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COVER SHEET

Lead Federal Agency: U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
Cooperating Federal Agency: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

TITLE:

Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Final Environmental Impact Statement
(DOE/EIS-0240)

CONTACTS:

For further information on this For further information on the U.S. Department
environmental impact statement (EIS), of Energy/National Environmental Policy Act
call (202) 586-4513 or fax (202) 586-4078 (NEPA) process, call (800) 472-2756

or contact: or contact:

Mr. J. David Nulton Ms. Carol Borgstrom

Director Director

Office of NEPA Compliance and Outreach Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance (EH-42)
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition Office of Environment, Safety and Health

U.S. Department of Energy U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave., SW 1000 Independence Ave., SW

Washington, D.C. 20585 Washington, D.C. 20585

(202) 586-4513 (202) 586-4600

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 concerns 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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Chapter 1
Issue Bins

11 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.

e 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

1-1
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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.

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.

Table 1.2-1. 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

Other alternative issues



Issue Bins

Table 1.2-1. Issue Bins—Continued

Issue Bin
Issue Category Number Content
Programmatic Impacts
12 Effects on uranivm 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 justice
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 t0 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, Oak Ridge, TN

Beziat, Pam, Nashville Peace and Justice Center, Nashville, TN
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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 Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN

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

Dewey, Alexander H., Nashville Peace and J ustice Center, Nashville, TN
Dewey, Kathryn F,, Nashville Peace and Justice Center, Nashville, ™
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, N
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 Frankiin 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, Yohnson City Press, Erwin, TN
Sanford, Steve, S&A, Nashville, TN
Schilitt, 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

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 3-73t0 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 F., 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 t03-90
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
Sanders, Joseph C., Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, ‘Washington, DC
Schmitz, Mark, Westinghouse Savannah River Company, Aiken, SC
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Table 1.2-3. Index of Commentors

Session

25.001, 30.010, 32.009, 32.010

Commentor Issue Numbers Page
Alexander, Peter, Lynchburg, VA 32.001 32
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, 10.003 345
Conatser, Ray, Nashville, TN 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 3-46
Condon, Gary, Lynchburg, VA 10.006 347
Congress of The United States, House of 12.008 348
Respresentatives, Washington, DC
Converdyn, Denver, CO 12.010, 12.021 349
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 3-70
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
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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
Qil, Chemical & Atomic Workers Intl. Union, 06.014, 06.016, 12.018 3-166
Lakewood, CO
Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers Intl. Union, 09.001, 12.001, 30.002, 32.003, 32.004 3-177
Lakewood, CO
O’Neill, John, Madison, IN 06.001, 06.002 3-179
Parker, James V., North Augusta, SC 06.004 3-180
Phelps, John E., Knoxville, TN 10.020 3-181
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Proctor, Jane, Madison Heights, VA 06.003, 32.002 3-190
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Randall, Robert, Brunswick, GA 03.020, 10.023, 10.024 3-193
Rundle, Bob, Knoxville, TN 03.020, 10.023, 10.024 3-194
Sanford, Charles S., Nashville, TN 06.006 3-196
Sanford, Charles S., Nashville, TN 29.002 3-197
Sanford, Charles S., Nashville, TN 04.011. 10.018, 16.006, 32.012 3-198
Scheldorf, Genny and Cindy, Louisville, KY 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 3-199
Shackelford, Randy, Johnson City, TN 08.005, 10.003 3-200
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Birmingham, AL
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Summary Session
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Tennessee (Knoxville), Evening Workshop 02.002, 05.004, 06.025, 07.005, 12.004, 3-252
Discussion/Summary Session 12.005, 12.006, 17.002, 17.003, 20.004,
29.003, 33.003
Tennessee Valley Authority, Chattanooga, TN 07.003 3-254
Town of Erwin, Erwin, TN 10.003 3-255
Ulman, Robert, Erwin, TN 10.003 3-256
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09.023 3-205 10.024 3-8.3-13, 3-46, 12.008 348
09.024 3-261 3-53, 3-56, 3-64, 12.009 3-58
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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
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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

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 t if 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
NES 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
PAGE10OF 1

Date Received:  11/15/95
Comment |D: PO017

Name: Peter Aloxander
Address: Lynchburg, VA
Transcription:

I'm calling from Lynchburg, Virglnla. and | don't see here that there’s goingtobe a
public workshop in Lynchburg, € fing that's one of the two places 13 one of the two

facilities among the candidate sites for this proposed disposition of surplus HEU. |
would like to have something local rather that have to take my time to go out to
Knoxville, Tennesses, to attend a workshop. | think that would be fair, and { think it's
right and that's what | would fike to see. | like my phone call retumed please My name
is Peter Alexander, and my number is 804-845-0145. Thank you.

32.001

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,

a
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AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE, DENVER, CO
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Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment ID: P0056
Name: Thomas M. Rauch
Address: American Friends Service Committee
1664 Lafayette Street
Deaver, Colorado 80218.
Tronscription:

I'm calling on January 12th, 1996 to express our organization’s concern about the Department of

Energy’s Environmental Impact Statement on the disposition of surplus highly enriched uranium.

A major problem with the current Draft 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 result in tens of thousands of tons
of spent nuclear fucl containing plutonium and highly enriched uranium, both usable for nuclear
weapons after reprocessing, but the President’s 1993 Nonprolifcration and Export Control Policy
Statement requires 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 commereial gain from the sale of reactor grade uranium relegates nonproliferation
goals to a lower priority. Even without the President’s 1993 policy statement, we think it foolish
10 creatc more weapons-usable materials when there is another option, that is down blending
HEU to 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 intemnational
controls on all nuclear materials in order to lessen weapons proliferation and to better assure
environmental protection. The United States should take the lead in assuring that all materials
usable for nuclear weapons be controlled by the international community securely and

permanently.

Sincerely yours,

Thomas M. Rauch,

Director, Disarmament and Rocky Flats Program

American Fricnds Service Committee,

1664 Lafayette Street

Denver, Colorado 80218.

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

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 JAEA 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.
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ATOMIC TRADES AND LABOR COUNCIL, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE 1 OF 2
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=S~ ATOMIC TRADES AND LABOR COUNCIL

—., foot

AFEILIATED WITI METALTRADES REPARTMENT AFL C1O
P.O. Box 4068
Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831.4068
January 11, 1996
U. S. Department of Energy
Office of Fistile Materials Disposition
c/o SAIC/HEU EIS
P. O, Box 23786
Washington, DC 20026-3786
RE: Draft Envi i Impact S (EIS) for disposition of Surphus Highly Enriched
Uranium , October 1955,
The Atomic Trades and Labor Council, rep ing sixteen i ional unions at the Oak Ridge

Y-12 and X-10 plants, would like you to pleasc consider the foll ing when making
fina] decisions on the disposition of surplus Highly Ensiched Uranium (HEU).

We support the Department of Encrgy's proposal to blead-down surplus of HEU to Low
Enriched Urantum (LEU) The Dey of Energy's preferred al ive, (Alternative S,
Variation c) it one that we could support. However, we would prefer Altemnative S, Variation d
a8 cur first choice and then Alternative 5, Variations a and ¢ respectively. The blending-down of
mrplmHBUusins:nyvxﬂaxionothmﬁvcSwmlda!lowtbeUniu:dSmu-munno
recaver some investments fom the Cold War cfforts.

We do not favor Variation b of Alternatives 4 or 5. We feel it would be 8 terrible disscrvice to
the workers at the Y-12 Plant to send this peacetime mission to the commercial sites and displace
Y-12 Defense Program workers.

We foel that the Y-12 Plant and the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR) should be considered at the
top of the Jist for all processes used to blend HEU, The many advantages that the Y-12 Plant and
the ORR have to offer ar¢ as follows:

ThnY-lZPIan!lkudyhlsﬁdliﬁcuhumbeuﬁ!iudformmyoﬁhsblmding
. s tdered:

operations being
State-of-the-art sy for and disposal of waste & d during
blending operations;

fessions), technical, and craft expericnce and expertise in the safe bandling of

More p
HEU than any other site;

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 decisionmaker.

a

1s0ds1,

71
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ATOMIC TRADES AND LABOR COUNCIL, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE2 OF 2

HEU would not bave to be shipped off site to be processed since most HEU is already
stored at the Y-12 site,

Ths Y-12 Plant capabilities to blend-down HEU using two processes at the same time,
HEU to LEU as mets] snd HEU 10 LEU as Uranyl Nitrate Hexehydrate

The ity populati ding the Y~12 Plant and the ORR has a thorough knowledge
of and interest in technologies and processes related to HEU, Also, confidence and trust in the
facilities and expertise associated with the already current missions which have been ongoing for
ovec 50 years.

Also, the Department of Enesgy could utilize the experience and capable work force from the

Cold War effort who's job is now in jeopardy b of the downsixing of Defense Prog

We also foel the Y-12 Plant or the ORR should be considered as the ideal location for the new
ium hexaflouride blending operation t of the previously listed ad

Thank you for your time and consideration of these

Sincerely,

ol eionf(

President, Atomic Trades and Labor Counail

10.008
cont.
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BITTNER, C. STEVEN, PH.D, SCAGGSVILLE, MD
PAGE 1 OF 2

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

To  =docmdl-demo@fedix.fic.com
serial_no = 147

MailTitle = COMMENT Form - incoming

name = C Steven Bittner
title =

company =

addrl = 10620 Hesperian Drive
addr2 =

city = Scaggsville

state =MD

2ip=20732

phone = 3014987580

fax =

email = tattoosr4u.aol.com
subject =

¢ The following is the text of the Author’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 presented in previous DOE NEPA documents. [ am worried that the
Depastment of Energy is trying to bias the selection of sites by presenting
such a wide range in the number of fatalities due to accidents in the HEU EIS.
It appears to me that either the section was prepared by very junior scientists,
by personnel that are inseasitive to the public's safety, or we are victims of
DOE propaganda. Isincerely hope that the fotter is not the case. [have
akiways trusted the DOE and hope to continue my confidence. 1would like to see
an explanation of what kind of modeling was used to calculate these h igh death
rates, Why , all of the sudden, do the in this d i
significantly compared to those recently prepared by the DOE for the exact same
sites? Are these numbers correct now and were previous numbers used by the DOE
in recent D O NEPA documents for the exact same sites, and in some cases, the previous
documents much more radioactive materials? 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?

inly would be i d in the methodology used

As a scientist, ] would
to ereate these numbers,

Thanks for your attention to this matter.

C. S. Bitter, 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 GENIIL.
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.
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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
wWaghington, DC 20026
Gentlemen:

I‘m troubled by reports 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 radioactive
waste we have no solution for.

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

® other options have not becen adequately explored, including
storing downblended uranium.
on the other hand, I do support the following:

@ Downblending all highly enriched uranium go it cannot be
used in weapons.

@ Developing the capacity to downblend all uraniuvm declaxed
surplus in ten years.

® Having 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.

<//peerely yours,

Gerhaxd Blombach
4520 Ball Camp Pike
Knoxville, TN 37921

FAX #1-800-522-2409

10.024

| 09.018

10.028

| 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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BNFL, INC., WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE 2 OF 2

BNFL

Ruciched Uraaium,

that would atherwise be considered a waste.

problem for the

mmnuwm.m‘m»u&dm&mu
Department.

e US snd its cxpertiae, Currently, no exising

0 sttt in Uy o0 of th

BNFLInc
1276 Eye Soeet, NW, Suke 750
I nc. Wasriogion, DC. 20006-3700
el R02) 7652635
Juousry 12, 1995 Fax: 1202) 7654037
DOk~ Office of Fissile Materiale Disposition
oo SAIC/HEU E1S
P.0, Bk 23785
Washington, D.C. 200363786
[* DOR's Draft Eai ) Impact Statement r the Disposition of Surplas Highly

BNFL spplaids the Department of Brergy's efforts o frther the goals of nonprolifkration and 1o
Tocognize the energy value of highly enriched uranivm (HEU) focmerdy used for wespons related sctivities
sxxafe, commerciad fael. Specifically, ENFL strongly mpports the.
“off-speoification™ materia) into Jow earichod ursnihan (LEU) thet can bo fabricated inko

reactr grade focl. This opticn provides an eocoomical and safo method of managing his excons macerial

Depactment's proposal fo blend dowa
commercial

This “off-spcc™ material is & valuablc aact n two ways, “Tha U.S, Uxpayer saves (ho oost of soring scd
mmh:mﬂu.mﬁﬂum“nmm“hwwmmb

Accoeding 10 the Drslt E1S, thetw is spproximatcly 40 MT of son-spos HEU &t various DOB sites. For

wany yoars, BNFL has been fabricating focl with very siniler imtupio conient (high U234 £d U236
cmmx)hm:inllxnwn The UK bas boen successfully buning ths type of fusl in existing
resciors, xpplying power to the country for several decades now,

BNFI. mpm»mwu&wmmmmmmmum I)OB

LEU, kamuxdnamsdhwhkawhnm;mm 's capabililics in
bandling recycled maxcrial, operating exp Rog P

W&mﬂh&mﬂkﬂkﬁmﬂmhmﬂhwﬂwﬁmh
Adminisration’s nooprolderstion

policy gosls ae well

Wiﬁkﬁdm'lzds.

Tl 4

wc,d.dumhhm

burden, DOE could move forwand mors expeditiouaty with the disponition of Mmmulby
M-mmwumum-mpﬂwmm-amm
inreactors. Agaxs, BNF], srocgly sepparts DOE's proposal to recogrize this matzrial’s value as sa
wm-ﬂumdyumnoshwgmm

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
PAGE10OF1

The purpose of this card ls to 0 encourage communlcation between readers of the Newsletter and lhe
Offlce of Finslle Your sfews, (31 are ap

@ftr. O Ms. O Dr. A
Tide: ___ng;:gpnsn‘-r.&‘?‘;’ Z\EneT
Oruainwon DERT._OF ENBRGY SROO ~ ECD

Muljng AddresS R EARE ==

(l-lﬂ ame)

Oy e T
Thice bo3)
‘ R E h} (um‘)poa office box)
@) (eaze)
Please check all that apply:
A Mailing List Request: u/ Add Q Modify  Q Delete
B. Information Request
Q  Highly Ennched Uragium (HEU) EIS Implementation Plan
ng-Term Stormge & Disposinon of Weapons-Ussble anle Matenals PELS Implementation Plaa
BiAECes
ef (specify)
specify —

E_‘""‘"""Lﬁa"'?'fﬁgﬁ ZRC/bL ’ ' | 10.003

Plexse mal rerporas ced o V.S, Depariment of Energy * Office of Fissile Saicrias Disporiiony \1D-4 v Nmumr
Mtnr « Forrestal Bullding = 1000 » 20588

(espanmentinplsiop) 22

10.003: Comment noted.
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BONISKN, KATE, NC
PAGE1OF1
Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment ID: P0055
Name: Kate Boniskn
Address: North Carolina
Transcription:

Yes, my name is Kate Boniskn. 1 am calling from North Carolina. Iam very concemned about

this apparcnt plan to go ahcad and turn highly eariched uranium into nuclear fuel. I think we

need to be moving in the direction of down blending and phasing out all nuclear materials 14.014
because we still don’t know what to do with all this waste that's accumulating. And I'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: 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.

