, the HEU EIS recommends that 85% of the uranium be
down blended to the level of nuclear reactor fuel. This would resuit in tens of thousands of tons
of spent nuclear fuel containing plutonium and highly eariched uranium, both usable for nuclear

pons afier rep ing, but the President’s 1993 Nonpeoliferation and Export Control Policy
St quires that nonproliferation be a higher priority in determining how to deal with
surplus special materials. The creation of weapons-usable materials as an end result of a process
motivated by commercial gain from the sale of reactor grade i proliferati
goals to a lower priority. Even without the President’s 1993 policy sta!ement. we think it foolish
10 create more weapons-usable materials when there is another option, that is down blending
HEU 10 less than 1% and disposing of it as low-level waste so that it can’t be used in weapons.
Nonproliferation should be our major priority.

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

is on all nucl ials in order to lessen weapons proliferation and to better assure
cavironmental protection. The United States should take the lead in assuring that all materials
usable for nuclcar weapons be controlicd by the international community securely and
permanently.

Sincerely yours,

Thomas M. Rauch,

Director, Disarmament and Rocky Flats Program

American Friends Service Committee,

1664 Lafayette Street

Denver, Colorado §0218.

Our phone number is arca code (303) 832-4789. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

on the disposition of surplus highly eariched uranium.

03.017

03.020

03.017: The Department of Energy does not agree that commercial use of LEU fuel
derived from surplus HEU increases the proliferation potential. DOE considers alterna-
tives 2 through 5, which represent blending different portions of the surplus HEU to
waste or fuel, as roughly equivalent in terms of proliferation potential and much more
proliferation resistant than the HEU in its present form. That is, LEU at both 4- and
0.9-percent enrichment and spent fuel are all considered to have low proliferation poten-
tial because both enrichment of uranium and reprocessing of spent fuel to separate Pu are
difficult and costly. Although fuel derived from U.S. surplus HEU and sold abroad could
conceivably be reprocessed in some countries to separate Pu for commercial (non-mili-
tary) use in mixed oxide fuel, that LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply
replace other fuel, so no incremental Pu will be created as a result of this program.

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

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

10.003: Comment noted.

ATOMIC TRADES AND LABOR COUNCIL
AFRILIATED wITh ’ﬁg_‘;:‘"m"‘”“‘”‘“ A 10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as

J— Osk Ridge, Tennessee 376314068 having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with
. NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and

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

U. S. Department of Energy this information to the decisionmaker.

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

oo SAIC/HEU EIS

P. 0. Bax 23786
Washingtan, DC 20026-3786

Jamary 11, 1996

RE: Drat Envi ! Impact § (EIS) for disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched
Usmaium , October 1995.

The Atomic Trades and Labor Council, rep ing sixteen i ional unions at the Oak Ridge
Y-12 and X-10 plants, would tike you to please consider the follow when making
final decisions on the dispasition of surplus Highly Eariched Unmum(HEU)

We support the Depantment of Encgy's ptoposllmblmd-downurplmofﬂﬁuwww

Enriched Ununium (LEU). The Department of Energy’s p e, (Al s,
Variation ¢) is coe that we could support, However, wewundpmfunmves Vlnlnond 10.003
28 our first choice and then Al tve 5, Varsiations g and ¢ resp The blending-d of

mrplmﬂBUuangmyvmmomevcSmlddlawthUmudSmnamauto
recaver some investments from the Cold War efforts,

We do ot fvor Variation b of Alternatives 4 or S. We feel it would be a terrible disservice to
the workers st the Y-12 Plant to send this peacetime mission to the commercial sites and displace
Y-12 Defease Program workers.

WeﬁdMhY-l2thmdm:O:kRidgeanﬁon(OR&)Mbomﬁdﬂdume
top of the list for all processes uscd to blend HEU. Thcmnyldvmuguzhntha\’-lzl’hmmd

«heonnbnv:moﬂ‘:ureut‘oum
ThnY~|2th-hudyhuﬁdmalhnunb=unhndformmyoﬁhchln4m¢ 10.008
opembmeonﬂdaed. A
State-of-the-ert for and disposal of waste 8 d during

bleading operations;
. ) techaical, and craft 5 and expartise in the safe handling of

More professi
HEU than any other site;
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ATOMIC TRADES AND LABOR COUNCIL, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE 20F 2

HEU would not have to be shipped off site to be processed since most HEU is atready
stored at the Y-12 site.

The Y-12 Plant capabilities to blend-down HEU using two processes st the same time,
HEU 10 LEU a3 metal and HEU to LEU a3 Uranyl Nitrate Hexahydrate

The ity populati g the Y-12 Plant and the ORR, has & thorough knowledge
of and i ia technol and p related to HEU. Also, confidence and trust ia the
Mnnmmummmmm,wmuwmuwbnnmmtm
over 50 years.

Aho.lheDepmo{Ensgyemehnlheupmndupaﬂeworkmhnm
Cold War effort wha's job is now in jeopard, msizing of Defense Progs

Y

WothofdtheY-llMaan“shmﬂdh sdered as the ideal location for the new
g op b of the previoualy listed sdvantag:
Thank you for your time and consideration of these ¢

Cof e

President, Atomic Trades and Labor Counail

10.008
cont.
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BITTNER, C. STEVEN, PH.D, SCAGGSVILLE, MD
PAGE1 OF 2

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

To = doemdl-demo@fedix.fie.com
serisl_no = 147

MailTitle = COMMENT Form - incoming

aame = C Steven Bittner
title =

company =

addrl = 10620 Hesperian Drive
addr2 =

city = Scagssvnllc

suate = MD

zip = 20732

phone = 3014987580

fax =

email = tattoosr4u.aol.com
subject =

** The following is the text of the Autbor's Comment.

1 find that the analyses presented in the Public and Occupational Health -
sections of the draft HEU EIS are alarming and question the validity of data

used and p d in p DOE NEPA d fam ied that the
Department of Encrgy is trying 10 bias the sel of sites by p i
such a wide range in the ber of fatalities due to acci unheHEUFJS

1t appears to me that either the section was prepared by very junior scientists,
by personnel that arc insensitive to the public's safety, or we arc victims of

" DOE propaganda. I sincerely hope that the latter is not the case. I have
aklways trusted the DOE and hope to continue my confidence. 1 would like to see
an explanation of what kind of modeling was used to calculate |h=e high death
rates. Why , all of the sudden, do the oumbers in this d
significantly compared to those ly prepared by the DOE for the exact same
sites? Ase these numbers correct now and were previous numbers used by the DOE
mrecenlDOENEPAdocumufnrthecxaclsamunm,mdmsomecases.theprmous

much more radioacti ials? ARE THESE NUMBERS CORRECT NOW AND

WERE PREVIOUS NUMBERS USED BY DOE INTENTIONALLY REDUCED IN ORDER
TO FOOL THE PUBLIC INTO THINKING IMPACT S WOULD BE LOWER FOR PET
PROJECTS OF THE PAST?

As a scientist, ] would inly would be i d in the

to create these numbers.

hodology used

Thanks for your attention to this matter.

C.S. Bittner, PhD

21,018

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

In response to public comments, accidental releases of uranium were re-modeled using
the MACCS computer code with more detailed site-specific information to better esti-
mate noninvolved worker cancer fatalities at each candidate site. MACCS is a widely
used code and offers better capabilities than GENII in terms of modeling accident condi-
tions. It uses actual (recorded onsite) meteorological conditions and distributes data
recorded over a 1-year period. The worker distribution data for each site were also col-
lected and incorporated into MACCS runs to obtain a more realistic estimate of potential
worker accident consequences.

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

S14 joul] wWniupip) payoruy
&y smydung fo vonisodsicy



L€

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

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

MailTitle = FORUM Form - incoming

name = C. Steven Bittaer, PhD
title =

company =

addrl = 10620 Hesperian Dr
eddr2 =

city = Scaggsvilie

state = MD

zip = 20732

phone = 3014987580

fax =

email = tattosrdu@aol.com
ctype = public

subject = Part Il comments

** The following is the text of the Author's Comment.
BEGIN comment =
The numbers in the facility accid i I i
concemmgmclnemcmmslwcs.mdlh:douwthcmmnvolvedwrker
slarms me and my family that still reside in both Georgia and South Carolina. |
think it is importan t for the DOE to prepare an appendix to the EIS that

ides the methodology of analyses in this section, so 1 could better
und:mmdhow(h:numbe:of39um:rfanlmumddouof97900puson—tem:
were calculated for an carthquake induced critica lity at Y-12.

As a proud native 300 of Aiken, SC and the son of a member of the Republican

Senatorial Inner Circle, 1 am decply d and ashamed that the proposed
project has calculated 76 fatalities and 188,000 person-rems dose for

noninvolved workers st the Sava nnah River Site. Don't you think these numbm

are extremely high? Why are these numbers so much lower at commercial sites in

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

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

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

am concerned that such fatality estimates will have a VERY negative effect on
property values of land around Aiken and Augusta. If these numbers are correct,
are we at risk today with the facilitics that were previously built using much
lower fatality numbers thaa those in the HEU EIS? Thank you.

CONCERNED AND WORRIED ABOQUT THE NUMBERS. 1 am sure t bat Senator Thurmond

21.018
cont.

sasuodsay pup
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BLOMBACH, GERHARD KNOXVILLE, TN
PAGE1OF1

January 10, 1996
DOE / Fissile Materials Disposition PAX # 1-800-820-5156
c/o SAIC/HEU EIS
Washington, DC 20026

Gentlemen:

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

® It will create spent fuel, a highly toxic and radicactive
waste we have no solution for.

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

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

On the other hand, I do support the following:

® Downblending all highly enriched uranium 80 it cannot be
used in weapons.

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

. Haéing international controls on all nuclear materials.

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

</;neerely yours,

Gerhard Blombach
4520 Ball Camp Pike
Knoxville, TN 37921

FAX #1-800-522-2409

10.024

| 09.018

10.023

| 03020

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

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

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

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at
the Y—12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE’s
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to
the maximum extent possible.
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BNFL, INC., WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE 1 OF 2

BNFL

Inc.
Fax Transmission
DATE: © Janwary 15, 1996 No. of Pages 2
(including cover)

TO: DOR - Office of Materials Disposition

c/a SAIC/HBU HS
FROM: RAMcMilia  Washisgwoa, D.C.

202/785-2638 fax:202/785-4037
SUBJECT: Respoass 0 HEU EIS
Attached for your ref is BNFL"s aon DOB's HIS for the Disposition of HEU.

We made an ateempe to get this to you on Friday, January 12, but due to the storm, I could pot
gt into the office and my colleagues in the UK tried w0 fax it from there. However, duc to the
1-800 oumber, they were unable 1o get i through. My British collcagues spoke with a Kevin
Donavan af DOR who advised them that the comments could be submitted by Tuesday,
Janvary 16, due to the public boliday (not to meation the delays due to snow).

Therefore, please accept the following comments. Ploase let me know if there is a problam
with its tansmission at (202) 785-263S.

Many thanks for your cooperation.
Rache! McMillan

SIUWNI0(] IUIWWO))
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BNFL, INC., WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE 2 OF 2

BNFL | P i

I 1276 Eye Street, NW,, Suke 750
nc. Wasingion, DC. 20006-3700
v Tet 202) 765-2635
Saary 12, 1995 Fox 202 7854037

DO Offioe of Fissile Materials Disposition
o SAIC/HEU EIS

P.O. Box D786

Washingan, D.C. 20036-318

c-m.mx'.nmmn—mbmwuhbmu-dmm
Raviched Uraalem.

MWthM-mnW&Md"mﬂﬁ:ﬁth

m"eﬂqu:"muili:um-ahmm The U.S. upsyer saves the cont of soring ind
mmh-wwulmduumunwnm&hmwmb
&W wmwuhmunu.mwuubmw
wmbe, the wstc created. This HITU will anly provide seck & bencfit i comenercial rescirs
when blended with usirradiated depleted (DU) o alightly eariched uratiom (SEU). As other DOE sites
posscs exocss DU snd SEU, waing them s biend stock would solwe sxother poscatial waste menagemeot
mbhnhlhebcpm

mnulmh&“nwmﬂywmdnwlw:mm“ For
WMMMMMMMWMJ‘MMMW =d U238
content) for uec in 1K resctrrs.  The UK has bocn sucosssfully burnis g this type of fusl io misting
Mmmbhmhmﬂdﬁbm

BNTI mmnmmmummmmnmnm Lo
hhmmﬂmmhﬁzm Such » program is an investuent io
the US mad its cxpartise, Cucrently, " ial fucd fabricators can handio this material. By
bringing in privam i 10 ansid ip the don of the mnaicrial frotn & bicnded down form ko
LEU, expertise can be mainhainod at s DOE sk while supploncaling (e industry's eapabilitics in
wmm:hmﬂ-&y&hiumﬂuhmn—ihwﬂnﬁunh
Adminsrations nooprolifrstion policy gosls as well s saxcs their ! and waste ¢
burden. DOE could move farwand sare sxpaditioualy with the dipaition af’ this material by
implamexting a plan 10 apply te tachaology thet exists in handling “off-spec” LEU falwication snd is ase
ip resctors. Again, BNFI. strongly supparn DOE's propas] 1o recogpixs this material ‘s valus as so
wmdulud:hmwﬂhmhgh-pd

Winkin&‘mﬁ /
fr e
Fi’z:)c ﬁa/{/ L i,

id%dmw

10.019

10.019: The HEU EIS analyzed environmental impacts of the proposed action at four
candidate sites. These candidate sites currently have technically viable uranium blending
capabilities and could blend surplus HEU to LEU for commercial fuel or waste. Once
environmental, cost, and scheduling studies are completed, DOE will make program-
matic decisions as to whether surplus HEU should be blended for commercial use or for
waste. Decisions about where specific batches of HEU will be blended are expected to be
based largely on business considerations and may involve USEC, other private entities
that may act as the Government’s marketing agent, or DOE.
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BOLEN, JAMES, AIKEN, SC
PAGE1OF1

The plnpou -l’ thls card is to encoarage communication between “rasdens of 1he Newsletter and the
OfMice of Fi: tton. Your views, and are

e, nm:m_\.}:&ﬂ.ﬁ__

first 2ame) [
. DEpT. of E:Egcv SQO?D ECD

Mauljng Address:; -‘-.‘-.‘ﬂ DAY, W TS AR IS ﬁl’Vb -703 4‘7A

Tatapariment DALAOR, 2

{sty) {sse}
Please check all that apply:
A. Mailing List Request: & Add Q Modify Q Delete

B. Information Request

Q lhlhly Ennched Uragium (HEU) EIS Implementation Plan Plan

u/klmx-Teml Storage & Disposition of Weupons-Usable Fissile Materials PEIS implementation Plan
HEU El

w-‘lfy) -

Pieasc muit resporse card io. . U.S. Deparigeeat of Baergy + Oftice of Finlle Materials Disporitien, MO-4 * Newalecter
Edigar + Forrenil Buidiag 1000 Ave SW.+ D.C. 20588

m%ﬁéﬁﬂﬁ&—’——dﬁé—&—i&— | 10003

10.003: Comment noted.
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BONISKN, KATE, NC
PAGE1OF 1
Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment ID: POO5S
Name: Kate Boniskn
Address: North Carolina
Transcription:

Yes, my name is Kate Boniskn. 1 am calling from North Carolina. 1 am very concerned about
this apparent plan to go ahead and turn highly enriched wranium into nuclear fuel. I think we
need to be moving in the direction of down blending and phasing out all nuclear miaterials

because we still don’t know what 10 do with all this waste that's accumulating. And 1'd like very
much to add my voice to all the other voices that are not in favor of this plan to create more
waste and not really solve the problem. Thank you very much.

14.014

14.014: The Department of Energy’s Preferred Alternative is to blend down the HEU
but minimize the amount of waste generated. Commercial use of the material minimizes
the waste generated, because HEU blended to fuel replaces fuel that would be used any-
way; HEU blended to waste is additional to the amount that would be otherwise gener-
ated.

ST [ouly winuvif) payoruy
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BURKHART, GORDON, KNOXVILLE, TN

PAGE10OF 1
Date Recrived: 11196
Comment ID: P0O030
Name: Gordon Burkhart
Address: Knoxville, Tennessee
Transcription:

Hcllo,thuu?mfm(iotdnn Burkhart 1 would like to make commeats concerning the
fi process. | do not support waking the highly easiched uranium

monmlearmcw:fudohnymfu-vm«yofmwmchlmu&mobwwm 10024
the plutonium toxicity of the stuff. 1do however support transferring it into ’
nON-weapons pﬁemmmlndlhnm:hoddpvwwdlp&& My name is Gordon Burkhart at

$73-7409, that's Knoxville, arca code is 423,

el-¢

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

PAGE10OF1
Diane L. Case, Ph.D.
427 West Side Drive #301
Gaithersburg, MD 20878
U.S. Department of Encrgy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

January 18, 1996

Dear Sir/Madam,
I am writing to comment of lha annmem of Ene:gy'- (DOE) Dispositioa of Surplus Highly P
iched Uranium Draft Ep l Impact (HEU EIS), dated October 1595.

My pmticular concern regards the analyses prucned in the Pnhhc and O::npnnoml Health
sections of the EIS. In the Facility Accid

are mado ing the ber of latent cancer fatalities and the dose 1o the
aoninvolved workers. I would like wn know the methodology employed to create these
aumbess. Specifically, how are the aumber of 39 cancer fatalities and dose of

97,900 person-rems calculated for an hquake induced criticality ar Y-12, Oak Ridge

Resesvation (Table 4,3.3.6-1)? Snmilu‘ly. ho\v m the number of 76 fanlitics and dose of

188,000 per Joulated for kers at the S h River Site 21.018
(Table 4.3 J 6-2)? Theso bery seem dinarily high Why are the numbers so much .

lownthammmmaudnwﬂ IsﬂnDOEmnxtobmﬁezdocunnolnmby
puannnssuhnmdemgumd:e b of‘ ""W'lm deling was used o
calculats these high death rutes? What wvrht' ion and dose
went into your calculation? Whyulhefmlny accident methodology absent from the EIS?
Asc these impacts realistic? If they ate realistc, the DOE must surely wam © remnudu the
hmonofthmblndm;uﬁvmundmanfwof ived and noninvok

Thank you fqr the opportunity % commeat. I would like to sc0 a more through presentation
of the analysis of risks of Pacility Accidents presented in tho Finsl HEU EIS.

Sigcarely,
Train. bane_
Disae L. Cas¢, PhD.

Health Physicist

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

In response to public comments, accidental releases of uranium were re-modeled using
the MACCS computer code with more detailed site-specific information to better esti-
mate noninvolved worker cancer fatalities at each candidate site. MACCS is a widely
used code and offers better capabilities than GENII in terms of modeling accident condi-
tions. It uses actual (recorded onsite) meteorological conditions and distributes data
recorded over a 1-year period. The worker distribution data for each site were also col-
lected and incorporated into MACCS runs to obtain a more realistic estimate of potential
worker accident consequences.

The results obtained from MACCS runs have been incorporated into Section 4.3 of the
HEU Final EIS. The methodology for the accident analysis has been added in Section
4.1.9 and Appendix E.5 of the HEU Final EIS.
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Cciober 28, 1935
J.8. Departeent ¢ Energy
Cffice of #lasile .taterisls Disgosition
forrestal 3ullding
1900 independence ivenue, S.W.
wWsahington, DC 20585

Dear Sirs,

8ince HEU usually costs 1ore to produce than weapons-
grade plutonlum-233, it appears that 220 metric tons of surplus
HEU were produced at a cost oOf well over ¢2 trilliocn, about
§10 billion per metric ton. If it has a sorap value of only 232
of 1ts coat, it 1s still worth much more than gold!

The DCE haa ssked for advice from the technologlcal
comaunity. The four alternatives outlined on page 3 of the Fall,
1995, newsletter do not represent good or even sound advice,

The alternative of safeguarding 100 of the surplus, extremely
valuable HEU as LEU 1s not mentioned., This materisl represents

a national treasure which csnnot be lightly disposed of as waste.
Conaervation and safe storage of such a national treaeure 1s not
only mandatory; it ie also excellent policy, fiscally anda
environmentally.

Incidentally, the blending of HEU to produce a “low-
lovel waste” for dieposal could easily result in an environzental
dissster, Uraniun ia a heavy metal. It produces heavy cetal
polsoning in huzans. When concentrated as metal or oxide, all
fully enriched or lepleted uranium is self-shieldi to its own
radiaticn. Its rsdicactivity 1s so low that it 1s already “low
level”. Concentrated forms of uraniun are routinely handled without
causing any significant exposure to radiation. Diluting Hal to
produce an enormous volume of “low level" waste will merely
contazinate that volume with this heavy metal polson. Dlaposing
of a large volune of poisoned material could be difficult. le
the DOE disposing of its stores of depleted uraniuam by diluting
it In this way?

Evidently, the DOK is not aware of the conditions which
caused the breskup of the former Soviet Union. Ihe bureaucrscy in
the lll.s.s.ﬂ. aimply ceased to function ctnaunu{- The oureaucrats
dldn't have the field experience and technological expertise to
understand the functions they were ssked to perform. A centralized
buresucratic govarnment (ails when bureaucrats are novices.

" N Under these circumstances; the DOE should select the
No Action” alternative. lLeave the dlsposition of this natiaral
troasure to persons vho are able to appreciate its value.

Sincerely,

¥Walston Chubb
3450 MacArtbur Drive
Rurrysville, PA 15668

412-327-8592

Si-¢

10.007

14.001

10.007
cont.

10.007: The No Action Alternative does not satisfy the purpose and need for the pro-
posed action. It would leave the nuclear proliferation problem unaddressed, continue to
incur storage costs, and not recover the economic value of the material. DOE agrees that
the surplus HEU material represents a national treasure and therefore does not intend to
dispose of it as waste if that can be avoided. DOE’s goal is to maximize the economic
value of this HEU by blending it to LEU and gradually selling it in the commercial mar-
ket for use in commercial reactors. See discussion of the Preferred Alternative in Section
1.4.2.

14.001: The HEU disposition program does not propose to “dilute” HEU with non-ura-
nium materials merely for purposes of disposal. Rather, the HEU that must be disposed
as waste would be blended with depleted uranium down to LEU primarily to make it non-
weapons-usable. The resultant product to be disposed of would be essentially pure ura-
nium oxide, at an enrichment level (about 0.9 percent) that approaches a natural level. It
is true that the volume would be greatly increased (by about a factor of 70), and that dis-
posal is not a simple matter, which is one major reason DOE prefers to minimize the
quantity that must be disposed of as waste by using as much as possible in commercial
fuel.

sasuodsay pup
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CITIZENS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE 1 OF 2 _ :
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|
A
United States Dep of Enotgy
nams: Opioos__Michee { Arms :
ADDRESS: # n 37

TELEPHONE: (rompdh. &23~40! ~23/F

2 . oo/

Plouse rsvurn you! cotcaects % e segistration desk or ceil 10:

.$. Deparumeat of Energy
P.0. Box 21784, Washiagtos, D.C. 20026-3786
Or fax comments ®:; | (900) §20-5156
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CITIZENS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE 2 OF 2

Citizens for National Sccurity
Comments an Dispesition of Surpln Fiighty Eariched Uranium
Draf Eavi ) bmpuct S

Independent of the blending process that will be utilized, the ¥- +12 Plany, and its lasger Oak Ridge
Reservation, offer the same advantages as the other thrce sites cvaluated in the EIS, phus
additional advantages. Therefore, the ¥-12 Plam and the Oak Ridge Reacrvation should be
coasidered it the top of the list for all proceases used to biend highly eariched wanium. The
many advantages that Y-12 and the Oxk Ridge Reservation have to offer inchude:

. mmwlmhlwxpkmdmwumrmmdﬂm
* blending highly enriched uranium.

tsY- lZMMmﬁdemthumydmum&m
operations being considered.
llmhwmmwhmmm(ﬁtm&
eloctricity, transportation, and other utilities).

- 1t has of-thy uymn:fnr
generuted during biending operstions.
Mmymhsmthwqulz.x-lo and K-25 would provide
mwhbhﬂn;omu -

- It hag more icel, and c1afl experi s0d expertise in the safc
Mﬂqdhﬂyuﬂdml&nwmmmmm

- 11 offers state-of-the-art security that is second-4o-none.

. NMWMNY-lIHﬂnMMmWWn
mm.wwedm.mwxmaw
mﬁdwhﬂuﬁbﬂmmwmm-hﬁwd
m%ﬂmah%dwwmm

mm- This segional suppon has existed now for over 50 yean.

'l‘h-lvaOEma(Y l)ﬁmuSnmmthane)MboMMlhc
a b Inp \

candidae sites for uraniam b lending op the Oak Ridge
Rmvmm(ofMuchY-lZuwy.mullpm )Mumuummmm
memmmwnhanﬂunndeblmdm‘ There ase many important and s

oflocnmgunmh:uﬁmmdcb\mdw;uY 12 ar oa the Oak Ridge Rescrvation
Firg, all of the advantages listed previousty would be realized, inchuding'
- the benefits of existing infrastructre and utility systems
- the benefits of existing systerns for waste treatment and disposal
- the support provided by other existing missions ca the Oak Ridge Rescrvation
. mwu.vmb,ump-mpmrmwmmmmmm

s
the benefits of the high Jevd of support and trust of the surrounding pubbic

Also, since the highly enviched uramium that will be blended as proposed in the ELS will originate
at Y-12, hhﬂ-ngnlmlthﬂMgcmenmﬂmmuﬂmﬂnwymmh
and impacts d with p he highly eriched uranium oves long
distances 10 any ather site,

10.008

09.025

20.006

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

09.025: Uranium hexafluoride (UFg) blending would only be used to make fuel for the
commercial reactor industry. In light of existing UNH and metal blending (at the Y—12
Plant) capabilities of the DOE facilities, DOE believes that it would not be reasonable to
add UFg¢ blending capability at DOE sites for commercial fuel feed due to the capital
investment required and the limited use, if any, of such capability for other DOE misions.

20.006: Assessment of impacts resulting from the proposed action were conducted at
sites where facilities for UNH and metal blending processes currently exist and would not
require new construction even for a new UF¢ capability at commercial sites. This pro-
vides the decisionmaker a reasonable range of site options to consider. However, because
environmental and transportation related risks are low for all alternatives, it is anticipated
that decisions on blending locations will be a function of other factors, such as material
forms, availability of facilities when needed, and business decisions.

Transportation risk assessments showed that risks would be only slightly lower for blend-
ing to low-level waste (LLW) at ORR. For blending to fuel feed material as UNH crys-
tals, ORR is not the lowest risk alternative. Two significant factors contributed to these
conclusions: (1) onsite material handling represents the greater part of the total risk, and
such handling would still be necessary even to blend at ORR, and (2) the highest trans-
portation risk for these scenarios is not in transporting HEU, but in transporting the sig-
nificantly larger volume of fuel feed material and LLW after blending.
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CITY OF OAK RIDGE, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ADVISORY BOARD,
OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE1OF1

CITY OF
OAK RIDGE

PCSY OFFICE POX 1 « Ln¢ wuNE TENNESSEE 37821-0201

January 10, 1996

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of rissile mterglln Disposition
c/o SAIC/HEU EIS

PO Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Office of Fissile Materials Disposition:

The City of Osk Ridge Environizental Quality Advisory Board (EQAB) has
reviewed the Departaent. of Energy Draft Environmental Impact Statement
{DEIS) on Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uraniun and has made
the following cbservations:

1. Alternative 5, Maxioum Commercial Use of surplus highly enriched
uraniux, appears to be the envkonnennnx preferable alternative.
Among the alternatives considered in the LIS, the aaximum
commercial use alternative would derive the greatest benefit from 10.003
past efforts to obtain and enrich the uranius that is now .
considered surplus. This alternative would avoid some now
environmental cts frow mining, milling, and enriching new
sources of uranium for commercial reactor fuel, and it would
ninimize the impacts from disposal of material that could be a
valuable resourcs. .

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

Specificallys - 24 007

3. Subalternatives involving use of commercial facilities only to
blend surplus uranjua {(such as Alternatives 4B and 5B) give us
concern, as they would cause serious adverse socloeconocaic inglcta
in Oak Ridge dues to the loas of employment opportunities at the
¥-12 Plaat.

Should you have questions regarding these comments, please contact Ms,
gllen Smith, Vice-Chair of EQAB, at {423) 574-7396. On behalf of tha
Board, we: appreciate the opportunity to comment on this DEIS.
Sincerely, ’
For the ’ d

2 e

Gerald P:al-u, Chairman

cc: Honéuble luror and Meabers of Qak Ridge City Council
Amy ‘Fitzgera

, ORR Local Oversight Committee

10.003: Comment noted.

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

a
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COBBLE, JAMES A., WmTE ROCK, NM
PAGE10F3

Comments on the Options fiar Disposal of Sarphus HEU

Your solicitation of comnents on what to do with 200 metcic tuns of
surplus HEU is & two-edged sward. mnummd,mmpodm
for baing politically corrocs and ensbling & & i
resclution of the “problem”. mmmmnmnmmmmz
most who participate ln this cxordae sre suffidently ignorant of the
situation that their opiniona rep hing less valusble than s
eollection of incohercnt foars. It is certninly true that all the cards are not
o the table. The number of tons of HEU not dsciared surplus is a sansitive

ber that is not available to me or to anyvac clso in the public domain.
Novortboless, bused oa what I know, I will proceed with opinians, which is
what you profass to want.

The eatire di iun is bow to saf d the matsrial. The options.
congidered hare are only three: (1) no actien, () out carichment to & lovel
sppruprinte for commercial use in & powsr plant, and (3) cut the HEU Lato
low level wnaste for disposal at Yuces Mountain or WIPP. Opticna for
Incromental culs o waste und cummaniul uee ure dearly not optimal and
will not be considersd. The cotiservative view is that (1) is the preforred
option becauss it costs the least and pruserves the first two options.

To remind you at DOE of what you alresdy know, 200 matric tons,
while it sounds like a lot of stuff, is not! We are dealing hers with a total
{nventasy of surplus HEU tha volume of which is scarcely 10 cubic meters.

. That's the mass of uranium divided by the denasity:

200 tons * 000,000 gm/ton / (19 gm/es * 1,000,000 o/ m3) - 10 m?.

This is less than the volume of « full load of ready-mix concrets. Cranted
that it cannot be storsd in such a amall voluma becanss of criticality, but ths
important point La that there is not a lot of stuff that needs to be
safeguarded. Make no mistake. ltuimmtthltitmtfaﬂlnmdu
wréng bands, but with such & small volume, the “problem” is apparently

much emaliss thaa the avecoge uuunm!(h&mpoct

‘The second point is the cost of HEU. ﬂuvﬂuinwop_aruanal to the
cost ta make it. Tha general public has not soon the race tracks at ¥-12ia
Oak Ridge whare alectromagnetic separation began 50 years age. They are

10.026

15.007

10.026
cont.

10.026: The President, acting on the advice of the Nuclear Weapons Council, has deter-
mined that sufficient quantities have been retained in the strategic stockpile and that the
materials declared surplus are not needed to address any credible threat. More HEU
could be declared surplus in the future if additional treaties are signed between the United
States and other countries that possess nuclear weapons. As the commentor notes, the
price paid to make HEU has beéen quite high. However, DOE believes that the value of
surplus HEU is not proportional to the cost of making it. Value is what the surplus HEU
couid be sold for in the commercial market. DOE had more HEU than it needs and since
storing and safeguarding the material would continue to incur cost, DOE intends to sell
LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU to recover monetary value and to set an example to
other nations.

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

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

wrong hands. The United States is properly safeguarding the material in its current form,
but to reduce costs and set an example for other nations, the United States proposes to
make the surplus material permanently non-weapons-usable.

sasuodsay pup
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COBBLE, JAMES A., WHITE ROCK, NM
PAGE2 OF 3

unaware of the miles of barriers in the gasecus diffusion plant at K-25.
They don't know that a 1000-MW steers plant bad to be built ta operate K-25.
whila they appreciate the mavis Star Wars, they have no idea that a laser
must be tuned to a rescoant frequency within parts per million for sfficient
atarnic vapor 1aser isotops separstion. Thay never heard a set of turkines In
» gas ceatrifuge fail at & gut hing tens of th ds of du per
minute. They marval st the exhsust of a Actitious space ship but are
ignorant of the shear powsr and flux of matarial required to lato &
few grams of enriched material an atom at a time. In short, thers is no
sppredation of the difficulty of the task of separatiocn. The United States
worked hard and long and paid dearly to sarich uranium: untold

thousands of man years of work and bllions upen killions of dollars. One 10.026
munat approach a decialon to scrap this investment with religicus cont.
solcmnity, ’

The valus of the surplus liv in Lwu aress. First, as weapons grade
matorisl, we either have HEU or we don't. As is known, if we don't hava it,
& Herculsan effurt i necussary o oblain it. It is infinitely bettar to have it
and not need it than to need it and not have it. As an example, suppose we
needed to fabricate a 100-megubun duvics to deflect an astervid, cte. The
desired option in this case is the status quo cheico. (To assess this
argument, the aumber uf toas of HEU not docisred surplus is ncoded  You
guys know.' 1dont.) The second value of BFU, should this option be
pulitically table, is the maxl ia] use option. Reactor
Mumnﬂbmuhodmmlwddmmnllyomﬂmunnlm
By blending (e usanium down to reactor fuel enrichrment, we reduso the
stockpile of HRU but retain its valos as reactor fusl. This is not why it wag 10.027
cariched Lo the firet place, but maximizes its use for o good. Sooner or
lnur.thohnhmpdmdtndthelmhmdafaﬂwmbomm Thea
u.mm.hnqwmmmmumwmnmumy
appreciated.

'ﬂnmfordnpnd option, option (3), must be refuted ag not
betng intelligent. Opion (3) costs us resources, incurs extca effart, and
dnea not adcamplish the uasteted goal of making the wortd @ ssfer place,

:hammpdmdthkvhohm The lost resource argument has 10.025
ahudybomuldm However, aptiaa (3) also makes work for us. Tho - .
make-work work is the effort 0 licenso and locate the “waste® at Carlsbad,
for example, Though about as dangerous ss the ocigianl are, the waste

10.027: The No Action Alternative, which preserves the option of continued storage,

does not serve the purpose and need for the proposed action because the material would

remain in weapons-usable form. DOE agrees that maximum commercial use is the most
intelligent option and acknowledges that political considerations (in an international
rather than a domestic partisan sense) constitute an important aspect of the purpose and
need for HEU disposition actions.

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

SIH 1pul] Wnuvif) paysruy
&1y snydung fo uonsodsiq



COBBLE, JAMES A., WHITE ROCK, NM
PAGE3 OF 3

17-¢

would have an enormous impact on the operating budget of the waste
disposal site (and for no reason). In cutting the enrichment from 90+% to
less than 0.9%, the mass becumes 20,000 metric tons ~ 100 times groater.
(U288 must be used to pr chemical paration.) We have the cost. for
tw hu—wry fue e dilution m Howover, the main result would be an

g of the P d with NOR and whoaver is
uppusing it now. H.nauy. neither dm the “wasts® option accomplish lts
goal of making the world safer. With loads of fissile materials fiating 10.025
wrvund Russia with unknown security in place, the impact of "securing” cont.
the US surplus makes no gfol enntrih ‘Thare is s0 much of

this stuff available th othar hannels that it is ridiculous to spend
time or money securing vhu is slready secure 8nd safy. The non-
proliferation aspecta of this showy behavier have no mesning.

To rentate my suggestion far action: the "no action® option is cost
effoctive, safe, does not contribute to proliforntion, and preserves our

options. 'lhare will be s diffarent prosident in five years ar Jess whows 10.026
political agenda is different) The "maximum commersial use” optlon is cont.
mmmmnn-m.:nmmmmmmmn The waste
di 1" optiona are all d as foclish

1 cradit tha DOE for their proposal for maxt rcial vze 2 10.027

the most intelligent gption given the political nature of the “problem they
have been given. Pu'hmuahwyun. this gunseuse will stop — or at
loast be different. Thia is ono i where b tic foot dragging is
helpful indesd.

cont.

Jamas A. Cobble
staff mombez, Physics Division
Los Alamos National Laburstory

104 Oarlsbad
White Rock, NM 87644

pboge: BOS-E5T4450
omail; cobble@lanl.gov
Jan. 8, 1996
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COGGINS, NATHAN, JONESBOROUGH, TN

PAGE1 OF 1
Date Received: 11/13/95
Comment {D: POO11
Name: Nathan Coggins
Address: No Address Given
Transcription:
Hello. My name is Nathan Coggins. | live downstream from the Erwin facility, down the l 10.003
[Nulchucky] River, and I would just like to comment that we appreciate the jobs that it would

bring. What about waste that’s gonna be stored in (e area or i Oak Ridge. If there is going to

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

that we need to sacrifice our bealth for the dollars? 1'm not sure. My number is 753-9509.

10.003: Comment noted.

14.015: Any utility purchaser of nuclear fuel derived from surplus HEU would be
responsible for disposal of the resulting waste. Under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
DOE manages the Nation's civilian radioactive waste program in return for fees assessed
on nuclear electricity generation, so the waste would eventually be sent to a DOE perma-
nent repository {or possibly an interim storage facility). A location where LLW derived
from DOE’s down-blending to LEU can be disposed of has not yet been designated.
Additionally, Rocky Flats is neither evaluated as a waste disposal site nor considered for
any aspect of the HEU EIS.
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COGGINS, NATHAN & FAMILY, JONESBOROUGH, TN
PAGE 1 OF 1

Nathan Coggins & Pamily November 15, 1995
255 Taylor Bridge Rd
Jonesborough,T™ 37659

DOE Office of Pissile Materals Disposition
c/o SAIC-HEU BIS

P.0. Box 23786.

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear DOE:

1£ you are triuly seeking linput from are residents who have no
interest pro or con, with nothing to loose or gain financially.

Here is one families comments, based on the Summary of and partial
and continued examination of the full study,(Disposition of Surplus
Highly Enriched Uranium Draft Bnvironmental Impact Study).

Prom these publications, persons I am familiar with at NFS and
my own personal experiences and beliefa. 1 have formed this following
opinion of the matter: As I understand the least harmful method would
be to blend all REU down to LLW however this may not be the most
cost effective. I from limited information, believe the lowest impact
to all areas and residents, and the most feasible if there is a
market for LEU, would be to distribute the HEYU evenly to all four
aites to be blended. My reasoning is; 1st there would be no tran-
portation cost or risks at ORR. 2nd Even though the aretaround NPS
is .the most populated of the comercial sites, if the work is to be
distributed to all avalible atomic workers in all four locations,
this location should recieve it's share one fourth of the work.
3rd Since this ia a very hazarous and potentially leathal substance
Alternativa 5 seems the most sensible way to handle the process 10.011
if it is profitable. I have no figures as to the feasibility of
blending HEU to LEU vs blending HEU to LLW. Although LEU should
have a much higher value than LI#. I have seen no figures to indicate
this, ‘but I will assume this is so. Distributing the 200t of HEU %o
all four site would minimize impact on any one site plus finish the
job ina timely manner. This would reduce the risk of accidents
during tranaportation and - during actual blending to any one site
vs one or two ‘sites doing 100% of the ‘work. To use less than all
four sites would greatly increase the risks to the other sites
and surrounding areaa. HEU is -a hazardous material that needs to
be dealt with swiftly under close Fed Govt scutiny to assure safty
and reduce long term effects of this project on the areas involved.

This is not the type of ‘industry residenta, rich or poor,
educated or uneducated, are seeking for their area, no matter

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

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

Sincereiy

th Co: s & FPamily

10.011: The HEU EIS analyses showed that blending down the entire stockpile of sur-
plus HEU to LLW would generate the highest environmental impact among other alterna-
tives evaluated in the EIS (Table 2.4-2). Moreover, DOE agrees that the fastest and
safest disposition course would be, as described in Section 1.4.2, the Preferred Alterna-
tive, to blend down surplus HEU to LEU using a combination of four sites. The goal is to
achieve DOE’s objectives that would satisfy programmatic, economic, and environmen-
tal needs, beginning as soon as possible after the ROD is issued and proceeding, as neces-
sary, until all surplus material is blended down.

sasuodsay pup
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THE COLORADO COLLEGE, COLORADO SPRINGS, CO

PAGE 1 OF 21
To DOE for Inclusion in the on the HEU DEIS.
| realize this is several days past the deadine, but please include the
following in the on the i

on the Disposition of Highly Enriched Uranium.

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

Wiliam J. Weida
Economists Allied for Arms Reductions//The Colorado College
Colorado Springs, €O, 80903//719-389-6409
January 16, 1996

Intreduction

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

Over the last three years, the : ical ts of b

plutonium have been made abundantly clear by a nurr;bev of studies. In

spite of thisf. of all the materials, systems, facilities, and laboratories

1For example, see
Chow, 8rian G. and Kenneth A. Solomon, Limiting the Spread of Weapon-Usable Fissile

fat Defense RAND, Santa Monica, CA, 1993, and
Magagement and Dispasition ot £xcess W i, C on 1 Security
and Arrns Control, k y of y Prass, o.C.,
1994.
“Buming® is the techno-slang word for using Pu or HEU in nuclear reactors by down-blending
(essantially, dinjting) HEU to reactor-strength uranium or mixing Pu with uranlum to form 3
mixed oxide fue] (MOX) 1hat Gan be bumed in ight water reactors (LWRs),

06.018

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

SIH Joul] Wniuvif) payoruz
Kydriy smdang fo uomsodsiq



(Yom3

THE COLORADO COLLEGE, COLORADO SPRINGS, CO
PAGE 2 OF 21

involved in the design and operation of nuclear weapons, the most readily
available assets for reuse are usually identified as being the MEU and
plutonium from warheads, Over tho last two years, quasi-private
consortia have put considerable effort into dncing the US g

to embark on such a program. These efforts have cither

(1) assumed that there was an economical way to burn plutonium and HEU
for power,

(2) pr d the d and operation of new reactors specifically
built to burn plutonium as part of a regional conversion plan for old
nuclear weapon sites, or

(3) claimed that even if power mmcraticm itself was uneconomical, it
would still provide a way to dispose of the large stocks of plutonium and
HEU that was economically sound in the long run and was worthy of
government support.

At the same time, other “technical fixes™ for the plutonium problem
have also been proposed. Many of these are transmutation techniques that
would require large amounts of federal research and deveiopment money
to construct facilities to turn plutonium into shorter-lived elements.2
Others, such as shooting plutontum Into the sun, are equally as expensive.

With the of the gral Fast R (IFR), which has also been
marksted under category (2) abave, tranamutation has generally been
prop d as a pure g r h project.

In this paper, b ol ium and down-blended MEU

burning and olher forms of nuciear power generation will be made using
the general “industry model.” In these comparisons, the costs associated
with the wastes generated during the creation of nuclear power will not
be explored because these costs are approximately identical no matter
what kind of nuclear operations are undertaken. However, a ful
sceounting of these costs would be nacessary betore any form of nuclesr
power generation is compared to coal, gas, hydroclectric, or solar
generation schemes.

As 3 further issue, 1t should also be rememberod that most nations
are currently struggling with nuclear proliferation issues. Recent
problems ;with North Kores have diearly demonstrated that because
plutonium. s normally produced as 3 by-product of reactor operations,
civilian nuciear power generation is fundsmeontsily st odds with
proliferation goals in spite of international safeguards installed at most

2Elements with haif-lives of SO to 100 yearn Instead of the 24,000 years possessed by
plutonium.
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plants.  Further, actually burning plutonium for power legitimizes the
reprocessing of spent fuel and the possession of plutonium, both of which
vastly complicate the proliferation issue., . When evaluating any
dispasition option, one should keep firnly in mind that the major obstacle
to building a bomb is getting plutonium. When that obstacle is overcome,
the rest is much simpler.

The Value of Plutonium and Highly Enriched Uranium

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

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

Since. there is no open, operating market in either plutonium or HEU,
.and since existing prices for these commodities have in the past been set
by gavernments for political purposes, it is fair to say that no one has
established ;the real market value of either materlal. This is bound to
cause problems In pricing that cascade through all operatlons that try to
use plumnlum or HEU b | with no d market value

is being introduced into 2 commemal power-generating regime where
careful market analysis and cost control govern which power sources are
explaited.
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it all costs of plutonium and HEU were considered, both materials
would be some of the most expensive items ever created by man. The true
costs of generating plutonium and HEU through dismantlement of nuclear
weapons would have to include the following past costs:

The research costs accumulated in developing the materlals.

The initial costs to extract uranium, to purify the materials and to
make elements such as plutonium in reactors or HEU through
gaseous diftusion.

The cost to fabricate the materials into weapons.

The cost ta maintain the materials in weapons.

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

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

Accounting for any past costs of plutonium and HEU would make
either material tao expensive for any alt tive use and, whether
legitimately or not, these casts are usually counted as the costs of doing
business during the Cold War. As a result, alternative uses of these
matarials are usually considered under the assumption that all past costs
are sunk costs and future decisions are based only on the future costs of
disposition.

When the alternative of burning is evaluated for disposition, certain
physical rules apply: First, reactors using any acceptable material--
uranium, plutonium-based MOX, or down-blended HEU-will generate
approximately the same amount of power from those materisls. And
second, the total quantity of material put into a reactor will become the
total quantity of spent fuel gencrated by the reactor. Thus, only two cost
comparisons are appropriate to show whether plutonium or HEU can be
burned with any economic benefit:

(1) The cost of processing and fabricating reactor fuel--and whether
this cost would be higher or lower when plutonlum or HEU is used. Lower
costs may apply in the case of burning HEU, but this has not been
demonstrated.

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

sasuodsay pup
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The Nature of the industry

Since its inception, subsidies have been a way of life in the nuclear
power Industry. A 1992 report found that over the period 1950 to 1990,
20% or $96 billion of the $492 billion (in 1990 dollars) spent to develop
and obtain nuclear pawer was provided by the federal government.3
According to the DOE, of total subsidies to the energy sector provided by
the federal government in 1992, nuclear energy received $899 million of
$4.88 billion expended—or about 18%. However, while most other sources
ot energy {oil, coal, etc.) received either tax subsidics to lower prices or -
direct subsidies to use-—-both of which acted to
stimulate demand. for the pfod... | energy received almost all of
its subsidies ($890 out of $899 million) in Research and Development. In
fact, nuclear energy received 449% of all energy R&D subsidies in 1992.4

Over the last forty years, funding of nuclear energy research has
continued with little actual implementation of the results of this
research. As construction of new reactors has stopped, a few large
companies have stayed in the reactor research and development business
without having to sell economically wable reactors. In such a situadon.
there has been no need for cial products--i d, the h
has been on selling and maintaining Iarge research and development
programs. As reactor construction has ceased, each new R&D project

proposal has been further and further removed from.the last project
private industry and the public was willing to accept and fund. One result
of this policy of R&D subsidization has been to create an industry
interested in the development of sources of power, not the economics of
producing power.

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

3These ugunQ ignifi the current estis of the co3ts to bury nuciear
wastesand v

Komanotf Enefgy Associates, Elscal Fisslon: The Fconomic Fallura of Nuchear Powet, 270
Lafayette, Suite 400, New York, NY, Decemtes, 1992,

$Eaderat Faergy Subsidies Direct amd Inditect intenientions in €nergy Markets,
SR/EMEU/92-02, Energy Inforrmation Administration, U.S. Department of Energy, Washington,
D.C., Noverper, 1992, p. 7.
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"Evidence suggests the average operating costs of nuclear power plants
are now higher than those of conventional plants and other power supply
alternatives.”™ And Moody's has stated that;

"Glven increasing competition from other types of generating
tacilities and renewed efforts via conservation and demand side
management programs to reduce the need for new capacity additions,
nuciear power's economics must be comparable with alternative fuel
sources and energy efficiency and conservation options. In a
deregulating environment, the pressure to maintain competitively
low rates will compel utilities to select the most economic option.
And given the challenges outlined above, we do not think that nuclear
plants are likely to provide such economic benefits.”s

Among cther things, this casts doubt on the future feasibility of
using MHEU in o s—unicss down-blending and fuel fabrication
can be accomplished at prices significantly lower than the already
depressed prices now encountered for normal low enriched uranium (LEU)
fuel fabrication.

Burning Plutonium

The use of mixed oxide fuel (MOX) containing plutonium in Light
Water Reactors (LWRs) is technically proven. Reactors that use low
enriched uranium can have 1/3 of their core in MOX. Three reactors of the
System B0 type at the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station are
pressurized light water reactors (PWRs) that could handle a full core load
of MOX. 'Using these reactors, it would take 30 reactor years—or 10 years
for all three reactors--to convert SO tons of plutonium into spent fuel.”

A National Academy of Sci study estimated that a new MOX
fabrication facility would cost between $400 milion and $1.2 billion and
would take about a decade to complete.d Estimates are that the cost of
MOX fuel .fabrication is over $2000 per kilogram of heavy metal, about six

Sticctric Utiliies_Commentary, *Are Older Nuctear Plants Still Economic?, Insights trom a
Lehman Brothers Research Confersnce”, vol 2, no. 21, May 27, 1992, p. L

ENuciear Powar, Moody's Special Corrrment, Moody's lnvestors Service, New York, NY, Apri,
1993,p. 7. .

Taakhijani, ‘Arjun, and Annie MakNjani, Eissle Materials In A Glss. Oaddy, EER Press,
Takorra Park, Maryland, 1995, p. 26-27.

8 and () lon of Fxcess Phtenhun, Op. Cit., p. 159-160.
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times the fabrication cost of low-enriched uranium fuel.9 At MOX
fabrication costs of $1300-$2000 per kilogram, the cost of uranium would
have to rise to $123-$245 per kilogram just to equal MOX fabrication
costs even if the plutonium used was free.'o

Cost i for logl t of spent fuel from
commercial pawer reactors are about $300, 000 per ton of heavy metal (in
1988 dollars). However, the cost of disposal of a ton of plutonium would
be higher because it must be diluted to make re-extraction difficult.
Assuming 2 cost on the order of several milion dollars per metric ton of
plutonium, total disposal costs would range from $100 million to $300
million for SO metric tons of plutonium,!!

As was previously noted, the economics of plutonium burning have
been investigated and rejected. Chow and Solomon looked at five optians
for the use of plutonium in reactors:'2

1.Use plutcnium as fuel in existing fast reactors without .

reprocessing. Using pon-grade plutonium in this would

cost $18,000/kg. ’

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

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

3. Use LWR's with full MOX fuel loads without reprocessing.  The

cost for this is $5,600/kg with weapon-grade plutonium.

4. Store plutonium for 20 or more years. Cost: $3,800/kg.

S. Mix plutonium with waste and dispose of it as waste. Cost:

$1,000/kg in marginal costs over storing the wasto alone--which -

would lead to costs of about $4,800/kg.

None of these options has any commercial value. In the first three,
the extra costs of handling plutonium because of its radioactivity,
toxicity, and potential weapon use outweigh any benefits, Further,
storage sites will not be ready until 2010 at the earliest, and when
storage costs are taken into account, they raise the cost of burnmg
plutonium in LWRs by $4000 to $10,000/kg.

Becau;e of this, the use of plutonium in civilian reactors creates no
economic benefits and has a large proliferation risk. Chow and Solomon

SNuclear Fuel, fanuary 26, 1992.

105 ¢j HA., P iurn fuei: An
V1Maknijani and Maknijani, Op. Cit., p. €6.
2Cnow and Solomon, Op. Cit., pp. Xxi, Xxii.

©OECD, Paris, 19889, p. 69,
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estimated that thermal cycle plutonium use!'d will not be feasible until
the price of uranium-bearing yellowcake reaches $100/L8 and they
ostimated that this will not occur for SO yuars.'* They further projected
that fast reactors will not be profitable untll yell ke price reach
$220/8 in about 100 years.)$

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

Down-blending and Burning HEU

The economics of down-blending HEU for use in reactors may be
more favorable than those for glutonium., Weapon-grade HEU typically
contains over 90% U-235 that must be diluted to levels of 3-5% to
generate the low enriched uranium used in reactors.!'® DOE's October,
1995, Drak Enviror | Impact S on the Disposition of Highly
Ensiched Uranlum (DEIS) defines HEU as anything enriched above 20% U-
235, and assumes an average enrichment of 509% (-235. As of January,
1996, DOE had declared 165 metric tons of HEU "surplus” to the stockpile.
Of course, any strategy to down-blend HEU and sell it as reactor fuel will 14.017
require eventual storage of the highly toxic and radwactive spent fuei—
which will stili contain bath plutonium and HEU.'7

To down-blend HEU it is simply blended with natural uranlum,
depleted uranium (.2-.3 percent U-235), or dlightly enriched uranium (.8 .to
2 percent U-235). it is possible that this can be done 80 it is price-
campetitive: with fuel made from uranium and thus, is as commercially
viable as standard reactors.!d A quasi-private corporation, US,
Enrichment Corporation (USEC), has been established to purchase the 06.021
Par h, OH, and Paducah, KY, enri plants from the DOE for the

13Reprocessing Pu and U from spant fue! and using Pu-bearing mixed-oxkle (MOX) fuel in
thenral nuciear power plants.
14Chow and Solomon, Op. Cit., pp. Xvi. Xvi.

Sgig., p. avil.

‘SpMaknljand and Maknifan, Op. CiL, p. 16-17.

Yot I Knpact on_the Disposition af Highty Enis Utaniu, U.S.
Departmant of Energy, Office of Fissile Dk D.C., October, 1995,

ohakhijani and Maknijani, Op, Cit., p. 17.

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

06.021: The blending of surplus HEU to LEU would be done to recover the full eco-
nomic value of the material at going market prices (it will be “price competitive™).
USEC was created by the Energy Policy Act of 1992 to take over DOE’s uranium enrich-
ment operations. Although USEC may be used to market LEU derived from DOE's sur-
plus HEU, that is not the purpose of USEC; it is strictly an ancillary function. USEC
only leases the enrichment plants from DOE. DOE does not agree that commercial use of
LEU derived from surplus HEU increases the proliferation potential. Although fuel
derived from U.S. surplus HEU and sold abroad could conceivably be reprocessed in
some countries to separate Pu for commercial (non-military) use in mixed oxide fuel, that
LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply replace other fuel, so no incremental
Pu would be created as a result of this program.
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purpose of pursuing down-blending as a commercial venture. DOE has
acknowledged that US Enrichment Corp. (USEC) will market the reactor
fuel internationally. The US would not control the spent fuel generated by
foreign reactors and this spent fuel would be a dick for repr

to extract the plutonium. No pr is forbid repr ing or require the
return ta the US of spent fuel generated from thts material.19

Four down-blending scenarios have been cansad:red by DOE to meet
its stated goals of nonproliferation and li the " ful b
use” of HEU in a way that will return money to the US Troasury?"

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

-2. Limited commercial use— down-blend 35% of HEU into reactor -
fuel, the rest to less than 1% U-23S,

3. Substantial commercial use— down-blend 65% into reactor fuel,
the rest to less than 1% U-23S,

4. Maximum commercial use - down-biend BS% into reactor fuel,
the rest to less than 1% U-235.

DOE’s preferred option is maximum commercial use which, DOE
claims, will return the most money to the US Treasury. However, the DEIS
does not present a credble analysis demonstrating a positive economic
retumn, and the maximum commercial use option would create more than §
million pounds of spent nudear fuel (2,380 metric tons, assuming an
assay of 50% ensichment for 170 metric tons of material). Further, under
its fastest down-blending scenario--down-blend to 4% and sell as reactor
fuel-DOE’s plan would take 10 years to process 200 tons of HEU. During
that 10 years, it is likely that more HEU will be dedclared surplus. DOE
argues this will not increase the smount of spent fuel, since reactors will
bum something anyway. Further, it will reduce environmental impacts
since new uranium will not have to be mined for reactor fuel.2! For this
claim to be true, the use of down-blended HEU will have to be so complete
that it replaces the current US uranium mining industry, and if this

occurs, - it Vll questionable whether this industry could ever be restarted.

Anotfher option, down-blending to 4% for storage until economic and
reprocessing concerns 3re¢ addressed, has been rejected by DOE who

06.021
cont.

04.013

12.012

09.021

04.013: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been (‘ievel-
oped to provide the decisionmaker, DOE, comprehensive information upon which to

" make decisions. The cost analysis, which is available in a separate document with the

HEU Final EIS, supports DOE’s position that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from
surplus HEU makes the most economic sense and would save considerable money. The
spent fuel that would result from commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU
would supplant spent fuel that would be created in any event in the absence of the pro-
gram.

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

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

" inaccessible Pu, but it does not contain any HEU.
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claimed it provides "no proliferation advantage over down-blending and 09.021
selling.” However, blending to 4% and storing retains the fuei option while
maintaining y of the ial in 2 relatively stable state which cont.

contains neither plutonium or HEU.22

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

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

The lsaiah Project

Propased in 1993, xhis projecx involved bumlng plutonium in mixed
oxide fuel (MOX) and prodh. y by ! the WPPS #1
reactor at Hanford, WA and the #3 reactor at Satsop WA. It has been
claimed this would create 9,000 direct construction jobs, 2,500
permanent operations jobs and 13,500 secondary jobs in the region. Each
plant would produce 1,300 Mwe.23

In 1993 dollars, completion costs for WNP-1 were $1.7 billion and
for WNP-2 they were $1.6 billion. Operating costs were estimated at
about $21 million/year, and O&M costs at about $123 million/year
including the spent fuel disposal fee. When financing casts were included,
the $1.7 billion completion cost for WNP-1 rose to $2.8 billion. However,

22pjg,
23 qtter trom Robert Wages, President, OCAW, 1o Elmar Chatak, President, Industrial Union
Departmment, November 3, 1993,
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private financing was supposed to cover all project completion costs and
return $4 bilion to the Federal government.24

While these financial anr sound promising, the poor
economics surtounding this plutonlurn burning project were summed up by
a clause in the Project lsziah contract that stated that DOE would "enter
into 2 long term contract.....[with] a federa! obligation to make debt
service payments if revenues from the sale of steam [power is] not
adequate.”25 (My italics)

Triple Play Reactor
The “triple play™ reactor was proposed by a quasi-private consortium

to burn plutonium, produce tritium and generate electricity at the
Savannah River Site. Aside from the inherent contradictions in using a2

new reactor to d of pl jum from p by producing tritium
for D the proposed s 80+ Program Plan also displayed
considerable "uncertainty in costs” in MOX fabrication?® and it proposed

that the federal government provide $50 million in up-front financing.2?
The private consortium offered to pay back the $50 million If DOE
ultimately decided to proceed with the proposal at the end of the three
year study phase.28

In addition, the Triple Play reactor required an extensive list of
other subsidies:
The federal government had to provide a site and infrastructure at no
cost to the consortium.2?
The consortium pays disposal fees for waste, but then passes them
hrough to the govi not to the consumer of the power,30

24) etter trom John R. Honenkamp, SAIC, to Dr. Bunn, National ¥ of Science,
Novermber 8, 1993,

25Cammunication fram Lauren Dodd, Battelle Institute, “The Balah Project”, Pacific Northwest
Labotatorhs. Dnoh-r 1, 1993,

BM'.L.SnA sylum 80+ Team, Savannah River Site, Alken, S.C., March 31, 1994, p.8.
27md.. [

Brian Castner and George Devis of ABB combustion
Englnoerng in May, 1995,
Planifor of a System A0+ Mtk Nuciear Facility at

Biver_ Site, Op. Ql-- p.68.
0pia., p.70, :

d

n1s0ds?
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The gov supplies pl ium oxide, depleted uranium oxide, and
the site lease, all at no charge, and it further agrees to sole-source
irradiation services from the plant.

The “annual fees” required from the government were estimated at $78
million for plutonium buming alone--about a 10% subsidy.

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

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

Similar subsidies are likely to be requirsd by project Isalah because
3 majority of the proposed revenues from both projects are from
electrical generation.  An electricity-producing, plutonium-burning light
water reactor is not ec lly feasible b of the addtional
facilities and security procedures required for plutonium handing. MOX
fabrication will also add hundreds of millions of dollars to normal
operating costs. Each of these factors increases the fianancial risk
associated with building a new reactor.

Disposition Requirements
Total Quantities of Plutonium

In 1991, the US had about 19,000 nuclear warheads and the Former
Soviet Union (FSU) had about 32,000. Under START I and START li, the US
and FSU agreed to reduce to 3,500 US and 3,000 FSU strategic warheads by
2003. Numbers of remalning tactical warheads may vary, but a good
estimate would be about 1,500 US and 2,000 FSU tactical warheads. Thus,
each side will have about 5000 nuclear warheads In 2003. About 2,500

heads could be led each year in the US, but only about 1,170
will be dismantled if parity is maintained with the FRS's rate of 2,250 per
year3?

At present, 50 or more metric tons of excess weapon grade
plutonium exist on each side.34 In addition, based on the assumption that
there are less than 4 kg of plutonium in each warhead and there are 20

3iid., p.75 and Brian Costner and George Davis of ABB
Combustion Engineering in May, 1995,

2ppid. .

33Cnow and Salamon, Op. Cit., pp. 9,10,

24 and sition of Fxcess Weapons Plutoniuem, Op. Cit, p 1.

sasuodsay puv

SIUIUWMDO(] JUBUIUIOY)



9¢—¢

THE COLORADO COLLEGE, COLORADO SPRINGS, CO

PAGE 13 OF 21

metric tons of plutonium in the military inventories of other nuctear
weapons powers, the global inventory of plutonium is:

Military plutonium
Separated cividan plutonlum
Unseparated plutonium in clvilian spent fuel

248 metrk tons
122 matric tons
532 mutsic tons3s

Total Quantities of HEU

To further non-proliferation goals, the United States has also agreed
to buy a total of 500 tons of Russian HEU for $11.9 Billion over the next
twenty years if certain conditions are met. The US plans to resell this
material to fulfill demand for nuclear fuel in domestic and world
markets.3¢ According to current plans, HEU from the former Soviet Union
is to be de-enriched by US Enrichment Corporation (USEC) at its plants in
Paducah, Kentucky and Portsmouth, Ohio. USEC is suppoesed to be a for-
profit company, and during these operations a price for HEU may actually
be established. However, at this time the actual worth of HEU is unknown
and there is no market mechanism for generating its market value. This
raises questions about how the $11.9 billion price was determined,
whether it can be regarded as a real, market price of HEU and, if not, what
price will actually charged for this material.

As opposed to pl ium, HEU is used nor made in reactors.
There are about 2300 metric tons of HEU worldwide, almost all of it in the
former Soviet Union and the US.3? Total US HEU production from 1945 to
1992 was 994 metric tons. Of this, 483 metric tons were made at the K-
25 facility at'the Savannah River Site between 1945 and 1964, and 511
metric tons were made at the Portsmouth, Ohio plant between 1956 and
199238

35Makhijan and Makhijanl, Op. Clt., p. 11,

36, and Dk of Excess Weapons. Op. Clt., p. 5.

37Makhijani, and: Makhijanl, Op. Cit., p. 16-17.

3801 eary, Hazel, Remarks Conceming a DOE fact sheet on HEU, DOE, Washingten, D.C., June 27,
1994, i

'

16.018

12.013

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

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

SIH DUl wnuap) paydlauy
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The US inventory of HEU is located in the following locations:3?
0.6 Hanford, WA 26.2 INEL, D
0.2 LLNC, CA 6.7 Rocky Flats, CO
3.2 LANL, NM 0.9 SNL, NM
Crassified  Pantex, TX 1.6 Knolis, NY
0.2 Brookhaven, 1L 23.0 Portamouth, OH
168.9 Y-12, SRS, 5C [ K-25, SRS, SC
1.4 sc

ORNL, .
TOTAL = 258.8 metric tans (not inciuding Pantex)

HEU consumed by the US since 1945 is estimated to be about 105
metric tons including uranium burned in reactors for plutonium production
at SRS (about 42 metric tons), uranium burned by the Navy (about 12
metric tons), uranium consumed in research (about 25 metric tons),
uranium exported to France and UK (abut 6 metric tons), and uranium
consumed in weapons tests (about 20 metric tons). This feaves 630
metric tons [994 - (105 + 259)) unaccounted for in the revealed
inventories and this is probably split between the Pantex stockpile and
the remaining nuclear arsenal.4@

When the ber of nuct p peaked at 32,500, independent
experts estimated there were S00-550 metric tons of HEU in warheads,
implying about 16 kg per weapon. The amount of HEU per weapon is thought
to have declined slightly since then due to greater use of plutonium.¢!
New estimates suggest that about 50% more HEU was devoted to weapons
than previously believed Thus, either more was used in each bomb than
had been estimated--which suggests that abcut 10 tons more would also
have been consumed in tests--or there was considerable overproduction
and stockpiling for an arsenal buildup that never occurred.s?

The amount of blendstock required for final blending down of SO0
tons 93.5% HEU can be estimated as follows:43

ftend Sgock HEW (mg)  Blead_(ms)
Depleted L(0.2% U235) sao0 10,600 11,100
Natural L(.711% U235) 500 12,100 12,600
Siightly, Esiched U(1.5% U233) 500 15,400 15,900
3pia.
4SComrmunication trom Pater Gray, June 30, 1994.
411bia, .
“2pig.

“3paknijani and Makhijanl. Op. Cit., p. 76.

12.013
cont.

sasuodsay pup
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If all 2300 metric tons of HEU was disposed of by down-blending, 12,013
the resuiting amounts of nuclear fuel are significant enough to alter the

US uranium and fuel fabrication industries. In fact, it is easy to imagine a cont.
scenario where domestic uranium operations were put entirely out of

business if down-blending of HEU can be done in an economical manner,

Costs of Transmutation and Other
Non-Buming or Technical Fixes

C J imination of il is only possible through two
means: ﬁrsl. wait until the natural radicactive decay destroys it—this
would take thousands of years. Second, transmute plutonium by using
some technique to bombard its nuclei and spiit them into fission products.
Option two can only occur through 3 nuglear reaction in a reactor or in 2
particle accelerator.44 Most elements created by transmutation would
have much shorter half-lives than plutonium. Thus, the potential benefits
of transmutation could be:

1. A reduced volume of material.

2. Reduced radicactive life of material

3. Less risk of human Intrusion into storage areas.+s

Mast tion techniques require repr ing and, hence, are
likely to be lunacceptable on the basis of both proliferation and waste
generation concerns.*€ In fact, the GAO has noted that “the reprocessing
and separating of the waste are more difficult technical problems than
transmuung(the long-lived elements from the waste.+?

Waste transmutation would take many billions to develop and is not
passible before 2015.4¢ DOE managers belleve it is not economically
Jjustifiable since a waste repository would still be needed. A complete
tr ati ystem would include a reactor or accelerator to transmute
reprocessed: fuel, a spent fuel reprocessing and waste separation facility,
a fuel fabrication facility, and storage facilities for spent fuel and
residual wastes.4?

GAO/RCE.D-94 'IG. urlted Snus Gcmnl Ing Offica, 0.C.. Decomb
1993, p. 31, g

45pid,, p. 10,

45mm-pm and Makhijani, Op. Cit., p. 98-100,

47p 10 Reduce ve Waste May Take Decadesand Be Cassly, Op. Cit.,

p-13
“Sipig., p. 3.
“31pia., p. 4,5,
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6t-¢

Poteatial Transmutation JechnologinssO

Units & Tirne R To
Dustruy 90% Of LWR 3
Potential Actiniis Wasts Scneduie/ Fisslon
Eagraon Spansac Expected 0 2010 Coat{$1983) Actickies Braducts
Advarced 0Ok, GE 183 Unita $3b (3 resctor) Yes No
Liquid Metal/ Asganne 200 ysany *4 b/ Urit for
integral Fast resminder
Reactor Start: 2015
{ALMR/IFR) Oparste: 200 yr,
Ops Cost: $32b
Accelerator LA 19 Units Devetop: $5b Yes Sorme
Transmutation 40 yeans Starr 2016 ncl Pu, U
Project (ATW) Totak: $120b
Phoenix Brookhaven 1 or 2 units Deveiop: $29b Yes Sarrm
Accalenatar National Lab 25 years Developmant Mot Pu, U
Time: 15-20 yr.

Particle- Brookhaven 20-70 Units Deveiop: $1.3b Yes Yes
Bed Reactor National Lab 40 yr. Development
{PBR) 15Q yr, tor Pu Tirrw: 16 yt.

. No cost estimates
CQcan Use Hantora/ Rach: $74-160m  No Yes
Of Reacior Westinghouse No cost estirates
Pragram (CURE)

Some of the other proposals for non-burning disposal of plut

from warheads are:

1. Monitored Surface Sturage

A monitored storage facility for 50 tons of plutonium has an
estimated capital cost of $170 milion (1990 dollars) with an operating
cost af $28 milion per year.5' Prelminary estimates are that storing
plutonium would cost about $1 per gram per year, Thus, storing 200 ions
would cost: roughly $200 million per year for a net present value cost of
$2 bilion.52

30%3d., p. 10,
Sigy C.H., P.L. Hendri MM Kilinger, snd B.J. Jonas, Ontians a0a ceguiatory
il PNL-SA-18728, Pacific
Northwest L ries, U.5. Deps of Energy, ingion, 0.C., 1990, pp. 12-13.
S$2¢guter, Steve, Canizal and Disposition of Nucicar Weapoay Matedaty, Working Papers of the
lon Of Nuciear Warheads for Paacafid Purposes, Rome,

b on
Raly, June 15,16,17, 1992, pp. 144-148.
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2. Deep G e D | /Caamad [ )
The cost is essentially that far \n(rlﬁﬂﬂon and for burial in Yucca

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

3. Launching Plutenlum Into the Sun

A 1982 NASA study estimated the cost of this option at $200,000
per kllog'am of plutonium. Several hundred kg could be handed at 3 time.
This is probably not feasible due to publlc fears about the potential for a
crash and r - of pi from one of the rockets.53

4. Undergtound Nuclear Detonation

In one Russian proposal, S000 warheads would be destroyed in a
single explosion of a 100-kiloton warhead. A US option proposed using
small shafts to destroy § warheads at a time (about 3000 detonations
would be required) Even if one destroyed 50 warheads at a time, 300
detonations’ would be required--almost half of the 730 US underground
tests conducted to date.54

5. Vltrlﬁcatlon

By 1994 the DOE had spent ove.v $ bilhoﬂ trying to witrify tiquid
wastes and had not yet s ium may not share
these problems and it could be formed into blocks weighing thousands of
pounds to make theft more difficult.55 However, while vitrification of
plutonium alone is an option, it doesn't present a sufficient barrier ta
reuse.56  For this reason, prior to vitrification, plutonium will most likely
be mixed with other materials that would make repurification moce
ditficult.s? ’

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

$3

jonal P for the P jon of Nucicar War and The institute for Energy and
Environmental Research, Riutanium--Ncadiy Gold of the Nuclear Age, Intemations! Physicians
Prass, Cim. MA, 1992, pp. 130-138.
S4pid., pp. 130-138, .
$5¢ar a discussion of potential problems and benefits associated with vivification, see

by Kevin Wenzel at af, and Alex DeVoipl in “Letters®. Ihe
Buletin.of the Atomic Scientints, vol. 52, no. 1, January/Fabruary, 1996.
SBpakhijani and Makhijani, Op. Cit, p. 4.
57waid, Matthew, “Encase Excess Plutonkum in Giass, U.S. Urged®, The New York Yimes,
Noverrber 17, 1994,

i
i
i
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1. Vitrification of plutonium mixed with gamma-emitting fission
products 0 the resulting glass logs meet the spent fuel standard.se
These fission products have much shorter half-lives than
plutonium. For example, the haif-ife of Cesium 137 Is only 30
years as oppoued to 24,000 years for plutonium. Thus, the mix

would b kst to proliferation over time. This is
likely to take longer since vitrificaticn plants are not prepared for
this task.5®

2. Vitsification of ph lum with depleted i or some other

alpha-producing element.

3. Vitvrification of plutonium with a aon-radoactive element. such as
europium, that would render the mixture unsuitable for weapons
without reprocesaing.s®

According to one proposal, the US could incorporate high level waste
{HLW) like plutonium into 25,000 tons of glass at a rate of about 1000
tons of glass per year. This would allow the disposal of 100 tons of
plutonium in five yeasrs if the glass contained only 2% plutonium. A recent
analysis by Padfic Northwest Laboratories estimates the total additional
cost at $100 million to convert 100 tons of piutonium metal to oxide and
mix it with other HLW--ten times cheaper than storage, and ten to fifty
tlmes ehe-pu than MQX.§! Onc could aiso phee 2 barrier to misuse by

oups by making the j in which vitrified plutonium is
ncred highly ndoactlve‘l

Conclusion

Several des on the al ives ilable for di i
plutonium and HEU have noted that due to potential prollferatlon problems
and the danger these pose for ali people, dsposition Issues should be
decided based on expedency and safety, and economic considerations
should not play a major rale in this process.$? However. a student of the

military budgetmg process or the budget ich g a
SHTqunlM da 10 fMake plutonium as difficult to retrdave as it would be if it
wuunm«mhmdmumm»m:mmwnmmmmw(ma)um
uummlnanmmwammmmumhrumnmmmmnmmmrmn
mnmludhponl. This kradiated tust fisslon p u and
transunanic lsotopss.

