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At the conclusion of the public workshop on "Future Regulation of Uranium 
Conversion/Deconversion Facilities" held on February, 22, 2008, the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission ("NRC") requested that interested parties submit written comments on 
topics discussed at the workshop. Below, we provide comments to complement the 
presentation we made at the workshop. 

Background 

The Honeywell Metropolis Works plant ("MTW") is licensed by NRC under 10 CFR Part 
40. Our license was renewed for a 10-year term in May 2007 and authorizes Honeywell 
to possess up to 150 million pounds of natural uranium. Honeywell is not licensed to 
possess any enriched uranium. 

Honeywell agrees fully and shares the NRC's primary mission or goal in protecting 
workers and the health and safety of the public. The thrust of our comments below are 
directed at how that goal can most efficiently and effectively be achieved. 

Conversion/Deconversion Faculties Should Be Regulated by the NRC 

Honeywell supports the NRC's determination that conversion and deconversion facilities, 
including the MTW, should be regulated by the NRC, rather than by Agreement States. 
The MTW has always been regulated by the NRC, based on DOE's view that the MTW 
is a critical component of a U.S. national energy security complex. As a result, when 
Illinois became an Agreement State, Metropolis was specifically carved out from that 
delegation of authority. Importantly, for MTW and any future conversion/deconversion 
facilities, the NRC provides a centralized and consistent regulatory framework. Along 
these same lines, Honeywell agrees that an integrated approach to regulation of these 
facilities is appropriate. 

The Part 40 ISA Should Be Narrowly-Tailored 

The NRC also sought comments on whether an Integrated Safety Analysis ("ISA") 
should be required and, if so, the scope of that ISA. By way of background, although an 
ISA is not required by 10 CFR Part 40, MTW submitted an ISA in support of its license 



renewal application in May 2006. That document contains many elements of a Part 70 
ISA, but in other ways is distinctive, particularly in light of the fundamental differences 
between Part 40 and Part 70 licensed activities. 

To determine which plant equipment and procedures to include in the ISA, Honeywell 
utilized a Process Hazard Analysis (PHA) method. Using the PHA, Honeywell identified 
Plant Features and Procedures ("PFAPs"). PFAPs are comparable to the Items Relied 
on for Safety ("IROFS") identified in the ISA for a Part 70 facility. Our PFAPs are 
credited with aiding in the prevention and/or mitigation of accident consequences. The 
ISA and PFAPs are also subject to management controls, which are required by our 
renewed license, to assure availability. The management measures applied to MTW 
PFAPs are commensurate with the consequence and risk identified in the MTW ISA 
analysis. 

In its review of Honeywell's license renewal application and in the Technical Evaluation 
Report, the NRC concluded that the PHA method used by MTW was consistent with the 
NRC's ISA guidance in NUREG-1513. The NRC also determined that Honeywell 
adequately evaluated credible accident scenarios, and identified appropriate PFAPs and 
management measures. Accordingly, the NRC approved the MTW ISA and 
incorporated it into the MTW license as License Condition 18. Significantly, MTW did 
not commit to meet Part 70 ISA requirements as a condition of its renewed license. 
Implementation of those changes took place over a 6-month period, and was completed 
in November 2007. 

With regard to the planned rulemaking, we believe that the requirement for any ISA in 10 
CFR Part 40 should be consistent with the radiological risk at the facility. Risks at a Part 
70 facility, for example, are primarily radiological and are focused on avoiding criticality 
events. In contrast, risks at a Part 40 facility are primarily chemical. The radiological 
risks are low since these facilities only deal with natural uranium. And, certainly, there 
are no criticality concerns. 

The principle chemical risk at Metropolis arises from the handling of hydrofluoric acid 
(HF). As the largest manufacturer of HF in the world and a recognized leader in safe HF 
handling practices, Honeywell strives to achieve the highest standards of environmental, 
community and employee health and safety at Metropolis. Honeywell's HF handling 
capabilities have been demonstrated by many years of safe operation, not just at 
Metropolis but at Honeywell's manufacturing facilities in Geismar, Louisiana and 
Amherstburg, Ontario, as well as at the numerous customer sites to which Honeywell 
delivers HF by truck and rail. The MTW ISA, which is risk-based, simply adds an 
additional layer of confidence in Honeywell's ability to safely handle HF. 

Further, there is no evidence to support the view that additional ISA requirements are 
necessary or would result in an increased level of radiological safety at MTW. Put 
simply, Honeywell is unaware of evidence that would suggest that conversion facility 
risks - whether chemical or radiological - warrant the imposition of new Subpart H, 
criticality-driven requirements. Accordingly, the new requirement for a Part 40 ISA -
like the current MTW ISA - should be narrowly-tailored to address the radiological risks 
at the facility and should not obligate licensees to meet the full Part 70, Subpart H, 
requirements. 



Recent Changes Warrant a Period of Regulatory Stability 

Imposing the full Part 70, Subpart H, requirements or requiring significant changes to the 
MTW ISA will undoubtedly result in considerable new financial, technical, design change, 
training, record-keeping, and reporting requirements. These changes could result in 
significant impact to the current MTW ISA and might possibly even require a complete 
"re-do" of the MTW ISA and the related site procedures that incorporate the MTW ISA 
management measures. It has not been demonstrated that any such changes would 
result in measurable or cost-justified safety improvements. 