SIH puly wnmup.() payoruyg
&ySiyg smydang Jo uonsodsiq



el-¢

BURKHART, GORDON, KNOXVILLE, TN

PAGE1OF1
Date Received: 11196
Comment ID: P0030
Name: Gordon Burkhart
Address: Knoxville, Tennessee
Transctiption:

Hello, this is Professor Gordon Burkhart. I would like to make commeats conceming the

1 do not support making the highly enriched uranium

into nuclear reactor fuel ofmy'kind for & variety of reasons which I think are obvious to those 10.024

non-!

d about the plutoni toxicity of the stuff. Ido however support transferring it into
grade uranium and that this should proceed apace. My name is Gordon Burkhart at

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

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

PAGE1OF1
Diane L. Case, Ph D,
427 West Side Drive #301
Gaithersburg, MD 20378
U.S, Department of Eacrgy
Officc of Fissils Materials Disposition
P.O, Box 23786
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786
January 18, 1996

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing to comment of the Depment of Enu'gy s (DOE) Disposition of Surplus Highly
iched Uranium Draft Envi ) Impact GHEU EIS), dated October 1995,

My pxm:ular concemn regards the analyses pteseuted in the Pubhc and Or.cupnmml Health
sections of the EIS, In the Facility Accid
src made ing the number of Istent cancer fatalities and the dose to the

poninvolved workers. I would like ta know the methodology employed to create thess
aumbers, Specifically, how are the number of 39 cancer fatalities and dose of

97,500 person-rems calcvlated for an earthquake induced criticality at Y-12, Oak Ridge
Rescrvation (Table 4,3.3, 6-1)? Similarly, how e the number of 76 fatalities and dose of
188,000 p: ems calculated for noni kors at the S th River Site

(Table 4. 3 3.6-2)7 Theso numbers seem extraordinsrily high, Why are the numbers so much
fower at the two commercial sites? Is the DOE trying to bias the selection of sites by
presenting such & wido nmgo in the number of fataliies? What modeling was used to
calculats these high death rutes? What worker location and dose
went into your cdcultﬁon? Why is the fmhty accident methodology absent from the BIS?
Aro these imp listic? If they aro , the DOB must surely want to :econsnder the
location of these bleading mi\mies and the nfcty of involved and noni

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I would like to seo 8 more through presentation
of the analysis of risks of Facility Accidents presented in the Final HEU EIS.

Sincerely,
Diage L. Case, PhD.
Health Physicist

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 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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Cctobar 28, 1935
JU.8. Departtent ci Energy
Cffice of Fissile .aterimle Disposition
Forrestal 3ullding
1000 Independence Avonue, S.¥.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Sirs,

8ince HEU usually costs Tore to produce than woapons-
grade plutonium-239, 1t appears that 200 matric_tons of surplus
HEU wers produced at a cost of well over ¢2 trillion, about
4§10 billion per metric_ton. If it has a ecrap value of only 23
of its cost, 1t 1s otill worth much more than gold!

The DOE hap asked for advice from tho technological
community. The four alternatives outlined on page 3 of the Fall,
1995, newsletter do not represent 5ood or even aound advice.

Tho alternative of safeguarding l00% of the surplus, extromely
valuable HEU as LEU is not zentioned. This material represente

& national troasure which cannot be lightly disposed of as waste.
Conservation and safe storage of such a national troacure is not
only mandatory; it is alsc excellent policy, fiscally and
environmentally.

10.007

Incidentally, the blendil
level waste” for diaposnl could oamsily result in an environmsntal
disastor. Uranium ie a heavy motal. It produces heavy metal
poigoning in huzans. When concontrated as metal or oxide, all
fully enrichod or lopleted uranium is self-ghielding to its own
radiaticn. Its radloaotivity is so low that it is already "low
level”, Concentrated forms of uranium are routinely handled without
causing any significant exposure to radiation. Diluting HEU to
Produce an onormous voluze of "low levol' waste will morely
contaninate that volumo with this heavy metal poioon. Disposing
of a large volume of polsoned material could be difficult. le
the DOE disposing of its stores of depleted uranium by diluting
it in thie way?

of HEU to produce a "low-

14.001

Evidently, tho DOE is not aware of the conditione which
caused the broakup of the former Soviet Union. The bureaucracy in
the U.8,8,R. simply ceassd to function efficliently. The ourcaucrats
didn't have the fiold experience and t.echnoloslcu{ expertise to
understand the funotions they were acked to perform. A centralized
bureaucratic governmant fails whon bureaucrats are novices.

" Under these oiroumstances, the DOE should solact the 10.007
No Action" alternative. Leave the dieposition of this national
treasure to persona who are able to approciate its valus. cont.

Sincerely,
Walston Chubb

3450 MacArthur Drive
Hurrysville, PA 15668

412-327-8592

S1-¢

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.
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CITIZENS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE 2 OF 2

Cltirens for National Security
Comments on Dispesition of Surplus Highly Eariched Uranium
Draft Eavi I [mpact S

b@uﬂmdhﬂu&mm&nm’nkuﬁmﬂn%n?hm.mdmmmkmdp
Reservation, offer the same ad a3 the other three 232 d in the EIS, plus
additional advantages Therefore, the Y-12 Plart and the Oak Ridge Reservation should be
considered at the top of the Est for all processes used 1o blend highly enriched uranium, The
many advantages that Y-12 and the Oak Ridge Reservation have to offer inchude-

. The Osk Ridge Reservation has ample and more-than-adequate resources required fot
blending highly enriched uranivm,

luY—lzmmnkudyhufadhnulhumbeulﬁMfofmnyoftheumdmg
operations being
nhndxemrymfxmmammu!mdformwaum(formlq
electricity, transportation, and other utilities),

. l(hunno-of-d»m:yﬂmfauummdupomofmums
generated during blending opertions.
Mmyodumnammlomedu\(—lz,x ~10, and K-25 would provide
tremendous support for blmdms upenuom
It has more ), and craft ience and expertise in the safe
hndhngofhg}dyaﬂdwdunmﬂhnmym}umulnﬂlewod&

- 1t offers state-of-tho-art security that is second-to-none.

. The civilian population surrounding the Y-12 Plant and the Oak Ridge Reservation in
general has a thorough knowledge of and & high level of interest in technologies and
processes related to highly enriched uranium. This regional populstion has & bigh level of
support, confidence, and trust in the facilities and expertise associated with current
missions, This regional support has existed now for over 50 years,

ThelwoDOEmu(Y =12 leofSavAnnthvcrsne) Mdbﬂmxd«ed among the
candidate sites for uranium h de blending op i the Oak Ridge
Reservation (ofwhnchY 12{sonlyasmallpat ) llwuldbewnndcmd s the ideal Jocation for
the new uranium hexafluoride blending facility. There are many important and significant
advaniages of locating uranium hexafluoride blending at Y-12 er on the Oak Ridge Reservation
Hm. all of the advantages listed previously would be realized, including

1he benefits of existing infrastructure and utility systems

the benefits of existing systems for waste treatment and disposal

the support provided by other existing missions on the Oak Ridge Reservation

the benefits available by its top-notch professional, technical, and craft work force, and the

experience and expertise they bring to this type of operation

the benefits of existing advanced security systems

the benefits of the high level of support and trust of the surrounding public

Aso, since the highly enriched uranium that will be blended as proposed in the EIS will originate
at Y. 12 blendms it on the Osk Rldge Reservation will save money and ugmﬁcmdy reduce nsks

and | impacts iated with transporting the highly ensiched uranium over Jong
distances 10 any other site

10.008

09.025

20.006

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.

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 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 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

January 10, 1956

U.S. Department of Bnezgy

Office of Fisaile Materials Disposition
c/o SAIC/HEU EIS

PO Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Office of Fissile Haterials Disposition:

The City of Oak Ridge Environmental Quality Advisory Board (EQAB) has

reviewed the Department of Energy Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DBIS) on Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uzanium and has made

the following obaervations:

1. Alternative 5, Maximum Commercial Use of surplus highly enriched
uranium, apgcn‘s to be the environmentally preferable alternative.
Among the alternatives considered in the EIXS, the maximum
coxmercial use alternative would derive the greatest benefit from
past efforts to obtain and enrich the uranfum that is now
considored nurglun. This alternative would avoid some new
environmental inmpacts from nining, milling, and enriching new
sources of uraniun for commercial reactor fuel, and it would
ninimize the impacts from disposal of material that could be a
valuable resouxce.

2. Environmental impacts from activities at the Y-12 Plant would not
be significant under any alternative: howsver, socloeconomic
impacts at ¥-12 analyzed in this DEIS could be significant.
Specifically:

3. Subalternatives involving use of commcrcial facilities only to
blend surplus uraniuvm (such as Alternatives 4B and 5B) give us
concern, as they would cause serious adverse socloeconomic irmpacts
in Oak Ridge due to the loss of employment opportunities at the
Y-12 Plant.

Should you have questions regarding these comments, please contact Ms,

Ellen Smith, Vice-Chair of EQAB, at (423) 574-7396. On behalf of the

Board, we appreciate the opportunity to cosment on this DEIS.

Sincerely,
For the d

Gerald Palau, Chaimman

¢¢: Honorable Hanz and Meabers of Oak Ridge City Council
Any Fitzgera.

d, ORR Local Oversight Comittee

10.003

24.007

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.
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COBBLE, JAMES A., WHITE ROCK, NM
PAGE1OF3

61-¢

Comments on the Options for Disposal of Sarplus HEU

Your solicitation of comments on what to do with 200 metric tons of
surplas HEU is & two-odged aword. (n the cns hand, you get good marke
for being politically corrcet and ensbling & d ically acosptabl
resclution of the "problem”, On the other hand, it must ba recognized that
most who participato 1n this cxorcise are sufficdently ignorant of tha
situation that their opiniona rep hing less valusble than a
collection of incoherent forrs. It is carisinly true that all the cards aranot
on the table. The number of tona of HEU not dsclared surplus is a sensitive

ber that is not available to me or to anyoao elao in the public domain,
Novertheless, based on what I know, I will proceed with opinions, which is
what you profess to want.

The entire di ion is how to safe d tho material. The options.
considered hare arc only thres: (1) no action, (2) cut corichment to & lavel
upprupriute for commercial use in a powsr plant, and (3) cut thy HEU into
1ow leval wasts for dispossl at Yueen Mouatain or WIPP. Opticns for
Incremental cuts to wasts wnd commardiul vee ure clearly not optimal and
will not be idered. The {ve view is that (1) is the preforred
option becauss it costs the lenst and preserves the first two options.

To remind you at DOE of what you already know, 200 moetric tons,
while it sounds like a lot of stuff, is not! We are dealing here with a total
{nventory of surplus HEU the volume of which is scarcely 10 cubje meters,
That's the mass of uranium divided by the density:

300 tons * 1000,000 gm/ton / (19 gevee 4 1,000,000 ec/ m3) = 10 m8,

This is loas than the volume of & full load of zeady mix concrets. Granted
that it cannot be storsd {n such a small velume becauso of eriticality, but the
important point {s that there {8 not & lot of stuff that noods to be
safeguarded. Make no mistake, It {e important that it not fall into the
wrong hands, but with euch & small velume, the "problem” is apparaatly
much smaller than tho averagoe citizen might suspsect,

The second point is the cost of HEU, The valua is proportional to the
cost to mako it. Tho general public has not soon tho race tracks at ¥-12in
Oak Ridgs whare alectromagnetic separation began 50 years ago. 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 been 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
could be sold for in the commercial market. DOE had more HEU than it needs and since
storing and safegnarding 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.
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COBBLE, JAMES A., WHITE ROCK, NM
PAGE2 OF 3

wnaware of the miles of harriers in the gasecus diffusion plant at K.25.
They don't know that a 1000-MW stesm plant had to be built to operate K-35.
Whils they appreciate the mavia Star Wars, they have no idea that a laser
must be tuned to a resonant frequency within parts per mitlion foe officient
stomic vapor laser isotope separation. Thay never heard a set of turbines in
a gas centrifoge fall at & gut hing tens of th da of rounds per
minute. They marval at the exhaust of & flctitious space ship but are
gnorant of the shear powse and flux of matarial required to accumulato a
few grams of enriched material an atom at a time. In short, there is no
approciation of the difficulty of the task of separation. The United States
worked hard and long and paid dearly to enrich uranium: untold
thousanda of man years of work and billions upon billions of dollacs. Ono
muat approach a decislon to serap this investment with religious
solcmnity.

The valua of the surplus llw in iww areas, First, as weapons grade
matorlal, we sither have HEU or we don't. As s known, if we don't have it,
& Herculean effort fs necwnsury to oblain it. It is infinitely better to have it
and not need it than to need it and not haveit. As an example, suppose we
needad to fabricate & 100-meguton duvico Lo deflect an astexeid, etc, Tho
desired option in this case is the status quo cholco, [To assess this
argument, the numbsc of tens of HEU not declared suzplus is nooded You
guys kmow. Iden't] The second valus of HEU, should this option be
politically unscosptable, is the maximum commercial use option. Reactor
fual is generally enxiched ahove the level of naturally occurring uranium
By blending ts uranium down to reactor fuel enrichment, we reduso tho
nockplloo(HBUbntnwnmvﬂmumawM This is not why it was
entlchod in the firet place, but maximises its use for cur good, Sooner or
lahr,thamtlvmpnreullndthelmhmloloﬂwmbommmed Then
iswhcnthodﬂityhhﬂdﬂsﬂemwmﬁummmathnbefnlly
appreciated.

The “waste for disposal” option, cption (3), must be refuted as not
being intelligent. Option (3) costs us resources, incurs extra effort, and
dnea not aocomplish the unstated goal of the world  safer place,

the apparent point of this whole exercise. The lost resourcs argument has
already been sddressed. However, option (3) also makes work for us. The
mk&mkwukkthnd!«ttoﬁummdlmtethl‘wasto‘ateaﬂsbad,
for example, Though about as dangerous as the original are, the waste

10.026
cont.