S%uaknijan! apd Makhijanl, Op. Cit, p. 88,

Opid., p. 4.

“Fcnu, Steve, Op. Cit., W- 144-148.
S2paknijant and Makhljank Op. Cit, p. 89,
€3for exampie, sce Makhijani snd Makhijani, Op. Git.

01.009

01.009: The Department of Energy agrees that nonproliferation objectives (particularly
in terms of setting an example for other nations) are preeminent; however, cost consider-
ations are also important in the current budgetary climate. DOE deems all of the action
alternatives (Altematives 2 through 5) to be roughly equivalent in terms of serving non-
proliferation objectives of the program. On the other hand, the sale of LEU fuel derived
from surplus HEU would yield returns on prior investments to the Federal Treasury, off-
set blending costs, and reduce Government waste disposal costs. Consequently, the non-
proliferation and economic objectives are complementary in the surplus HEU disposition
program, particularly for the Preferred Alternative since both favor commercial use of the
resulting material.
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major infectious disease such as AIDS will realize that there is no
precedent for reat-world decisions-—even those that concern threats to
farge numbers of people--being made in an environment free of economic
considerations. In fact, in making such decisions it is not unusual for
economic costs and benefits to be considered first, not last. For this
reason, it is necessary to Identify those factors involved in the
disposition area that will create common costs across all options, and to
specify those areas where specific' factors are likely to be major cost
drivers that could discriminate between the various disposition options.

This paper has shown that while HEU can be down-blended and burned
by nuclear reactors for power generation, it will face the same economic
forces as the nuclear industry in general. As a result, all other issues
aside, it is unlikely to be finandally successful in the United States in
the long run. Current HEU disposition programs appear to be predicated on
a positive financial retum to the US government. Since this seems to be
unrealistic, other goals may have to be developed. For example, the US
may have to apply the same standards to HEU disposition as it applies to
plutonium, Insistence on judging the success of the HEU prog'am based on
economic return Is likely to end up g 9 a large
grade or down-biended HEU for which therc ls no econanﬂcally vlable

feuse program and there are no other pl

'+ (d

It is-aiso clear that buming plutonium in power generating reactors
18 not economical and, further, it is unlikely to become economical at any

time in the near future. As the recent ional Acad of Sci study
stated,
“Exploiting the energy value of plutonlum should not be a central
criterion for d both the cost of fabricating

and safeguarding p|utmlum fuels makes them currently
uncompetmve with cheap md widely available low-enriched
uranium fuels, and b ic value this plutonium
might represent now or in the future is small by comparison to the
security  stakes."6¢

, even if burnii l ium is not is it still cheaper
(hanoxher hods of dealing with or d of plutonium? This
question lncorpfxa!a both prdifcrauon risk and economla. and the
following framework of ‘givens' provides & way In which it might be
considered:

H ¢ ol

$4pManageent and Disposition of ExCess Weapons Plutonium, Op. CIt., p- 3.4

04.012

04.012: The Department of Energy does not judge the success of the proposed surplus
HEU disposition program on economic return. The overall economics of HEU disposi-
tion actions from the Government’s perspective will be determined more on the basis of
avoided waste disposal costs than on any conclusion of positive financial return. In other
words, even if the costs of blending exceeded the proceeds from market-price sales of

LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU, the Government would still be economically ahead '

because it would not have to pay to dispose of the material. Any revenues from sales of
LEU would help to offset blending costs and thus result in less Government outlays than
noncommercial options—including storage over the long term with its attendant costs of
storage, safeguards, maintenance, international inspections, etc. An analysis comparing
the costs of HEU disposition alternatives has been prepared to aid the Secretary in reach-
ing an ROD in this program. The cost analysis, which is available separately from the
HEU EIS, supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel
derived from surplus HEU makes the most economic sense and would save considerable
money.
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First, it is obvious that increased handing of a material like
plutonium leads to increased costs and increased proliferation
risk,

Second, any proposat to burn plutonium In reactors to reach a spent
fuel standard might also be accomplished more simply and
cheaply by mixing plutonium with waste to a spent fuel standard
to start with.$5  As an i lly different e t, plutonium
can always be chemically separated from spent fuel whether it
was generated inside a reactor or simply mixed with existing
spent fuel, although the difficulty associated with this operation
can be increased by adding other slements to the mix.

Third, waste storage costs, irrespective of the method of storage
chosen, are based on volume and radioactivity and will be the
same for all burning and non-burning options. In any process that
requires putting material in a reactor, whether for power
generation or simply to dispose of the matenial, the volume of
material will remain constant throughout the process and the
radicactivity of the spent fuel will be approximately the same for
storage considerations. The only exception ta this rule occurs
when reprocessing s involved. Then both waste volume and costs
rise dramatically.

And fourth, for transmutation, costs are altered because one is
handing hotter material for relatively shorter periods of time--
but these time periods are still so extensive that discounted cost
comparisons between alternatives cannot show significant
differences. In additi tr Ration t | still require
reprocessing and they still must absorb the cast of research and
development. Other options do not have either of these negatives.

Viewed in this light, final waste disposal costs will be incurred
whatever disposal option Is taken. These costs could potentially be offset
by doing something profitable with the plutonium and HEU prior to final
storage, but this paper has shown that finding a profitahle use for either
material is unfikely. Thus, the more probable case is one where the costs
of basic waste stotage are increased by whatever costs are associated
with the disp on option ch The tactors most likely to
significantly: increase costs are the major cost drivers that create

ssFor a ubcuuhn of pnnmlal probiems and benefits ausoclated with *mix and meft™ approaches
by P; Kevin Wenzel et al. and Alex

DtVolp- in “Letters®, nmmmm vol. $2, no. 1, January/February,
1996,

16.019

16.019: The Department of Energy is confident that a profitable use for LEU fuel
derived from surplus HEU will be available. The commercial use of HEU will shift the
costs of waste disposal from the Government to the commercial user that derives benefit
from the use of the fuel, and their costs would not increase beyond what they would have
been anyway: (1) DOE does not agree that commercial use of HEU would need to be
subsidized. (Revenues would offset blending costs for commercial materiai.) (2) Repro-
cessing would not be necessary for HEU disposition actions, although reprocessing of
some DOE irradiated fuel for other reasons, such as stabilization for storage or disposal,
might result in more separated HEU requiring disposition. (3) Once HEU is blended
down to LEU, security costs would be minimal, and once it is sold, they would be zero.
(4) No research and development is necessary for HEU disposition actions. Some of the
commentor's points may have some validity with respect to Pu, but they do not appear to
be valid with respect to HEU.

sasuodsay pup
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differences among the various options for plutonium and HEU disposition
At this point, these major costs appear to arise from four areas:
(1) The level of subsidization in the “profitable”™ parts of the
disposition program.
(2) Those items (such as reprocessing) that increase the volume of
waste and thus, the cost of waste disposal.
{3) The cost of security and its direct relstionship to the number of
times a material is handed or moved.
(4) The cost of r ch and develop of new hods of
disposition.
These four coms outweigh all other costs generated by disposition by
many orders of magnitude and, as a result, they should be the major

P!

. when choosing among disp

16.019
cont.
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Caxnmunincalit Ediain Coamgan
ot F O Place
Duwin Gove, i (619044700

January 11, 1996

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

Subjoct: Conuncais ou Draf EIS for Dispositiou of Swrplus HEU
Geotlernen:
ComEd wishes to submiit the i ou the Deall Envi Tmpuct for

Disposition of Surplus Highly Ennchﬂi Uranium;

I ComEd suppons A i Ce
alicrnative nmﬁnmnh:fmal ioipact o0 (he Laxpaycr. draws down the excess HEU

! stockpike in the wost expoditious manact, produces the smallest volume of waste and utilizes

: processes which are well undersioond.

1 Use (85% Fuel/1 5% Waste). This

2 mm:thnmumwuwmmmwmumm Only onc

H hag even capubilisy 0 do 50 DOE s intens 1o markal (his

i esaterial in a form other thaa what is in standard counncreial usage will lisus the vuluc of the
! makenial aad thus 1% rewrn 10 (he Laxpayer

3. Maicrial should be blendad down prioe (o salc. 11 15 hol al il clcar hu our Maternal licens
i will aliow us Lo take possession of of titk: o highly ennched urunium.

Pleasc contact mic a1 (708) 663-5782 should you have any qucstions on this mastcs.
Sincerely,

/1}“» £ f.//a-

""" James E. Nevling
Fuel Buyst

A Lo Congan

10.0063: Comment noted.

04.015: The HEU EIS contemplates. the shipment of UNH crystals, not liquid, to fuel
fabricators. DOE recognizes that the nuclear fuel industry would prefer to deal with UFg;
however, most of the surplus material is in metal and oxide forms and no capability cur-
rently exists to convert it to UFg form. The analysis of UF¢ blending was added to the

alternatives to cover the possibility that some commercial entity may provide this capa-
bility in the future. (Both of the commercial firms whose facilities are analyzed in the
HEU EIS, Babcock & Wilcox (B&W) and Nuclear Fuel Services (NFS), have indicated
that they may install UFg blending capability.)

01.006: It is correct that few companies have Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)
licenses that would permit them to be in possession of HEU today. However, title to
HEU might nonetheless be transferred to commercial entities, who would need to con-
tract with properly licensed facilities (such as the B&W and NFS facilities analyzed in
the HEU EIS) or DOE itself to blend the material on their behaif.

sasuodsay pup
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10.024

| 09.018
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2) W ot 0 nteom | 10023
W ’ WW‘ZJ ! 03.020

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

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

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

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

~ usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at

the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to
the maximum extent possible.
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Yes. My name is Gary Condon. | live in Lynchburg, Virginia, and | am very much
opposed of the plan to bring uranium into Lynchburg through B&W which will drop the
value of our property and also cause an extra added risk that we do not need. Thank
you very much.,

10.006

10.006: Comment noted. However, it should be noted that the B&W Naval Nuclear
Fuel Division is one of two licensed commercial facilities in the United States capable of
processing HEU. B&W has been processing and fabricating HEU material at the Naval
Nuclear Fuel Division and has maintained its NRC license for 37 years by adhering to
radiological and health physics procedures and NRC license provisions to protect its
employees and the environment surrounding the facility. The proposed action in the
HEU EIS is well within the skills and experience, and could be implemented consistent
with existing NRC license requirements for the B&W facility.
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HouUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, DC

PAGE1OF1
w=STEEiee Congress of the nited States memm——
Pouse of Represeutatives
Wiaehingtsn. IE 205151701

December 27, 199%

Honorable Hazel O°leary
Secretary of Enexgy

U.S. Deparrment of Rnexgy
1000 Independence Avenus, $.W.
Washingron, D.C. 20585

Dear Madan Secretary:

Since coming to Congress, I hava been carefully reviewing the
Adminiatration's acrions cthat might impact the operations of the
gasecus diffusion plant in Paducah, Kentucky. This plant, which is
located 1a my Congressional District, is aone of the largest
employere in western Kentucky. .

There Are many issues which concern me, including: the terma
of the United States-Russia HEU Agrecment; the Suspension
Agreemdint on uranium relating to Russia’s dumping activities; the
President’e subaiesion of legielation that would give him authority
o waive our nation‘s trade laws and allow the government to ignore
anti-dumping vantrictions; the use of bypass arrangaments by the
Russisns to sell their uranium in the U.3. marketplace; the
legislation currently panding betore Coagress to allow DOR to sell
natural and lov sanriched uranium in the futurs amd. finally, the
Oepartmant’s Draft Roavi al TImpact St on the
Oisposition of Burplus Righly Enriched Uranium.

Taken individually, these actions sey only have minimal
effects on the enriclument industry and the plant in Paducah.
Rowever, their combined impact would be devastating. Thersfore, I
urge your Department ta procesd very carefully when decisions are
wade k;g_anpan of the suxplus cacural and highly enxiched uraniums
acoc] le. )

At a2 very minimum, I believa the Deparcment should abide by
the provision contajined in 5.75S, legislacion pending in Congress
to privatize the 0.8. Barichment Corporation. That bill statss
that “the Secretary determines that the sale of the material will

3 on the domestic uranium mining,
conversion, or earichment industry, taking into account the sales
of uranium under the Russian HEU Agreement and the Suspension
Agreesent®, and that the prico paid to the Secretary will not be
less chan fair market value. :

e

e b i 28 a1t o~ avos 0

[y T v €02t s et 8 b e s

o—— 9 sia s, &3 4T4P o Pt Sy
Yoo : Aty Ten 17 s

m——tarmcscstarmye

December 27, 1995
Page 2

1 respectfully request that my coacerns be registered
wlticlally .;: the xyecom of coomentd on the Department’s recent
Dsals Bavi )} t St ¢ an the Dispasition of Surplus
Highly gariched Uragiun.

Thank you tor your coosideratiocn of my views, and I look
forwatd to hearing from you at your convenience.

$incerely,

L S

£d Whittie:

Member of Congress

12.008

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

a
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CONVERDYN, DENVER, CO
PAGE 1 OF 2

{3 comvanovn

January 8, 1996

Mr. J. David Nulton, Director

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

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

Dear Mr. Nulton:

Re: Dixllposition of Surplus- Highly Enriched Uranium Draft
Enyironnental. Impact Statement (DOE/E1S-0240-D)

On behalf of ConverDyn, I aa pleased to have ‘the opportunity to
submit :the following comments regarding the referenced draft
environmental impact statement (“EIS¥). ConverDyn is a joint
venture between affiliates of AlliedSignal Inc. (Morristown,
New Jersey) and General Atomics (San Diego, California) which
mrketsi uranium conversion services worldwide. ConverDyn has
exclusive marketing rights for the output of AlliedSignal Inc.’s
Metropolis Works, located at Metropolis, Iliinois, which represents
the sole remaining domestic facility for the conversion of natural
uranium {concentrates (U;04) to natural uranfum hexafluoride (UFg).
More than 380 people are currently employed at the Metropolis
Works. | ConverDyn’s current sales agreement portfolio includes
nucleariutilities in the United Ststes, Asis and Europe.
i

ConverD’yn has reviewed the referonced LIS and finds the document,

in its draft form, to be significantly deficient in the area of 12.010
potential market impacts of the proposed actions/alternatives 8
reqgarding the disposition of surplus highly enriched uranium

{("HEU”} from the U.S. inventory.

As you may be aware, the nuclear fuel market (natural uranium
concentrates, conversion services and enrichment services) has been
chronically depressed for more than 10 years. Although the factors
contributing to this period of severe price depression are complex,
the nuclear fuel supply industry has only recently begun to
recover. In fact, due to depressed conversion market conditions,
the uranium conversion facility owned by Sequoyah Fuels
Corporation, an affiliate of Genoral Atomics, located at Gore,
Oklahoma, was placed on extended standby which will lead to final
decommissioning with the attendant loss of hundreds of jobs.

SO0 Sowt Quehet Sirces, Suite 600, Denver. CO $0232-2708 Telephone (J00) 7700957 Fax (303) 77)-1025

6v—¢

12.010: The Department of Energy has received conflicting comments from different
segments of the industry regarding their expectations for the uranium market in general
and the conversion industry in particular. The HEU Final EIS notes that the industry has
been oversupplied in recent years, but the conversion market has tightened recently with
the departure from the business of one of the domestic suppliers. The USEC Privatization
Act, enacted in April 1996, requires the Secretary of Energy to determine that any DOE
sales of uranium would not have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium min-
ing, conversion, or enrichment industries. In light of these developments, DOE has modi-
fied the HEU Final EIS (Section 4.8) with respect to impacts on the conversion industry,
and now concludes that those impacts are unlikely to be significant in the long term.

sasuodsay pup
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CONVERDYN, DENVER, CO
PAGE 2 OF 2

Mr. J. David Nulton
Page 2
January 8, 1996

Although the draft EIS explicitly acknowledges the uraniun

conversion segment of the overall nuclear fuel cycle, there does

not appear to have been any rigorous analysis of the potential
impact on conversion of the proposed alternatives. Under
Section 4.8, ™“Impacts on Uranium Mining and Nuclear Fuel Cycle
Industries,” the draft EIS recognizes that “the current price
{constant dollars) of the uranium conversion process is less than
it was 10.years ago, and competition is strong. Prices are apt to
remain depressed until production capacity is reduced. Pre tly,
there is an oversupply of conversion capacity and little growth in
demand.” (Page 4-182).

Under “E ic C q of the Proposed Action,” the EIS
recognizes the potential market impact of blending down Russian HEU
into commercial grade fuel and then concludes that “blending DOE
HEU to LEU for commercial use also would have some effects on the
conversion industry. The already oversupplied sector of the
nuclear fuel cycle would remain depressed for a slightly longer
pericd of time than if this alternative were not implemented.”
{Page 4-185). Considering the fragile nature of the current market
recovery, ConverDyn feels strongly that such an oversimplification
is not appropriate for an issue as crucial as disposition of
surplus UlS. HEU.

The domestic nuclear fuel cycle suppliers have been engaged in a
protracted struggle to ensure that disposal of both Russian and
U.S. origin HEU is ducted in .a resp ible manner by the
governments involved. The proposed “USEC Privatization Act”
contains | specific criteria for the market introduction of
HEU-derived LEU from both sources. ConverDyn supports the
processes; and procedures incorporated in that legislation and
believes that the EIS addressing disposition of surplus U.S. HEU
should fully recognize those provisions.

Regards,

\ o X \-3‘
/ Jamey”J.\ Graham
! ¢ Ppresfiden

'

JJIG/sav

cc: Cheryl Moss, NEI

peemeey

12.010
cont.

12.021

12.021: The future uranium market is uncertain—different industry groups have prof-
fered conflicting projections. Congress has indicated through provisions of the Energy
Policy Act of 1992 and the USEC Privatization Act that DOE’s HEU disposition actions
should avoid adverse material impacts on the uranium industry. The latter act includes a
schedule that limits introduction of LEU into the U.S. market. DOE expects to abide by
this requirement to avoid adverse material impacts on the industry, but also intends to sat-
isfy the objectives of the fissile materials disposition program and the President’s nonpro-
liferation policy, as reflected in the HEU Final EIS.

S14 joul] wniuvif) pax]o_uug
&yS1y snydang fo uonsodsiq




16—¢

Coops, MELVIN S., LIVERMORE, CA
PAGE 1 OF 2

December 22, 1995

Mr. Gregory P. Rudy, MD-1
Department of
Office of ﬁnnlo Materials Disposition
P.O. Bax 297

.dm‘ton, DC 200263766

Dear Mr. Rudy:

1 wish hoﬂ'ﬂ"hﬂ'" ri i ths'l‘ i of Surpl Hllhly-
ched U Draft En ] Impact 8 hbtunmdluDO

m qumncy of lurplun huhly-enricho:f un:ii’u; -235 that mll become .vnhhl- from
the will
hoqmtclugn.h!hnoﬂl-dhunﬂndsd’wum h:hlmpmnnhnhuo
z::mmt g&mmy:lnd:mmhnmdmdu.ndnbomhwha
um effect nati fenae And puhhe nmhm urposes. 'l'hl

uranium that has boea anriched to N.;_l.g' lh‘;uld
questicn, be mado availshle to th- [Jﬂ N nudntumpn!don program  for
the pr iy op futars) o submarines, aircraft

both
cartiers, and nrlou- typn of

1 beliove the U.8. operstes 103 submarines of some Gve different types, Scrulund
soveral types, and 7 siraaft carriers, all of which are by differing types of
noudear reactors. Since many of these ships-of-the-line have lifetimes dm,-m or
maore, we should provide the Navy with all excess supplies of >92% orallo; present aad
future use. the cost of storing this saparated urenivm lmh,nhn—-d-l’ly pagligibla and
its use for nuclear uleion applications is unlimited. Therefors, all supplies of oralloy

JUB.nriginlhould for use as naval propulsion fuel, regardicss of the small
kpile of n-nl nuhr cores. Pailure @ implement such action
will be detri 'tathn 5 of this country, Using available dsta,

ld‘dlham&dw&WﬁmSm‘p«Mﬁnﬂh purposos, s0 that over
Mh{.wd&omﬂmt-hip-thﬁwﬂdﬁdmzomd‘onﬂny.
roascns donmthudmnte-d'mmdthn become available over the naxt

’nulcuermnchcdmnlum. rnm‘ﬁ'r:mymu‘uudd.ndmd, huﬂ-a:

yun.Ammu;bdumﬁmmpﬂyfwhwnmlﬂlvqmmhthlhm-um,
mwymwmmwmmmm&ummlhuﬂym astural
uranium oresiwill be d d by sion of LWR use by 2040-2050, and the
pnaofunninmonmuuﬂhhnpuﬂy.ﬂnwss In this drenmstance, it will becoms
mmnnmnmdtyumnonkhd for warld electricity prod
this needed technalogy, without the d

PP y to P

09.011

09.011: A classified quantity of HEU is being retained in the strategic stockpile for use
in the Naval Nuclear Propulsion program. The quantities of HEU declared surplus do not
include material that is being retained for naval nuclear propulsion.

Retaining surplus HEU in its current weapons-usable form would not be consistent with
the purpose and need for the proposed action. While the National Academy of Sciences
has expressed support for the demonstration of advanced fast reactor systems, the
National Academy of Sciences also considers it essential to our long-term national secu-
rity to reduce global stockpiles of weapons-usable fissile materials. It is the current pol-
icy of the United States (Presidential Decision Directive 13) to discourage the civilian use
of fast reactors due to concerns about their potential for breeding Pu in large quantities.

sasuodsay pup
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Coors, MELVIN S., LIVERMORE, CA
PAGE2 OF 2

of a plutonium fuel cycle, lies in the availability of a reasonably large stack of U™ that is
enriched to about 45-50%, an ideal fuel for fast-reactor operation,

We have at band a unique to perf this deve) work beforw our
international competitors are forced into the fast roactor arena by the inevitable rise in
LWR fuel prices. This is our opportunity to use the leverage we expended dnrlng the cold
war period to gain back our international competitive edge; we dare not ignoce this
opportunity For this mmpelluu nunn. 1 urge you not 10 recommeand diluting down the

wtocks of hlthnmnnﬂchndbm-mb\nhpl-uthcm

in a special reserve for electrical power The cost to do thia is
gligible, the opportunity is atlnnd,ndthenoedhnbﬁoudypmunl
The Mational Aiad juat a few years ago strongly recommended that the

cf S

wp priority development in U.S. electrical power generation should be the demonstration

of advanced fast-reactor systems. This effort is currently on "hold” for political reascas
related o possible plutonium use in such systams. The availability of this surplus
weapons uraniim category will ensble such wo:k to go forth without any concern of
audear weapons pruliferation. We nced 10 tako action to conserve the materials now
available to com nnthuwrk.'l‘huulnmuoclmrmnnmc survival in the
competitive world of the future.

Sincerely,

! Melvin S. Coopa

09.011
cont.
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CORCORAN, MARGERY, MINNEAPOLIS, MN

PAGE10OF 1
Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment {D: P0O0G6
Name: Margery Corcoran
Address: Minneapolis, Minnesota
Transcription:
This is Margery C from Mi potis, Mi and | am calling to say do not support
making highly enriched uranium into nuclear fuel. We don't know what to do with what we 10.024
have now. We're fighting over that in Mi Please, plcase. Bye bye.

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

sasuodsay pup
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Cox, Lucy, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE10OF1
Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment 1D: P00T2
Name: Lucy Cox
Address: Oak Ridge, Tennessee
Transcription:

My name is Lucy Cox, and 1 am oa the environsaental list of Oak Ridge. I have been waiting
and being concerned and just sort of watching, and I'm still concemed about our young people,
what we're going to do about this highly uranium. ! approve of the down blending, blending
down of it, and | do hope that it will be blended down enough unti} it will not bother the life of
our young people, the life of our middle-aged people, the life of ous older people, so that it won’t
be used for weapons. In this situation -- 1 don't know 00 much about it - but the way I see it

and the way 1 und d the scripture that if we continue to kill, nobody wins. We all lose.
Thank you.

10.023

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not
anticipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending.

Therefore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus
HEU inventory.
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Cox, TERRY, JOHNSON CITY, TN
PAGE10OF1

10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as
having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with
NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and
alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide
this information to the decisionmakers.
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DALY, SUSAN, NASHVILLE, TN
PAGE10OF 1

Date Received: 01/16/96

Comment ID: P00S7

Name: Susan Daly

Address: 211 37th Avenue North
Nashville, Tennessee 37201

Transcription:

This is Susan Daly from Nashville, Tenncssce. { wanted to put comments into the record that
do not support making highly enriched uranium into the nuclear reactor fucl. My objections are
that it's going to create spent fuel which is just too toxic and too radioactive and we don’t really
know how to treat it or store it. The other objection is that it ereates plutonium which would be 3

iolation of the nonprolife treaty, and that’s something that I've been working on for
scveral ycars, Another objection is that [ don't feel that all options have been explored, which
would include storing down blended uranjum. . The other objection is that there hasa't been a
cost analysis that the public's been able 1o see anyway that shows the true cost to taxpayers if this
HEU is dowa blended into fuel and then sold to utilities. I'm not sure that the Department of
Energy would get back all the money that would be necded to transport, store, do the actual
down blending, and then sclling it at true cost. 1'm afraid the taxpaycrs would get stuck with that
deficit, and as we know, there's already too big a deficit right now in the government.

The things that I would support is down blending al! the highly enriched uranium down to 0.7%
sa that it cannpt be used in weapons. 1 also support developing the capacity to down blend alt
uranium declared surplus in the past ten years and also having good controls intemationally on
all nuclear materials. Thank you very much. Just in case you need my address, it's 211 37th
Avenue Nonh“, Apartment B-9, Nashville, Tennessee 37201, Thank you.

10.024

09.018

| 10023
| 03.020

16015

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

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

16.015: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel-
oped to provide the decisionmaker, DOE, comprehensive information upon which to
make decisions. The cost analysis, which has been provided to this commentor and all
others who have expressed an interest in this subject, is available in a separate document
with the HEU Final EIS. It supports DOE's preliminary conclusion that commercial use
of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared to the
alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste.

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

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at
the Y~12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE’s
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to
the maximum extent possible.
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DAVIS, STANLEY B., LONGWOOD, FL
PAGE 1 0OF 1

- 10.003: Comment noted.
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DUKE POWER COMPANY, CHARLOTTE, NC
PAGE 1 OF 2

Date: Tue, 9 Jan 1996 11:15:11 0500
To = doemd 1 -demo@fedix.fic.com
serial_no =118

MailTitle = FORUM Form - incoming

name = Robert Van Namen

title = Manager, Fucl Management
company = Duke Power Company
addr] = 522 S, Church St

addr2 = PO Box 1006 ECOSF

city = Charlotte

state = NC

zip = 28226

phone = 704-382-4524

fax = 704-382-7852

email =~ rvn8371(@xstp.dukepower.com
etype = public

subject = HEU Disposition

** The following js the text of the Author’s Comment.

Rapid dxspomwn of the material through its use as fuel for US commercial

Teactors is clearly the best cousse. Final decisions must consider the long
term unplm of astificially kecpms this material off the market. Please
consider llhe following points in your evaluation of altemnatives.

1) Utilitics will be rel to------'m longu-m with suppli
as long asithis ial is ling wnhlhe ! of ing the market.
The bilizing of the j would be an orderly, predictable

mtryimo'the frec maskets at the market price as soon as the material is

Skl Tatt

byspecnlimzmn'gmups‘ iring to protect overpriced supply for
short term profit.

|
2) Entry into the market should be as blended down ial g all ASTM

specufmons. This will allow for the most oumber of competitive bidders and

thetefore, the hxgbm price to the government. It will also prevent
maaipulation by parties who can canirol the blending process and thus the
price and entry of the material. Blending should be done by a commercial
arrangement and the costs subtracted from the proceeds of the salc.

3) Equal access to the material should be granted to all market pasticipants

through sqme sort of regulas auctioning process. This method will lead to a
market price being paid for the material and can pmv;de for the predictibility

noededwihnkclonglmn and p

i

of the process will 1ead to intervention

12.009

04.011

12.009: The Department of Energy agrees that avoiding adverse material impacts on
the uranium market will depend in part on DOE being predictable in its uranium transac-
tions. The USEC Privatization Act requires DOE: 1) to determine that its uranium sales
would not have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium mining, conversion,
and enrichment industries; and 2) to sell its uranium at not less than market prices.

04.011: The Department of Energy would seek to meet American Society of Testing
Materials fuel specifications for commercial material to the maximum extent possible.
However, some of the surplus HEU inventory has isotopic compositions that would pre-
vent the blended down product from meeting current American Society of Testing Mate-
rials specs, particularly with regard to the U-234 and U-236 isotopes. Such off-spec
material may nonetheless be commercially usable in reactors at slightly higher enrich-
ment levels (to compensate for the fission-poisoning effects of U-236) with NRC license
modifications. Recommendations concerning the appropriate commercial arrangements
for blended down material are not relevant to environmental (NEPA) issues, but will be
considered to the extent appropriate in the ROD(s) for this program.

S14 jouly wmuvi() payIHuyg
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DUKE POWER COMPANY, CHARLOTTE, NC
PAGE 2 OF 2

4) Any price break to the US utility customers is fully warranted, should it
occur, as they are the ones who bore the expease of the production of the HEU or

ot least the US twactasad to the Russi jal over the 04.011
years. The peac ¢ dividend should go 1o the ratepayers and taxpayers of the cont.
US, not to ium miners, § diari potations and special interest

groups.

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

SIUWMIO(J JUIUIUO))

sasuodsay pup



09-¢

EpLow INTERNATIONAL COMPANY, WASHINGTON DC
PAGE1 OF 2

L

i
Edlow lnicrnational Company
1606 Connceticut Ave., N.W., Suite 201
Wastiingwoa, D.C. 20009 U.S.A.
Tel (2U2) 4R-49S9
Faa (202) 4534840
e-nuil: ediowso @30L.cons

January S, 1996

U.8. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washingron, D.C. 20026-3786

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

Dear Office of Pisasile Materials Disposition:

Thank iyou for the opportunity to comment on the Disposition of
Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We would..like. tq:commend your.office for providing
information on the draft EIS via.several avenues;.the internet_site
has been particularly useful in quickly" txansm:ting informacion on
the fissile materials diaposit:ion program.-

Thank lyou also for the opportunity to parr_icipate in the November
14, 1995 public meeting in Knoxville, Tennessee. As discussed with
representatives of your office at that time, I would like to
reiterate my concern with a statement contained in the Summary
documeént for the draft EIS. In the section on *Highly Bariched
Uranium Disposition Alternatives*, footnote 8 (p. 8-10) states,

Poreign fuel fabricators and foreign commercial
electtical power nuclear reactors are not as reasonable
or as likely as domestic fabricators and reactors for a
r)umber of reasons includina txansportatlon and associated 07.011

accommodated.” (Emphasis added.)

i

This scacement gives the erroneous impression that there are undue
concefns associated with the international transport of low
entiched uranium. As you are aware from the Department’s lengthy
experience in the sale of LEU -to. foreign customers, -the transport
of LEU is a routine procedyre;. nonetheless subject to.- stric:
requiiements regarding -packaging and ha.ndl-ng. .

ey e ey s

07.011: The HEU Final EIS has been revised to eliminate the cited text.
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EDLOW INTERNATIONAL COMPANY, WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE2 OF 2

)
Pr—-
R )

v.s. fDeparcmenc of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

REF: _:DISPOSITIDN OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHRD URANIUM DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Page 2

The commercial nuclear power industry has a tremendous safety
recoxrd with regard to transports of all radiocactive materials.
Edlow International Company, which has provided expert
transportation management services to the nuclear power industry
for over 38 years, can attest to this excellent safety record.

Despite this recoxd, many opponents of commercial nuclear power see
fit to attack the lawful transport of LBU and other radiocactive
materials. It would be unfortunate if the above statement could be
taken to reflect DOR's own concern in this regard, Accordingly, we
request that the Department clarify the statement to avoid possible
conf\‘mion or misconceptions.

'l‘han)jc you for your attention in this regard. Please do not

hesigate to contact .me at (202) 483-4959 should you require
additional information in connection with these comments.

Best | regards,
<Mz

Meliésa Mann

Manager, International Affairs

4

07.011
cont.
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14.002: It is correct that the use in reactors of nuclear fuel derived from surplus HEU
would result in the production of spent fuel. However, this fucl simply supplants nuclear
fuel that would be produced from natural uranium anyway, so no additional spent fuel
would be generated as a result of this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, it is
extremely hazardous to process and separate the Pu. It is a tenet of U.S. nonproliferation
policy, consistent with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, that
weapons-usable fissile materials be made at least as proliferation resistant as spent fuel.
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10.009

10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and
disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The
analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact
among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed
cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made
them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi-
cates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense
and would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for dis-
posal as waste. DOE believes that all of the action altematives (2 through 5) evaluated in
the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message 10
other nations.
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10.024

09.018

10.023

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

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

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

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

10.003
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26.003:

Comment noted.
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FERNALD AREA OFFICE, CINCINNATI, OH
PAGE10F 1

Date: January 12, 1988
To: Otfice of Fissils Mstariats Disposlition
FAX: 1-800-820-56158
Subject: Comments on the
Deafs Envirenmental imosct Staternent (EIS)
From: Mnry Beth Garels
Fernald Area Office
7400 Willsy Roud

Cincinnatl, Ohlo 46030
phone: §13-648-3181
Fex: 613-648-307¢

The possibllity exists that some of .th. low enriched uranium {LEU} blendstock for
the proposed.blanding sction will come from the Fernatd Environmentsl
Managsment Project in Femnald, Ohlo (360 MTU). Howover, the Dreft EIS

document doss not clearly indicate this p | Fernald of LEU blendstoch
in its discusslon. It only notes Fernald as being a source of deplated matsrisl.

Recommendations:
1. Add “LEU in maetal or oxide torm would be shipped from Fernald, Ohlo®, in fifth
builet paragraph of Section 2.2.1 Bss/s for Analysis.

2. Add text to the parsgraphs under the T tation of Blend: k Matsrial
heading in Section 4.4.3.2 Surplus Highly Enriched Urenium Di: ith
Altematives that describos the possible transportation of LEU in metsl or oxide
form from Femald. Possibly add this alternative to the transportation RADTRAN
analysia, sithough the Hanford analysls may be sufficient since Hantord is being
used as 8 representative site.

3. Add infonpnlon where appropriste on the p il Fernald LEV blendstock
source to any other ssctions/diagrams that discuse the blendstock materlals to
eneure thet the snvironmental impacts of this possibility hava baen fully assassed.

Thanks for the oppertunity to comment. Hope the program is successtul.

11.014

¥

11.014: The observation that LEU blendstock could originate from the Fernald facility
is correct. The HEU Final EIS has been revised to reflect this in Section 2.2.1 and Sec-
tion 4.4, Intersite Transportation.
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FOGEL, DAN, LAXEWOOD, CO
PAGE10OF 1
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Title: A Husan Individual
Urganization’ ... ____ . Buoanity.
Madling Address' . _ 1595 Chase 5t., Lakewood, Colorsdo. 80214-1703%.
(soeetpast ailice Sua) {suile/sparimentmail stop)
; Ty B S A Taip code)
Please check all that apply:
A, Maiting List Request: I Add 2 Modify 4 Delae
B. Ini uest
Q hed Lranium (HEU) EIS Implementation Plan
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1000 Independence Ave., S.W. » Washlogten, D.C. 20588

06.005

06.005: The Government has formally agreed that there should be no world nuclear
testing and is pursuing a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty to that end. The objective of the
fissile materials disposition program is to convert surplus weapons-usable fissile materi-
als to forms that are non-weapons-usable; that is, to make nuclear disarmament perma-
nent. It is not to generate additional radioactive materials.
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FRIENDS OF ORNL, OAK RipGE, TN
PAGE1OF 1

rriends of Oak Ridge National Laboratory
941 Cffice Dok $441
Dax Kidge TR 22801-668)
$ Dccomber 1993

V.5, Department of Epergy

office of Fissile matarials Dispositicn
P.0. Box 23706

Washington, D.C. 20026-1786

Biras

The Friepds of Oak Ridge Natiomsl L s un ization comprised
of former and present staff members of ONL and ©f other citizens of the area
who are ioterested in the futurs welfare of the L and the
wishesa to comment on the draft Dtspositics of aighly d
Enviranmentel Impact Statemsat.

1s dilution of bomb-grade material with uranium of low 2335 cootent to an
enrichment suitable for use 1o power reactors. We support this courss, as a
senaible route to compliance with arms-control agreemsnts and as & bensticisl
uss of axcess weapons material.

e 40 not agree with the position taken by scms that the isotops dilu~
tion ahould be to sn tural uranium, with subsequent
burlal. The propunents appesr to be d 1y by ipatby to
nuclear power. ID any case, their alternative would only wasts money witbout
sericus affect on power production, in viev of the ample supplies of low-
snciched urapium from other Thele h that fissionable
saterial produced in power reactaTs might be used in proliferaticn of weapons
also is mﬁ;b-nnun. There are far sasier rvutes for terrorist groups or
pations to attain than by powe: plutoniun. PFrobably the best

eoriched uranium, as DOX is proposing.
i
|
e : bave 1 21k
dilution uﬁ’-ly and efficiently.

in ¥-12‘s capability to perform

i
Sinceraly, |

Wl 1.
william nlk"onon', President

i

¥e understand.that the altecnative preferzed by the Oepartment of Energy

way to lower the risk of proliferation is to reduce exoess ioveatory of bighbly

10.003

| 10.008

10.003: Comment noted.

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

SIH Jouly wnuvi() paysuuyg
£y81y smpdang fo uonisodsicy



1i-¢

GARDNER, JACK A., ERWIN, TN

PAGE10F 1
boy Bucreve swmeer
ERWiN, TENnEss6E 3750
Dfcembsrn 1, 1995

ﬂ/f—'o"z- 4 .).'x.-. & <G

£a b 23204

Woelingtas,, OC, 200x¢

Aion ‘sz.’

i AS | oe Audolf of el 003 sy mL Yuiesd cand 4
ﬂwMWMM:‘.Jh-H%
Lot limmssosn, 0w Ao 2K f—o-tlw' et
Unrmiana  fote Uiopdoe eBdad 25 g

10,003

Lo remrparand ovd A2 Plabminid o Hencien MM
on walk fetipnd Z Al e pAAT o prb ot
danly ouded (o G iy, uin e o e S,
d fdargd Surmeety? R HOR g o Lond Ladiee S
for A ;

et paspe, ik Ry g hrgllic ol 2y Abnhun o 1
Wt formaly wakal o NES L Lithn Viplaad b0
Warkiog ot floste Frs il Wzt

b > HModus, CRETIRID)
Thex A 0-HRINER

Go»>) 143-6913

10.003:

Comment noted.
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GENETTA, SUSAN, NASHVILLE, TN

PAGE1OF1
Date Received: 1/11/96
Comment [D: P0044
Name: Susan Genena
Address: Nashville, Tenncssee
Transcription:

Hi, my name is Susan Genetta, and I'm a resident of Nashville, Tennessee, and today is
Wednesday, January the teath, and I'd like to Jeave just one or two short remarks regarding the
enriched uranium being sold in the world market as plutonium. It is my opinion that this is not a
good idea.” I would like to see no nuclear materials bought and sold in the international market,
and [ would prefer the United States did not get involved in changmg the ennched uranium into
plutonium to be used in the market. If you would please take into id my

That’s how I feel. Thank you very much. Bye-bye.

10.034

10.034: The Department of Energy’s proposal to blend down surplus HEU to LEU
as reactor fuel for commercial use is aimed to eliminate proliferation potential of the
weapons-usable HEU. Although LEU used in power reactors would generate spent
fuel, since this fuel (derived from surplus HEU) would replace nuclear fuel (created
from newly mined vranium without this action), there would be no additional spent
fuel generated. Spent nuclear fuel (generated as a result of the use of this fuel in
power reactors) contains Pu; however, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate
the Pu. In accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it
is the policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as
proliferation resistant as spent fuel.
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GEORGIA (AUGUSTA), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
PLENARY SESSION
PAGE 1 OF 2
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
Augusta, Georgia
November 16, 1995

SESSION: Plenary

32.009:  As part of the HEU Final EIS, all comments, along with DOE’s responses,
will be provided to the decisionmakers for their review and consideration prior to issu-
ance of the ROD. All comments, both written and oral, regardless of the method in which
they are submitted, have been given equal attention and consideration by DOE during
preparation of the HEU Final EIS.

Is DOE weighting the comments that are recelved on this EIS? § 32.009 02.003:  Surplus HEU that is off-spec is being stored until all options to utilize it have
Whatis being done with the 20% of the HEU cargorizsd as off-specification? | 02.003 been exhausteq. It appears that a copsidf:rat?le portion of it may be useful as commercial
o 2 fuel. If no use is found for the material, it will be blended and disposed of as LLW.
Is the S: h River Site pr y operating the vitrification facility to vitrify glass? I 5.001
Why did the United States decide to take back forelgn fuel? Since the Uniled States is taking
back the fuel, why is DOE and/or the g afraid of making a bomb? | 01.005 . . .. . e
Wous . - ] 25.001: The vitrification facility of the Defense Waste Processing Facility is currently
S e Sorameth Rivdr S ctiths and o profons 10 the arcas | 22.006 undergoing an operational readiness review. It is expected to become fully operational in
the first quarter of 1996.

DOE should iet another state take the Savannah River Siw over. I would not mind lening

else have our prob for & while.
Llive close 1o the Savaanah River Site and 1 am 50t concerned abaut the drinking waer being . .
contarminated. 01.005:  The Department of Energy and the Department of State jointly proposed (in
This s the secoad diroe in te Iast month that DO has scheduled public mectings t the sams tae the Final EIS for the Proposed Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation Policy Conceming
:::c :;Ilgthnonsfucmugh apart that interested members of the public can pot attend both l 32.010 Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel, February 1996) to adopt a policy to man-

; age spent nuclear fuel from foreign research reactors to promote U.S. nuclear weapons
Icommend DOE for identifying the prefesred inthe & The final ELS should iferati i jecti i -origi
o oty a0 e Yo o NHEA, For cotanglo, Fuiing 0 oqoloot of l 30.010 nongrohferaugn polncy objectives. The purpose is to remove as much U.S.-origin HEU as
furure generations and impacts on ‘ possible from international commerce while giving the foreign research reactor operators
Do the utility cormpanies have an interest n the HEU being blended down to metal as e final | 13.005 and their host countries time to convert to operation with LEU fuel and to make their own
product. Do any commescial sises have meal blending capabilisies? arrangements for disposition of subsequently generated LEU spent nuclear fuel. The
We (the public) are worrled about the future, haweves, in 1000 years the oaly thing surviving at Govemmgnt does not seek to mdeﬁmtc!y accept or otherwise manage spent nuclear fue;l
the Savannah River Sitz will be owls and buzzasds. from foreign research reactors. The foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel program is
How much money was budgeied fo this draft ELS? l 16.007 outside the scope of the HEU EIS. With regard to the fear of nuclear proliferation, the

'REVISED December 13,1995

for p ion in this d
'Oral ived in public

concemning similar issues were combined (grouped)

United States and others have determined that growing world stockpiles of excess weap-
ons-usable fissile materials present a significant threat to U.S. and global security. Reduc-
ing those stockpiles is the primary objective of the HEU disposition program.

22.006: The potential for water and aquifer contamination from the proposed action
around SRS and other candidate sites under normal operations is highly unlikely because,
as discussed in Chapter 4 of the HEU EIS, there would be no direct discharge to ground-
water. Any wastewater (nonhazardous) released to surface water would be treated prior to
being discharged and would comply with its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit.
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GEORGIA (AUGUSTA), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
PLENARY SESSION
PAGE2 OF 2

32.010: The Department of Energy supports the public’s involvement and is fully com-
mitted to giving the public access to information about its activities and opportunities for
involvement in DOE’s decisionmaking process. DOE makes efforts to coordinate meet-
ings with other offices and agencies to the extent possible consistent with programmatic
requirements. Unfortunately, some schedule conflicts are unavoidable..

Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program, other methods for
submitting comments were also made available throughout the comment period: toll-free
fax and voice recording, electronic bulletin board, and U.S. mail. These methods can also
be used to request additional information or to be placed on the Office of Fissile Materials
Disposition’s mailing list. '

3(_).010: Comment noted.

13.005: Public utilities deal in uranium oxide and UFg but not metal. Conversion con-
tractors will need to make oxide or hexafluoride products for sale to the utilities. No com-
mercial contractors have the capability to blend uranium metal.

16.007:  Four million dollars are budgeted for both Draft and Final versions of the HEU
EIS.
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GEORGIA (AUGUSTA), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
DISCUSSION/SUMMARY SESSION
PAGE10OFr 8

HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
Augusta, Georgla
November 16, 1995

SESSION: Discussion/Summary
OPEN DISCUSSION

Wlmuuxe ial for of the aquify
candidmnmfmmmispmjec(?

around the Savannah River Site and other

:Qymh:mpeofdm&lSlimimdmzoownsofHEU;whydoem‘(ixcove:disposldmohu
HEU?

DOE should clarify the scopé of the transportation impact analysis. It should include impacts of
mwnglh:mladalbommmcunuulowioammucnﬁngmmfmnmbxcndlngdm
10 its new location for cither fucl fabrication or waste disposal,

wnymxmmsmwummmdmummmmmmm
proliferation, and other pnal quircd of NEPA d

ies arc belng considercd?

‘What are the doliar amounts associated with each of the alternatives, both cost and revenuve
poteatial?

What storage

What are the criteria for market decisions and what value ls being placed on the HEU?

NEPA

‘This NEPA document does not seem 0 cover depletion and conservation of sesources; long-teem

comldu:donofthemmvﬂucformmgmdou.wxys to enhance the quality of
depl i of the value T
hunmgone wnhmespuilmd letter of conformance related to NEPA, they need to do that.
(The following references were cited reganding these comments)

National Envi

! Policy Act Handbook, Upited Siates Department of the Intedior,
October 1990, Section 4-10

REVISED December 13, 1995
'REVISED December 13,1995

d t0 energy value of fossil fucls. DOE

] 22,006

| 02.006
| 20.007

| 30.006

| 06.032
| 16.009

| 04.009

30.007

22.006: The potential for water and aquifer contamination from the proposed action
around SRS and other candidate sites under normal operations is highly unlikely because,
as discussed in Chapter 4 of the HEU EIS, there would be no direct discharge to ground-
water. Any wastewater (nonhazardous) released to surface water would be treated prior to
being discharged and would comply with its NPDES permit.

02.006: The HEU EIS covers the disposition of all HEU that has been or may be
declared surplus in the future. To date, 175 t have been declared surplus, and the EIS ana-
lyzes also an additional quantity (assumed to be 25 t for purposes of analysis, although no
such additional quantity has been identified or proposed) that may be declared surplus in
the future. A classified quantity of HEU that remains in the national security reserve is
not part of the surplus HEU disposition program.

20.007: The HEU EIS identified all potential transportation routes required for each
alternative and evaluated the impacts associated with each. The impact assessments
included transporting surplus HEU and the blendstock material from their storage loca-
tions to the blending sites and the LEU product from blending sites to either fuel fabrica-
tors or a representative LLW disposal site. The scope of the transportation assessment,
details of the analysis, and the potential health impacts from transporting materials
between sites can be found in Section 4.4 and Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS.

30.006: Socioeconomic impacts for each site are assessed in Section 4.3 of the HEU
EIS, and socioeconomic impacts on the uranium and nuclear fuel cycle industries are dis-
cussed in Section 4.8. As discussed in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU EIS, DOE considers the
nonproliferation implications of all the action alternatives (2 through 5) to be essentially
equivalent, that is, LEU is non-weapons-usable whether it is at 4-percent enrichment for
commercial use or at 0.9-percent enrichment for disposal. DOE believes the HEU EIS
contains ail the elements required of NEPA documents.

06.032: It is expected that HEU will continue to be stored as HEU until it can be either
blended down for commercial use or blended down and promptly moved to a LLW repos-
itory for disposal. Thus, extended storage of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU is not
expected to be necessary. Until the HEU is blended down, it would be stored as HEU at
the Y-12 Plant pursuant to the Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Interim Stor-
age of Enriched Uranium Above the Maximum Historical Storage Level at the Y-12
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F. Energy and Depletable Resources

“Energy requircroeats, conservation potential, and effects on natural or depletable
resources should be a part of the impact analysis ™

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as smeaded (Pub. L. 91-190,42 U.S.C. 4321-
4347, January 1, 1970, as amended by Pub. L. 94-52, July 3, 1975, and Pub. L. 94-83, August 9,
1975.)

Title } - D ion of National Eovi 1 Policy

Sec. 101. (a) “. . . fulfill the social, cconomic, and other requirements of present and future
generations of Amedcnm.

Sec. 101. (b) (1) “fulfill the responsibilitics of cach generation as trustee of the
. for & o ‘

Sec. 101. (b) (6) “cnhance the quality of and agp the
: inable recycling of depletab "
Sec, 102. (cX2XC) “include . . . a detailed by the responsible official on —
Gil) Alrmatives to the proposed action; ’
iv) The relationship between local shon-‘:.nn  uses of man's environment and the
pi and enh of long-term prod
) Any irreversible and imretricvable commlunems of resources which would be

inyolved in the proposed action should it be implemented.”

Sec. 102.(F) “Recognize the worddwide and long-range charactes of environmental

prpblems and, where with the foreign policy of the Unied Smcs lcnd

n;pmpnm snppon lo mm:.nvea. luti and p

i in anticipating and pi .adeclmcmﬁr.quahlyof
kind's world ¢ 4 :

'm:HEUshouldnolbamademmvable. Mucﬁdsthatcanbeusedmneedlessly being
buned.’nnescmmkcouldbeusedlam mehmmdﬁumummsum
dcpendencymfomgnemrgyaum(l‘hn llowing refe wese cited regarding these
commenn)

Energy Pohcy Act - Public Law 94-580-OCT 21, 1976 (Subsequently modified to Resource
Can.ttrvaaan and Recovery Act (Solid Waste Disposal Act), 42 U.S.C.§6901 et seq., as
uncnded)‘

REVISED December 13, 1995

30.007
cont,

17.008

Plant, Oak Ridge (DOE/EA-0920, September 1994), and, as appropriate, at the storage
site(s) identified for HEU storage in the ROD for the upcoming Storage and Disposition
of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Final Programmatic Environmental Impact State-
ment.

16.009:  Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel-
oped for inclusion into the ROD(s) and are available in a separate document with the
HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that commer-
cial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared
to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste.

04.009: The Government would be unable to sell uranium at above market prices and
has no intention of doing so at below market prices, with the possible exception of off-
spec material, which will probably be sold at some discount to compensate for the addi-
tional costs attending its use. The ultimate value of surplus HEU will be determined by
the market at the time of particular sales.

30.007: The Preferred Alternative in the HEU EIS is to maximize conservation of the
resource value of surplus HEU, and to conserve depletable natural uranium resources, by
blending surplus HEU down to LEU and making it available for commercial use. The
Preferred Alternative would also conserve the depletable resources required to mine, mill,
convert, and enrich the virgin uranium that would be displaced by LEU fuel derived from
surplus HEU. DOE disagrees that the document disregards these issues~—indeed, they
constitute a primary basis for the Preferred Alternative. -

17.008: The Department of Energy’s Preferred Alternative is to maximize commercial
use of surplus HEU, and to minimize the portion that must be disposed of as waste. This
preferred alternative is thus fully consistent with the spirit and letter of the Resource Con-
servation and Recovery Act.
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“Sec. 1002.(c) Materials - The Congress finds with respect to mategials, that

(1) millions of Was of recoverable material which could be used are needlessly buried
cach year,

(2) methads are availabie to usabie materials from solid waste; and

{3) the recovery and mnmnnon of such materials can reduce the dependence of the
Unlted States on forcign resources and reduce the deficit in its balance of payments.”

“Sec. 1004, As used in this Act: . ..

(18) The tenm ‘recoverable’ refers to the capability and likelihood of being recovered
from solid waste for a commerciai or industrial use,

(21) The ncm: ‘resource consesvation' means reduction of the amounts of solid waste that
are gt d of overall ption, and utilization of recovered

resources.”

‘The EIS does not compare blended down fuel versus other fuel sources such as coal and ofl,
The United States promates all nuclear technologies in other while the Uniscd States is
depleting our reserve fuel supply. The United States aceds a National Energy Policy, The United
States is giving up on nuclear encsgy whea the future generations may have 10 use nuclear encrgy
as a power source. (The following references were cited reganding these comments)

Pr i Md M, of Pl

Exccutive Summary. pgs. 11-13

American N

Society, Special Puncl Report

V.20. Global Energy Demand.

“In a 1993 paper on “Global Encrgy and Electricity Futuzes,” Dr. Chauncey Starr,

Pmsidcnt Emeritus of the Electric Power Research Institute, stated:

! ‘By the middle of the next century, global energy demand driven by
popnhnonmdwonnmicyowm,mllbeinmenngeof2-4ﬁmesmcpmum
level, dep 8 on the effectd of energy efficiency and conservation

bally . Even with ic conservation the electricity component
wﬂlbemom(han4mmpmsntunse A massive expansion of non-fossil
sources would be needed 1o slow the future annual increasc in carbon dioxide
1o the atmosphere.’ ™

V.22 Bnvi | Coneid
“. .. The impact of such a drastic step on the global cconomy would be
d and incal

REVISED Decemher 13 1998

17.008
cont.

[ 06.033

06.034

06.033:  Because reactor fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply supplant reactor
fuel that would be used anyway, the use of the fuel in reactors would not constitute an
incremental impact from this program and is not assessed in the HEU EIS. Thus, alterna-
tive fuels are also not assessed.

06.034:  The future of nuclear power use in this country is not affected by the HEU dis-
position program, since LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply supplant fuel
derived from natural uranium. The HEU EIS assumes that nuclear power generation will
continue in this country and abroad and be able to use the LEU fuel derived from surplus

HEU.

31.001: The United States has agreed to purchase LEU derived from Russian HEU
(blending is done in Russia) from its weapons stockpile in order to make that material
non-weapons-usable and keep it out of general commerce, as well as to provide Russia
with hard currency to aid in its economic rebuilding efforts. The U.S.-Russian HEU
agreement is covered by an environmental assessment that was prepared by USEC (Envi-
ronmental Assessment for the Purchase of Russian Low-Enriched Uranium Derived from
the Dismantlement of Nuclear Weapons in the Countries of the Former Soviet Union,
USEC/EA-94001, DOE/EA-0837, January 1994). This EA evaluates potential impacts of
transporting Russian HEU which would already be blended to LEU to USEC facilities in
the United States. The HEU EIS is concerned only with activities in the United States
with regard to the disposition of HEU that has been declared surplus to the U.S. nuclear
weapons and energy programs and any additional quantity of HEU that may be declared
surplus in the future. Storage of non-surplus weapons-usable HEU is addressed in the
Storage and Disposition Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS). The
transportation and blending of the Project Sapphire material, which is currently being
processed at the Babcock & Wilcox site in Lynchburg, VA was evaluated in the Environ-
mental Assessment for the Disposition of Highly Enriched Uranium Obtained from the
Republic of Kazakhstan (DOE/EA-1063, May 1995). DOE does not currently anticipate
receiving additional quantities of HEU from foreign sources except in the form of
research reactor spent fuel, which is not weapons-usable material unless it is reprocessed
for other reasons. The foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel program, which is out-
side the scope of the HEU EIS, is addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement
for the Proposed Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation Policy Concerning Foreign
Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel (DOE/EIS-0218F, February 1996). The HEU EIS
considers cumulative impacts associated with all these actions in Section 4.6. These
related actions are not connected because they have different justifications for implemen-
tation, origins, alternatives, transportation scenarios, and impacts.
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V.32 NuNwd{orMCycleUnﬂ‘multy .
Theyllsomhmhmcmchmlogmlbmlhxthmlmnmly
and introduction of plutonlum-foeled reactors should these be necded.
We.Mdue.mmglymdmﬂwmdus.polwyofﬂwpmzvuﬂymof
avoiding interfering in the fuel cyclke decisions of our close p

V.36. The Necd far Permanent Repositaries and the Throw-Away Fuel Cycle.

“... The timing for jon of a p itory s a matter foc national
deasm ln countrics such as the United Sm whuc &he connm:ed public acceptability
ofnu.lmrpowu'lsdependmtontheﬂm d ion of a coh
waste management plan . .

L

Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Envi ! Impact S|
Implementation Plan, DOE/BIS-0240-1P, June 1995, p. B-17

“DOE intends to comply fully with the letter and spirit of NEPA, as well as to make
 considenable efforts which go beyond the basic requl of the NEPA regulations.”

Scope of HEU EIS

The scope of th:sdocumemmayleadtochooslngmalmmnvethnwomd possibly not be chosen
llalloftthEUwasaddmssedlnonedocmnem.nmjnsxmcsurplusHEU If the EIS is not
covering all the HEU, then decisions may be of limited value, Why docsn't this EIS include the
foreign reactor fucl and non-surplus HEU? At the least, this EIS should provide specific
information as to which DOE documentation is covering other HEU. Will this docurnent also
cover the HEU considered o be surplus in the future? Or will this process have 10 be completed
again for additional surplus HEU identificd? There should be a govemment commitment far all of
the HEU. ﬂhiswouldumﬂu(u-emwouldbcuh:nmofundumeNEPApmcess.
evmmmughauonhem!u:cunnumin The d shoutd state that
it reflects the present swphus HEU identified and that futuse Identification of surplus HEU
qmnmwlﬂbehndlcdhytheumepmcedm: Does this EIS cover the Project Sapphire

ial being p d in Lynchburg, VA? DOR is piccemealing the approach to HEU. Is
DOElookingum: ive impacts of blending down the HEU?

Whyh:smeUnncdSmmpwdHEU&omRusdamdwhyumnmmonnmpmofmus
project? Whnlbonleonndenng HEUl.bumAymefmnomcxeo\mmcsmmhpmjen‘l

Tnmsporut!mn

What kind of transpoctation and accid ysis was performed? Where is the maserial now?
meﬂz}icsnbaad? What forms of security will be used?

REVISED December 13, 1995

06.034
cont.

31.001

20.008

20.008: The transportation analysis considered factors such as routes traveled, type of
packaging, and quantity of material. Radiological impacts were calculated using the
RADTRAN computer code (designed for this purpose). The total health effect from
transportation is presented for each transportation scenario. The methodology for the
transportation analysis is described in Section 4.4 and Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS.

For security, HEU is transported by safe secure trailers and receives continual surveil-
lance and accountability by DOE’s Transportation Safeguards System. Shipments by safe
secure trailers are accompanied by armed guards and are monitored by a tracking system.
All other materials are shipped commercially and protection is in accordance with
Department of Transportation regulations.

The HEU material and spent nuclear fuel have different material characteristics and
therefore risks are evaluated separately. HEU would be shipped in safe secure trailers
under a high level of security. Foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel contains signif-
icantly more radioactivity and is transported commercially in large shielded casks,
employing different safety and security measures than required for HEU. Blendstock
material would also be transported for which impacts were addressed and included in the
HEU Final EIS.

06.035:  There is very little commercial sector for HEU. The overwhelming majority of
the world's HEU has been used in nuclear weapons programs, with small quantities also
used in research or experimental reactors. It is not clear what processes the question
refers to.

11.012: The Department of Energy has made no representation that blending at DOE
facilities would be safer than blending at commercial facilities.

30.008: Proliferation is not treated as an environmental value and in that sense is not
part of the comparison of alternatives in the HEU EIS. However, the nonproliferation
objective of making surplus HEU non-weapons-usable is a fundamental part of the pur-
pose and need for the proposed action and was a key criterion used in the screening of
alternatives for the HEU EIS.
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s the transpart of this HEU differeat from the transpost of foreign rescarch reactor speat nuclcar
fuel? Would it need to bo mare sccure and would the biend stock need © be transported?

Proliferation

uummquthqmmhmdmmpmmmmumm
same processes as they bave overseas, then why don't we stop France and Canada from dolng
these processes also?

Why is it that if DOB biends down to fuel it would be safer than if commercial facilities do 17
. DOE is not under Intemational Atomic Encrgy Agency (JABA) inspections and is self- regulating.

I?euewmumepwfumonmhbeymddnmofmﬂmmmmdwbehmh

How do;‘;dbtza inﬁ mvem peoliferation in other countries? What are the international
aspocts o hmhmdmwwwyﬂm)umm‘ role?
What is the Nuclear Regulstory Commissicn (NRC) and Defease Nuclear Facility Safety Board
(DNFSB) safety monitoring role?

Storage Capabilities

mmuwnp-muﬁunms.mmmmsm Is there enough storage space at the
Savannah River Site for ths HBU? When will the oltimate storage decision be made? Is siorage
of the HEU af the Savaanah River Sise considered to be temporary?

Does the Savannah River Slie have similar capabilltics s Oak Ridge? Is site capabiliry an issoe of
who will be participaing in blending down the HEU, storing the HEU, e4c.1

Choosing Pacilities

|
l@mmdm;nmmnoawmmmmnymw;m It acerns that several
facilities would be ased for blending down the HEU, not just ane facility to perform all of the
work. i

|
What crireria were used in site seloction? Willl the Rocord of Decision deal with specific sites?
Wil the Record of Decision coasider competitive market p and bust decisions for
selling the HEU?

M..-mvnu"-ndc‘hAm

We (the public) would like to see cost compari und dotlar for cach of the

RARVISED Nerember 13 1004

20.008
cont.

06.035

11.012

30.008

03.014

11.013

08.005

07.008

16.009
cont.

03.014:  The Department of Energy works to prevent proliferation in other countries by
setting an example for them in terms of making surplus HEU non-weapons-usable. Rus-
sia has already agreed to sell 500 t of weapons HEU for commercial use, and this action
is proposed to be reciprocal to that one. Much of the surplus HEU that remains in storage
may eventually be made subject to IAEA inspection. The NRC currently has no role in
monitoring of the DOE facilities involved in this program, but it licenses and regulates
the two commercial facilities that may be used for surplus HEU disposition actions. The
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board monitors the safety of DOE defense nuclear
facilities and makes recommendations for improvements to safety.

11.013:  Present storage of HEU at SRS (about 20 t of surplus HEU is located there)
should be considered temporary; that is, until material is either moved to the Y~12 Plant
for storage or disposition actions can be taken. As the primary DOE site for HEU pro-
cessing and storage, the Y—12 Plant currently has much greater HEU storage capabilities
than SRS. However, SRS is a candidate site (along with Y-12 and four other DOE sites)
for a possible consolidated Pu/HEU storage facility in the Storage and Disposition of
Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(DOE/EIS-0229-D, February 1996). The Storage and Disposition Draft PEIS does not
identify a preferred alternative for storage, but the Final PEIS (expected late in 1996) will
do so.

08.005: Under the Preferred Alternative, DOE considers it likely that more than one
facility will participate in the HEU blending program. It is anticipated that competitive
bidding procedures will play an integral role in the selection of blending facilities, and
decisions could be made by USEC or other entities, in addition to DOE.

07.008: The sites that are considered in the HEU EIS are the two commercial and two
DOE sites that can process significant quantities of HEU today. The Preferred Alternative
contemplates the use of all four sites, although some alternatives or processes cannot be
performed at all sites, as explained in the EIS. DOE does not expect to select the exact
timing or use of the commercial and DOE sites in its ROD. It will make programmatic
decisions whether surplus HEU should be blended for commercial use or for waste, and
may also include decisions to proceed with disposition of one or more initial discrete
batches of HEU. Decisions about where blending will occur will be based on business
considerations, facilities being available when needed, transportation considerations, and

sasuodsay puv
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alternatives. Ccusshuuldbe;ivenforauormcopuonsmdu:levmmmwouldbegenmmd
for the Federal g Cost i ion should be added to the document.

How will the commercial facilitics bid against the govemment facilitics and how would this work?
How can this be a good strategy for the commercial facilities with the govenment facilities
operating tax free, etc.? ’

The cost of having the commercial facilities blend down the HEU would be cheaper than the
govermmuent faciliies.

' If avoided costs are calculated to be 7 billion dollars, why doesnt DOE store the foel as HEU or
blended LEU? Store It as HEU for long-term.

Disposal Contingencies

What will happen storage-wise if Congress doesn't pass the Yuccs Mountain legislation? What is
the contingency if there is no Yucca Moantain? Will the low-level waste generated by this project
be sent to Yucca Mountain? The spent fuel at Yucca Mountain with 0.9% HEU is being
identified as low-level waste. There is nothing stated that the HEU from this program will go to
Yucca Moontain. Lam confuscd as to why Yucca Mountain is even meationed. Tt does not scem
mfauinwmemgodeswmdimlssingmay

nwgovunmenthumtddlvmdonlbe‘lm Mountain facility. Hasn't the Federal government
akwyxece&wedmoncyﬁumunoom:mwmqmm Also, isn't there already enough
commercial fuel o fill the repository?

Impects

Wmmesodmmhkmsmsnldngﬁuncmnmmaﬂmonhemvﬁunmmhomﬂm
project? kdmemywwnm&vmmhwsmmdnnkhgwmwaquﬂm1

In ‘. oltc ination of the T\ aquifer, I have read there has beea
contamination of the shallow aquifers. What about possible contamination of the decp aquifers?

Is the extensive contamination that has occurred at the Hanford Site a possibility that could
happea at the Savanazh River Site?

Did the docufment address the possibility of discharges at commercial facilities?
Socioeconomic Effects

_DoesDOEh\o\vwhowamslhefuelihnwonldxuunfmmd\i.spmjwtorwouldmeﬁxclbe
shipped i Ily?

| 16.009
cont.

| 08.008

| 16.013
| 10.016

14.010

24,003
22.006
cont.

|
I
| 22.007
| 22,008
| 22.009

competitive bidding processes. The c_ommentor is correct that the forms and locations of
some batches of HEU may militate strongly in favor of particular sites for blending.

08.008: The Department of Energy anticipates that the facilities for blending of spe-
cific batches of surplus HEU are likely to be selected on the basis of a competitive bid-
ding process. However, policy and timeliness considerations are expected to favor
distributing the blending work among multiple facilities (the preferred site variation in
the HEU EIS is to make use of all four analyzed facilities). If the proposal to transfer 50 t
of HEU to USEC is carried out pursuant to the ROD following this EIS, that is the pro-
cess that USEC tentatively plans to use to select blenders. DOE facilities can participate
in that bidding process through DOE’s “work for others” program. Although, as the com-
ment suggests, the Government facilities may enjoy certain tax advantages over the com-
mercial facilities, it is not correct to assume that the Government can always perform
work at lower cost than the private sector.

16.013: The Department of Energy is unable to confirm or deny the commentor’s

-assertion at this time. Another commentor suggested that DOE facilities would have an

unfair cost advantage due to their untaxed status. The relative costs of blending at DOE
versus commercial facilities would not be known until competitive bidding for blending
work takes place. In any event, selecting sites for HEU disposition actions is not expected
to be part of the ROD stemming from this action.

10.016: Storage of HEU will leave the nuclear proliferation problem unaddressed and
continue to incur costs in the order of $150,000 per t annually for HEU safeguards. How-
ever, blending and selling as much of the LEU derived from surplus HEU or surplus HEU
for blending to LEU would save the Government additional costs required for storage as
either HEU or LEU and disposal as waste. Blending and selling the surplus material
would generate income to the Government. An analysis comparing the costs of HEU dis-
position alternatives has been prepared and made available separately from the EIS. The
cost analysis indicates that commercial use of LEU derived from surplus HEU makes
economic sense and would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blend-
ing HEU for disposal as waste.
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What is the priosity of of the involved ities -- nuclear proliferation and 17.009
contamination, or work and jobs? :
A large group of participants at these public meenngs are retirees who are not concerned with
Jabs, but we do want the value of the ized and not wasted, We know | 10.003
that DOE has the capabilities to deal with the HEU, Wmnot. want not.

. 06.031
Ls the marketing of the blended down fuel restricied to the United States market only? l cont
Will this process increase the work force? With this material, it scems that it would only decrease
the rate at which the jobs are presently being decreased. T often see construction jobs advertised l 24.004

in the paper but I do not see operation jobs for the Savannah River Site advertised.

'Oral comments received in public meetings conceming similar issues were combined (grouped)
for presentation in this document.

BEVICEN Neremher 11 1004

14.010:  The proposed Yucca Mountain repository for spent fuel and high-level waste is
not intended to be used for disposal of LLW. DOE has long operated a LLW repository at
the adjacent NTS, however, and that facility may be used for disposal of LLW from non-
commercial HEU. Yucca Mountain is mentioned in the HEU EIS as a possible repository
for the spent fuel that would ultimately result from the use of LEU fuel derived from sur-
plus HEU.

24.003: The HEU EIS analyzes environmental impacts of the proposed activities under
normal operations and releases to the environment resulting from accidents to determine
potential human health effects. In addition, the HEU EIS analyzes environmental justice
impacts, taking into account impacts from normal operations and accidents. The HEU
EIS also analyzes other socioeconomic impacts, although “contamination” (and any eco-
nomic issues associated with “contamination”) is not anticipated from normal operations.

22.007: The potential for contamination of the deep aquifers at SRS is very low
because the deep aquifers (such as Tuscaloosa aquifer) are separated from the shallow
and intermediate aquifers by a Paleocene aquitard. The downward flow from the shallow
and intermediate aquifers to the deep aquifers (Tuscaloosa) is restricted by the clay-rich
sediments of the Paleocene aquitard thus preventing downward contamination.

The Cretaceous (Tuscaloosa) aquifer is the deepest aquifer found on the site. As dis-
cussed in Section 3.4.4. of the HEU EIS, the shallow aquifers at SRS have been contami-
nated by industrial solvents, metals, tritium, and other constituents used or generated on
the site. These aquifer are not used for SRS operations or drinking water; however, they
do discharge to site streams and eventually the Savannah Rlver However, most of this
contamination is below just a few buildings and reflects past use or is from isolated acci-
dents that occurred in the past.

22.008: Contamination that has occurred at Hanford is the result of past practices
which have since been discontinued (direct discharges to the ground and no treatment for
hazardous waste streams prior to their being released to the Columbia River). As dis-
cussed in Chapter 4, water resource sections of the HEU EIS and in the waste manage-
ment sections, no hazardous waste will be directly released to the ground which could
percolate down to the water table or aquifer. Any liquid hazardous waste stream will be
treated down to a nonhazardous level prior to being released to surface water. All dis-
charges will be within the NPDES permit requirements before being released.
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22.009: Al discharges from blending processes were evaluated for each site. It was
determined that there would be no hazardous liquid waste released to the surface or
groundwater. All hazardous waste would be treated prior to being released to the environ-
ment. Similarly, nonhazardous sanitary waste would also be treated prior to being
released.

06.031: Low-enriched uranium fuel derived from surplus HEU is expected to be mar-
keted on the global uranium market and to be fungible with any other nuclear fuel. It
could conceivably be purchased by virtually any nuclear utility in the world. Off-spec
material may need special marketing efforts and NRC license amendments for U.S. utili-
ties to use it.

17.009: The Department of Energy has no factual basis for responding to this question.
Jobs may well predominate the concerns of DOE host communities, but DOE's experi-
ence indicates they are also quite concerned about effects on their environment.

10.003: Comment noted.

24.004: The proposed alternatives would require up to 125 operation workers to imple-
ment. These workers would come from the available workforce in the SRS region. If
downsizing continues, some of these labor requirements may be filled by the existing
workforce. For some labor needs, however, it may be necessary to hire new workers with
specialized skills. :
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS

14.007: The site for the disposal of LLW from the HEU disposition program has not
been selected. Programmatic decisions about DOE management of waste materials,
including LLW generated by all programs in DOE, are being made in DOE’s PEIS for

EVENING WORKSHO! . . "
Augusta, Georgia * Waste Management. The HEU EIS analyzes disposal in the LLW facility at the Nevada
November 16, 1995 Test Site (NTS) as a representative site for purposes of transportation analysis.

