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NRC Docket NRC-2025-1007
Submitted by: Lynda Williams, Physicist, Nuclear Free Hawaii

I submit these comments in reference to the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
proposed Paducah Laser Enrichment Facility (PLEF), NUREG-2344, published March 27, 2026. I am a
physicist and environmental activist with Nuclear Free Hawaii. A summary of my findings was published
April 6, 2026 in CounterPunch:
https://www.counterpunch.org/2026/04/06/secrets-and-shortcuts-the-us-uranium-enrichment-rush/

1. The NRC Lacks Legal Authority to Apply NUREG-2249 to This Proceeding

The NRC used NUREG-2249 — a draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement written for nuclear
reactors under 10 CFR Parts 50 and 52 — to pre-answer 34 environmental questions for the PLEF,
declaring all 34 SMALL without site-specific analysis. NUREG-2249 was published in September 2024,
has never been finalized, has never been applied to any proceeding before this one, and the
rulemaking that would codify its findings into 10 CFR Part 51 Table C-1 has not been completed. Table
C-1 does not exist.

The NRC cannot apply generic categorical determinations from an unfinalized reactor document to a
fuel cycle facility licensed under 10 CFR Part 70 without rulemaking authority and public process.
SILEX laser enrichment technology appears nowhere in NUREG-2249. The 34 pre-answered questions
include water use in a drought-prone region, sedimentation impacts in an already-impaired watershed,
and contaminated stormwater from uranium cylinder storage pads. These require site-specific analysis,
not reactor template conclusions.

Federal law requires agencies to take a "hard look" at environmental consequences before approving
major projects. Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390 (1976). The application of NUREG-2249 to this
proceeding does not constitute a hard look. The DC Circuit's ruling in Marin Audubon Society v. FAA,
121 F.4th 902 (D.D.C. Nov. 12, 2024) that categorical exclusions applied beyond their intended scope
are arbitrary and capricious applies directly here.

I request that the NRC reject the use of NUREG-2249 as a basis for categorical determinations in this
proceeding and prepare a revised draft EIS with complete site-specific analysis for all 34 questions.

2. The Bifurcated Application Structure Renders Meaningful Public Comment
Impossible

GLE received special NRC permission to submit its environmental and safety analyses separately. The
public comment period on the draft EIS closes May 11, 2026. The Safety Evaluation Report (SER) will
not be completed until January 2027 — eight months after the public is required to comment. The
safety analysis submitted with the license application is classified. The emergency plan is withheld as a
corporate trade secret. The Integrated Safety Analysis Summary — which NRC regulations require to
be placed on the public docket — has been removed from the federal docket entirely (NRC ADAMS
accession ML25179A002 not publicly available).



NEPA requires that the public have access to sufficient information to meaningfully participate in the
review of a proposed federal action. The public cannot evaluate the environmental impacts of a facility
whose safety analysis is classified, whose emergency plan is a trade secret, and whose Safety
Evaluation Report does not yet exist. I request that the NRC either complete the SER before closing the
public comment period or extend the comment period until the SER is available for public review.

3. The Waste Disposal Analysis Is Inadequate and Relies on Stale Documentation

The draft EIS proposes two disposal options for 290,574 metric tons of new radioactive waste
generated over 40 years. The largest waste stream — 18,161 tons per year of depleted UF6 tails — is
listed in the EIS waste table with three words in the disposal column: "subject to availability." The
EnergySolutions facility in Clive, Utah is under active regulatory contest — the Utah DEQ unanimously
denied an exemption on grounds of geochemical instability and the Federal Cell license remains
unresolved. The Nevada Test Site option is cited from a 2004 document without verification of current
availability, licensure, or willingness to accept this material.

Furthermore, the EIS declines to quantify what fraction of the DOE feedstock stockpile contains
reprocessed uranium (RepU) — material that passed through a reactor and carries transuranic
contaminants including neptunium-237 and plutonium with half-lives of thousands to millions of years.
RepU cannot go to a standard low-level waste site. The Government Accountability Office has found in
multiple reports (GAO-08-606R, GAO-14-291, GAO-22-105471) that DOE may lack legal authority
absent Congressional authorization to transfer depleted uranium inventory for commercial
re-enrichment. This legal question is unresolved and must be addressed in the final EIS.

I request that the NRC require GLE to provide verified, current disposal commitments for all waste
streams including RepU-contaminated material before the final EIS is issued.

4. The NRC Cannot Simultaneously Invoke Proliferation to Justify Secrecy While Ruling
Proliferation Out of Scope

The SILEX laser enrichment technology was classified in June 2001 under the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 — a five-sentence Federal Register notice with no technical justification, no public comment
period, and no appeal process — on national security and proliferation grounds. Yet the NRC ruled
nuclear proliferation issues "not significant" and excluded them entirely from the scope of this EIS.
Attorney Terry Lodge, representing Ohio Nuclear Free Network, submitted a 17-page legal brief
demonstrating that NEPA case law going back to Scientists' Institute for Public Information v. Atomic
Energy Commission, 481 F.2d 1079 (D.C. Cir. 1973) requires proliferation analysis in EIS documents
for nuclear facilities. The NRC dismissed this argument without substantive response.

The NRC cannot have it both ways. Either proliferation is significant enough to justify classifying the
technology — in which case it must be analyzed — or it is not significant, in which case the
classification has no basis. The public is entitled to an explanation of this contradiction.

Laser enrichment does not produce the characteristic signatures — long cascade halls, large power
consumption, vibration profiles — that enable IAEA detection of covert enrichment programs. The IAEA
has noted that SILEX's compact footprint creates new challenges for safeguards. The world's nuclear
watchdog cannot develop detection methods for a process it cannot study because the process is
classified. This is a proliferation concern that belongs in the EIS record.



5. Emergency Preparedness Is Inadequate

The draft EIS designates local volunteer fire departments as the emergency response for a facility with
three bounding accident scenarios rated HIGH consequence for workers and the public — a large fire
in the operations building, a nuclear criticality event, and a flammable gas explosion causing UF6
release. The emergency plan for this facility is withheld as a corporate trade secret on the grounds that
its release would "reduce or foreclose the availability of profit opportunities." These volunteer
departments have no legal right to read the emergency plan for the facility in their jurisdiction.

McCracken County approved an incentive package for this facility estimated at nearly twice its entire
annual operating budget — some of it under a nondisclosure agreement. The community that
subsidized this facility cannot access the plan for what happens when something goes wrong. This is
not consistent with meaningful emergency preparedness.

Conclusion

The draft EIS for the PLEF is legally deficient in multiple respects: it applies an unfinalized reactor
document without legal authority, it requires public comment before the safety analysis exists, it relies
on stale and unverified waste disposal documentation, it excludes proliferation analysis while invoking
proliferation to justify secrecy, and it designates emergency responders who have no access to the
emergency plan. I urge the NRC to suspend this proceeding, prepare a revised draft EIS with complete
site-specific analysis, and extend the public comment period until the Safety Evaluation Report is
available.

Submitted to NRC Docket NRC-2025-1007

Lynda Williams, Physicist

Nuclear Free Hawaii

April 2026
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