10.027

10.025

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

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
1ess than 0.9%, the mass becumey 20,000 metric tons - 100 tiraes groater,
(U238 must be used to o hamical paration.) We havo the cost. for
thy fsctory fur the dilution too. However, the main result would be an
enriching of the competing attarneys associatad with IO and whoever is
uppusing it now. Finally, neither docs the "waste® option accomplish its
goal of making the world safer. With loads of fisaile materials fleatlng 10.025
wround Rusaia with unknown eccutity in place, the impact of "securing® cont.
the US surplus makes no meaningfol enntribution. There is so much of
this stuff available through other channels that it is ridiculous to spend
time or money securing what ia already secure and safe. The non-
proliferation aspects of this showy bohavior have no meaning.

To rextato my suggestion for action: the "o action” option is cost
effective, safe, docs not conteibute to peoliforation, and preserves our
options, ['there will be a different proident in five yoars or less whows 10.026
political agenda is different]) The "maximum commercisl uso” option is cont.
thae only other option which at first glance offers us anything. The waste
disposal” options are all summerised as foclishnase.

T credit the DOE for thelr proposal for maxi tal use 86 10.027
the most intelligent option given the political nature of the “problem they cont
have baen given. Perhaps in a fow years, this nooxwuse will stop = or at .
least be different. Thin iz ono instance where bureaueratic foot dragging Is
halpful indeed.

James A. Cobble
staff momber, Physics Division
Los Alamos National Luburulory

104 Carlsbed
Whito Rock, NM 87544

phone: 508-667-8480
email; cobble@lani.gov
Jan. 8, 1996
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COGGINS, NATHAN, JONESBOROUGH, TN
PAGE10F1

Date Received: 1113195

Comment ID; PO011

Name: Nathan Coggins
Address: No Address Given
Transcription:

Hello. My name is Nathan Coggins. I live downstream from the Erwin facility, down the
[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 the arca or in Oak Ridge. Ifthere is going to
be waste, 1 would just as soon see it shipped back to Rocky Flats or wherever they're going to
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 health for the dollars? I'm not sure. My number is 753-9509,

| 10003

| 14.015

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.

SIH [oul] wniuvd () payoLuy
&y smdang fo uonisodsiq



COGGINS, NATHAN & FAMILY, JONESBOROUGH, TN
PAGE1o0OF1

Nathan Coggins & Pamily Novembar 15, 1995
255 Taylor Bridge Rd
Jonasborough, TN 37659

! DOE Office of Fissilo Materals Disposition
c/o SAIC-HEU EIS

' P.0. Box 23786

! Washington, DC 20026-3786

! Dear DOE:

If you are triily saeking input from axe raesidents who have no
interest pro or con, with nothing to loose or gain financially.

Here i3 one familics comments, based on the Summary of and partial
and continued exanination of the full study,(Disposition of Surplus
Highly Enrichcd Uranium Draft Environmental Impact Studyj.

From these publications, persons I am familiar with at NFS and
my own perasonal experiences and belicfs., I have formed this following
opinion of the matter: As I understand the least harmful method would
be to blond all HEU down to LLW however this may not be tha most
cont effective. I from limited information, bolieve tho lowest impact
to all arens and residents, and the most feasible if there is a
market for LEU, would be to distribute the HEU evenly to all four
sites to be blended, My reasoning is; 1st therc would be no tran-
portation cost or risks at ORR. 2nd Even though the arcearound NFS
in .the most populated of the comorcial sites, if the work is to be
distributed to all avalible atomic workers in all four locations,
this location should recicve it's share one fourth of the work,
3rd Since this is a very hazarous and potentially leathal substance
Alternative 5 sccms the most senslble way to handle the process
Lf 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 LLW. I have seon no figures to indicate
this, but I will assume this is so. Distributing the 200t of HLU to
all four site would minimize impact on any one site plus fiaish the
job ima timely manner. This would reduce the rick of accidents
during transportation and during actual blending to any onc site
vs one or two sitos doing 100% of the 'work. To usc less than all
four sites would grcatly increase the risks to the other sites
and surrounding arecas. HEU is -a hazardous material that needs to
be dealt with swiftly under closc Ped Govt scutiny to assure safty
and xeduce long torm cffacts of this project on tho areas involved.

This is not the typec of industry residents, rich or poor,
educated or uneducated, are sqeking for their area, no matter
what industrial recruters, politicians, or the media may express.

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

sinceroly

thary/Co s & Family

€c—¢

10.011

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

SIUBWNIO(T USUIUIOL)



yT-¢

THE COLORADO COLLEGE, COLORADO SPRINGS, CO

PAGE10F21

To DOE for Inclusion in the comments on the HEU DEIS.

| realize this is several days past the deadine, but please include the
following in the comments cn the i

on the Disposition of Highly Entiched Uranium,

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

William J, Weida
Economists Allied for Arms Reductions//The Colorado College
Colcrado Springs, CO, 80903//719-383-6409
January 16, 1996

Intreduction

This paper explores some of the ic issues surrounding a
major area of expenditures now facing the US: the dispesition 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 philosophy, programs managed by the Department of
Energy (DOE) tend to compete with one another for the total funds
assigned to that agency, For example, in the FY1995 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 government, either research into
plutonium or HEU as reactor fuel or the operations associated with such
use are likely to consume funds that might otherwise be available to
support sustalnable energy alternatives.

Over the last three years, the lcal aspects of b 9
plutonium have been made abundantly clear by a number of studies. In
spite of this, of all the materials, systems, faciities, and laboratories

1for example, s¢0
Chow, Brian G. and Kenneth A, Solomon, Limiting the Spread of Weapon-Usable Fissile

Maiatials Defanse RAND, Santa Monica, CA, 1993, and
Mana| i Committee on Intemational Security
and Anms Control, Natlonal Academy of Natlonal % Prass, D.C.,

1994.
“Burming"” is the techno-slang word for using Pu or HEU in nuclear reactors by down-blending
HEU uranium or mixing Pu with uranium to form a

to
rrixed oxide fuel {(MOX) that can be bumed in light 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.
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involved in the design and operation of nuciear weapons, the most readly
available assets for reuse are usually identified as being the HEU and
plutonium from warheads, Over the last two years, quasi-private
consortla have put considerable effort Into convincing the US govemnment "
to embark on such a program. These efforts have either

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

(2) proposed the construction and operaticn of new reactors speciﬁcally
built to burn plutonium as part of a regional conversion plan for of

nuclear weapon sites, or

(3) claimed that even if power generation itself was uneconomical, it
would still provide a way to dispose of the large stocks of plutonium and
HEU that was economlcally 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 trammutatlon techniques that
would require large amounts of federal r h and d money )
to construct facilities to turn plutonium into shorter-lived elements.2
| Others, such as shooting plutonlum Into th. sun, are equally as expensive,
| With the ption of the gral Fasf {IFR), which has also been

marketed under category (2) above, transmuuuon has generally been
proposed as 3 pure government research project,

in this paper, b i i and down-blended HEU
burning and other forms of nuclear power generation will be made using
tha general “industry model,” In these comparisons, tho 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
accounting of these costs would be necessary bafore any form of nuclear
power generation is compared to coal, gas, hydroelectric, or solar
generation schemes,

As a further issue, 1t should also be remembered that most nations
are currently struggling with nuclear proll{erallon ls:;uos. Recent
problems with North Korea have clearly d ated that b
plutonlum is normally produced as a by-product of reactor operations,
clvillan nuclear power genern(lon Is fundament-lly -t odds with

eed

proliferation goals In spite of I 1al ds at most

2g1emants with hatf-tives of S0 to 100 years Instead of the 24,000 years possassed by
plutonkim.

STt
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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 pli the proliferation issue. When evaluating any
dispesition option, one should keep firmly 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 manufacture either material. 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 plutonium
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 cither plutonium or HEU,
and since existing prices for these commodities have in the past been set
by governments for political purposes, it is fair to say that no one has
established the real market value of elther material. This Is bound to
cause problems In pricing that cascade through ali operatlons that try to
use plutonium or HEU because 3 material with no established market value

Is being introduced into a lal power-generating regime where
careful market analysis and cost control govemn which power sources are
exploited.

e

11504
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If all costs of plutonium and HEU were considered, both materials
would be some of the most expensive items ever acated by man. The true
costs of generating plutonium and HEY th t of
weapons would have to include the fo!law‘ng past costs:

The research costs the materials.

The initial costs to extract uranlum, to purlfy the materials and to
make el such as p sm in reactors or HEU through
gaseous diffusion.

The cost to fabricate the materials into weapons.

The cost to maintain the materials in weapons.

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

And finally, the hst of costs would have to Include the future costs of
disposition.

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

When the alternative of buming 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 materials. And
second, the total quantity of material put Into a reactor will become the
total quantity of spent fuel generated 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 plutonium 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
Iowered by burning them In a reactor, or whether the overall costs of

fon can be reduced by simply disposing of either material without
first submutmg it to a reactor. Here, there must be counted among lhe
ible reuse in p if the ials are disposed of

costs those of p
Improperly.
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The Nature of the Industry

Since its inception, subsidies have been a way of fife in the nuclear
power industry, A 1992 report found that over the peried 1950 to 1990,
20% or $96 billion of the $492 bilon (in 1990 dollars) spent to develop
and obtain nuclear power was provided by the federal government.®
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
of energy (oil, coal, etc.) received either tax sut idies to lower prices or
direct subsidies to encouraga consumer use—-both of which acted to

imulate d d for the product--n! energy received almost all of
its subsidies ($890 out of $899 millien) In Research and Development, In
fact, nuclear energy recelved 44% of all energy R&D subsidies In 1992.4

Over the last forty years, funding of nuclear energy research has
continued with lttle actual implementation of the resuits 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 viable reactors, In such a situation,
there has been no need for commerclal products—-instead, the emphasis
has been on selling and maintaining large 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
Intesested in the development of sources of power, not the economics of
producing power.

This helps explaln the nuclear Industry's continuing research into,
and attempts to commercialize the use of, plutonium burning reactors in
the face of overwhelmi Aidk that such r 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 L.ehman reports that:

37hesa tigures significantly the current of the costs to bury nuciear
stes d rosk reactors.

Komanotl Energy Atsociates, Elscal Elsslon: The Economic Fallure of Nuciear Power, 270
Lafayette, Suite 400, New York, NY, December, 1992
'Y

SR/EMEU/92-02, Energy Inforrmation Adrrinistration, U.S, Departrment of Energy, Washington,
D.C., Noverber, 1992, p. 7.
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*Evidence suggests the ge operating costs of nuclear power plants
are now higher than those of conventional plants and other power supply
alternatives.”s And Moody's has stated that:

"Glven increasing competition from other types of generating
facllitiea and renewed efforts via conservation and demand side
management programs to reduce the need for new capacity additions,

lear power's jcs 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 compe! 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.”®

Among other things, this casts doubt on the future feasibility of
using HEU in nuclear reactors—unless down-blending and fuel fabrication
can be accomplished at prices significantly fower than the already
depressed prices now encountered for normal low enriched uranium (LEV)
fuel fabrication,

Burning Plutonfum

The use of mixed oxide fuel (MOX) containing plutonium in Light
Water R s (LWRs) Is technically proven. Reactors that use low
enniched uranium can have 173 of their core in MOX. Three reactors of the
System 80 type at the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Station are
pressurized light water reactors (PWRs) that could handle a full core foad
of MOX. Using these reactors, it would take 30 reactor years—or 10 years
for all three reactors--to convert 50 tons of plutonium into spent fuel.?

A National Academy of Sci study estimated that a new MOX
fabrication facility would cost between $400 million and $1.2 billion and
would take about a decade to lete8 Esti are that the cost of

MOX fuel fabrication is over $2000 per kilogram of heavy metal, about six

SElectric_Uitilitles Commentary, *Are Older Nuclear Plants Still Economic?, Insights from a
Lehman Brothers Research Conference®, vol. 2, no, 21, May 27, 1992, p. L
GNuriear Power, Moody's Special Comment, Moody's Investors Service, Naw York, NY, Aptll,

1993,p. 7.

TMakhijan, Arjun, and Annie Makhijan], Flaslle Materials In A Glass, Dackly, IEER Press,
Takoma Park, Maryland, 1995, p. 26-27,

8panagement and Dispositlon of Excess Weapons Plusonium, Op. Cit., p. 159-160.
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times the fabrication cost of low-enriched uranium fuel® 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,'0

Cost for g 3 | of spent fuel from
cial power r s are about 5300.000 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 a cost on the order of several million dollars per metric ton of
plutonium, total disposal costs would range from $100 million to $300
millien for 50 metric tons of plutonium,'

As was previously noted, the lcs of plutonium b have
been investigated and rejected. Chow and Solomon looked at five optlons
for the use of plutonium in reactors:12

1.Use plutonium as fuel in existing fast reactors without

repr i Using pon-grade plt 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 waste alone--which

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

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

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

Ipuctear Fuel, January 26, 1992
10Fehn L HA, P fum tuel: An OECD, Paris, 1989, p. 69,

Vpaknijant and Makhijani, Op. Cit., p. 66.
¥2¢how and Solomon, Op. Git., pp, xxi, xxil,
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estimated that therma! cyde plutomum use!? will not be feasible until
the price of } 1ing y reaches $100/L8 and they
estimated that this w.ll not occur for SO years.'4 They further projected
that fast reactors will not be profitable unnl yellowcake price reaches
$220/LB in about 100 years.!$

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, contamination, ete,) involved in any
. nuclear operations--including plu!omum burnlng--are never discussed,

! The full costs should always be idered when paring alternative
power sources,

Down-blending and Burning HEU

The ics of down-bl HEU for use in reactors may be
more favorable than those for plutomum Weapon-grade HEU typlcally
[ contains over 90% U-235 that must be diluted to lavels of 3-5% to
generate the low enriched uranium used in reactors.'® DOE's October,
1985, Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Disposition of Highly
Enriched Uranlum (DEIS) defines HEU as anything enriched above 20% U-
235, and assumes an average enrichment of 50% U-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
require eventual storage of the highly toxic and radioactive spent fuel-
which will still contain both plutonium and HEU,)?