SESSION: Plenary

‘Dhe material that s blended to wasio, whers be disposed? 14.007 . D . .
® would it be dis ! 02.004: Of the current surplus material (175 t), it is estimated that approximately 72 t
! p PP y
If the bleading factor is 14%, what is the perceatage that DOE is planning to blend to wasi? | 02.004 could not be commercially recovered over the next 10 to 15 years because 10 t is cur-
Why is DOE not using the HEU as HEU? DOE can get the cnergy value out of the HEU if they rently under IAEA safeguards and 62 t consists of irradiated fuel and other difficult to
use it as HEU. ' 09.007 retrieve forms from which it may not be economical to recover the HEU. Dependi
) . Depending on

How much of the taxpayer’s money was ased t earich the HEU? Now that DOE is classifying it 1 16.008 how much of that material ends up commercially usable and how much ends up bein
as surplus, the injtial carichment was a wase of my moncy. How moch work loss and job | . [ . P : . p : &
s¢paracions will esult from this blending down proect? These quesions were asked Guring the 17.010 disposed of in its current form without the HEU being separated from it (that is, the irra-

ping fcctings and bave still ot beca received. diated fuel might be directly disposed of in a high-level waste repository), DOE estimates

g y disp g P ry
:;: ﬁmmm&vm Nmiﬁwh;sbecomelpomfomb.n. “The United States that 15 to 30 percent of the surplus HEU inventory may ultimately need to be blended
areign research reactor fuel to foreign coantries and now the United States is having to i

take it back. What is DOE going to do with all o this waste? DOB aeots o look a1 of B down for disposal as waste.
mmh?pw:qmm.mzmmmmumwmmmm 14.008
abroad in foreign countries? Keeping Statea is relatively safe, but is costly.
Why docsat e B:e m:?wn,; u':mc'l The ‘:1:14 M.:do;.mﬂuu States does 09.007: Because of its high proliferation potential, it is part of the nonproliferation pol-
docs 1ot nocessarily ioean that other couairies will ¢ epeocess. Otber counmies proscatly bave ‘ 09.008 icy of the United States to discourage the civil use of HEU, such as in research reactors.
the capability to reprocess. ’ There are no commercial reactors that use HEU. Alternative uses for HEU in weapons-
Why doesa't the EIS consider bleading down the HEU 1o 20% and using it in rescarch reacton? | 09.009 usable form would not achieve the purpose and need for this program. The long-term
In refeszade o the \hat the Uniied States presenly has, bow long will ey be | 06.026 HEU needs of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion program are being supplied from non-sur-
openational? f plus stocks of HEU.
Why doesn?t the ELS consider using this material to support the naval nuclear fuel program? How
long would the 165 tons of HEU identfied suppart the naval service? Isa't the earichment of the
HEU 93%? Has the HEU been burned in a reactor? Is the amount of HEU that has been bumed 09.010

small? If DOE ignores this amount of HEU, how long would the preseat stockpile of HEU
available to support the naval sesvice last? Docs the EIS contain a section on proliferation parity?

IREVISED December 13,1995

16.008: The cost of making nuclear weapons over the past S0 years has been very high
but cannot be specified with any degree of precision. We are now reducing our nuclear
stockpile, and most of that cost cannot be recovered. However, one of the objectives of
the Preferred Alternative in the HEU disposition program is to maximize recovery of the
value of the surplus material.

17.010: No job loss is anticipated. The socioeconomic impacts analysis in the HEU
EIS suggests that modest job increases (on the order of 125 jobs) could result from the
proposed actions at each involved site. At DOE sites, which are already experiencing sig-
nificant job losses, these impacts are more likely to be counted in terms of “jobs not lost”
rather than as new positions.
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T love the idca of working for nonproliferation by setting a good example, but it is useless. If
other countries are reprocessing then it is okay in a parity sense. Are the Russians behind our
schedule in blending down their HEU? Is the Russian HEU under Inzmational Atomic Encrgy
Agency (IAEA) inspection? Does the United States have 10 pay 10 move the Russian HEU? It
may not be 3 good decision to declare the Russian HEU 10 be under JAEA inspection. Why does
the United States have to pay for the IAEA inspections, wheress Russia doesn't?

Why are mejso tons of Russian HEU being transferred to USEC? Why doesn't the EIS discuss
the rule being played by USEC, including the fact that they provide a market for LEU obtained
from Russia?

Why doesn't:Russia sell their HEU to Russian corporations and fusther disperse the HEU
throughout Russia?

There is an area in the EIS that ties together blending down and storing the HEU in the fumre. Is
there somewhere in the EIS that ties together cost analysis and storage? DOE needs to provide
cost data on continued storage of HEU for various time frames. :

DOE nceds €0 clarify that no additional speat fuel is created as a result of this project,

Will DOE sell the blended down material at market value? The government has had some strange
practices in the past, 50 I just wanted some clasification on the this issuc. Wil DOE get a fair full
_market price 'on the blended down fuel? DOE needs to further clarify whether all the material that

is blended to/fucl will be sold at fair market value, :

Why is th di on future ship of HEU that ace coming back to the United States
from the foreign research reactors? Why is this project proceeding so rapidly whea the foreign
research reactor material has been around for years and still nothing is being done about it?

10ral ived in public
for p in this d

ings concerning similar issues were combined (grouped)

03.013

| 06.027
l 06.028

| 16.009

| 14.009

l 04.008

l 06.029

14.008:  Your comment about foreign research reactor spent fuel is being forwarded to
the DOE Office of Environmental Management, which recently published a final EIS on a
Proposed Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation Policy Concerning Foreign Research Reac-
tor Spent Nuclear Fuel (DOE/EIS-0218F, February 1996). The HEU disposition program
is part of U.S. efforts to curtail global nuclear proliferation. By making surplus stockpiles
of HEU non-weapons-usable, the program seeks to ensure that these materials will never
be returned to weapons use.

09.008: Except to the extent that reprocessing of spent fuel from the weapons program
or research programs for other reasons might result in the creation of additional separated
HEU, it is unnecessary to consider spent fuel reprocessing in the context of disposition of
surplus HEU. The prospect for commercial nuclear fuel reprocessing, such as occurs in
some other countries, is not related to HEU disposition, since HEU is not used in com-
mercial reactor fuel.

09.009: There is a large market for LEU in the 4- to 5-percent enrichment range, but
little or none for 19-percent LEU.

06.026: The length of operation of U.S. reactors is not expected to be affected by the
surplus HEU disposition program. Reactors are licensed in the United States for a period
of 40 years, with the possibility of license renewal for additional 20-year terms. It is
expected that some plants will get their licenses renewed, some will close before their
40-year license expires, and some will close at the end of their 40-year license period.
Even without any license renewals, there is expected to be more than sufficient reactor
operation to make use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU.

09.010:  Very little of the inventory of surplus HEU would be suitable for naval nuclear
propulsion purposes. The average enrichment of the surplus HEU considered for disposi-
tion in the document is 50 percent and very little is in the 93-percent range used for naval
fuel. Some of the surplus HEU is contained in irradiated fuel (the total quantity remains
classified, although the Secretary’s February 1996 Openness Initiative announcement
revealed that at least 18 t is in this form). Irradiated fuel would not follow the disposition
paths described in this EIS unless it were processed to separate the HEU for other reasons
outside the HEU disposition program (such as for stabilization for storage or disposal).
Information about stockpiles and fuel use rates for naval nuclear propulsion is classified.
Proliferation parity is not within the scope of a NEPA EIS.
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03.013: The U.S.-Russian HEU agreement is not part of the domestic HEU disposition
program that is the subject of this EIS, although it is related in terms of cumulative
impacts on the uranium industry and in terms of reciprocity—the proposed U.S. program
is reciprocal to the Russian program to seil 500 t of its weapons-usable HEU. The Rus-
sian HEU is being managed by USEC acting as executive agent for the United States. The
Russian HEU is being blended to LEU in Russia and is under IAEA inspection to ensure
that it is not reconverted to weapons use.

06.027:  Under the current proposal, if the ROD is published consistent with the Pre-
ferred Alternative presented in the HEU Final EIS (to maximize commercial use), it may
include a decision to transfer title to the 50 t of surplus (U.S., not Russian) HEU to
USEC. This is planned to increase the value of USEC and thus the proceeds to the Fed-
eral Treasury from the sale of USEC. As explained in the HEU Final EIS, until recently,
USEC was the only marketing agent for the sale of DOE enriched uranium, including that
derived from surplus HEU, pursuant to the Energy Policy Act of 1992. USEC also acts as
the executive agent of the United States with respect to the U.S.-Russian HEU agree-
ment. The USEC Privatization Act, signed by the President on April 26, 1996, eliminates
the restriction on direct DOE marketing of uranium and authorizes the proposed transfer
of 50 t of HEU to USEC (Section 3112(c) of P.L.. 104-134).

06.028:  The purpose of the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement is to prevent Russian surplus
HEU from entering world commerce in weapons-usable form by providing for it to be
blended down to non-weapons-usable LEU and then sold in the United States (or other
allied nations) for commercial use.

16.009: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel-
oped for inclusion into the ROD(s) and are available in a separate document with the
HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that commer-
cial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared
to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste.

14.009: The HEU EIS notes in Section 1.4.2 that no additional spent fuel would be
generated as a result of this program.
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04.008: The Department of Energy fully expects that commercial grade LEU fuel
derived from surplus HEU will be sold at full market value. Off-spec material, to the
extent that it can be sold for commercial use, will probably have to be discounted.

06.029: The foreign research reactor spent fuel program is not connected with the
domestic HEU disposition program and has its own EIS (Final Environmental Impact
Statement for Proposed Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation Policy Concerning Foreign
Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel, DOE/EIS-0218F, February 1996).
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
EVENING WORKSHOP
Augusts, Georgla
November 16, 1995

SESSION: Discussion/Summary

OPEN DISCUSSION
1suppont al use of the biended down foel. The United Stases will reduce
wastc aad be sdble to reap the benefits. The advantages (o dlending down are:

- it solves the nonproliferation problem

- femoves weapons-grade material

- provides econemic beacflts to the United Sttes

- alleviawes by-products
The HEU can be blended down safely and DOR has the toch ble to perform this
P 1 want to express my supp to blend down the HEU to LEU.

Whnomuumvemmmfnrﬂeu besides weapoas and reactor fuel? Can HEU be
useainmeniplcphym.inmyofmadnmdﬂpnvmmubyuwmvﬂ
reactors? The advantages of using HEU rather than LEU as & reactor fuel has not been addressed
in the BIS, mlheonlwaorHBUhmemvdﬂeelotwm’l

Slncenwmmwisbdngemmlymedmw,whymwooomideﬂngmovingnmundmd
putting itin the hands of where its y could be j i

What is the cost of getting the material blended down? Has DOE performed any cost analysis for
this project? What are the socurity costs for the material being stored? What is the cost of
warking with our HEU and the coxt of starage? I think DOE should work with the intemational
HEU first to get it out of their countries.

The United States necds to keep in mind the problem with international terrorism and bombs,
How does the United Steies plan to keep the Russians from selling the blended down fuel to
others countries:that could use it against us? How secure s our nation against possible actions of
Ihhnlhn?lundemmiﬂtUmwdSuuun‘yin;muxmenmplc. My concem is the

that Cq sets. The ies that were i ly the Soviet Unlon are putting the
imumhmckmvmmuwhe Wuhmubamgmeuae. how will the United States be
secure? DOE needs to look at the potential misuse of the fuel intemationally, If Russia has tight
control, the United States needs ¢o have tight control. Russia could get more moncy for the
blended down fuel by placing it in the intemational market. Bow does the United States deal with
the fuel in the foreign markets? Tdo not sec how the example the United States is trying to sct

DENIICEN Manamhar 12 1006

'REVISED Deéember 13,1995

10.003

06.030

15.002

16.010

15.003

10.003: Comment noted.

06.030:  Because of its high proliferation potential, it is part of the nonproliferation pol-
icy of the United States to discourage the civil use of HEU such as in research reactors.
The Office of Fissile Materials Disposition has been given the job of making weapons-
usable fissile materials non-weapons-usable, so the office has not been seeking alternative
uses for those materials in their weapons-usable forms. A considerable portion of the
high-quality HEU being removed from nuclear weapons is, in fact, being retained in the
strategic stockpile for use as a long-term fuel supply for the Naval Nuclear Propulsion
program.

15.002: The Department of Energy does not contemplate putting material into the
hands of anybody in a manner that would constitute a security threat. The same commer-
cial entities that might take part in the HEU disposition program have securely stored and
processed HEU on the Government's behalf to make fuel for the Naval Nuclear Propul-
sion program for decades.

16.010:  Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel-
oped for inclusion into the ROD(s) and are available in a separate document with the
HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that commer-
cial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared
to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste. The cost of safeguarding HEU is
about $150,000 per t per year.

15.003: Because LEU blended down from HEU is not weapons-usable, it could not.be
“used against us” militarily. This comment relates to nonproliferation foreign policy
issues beyond the scope of the HEU Final EIS. It is being referred to DOE's Office of

Nonproliferation and National Security.
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will help change the future. A good example may not be very good because Russia docs not have
the 10 safeguard the rial as the United States has, The President is treating the HBU
issue very light heartedly with the stroke of a pen. The United States needs 10 realize that Russia
could make the HEU a national asset to make more money. The United States needs to place the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in Russia to watch the material and see where it is going. The
United States needs to get their head out of the clouds and quit thinking that the United States
can sct an example.

DOE should have planned for the foreign research reactor HEU and the HEU retuming to the
United States.

The Imemational Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) is 10t conceraed with the storage of
commercial fuel because it is low enriched uranium.

Ls the cost of storing the HEU high? During the discussion tonight, we keep coming back to the
costissue. Can the public get a commitment from DOE to get the cost analysis before preparing
the final EIS? Could the comment pesiod for the E1S be prolonged in arder to receive this

inf jon before the period ends? How can citizens get a copy of the cost
documentation for this project before the close of the comment period? What would DOE lose if
the EIS is delayed? Is the 50 metric tons going to USEC equate to real money?

The comy lization of DOE d

places limits on the scope of public comments.

There is no evaluation of the impacts of the higher level decisions in the EIS, such as policy
decisions, stting a good example, and nonproliferation. Everything we (the public) have talked -
about lonixhliK‘s out of the scope of this EIS.

There is an ad\:m'uage to having an HEU reactor that does not produce plutonium.,

The cost of sl:)ri.ng the HEU from now until the end of time does not even approach the blend
down costs. ‘hy shouldn't we store the HEU forever? When (timeframe-wise) would the cost
of storing equal the cost of blending down? It would be cheaper to store the HEU. DOE can not
see ino the future to make sure that the United States will not need the HEU later. Also, it is
cxpensive to m'akc HEU. \
Why shouldn'tthe United States make some money for the treasury by blending down to fuel and
then sclling?

The people that made the decision on what should be surplused, are they members of this
Administration?

i

15.003
cont.

28.001

03.015

16.011

16.009

16.011
cont.
32.011

17.005

16.011
cont.

02.005

28.001: The Department of Energy and Department of State jointly proposed (in the
Final Environmental Impact Statement on a Proposed Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation
Policy Concerning Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel, DOE/EIS-0218F,
February 1996) to adopt a policy to manage spent nuclear fuel from foreign research
reactors to promote U.S. nuclear weapons nonproliferation policy objectives. The pur-
pose is to remove as much U.S.-origin HEU as possible from international commerce
while giving the foreign research reactor operators and their host countries time to con-
vert to operation with LEU fuel and to make their own arrangements for disposition of
subsequently generated LEU spent nuclear fuel. Because the foreign research reactor
spent nuclear fuel program is outside the scope of the HEU EIS, this comment is being
forwarded to DOE’s Office of Environmental Management, which manages that pro-
gram.

03.015: The commentor is correct that the IAEA is generally not concemned with non-
weapons-usable materials such as LEU.

16.011: The Department of Energy estimates that the cost of safeguards alone is about
$150,000 per t of HEU per year. Storing HEU indefinitely is represented by Alternative 1,
the No Action Alternative, in the HEU EIS. Pursuing that course of action would not
serve the purpose and need for this action, which is to reduce proliferation potential by
making surplus HEU non-weapons-usable and to recover the value of the material to the
maximum extent.

16.009: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel-
oped for inclusion into the ROD(s) and are available in a separate document with the
HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that commer-
cial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared
to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste.

32.011: The Department of Energy recognizes the programmatic relationship of sur-
plus highly enriched uranium disposition to other DOE actions and decisions. The HEU
EIS identifies the other NEPA actions that are related to its scope in Section 1.5.3.

In order to adequately assess the potential impacts that could result from proposed DOE
actions, it is necessary to narrow the scope of the document to address the specific activi-
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Why was the specification of 0.9% uranium-235 for waste chosen? If DOE placed controls on
the blended down fucl, could a higher percentage be used? What arc the current and proposed
blend down percentages of the waste stored at the Nevada Test Site? Why didn't DOE usc 0.9%
HEU as a arget for blend down?

Does the value of USEC, when privatized, represent real money for the treasury?

How can we (the public) change the direction the auclear program is going?

How is the Russizn HEU gaing to be used, once our government purchases it?

Can fusion reactors use HEU?

How could the United States becoming a part of the market be a problem? It seems that the

4 will be competing with the ial sector, Is this aspect covered in the EIS? Is
the blended down fuel going to be dumped on the market slowly?

Wil this process (blend down) use the cascades as opposed to the centrifuge?

'Oral comments received in public meetings conceming similar issues were combined (grouped)
forp jon in this d

REVISED December 13, 1995

33.002

06.023

17.006
06.030
cont.

17.007

07.007

ties being proposed. However, in Section 4.6 of the HEU EIS the cumulative relationship
of impacts resulting from this specific action is assessed considering the wide-ranging
view of DOE’s programs, environmental management, and other outside interactions.

17.005: The HEU EIS discusses these programmatic issues in Chapter 1, particularly
in Section 1.4.2, which describes the Preferred Alternative and the policy reasons it is
preferred. Among the alternatives considered, only Alternative 1 does not satisfy the pur-
pose and need for this action, because it leaves the HEU in weapons-usable form and sets
a bad example for other nations. DOE considers Alternatives 2 through 5, which repre-
sent blending different portions of the surplus HEU to waste or fuel, as roughly equiva-
lent in terms of proliferation potential, and much more proliferation resistant than the
HEU in its present form.,

02.005: The President of the United States determines what material is reserved for

national defense and what is surplus, based on the recommendations of the Nuclear -

Weapons Council, which includes representatives of the Department of Defense, the
Department of Energy, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

33.002: The representative enrichment level of 0.9 percent (used for analytical pur-
poses) was selected for material destined for waste disposal based on experience in both
the United States and Europe where waste has been disposed of at slightly greater than
1-percent U-235. This enrichment level assures that an inadvertent criticality would not
occur. It is possible that uranium at higher enrichment levels could be disposed of (the
LLW facility at NTS has accepted 1.25-percent enriched uranium in the past), but the
lower level was selected for purposes of conservatism in the HEU EIS analysis. Blending
to an enrichment level less than 0.9 percent would substantially increase the amount of
waste product and cost of blending (for example, blending to a natural uranium state of
0.7 percent would increase the waste volume by 40 percent) without any incremental crit-
icality protection. The actual percentage of blend down will be determined by the waste
acceptance criteria of the selected waste disposal site.

06.023:  The proceeds from the sale of USEC to the private sector will be real.
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17.006: The Russian HEU is not part of the domestic HEU disposition program ana-
lyzed in the HEU EIS, although the impacts on the uranium industry from that action are
considered as cumulative impacts in Section 4.8 of the HEU EIS. The LEU derived from
Russian HEU is gradually going to be sold (by USEC) in the global uranium market for
use in nuclear reactors.

17.007: The Department of Energy expects to be required to ensure that its sales of
uranium will have no adverse material impact on the domestic uranium industry, taking
into account the purchases of Russian LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU. This restric-
tion, and the physical ability of DOE to make the material available for blending, will
cause the material to be introduced into the market on a gradual basis.

07.007: While the enrichment cascades at the Portsmouth and Paducah Gaseous Diffu-
sion Plants could be used to blend HEU in the form of UFg, the overwhelming majority

of the surplus HEU stockpile is in the form of metal or oxides rather than UF. The cas-
cades at Portsmouth are currently being used to blend 13 t of HEU that is in the form of
UF¢ and that was transferred to the USEC pursuant to the Energy Policy Act of 1992.
The cascades are unlikely to be used for other blending activities. None of the analyzed
blending facilities (nor any other current U.S. facilities) use centrifuge technology.
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10.003: Comment noted.
Date Received: 1120095
Comment{D: P0019
Name: Cliff Giland
Address: Erwin, TN
Transcription:
This is CHff Giland, Erwin, T P'd like to on the prospects of reopening the
nucleas plant here in Erwin, and personally, I think it would be a very good idea. There have
been a great many people taid off, lost there jobs. Some of them lost theis homes and such, and [ 10003

think it would be an excelient idea for Nuclear Fuels Services here in Erwin 1o get the contract to
process the uranium coming from those bombs that we're scrapping. Okay. Thank you.
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November 16, 1995
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium FIS Public Commens
Charlea R.

510 Boardman Road
Aikeo, SC 29303

lmmvﬂmﬁnmmmuwonhowmnfmmmnuﬂn lurge
the De o make dvantage of all muplus Highly Enriched
Umuun(HEU)bymwpchhmmlnEm:hndUnmm(L&Ll)aMnblo

unery, C of the maxi amount of available scTap maerial will
reduce waste of this resource and tmaccessary enviromncntal impacts. § xc thit as a
prizme metbod o reaping the ecooomic “peace dividend™ from ccasation of Lhe Cold War.

&plfmmampmmwmm
The HEU will be converied to 11U and is not able to be used direculy in a auchear
‘weapon, ihas solving a ooa-proliferation concern.
. mmmmmmmnmwu
Yy and is am i ly grable action of reducing the weapons

wockpik.
. mwusmmmwm-dmmmmcmmofm

Wmnhwn_&fmdt&a&ywﬁmmmma
o(mmulm

. wly-nqwuiidhymﬁrhmﬂwﬂlumﬁmw
madviuhmeimpicﬁlmian.

lmmmmmmn:mmmmmummmumﬂlm

disposition of this maserial, commercial fue) will be produced 1o fised current seaciors.
This oaaterial can be wilized to further provide a sceure encrgy source with less
mwmmummtmnlf\nh 1also consider thay coaversion of this maiesial o
lowhdmfwwmh-mwmofmuu!m

Jmm.wmu-.mrumofmm 15mow that if can be
proccsaod in ag exvironmentally safe and sound manner with low risk 10 the public and
worken. The technology, expericoce, sad capmcity exista 10 acommplish this task safely.

ae.%,%

10.003

13.001

10.003
cont

10.003: Comment ndted.

13.001: The Department of Energy agrees that the proposed HEU disposition program
would have a neutral effect on the nuclear power industry.
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Poser W St P O. Boa 10009
Oiencror January 11, 1996 Achemond, Vieginia 23240-0009
1804} 762-4000

U.S. Departaent of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

To wWhom It May Concern:
This is in response to your request for comments on the

+ The Dapartment of Bnvironmental
Quality is responsible for coordinating Virginia’s review of
federal environmental documents and reaponding to appropriate
federal officials on behalf of the Commonwealth. The following
localfity and agencies participated in this review:

Department of Environmental Quality;
Department of Health;

Department of Historic Rescurces;
Department of Tranaportation;
Virginia State Police;

Campball County; and

City of Lynchburg.

i

In addition,the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries,
Department of Emergency Servicus and the Central Virginia
Planning District Commisaion were invited to comment through the
Department of Environmental Quality.

The document assesses the environmental impacts at four
sites that may result from alternatives for the disposition of
United States-origin weapons-usable highly enriched uranium (HMEU)
that has been or may be declared surplus to national defense or
defense related program needs. In addition to the no action
alternative, it assesses four alternatives that would eliminate
the weapons usability of HEU by blending it with depleted
uranjum, patural uranium, or low-enriched uranium (LEU) to create
LEU, either as commercial reactor feedstock or as low level
radicactive waste. The potential blending sites are the ¥Y-12

629 Eayt Mann Sireot. Achmond, Virgnia 23219 - Faa (804) 762-4500 ~ TOO (804) 762-4021
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¥  GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
RICHMOND, VA
PAGE 2 OF 9

HEU EIS
Page Two

Plant in Oak Ridge, T : the h River site in Aiken,
South Carolina; the Babcock & Wilcox Naval Nuclear Fuel Division
Facility in Lynchburg, Virginia; and the Fuel Sarvices Fuel
Fabrication Plant in Ervin, Tennessee. The preferred alternative
is to blend down surplus HEU to LEU for maximum commercial use as
reactor fuel feed which would likely be done at a combination of
sites.

The Commonwealth offera the following comments:
Any iransportat&on ©of vastes through Virginia should be

Services and the affected localities so that adequate safety
precautions may be taken. As previously requested, the
localities should be notified directly in advance of any
notification to the news media,. .

The City of Lynchburg and Campbell County have no objections
to the proposed project.

The Departaent of Environmental Quality will coordinate the
Conmonvwealth’s review and response on the tfinal environsental
impact statement for this proposal. Correspondence should be
addressed to: Director, Office of Bnvironmental Impact Review,
Dapartment of Environmental Quality, P. O. Box 10009, 629 Eaet
Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23240-0009.

-Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft
. The ts of the reviewers are attached for your
reviev and consideration. If you nesd further inforwatiom,
pleass contact Ton Pelvey, (804) 698-4315, of my staff.

; Sincersly,

| plbd Fon byl
Michael P. X

4
Director, Grants Management
and Intergovernmental Affairs

ce: Barry K. Martin, City of Lynchburg
R. David Laurrell, Campbell County
leslie Poldesi, VDH-BRH
Perry C. Cogburn, VDOT
Lt. Herbert Bridges, VSP
David H. Dutton, DHR
Robert Wickline, DEQ-Waste
Brian Iverson, VDES

preceded with advance notification to the Department of Emergency 20.011

20.011: Under Federal hazardous material transportation law, prior motiﬁcation'to
states is required for shipments of spent nuclear and high-level waste, but not for ship-

ments of LLW (P.L. 101-615).

a

1150ds1
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GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
RICHMOND, VA
PAGE3 OF 9

If you cannot meet the desadline, please notify ELLIE IRONS at
B804/762-4325, THOMAS N. FELVEY at 804/762-4315, or R.

GRIFFIN AT 804/762-43317 prior to the date given. Arrangemsnts
will be made to extend the date for your review if possible. An
agency will not be considered to have reviewsd a document if no
coamsnts are received (or coatact is made) within the pericd
specitied.

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A. Please review the document carefully. If the proposal has
been reviewed earlier (i.e. if the document is a federal
Final BIS or a state supplement), please consider whether
your earlier comments have been adequately addressed.

B. Prepare your agency’'s comments in a form which would be
acceptable for reaponding directly to a project proponeat
agency.

C. Use your agency stationery or the space below for your
comments. IF YOU USE THR SPACE BELOW, TER FORM MUST BX
SIGHED AND DATED.

.
Please return your comments to:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRGMMENTAL QUALITY
OPFICE OF ENVIRCNNENTAL DMPACT REVIEW
629 EAST MAIN STRESY, SIXTE FLOOR
RICHMOND, VA 23219 *

I X e 9

- ¥ govionmenial Quatly

P, 0K e ms % M. el /g

. . . Environmental Technical
i 4 Wm A.:uh Servicea Administrator

m
I have no comments to offer regarding thia project.

' P
\ .
(signed) / A (date) Decenber &, 1995

Lealte P. Foldesai, M.S., CHP
(cicle) ? 2

(agency) __Department of Health

PROJECT 095-237F ’ 8/9%
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GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,

RICHMOND, VA
PAGE4 0OF 9
" Recd. by Dept. ot
Environmental Quatity
NP
Qv e, o T " .
OOMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA ~ ~° [ moe bl
1“0 l“ol‘lm!'.l.!
DAVID K. GEHA FCHMONRD. 23118- 1338 et msn

November 17, 1995

Department of Environmeatal Quality
Office of Environmental Inpact Review
629 Eaxt Main Street, Sixth Floor
Rickmond, VA 23219

A Thomas Felvey

RE: Projoct # 95-137F Dispositica of Swphes Highly Bariched Uranium

1 have reviewed the “Disposition of Surpius Highly Enticked Uranium Deaft Environmeatal
lmpansunnuu" written by the U_S. defunxwwmm
for the C: ith of Vigiala. This review oaly involves ransportation
reisted issues and does not determin the merit of the proposcd blending of highly enriched urmnium{HEU)
with cranium-238 s negats the nuclear weapon capsbility of the HEU.

Ooe of the posential dlending sites is the Babcock & Wilcox Cotapany locazed in Lynchburg,
Virgidia: The facility currently purifies and secovers approximately 24 fons a year of HEU. According to
ma-anmwmmmw 10 eons 8 yoar of HEU would be blendod st this site over
umzoymuwumruomwmmmmwmmnmm
mnhmmmlwndlﬂwmmﬂcﬁNwhﬁﬂuynm
These shipments would bs made ko Department of Encrgy owned and operased vehicles. There would also

be shij ﬁmu&ﬂnyofhwhnrhdwmmm-mothm
radioactive waste, .
: Since the Babcock & Wikoa Company is already in the radiosctive processing business and the. 23001

numolmher l”muhmnymdmmuhnmkmmmumm
MwmhuLym-.MVnnhw Transportation is not opposed to the
mcwmmpyuu-mmhm

5 Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please call me at (804) 786-6824.

Gk

Environmentsl Program Plaaner

23.001:

Comment noted.
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y81py smydung fo uomsodsiq



L6-¢

GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
RICHMOND, VA
PAGES OF 9

If you cannot meet the deadline, please notify ELLIE IRONS at
804/762-4325, THOMAS M. PELVEY at 804/762-4315, or R. THQMAS
GRIFFIN AT 804/762-4337 prior to the date given. Arrangements
will be made to extend the date for your review if possibla. An
agency will not be conamidered to have reviewed a document if no
comments are roceived (ox contact is made) within the period
specified.

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A. Please review the document carefully. If the proposal has
been reviewed earlier (i.e. if the document is a federal
Pinal EIS or a state supplement), please consider whether
your earlier comments have been adequately addressed.

B. Prepare your agency‘s comments in a form which would be
accegtable for responding directly to a project proponent
agency.

C. Use your agency stationery or the space below for your

comments. IP YOU USE THE SPACE BRLOW, THE FORM NUST BE
SIGNED AMD DATED.

Please return your comoents €O:

, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OPPICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
6§29 EAST MAIN STREET, SIXTH FLOOR
Racg. by Depl. RICHMOND, VA 23219
Envisonmenial QuaRhX #804/762-4319

NV 27T 915
Pw’:‘cul“:\\:‘f'-ﬂ‘ ’ EnvIronmenan 'i‘ecé%c% Lg
govern : Services Administrator

COMMENTS

:;77.,-. MJ%T’C za00

—
(date) /- T0-9)

{aigned)

{cacle)
(agency; S osgimie STR /a‘/@'
PROJECT #35-137F 8/95

sasuodsay puv
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GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
RICHMOND, VA
PAGEGOF 9 -

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 2 Gowres sena

M. Adxsader Wise, 3z, Dircoior

o R Vicginis 23219
Department of Historic Resources - -
’ Ree’d. by Dept. of
13 December 1995 . Envizonmental Quaity

oo 16 W8
Department of Energy
Office of Fissite Materials Disposition 3
c/o SAIC/HEU EIS WMt he mmn
P.O. Box 23786 :

Washingwoo, D.C. 20026-3786

Re: Dnft Eavi } Impact Saa
*Disposition of Surplus Highly Eariched Uranium®
Campbell County, Virginia

DHR file no. 95-2117

Dear Siss: i

Mymfwwmmmmdnﬂﬂs *Dispasition of Surplus Highly
F.nridndllnnmm mmm&mmhwm Virginia, will

bcmedmlhcptm

B thé d will involve no new construction or ground-distirbing activitics, and
mmwmmammnumwuumdm

fucls, we have incd that the und g will bave 0o effect on historic resources. 23.001
Myw:{ormcmnﬂqwmonlhhmm You have met the requircments of cont.

Section 106 of the Natioaa! Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. Plcase contact Cana
H. Mcuorlohn& Wells s this office if you have questions about our commeints.

Smxrety. :

BTz

Duavid H. Duton
" Director, vamonoﬂ’w)eahvkw

3 VaDEQ

TELEPHONE: (804} 736-3143 . TDD: (804) 786-193¢  FAX: (804) 223-4261
An Equel Opporncniiy Agency

SIq joul,] wmuvd() payoruy.
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GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
RICHMOND, VA
PAGE7 OF 9

If you cannot m¢et the deadline, please notify ELLIE IRONS at
804/762-4325, THOMAS M. FELVEY at 804/762-4315, or R. THOMAS
GRIFFIN AT 804/762-4317 prior to the date given. Arrangements
will be made to extend the date for your review if poesible. An
agency will not be considered to have reviswed a document if no
comments are recsived (or contact is made) within the pericd
apecified, .

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A. Please review the document carefully. If the proposal has
been reviewed earlier (i.e. if the document is a federal
Final EIS or a state supplement), please consider whether
your earlier comments have been adequately addressed.

B. Prepare your agency’s comments in a form which would be
acceptable for responding directly to a project proponent
agency.

C. Use your agency stationery or the space below for your
comuents. IF YOU USK THE SPACK BELOW, TEK FORM MUST BE
SIGNED AND DATED.

Please return your comments to:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL INPACT REVIEN
. 629 EAST-MAMIN STREET, SIXTH FLOOR

Rec'd. BEOWooD, 23219
Enviconahki GOSLY 763-4319

NOV 17 9% l.
:
Public & tnier- 3 NHhomac M. %W/d
' emmental Allairs i Envir al Technlcal v
R gov K Services Administrator
SOMMENTS

Reccmnenid AppRevAL.

BANGS nwiw BuSivess  Am) JuBS 1o /4.
PTROCARANR 1N tvidesT o F wit LMPRT fowdt. PLACE  4p

ptsap (2400 BT pUCcTAR wwCALAS, 23.001
TF VHERS 8 Ja A DI THEAS 43S pweaCASOh e ACTH KOIK, 1.
But €HAME OF ACCId AT 15 yeAy Smale, cont.

Lompaniy 5> wrt Oue Ly Eunume‘o Feg TeB AvD g Goco (1] 26N,
’ .~

{signed) //Zr&d/l«/ ot {dace) &:ﬂ é‘ig

teicle) [,y . / 4 b

(agency) ;/ DECS

PROJECT #95:137F 8/9s

sasuodsay puv
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GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
RICHMOND, VA
PAGE 8 OF 9

1f you cannot meat the deadlins, pleass notify ELLIX IRONS at
804/762-4328, THONAE M. PELVEY et 804/762-4313, or R. THONAD
OQRIFFIN AT 904/762-4337 prior to the date given. Arrangsments

- will be sade to extend the date for your review if posaibls. An
agenoy will not be considered to have reviewed a document if no

comaents are received (or contact is made) within the period
. especified.

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONST

A Ploase review the document carefully. If the proposal hag
bsen xeviewsd sarlier (i.s. L{f the document is a foderal
Final RIS or a state supplecent), pleass consider whether
-your earlier comments have been adsquately addressad.

B. Prepare r.mr agency‘s comments in e foim which would be
acceptable for responding directly to a project proponant
agency. . .

c. Use your agency atationery or the space below for your
comnents, IF YOU USN THE 9PACE BEIOW, TRE FORK KUST BR
SIGNED AND_ DATXD.

Plaase return your comments to:
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITE
OFFICE OF KNVIRORNENTAL IMPACT REVIEN
628 EAST HAIN OTREEYT, BIXTE FLOOR

RICEMNOXD,
FAX 0804/762-4319

m. ;

vironmsntal Technic
. 8ervices Administrator

Te Clty of Lndbay hes coviees the Fdant the “Digmadts
damummnwmﬂa&:nmu:n' rlri dﬂ;-&u‘ \d: o for
tae Sate of anttar, covarned

wm tih‘u' Wﬁlvu Bebck dm 23.001
pojet. Yndtuy ke ancluded the Bi's {nvalvesant with this project offecs ro appacant additional cont
risk svicomtally o otharvies to this s, T Clty of Yrctiaxy dws ot tike wy scoption to s
this pofect,

(signed) d (daco) _ VWSS |

{eitle) __ Energency Preparedness Deputy Coordipater oo
(agency) ____City of lenchinrg

PROVECT #25-137F . 8/3%
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GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
RICHMOND, VA
PAGE 9 OF 9

If you cannot meet the deadline, pleame notify ELLIE IRONS at
804/762-4325, THOMAS M. PELVEY at 804/762-4315, or R. TEOMAS
GRIFFIN AT 604/762-4337 prior to the date given. Arrangements
will be made to extend the date for your review if possible. An
agency will not be considered to have reviewed a document if po
comments are received (or comtact Ls made) within the periad
specified.

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A. Please review the document carefully. If the proposal has
been reviewed earlier (i.e. if the document is a federal
Fipal EIS or a sctate supplement), please consider whether
your earlier comments have been adequately addressed.

B. Prepare your agency's comments in a form which would be
acceptable for responding directly to a project proponent
agency.

C. Use your agency stationery or the space below for your

comments. IF YOU USE THE SPACR BELOW, THE FORM MUST BE
SIGNED AND DATED.

Please return your comments £o:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFPICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
€29 EAST MAIN STRBET, SIXTH PLOOR
RICHMOND, VA 23219
~ FAX #604/762-4319
Recd. by Dept. of
Envisownantal Quatity

MOV 21 1995 Nhomao M. e /.
Environmental Technic
Publc & Inters Services Administrator
COMMENTS govarnmontat Alfairs

There is no apparent objection to the proposed prolect.,

(dace) November 20, 1995

(signed}

{title) Count inistcator

tagency) Campbell County

PROJECT #25:237F 8/95
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HARRIS, TERESA, UNICOI COUNTY, TN
PAGE10F1

Data Recelved: 11/15/85

CommentiD:  P0012

Name: Teresa Harvis
Address: - No Address Given
Transcription:

This is Teresa Hanis. I'm an employee who was laid off at NFS two years ago. My

husband Robert also was lald off at the same time. We have three small children and

had just built a new home when we were lald off. We're hoping the government will 10.003
look close and hard at the project for NFS. We know that they can do the work. He :
had fourteen years in and | had thirteen years in operations. The economy of Unicoi

County suffered a whole lot when NFS laid off. Thank you. Teresa Harris.

10.003: Comment noted.
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&y81y snpdang Jo uoyisodsiq



t0l-¢

HAWKINSON, JEAN, MINNEAPOLIS, MN

PAGE1OF 1
Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment ID: PO067
Name: Jean Hawkinson
Address; Minneapolis, Minnesota
Transcription:
This is Jean Hawki calling from M Jis, M. ['m calling reg

uranium into reactor fuel. lunmmhoppowdmm 1 do not support making the uranium into
reactor fuel.

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

sasuodsay pup
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S HEDGEPETH, DAVID, LOGAN, UT

PAGE1OF 2

TO: Department of Energy
FROM: David Hedgepeth
DATE: lJanuary t&, 1996
RE: HEU EIS

solution.

material .that jeocp

# all options have not baen
blended uranium,

# tha financial analysis is
the fact that citizens have

1 do support:
* down plending all HEU.

international controls on
* safe storage of HEU prior

bt it

{lve Fn Facm Rd
L‘ﬂ‘"‘ utr f432)

1 do not support making highly enriched uranium into nuclear
reactor fuel for tne fallowing reasons:

* it will create spent nuclear fuel for which we have no

* as part of that waste product, plutanium will be created, a
acdizes our. {sration goals. . - el

arplored, including storing cown

incomplete or nonexistent, despite
requested one for almost two years.

HEU,
to {ts down blending.

fhank you for your consideration.

10.024

09.018
16.015

10.023

03.020
10.032

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

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

16.015: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel-
oped to provide the decisionmaker, DOE, comprehensive information upon which to
make decisions. The cost analysis, which has been provided to this commentor and all
others who have expressed an interest in this subject, is available in a separate document
with the HEU Final EIS. It supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that commercial use
of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared to the
alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste.

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

SI3d [pul wmiubif} payorusy
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HEDGEPETH, DAVID, LOGAN, UT
PAGE 2 OF 2

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

10.032: The Department of Energy is committed to safely storing surplus HEU pending
its ultimate disposition,

sasuodsay pup
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HEINEMAN, MARY ELLEN, WAVERLY, TN
PAGE1OF 1
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10.024

10.023

02.008

03.020

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

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

02.008: At this time, DOE is authorized only to determine the ultimate disposition of
HEU that has been declared surplus to national security needs by the President. To date,
175 t of HEU have been so declared. The HEU Final EIS considers the disposition of that

quantity plus an additional 25 t (not yet identified) that may be declared surplus in the
future.

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at
the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE’s
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to
the maximum extent possible.
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HENRY, R.N., IDAHO FALLS, ID
PAGE 1 OF 8

Ta: Office of Fissite Materiais Dispasition
From: R. N. Henry

5665 S. SthW.

(daho Falls [daho s3a0e

Subject: Comments On HEU PEIS

Attached are my written comments on The Disposition of Swplus
Mighly Enriched Uranium Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Resolutions
to these comments can be sent to the above address.

sasuodsay pup
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HENRY, R.N,, IDAHO FALLS, ID

PAGE 2 OF 8
Document Comment/issue: Proposq Resolution:
Location
1 Page2 Wt e and s o U 2z ke e 200 7 A Descrbebe e conets f e excess vt by e
m1.1.lmedWMMnumw S, et i, . ek, 3a.001
7 Page 3, e e 0 158 e ety cnanb. |ty e s U g ke s 158 et it
seoond mdgmqmppwmmmmm nd dscuss why s “wecceplabe’? s reaclrphyscs o i
paragraph los bt quslw 1t s an assumption,then ather egosue g el abrcaion? How viacoeptaie sl spec post ool
HEY management optios reeeded LEVite piceis ight?
"o dver s kv LEU e, vl berig
HEUlo it e e, ben Gt vt s ganva
000 LEL. Compare et e new ‘ot cokd v LEU spec
i USEC s paving o i LS ok e e M,
etudte 2 oplon b e s 15% HEV untd AVLSS experience canbe
e aabe o ko be U5
e e o s 5% HEU ety n Py s i MK e 33.004
bicin ‘
Kty viee e 155 rr-comnevid HEU s ke nd eemined
peseis 2 mor opdimal o cation e wouid i stiping KEUto
st e e nd e bk s e ety o e vl
se{eg, NT3}
ket e possbity ol Ghtng i rncomnerl FEU o 2% and
Toanates cowtry fhat hs e resurces o mele & el fran
amourdof LEU tha e can s o simply ey Bem ko s £
4 Pae 14, ti ot o s Gy e e Gy o e L ok ks st
Setin 1 oot v ek i e o isons e s S etk e it sy s i
NEL g Thessle e e e a e abed SRS o R oo poie v sy | | 09016
et eveopor ot ROD izt f e oy

33.001: Forms of surplus HEU are mainly metal, compounds, solutions, oxides, irradi-
ated fuel, reactor fuel, UF, scrap, and material in weapons that have been retired but
have not been transferred to Pantex for disassembly. Surplus HEU is currently located at
10 DOE sites around the country and is shown in Figure 1.3-1 of the HEU Final EIS.

33.004: As described in Chapter 1 of the HEU Final EIS, approximately 62 t of the cur-
rently declared surplus HEU (165 t) may not be available for commercial use because it
consists of spent fuel and material with very high ratios of undesirable isotopes (U-232,
U-234, and U-236) relative to the U-235 isotope. Therefore, this material would need to
be disposed of as waste. U-234, which is one of the two main undesirable isotopes, is the
major contributor to radiation exposure and the other, U-236, inhibits the nuclear reaction
in reactor cores.

The LEU specifications for commercial reactor fuel are currently set by American Soci-
ety for Testing Materials to meet commercial reactor fuel feed requirements. A portion of
the currently declared surplus HEU inventory (about 20 t) is being considered as off-spec
material because it would not meet the American Society for Testing Materials standards
when blended down. If buyers are found that would accept some portion of the non-com-
mercial HEU inventory despite its isotopic composition then more of the surplus HEU
inventory may be used as commercial fuel material or off-spec material. Some of this
HEU could be used later for mixed oxide fuel fabrication, but DOE believes that there is
no reason to reserve it for that purpose. Once surplus HEU is blended down to commer-
cial-grade LEU, it is fungible with any other commercial-grade LEU. The use of off-spec
material for mixed oxide fuel fabrication is unknown at this time.

Evaluation of new technologies and processes were not included within the scope of this

EIS. Similarly, conversion and blending down of the non-commercial material for fur-

ther potential use in the Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation program was also
excluded from the scope because the Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation program is
not currently funded and, therefore, DOE cannot plan and make decisions on programs or
technologies that may never be developed.

Details on the specific location of the surplus non-commercial HEU is partially classified
and could not be included in this EIS due to national security reasons. However, DOE
evaluated transportation of surplus HEU between existing sites for blending and fuel fab-
rication, and a representative site for waste disposal (NTS is only a representative site for
waste disposal since no LLW disposal site has currently been identified for the material).

SI4 Joul wmuviy) payoruy
Ay81yy smydung fo uonisodsiq



601—¢

HENRY, R.N,, IDAHO FALLS, ID

PAGE3OF 8
Document Commentfssue Prgposed Reschion:
Location
Poic 3 e the 41 HE\ sorage caons and he et
fouren and Rure) nd o cncise din ses. ety impcs
strtegies wih and witout a westem dion bcztons.
= 09.016
cont.
g broughouts and opeating costs bl vestem and thse
el et candate hes. Afeast meriion el e are cher
e tha may be used o aptinie e bendng process which wevdd be
by a supplemert to e €15
4 Paggu; Evekate the possidly of corverting aqueous LEU 1 L0-06 v 3 preiminayy feasily sy o esimate pracessing raes and
Secton 1.3 {ICPP resources (idzed bed deviration) Merdio s copatilly 25 an opton n he PEIS suggest & 33.005
woukdbe Goveed by 2 supplement 10 the E15 12 s seected )
9 Poge 4 Discuss the epet eime fthe st gt (19605) P a s of how g e Gt s s pecied o nd
Secton 1.3 e 2 SRS ard OR ctee. Wi ey apee kg encugh fompare Bt wih the expeced e f e poposed e
10 suppor s dtion program and fute cnes? Can they
operate s oo effectivly 23 other smaler DOE bcites? 25.003
Provie a camparzie iscussion o theopergione cost, ke bearce of
ank estures and sy barers b each proposed condidal ion e
& Poge 14, |1 notcear why ok s generlion e e prosed when {iscues sk and oy specic oeraional ey ltures il e
Scotn 1.3 (OO hes never s, t e e, caedin morermnct st ech carcite i sk and ke, seiic dsin
2 e, s 0ol e et e, . 07.010
1| Pagp 146, Neassboe deposd o U Gt 1o LED sk By e theimpectof Gee mine isposal o LEV s wraniam e U3 08)
Sectin 14 2jppoted by e NRC chemica oy and racklogcalpac ) ey e el copacly of hose s B e captie o convetng
10 ot v 20 acepaie s sy ket on comnecal EL o LEU 008 and el e pesingtnele | | 33.006
PEIS. (see atiche it i o

Results of these analyses did not reveal any major risk of transportation. Therefore, it is
anticipated that decisions on blending locations will be a function of material forms,
availability of facilities when needed, and business decisions.

The possibility of diluting the non-commercial material to less than 20-percent enrich-
ment and trading it to another country is not precluded by this EIS but would be unlikely
since DOE is not aware of any interest in this regard. If, in the future, a decision is made
to sell LEU derived from surplus HEU to other countries, supplementary NEPA docu-
mentation would be needed to evaluate potential impacts associated with that action.

09.016: The HEU Final EIS analyzes as potential blending sites two commercial facili-
ties and two DOE facilities (the Y-12 Plant and SRS) that have existing capability and
experience blending HEU to LEU. Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (INEL) and
Hanford do not currently have operations or the facilities that might be used to process
HEU (such as the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant) because they are permanently closed
and are being decommissioned.

33.005: Conversion of aqueous LEU to triuranic-octaoxide (U3Og, using the Idaho
Chemical Processing Plant was not analyzed since this plant has been shut down and will
be decommissioned. There are adequate uranium blending facilities other than the Idaho
Chemical Processing Plant and, therefore, there is no programmatic or economic basis to
re-start this plant.

25.003: As described in the HEU EIS, there are currently four candidate blending sites,
two DOE and two commercial, that are capable of conducting HEU blending operations.
Based on currently available information, DOE estimates that blending the commercially
usable surplus HEU (103 ¢) is likely to take 10 to 15 years to complete. DOE considers
this a reasonable timeframe and, therefore, anticipates facilities at the four analyzed
blending sites are adequate to accommodate required blending operations in compliance
with DOE safety orders and/or NRC regulatory requirements. Cost analyses such as cost-
benefit analyses or cost effectiveness studies are not required as part of the NEPA envi-
ronmental impact analysis and thus need not be provided in the EIS (40 CFR 1502.23).
However, cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the EIS were developed to pro-
vide the decisionmaker comprehensive information upon which to make decisions and
are available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS.
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28.002

33.002

33.008

33.002
cont.

16.014

21.017

21.009

07.010: The HEU Final EIS analyzes as potential blending sites the two commercial
facilities and two DOE facilities (the Y-12 Plant and SRS) that have extensive facilities
for and experience with the processing of HEU. The DOE facilities meet all DOE envi-
ronment, safety, and health requirements, and the commercial facilities meet all require-
ments contained in their NRC licenses.

33.006: The Department of Energy will meet whatever the waste acceptance criteria are
prior to shipment of the waste material and fully comply with applicable laws and regula-
tions during transfer of the material to its destination.

28.002: Although criticality safety requirements for HEU and Pu are comparable in
terms of their objectives, that does not establish a connection between disposition actions
for the two materials. DOE does not agree that decisions in the surplus HEU disposition
program in any way constrain decisions in the plutonium disposition program.

33.002: The representative enrichment level of 0.9 percent (used for analytical pur-
poses) was selected for material destined for waste disposal based on experience in both
the United States and Europe where waste has been disposed of at slightly greater than
1-percent U-235. This enrichment level assures that an inadvertent criticality would not
occur. It is possible that uranium at higher enrichment levels could be disposed of (the
LLW facility at NTS has accepted 1.25-percent enriched uranium in the past), but the
lower level was selected for purposes of conservatism in the HEU EIS analysis. Blend-
ing to an enrichment level less than 0.9 percent would substantially increase the amount
of waste product and cost of blending (for example, blending to a natural uranium state of
0.7 percent would increase the waste volume by 40 percent) without any incremental crit-
icality protection. The actual percentage of blend down will be determined by the waste
acceptance criteria of the selected waste disposal site.

33.008: The potentially non-commercial portion of surplus HEU consists of spent fuel
and material containing very high ratios of U-232, U-234, and U-236 relative to the
U-235 content. The spent fuel could be reprocessed to separate out the HEU. If this is
done, it would be made commercially available for blend down to LEU for reactor fuel.
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Similarly, if any of the non-commercial material could be processed to make it off-spec,
that material will be offered for sale to the commercial industry. However, some of the
off-spec material has such high quantities of U-234 and/or U-236, DOE believes that it
would be of little interest to the industry. DOE also believes that blending this material
with high ratios of U-234 and U-236 to “near off-spec” levels would not be attractive
because as U-235 is blended down to 4- to S-percent range, the high quantity of U-234
and U-236 remain the same at those dilution levels and, in some cases, it may simply be
too high for any commercial use.

16.014: It is not necessary to incur the expense of the construction of new facilities,
because the existing facilities that are analyzed in the HEU EIS are available, capable of
performing the proposed mission in a reasonable timeframe, and meet applicable envi-
ronmental, safety, and health requirements.

21.017: Existing facilities, at both DOE sites and commercial sites, are available for
blending and possess operating expertise and have been in compliance with all environ-
mental release requirements that a new facility would have to meet. Therefore, construc-
tion of nmew facilities, which would likely have some degree of environmental
consequences due to land disturbance and construction activities, could not be justified.

21.009: The information in Table 2.4-1 pertaining to facility accidents has been revised
to reflect updated results obtained using the MACCS computer code which were pre-
sented in Section 4.3 of the HEU Finali EIS.

22.016: As discussed in the geology and soils section, the Charleston earthquake of
1886 had an estimated Richter magnitude of 7.5. It has been estimated that at the time of
the earthquake, the SRS area experienced an estimated peak horizontal acceleration of 10
percent of gravity (0.10 g) (SR DOE 1995¢e:3-7).  All facilities at SRS are designed to
withstand an earthquake of 0.20 g or 20 percent of gravity at the structure base which is
estimated to occur once every 5,000 years. Discussions of large earthquakes at other can-
didate sites have been added to the HEU Final EIS.

21.010: The material at risk was not determined for each facility and site. It is true that
each facility is uniquely different and have process design variations as well as different
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throughput capacities. However, because details on some site-specific processes were
proprietary, one set of representative data were used in the HEU EIS for each blending
process with nominal throughput rates that assumed a full-scale operation with bounding
values for operational requirements, emissions, waste streams, and other parameters. The
data used in the HEU EIS to characterize each blending process, including generic (nor-
malized) accident releases, are considered reasonably representative of the releases that
would occur at each site.

21.011: Public and occupational health assessments revealed that the maximum incre-
mental cancer fatalities would not occur at ORR when all four sites were involved in
blending. However, estimates showed that ORR would have higher incremental cancer
fatalities when blending occurs at two DOE sites.

For a uniform irradiation of the body, the incidence of cancer varies among organs and
tissues; the thyroid and skin demonstrate a greater sensitivity than other organs. How-
ever, such cancers also produce relatively low mortality rates because they are relatively
amenable to medical treatment. Because of the readily available data for cancer mortality

rates and the relative scarcity of prospective epidemiologic studies, somatic effects lead- -

ing to cancer fatalities rather than cancer incidence (nonfatal) are presented in this EIS.

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

ing to LLW at ORR. For blending to fuel feed material as UNH crystals, ORR is not the -

lowest risk alternative. Two significant factors contributed to these conclusions: N
onsite material handling represents the greater part of the total risk and such handling
would still be necessary even to blend at ORR, and (2) the highest transportation risk for
these scenarios is not in transporting HEU, but in transporting the significantly larger vol-
ume of fuel feed material and LLW after biending.

21.012: The criticality event discussed in Section-4.3.3.6 is an initial burst of 1x10'®
fissions followed by repeated bursts of 1x10'7 fissions within an 8-hour period after the
initial burst. This accident has been approximated (due to model limitations) by a single
event of 1x101? fissions with the radioactive releases occurring over a 2-hour period after
the event.

21.013: The criticality event was assumed to be initiated in the HEU EIS by an evalua-
tion basis earthquake. The energy source of the evaluation basis earthquake is much
greater than a criticality, and therefore the energy from the criticality is not included in
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the impact analysis except to the release of fission products (krypton, xenon, and iodine).
These isotopes are consistent with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Regulation Guide
3.34 where they are identified as the dominant isotopes for exposure. For the conse-
quences of a combined criticality and evaluation basis earthquake, the results are
summed for the release of halogen materials (46,000 curies of krypton isotopes, 65,000
curies of xenon isotopes, and 1,600 curies of iodine isotopes) from the criticality and for
uranium (0.076 curies of which 67 percent is U-234 for UNH blending to 4 percent)
released during the earthquake.

21.014: As stated in Section 4.3.3.6, it was assumed that all of the accident scenarios
considered in the HEU EIS can be initiated by the evaluation basis earthquake with the
exception of the filter fire and fluidized bed release. The evaluation basis earthquake is
also assumed to initiate the nuclear criticality. The evaluation basis earthquake accident
scenario assumes that the building collapses, resulting in ruptured containers, piping, and
tanks releasing uranium solutions, water, toxic gases, flammable gases, and toxic and
reactive liquids. The nuclear criticality mitigating safety features of the storage racks and
facilities are assumed not to be compromised. Therefore, only the consequences from the
release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals into the environment are presented for
the evaluation basis earthquake. For the earthquake induced criticality, the incremental
consequences of this criticality are presented. To be conservative, both the consequences
from the evaluation basis earthquake and earthquake induced criticality were assumed to
occur together added to yield the total consequences from both the release of radioactiv-
ity and hazardous chemicals into the environment and a criticality.

21.015: For normal operations, the meteorological data used for all four of the sites was
site-specific joint frequency data files. A joint frequency data file is a table that lists the
following:

-the fraction of time the wind blows in a certain direction
-the fraction of time the wind blows at a certain speed
-the fraction of time the wind blows within a certain stability class

The joint frequency data files for each of the four sites are based on site-specific measure-
ments over a 1-year period to account for seasonal variations. At the two DOE sites (ORR
and SRS), the measurements are at several locations and at several heights. At the two
commercial sites (B&W and NFS), the measurements are at a single location and several
heights. For exposures due to normal operations, average meteorological conditions
(averaged over the 1-year period) were used.

For accident conditions, one year of sequential hourly meteorological data was used. This
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is actual data recorded at each site except B&W for which the best available complete
data set was that of the Roanoke, VA airport.

21.016: The doses in Section 4.3.3.6 do agree with the data presented in Tables
4.3.3.6-1 through 4 because the doses in the text are a combination of doses in the tables.
For example, the latent cancer fatalities in the population within 80 km (50 mi) is 0.069 at
Y-12. Table 4.3.3.6-3 states that at Y~12 the earthquake induced criticality yields
(0.0015) latent cancer fatalities and the evaluation basis earthquake scenario yields
(0.067) latent cancer fatalities. As the text in Section 4.3.3.6 states, “the combined evalu-
ation basis earthquake and earthquake induced criticality accident release results in the
highest consequences.” Therefore, for Y~12, the maximum latent cancer fatalities in the
population within 80 km (50 mi) is 0.069 (0.0015 + 0.067 = 0.069).
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Datc Received: 11196
Comment ID: P0038
Name: John Hepler
Address: Hadenburg Road
Whitleyville, Tennessee 38588
Transcription:

Hello, My name is John Hepler, [ live an Hadenburg Rosd, Whitleyville, Teancssee 38588. 1

am calling because I strongly believe that this highly enriched uranium needs to be

decommissioned out of a state in which it can be possibly made into weapons. This would also,

if it is down blended properly, tum it into low-level waste, which at least can be disposed of 10.031

under current law, h'addiﬁon, this would help us to lead the way in showing by example,
intemational controls on all nuclear materials. 1 think any other use of this stuff it a very bad
idea. Thank you very much.

10.031: The Department of Energy agrees that blending down surplus HEU to either
commercial fuel or waste would move the weapons-usable material out of its current stor-
age and will make the material non-weapons-usable. With this action, the United States
will set an example to other nations and encourage international controls on all weapons-
usable nuclear materials.
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Date Received: 01/22/96

Comment ID P0OO7S

Name' Fay Hirsch
Address: . Boca Raton, Florda

Transcription:

482-3905. Thank you

1'tn very much against you making highly enriched uranium into nuctear reactor fuel, and [ hope
you won't do it My name is Fay Hirsch, and f live in Boca Raton Florida, and my number is 407

10.024

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

SIH puly winiuvif) payoruy
KyS1yy smydang Jo uonisodsiq



HONICKER, JEANNINE, NASHVILLE, TN
PAGE1OF 1

L1i-¢

Author: Sharon Pletzyk - DOR/MD-1 <pietzykefedix.fie.com> at INTERNET
Date: 12/12/55 11:34 AM

Priority: Normal

TO: Dave Hollister at SAIC_LBNPANT

Subject: FPORUM Porm - incoming (fwd)

Forwarded mensage:

From httpd Tue Nov 14 14:31:06 1995

Date: Tue, 14 Nov 1995 14:30:5% -0500

Prom: HTTPD Daemon <httpd»

Megsage-Id: <199511141930.AAL90726fudix. tie.com>
Reply-To: doemdl

Subject: FORUM ¥Form - incoming

Apparently-To: doemdl-demadfedix.fie.com

4* To be properly posted to the correct forum area the
*¢ reply to this message MUST be aailed to »» doemdlafedix.fie.com <« t

.
** This message was generated by the submisaion of a Prom Comment

** on the Fiasilo materiala Eleccronic BBS. Reply to this message

*+ with the text of thias message included in che reply. All "Replied®
** are publicly available on the Slectronic Bas

** This is information generated at the time of submission and is
** used to track individual comments. It should not ba changedi
"o « doemdl-demodfedix.fie.com

#serial_no = 113

¥MailTitle = FORUM Porm - incoming

** The following information ia DATA from the comment forwm. The
¢+ “ctype* is tha Author's Request for a Public or Private comment.
*+ If you do not want this meassage to be publicly posted to the BBS
*+ do nothing or reply to the author directly.

#name s Jesnnine Honicker

#title o

Ncompany =

faddrl = 162 Binkley Dr.

Naddr2 =

#$city = Nashville

#state = Tn

Hzip - 37211

#phons «

#fax = 615-133-2879

femail -

dctype = public

#subject = HEU BIS

¢« Tha following is the text of the Author's Comment,

#R2BCIN comment =

Please include & complete economic analyais of the alternatives.

Specifically, how does the cost of the blended down reactor fuel compare

with reactor fuel from virgin uranium. Who would pay the price, and who 04 010
would make the profit from the sale of the reactor fuel? .
Pleass send me the raw data that has been generated on the anawers to chease

quastions.

MEND comment

*+ The folloing is the space reserved for an Offical Reply. If you
*¢ do not wish to reply to this comment then do not change it.

¥V VVVVVVVVVVYYLYYVYVYVVYVYVYYYVVYVVVYYVYVYVYVYVYYUYYYYVYVYYY

04.010: A cost analysis for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel-
oped for consideration as part of the ROD(s) and has been made available for comment
separately from the HEU Final EIS. (The cost report has been disseminated to this com-
mentor and all others who expressed an interest in this subject.) The cost analysis sup-
ports DOE's preliminary conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from
surplus HEU makes the most economic sense and would save considerable money. It is
anticipated that the Government will realize most of the profit from the sale of LEU fuel
derived from surplus HEU commercial fuel. Any commercial entities involved in the dis-
position actions will also expect to realize some profits in compensation for their contri-
butions.
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Date Received: 1120195
Comment 1D: P0OO18
Name: Jeannine Honickes
Address: 362 Binkley Drive
Nashville, TN 37211
Transeription:

Hi. This is Jeannine Honicker. 362 Binkley Drive, Nashville, Tennessee, 37211. 1 went to the

asked about the cost of the blend down and was told that there was no cost available, but
however, there were working papers. So, 1 was told that 1 would be sent a copy of these working
pepers, but | was not told when and by whom. So, | wanted to reiterate that I am expecting them
shortly, and that it should be all of the costs associated with the proposed blend down, including
how much it will totally cost to do the program, and how much the expected revenue will be
from whom, and 1 would like very much to have a response telling me how soon this material
will be available. You can fax that to area code 615-333-2879, Thank you. Good-bye.

public meeting that was held on November 14 in Knoxville, Tennessee, and during the meeting 1

04.010

04.010: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel-
oped for inclusion in the ROD(s) and have been made available as a separate document
with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that
commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes the most economic sense
and would save considerable money. It is anticipated that the Government will realize
most of the profit from the sale of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU commercial fuel.
Any commercial entities involved in the disposition actions will also expect to realize
some profits in compensation for their contributions.
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10.602: The Nuclear Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant is one of two licensed com-
mercial facilities in the United States capable of providing HEU processing services.
m. My name is Linda Horton. | five in Unicol County, and | am very distressed to NFS has been processing and fabricating special nuclear materials since 1958 while fully
that thero may ba hazardous nuclear wasle in my county. | do not want i in this 10.002 complying with the stringent safety and environmental requirements established by
. and there are a lot of peopie with me. . .
woﬂuhopmm n Knoxva:l:_a and | m :,m ,,:,:g u.m;. nmk ;.;'.',"' Bwyew come o the NRC, the State of Tennessee, and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), as well as

its own internal requirements. The proposed action of the HEU EIS is well within the
skills and experience of NFS and would neither increase hazardous nuclear waste beyond
the permitted limits nor would it alter NFS's waste management operations.
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artment of Energy

VELEPHONE: (423)_<ifd S175

Please retum your comments to the segpsTation desk of inadl 1o
U.S. Depastment of Bnergy
£.0. Box 23746, Washington, D.C. 20026-3786
Ox fax comments to: § (800) 820-5156

07.004

07.004: As explained in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final EIS, DOE prefers the maxi-
mum commercial use alternative because it would best serve the purpose and need for the
proposed action, which is to make the surplus HEU non-weapons-usable and, where fea-
sible, recover its economic value. It is self-evident that the economic recovery objective
is best served by an alternative that seeks to maximize commercial use of the material,
because the alternative of blending the material to waste recovers no value and greatly
increases the required blending and disposal costs. DOE believes that the nonprolifera-

NAME: (Optionat) __1]. Kaves Monrres _ tion objective is equally satisfied by all the action alternatives (2 through 5).
ADDRESS: /029 _£¢C £.~¢& Pr  Brioxvices 7o 32922 - 412
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INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EDUCATORS FOR WORLD PEACE,
HUNTSVILLE, AL
PAGE10OF 1

ASOCIACION INTERNACIONAL DE
EDUCADORES PARA LA PAZ MUNDIAL
- ONG, NACIONES UNIDAS & UNESCO
VJUI r)\.JI J2l e O el Ayl abad
Py tanill WM g Ganian b S b b

ASSOCIATION INTERNATIONALE DES
EDUCATEURS POUR LA PAIX DU MONDE
ONG, NATIONS UNIES & UNESQO

DRENIFEPREDFF B
SR MEL St PUHXAR

o «
AT RALE

P

38 MMp B0 scem
HIO, Opramnsauns OSvemuernx Hawd n THECKO
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EDUCATORS FOR WORLD
NGO, United Nadons (ECOSOC), UNDPI, UNICEF, Uﬁ%ﬂ) & UNES%G
Office of the Bxecutive Vice Presidan
P.O. Box-3282, Huntsville, Alabarma 35810-0282, U.S.A.

CHAKLES MERCIECA, PAD, Phoma: (205} 534-5501 | 831-33¢1
Executive Vice President Fax: (205) 536-1018 1 851-5226

January 6, 1996
Oficers-In-Charge
Department of Energy
Washington, D.C.. U.S.A.
Dear Gentlenen:
Members of our Secretariar’s Executive Council and officials of our organization who are

spread In 98 countries are becoming very highly d in seeing ofour g
especially favor making highty enrkhed uranium into nuclear reactor fuel.

10.024
This action is bound to create spent fuel which is a highly toxic and radloactive waste that is
disastrous In the long range. Besides, it will creats plutonium which is a viclation of our
nonproliferation cbjecdues. However, in case of necessity. we do support downblending alt I 10.023
highly enriched uranium so it cannot be used in weapons. We also support developing the .
capacicy to downblend alf uranium declared surptus over the next decade. In addition, we Srmly l 03.020
believe in Internadonal controfs on all nuciear materiais. '

For our nation and, as a matter of fact, for every nation on earth, the health of the people is
more Important than the financlal profits of dangerous industries which include, above all, the
weapons industry, The American people want thelr government to protect their lives not from
some¢ Imaginary Don Quixote coming frofit the sky. but from the dangerous Wxk wastes that
are being produced to satisly the Anancial greed of big corporations which nowedays seem to
have taken full control over our government.

Thank you very much Por your attention.

Sincerely yours,
—W&«c‘a
Dr. Charles Mercieca

Executive Vice President, IAEWP

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

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

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

sasuodsay pup
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INTERNATIONAL CHEMICAL WORKERS UNION, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE10OF2
10.003: Comment noted.
International Chemical Workers Union
Local 252
BOX 4164 - OAX RIDGE, TN 3TE31-4154
=
1431793

DOE-Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
€/0 SAXC-HEV EIS

P.0. Box 23786,

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

To Whom It May Concern:

Please consider the following comments in making final decisions on tha
bisposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium.

We of Local 252, of the Intarnational Chemical Workers Union, at Oak Ridgs, TN,
fully support the Department of Energy’s proposal to blend-down surplus Highly
Enriched Uraniun (HRU) to Low-Bnriched Uranium {LEU).

Although, the Department of Energy’s prefarrad alternative, (Alternative S,
Variation c) 1e¢ ons ve could support, we prefer (Alternative S, Variation d) as
our first chojice and than Alternative 5, Variations a and c respectively.

We do not favor variation (b), of Alternatives ¢ or 5. It would be a terrible
disservice to the vorkers at the Y-12 Plant to send this new peacstime mission
to the commercial sites and send Y-12 Defensa Program workers looking for a job.

The blending-down of the surplus HIU, using any variation of Alternative 5,
would allow the United a ch o ¥ sone of its investment in the
Cold War efforts, by converting surplus KEU to conmercial fuel.

Ms3o, the blending-down of surplus HEV using any of the alternatives, rather 10.003
than the no-action alternative, would demonstrate to the world that tha United
States is seriously pursuing our nonproliferation objectives. That we walk wvhat
we talk. .

Our praferred alternative (Altsrnative S, Variation d), is the single-sita
alternative and, of course, we think the ¥-12 plant should be that single site.

The advantages of Y-12 as the (one-site variation) would include:

- HEU would not have to be shipped off sita to be processed, since most
of it is already at the ¥-12 Plant.

« HEU could be blended-down using two processes, HIU to LEU as Uranyl
Nitrate Hexabydrate and HEU to LED as metal, at the saze time.

< Y-12 hag several large bulldings that would be suitable to house a
naw uraniun hexatluoride blending facility, enould such a facility
be nesded as a third process later on,

a

1sodsi
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INTERNATIONAL CHEMICAL WORKERS UNION, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE2OF 2

= Y-12 has exiating systems for vaste trestmant and disposal.

- Y¥-12 has the support of the surrounding community which believes in
the profesaionalisa of the work Lorxce.

= Y¥=12 has already in place a Sacurity Force that is considerd second to m
other in the country.

- Yhe Dapartment of Enargy could utilize the experisnced vork forca froa the
Cold War effort who’s jobs are in jeopardy becauss of tha downsizing of
Doafonse Prugrama. This would mest sams of the objaectives of Sectien
1161 of the National Defense Authorization Act and allow a trained
work forca to use their experience parforming a naw peacetime missiocn.

Ve ntronzly feel the Draft Envir
Disposition of Surplum ngnl.y Enriched Uranjus grossly underestimated the
procagsing rate ca, 1lities of the Y~12 Plant, if utillized to tha maxiaum, and
that other facilitles wers overcstinated.

1 Impact (2IS) on the

We realise the true capabilities could hava intentionally bean arxonsous for
Mational Security ressons, but if not this data certainly needs carracted.

The EIS also indicates that just a few ainor upgrades and medifications would be
required to begin metal blending in Building 321-M at the Savannah River Site,
ut in fact the opan top furnaces of Bullding 321-M would not ba acceptable for
the blending of KEU.

We bave besn advised that a lot of money has already besn invested in oxtensive
cleanup activities of Building 321-N at Savannah River and sope of the buildings
at Muclear Puel Sarvices. 1f so, will sons areas be recontaminated from these
proposed blonding activitias and was this factored into the KIS ?

The RIS laads us to beljeve that a targeted batch of NEU in the form of Uraniua
Hexafluoride, has already been chosen to be the gfirst of tha 200 matric tons to
be blended down and the two comnercial sites wers the only sites considered for
that batch. . If so, why waan‘t the two enrichzent facilitles considard as
candidate sites £or HEU in the form of Uranium Hexafluoride?

Your consideraion of thess comments Would be greatly appreciated.

Sincersly,

frank Scett

BJusiness Adent

local 282

International Chemical Workers Cnion

10.003
cont.

25.005

25.006

08.006

25.005: The assumed blending rates are based on dilution ratios for blend down and
anticipated blending capability and capacity. The rate of 10 t per year analyzed in the
HEU EIS for blending to commercial fuel was based on current assessments of annual
availability of surplus HEU. Although each candidate blending site has specific process-
ing rate capabilities which are described in Chapter 2 (the Y~12 Plant is described in Sec-
tion 2.2.3.2) based on the best available information submitted by each site, the principal
reason of using a constant throughput rate (amount of LEU produced) at each site and
process instead of site-specific rates was to provide a fair comparison of the potential
environmental impacts between alternatives.

25.006: Operations at Building 321-M have been terminated and the remaining HEU
has been transferred to another location. The building is in the process of being decom-
missioned and will no longer be available for metal blending. The HEU Final EIS reflects
this change at SRS.

08.006: None of the HEU that is the subject of this EIS is in the form of UFs. The only
HEU UF; that exists, no longer in DOE’s inventory, is 13 t located at the Portsmouth
Gaseous Diffusion Plant. That material was transferred to USEC by the Energy Policy
Act of 1992 and is currently being blended at Portsmouth. DOE does not rule out the
potential use of DOE sites for any particular batches of HEU.

sasuodsay pup
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10.024

09.018

10.023

03.020

10.023
cont,

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

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

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic-
ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year ava:lable for blending. There-
fore, DOE considers that it will likely take 10 to 15 years to blend the entire surplus HEU
inventory.