For example, major changes to equipment and system designs may be necessary. The 
designs at MTW are specific to the low radiological risks associated with conversion, and 
not the high-performance requirements associated with enriched uranium processes 
(e.g., fuel fabrication). This distinction results in different requirements for availability 
and reliability of equipment where there is low radiological risks (Part 40) as compared to 
equipment associated with high criticality risks (Part 70). Likewise, the extent of 
protection against natural phenomena and the extent of defense-in-depth (e.g., 
redundancy and separation) are different for a Part 40 facility than for a Part 70 facility.' 

MTW has expended considerable resources to develop and implement the current ISA 
requirements. We estimate that implementation of the renewed license requirements has 
cost Honeywell in excess of $6 million, of which a significant portion can be attributed to 
the MTW ISA and related management measures. This figure does not include the 
significant O&M costs to support and monitor ongoing implementation. But, perhaps 
more significant than the cost is the magnitude of the changes and increased levels of 
complexity imposed by the renewed license and the resulting stress upon the staff at 
MTW to implement these changes. Regulatory "creep" in the form of continuously 
increasing requirements hinders our efforts to fully internalize and consolidate the 
improvements made to date. The magnitude of a change to a full Part 70, Subpart H, 
ISA and the resulting burden in a relatively short time period will severely strain the 
ability of plant personnel to assimilate new knowledge and requirements. 

As discussed above, Honeywell has only recently implemented the MTW ISA, and it is 
premature to assume that it will not be effective in protecting the health and safety or 
workers and the public. We feel that it is only reasonable to now expect a period of 
regulatory stability based on the renewed MTW license. Although the NRC suggested 
that the new rulemaking might provide for implementation over a period of several years, 
the net result would still be a never-ending implementation effort, with no time to fully 
realize the changes. 

Part 70 ISA Requirements Are Not Adeguately Justified 

Moreover, given the scope of these changes and the low potential for incremental safety 
improvements, if any, from implementation of full Part 70, Subpart H, requirements -
particularly for a long-operating facility like the MTW - the need for additional ISA 
requirements is not clear and has not been demonstrated or justified by the NRC. While 
imposition of full Part 70, Subpart H, requirements for a yet-to-be-constructed facility 

At MTW, defense-in-depth does not exist for many processes or pieces of 
equipment because they are not required for safe shutdown of the process or 
facility. 



could perhaps be justified, imposing additional requirements that require a retrofit on 
MTW without a showing of need or other justification is an unevaluated backfit. There 
has been no demonstration that a Part 70-like ISA is necessary for adequate protection 
of health and safety, necessary to bring MTW into compliance with Part 40, or cost
justified. 

Overall, it is Honeywell's position that: 

(1) A Part 40 ISA should be narrowly tailored to the radiological risks at the 
facility (i.e., the radiological risks at a conversion/deconversion facility are 
much less than the risks at facilities that handle enriched uranium); 

(2) A Part 40 ISA should be primarily based on radiological protection, and 
not chemical protection. While there is arguably a basis for addressing 
the chemical risk related to processes that have direct contact with 
licensed materials, this does not justify including all chemical processes 
at a facility in the scope of the ISA. 

(3) The substantial costs and disruptions associated with implementing a full 
Part 70,Subpart H ISA at an existing facility are difficult to justify given the 
absence of a risk of criticality, and the imposition of such requirements on 
a newly built facility without adequate comparison to the regulatory 
requirements in other jurisdictions is likely to drive operators of newly built 
conversion facilities to locate offshore hereby undermining the United 
States' energy security. 

(4) The MTW ISA and renewed license have only recently been implemented. 
It is more reasonable to evaluate the effectiveness of that implementation 
effort than to make unjustified assumptions as the basis for imposing 
additional, unnecessary requirements. 

Finally, we believe that the proposed rulemaking schedule is unrealistic and does not 
provide adequate time to take into account any lessons-learned from the fully
implemented MTW ISA. At the public meeting, the schedule for proceeding was given 
as: 

Proposed rule 
ToEDO 
Final Rule 

July 2008 
July 2009 
July 2010 

Given that we only recently completed implementation of the MTW ISA in November 
2007, we have not yet completed an inspection cycle that reflects the enhancements of 
the ISA. We believe that the NRC's proposed rule would benefit from a period of time 
observing and assessing the value of the MTW ISA. It may turn out that the benefits of 
an ISA at a Part 40 facility can be realized without imposing the full Part 70, Subpart H, 
requirements. Alternatively, the effort may reveal the need for changes in the ISA in only 
a few, limited respects. However, we believe that prudence and respect for regulatory 
stability counsel against making wholesale changes to the MTW ISA or Part 40 
regulations without ample time to monitor and assess the MTW ISA. 



As explained in our comments, we are very concerned about the impact of imposing new 
requirements on the facility and MTW staff, particularly given the major effort that was 
required to implement the MTW ISA. For these reasons, we suggest that the 
development of the proposed rule be extended to ensure that it appropriately reflects the 
knowledge and experience associated with application of the MTW ISA. 

If you have comments or questions concerning our response, please contact Mr. Larry 
Parscale at 618-524-6221. 

Mitch illman 
Plan 
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Michael Greeno 
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