To down-blend HEU it is simply blended with natural uranium,
depleted uranium (.2-.3 percent U-235), or slightly enriched uranium (.8 to
2 percent U-235). It i3 possible that this can be done so it is price-
competitive with fuel made from uranium and thus, is as commercially
viable as standard reactors,)® A quasi-private corporation, US,
Enrichment Corporation (USEC), has been established to purchase the
Portsmouth, OH, and Paducah, KY, enrichment plants from the DOE for the

13Reprocessing Pu and U from spent fuel and using Pu-bearing mixed-oxide (MOX) fusl In
thermal nuclear power plants.

4chow and Solomon, Op, Cit., pp. xvi, xvil,

155id,, p. xvil,

‘Gmkhuam and Makhum!, Op o, p IG-I 7

Depanm:m of Energy, Oﬂk:e of Fissile rialy Dk , itk | DC.. Oclober, 1995
18Makhijan] and Makhijani, Op. Cit., p. 17.

14.017

06.021

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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a

purpose of pursuing down-blending as a commercial venture. DOE has

‘ dedged that US Enrict 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 didate for repr ing
to extract the plutonium. No pr is forbld repr ing or require the
return to the US of spent fuel g d from this {al.19

Four down-blending scenarios have been considered by DOE to meet

its stated goals of nonproliferation and reali the "p
use” of HEU in a way that will return money to the US Treasury.20

1, Down-blend to less than 1% U-235 and dispose of as low level
waste. This would address 3!l proliferation concerns.

2. Limited commercial use-- down-blend 35% of HEU Into reactor
fuel, the rest to less than 19 U-23S.

3. Substantial commercial use~ down-blend 65% into reactor fuel,
the rest to less than 1% U-235.

4. Maximum commercial use - down-blend 85% into reactor fuel,
the rest to less than 19 U-235.

DOE's praferred option is maximum commercial use which, DOE
claims, will return the most money to the US Treasury. However, the DEIS
does not present a credbl lysis d ating a positi |
retum, and the maximum commerclal use option would create more than §
million pounds of spent nuclear fuel (2,380 metric tons, assuming an
assay of 50% enrichment 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 declared surplus. DOE
argues this will not Increase the amount 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 is questionable whether this industry could ever be restarted.

Another option, down-blending to 4% for storage until economic and
reprocessing concemns are 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 devel-
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 fuel option while ¢
maintaining security of the material in a relatively stable state which cont.

neither pl jum or HEU.22

Conversion as a Rationale for Plutonium Dispositi

The Triple Play Reactor, propesed for the S h 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, i ion 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 reglon or sector. This cannot be achieved
unless conversion generates economic benefits, and the lsaiah and Triple
Play options d how the ion approach to disposition has
tried to adapt to the economic realities of piutonium buming.

The Isaiah Project

Proposed In 1993, this project involved burming plutonium In mixed
oxide fuel (MOX) and producing electricity by completing 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 reglon. 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 costs were included,
the $1.7 billion completion cost for WNP-1 rose to $2.8 billion. However,

221bid,
23 tter from Robart Wages, Prasident, OCAW, to Elmer Chatak, President, Industrial Unlon
Department, November 3, 1993,
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private fi ing was supposed to cover all project completion costs and
return $4 billion to the Federal government.24

While these financial arrangements sound promising, the poor

j ding plutonium burning project were summed up by
a clause in the Praject Isziah contract that stated that DOE would “enter
into & long term contract.....{with] a federal obligation to make debt
servica payments if revenues from the sale of steam [power is] not
adequaten2s  (My italics)

Triple Play Reactor

The "triple play” reactor was proposed by a quasl-private consortium
to burn plutonium, produce tritium and generate clectricity at the
Savannzh River Site. Aside from the inherent contradictions in using a

new reactor to disp of plutonium from p by producing tritium
for P the proposed System 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.27
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.2®

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.29
The consertium pays disposal fees for waste, but then passes them
through to the govemment, not to the consumer of the power.30

24) etter trom John R. Honenkamp, SAXC, to Dr. Bunn, Nationat Acaderny of Science,
November 9, 1993,

25Communication from Lauren Docd, Battelle knstitute, *The balah Project”, Pacific Northwest
;:bonmhs. Octobar 1, 1993,

eoram pPlan (0f OeDIOYMENL O ystem 80+ M pURO Nucle cili
Biver Site, System 80+ Team, Savannah River Site, Alken, S.C., March 31, 1994, p.8.
271d., p.9.
28peraonal communication between Brian Costner and George Devis of ABB combustion
Engineering in May, 199§,
29pracram Plan for dep!
Rlver_Site, Op. Cit., p.6
304, 70,
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li i ium oxide, depleted jum oxide, and
tho 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 factors

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 lkely to be required by project Isalah because
a majority of the proposed revenues from both projects are from
electrical generation, An c!ecmd:y produclng, plutonlum-burning Ilght
water reactor Is not of the
facilitles and security procedures required for plutonium handling. 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 3 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 II, the US
and FSU agreed to reduce to 3, 500 US and 3, 000 FSU strategic warheads by
2003, Numbers of r heads 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 di 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
year.33

At present, SO 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

3ibid,, p,75 and Brian Costner and Gaorge Davis of ABB

Combustion Engineering in May, 1995,

324bid,

33¢how and Setomon, Op, Cit., pp. 2,10,

34Managament 2nd Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium, Op. Cit., p. 1.
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metnc tons of plutonium in the military i ies of other |
weap p , the global i y of plutonium is:

Military plutonlum
Separated civiilan plutonlum
Unseparated plutonium in clviian spent fuel

248 metric tons
122 metric tons
532 metric tons35

Total Quantities of HEU

To further non-proliferation goals, the United States has also agreed
to buy a total of 500 tons of Russizn HEU for $11.9 Billion over the next
twenty years if certaln conditions are met, The US plans to resell this
material to fulfill demand for nuclear fuel in domestic and world
markets,36 According to current plans, HEU from the former Soviet Union
is to be de-enriched by US Enrict Corp (USEC) at its plants in
Paducah, Kentucky and Portsmouth, Ohio. USEC is supposed 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
ralses 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 wili actually charged for this material,

As opposed to plutonlum, HEY is neither 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 US37 Total US HEU production from 1945 to
1992 was 994 metric tons. Of this, 483 metsic tons were made at the K-
25 facility at the S h River Site bet 1945 and 1964, and 511
;ngegtgc! utons were made at the Portsmouth, Chlo plant between 1956 and

3SMakhljan! and Makhljanl, Op. Cit., p. 1.
36Mana
37Makhijanl, and Makhijanl, Op, Cit., p. 16+17.

z’sc;L:ary. Hazel, Rermrks Concerning 2 DOE fact sheat on HEU, DOE, Washington, D.C., June 27,

Op.Clt., p. S

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 UFg
(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
LEU, to fuel existing reactors, on a global scale.

12.013: The HEU EIS is concerned 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. strategic
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 surplus
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.
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The US inventory of HEU is | d in the following locations:39
Metric Tony Lacation Metne Tons  Locatian
0,6 Hanford, WA 26.2 INEL, D
0.2 LLN, CA 6.7 Rocky Flats, CO
32 LARL, KM 0.9 SNL, NM
Classitied Pantex, TX 1.6 Knolls, NY
0.2 Brookhaven, IL 23,0 Portsmouth, OH
168.9 ¥-12, SRS, SC 1.8 K-25, SRS, SC
1.4 <

ORNL, TN 24.4
TOTAL = 258.8 metric tons (not including 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 (sbout 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 leaves 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 arsenal4®

When the number of nuclear weapons peaked at 32,500, Independent
experts estimated there were 500-550 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.4!
New estimates suggest that about 50% more HEU was devoted to weapons
than proviously believed. Thus, either more was used in each bomb than
had been estimated--which suggests that about 10 tons more would also
have been consumed in tests--or there was considerable overproduction
and stockplling for an arsenal buildup that never occurred.s2

The amount of blendstock required for final blending down of 500
tons 93.5% HEU can be estimated as follows:43

Blend Stock HEU (mt) Blend (mt) 4.4% LEU (mt)
Depieted U(0.2% U23S) 500 10,600 11,100
Natural W{.7119% U235) 500 12,100 12,600
Slightly Ennched U(3,5% U235) 500 15,400 15,900

39bid.

40Communication from Peter Gray, June 30, 1994,

“Ubld,

42ih)g,

43Makhijanl and Makhijanl, Op. Cit., p. 76,

12.013
cont,
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If all 2300 metric tons of HEU was disposed of by down-blending, 12.013
the resulting 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 economlical manner,

Costs of Transmutation and Other
Non-Buming or Technical Fixes

Compl limination of p ium is only possible through two
means: ﬁrst. wait until the n:nural radioactive dccay destroys it--this
would take thousands of years. S d fum by using

some technique to bombard its nuclel and split them into fission products.
Option two can only occur through a nuclear reaction in a reactor or in a
particle accelerator.4¢ 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 radioactive life of materials.

3. Less risk of human Intrusion into storage areas.4s

il

Most tr atlon require repr ing and, hence, are
likely to be unacceptable on the basis of both proliferation and waste
generation concerns46 In fact, the GAO has noted that "the reprocessing
and separating of the waste are more difficult technical problems than
transmuting the long-lived elements from the waste."47

Waste transmutation would take many billions to develop and is not
possible before 2015.48 DOE managers belleve it Is not economically
]ustmable since 3 waste repository would still be needed. A complete

tem would Include a reactor or accelerator to transmute

reprocesscd fuel a spent fuel reprocessing and waste separation facility,
a fuel fabrication facility, and storage facilities for spent fuel and
residual wastes.4?

“4pevelopir etive W, May Yake Decad 8
GAOIRCEO-SQ 16, Un{ua S(I!es General Office, I o.c,
1993, p. 11,
451hid., p. 10.
‘5)chkhl}anl and Makhijanl, Op. Cit., p. 98-100.
tof  Waste Miy Takel BaCostiy, Op. Clt.,

P 13
48ihid., p. 3.
49, p. 4,5,

a

150dSs1
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Potential Yransmutation Technologiess®

Units & Time Rad To
Destroy 30% Of LWR

Potenthl Actinide Wasta Schedule/ Flssion
Brograms Spansar Expectrd n 2010 Cost($1993) Actinides Praducts
Advarced DOE, GE 19 Units $55 (1 reactor)  Yes No
Liquid Metal’ Argonne 200 years +4 1/ Unit for
lategral Fast temainder
Reactor Start; 2015
(ALMR/IFR) Operste: 200 yr.

OpeCost: $32b
Accsierator LANL 19 Units Develop: 350 Yes Soma
Transmutation 40 years Start: 2016 Inct Pu, U
Project (ATW) Total: $120b
Phoentx Brookhaven 1 or 2 units Develop: $29b Yes Some
Accelarator National Lab 25 years Development Not Py, U

Time: 13-20 yr.

Particle. Brookhaven 20-70 Units Develop: $1.3b Yes Yes
Bed Reactor Nationa! Lab 40 yr. Development
(PBR) 150 yr.forPu Time: 16 yr,

No cost estimates
Clean Use Hanford/ Rsch: $74-160m  No Yes
Of Reactor Waestinghouse No cost estimates
Program (CURE)

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

from warheads are:

1. Monitored Surface Storage

A monitored storage facility for 50 tons of plutonium has an
estimated cspital cost of $170 million (1990 dollara) with an operating
cost of $28 million per yearS! Preliminary estimates are that storing
plutonium would cost about $1 per gram per year. Thus, storing 200 tons
would cost roughly $200 million per year for a net present value cost of

$2 billion.52
SOid., p. 10.
51 C.H., P.L, Hendri M.H, Kinger, and 8.3, Jonas, Ontians and requtatory

, PNL-SA-18728, Pacific
Northwest Laboratories, U.S. Depx of Energy, gton, D.C., 1990, pp. 12:13,
S2ratter, Steve, Control and Disposition at Nucirae Weapons Materals, Working Papers of the

lon of Nucleas for Peacsful Purposes, Rome,

2 on
Haly, June 15,16,37, 1992, pp. 144-148,

sasuodsay pup
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2, Deep Geologi \/Seabad D )

The cost is menually that for vitrification and for burial in Yucca
Mountain--i.e,, the cost of both operations. See the vitrification option
below.

3. Launching Plutonlum Into the Sun

A 1982 NASA study estimated the cast of this option at $200,000
per kilogram of plutonium. Several hundred kg could be handled at a time.
This is probably not feasible due to public fears about the potential for a
crash and resulting dispersion of plutonium from one of the rockets.5?

4, Underground 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 S warheads at & time (about 3000 detonations
would be required) Even if one destroyed S0 warheads at a time, 300
detonations would be required--almost half of the 730 US underground
tests conducted to date.S4

5. Vitrlfication

By 1994, the DOE had spent over $1 billlon trying to vitrify liquid
wastes and had not yet ded. jum 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 to
reuse,5¢ For this reason, prior to vitrification, plutonium will most likely
baf mlxedsxvlth other materials that would make repurification more
difficult.

There are three general witrification options with potential for
plutonium disposition:

53 icians for the P ion of Nuclesr War and The institute for Energy and
Environmentat iusn . Intemational Physiclans
Press, Cambridge, MA, 1992. Pp. 130-138.

S4mid., pp. 130-138.

S5Fars jon of potential problems and benefits iated with vitrification, see

Y, Kevin Wenzel ot al, 2nd Alex DeVolpl in “Letters®, The

fiietin of the Atomic Scientists, vol. 52, no. 1, January/February, 1996,
SEpMakhijani and Makhljani, Op. GiL, p. 4.