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

PAGE10OF 1
Date Received: 01/16/96
Caommeat ID: P00S9
Name: John Johnson
Address: P.O. Box 281
Chatianooga, Tennessec 37401
Transcription:

Please send me 3 copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. My name is John Johnson,
P.0. Box 281, Chattanooga, Tennessee 37401. | am opposed to making highly cariched uranium
into nuclear reactor fuel b lear power is inh fy unsafe. It will create spent fucl, 2
highly toxic and radicactive wasie that nobody has any kind of sofution for. It will create
plutonium which is a violation of nonproliferation goals and treaties, and the DOE has obviously
not adequately explored all options, including storing down blended uranium in some kind of
heavily guarded facility so that international tervorists don’t get it. To that end, 1 do support
down blending all the highly eariched uranium o that it cannot be used in weapons, I think the
DOE should develop the capacity to down blend all uranium declared surplus within ten years,
and very obviously, there needs to be intemational controls on all nuclear materials because the
stuff is very dangerous and we're leaving a very unhcalthy and deadly legacy for future
gencrations, and § don’t see haw you can do that to your children and live with a clean
conscience. Thank you very much and have a good day.

l 10.024

| 09.018
I 10.023
| 03020

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

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

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does nat
anticipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending.
Therefore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus
HEU inventory.

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at
the Y~12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE’s
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international coatrols to
the maximum extent possible.
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KENTUCKY RESOURCES COUNCIL, INC., FRANKFORT, KY
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Kentucky Resoun:es COUﬂCIl Inc.

Post Office Box 1070
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602
(502) 875-2428
{502) B75-2845 fax
e-mail FitXRC@ad .com
January 10, 1996
DOE Fissile Materials Disposition
cclo SAICHEU EIS
P.Q. Box 23786
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786
By fax 1-800-820.5156
To Whom it May Concesn:
The Kentuchy Resources Councll, inc., a fi _,
whose membership inchides individuats who ere co d with the enrich i
because of historic rel and cont istod with DOE's Paducah Gasoous
Diffusion Mlan, is wriling 1o expross our with the g of highly enriched i
into nuclcar rcodor !uel The Counal belicvea that the Els should morc lhoroughly explote the 08 022
mnge ol of & and the ‘

g of all highly entiched uranium i order fo prevent the use of the matesial for

weapons

Thank you for your consideration of these conunents.

- Sincerely,
Toe F2
Tom FizGerald
Director

09.022: The Department of Energy does not consider it reasonable to blend HEU to
LEU and then store it for an extended period of time. Such a course would maximize
Government expenditures for disposition, because it would necessitate the construction
of new storage facilities for the much higher volume of material and would involve no
offsetting revenues from sales of commercial material. The proposed action is to blend
down all surplus weapons-usable HEU to make it non-weapons-usable.
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KRAMER, CLAUDINE, WEAVERVILLE, NC
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Date Received: 12008195

Comment ID: Po020 .

Name: Claundioe Kramer

Address: Weaverville, NC

T N

Yes. Today is Friday, December 8, and [ was calling 0 comment on the draft docurent that has
been issued for the dispositon of highly enriched H 1 would like to urge the Department

of Epergy to accept the “No Action™ alternative which is outlined in the draft document. My
name is Claudioe Keamer. 1 live in Weaverville, North Carolina, and should you wish to reach
me for further commeant, my telephone pumber is 704-658-0294. And again, | would like to urge
the Department of Encrgy to adopt the “No Action™ altcmative. Thank you.

10.026

10.026: The No Action Altemative does not satisfy the purpose and need for the pro-
posed action. It would leave the nuclear proliferation problem unaddressed, continue to
incur storage costs, and not recover the economic value of the material.

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

SIH [oul wniuvlf) paysL vy
QySiy snpdang Jo uonisodsiq



6C1-¢

LIVERMORE CONSERVATION PROJECT, OAKLAND, CA
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LIVERMORE CORVER'S ION PROVECT
P. 0. BOX 20472 IX TS
OAKLAND CA. 94604-9472

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

OFFICE OF FISSILE MATERIALS DISPOSITION
P.0. BOX 23786

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20026-3786

SUBJECT: Misousitisn of surplus HEU Envirenments! Impsct
Statement:

We, the undersigned, beliave thet the BEST, snd indend the

oRly logicai eption, is that of NQ COMMERCIAL YSE )

Wa beiteve thut any sther aption will just haip perpetuste
the Nuciear cycie. it is time for the werld te get off the
Nucieer addiction. Blending ALL HEY te tow-~levs] waste
weuld be one small byt (mportant step. It Is time for the
United States (o shaw rest lesdership.

mﬁ‘&-ﬂ Mummy:

: gj o %&m

10015

10.015: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to LLW was evaluated in
the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The analyses showed that this alternative would
generate the highest environmental impact among other altemmatives evaluated in the
HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). In addition, additional costs of blend down and storage would
be incurred which may or may not be a significant factor in decisionmaking. DOE has
developed cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and
has made them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost anal-
ysis indicates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes eco-
nomic sense and would save billions of dollars compared to the altemative of blending
HEU for disposal as waste. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 through 5)
evaluated in the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive
message to other nations.

sasuodsay pup
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LOUISIANA ENERGY SERVICES, WASHINGTON, DC

PAGE1OF 3
::r-mn- (202 4575495 Faz.
Waghingan, DG XX
Tanuary J4, 1996
L196-2

DOE - Office of Flasile Materiats Disposition
/v SAIC/HEU - EIS

P. O. Bux 23726
Washingwn, DC 20020-3736

Deau Sicur Madam:

Louisiana Euenyty Services. LP (LES) s a iclvware L. onited Partnesship that has applicd for snd
u.-.faf.mﬁmmauanmwmmwuhmum
al the fisxt privacly od US. Pl As 1), LES bas o direct
intcreat in the maanes sud Umiog of &y (ntroduction ints the U.S. market for sarichmert
saevicay of LEU derived fiow HEU from any source. .

Wa agree with the coochision of the Draft EIS that the mast sppropriatn moans for disposition of
uﬂfumﬁmtc“.s ouclear weapurs prograum is “w blend down o LEU and, where

w0 rouse the resulting LEU in ful, beneficia) ways taz recover its nareral valoe.®
mmmummmmuthmmUtmm
«nrichmens secvices is of crucial importaace tv e mazket ind 10 CUITEDt and pritential futare
us.wmoruummmum mwvummﬂmmm
the equilibrium in the mariont and bate the caialiay imbalance berween an excess of uipply
and shrinking derand. Mmmmumwmmmmmmw
Soviet Usica sad the i § salea of ity comsiderable stoves ol niun and enriched prodiss,

mmu\m-mwhmdmﬂxmmmmm
meamhﬁm

thnwnnnnmduunlheommm don which would pri te

felat bubunp-dbybmhmhmmm
uuhuummummwumwmuwmm.pm
Nmnwmewnhdusno&phMmdmmw
Dep uf Enenyey. be tya i bylh!cnﬁarynl!:whndlnk
*will not have an mivers ipect on the 2

mising,
Muuupu'mhusmmanhnrhm Bven the toxs
of notural sad cariched wmahut Ucing sansfartd 1 USEC from the U.S. stockpile sre

12.016

12.016: The Department of Energy agrees that the rate at which LEU derived from sur-
plus HEU is introduced into the market is |mportant to the stability of the uranium fuel
cycle industry. Due to the forms the material is in and the limited capacity to process it, it
will not be possible to make U.S. HEU available for disposition at the high rates sug-
gested by the scenarios assessed in the HEU Draft EIS, which were analyzed to bound the
highest impacts that might be experienced. DOE must abide by the stricture in the USEC
Privatization Act that its HEU disposition actions should avoid adverse material impacts
on the domestic uranium industry. Statements in the HEU Draft EIS concerning the
blending of 10 t per year refer to the potential blending rate at each site. With multiple
sites more than 10 t per year could be blended, but in actuality DOE does not anticipate
being able to make more than about 8 t per year available for blending. The schedules in
Table 2.1.2-1 have been revised in the HEU Final EIS to reflect these more pragmatic
assumptions.

The Department of Energy does not agree with the position that the rate of introduction of
LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU into the market is outside the scope of the HEU EIS,
for the very reason that Louisiana Energy Services is concemed about the program: the
effects on the uranjum industry are foreseeable socioeconomic impacts that are required
to be considered in an EIS. The EIS notes several times that decisions about marketing,
business arrangements, and contracting for sales of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU
do not affect the environmental impacts, other than socioeconomic impacts on the ura-
nium industry.
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LOUISIANA ENERGY SERVICES, WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE2OF 3

d by the legisiation, and can only be delivered for commercial end use on 3 delayed
schedule and within fixed annual quotas.

1p our judgment, the Draft EIS fajls to recognize the importance of this issue, and its treatment of
the matter is both inadequate and confusing. In this regard, we note that the “Preferred
Ahcmative® indicates (page S-6) that up to 170 tons of HEU, (including the SOT already
proposed to be transferred to USEC in Jegislazion passed as the privatization bill) would be
biended over an approximate elght-year pariod. The sdditional 120 tans of HEU so blended
would result in the incremental introduction iow the U.S. market of some 18,000,000 SWU. If
this material is introduced over the cight-year period suggested in the Draft EIS, the annual
intraduction from this source alone would be 2.25M tons annuaily of some 20% of the U.S.

d 5¢ market for enrich services. The privatization bill jself establishes more
conservative schedules for release of stockpile matcrial into the market in order to minirize the
impact It expressly requires as well that decisions of DOE sbout releases of U.S. ssockpile
material take sccount of the sales of wranjum under the Russian HEU Agr and the
Suspension Agreement.

1t is apparent that 3 reduction in the U.S. market for ensichment services of the magnitsde
permitted under the Draft EIS could have a sezious snd adverse impact oa the timing of any new
eatichment source, including lbsmcncgynﬂqmmdmvimnmnmlybmmwﬂchmm

process to be employed by LES. No explanation is d to indicate the ad

ammﬂhmofu&ymkwﬁmdmweﬁ@mnm
chnology, but these i are nawhere ioned in the Draft EIS.

Elscwhere, the Draft EIS refers (page S-20) to *The ial use al involving

blending 10T of HEU 10 4 percent LEU per ysar.” Wemumhkmmmkmunm
with the statement cited carlicz that up 10 170 tons would be blended over an eight-year period,
which would result in s rate of mare than 21 tons per ysas, and a cammespondingly higher
pcunugeotmusmlnnodumumnmdbmpnq bowever, we are not
suu:ningrhuloam“ ding and introduction rate is scceptable in terms of its market and

The sppropriste rats of introduction of LEU resutting from the blending
downof US. mplmHEUnlnmmdympluthnw,ndgmm.uqudme
scope of this EIS and can be adequately dealt with only through a cl st legisl to
avoid interfe whh the domestic market for enrich mviusWemng)ynrge,
mm&mﬂshmﬂdmﬁwmlwmmmmhwomu
introduction e and to propose that the rate of introd incd by legislation ina
manper and at a rate designed W avoid intesfi mtlnh‘ e market for enrich
services. It should be further noted that this rate would, therefors, be set separately from, and
might well be considerably below, the rate at which axplus material is blended.

We also wish 1o comment on tha statement (page 5-6) that “2) marketing of the fucl may be
tuade by USEC under curent law, or by a private corporation, as successor ©0 USEC, or by
DOE, depending on su legislative changes.* ltis app that this does not

12.016
cont.

05.012

12.016
cont.

05.012: The HEU EIS does not permit or predict a reduction in the U.S. market for
enrichment. Rather, it analyzes the potential impacts as required by NEPA and concludes
that disposition of currently declared and commercially usable domestic surplus HEU
will have small impacts on the market over a 10- to 15-year period. The cumulative
impacts of those programs are considered in Section 4.8 of the HEU Final EIS. DOE
intends to abide by legislative guidance that it should avoid adverse material impacts on
the domestic uranium industry.
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LOUISIANA ENERGY SERVICES, WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE3 OF 3

definc all the possible modes for mark ing of the fuel that would result from blending of surplus
HEU. For example, some or all of such fuel could be s0ld by an catity or entities other than
USEC.iuum.mDOE;comdb:mnkcwdmxw;hmm‘outoeilherﬁndumu
intermediate purchascrs, and 50 on. We request that any inthe EIS ing
marketing make it clear that the marketing approach, i luding prices, quantities, sales agencics
Mmrwmmnhguvmmmmedmnkhﬂm. is outside the scope of the
EIS and would be d incd by appropriate legistati

Thankyannry;:\w iderstion of these
Sincerely, )

yﬁ& kﬂ(‘Aﬁ@M

seph DiStefano

Secretary and Counsel

12.016
cont.

g
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MCCURDY, WADE, NASHVILLE, TN

PAGE10F1
Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment {D: P00G9
Name: Wade McCurdy
Address: Nashville, Tennessee
Transcription:

Yes, my name is Wade McCurdy and I'm calling from Nashville, Tennessce to encourage the
Department of Energy to down blend all the highly enriched uranium they have 50 that it can’t be
used in weapona,

10.023

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

sasuodsay pup
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MORGAN, RUSSELL, LANDRIDGE, TN
PAGE10OF 1

1541 dighway 139
Landridge, Tean. 37725
Jdan. 3, 1996

¢

DOE/Fissile naterials Lispositicn
c/o 343IC/daU £18

7 b Box 23786 . .
wsshington, o. C. 26026

wear Sir:

Tais letter coacerns the policiz:m ¢': iay.:l. of 10.003
auctear.reactor:fuei.. 1 support the downblending of &ll I .

highly eariched uranium so that 1% cannot %e used for

wg;r}xs. The US. government has supported internstional l 03.020
controls on nuclear materials, but has beea reluctant

t0 @pply tie same standadrds to our own Lnduatri. The 10.003
DOE needs to put more mphasis oa dcwnblending 8ll uraniua l .
that is supposedly surplus. cont.

In <ddition, 1 conjratulcete the DOEL 2nd Hazel G'lLeary
in the steps taken to clesn up the dispossl usreas and to
work toward long-tera soluticas. Keep it up and do evea
more in the coming years, Tasnk you.

Sincerely ycurs,

Llerett K/r%«.

10.003: Comment noted.

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at
the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to
the maximum extent possible.
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NASHVILLE PEACE ACTION, NASHVILLE, TN
PAGE 1 OF 1

January 8, 1396

0.8.0.0.X.

Otfice of Fissile Materials Disposition
Washington, D.C. 20318

Re: Freedom of Information Mequest 9512200002
Tot The Office of The Secretary Hasel O‘lLeary:

Thank you for extending the public commen riod for the
Disposition of Surplus Righly~-Enciched vunr- brate 3. l $. te
January 12, 1996. But, we deem it necss the public
commant period 30 (thirty) days after the £ mul cost analysis
is made public. tmurcuu of the planned dupuiuon
should be .un-bu for citisens to make informed commen

thia dreft E.1.8. The Record of Decision shoold r-ﬂoet pubue
comments on the full financial costs of reprocessing.

6ince wa have made repested requasts for this financial
information, the Recozrd of Decision must reflect .ay the full

financial disclosure was not provided prior to the public comment
deadline.

Please respond to this n(uut. at the fax nuaber below, by the
end of the lic period, January 12, 1896 on the
Disposition of Surplus uxgm.y-mum Uzanium draft B.1.8.

Thank you for your

fon to this .

incerely,
-

is Tilton

rem Director
Nashville Peace Acticn
POB 121333

Mashville, ™ 37212
phi 615-321+9091

£x1 615-321-906¢

€c1 Senator l'hoqco
Senator Frist

Congresssan Clement

30.005: The Department of Energy has prepared cost estimates and made them avail-
able in a separate document for public comment and consideration prior to the issuance of
the ROD(s).

30.005

sasuodsay pup
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NEATLING, MARY, KNOXVILLE, TN

PAGE10OF1
Date Received: 111796
Comment ID: P0032
Name: Mary Neatling
Address: 1319 Doris Street
Knoxville, Tennessee
Transcription:

This is Mary Neatling. 1 live at 1319 Doris Street in Knoxville, Teanessec, and [ want to stop the
uranjum into nuclear reactor fuel. It's going 10 create spent fuel and plutonium, but I would like

some develag of down blending i We need 10 look into down blending, but 1 don't
like nuclear reactor fuel. Okay, bye.

I 10.024

10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of
LEU fuel (derived from surplus HEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be
created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel
would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high
level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate the Pu.
Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the
policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera-
tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED, LYNCHBURG, VA
PAGE1OF1

Yes. I'd like to say that BAW | know has the experience and the best of the people and
workers’ welfare in being abie to do this job, and | think that they should be allowad to
do it. | know that the Lynchburg facility definitely has the means and the knowhow to

do it, and do it safely with no problem. | just want to say that it would be good wark for
the peopie, and it can be done properly and safely. Thank you.

10.001

10.001: Decisions about where specific batches of HEU will be blended are expected to
be based largely on business considerations and may involve USEC, other private entities
that may act as the Government’s marketing agent, or DOE. Competitive bidding pro-
cesses are likely to be key components in site selection.

sasuodsay] pup

SIUAWNDO(] JUSUWIUIO)



8ti-t

NO NAME SUBMITTED, LYNCHBURG, VA
PAGE10OF1

Hi. | am a resident of Lynchburg, Virginia, and 1 am writing to or calling to comment on
Baboock and Wilcox. 1 think they are an excell cliizen of the ity _ 10.001

MIHmmnMﬂhawwmiﬂbdwmwm .
1 am very much in favor of this activity in my community. My number Is 804-832-3511.

10.001: Decisions about where specific batches of HEU will be blended are expected to
be based largely on business considerations and may involve USEC, other private entities
that may act as the Government’s marketing agent, or DOE. Competitive bidding pro-
cesses are likely to be key components in site selection. '

o et PR JROS
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NO NAME SUBMITTED, LYNCHBURG, VA
PAGE10F1

Hello. | am a citizen of Lynchburg, Virginia, and | would just like to say that | am
comgletely in favor of this program. | would like to see the uranium dikuted into uranium 10.003
suitable for use in commercial nuclear power plants. | think this nuclear swords-to-
idea is an excellent idea and one that will further benafit mankind. And 'm

all ln favor of this program, and | think a substantial amount of this work should be
awarded to Babcock and Wilcox. They are a proven leader in this area, and they need 10.001
"I"\:a e:'tploymenl for this area. They have the capabiiities, and they'll do a good job.

nk you.

10.003: Comment noted.

10.001: Decisions about where specific batches of HEU will be blended are expected to
be based largely on business considerations and may involve USEC, other private entities
that may act as the Government’s marketing agent, or DOE. Competitive bidding pro-
cesses are likely to be key components in site selection.
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NO NAME SUBMIT;I‘ED, LYNCHBURG, VA
PAGE1OF 1

Yes. | would ke to have same information on what is this diluting process. What does
it consiat of? Does any kind of uranium go into the water in Lynchhurg? Where do | get
these answers? Thank you.

| 08.001
| 22,001

08.001: As explained in Section 2.2.2 of the HEU Draft EIS, there are three potential
blending processes that could be used for different portions of the HEU disposition pro-
gram: UNH liquid blending, which could be used to produce either commercial fuel or
waste; molten metal blending, which would only be used for waste material; and UFg gas

blending, which would only be used for commercial material.

22.001: As discussed in Chapter 4, no direct discharges to groundwater are expected to
occur and, as a result, no uranium would be released directly to the water. All industrial,
process, and sanitary liquid waste generated from the processes would be treated to com-
ply with NPDES permit levels prior to being released into the environment. However,
accidental releases of uranium as discussed in Chapter 4 of the HEU Final EIS could
occur.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE10OF1

Date Received:; 11/09/85

Comment ID: P0O08

Name: No identification given
Address:

Transcription:

Yes. Just calling in reference to the Babcock and Wilcox Naval Nuclear Fuels Division
in Lynchbury, Virginia. I'd just like to say that we are for the work, and anything you
coukt do to help us we'd dearly appreciate it. Thank you for your time and services.

10.001

10.001: Decisions about where specific batches of HEU will be blended are expected to
be based largely on business considerations and may involve USEC, other private entities
that may act as the Government’s marketing agent, or DOE. Competitive bidding pro-
cesses are likely to be key components in site selection.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE 1 OF 1

Date Received: 11/00/95

Comment ID: P0009

Name: No identification given
Address:

Transcription:

I'm against bringing in highly enriched uranium into Unicoi County. Thank you.

10.002

10.002: The Nuclear Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant is one of two licensed com-
mercial facilities in the United States capable of providing HEU processing services.
NFS has been processing and fabricating special nuclear materials since 1958 while fully
complying with the stringent safety and environmental requirements established by
NRC, the State of Tennessee, and EPA, as well as its own internal requirements, The
proposed action of the HEU EIS is well within the skills and experience of NFS and
would neither increase hazardous nuclear waste beyond the permitted limits nor would it
alter NFS’s waste management operations.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE10F 1

Date Recodved. 111505

Comment 1D: PO01S

Name: No identification Given
Address:

Transcription:

| am concemed about the health and safety of pets and wildiife and farm animats and
mostly people. | foel as if wers are a part of your facility, since we are 30 close by and
we can hear and 300 80 much of you. | live right acroas the river from you, and wa foel
just like we are part of you, so we'd like to know a litie bit more about this, and you
know the situation that's there. Give us & call. Thank you.

21.001

21.001: The safety and health of pets and farm animals are not explicitly analyzed in
the HEU EIS. It is generally assumed that humans are more susceptible to detrimental
affects from radiation than animals. In addition, the accident analyses assume that con-
taminated food and water would be interdicted. Humans and pets would not be allowed
to consume contaminated food or water. Contaminated wildlife would be interdicted
also. As analyzed in the HEU EIS, normal operations of the proposed alternatives present
no adverse health and safety concerns to humans, pets, farm animals, or wildlife.
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£ No NAME SUBMITTED

PAGE10F1
Date Received: 171496
Comment 1D: P0040
Name: No identification given
Address: ’
Transcription:

- Just don’t do it. You people are fools. We don't need any more toxic, radioactive waste and
stuff we don't have any solution for and nced for. And we don't need nuclear encrgy, it docsn’t
work very well, You guys just suck.

10.029

10.029: The Department of Energy’s proposal to blend down surplus HEU to LEU as
reactor fuel for commercial use is aimed to eliminate proliferation potential of the weap-
ons-usable HEU. Although spent nuclear fuel would be generated as a result of the use of
this fuel in power reactors, since the nuclear fuel derived from HEU would displace
nuclear fuel that would have been created from newly mined uranium without this action,
there would be no additional spent fuel generated. The domestic spent fuel would be
stored, and potentially disposed of, in a repository or other alternative, pursuant to the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 10101 et seq.). DOE is in the process
of characterizing the Yucca Mountain Site in Nevada as a potential repository. Further-
more, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is
the policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolif-
eration resistant as spent fuel.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED

PAGE10OF1
Date Received: 11196
Cominent ID: PO04S
Name: No identification given
Address:
Teanscription:

I’d recommend down blending it all. But it's pretty silly to use it for nuclear power plant fuel,
because that'll just turn it into nuclear waste which we still don’t know what to do with. Plus of
course, they could reprocess the plutonium back out of it and you'd have bombs again. It's
certainly impoctant %o find some safe place to store the stuff that’s down biended. [ think you'll
bave a better chance of doing that correctly than finding a place to store lots more high level
nuclear waste from the spent fuel. And certainly, you know, let’s get rid of the bomb grade stuff.
We ain't needing any more bombs. Thank you.

10.024

10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of
LEU fuel (derived from surplus HEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be
created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel
would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high
level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate the Pu.
Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the
policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera-
tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE 1 0OF 1
Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment ID: PO063
Name: No identification given
Address:
Transcription:
Please do not support making highly ensiched uranjum into nuclesr fuc). We bave more than | 10.024

enough problems with ouclear waste as it is and why add o the problem with more nuclear
waste. Thank you. God belp us and preserve us.

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

policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera-
tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED

PAGE10F1
Date Received: 0111696
Comment ID: P0O6S
Name: No identification given
Address:
Transcription:
1 think it’s a bad idca to get this ium back into circulation. We don't need any more

plutonium around. We don't need any more highly enriched uranium. We aced to blead it all
down and get rid of it 80 it's not usable. It’s just craziness o think that we need more destructive
plutonium in the world. I hope that you all will decide to just destroy as much of it we caa, get it
out of circulation, and just reform our whele policy. Thbank you.

10.013

10.013: The objective of the HEU disposition program is to eliminate HEU, not make
more of it. The HEU disposition program would not make more Pu than would exist

without the program.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED, SILVER MOUNTAIN, TN

PAGE10OF1
Date Received: 114196
Comment ID: P0025
Name: No Identification Given
Address: Sitver Mountain, Tennessee
Transcription:
Hello, I'm calling from Silver Mountain, Teanessee, and ! highly oppose the Depaniment of
Energy’s plan 1o create highly enriched uranium and make it into auclear reactor fuel because it I 10.024
will create plutonium which is a weapons grade material and saboteurs could easily steal it and
we would be creating a monster in the world. And | think the Depastment of Energy should get
out of weapons materials and should hasize i ional Is on nuclear materials. And 03.020
we should actually in the long run get out of nuclear materials completely. Thal's my opinion.

Thank you.

NOTE FROM TRANSCRIBER: halicized location indicates that the name given by the caller
was unclear and had to be inferred.

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

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at
the Y—12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. 1t is DOE’s
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to
the maximum extent possible.
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NORTH CAROLINA WILDLIFE RESOURCES COMMISSION,
RALEIGH, NC
PAGE10OF 1

23.001: Comment noted.

___= North Carolina thdhfe Rmurms Compmission &

512 N. Sallsbury Skreet, Rnldgi North Carclina 27604-1188, 919-733-3391
Charles R. Fullwood, Executive Disecwoc

MEMORANDUM
TO: Melba McGree
Officc of Legislative and | | Affairs
S
FROM: Owen F. Anderaon, Fiedmont Reglon Coordinator
Habitst Conservation Program
DAIE: December 4, 1995

SURJECT:  Disposition of Surplus an)hly Enriched Uranium Draft Eavironmental mpact
Statement, Octaber 1995,

g

Staff hlulonmu Wl(l)h the North thnn ledll'fe (‘

the Y d isions of the 23.001
Nativnal Environmento$ Policy Act (42 U S.C. 4332 g) (€)) nnd the Fish and Wildlife :
Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 7d) and the North Caratina

Enviroamental Policy Act (G.S. 113A-1 thmuxh ll]A-lO 1 NCAC 25).

‘The Department of Energy proposes 10 blend down surplus Highly Enriched Uranium
(HEL), weapons useable mmnﬁ to a Low Enriched Umrﬂ\uu?thU) that is not weapons
uscable without a significant smount of costly technology and p
were p d: no action, ion of surplus HEU to LEU ond 100'/- disposal as low-level
ndloncuvc waste (LLW). and conversmn of HEU to LEU and m.nnmmng commercial use. The

o | use with a minimal amount of LLU being
dlspooed uf as LLW.

Nongc of the alternatives shauld have significant dircet impacts to North Carolina fish and
wildlifc or habitay, since the blending would : place ut facilitics oumde of North Carolina.

There would be some minor risks i p sites and to the
QE Plani xi Wilmington, which would be i Mol wi production of umnium oxide uscd for 23.001
cont.
We belicve that the preferred all d use of the surpius HEU

would nat hnvc nlun“xlil':’cmt impacts to North Catohm !hh and wnldhfz resources and is the most

Thank you for the op 1y to review and provids input into the draft eavironmental
imrm stutement for this pruject. If we can further assist your office, please contact our office at
(919) 528-9886.

ec: Cherry Green, Supervising Biologist, USFWS

6v1-¢
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NUCLEAR FUEL SERVICES, INC., NORCROSS, GA
PAGE 10F2

Nuciear Fuel Servicss, Inc.
3946 Holcomb Brige Road
Suiwe 202
Noscroas, GA 30092

14041 662-8405

2
FAK' 1404) 662-8415

Pod £, Schn
Chaxman

Januasy 11, 1996

Mr. J. David Nulton, Director

Office of NEPA Compliance and Outreach
US Department of Encrgy

Washington, DC 20585

SURIECT: PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

DISPOSITION OF 200 METRIC TONS OF HEU

Dear Mr. Nulton:

Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc. supports the fodenal g *s initiatives relative to

dupounomnx surplus highly enndwd uranium (KBU) The following comments are made
0 the p > } impact

1) The program for dispositioning surplus HEU noeds to be substantially accelerated. Not
oaly does the downblending of HEU into low eariched uranium (LEU) ensure non-
proliferation of US nucicar weapons materials, it also provides an incentive for the
Russians to do likewise. The Russians have already begun their HEU to LEU blenddown
efforts. However, senior Russian officials have indicated a reluctance to expand their
HEU dispositioning programs uatil (and unless) the US takes similar definitive actions,
Administrative delays in implementing the US program coatribute to international delays
relative to HEU dispositioning. This subjects the wordd to a higher risk of nuclear
- proliferation because of political instability in countries of the former Soviet Unioa.
To speed the US dispositioning of HEU, the DOE should:

a EimMWunquzy:h»lheNEPAcvﬂmﬁmm. The public
bas had ample time and notification to submit commeats. ‘There have been no

newaoncq;upmpowdmhnwlodupodﬁmmgﬂﬁudunngmynnof
discussion and seview. - C mnnupedmmu

manner 50 that & decision can be made.

05.011

05.011: The Department of Energy is making every effort to complete the HEU EIS
expeditiously. If the Preferred Altemative is selected by DOE in the ROD, the first HEU
to move to disposition would be the proposed 50 t transfer to USEC. Decisions about
contracting for blending of that material would be made by USEC, not DOE. The possi-
bility of shipping surplus HEU to commercial vendors in classified form with appropriate
security measures is being explored by DOE. Considerations other than contracting, such
as DOE’s ability to make surplus HEU available for disposition, and avoiding adverse
material impacts on the uranium industry, are expected to be the limiting factors in the
rate of disposition activities. '
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NUCLEAR FUEL SERVICES, INC., NORCROSS, GA
PAGE 2 OF 2

Page Two

Sincerely,

PFS:kw

g

Mr. J. David Nulion, Director
Jamury 11, 1996

Explom aunve vnynoapedm procurement activitics, Since there are only
3, it seems possidle for the g to offer
nbo(hcunmah:dmcoﬂuﬂmhdasbybospum\dmdng. The

-Federal ag Regul auditors pr

pmncnonwlhcusup-y« Mapmmmmldm-ynrumh
jmplementagion ime. Notc that NFS, io conjunction with AllicdSignal, submitied
;muhmﬁ&whm 1993 We would be willing
to use this d 10 begin i price

Extend socutity clearances as nceded 3o that the commercial vendors could
receive the HEU in its current form. Both vendacs already have approved DOE
classification and socurity programs. Delays in preprocessing the HEU a1 a
government site can be significantly reduced if the HEU is shipped directly to the
commercial vendors.

mnmwmmﬁmmmm”mmmﬂmm
be ferred w the US Enrich C t The DOE cn sclect a0
tive agent to administer the progs ulhlaﬁlc.lmr(cm

jmmmmnhmmmmﬂmmm'nu

and the US taxpa

! impact should include an analysis of difuting the HEU

mzosmmnma This material can be used for rescarch reactor fuel or other end
products. Future NEPA evaluations would be uanceded, thereby providing flexibility

relative to HEU dispositioning.
NFS is prepared (0 assist the DOE as ncoded o convert nudarminnpbmhua as
expeditiously as possible. This programn will reclaim a sub 1 part of the § already

made by our parents foc the benefit of our children.

NUCLEAR FUEL SERVICES, INC.

GRS A

Paul F. Schutt
Chief Executive Officer

09.009: There is a large market for LEU in the 4- to 5-percent enrichment range, but lit-
tle or none for 19-percent LEU.

05.011
cont.

09.009
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January 11, 1996 K e areet
' Stamford, CT 069013505
Phane 203-359-9797
Office of Fissile Matcrials Disposition Fax 20323325
U.S. Department of Energy
¢/o SAIC - HEU EIS
P.O. Box 23786
Washington DC 20026-3786
RE: C on the October 1995 Disposition Of Surpius Highly
Enriched Ui Draft Envir 1 Impact S (EIS)
Ladies/Gentlemen:

Because of our expericnce in the nuclear fuel market, we are writing to your organization to of-
fer our comments on the above mentioned report's Section 4.8, Impacts on the Urantum Min-
ing and Nuclear Fuel Cycle Industries. NUKEM, Inc. is onc of the world's leading suppliers
of nuclear fuel. Together with our parent company, NUKEM GmbH of Alzenau, Germany, the
NUKEM group has supplied h and other nuclear
fucl-related services to utilities since 1978, with annual sales in excess of $400 million.

With regard to the effects on the uranjum market from the DOE transfer of 7,000 MT of natural
wranium (containing 18,200,000 1bs uranium oxide) and 50 MT of HEU (containing 12,800,00
Ibs of uranium oxide) to USEC (DOE Material) and the possible sale of an additional 120 MT
of HEU (containing 33,900,000 ibs of uranium oxide), our position in the marketplace has led -
us to a different conclusion than that reached in the report.  The EIS concludes that the intro-
duction of this material into the macket would reducc domestic uranium pmducuon by 700,000
Ibs of uranium oxides annually, with an panying reduction of ap ly 90 person
years in employment. :

NUKEM beli that the introd into the market of the DOE Material 25 well as up to 12.017
120 MT of additional susplus HEU, will not reduce d duction or cmploy- :
ment numbers. The USEC Privatization Legislation dict lhutheDOEMaxem.lmbcmns—
ferred 1o the United States Enrichment Coxpomxon can only be introduced into the domestic
market a1 2 rate not to exceed 4 million lbs of uranium oxide or |hc cqunvalem contained in UF, .
a year beginning in 1998. An additi iction not ioned in the EIS is the availability
of existing facilities for the blending of HEU.- Based upon the assumed world blending capac-
ity of 10 MTU of REU a year it would take 17 years to blend down all of the HEU mentioned
above ( g all the jum from the blended down HEU meets the commercial specifica-

tions for use in nuclear reactors,) which equates to 3,800,000 Ibs of uranium oxide sold into the
market annually or 2.5% of total, annual world reactor demand.

12,017: The HEU Final EIS does not assume that world blending capacity is limited to
10 t per year. Rather, it is the assumed rate at which each of the analyzed domestic facil-
ities could blend commercial material. However, DOE does not expect to be able to
make HEU available for blending at a rate that would assume the use of all four facilities
at that rate simultaneously. Thus, DOE agrees that it is not likely to market more than
about 3.8 million pounds of uranium oxide from domestic HEU disposition in any given
year, and that such quantities represent only about 2.5 percent of total annual world
demand. There appears to be substantial disagreement among different segments of the
industry as to the future performance of the world uranium market. DOE agrees with this
commentor that uranium supply will continue to tighten in the next several years, but it
also agrees with other commentors (for example, from the domestic uranium producers)
that entry into the market of uranium from Russian and domestic HEU disposition actions
together would increase supplies and possibly soften the market. DOE intends to move
cautiously and to abide by the requirement in the USEC Privatization Act that it avoid
adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry in undertaking its uranium
transactions.
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Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
January 11, 1996
Page Two
A ding to Iy pted market data (sec attached graph), world demand for uranium is
over 160 million Ibs uranium oxide annually, while surrent world preduction is fess than half of
mm:mnnd U d d d for jum oxide is ly being met through inventory
d 1If drawd of i Y i at its current rate, the amount of material in in-

ventory available for Western is scheduled to be exh d by 1999.

Assuming that the Russian HEU material and the DOE material enter the market pursuant to
the USEC privatization requirements and the limited capacity for the blending of HEU, there

a supply and demand worldwide gap of b 20 to 30 million Ibs of uranium oxide 12.017
per year. Even with the introduction of the DOE ial, the additional surptus HEU, and the cont.
uranium resulting from the Russian HEU, the current gap of uncovered demand can only be
met with new production. Qur review of the market's supply and dcmand situation illustrates
that, on an i ional and d ic basis, introduction of surplus ies will not depress
the production and sale of domestic uranium product or reduce employment in the domestic
uranium mining industry.

It is NUKEM's position that the demands of the nuclear fuel market will require world produc-
tion of uranium oxide to increase.

Thank you for the oppomlmly w submilt these comments. Should you have any questions or
or nesd additi ion on our position, please do not hesitate to contact us
immediately. You are forwarding to your office by FedEx, a color copy of the attached graph.

Sincerely yours,

ames C. Comeli
Vice President

ICC:jtp

Enclosure
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NUKEM, INC., STAMFORD, CT
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NOTES: World Url_nlun Supply/Demand Chart
(1) World producti to be at 1994 levels as follows:
1994 Actual
Million
Copntry 1t U308
Canada 252
Niger 117
Russia 68
Austnlia 5.7
Kazakhstan 5.5
Usbekistan T
Nambia 5.0
South Africa 44
United States 35
China 3.3
France ' 27
Subtotal 75.1
Others 78
Total 82.9
(2) CIS Utility Inventory Drawdown
Assumes demand to fel is in the CIS is entirely filled by the Russian natural
jum stockpile which is esti d to be up 10 560,000,000 ibs o up to 25 years worth
of demand

(3) Non-CIS Unility Inventory Drawdown.

This is the Drawd of the foll

excess i y:

8

31.7 Million [bs in Westem Europe.
16.4 Million tbs in the Far East
30.5 Million tbs in the U.S

J— e mem ety [ R —

[ s
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{4) Russian HEU

This assumes the blending of 6 MTU of HEU in 1995, 12 MTU in 1996, 10 MTU/yr in
1997-1999, and 30 MTUA from 2000-2015. From 93% HEU to 4.4% LEU. This docs
not include the i p of the blending ial

(5) Russia Blending Muerial

The Russians are enriching depleted uranium (tails) into blending material of 1.5%
enrichnent.  This part of the graph is the i P of the blendi ial.

(6) US HEU/Natural

This shows the drawdown of § MTU @ 70%, 45 MTU @ 37.5%, snd 120 MTU @ 45%
of US HEU biending to 4.0% (not including the blendi ial) and 7,000 MTU of
natural uranium

This material rep the following U308:
Jbs U308

5 MTU @ 70% and 45 MTU @37.5% 12,800,000

120 MTU @ 45% 33,900,000

7,000 MTU Natral 18.200.000
TOTAL 64,900,000

The drawdown of this uranium is limited to 4,000,000 Ibs/year stanting in 1998 pursuant
to the USEC Privatization Bill (S.755) HEU blending capacity of 10 MTU of HEU per
year is also a limiting factor At 10 MTU of HEU per year it would take 17 years to blend
the HEU mentioned above If the 64,900,000 Ibs U308 is defivered over 17 years this
would represent 3,800,000 U3Q8/year

(M MOXisp imated MOX production and

(8) Otheri y Drawdown is an esti of the Drawdown of 85,700,000 Ibs U308.
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Januasy 12, 1996
VIA PAX: 202 585 4078
Mt. Dave Nulton
Office of Fisalle Materials Disposition
us of
1000 Independence Avenus SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mz. Nultor:

The Department of Energy’s HEU EIS locks at the impacts of decisions on the disposition of 200 metrk
tons of HEU. DOE states In the HEU EIS that its goal is two fold—to achieve nonproliferation goals
and to tealize the “peaceful benefkial use” of this materiaf in a way that will bring maney back to the
federal coffers.

DOE's preferred option is MAXIMUM COMMERCIAL USE of surptus HEU. DOE argues that this will
retumn the most money to the federal coffers. DOB argues that this will not increase the amount of spent
fuel, since cesctors will bum othet fuel anyway. DOE acgues that this will reduce environmmental
impacts, since new uranium will not have to be mined for resctor fuel. DOE does not addsess
proliferation concemns of spent fuel. And msaysdlspould:pmtﬁulbb&\gmldaedhm&m
doqument.

We believe DOE’s preferced option is short-sighted and inappropriate for the followlng reasons.

 DOE acknowledges that reactor fuel derived from downblended HEU will be turned over fo the US

Enrichment Corg:mion which wili then market it for fuel DOE stated in its public meetings on the
draft HEU EIS that it was likely the fuel would be marketed internationally. It is currently unclear
that there will be control over the spent fuel gentnnd to pwvcm k lmm bcm; upmtused to extract

the plutenium/HEU in the spent fuel. DOE referen g rep g or requilring
retum to US of spent fud genensted ﬁommhmaezrm
« DOE does not present & credible lc analysis d ting a positive economic return. DOE did

promise, In November of 1994 and again in Novetnber of 1995, %0 pmvldc such analysls to the public. To
date, DOE has been unable or unwilling £ do 30. Since the driving force behind DOE's preferred option
Is “commercial use.” and since DOE uses this claim of a supposed Anancial benefit 1o over-ride more
proliferation resistant options under consideration, DOE must provide a clear and credible anaylls to
support ity claim.

» DOE ignores the fact that downblending to <1% proliferation concems for all ime and Is
more in keeplag with the US nonproliferation and export control policy which accords nonproliferation
» "higher priozity.”

» DOE discards the option of downblendlng 10 4% for storage {unti reprocessing and economic concerns
ate addressed) saying it provides “no proliferation advantage over blending and selling”—a statement
which {s not true. Blending to 4% and storing preserves the use-as-fuel option and maintaing securlty of
the material in a relatvely stable state which does not contaln Pu or HEU, Blend and sell for use as
reactor fuel requires eventual storage of a highly toxic and radioactive materal which containg Pu and
HEU.

» DOE malntalns a double mndmi saying it would not begin to downblend to <1% until 2 dupoul site
were identified and d. The same requi does not apply to downblend-and-use-as-fuel,

stnce no disposal sie axists for spent nuclear fuel.

* DOE skews the tirhe required ta complete the various sltemative scenarios by limiting the sites

14.012

04.014

03.012

09.013

07.009

05.008

14.012: Once HEU is blended down to commercial-grade LEU, it is fungible with any
other commercial-grade LEU. As the market for uranium and reactor fuel is a global one,
it is correct that some LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU could be sold abroad. It is also
correct that some foreign nations reprocess spent fuel to extract Pu and uranium for civil-
ian (non-military) use, although it is the policy of the United States to discourage civilian
reprocessing. However, as any such LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply
replace fuel that would have been used anyway in the foreign reprocessing programs,
there would be no additional reprocessing resulting from this program, and inversely, no
less reprocessing abroad in the absence of this program. The resultant spent fuel would
present no greater proliferation hazard than any other commercial spent fuel (in contrast
to HEU-based research reactor spent fuel). Commercial spent fuel does not contain HEU,
as the comment suggests. The commentor may be referring to U-235, which is present in
spent fuel at a lower enrichment level than fresh fuel due to the fact that some of it is
transformed in the reactor by the fission process. The uranium in commercial spent fuel is
low enrichment and not weapons-usable.

04.014: Cost analysis is not required as part of an EIS, but one comparing the HEU dis-
position alternatives has been prepared to aid the Secretary of Energy in reaching an
ROD. The cost analysis, which is now available separately from this EIS, which has been
provided to interested parties, supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that commercial
use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes the most economic sense and would
save considerable money compared to the altemnative of blending HEU for disposal as
waste. DOE does not agree that blending for commercial use is less proliferation resistant
than blending to waste, because no increase in the generation of spent fuel would result
from this program, and spent fuel is not considered proliferation prone.

03.012: The Department of Energy agrees that blending to less than 1 percent removes
the proliferation potential of HEU. It is for that reason that the HEU EIS evaluates an
alternative (alternative 2) that would blend all of the surplus HEU to waste for disposal.
However, DOE disagrees that blending to 4 percent for commercial use is less effective
in serving the nonproliferation objective, since spent fuel would be created in any event
from reactor operations (that is, no additional spent fuel would be created from this pro-
gram), and spent fuel is considered to have low proliferation potential. Moreover, while
the President’s Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy (fact sheet included as HEU
EIS Appendix A) mentioned by the commentor does focus on nonproliferation, it also
explicitly mentions conversion of HEU to peaceful use as reactor fuel (in the context of
the purchase of Russian HEU).

sasuodsay pup

SIUWMI0(J JU2UWU0 )



8S1-¢

OAK RIDGE ENVIRONMENTAL PEACE ALLIANCE, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE2OFS: ’

dhpocluonol pons usble

(Poramouth and Paducah, potenitsl downblending sites, are ignored) and assuming no In 05.008
capadity s posaible. Evmund«luluhlmdo dawnblmd 10 4% and sell as reactor fuel, DOE's

plan would take 10 years for the initial 200 1ns of HEU. During thet 10 years, it Is likely that more cont.
HEU will be declared surplus.

* The preferted option, Maxi < | Use, would result in more then § million pounds of spent

nuclear fuel (2,390 metric tons, atsuming an sssay of S0% enrichment for 170 metric tons of truterial). 14.013
DOE does 0ot analyze the & cts of this spent fuel, dalming tha impacts af spent fuel

are snalyzad in a separate NEPA & DOE makes no effort to integrata the findings of the two

dommems.
. We recommend:

The removal of HEU from the weapans cycle once and for ail is a priority goal for the US and the
world. Downblending HEU is the quickest and sureat way cunenlly available for achieviag the nation’s
nonprollferation goal. 03.022

DOE must not compromiae proliferation goals for monty. Selling downblendedd HEU on the §
market absent controls on reprocessing fs an unacceptable protiferation risk.

Absent a credible treatment and dlsposal plan for spent fuel, DOE should not creste more spent fuel. The
“spent fue! standard” establishes a minimum leve) of proliferation reslatance agalnat which options
are t be measured; it dows not sequize th the auﬁon af spent fue), nor does it esablish a goal for the

14013
DOE muat adopt a “cradle to grave” analysis of environments! lmpxu a3 NEPA requices, ln the EIS. if | cont.
spent fuel would be generated a3 a result of DOE action, spent fuel must be accounted fot 1 the grave.

DOE must develop its disposition plan as a “long-term” plan and may not rely on short-term solutions
which leave us with long-term prolifsration problems. ’

promise the heaith and safety of workers, the public, or the I 17.01

Disposition decisions may not
environment.

DOE must consider a more reasonable range of sites for downblending, includiag those which coutd | 09.014
accomodate downblending activities with modifications. ’

DOE must consides options which offer considerable proliferation ad ges while not shutting off I 09.013

economie ar “beneficial use® options such as downblend to 4% and store indefindiely. cont.

DOE must pravide a credible economic analysls in the EIS b snppon its “preferred aption” since the I 04.014

preferted option is preferred p ly fo fts cont.

DOE must balance s shetoric and include “proliferation rsk” with “commeréial use” in describing the | 03.022
. op commercial use” b “Maximum Proliferation Risk/Commerclal Use.” cont.

DOE should Include in its analysls a “blend 1o 4% and dispose of as unspent fuel” option—this would

eliminate proliferation concerns and minimize environmental, heslth and safety risks. Physially, 09.015
this might end up looking the same as “blend % 4% and store indefinltely.” It offers » significant '
volume and time advantage over blend 1 <1'% and dispase of as LLW.

Upon belng declared surplus, weapans usable radivactive materials should be placed under
mP:\}mw (AEA) control ad,  pomibl, posscsion. 4 | 03.021

09.013: The Department of Energy does not agree with the contention that commercial
use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU increases the proliferation potential of the
material. DOE does not consider it reasonable to blend HEU to 4-percent LEU and then
store it for an extended period of time. Such a course would maximize Government
expenditures for disposition, because it would necessitate the construction of new storage
facilities for the much higher volume of material that would exist after blending, and
would involve no offsetting revenues from sales of commercial material. As the commen-
tor disapproves of the commercial use option, it is not clear why the commentor concedes
the utility of preserving that option by storing LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU at the
4-percent enrichment level. Spent nuclear fuel contains about 1-percent Pu (in a highly
inaccessible and thus proliferation resistant state), and it retains much of its LEU U-235
content (3 to 4 percent), but it does not contain HEU. :

07.009: The Department of Energy does not intend to take actions to commence blend-
ing of HEU until there is a clear destination for the resultant material. In the case of waste
material, that destination is an approved LLW disposal site. In the case of commercial
material, the destination is fabrication into commercial reactor fuel. The normal nuclear
fuel cycle in the United States is a “once-through” cycle ending in disposal of spent fuel.
The alternative of blending HEU to waste would generate LLW for disposal that would
not otherwise exist. In contrast, the spent nuclear fuel that would result from commercial
use of blended-down HEU would not represent any increment over that which would
exist in the absence of this program, since the LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU will
51mply supplant natural uranium-derived fuel.

05.008: The Portsmouth and Paducah sites are capable of blending HEU in the form of
UFg in the enrichment cascades, but they do not have the capability to convert metal or
oxide HEU to UFg. Except for 13 t of HEU in the form of UFg4 at Portsmouth that is
already being blended there, none of the surplus HEU is in the form of UFg, so those two
sites are not realistic candidates for future blending. DOE considers a 10- to 15-year
period for blending currently declared surplus material (175 t ) to be a reasonable time-
frame for accomplishing this mission. This timeframe is based on DOE making a total of
8 t per year of surplus HEU available for blending to commercial use. The HEU EIS
already contemplates the potential addition of 25 t of HEU to the currently declared sur-
plus. If a total of more than 200 t of HEU are declared surplus, additional NEPA docu-
mentation would be required.
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All disposition activities thoald conf ok

dards of safeguards and
Ideally, disposition dects ans will have results which ;
Yo ey v ase krravansible; weaporg-usable materials will

L 24
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Pirally, DOE must develop the capacity © “disposidon” all HEU d % be declared 4
mmmammmmwhwn\ewui points -hoteomkv'
of DOE‘s decislon 1o sep s0me HEU (deciared ) UES" US..P&..
disposition of which is being dered Ln a sep and not: d P tic EIS. C 4
Do:u-:ngenmmaome;mmdmu.n_.uy,wyxsi'mhaéma.wpls.Don'-'
[ use downb! and
= ey itk . whl"capdt! mmmlmm.
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1, 13 1s likely, additons]l HEU 3 declared surplus within the next decade, DOE will be required to
plie the surplus HELS or develop new capacity for its downblanding. In either case another NEPA
docurment is likely to be required. Should the US d {tIs wise o downblend cur surplus HEU
M:::wuuh numu:' ‘w and % mmnm dons that we are
actding capacity for downblending o be devalo) Inan
inwgratad NEPA analysts, we would be able (o consider the requd and imp :l.:rvdophu
mwmwmwmmmummmna'mwnmw

We appreciate the opp ity o p owr concerns to you at this time. We look forward 10 & your
fesponse and o the Departnent’s developeent of an adequae HEU EIS.

Sincerely, )

oL PretelaToo

M}hnud\hon.lot

Ok Ridge Environmental Peacs Alllance
100 Tulsa Road, Sulw 4A
Ouk Ridge, Tennessee 37830

American Friends Service Comnmittes, Denver
1664 Lafayette Street

Deniver, Colorada 80218

Economists Allied for Arns Reduction

25 West 45th Street, Room 1401

New York, New York 10006

537 Harden Street -
Columbla, _Soqq Cuollnc 29205

Femald Restdents for Environsens, Sefety and Heslth, I
POBox129 -
Ross, Ohio 450610129

03.021
cont.

01.007

11.016

14.013: Because LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would replace spent fuel that
would be created from natural uranium-derived fuel in the absence of this program, there
would be no additional spent fuel generated. Thus, the generation of spent fuel is not con-
sidered an incremental direct environmental consequence of this program. The resulting
spent fuel would be subject to the same disposition decisions as all other domestic com-
mercial spent fuel. Since the spent fuel disposal EIS (in connection with the proposed
Yucca Mountain or alternative repository) has not yet been prepared, it is by definition
impossible to integrate the findings. DOE does not understand the difference between “a
minimum level of proliferation resistance against which options are to be measured” and
“a goal for the disposition of weapons-usable radioactive materials,” and considers that
both of those phrases describe the way DOE is using the spent fuel standard in this pro-
gram.

03.022: "The primary purpose and need for the proposed action is to render HEU unus-
able in weapons, and down-blending is the approach DOE proposes to accomplish that
objective. DOE does not agree that commercial use of LEU derived from surplus HEU
increases the proliferation potential. Although fuel derived from U.S. HEU and sold
abroad could conceivably be reprocessed in some countries to separate plutonium for
commercial (non-military) use in mixed oxide fuel, that LEU fuel derived from surplus
HEU would simply replace other fuel, so no incremental plutonium will be created as a
result of this program. The nonproliferation and economic recovery objectives of this
program are not in conflict; both are best served by the maximum commercial use alter-
native.

17.011: The Department of Energy agrees that disposition decisions should not com-
promise the health and safety of workers, the public, or the environment. The results of
the analyses in the HEU EIS (Sections 2.4 and 4.3) indicate that any health, safety, or
environmental impacts would be low and well within prescribed limits.

09.014: The HEU EIS analyzes potential HEU blending at the four domestic facilities
that are equipped and (in the case of the commercial facilities) licensed to process HEU
in the requisite quantities. DOE considers that some combination of those four facilities
would be adequate to effect disposition of the surplus HEU inventory within a reasonable
timeframe. If additional facilities are proposed in the future for HEU disposition activi-
ties, additional NEPA documentation, possibly in the context of NRC licensing for com-
mercial facilities, would be necessary.
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09.015: The Department of Energy agrees that the ability to dispose of 4-percent mate-
rial as waste would offer a significant volume and time advantage. However, we are
unaware of any LLW disposal facility acceptance criteria that would accept 4-percent
enriched uranium as a waste form. In order to ensure against a potential criticality and
meet waste acceptance criteria, the material needs to be near or below 1-percent enrich-
ment.

03.021: The Department of Energy expects to make its surplus HEU subject to IAEA
safeguards to the maximum extent possible. IAEA does not take “possession” of materi-
als; however, all disposition will conform to all international safeguards and transparency
requirements.

01.007: Once it is blended down to LEU, the surpius HEU would be as irreversibly
non-weapons-usable as any other LEU. The spent fuel that would result from commercial
use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would be as irreversibly non-weapons-usable
as any other spent fuel. It is possible to re-enrich LEU to make it HEU again, and it is
possible to reprocess spent fuel to separate Pu, but both of those endeavors are very diffi-
cult and costly. Thus, LEU and spent fuel are both considered non-weapons-usable in as
permanent a way as it is feasible to achieve. The blending of HEU to LEU would serve as
an example to Russia and hopefully other nations to also blend their weapons-usable
HEU to nonproliferation-prone forms.

11.016: Because of the forms the material is in, DOE does not expect to be able to make

surplus HEU available for disposition at a rate that makes completing the program in less -

than 10 years possible, and does not consider it necessary to develop additional capacity.
The decision to declare only part of the Nation’s inventory of HEU surplus to defense
needs was made by the President on the recommendation of the Nuclear Weapons Coun-
cil, not by DOE, and simply reflects the fact that the United States has not decided to
eliminate its entire nuclear arsenal nor to discontinue the use of naval nuclear propulsion
systems. A classified quantity of HEU remains in the national security stockpile for those
purposes and is not surplus. The Storage and Disposition of Surplus Weapons-Usable
Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-
0229-D, February 1996) does not consider the disposition of non-surplus HEU, since that
material is being retained in the stockpile and is not subject to disposition. The Storage
and Disposition PEIS does consider the long-term storage of non-surplus HEU in con-
junction with the storage of non-surplus Pu. Since existing capacity appears to be ade-
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quate to effect the disposition of the current surplus inventory plus a nominal additional
25 t in a reasonable timeframe, a decision to build new facilities is not warranted at this
time. The commentor is correct that if more than 200 t is eventually declared surplus,
additional NEPA analysis will probably be necessary, but DOE believes it has adequately
bounded the surplus material for the foreseeable future.
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SLOC.

Oak Ridge Reservation
Local Oversight Committee

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
c/o SAICHEU EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

January 9, 1996

RE: Draft Eavi ! Impact Stas for Disposition of Surplus Highly
Eariched Urnainm, DOE/EIS-0240-D, October 1998

The Oak Rxdge Reservation Local Oversight Committee (LOC) is an mdependcm. non-profit

organization established under the terms of the T Ag itis
comprised of elected officials and citizens who reside in &he vmmty of the Ozk Ridge
Reservation. The LOC has revi ‘md‘ d the abo and

bmits the following for i .
Technical Adequacy of the Document

1. The timeframes given in Table 2.1.2-1, p. 2-6 & 2-7 (Table S-1 in the Summary

document) require further explanation, particularly the assumption of 10ty There is no

reason to delay use of the metal process for wasie until after USEC fuel and “additiona) fuc)”

are processed. The table gives the impression that all four sites are needed to get the job 05.007
done in a reasonable dmefnmc In addition, p. 4-187mmt!unh: U.S. Enrichment

C ion (USEC) ial *is in the form of i ide” at P h

Paducah plants being leased 1o USEC. The timeframe for this part of the HEU, therefore,

should be independent of the rest of the matcrial.

2. There is not a discussion of impacts related to the use of the GE conversion plant at I 11.001
Wilmington, NC.

3. There is no di ion of accidents in the y. These are
14 for the No Action Al ive, which includes serious ch ] risk, and on p. 4-31 thru 4-
40, 4-55 thru 4-60, 4-68 thru 4-73, and 4-87 thru 4-90 for facility accidents.

4, Pages 4-162 and 4-163 need 10 be updated since the Oak Ridge Reservation is not the 22.012
sclected site in the Tritium Supply and Recycling Record of Decision, and the S h River '
Site is the selested site. ’

Anderson e Meigs ¢ Rhea o Roane o City of Oak Ridge ¢ Knox e Loudon

don p. 413 & I 21.003>

05.007: The timeframes presented in the cited table have been substantially revised in
the HEU Final EIS to reflect more realistic assumptions about commercial consider-
ations, availability of material, and other factors (such as legislative restrictions concern-
ing impacts on the uranium industry) in addition to processing rates. DOE expects that a
realistic estimate of the time needed to blend material for commercial use (out of 200 1)
will be 15 to 20 years. The cited discussion concerning UFj at Portsmouth on page 4-187
of the HEU Draft EIS pertains not to the 50 t of HEU that are proposed to be transferred
to USEC, but rather to 7,000 t of natural uranium that are proposed to be transferred to
USEC as part of the same transaction. The 50 t of HEU that is proposed to be transferred
to USEC is in the form of metal and oxides, not UFg,

11.001: The GE Wilmington Fuel Fabrication Plant is used in the HEU EIS as a repre-
sentative site where conversion of natural UF blendstock to U304 for use in UNH blend-
ing might occur. This step is not likely to be necessary since DOE has plentiful supplies
of natural uranium metal and oxide that can be used as blendstock for the UNH process.
In the event that limited conversion of UFg blendstock is necessary, the impacts at the
conversion facility would be negligible relative to the existing activities at the facility as
discussed in Section 4.3.5 of the HEU Final EIS.

21.008: Results of accident analyses are summarized in the Environmental Justice in
Minority and Low-Income Populations section of the Summary in the HEU Final EIS. In
addition, Tables S-2 and S-3 in the Summary present a comparison of the potential incre-
mental impacts from accidents for all the alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS.

22.012: The cumulative impact sections have been revised to eliminate ORR as a can-
didate site for the Tritium Supply and Recycling program.
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s. Any distinction b
"off-spec * material.

ives 4 and S depends on betier ch ization of the

6. While the near-term envi ! d with the preferred altemnative
(maximum commercial use) 5ppcar o be less severe xhnn thosc from fuel producuon using
raw materials, the facl that no posal site for | spent fuet y exists may
pose long: q! that are not factored into the EIS maly:is

1 The EIS states that the proposed action would "maximize proceeds to the Federal
Treasury,” yet provides no econamic analysis to support the conclusion. A recent General
Accounting Office repost estimates an excess U.S. Exrich C jon (USEC) i 34
worth over § 300 million dollars. The final EIS should provide evid that the proposed
action will result in a net gain or loss,

8. On June 30, 1995, the USEC submitted its privatization plan and notified Congress of

its intent to implement the plan. The plan assumes, among other things, that the government

wnll ensure xhe USEC's nblhly to disposc of low-lcvel waste. The final EIS should be very
g the p jmpacts on Oak Ridge of low-levcl nd:oncuvc waste disposal

d with Ihc d al i B of the g the
privatization of the USEC it may be pmdcnl 10 delay the proposed action until the USEC
pnvumuon is complew in 1996, The delay should not adversely impact the non-
iferation goals as described in the d

9. The DOE ds that i | are noueq‘uued by NEPA. Qiven the
current budgetary situation, the DOE should include estimates of the costs of cach alicmative.
These costs should be included in the soci ic impact section. Neither of the two
proposcd private sites have total capabilities; thus an analysis may show that conducting more
of the wark at Y-12 is cost-effective.

10.  Given that the Statc of Nevada is currently in Jitigation with the DOE, and is secking
to prohibit the di | of low-level waste at the Nevada Test Site, the final EIS must have
conungency plan for LLW dxsposn.l The final EIS should describe in detail what role the
ORR might play if the NTS is not a viable option.

11, Section 2.1.2.3, p. 2-8 describes that only

USEC for blending their S0t of HEU, regardlcss of the C
Without an of risks, impocts and casts jated with p and facility
upgrades, it is unclcar why existing DOE sites should not be considered for these activities.

jal sites will be considered by
ial Use al s eelonted

12.  Tables E.2.3-1 and E.2.3-2 do not have units given.

13.  The second column printed o p. 3-17 belongs after the text printed on p. 3-18.

14. Thech | risk for the jum hexafl process is high ia the case of an
accident. Thus, no more than one such site should be added to the nation’s capability.

07.012

14.019

16.015

14.016

05.010

16.015
cont.

14.016
cont.

11.015

| 21.007

| 22.011
| 17.013

07.012: The Department of Energy agrees that the ultimate determination of the pro-
portion of surplus HEU that can eventually be sold for commercial use will depend on
more detailed characterization of the surplus inventory.

14.019: The amount of spent fuel that results from commercial use of surplus HEU will
be no greater than spent fuel that would be generated from fuel derived from mined ura-
nium in the absence of the HEU disposition program. LEU fuel derived from surplus
HEU will merely displace that which would have been provided from newly mined ura-
nium. It will be managed and eventually disposed of together with other domestic com-
mercial spent fuel pursuant to the Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

16.015: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel-
oped to provide the decisionmaker, DOE, comprehensive information upon which to
make decisions. The cost analysis, which has been provided to this commentor and ali
others who have expressed an interest in this subject, is available to the public for com-
ment in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. It supports the conclusion that
commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars
compared to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste.

14.016: Management of DOS’s LLW is the subject of DOE’s Draft Waste Management
PEIS, a tiered or site-specific documentation. The possibility of LLW disposal at ORR is
included within some of the alternatives in the Draft Waste Management PEIS document.

05.010:  Although the HEU EIS contemplates the proposed privatization of USEC and
the proposed transfer of 50 t of surplus HEU to USEC as part of that privatization (as
authorized by PL. 104-134), the environmental analyses in the document are not condi-
tional on those events. Although the 50 t transfer is mentioned separately in the HEU EIS,
the impacts resuliting from it are not expected to be different from any other HEU that is
blended down for commercial use. However, if an ROD from this EIS includes the trans-
fer of this material to USEC, that action will increase USEC’s assets and thus the pro-
ceeds to the Government from the sale of USEC.
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Due (o the adverse impact of federal budget cuts, C

bers believe that prefe
should be given to DOE sites. The Committee supports an alternative that emphasizes a
substantial role for Y-12, and includes the p ia) for ial if cost
competitive. Relative costs for processing material already located a1 Y-12 should mean that
most should be processed there.

10.008

4

Thank you for your
contact mc at (423) 483-1333.

of these If you have any questions, you can

Sincerely,
A

Amy S. Fitzgerald, Ph.D.
Executive Director

cc: T De of Eavi

P

and Conservation, DOE-Oversight Division

11.015:  Alternative 3, Limited Commercial Use, represents the case where only the
50 t of HEU that is proposed to be transferred to USEC is commercialized and all the rest
is blended for disposal as waste. For this alternative only, DOE made the simplifying
assumption that only the two commercial sites would be used for blending of the 50 t of
commercial material. This is due to the fact that DOE sites currently in a stand-down con-
dition are not expected to be available during the next couple of years, when blending of
the USEC material may begin. For the other commercial use alternatives, 4 and 5, DOE
made no such simplifying assumption, and the DOE sites are considered candidates for
any or all of the blending activities in the site variations.

21.007: Table E.2.3-1 includes the unit “curies” in its title which is consistent with the
style chosen for the HEU EIS. Table E.2.3-2 inadvertently omits curies from the title.
This has been corrected in the HEU Final EIS.

22.011: The HEU Final EIS has been revised to correct this discrepancy.

17.013: The HEU Draft EIS reflects the potentially significant consequences associated
with a postulated UFg release accident, as well as the low probability of such an accident.
See, for example, Tables 4.3.2.6-4 and 4.3.2.6-5. Whether any UF, and related blending
facilities are developed will be decided by commercial entities based on business consid-
erations and subject to licensing and regulation by NRC.

10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as
having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with
NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and
alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide
this information to the decisionmakers.
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10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of
LEU fuel (derived from surplus HEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be
created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel
would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high
level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate the Pu.
Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the
policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera-
tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.

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

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

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

On, CHEMICAL & ATOMIC WORKERS INTL. UNION, AFL-CIO

Rowat & Wac . January 16, 1996
Prmatuy
st L Rovesaiie
Sacagtary Trtasmgn
Department of Energy
== | Office of Fisske Materials Disposition
/o SAIC/HEV EIS

St K Pamiare, &,
P. O. Box 23766 .
vexPoxe | Washington, D. C. 20026-3786
Pieorn | Gentiomen:

Enciosod aro the comments of the Oil, Chemical and Atomic
rosemae | Workers Intemational Union and its affiliated locals at the gaseous

2ducah,
ittt “Disposition of Suplus Highly Enriched Urantum Draft Environmental

2009673229
Ptz J03-987.1967

fuel market The effect of even a small amount, relatively speaking, of
additional commercial grade LEU in the market along with large amounts
of Russian HEU converted (o LEU will, we beliove, lead to the closure of
gaseous diffusion plants In the U.S. Wa belleve aiso that such action is
unfalr and should be carefully reviewed before any final dacision is made.

Thank you for allowing us to comment on the Draft HEU EIS. We
appreciate you making our written remarks pant of the official record for
review.

President
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COMMENTS of OCAW

oa
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft Environments}
Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0240-D)

Jamary 12, 1996

mo&wamwmwmm& aad irs local
Mnummynmm“ dncyh nﬂ%h—‘g Obdo assert that:

Ths conversiom of Rassian Highly Exriched U (HKD) tato cizl paciesr fuel
mmmmwmmn&amuhummm

place, a3 ;“.;ﬂmwppl{:cmhﬂﬁﬂnuswm
of surplus Degartmant of Laergy
HEU and is sale fate the reind markerpl . ““vil" that
oversupply coadities i the maricet. That will anse dverse effacts in
e US. inm indw, ,um;udnn—dh' 'l'h-tw

Mmﬂh&smwdoodhmm

OCAW will addyess its rks peincipally w0 the soc 7 ions of the Draft
HEU EI3 with which we have our gosatest concent. oo

Io snalyzing the socio madhmdﬂnmhmm
mmmmmmwdmm from a &
wummmmmmmww&
ths Purchase of Rusia Low Enriched Uranban {iom the Dismantt of Nuckear Weapoos in
um«ummwumxmmnsmmm
was not listed in the Refarences in the appendix © tho HEU E1S although refiered to in the
selovant parts of the principal documcnt jtaclf.

L’ Starting io 1993, and hcrexsing throogh tho year 2000, the prugram of ths US. snd
Russian paversmea to convart sams of thatr XU stacipiics t0 comercial asclear foel
will creats substantis) excess supplies and giut the murket,

OCAW's contiguing coocem is that the conveited HEU fiom DOE will 24d 10 an abready
adversa oversupply problan caused by the Rassisn HEU Agreemant. That Agrecment will
almost certainly force the shaddown of 0os of the cagichoaent plenss unlexs USEC gains a
comparshio smout of mazios shace of the converted HEU is beld 0wt of the madaet in inventory.
-Our concern aboat such results is fully justifiod based upon our feview of USEC 1994a

12.018

06.014

12.018
cont.

12.018: Predicting the future of the uranium market is not an exact science, and it is
perhaps not surprising DOE has received conflicting comments on the projected uranium
supply a few years in the future. The evidence seems to suggest that uranium from Rus-
sian and U.S. HEU disposition actions will enter the market at a time when annual pro-
duction is expected to fall considerably short of demand, and prices are expected to rise
substantially. In such an environment, and in light of the modest rates at which DOE
expects to be able to make HEU available for blending, it is not expected that HEU dispo-
sition will have the severe impacts on uranium markets suggested by this comment.

The potential economic impacts to the enrichment plants should be significantly amelio-
rated by the provisions in the recently enacted USEC Privatization Act. The Act sets
numerical limits on the quantities of Russian- and some U.S.-origin material that can be
delivered to commercial end users, and requires DOE to determine that its sales of ura-
nium would not have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium mining, conver-
sion, and enrichment industries. Based on the analyses performed for USEC’s 1994 EA
and DOE's analysis of the USEC Privatization Act, it is estimated that the U.S.-origin
HEU would likely have only small marginal impacts on the domestic enrichment indus-
try. The HEU Final EIS has been revised to reflect changes in delivery of the Russian and
U.S. material under the provision of the USEC Privatization Act and the corresponding
reduction in expected impacts.

The Department of Energy anticipates that supplying 50 t of HEU to USEC over a 6-year
period will largely exhaust DOE's ability to make HEU available for blending during that
period. Although DOE would not foreclose the possibility of making small additional
quantities of HEU available during that period, it is expected that the bulk would proba-
bly not be available for commercialization until after the transfer of 50 t to USEC is com-
pleted. DOE intends to move cautiously and must abide by the requirement in the USEC
Privatization Act that it avoid adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry
in undertaking its uranium transactions.

06.014: The USEC Environmental Assessment for the Purchase of Russian Low-
Enriched Uranium Derived from the Dismantlement of Nuclear Weapons in the Countries
of the Former Soviet Union (USEC/EA-94001, DOE/EA-0837, January 1994) was inad-
vertently missing from the HEU Draft EIS reference list. This document has been added
to the HEU Final EIS reference list (see USEC 1994a).
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. Th'-nq»n blishes that the crsion snd sale of the Ruscian HEU will displece
of wanium prodoct ian eod carich inthe United States.
That displacement would resnlt in significant job losacs a3 & yemlt of the shutdown of st leaat aos
of the U.S. axich plants {o Paducab, KY or Py th, OHL The rsion plent 2t

v ™ P
polis, IL is alruady 0

thet will be the result of the conversian aad sale of the Russisn HEU may make that plant wholly
unecooomic. These rexulls are i with the jorm o the deaft BEU EIS that there
will be no sigrificant economic impact on the uranhum industry. .

The HEU EIS stutcs at page 4-133 thet, with regard t the econaenic tmpact oa the -
enrichment pocess, “if HEV is bleaded down, less material would need 4o be entiched.
Altbough blending would add pew jobs, thare would be liule impect o carichmont-related

! b the de operation and mi ‘would necd to cantirae (USEC

1994a)” To soms extent, any lang-term rednction of enrickment of the plants will have aa

ady ez ca employ To the extent that production st the two anrichuncat planss is
displaced and redoced to the point that continaed prodoction st both plants becomes Gnecopomic
and enc plat s shut down, then tere will be a very adverse impect o cmployment, both af the
shat down plaat and in the sugounding comanmities.

" Refexring to the Russian HEU leveds starting in the year 2000, tho USEC report stetes,
“the carichment work required by the diffusion plants 10 teet deznand would be low coough that
mcnrwmﬂm]mmmmm'usecx%pm

Thbe Effect on Employment.

The shutdown of cne of the U.S. enrichment pants woold have s gaforimpacton °
ich Jated exiploy Prior smudics indicatod the shutdows of the Padweab plast is
estimated to result in an 113 p t in in anewploy tn that region; and'if the
Pertsmouth plaat it shut dows, it i estimated to resalt in a 16.7 perccut Incrvase in
monploymeat there. In the ‘Mafﬂnwm..'induddhm 1994a 2t
page 8 it states, © Jurchase of the Rossian LEU would have 20 negative impact oo USBC's

‘The Rassinn HEU Agrecment.

mus.mﬂmsuwmﬁuu.&mmm
21 sgrocent with the Russias Foderstion and M » purcbese low eariched ursgiuin
(LEU) uscable for commervial sucieur fel It is o be d from highly enriched g
(HEU), which Is w be derived fram the dismant of nuclear weapons in the countries of

12.018
cont.
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foaner Saviet Unicn, USEC will contract for the parchmse and delivery of the converted HEU
mmum«tkmummummnmus The DOE
HEL will have a cumglative effct when added 1 the Risziss HEU and should be coasidered Ia
that contanct. Mmkluuumbummhaunmnﬁmm
bat relstod action™ Womuuhlmhmkﬂndﬂ.mﬁﬂ.nm

memMmlmMmﬂbmdm-mddmm '3
involves a total of 500 metric tons of HEU with un sy of 90 pexcent, more o less. Ttis o be
cogvertod and delivercd of a pats of 10 mt. of HEU, or 305 m.t. of LEU, each year for the first
five ycars. This was %0 begin in 1994, but delays resuked in only 6 m.t. being dolivered in 1995,
The intent is 20 ooavert and deliver 12 m.t. in 1996, with the balance deliverod in 1997 - 99 sta
e of 10 - | | m.t per yoar, more ar ie3s.

Beginning in the year 2000, the razo tiples to 30 mt of HEU, or 915 ;8. of LEU, cach
year for the next 15 years. This comperes o ament U.S. demsnd for LEU prodaced s the two
cxrichment plavs of 1,913 m.t. per year. At these levels, the anncal deliverics for the first five
yeazs would displace 16 percent of camoat production at e enrichmont plants. Stazting in 2000,
the annual deliverics will displace 48 parcont of corichepent production a2 the plasts.

Displacement of SWU.
12 ordex 10 undersaand the displ impact of the Russian snd DOE HEU being
d to ial maclear fuel, the best way is t Joak at the reduction an the separative

work units (SWU) created in the corlchment proccss at the encichment plaots. The umbes of
SWU produced measures the smouat of wotk pecessary to carich the U235 conent of matural
mnmupms 5 perocat. That compees o 90 peroent U235, more or bat, required fir

Qurrently, the two endchment plants opcrate In txodem with Paducah
mdtgwwlsmndmmmawhwmsm

Becauss the Rassian sud DOE HEU coatent of U23$ far excceds the 3 - § porcent
required fior cocxmencial fisl, it mst be blandod down. Whea USEC receives delivery it will
Mhhhhnﬂmdmﬁmbwmnﬂpﬂmhw
udility customers. 1t doos ot go through the auxi o at tho plenty.

The two U.S. carichment plants now prodoce sround 12 millios SWOU (MSWLU) pet yeas.
The Rexsian HED will displace just under 2 MSWU per yeas o the first five years. It will :
displace almost 6 MSWU per year starting ix 2000, USEC calculated that SWU production st
the plants would drop Frow 12 MSWU per year b 1994 10 10.1 MSWU per yaar int 1995-1999.

Sartisg in 2000, SWU production would dop (0 6.3 MSWU. M)MT&&H.W&
. . .

mamdmmMnnbmhnhuuhmmmwm
i an duction leval of 7 MSWU per jear to ecanamically .

m

12.018
cont.
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jtm‘l'ylbopnﬁnofbo&plm Ehﬂmmqwﬁ&waﬂmy,ﬂ‘ﬁmwdon
The USEC seport szates,

“ak lowels of 30 MTUlyr of HEU, the enrichment wodk toquired by the diffusion plants
o maet denand would be low enough thet either GDP alons could meet the demand. As
-M‘mwuﬁﬁmhﬂihc?ththm
opentional from an i dpoiat would be et there woudd be sufficient SWU
cupacity st onc plaot to meet forecastod demand "USEC 1994, p. 6-28.

The Ruasizn HEU will redhuce exrichment a1 the plaxes belaw the 7 MSWU level. The S0
m.t. of DOE HEU that is 1o be trssfirred to USEC under proposod legislation, snd that is
covered by the daft HEU ETS, will displace up to $00,000 SWU per yesr starting in 1998: In the
year 2000, the cuxmiative effect of this DOE HEL and the Russian HEU will roduce enrichenent
at the plis 10 5.5 MSWUAr. Additiooal SWU from DOE sales of s reanaiving surplos HEU,
if it comos into the markct at the sme time, would lower corichment at the plants furtber,
amxing the demise of one of the enxichment plargs.

Other SWU from Russia, which is now sobject b0 2 dumping case and suspension
agreement, of SWU from Exropesn euichers made fram Ruwizn, Uzbekison or Kagakhstan
wragium, coold roduce SWU prodoction levels st the plants even miore. USEC, the
carporation, might have been willing to operats the plants wanconomically, but USEC, the
pavate aarparstion, will not bo 50 inclined. .

Overfccding,

USEC coald add some o all of the naaxal uramium foed Esplaced 10 the earichment”
ocess &3 the plants. - That would reduce the adverse bopact oo uraedum production and the
jobs lost a2 the corichmenz plact. (USEC 1994, Table 6-11, p. 6-27.) Furtharmare, Mr. W,
Timbers, k., Prosident snd CEO of USEC, testifiad before the Senite Encrgy Commiittee on Jone
13, 1994 tat, “(ilhe use of uranium by USEC for ovstocding is imnpractical noder cofreat
otheswiss roducing the oversapply am descrihed at pages 8 - 9 of the Finding of No Sigatficane
Dwpoct cited sbove. See also USEC 1994, pp. 628, 6-33 sod 6-34.

The Craealative Effcct of the Cauvertrd DOK EEU.
. The DOB HEU proposed foc ecarvession sad sake is not of s same magnimade &3 the

Russisn HEU. Howevee, the addition of the DOE HEU w the marker will clestty be a factor in
the decision 10 sing down oot of the plapts. USEC is supposed 1o be fully privatind this year

20d will be much mare sensitive 1 cost sod profit factars. USEC is reqoired under curent law .
o “miinimize the impact” oa the exxichment lodustry, &noog othecs, from the sale of conversed
HEU. Under the proposcd USEC privatization bill, the Secretasy shall determine tha the salc of -

12.018
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MBMﬂmanmeumm taking into accoant
hh:annﬂﬂlmndh‘“ ing case M&Aﬂd
1992°, P mas.smlm(d).ndm'usscmmu 8755, Sea. 12 (d)..
:Mwuquuwwm Neither ha, yot

2. USEC concludad that if it could ast ko its mariet share enough te cover the
wm&wnmnwhnuummummm
USEC faces formsidable ebstucies to tacrsmsing its st sdare

TBUSECmmTMMw&:Mmd&

_mng" outh spd Pac: ‘QDP:' dmmm]n

pwd.usu.lmcsmmm.d.) -

USEC outline two jos in which it snalyacs the effect an its business of the Rusxinn
HEU. szuwmbmmwhuﬂu That minimizes the cffoct
o the SWU anxt uaniten markees, bt bes negative national ty taplicsts The sccond

m-bﬂmhhﬂnmhﬁmmdm bz selling it oa tho
open wordd market rather than to USEC. This is the most relevang scenario and it is corapared @
m:ﬂ.&onhuﬁmwnﬂmﬂumnﬂmwh“&ifusscw
all of the d HEU as scheduled in the Ag) Under 2, USEC wonld loge
mhmhu.mnd;nﬁa. U&mmmw:w lcast
m&hﬂmﬂl&mhuﬁuﬂﬂaﬁsd&hﬂ»ﬂh&@l%w.&
nw&n Lo

UmmlnmlmmwMNWMhmbmﬂyh
balanae between demand and eazichment at 33 milion SWU, Thers ase now 10 enschuncnt
mmmnmwmmﬁﬂmhmmn«nﬂ;
‘Two are in the U.S.,, four are in the Rumsian Faderation, and four are ia Emope. In the 1970s the
U:S. acomuted for 100 perceot of the commerelal endichment in the world. By 1991, the US.
had boen reduced w just under half of woeld demand. USEC 1994, . 5-16. In 1994, USEC
held mound 34 peroest of that adeet. UREC Azamal Repoct 1994, Howevee, USEC also reporss:
mumammmwb’ﬁmmemu

Tlumh-s‘- dch is und g mpid changrs. With the end of the -
ww:.mnmmmmmonm‘ummh
commercial suclear fel. Over the past two & 4 wat “dosainazed
[y owood or sapp wmmwmw V'uunnyan

&re nowe refocsi; placts o &  faed mzagket.

£ the future, there will be & gradon] “wansition 1 rcially oriested supplicrs operating in 3

12.018
cont.
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bighly compedttve marker”. [Loageuecker, 1991) cited in USEC 1994a, p.5-16 and Raferences,
P 9-2. Bat fior now, & W govermncnis sill cootrol the process. Somo disruptiod in the markee
is incvitshle with these changes.

mmumbhnuhﬂﬂaum ick ical: wimme
earry of Rasia into the macker {Longenecker, 1991]!15%1994-.7.5-16. 'nnsmapd!y
nmnwamwuhm»mmmm-ww
cwsizicted marketplace. i

what ars gially seill ownod or coxtrolicd producers. USEC 1994a, p. §-20.

USECiswo hﬁmﬂmhkmmmmwmm&
markoct shage.

Th:mddyiwpvbbn overnipply, exces capucity and government regulation of the

. mummwwuu&mmm The docision of the U.S.

zod Rugsian go © of their bomb-grade mraniom into

mauﬂnﬂ-bdwﬂmom&umdd&wmmﬂm

mmmﬁqm&“' flable from their
wod d. The d vol of Russian and DOE HEU

wnm»mwwwm lhnnh! for a1 Jeast the next docade and

pobshly boyund. m-mmmmmwuwmmm
is done W o supply ar increase damand.

There will be po & wd d for eroial nuck fl:lnlltU-S.-ld.inﬁd,
U.S. domand will start declining ower the next te yoars. wmuu&mdmooauw the

amdmddmfulwm.mddmﬂby”mumm&mm

yiars. (See Quality of Operations Pl 1995 - 1997, pags 3, propared by USEC and Lockbeed -
Mm) The USEC 19942 psport staes, “{d)Jemand for noclesr fixd cycle goods and sarvices in
the Unisd Stxtes will, a¢ best, remain constant for the next 20 years and may syen dosrsas”
USEC 19943, p. 5-17. (Exypbasis addod.)

There will probably pot be coough pew demnsnd in other parts of the workd to ks 1p the
differerice. That means thet USEC must takn macket share sway from the Buropesn carichaent
compaiics or from Rusia,

3, USEC bas restricted soctss t Exrops for sale of enrichment services sad exasot
m—mm“-m-m-asm European

ly i fully epersting and the US. cmast scud wraatas to Russla te be
carichod. Mhnhndhmmﬂam.nﬁ-&fm This is ia sBaxp
contrast te the opca SWU market in the U.S.

mUS,Wdhnmfdﬂmnmmmmmmdm
oarkes while sesticting access 10 their own. USEC 1994a, p. 5-19. The Extropeans pestrict their
mmmmmmmnmwmmmﬂdm

12.018
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eLl-t

uxninm from the CIS counzrios. USEC 19946, p. 5-19. Even the U.S, will bave only limited
anacys o this marker ynder the recently reacgotisied EURATOM sgmeament ia which the U.S.
wﬂ&d&abnhﬁwbmqamﬂduammﬁu

The U.S. bas, gencrally, W&mdww&d&m

probiforation purposcs and sharply sxh ing for of U.S. arigin
nackear foel. mU&mmmth This bas Jed many
exxichrnent rios 1 farego U.S. producs, while the U.S. market is

qnhmﬁunvbmﬂynﬂbupmm 1954a, p. 520. This presents snother
obstacle to USEC cfoets t gain market share.

There is a further problem with the Exropesns sod the CIS ics in the U.S.
market. Under tho U.S. indostry dumping cxae wod suspausion hum imp
Russia, Unbckistm sod Kazakbsien wae d. The industry thoughs, at the tine, thero
mu'hclinhwnﬂm'l&SWh**‘ d wranium since the Exrop TS opcrRting st
.cpacity.

Ho , ot of the Eurcp d parchased R iched imn with the

wdmmmuddmdhmhuﬂwm Thﬁwdupumtyuﬂ:
Buopesa exrichment plats. The producer then purchased natunl wgucium from the CIS
coamwries, widch was bougiit st well below mutket prive becmoe it was rostricted from the U.S.
market, That peoducer thes bad i1 axriched in Eosops which trangformed its arigin from CIS ©
Buropesn; and the enriched uraciog was then sold 10 U.S. utilities &t vexy competitive prices.

Thess wiliticy were warned by the C Dep that this scrmgement could
result in emry heing dented for thess imports of soriched uracium b of el tion of

* the duping lsws teere in the U.S. These imports of sorichad umanium have been held up, b

mxy be permitted ia by the Commarce Department undes a pandfithering agroement for some
pest parchascs. This could 3dd xmoter 4 - 5 wmillion SWU 1 the market over the naxt thros or
four years. This has been referred to 28 the “typess”™ probless.

Thexe arv-additiopal diffcrences between the U.S. and other markets that will maks

USEC's task to gain market share formidable. The U.S. merket has a much greater propastion of
‘ins coutracts cn & short-ierm ar spot basis than iz otber countrics. USEC 1994a, p. $-19. This oot

ouly makrs USEC mare vulncrable 1 competitian, it bas & much smadler number of forcign
customers of bids foc which ft can compese.

12.018
cont.
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4. Thus, if dopexnd is wot going to grow safficiextly to absord all of the Rassisy and DOE
converted BEU; and if USEC §s aet sbie to csptarc encagh markst share from other
earichers; then the enly ronxising optioa is so reduce supply.

IfUSEC buys all of the coaverted Russisn HEU aud most of the DOEs, it must either
hold it in inxventory or cat beck ou cosichment a3 the phmts. If USBC bolds the converted HEU
in laventory, it can koep prices up, bold market share and msirtain production. That will resalt
in foower pegative effocts o the trealum producers, the cogversion plant #od the wocksrs o€ the
extichment placts. USEC 1994a, pp. 6-32 through 6-37.

ummmmuummumumnmmanaw
one plant or pices will collapse. By stning dowa one plant USEC may be able to save its
profits, though the jobs will be lost Uﬁcmunwhumdbmdﬁsbs
oa coc of both of the cxgichment plaats xod ck o terruinete 30me of B cl power
contracts for the plants. USEC 1994a, p. 6-36.

USEC secs these altrmatives as mach more dasinable than not buying all of the couvertod
Russian HEU a0d moat of the DOE HEU. If USEC, or the U.S. govamment, 4088 a0t by the

d Russian HEU, the Rossizns have the right 10 scll it to anyane elsc under the
Agreement. I those supplisg come ixto the ULS. or warld market on & competitive basis, peices
Whﬂuﬁﬂhnﬁmdwh USEC wouald grobably
stil] have to shus down a plant and saffer a toss 2 well. At keast if USEC controls all of the
coavertad HEU, it angues that it cun maintain peices, profits and its custaruer bese, even if it
wmmmummdnbmu«mduﬂm These opticns ac

presectnd by USEC in two jos in its eaviy USEC 19948, pp. 6-32aad

6-37.

These arc some of the conditions that USEC and the Secretary are required to teke iato
account with regand © sales af copverted Russian HFU, udnluotDOEHEU taking inwo
account the Russisn HEU Agrecment and the suspensi in the Russlsn damping -
cave. hwdcdmuﬁﬂ!ﬂbybﬂShﬂhMbMd&u»hm
adversc sfficets that will already bo tappeniog 1o ¢
mMs‘mabmdumm

mmkhmﬂwwo{mmﬂymnm
int0 & market, abready plagued by excces capaclly snd cange. The solution is o phese ia the
addisional supplics snd open fareign madats o it. b eitber cvent, DOE must consider sale of its
converted HEU in this excess supply conxext.

Proposed Changes to the Draft FIEU EIS.

OCAW's initial copcemds, a3 statad ia M. Wages loter of Noveber 14, 1995 w Mr. 5.
MNmemhmﬂmmdﬂ 170 mt of HEU. Under the

12.018
cont.
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Sk commercial use™ option, thet could kave boen sccomplished by 2002. Thare was a0
otaternent of the 1235 atsay of the HEU 30 we conld not calculate how much sxgiched wontom
fusl would be prodeced ssxd dispiace U.S. ureciom conversion and cariclogent. In
addition, the refcrence maedals o which the HEU ET5 based its conclusion about the
socioscmogic impacts waro sot identificd, 20 we wars uoable 1o cvalusts the conclusions steaed
in the &reft HELJ EIS,

The conclusians were that the DOE REU would displace two d‘wuld b

L

Foduction and seven p o U.S. prodaction, bat b I now
dU&Mthhmumwﬁh Thmnhneyu
abrcady depressod and this will make it warss sud extaod the time in which it might recover.
Fizally, there woald be littio impact an enrichaners-relatsd employient bocanc the cascade
opertians and msicosnce would be continned. That concluzion of Eale ispect on enrichment-
relaxd enmployment was inconsistcnt with cverything OCAW knows about the prospects for the
anxickment industry in the US,, puticalady with regand 1o the impact of the Russian HEU
Agreement.

Nz, Nubon and the staff of the Offios of Fisxile Mascxials Disposition heve boco very
helpful and Srtheoming in defining the scope of ta actnal smount of HRU material that will be
made availahle snd the timing of thar svailabilhy. Based cu cor meeting with the staff on
December 13, 1995 and Mr. Nulton's icttr response to Mr. Wages of Doammber 14, we bave s,
umch better apderstxnding of the proposal.

"Thas undexstanding is that a towal of 175 metric wos of HEU matexial is covened by this
proposal. [lowsver, cnly 103 metic tors Will be convarted %0 commercial muchoar fixel and sold
inio e macket. Ofthaz, 13 rut. has atready becn eaastegod w USEC p o the Energy
Policy Act of [992; snd 50 ro.t. will be tzanafiared 30 USEC p to pending legisistion. The
Other 40 m.¢. will be convericd by DOE and sold iz tho market. Gndmhlmdnru,
un to0s will be pescrved for 08wy govermnan? program Gics aad the rematader will be
0 waste o 30me Other sausable form.

The 30 .t © be delivarod to USEC bas an ascay of 40 peroent U235, The fiual HEU
EIS will spacify deliverics, oo e facal year basis, of 3mt. 1o 1996; St in 1997, 10 mt in
1998; and 11 m.t in 1999 - 200]. The 7t is cxrragdy svailshle, bot the balance depands on
bringing facilitics back an linc at Oak Ridgs to mcover and process the HEU. It is equivalent to
33 miliion ssparstive work units (MSWU) ar 1248 enillion Iha. of UIOS oquivalent. Under the
proposed legislation, USEC could nat deliver g1y of thes mxterial to end wsers before 1998 and
then at o wore thans $00,000 SWU per yeur, That would presomably ks four %o five yesrs.
Currently USEC is nat licensod to hold HEU. USEC wants the HEU convened 1o UFS bt there
= currealy no facilides ia the U.S. w0 cogvert metallic wanhan to that forrn. USEC belisves
thoso facilitics sundd be made svailabio fn about 18 moaths.

12.018
cont.
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06.016: The cited information will be incorporated, as appropriate, in the HEU Final

mwml&awmhmww!nmﬁd&dhnmo{”m
uzs. kﬂyﬁdi.‘mcmlmmimlhmw Howeves, the naff
Munmmmnnmummamwh&mhum
and recover the HEXJ. thﬂmhqﬁvn&klﬂpnﬂhmmm
per year and that would be & cozstraiot on deliveries of HEU whick then must be convered to
commercial suclear foel. The conclusion is, therefors, that the 40 m.t. of HEU could be.
Mvudma-lo-lSyupqidhﬂnb]DOthﬂqnu{hhn 1998, dueto the
consraints of bringing the Oak Ridge facilitics buck on line.

What is not clear bs the extent to which the pracessing aad delivery of the USEC material
(50 m.t. HEV) will overlap on a yorr-to~year basis with processing ad delivery of the DOE
mazerial (40 m.t HEU). Lt is importasit 0 detarmins this in the final HEU EIS with as much
precision as possible. .

This information is y w0 d foc the lative socloecnaomic effects from
the camhination of the DOR HEU snd the Resaian HEU. This BEE will displace carichment at
The pasacus diffirsion planzy (GDF), as well as iom prodaction throughout the U.S. and Srom
foreign s, and doa st the Mastropolis, IT plant 1t is critical t© koow bow muach
muswmbmmwmmmyhumxm
~2003. These azo the years that will have the grestest inpact on the tranium ix

production,
mummunmmmwuumm

suspeosion agrecment with Rusgia. Tho Seatary is to takc thess agroements into scoourns snd
xvoid adverse jmpact oo thee & ic industrics fu this program o convert and sell sorplivs
HEU from the DOE swockpile. ..

The 170 metric tons of {[EU i the toal of the awmcrial, 1gether with somo platontum,
that i3 coversd by the U.8. obligations under Start (L Ugless thers are fixther dissrmament
agx thae teqquire the dsmants of poclear weapons, or ths President otherwise
doclures some of DOE™s maxlext stockpiic HEU o sazphus, thacs will be oo fiather smotmss of
HEU coaverted to commercial taciosr fasl and sold ioto the privats market.

We roquess that, 10 the cxaent it is accuratc, all of the sbove information be confinmed and
made part of the Record of Decision ip the final HEU EIS.

EIS and in any ROD(s).

12,018
cont.
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On., CHEMICAL & AToMIC WORKERS INTL. UNION, AFL-C10

Romeay & Waam November 20, 1896
Pasmuure
Sy ) Bossusiss
STt Tanam
Mr. J. David Nulton, Director
"v‘:,':..,.. Office of NEPA Compliance and Qutreach

Office of Fisalle Materials Dispasition
et il U.S. Department of Energy
1000 independence Avenue, S.W.
[— Washington, D. C.
m::nl“‘
mm Doar Mr, Nultorc
The Department has recently published a *Orsft Environmental
o s—mim Impact Statoment for Disposition of Surpius Highly Enriched Uranium’®
Lacrvom, 00 ("HEU EIS"). The comment period ends on January 10, 1996, We are
B0 Wmnl%ﬂaﬁhd“mﬂlcmmhm
feasons set out in this lotter.
X901y
el . The issus ralsed in the draft HEU EIS are compiicated, and are 32.003
ammwmmmummmﬂm

plants, the ch and other n

lhumdunuwumnmm;shy anvmuyeuwmdmmo
I impact this surplus HEU convested 1o LEU will have on the enriched
. urgnium market

A Qursory review of the document does raise disturbing issues
regarding tha disposition options proposed. There appears to be little
definitive analysis of the various optians in terms of how they would
i the workers and production at the endchment plants, 12.001
particularly under the privatization process thal is slated to ocour
starting naxt year. We are especially concemod about any large
mmdhiUuNWm“umnmmDOEl

Tha | to the prt of USEC
mq:nsmm.b.mmmbmodmmewwmm
That issue noeds 1o be addr bdora'hef‘, of Energy
{OOE)} i of the i
in the HEU EIS. mamamwmmmhmm
in the legislation, but the sdditionsl amounts ere not addressed
beyond the genera! requirement that there be na adverse impact. The 09.001
oplion (o blend the LEU to 19 percent and stoce & indefinitely appears
10 have received no congideration in the final options, whan thal might

32.003: The Department of Energy originally designated a comment period of 45 days
running from October 26 to December 11, 1995. In response to requests from the public
from several reviewers, the comment period was extended until January 12, 1996. DOE
feels that the total comment period of 78 days provided an adequate period for review and
comment based upon the length and content of the document,

12.001: The quantity of materials addressed in the HEU Draft EIS was established to
evaluate the environmental impacts associated with the maximum amount and processing
rate of HEU that might potentially be made commercially available for use in reactor
fuel. The rate at which material would actually be introduced into the market by DOE
would be significantly less because of DOE’s ability to make the material available for
blending and because a portion of the inventory is in forms (such as irradiated fuel) that
would not be suitable for commercial use in the near term, if ever. The processing rates
in the HEU Final EIS (Section 2.1.2) are revised to reflect more realistic assumptions
about the rates at which LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU might be made available for
commercial sale. DOE estimates that no more than 8 t per year total would be blended
for commercial use.

The rate at which LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU-derived material could be intro-
duced into the commercial market would be determined over time by many factors,
including the rate at which the material becomes available from the weapons program,
physical infrastructure, legislative guidance, and future market conditions. DOE's physi-
cal ability to make surplus HEU available for blending is constrained because much of it
is in forms that cannot be used without prior processing and there is limited availability of
processing capacity (such as for weapons dismantlement). It is anticipated that delivery
of the proposed 50 t of material to USEC over the next 6 years will largely exhaust
DOE’s delivery capabilities during that period. From the existing surplus, only an addi-
tional 40 t of material is likely to be blended and introduced into the market for commer-
cial use over a period of 10 to 15 years. Both the Energy Policy Act of 1992 and the
USEC Privatization Act require the Secretary of Energy to determine that sales of ura-
nium will not have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry. Based on
these considerations, DOE does not believe that the rates of disposition of domestic sur-
plus HEU will have significant impacts on the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement. DOE will
take these and other factors into account in making its decisions conceming uranium
sales.

sasuodsay pup
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Page 2

be the best altsmative, inchuding retum to the Treasury when the privatization
value of the corporation is taken into account.

This HEU, if converted to LEU in the form of nuclear fuel and sold on the
schedule suggested, added to the LEU baing brought into the markst as & result
dmusmnzummmh.nommnmmmd

the US. . pr nndmy There ks

stion that one and p ly both of the mmmuw
mmummmwumdmnoemunmmm
prosont course. R would also appear to HEU

Iohm:wmnp’mbm:mﬂuwhmw.
believe that the effoc that the preferod option would have on that egreement
shaukd also be considared.

1 wil be useful to hoid the p ’ n T and
Gmnsmmwmmmdn-wmhmmm we
suggest the hesrings be d in Paducah, KY and P OH as well.

W‘Mﬂprwidolho" with on the HEU EIS
sfter we l is. Wae also request that DOE provide the
memmmmmlwnum

ly its inthe

wwwmmmamm«mmhnmmm
moLEUsnoaﬁmaty w«mmmmmummmm

is, ad we P y request that you extend the tme for
wumuwm .
Sincnrdy
RMEWm

I 09.001
cont.

12.001
cont.

I 32,004

| 30,002

09.001: The proposal to transfer 50 t of HEU and 7,000 t of natural uranium to USEC is
specifically authorized by section 3112(c) of PL. 104-134. This law also requires that
the delivery of DOE uranium to end users should not have adverse material impacts on
the domestic nuclear fuel cycle industry. DOE intends to comply with that requirement.
The option'to blend HEU to 19-percent LEU and store it indefinitely was not considered
a reasonable alternative because it would not provide for recovery of economic value or
peaceful, beneficial use of the material, it would necessitate construction of new or
expanded storage facilities to accommodate the increased volume of the material (if
applied to a substantial quantity of HEU), and it would require additional processing in
the future either for commercial use or disposal as waste. If DOE decides to withhold
material from the market for an extended period, it is likely to continue to be stored as
HEU, possibly with IAEA oversight.

32.004: DOE must work within the constraints imposed by available funding and
resources. To reduce costs of complying with NEPA of 1969, as amended, and due to the
geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identified in the HEU EIS,
DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and Augusta, GA) would be
appropriate for this program.

Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program, DOE provided toll-
free fax and voice recording, and an electronic bulletin board, as other methods for sub-
mitting comments throughout the comment period. Comments were also accepted by
U.S. mail. '

30.002: Technical documents supporting the HEU Final EIS are available for inspec-
tion in 12 DOE reading rooms, published in the Federal Register (60 FR 54867) on Octo-
ber 26, 1995, announcing the availability of the HEU Draft EIS. The option of blending
to 19 percent and storing the LEU indefinitely was eliminated by the screening process
for surplus HEU disposition alternatives because it would not recover the economic value
of the material or provide for peaceful beneficial use; would necessitate the construction
or expansion of storage facilities to accommodate the increase in volume of material; and
would require additional processing for either commercial use or disposal. Cost esti-
mates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been developed to provide the
decisionmaker, DOE, comprehensive information upon which to make decisions. The
cost analysis (which has been provided to this commentor and all others who have
expressed an interest in this subject) is available in a separate document with the HEU
Final EIS and supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel
derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of
blending HEU for disposal as waste.
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10-29~95

U.S, Dept. of Energy

Of'ico of Fisale Matorisls Diaponition
P.0, Box 23786

Washington, D,C, 20026-3786

REOARDING ¢

(s) Ltr, 10-19-95, Disposision of Surplus Highly Enriched
Draiiua BI3 (HEU B3S) d

COMENT: RIS (HEU RIS) Regardless of the alternatives for
disposition, storage will be required, In view of the Envi-
romontal opposition to looations, I wonder: Has former U,
S, Army above ground storage arcas been oonsidersd?! Pormer

Depot, Igloc S.D, had 801 above ground, isolated starsge
1gloos with fow pecple and large duffer sones,

{b) Pect Bhest, 105X7-95, Reading Room Lodaticma, = Storage
and nhpoaition of Woapoms-Usable Pissle Mateorials Pro-
gramatic BIS (PBIS)

COMMENT: RIS (PEIS) 3Ssme as above,-~-~Has former U.S, Army
abave ground storage aroas boon considoredt

(e} Nowsletter, Fall 1995, Vol 1, Hunsna.ne of Fuclear Wea-
pons Material Managemzons and Disposition of Excess
. Weapona r:l.utmi\m (a roport)

OGHMENT: Mewnletter {(Rxcoas Plutonium)} Madisocn Indiana
s lu-in aloe:rlo pmr plant (Indiana Kentuoky Elsotric (m)
ing powsr for Flutonium manufacture at Port-mt-h
Ghio, 'Ikmld you ccamment on the future noed for the eloatri
energy

Sinoerely,

John 0'Reill .
1713 Oax Bi3L Dr, %Q,\i d ’L“ﬁ‘

RBedison, M L7250

PEt 812-273-1600

06.001

06.002

06.001: The Department of Energy’s current plan is to store most surplus HEU at the
Y-12 Plant at ORR pending its disposition. Extended storage is not contemplated after
the material is blended down to LEU. Rather, HEU will only be blended down when it
can be promptly moved into the pipeline for either commercial use or disposal. Thus,
other sites, such as former military sites, are not needed for storage for this program.

06.002: The Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant in Piketon, OH, a DOE-owned facil-
ity that is leased by USEC, consumes large amounts of electricity in the process of
enriching uranium for the commercial nuclear industry. The plant formerly produced
HEU for the nuclear weapons program but it never produced or handled Pu. To the extent
that blending down surplus HEU for commercial use displaces the need to enrich natural
uranium, electricity consumption at the Portsmouth facility (and at its sister facility in
Paducah, KY) would be reduced.
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06.004: This comment, which appears to pertain to DOE’s foreign research reactor
spent fuel and Defense Waste Processing Facility programs, has been forwarded to
DOE’s Office of Environmental Management, which manages those programs.

06.004

cont.

| 06.004

Please sevuan yous coauneats 10 the regisation deak or mad !
L.S. Depastment of Encegy
£.0. Boa 23786, Washingion, D.C. 200263786
Il Or fas comments to: 1 (800) $20-5156
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PHELPS, JOHN E., KNOXVILLE, TN

PAGE 1 0F 2
1 =810~ gr0-5716%
= 202-5y(-or5vr
P e 6o Wy
-~ 202 « 5o
December 7, 1993 A tull moon-ses the light ¥,

James B. Phelps 42)3-583-558%
1600 Buttercup Cirole
Enoxville, Tn. 37921

Departnent of Enerqy

Office of Fissile Xaterials Dispositions
P.0. Box 23786

washington, D. C. 20026=3786

8UBJ: Disposition of Rnriched Uranium-Fissile Materials

Deax USDOR Person;

I would suggest the following position in regard to the
disposition of enriched uranium, T would favor the position that
the uranjus be stored in its current states, but given to the
Tresasury at Port Xnox to be stored in safs and securs underground
guarded storage out of the hands of the military, the DOX, and the
private nuclear fuels sactors.

1 belisve that blending down would ba a mistake bacause it
Creates nore mass to be stored and secured and additionally burdens
the environment anpd the national budget. I beliaeve that its use in
nuclear reactors 'should be prevented auclear t are
toc expensive and unsafe to build at present. .Their is a severs 10.020
problem with ‘nuclear power geaneratien inveolving the generation and
release of fission release heavy gasses like Kryptobs apd IXenons
that don't mix well in the atmoaphere, which decay .to Stroantiums
and Cesiums that cause enormous damage to the environnent and the
health and welfare of the citisens of the United Statss. Xryptona
and gtrontiuns reside in the same toxic class as Plutonium as a
referance, sxcspt thesae are more dangercus becauae they ars water
scluabdle and pick up in the husan chains. These prodblems have been
covared up by the Atomic Energy Aot that says any and all neasures
DAy be persued to insure the production of nuclear veapons and also
the UBARC code Chapter 3501 that states its 0K to treat the
illnesses, but not to disclose the causations. 8o, until the USDOR
wants to angage in cpannesa in the discussion and research of thesa
probless associated witb the real prodlams with the fission
PpProcesses that they and private industry be denied the continuation
of such an improp P b its illegsl and has some large
liabilities.

I further believe it sends a positive wessage to the world to
change the disposition of these materials from the DOE, the DOD, OF
the nuclear industry that the US has seen their ia harm associated
wvith these processes that we want to get awvay from as & country and
as a world. I further Dbolieve the USDOR has Dbeen lax in ita
treatnant of these materials and should not be eatrustod with thea 10 020
as siuple message that they did not 4o their job for the Ua .
citizens. Y¥-12 has never been a proper place to stors this stuft. cont
Perhaps you havenifd noticedq, but the largest 08 nuclear acoident {a 4
at the Y-12 burial ground called the walk in pits. 1Its almost a
Chernobly olass accident covered-up by Y-12 and DOK and The pecple
Protection Act. Tha DOE and ¥~12 has proven beyond a shadow of a

10.020: One of the objectives of DOE’s proposed action is to blend down surplus HEU
to LEU to eliminate the risk of diversion for nuclear proliferation purposes. This action is
aimed to set a nonproliferation example for other nations and encourage them to follow
the same path in transforming HEU into other forms for peaceful and beneficial reuse of
the material to the extent possible. Russia has already agreed to blend down and sell sub-
stantial portions of its HEU inventory. This proposed action would bring the United
States into a reciprocal disarmament posture consistent with them. Storage of surplus
HEU in its current form in a new facility with state-of-the art protection systems would
require substantial capital cost and continued operating costs. However, storage of this
material at the Y-12 Plant (where most of the material currently is) until disposition for
up to 10 years, would avoid transportation impacts and additional costs for a new facility.
An environmental assessment conducted for the storage of HEU at Y-12 facilities con-
cluded that the facilities are adequate for up to 10 years. Any necessary storage beyond
the 10-year period would be covered by the Storage and Disposition PEIS or subsequent
tiered or supplemental NEPA documents.
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a

doubt that it can’t be trusted or stoxe enriched uranium in a safe
fashiont

I believe that the enriched uraniuns have a great value in
their present form as a possible use in futuristic space platforas
snd space travel. They slso posess a contingency value should they

be required for future nation defense options, way down the 10 020
unforaseable road. I believe their is no value to be bhad in their ‘
blending down to be used in nuclear pover generations because the cont

costs in heaslth and building is to extrame. The storage of the

uranium 4in its present form, largely metalioc metals in sealed

stainless steel cans he the most preferred option. That they be

stored at a very and well place/s like Ft. Knox or

s ralocation of Government t-enfty would aleo be prefarred. That

:lo mtutto::- systens Dbe state of the art and provide for
i 3 O

Their have been encugh cover ups of the problems associated
with this stuff and it needs to stop. I regard tainting or
vitritication of these materials as totally off bass because it can
be easily reclaimed chemicslly. I regard the blending down as

gerous too its us {n nuclear power generation is
dangerous to humans. Perhaps you have not noticed that when you
fission uranium it produces fission gasses sometimes called fallout
that is just as harmful as dropping a bomb except for the flash and
percussion wave. It results in severly d 4 Y
health disorders.

Just store it safely and conpactly in a very safe location out
of the DOD/DOE and nuclear industry missuses. I believe that it
you consider these points carefully you or whoever can only come to
the same conclusion and I believe I can systamatically and
logically sustantiate this conclusion. I'm really tired of being
lied to under the auspices of national sscurity.

8incerely

£ M

anes E. Phelps, Muclear Weapons Systan Designer-Retired

cc: The White House
The Defense Nuolear Facilities Safety Board
Creenpeace
Various Real Environmental Groups
AIDS Awvarensss
Multuple Sclerosis Soclety
The ic

The BPA

Borris Yeltsin

The UN, Vianna and Y
Ralph Nader Froundation
w of Wonen Votars

poy

13150d5]1
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PILLAY, K.K.S., LOS ALAMOS, NM

PAGE 1 0OF 3
K. K. S. Pillay
369, Cheryl Avenue
Los Alamos, NM 87544
December 15, 1995
‘To: DOE Office of Fissile Material Disposition
HEU EIS
P.O. Box. 23786
Washingson, DC20026-3736
Deas Sirs:
Subject: C: o Disposition of Surphss HEU Draft EIS (DOE/EIS-0240-DS)

Having reviewed the optioas proposed in the Drafi EIS for the surplus HEU disposition, | have
the followi for your idoration. Among the options proposed, there is only one
MmmCmmndUn-MmkummnNem Recently, there have been numerous
mwomd‘thlemoﬁhemchumpommplabyﬂnNAs ANS, EPRI, the Rand

C jon, and the Brooki among others. Anoflhunmnldnumm
“'mﬂ:e ducti dwdnr jals and the anticipated costs of

from 1 ials prodh It is therefo ble to expect that the well-

d amms reducts aso ine ghematives that will minimi Aditional

expenditures to U.S. mpaymmthcnmofmdwmmm&mm

While it is obvious that the production of fissile materials for nucleas wespons have been
expensive, thare are also arg to substamtiste that these ials are ly vakible and
can be put 1o beneficial uses for the next generation. HEUumdednveryvahnNcmnmdnﬂ
the bkdlibood of it being stolen from U.S. stackpiles almost movderm
mthkummmrmwwuﬂ:&umtbw ckpile snd to i lhn

that arms reducts d by the U.S. is real, we bave to remove it from the
dﬁnuﬁnlqda humvcdnﬂlhwufﬁdthhgmmusmmckmm
the fissile ials as a vab and ao d ined o use them for energy production
or sell thom to thase who will provide them with hard currency.

HEU removed from defense fuel cycles can be put to use for the tax payers by using it for energy -

mdmnmd:mudmundahm\ufgm Since systems and technologics for

feguarding this | in the | foel cycles are well established, it would be extremely
Wwwhmdmwﬂwm Mucmnnbanss
h 110 ial , &nd 135 muclesr propulsi i in

the U. S., that can, in time, mcup-llMHEUmdm Ahhwghlbmmumymym
be much 1o crow about, the only intelligent option is to use the surplus HEU for peaceful
under JAEA safeguard.

Page lof 3

10.003

10.003: Comment noted.
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mnnkmd rather xhan burymg it in Nevada or elsewhere. The people of Nevada are already
g to and jurn miges of the future in their backylrd through the

bunll ol’ spent fuels ther: If we start another initiative to bury excess uranium in Nevada, there
will be a guananteed postponement of the Yucca Mountain sepository for at least another
century.

06.007: The Department of Energy agrees that it would be advantageous to use its copi-
ous stocks of depleted UFg for the surplus HEU disposition program if possible. Unfortu-

To: DOE Office af Fissile Materal Disporition nately, for technical reasons having to do with the U-235 content of the product material,
P.0. Box. 23786 depleted uranium would generally not be the preferred blendstock for surplus HEU des-
Washington, DC20026-3786 tined for commercial use. Depleted uranium is likely to be used as blendstock for mate-

The 0s for blending discussed in the Draft EIS do not make much economic sense. It is rial that must be disposed as waste, but since UFg blending would not be used for waste

spproprise ot s time Lo 'xf'i“ s the T,d"“i’i" e g pen wittin ¢ 1 06.007 material, and DOE has ample depleted uranium stocks in the form of oxides and metal

oven :;l::d u’?i Hﬁf: :;s:ro::;‘n mm :sed Pr;;‘ m:z;m :}:‘o:z ,::::. :: that are more readily used in the UNH and metal blending processes, the depleted UF; at
" program could also be used to siabilize and store all hazardous volatile forms of uranium, the enrichment plants is once again unlikely to be used.
Fromnprocmch:l::stry perspecnvfe, n:vou:f:aﬁmol;l;ﬂﬂuﬂﬁUuUNH which is ‘
diate in the preparstion of oxides is process, in principle, can be

e e i B e ey o e 15.004: The fact that domestic safeguards regimes (pursuant to NRC or DOE rules) are

manufacturing naval fuels is not the ideal. Retro-fitting theso facilties to mect IAEA safeguards : already in place at the four facilities considered for HEU blending in the HEU Final EIS

B Ton e i e e o e e e mee it oot o ot 15.004 is one of the major advantages of those facilities over a potential “new” one. Moreover,

f;;m:; (l:n :: g:‘ and lhe! have been mas;g ‘:mm the mk:ru:r.fem o.t;:avn! fuel prodnc:'on MA safeguards have already begun to be implemented for HEU at two of those facili-

two facilitics bocause of the so-callod importance of their mission, ‘l‘{w mma:m:: tles., _Y.—12 and B&YV. Tg the extent that those facilities, or either or both of the other two

:-;lou:nau.) Mnogffmfac:lma mtoann‘n::n:nl m;rm;?mmhu:tc::n;wu; un:bu:x facxlltle§ anal)ized in this EIS (SRS and NFS), are involved in HEU disposition actions,
blhing wieguards fo new operions. Unk by, o0 one has yet addressed e oo DOE’s intent is to subject such activities to IAEA safeguards to the maximum feasible

of IAEA safeguards for a facility and the true costs associsted with k. It is extent. Although some special expenditures are involved, it does not appear that “enor-

Il:'lpcrmve that m:he blending facility be w:.:AuiAu s’ s m‘ny‘m mc;f:::m ;{Eu ‘:;“; mous resources” would be required to bring these and the other facilities into an adequate

the weapons fuel cycle. international safeguards regime with respect to their HEU disposition activities. As the

Ar n the draft d ebaut job losses in wranium mining, milling, conversion, and commentor notes, the safety and safeguard issues with respect to the B&W and NFS

m’ mm ueo;' o; n.'fam ide the b o{r‘m ofm(mum\gunmu.n\ d:leut for & while, 12.007 facilities are the responsibilit)'/ of NRC. The operating record§ of those facilities do not
remaving " from the emviromment. 1 bope e are not going th wait fo the next major disestcr appear to suppon_ the suggestion that they have presented serious public safety or safe-

to erupt when hexafiuorid incrs by the thousands starts leaking into the cavironment. guard challenges in the past.

All i are valusble and they are pant of the finite resources of this planet ft is

i bent on us to 1 the use of these resources that are already extracted to benefit

12.007: Socioeconomic impacts on the uranium industry are foreseeable consequences
of HEU disposition actions involving commercial use of the material and so must be con-
sidered pursuant to NEPA. The positive environmental impacts from avoided portions of
the uranium fuel cycle are also relevant consequences of the program and so they also are
considered. Unfortunately, due to the need for particular isotopic compositions for com-
mercial material, it is unlikely that any significant quantity of depleted UF¢ can be used

as blendstock in the HEU disposition program.
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To' DOE OfFice of Fissile Maierial Disposition Page 3 of 3
HEU EIS
P.O. Box 23786
Washington, DC20026-3786

Considering all the issues of HEU disposition, it seems prudent t0 remave the excess matcrials
from weapons complex and store them under [AEA safc ds as soon ag possible. This will
also meet with the President’s offer to place 200 tons of fissile materials under [AEA safeguards.
For the long-term, the excess materials should be bleaded and introduced into the masket without
seriously impacting prices, while maximizing the energy-related and other beneficial uses. The
blending operation should be performed in & brand new commercial facility, under IAEA
safeguards, with no other mission conflict. The cost for this new facility should be recovered 08.004
from the sale of fuel materials produced and sold. This initiative should be used not only to
reduce, but to elimi the DU i y in form. The DOE's inventory of NU as

hexaftuoride may be 30ld to earichment facilities for cash.

T

K K S Pillay) --

08.004: The Department of Energy agrees that commercial material needs to be intro-
duced to the market at a rate that does not seriously impact prices. DOE does not consider
new commercial facilities necessary for this activity but has no objection if commercial
entities wish to license and build them. IAEA safeguards will be applied to HEU disposi-
tion activities to the maximum feasible extent. For technical reasons, the use of signifi-
cant amounts of depleted UFg as blendstock is considered unlikely.
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807 E. Rollingwood Rd
Aiken, S. C. 29801
January 18, 1996

M. J. David Nulton

U.s Doc"pilmmmofﬁ gy posion.
. I it 0]

P. O. Box 23786 &

Washington, DC  20026-3786

FAX (800) 820.5156

Dear Mr. Nulton:
Re: :- m on ""' P "" of Surplss Bighly Eoriched Ursalom Draft

4

[ appreciate the opﬁn_nnity 10 commeast on the October 1995 Draft EIS for, surplus HEU
disposition. [ would like to provide the following comments on the Draft EIS.

. lMlytuppmmeDOEposldonmtbencﬂdduu,ofthcm-plusHEUismc_pdmed
alternative. We do differ on the constraint that limits the scope of the EIS which are
mnumdwdnﬁwkn(;mmmﬂfmﬁﬁzoﬁcydwmbﬁ 1993. The policy
doesn’t work. The most recent evidence of this is discussed in recent newspaper asticle
associated with the Russian sale of enriched uranivm. The al ives included in the
EIS should not be constrained by this policy.

* . The screcning process is seviously constrained by aceepting the Presidents
Noaprolifcration Policy. Before this action can b completed, there may be several
Presidents, each with differeat policies. Don't canstrain the aliernatives analyzed in
this EIS by this policy.

¢ Recognizing the governments commitment to the President's nonproliferation policy, I
will confife the remainder of my cooments on the EIS uifmnz:ngivm The
propased action should commit to continued evalustion of the naaproliferation
commitments and the uncerainties associated with sale of slightly enriched uranium and
diluting HEU t0 LEU only as needed to mect sales commitment.

»  Continued work should be ® find & buyer for the HEU listed as potentially & -
wasts before co! ?a'

e committing to discard it as waste. [ hope that there is some valueé for the
ﬁwﬁ%ofﬂwlbnukmoﬂlﬁu. Sale may not bring top dollars but it should
ve value. .

+  Doa't blend down HEU for disposal until the surplus plutopium PELS ROD has been
issued and the final disposal of the similar plutonium materials are made.

| 10.003

03.025

03.018

04.016

28.004

10.003: Comment noted.

03.025: The alternatives considered in an EIS are not necessarily constrained by cur-
rent legal requirements and policy positions. The President’s nonproliferation policy
stems from the end of the Cold War, the need to downsize weapons stockpiles, and the
need to do something to reduce the threat posed by excess weapons materials. The Presi-
dent’s policy constitutes the basis for the proposed action in this case. To give the admin-
istration flexibility to choose whatever course it wishes, the HEU EIS covers all possible

reasonable alternatives, including continued storage of HEU (the No Action Alternative).

03.018: In general, DOE does not expect that blending actions will be undertaken until
either sale of the material for commercial nuclear fuel or transportation to a repository in
the case of blend to waste has been arranged.

04.016: The Department of Energy agrees that much of the off-spec material may have
commercial value and intends to aggressively seek buyers for it.

28.004: Surplus Pu and surplus HEU disposition actions are not connected to each
other. Consequently, it is not necessary to delay surplus HEU disposition actions, which
are relatively simple, until more complex and unrelated surplus Pu disposition decisions
are made. »
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do\vf.[s shouldu:lududmmonmemnvcwmtlonluodnadwimuend

I fully suppont safeguarding this HEU and coatinuing to work to
?::1:7 “;:z‘?of:g\mdsl © ke‘cplhh HEU out of the hnnds‘ of peopel?ums mmmevgrym
p or sabotage.

The employment figures iven in the DELS (primarily in Chapter 4) should be placed i
¢ with other employment changes. vyillthelﬂdad ;npl:ynmrbe mum
EMM&Ommmpmndeﬂdhwcoﬁnwiubwnlu;o?

On p. 6 §-5 and elsewhere in the EIS the statement is made that “disposisi 3
gg&ﬂfggymdm wmm.ﬁzEC. uuhaﬁvmgmnmn:s
cntites should not be fonag mﬂg;ﬂg}ss \ DOE alone and USEC and private

v i e
’h’- [ &g
W. Lee Poe, Jr.

807 E. Rollingwood Rd.
Aiken, §. C. 59801

| 12.022

| 15.005

| 24.006

| 01.008

12.022: Section 4.8 of the HEU EIS includes a discussion of the expected impacts on
the uranium enrichment industry (separative work loss) from HEU disposition. This dis-
cussion is enhanced in the HEU Final EIS to better account for the cumulative impacts
from Russian HEU purchases and to reflect enactment of the USEC Privatization Act.

15.005: The United States is working with Russia and other nations to help improve
safeguards of their fissile materials.

24.006: Some of the new jobs generated at the sites would likely be filled with current
DOE and contractor employees who might otherwise have been let go, thereby reducing
the impacts of planned DOE downsizing. However, some of the jobs may require spe-
cially qualified workers not already available at the site.

01.008: Programmatic and policy decisions concerning the disposition of surplus HEU
will be made by DOE in consultation with other appropriate agencies. It is only the spe-
cifics of commercial, business, and contracting decisions pertaining to HEU disposition
actions that might be made in part by USEC or other non-DOE parties.
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PROCTOR, BERNARD, MADISON HEIGHTS, VA

PAGE 1 OF 2
Date Received: 11/15/95
Comment {D: PO0O14
Name: Bemard Proctor
Add, Madison Helghts, VA
Transcription:

This is Bemard Proctor. | live in Madison Heights, Virginia, and | live across the James
River in close proximity to the commercial and naval nuclear fuel facility, Babcock and
Wilcox. | have seen the articles in the Ly g news g the possibility of
distributing uranium for the process of dilution and offer the fullowing questions and
comments. First of all, I'm not real! sure or if wil be made known what this process of
dilution actually is, and how it might affect those of us adjoining the facility. Secondly,
wae live on a farm and have groundwater sources, and | am not certain what the impact
would be on our soil and water quality. | belleve the Envi ] Impact Sta
shoukd address these issues, particularty on those areas in close proximity to this facility
that might be contracted to p this rial. The Lynchburg news indicated that
the storage of the material would not be lengthy, and it indi d h , that there
would be a certain portion of the material that would not be immediately useable or
could be reused and it would require storaga. it would appear to me that the question
of storage should be add d definitively in the Environmental Impact Statement to
the extent that how it would be and what the final disposition of this waste product or
byproduct would be until there was a or for long term storage or for some end-user. |
believe safety has always been a concem at B&W and will probably continue to be.
Several years ago, ights were added to provxde for physml safety on the planl. and
these have been vhat of an Y to the
concems me that there may be some process of dilution and stomge ‘of this hxghly
enriched uranium which may impact us again, but we need to be fully informed of what
we need to know with respect to safety and other quality issues. With respect to safety,
il there Is a rel of this | or a red during some process of this material,
then } think anyane lmng near the fadllly should be named specifically in some manner
of an envil | hazard. g to the paper, there had been cther
teleasesatthefacnny.bulmesewerenmfoundto danger any p or property. |
would be concemed that any release may be of some damage or be of some concem
to the adjoining property owners and should be able to participate In the decision on
whether such a release is potentially harmful. At least to know after the fact is not
eneouraglng | think these are nll the concems that should be included in the

tal Impact Sta t, and § would be happy to commaent to anyone at the

local facility to discuss these concems, particularly with respect to the BAW facility here
in Lynchburg. My address is Route 5. fAt this point, time ren out on the message.]

-y P, PR ey [

22.002

26.001

21.002

22,002: The process of HEU dilution is discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2. Potential
impacts of these processes on groundwater resources, soil, and water quality are
described in Chapter 4 of the HEU EIS. As discussed in Chapter 4, there would be no
direct discharges to surface water and groundwater, and, therefore, water quality would
not be affected. Any wastewater that is to be discharged to surface waters would be mon-
itored and treated prior to being discharged and would not be released until it meets all
local, Federal, and State permit requirements.

26.001: The rate at which surplus HEU could be introduced into the commercial mar-
ket for blend down to fuel would be determined over time by many factors, including
physical infrastructure, legislative guidance, and future market conditions. Currently,
DOE has committed to transfer 50 t of surplus HEU to USEC for blend down to LEU in
the next six years. The remaining material would continue to be stored at DOE’s Y-12
Plant. Based on future market demand and the factors explained above, additional mate-
rial could be made available for commercial use. Any material that would not be suitable
for commercial use would not be moved out of Y-12 and be blended to waste until a
LLW disposal site is identified. The interim storage, pending disposition (for up to 10
years) of surplus HEU at the Y-12 Plant (where most of the HEU would be stored), was
analyzed in the Y-12 environmental assessment. Should the surplus HEU disposition
actions continue beyond 10 years, subsequent storage of surplus HEU pending disposi-
tion will be pursuant to and consistent with the ROD associated with the Storage and Dis-
position PEIS or tiered NEPA documents.

21.002: The HEU EIS analyzed radiological releases from the proposed blending pro-
cesses during normal operations of the candidate blending sites as well as under a severe
accident condition during which the highest atmospheric release of radioactivity and haz-
ardous chemicals would occur. The analyses showed that all resulting doses during nor-
mal operations would be within radiological limits and would be well below levels of
natural background radiation. In the case of a severe accident, an evaluation basis earth-
quake which causes equipment failures and a pressurized release of a UFg cylinder, 30
percent of a cylinder containing LEU is assumed to be released in the atmosphere. This
assumption is consistent with the NRC’s guidance presented in the Nuclear Fuel Cycle
Facility Accident Analysis Handbook (NUREG-1320, May 1988). It was estimated that
the maximum latent cancer facilities for the population within 80 kilometers (km) (50
miles [mi]) of the NFS site would be 1.4. Considering the fact that the severe accident
scenario used in the analyses is a highly unlikely event because of the geological and
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seismic characteristics of NFS, any potential releases from uranium blending operations
would pose no observable harm to the public within 80 km (50 mi). Nevertheless, all
candidate sites have emergency preparedness programs that would deploy necessary
measures to protect both workers and the public. Public and occupational health impacts
of radiological releases during both normal operations and accident conditions are dis-
cussed in Sections 4.3.1.6, 4.3.2.6, 4.3.3.6, and 4.3.4.6 of the HEU Final EIS.
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PROCTOR, JANE, MADISON HEIGHTS, VA
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Date Received: 1115/85

Comment (D: P0013

Name: Jane Practor
Address: Madison Heights, VA
Transcription:

Hello. This is Jane Proctor calling from Madison Helghts, Virginia. | iive directly across
from the BEW Mt. Athos site. | am d about the exp and the dilution of
uranium that is suggested in the article dated Lynchburg News Advance Wednesday,
October 25, 1995. 1 want to know 1) Has an Environmental Impact study been done?
2) Have there been any soil or water or air testing in the area near the B&W Mt. Athos
site? 3) How long are the materials going to be stored. 4) How are the materials going
to get here? What transportation? 5) What safety assurances have been made to
nearby land owners? 6} Since | live directly acrass the river from the B&W ML, Athos
site, no one has ever come over here to do any environmental testing at my location. |
would be greatly interested to getting answers to these questions. | hope that you will
be coming to the Lynchburg area, as | feel many people in this area are uninformed and
ducated about your p and what exactly will be happening and how it will

impact the area, My number is 804-845-8421 | would appreciate a response. Thank
you.

06.003

32.002

06.003: Chapter 4 of the HEU Final EIS addresses the potential impacts at the B&W
facility from this proposed action, (Sections 2.4 and 4.3), as well as transportation of
materials to and from the site (Section 4.4 and Appendix G). The safety of all nuclear
activities at the site are governed by the facility's NRC license.

32.002: The Department of Energy welcomes your comments on the HEU Draft EIS,
which describes actions regarding the disposition of surplus HEU that the President has
declared surplus to our national defense needs. DOE considers every comment that is
submitted with equal interest in assisting them to evaluate alternatives and make
informed decisions.

However, DOE must work within the constraints imposed by available funding and
resources. Because DOE is trying to reduce costs of complying with NEPA of 1969, as
amended, and due to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites iden-
tified in the HEU EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and
Augusta, GA) would be appropriate for this program.

Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program, other methods for

submitting comments were also made available throughout the comment period: toll-free
fax and voice recording, electronic bulletin board, and U.S. mail. These methods can also
be used to request additional information and to be placed on the Office of Fissile Materi-
als Disposition’s mailing list.
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20.001: As with all hazardous materials, uranium is regulated to control potential risk.
The quantity of uranium that would be shipped to or held at the B&W site would never
Date Received:  11/15/85 exceed the safe limits authorized by the Department of Transportation or NRC. As
omment 1D: m:m explained in Section 4.4 and Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS, the Department of Trans-
Address: No Address Given portation-specification packaging used for shipping HEU is specifically designed and
Tranacrption: tested to withstand transport accidents. DOE’s 40-year record without an injury from a
radioactive release testifies to the high level of safety demanded in transporting these
conceumod wit hat. S0 callus m Kety Procio, across e mver rumyonstpse” | 20.001 materials.
3 Katy Proctor, across the river from you, at 848-

8421 grea code 804. Thank you.

sasuodsay pup
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Viki Quatmann
506 O1d Lake City Hwy
Lake City, Tennessee 37769
Phone and Fax (423)426-9435
Voice Mail (363)754-752¢ -

1/23/9¢

Dear Pacple &t e Departmant of Energy,

| understand that there i3 8 move afoot © make highly enriched uranium lnto
nuclesr reactor fuel, | am wiiting to register my overwheiming opposition to this intantion.
Why would anyone want to create any mors of the radioactive waste that we have no way of
dixposal safely1?7? We have enough on our Mands to keep us busy wonrying for the next century.

Further, making highy enriched uranium Into nuclesr reactor fuel will, of
course, make plutonumi— 3 viclation of our nonprolferstion goals.

10.024

Finally, iy understanding I3 that the DOE hasn't bagun © explore options for |
storing dawnbiended uranjum. My own feeling is that we shoukd make serious efforts o
downblend s highly ennched urarium that is Srpkus 30 that it can't be used in weapons, |

09.018
10.003

Count me arrg thooe who c NOT want any production processes b make the
furtherance of miclesr proliferation possible,

Vb (e

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

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

10.003: Comment noted.
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Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment ID: POO51
Name: Robert Randall
Address: Brunswick, Georgia

Transcription:

Yes, hello, this is Robent Randall, I'm calling from Brunswick, Georgia, 1 just wanted to call and
first [ want to note that | find it amazing that we aow have surplus highly enriched uranium when
we were once told that we needed to make more of the stuff, same thing with surplus plutonium.
Because we scem (0 always have surpluses, I think it’s a very bad idea to make this highly
enriched uranium into nuclcar reactor fucl. We simply don't need to do something that’s going
to create even more plutonium, which we’ve already got too much of and can't figure out what o
do. We aced 10 down blend the highly enriched uranium. Make sure that it cannot ever be used
in weapons. We nced to do that ourselves unilaterally and work even barder of course, to get an
international agrocment 10 do that. It's the only way we're going to be able to stop proliferation.
If you follow your plans 1o tum it into nuclear reactor fuel, proliferation is going to be inevitable.
That’s my comment. Thank you.

| 10.024
| 10.023
| 03.020

| 10.024
cont.

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

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

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

sasuodsay pup
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January 4, 1993

DOE/Fissile Nateriels Disposition
©o/o BAIC/HUE KIS

Box 23786

Vashington, DC 20026-3786

Brmibg-a'

I strongly object to the ides of meking highly eariched uranius
into nucleer resctor fuel. It is hard to believe ‘thet our
government at this tise of budget restreints snd world pesce is
conaidering ectiona whioh are costly, have the potentisl af
edding to cur siresdy avervhelsing lesd in nuclesr vespons,
violate our nonproliferation gosls, end add to our unsolved
redicective vaste probles. It is hard to imegine s governmentel
policy that has more negatives sttached to it,

I urge your support for these policies instesd:
- internaticnsl controls on all nuclser materisls .
-~ downblending all highly enriched urshuia mo it cannct be

~ creating the ity to o

lend all uranius declared

Enclosed is @ copy af a letter I recently mt. to our local peper
that expends on the nnol-gr policy Aissue.

Thank you for your ocomsiderstioa.

Sincerely yours,

Bob le
1318 K. Briscoe Cir.
Knoxville, TH 37912

oo President Clinton

10.024

I 03.020
10.023

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

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

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic-
ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending. There-
fore, DOE considers that it will likely take 10 to 15 years to blend the entire surplus HEU
inventory.
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Decesber 28, 1993

Editor, News Sentinel
208 ¥. Church St.
Knonville, TN 37902

Re: Lettera
Greetings:

The headline for the 12-13-93 letter by Nile Stabin, "Anti-
nucleer sctivists putting society st risk®, should teke s prize
for the most ironic and mislesding headline of 1995, Nr.
fitabin’s letter focusea on winor perts of the auclesr debute:
risks sssociated with low level radistion, nuclesr pover
generation snd uses in sedicine. The oriticel issue of cur time
is how to deal with nuclear wvespons. The recent demonstretions
in France by "nuclesr activists” stesaing from that country’s
nuclear tests had little to do with these minar iasues end
overything to do with this critical one.

of its and unimsginsble nsture, the ususl

response toc the possibility of nuclesr var is denisi. Hence it
is such easier to focus on the fringe ismues and continue to rely
on such illogicel policies ams deterrence tc keep us ®ssfe®. The
deotorronce approach seys if I bhe nough wespons, 1 will deter
snyone fros attscking me. This ususlly does not work on the
personal level. At the nuclear level deterrence is self-destruc~
tive. This approach of course grev out of the cold war vith the
Soviets. Every administretion since Hiroahise has endorsed it
even though aware of its fundamental flaw: if we are sttecked
with nuclear bomba, even in a *limited® war, our staockpile of
8000 nuclear aras is useless. The effects from the stteck will
be encugh to destroy us, our attackers es vell as sveryone elsel
It is a shawme thet Washington does not do mare ta publicize this.

In fact our huge wtockpile serves to orente more danger far us.
¥e sodel for the world that ane way to be more paverful is to
increoass or develop nuclear weapons., The denger of atamic vespans
inareases am all nations seek to be more poverful.

The deterrence poligy slmo contsins budetary probless. In this
time aof efforts ta balance the budget, it is hard ta believe that
the Department of Energy is plenning on building more nualear
weospons and the sxpensive equipwent to produce more tritium gam
(to replace that vhich is deteriorating in existing wveapons). And
ve sre looking for pleces to save woneyl

¥e should be vorking msuch hsrder tovard the only policy sbout
nucleer wvespans that makes senss: their reduction and control.

If there ever waa a tine for all nations in the nucliesr club to
begin relessing their desth grip on the policy of deterrence, it
im while tensions are lavered. I’m sfreid your headline only
edds to our deniel. Since the United States has sn overvheising
lesd in nuoclear vespons, ve have the primary responsibility to
lwed the world in developing ssne policies sbout them. “"Nuclesr
sotiviets® sre the prisary group sround the worid that sre trying
to reduce the nualesr threst.

Sincerely yours,

Bab Rundi
1318 N. Briscoe Cir.
Knoxville, TX 37912
687-9060
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SANFORD, CHARLES S., NASHVILLE, TN

PAGE1OF1
06.006: There is no connection between the proposed action (blending surplus HEU
down to LEU for commercial use or waste disposal) and the sale of reactors. Nuc}ear
» Wname - chailes § sanford fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply displace LEU de?ﬁved from patural uranium
e T and is expected to have no impact on the economics or operation of nuclear power plants.
3 tadarl - 1803 primroxs ave _ This program does not propose to entrust the welfare of the State to “commercial opera-
L beiey + maabestte ‘ tions.” Commercial operations are expected to be involved in the blending of surplus
i ripeten HEU, and in the use of the resultant nuclear fuel, but would in no way determine the pol-
] b e _ icy aspects of the surplus HEU disposition program.
S beubjecr - mm €38

The emphasis here and, app ly, in the EIS is that of co-joint
(ignore “non-proliferation™) commercial utilizatian. In contrast,

I believe that maxi ! ic gain should supercede. For
example: short term treasury cashflow is not necessarily worth other

ic losses. C: ial versus ic should be carcfully analyzed.
Acar ia) operation will aot rily have the welfare of the state

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

Furthermore, a blend-down (o less than 4% with & higher throughput greater
the 46 yeas processing rate (1%) material will yicld more jobs. Restricting
the use of any ial grade inls will lize imp And 06.006
forbidding export will protect US.energy production costs while denying
(e.g.) Pacific Rim nations access (o nuclear power production. Présuming
that sales of US manufactured (or US design) reactors is the end result of
the "commercial” goal of the selected altemative, then the job Joss to the
US (in terms of foreign competition in facturing) should be considered

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

e
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vevvveEYVYY VY

#name » charles s sanford
stitle = mgr

Bcompany « S&A

#addxl = 1803 primrose ave
#addr2 =

#aity = nashville

Batate = tn

#xip = 37212

aphone = (615)383-8428
afax =

Femail ~

dsubject. » HEU RIS

the ratio, vol and quantitics of ials o be p d
(down-blended) is "classified”. Surcly, the environmental impact must,
likewise, be classified. Unless production throughputs of ia)

2t sites are factually known, then the "HEU EIS* is s "carte blanche®
document to which public can only be genericaly given.

More specificity would be app d for an infc d opinion; otherwise,
the DOE should wait until the materials are declassified so that more
public information is available. One must presume that the driving

force for the HEU EIS is the release of materials for the enrichment
curporations stock offering in the Spring. It is almost too obvious.

[s DOE prepared for the q of ferring public assests

to a public corporation; especially when the public is denied knowledge
of the composition of those sssets. Perhaps | am wrong and this isa
simple case of DOE not knowing th lves, but being required to submit
draft doc for comment. bye

29.002

29.002: The purpose and need for the HEU Final EIS is for the United States to pro-
vide leadership in addressing global nonproliferation concerns regarding surplus HEU
and to encourage reciprocal actions abroad.

On February 6, 1996, the Secretary of Energy declassified additional information about
the forms, locations, and quantities of surplus HEU. That information is provided in Fig-
ure 1.3-1, and the relevant data is reflected in several revisions to the HEU Final EIS.

The HEU Final EIS explains that decisions as to where specific batches of HEU will be
processed are expected to be based largely on business considerations and may involve
USEC, other private entities that may buy surplus HEU for blending, or DOE. While the
proposed transfer to USEC of 50 t of HEU is considered as a component of all the com-
mercial use alternatives (3 through 5) in the EIS, the EIS covers the disposition of much
more material (up to 200 t).

sasuodsay pup
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> #name = charles s sanford
> #title « dgr

» #company = S&A

> gaddrl « 1603 primrose ave
> Waddr2 =

> Meity = nashville

> #atate = tn

> szip - 37232

> $phone » (615)383-08428

> Bfax =

> demail = .

» #subjecr. = HEU EIS

1. Price constraints on a market will affect foreign sales and disposition.
These sales will influence fomgn electric costs such that product

ition will costs d Jjobs and raise social weifare costs.
2. Tmal Life-cycie costs should include final disposition of potential
recycled HEU reactor fuels.
3. The less than 4% biend-down will position the US on the *moral” high,
for what it's worth.
4. Are EPA com T to draft EIS available?

thank you

! 04.001

| 16.006
| 10018
1 32.012

04.001: The Department of Energy intends to sell uranium at measured rates to avoid
significant effects on market prices.

16.006: Including spent fuel disposal costs in the cost analysis for this program would
be justified only if the spent fuel were in addition to that which would be generated in the
absence of the program, which is not the case.

10.018: Comment noted.

32.012: Comments submitted by the EPA and DOE’s responses to those comments are
presented in this Comment Analysis and Response Document.
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10.024

09.018

10.023

03.020

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

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

tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.

09.018: The Department of Energy does not consider the option of blending surplus
HEU for extended storage reasonable because it would delay beneficial re-use of the
material; delay recovery of the economic value of the material; add storage costs; reduce

‘net revenues in the near term; not meet all aspects of the purpose and need of the pro-

posed action; and be practically applicable without additional construction to only a small
portion (20 t or approximately 40 t if a solidification facility is proposed and constructed
at or near SRS) of the current surplus inventory.

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

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at
the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE’s
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to
the maximum extent possible.
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UnRed Statsa hent of Energy -
NAME: (Optioeal) _ Randy Shacketford
ADDRESS: 501C Pilgrim Court, Johnson Clty, TN_37601
TELEPHONE: (__) .1423) 929-9107 {Home)/(423) 743-9141

. surplus highty enfu 0., b Use), }

g X s ety ndpoln
thes L1y P WoUd Ik oS
Py ot e aidatfini-Botvicer—FocHiy—it—Ervek N
te—the—Noclde—Fuci-Gorv ey ¥
AL, Iy 8 is tho only la ontion ot ahich-facilite. L]V a—

1 would, however, like more Information on exactly how the preferred blending site
will b selected Yi-e., what will be the basis 157 selecting the preleried blending

taTry Ty

Fleaso rosvm your comecnis 1 (e fCEsaatom deak, oy ) (0}
: 1.5, Dapartment of Eoergy
P.0. Box 23786, Wasbington, D.C. 20026-378¢6
Or fax cxmmen to: § (800) £20-5156

10.003

I 08.005

e o s

10.003: Comment noted.

08.005: Under the Preferred Alternative, DOE considers it likely that more than one
facility will participate in the HEU blending program. It is anticipated that competitive
bidding procedures will play an integral role in the selection of blending facilities, and
decisions could be made by USEC or other entities in addition to DOE.
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124 Chestnul St, #210
Englewood, OH 45322
December 31,1995

David Nulton

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
United States Depariment of Energy
1000 independence Avenue SW
Washinglon, DC 20565

Dear David Nulton:

The Departawent of Energy’s Envil I Impact Stat t an the Disg
Uranium has twa goals: the first is 10 achieve nonproliferation of 8
second 10 realize the peaceful and beneficial use of this radioactive nuleml in a way which will
return monies 10 the federal treasury, i.e. use as commercial nudlesr fuel.

a[ H:ghly Enriched
snd the

The first goal of prolifecation is questionable since no controls for spent nudear fuel ane indicated
(except as these may appear in a sep ). D tending 10 nuclear fuel and fuel-rod sales
are being tumed over 10 the Uniled Staln Earichment Corpoﬂlml which could, snd hhly will,
market the radioactive fuel i lonally. No conirols are specified over the rep g of the

resultant spent fuel or on the return of the spent fuel o the United States.

The second goal of returned monies (o United States colfers, as yet unqu.mhfnd and not likely to be 50,
offers only a blind eye lo proliferalion passibilities.

‘The ime required for lending at the P h and Paducah sites 10 four percent al present
capacity would 1ake len years (oc the initiat 200 tops of highly enriched uranium (HEU). 1t i» likely
that more HEU will be declared 10 btuu'plul dnﬂng lhll ea ) years. No other potential downblending
sites are named as & means of i a

-3

Also, the preferred option of ial use of downblended HEU as fuel would result in thousands of
tons of wtnl nuclear fuel. No analysis of the enviroamental impacts or costs foe stogage of this spent
tuel have been offered or are forthcoming.

{ sincerely believe the following steps would secure the mos) reasoned results for the disposition of
HEU:

1. Downblending the HEU would be the surest way to achieve the nnuom goal of
nonproliferation of nuclear weapons.

2 Downblended HEU sold on the world market as fuel would com ise nonproliferation
unless criteria 10 prevant reprocessing are required. Nonproliferation should have a higher priority
than monies coming into the federal coffers.

3. Downblending HEU to four percent and storing indefinitely wilh full record and inspection
procedores in place would atlow the best time-frame {oc removing the HEU from weapons usable
cadioactive material.

4 The HEU disposition plan must be 2 Jong-term plan which includes eaviconmental impacts,
health, and safety factors (for workers and the public) for all phases from downblending to safe
disposal of spent nuclear fuel.

5. The disposition plan should conform 1o it

| dards (IAEA) of control, safeguard,

03.024

07.013

14.005

09.020

03.024
cont.

09.020
cont.

30.009

15.006

03.024: The Department of Energy agrees that nonproliferation is the predominant
objective of the HEU disposition program. DOE considers it unnecessary to place con-
trols on the commercial spent fuel that would result from the commercial use of LEU fuel
derived from surplus HEU, because that LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would sim-
ply replace fuel that would be used anyway. Consequently, there would be no increase in
the generation of spent fuel (and no increase in the possibility of reprocessing of spent
fuel abroad for commercial [non-weapons] use) as a consequence of the HEU disposition
program.

A study comparing the costs of HEU disposition alternatives has been prepared for DOE
separately from this EIS to aid in reaching an ROD concerning HEU disposition. This
study (which has been disseminated to this commentor and all others who expressed an
interest in this subject) confirms DOE’s preliminary conclusion that sale and commercial
use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared to
the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste, and in the best case, would actu-
ally yield net revenues of several hundred million dollars to the Federal Treasury.
Because blending for commercial use and blending for disposal as waste are deemed
equivalent in terms of serving the nonproliferation objective, there is no conflict between
that objective and the economic recovery objective of the HEU disposition program.