S7Wald, Matthew, "Encase Excess Plutonlum In Glass, U.S, Urged®, The New York Times,
November 17, 1994,

a
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1. Vitrification of plutonium mixed with gamma-emitting fission
products so the resulting glass logs mect the spent fuel standard.s8
These fission products have much shorter half-lives than
plutonium, For example, the half-life of Cesium 137 Is only 30
years as opposed to 24,000 years for plutonium. Thus, the mix
would become less resistant to proliferation over time. This is
likely to take longer since vitrification plants are not prepared for
this task.5®

2. Vitrification of plutonlum with depleted uranium or some other
alpha-producing element.

3. Vitrification of pl jium with a non-racoactive el t, such a5
europium, that would render the mixture unsultable for weapens
without repracessing.®®

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 years if the glass contained only 2% plutonium. A recent
analysis by Pacific Northwest Laboratorles estimates the total additional
cost at $100 million to convert 100 tons of plutonium metal to oxide and
mix It with other HUW—ten times cheaper than storage, and ten to fifty
times cheaper than MOX.8! One could also place a barrier to misuse by
subnational groups by making the canisters in which vitrified plutonium is
stored highly radioactive.s2

Conclusion

Several studes on the altemnatives available for disposition of
plutonium and HEU have noted that due to potentlal proliferation problems
and the danger these pose for ali people, disposition lssues should be 01.009
decided based on expediency and safety, and economic considerations
should not play a major role in this process.S3 However, a student of the
military budgeting pi or the bud iderati surrounding a

$8The spent tuel standard proposss 1o nake p 23 difficult 10 retrieve as it would beif it
was In the form ln which It exlets In nuclear reactor fuel that has been kradiated (used) to the
extent that it can no longer ettectively suatain a chain reaction and thus, has been removed from
the reactor for disposal, This ik fue! ins fission prod! uranium, and
tRnsuranic leotopes,

S9akhijanl and Makhijani, Op. Cit, p. 88.
e P 4
Sigatter, Steve, Op. Cit., pp. 144148,
€2paxhijani and Makhijanl, Op. Cit,, p. B9,
€3¢or example, 3¢e Makhjjani and Makhijan!, Op. Cit.

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 (Alternatives 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 real-world decisions—-even those that concern threats to
large numbers of people~being made in an envir free of
considerations, In fact, in making such decisions It Is not unusua! 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 lkely 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
2 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 program based on

economic return is likely to end up generating a large of weapon-
grade or down-blended HEU for which there ls no economlcally viable
reuse program and there are no other p P

it is also clear that buming plutonlum in power generating reactors
18 not economical and, further, it is unlkely to b ical at any
time in the near future. As the recent National Academy of Scil study
stated,

“Exploiting the energy value of plutonium should not be a central
criterion for decislon making, both because the cost of fabricating
and safeguarding plutonium fuels makes them currently
uncompetitive with cheap nnd wldcly 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¢

However, even if buming plutorium is not lcal, is it still cheaper

than other methods of dealing with or disposing of plutonium? This
question Incorporates both proliferation risk and economics, and the
following framework of ‘givens' provides a way in which it might be
considered:

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, 1t is obvi that i d handing of a material like
plutonium leads to increased costs and increased proliferation
risk,

Second, any proposal to bumn plutonlum in reactors to reach a spent
fuel standard might also be accomplished more simply and

heaply by mixing plutonium with waste to a spent fue! standard
to start with65 As an isotopically different element, 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 elements to the mix.

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

And fourth, for transmutation, costs are altered because one Is
handling hotter material for relatively shorter periods of time--
but thcsc ﬂme periods are snll so extensive that discounted cost

ives cannot show significant
dmerenccs In addition, transmutation technologies still require
reprocessing and they still must absorb the cost of research and
development., Other options do not have elther of these negatives.

Viewed in this light, fina! waste disposal costs will be incurred

whatever disposal option Is taken, These costs could potentially be offset
by dolng something profitable with the plutonium and HEU prior to final
storage, but this paper has shown that finding a profitable use for either
material is unlikely. Thus, the more probable case is one where the costs
of basic waste storage are increased by whatever costs are associated
with the disposition option chosen. The factors most likely to
significantly Increase costs are the major cost drivers that create

55Fura dlscuaslon of potentlal probioms and benetits assoclated with *mix and melt® approaches
by

gang P Kevin Wenzel et al, and Alex

u.Volpl In “Letters", Ih;BumhangAmntSmnum 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 material.) (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,
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ditferences 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 relati hip to the ber of
times a material Is handed or moved.

(4) The cost of research and d pment of new methods of
disposition.
These four costs outweigh all other costs generated by disposition by
many orders of magnitude and, as a result, they should be the major
determinants when choosing among disposition options.

16.019
cont.
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Commonneaiith Edeon Gimpam
1411 Opnes Place
Dawnens Grae 30 0$15 4700

Januaty 14, 1996

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

Subject: Comunenis o1 Drafl EIS for Disposition of Surplus HEU
Geatlemen:
ComEd wishcs to submit the onthe Draht Ei 1 Impact for

Disposition of Surplus Highly Ensiched Uranium

| ComEd supports 5: Mavi C ial Use (85% Fuel/13% Wastc) Thus
alicrnative minimizes the financial impact on the taxpayer, draws down the cxcess HEU
stockpile in the most expeditious manncr, produces the smallest volume of waste and utilscs

processes which are well understood

2. ‘Tho ability of fue) fabncators 10 accept UNH liquid rather than UF, is limited. Only onc
domesli haseven 1 czpability 1o do so DOE’s intent to market this
watcrial in & form othr than what 15 in standard commercial usage will Tt the valuc of the
material and thus the retum lo the taxpayer

3. Material should be blended down prior 10 sale. 1115 ot 5t all clear it our malenal icense
will allow us to take possession of o Litke 10 highly ennched uramum.

Please contact me at (708} 663-5782 should you have any questions on this matter
Sincerely,

.. € AL
'//%wm-;‘:rhﬂn; a

Fuel Buyer

A1 ot Cannpany

| 10.003
| 04.015

| 01.006

10.003: 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 UFg 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 behalf.
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yw‘ m;%/z)f/ PRy NRHWHE T 37807525 DEC-7, 1775

Mawm

WWM

10.024

l 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 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 JAEA 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, 11ive 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.

SJUWNI0(T JUIWUWO))

Sasuodsay pup



178

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE10OF1

COWHTHILD COMMITTEE ON COMMEAST
bl e ot Y W a2y
i Sch . Ty i
wmEsas Eongress of the Tnited Htates e
Prouse of Representatives
Washenton, AC 20515-1701

December 27, 1995

Honorable Hazel O°leary
Secrctary of Energy

U.S. Department of Enexgy
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washingtor, D.C. 20585

Deaxr Hadam Secratary:

Since coming to Congress, I have beon carefully raeviewing the
Administration’s actions that might impact the operations of the
gasecus diffusion plant in Paducah, Xentucky. This plant, which iz
lccated in Congressional District, is one of the largest
ewployexs in western Xentucky.

There are many issues which concern me, including: the terma

of the United States-Rusaia HEU Aqroement; the Suspension
reement on uranium relating to Russia’s dumping activities; the
pPresident's submisaion of xefuluuon that would give him authority
to walve our nation’s txade lavs and allow the government to ignore
anti-dumping vestrictions; the use of bypass arrangaments by the
Russians to sell their uranium in the U.S. marketplace; the
legislation currently pending before Congress to allow DOR to sell
natural and low enriched uranium in the future and, finally, the
Department’s Draft Eavi 1 Impact on the
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium,

Taken individually, these actions may only have minimal 12.008
effects on the enrichment industry and the plant in Paducah.
However, their corbined impact would be devastating. Tharefore, I
urge your Department to proceed very caretun{lvhan decisioas are
I!«ldl)‘tg dispose of the surplus patural and highly eariched uranium
stockpllie.

At a very minimum, I believe the Department should abide by
the provision contained in 5.75S, leginlation pending in Congxcsa
to privatize the U.S. Enrichment Corporation. That bill states
that "the Secratary determines that the sale of the eaterial will

on the domestic uranium mining,
conversion, or enrichment industry, taking into accouat the sales
of uranium under the Russian HEU Agreerant and the Suspension
Agreement®, and that the prico paid to the Secretary will aot be
lces than fair market value.
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December 27, 1995
Page 2

I rvespectfully request that my coacerns be registersd
ofticially ?l: the record of cooments on the Department’s recent
Drafz Bnvi 1 t St on the Disposition of Surplua
Highly Sariched Urasium.

Thaak tor ycur consideratica of my views, and I look
forward to hearicg from you at your cenvenience.

Siocerely,

£ S
E3 wWrittie:
Mesder of Cozgress

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 P.L. 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.
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CONVERDYN, DENVER, CO
PAGE 1 OF 2

Q) convemovm

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: Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft
Envir tal Impact Stat t (DOE/EXS-~0240-D)

on bechalf of ConverDyn, 1 am pleased to have the opportunity to
submit the followlng comments regarding the referenced draft
environmental impact statement (“EIS*). ConverDyn is a Jjoint
venture between affiliates of AlliedSignal Inc. (Morristown,
New Jarsey) and General Atomics (San Diego, California) which
markets uranium conversion scrvices worldwide. ConverDyn has
exclusive marketing rights for the output of AlliedSignal Inc.’s
Metropolis Works, located at Metropolis, Illinols, which rcpresents
the sole remaining domestic facility for the conversion of natural
uranium concentrates (U0} to natural uranium hexafluoride (UFe).
More than 380 people are currently employed at the Metropolis
Works. ConverDyn’s current sales agreement portfolio includes
nuclear utilities in the United States, Asia and Europe.

ConverDyn has reviewed the referenced EXS and finds the document,

in its draft form, to be significantly deficient in the arxea of 12.010
potential market Impacts of the proposed actions/alternatives o
regarding the disposition of surplus highly enriched uranium

(“HEU”) from the U.S. inventory.

As you may be aware, the nuclear fuel market ({natural uranium
rates, conversion services and enrichment services) has been
chronically depressed for more than 10 years. Although the factors
contributing to this period of savere 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 General Atomics, located at Gore,
Oklahoma, was placed on extended standby which will lead to final
decommissioning with the attendant loss of hundreds of jobs.

5000 Sowh Quebec Street, Suite 600, Deaver, CO 80237-2708 Telephone (303) 7700957 Fax (303) 7711625

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.
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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. Presently,
there is an oversupply of conversion capacity and little growth in
demand.” {Page 4-162).

Under “E ic € q of the Proposed Action,” the EIS
x gnizes 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
period 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 U.S. HEU.

The domestic nuclear fuel cycle suppliers have been ongaged in a
protracted struggle to ensure that disposal of both Russian and
U.S. origin HEU is conducted in a responsible 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. HEV
should fully recognize those provisions.

Regards,

JIG/sav
cc: Cheryl Moss, NEI

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.
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Coors, MELVIN S., LIVERMORE, CA
PAGE1OF 2

December 22, 1995
mry& Enuz'y t
t

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

‘Wasbiogton, BC 20026-3766
Desr Mr. Rudy:
I wish woa‘«ﬂw fol.lnwlnz comments mneamlnz the 'Dllpodﬂnn of Surplus Highly-

pact St " to be issued by DOE/MD-1,

Tha quantity of surplus highly-enriched nnnium-235 that mll become nvﬁhblo from
dlmndment of a significant fraction of the U.S. th will

be , in the order of hundreds of tons. This wdnlnpmnnulhuu
inmtmmt:&tdebyu.&hxpayanomlhohnfmr decades, nndshouldbouledh-

um aatorbothmﬂmnldcfemmdpnhlicem{% purposes. The
uranium that has beea enriched to ap, uly (oralloy) should, vm:out
made jlahle to the 3 on pmgnm for
consumption in both the presently apenﬁoml ( (htm) ni submarines, aireraft
carriers, and various types of cruisers,

1 blieve the U.8. operates 103 submarines of some five different types, 5 cruisers of
several types, and 7 aircraft carziers, all of which are powered by differing types of
nuclear reactors. Since many of these ships-of-the-line will have lifetimes of 50 years or
more, wo should pmvldu t.hn Nnvy with all exceas supplies of >92% orallo (ror present and
futurs use. the coat of ltcdnz saparated ursnivm inotapa in essanting ly pagligibla and
its use for nucloar pmn lyplluﬂonl ia unlimited. Therefore, all supplies of oralloy
of U.S. orlgln :hould l‘or use as naval propulsion fuel, regardless of the small
P t naval reactor cores. Failure to Implement such action
;":ﬁ'u'nqux:&m  ntor ot oo ook ot for SOtk paemasosr 30 that ovor
ate & ent of grea ns per year for such purposes, a0 over
dw50-yurllfalpanoﬂhacunen nhipadnzw total somo 250 tons of oralloy,
close to the of that will become available over tho next

decade.

The lesser enriched uranium, ranging from mmsﬂ%U"'omld, and should, be used
wdwﬁlm::ghth urani ply I‘?\!‘IR 'lo;h'm Mm;ﬁnmw
0 (] jum supp ly for use very ort-te!
ymcvay study made by industry or government indicates that the exsily recoverod nltunf
uranium ores will be depleted by world-wide expansion of LWR use by 2040-2050, and tho
price of uranium ore escalate rapldly after 2035, In this drcumeunee, it mll become
an economic necessity to move on to fast for world electricity Our

hnal

opportunity to develop and d this needed , without the davelopment

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.
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Cooprs, MELVIN S., LIVERMORE, CA
PAGE 2 OF 2

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

We have at hand a unique to this devel work before our

international competitors are forced into the fut reactor arena by the inovitablo rise in

LWR fuc! prices, This is our opportunity to use the leverage we cxpended during the cold
war period to gain back our international competitive edgo; we dare not ignore uﬁs

opportunlty. For this mmpclhnz reason, I urge you not to recommend diluting down th

stocks of metal that aro enriched mmmbmmplau them

lnnnped.almuﬂofnr lectri ‘pow Tha cost to do this {s

th ity is ly at hand, and the need {s obviously pnsent.

¢ Opp

The ‘Xahonnl A::dumy c;.'n Sdﬁtgu:en J.mt a few yoa.-a ago utrnngly recommondod that the

urp ;.mon 1 powe: should be the demonstratien
resctor This cffort is mrrently on "lmld" for political roasons
rulltnd to poesible plutonium use in such systems. The availability of this surplus

weapons uranium category will enabla such work to go fozth without any concern of
nudear weapona qurornﬁon ‘We need to take action to conserve the matorinls now
available to complote this work. This is an issuo of our cconomic survival in the
competitive world of tho future.

Sincerely,

W«—A&vfw—

Melvin S. Coops

09.011
cont.
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CORCORAN, MARGERY, MINNEAPOLIS, MN
PAGE1o0OF1

Date Received: 01/16/96

Comment ID: P0066

Name: Marpery Corcoran

Address: Minneapolis, Minnesota

Transcription:

This is Margery C: from Mil lis, i and I am calling to say do not support

making highly enriched uranium into nuclear fuel. We don't know what to do with what we
have now., We're fighting over that in Minnesota, Please, please. Bye bye

£6-¢

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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Cox, Lucy, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE1O0OF1

Date Received: 01/16/96

Comment 1D: P0072

Name: Lucy Cox

Address: Oak Ridge, Tennesses

Transcription:

My name is Lucy Cox, and I am on the environmental list of Oak Ridge. Ihave been waiting

and being concerned and just sort of watching, and 1'm stili d about our young people,

what we're going to do about this highly uranium. 1approve of the down blending, bl di

down of it, and 1 do hope that it will be blended down enough until it will not bother the life of 10.023

our young people, the life of our middle-aged people, the life of our older people, so that it won't
be used for weapons. In this situation - 1 don't know too much about it -- but the way I see it
and the way I und d the scripture that if we continue to kill, nobody wins, We all lose.
Thank you.