07.013: Except for 13 t of highly enriched UFg that was transferred to USEC in 1994 as
part of the transaction that created USEC, which is currently being blended at the Ports-
mouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant, the HEU Final EIS does not contemplate any HEU
blending at the two enrichment plants. Those facilities could blend HEU only in the form
of UFg, and there is no additional surplus HEU in that form. The EIS analyzes HEU
blending at four other facilities, two DOE and two commercial. DOE estimates that in
light of its ability to make material available for blending and other constraints on its abil-
ity to process material, blending up to 200 t of HEU is likely to take 20 to 25 years to
complete. DOE considers that a reasonable timeframe for these activities.

14.005: The HEU EIS does not need to explicitly analyze the disposal of spent fuel,
since this program would create no incremental spent fuel to dispose of. As explained in
Section 1.4.2 of the HEU EIS, spent fuel management and disposal is covered by the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended. That program has its own NEPA process which
must be fulfilled.
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SHEARER, VELMA M., ENGLEWOOD, OH.

Rev. Dr. Velma M. Shearer

PAGE 2 OF 2
09.020: Down-blending the HEU is the objective of all of DOE's action alternatives.
DOE does not consider the option of blending HEU for extended storage reasonable
15.006 because it would delay recovery of the economic value of the material and incur unneces-
and transpareny. .t sary costs and environmental impacts due to the need to build additional storage capacity
6 Since the dawnblending capaciie of Portsmouth and Paducahars linied, furthe capaciy l :c;no}s to accommodate the increased volume of the material.
should be idered in ordcr to plish the task within the specificd time and to demonstrate to ' ’
ather nations that the United States is setious aboul nonprotiferation, cont. ) .
7. An option for the future (the second decade of downblending) woul downblend 1o one . : .
percent the stonid raniurm of four pereent enckh et g mnmpunmsu':;:;ozL " l 09.006 30.009: The disposal of spent fuel does not need to be considered in the HEU EIS
1sincerely apprecale the oppertunity to on this d and look forward 1o your response. because, as discussed in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final EIS, the surplus HEU disposition
Sincetely, program would create no spent fuel that would not exist in its absence.

15.006: It is DOE’s intent to subject the surplus HEU disposition program to JAEA
safeguards to the maximum feasible extent. '

09.006: The Department of Energy does not consider it reasonable to blend surplus
HEU to 4-percent LEU and then store it for an extended period of time. Such a course
would maximize Government expenditures for disposition, because it would necessitate
the construction of new storage facilities for the much higher volume of material and
would involve no offsetting revenues from sales of commercial material. HEU that is des-
tined to be blended to 0.9-percent LEU for disposal as waste would likely be blended

~ directly to that enrichment level, rather than stopping at an intermediate 4-percent level

for some years of storage.

o [ ey
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Sierra Club-State of Franklin Group
Linda Cataldo Modica, Group Chair
266 Maybenry Road
Jonesborough. TN 37659
e SR
Grmail: mmuﬁuﬁgiandwn;
January 22, 1996

DOE--Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

c/o SAIC-HEU EIS

P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC  20026-3786 VIA FAX: (800) 820-5156

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED
URANIUM, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, OCT. 1895

Dear Sir or Madam:

The State of Franklin Group of the Sierra Club appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on
the Dispaosition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium. Our Group has 300
members in the Tri-Cities area which encompasses the town of Erwin, TN
-~ the location of the Nuclear Fuel Services company, one of the firms
that may perform downblending operations under DOE's “preferred
alternative.®

Comments

1}  The Department of Energy, by holding only a workshop 100 mil  es
away, has failed to offer the community of Erwin the opportunity to
become better informed of the Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) disposition
problem, and to voice its concerns over Nuclear Fuel Services' involvement
in the HEU disposition program. Therefore, a hearing in Erwin (or in
another nearby town, like Johnson City) should be scheduled immediately.

2) At the soonest possible date, the DOE should embark upon an
epidemiological study of the health of the peaple of Erwin, and of
Joneshorough and Greeneville, the fargest communities downstream of
Nudear Fuel Services. Previous studies have focused only on NFS's
workers and have failed to exhaustively assess the health affect of NFS's
radioactive discharges into the air and water.

32.014

06.022

32.014: The Department of Energy welcomes your comments on the HEU Draft EIS.
However, DOE must work within the constraints imposed by available funding and
resources. Because DOE is trying to reduce costs of complying with the NEPA, and due
to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identified in the HEU
EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and Augusta, GA) would
be appropriate for this program.

Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program, other methods were
also made available throughout the comment period: toll-free fax and voice recording,
electronic bulletin board, and U.S. mail. These methods can also be used to request addi-
tional information or to be placed on the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition’s mailing
list.

06.022: The National Environmental Policy Act does not mandate epidemiological
studies such as are requested. The analysis in the HEU EIS includes impacts on sur-
rounding populations as well as site workers, and indicates that, in the absence of highly
unlikely accidents, the health and safety impacts of surplus HEU disposition actions at
NFS would be low. The safety of the NFS facility is regulated by NRC. The HEU Final
EIS also includes available epidemiological data (Appendix E.4).

sasuodsay pup

SIUIUWINIO(F IUIUIUIOL)



Y0t

SIERRA CLUB, JONESBOROUGH, TN

'PAGE 2 OF 4

3)  As the draft EIS notes (p. 3-102), Nuclear Fuel Services Is built on
the floodplain of the Nolichucky River. But what the DOE's report fails to
adequately consider are the disastrous affects on water quality
downstream of NFS in the event of a major flood which would inundate
much of the plant, according to recent geologic analyses. [See R. David
Bagaley lil, "Palechydraulic Reconstruction of Flood Peaks from Boulder
Depaosits Along Three Reaches of the Nolichucky River in Northeastern
Tennessee,” May 1993, See also Tennesseo Valley Authority, “Floods on
Nolichucky River and North & South Indian Creeks in Vicinity of Erwin
Tennessee.”]

4)  The draft EIS fails to accurately report that Nuclear Fuel Services

has had an accident history fraught with mishaps and Material
Unaccounted For {MUF) incidents. While NFS may not have committed any
OSHA or TOSHA infractions during the past 7 years (p.3-117), Nuclear Fuel
Service employees caused a substantial explosion and fire in 1992 by
failing to adhere to appropriate materials handling practices. A burst
valve in August 1979 caused a significant airborne release of uranium
hexafluoride gas, and press accounts report that NFS dumped 250 pounds
of uranium into the Nolichucky River in 1977, Furthermore, throughout the
1970s, NFS so miserably failed in its recordkeeping and/ar safeguarding
responsibilities, that substantial amounts of highly enriched uranium are
still considered Material Unaccounted For (MUF). The State of Frankiin
Group does not believe that the Trl-Cities pubtic COﬂSIdBfS Nuclear Fuel
Services’ record 'exemplary (p.3-117).

§)  Nuclear Fuel Services should be restrained from any new commercial
activity until its site is completely remediated. Decommissioning at NFS

is currently underway, and the contamination caused by previous
accidents, as well as normal operations, is being removed. Sediments in
Banner Spring Branch, Martin Creek & the Nolichucky River -- as well as
the groundwater below the plant -- need to  be exhaustively tested to
ensure that all radioactive contamination (which poses a threat to human
health, aquatic organisms & the popular sport of fishing) is abated.
Employment of taid-off workers mlght be increased to speed up the
decontamination process.

6) To ensure that the community of Erwin is apprised of NFS® progress
toward decontamination of its site and of public waterways, a Citizens
Advisory Board needs to be formed. The Citizens Advisory Board should

be given the authority to question NFS, NRC and DOE management on the
adequacy of the decontamination measures undertaken. Should the DOE
select Nuclear Fuel Services as a contractor which would perform
downblending operations, the Citizens Advisory Board should continue to
monitor NFS and report to the community on public health issues.

22.014

21.020

25.002

32.013

22.014: After review of a study Paleohydraulic Reconstruction of Flood Peaks from
Boulder Deposits Along Three Reaches of the Nolichucky River in Northeastern Tennes-
see (Bagaley, May 1993) and Tennessee Valley Authority’s Floods on Nolichucky River
and North and South Indian Creeks in Vicinity of Erwin Tennessee (Report No. 0-6589,
March 1967), as well as other studies and maps (that is, Federal Emergency Manage-
ments Agency’s [FEMA] Flood Insurance Study from 1984 and the 1985 FEMA Flood
Insurance Rate Map), it was concluded that the site is located in the probable maximum
flood area as well as 100- and 500-year floodplains of the Nolichucky River, as the HEU
EIS states. Numerous warning devices and systems are in place along the river to warn
the public and the plant of the chance of flooding. The NFS site has emergency plans that
are in place to contact the City of Jonesborough Water Treatment Plant as well as other
national, State, and local committees to inform them when any accidental releases from
the plant occurs. During flooding or because of accidental releases to the surface water,
the Jonesborough Water Treatment Plant closes off the water intake valves to avoid con-
tamination to the public water supply. In addition, the intake valves are monitored rou-
tinely for any water contamination problems.

21.020: The Nuclear Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant has never experienced a
fatality resulting from work-related activities nor has a criticality accident ever occurred
at NFS. A release of UFg occurred on August 7, 1979. The incident was investigated by

NRC and was concluded that the quantities released were within regulatory levels. Miti-
gation measures were implemented after this event. The vaporization station and the
scrubbing system were redesigned. A secondary scrubber was added exterior to the pro-
cess. Detection systems were installed with an alarm at the work station for the process
ductwork prior to the entire scrubber and in the stack after the scrubbing systems. In
addition, monitoring systems were enhanced and operational procedures were revised.

On September 17, 1979, NFS was closed by NRC because of a uranium inventory differ-
ence. On that date, NFS reported to the NRC that the inventory difference for the
bimonthly physical inventory taken on August 14, 1979, was in excess of the upper limit
specified in the license condition. The plant was closed that same day, and an NRC
inspection team examined the plant’s inventory listing and item control system records.
After a full investigation by NRC, it was determined that the incident was the result of
bookkeeping flaws and no material was found to be missing. The unaccounted uranium
was located in the process holdup (ventilating hoods, flues, filters, ductwork, piping).
The uranium accounting system was modified, and a stringent campaign was conducted
to measure the uranium in the ventilation systems. To date, NFS has met all measure-
ment limits of errors.
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7)  Nudear Fuel Services should never again be allowed to regulate
itself. Should the DOE embark upon its “preferred alternative” and select
NFS as a contractor, the Erwin facility should be vigorously & constantly
monitored by a full-time NRC inspector.

8)  The State of Frankiin Group Is sympathetic to the plight of the 400
NFS amployees who have been terminated and who are now working at
considerably lower wages, or are still unemployed. Should NFS fail to
obtain a downblending contract from the DOE, another 300 jobs may be
lost. Like the rest of the community, the State of Frankiin Group wants
workers to be gainfully employed in facilities that do not pose threats to
worker g public safety. Therefore, high-tech, high-wage
environmentally-friendly alternative employme nt should be sought for the
employees of NFS by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Department
of Energy, the State of Tenr , the Oil, Chemical & ic Workers
Union, and other agencies. Also, Nuclear Fuels Services' management
should further develop the expertise of its workforce in consulting and
R&D. Clean services like these would be welcomed in the community of
Erwin once NFS decontaminates its fadilities.

9)  Old age will cause the retirement of a substantial portion of the
nation’s nuclear generating capacity over the next few years. Further,

fusion power should begin to substitute for fission early in the 21st

Century, The demand for power plant fuel will therefore deciine, which

leads the Stite of Frankiin Group to question the need for the DOE’s
commercial-fuel-from-wespons downblending program. Sequestration of
the surplus highly enriched uranium at the Y-12 plant might be a safer

option from the standpoint of human health  and nonpraiiferation. [See
comments by Pete Zars, private citizen of Erwin, dated 1/23/96.]

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on DOE’s draft £IS. Please
keep the State of Franklin Group Informed  throughout the decision making
process. Qur Sierra Club Group offers its services to the Tri-Cities and
the DOE, and wil) welcome the opportunity to serve on the Citizens
Advisory Board. The State of Frankiin Group could also assist the DOE in
the development of a mailing list of individuals who should be invited to
speak at the public hegring in Erwin, and in the formation of 3 list of
members of the local medical community who should be consulted for the
epidemiclogical study.

Sincerely,

Linda C. Modice
Linda C. Modica
Group Chair

25.004

24.008

09.023

32,015

A flash fire did occur inside the 200 Complex at a dissolver in 1992. Material processed
in the dissolver burst into flames and caused localized damage inside the facility. The
ventilation and emergency response systems prevented radioactive releases outside the
facility. There were no injuries nor overexposures to employees. The NRC conducted an
independent investigation (NRC Report CAL070-0143/92-01). Administrative proce-
dures were revised to prevent recurrence.

No single incident occurred releasing 250 pounds of uranium into the Nolichucky River
in 1977. In 1977, a treatment system was implemented at NFS to reduce the uranium
content in waste waters being discharged to the Nolichucky River. Prior to that, the waste
water was not treated, and uranium was being discharged in minimal concentrations.

25.002: The Nuclear Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant has prepared a work plan for
Phase 1 decommissioning and decontamination of the NFS site. The work plan has been
approved by the State of Tennessee, EPA, and NRC. Work is underway in accordance
with the approved work plan. NFS is also preparing a comprehensive plan for subsequent
phases of the decommissioning and decontamination of the site. When completed, this
plan will be submitted to the appropriate regulatory agencies for approval.

32.013: The NFS site is a privately operated commercial entity whose operations are
regulated by NRC, EPA, and State regulatory agencies. DOE has no regulatory jurisdic-
tion over NFS operations nor does DOE have authority to establish a Citizen Advisory
Board for the community of Erwin. Furthermore, selection of a contractor (or a site) or
contractors to perform down-blending operations will be based largely on business con-
siderations including availability of the site when needed and competitive bidding.

25.004: The Nuclear Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant has never been allowed to
regulate itself; it has always been licensed and regulated by NRC or its predecessor, the
Atomic Energy Commission. NRC places resident inspectors at all power reactors but
only rarely at materials licensees such as NFS.

24.008: Decisions about where specific batches of HEU are expected to be blended are
based largely on business considerations, although employment impacts are also relevant.
Alternative economic development for the Erwin area is outside the scope of this EIS.
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09.023: The Department of Energy agrees that storage of HEU at the Y—12 Plant for a
moderate time (10 to 15 years) presents no serious safety or safeguard risks. However, in
the longer term, such storage is unacceptable from a nonproliferation standpoint because

it leaves the material in weapons-usable form, thus failing to set an example for other
nations.

32.015: The Department of Energy supports the public’s involvement and is fully com-
mitted to giving the public access to information about its activities and opportunities for
involvement in DOE’s decisionmaking process. To facilitate this, the Office of Fissile
Materials Disposition has compiled and continuously maintains a mailing list of individ-
uals and organizations interested in the storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials. These parties receive newsletters, fact sheets, and other information address-
ing program activities. Anyone who would like to be added to this mailing list should
forward their request to:

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, MD-4
1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, DC 20585
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Southesn Nudear Opersiing Compeny
Post OMce Box 1205

Alsbame 35201
Telephone {205) 868-6550
Fax (205) 8706168
En:uu: \:::;‘:sm ana Corporate Counae Southern Nuclear Opcrating Company

A subeiciary of The Soutree Company
January 16, 1996

U.S. Department of Ener?y

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786 .

Mashington, D.C. 20226-3736

COMMENTS ON
THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS WIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM
DRAFT ENVIROMMENTAL INPACT STATEMENT

Dear Sir:

in response to the Oepartment of Energy’s October 27, 1995 notice in the
federal Register, Southern Nuclear Operating Company, Inc. has reviewed The
Disposition of Surplus mh‘, Enriched Uranium (HEU) Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) is providiag the following comments:

1} Me strongly support the Department of Ener?y's (DOE) proposal
to blend down to the maxisum extent passible surplus HEU to
Low-Enriched Uraniua (LEU) for use as commercial nuclear fuel
(Alternative 5 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement).
This alternative provides the best options for eliminating the
risk of diverston for nuclear proliferation purposes while
ainimizing any impact on the environment.

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

3) Me believe DOE has over estimated the reduction in deliveries
that domestic producers would experience during the blending
period and that the Department should review its analysis in
this area, Based on studies available to us, which include LEU
supplies from both Russtan and U.S. HEU blending, world uraniua
inventories would be projected to continue to decrease and U.S.
production to continue to increase.

4) We disagree with DOE's assessment that an oversupply condition
exists in the conversion industry. With the shutdown of the
Sequoyah fuels Corporation facility, the CAMECO Corporation and
A'IHod-Si?nal. Inc. faciltties are the only remaining conver-
sion suppliers in North America. These suppliers have indicated

their near term production has been soldout and are looking
into ways to expand their existing production capabilities.

12.011

12.011: The HEU Final EIS has been revised to more accurately describe the current
status of the domestic conversion industry. DOE agrees with the commentor that the
HEU EIS no longer accurately portrays the current condition of the domestic markets
for nuclear fuel products. Both the uranium and conversion products market are pre-
dicted to remain strong in the short and medium term. Prices have increased dramati-
cally in the first quarter of 1996. Long-term prospects, however, are more uncertain.
Producers and buyers of conversion products have provided DOE with contradictory
projections on future supply and demand. DOE believes, however, that there would not
be long-term adverse impacts on the conversion industry, and any adverse impacts that
did occur would be largely attributable to the larger quantity of Russian material-—not
domestic HEU.
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SOUTHERN NUCLEAR OPERATING COMPANY, BIRMINGHAM, AL
PAGE 2 OF 2

January 16, 1996
Page 2.

further, U.S. and European import restrictions and controls 12.011
upon Russian material restrict the utilizatfon of Russian .
conversion capacity. We recommend COE review its impact cont
analysis on the conversion industry. . :

Should you have any question, please advise. )

Rei}actﬁﬂ 1y submitted

g AL,
F9. K. Miller, 111

JHM/BEH. : .v //
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SPARKS, DENNIS, UNICOI COUNTY, TN
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Yes. My name is Dennis Sparks, | reside in Erwin, Tennessee. | spent twelve years
working at Nuclear Fuels Services, and | just wantad ta let the DOE know that | fee! like
we could do a very good job of processing this order, and that our community and our
small town which is dependant on nuclear fuel and the jobs that it's brought forth over
the years has been greatly impacted by the reduction in jobs that we've had. | speak
especially for myzelf. | have a disabilty, and ) cannot find any work because of the

pecialized exper 1 had at Nuclear Fuel, and | feel ike we played a great role in
the defense af our country, and we've done a reai good job and took pride in our work.
So | woukd ask that the DOE would certainly give us the utmost consideration in getting
this order here because wa have sa many people that are really in bad need and of
course | know that the case in a lot of piaces, but as for myself it hag created such a
hardship on us. We have [0&t about everything we've got, and we wauid certalnly like
to go back to work and keep our plant going, because | feel like it might be needed in
the future, that the country right now instead of being safer than it was could actually be
more at risk for some type of nuclear war or some type of disturbance just due to the
fact that you have $0 much uranium out thera, that you don't know who's hands it's in. |
fee! like we have a lot of good trained pecple and it would be a disadvantage for our
country to lose those people. If we don't get something going before long, | mean
people are just going to go on, and it's not going to be 30 aasy {o re-train these people
on jobs that are sophisticated and technical as we did. If there is anything eise that |
could do to help our cause, at NFS and Erwin, § wouki appreciate a letter or anything.
My address is Route 1, Box 300D (D as in dog), Unicoi, Tennessee, and the zip is
37692. | appreciate your time, and giving me the opp ity to exp my

and would hope that the DOE would give us the utmost consideration, because we
have one of the highest unemployment rates in the State of Tennessee, and we need
the jobs desperately bad, and we need the work. Thank you for your time. Bye-bye.

10.003

10.003: Comment noted.
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STATE OF MISSOURI OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION,
JEFFERSON CITY, MO
PAGE1OF 1

Mel Camahan
Gavernor

State of Missouri .
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION Stan Pacovich

Richerd A. Hanson Dicactor
L Post Office Bax 809 s
Commissioner Jeffer: City Division of Goneral Services

November 13, 1995

Greg Rudy

Acting Director -

Office of Fiesile Materials Disposition
Department of Energy

P. O, Box 23786

wWashirgton, D.C, 20026-31786

Dear Mr., Rudy:

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

The Missouri Federal Assistance Clearinghouse. in cooperation

with state and locsl agencies interested or possibly affected,

has completed the review on the above project application.

None of the agencies involved in the review had commerts or

recommendations to offer at this time. This concludes the
Clearinghouse's review.

A copy of this letter is to be attached to the application
as evidence of compliance with the State Clearinghouse
requirements. :

Sincerely,

Lois Pohl, Coordinator

Missouri Clearinghouse

23.001

23.001: Comment noted.
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION, TRENTON, NJ
PAGE10OF1

Chsisting Todd Whiman
Covernot

®

State of Netu Jer

December 8, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
¢/6 SAIC-HED
P.O. Box 23788
Hashirgton, IC 20026-23786

RE: Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium
Dratt Environsental lopact Statement (October 1395)

To Whom It Mey Couvern:

The New lersey Department of Environmental Frotection
has cospleted its roview of the above referenced document.
The Department hae 1o comments on the Draft Environsental
impoct Stavement. nor eny objections to the propoesd astion.

Thank you for providing the Department the opportunity
% review thic dccusent,

2ice of Progrsm Coordination

¢. Jill Lipeti, Radiatlon Protection

! L, Robest C. Shinn, Jr.

Conmmissioner

23.001

23.001:

Comment noted.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE 1 0OF 8
STATE OF TENNESSEE
OEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEAVATION
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 372430435
DON SUNDQUIST DON DULS
Janusry 14, 1996

US Department of Enesgy

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

P.O Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Attertion: J. David Nulton, Director
Office of NEPA Comgliance and Outreach

Dear Ms. Nukon:
OnbdnlfnﬂheSmeomensm.mdumcmu'nludeufoanidemimnmm
Policy Act (NEPA) reviews, I have enclosed the p of two individual state agencies to the
Disposision of Surplus Highly Exriched Uranl Draft Enviy d Impact Si

(DEIS} DOE/EIS-0240-DS, October 1995. These reviews have been conducted in

accordance
with the requirements of NEPA and implementing regulations of 40 CFR 1500 - 1508 and 10 CFR
1021

Plﬂumidcruunommnbfud:uncynm:posiﬁmohhcSmeochnnas«:. Please
sefer to the enclosed pond from Te G Doa Sundquist to Sccretary Hazet
O’Leary (dated Docember 15, 1995). A copy of this kiter is provided due to the relationship of
bwlevdmdbwkvdmixadnmmwmdmdmwknadmibdhﬂ:
current Disposition of HEU EIS 1o the previous Waste Management PEIS.

Your cansideration of the intuquoﬂthuuomeisgxwlyappmchwd.
Sincercly,

Don'Dills

Enclosures

¢. State DOE-NEPA Contacts and Administrators (with enclosures)

LET-DD3.00C
unIse
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE 2 OF 8
STATE OF TOMESSER
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
DOE OVERSIGHT
761 EMORY VALLEY ROAD
QAKX MOGE, TENMESSEX 3T830-7072
RECEIWVED gY
~-v X §1998

December 21 . 1995

N BTG POLCY 06,
Mr. Don Dills, Commissioner .
T Dep of Envi and Conservation
c/0 Tennessee Environmental Policy Office
14th Floor L&C Tower

401 Church Strect
Nashville. Tennessee 37243 - 1553

Dear Commissioner Dills

Document NEPA Review — “Dispositioa of Surplus Highly Eariched ljnnlun bnaft

Envir 1 impact S| " DOE/E1S-0240-DS, dated Octaber 1998,
Ihe Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, DOE Oversight Division has
iewed the above d for your and ittal to the following DOE office:
US Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
¢/o SAIC/HEU EIS,
PO Box 23786
Washington, DC 20026 - 3786
Our office review was conducted in d. with the requi of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementing regulations 40 CFR 1500 - 1508 and 10
CFR 1021,
This document has four sites being idered for blending operations: DOE Y-12 Sitc in Oak

Ridge. Tennessee on the Ozk Ridge Rescrvation (ORR), Nuclear Fuels Services (NFS) in Erwin,
Tennessee, Babcox and Wilcox (B&W) facility in Lynchburg. Virginia, and the DOE Savannah
River Site (SRS) in Aiken, South Carolina. The scope of this document deals with only 200 tons
of surplus highly enriched uranium, with the major portion of the maierial now stored on the
ORR.

sasuodsay puv
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE 3 OF 8

Commissioner Don Dills
Page Two
December 21, 1995

After review and research, the Division concurs with the DOE preferred Altemnative (5.c
Maximum Commercial Use 85% Fucl/1 % Waste Ratlo all four site vasiation). However, we do
have concemns dealing with the disposition of the Low Level Wasie in regard that such waste
would be consistent with the DOE's Waste Manager PEIS and iated ROD's, The
Division teiterates its position stated in our review of the WM PEIS, in opposition 1o siting large
scale disposal facilities on the Oak Ridge Rescrvation for Low Level Mixed and Low Level
Wastes.

in addition, we have the attached comments for your review and ideration in the
of a final progre i i I impact

PIcp

If you have any questions, pleasc contact Dale Rector at (423) 481-0995 ot Steve Nisley at (423)
481-0163.

Sincerely

Pl

Ear) C. Leming ’
Director

Attachment

| 10.063

28.003

10.003: Comment noted.

28.003: The decision where product LLW from the surplus HEU disposition program
(0.9-percent LEU derived from surplus HEU) would be disposed of is not part of the
HEU Draft EIS, but rather is being made in conjunction with DOE’s Waste Management
PEIS (DOE/EIS-0200-D, draft issued in August 1995) and subsequent tiered or site-
specific NEPA documentation. DOE assumes that process LLW generated as part of the
surplus HEU disposition program at the commercial facilities (incidental waste generated
during the blending process) would be disposed of as part of the normal process waste
stream from those facilities, presumably in a regional compact LLW repository. Product
LLW would be considered DOE waste, and thus not eligible for disposal in regional com-
pact facilities, whether it is blended at DOE sites or commercial sites. It is assumed that

all product LLW must be disposed of in DOE LLW facilities pursuant to the Waste Man-
agement PEIS.

SIq joul,] WNIUDi() paysrauy
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE 4 OF 8

| Impact S

Camments on Draft Eovir
Enriched Uranium, DOE/EIS-0240 DS, October 1995

for Disposition of Surplus Highly

General Comments:

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

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

assumptions made for these calculations ase not compleiely disclosed, and may be too generic in
nature 10 make pari possible. Therefore, the decision should not be based on risk factors
alone.

A cost eval of each all ive, including ‘inilhlcomfumepmposedpmjec.l,

should be included in the final EIS.

Natural Uranium Hexafloride (UF;) is valuable as feedstock in the gas diffusion p
therefore, it doesn't make sense to use it for blending purposes since there is an excessive

amount of depleted UF available at Paducah, P h and at Oak Ridge K-25§ site. Natural
UF, is mentioned in several places in section 4.4 “ Transportation™ (and possibly in
other sections) for blendi Natural UF should be changed to depleted UF, when

listed for use as a blendstock in the EIS.

In addition 10 the sbove comment, depleted UF, that is stored at the K-25 site should be
evaluated in the EIS for use as blendstock.

Specific Comments:

1. Page §-18. Summary, Basis for Analvsis, Pamgragh 4

Depleted UF, uscful as blend stock, may also be obtsined from the Oak Ridge K-25 sitc. The K-
25 site should be added 10 this paragraph in the EIS

2. Page 1-6. Scetion 1.4.2, Preferred Altemativey
In addition, any LLW transferred to any LLW focility would be consistent with the Department s
WM PEIS and i ROD, any subseq NEPA d tiered from or supplementing

the Waste Managemens PEIS. Please provide information 10 address the disposition of LLW at

02.007

21.019

| 16015

33.009

28.003
cont.

02.007: Information about the forms and locations of material that make up the inven-
tory of surplus HEU was declassified by the Secretary of Energy on February 6, 1996,
and is included in the HEU Final EIS in Figure 1.3-1.

21.019: Variation of risk factors between candidate sites are expected for any alterna-
tive due to site-specific characteristics such as land, area, meteorology, and others. For
normal operations and facility accidents, the source terms (the quantity of radioactive
material that can potentially be released) are the same for each candidate site. When this
material is released to the environment, it is transported through the atmosphere to the
receptor (worker or public). Site-specific meteorology and distance from the release point
will determine the subsequent concentration of these materials in the atmosphere. The
closer a receptor is to the release point, the greater the concentration. The more stable the
air mass or slower the wind speed, the greater the concentration. The greater the concen-
tration of these materials, the greater the dose received by the receptor and the greater the
risk calculated. Appendix E of the HEU Final EIS presents the methodology and assump-
tions used in both normal operations and accident conditions in performing public and
occupational health assessments. Decisions on the proposed action and site selection
would likely include several other environmental and economic factors in addition to
heaith risks.

16.015: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel-
oped to provide the decisionmaker, DOE, comprehensive information upon which to
make decisions. The cost analysis, which has been provided to this commentor and all
others who have expressed an interest in this subject, is available in a separate document
with the HEU Final EIS. It supports the conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel
derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of
blending HEU for disposal as waste.

33.009: During the enrichment process, as the ratio of U-235 increases the ratio of
U-234 to U-235 increases, accordingly. Using depleted uranium in the blending process
will reduce the ratio of U-235 to U-238 but will not change the ratio of U-234 to U-235.
To meet the American Society of Testing Materials specification for commercial fuel
feed, it is necessary to reduce the U-234 to U-235 ratio. To reduce the ratio of U-234 to
U-235, it is necessary to add U-235 in the natural uranium or LEU enrichment state.
Depleted uranium would be used as the blendstock for blending to waste because the
ratio of U-234 to U-235 is not included in the waste acceptance criteria for waste dis-
posal.

sasuodsay pup
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE S OF 8

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

Please provide infc ion in the gr lecuunoflhnsdocumm(onkmlhydmloxymlhe
carbonate units on the ORR. No infc jon is given on ground y and
enlarged conduits in theae units. In addition, please provide infc ion on ground

preferential pathways, e.g., along strike migration.
4. Page 3-18, Section 3,35 Geology and Soils

Recharge occurs over most of the area, but is most effective where overburdened sails are thin or
permeable. In the area near Bear Creek Valley, recharge into the carbonated rocks is mainly
along recharge into the carbonated rocks is mainly along Chestnut Ridge. Groundwater
generally flows from the recharge areas to the center of Bear Creek Valley and discharges into
Bear Creek and its iributaries. Please provide evid to iate this

5. Page 3-18, Section 3.3.5, Grology and Soils
Provide information to show if the gmundwau:r meets drinking water criteria for a water supply.
6. Page 3-40, Section 3.3,10 Low-[cvel Waste

The information provided on Class L-1 and Class L-11 LLW facilities is currently inaccurate
please omit ot provide current information.

7. Page 4 - 103, Scction 4, 4,2, | Site Transportation Interfaces for Hazardous Materiats

Please provide inf¢ ion on why h dous materials p ion by rail was not addr:sscd
Also. compare public exp and accidents for rail portation vs. truck p

Please provid lative impact nent for the ORR incorporating the data from the Waste
N PEIS d that was omitted, :

28.008
cont.

22,017

22,018

22,015

22.013

20.012

25.007

Depleted UFg would not be used for blending to waste because only commercial sites
would use UFg as a blendstock for blending with the UFg process. Since depleted ura-
nium cannot be used as blendstock for blending to fuel as described previously, depleted
UFg would not be used for any of the processes for commercial fuel. Depleted UF,, would
also not be used as a blendstock for UNH or metal blending because it is in an incompat-
ible form and would need to be converted to UNH crystals or metal ingots, and DOE has
ample supplies of depleted uranium in metal and oxide form to use as blendstock for
waste material.

22.017: Sections 3.3.4 and 3.3.5 of the HEU Final EIS have been revised to include
additional information as requested.

22.018: This information presented on page 3-18 of the HEU Draft EIS was obtained
from the Oak Ridge Reservation Environmental Report for 1991, (ES/ESH-22/V 1, Octo-
ber 1992), pages 54 to 5-8.

The thickness of the vadose zone is the greatest beneath ridges, and thins towards valley
floors. Beneath ridges underlain by the Knox aquifer, the vadose zone commonly is
greater than 30 m (100 ft) thick, whereas beneath ridges underlain by the Rome forma-
tion, the vadose zone is typically less than 15 m (50 ft) thick. Most recharge through the
vadose zone is episodic and occurs along discrete permeable features (such as relict bed-
rock fractures) that may become saturated during rain events, even though surrounding
microspores remain unsaturated and contain trapped air.

" The HEU Final EIS has been revised to include the appropriate citation (OR DOE 1992c:

5-5-5-7).

22.015: A discussion of groundwater quality was provided in Section 3.3.5. However,
due to misplaced text the discussion of groundwater quality appeared to be incomplete.
This discrepancy has been corrected in the HEU Final EIS. Groundwater quality infor-
mation at three monitoring wells closest to the Y-12 Plant are shown in Table 3.3.4-2.
The information in this table indicates that the quality of groundwater generally meets
drinking water criteria.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT
MELQF ENLIBUUENS Ap,oysERvann
3RO FLOOR, L & C ANNEX
401 CHURCH STREET
. TN 37243-1832

104320004
INTERNET: MMOBLEYQPOP STATE. LUS

January 10, 1996

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

P O Box 23786

washington, DC 20026-3786

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

Dear Mr. Nulton:

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

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

The independent regulatory ovarsight of the operations will provide assurance that the
public, the workers, and the environment will be adequately protected from any
potential radiation hazard.

Sincerely,

il M

Michael H. Mobley
Director

MHM:sk
240mMNTREN'

A

22.013: The cited information is current as reported in the most recent reference, Oak
Ridge Reservation Waste Management Plan, ES/'WM-30, February 1995 (OR MMES
1995c), but does not reflect proposed waste management strategies. Section 3.3.10 of the
HEU Final EIS has been revised accordingly to include these strategies at ORR.

20.012: Highly enriched uranium is transported exclusively by safe secure trailers.
Blendstock, LEU fuel feed material, and LLW could be shipped by any acceptable com-
mercial conveyance selected by the shipping traffic manager. For the HEU EIS, calcula-
tions were based on truck transport because that is the mode currently used by the Y-12
Plant, B&W, and NFS. Although rail is not excluded, it is not available at all sites.

25.007: The HEU EIS cumulative impact assessments are revised to include data, to the
extent available, from the Waste Management PEIS.

25.008: In response to the recommendations of an advisory committee, DOE is review-
ing options to bring its facilities under regulation by an external organization. Although
the regulating agency would likely be NRC or the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board, no decision has yet been made.

sasuodsay pup
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
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COPY

14.020: This comment concerning DOE’s draft Waste Management PEIS (DOE/EIS-
0200-D, August 1995) is not directly relevant to the issues considered in the HEU EIS.
Decisions concerning where DOE’s LLW will be treated and disposed are being made
pursuant to the former NEPA document, not the latter. The Governor’s concems were

' NNESSEE
SHAROETE RECEIVED -Dox SunguisT addressed in a February 8, 1996, letter from Secretary O’Leary to Governor Sundquist,
' ADEUBMAIAEN L CONTATIN Govuon which noted that ORR is one of 17 “major” candidate sites for potential waste disposal
;‘::“?2 :1“95' WS e facilities by virtue of its current inventory of waste materials, its waste management facil-
December 14, 1995 DEUTY COMMSSONEHS OFKE g ities, and site capabilities. The selection of preferred alternatives for national waste man-
Secretary Hazel O'Leary atit agement configurations will be made in the final Waste Management PEIS, and responses
Unitcdag;am De mer RECEIVED BY »os ‘
partment of Energy

1000 Independence Aveaue, S.W. M -
Room 7A-257 JHI02 1356

Washington, D.C. 20585 mﬂ-ﬂ"mmmyom
Dear Secretary Q'Leary:

Rccendy. ageacics of the State of Teanessee submitted comments in accordance with the
requ\rtmems of lheNauuml Eavironmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the Draft Waste

Progr ic Envir I Impact St (D-PELS) for Managing
Tmunmu Storage, and Disposal of Radivactive and Hazardous Waste, DOE/EIS-0200
D, August 1995. 1bave elected to communicate with you directly to insure that the State
of T '3 policy i ing this imp D-PEIS ase clearly communiuled.

My dministration gly opposes and will continue to oppose any atempt by DOE to
“site” large waste deposition activities in Oak Ridge, Teanessee. It is disappointing to me

that the United States Department of Energy (DOE) continues to seriously consider another
short sighted option in a tiring string of waste deposition assessments for Ozk Ridge. My

administration views all of the alternatives in the cusrent “Waste Management™ D-PEIS that

consider disposal of low level mixed waste and low level waste on the Oak Ridge
Reservation as technically unsound.

It is commonly known, and widely supported inside and outside of Tennessec that Osk
RAdge is ane of several sites in the DOE complex that does not possess the nppropnate

ic or hydrologic ¢ for such large scale waste deposition activiticsas curreatly
pmposed in your D-PE!S The National Governor’s Associatio/DOE Disposal Working
Group specifically recommended that the Oak Ridge complex be conslde:ed only for -
disposal of a very restrictive list of radionuclides due to an emphasis on p! jon of human
health and the environment. ’

Your own agency’s data summary for waste management sites in the current D-PEIS
indicates that the Oak Ridge Reservation currently produces the highest “population dose™
among the 54 DOE sites around the nation. We belicve that a large scale low level mixed
waste and low level waste disposal facility at Oak Ridge would add additional risk to an
already unacceptable situation.

State Capitol, Nashville, Tenncssee 37243-0001
Telephone No. {615) 741-2001

to the Governor’s comments will also be included in the associated Comment Analysis
and Response Document.

14.020
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE8 OF 8

Page Two
Secretary Hazel O'Leary
December 14, 1995

Despite our concerns, the State of T izes and app iates the historic role
Oak Ridge, Tenncssee has played for the nation and the economic contributions DOE has
made to the Oak Ridge community deennmeeovcﬂhepas 50 years. We wilf continue
to promote and will accept our responsibility to the pation as a poteatial site for one or
seveal of the complex suite of activities that DOE must pufcm Hawever Tbelieve thaz
DOE's continued cansideration of the most technicall disposal site in the DOE
complex for large scale waste deposition is nuly s vaste of precious aational and state
tesources, 1urged you to invest your agency's eoergics in alternatives that better meet both
the short and long term interests of waste storage.

Don Suadquist

c: United States Representative Zach Wamp
United States Senator Fred Thompson
United States Senator Bill Frist

Commissioner Don Dills, T Dep of Envi and Conservation
US DOE Headquarters PA Office

Mz. Greg Rudy, Acting Director, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

NEPA File

S$IUWNI0(J JUUIWO0D)
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

NASHVILLE, TN
PAGE1OF1
oSmRDs., Fouse of Representatines e
ieomilasinill Htate of Tennessee R
wl.lll:"?“ L4 w:l"w -

November 21, 1995

The US DOE

Office of Fissile Materisls Disposition
Post Office Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026

Dear Sir:

This leter is written in general support for Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc. of Esin,
Teanessee, .

I am impressed with the history Nuclear FuelServknhn with bothufety and
security. They have been, and continue to be, good ncighb
Servmulhelypeolmaﬂbulnﬂlopendmlmhmwluppon. uu .
hoped the plant will be considered for any future contracts or projects. The
workers at Nuclnr Fue] Services are capable of competing succesafully.

10.003

Sincerely,
\./
Robert D. “Bob” Patton, MP.A, Ed.D

RDP/be

o [T ! o oy [ RS ST

10.003: Comment noted.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, JOHNSON CITY, TN
PAGE 1 OF 2

NO-14-193 162 615 741 TMI A0

B & “TUSTY" CROWR.A
W MERATOMAL 802 TREY MERATE AT COMNTIIM
oy y n?hm-
- L e svoms
sommen CTY, TREWERED wers oraraTOns
meny ConMTIES o8
-Te aoucation
LEMmATIVE PLass TIONS Am0 wensaTON
MagvELL, TEACINE STRO-000) VEtmaNE ASTARS
10-04t-2088 MATIONAL COMMITTERS
Comer, Sieahinging Geustuny N AN Ha
v

nmcmmmMmmwmmh&(le)bmd
fowr candidatss nationwide vying for the to
riginaily intended for the A

C 10.003
Tha opportunity for NFS to recsive this contract is very important to the
peopie within the East Tennesses district that | serve. My district Is very
ummmmduﬂmmmmwnﬁ

wmhmmdmmmmmuwmm«n
owr nation's of down High Endched
mlummmhmmm

Lhave p met with of my this project,
mmw—im”moeuﬂwuhmbmwnd
tw people | serve with their oparations and capabRities.

] your iderstion of NFS for this wery important
mmlmmummmmmmh
the most cost- sfficlent, aafest and MOt SECUre MaANer,

| an also confident that the work that NF$ has done In the past and the track 10003
record it has devaloped, will render i the most capable in tarme of sxperience I
and tscheics! ability to perform this work. cont.

10.003:

Comment noted.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, JOHNSON CITY, TN
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MOI-14-1995 16V R ™ SBNTE RUARZA 615 741 9349 P.E2/W

NFS is one of thase amall businesses that has been s0 Important to the
economy of Tennessas, and has meant s0 much to the defense of our country
and to the development of the kind of technology $o Important in the field of
nuclear snergy. .

Again, | am very confident that, not only will our facility produce this work for
you at the lowsst cost, but at the highest of quality In the safest and most
secure way,

We iats this ity, and look forward to working with you as we

mm:srwﬂomﬂoqwmwwnnnmmwmm.

If | can be of assistancs in any way, please don't hesitats to contact me at £
800-200-CROW or $15-741-2488.

Sincerely,

B vt K

D. E. Crowe, 2

DEC:wac

10.003
cont.
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TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
DISCUSSION GROUP A

¢

November 14, 1995
SESSION: Discussion Group A
OPEN DISCUSSION
Pacilities Capabllities
What upgrades are required amang the candidats sites b order for the commercial facilitics acd

PAGE 1 0F 8 :
22.010: Site-specific upgrade requirements for each of the blending technologies are
S, discussed throughout the HEU EIS; specifically in Sections 2.2.3.2, 2.2.3.3, 2.2.34,
HEU EIS PUBLIC| . . JRAL COMMENTS 2.2.3.5, 4.3.1, 4.3.2, 4.3.3, and 4.3.4. Each of the blending processes and the equipment
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP . . .
Koosville, Tenpessee needed for those processes are discussed in Section 2.2.

11.005: The HEU EIS assumes that no new facilities (buildings) would be needed to
carry out the proposed actions, although modifications or additional equipment might be
installed in existing facilities (such additions would be necessary to make UFg blending

e e e et oo o ey l 22,010 possible, for example). DOE has no plans to construct new facilities. If commercial enti-

A hereis o porcsidal o for e faclies 1 caey out e propesed acions, have they beea ties choose to build new facilities for the HEU disposition program, additional NEPA

sdequately addresaod ia the EIS? . | 11.005 review would probably be necessary, most likely in the context of NRC license amend-

e bleodin o U, e et way 1o dal with s martl wy b s s oy | 01.002 ment proceedings.

m:mwyP&WwNﬁmwﬂmummquMMMxmm | 16.003

1 e it company who by e foc e an w0 il b sponsle e wasi? Coid l 14.003 01.002: ' The ability to convert HEU in the form of metal or oxide to UFg does not cur-

faciisies operations? Thls lsue needs t bo expunded In t fins) EIS, Sommertisl rently exist at any facility. Because UFg blending would only be used for blending com-

o 0 o decin gt s V-2 b 0 . Wosd kb I 11.006 mercial material, it would only l?e de\(elf)ped if one of tht_e commerc;ial blenders decides it
© to ¥-12 or would ¢ bs it 10 commercil faclises? is economically preferable to its existing UNH blending capabilities. DOE does not

Cost s e g0 dcterniolog ac  docklg which procss, goveannst o comaereiel, WAl intend to install new equipment for the purpose of competing with the private sector ina

Other Alicoatives comrqercial market when it already has adequate UNH and metal (at the Y-12 Plant)

How ar €9 DOG ook o otersesiemtosscsof HEUT D1a DOE e e cadoal l 09.012 blending capability.

In terms of the Nevada Test Site, what about putting the marerdals in small yield nuclear I 09.004

explosions to get rid of if?

BREVICEN Necamber 7 1006
IREVISED December 13.1995

16.003: The costs of undertaking HEU blending actions could initially be bome by
DOE, by USEC, or by potential purchasers of the material. Any new equipment installed
at commercial facilities would be at their own expense. It is fully expected that all costs
of blending, including waste management, would ultimately be covered by the purchase
price for commercial material.

14.003: Any utility purchaser of nuclear fuel derived from surplus HEU would be
responsible for disposal of the resulting spent nuclear fuel. Under the Nuclear Waste Fol-
icy Act, DOE manages the Nation’s civilian radioactive waste program in return for fees
assessed on nuclear electricity generation, so the waste would eventually be sent to a
DOE permanent repository (or possibly an interim storage facility). The process waste
from commercial blending facilities would be handled the same as any other waste from
those facilities—in regional LLW repositories governed by interstate compacts under the
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act, as amended.

sasuodsay puv
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TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP

DISCUSSION GROUP A
PAGE2 OF 8

Eavironmental Safety and Heatth

Onc benefit for biending down o fuel instead of wasic would be climinating the need to mine
more uranium ore for fuel. I was not convinced by the EIS that there is a large demand for the
fucl in the Uniled Smtes and that there would be no damage 10 the environment whea bicnding
down o fuck

No data has been presentzd in the EIS that compares the impacts of blending down to fucl versus
mining  Why haven’t the impacts to the mining industry been fully addressed? There needs to be
bener discussions in the EIS on relative environmental impacts. Ussninm mining is an issu thay
should be addressed in the EIS.

Warker and Envirornental Protection

What accident scenarios were used to compile the fact sheet foe Oak Ridge and how were the
oumbers derived?

Docs the accident analyses addressed in the document assume that the same accident occurs at
cach facility, such as earthquakes, transpostation, ea.?

With regards to long-tenm proliferation, isn it prudent 10 compare the lssoc of transportation
fisks 10 the risk of leaving the matcrials in a wrapoos-usable form? Which action poses the most
#isk; ransporting the material ar leaving the matcrial in & weapons-usable form where it is
pwﬂylnufd'l “There arc risky associsted with the blend down and no action alicroatives. The
zisks of proliferation should be compared with the sisks associated with transporting the

© the blending facilitics. This i should be in the BIS.

1 understand that 4% blead down of HEU can be treated with ritric acid (o make Pu. You can
get 4% Pu from blending down the material from commercial reactor foet. Can this 4% Pu from
down bleoding the marrrial from commercial reactor fucd be wsed (0 make a weapon?

dmmuhwwmmmmuhmmmm

‘The public bas 2 right 1o know what will be dane with the malerial in their area, cven if it comes
from abroad or if impacts are low. The public peeds the facts to be able o maks an educated
i

‘The public should be notificd of say poteatial actiens that will be taken and an epidemiclogical
study should be conducted (or cancer, .

This actica (blending to fuel) would be greas for gencrating jobs and foming weapaas into foel,
but I am not sure | want 10 taks the rlsk of blending the Russisn fuel. DOE needs to hold a forem
at the focal level, and pot require U pasticipants (0 have to drive 50 far to attend.

RREVISPD Decamher? 100§

11.007

12.004

21.006

20.009

06.009
06.020

32.007

06.024
32.008

11.006: Decisions about which facilities get blending business from this program are
most likely to be decided on the basis of competitive bidding procedures that may be con-
ducted by USEC or other entities, in addition to DOE. The metal blending capabilities at
the Y-12 Plant would only be used to blend noncommercial material for disposal as
waste, since metal blending would not be conducive to subsequent commercial use.

09.012: Retaining and using surplus HEU in weapons-usable forms would not be con-
sistent with the purpose and need for the proposed action. As explained in Section 2.1 of
the HEU EIS, DOE used a formal screening process and public input to identify a range
of reasonable alternatives for the disposition of HEU. The process was conducted by a
screening committee that consisted of five DOE technical program managers, assisted by
technical advisors from DOE’s national laboratories and other support staff. The commit-
tee compared alternatives against screening criteria, considered input from the public,
and used technical reports and analyses from the national laboratories and industry to
develop a final list of alternatives.

09.004: The United States has discontinued nuclear tests or other nuclear explosions as
part of its nonproliferation policy.

11.007: Section 4.7 of the HEU EIS discusses the positive impacts from avoided ura-
nium mining, milling, and enrichment. The more than 100 commercial reactors in the
United States (and hundreds more overseas) create a steady demand for uranium fuel.
The environmental analysis in Chapter 4 of the HEU EIS indicates that blending HEU
down would result in few significant impacts.

12.004: The Department of Energy continuously assesses the impact of introducing
uranium from its inventory into the U.S. uranium market. DOE is required by the terms
of the USEC Privatization Act to avoid introducing uranium into the market in a manner
that would have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry. The impacts
on the uranium and nuclear fuel cycle industries are detailed in Section 4.8 of the HEU
Final EIS.
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21.006: Several accident scenarios were considered for the HEU EIS including a tor-
Weagons PotentalV/Risk . . . .. . N
e b s A - . _ nado, straight winds, an aircraft crash, nuclear criticality, process-related accidents, and
use Allemati (] 3 iferation wil i H 4 H H 4 H

o » ve wasic). 30 proliferation will not be an issue. | 10.009 an evaluation basis earthquake. As stated in Section 4.3, it was assumed that with the

would take USBC . wou i gati i idi i i
i Yo e Mo e B e an cbligusion o comply | 03.007 exception of the filter fire and the fluidized bed release, all of the accident scenarios con-
L5 ere ety for Py a5 HEU? Do we have an oblgation t dispose of hese mateeas? | 03.008 sidered in the EIS could be initiated by the evaluation basis earthquake. The evaluation
Transpoctation ) basis earthquake is also assumed to initiate the nuclear criticality and the UFg cylinder
ot el 1.1 0 gy i e ot o rclezse.az‘o'bg cogser.v'anr'e, the consequences from the evaluation basis earthquake,

. want o aterial all over the 3 i
fom, why & 4o raspor e sl l over e ey i ca ll b don 1 20.006 earthquake induced criticality, and the UFg (':yllnslef release were added to ).ueld l.hc total
ansportod and proceased? ¢ . u consequences from both the release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals into the
Does the burdn o the acckdents full o the person that buys e fuct? | 06.010 environment and a criticality.
If the sl i tlend dow: . N . .
o Femative wia o Blend down 2 wasts, who is e customer? | 11.008 Because details on some of the site-specific processes were proprietary, one set of repre-
be the masti W . . . X .

6ot be the mas faciorln tbe process? I 29,001 sentative data were used in the HEU EIS for each blending process with nominal
e e o o i e, Yottt fout s prilpum o b throughput rates that assumed a full-scale operation with bounding values for operational
mu;mmxwwmmmm: Sead down e maral, would i be 11.008 requiremen;s, emissions, waste streams, an'd other parameters. Therefore, the same acci-
dociion whic sins g what e &ﬁmm&ﬁ”&f“w cont'. dent scenarios representative of each blending process were used at each site.
decide who will blead the material dowa and who will transport it? How will the decision on
which commercial or govemment facility will do the work be made?
Costs . . .
o DO s e o f ot 04.007 20.009: Continued storage does not reduce the inventory of weapons-usable material,

recoves the cost of what it 10 make the rial? Docs 2 i o H M 1
the. ot e Kiogyam i ok sk he i vernss iy rten mingy e f l which is the purpose of the proposed action. It would be unreasonable to compare storage
How o you evaluaie today's market value of e fucl? | 16.004 (no action alternative) impacts with only part of the potential risk (that is, transportation)
Socloeconomics - Labor encountered for the other alternatives. However, the total impacts for each alternative are
Wtk n Onk R e bin s b, Why wodin' DOB et s 0 e e presented agd compared. Trans‘portauon impacts are specifically addressed in Section 4.4
malesiad i a place whers joba 20 the wodk is oceded? 10.008 and Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS.
ppe

06.009: Neither blending down of HEU nor treatment with any chemical can make Pu.
However, blending HEU to 4-percent LEU and using it as fuel in commercial reactors
results in the creation of some Pu in the spent nuclear fuel. Only reactors can make Pu. It
is possible to reprocess the resulting spent fuel by dissolving it in nitric acid and using
other chemicals to separate Pu, but because spent fuel is extremely radioactive, the pro-
cess is very hazardous and difficult and must be carried out by remote control in heavily
shielded cells. This is the process that was used to make the Pu used for the nuclear weap-
ons in the first place, but it has never been accomplished by any subnational group.
Because of the difficulty of separating Pu from spent fuel, spent fuel is considered highly
proliferation resistant for at least 80 to 100 years after it is removed from reactors.

sasuodsay pup
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Are the canis of Section 3161 included as part of the analysis? What if the work goes elacwhere l 24.005
outside DOE? ’

l‘heGlyofEn-mMdemmmﬂwmmithmlwmmemm ‘The NFS ’ 10003
union could use the jobs.

What is the
m”u time lirnit of siorage and the amount of matzrials that can be stored at the bleading l 26.005

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

06.020: Once HEU is blended down to 4- or 0.9-percent LEU, it could become HEU
again only if it were re-enriched. It would be no less difficult to turn such LEU back into
HEU than it would be for any of the much more plentiful world stocks of LEU of compa-
rable enrichment levels.

32.007: The Departmént of Energy supports the public’s involvement and is fully com-

mitted to giving the public access to information about its activities and opportunities for
involvement in DOE’s decisionmaking process. In this regard, the Office of Fissile Mate-
rials Disposition published a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register (60 FR 54867)
on October 26, 1995 that announced that the HEU EIS was available for comment; pro-
vided the dates of the comment period and the schedule of public meetings; and identified
the methods by which to submit comments. Additional information, including newsletters
and fact sheets, were distributed directly to interested members of the public who are on
the office’s mailing list. The office also maintains an electronic bulletin board that pro-
vides current information, program status and acuvmes, and the ability to interaci with
the office directly.

Health effects studies are discussed for each candidate site in Chapter 3 of the HEU EIS.
Impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on public and worker health from both
normal and potential accidents are addressed in Chapter 4. No actions will be taken until
the decisions are made public. The ROD is scheduled to be published in the Federal Reg-

_ister in the summer of 1996.

06.024: The purpose of the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement is to reduce the threat to U.S.
and world security that is posed by large stockpiles of surplus Russian HEU, as well as to
provide needed hard currency to Russia to assist its redevelopment efforts. The U.S.

effort that is the subject of the HEU EIS is reciprocal to the Russian effort to reduce its

HEU stockpiles.

32.008: The Department of Energy must work within the constraints imposed by avail-
able funding and resources. Because DOE is trying to reduce costs of complying with the
NEPA, and due to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identi-
fied in the HEU EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxvilie, TN and
Augusta, GA) would be appropriate for this program.
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Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program, other methods for
submitting comments were also made available throughout the comment period: toll-free
fax and voice recording, electronic bulletin board, and U.S. mail. These methods can also
be used to request additional information or to be placed on the Office of Fissile Materials
Disposition’s mailing list.

10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and
disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The
analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact
among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed
cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made
them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi-
cates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense
and would save billions of dollars compared to the altenative of blending HEU for dis-
posal as waste. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 through 5) evaluated in
the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message to
other nations.

03.007: It is correct that the foreign policy objective of reducing global stockpiles of
weapons-usable fissile materials would remain without regard to USEC’s role. USEC’s
involvement stems from the provision of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 that makes USEC
the exclusive marketing agent for sales of U.S. Government and Russian enriched ura-
nium. Therse are at present no international treaties concerning disposition of fissile mate-
rials. However, the Joint Statement between the United States and Russia on
Nonproliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and the Means of their Delivery (Janu-
ary, 1994, reproduced as Appendix B of the HEU Final EIS) provides a bilateral frame-
work for U.S.-Russian nonproliferation efforts. In addition, the President's
Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy (September 1993, reproduced as Appendix A
of the HEU EIS) commits the United States to “seek to eliminate where possible, the
accumulation of stockpiles of HEU or Pu to ensure that where these materials already
exist they are subject to the highest standards of safety, security, and international
accountability.” The U.S. Government is pursuing fissile materials disposition on a uni-
lateral basis, to set an example for other nations, and to reciprocate similar actions
already being taken in Russia.

sasuodsay pup

SIUIWNIO(T JUIWWO?)



872-¢

TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
DISCUSSION GROUP A
PAGEGOF 8

03.008: There is no treaty related to Pu or HEU. However, the joint statement between
the United States and Russia on Nonproliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and
the Means of their Delivery (January 1994, reproduced as Appendix B of the HEU Final
EIS) provides a bilateral framework for U.S.-Russian nonproliferation efforts. In addi-
tion, the President’s Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy (September 27, 1993,
fact sheet included as Appendix A of the HEU Final EIS) commits the United States to
“seek to eliminate where possible, the accumulation of stockpiles of HEU or Pu to ensure
that where these materials already exist they are subject to the highest standards of safety,
security, and international accountability.”

20.006: Assessment of impacts resulting from the proposed action were conducted at
sites where facilities for UNH and metal blending processes currently exist and would not
require new construction even for a new UFg capability at commercial sites. This pro-
vides the decisionmaker a reasonable range of site options to consider. However, because
environmental and transportation related risks are low for all alternatives, it is anticipated
that decisions on blending locations will be a function of material forms, availability of
facilities when needed, and business decisions.

Transportation risk assessments showed that risks would be only slightly lower for blend-
ing to LLW at ORR. For blending to fuel feed material as UNH crystals, ORR is not the
lowest risk alternative. Two significant factors contributed to these conclusions: (1) onsite
material handling represents the greater part of the total risk, and such handling would

~ still be necessary even to blend at ORR, and (2) the highest transportation risk for these

scenarios is not in transporting HEU, but in t.ranspomng the sngmﬁcamly larger volume
of fuel feed material and LLW after blending.

06.010: It is not clear what accidents the question refers to. In general, the burden of
nuclear accidents falls on whatever party has legal possession of nuclear material at any
given time. The Price-Anderson Act establishes a framework of liability coverage for
nuclear accidents. For the private nuclear industry, that framework includes private insur-
ance and retroactive liability that is shared across the entire nuclear industry. The Govern-
ment is self-insured.

11.008: If the decision were made to blend all surplus HEU to waste, there would be no
customer in the commercial sense. The material would be blended by or on behalf of
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DOE for disposal as waste. Any or all of the facilities could be involved in such blending.
It is not possible to specify today where blending would take place for either waste or
commercial material, since those decisions will depend in part on the forms of the busi-
ness transactions governing particular disposition actions. Decisions about blending sites
and transportation could be made by DOE, by USEC, or by other entities involved in
those transactions. It is very likely that competitive bidding procedures will be instru-
mental in such decisions.

29.001: Cost will play a key role in the decisionmaking process. The Preferred Alterna-
tive identified in the HEU Final EIS is to maximize commercial use of the material,
because it would recover the material’s economic value and satisfy the nonproliferation
objective in the most timely manner.

Preliminary cost estimates suggest that 170 t of surplus HEU may have a net commercial
value of approximately $2 billion. More importantly, avoiding disposal costs for the same
amount of material would save the Government between $5 and $15 billion.

04.007: The Department of Energy has no expectation of recovering the invested costs
of producing HEU, which have been very high. (The marginal cost of enrichment goes up
as enrichment levels increase.) DOE has no reliable basis for estimating the actual cost of
producing HEU. The current question is whether recovery of those invested costs can be
at least partially offset by commercial use of the material or completely written off by
making it all into waste.

16.004: The value of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU has been evaluated as part of
cost estimates for the altemnatives in the HEU EIS that have been released separately from
the HEU Final EIS. The value of commercial material is expected to be equivalent to
market value for any other commercial LEU. Off-spec material is expected to be dis-
counted to reflect its lower value.

10.008: The Y—-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as
having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with
NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and
alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide
this information to the decisionmakers.
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24.005: Cost analysis is not part of the HEU EIS, although cost estimates for the alter-
natives have been developed to be included in the ROD(s) and are available as a separate
document. It is anticipated that the work needed to blend down surplus HEU will be done
using both DOE and commercial sites. To the extent that work is done within DOE, the
requirements of Section 3161 of the Defense Authorization Act of 1994, as applicable,
will be comiplied with.

10.003: Comment noted.

26.005: Storage limitations of uranium materials differ at each candidate blending site.
Interim storage of enriched uranium at the Y—12 Plant is limited to 500 t of HEU and 6 t
of LEU for a period of up to 10 years (60 FR 54068, October 19, 1995). There are no lim-
itations on the storage of uranium at SRS. The quantity of uranium that could be stored at
commercial sites are limited by their NRC licenses. B&W and NFS are licensed to pos-
sess up to 60,000 kilograms (kg) (132,000 pounds [1b]) and 7,000 t (15,400 Ib), respec-
tively, of U-235 in any required chemical or physical form (except UFg) and at any
enrichment (see Sections 2.2.3.4 and 2.2.3.5 of the HEU EIS).
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HE}Y) E1S PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS

21.003: The UFg release that occurred on August 7, 1979 was reported in the Environ-
mental Assessment for Renewal of Special Nuclear Material License SNM-124, Nuclear

m'r:moou WORKSHOP Fuel Services,. Inc., Erwin Plant, Erwin, Tennessee, Docket No. 70-143, dated August
v 16 1998 1991. As described on page 4-38 of the environmental assessment the quantities released

SESSION: Discussion Group B
Lmpeck

Although the overview presenter indicated that there wese 00 environmental problems associsied
with any of the candidase sitcs, thero was & releaso of UF, at NFS in 1979 which was never

to the atmosphere increased rapidly to a maximum within 10 to 15 minutes and then
slowly decreased as material circulated out of the process ventilation and out of the stack.
Maost activity (60 to 80 percent) was released in 1 hour, although it took about 3 hours for
all the activity to escape. The incident was investigated by NRC. The quantities released

m&"ﬁ;ﬁﬁ;mmm;;mﬁﬁgﬁ“;ﬁ““ l 21.003 were within .regulatory levels. After this. event, the scxtubbing system was r'edesigned and
impacts asaociaiod with this facilicy. modified to improve the system. Detection systems with alarms were also installed at the
DOEm:dP:& mng{:'zo::s:cdd :‘k;:s :&wnaww. :nquircn sa;‘d I‘ilr‘:mm the w:m | 22.005 work station.
4.5 for snual and total campalgn Lmpacts, respectively.) page 234 . . . .

The HEU EIS analyzed radiological releases from UFg blending process during normal
CoRomlsia compur s vt e | 21.004 operations of NFS as well as under a severe accident condition during which the highest

need different impacts at different i o [ eavironmental just 24002 . . P . .
:pfam:ﬁmz:’:mmmsmw:ydix;’;:: ns;:f;:‘nm o Jstce : 21.005 atmospheric release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals would occur. The accident
What are the differences in cavl impscts associed whh keeping weapors-grade ! scenarios evaluated in the HEU EIS included the release of UFg from a cylinder leak sim-
marials n srags compred o ek of spocadion 10 o bedin sl How b 0 | 20.008 ilar to what occurred at NFS in 1979. Section 4.3.2 of the HEU Final EIS presents
Wheo decltes what wil be doae with the HEUT | 01.001 impacts of blending HEU to 4-percent UFg to the public and the environment.
Altesmatives
DOE thould clasify and compare the proliferation riske with each altemarive, espect | 03.001 . . . i
indicaing that increasing ial use of HEU also increases the proliferation poscntial 22,005: Potential releases to air from the proposed action were estimated and presented
How does the crieria of seting & g00d example t0 Other Ratons FElAR o the various aliematives | 03.002 in Section 4.3 of the HEU EIS. However, it was determined that there would be no haz-
e ! ardous waste released to the surface or groundwater during blending operations. All haz-
ot o » 16.009 & & P
Whatar the cost vibesh | 16 ardous waste would be treated until it becomes nonhazardous and, after treatment, would
Sibar eiferasion rscialle sssnclamA s s e 03.003 then be released to an NPDES-permitted outfall.
p

21.004: The HEU EIS analyzed both accidental and chronic releases of HEU from the

proposed alternatives. Chronic releases are very small releases of material to the environ-

ment over a long period of time. Accidental releases are releases of material to the envi-

ronment over a very short period of time to an instantaneous release. The impacts of
chronic and accidental releases from normal operations and accidents, respectively, were
evaluated for each alternative blending process and presented in Section 4.3 of the HEU
Final EIS. '

24.002: Differences in current conditions at each site lead to different potential impacts
at each site. For example, the area surrounding SRS has a higher minority population than
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DOE needs o clarify the results of Alicnative 2 (blead all HEU 1o wast) compared to

mpmhfa:nnn coacems and highlight the fact that this numhve takes much keager, is much
than 3.4.&5(the aad docs aot

mbthemmdﬂmymmmnpmnunnmmm

Comparison of the aliematlves should highlight that we will get rid of mare HEU faster if we go
with ane of the commercial alenatives.

Other

memm,mmmummwmmmmmmmw
lhanblmdmxdovm.

When discuss ifecaion resistant sdvantages of bieoding down HEU, DOE should clarify
mmmumﬁummmmrmmwawmmmmsfm
iradiated spent aucear fuel.

Has DOE considered the site capabilities of K-25 a1 Oak Ridge, Portsmouth in Ohio, and Paducah
in Kentucky?

Are the residents other than site inthe
Lynchburg, VA being informed of :hkpmjea’l

ies around Erwin, TN and

s there really a market forLEU'l

mﬁmdmphuimwlnmnpmlﬂmmmwmmwmpﬁmw!mmnd
dﬁven.nmﬁnlnocundmmcmwvuy

Itis economic insenity 1o destroy this resource.

What do the different forms of HEU look like and where is it cunrently being stared?

' 03.004

11.003

11.004

03.005

09.002

32.006
04.002
03.006
04.003
33.001

the area around any of the other sites. Therefore, SRS may have a disproportionate envi-
ronmental justice impact.

21.005: NFS has higher dose rates than other candidate sites because it is the smallest
site in land area, and thus the receptors are closer, The potential impacts of any release of
HEU are a function of the amount of material released (source term), the dispersion of the
material into the atmosphere (related to the site meteorology), and the distance to the
nearest receptor (the worker or member of the public). Since the source terms are identi-
cal, only the distance to the nearest receptor and meteorology will make significant differ-
ences in the dose rate. The closer the receptor to the source term, the larger the calculated
dose rate will be (in much the same way that the closer someone is to a fire [the source
term}, the more heat [the dose rate] they would feel).

20.005: The purpose of the proposed action is to reduce HEU to non-weapons-grade
for commercial use. Long-term storage would not achieve this. The HEU EIS weighs the
total impacts for the alternatives, but does not compare storage with only part of the
potential risk that might be encountered (that is, transportation). As explained in Section
4.4 of the HEU Final EIS, HEU would be transported by safe secure trailers, a convey-
ance that provides optimum safety and security. For example, there has never been a safe
secure trailer accident involving a release of radioactive material causing injury or death.
Transportation cost was not evaluated in the HEU EIS; however it is relatively inexpen-
sive when compared to the long-term storage. :

01.001: The Department of Energy will make programmatic decisions whether surplus
HEU should be blended for commercial use or for waste. Subsequently, DOE will make
decisions about specific lots of HEU for disposition. Decisions about blending locations
for commercial material may be made by DOE or USEC or other entities involved in dis-
position actions. Decisions about blending for waste materials are likely to be made by

'DOE.

03.001: The Department of Energy does not agree that commercial use of LEU derived
from HEU increases proliferation potential. Among the alternatives considered, Alterna-
tive 1, the No Action Alternative, has the highest proliferation potential because it leaves
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the HEU in weapons-usable form. DOE considers Alternatives 2 through 5, which repre-
sent blending different portions of the surplus HEU to waste or fuel, as roughly equiva-
lent in terms of proliferation potential, and much more proliferation resistant than the
HEU in its present form. That is, LEU at both 4- and 0.9-percent enrichment, and spent
fuel are all considered to have low proliferation potential, because both enrichment of
uranium and reprocessing to separate Pu are difficult and costly.

03.002: The program objective of setting a good example for other nations relates to
converting weapons-usable fissile materials to forms that are no longer weapons-usable;
(that is, to demonstrate to other nations that our nuclear disarmament actions are perma-
nent and irreversible). It is in the national security interest of the United States that other
nations take similar actions to reduce stockpiles of weapons materials, so the United
States is obligated to take such actions itself. All four of the action alternatives in the
HEU Final EIS (Alternatives 2 through 5) satisfy this objective by seeking to blend all of
the surplus HEU to LEU. Only the No Action Alternative, which would leave the HEU in
its present weapons-usable forms, would fail to satisfy this nonproliferation objective.

16.009: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel-
oped for inclusion into the ROD(s) and are available in a separate document with the
HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that commer-
cial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared
to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste.

03.003: Although spent fuel contains Pu, which if separated is a weapons-usable fissile
material, spent fuel is extremely radioactive and hazardous to handle; thus, it is difficult
and costly to separate Pu from spent fuel. In accordance with recommendations of the
National Academy of Sciences, it is the policy of the United States to make weapons-
usable fissile materials at least as proliferation resistant as commercial spent fuel.

03.004: The Department of Energy agrees that blending all surplus HEU to waste
would be much more costly and take longer than options that make commercial use of the
material. It also would have greater adverse environmental impacts. However, it must be
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included in the HEU EIS to assure that a “range” of alternatives has been analyzed. DOE
also agrees that blending to waste offers no nonproliferation advantage over blending for
commercial use.

11.003: Section 2.1.2 of the HEU EIS indicates that, under some circumstances, maxi-
mizing commercial use reduces the time needed to complete disposition actions.

11.004: The HEU EIS indicates in the text box in Section 1.1.1 that blending down is
much easier than enrichment. DOE agrees with the commentor that reprocessing is also
very difficult relative to blending HEU down to LEU.

03.005: The Department of Energy considers the re-enrichment of uranium from mate-
rial blended down to 1 percent and reprocessing of spent fuel to recover Pu to be compa-
rably difficult barriers to proliferation.

09.002: The gaseous diffusion enrichment plants at Paducah and Portsmouth have the
capability to deal with HEU only in the form of UFg. The K-25 Site at ORR is perma-
nently closed. Since the surplus HEU is in the form of metal or oxide, not UFg, those
facilities cannot be used for the blending activities.

32.006: The Department of Energy supports the public’s involvement and is fully com-
mitted to giving the public access to information about its activities and opportunities for
involvement in the DOE’s decisionmaking process. In this regard, the Office of Fissile
Materials published a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register (60 FR 54867) on
October 26, 1995, that announced that the HEU Draft EIS was available for comment;
provided the dates of the comment period and the schedule of public meetings; and iden-
tified the methods by which to submit comments. Additional information, including
newsletters and fact sheets, were distributed directly to interestéd members of the public
who are on the office’s mailing list. Regional print and media advertisements were also
used to draw attention to the public meetings and other methods available to submit com-
ments. The office also maintains an electronic bulletin board that provides current infor-
mation, program status and activities, and the ability to interact with the office directly.
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04.002: The Department of Energy does not expect to have any difficulty marketing the
commercial material at market rates. Off-spec material will probably need to be marketed
at discounted rates to compensate for the added processing and operational requirements
for its use. The uranium market is now a global one, involving numerous competitors.
DOE expects that LEU derived from surplus HEU will be introduced into the market at
rates that do not have an adverse material impact on the market.

03.006: The Department of Energy agrees that the nonproliferation objectives are pre-
eminent; however, the recovery of some of the costs involved in creating this HEU are
also very important, particularly in the current budgetary climate. Fortunately, the two
objectives are complementary in the HEU disposition program.

04.003: The Department of Energy’s preference is to utilize as much as possible of this
resource as LEU reactor fuel derived from surplus HEU.

33.001: Forms of surplus HEU are mainly metal, compounds, solutions, oxides, irradi-
ated fuel, reactor fuel, UFg, scrap, and material in weapons that have been retired but
have not been transferred to Pantex for disassembly. Surplus HEU is currently located at
10 DOE sites around the country and is shown in Figure 1.3-1 of the HEU Final EIS.
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SESSION: Discussion Group C

03.009: Among the alternatives considered, Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative,
has the highest proliferation potential because it leaves the HEU in weapons-usable form.
DOE considers alternatives 2 through 5, which represent blending different portions of
the surplus HEU to waste or fuel, as roughly equivalent in terms of proliferation poten-
tial, and much more proliferation-resistant than the HEU in its present form. That is, LEU
at both 4- and 0.9-percent enrichment and spent fuel are all considered to have low prolif-
eration potential, because both enrichment of uranium and reprocessing to separate Pu

ISSUES
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%ﬁ?&mm’tmmwm“ irnpact on the industry. l 13.003 surplus HEU would be about 20 to 25 years, assuming all four blending sites were used.
: DOE expects that the commercial material in current surplus HEU will take between 15

OPER PISCUSSION and 20 years to blend, and material that must be blended to waste could take 10 to 15

What Are the Preferred Sttes? years. DOE expects the demand for uranium fuel to remain essentially steady for the

Docs this EIS include full production input at all the sies? I 11.010 foreseeable future. '

Docs this document identify a preferred site? Is it set up as a generic document or a site-specific
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06.011: The environmental impacts from disposal of radioactive wastes are being ana-
lyzed in other NEPA documents together with the much larger quantities of radioactive
waste that must be managed by DOE. As explained in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final
EIS, the disposal of LLW generated as a result of this program will be addressed as part
of DOE’s Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Man-
aging Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste and any
site-specific or project-specific EIS’s concerning LLW repositories.