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

PAGE1OF1

. ' \}W % “
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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
PAGE1OF1

Date Received: 01/16/96

Comment 1D: P0057

Name: Susan Daly

Address: 211 37th Avenue North
Nashville, Tennessce 37201

Transcription:

This is Susan Daly from Nashville, Tennessce. 1wanted to put comments into the record that [
do not support making highly enriched uranium into the nuclear reactor fuel. 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 creates plutonium which would be a
violation of the nonproliferation treaty, and that’s something that I’ve been working on for
scveral years, Another objection is that I don’t fecl that all options have been explored, which
would include storing down blended uranium. The other objection is that there hasn’t beena
cost analysis that the public’s been able to sce anyway that shows the true cost to taxpayers if this
HEU is down blended into fucl and then sold to utilitics. I'm not sure that the Department of
Energy would get back all the money that would be needed to transport, store, do the actual
down blending, and then selling it at truc cost. I'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 all the highly enriched uranium down to 0.7%
sa that it cannot be used in weapons. 1 also support developing the capacity to down blend all
uranium declared surplus in the past ten years and also having good controls internationally on
all nuclear materials. Thank you very much. Just in case you need my address, it's 211 37th
Avenue North, Apartment B-9, Nashville, Tennessee 37201, Thank you.

10.024

09.018

16.015

| 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.

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.

SIH [ouly Wnioi () payoLuy
&yd1y smdang fo uomsodsiq



Comment Documents

and Responses

*p3loU JUSWIWO))

€00°0}

*£00°01

Sinyd ‘g A NULS

g g Fyregye

Y
A rspaov1s

.

AUOM DML QION woUY IHL B pimyg

‘LogulLNOD Qa9 y  _nLyllOm 3y
0L HISY B89 Anoug 00l oMV LAINop g1 g AN

' g I ILldLYW

DYNIN D ALarvups Y ONY Pzin ! wanyep0r4d

\Sa_zqra AAHDINMND HD1yg LA/ NYIm Ol .9 NN S 2IJ
ANY  astayagrd (IIWBIWASNT BuL Sur s

SLNUYTY V2™ VWA wed 9N oy

WOINGYN SAHDIBVNE 1D §aradns HHL Qg -pmea

03 Jdowpa Med AHL PNIABVAY poanm NolLHPIAAIS NOD
Lgowan Oyl ‘§SIN DD QL gierg o2 ADUN |

‘N1 MmWE MY oN) LasINUSs M oag wUSIve N

Ly No1rLyndie SHL 9WINYDOACD DMLY, wy )
‘Yis w0

FRBLE - 92092 '2'd oL ININSYm
nBLeEZT %94 ‘o’

NMOILISO0dSID “IRDLYW AN§s51d slo A9xiao
AvParg 90 Leowiatdso 'gn,

Spb)'8 afwa w30
b212 “lbl2g ‘73 ‘©00mynog
b222 ¥og'ayy (Le1, JLNS

1 40 1 39vd
g ‘AOOMONOT “g ATINVLS ‘SIAVA

3-57




86—¢

DUKE POWER COMPANY, CHARLOTTE, NC
PAGE 1 OF 2

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

MailTitle = FORUM Form - incoming

name = Robert Van Namen

title = Manager, Fuel Management
company = Duke Power Company
addrl =522 8. Church St

addr2 = PO Box 1006 ECO8F

city = Charlottc

state =NC

zip = 28226

phone = 704-3824524

fax = 704-382-7852

email = rvn8371@xstp.dukepower.com
ctype = public

subject = HEU Disposition

¢4 The following is the text of the Author's Comment.

Rapid disposition of the material through its usc as fuel for US commercial
reactors is cleatly the best course. Final decisions must consider the long
term impact of artificially kecping this material off the market. Please
consider the following points in your evaluation of altematives.

1) Utitities will be reluctant to commit to Jong term contracts with suppliers
as long as this ial is lingering with the p ial of ing the market.
The most stabilizing treatment of the material would be an orderly, predictable
entry into the free markets at the market price as soon as the material is
ilable. G gulation of the p will lcad to intervention
by special interest groups desiring to protect overpriced supply sources for
short term profit.

2) Entry into the market should be as blended down ial ing all ASTM
specifications. This will allow for the most number of competitive bidders and
thercfore, the highest price to the government. It will also prevent

manipulation by parties who can control 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 sale.

3) Equal access to the material should be granted to all market participants
through some sort of regular auctioning process. This method will fead toa
market price being paid for the material and can provide for the predictibility
needed to make fong t erm p and production decisi

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.
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EDLOW INTERNATIONAL COMPANY, WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE 1 OF 2

—
r—Y
TR

Edlow Intcrnational Company
1666 Conncetieut Ave., N W, Suite 201
Washingtoa, D.C, 20009 U.S A,
Tel (202) 4734959
Fax (202) 4834540
e-nuil, edlowco@aol com
January 5, 1996

U.S. Department of Enexgy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

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

Dear Office of Pissile Materials Disposition:

Thank you for the opportunity to commont on the Disposition of
Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We would 1like. ta commend youy office for providing
information on the draft EIS via.sevexal avenues; the internet site
has been particularly useful in quickly transmitting infoxrmation on
the fissile materials disposition program.

Thank you also for the opportunity to particlpate in the November
14, 1995 public meeting in Rnoxville, T . As di d with
representatives of your office at that time, I would like to
reiterate my concern with a statement contained in the Summary
document for the draft EIS. In the section on "Highly Enriched
Uranjum Disposition Alternatives®, footnote 8 {p. 8-10) states,

nporeign fuel fabricators and foreignm commexrcial
electrical power nuclear reactors are not as reasonable
or as 1likely as domestic fabricators and reactors for a
number of reasons includina txansportation and associated 07.011

! Q 8 .
accommodated.” (Emphasis added.)

This statement gives the erroneous impression that there are undue
concerns associated with the international transport of low
enriched uranium. As you are aware from the Deparxtment’s lengthy

experience in the sale of LEU to foreign o ers, the tr t
of LEU is a xoutine procedure; nonetheless subject to stxict
requirements regarding packaging and handling.

07.011:

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

wareb)
s
sz=R)

U.S. Department of Enexgy
office of Fissile Materials Disposition

REF: DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Page 2

The commercial nuclear power industry has a tremendous safety
record with regarxd to transports of all radiocactive materials.
Bdlow Intexnational Company, which has provided expert

transportation g pervices to the nuclear power industry
for over 38 years, can attest to this excellent safety record. 07.011
Despite this record, many opp s of ial nuclear power see cont.

fit to attack the lawful transport of LEU and othex radioactive
materials. It would be unfortunate if the above statement could be
taken to reflect DOE's own concern in this regard. Accordingly, we
request that the Department clarify the statement to avoid possible
confusion ox misconceptions.

Thank you for your attention in this xegard. Please do not
hesitate to contact me at (202) 483-4959 should you require
additional inforxrmation in connection with these comments.

Best regaxds,

\,-Mssﬁl/% Lo
Melissa Mann
Manager, International Affairs

sasuodsay pup
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EWALD, LINDA, KNOXVILLE, TN

PAGE1OF 2
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14.002

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 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 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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EWALD, LINDA, KNOXVILLE, TN

PAGE2 OF 2
. 10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and
NOV 13 1835 disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The
MoDO(, analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact
el . among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed
1 Uy e 6L Y odo on 0{:_ ve . cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made
KEY Yo less -‘/)M 1% ond d \$P°$\"‘f) them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi-
. ened e, This 13 cates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense
it as low ( W . ' and would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for dis-
Xne Cheapest least emu W“We’“{"'\ug posal as waste. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 through 5) evaluated in
hoskle st Secute andd <ufe st 10.009 the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message to

) .

. / other nations.
o thm' T4 Serves ouy nakms

nm Pm((Ccro\\‘ion 590\‘((.(3 Ovel
Ymds o Wmessaqe ko ather
paRms hat we are down-
NLiny our puclkear @wrey arsemed,
Plense take Inis chomce Jo
Fruly medke e woortel a

uler ome? pmmove )\em“‘m«j

place .
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Roarndla Egadot

SjuUn20(J Juaiuio))

sasuodsay pup



9-¢

EWALD, LINDA, KNOXVILLE, TN
PAGE 1 OF 2
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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 difficuit 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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PAGE2 OF 2
d\(’(.\o\\-e_,,q &H’P\MS in dem years 10.023
5 . cont.
Grnal \Y\k"rr\o\.})\Ww\Q C‘gy'\‘hﬂo(soy\ I 03,020

all nucltar mafenals

‘T}\Mk“'(Oq g\ﬁ— Your & me ond
cllenfion,

S! nce \'Q.Q»ba
Forndin B,

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to JAEA 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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FERNALD AREA OFFICE, CINCINNATI, OH
PAGE10F1

Data: January 12, 1988

To: Office of Flaslls Mstarials Disposition
FAX: 1-800-820-5158

Subject: Comments on the
(EIS)

From: Mary Bsth Garels
Fernald Area Office
7400 Willey Road
Cinclnnatl, Ohlo 46030
phone; 513-648-3181
Fex: 613-648-3070

The possibliity oxists that soms of the low enrichad uranium (LEU) blerdstock for
the proposed blending action will come from the Farneld Environmantal
Managemant Project in Femald, Ohlo (350 MTU). Howevsr, the Dreft EIS
documant does not clearly indicate this p lal Fernald of LEU blendstock
In Its discussion. It only notes Femald as being & wource of dapleted material.

Recommaendations:
1. Add “LEU In matal or oxide form would be shipped from Fernald, Ohlo®, In fifth
buifat paragraph of Section 2,2.1 Bas/s for Analysis.

2. Add text to the parsgraphs under the Transportation of 8lendstock Materlals
heading in Section 4.4,3.2 Surplus Highly Enriched Ursnlum Disposition
Aftematives that descrlbos the possible transportation of LEU in metsl or oxide
form from Femald. Possibly add this alternative to the transportation RADTRAN
analysia, although the Hanford analysis may ba sutficlent since Hanford ls being
used as a reprasantative site.

3. Add inf lon whaere sppropriste on tho p is! Farnald LEU blendstock
source to any other ssctions/diagrams that discuss the blendstock materisls to
ensure that the environmantal impacts of this possibility have been fully asesssod.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment. Hope the program Is succossful,

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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FRIENDS OF ORNL, OAK RibGE, TN

PAGE1OF1

rriends of Oak Ridge Mational Lahorxatory
Post Office Box 8841
©ak Ridge TH 27801-6641
$ December 1993

V.8, Dopartment of Energy

office of rissile Xaterials disposition
P.0. Box 23786

wWashington, D.C. 20026-3786

sires

The Priends of cak Ridge National L Y, AN ization comprised
of former and prosent staff mexbers of ORNL and of other citizens of the area
who are interested in the future wolfare of the L amd the ity,
wishes to comxent on the dratt rposition of xighly d
Envi 1 Impact

We that the 4 d by the Dep. of EXnergy
is dilution of borb-grade materisl with uranium of low 23%; content to an
onrichment suitable for use in power reactors., We support this course, as a
sensible route to compliance with arms-control agreements and as a beneficlal
uso of excess weapons material.

We do nOt agree with the position taken by some that the isotops dilu-

tion should be to an ok patural with 10.003
burial, The proponents appear to be d 11y by ipatby to
nuclear power. In any case, thelr alternative would only vaste money witbout
serious offect on powor production, in view of the arple supplics of low-

iched from other Their further argument that fissionable
material produced in power reactors might be ussd in proliferaticn of weapons
also is unsubstantial. Thers are far easior routes for texrorist groups or
nations to attain than by po P i the best
way to lower the risk of proliferation is to reduce excess iuventory of highly
enriched i as DOE is p

e have compl in Y-12's ocapability to perform
dilution safely and efficiently. l 10-008

sincexely,

william Fulkerson, rresident

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.
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GENETTA, SUSAN, NASHVILLE, TN

PAGE10OF1
Date Received: 1/11/96
Comment ID: P0044
Name: Susan Genetta
Address: Nashville, Tennessee
Transcription:

Hi, my name is Susan Genetta, and I'm a resident of Nashville, Tennessee, and today is
Wednesday, January the tenth, and I'd like to leave just one or two short remarks regarding the
enriched uranium being sold in the world market as plutoni It is my opinion that this isnot a

good idea. I would like to see no nuclear materials bought and sold in the intemational market. 10.034
and I would prefer the United States did not get involved in changing the enriched uranium into

plutonium to be used in the market. If you would please take into consideration my comments.

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

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 uranium 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
PAGE1OF2

EL ¢

HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP

Augusta, Georgia
November 16, 1995

SESSION: Plenary
Is DOE welghting the comments that are recelved on this EIS?
What Is being done with the 20% of the HEU categorized as off-specification?

Isthe h River Site presently operating the vitrification facility to vitrify glass?

Why did the United States decide to take back foreign fuel? Since the United States is taking
back the fuel, why is DOE and/or the govemment afraid of sorseone making a borab?

‘Would someons pleass tell us about potential water contamination concems to the areas
surrounding the Savannah River Site activitics and this project.

DOE should let another state take ths Savannah River Site over. I would not mind letting
¢lse have our problems for a while.

Ilive close to the Savannah River Sito and 1 am not concermed about the drinking water being
contaminated.

This is the second tiroe in the last month that DOE has scheduled public meetings at the same time
and in locations far enough apart that interested members of the public can not attend both
meetings,

1commend DOE for identifying the prefecred alternative in the document. The final EIS should
more closely relate to the requirements of NEPA. For example, fulfilling the requirements of
future jons and impacts on

Do the utility companies have an interest in the HEU being blended down to metal as the final
product. Do any commercial sites have metal blending capabilities?

We (the public) are worried about the future, however, in 1000 years the only thing surviving at
the Savannah River Site will be owls and buzzards,

How much money was budgeted for this draft EIS?

e s ¢ e cans

IREVISED December 13,1995

for presentation in this document.
'Oral ived in public

ing similar issues were combined (grouped)

| 32.009
| 02.003
| 25.001

| 01,005

| 22,008

| 32,010

| 30.010

| 13,005

| 16.007

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.

02.003:  Surplus HEU that is off-spec is being stored until ail options to utilize it have
been exhausted. It appears that a considerable portion of it may be useful as commercial
fuel. If no use is found for the material, it will be blended and disposed of as LLW.

25,001: The vitrification facility of the Defense Waste Processing Facility is currently
undergoing an operational readiness review. It is expected to become fully operational in
the first quarter of 1996.

01.005:  The Department of Energy and the Department of State jointly proposed (in
the Final EIS for the Proposed Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation Policy Concerning
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
nonproliferation policy objectives. The purpose 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 convert to operation with LEU fuel and to make their own
arrangements for disposition of subsequently generated LEU spent nuclear fuel. The
Government does not seek to indefinitely accept or otherwise manage spent nuclear fuel
from foreign research reactors. The foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel program is
outside the scope of the HEU EIS. With regard to the fear of nuclear proliferation, the
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.

sasuodsay pup
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GEORGIA (AUGUSTA), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
PLENARY SESSION
PAGE 2 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.

30.010: 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
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP

Augusta, Georgla
November 16, 1995

SESSION: Discusston/Summary
OPEN DISCUSSION

‘What is the potential for contamination of the aquifers around the Savannah River Site and other
candidate sites from this project?

Why is the scope of this EIS limited to 200 tons of HEU; why doesn't it cover disposition of all
the HEU?

DOE should clarify the scop& of the transportation impact analysis. It should include impacts of
moving the material both from its current location to the blending site and from the blending site
to its new locatlon for either fuel fabrication or waste disposal,

‘Why doesn't the EIS provide us with information about long- tcxm socloeoonomic affects,
proliferation, and other anal quired of NEPA

fes arc belng considered?

‘What are the dollar amounts associated with each of the altematives, both cost and revenue
poteatial?

‘What storage

‘What are the criteria for market decisions and what value i3 being placed on the HEU?

NEPA

This NEPA document does not scem to cover depletion and ion of long-term
conslderauon of the n-.soume value for future genemtions, ways to enhance the quality of

ideration of the value d to energy value of fossil fuels. DOE
has not gone wnh the spim and fetter of conformance related to NEPA, they need to do that,
(The { 13 were cited ding these

National Enviy

! Policy Act Handb
October 1990 Sectlon 4-10

k, United States Dcpmmcnt of the Interior,

REVISED December 13, 1995
IREVISED December 13,1995

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 all 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 requirements, 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 amended (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, August9,
1975.)

Title 1- Declaration of National Eavi 1 Policy

Sec. 101. () “. . . fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of present and future
generations of Americans.”

Sec. 101. (b) (1) “fulfill the responsibilitics of cach generation as trustes of the
environment for succeeding generations;”

Sec, 101. (b) (6) “cnhance the quality of bl and approach the

84 (3 3

Sec, 102, (¢H2)(C) “include . . . a detailed by the responsible official on -
@) Alternatives to the proposed action;
@iv) The relationship between local short-term uses of man's environment and the
\ and enh of long-term productivity; and
W) Any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would be
involved in the proposed action should it be implemented.”

Sec. 102.(F) “Recognize the and long-range ct of envi |

problems and, where 1 with the foreign policy of the United States, lend

appropriate support to initiativ lutions, an designed imi

intemnational cooperation in
kind's world envi

d prog gned to
pating and p ing a decline in the quality of

The HEU should not be made imretrievable, Materlals that can be used are needlessly being
buried. These materials could be used later, These materials could free the United States
dependency on forcign enesgy sources. (The ng refe were clted regarding these
comments)

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

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 materials, that

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

(2) methods are available to sep usable materials from solid waste; and

(3) the recovery and conservation of such materials can reduce the dependence of the
United States on foreign resources and reduce the deficit in its balance of payments.”

“Sec, 1004, As used in this Act:...

(18) Ths term ‘recoverable’ refers to the capability and likelihood of belng recovered
from solid waste for a commercial or industrial use,

(21) The term ‘resource conservation” means reduction of the amounts of solid waste that
are d, reduction of overall jon, and utilization of recovered
resources.”

The EIS does not compare blended down fuel versus other fucl sources such as coal and oil,

‘The United States p all nuclear technologies in other countries, while the United States is
depleting our reserve fuel supply. The United States needs a National Energy Policy. The United
States is giving up on nuclear energy when the future generations may have to use nuclear energy
as a power source. (The following references were cited regarding these comments)

P, fon and Manag of Pl
Exccutive Summary, pgs. 11-13

American Nuclear Society, Special Panel Report

V.20, Global Energy Demand.

“In a 1993 paper on “Global Energy and Electricity Futures,” Dr, Chauncey Starr,

President Emeritus of the Electric Power Rescarch Institute, stated:
‘By the middle of the next century, global energy demand driven by
population and economic growth, will be in the range of 2-4 times the present
level, depending on the effectiveness of energy efficiency and conservation
globally. Even with maximum realistic conservation the electricity component
will be more than 4 times present usage. A massive expansion of non-fossil
sources would be needed to slow the future annual increase in carbon dioxide
to the atmosphere.” ™

V.22, Envi 1 Consld
. .. The impact of such a drastic step on the global economy would be
d and incalculabl

1

REVISFD DNecemher 13 1095

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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20.008: The transportation analysis considered factors such as routes traveled, type of

V.32, No Need fo:!?oumt::fmty. b packaging, and quantity of material. Radiological impacts were calculated using the
o e oo o e Talod ot ahoot ey be noedcd, RADTRAN computer code (designed for this purpose). The total health effect from
e, mm myﬁglse cyu:ie sated Uggooli? ;ofse the pest sveral years of transportation is presented for each transportation scenario. The methodology for the
decisio partners,’ . .. .. . . . .
transportation analysis is described in Section 4.4 and Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS.
'V.36. The Need for Permanent Repositories and the Throw-Away Fuel Cycle.
“++. The timing for don of a p pository s a matier for national 06.034 For security, HEU is transported by safe secure trailers and receives continual surveil-
decision. In countrics such as the United States, where the continued public acceptability are N . .
of nuclear power s dependent on the fim adoption andimplementation of a coherent cont, lance and accountability by DOE’s Transportation Safeguards System. Shipments by safe
wasts management plan.. . 7 secure trailers are accompanied by armed guards and are monitored by a tracking system.
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranlum Envir ! Impact St All other materials are shipped commercially and protection is in accordance with
Inplmrion i, DORIES ST, o 15950, 517 Department of Transportation regulations.
“DOE intends to comply fully with the Ietter and spirit of NEPA, as well as to make . . . )
considerable efforts which go beyond the basic requirements of the NEPA regulations.” The HEU material and spent nuclear fuel have different material characteristics and
Scope of HEUEIS therefore risks are evaluated separately. HEU would be shipped in safe secure trailers
e scope ofthis d ead 1 choosine an ltermative that would bassbly notbe ch under a high level of security. Foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel contains signif-
scope a4 . . .. . . . .
L6 a1 of e HED oo addreseen I onodocmers oot el At iabiain icantly more radioactivity and is transported commercially in large shielded casks,
e o 3 t, not just the surplus HEU, If the BIS is not
covering all the HEU, then decislons may be of limited value, Why doesn't this EIS includs the i i i i
s o o voveomalos BTy At e S IS oot ool et emplqymg different safety and security .megsures than required for I{EU Blend.stock
information as to which DOE documentation is covering other HEU, Wil this document also material would also be transported for which impacts were addressed and included in the
cover the HEU considered to be surplus in the future? Or will this process have to be completed HEU Final EIS
ﬁaé%r m'il%igonnl surplus HEU identified? There should be a govemment commitment for all of 31.001 *
wouldmmdmﬂwHEUwouldbcmkcnenmofnndumeNBPApmeess. '
cven thontgthw all oflheHElU ac&v;’uﬁmm o The should stats that
reflects the present surplus and that future {dentification of surplus HEU
quantities b:ivinllbe by the same procedure, Does this EIS caver the Project Sapphire 06.035: ‘There is very little commercial sector for HEU. The overwhelming majority of
material gpmcesscdlnLynchbmg.VA? DOBlspiwcmeallngﬂ\eapproacthBU Is ' . . s
DOE looking ot the of blending down the HEU? the world's HEU has been used in nuclear weapons programs, with small quantities also
Why has tho United States accepted HEU from Rusia and why is that fon not partof this used in research or experimental reactors. It is not clear what processes the question
project? What about considering HEU that may come from other countrics in this project? refers to.
Traosportation
What kind of ion and accld lysis was performed? Where is the material now? A . H
How are the sites selected? What forms of security will bs used? 20.008 11.012: The Department of Energy has made no representation that blending at DOE

REVISED December 13, 1995

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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03.014: The Department of Energy works to prevent proliferation in other countries by

zﬂ m;mm !Eg: m ﬁm m ;‘,j‘;‘;‘;’ mbemmnwm | 20.008 setting an example for them in terms of making surplus HEU non-weapons-usable. Rus-
? cont. sia has already agreed to sell 500 t of weapons HEU for commercial use, and this action
Prolifecation is proposed to be reciprocal to that one. Much of the surplus HEU that remains in storage
Iree soctor for HEU fs 50 cocstionablo and teln may eventually be made subject to IAEA inspection. The NRC currently has no role in
samme processes as they havo overseas, mny dm;“,,;t;w‘“’gm mm&m I 06.035 monitoring of the DOE facilities involved in this program, but it licenses and regulates
these processes also? the two commercial facilities that may be used for surplus HEU disposition actions. The
Wy is It that if DOR blends down o fuel it would be safer than if commercial facilities do f? | 11.012 Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board monitors the safety of DOE defense nuclear
DOB s not uader Intemational Atomic Encrgy Agency (IABA) inspections and ls self- regulating, facilities and makes recommendations for improvements to safety.
l.bcucvethnthcpmllfmdonlmxohbeyondthcscopeofNEPAmddounotmedlobelndm I 30.008
discussion. *
How does DOR intead to peeveat proliferation in other countries? What aro the intemational 11.013: Present storage of HEU at SRS (about 20 t of surplus HEU is located there)
aspects of this Whatis the Internatl Encrgy Agency inspecti
Whats the nmmgmm%’é?ﬁ Defenss Nm% Safety :;:am 03.014 should be considered temporary; that is, until material is either moved to the Y-12 Plant
NESB k P

(DNESB) safety monitoring rolo? for storage or disposition actions can be taken. As the primary DOE site for HEU pro-
Storage Capabilitics cessing and storage, the Y-12 Plant currently has much greater HEU storage capabilities
What aro the storage capabilitics at the Savannah River Sito? Is ther enough storage space at the than SRS. However, SRS is a candidate site (along with Y-12 and four other DOE sites)
Savannah River Sito for the HBU? When will the ultimate storage decision be made? Is storage for a possible consolidated Pu/HEU storage facility in the Storage and Disposition of
of e HEU wtha Sy River Sito consldered 0 be tempoac 11.013 Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
Docs the Savannah River Sitc have similar capabill —-—
who will e paricipating hr iy mﬁ‘ﬁ&ﬂ?ﬁ%ﬁﬁ‘;““““““ .(DOl:?./EIS-0229-D, Februa}'y 1996). The Storage a.nd Disposition Draft PI?“.IS does not
Chaosog Faclites identify a preferred alternative for storage, but the Final PEIS (expected late in 1996) will

do so.
T o not undcsstand how DOB will chy
e o e o o down o U, ooy oot | 08005
WOl

08.005: Under the Preferred Alternative, DOE considers it likely that more than one
What criteria were used in eits selection? Will the Record of Decisio ’
wmmmmnwum:omozmpedm mmg,of .::w b Mcdﬁ: I 07.008 facility will participate in the HEU blending program. It is anticipated that competitive
selling the HEU? bidding procedures will play an integral role in the selection of blending facilities, and
Market Value and Cost Analysis decisions could be made by USEC or other entities, in addition to DOE.
We (the public) would like to see cost comp and dollar for each of the | 16.009

cont.

RRVISED Deremhar 13 1004

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 pup
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alternatives. Costs should be given for all of the options and the revenues that could be generated
for the Federal government. Cost information should be added to the document.

How will the commercial facilities bid against the government facilities and how would this work?
How can this be a good strategy for the commercial faciliies with the govemment facilities
openting tax free, etc.?

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

If avoided costs are calculated to be 7 billion dollars, why doesn't DOE store the fuel 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 Yucca Mountain legislation? Whatis
the contingency if there is no Yucca Mountain? Will the low-level waste generated by this project
be sent to Yucca Mountaln? The spent fuel at Yucca Mountain with 0.9% HEU is being
{dentified as low-level waste. ‘There is nothing stated that the HEU from this program will go to
Yucca Mountain, Iam confused as to why Yucca Mountain is even mentioned. It does not seem
to fall into the categorics we ars discussing today. -

The government has not delivered on the Yucca Mountain facility. Hasn't the Federal government
already recelved money from the commercial/utility sector? Also, isn't there already enough
commercial fuel to fill the repository?

Impacts

‘What are the socloeconomic issves resulting from contamination of the eavironment from this
project? Is there any threat at the Savannah River Site to drinking water or aquifers?

In reference to the contamination of the Tuscaloosa aquifer, I have read there has been
contamination of the shallow aquifers, What about possible contamination of the deep aquifers?

I the extensive contamination that has occusred at the Hanford Site a possibility that could
happen at the Savannah River Site?

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

Does DOE know who wants the fuel that would result from this project or would the fuel be
shipped intemationally?

| 16.009

cont.

| 08.008

| 16.013

| 10.016

14.010

24,003
22,006

cont,
| 22007

| 22,008
| 22.009

| 06.031

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.

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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14.010: The proposed Yucca Mountain repository for spent fuel and high-level waste is
Whatis the priority of of the Involved nities - nuclear proliferation and | 17.009 not intended to be used for disposal of LLW. DOE has long operated a LLW repository at
contamination, or work and jobs? the adjacent NTS, however, and that facility may be used for disposal of LLW from non-
ﬁmmg :mp:; ::m mf:: pnl;lfi;;ncednz_s are retirees whodm‘not c&ndcavr}ed mwiom 10.003 commercial HEU. Yucca Mountain is mentioned in the HEU EIS as a possible repository
] ue material gn.izcdan wasted, . o
hat DOE has the capabilities to deal with the HEU, Wests sot. wrant ot emow | ) for the spent fuel that would ultimately result from the use of LEU fuel derived from sur-
e ] ] 06.031 plus HEU.
marketing of the blended down fuel restricted to the United States market only? l cont
'Will this process increase the work force? With this material, it seers that it would only decrease
the rate at which the jobs are presently being decreased. T often see construction jobs advertised | 24004
in the paper but T do not sce operation jobs for the S h River Sitc advertised.