17.012: Material will generally not be blended down until it can move promptly into
the pipeline for either commercial use or disposal as waste, so there is no need for
extended storage of blended down product. As stated in Section 4.8.1 of the HEU Final
EIS, the U.S. surplus HEU would represent about 2 percent of the world market for ura-
nium.
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How xnd where bas the blend down izchnology beea iested? And is it the best iechnology?

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

DO ot ot st o s s s o bow oy v 01.004 100 nuclear electric power plants operating in the United States and hundreds of others
down? Arg we geting double wlk? DOB has st tha all of the sites bave bleaded down the overseas. There is no expected increase in the number of these power plants in the United
material to 1% o 4%. What are you 3aying, that BAW has not? States
Can theae peoplefsites blend the matrrial down 10 4% on-spec in the time frare givean in the E1S? | 05006 ’
What are the criteria for selecting SRS, ORR, B&W or NFS? | 07.008
o gy pocition of the mmeiels? Whtis clasified, o mount o helosaons | 02.001 13.003: There is consideration of deregulation of the electrical supply industry, but that
Woat dives DOE' slocton of s specific s Leastcost o loast sk | 08.003 has not happened yet and no one can be sure what form it will take or what its impact will
Iraceportaton ks be. At this time, there is no deregulation data to analyze. The demand for uranium in the
o mach Bt I | 20,002 United States is continuousl){ analyzeq by numerous firms specializjng in the ura_nigm
s e ESS ook he i af o e A | 19.001 market. These analyses predict essentially steady demand for uranium at 165 million
acclden een transponing w: B . . T
e o g s ven pounds U404 per year worldwide. The United States uses about 45 million Ibs U30g per
a diffecence in transponing the i 1n safe secure trailers (SSTs) as opposed 10 Joe 1 '
: 0 ear and produces only abou 1 .
szmmmﬂmg‘#umdeMwmw 20,003 ¥ p Y t 6 million lbs
Are trucks the nomal o beit way W0 move the material?
e s e e ool W l 20,010 11.010: The HEU EIS analyzes generic processes for the various blending technologies
Dot 1% and 4% maserial g : at all of the sites. Generic process rates are also applied based on rates that all of the facil-
Proliferation Differences ities could achieve. It is possible that some of the facilities could process material at
When e HEU is bleaded down it would be run throgh commervial reactors 20 you end up 03.010 higher rates, although it is unlikely DOE could make material available for blending at
8 8 y
with more weapons-wsable fissile maials. Would there be mare weapons-usabic materials afies H
proceasing in commercial reactars? 1f so, how much? hlgher rates.
‘The petiod of 8 years versus 46 years throughput - § would like 1o suggest that if the 46 years | 05.005

were changed 10 8 years we would have more juba in the short term.

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

07.002: The HEU EIS is programmatic in the sense that it will support programmatic
decisions (for example, as proposed, to make commercial use of surplus HEU). The Pre-

ferred Alternative in the HEU Final EIS does not include any site preferences. The docu-

ment concludes that the necessary blending activities could take place at any of the
analyzed sites without significant adverse impacts. Thus, environmental considerations
are not considered likely to drive site decisions, which may be made by parties other than
DOE. If subsequent decisions concerning disposition of specific lots of HEU fall within
the parameters analyzed in the EIS in terms of sites, quantities, and processes, it is
expected that no additional NEPA documentation will be required.

01.004: Uranyl nydrate hexahydrate blending technology is in existence at all four
facilities, and metal blending technology exists at DOE’s Y-12 Plant. While all of the
facilities have engaged in some blending as part of their past operations, blending to pre-
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If you blend down the matesial to waske ~ the uranium will never go away. We don’t make &

cisely 0.9 or 4 percent has probably not been done because HEU has never before been
blended down either for commercial use or waste. The point is, the technology for blend-

may also include decisions to proceed with disposition of one or more initial discrete
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e IABA membership - bow many Goustriesbelong? o material for blending at up to 40 t per year in the case of using all four sites simulta-
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s ) oy tper s | vl B it mm’x.amlmmpm 06.019 DOE could not praovide material that quickly. DOE expects that a realistic estimate of the
um’ “h;mhummmu e o S0 time needed to blend material for commercial use will be 15 to 20 years.

- contained material?
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Why and whit conibued i ; | 07.004 ) . . )
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Each company will s0me “There are Always some problems assoclated with . . . .
et otk e s wih NS ey e b ey oo o frtombg i, l 10.003 performed at all sites, as explained in the EIS. DOE does not expect o select the exact
be great.” o timing or use of the commercial and DOE sites in its ROD. It will make programmatic
Why wouild you cansidet bleading the material to waste, it does ook make ense. ' 10014 decisions whether surplus HEU should be blended for commercial use or for waste, and

- difoc ~ why 00t blend and sell ~ why not makz pro6ts?
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batches of HEU. Decisions about where blending will occur will be based on business
considerations, facilities being available when needed, transportation considerations, and
competitive bidding processes. The commentor is correct that the forms and locations of
some batches of HEU may militate strongly in favor of particular sites for blending.

02.001: Highly enriched uranium is primarily metal, uranium oxide, and UFg. Most of
the amounts and forms of surplus HEU at specific locations have been declassified and
were made available in the Secretary of Energy’s Openness Initiative announcement on
February 6, 1996. The newly-released information is indicated in Figure 1.3-1 of the
HEU Final EIS.

08.003: The HEU Final EIS indicates that risks would be comparable and quite low at
all sites. Thus, the selection of sites for blending, which may be done by USEC or other
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U you blend it 10 fuel, yoo don't have more time 10 find & repositocy. Bleading (o fuel ignowes the

issue that there is to reposiiony for spent fuel.

Speat Fud

Whea docs DOE begin o grapple with the issue of speat fucl? If we blend down the HEU wo
cantinue to add to the insenity of gencrting speat fucl. We should blend down the maserial to
!%wzuiouducychbywquhw-b\dwm Beanomk aad eavironments)
impacts aro skewed bocauso the issue of spent foel is not deatt within this document.

Is there any oconomic incentive o diend @ 1% aver the 4% LEU?

! Oral ived in public ings conceming similar issues were
combined (grouped) for p ion in this d

| 14.006

| 14.011
| 10.008
| 04.006

entities as well as DOE, would probably be dictated primarily by business considerations
and the results of competitive bidding processes.

20.002: The quantity of material per truckload (shipment) varies, depending on the
alternative and type of material. For example, under the altemative to produce UNH for
commercial use, a truckload would contain 48 packages of surplus HEU, 35 kg per pack-
age (77 Ibs), or 1,680 kg (3,696 Ibs) of surplus HEU per truckload. Table G.1-3 of the
HEU Final EIS presents the quantity of each material transported in the assessment.

19.001: Yes. The maximum annual transportation impacts would be 0.038 fatalities for
transportation of LLW and 0.061 fatalities for LEU destined for commercial fuel fabrica-
tion. A cumulative summary of transportation environmental impacts is presented in
Table 4.4.3.3-1. The accident risk for each material is presented in Appendix G.

20.003: Safe secure trailer trucks are reserved for the exclusive transport of highly sen-
sitive special nuclear materials, primarily for security reasons. LLW does not require
intensive security oversight and therefore would be transported by certified commercial
truck. Regardless of the vehicle, either safe secure trailer or commercial truck, the carrier
of radioactive materials must comply with the same stringent Department of Transporta-
tion packaging and transport requirements, as explained in Section 4.4 of the HEU Final
EIS. For normal traffic fatalities, no difference is assumed in the probability of risk per
kilometer for either safe secure trailer or commercial shipments. However, for the proba-
bility of release of radioactivity in the case of accidenis, it is lower for safe secure trailer
shipments (due to special design of the safe secure trailer) than for commercial ship-
ments.

20.010: Depending on the severity of the accident for the LLW material (with 0.9-per-
cent enrichment), some of the Type A radioactive material packages could disengage
from the truck and be breached, and some material could possibly be released. Any loose
material could be recovered by conventional tools, repackaged, and transported away
with minimal loss of life or property, and minimal permanent site contamination.
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For the 4-percent LEU in UNH form, the material would be transported in Type A pack-
aging, and the accident scenario would be similar to 0.9-percent LLW material. For the
4-percent LEU in UFg form, the material would be transported in Type B packaging
designed to prevent the release of contents under all credible transportation accident con-
ditions. It is expected there would be no breach of the package and no loss of contents,
even in severe accidents.

Both 0.9-percent LLW and 4-percent LEU are very low in radioactive properties. The
health effects from transporting materials evaluated in the HEU EIS have been calculated
and are presented in Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS.

03.010: Spent fuel is not a weapons-usable fissile material because its high radiation
field makes reprocessing it to separate the Pu very difficult. Thus, there would be no fis-
sile material that could be directly usable in weapons after use of LEU fuel derived from
surplus HEU in commercial reactors.

05.005: The 8-year period in the HEU Draft EIS was based on the assumption that four
blending sites would be used, and 46 years was based on the assumption that only one
site would be used. In actuality, DOE will not be able to make material available for
blending quickly enough to meet the 8-year schedule, and the HEU Final EIS is revised
accordingly. DOE expects that a realistic estimate of the time needed to blend currently
declared surplus HEU material for commercial use will be 15 to 20 years, and material
that must be blended to waste is expected to take an additional 10 to 15 years.

13.004: There is no certainty that anyone will purchase the blended HEU, but 45 mil- '

lion pounds of uranium are purchased in the United States each year and 165 million
pounds purchased world wide. It would appear that there is an adequate market for the
blended Government uranium.

06.015: Because all of the action alternatives in the HEU Final EIS (Alternatives 2
through 5) fully satisfy the nonproliferation objective of the surplus HEU disposition pro-
gram by making the material non-weapons-usable, extensive discussion of the differ-
ences among the alternatives for nonproliferation purposes is not called for. The
economic and nonproliferation objectives of the program are consistent in that they both
support commercial use.
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03.017: The Department of Energy does not agree that commercial use of LEU fuel
derived from surplus HEU increases the proliferation potential. DOE considers Alterna-
tives 2 through 5, which represent blending different portions of the surplus HEU to
waste or fuel, as roughly equivalent in terms of proliferation potential, and much more
proliferation-resistant than the HEU in its present form. That is, LEU at both 4- and
0.9-percent enrichment and spent fuel are all considered to have low proliferation poten-
tial, because both enrichment of uranium and reprocessing of spent fuel to separate Pu are
difficult and costly. Although fuel derived from U.S. surplus HEU and sold abroad could
conceivably be reprocessed in some countries to separate Pu for commercial (non-mili-
tary) use in mixed oxide fuel, that LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply
replace other fuel, so no incremental Pu will be created as a result of this program.

06.017: The Department of Energy agrees that setting an example for other nations is
an important objective of the surplus HEU disposition program. Consequently, it is con-
sidered important to begin work on making our surplus HEU non-weapons-usable in a
prompt manner.

03.011: The International Atomic Energy Agency probably would not track HEU
beyond the point that it is blended down to LEU, at which time it is no longer a prolifera-
tion concern, and which will occur in the United States. Currently, 123 nations are mem-
bers of the IAEA.

06.019: The inventory of surplus HEU has an average enrichment level of 50 percent,
which means that, on average, 50 percent of it by weight is U-235. Almost all of the
remainder is U-238, with small quantities of U-234 and U-236 in some of the material.
Various portions of the inventory contain numerous other materials. Details concerning
the forms, quantities, and locations of surplus HEU are shown in Figure 1.3~1. Some of
the material is located at Rocky Flats.

07.004: As explained in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final EIS, DOE prefers the Maxi-
mum Commercial Use Alternative because it would best serve the purpose and need for
the proposed action, which is to make the surplus HEU non-weapons-usable and, where

sasuodsay puv

SJuWNo0(J JU2WUo)



it

TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
DISCUSSION GROUP C
PAGE7 OF 8

feasible, recover its economic value. It is self-evident that the economic recovery objec-
tive is best served by an alternative that seeks to maximize commercial use of the mate-
rial, since the alternative of blending the material to waste recovers no value. DOE
believes that the nonproliferation objective is also best served by the maximum commer-
cial use alternative, primarily because it would permit the surplus HEU to be blended
down more quickly than blending it to waste.

05.013: Asdescribed in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final EIS Preferred Alternative, DOE
intends to sell as much as possible of the LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU or surplus
HEU using a combination of four sites and two possible blending technologies. The goal
is to achieve DOE’s objectives in a way that would satisfy programmatic, economic, and
environmental needs, beginning after the ROD and proceeding, as necessary, until all sur-
plus material is blended down.

10.003: Comment noted.

10.014: Alternative 2, which considers blending the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to
LEU for disposal as waste, was included in the analyses because it provides a compre-
hensive evaluation of a full range of alternatives in the HEU EIS as required by NEPA.
Blending the material to waste would not recover any of the economic value of HEU for
the Government or provide peaceful, beneficial use of the material; however, it would
meet nonproliferation objectives. DOE’s Preferred Alternative is to maximize commer-
cial use of the material.

14.006: The HEU EIS does not need to explicitly analyze the disposal of spent fuel,
since this program would create no incremental spent fuel to dispose of. As explained in

- Section 1.4.2 of the HEU EIS, spent fuel management and disposal is covered by the

Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended. That program has its own NEPA process which
must be fulfilled.

14.011: Spent fuel need not be dealt with in the HEU EIS because the HEU dispo.sition
program would generate no incremental spent fuel that would not be generated in the
absence of the program.
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10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and
disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The
analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact
among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed
cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made
them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi-
cates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense
and would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for dis-
posal as waste. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 through 5) evaluated in
the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message to
other nations. '

04.006: The Department of Energy’s preliminary analysis has found no economic
advantage of blending to 1 percent or less for waste disposal, since approximately five
times as much blending would be required, and waste disposal costs are expected to be
high. An analysis available separately from the EIS compares the costs of the alternatives
and supports DOE's preliminary conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel derived
from surplus HEU makes the most economic sense and would save considerable money.
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SESSION: Plenary '

What was the motivation for the 50 mewic tons of HEU to be transferred t0 USEC, and why
waswn it evaluaed in the EIS?

The gansfer of S0 metric tons seems 10 mix an economic and technical issue, The transfer of the
50 metric tons should be scparate Gom this process. 1s there an economic analysis in the EIS?
How was the figure of 50 metric tons tansfesred to USBC derived? Why was the figure not 100
or 30 metric oas? The cconomics of this action should be fully considered in this process.

Whydoun'tDOENenndownlﬂnﬁtc}lﬂuwilhmetp\eledurmiwnmmm),
for example?

Mwmunhuphawwmkmuﬁmmfmbwingdmmm
and bieading down o fuel How can the blending down process be expedited?

Aren't there othes commercial facilities secking ticensing, othes than the two Listed in the EIS?

Why ase Paducah (Keatky) and Portsrnouth (Chio) not included as candidate gites if they have
the capabilitics 0 deal with the HEU?

The wasi types and forms should be elsbonated oa in the document. Also, where will the wase:
types and forrus be stored? Will mixed waste be gencrated during any of the proposed actions?

Inrefecence to the attematives slide during the plenary presentanon, fuel should be ceferred to as
speat fucl. Why is it important for DOE w0 say that it will not do anything until a site has been
sclected for the wasic aliemnative, bus will ot do the same with regards to the foed altematives?

Why doesnt this docurment consider the speat fucl that will be generated as a result of the
cammercialization aliematives that convest (e HEU to fuel? Where will ithe resuling fucl snd the
waste be stored? .

DOE should establish the same critesia for fucl altematives as for wasie altemative.

Lsa't there storage space at the Nevada Test Site for the matecial? What about storage at a tomb
at OQak Ridge?

PRVICRN Nersmhar? 1004

'REVISED December 13,1995

01.003
04.005

09.005

05.001
11.009
09.002

22.003

14.004

26.002

01.003: Fifty t of HEU is proposed to be transferred to USEC to increase the corpora-
tion's assets and value. That would increase the proceeds to the Federal Treasury when
the corporation is sold. That proposed transfer is evaluated as part of each of the commer-
cial use alternatives in the HEU EIS (Alternatives 3 through 5).

04.005: The transfer of 50 t of surplus HEU to USEC might have been considered sep-
arately for purposes of NEPA, but DOE concluded that such separation might constitute
unallowable segmentation of connected actions. The only difference between the 50 ¢ of
surplus HEU proposed to be transferred to USEC and the remainder of the surplus HEU
is that the 50 t is the only concrete disposition proposal at this time. There is no difference
in terms of potential environmental impacts, so it made the most sense to consider it in
this EIS together with the rest of the surplus.

The HEU Final EIS does not contain a formal economic analysis, and one is not required
by NEPA. However, cost estimates for the HEU EIS alternatives have been developed
and are available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis sup-
ports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from sur-
plus HEU makes the most economic sense and would save considerable money.
Economic considerations will clearly play an important part in ROD(s) stemming from
this EIS. The 50 t figure was derived from DOE estimates of the quantity of material that
could be made available for blending over a 5-year to 6-year period.

09.005: Depleted uranium at Paducah and other DOE sites could be used as blendstock
for HEU. However, depleted uranium would generally not be used as blendstock for com-
mercial material because it would not yield appropriate isotopic content in the product
material. Since DOE has copious inventories of natural and low-enriched uranium that
would make better blendstock, it is not likely that the HEU disposition program would
make much use of the depleted UFg at Paducah or Portsmouth.

05.001: It takes about four times as long to blend a ton of HEU to 1 percent as to blend
it to 4 percent, because the processing rates are limited by the quantity of material output.
The process can be expedited by maximizing commercial use and using more than one
blending site.
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How do you know that ihe process of bieading down the HEU would not cost mare thaa to stant

11.009: At this time, DOE is aware of no commercial facilities seeking licenses to pro-
cess HEU other than the two analyzed in the HEU EIS.

roaking fucl from i ve

e Y e e Tov Tl e tended | 16.005 fFusion enri

copics of the com snudies? The cost anatysls should bo laciaded in the final EIS. 09.002: The gaseous diffusion enrichment plants at Paducah and Portsmouth have the

Ho tch s oo, codum e, ey, . wil b i 10 o v izl capability to deal with HEU only in the form of UF,. The K-25 Site on ORR is perma-

a5 & el of i actioa? f Y moch maro waker coatminailon caa we expoc I 22,004 nently closed. Since the surplus HEU is in the form of metal or oxide, not UFy, those

Tho United S ha denifcd 200 e tousof fod (HEU) and 30 et o el (EU) facilities cannot be used for the blending activities.

e e e et | 08012

meoddm:bknddduwﬁ:lh:med“l

Whor is th caatcial 0 bo s foc J sd? I 26.004 22.003: Waste types, forms,‘ and volumes generated by the three blending processes

Dot Eciliin t e careidue s bave i place 10 b o ) | 23.002 (UNH, metal, and UF) are listed in Tables 2.2.2.1-2, 2.2.2.2-2, and 2.2.2.3-2 of the

Once the fucl was uced commercially, would the spent fucd be stored as the comuercial sits sad ' HEU EIS

would that cause & proliferation risk? Can the Usiicd Statrs sssuro that the fuel sold 0 forcign l 15.001 : . ‘el :

Countries would be safe frn associand proliferation risks? ' Conceptual treatment schemes for the blending alternatives as envisioned at the candidate

‘The docurueat only addresocs the actions nal th el bocomss cormmertial Under the NEPA sites, and storage and disposal impacts are described in the waste management sections of
p p g

process. the L of the matedial should be covered from cradls (o grave. l 30004

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.

mu‘,“,‘ds‘:n;e' onal eaty for ing foreiga seacarch reactar speat auciear fue)
_ s Mixed waste is generated by all three of the blending processes, as indicated in the tables
referenced above, but the mixed wastes are treated to LLW in the conceptual treatment
l@ p e ax i i yp ks ing: ing similar issues were combined schemes.

14.004: The Department of Energy does not intend to take actions to commence blend-
ing of HEU until there is a clear destination for the resultant material. In the case of waste
material, that destination is a LLW repository. In the case of commercial material, the
destination is the normal nuclear fuel cycle, which in the United States is a “once-
through” cycle ending in disposal of spent fuel. The alternative of blending HEU to waste
would generate LLW for disposal that would not otherwise exist. In contrast, the spent
nuclear fuel that would result from commercial use of blended-down HEU would not rep-
resent any increment over that which would exist in the absence of this program.

The context of this comment pertains to the timing of disposition actions. DOE explained
that waste HEU would not be blended until disposal capacity for the resultant LLW was
available, because DOE does not want to build expanded storage facilities for the much
higher volume of the blended-down material. The commentor expressed the opinion that
HEU should likewise not be blended for commercial use until disposal capacity for the
resultant spent fuel was available. The difference between the two is that, without this
program, there would be no less spent fuel to dispose of (as fuel from natural uranium
would be used instead), whereas LLW that would be created by blending HEU to waste
would be in addition to that which would otherwise exist.
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26.002: Two DOE sites, NTS and ORR, are possible locations for disposal facilities for
LLW derived from surplus HEU as identified in the Waste Management PEIS. The HEU
EIS analyzes NTS as a representative site for such disposal for purposes of analyzing the
transportation of waste materials. The Y-12 Plant is the primary facility for interim stor-
age of surplus HEU, pending its disposition.

16.005: Cost estimates for the alternatives have been developed for inclusion in the
ROD(s), and are available to the public separately from the Final HEU EIS. The cost
analysis supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that the cost of commercial fuel alterna-
tives would be less than making nuclear fuel by enriching natural uranium, as blending is
relatively easy, whereas enrichment is difficult and expensive. Even if this were not so,
and HEU-derived fuel cost more than natural uranium-derived fuel, it would almost cer-
tainly still be economic from DOE's perspective to bear that additional cost in order to
avoid the much higher costs of blending the material to waste (involving 3 to 4 times as
much blending) and waste disposal, which is now very costly. In other words, even if
DOE had to give commercial material away free, it would almost certainly be more eco-
nomical to do so than to bear the high costs of disposing of it all. The cost analysis also
supports DOE’s conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU
would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal
as waste. '

22.004: As discussed in Chapter 2 of the HEU EIS and shown in the Tables 2.2.2.1-1
and 2.2.2.2-1, strontium, cesium, arsenic, and mercury would not be used during the
blending down process, and consequently, would not affect the water supply at Watts Bar.
As discussed in the Chapter 4 water resource sections, there would be no direct dis-
charges of process wastewater to groundwater. Any hazardous liquids generated would be
treated to limits specified in local, State, and Federal permits and would not be released
until permit requirements are met. Consequently, the the alternative of blending process
would not affect the water supply at Watts Bar.

06.012: The surplus HEU under consideration in this EIS is from the U.S. nuclear
weapons program, not Russia; thus no waste would be sent to Russia. DOE anticipates no
problems marketing the resulting nuclear fuel over a 15- to 20-year period.
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26.004: Surplus HEU is currently located at 10 DOE sites (see Figure 1.3-1 of the Final
HEU EIS) but most will be moved to the DOE’s Y-12 Plant for interim storage. The
blendstock material, which would be used in blending with surplus HEU to produce
LEU, is located at various sites as natural uranium, depleted uranium, and LEU. These
sites are ORR; SRS; Hanford; Paducah, KY; and Portsmouth and Fernald, OH. Once the
surplus HEU material is blended to LEU, it will be shipped to fuel fabricators. DOE does
not intend to blend down all surplus HEU and store as LEU. Surplus HEU will be kept in
storage until there is a buyer that would utilize the material as fuel in commercial reactors
within a reasonable timeframe.

23.002: All of the facilities at candidate sites have NRC permits in place to conduct
down-blending of HEU.

15.001: Spent fuel is considered to present low proliferation potential during the 80 to
100 years that its radiation field is very high. Fuel fabricated from HEU-blended material
that may be sold to foreign users would present absolutely no increment to proliferation
risks, since it would simply supplant fuel derived from natural uranium.

30.004: Once the material becomes commercial fuel, it is fungible with and supplants
other commercial fuel. Thus, the surplus HEU disposition program presents no incremen-
tal impacts after the material becomes commercial fuel, other than the positive impacts of
avoided uranium mining, milling, and enrichment. The impacts of spent fuel management
and disposal are covered under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, including
appropriate NEPA documentation.
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
Knoxville, Tennessee
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Summary
‘Who sclects the aracking fum that will vanspart the maserial?

1 support the nonprotiferation policy for this maserial 1 out of all the altématives, lo
use the commercial facilities for blending. The Unlted Statzs should show responsible actions
regarding the disposition of this material ¢ the et of the world. Work should be done at
cammercial vendors. The work deacribed in the EIS is simple, not technically challenging. NFS
is dedicared to wurker safety and casuring minimal eavircomental impacts as a mager of routine.
NFS can do thia work with 0o problems.

} Revised December 7, 1995.

! Oral comments received in public meetings conceming similar issues were combined

(grouped) for p ion in this di

| 08.007

10.003

08.007: All shipments of HEU would be by DOE-owned safe secure trailers (trucks
specially designed for security and safeguards considerations). The selection of transpor-
tation contractors for blendstock or LEU shipments could be done by DOE, USEC, or
other commercial entities that are involved in blending or purchasing the material.

10.003: Comment noted.
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEERTING ORAL COMMENTS
EVENING WORKSHOP
Knoxville, Tennessee
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Plenary

09.003: The Department of Energy’s Preferred Alternative is to blend as much as possi-
ble of the materal for commercial use as reactor fuel. Some portion of the material
(between 15 and 30 percent) is in forms that may ultimately prove uneconomical to
develop for commercial use and will have to be blended down for disposal as LLW.

Why not blend all of the matrial o reactor fuet? | 09.003
mmﬂ:ﬁ::ﬂgﬂﬂ:ﬂmwmnmmuwm | 17.001 17.001: Commercial fuel derived from HEU is expected to enter a global uranium mar-
enl - . . . .
ket. It is possible that it could supplant uranium imposts or augment U.S. exports.
DOE fus the support from Uniool County, Tennessee fof this process, We agprociate NFS. 1 I 10.003
<can’t think of anyons {n our county thas would 60t sappart this.
1 e a0l o coching isaon? That i, baving o e do it ll ar dividing ¢l besweea e | 07.002 10.003: C
.003: Comment noted.
Do you aaticipas a gond market for this? There is a proposed facility in Claiboume, Louisiana I 04002
that will process the masarial from sturt 1o finksh. They bave said they will be s direct competitor
with the DOR and USEC.
Who will b tiarkering the mstecal oihes than the 50 et tons going 0 USECT ' 17.004 07.002: The HEU EIS is programmatic in the sense that it will support programmatic
Onos USEC s privarized who will have e of the 50 ocirkc 10as o the material? decisions (for example, as proposed, to make commercial use of surplus HEU). The Pre-
:m:m:mmtmmmmmehnmmwmu DOB bald on to | 04.004 ferred Alternative in the HEU Final EIS does not include any site preferences. The docu-
a i . el

youwoddwan sl in | 08.002 ment concludes that the necessary blending activities could take place at any of the
Viimais siangs - what s e andcipucd songs dme befors elling? | analyzed sites without significant adverse impacts. Thus, environmental considerations
Regading the tire frame, bow maay years ks DOS expocting this process to ukz? 05.002 are not considered likely to drive site decisions, which may be made by parties other than
o o cxpoct thmthe Rursiant will be seoding more el saatial over thus competing wih tae | 12.003 DOE. If subsequent decisions concerning disposition of specific lots of HEU fall within

the parameters analyzed in the HEU EIS in terms of sites, quantities, and processes, it is

With the Russians taking so long (0 proceas Uneir fucl, will this impact the frame fc o . . .
processing our 200 merrc tous? fmpsct et [ fo | 05.003 expected that no additional NEPA documentation will be required.

'REVISED December 1995

'Oral ived in public

{grouped) for p ion in this d

ings concerning similar issues were combined

04.002: The Department of Energy does not expect to have any difficulty marketing the
commercial material at market rates. Off-spec material will probably need to be marketed
at discounted rates to compensate for the added processing and operational requirements
for its use. The uranium market is now a global one, involving numerous competitors.
DOE expects that LEU derived from surplus HEU will be introduced into the market at
rates that do not have a material adverse impact on the market.

17.004: Under the current proposal, if this HEU EIS is finalized and an ROD is pub-
lished consistent with the Preferred Alternative to maximize commercial use, the ROD
may include a decision to transfer title to 50 t of HEU to USEC. This is planned to
increase the value of USEC and thus the proceeds to the Federal Treasury from the sale of
USEC. As explained in the HEU Final EIS, under current law, USEC must act as DOE’s
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marketing agent for the sale of all enriched uranium, including that derived from HEU.
Proposed legislation to privatize USEC may modify or eliminate that restriction, in which
case material could be marketed by DOE directly or by any number of other commercial
entities acting as agents for DOE pursuant to competitive contracting arrangements.

04.004: It is expected that avoiding the costs of disposing of the material as waste will
be a more important cost consideration to the Government than the potential proceeds
from sales. However, market prices probably will play a role in DOE's sales decisions,
since DOE will be required to avoid causing adverse material impacts to the domestic
uranium industry.

08.002: It is expected that HEU would not be blended down until it can either be sold
for commercial use or moved to a repository for disposal as waste. Thus, there would be
very little storage needed for blended-down material. Some portions of the surplus stock-
pile may continue to be stored as HEU for up to 15 or 20 years prior to their disposition.

05.002: The Department of Energy estimates that the shortest time to blend 200 t of
surplus HEU would be about 20 to 25 years, assuming all four blending sites were used.
DOE expects that the commercial material in current surplus HEU will take between 15
and 20 years to blend, and material that must be blended to waste could take 10 to 15
years. DOE expects the demand for uranium fuel to remain essentially steady for the
foreseeable future, ’ '

12.003: The United States has agreed to purchase LEU fuel derived from 500 t of

highly enriched uranium from Russia to be delivered over a 20-year period. Eighteen tons

equivalent to 14 million pounds of U304 have already been delivered to USEC. Legisla-
tion passed by Congress and signed on April 26, 1996, (P.L.104-134) authorized transfer
of this material from USEC to DOE to be sold starting in 2002 at a rate not to exceed 3
million 1bs per year. In addition, this legislation limits the sale of subsequent uranium
received from the agreement between the United States and Russia. No further purchase
of Russian uranium is anticipated. See Section 4.8 of the HEU Final EIS.
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05.003: The Department of Energy must ensure that its sales of uranium do not have a
material adverse impact on the domestic uranium industry, taking into account the U.S.-
Russian HEU agreement. It is possible that if the Russian agreement appears to be jeopar-
dized by domestic HEU disposition actions, the administration might decide to defer
domestic sales until market conditions improve.
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
’ EVENING WORKSHOP
Knoxville, Teanessee
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Discussion/Summary

the matrsial 15 bleaded dowa to fucl?

' REVISED December7, 1995

17.002: The Department of Energy expects that some or most of the off-spec material
will eventually be able to be sold for commercial use, subject to NRC license amend-
ments for the users. Although the elevated U-234 content would present some radiation
safety concerns for workers, particularly in fuel fabrication plants, comparable material is

- used in reactors overseas without any significant safety problems. DOE would fully dis-

close the composition of any material it sold.

OFEN DISCUSSION 33.003: The Department of Energy has large inventories of depleted uranium in many

Saety of Off-Specification HEU forms and with many levels of contamination. In general, depleted uranium would be

Ly erin oo o R, e offesicstion st sl gin b e e 17.002 suitable blendstock only for material that is to be blended to 0.9 percent for disposal as

wilbe . swaro that the fuel L off speciicarion? 18 there a safoty I3 with tho ff- . waste. However depleted uranium is less likely to be used as blendstock for commercial

Peaficaton masnalin soagel material, since it would not yield appropriate isotopic composition for commercial fuel.

Use of Depicted Urnnium U-234 generates a substantial portion of the radioactivity in vranium, so elevated levels

Docs this depleted unaniom bave conssainasta? 33.003 may necessitate special measures to protect workers during handling.

t—;mmvuudmmnm«umu«pmmmwmmmummnm ' )

::':i:::::mmhwwmm, o et st b DO et e 06.025: It is expected that natural .u'ranium wi!l be used as blendstock for blending

of 1992 (Rnergy Polcy AcC) with respect 0 damestc mloing ofaatual wanium for we I 06.025 some of the surplus HEU. New quantities of uranium may not need to be mined for this

— purpose since DOE has extensive supplies of natural uranium in its inventory.

Ase there mining companics that will be affected if oamoal eranium is 8ot used? I 12'004 . .

B S et i o

e on nat d X

m“:&“&“&;ﬁ:&tﬁ“ﬂﬁﬁ:ﬁtmx 12.005 12.004: The Department of Energy continuously assesses the impact of introducing

markst aod mining acdvites. uranium from its inventory into the U.S. uranium market. DOE is required by the terms
* DOE may peed o condder adding mors o exganding e impact section. | 17.003 of the USEC Privatization Act to ayoid introducing uranium into the market in a manner

Has DOE considersd what would happe i the foel masket and in the tranim mining indusary if I 12.006 that would have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry. The impacts

on the uranium and nuclear fuel cycle industries are detailed in Section 4.8 of the HEU
Final EIS.

12.005: The cited “no impact” quotation refers to the case in which all surplus HEU
would be blended to waste for disposal, in which case there would indeed be no impact
on the nuclear fuel cycle. The HEU EIS correctly notes just below the cited passage that
for the commercial use alternatives, “there would be some effects on the world and U.S.
uranium fuel cycle industries.” '

17.003: Comment noted.
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Docs the 200 metric tons of HEU identified, also include the foreign HEU?
umwmmmrummwmwmmwmmumym
the amounts that DOE bas oow or will have with the mainrial identfied in this document? Whas
was the basls for the natio?

Has the schedule of the Record of Decision stipped and why? 1If it has slipped, what does the
schedule look like now?

How scon can the material be biended down once the Record of Decision is fssued?

Reganding the transportation issue, does DOE expect any chalienges Gom the sites?

0ral comme s tecein ed in public meetings conceraing similar issues were combined (grouped) for preseatation
ia this doxument

| 02002
l 07.005

| 29.003

| 05.004
| 20.004

12.006: The impacts on the uranium and nuclear fuel cycle industries are detailed in
Section 4.8 of the HEU EIS, which has been enhanced in the final document.

02.002: The 200 t does not include any foreign HEU. It consists of about 175t of
domestic HEU presently declared surplus by the President plus an additional amount that
may be declared surplus sometime in the future.

07.00S: The estimates of the quantities of HEU that will be deemed commercial, off-
spec, and non-commercial are based on DOE's cumrent understanding of the matenal in
the surplus inventory. That understanding is still developing. Since the HEU EIS analyzes
a range of fuel/waste ratios from 0/100 to 85/15, the eventual outcome is in any event
covered by the analysis.

29.003: The Record of Decision is scheduled to be published in the Federal Register in
the summer of 1996.

05.004: The Department of Energy expects that a realistic estimate of the time needed
to blend currently decfared surplus material for commercial use will be 10 to 15 years.
Material that must be blended to waste is expected to take an additional 10 to 15 years.

20.004: The Department of Energy does not anticipate any challenges regarding trans-
portation of surplus HEU or LEU among the candidate sites used in the HEU EIS because
these sites have been routinely transporting radioactive materials for many years.
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Tenreasse Valley Authority, 1101 Manet Streat, Chattanoogs, Tonotsee 37402-2801

November 29, 1995

Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Mn:ruls Disposition
c/a SAIC/HEU EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

COMMENT ON DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM DRAFT -
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Many U.S. commercial reactors are using hixhcnhanlp:mauichm 1o refuel. Therefore,
the akemative 10 blend the HEU and scil as commercial reactor fuel should not specify 4 percent
as the target corichment level. Rather, the aliernative should say the HEU will be blended to less
than $ percent enri for sale as ial fuel, All sefe 0 4 percent LEU in the EIS
should be changed to less than § percent LEU.

méiy'r(?&r

lames T. Robert
Manager, Nuclear Fuel Projects

07.003: The HEU EIS explains in the text box, Highly Enriched Uranium-A Weapons-
Usable Fissile Material, Section 1.1.1, that commercial reactors use uranium enriched to
between 3 and 5 percent. Throughout the HEU EIS, references to 4-percent enrichment
are intended to be surrogates for the range of commercial use enrichments. There is no
intent to limit the blend-down enrichment level to precisely 4 percent. This point has
been further clarified in the HEU Final EIS.
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Town of Erwin

P.O. Box 59
Erwin, Teanessee 37650

GARLAND “BUBBA’ EVELY, Muyor

Novesber 22, 1995

The U.S. Department of Bnergy
Office of Fisaile matecrials Diaposition
P.O. Boax 23786 .
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Ladiea/Gentlemen:

It has cooe to the asttention of the 8rwin Board of
Mayor and Aldermen that NFS is one of four coapanies bidding
for work {nvolving the dovn-blending of high enriched
uraniun.

We are very familiar with NPS' record of asafety and
anvironmental compliance and wve believe they could perform
the down-blending work in a timely, osfe and cost-effective
mnanner.

The work would bring an estimated 100+ joba to NPS
here in Ecwin, Tennessee. The smultiplying economic iwmpact
on the local economy would be in the millicns of dollaras.

The community of Erwia fully asupporta the work which
NFS has dubbed *aswords into plovshares.® The plan makea
sense, not only for the people of Brwin., but for the U.S.
Cltlunnl l‘t larqt“i £b).tncnm; Amorican stockpiled wedponn
into fue or electricity. 10 003

He look at this aa an opportunity to rfegain eome of
the joba loat during the reductions in force that followved
the end of the naval fuel work at the plant. ®FS haa been
eafely producing nuclear fuel and aecurely handling high
enciched uranium for mors than 35 £e. Throughout that
time It has been & fine corporate citizen, providing aot
only excellent jobo but aleo lending a hand to the community
on nunercus occasions.

I recently had the opportunity to tour the Erwin plant
aita and had the chance to viev firet hand the safety,
aecurity and environmental work that WPS pecforms. Pleaae
know that this project has the full aupport of the Erwin
Board of Mayor and Aldermen.

Sincerely.

Garland "Bubba™ Brely
Hayor

lha

10.003: Comment noted.
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Date Received: 11/09/95
Comment ID: P0010
Nams: Robert Uman
Address: Erwin, Tennessee
Transcription:

Hello. My name is Robert Uiman, and I'm calling from Erwin, Tennessee. | would be
very much in favor of NFS iving the for the lum blending. Our county 10.003

is over 60 percent federat property owned by the goverment as national forest land,
and we really make sacrifices because of that reason. | wouki like to see NFS get this
contract so we can get more revenue into the county. Thank you.

10.003:

Comment noted.
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10.003: Comment noted.
MEMDERS UNICOI COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION

Neocy Geatry DR. RONALD WILCOX, SUPERINTENDENT
Glen Howard 600 NORTH ELM AVENUE, ERWIN, TENNESSEE 37650
Lwrwoce Liogerfe (423)743-1600

November 30, 1995

The U. §. Departmeat of Bner

Office of FPlasile Materials g{nponiti.on
P. O. Box 23786

Washington, D. C. 20026-3786

Dear Sir/Madamt

I support the effort by Nuclear Fuels Services to obtain a
contract to blend high grade and low grade uranium into a
markatable fuel. Our county needa an economic boost. Nuclear
Fueis Services is located !n Unicoi County, which is heavily
impacted by federal property ownership. The federal govermment
owns S0% of the land in our county. This vast ownership limits the
amount of property taxes that are collected Iin our school district.
Due to a low tax base our educational programs and services suffer.
We need a new high school in our county since the prennf. one was
built in 1929, yet 'ws cannot afford one.

Children in our county need jobs upon graduation. We graduate
approximately 200 etudents per Yyear. Local induetry eaploys
approximately 208 of these graduates, with the remainder either not
working ‘or leaving our coamunity to find a job.

If Nuclear Fuels is chosen for the project there are many 10.003
benefits that will accrue for our county such as:

‘1.  More dollars spent in our community due to more jobs
created

2. Opportunities for our senior etudents to get a 3job
locally upon graduation

3. The in T as a whole will improve
providing a better life style for citizens

4. Nuclear waste will be reclaimed and made usable

5.- Local property and sales tax dollars will increase

6. The project will be done in a safe manner. Their track
record for safety speaks for itult :

SIUBWNIO(T JUBWIWO))
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We are located in rural Appalachia and desperately need and 10.003
want this project. Nuclear Fuels Services has helped our school
system tremendously in past years. We consider them a “very good - cont.
neighbor”. '
Respectfully,

Ronald Wilcox, Bd.D.
Superintendent of Schools
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Unicol County
Memorial Hospital k.

Gremay Cone « rows Tmnames ST » (B33) 2434141 « B (419 T3 10

Boveaber 22, 1995

The U. S. Dapartaent of Energy

Office of Fissile Baterisls Disposition
P. 0. Box 23
Vashington, D. C. 20026-3786

Ladies/Gantleasas

The Ervin/Unicoi County Economic Developesnt Board has been sade swars that
Suclesr Fusl Sarvices, Inc., i1s one of four companies Didding for the project
of downblending high enriched wraniua iato fue) for energy. The Board fully
andorsss thia project for NFS in Erwan, Tennesses.

The work sould provide an estisated 100 job opportuaities hare in Ervin, and
the sultiplying econoslC ispact on the local economy would be tremendowa.
Joba lost during raduction of personas) followiag tha and of maval fuel vork
at the plent could be reinatated. W¥e ars very supportive of existisg in-
dustries in Breic and Unico) County and appreciats the excellent jobs KFS pro-

vides our citizens. 10.003

As CEO/Adainistrator of the local hospital., | as fasiliar with WFS® safety re-
cord and environaental coapliance. The Nospital works closely eith NFS,
particapating with them 1n disaster drills and training progr . as wall as
perforaing annusl phyaicels for the asployees.

The fconoaic Developesnt Bosrd belisvas the plan which ¥FS hes dubbed

*swords Lnto plowshares,® sakes sense not oaly for the peopls of Ervin and
1coi County, but for U. $. Citisens at large blending Aserican stockpiled
na 1ato fusl for electricity. Ve beliave they could perfors the dawa~
blanding work 1n & tisaly, safe and cost-affective sanner.

| recently hed the opportunity to tour the Ervia plant site end view firet
hand, the safaty, cwcity and environments) vork that RFE parforas. This pro-
ject Mas sy Eul) swpport.

Sincerely,

(rw' .
Jiw Kenackin, Chief Executive Officer

Vice Chaicrman, Erwin/Unicol Couwnty Econcmic Daveiopasnt Board
nc:le

cct Willise H. Tiabers Jr.

10.003: Comment noted.

sasuodsay pup
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, ATLANTA, GA
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY AND COMPLIANCE
Richard B. Buasel) Pedersl Building
75 Bpeing Sireot, B.W.
Adsats, Georgie 30303

January 25, 1996

ER 95/820

Mr. J. David Nulton

Department of Ener:

Office of Fissile Materials
Disposition

c/o SAIC~HEU EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

' Dear Mr. Nulton:

The Department of the Interior has completed its review of the
Draft Environmental Statement for the Disposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium (HEU) at Four Potential Sites located in Tennessee
{2), South carolira, and Virginia.

We are concerned about the riska involved in transportation of
these matorials to various sites as identiffied in the preferred -
alternative. The Final Environmental Statement should discuss the 20.013
risks of doing all the blending at Oak Ridge, where the materials
are -now stored, as compared to the risks of additional
transportation and processing at other plants.

It is esatimated in the public health impact analysis that the
maxisum additional cancer fatalities from accldent-free operations
would occur at Oak Ridge as a result of blending related exposures.
This analysie should include a discussion of nonfatal cancere. In 27 011
addition, the risk of maximum additional cancer fatalities at Oak .
Ridge should be compared with the accident associated risks of
transporting HEU to the sites identified in the preferred
alternative.

We appreciate the opportunity to on this a t.

sxncexely yours,

o A
/ Janes H., Lee
Regional Bnvironmental Officer

20.013: Oak Ridge Reservation has the capability to blend surplus HEU as metal or as
UNH. However, it is not considered as a candidate site for blending as UFg for which the
material would have to be transported from ORR to another site. The results showed that
transportation risks would be only slightly lower for blending to either metal or oxide
LLW at ORR. For blending to fuel feed material as UNH crystals, ORR is not the lowest
risk alternative. Two significant factors contributed to these conclusions: (1) onsite mate-
rial handling represents the greater part of the total risk and such handling would still be
necessary even to blend at ORR, and (2) the highest transportation risk for these scenar-
ios is not in transporting HEU, but in transporting the significantly larger volume of fuel
feed material and LLW after blending. The HEU Final EIS compares all of the blending
options in Section 4.4 and Appendix G.

21.011: Public and occupational health assessments revealed that the maximum incre-
mental cancer fatalities would not occur at ORR when all four sites were involved in

‘blending. However, estimates showed that ORR would have higher incremental cancer

fatalities when blending occurs at two DOE sites.

For a uniform irradiation of the body, the incidence of cancer varies among organs and
tissues; the thyroid and skin demonstrate a greater sensitivity than other organs. How-
ever, such cancers also produce relatively low mortality rates because they are relatively
amenable to medical treatment. Because of the readily available data for cancer mortality
rates and the relative scarcity of prospective epidemiologic studies, somatic effects lead-
ing to cancer fatalities rather than cancer incidence (nonfatal) are presented in this EIS.

Transportation risk assessments showed that risks would be only slightly lower for blend-
ing to LLW at ORR. For blending to fuel feed material as UNH crystals, ORR is not the
lowest risk alternative. Two significant factors contributed to these conclusions: (1) onsite
material handling represents the greater part of the total risk and such handling would still
be riecessary even to blend at ORR, and (2) the highest transportation risk for these sce-
narios is not in transporting HEU, but in transporting the significantly larger volume of
fuel feed material and LLW after blending.

SI4 [ouly] wmiuvi) payouusg
&8y smdung fo uonisodsiq




UNITED STATES ENRICHMENT CORPORA’ﬁON, BETHESDA, MD
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10.003: Comment noted.

09.024: The alternatives described in the HEU EIS were selected for analysis purpose
only and are not intended to represent exclusive choices among which DOE (or USEC or
other decisionmakers) must choose. These alternatives and site variations were defined to

SEC

Tai: (301) 564-3200
*  Fan:(301) 5843201

19¢-¢

Lnitesl Seanes
Eavichawent Cainjanstion

January 11, 1996

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

U. S. Deparument of Enerygy

P O Box 23786

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

Dear Sir/Madam:

USEC has reviewed the October 1993 Dispusitian of Surplus Highly Frwiched Uranivm
Deaft Envir ‘ ! Impact St We offer the following on the drafl d :

Section 1.4 - USEC supports the preferved al ive to sell as much HEU as possible for usc in

commercial reactor fuel using a bi of sites and blending technologics that best serves
progs . A ) and N A
Section 2.1.2.3 - (i ¢ the Limited C ial Use Al ive) states that the 50 t of HEU will

be split equally between two commercial facilitics. This alternative should also cover the possibility
of having all of the material go to only one facility. The other commercial use slternatives igive ranges
of the mix from “all cammescial® to “all DOE". The Limited Commercial Use alternative should be
analyzed in the same way.

Section 2.2 - On page 2-13 it states that "UNH, metal, and UF, are reactive and are not suitable for
{and disposal as waste”, and that these forms would need to be d 10 triuran ide prior
to disposal It is not clear in this section that the eavi | impacts d with this
conversion step were enalyzed. If these imp were analyzed it should be clearly stated in this
scction, and if' they wese not analyzed, an analysis should be done and included in the appropriate
section of the impact analyses

Section 2.2.2.2 Mful Bl'cnding - states that metal blending would only be dane if the HEU was to
become waste This section should be expanded to specify that metal blending may also be used to
produce feedstock for USEC's Advanced Vapor Laser Isotope Separation program

Ofhces n Prducan Kentuchy  Purismouth. Omo  Washingion. OC

10.003

09.024

33.007

11.011

encompass the entire spectrum of potential fuel/waste ratios and combinations of sites
that could result from the proposed action. Even though blending of all of 50 t of USEC
material at a single commercial site was not included as a variation in the limited com-
mercial use alternative, the impacts of that variation are evaluated in the substantial com-
mercial use and maximum commercial use alternatives.

33.007: The environmental impacts associated with the oxidation step are analyzed in
the HEU EIS and stated in Section 2.2.2.

11.011: Section 2.2.2.2 of the HEU Final EIS has been revised to include the fact that
metal blending may also be used to produce feedstock for USEC’s Advanced Vapor Laser
Isotope Separation program.

33.009: During the enrichment process, as the ratio of U-235 increases the ratio of
U-234 to U-235 increases, accordingly. Using depleted uranium in the blending process
will reduce the ratio of U-235 to U-238 but will not change the ratio of U-234 to U-235.
To meet the American Society of Testing Materials specification for commercial fuel
feed, it is necessary to reduce the U-234 to U-235 ratio. To reduce the ratio of U-234 to
U-235, it is necessary to add U-235 in the natural uranium or LEU enrichment state.
Depleted uranium would be used as the blendstock for blending to waste because the
ratio of U-234 to U-235 is not included in the waste acceptance criteria for waste dis-

posal.

Depleted UF would not be used for blending to waste because only commercial sites
would use UFg as a blendstock for blending with the UFg process. Since depleted ura-
nium cannot be used as blendstock for blending to fuel as described previously, depleted
UF4 would not be used for any of the processes for commercial fuel. Depleted UFg would
also not be used as a blendstock for UNH or metal blending because it is in an incompat-
ible form and would need to be converted to UNH crystals or metal ingots, and DOE has
ample supplies of depleted uranium in metal and oxide form to use as blendstock for
waste material.

sasuodsay pup -
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UNITED STATES ENRICHMENT CORPORATION, BETHESDA, MD

PAGE2 OF 2

January 11, 1996
Page Two

Section 4.4 - On page 4-99 it states that “NU blendstock (in UF, form) would be provided by
representative sources from the USEC Gaseous Diffusion Plant...*. While NU could be obtained
from USEC it would be more economical to use depleted UF,, since it would take less to dilute the
HEU, and is abundantly available at a lower cost than NU.

Section 4.7 - Severl i positive envi 1§ of blending HEU to LEU for nuclear
power plants were omitted fiom this section. The first is the benefits of reducing the threat of
tesTorism of nuckear accidents from HEU. Although this benefit is not quantiGiable, it certainly needs
to be included as it is a major reason for the proposced action. Secondly, there are significant positive
economic benefits .o the federal budget from selling the fuet converied from HEU. Whether DOE
directly sells the converted HEU, or USEC markets it (as is presently the law), the income from the
sale of this material can cither be applied to reduce the federal deficit or result in the need for lower
revenues from taxes, tanffs, fees, etc. Another positive impact that should be included is that the use
of government inventories of DU, NU, and LEU which currently have limited uses, if used as
blendstock, would 2o longer require storage or disposal costs.

Section 4.8 - There appears to be a misinterp of the finding d in USEC's
Environmental Assexsment for the Purchase of Russian Luw Enriched Uraninm Derived from the
Dasmantlement of Nm. Iuar W:apm.t in the Countries of the Former Soviet Union. For the action
of purchasing low enri from di led Russian nuclear warheads over a 20 year period,

lhere will be no short term (before the year 2000) impacts on personnel levels at USEC's gaseous
diffusion planl;. After the year 2000, when shipments from Russia have increased to the cquivalent
of 30 metric tons of highly eariched uranium per year, the possibility exists that the total USEC
production needs could be met by only one GDP The impacts to unemployment from the closure
of a GDP wese analyzed in the Env On page 4-185, it is inaccurate to say that
there would be no loss of employment at the gaseous diffusion plants. as this is a possibility.

Section 4.9 - Several of the potential environmental impacts (bullets 2 and 4 on page 4-187) indicate
that chromium contamination wauld occur. The gaseous diffusion plants (GDPs) no longer usc
chromium £s 2 cooling water additive. Therefore. there should Fe no vegetation damage or
contamination of the liquid discharge from chromium i the 7,000 tons of natural uranium is
teansferred to USEC and processed in the GDPs.

Also on page 4-187, “vesidual chlorine® should be "residual chlorine”.

References Section - On page R-13, the reference "USEC 1994a" (i.c. - Environmental Assessment
Jor the Purchase of Russian Low Enriched Uranium Derived from the Dismantlement of Nuclear
Weapons in the Comngries of the Former Soviet Union, USEC/EA-94001) was inadvertently omitted.

Janusary 11, 1996
Paye Three

Please contact me at (301) 564-3409 or Patrick Gonmn at 564-3412, to discuss matters
related to the comments above.

Sincerely,

Gk H Lo o

T. Michael Taimi
Envi A and Policies M

cc
P. Gorman, USEC-HQ

33.009

03.026

04.017

12.023

33.01

03.026: The benefits of reducing the threat of terrorism or nuclear accidents from HEU
due to this proposed action have been added to Section 4.7 of the HEU Final EIS.

04.017: Recently completed cost analyses for alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS
revealed that net income from the proposed action would be realized if the fuel/waste

ratio remains between 65/35 (substantial commercial use) and 85/15 (maximum commer-

cial use). DOE agrees that there would be positive economic benefits to the Federal bud-
get from selling surplus HEU as commercial reactor fuel, and that the proposed action
would reduce the necessity of storage, and associated costs, for Government inventories
of depleted uranium, natural uranium, and LEU. This positive impact has been incorpo-
rated into Section 4.7 of the HEU Final EIS.

12.023: Section 4.8 of the HEU Final EIS has been revised to update information on the
current status of the uranium mining and nuclear fuel cycle industries. Additional discus-
sion of economic consequences of the Russian HEU was also added to the HEU Final
EIS refiecting USEC’s EA on the purchase of Russian LEU derived from the dismantle-
ment of nuclear weapons in the countries of the former Soviet Union, and enactment of
the USEC Privatization Act. In'light of the act’s restrictions on deliveries to commercial
end users of material from Russian HEU, DOE concludes that the USEC EAs projections

conceming the need for operation of the second enrichment plant are not likely to be
valid. :

33.011: Section 4.9 of the HEU Final EIS has been revised to reflect termination of
chromium use as a cooling water additive at the gaseous diffusion plants. The editorial
change has also been incorporated in Section 4.9 of the HEU Final EIS.

e mrrin [
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1 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
% WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
B T9%
OFFICE OF
ENFORCE MENT AND
COMPLANCE ASSURANC E

M. J, David Nulten

Direcior

Office of NEPA Compliance and Oucureach
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

c/o SAIC/HEU EIS

P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Nulton:

The Environmenul Prowxiion Agency (EPA) has ceviewed mc Dtpulmtnl of Energy’s
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uraniwm Drafs Envi Asa
Cooperating Agency for the ELS, our review is provi © the National Envi | Policy
Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 432] stcn.) snd Section 309 of the Clean Al Acs,

DOE proposes 10 dispose of U.S.-arigin, weap ble, highly enrich jium that is
surplus 10 national dafense or defense-related program needs. The draft EIS analyses the
environmenal sffects of & 0o action alemative and lwr other alternatives that represent different aatios

n{blmdmuhetughly ich tugn to low using three differet processes at four
1sites. Thei i elaied envl impacts ate modest and would not nule
wuz\yohhe | ives under idcration. EPA bas rated the preferred slternative EC-2,

covironmental concems - insufficient information. An explanation of EPA’s natings Is provided in
Enclosure 1. Detailed commenss are pmvisd for your consideration In Enclosure 2.

Thank you for the opporaunity 10 comment. If you have any questions, please conact Susan
Offerdal at {202} 260-5059.

Sincesely,
D7t
E. Sanderson

:_G,"] D.ioecm

Office of Federal Activities

Enclosures

sasuodsay pun
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,
WASHINGTON, DC '
PAGE2 OF 4

SLAIARY OF THE EPA RATING STSTEN Enclosyre 1
FOR ORAFT CAVIACNMENTAL IHPACT SIATEMENTS:
DEFINITIONS ARD FOLLOW-UP ACTION

tavicpaments) fapati of the Action

10-+Lach of Dbjections

The EPA revlev has not identified say pateatial gavironmeats! fmpacts requiring
tubttastive changes 1o Lhe proposal. The revlew may have disclosed epportunities for
a0pl ication of aitigatioe measures thak cowld Ve accompl ished wilk no wore than minar
chaages to the proposel.

€L--Enelrommental Concerny

The €PA reviem has ldentifled envirommental impacts that showld be dvolded in order
to fully protect the eavirgnmest. Corrective wres may require changes to the
preferced alternstive ar spplication of mitigetion measuras that can reduce the
enviremmentel lapact. (PA fnteads to work with the leed agancy to reduce these Inpacts.

EQ-~Eavironmmentsl Ot jectiont

The EPA review hag ldentificd significant eaviconmentsl {mpacts that should ¢
avolded ia order to provide adeqnste protectioa far the eavirgoment. Corrective
meagures suy requice substantial chenges to the praferred sltermstive or consideration
of some other project siternstive {including Che mo-ac sltgrmative of & aew
alterngtivel. £PA Intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these Impacts.

EU--Eavironmentslly Unsatisfoctory

The EPA review has fdentified sdvertt eaviranmeats! moacts thet ere of gufficieat
magnitude Lhat Lhey are unsatisfictory frem the stindpoint of public health or welfare
or eavironmental quality, EPA tniends €0 wurk with the 1604 ageacy to reduce these
tapacts. If the potentis) unsatisfactory lmpacts are "ot Correcled at the fins! (IS
$tage, thiv propossl will be rucowsended for relercal Lo the CEQ.

Adequacy of the lagact Statement
Cotegory l-=Adequate

C2A believes the draft £1S adequately sets (erth the eavironments) fmpact{s) ef the
preferred stternative and those of the slternatives redsonably available to the project
or action, Ho further smalysis of dats collection |5 necessary, but the revigwer may
suggest the addition of clarifying Yongeage ot informsiion,

Category 2--lasufficient jnformition

The draft EIS does mot contain sufficient {aformstion for €EPA to fully atsest
envirgamentsl lmpscts that should be avoided ta erder o fully protect the envirosaeat,
or the IPA reviewer Ras (deatifled new reasonadly availedle siternstives that are within
the spectirvm of alternatives analyred tn the draft €13, which could reduce the
anvirgneeatal imgacts of the sction. [ne identified additional foformetion, data,
analyses, or discvrtton thowld de included is the Plngd KIS,

Calegory 3--tnaduauete

£Pa daoes cot Melleve that the draft (1S Adequataly assesses petentially sigatficant
eavironneatal impacts of the actlon, or the EPA revlever Mas identified new, restonsdly
availagie alternatives that are aueside of the spectrua of aftermatives snalyzed In the
draft €15, which should de snalyled 1s arder to reduce the potestially sigaificant
eavirganeats) fmpacts. €PA bedieves thal the Vdeatified sddiclonal (nformation, data,
asdlysgs, or discussions are of such & mignilvde that they should Rave full public
review ot 2 draft stage. EPA does not delleve that the deaft €15 s sdequate for the
purposes of the AEPA andfor Section 309 reviev, 2ad thus should be formally revised and
.:“k:""».: :’ur‘nbllc coment la o sepplements] or revised dreft £15. On the basis’
of t tential slgnilicent Impacts Involeed, this proposs) could
"l""ro“ e “0? L ) propossd col be & candidate for

* from £PA Manual 1640 Poifcy and Procedures for the Review of federsl Acti
e Lnvicoasgat ° ers ony Impacting

Fedreary, 1957
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,

WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE 3 OF 4

Eunclosurc 2

. ke D 1ol F, *s Disgosition of Surplus Highly
Eanciched Umnnium Deaft Environmental impact Statewent

Thc draft envi | impact (EIS) is comprehensive ding radiati
related er li and the lative, site-specific impacts of a vancly of waste
rnlmgemenl tasks the Depanmen( of Energy (DOE) might assign lo a pamculnr fnc:hly
Particutarly useful is the discussion at the end of Chapter 4 g the relative of
“de-enriching” highly-enriched uranium (HEU) and enciching nalurnl uranium (NU). 'ﬂus
makes clear that radiation exposures from the “de-ensiching” process are at least two orders of

magmlut!e Iess than that iated with the enrich which would be displaced by
DOE's disposal of the surplus HEU. ll would be helpful if lh;s analysis were extcnded to the
production of radioactive wastes and p to in

P B

There are sever! additional points at which the draft EIS could be slrcnglhcned The
nature of the excess HEU to be dispased of is not clearly defined. This is signili
| effects, includi distion-rctsted ones, are direct functions of the degree of
blendmg that is necessary to "de-tnnch" the material o a gnven level. This is the reason, for
example, that blending to waste has greater envi l than blending to fuel, Thus,
the nature of the HEU to be disposed of is a central delcnmnnnl of the tolal envnmnmenml
elfects. The rationsle for the ption that the 1 is on 50% ensiched is not
clearly explained in the text. indeed, given that the apparent reason l'or having surplus HEU is
nuclear disarmament, one might assume that the level of enrichment of the materizl 10 be
dlsposed of would be “bomb grade”, or well sbove 90%. It is also not clm why any
y - - unlike probl iated with ch izing lex sites for
clunup. DOE should have a mmplcle inventory of HEU in its possession. The EIS should
provide 8 more complete discussion of the HEU to be disposed of and (o the extent there is
uncertainty concerning the composition of the material discuss and put bounds upon that
uncertainty.

The EIS could also discuss explicitly the functional relationship b the degree of
“de-enrichment” required and environmental and eoonom«: impacts. If there is a strongly
nonlinear refationship, it may be that the of de-ensiching say, one
unit of 20% HEU and one unit of 90% HEU is much greater than de-enriching 1wo units of $5%
HEU, (the average of 20% and 90%). If 50, one could not assess the overall cffects of the
without ing ing about the actual distribution of enrichment levels in the
surplus materials.

1t would be hetpful i the EIS clarified carly in the text that the moiten mctal blending
process would only be used to create low-level wasto nnd not low-enriched uranium (LEU). It is
also unclear why blending using the iwn hexall
facilities have that capnbthly

p is mentioned since none of the

33.012

33.010

33.010
cont.

07.015

33.012: A discussion is added in Section 4.7 of the HEU Final EIS to include
avoided waste generation as a result of replacing current reactor fuel obtained from
mined natural uranium with the LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU. A discussion is
also added to compare potential emission rates of pollutants generated during the
current fuel cycle and the surplus HEU blending process.

33.010: The nature of the surplus HEU was classified when the HEU Draft EIS
was published and could not be included in the EIS. However, the amounts and
forms of surplus HEU and their specific locations have been declassified recently
and were made available in the Secretary of Energy’s Openness Initiative announce-
ment on February 6, 1996. This information is now included in Figure 1.3-1 of the
HEU Final EIS. A declassified discussion of the rationale for using an average of 50
percent enrichment for the surplus HEU inventory in analyses was also added to Sec-
tion 2.2.1 of the HEU Final EIS. As explained in this section, most of the surplus
HEU is between 35-percent and 70-percent enrichment. Because the relative impacts
of blending HEU to different enrichment levels are expected to be linear, and the
variance from the 50-percent mean for the bulk of the surplus HEU is not great, it is
reasonable to use 50 percent as the enrichment level for purposes of analyses in the
HEU EIS.

07.015: Low-enriched uranium is a terminology used to characterize material that
has a U-235 isotope enrichment of 19 percent or less. It is proposed in the HEU EIS
that all surplus HEU will be blended down to LEU. Therefore, whether surplus HEU
is commercial or not, the blending process will transform that material from a
highly-enriched state (20-percent or greater enrichment) to a low-enriched state.
Material that cannot be used in the fabrication of reactor fuel will be discarded as
LLW. Hence, molten metal blending will be used to produce LEU, and this LEU
would be discarded as waste. The fact that metal blending would only produce waste
material has been added to Section 1.3 of the HEU Final EIS.

UFg is a technically viable blending process that could be used to blend surplus HEU
inventory. Commercial reactor fuel fabricators prefer to receive LEU for commercial
reactor fuel feed as UFg. Therefore, because this process could be implemented with-
out major modifications to current blending facilities, the HEU EIS evaluates poten-
tial impacts of using the UF blending process.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,
WASHINGTON, DC
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Enclosure 2

The EIS would also benefit from some detailed and specific anatysis of its preferred

ive. For ple, the entire snalysis is geared to the assumption that 10 tons of matcrial
per year are processed. The description of the prefernred altemnative suggests that 20 tons per year
ace processed, Does this double the short term | and
estimated for this alternative, or is the effcct more or less than this? While the hlghef process
rate used in the analysis may be msnnlble. the reader would have a clearer sense of the tradeo
b the duration of the di: ! campaign and various of impact. In general, the
:lmlysu should avoid mxmmg & generic value for a parameter which is explicitly varied in an

teruative.

1t is also unclear in the preferred alternative whether the 50 tons of HEU (o be transfermed
10 the United States Enrichment Corporation (USEC) will be processed and disposed of
differently than the other 150 tons of HEU. For example, on page S-15, second paragraph, the
50 tons of HEU are mentioned separately from ibe temnn!ng 120 tons that could be blended o
LEU for commercial fucl at any of the four sites, H . in the followi it
mcntions that the two DOE facilitics would each biend 85 tons of HEU to LEU for commercml
fuel. This amounts to & total of 170 tons of HEU for commercial fuet, and from this amount it
sppears as though the two facilities will receive or share the 50 tons from lhe'USEC

Finally, it would be useful to have an explxcn d:scumon in the text why “wastc™ must be
blended to y ‘_ d ievels before disposal. Inthe ab of such a di ton {of
cri uc-luy or other issues) it is not clear 10 the reader why waste could not be created by blending
HEU down 10 some i iate fevel of low-enriched say 10%. This would make

such an sltemative more atirsctive in terms of the measures of impact detailed in the text, hough
perhaps still unft
are considered.

bie when the

q of having 1o mine and process additiona) NU

PSS

07.016

07.014

33.002

07.016: The environmental impact analyses in Section 4.3 of the HEU EIS are based on
an assumed processing rate of 10 t per year per site for commercial material. The com-
bined, life-of-campaign analyses (in Sections 2.4 and 4.5 of the HEU Draft EIS) thus
assumed that up to 40 t per year of commercial material could be processed in the site
variation involving four sites. In the HEU Final EIS, DOE has revised these processing
rates to reflect more realistic assumptions about the rate at which material can be made
available for blending, commercial considerations, and the need to avoid adverse material
impacts on the domestic uranium industry. The durations shown in Table 2.1.2-1 have
been revised to reflect a total commercial processing rate of about 8 t per year. The total
life-of-campaign impacts for each alternative and site variation in Section 2.4 of the HEU
Final EIS are not changed by these revised rate assumptions, but they reflect lower annual
impacts spread over a longer period of time.

07.014: There is no difference in processing between 50 t of surplus HEU proposed to
be transferred to USEC and the remaining commercially usable material. As described in
the Preferred Altemative section of the Summary, the proposal to transfer 50 t of HEU to
USEC is a component of each of the commercial use alternatives (3, 4, and 5). In describ-
ing these alternatives, 50 t of surplus HEU is always mentioned separately because this is
the only concrete proposat for disposition of a batch of HEU at this time and the transfer
is specifically authorized by P.L. 104-134. Nevertheless, footnotes have been added in
the Summary and Section 2.1.2.4 (footnote 5 in both sections) to clarify this matter.

33.002: The representative enrichment level of 0.9 percent (used for analytical pur-
poses) was selected for material destined for waste disposal based on experience in both
the United States and Europe where waste has been disposed of at slightly greater than
1-percent U-235. This enrichment level assures that an inadvertent criticality would not
occur. It is possible that uranium at higher enrichment levels could be disposed of (the
LLW facility at NTS has accepted 1.25-percent enriched uranium in the past), but the
lower level was selected for purposes of conservatism in the HEU EIS analysis. Blending
to an enrichment level less than 0.9 percent would substantially increase the amount of
waste product and cost of blending (for example, blending to a natural uranium state of
0.7 percent would increase the waste volume by 40 percent) without any incremental crit-
icality protection. The actual percentage of blend down will be determined by the waste
acceptance criteria of the selected waste disposal site.
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. l URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA

Hovember 15, 1995

Mr. <. David Nulton, Director

Offica of NEPA Coxpliance and Outreach
Office of Piselle Materiala Dispositiocn
U.8. Department of Energy

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

Dear Mr. Nulton:

The purpose of thia letter is ¢o esC & 120-day
extenaion of the public comment period for the Draft Envircnmental
Impact Statemant for Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium
(*HBU R815"). The issues raised in the HEU BI8 are numerous and

plex, and tha U of America (UPA) believes it is 32 00
esgential that sufficient time be allowed by the Dopartment for . 3
interested ntakeholders to review and comment on these igaues. As
it wag DOB’m announced intention to publish a dratt BIS in July of
this year, thareby allowing asple time for stakeholder input to tha
process, we believe that to now allow only 45 days for comment is
eimply too ashort a period in which to develop and submit
comprehensive cooments on this vital national issua. Accordingly,
for the rsasons that we discuas in sore datail below, we urge you
to conaider extending the comment period.

As the organization represanting the domestic uranium
producers, UPA is particularly concerned about the impact that the
dispoeition alternatives will have on the domestic uranium market.
As you know, the pending United States Bnrichment Corporation
{USEC) privatization legislation specifically requires DOE to 12 002
evaluate the impact on the domestic uranium market of any .
disposicion af excess materials from the U.§S. atockpile. Our
preliwinary review of the HEU BIS suggests that nc more than a
cursory examination of this issue has been undaztakea.

In this regard, we find the document seriously lacking in
any analysie of tha identified alternatives from the standpoint of
how theee altermatives would impact the dowmestic uranjium industry,
as well as how they would maximiae proceeds to the Pederal
Trea . Indeed, in this lattesr regard, other than the assertion
that ¢t *preferred alternative*® would *allow for peaceful,
beneficial reuse of the material as such s possible [and] maximize 16001
proceeds to the Federal Treasury*, we bave found no analysie in the
document, nor in the cited raeferences, as to hov this would pe

32.003: The Department of Energy originally designated a comment period of 45 days
running from October 26 to December 11, 1995. In response to requests from the public
from several reviewers, the comment period was extended until January 12, 1996. DOE
feels that the total comment period of 78 days provided an adequate period for review and
comment based upon the length and content of the document.

12.002: The quantity and rate of processing of materials addressed in the HEU Draft
EIS was established to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with the maximum
amount and processing rate of HEU that might potentially be made commercially avail-
able for use in reactor fuel. The rate at which material would actually be introduced into
the market by DOE would be significantly less because of DOE’s ability to make the
material available for blending and because of the limitations on commercialization spec-
ified in the USEC Privatization Act (P.L. 104-134). The processing rates in the HEU Final
EIS (Section 2.1.2) are revised to reflect more realistic assumptions about the rates at
which LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU might be made available for commercial sale.
DOE estimates that no more than 8 t per year total would be blended for commercial use.

The rate at which LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU could be introduced into the com-
mercial market would be determined over time by many factors, including the rate at
which the material becomes available from the weapons program, physical infrastructure,
legislative guidance, and future market conditions. DOE’s physical ability to make sur-
plus HEU available for blending is constrained because much of it is in forms that cannot
be used without prior processing and there is limited availability of processing capacity
(such as for weapons dismantlement). It is anticipated that delivery of the proposed 50 t
of material to USEC over the next 6 years will largely exhaust DOE's delivery capabili-
ties during that period. From the existing surplus, only an additional 40 t of material is

likely to be blended and introduced into the market for commercial use over a period of

10 to 15 years. The USEC Privatization Act (P.L. 104-134) requires the Secretary of
Energy to determine that sales of uranium will not have an adverse material impact on the
domestic uranium industry. Based on these considerations, DOE does not believe that the
rates of disposition of domestic surplus HEU will have any significant impact on the
U.S.-Russian HEU agreement. DOE will take these and other factors into account in
making its decisions concerning uranium sales.

16.001: The Department of Energy has developed cost estimates associated with the
alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and they are available in a separate document with
the HEU Final EIS. The alternative to “blend HEU to 19-percent enrichment LEU and
store indefinitely” was considered by the original screening process and eliminated

sasuodsay pup
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accomplished, what the coste of the various options would be, and,
ngeciﬂcauy, what the comparative costs of the “preferred
alternative® and the *Blend to LEU (19-percent enrichment) and
Store Indefinitely® altermatives are likely to be. In fact, we are
troubled that, as noted on page 2-9 of tha document, the latter
option appears to have been deleted after the acreening procesa wae
completed, with no explanation of DOB‘s reasons for deleting this
alternative,

Beyond this, the docunent coptains no discussion of the
impact that the “preferred alternative® ia 1ikely to have on the
0.8, -Russian HEU Agreement and, in particular, on the carofully
structured cowpromise that- is contained in the pending USEC
privatization legialation.

For the foregoing reasons, we believe it is laportant
that DOE extend the deadline for the submission of comments.
Moreover, we would ask that DOE provide all of the s rting

nts and analyses that provide ths baeis for che conclusions
reacked in the HEU BIS, including the econonic analyais of all of
the alternatives, a2s well ap the basie for eliminating the Bland to
LEU (19-percent enrichment]) alternative after the screening proceas
wag completed. UPA would request a minimum of 60 days prior to the
deadline for comnents during which the DOB's rting information
and analysea can be reviewed. This would t enable UPA to
undertake an independent analysis of che bapsla for DOEB‘s
conclueions, including the likely impact on the U.3. domestic
uranium induatry of the various alternatives discussed in the EIS.

Finally, we note that DOB intends to conduct two public
workshopa on the HBU BIS, one in Knoxville, Tennessee and one in
Augusta, Georgia. While the location for these two workshopa will
ensure that DOR will obtain much valuable input from those who are
knowledgeable about the technical issuea associated with blending
down surplus HEU, we do not believe that DOE will racaive the same
level of input from interasted stakeholders concerned about the
jepact of this iniciative on the domestic uranjum mining and
@milling industries. For this reason, we would formally request
that DOR schedule an additiocnal public workshop on the RIS, either
in Denver, Colorado or Casper, Wyoming.

Thank you for youxr consideration of this request.
Very £Aruly yours,

< Dale L. Alberts
President

16.001
cont.

11.002

30.003

32.005

because it would not recover the economic value of the material or provide for peaceful,
beneficial use; would necessitate the construction or expansion of storage facilities to
accommodate the increase in volume of material; and would require additional process-
ing for either commercial use or disposal. The related alternative to “blend HEU to 19-
percent enrichment LEU and sell” was eliminated after the initial screening process, a
decision that was formalized by the screening committee in a subsequent meeting for
essentially the same reasons. DOE’s explanation of its rejection of the “blend to 19 per-
cent and store™ option in Section 2.1.3 has been expanded in the HEU Final EIS.

11.002: The HEU Final EIS includes additional discussion (in Section 4.8) regarding
the relationship of the preferred alternative on the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement. DOE
expects that there will be no significant impact on the agreement because LEU fuel
derived from currently declared surplus HEU from the U.S weapons program would be
introduced into the market over a period-of 10 to 15 years (beginning in 1998 or beyond)
and represents a small increment over the Russian material. The HEU Final EIS
acknowledges the need to avoid adverse material impacts on the uranium industry.

30.003: Technical documents supporting the HEU Draft EIS are available for review in
12 DOE reading rooms, published in the Federal Register (60 FR 54867) on October 26,
1995, announcing the availability of the HEU Draft EIS. DOE has developed cost esti-
mates associated with the alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (which are available in a
separate document and have been provided to this commentor and all others who have
expressed an interest in this subject). The cost analysis supports DOE’s preliminary con-
clusion that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic
sense and would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for
disposal as waste.

The option of blending to 19 percent and storing the LEU indefinitely was eliminated by
the original screening process for surplus HEU disposition alternatives because it would
not recover the economic value of the material or provide for peaceful beneficial use;
would necessitate the construction or expansion of storage facilities to accommodate the
increase in volume of material; and would require additional processing for either com-
mercial use or disposal.
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With regard to extending the public comment period for the HEU Draft EIS, DOE
extended the period to January 12, 1996. A notice to this effect appeared in the Federal

Register (60 FR 58056) on November 24, 1995. In light of the extension granted, DOE

feels adequate time existed for ail interested parties to complete their review and submit
comments.

32.005: The Department of Energy must work within the constraints imposed by avail-
able funding and resources. Because DOE is trying to reduce costs of complying with
NEPA, and due to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identi-
fied in the HEU EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and
Augusta, GA) would be appropriate for this program.

Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program and recognizing that
some individuals might not have been able to attend any public meetings, DOE provided
other methods for submitting comments throughout the comment period: toll-free fax and
voice recording, electronic bulletin board, and U.S. mail. These methods can also be
used to request additional information and to request to be placed on the Office of Fissile
Materials Disposition’s mailing list.
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141 Eass Paback AVENUT, PUST OFFICE BO3 669, Santa Fr, NEw MrIsch $7504-0669
Trasenons (503) M2-4611; Fax (583) 983-2937

January 10, 1996

Deannmem of Encryy

Office of Fissilc Materials Disposition
¢/o SAIC-HEU KIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Re:  Comrments to Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium
Draft Envi I impact St (DOE/EIS - 0240-D)

Dear Sirs:
The Uranium Producers of America ("UPA") respectfully submit the followi
ding Disposition of Surpl ighly Enriched Urani Dra
1 Impact St (DOE/EIS - 0240-D) dated October, 1995. The UPA is
. e . ') - » H 1, q in l}l: A i

'] P

e

a trade P
uranium mining industry.

Section 4.8 at page 4-18) of the Draft EIS izes that the disposition of the
uranium derived from the Department’s HEU will impact the domestic uranium industry,
The impact of this material is a fundamental policy question that has been appropriately
aggxsemd by Congress in the Energy Policy Act of 1992 and the Balanced B\zfget Actof
1995.

The disposition of “surplus” highly enriched uranium is of great concem to the
domestic uranium producing industry. - This industry was created in response 10 a critical
national sccun}y need fifty years ago as the United States required a dable source
of uranium to fuel the atomic weapons necessary to win the Cold War.  Afier the end of
World War 11, uranium production in the United States was practically non-cxistent,
making the nation dependent upon liable foreign supplies of this vitsl matcrial,
Responding to urgent military requirements, the Atomic Energy Commission established

Sl ot iy gy - t o

the Dy F Program to develop plies of
for the nationa! def The fal that has now been declared surplus is
the result of the very ful D ic Uranium Pr P ‘Today our

nation’s defense needs have been met. However, the need for a strong domestic
producing industry still exists due to the need for a secure source of uranium to fuel
twenty percent of our nation's electricity requirements.

The domestic industry has confi d hallenges, As the Department
is aware, the uranium market has been depressed since the early 1980's. Initially, there
were two major contributing factors to the decline of the domestic uranium industry.
The first was the U.S. g i ich ing polici ing an
vversupply of uranium which was exacerbated by a cut back jn coastruction of new
nuclear power plants beginning in the 1970’s and increasinf foreign imports of uranium.
Second, just when supply and demand were coming in balance in 1990 and the market

12.014

12.014: The timeframes presented in Table 2.1.2-1 of the HEU Draft EIS were rough
estimates and should be considered a very conservative, worst-case scenario. They were
based on the assumption that each of the sites can process material at the analyzed rates
(up to 10 t per year) and that DOE could provide material for blending at up to 40 t per
year in the case of using all four sites simultaneously. In actuality, DOE will not be able
to provide material nearly that quickly, and the rates presented in the HEU Final EIS have
been revised accordingly. DOE expects that a realistic estimate of the time needed to
blend currently declared surplus material for commercial use will be 10 to 15 years. The
HEU Final EIS identifies 103 t of material that is likely to be commercially usable in the
next 10 tol5 years, but 63 t of it is either already transferred or proposed to be transferred
to USEC, leaving only 40 t of additional near-term commercial material in the current
surplus. DOE must abide by the requirement in the USEC Privatization Act that it avoid
adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry in undertaking its uranium
transactions.
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g came a challenge from -« 3 flood of unfairly-traded imported
umuum 2 from the former Sovict Union.

In resp w0 these chall d ducers have lized producti
and restructured their operations. "And while employmenl and ufodu:tion levels have
fallen, uranium production remains a vital industry -- particularly'in the Western United
States -- and has stabilized and positioned itself for recovery.

Modem, low-cosi, m-snu Ieachmg technology has been dcvcloPed in a smaller,
but  more g mdusu'y thnl has also minimized
environmental unpu:u Today, U. S. mining op itive with foreign
producers, Four U.S, production centers rank in the lop ten wvrld-wlde in productivity,!
Other modem and efficient production facilities are poised to commence production if

market stability can be attained.

{n 1992 the Congrus speclﬁully gnized the need W maintain a d i 12.014
uranium indusiry by i in Title X of the cont
Encrgy Policy Aat.2 The l:nergy Pohcy Act llso dealt wllh the impact of the purchase of .

hnghly enriched uranium from the fomr Soviet Union, Secuon l408(d) of the Acl
requires that DOE “shall seek 1o minimize the impact on d
ummum ’mmmg) of the sale of low ennchcd uranium derived from h-ghly ennchea

fusther the February (8, 1993, Government-to-
G HEU Ags between the United States and the Russian Foderation for
the purchase of low enriched ium derived from 500 metric tons of highly enriched
unmum removed from nuclear weapons would have a major impact on the domestic
uranium industry, as this u!:uescn equivalent of approximately 400 million
of natural uranium. Accordingly, Sccnon SZIZ(b) of the Bulnneed Budget Recon:alunon
Act establishes a schedule for sales of natural d by imp
HEV products.
The USEC pri legs reflects fully ¢ hedule for the
salc of prod: d d led Soviet and U.S. weapons. This
hedul the les of anms reduction and non, ifcrnioa.whikmurin%
mnlhecomcmnlmclwﬁnelmuknum"j' an lled flood of
[ Y P

' See Exhibit 1,

1 Public Law 102-486 - October 24, 1992. Section 1012 of the Encrgy Policy Act
established the Nauonal Strategic Umnum Reserve which consists of natural uranium
and or ies held by the Unites Suates

for defense p\upom. The use of this stockpile or rescrve is restricted for military
purposes until 1998, Section 1013 of the Act provided that DO

could be sold 10 USEC. ot u fuir murket priu “enly if such sales will not bave »
substantial adverse unpul on the domestic urenium mining industry.” (Emphasis
.ndded) Thesc pcovuufms were enacted due b thc“!?ogmnon that the unfelmed

rom g

3 The Jnnuary 14, 1994 lmplcmcnumon Agreement of lh: HEU Agreement
between the United Siates and the R d the provisions of

|4os(d) ol‘ xhe Enet y Policy Act, by provudms that the ulcs of umuum derived from

nccomph:he in & manner that minimizes t upoa the U S.

uranium mdusu-y S'ee also Exhibit 2, Letter from Terry Lash, DOE Dicector, Office of
Nuclear Eneryy, to Senator Craiy Thomes.
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The provisions of the En:xgy Policy Act and the USEC privaiization legislation
b, that the dlspounon of uranium derived from

Y P
HEU must be handled responsibly. -

L THE DEPARTMENT'S DISPOSITION OF THE EXCESS MATERIALS
FROM THE U.S. STOCKPILE MUST NOT HAVE A MATERIAL
ADVERSE IMPACT ON THE DOMESTIC URANIUM MARKET.

The United States Enrichment Corpounon ("USEC") privatization legislation
specifically req the D o impact on the domestic uranium
market of any disposition of "s 'surplus” matcrials from the govemmem‘s stockpile. Ihe
HEU EIS is deficient in its examination of this jssue. The p
in the EIS calls for blcndn;g 170 tons of HEU form commercial use in eight years -
through the end of 2003. Of this amount, 50 tons would be transferred without charge to
USEC for blending and commercial sale. The remaining 120 tons of HEU would be
blended 10 commercial reactor fuel over lhme years, | bcgmmng in 1999, Assuming that
blending ten tons of HEU to ('L!-.U“) duphus 3 5
million pounds of natural i d the Dep
would dnsplu:c $9.5 million pounds of natural ursnium. If sold over three years, the
panmmu material could displace appmxumxcly 20 million pounds of natural

ly, or app y forty percent (40%) of annual U.S.

requirements.. _
In order to be i with the objectives of Section $212(d) ofme Bnhneed
‘sn Act, the principal focus of any disposition of the D 's surplus HEU
d be on ensuring that any sales umLmlun will pot have an adverse material impeact

on the domestic wanium mining industry. To accomplish this the aggregate impact oo

lbe domesu: uramum mduu-y of the sales of Russisn HEU, USEC material and the
st be analyzed. The qumunu and dmposmon or mncml m

fonh in lhe Draft HEU ElS would have a material adverss m?acl

uranium mmmg industry.  Such adverse impact should be cally mcogmud lnd

avoided by the Department.

Section 4.8 of the Drafl EIS gnizes that the Dep 's disposition of the
material derived (rom the blended HEU will constitute a material adverse impact on the
domestic uranium industry. At page 4-185 it is statod that blending 10t of HEU as UNH
0 4 percent LEU per year could mnnallg displace 3.5 million pounds of uranium
pfoducuon. Ar.oordmg to the Draft EIS this would :rllce the cument annual

jon of all di d While the UPA would dispute the Draft EIS's
8 rticoment of some of d’us material 0 forcign the 15 to 20 percent

reduction in deliveries by d p projecied ln the Draft EIS would be
dcvasmmg 1o the industry. :

C 4 dated December S, 1995 from the Depmmcm to the UPA (see
Exhibit 3) indicases the quantity of rnalemls addressed m lhc dnft HEU EIS wu
established o evulual: the environmental imp th the

of highly ensi that mlghl ially be oﬂ'crud for sale. The lme: mtcs

di

ial market place is subject to the
schcdule set fonh in §52|2(:) of lhe Balmccd Budget Act.

12.014
cont.

a
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"[t)he quantity of materials that would actually be introduced into the market by DOE
would be significamly less.*

The Department's letter suggests that “an esnmawd 40 metric tons of hxghly
enriched uranium (12.6 million pounds of UiOs cq " may b for

use dunng a 10-15 year penod beginning in 1998 This would amount to DOE
ly 2% of annual U.S. uranium needs or
0.6% annual global needs.” Thesc amounts ovel the 10 10 15 year disposition schedule
nated would have substantiaily less of an impact on the domestic uranium industry.
However, this irsl:posnlnon plan is not specified nor even discussed in the draft HEU EIS.

The text of the HEU EIS, without additional cxplmnnon. would leave the reader wnh the
clear § xmptcmon that DOE plans 10 process H!-.U for 'maximum :ommemal use® 'at “all
four sites,” with p o be feted in an esti d three
years (by the year 2002). i’Jnm DOE's pn.'fm'td alternative,” 170 metric tons of HEU
would be processed for commercial use, and another 30 metric tons would be disposed of
as waste.

A vital myednem of an EIS required by NEPA is a discussion of steps that can be
taken to mitig q sesulting from government action. While Section
4.8 adverse ium mining industry as a result

o the d
: of the material derived from HEU, lh: Draft EIS docs not include mmgalmg steps the

Department must. take 1o avoid a material adverse impact on the domestic uranium

p The dispo hedule set forth in the December S, 1995 letter is a proper
di ion of the jgating steps ing from the Drlﬁ EIS. The UPA would strongl:
urge the Depar to fc the disp hedule set forth in the December !

1995 lctter in the Record of Decision on the HEU EIS, so that these assurances will
become a part ofuite formal DOE decision- mlkms record Such assuranccs mgu-dmg

the f industry
would fulfill at least part of Depanmem‘s obhgmons st forth in the Encrgy Polic;
¢t and Section 52120d) of the Balued Bodget Act Y

2. INTRODUCTION OF URANIUM DERIVED FROM THE
DEPARTMENTS HEU ACCORDING TO THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE WILL HAVE A DETRIMENTAL IMPACT ON THE USS..
RUSSIAN HEU AGREEMENT.

The Depmmenx of Encrgy has mlcd suang support for achievements in Russian
nuclear weap and the fi of U.S. nuclear mnpmhferwon
objectives while recognizing the need for & v:abl: uUs. unmum mdustry In order 1o
minimize the impact of Russian HEU on the d provided in
Section 5212(b) of the &lmecd Budiet Act for the ordcdy and d:suphned mtroducuan
into the commercial nuclear fucl market of this ‘This that
material from Russian HEU shall enter the market _ﬁ:mmnl 10 a schedule which reflects
uncommitted future demand for the roducl. heduled enuy of this material
insures the success of the Russian HEU by

Such gnce-mppr:sxon would result if addmonal material Jenved from the Dtpanmcm s
HEU is suddenly p mw the market lace in quantitics that could be

itable from the prefc ive described in the EIS.

12.014
cont.

03.023

03.023: The HEU Final EIS is revised to enhance the discussion of the cumulative
impact of the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement on the uranium industry, as well as the poten-
tial impact of the domestic surplus HEU disposition program on the Russian agreement.
DOE does not expect to be able to make HEU available for disposition actions at the high
rates suggested by the HEU Draft EIS, and those rates have been revised to reflect more
realistic assumptions in the HEU Final EIS. It is correct that excessive depression of the
market price of uranium could adversely affect the viability of the U.S.-Russian HEU
agreement. However, in light of the restrictions on the rate of commercialization of both
Russian and U.S. HEU specified in the USEC Privatization Act, DOE does not believe
the domestic surplus HEU disposition program will significantly affect market prices. A
countervailing consideration to the market price impact is that Russia would be reluctant
to expand its HEU disposition actions if the United States does not reciprocate with simi-
lar actions with respect to its domestic stockpiles of HEU. Under the Act, DOE must
ensure that its surplus HEU disposition actions are undertaken in such a way as to avoid
adverse material impacts on the industry, and on the nonproliferation objectives of the
U.S.-Russian HEU agreement.
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January 10, 1996
pege 5

" bliched

in the Draft Environmental Impact Study

states in pan lhe Dcpmmems ference *{t]o sell for use in commercial reactor fuel as

much as possible of the Low g:chcd Uranium derived from HEU or HEU for blend

down to LEU (up 1o 170 tons HEU, including 50 tons HEU with 7000+ natural uranium

that are proposed to be transferred to USEC over a 6-yezr period,) . . . thot best serves
need

and s, cginning as soon as possible

followmg the Record of Deti and 8-year period,

with continued storage of the HEU until blend Jown 7 While the Department's

lg:efemd alternative” may serve its "programmatic necds® it does not take into account

material adverse impact such an alternative would have on the ability of the Russian
HEU Agreement 10 succeed.

The Draft EIS mentions the Russian HEUS Ag only in pmsmg at page 4

182. The Dmaft EIS is deficient in this regard . as an Administrative Agency should

consider the impact of other impacts when the actions are 5o ini cndent that it would

be unwise 10 consider one action without the other. Any benefit of disposing of surplus

domestic HEU pales to lhe nahonal security and nuclear non-prohfmnon benefits 1o be
U A

achieved by the su P ion of the U.S.-R g
As pnviously noted in our fnsl dd d for jum will
not support the of ium derived from the D:panm:nl 's HEU in the neat
future. The market simply cannot sbsorb the D | without
depressing market prices. Lower natural uranium ‘prices wnll produce lower returns to
the on ial derived from its blended HEU. If the marketplace
will not p d the d by Russia, the contract for LEU derived from
di i pons will be termi or the U.S. Government will be forced 1o
make nauonal socurity to sustain the Russian HEU agreement. Such

payments would dwuf any gains expecl.cd by DOE under its “preferred alternative.®

and liferation goals mandate that the U.S. Russian HEU
Agreement be pttscrvcd and suoccssl'ully completed. DOE must take into consideration
the detrimental effect the disposition of its material would bave on the continued success
of the U.S.-Russian Agre:menL As noted in our first comment, this could be
accomplished by stating ‘in the Record of Dccls-on specific limitations on the

introduction of this material into the al mar} The of ial

to be sold commercially should be tied to itted d d taking into the

le islatively scheduled deliveries in order to assure the continued success of the Russian
HEU Agreement.

3. THE DRAFT EIS IS DEFICIENT DUE TO THE LACK OF COST
: COMPARISON INFORMATION CONCERNING THE VARIOUS
OPT! IONS CONSIDERED BY THE DEPARTMENT.

The Dmﬂ EIS does not conl:un cnmpannvc cost information concerning the

various options or by the D In order 1o make a_

_reasoned d:cmon balancmg lhe nsks to the environment against benefits to be derived
from the Dy d action, the A i cost of :ach altemauve is

required. NEPA's i mmm Y require full discl
maker and the public cannot work without accume and complele fact galhcnng and
analysis.

03.023
cont.

16.015

16.015: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel-
oped to provide the decisionmaker, DOE, comprehensive information upon which to
make decisions. The cost analysis, which has been provided to this commentor and all
others who have expressed an interest in this subject, is available in a separate document
with the HEU Final EIS. It supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that commercial use
of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared to the
alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste.

s1d
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Cost information associated vmh xh: vmous allernallves proffcred by the
Dc ment is y for ! and lysis of this EIS. For
é)le, the Draft I:IS states at png: 4—\85 ‘that under the no action altemative, DOE
woul continue ta store the surplus HEU. This ahernative would not have an adverse
ma\em] impact on the domestic urunum mdustry but may not accomplish the
ss\ued gr j H .uns P “lonukea
g this al 0 the

i wnhoux losure of the costs of storage and the cost of blendmg the HEY
| to LEU for i sale into the nuclear fuels muk:L thout compnuuve
casts analysis belwccn the various Al and the P: ve ib m

the Drafi EIS, it is ampossnblc to fully weigh the envi } .d: and
against the risks and benefits that could be achicved

of the P
by l‘ollowmg other stated Alternatives.

The impacts raised by the Drofl EIS in section 4.8 cannot be fully reviewed
without cost analysis and a risk/bencfit analysis regarding the various al es. This
is particularly true when the mfmed alternative as stated could have a material adverse
impact on the industry described ia this section of the Draft EIS.

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

The Draft EIS rejects at page 2-9, the Blend 1o LEU (19-percent enrichment) and
Store Indcfinitely alternative with insufficient exp While that such
an alternative would have no impact on the commercial nuciear fuel market and retains
the potential value of the blended material, no cost analysis accompanies this rejected
alternative in order to support the 's action. Wuhou\ a cost oompanson
between storage costs and the additional cost to blend this § 10 8 lower enrii
level it is impossible to make a ressoncd analysis of the benefits of this alternative as
compared o other options.

Mention is made in passmg to it { d with storage
that would need to be d under this al i H . nonc of these
concerns are identified. The benefit of no impact on the commcfcml nuclear fuci market
cerainly may outweigh these unidentified environmentsl concemns.

The Draft EIS places a high valuc on the beneficial reuse of the material and in
other re, ccwd aliernatives for the recovery of monetary value by the Government as
goals o} pastment.  The public reviewing the Drafl EIS is at a handicap in
assessing me uue bencﬁz of |hue professed goals a3 the costs associated with such goals
arc not ed to be d with Further, as pointed out in
Commens { and 2, there are overriding pohcy goals that sever:ly restrict the disposition
of this material into the commercial market.

The Department should ider the legislative date that the disposition of
this maierial shall have no material adverse impact on the domestic &nmum mining

industry and the effect of such disposition on the U.S.-HEU Agreement in its stated
alternatives. Given the national security and encrgy independence importance of these
policy decisions, the Blend to LEU (l9-percenl cnndlmcnl) and Store [ndefinitely
alternative merit close review.

16.015
cont.

07.006

PAGE 6 OF 12
07.006: While it may appear that there is no impact of blending and storing at 19 per-
:,2’;‘:“5’ 10.19% cent, there are environmental concerns associated with potential storage of 19-percent

material. These concems are the construction of new storage facilities that would be nec-
essary to accommodate the increased volume of the material and transportation of the
material between the blending sites and the storage facilities. DOE's preliminary conclu-
sions about the economics of the HEU disposition alternatives are based on first-order
analysis: (1) if DOE blends material for sale, the resulting revenues would offset blending
costs; (2) storage costs would be reduced; (3) if DOE blends material for disposal as
waste, there will be no offsetting revenues, but only large outlays for disposal costs and
much higher blending costs because much more blending is needed; and (4) blending for
storage would likewise entail substantial outlays for new storage capacity, with no offset-
ting revenues. An analysis comparing the costs of HEU disposition alternatives has been
prepared (and provided to this commentor and all others who expressed an interest in this
subject) to aid the Secretary of Energy in reaching an ROD. The cost study, which is
available separately from this EIS, supports the conclusion that commercial use of LEU
derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense and would save billions of dollars
compared to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste. DOE will comply
with the legislative mandates to avoid adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium
industry when undertaking future uranium transactions.
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM
PAGE 7 OF 12.

January 10, 1996
page 7

The UPA i the on the Draft EIS. We
appreciate your consideration of the UPA's vnews on the disposition of surplus HEU as it

is of vital interest (o our industry. We suongly wge you to fomulnz: (h: Record of
Deci to ‘include that the has

regarding our concems.

Vcry Trﬁly Youfs.

" Dale L. Albe’ns [W

enclosures
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SUMMARY OF SELECTED URANIUM INDUSTRY PRODUCTIVITIES - 1994

PRODUCTION PRINCIPAL PRODUCTION PRODUCTION PRODUCTIVITY
COUNTRY CENTER OWNER TYFE {I000LBS EMPLOYEES {LBS/EMP/YR)
CANADA W Cameco cony. 13,19 399 33,058
CANADA it Lake Cameco conv. 7436 234 31,383
.S, Crow Bune Uranerz ist 33 20,037
AUSTRALIA Ranger #1 Enesgy Resources conv. 193 1
Highland Powes Resources 113 $1t 53 15302
CANADA Cluff Lake Cogema conv. T0 250 11,080
Ei Mesquite Cogema 460 4“4 10,433
.S, Irigaray/Christensen Cogens il 39 46 1,609
CANADA Stanleigh Rio Algom conv. 1,300 75 6,543
NAMIBIA Roasing RT2 eonv. 3,000 1,300 3,346
NIGER Arlit Cogema cony. 2,600 20 3,033
FRANCE Herault Cogema cony. 1332 450 3,004
NIGER Akouta Cogema cony. 5,100 2,132 92
BON Mounara Cogeme cony. 1430 1,000 1450
SPAIN Satlices el Chico ENUSA coav. 664 703 943
RUSSIA Priargunsky coov, 6,000 7,500 800
HUNGARY MEY conv. 1,04 1,800 57
H Dolni Rozinka Diamo cony, 70 3,000 260
ROMANIA Feldiors RAPMR conv. 300 3,000 100
Notes: Foreign and jon obtained from various official

and mﬁkm sources.

d

P from the prod or State of Wyoming.
U.S. employment cbtained from Mine Safety and Health Administration.

Compiled by: l.nlevulml Nuciesr, Inc. - May 10, 1993,

-
o
>
n
-

Z1 40 § A9V
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Depmmem.gg g:m

The Honorable :Cra1g Thomas
US. House of Representatives
Vashington,.D.C. 20515

Déar-Congressman. Thomas:

:Ih:nlr'»{oy".far -youn, Novesber ‘21, 1994,. letter ¢3 Secretary O‘teary regarding
the :Gavernment -to~Covernment agiesment batween the United States and tha
RussTap :Federation: for the-purchase of 500 metric tons of Yow enriched uraniun
‘derived ‘frou-highly enriched uranium (HEU) resoved from nuclear waapens and
Jts affects_on the U.5..uranfue-{odustry.” While thé Department of Ener
strongly .supports recent'.achleveaints 4n Russian auclear weapons ‘dismant oAt
‘and ._:g.'_ _{m:hact .of U.S. nuclaar honpraliferitiva obiectives, we alsg share.
‘your-concern.for the viabl11ty.of the;U.5. araaium fodustry.

“The' TupTesentation af this :gﬁuut. which wus, signed by the Mnited States
dod the Rustian Federation oh January. .14, 1994, akould be accomplished in a
-matnier. that -infeizes: the fupact upoa.the U.S, uranium Andustry, ' It 13
‘Teportant, t0.note. thit the United States Enrichment cergonuon. % wholly~
‘tvned. Government turporatics establisked by the Energy Palfcy Act of. 1992, 15
2ha:éxecytive agent-on betialf of the Unfted States for. the tmplementation of
Corpmckhon hee oot puriised-say vriaton Sroer theg vt msent it
-hay oot .purchased anium r this -2 . refore, a0
mterfal bas bosn 1£or“d 1nt:n{b’c‘r United States at tgh time.

-In order, 15 ensure that your concerns are properly addressed, 1 hive forwarded
;a.capy of your létter to Mr. Wil1fam H, Tisbers, ‘Chief Executive OFFfcer and
“Presidént ‘of the United. States Enrichment Corporation. Tha Enrichment
-Corporztfén -has- sole -responsibility for placing orders under the agressant
“ith-the -Russian Federatfon.

e Departsent ‘s gosttton mti’di:g the disposition of -the material fs -that.
the: datural uranium cokponent-of the.purchase agreement’ should be utilfzed
cons{itent with pubiic interest provisicns of the-uranics Ant{durping
Suspension Agr t.and fts doent a3 Mto_ulfed by the .u.smpanunt-of
Comberce,: This restriction 1mfts the amount of Russian uranfue-fapdrted for
end usé:An-the United States.thiough the year 2003, As a'result of this
providisn the.fépact on. the U.S. uranius industry would be minimal.

Siheerely; g
47N

erry{R. Lash, Director
0fficé of Nuclear Energy

Exhibig 2
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Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585
December 65, 1996
Mr. Dale L. Alberts
President
Uraniom Prodacers of America
141 East Palace Avenue
P.O. Bax 669

Santa Fo, NM 87504-0669
Dear Mr. Alberts:

This is in respanse to your letter of chmber 16 1996, concerning the
Department of Energy’s Draft Envir ct Stat. t far the
Whmd&wﬂnlﬁghbﬂnﬂd)d“nnimmm). I understand that
Creg Rady, Acting Directar of the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, spoke
with you on Wednesday, November 22, 1995, about the issues raised in your
letter. As Mr. Rudy pointed cut, the quantity of materials addressed in the draft
HEU EIS was established to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with
the maximum amount of highly enriched jum that might potentially be
offered for sale. The quantity of materials that would actually be introduced into
the market by DOE would be significantly less.

Of the approximately 175 metric tons of highly enriched uranium declared
surplus to national security noeds, plans call for sppraximately 63 metric tons to
be transferred to the United States Enrichment Corporation; approximately 10
metric tons are under International Atomic Energy Agency safeguarda in Oak
Ridge, Tennesses and are reserved for other program needs; and approximately
62 metric tons of materials are comprised of forms and assays for which recovery
and ial use is idered unlikely. This results in an estimated 40
metric tons of highly enriched uranium (12.6 million pounds of U,0, equivalent)
that may b vailable for ial ase during a 10 - 16 year period
beginning in 1998. This would amount to DOE introducing material equivalent
to approximately 2% of 1 U.8. uranium needs or 0.6% of annual global
needs. 1 hope this helpa to alleviate your concerns regarding the patential
adverse impact that the dispesition of surplus highly enriched uranium might
have on the U.S. uranium industry.

As pan. of the Semhry‘n openness initiative, the Department is planning to

ify additi tion in the near future on the quantities and
locations of materials declared surplus. Pollowing this declassification, a more
definitive analysis will be available.

@ Prsies wih goy b 46 @y puom

Exhibic 3
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Mr. Dale L. Alberts
Page 2

With regard to extending the pablic t period on the draft HEU EIS, the
Department has already extended the period to January 12, 1996. A notiee to
this effect appeared in the Federal Register on November 24, 1995. In light of
the extension already granted, and the information provided earlier by Mr. Rudy
- and reiterated above, [ believe that adequate time exista for all interested parties
to complete their review and submit comments, and that additional time or
public meetings are not sury. Your letter has been formally entered into
our comment tracking data base. At the close of the comment period, sn analysis
will be prepared that add all questions and t ived during the
comunent period. This analysis will appear as part of the Final HEU EIS.

Lastly, DOE is developing cost estimates to support the alternativos evaluated in
the HEU EIS. This information will be made available at the time the Final EIS
is issued in April, 1998, :

I understand that Howard Canter will be meeting with you on Thursday,
December 7, 1985, in Washingtoo, D.C. to discuss farther the points raised in
your letter. Flease foel free to call me at (202) 5864513 with any additional
questions or comments that you may have.

Sincerely,

D.. ¥ 1

J. David Nulton

for

Director, NEPA Compliance & Outreach
Office of Fissile Materials Dispoeition

SId jould wmiuvlf) payoliuzy
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uns

Tetal HEU Declared Surplas ~17S MT

‘Transfers to USEC (QMY)
1294: (13t UF6 ~75% average assay)
(1.7 million swu / 2400 MT U/ 6.24 milfion s U308)

Propescd: (Stmt metaliaxides ~ 0% anay)
mwzmmummwuadmunnm

Program (Nu-wnpou) Uses (1'0 MT)
(Under JAEA safeguards at Oak Ridge)
(1.6 miltion ows 12,250 MT U / 5.85 ssillion Ibs U308)
NET Potential DOE Disposition 102 MT
Rnwvaleomu:hl Use Not Likely ~(62) MT
s etc.)
Balance Available ~ 40 MT
Average Assay ~ 50%
~20MT whkigh U236 -

Availadie gver 10 - 15yr period—1998 & out years

(3.4 million swu / 4,840 MT U / 12.58 million lbs [/308)
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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY
PAGE1OF 5

U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP.

877 Norih 8th West {307) #S6-4271 Riverion, Wroming 8250

VIA FAX: 1-800-820-5156

January 1S, 1995

Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Dispousition
c/o SAIC/HEU
P.O. Box 23786
Washington, DC  20026-3786
Ladics and Gentlemen:
This letter is in response to your invitation to submit comments with respect to the
Dep ‘s Draft Envi § Impact Si for Disposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium (HEU EIS). Asa ber of the Uranium Py of America (*UPA™)

we have reviewed the UPA comments with respect to the HEU EIS. We both agree with and
incorporate by reference the comments of the UPA with respect to the deficiencies in the
Deparument's HEU EIS and the devastating effect that the Department's Preferred Altermative
will have on the United States uranium producers as a whole. We also ccho UPA'’s concern
that the Depantment’s Preferred Aliernative will have a detrimental effect on the U.S. - Russian
HEU Agreement.

The Depantment’s suppression of prices in the United States from the indiscriminate
release into the commercial market of low enriched uranium (LEU) derived from blending
“surplus™ U.S. highly enriched uranium (“HEU") would be reflectad in the world market
price for nawral uranium concentrates (U,0,), as well as uranium hexafluoride (UF,). Not

only would this reduce the revenues expected by Russia from its agreement with the U.S., 12.015
risking the possible termination of the U.S. - ian Ag {with obvi G
security implications), or the need for the U.S. to make national security premium pay to

avoid such termination, as noted in the UPA lenter of comments, but also the prospect of
Russia or the United States Enrichment Corporation (*USEC") then dumping the LEU derived
from Russian HEU on the world market would further depress the price for U,0, worldwide.
This would most hkely prump( prorests by Cnn:da and Australia, as well as dealing the final
blow to the U.S. Pr s g U.S. Energy Corp.

Apart from these concerns and objections 1o the Depaniment’s HEU EIS, which hgvc
been addressed very capably in the UPA letter of comments, U.S. Encrgy Corp. has particular
concerns about the effect the Department’s proposed actions will have on the Company’s plans

Plaean'Camresph YW6\Comments

FAX (307) 837-3050

12.015: The Department of Energy may not release uranium into the commercial mar-
ket indiscriminately due to the provisions of the USEC Privatization Act. Most observers
of the uranium fuel industry are projecting substantial increases in world uranium prices
in the next several years as existing stockpiles are depleted. One producer has submitted
comments to the effect that world uranium production is already only one-half of world
demand. DOE anticipates that the combined impacts of Russian and U.S. HEU disposi-
tion actions will be to moderate those expected price increases. DOE is confident that its
foreign policy (nonproliferation) objectives and the interests of the uranium industry can
be accommodated. DOE intends to move cautiously, and must abide by the requirement
in the USEC Privatization Act to avoid adverse material impacts on the domcstlc uranium
industry in undertaking its uranium transactions.

SId [pul wmiuv.if) payouuy
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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY

PAGE 2 OF 5
Department of Encrgy
Jaouary 15, 1996
Page 2
to reapen its conventional uranium mining and milling operations in Wyoming and Utah, on 12,015
which millions of dollars have already been spent. These additional concems, which are not
directly addressed in the UPA ketter of commeats, prampt us to submit (his supplemental letter cont.
of comments,
U.S. Energy Corp. is 2 Wyoming corporation with its headaqy in Riverton,
Wyoming. It is a publicly traded corporation with shares of comman slock aded on the
NASDAQ/NMS quotasion sysicm. The Ci y y has y 900

sharcholders of record (and several times mn number in mecl name) and empioys
approximatcly 90 full time employees and 15 part-time employees, principally in Wyoming.
The Company is the originator of, and a 50% participant in, theGumMoumlimng
Venmre (“GMMV™) in Wyoming. The other 50% participant is K. U; pany ,
K "), a 100% subsidiary of K C jon of Salt Lake City, Utah.
(Kennecott Corporation is a wholly-owued submdury of The RTZ Corporation PLC, a United
Kingdom public company.)

The GMMY owns a powentially world class uranium deposit (the Jackpo( ore dcposu)

on Green Mountain in Fremont County Wyominz and ﬂt S uranium p "3
facility in Sweetwater County, the only mill ining in Wyoming.
The mill was anc of the Jatest built in the U.S. and has been maintained in 1 diti

Tt is rated at 3,000 tons per day (tpd) of ore, but has operated continuously for periods of time
2t 4,200 tpd. Initial production is projected st 3.7 million Ibs. U,O/yr., which can be
increased to potentially as much as 6 million Ibs. U,0,/yr., depending upon the grade of ore
fed to the mill. The Jackpot deposit containg reserves of approximately 52 million pounds
U,0,, with additional resources of up to 500 miilion pounds U0, in the vicinity and under the
control of GMMYV. In addition to the uranium reserves and fesources, GMMV has access
roads, shop buildings, portals, i leph gas, el . aod other
infrastructure afready in place. Thceosuovumeoumnlawbmu(bcsefacdmmm
over $150 million and the standby cost of maintaining these facilities has been (and continues
10 be) approximately $1,000,000 annually.

In Utah, U.S. Energy Corp. acquired Plateau Resources Limited, a Utah corporation
(*Platcau”), from Consumers Power Company in 1993. Plateau owns the Shootaring Canyon
mill, an essentially new 750 1pd uranium processing facility in Gasfield County in southeastern
Utah. Plateau also has contract rights (o the Tony M mine and Frank M uranium deposit
approximately 3 miles from the mill. The Tony M mioe is fully developed and permitted with
18 miles of underground haulage drifis, crosscuts, vent holes and an underground shop. I is
ready 1o produce. All required infrastructure is in place. Plateau spent ncarly $120 million 10
build the minc-mill complex. In addition, Plateau also owns uranium propesties in the Lisbon
Valley area of Utah, the ore from which could be processed at the Shootaring Canyon mill.

Plasess\Corre s 990\ Cooam s
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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY
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Department of Energy
Jamuary 15, 1996
Page 3

Platcau’s i i in Utah are esti d at about 17 million pounds
U,0,. Plateau is aiso seeking to acquire additional reserves in the Arizona Strip and Colorado
Plateau, areas with reasonably close proximity to the Shootaring Canyon mill. The standby
cost for the Shootaring Canyon mil) and support facilities has been (and continucs to be)

app y 8650 000 Wy to keep this facility available for U.S. prod

Finally, U.S. Energy Corp. owns 50% of Sheep Mountain Panioers (SMP) with Cycle
Resource Investmens Corp., a wholly owned subsidiary of Nukem Inc. There are multiple
urnium deposits that have been delineated so far on Sheep Mountain in Fremont County,
Wyoming. Remaining higher-grade reserves at Sheep Mountain total about 4 million ibs.
U,0,. Additional amounts of lower-grade resources also exist, with a total resource at Sheep
Mountain estimated at approximately 13 million lbs. U,;0,. Western Nuclear, the previous
owner, spent in excess of $125 million in developing these properties.

Underground development of the Sheep Mountain mines was first started by Western
Nuclear, a subsidiary of Phelps Dodge Corporation, with the sinking of a 14-foot concrese~
Imed shaft (Sheep Mountain ll) that was completed in late 1975. A second shaft, Sheep

in #2, was completed in 1976 According 10 published reports, production by Western
Nuclear averaged 300,000 fons of ore per year from 1978 to 1980, but in 1981 Western
Nuclear suspended all perations at Sheep M in. U.S. Energy acquired the
properties from Western Nuclear in February 1988 and operated Sheep Mountain #1 until
April 1989, toll milling the ore at the Shirley Basin mill of Pathfinder Corporation in
Wyoming, to produce approximately 100,000 lbs. U,0,. Mining ceased because the market
price of i dropped (0 a point that it was more economical to buy

quired to supply existing utility rather than produce them.

Today the Sheep Mountain #1 and #2 underground shafts are completed to 1,675 and
1,350 feet, respectively, both mines are permitted and have developed or partially developed
mining levels with deifts (hat extend in%0 the orebodies. Like the Tony M mine in Utah and the
Big Eagle properties of GMMY (which is near the Jackpat deposit on Green Moustain), the
Sheep Mouamin propertics have atl required infrastructure in place and are ready to produce.
Keeping the Sheep Mountain facilities in a workable condition to be ready to meet U.S.
demand has cost (and contimes to cost) about $1,000,000 anmually.

In summary, U.S. Encrgy Corp. is poised (o resume uranium production in Wyoming
and Utah. The market permining, U.S. Energy Cum has the capability of producing a total of

310 5 million pounds of U;0, ly via hods before the end of 1998. Iis 12.015
g facilitics are | dand ona dby dasis. The Tony M mine in southeastern cont
Uuh is fnlly developed and permitted. The hckpoi deposit in Wyoming is about to receive its g

Permit 1o Mine within the next two months, after nine years in the environmental perminting

Paes\Corresp\| 996\Conanens
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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY
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Deparunent of Energy
January 15, 1996
Page 4

process. The Company is currently arranging financing to put these facilities back into
production. When they are in full production, operation of the Jackpot mine, which has a
projected life of 13 10 25 years, and Sweetwater mill will employ approximately 260 people in
Wyoming. This does not include indirect employ in the ding area resulling from
the operation of the minc and mill. These would be high paying jobs ia an area where there is
serious underemployment, which causes hardships not only 1o the affected familics, but also o
the State and federal government. Tax revenucs to the State of Wyoming in the form of
property, sales and ad vol taxes are estimated to be approximately $3.4 million anmially
when the mine and mill are in full operation.

In Utah, reactivation of the Shootaring Canyon mill in Garfield County, and mining the
nearby deposits in San Juan and Emery Countics, required to feed the mill, would employ
approximately 250 persons in an area where emplayment opportunities are quite limited.
Again, (hese would be tugh paylng jobs and the number does not include employment gains in
mvenuel to the State of Utah when the mincs nd

n'ullnzu:fnur i wouldbe

All of this would be lost or at least delayed indefinitely if the price of uranium
remain dep d a3 a result of the unrestrained disposition of LEU from
“surplus” HEU, which has been accumulated by the Department or its predecessors over

several decad A ding to the Dep ‘s own analysis and publicati tota) U.S.
i ate production in (994 was only 3.4 million pounds. This compares t0 43.7 12.015
mitlion pounds i m 1980 (_ummummw 1984). Morsover, there was 0o uranium cont.

nunmamdnullmgolunnmmorelnlmamby
the end of l994 only su convennoml mills were being maintzined oa a standby mode in the
United States (Lranium Industry dnnual 1994). This compares to 24 conventiona! uranium
mills in the U. S in 193]. of which 20 were aperating throughout the year (Uranf{um [ndustry
danual 1984). Employ inthe U.S. jum industry in 1994 (excluding reclamation
work) totaled 452 person-years (up 19% from 1993) compared (0 a peak of 21,951 person-
years in 1979 (19,919 person-years in 1980). This disastrous decline in production and
employment in the U.S. uranium industry is auributable principally o the depressed prices
iting from high i ies built up during the 1980's and the dumping of uranivin
concentrates from Russia and other CIS countries during the first half of the 1990's.

Now it appears that the Deparument, and indeed others in the Clinton administration,
are bound and delermmed 10 continue 10 suppress prices and frustrate efforts, such as those by
our Company, to the d ium industry. No(onlyhm:invmhlionoflhc
express m-ndn:s of Title X of the Energy Policy Act of 1992, but it is contrary (0 any notion
of sensible government policy. The impact on the U.S. balance of payments deficit will
continue to worsen if the U.S. uranium industry is crippled further. The potential for the

Plascan\Cocresp | 996 \Camemots
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closure and dismantling of U.S. production facilities, which will cost hundreds of millions of

dollars to replace, will inue and a compl llapse of the U.S. uranium market would be 12,015
inevirable, causing our country 10 become solely reliant on foreign uranium to fuel the 110 .
miclear reactors now operating in the United States. - cont.

We agree with the UPA that a possible solution may lie in its suggestion that the
Department formalize in its Record of Decision a more limited disposition sch:dulc, a8 set l 05.009
forth in the Department’s December 5, 1995 letter to the UPA. Al ively, the Dep
should consider the shernative that was rejected without cxplanauon in the HEU EIS to blend
the HEU o LEU (19% enrichment) and 1o store such LEU i itely. This fi tional l 09.019
security g ding the reducti ofHEU kpil whllepmcrvmglhepommnl
value of the bl mrzml ithout i | nuclear fuel market. .
M , the further blendi aMnhofkaEUmnlh:nmkmmqunuaddluoml
supply mosl likely: would result in greater revenue to the govemmem aod confer greates benefit
on U.S. utilities that consume muclear fuel.

For the foregoing reasons, U.S. F.nergy Corp. respectfully request that the Department
reconsider its Preferred Alternative or at deast formalize in its Record of Decision an orderty
disposition schedule for LEU derived from blending surplus HEU along the lines proposed in
the Department’s December S, 1995 letter 10 the UPA, -

Sincerely,

"S. - o T e T *

Johq L. Larsen,
Irman, President and
f Executive Officer

JLL/ms

05.009: ;I'hc Department of Energy has modified the discussion of the schedule for
HEU disposition actions in Section 2.1.2 of the HEU Final EIS to make it more realistic.
The more realistic schedule will also be reflected in subsequent ROD(s), as appropriate.

09.019: The HEU EIS explains the rejection of the blend to 19 percent and store option
in Section 2.1.3. DOE does not consider the options of blending HEU for extended stor-
age as reasonable as other alternatives because it would delay recovery of the economic
value of the material and incur unnecessary costs and environmental impacts due to the

need to build additional storage capacity to accommodate the increased volume of the
material.
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UTILITY RESOURCE ASSOCIATES

January 11, 1996
URA Letter No. 361-04

Washingion D.C, 20585 SENT VIA FACSIMILE

Subject: C on Disposition of Surplus Highly Eariched Ursnium (HEU) Draft EIS ©

‘) P

Dear M. Nulton:

UﬁhqkmmunmtuMA).uMuyhndmmmmudmthOB‘lpmpowdm
o maximize the commaercial use of surplus HEU. chuthnm-amoneﬁmnnupmhfum
mhonlnmdybm P d 10 other altematives, waste disposal costs and radiologi

P and is expectod to provide substantial to the U.S. Treasury.

DOE characterized tho surphs HEU as commercial, off-specification, and noa-commervial.
Mmdomthﬂwthb&dqmlﬁuuﬂmmm&ﬂoﬁhcoﬁwﬁmmmd
from a reactor core design basis we belicve there is 3 domestic market for this matesial.

URA,, id “,‘ "'unlym.!imnsnppoﬂmdmmwmdydtfor
' Techni wiclear, themmal and
nnchuucddesp\ennuhcdpmdwpmdu&ty:miym Ourennaﬁtymnymhn
appliod to reactor cores, spent fsel pools and dry cask storage. We understand the modcling issues
involved in using off-specification enriched jum and are svailabl tounmwc«e
Ammwmwmmmmmnmm hoical and y
associsted with using off-specification enriched urznium in 8 & ic light water reactos.

We appreciate the y to 00 the draft EIS and are svailable to meet with DOE to
funhaduc\mumaregudmsoﬂlwedﬁcmmmmhdumm

g

cc: Mr. Rod Grow (President, URA)

UTILITY RESOURCE ASSOCIATES CORPORATION
31 Mooros Street ¢ Suite 1600 ¢ Rechville, Maryland 20350 ¢ (301) 394-1940

| 10.003

l 13.006

10.003: Comment noted.

13.006: The Department of Energy expects that there will be a market for some or most
of the off-spec material, although some of it may ultimately prove uneconomical to
recover.
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January §, 1996

U. S. Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition s

-¢/o SAIC/HEU EIS VINGEWA POWER
P.0. Box 23786 ’

‘Washington, DC 20026-3786

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR
DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED URANTUM

‘This letter provides the coaunents of Virginia Electric and Power Company (Virginis Power) with
respect to the DOE's Draft Envi ) Impact St (EIS) for Disposition of Surplus Highly
MdUmMVwWPMMMMUnMWdeMVWM
and North Carolina region wha receive approximstely one thind of their eloctrical encrgy Som mclear
generation, and who will poteatially be affected by the outcome of your actions. The scope of the
HEU EIS is significant, and it appears to thoroughly address tho many environmental and related
techaical issucs associated with dispoaition of HEU. As an end tiser of the proposed blended down
low enriched uranium (LEU), Virginia Power will, in general, direct its comments to the impact of
the proposed government action oa the uranium market and related nuclear fuel cycle industries.

Before p ',,ounpeu‘ﬂc note that we belicve that the blending down of HEU to
LEU for commercial use is the correct sction to take to reduce the threat of nuclcar weapons
proliferation in an environmentaily safe and timely manner. The U.S. government’s actions in this
rcgndwdllannomhfanﬁnnmmpkforo(ha nations, while providing a beneficial use and

y of the i mthc "lnour pinioo, it ap ble and

bmdmno;umemnud forred ak of :heHEU“ “,nnd b
LEUnuuwnmdﬂdommwommdgm(a)yurpmod

With regand to the market impact of your proposed action, you specifically addressed the impact on
utuuummmngmdmdnrﬁnlcydcmnmhgmeewouldlguwnhDOEdmh
rclatively small amount of LEU prod d action, coupled with the
mmomwhdlnwwldbcmo&mdmdum:kegdmldhwmmdwmmh
industry. Athough the quantitics are relatively small, we believe they are important to the domestic
mdarmhnmdumynﬂmymmpmdhsnmﬁamdmﬂﬁﬂmpm&mw
demand in coming years. This shostfall is significant with the rapid reduction in excess

urasium inventories, The U.S. surplus HEU will help to offsct this shortfall, and act to keep prices
competitive for nuclear generation to the benefit of millions of energy consumers.

q

We understand that DOE has already ived from the d i jum industry
expressing concern with the depth of analysis performed in evaluating the uranium market impact.
Web&mmﬂmlsmwmmmmmmu%mm
uranium prices in 1995, and actual and planned i in U.S. production already in place. To

implymuurdadvdymumuotmnaidywpmpmwrdmewﬂhdoudyimpmw

12.019

12.019: The Department of Energy agrees that the domestic HEU disposition program
alone is unlikely to have significant adverse impacts on the domestic uranium industry.
Howeyver, in conjunction with the projected deliveries from Russian HEU disposition
actions, the cumulative impacts are more significant, and the HEU Final EIS is therefore
revised to reflect these cumulative impacts, as well as the implications of enactment of
the USEC Privatization Act. DOE also agrees that predictability is important in avoiding
adverse material impacts on the uranium industry from its HEU disposition actions.

SI4 jouly umiuvif) payoLuy
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domestic uranium producers seems, in our opinios, 10 be oversiated.

Thnﬁuﬁydi&mymm!nmprediannudymhmtﬁmpdou.ddvmhhmepm
by carent world production being only one half of world demand. Your propased action to bring the
surplus HEU slowly into the market over an extended period should act to provide the maximum
bengﬁtm_ﬂ:mgpcya:udnmmﬁmnﬂadymnonhnwmlwiodo{
Wmdmmngpm.ﬂhmﬁmmmwyﬁhmmnwmwmw
iy introduced into the market will minimize its impact with respect to harming domestic producers.

Further, we believe your coaclusions with respect to the domestic uranium conversion indusiry are
overstated. Convertors have seen an increase of over 70% in the price of coaversion services since
.lheﬁllollmd‘ ridwide are plaaning o add capacity. This does not sound like an
industry that is * pplied*® and *dep d*® as you refer to it In general, conversion capacity is
projected to fall slightly below demand for the foreseeable future, and the conversion compoaent
contained in tho surplus HEU will help to balance projected supply and demand.

lqmmy,mbeﬁwednmpondwﬁomaﬂymm:fﬂmdahamﬁvghxheﬁwtﬁnswdo
;ﬁmwMMhm&mhmwbﬂnﬁmu.s.uﬁﬂﬁnw

: hao minimizing the on the brani ining ind and related
fuel cycle industrics. el

2[2:; have anry questions, please contact Mr. H. H. Barker at (804) 273-3438, or me at (804) 273-

Sincerdy,

&\&47”‘..«\

R. M. Berryman, Manager
Nuclear Analysis and Fuel

12.019
cont.

12.020

12.020: The Department of Energy has received conflicting comments from different
segments of the industry with respect to the current and expected future condition of the
uranium conversion industry. We believe the weight of the evidence supports a conclu-
sion that uranium from HEU disposition actions will enter a conversion market that is
tightening. The USEC Privatization Act requires DOE to avoid adverse material impacts
on the uranium industry.

sasuodsay puv
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&5 Claymorvc l.anc
Oak Ridge, TN 37830
Junuary 11, 1996

To: US DOE, Office of Fissile Materials Division

From:  Barbara A Walton  (423) 482-5652

Subject: Diaposition of Surplus Highly Enrichad Uranium (HEU) Draft Environmental
impact Statement (EIS), October 1995

My roview of the subject document reveals several deficiencies:
“I'here is no discusxian of impact oo the jon plant, GE Wilminy NC.
Tables 13.2.3-1 and 11.2.3-2 do not have units given
The scound colutnn pnuted on page 3-17 belongs atter the text printed on page 3-18,
idents in the Y- Thacnrc jonp. 4-13 & 14

Therc is no d of

for the No Action Al v, which includes serious chemicul risk, and on p.4-31 thru 4-40, 4-5S

thu 4-60, 4-68 theu 4-73 und 4-87 thru 4-90 for fecility accidents.

Pages 4-162 and 4-163 nced to be updated since ORR js NOT the solected site in the
Tritium Supply und Recycling RO and SRS is the selected site.

1 also note & major Hhaw ia the document which may Joad to a fiully conclusion:

1 suke eaception to Ui timefiames given in Table S-) (Tuble 2.1.2-1, p, 2-6 & 2-7). The
assumption of 10Uyr. HFL) availability may be poos. In any case, these iy no reason to delay use
of the inctal process for waste until afier USEL fuct and “additional fuel”, ‘I'he table gives the
imprexsion that ull 4 sitex are nccded (o get the job dans in s reasunable time.

Tik 501 af 11U 1o USEC is most nmemunu, lhu is discussed on p. 4187 which stutes

thut “this matcrinl is in the fonn of urani ™ at P

 louved 10 USEC. The timoframe for this purt of the HIEL] should, therefors, bo independeiit of the
rest of the materianl

n addition: .

The chanical risk for the burhs hexafl |slughmthccmnfmuddcm 1
cesommend thit no mure than one such cominercial me be added to the nations cupability.

Any distinction b J 4 and $ depends on bester ch fi: of the off
spec inateriul.

Prefesence should be given to the DQE sites dux ta the current sdverse impm of federal
budget culs. Relutive costs for processing ial already located ut Y-12 should mean that
most should be provessed there,

Thereture, my preference is fur u new opuun Alumlxm. 45 ¢) DOF. sites, with emphasis on Y-
12, und including the J ) for |, if cust competitive, limited to no mewe than one

" new uranium huaﬂuonde Laciliy.

th and Paducah planis being

11.001
21.007

2201
21.008

22.012

05.007

17.013
07.012

10.008

11.001: The GE Wilmington Fuel Fabrication Plant is used in the HEU EIS as a repre-
sentative site where conversion of natural UFg blendstock to U;Og for use in UNH blend-
ing might occur. This step is not likely to be necessary since DOE has plentiful supplies
of natural uranium metal and oxide that can be used as blendstock for the UNH process.
In the event that limited conversion of UF¢ blendstock is necessary, the impacts at the
conversion facility would be negligible relative to the existing activities at the facility.

21.007: Table E.2.3-1 includes the unit “curies” in its title which is consistent with the
style chosen for the HEU EIS. Table E.2.3-2 inadvertently omits curies from the title.
This has been corrected in the HEU Final EIS.

22.011: The HEU Final EIS has been revised to correct this discrepancy.

21.008: Results of accident analyses were summarized in the Environmental Justice in
Minority and Low-Income Populations section of the Summary in the HEU Final EIS. In
addition, Tables S-2 and S-3 in the Summary present a comparison of the potential incre-
mental impacts from accidents for all the alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS.

22.012: The cumulative impact sections have been revised to eliminate ORR as a can-
didate site for the Tritium Supply and Recycling program.

05.007: The timeframes presented in the cited table have been substantially revised in
the HEU Final EIS to reflect more realistic assumptions about commercial consider-
ations, availability of material, and other factors (such as legislative restrictions concern-
ing impacts on the uranium industry) in addition to processing rates. DOE expects that a
realistic estimate of the time needed to blend material for commercial use will be 15 to 20
years. The cited discussion concerning UF at Portsmouth on page 4-187 of the HEU
Draft HEU pertains not to the 50 t of HEU that are proposed to be transferred to USEC,
but rather to 7,000 t of natural uranium that are proposed to be transferred to USEC as
part of the same transaction. The 50 t of HEU that is proposed to be transferred to USEC
is in the form of metal and oxides, not UF.

SI4 Joul,] wnuvd ) payoruy
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17.013: The HEU Final EIS reflects the potentially significant consequences associated
with a postulated UFg release accident, as well as the low probability of such an accident.
See, for example, Tables 4.3.2.6—4 and 4.3.2.6-5. Whether any UFg and related blending
facilities are developed will be decided by commercial entities based on business consid-
erations and subject to licensing and regulation by NRC.

07.012: The Department of Energy agrees that the ultimate determination of the pro-
portion of surplus HEU that can eventually be sold for commercial use will depend on
more detailed characterization of the surplus inventory.

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

SIUWMO0(J JUIWWIO))
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06.008:

06.008

Comment referred to the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management.
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tUESTERN NORTH CAROLINA
PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
99 fastmoor Orive

Ashevillie, N.C. 28805-9211
November 29, 1985

DOE-Office of Fissile Materials Dispasition
clo SSAICHEU EIS

P.O. Box 23786 ,

Washington, D.C. 200263788

Dear Sirs andor Madams:

We have considered the various alternatives In the EIS regarding what the U.S.
shouid do with all the surpius HEU from the bombs we are now taking apart. Al the
options utilizing blerxiing which result in

nuciear reactor fuel place In jeopardy the goals of the the proposed Non-proliferation
Treaty. The reason for this is when down blended HEU Is used as reactor fuel, the
fesulting spent fuel contains about 4% piutonium. The latter can be extracted without
a great deal of difficuity. Therefore, evary where in the world such fuel wouki be
utilized, there would be a significant risk of diversion of this deadly byproduct into
nuciear weapons. Promotion of the production of spent fuel is unwise. There is no
safa, economical or practical means for disposing, storing or transporting it. Because
of its available plutonium, it poses a continued weapons threat. Such a acheme is not
in the best interests of the people of the United States.

We recommend that HEU be further blended down to a concentration of 1% or jess, so
it can be disposed of as low levsi radioactive waste. In the long range view of things
this will be the most economical, environmentally sound and safest option. And it wisl
best serve owr nation’s nonproliteration poiicy. Furth , @ven as we have
required it of other nations, we should allow these actions & de carried out under
intemational inspection. This will send a message to other nations that we are willing
mmmwmwrmmmwmmmmiawnbnmmmn

80 recently negotiating.
L et Hnn &./205H0
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03.016

14.002
03.016
cont,

l 10.009

I 03.020

03.016: Typical spent fuel actually contains about 1-percent Pu. DOE does not agree
that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU increases the proliferation
potential, because no incremental spent fuel would be created as a consequence of this
program. Spent fuel is considered to have low proliferation potential, because reprocess-
ing of spent fuel to separate Pu is dangerous, difficult, and costly. Although fuel derived
from U.S. surplus HEU and sold abroad could conceivably be reprocessed in some coun-
tries to separate Pu for commercial (non-military) use in mixed oxide fuel, that LEU fuel
derived from surplus HEU would simply replace other fuel, so no incremental Pu would
be created as a result of this program. -

14.002: It is correct that the use in reactors of nuciear fuel derived from surplus HEU
would result in the production of spent fuel. However, this fuel simply supplants nuclear
fuel that would be produced from natural uranium anyway, so no additional spent fuel
would be generated as a result of this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, it is
extremely hazardous 1o process and separate the Pu. It is a tenet of U.S. nonproliferation
policy, consistent with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, that
weapons-usable fissile materials be made at least as proliferation resistant as spent fuel.

10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and
disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The
analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact
among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed
cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made
them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi-
cates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense
and would save billions of dollars. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2
through 5) evaluated in the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send
a positive message to other nations.

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of. surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls, There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at
the Y—-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to
the maximum extent possible.
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Date Received: 1/11/96
Comment ID: P0034
Name: Bob Wilcox
Address: Savannah River, South Carolina
Traascription:

This is Bob Wilcox at the Savannnh River Site. 1 have lh:ee wmm:nu. Number (1) all things

idered, not just eavi p DOE's p is the comrect ane; (2)
the cal of maxil facility ase significant, DOE should analyze
hether some mitigath could be imp) d 80 a3 to lower these risks independent

ofwhachmeorum:rechomfonheblmdms (3)wf¢xupolmulluuofthe300Muum
SRSis d, the DOE preferrcd and ided by DOE appear

to be inconsistent. Thaulhcendofmycommcm Thnnkyou.

10.003
| 21018
| 23,008

10.003: Comment noted.

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

In response to public comments, accidental releases of uranium were re-modeled using
MACCS computer code with more detailed site-specific information to better estimate
noninvolved worker cancer fatalities at each candidate site. MACCS is a widely used
code and offers better capabilities than GENII in terms of modeling accident conditions.
It uses actual (recorded onsite) meteorological conditions and distributes data recorded
over a 1-year period. The worker distribution data for each site were also collected and
incorporated into MACCS runs to obtain a more realistic estimate of potential worker
accident consequences.

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

23.006: Building 321 is in the process of being deactivated and will not be available for
metal blending as was stated in the HEU Draft EIS. Therefore, metal blending will not be
performed at SRS.
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READER RESPONSE CARD

The purpose of this card ls to encourag: los b readers of the Newslctter and th
OfTice of Flasile Materials Dlapost Your views, and suggestions are lppmhm’@
¥ Mr. O Ms. ©Dr. o faeT A recore
- i () (last nemc)
Title: A, B

Organization: __[JESIME poses - Spurr A ,fu_ﬁ Co .

Mailing Address;___2/1 %ﬁfg fer Cicces
[{ ffice box) (suite/s maif
£AE, ez g e o
o)

(stare) {xip code)

Ploase check all that apply: .
A. Mailing List Request: Q Add Q Modify Q Delete
B. Information Request
Q Hi¢I4%M Unanium (HEU) EIS Implementstion Plaa -
% I[Sm -Hgﬁx éllgnge & Disposition of Weapans-Usable Fissile Materials PE(S [mplementarion Plag

Q Other (specify) :
Commenss: _bhy o aftrantve Lo blading 106 poveet o seplas bprw L i

Please quil response card ;. U.S. Department of Energy « Office of Flsaile Materiala Disposition, MD-4 * Newsletier
Editor * Forrestal Building « 1000 Independence Ave, S.W, » Washiogtos, D.C. 20588

| 07.001

07.001: Alternative 2 represents blending 100 percent of surplus HEU to waste for dis-
posal. Alternative 5 represents blending up to 85 percent of surplus HEU for commercial
use as reactor fuel. Blending 100 percent for commercial use is not analyzed in the HEU
Final EIS because 15 to 30 percent of the currently declared surplus inventory is in forms
or assays that may prove uneconomical to develop for commercial use.
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65622 Kendal! Drive
Nashvitle, TN 37209
January 8, 1996

DOE/Fissile Materials Disposition
clo SAICIHEU EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, OC 20026-3786

Dear Sir or Madam,

| write to express my opposition to turning highly erriched uranium into nuclear

reactor lyel. We already have much auclear waste, with no sate and permanent 10.024
means of disposing of it. At least until that problem is resolved, | and many others "
remain unalterably opposed to creating more toxic and radioaclive waste.

wmle 1 am cerlainly no expert on lhla issus, | have grave concerns about the
of gince | live in a state that has been proposed 14.018
asa dumping ground. Transportation and storage of these wastes can not be made .

safe, and neither | or other cilizens should sutfer for short-sighted planning.

1 do support lhe dovmblendmg of highly annched u:anium so that it can not be used

in g the to downblend all uranium daclared surplus 10.023
in ten years Tbe function of govermnenl is to protect its citizens, not to expose us 1o

unnecessery risks. -

.

Sincerely,

(il W

Adelie Wood

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

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

14.018: Spent nuclear fuel that results from commercial use of LEU fuel derived from
surplus HEU will not be in addition to spent fuel that would be generated in the absence
of the surplus HEU disposition program. It will be managed and eventually disposed of
together with other domestic commercial spent nuclear fuel pursuant to the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act. The shippers and carriers of radioactive materials must comply with
stringent Department of Transportation packaging and transport requirements, as
explained in Section 4.4 of the HEU Final EIS. There have been no injuries or fatalities
from a radioactive release in DOE’s 40-year history of transporting of these materials.

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic-
ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending. There-
fore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus HEU
inventory.
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Xepl. of
ot
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10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and
disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The
analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact
among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed
cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made
them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi-
cates that commercial use of LEU derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense and
would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal
as waste. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 through 5) evaluated in the
HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message to other
nations.
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P.H.(PETE) ZARS

887 LOVE STREET

ERWIN, TN 37650
phefax 423-743-2151
e-mail: phz@aol.com

.
DOE--OFFICE OF FISSILE 22 JAN. 96

MATERIALS DISPOSITION
C/0 SAIC/HEYU EIS

P.0.BOX 23786

WASHINGTON, DC 20026-3786

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY
ENRICHED URANIUM, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT, REPORT OF OCTOBER, 1995.
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

We received a copy of the subject report late
December and early January, the latter some days after
the last extension had expired and after we had been
immobilized by the previous week's snowstorm. Although

32.016: The availability of the HEU Draft EIS was announced in the Federal Register
(60 FR 54867) on October 26, 1995. In addition, notice was mailed directly to approxi-
mately 3,000 individuals on the mailing list of the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition,
and notice of the dates and locations of public workshops on the HEU Draft EIS was pub-
lished in Erwin-area newspapers at about the same time as the Federal Register notice
appeared. Notice of the HEU Draft EIS was not provided through the NRC’s notice sys-
tem because the EIS is not an NRC document and does not involve any pending NRC
licensing or enforcement actions. The comment period was extended from 45 to 78 days
and ended on January 12, 1996. Unfortunately, there is no way for DOE to assure that
every interested individual is notified, but we do the best we can. Although your com-
ments were received after the end of the official comment period, they have been fully
considered. To reduce costs of complying with the NEPA of 1969, as amended, and due
to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identified in the HEU
Draft EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and Augusta, GA)
would be appropriate for this program.

we are supposedly on the NRC's list of concerned private 32.016
citizens, no material was given to us by that route. Our . .. . .- o
comments are therefore brief and force us to request a 10.021:‘ a).The No Action Alten}anve is analy.zed and will be_ congldered with othgr
public hearing to better address the grave issues before alternatives in the ROD. However, it does not satisfy the nonproliferation and economic
deciding between final alternatives. objective of this program because it leaves the material in weapons-usable form. If it is

' Comments true that private citizens can purchase atom bombs, it would seem that converting HEU to

. LEU would improve that situation and set an example for other nations.
1) Under Alt i - L . . . . .
stora;e',nw:rf:ele:::: 2‘;;11&; f: ::t;leon :e‘::::::: i::ed b) The U.S. HEU disposition program is not a bilateral action with the nations of the
er . . oy v . . o e . .

all others for the following valid te“zns, 10.021 former Soviet Union, but it is intended to reciprocate similar actions Russia has already

a) All other proposed actions do pot address
the immediate problem of present proliferation
possibilities. It is possible today for a private
citizen to purchase an atom bomb from several known
or unknown foreign suppliers.

taken unilateraily to reduce its HEU stockpiles and set an example for others.

c) DOE makes no assumption about abatement of proliferation threats beyond the obvi-

ous one that reducing global stockpiles of surplus fissile materials reduces those threats.

d) It is primarily Russian stockpiles of HEU that we wish to see reduced, and they have
already taken the first step by agreeing to sell 500 t of weapons HEU to the United States.

e) Once HEU is blended down to LEU, it cannot be used in weapons without re-enrich-
ment. Any of the world’s abundant supplies of LEU could conceivably be further
enriched to make HEU—at great expense and only with sophisticated technology.

f) Fusion energy is not projected to be a viable source of energy, even by its most ardent
proponents, until about the 2040 timeframe. The HEU disposition program proposes to
destroy HEU, not proliferate it, and will not extend the life of reactors or cause new ones
to be built.
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b) The lead time for effectively implementing
the proposed alternative(s) depends in too great a
measure on the willingness and readiness of former
USSR arsenald to came to a meaningful agreement.

¢} DOE proposals assume that within a few years
of down-blending the threat of proliferation will
have been abated. This approach is unwarranted in
view of all historical evidence. It is high folly.

d) Even should the United States unilaterally
down-blend its warhead stocks, few other countries,
France, to single out one, would never participate
in a cooperative and parallel enterprise.

e) Down-blending to the levels for power plant
use will not assure that such fuels, worldwide,
cannot be subverted to re-concentration by hostile
foreign governments. Witness Saddam Hussein's
ability to buy the requisite facilities.

f) The rapidly approaching era (20107) of
fusion power will likely obviate any large-scale,
long-term programs to continue with fission power
into the near future. Many of the present nuclear
power plants are approaching their decomrnissioning
age due to wear and tear. Why then proliferate HEU
into a quadrangle spiderweb of down-blenders in
which the chances of catching an accident are
quadrupled?

g) The continuing increase of spent fuel
wastes, abetted by any program of down-blending
weapons-grade uranium to fuel-grade, only prolongs
the agony of wastes disposal. Surely the United
States has already enough headaches with cleaning
up the already contaminated areas such as Hanford,
Savannah River, Rocky Flats, etc.,etc., to say
nothing about global enviropmental contamination
due to previous shoddy practices, Chernobyl etc.

10.021
cont.

g) The HEU disposition program would not produce additional spent fuel, but rather
would replace spent fuel that would be generated anyway. In fact, environmental conse-
quences are less while getting rid of HEU.

h) Economic and environmental justice concerns are addressed in the HEU EIS in
response to requirements by the Council on Environmental Quality and DOE NEPA reg-
ulations.

i) Some of the sequestration of HEU abroad is inadequate to eliminate it as a se}'ious pro-
liferation concern. Consequently, reducing global stockpiles of surplus HEU is consid-
ered the best way to reduce the proliferation threat. If we do not begin to redl{ce‘ our own
stockpiles, Russia will not continue to reduce theirs. Far from being a band-aid solution,
eliminating HEU by blending it down to non-weapons-usable LEU is a permanent solu-
tion to this problem.
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10.008: The Y—12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS‘as
h) Why highligh omt. minori having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in complianf:e with
at a t)ime {m:ng m?ginfi‘f’i dei.;:i“:::::: :: r:i,e:l? ' NEPA, the HEU EIS mgst assess the gnvucn_nmental 1mpacts of the proposed action a‘nd
War II and Cold War facilities has already caused alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide

far greater dislocations?

i) A continued sequestration of U.S.and foreign
HEU materials, under secure guard here and abroad, 10.021
would surely be the best interim response to the cont.
current crisis. Down-blending would ba a BAND-AID®
solution to a massive hemorrhiage. No one has yet
attempted to storm Fort Knoxi (But they certainly
have been after local banks.)

j) Should the weight of other comment dictate
the blend-down options decided upon in the subject
EIS, we suggest that all such activity be assigned
to DOE's Y-12 Plant in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, and
nowhere else. There is where the manpower and the 10.008
nuclear expertise, as well as the stored HEU is
presently concentrated.

this information to the decisionmakers.

We enclose a bibliography of previous problems
at NFS, glossed over in the DOE volume, including the
curious reference in the 1993 World Almanac and its
subsequent deletion, as well as pertinent data as to the
flood proneness of that 1957 facility. There have also
been enough recent safety incidents at NFS to warrant
renewed caution.

’ i 3.
Most respectfully submitted, “*/,, )tl L)

P - TSI
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