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 River. 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: All 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
EVENING WORKSHOP
Augusts, Georgla
November 16, 1995

SESSION: Plenary
The material that is biended to waste, whero would it be disposed?
If the blending factor Is 14%, what is the percentage that DOE is planning to blend to waste?

‘Why is DOE not using the HEU as HEU? DOE can get the energy value out of the HEU if they
use it as HEU,

How much of the taxpayer’s money was used to earich the HEU? Now that DOB is classifying it
s surplus, the initial carichment was a wasts of my money, How much work loss and job
scparations will result from this blending down project? These questions wers asked during the
scoping meetings and answers have still not been recelved,

Tam upset that the Savannah River Sito has become a political football, The United States
provided forelgn research reactor fuel to foreign countries and now the United States is having to
take it back, What is DOE going to do with alt of this waste? DOB needs to look at all of the
political implications and how this can be solved. How can ths United States stop proliferation

abroad in foceign countries? Keeping the HEU in the United States is relatively safe, but Is costly.

Why doesn't the EIS address the reprocessing issue? The mind set of, “if the United States does
not reprocess, no one else will,” is foolish, Just because the United States does not reprocess,
does not necessarily mean that other countries will not rep ies presently have
the capability to reprocess,

Why doesn't the EIS consider blending down the HEU to 20% and using it in research reactors?

In reference to the reactors that the United States presently has, how long will they be
operational?

Why doesn't the EIS consider using this material to support the naval nuclear fuel program? How
long would the 165 tons of HEU identified support the naval service? Isn't the enrichment of the
HEU 93%7 Has the HEBU been bumed in a reactor? Is the amount of HEU that has been burned
small? If DOB ignores this amount of HEU, how long would the present stockpile of HEU
available to support the naval service last? Docs the EIS contain a section on proliferation parity?

'REVISED December 13,1995

14.007
02.004

09.007

16.008
17.010

14.008

09.008

09.009
06.026

09.010

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
Waste Management. The HEU EIS analyzes disposal in the LLW facility at the Nevada
Test Site (NTS) as a representative site for purposes of transportation analysis.

02.004:  Of the current surplus material (175 t), it is estimated that approximately 72 t
could not be commercially recovered over the next 10 to 15 years because 10 t is cur-
rently under IAEA safeguards and 62 t consists of irradiated fuel and other difficult to
retrieve forms from which it may not be economical to recover the HEU. Depending on
how much of that material ends up commercially usable and how much ends up being
disposed of in its current form without the HEU being separated from it (that is, the irra-
diated fuel might be directly disposed of in a high-level waste repository), DOE estimates
that 15 to 30 percent of the surplus HEU inventory may ultimately need to be blended
down for disposal as waste.

09.007: 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.
There are no commercial reactors that use HEU. Alternative uses for HEU in weapons-
usable form would not achieve the purpose and need for this program. The long-term
HEU needs of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion program are being supplied from non-sur-
plus stocks of HEU.

16.008: The cost of making nuclear weapons over the past 50 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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14.008:  Your comment about foreign research reactor spent fuel is being forwarded to

1love the 1dea of working for nonprolifecation by setting a good example, but it is ussless, If
other countrics are reprocessing then it is okay in a parity sense. Arc the Russians behind our

the DOE Office of Environmental Management, which recently published a final EIS on a
Proposed Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation Policy Concerning Foreign Research Reac-

ic;:::;e(m blcx;t}li;s d:;;n ;hg;gsu?? Ulsg: !;tu:sin: HEU under mwmat;;n;l m?mi:lérﬁlmly 03.013 tor Spent Nuclear Fuel (DOE/EIS-0218F, February 1996). The HEU disposition program
n e Jni tes t ] > H H 1 H H

rony ot (IAE 20d docision to vctae t Russian FEU to b ander 1ARA Inspection. Whe,docs is part of U.S. efforts to curtail global nuclear proliferation. By making surplus stockpiles
the United States have to pay for the IAEA inspections, wheress Russia dozsn't? of HEU non-weapons-usable, the program seeks to ensure that these materials will never
Why arc the 50 tons of Russian HEU being transferred to USEC? Why doesn't the EIS discuss 06.027 be returned to weapons use.
the role being played by USEC, including the fact that they provide a market for LEU obtained )
from Russia?
Why doesn't Russia sell thelr HEU to Russian corporations and further disperse the HEU 06.028 .
throughout Russia? 09.008: Except to the extent that reprocessing of spent fuel from the weapons program
There is an arca n the EIS tha i together blending down and storing the HEU in the foruce, Is or research programs for other reasons might result in the creation of additional separated
lhexedsomcwhem mi\n :hde BIS that ties together cost analysis and storage? DOE needs to provide 16.009 HEU, it is unnecessary to consider spent fuel reprocessing in the context of disposition of
cost data A . . .

ata on continued storage of HEU for various time frames. 14.009 surplus HEU. The prospect for commercial nuclear fuel reprocessing, such as occurs in
DOE needs o claify that no additional spent fuel is created as a result of this project. . some other countries, is not related to HEU disposition, since HEU is not used in com-
Will DOE sell the blended down material at market value? The govemment has had some strange mercial reactor fuel.
practices in the past, 50 I just wanted some clarification on the this issue. Will DOB get a falr foll 04.008
market price on the blended down fuel? DOE needs to fusther clarify whether all the matedial that '
is blended to fuel will be sold at fair market valve.
Why Is there no discussion on foture s of HEU that ar corning back to the Unlied States 09.009: There is a large market for LEU in the 4- to 5-percent enrichment range, but
from the forelgn research reactors? Why is this project proceeding so rapldly when the foreign 06.029 little or none for 19-percent LEU.

research reactor material has been around for years and still nothing Is being done about it?

conceming similar issues were combined (grouped)

'Ol ived in public
for presentation in this document.

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

SESSION: Discussion/Summary
OPEN DISCUSSION

1support maximum 1al use of the blended down foel, The United States will reduce
waste and be able to reap the benefits. The advantages to blending down are:

- it solves the nonproliferation problem

- femoves weapons-grade mateeial

- provides economic benefits to the United States

- alleviakes by-products
‘The HEU can be blended down safely and DOE has the technol ilable to perform this
openation, lwnnuoexpn:ssmysupponmblenddowntthEUtoLEU

‘What other altemative uses are there for HEU, besides weapons and reactor fuel? Can HEU be
used in the tripls play reactor, in any of the advanced light water reactors, or by the naval
reactors? ‘The advantages of using HEU rather than LEU as a reactor fuel has not been addressed
in the BIS. Are the only uses for HEU in the naval fleet or reactors?

Since the material is being securely stored now, why are we considering moving it around and
putting it in the hands of commercial operators where its security could be jeopardized?

‘What is the cost of getting the material blended down? Hos DOE performed any cost analysis for
this project? What are the security costs for the materal being stored? What is the cost of
working with our HEU and the cost of storage? 1 think DOB should work with the intemational
HEU first to get it out of their countries.

‘The United States needs to keep in mind the problem with intemational terrorism and bombs.
How does the United States plan to keep the Russians from selling the blended down fuel to
others countries that could use it against us? How secure Is our nation agalnst possible actions of
this nature? Iunderstand the United States is trying to set an example. My concem is the
example that Congress sets, The countries that were formerly the Soviet Union are putting the
HEU out in their privats enterprise. With this being the case, how will the United States be
secure? DOE needs to Iook at the potential misuse of the fuel internationally, If Russia has tight
control, the Unlted States needs to have tight control, Russia could get more money for the
blended down fuel by placing it in the international market. How does the United States deal with
the fuel in the foreign markets? 1do not see how the example the United States is trying to sct

DEVICOT Nenambhas 12 1006

IREVISED December 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 2 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.

sasuodsay pup
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will help change thc future, A good example may not be very good because Russia does not have

to safeguard the 1 as the United States has, The President is treating the HEU
issue very light heartedly with the stroke of a pen. The United States needs to 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 set an example.

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

The Intemational Atomic Encrgy Agcncy (IAEA) is not concemed with the storage of
1al fuel b itislow

Is the cost of storing the HEU high? During the discussion tonight, we keep coming back to the
costissuc. Can the public get a commitment from DOE to get the cost analysis before preparing
thc final EIS? Could the comment period for the EIS be prolonged in order to recelve this

ion 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 loss 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, setting a good example, and nonproliferation. Everything we (the public) have talked
about tonight is out of the scope of this EIS.

‘There is an advantage to having an HEU reactor that does not produce plutonium,

The cost of storing the HEU from now until ths end of time docs not even approach the blend
down costs. Why 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
sce into the future to make sure that the United States will not need the HEU later. Also, Itis
expensive to make HEU.

‘Why shouldn't the United States make some money for the treasury by blending down to fuel and
then selling?

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

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 concerned 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? 1f DOE placed controls on
the blended down fue), could a higher percentage be used? What are 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 target 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 nuclear program is going?

How is the Russian HEU going to be used, once our govemment 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

B! will be competing with the 1al sector, Is this aspect covered in the EIS? Is
the blended down fuel going to be dumped on the market slowly?

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

'0ral ived in public
for presentation in this document.

ing similar issues were combined (grouped)

REVISED December 3, 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.

sasuodsay pup
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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 UFg. The cas-
cades at Portsmouth are currently being used to blend 13 t of HEU that is in the form of
UFg 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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PAGE10OF1
10.003: Comment noted.
November 16, 1995
Disposition of Surptus Highly Enriched Uragium FIS Public Comment
pryiosirive il 13.001: The Department of Energy agrees that the proposed HEU disposition program
Aliea, SC 29803 would have a neutral effect on the nuclear power industry.

1am providing this commezt to support the option of maxjmum commercial we, 1 urgo
the Dy 10 maks maxh ic adv of all rurplus Highly Eariched
Uranium (HEU) by isotopic difution to Low Eariched Uranium (LEU) and sale 1o
commercial users. Coaversioa of the soaximum amount of available scrsp material will
reduce waste of this resource and unncocssary cnvironmental impacts. 1scc thisasa
mwammmwwmmumcmwﬂ

Significant advantages to this approach are:

® The HET will be converted to 1EU and is not ablo to be used directly in a puclear
weapon, thus solving a noa-proliferation concem. 10.003

o The dilution permaneruly removes the matetial from the potential weapons-usable
i and isaa i soaally bie action of reducing the weapoas

stockpile.

¢ The United States taxpayers will realize the maximum economic beacfit of invesied
scparative work vnits (SWU3) expended to produce this material.

o lsotopic dilution of the material will coasume coasiderable depleted uranium
byproduct, converting it also to a usablc form and thereby remediating two categorics
of matcrial concern,

o Seccurity and storago criticality concerus for the rmatcrial will be concomitantly
reduced with the isotopic dilution.

1 disagree with opposing viewpoints that dilution and sale would result in cncovragement

of the puckeae powes industry. Recogaize tho fact that greates than 20% of the United 13 001
States cloctrical power supply is gencrated by nuclear power, Regardiess of the .
disposition of this material, commezcial foel will bo produced to fucl currcat reactors.
“This material can be wilized 10 fisrther provide a sccure cocrgy source with Jess
cavirvamental impact than foesil fucls. 1also considet that conversion of this matenal 1o
Tow-level waste for disposal to ba a gricvous waste of national asscts. 10.003

¥ work in a facility that is a candicato foc bleading of this matcrial. Iknow thatit canbe cont
mcasedhmcnvﬁmmﬂyufnndmndmmwhhmﬁsholhapubﬁcmd
workers. The technology, expericnce, 20d capacity exists (o sccomplish this task safely.

=
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Pator W Schmn PO Bor 10009
Disctor January 11, 1996 Rehmond. Virgrsa 23240-0009
(004) 7824000

U.S. Department of Enexgy

office of Fissilo Matorials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-~3786

To Whom It May Concern:

This is in response to your request for comments on the

of Su u
Environmenta) Impact Statoment. The Department of Environmental
Quality is rooponsible for coordinating Virginia’s review of
foederal environmental documents and responding to appropriate
federal officials on boholf of the Commonwealth. The following
locality and agencios participated in this raview:

pDepartment of Environmental Quality;
Department of Health;

Department of Historic Resources;
Dopartment of Transportation;
virginia State Police;

campbell County; and

city of Lynchburg.

In addition,the Dopartment of Game and Inland Fisheries,
Dopartment of Emergency Services and the Central Virginia
Planning District Commission 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 (HEU)
that has been or may be declared surplus to national defense or
defenge related program nceds. In addition to the no action
alternative, it asscsses four alternatives that would elinminate
the weapons usability of HEU by blending it with depleted
uranium, natural uranium, or low~onrichead uranium (LEU) to create
LEU, either as cial reactor faed X or as low level
radioactive waste. The potential blending sites are the ¥Y~12

529 Eost Mawn Str091, Richmond, Virgvsa 23219 = Fox {804) 762.4500 = TOD {804) 762 4021
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GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
RICHMOND, VA
PAGE2 OF 9

HEU EIS
Page Two

Plant in Oak Ridge, T the h River site in Aiken,
South Carolina; the Babcock & Hilcox Haval Nuclear Fuel Division
Facility in Lynchbutg, Virginia; and the Fuel Services Fuel
Fabrication Plant in Erwin, Tennessee. The praferred alternative
is to blend down surplus HEU to LEU for maximum commercial use as
r;:ctor fuel feed which would likely be done at a combination of
sites.

The Conmonwealth offers the following comments:
Any tr tation of tes through virginia should be
preceded with advance notification to the Department of Emergency 20.011
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 Department of Environmontal Quality will coordinate the
Commonvwealth’s review and response on the final environmental
impact statement for this pr 1. corr should be
addressed to: Director, office of Environmental Impact Review,
Department of Environmental Quality, P. O. Box 10009, 629 East
Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23240-0009.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft
The of the reviewers are attached for your
review and consideration. If you need further information,
please contact Tom Felvey, (804) 6358-4315, of my staff,

Sincerely,

AN
S ANELAN D
Michael P. Mu

birector, Grants Management
and Intergovernmental Affairs

cc: Barry K. Martin, city of Lynchburg
R. David Laurrell, Campbell County
Leslie Foldesi, VDH-BRH
Perry C. Cogburn, VDOT
Lt. Herbert Bridges, VsPp
David H. Dutton, DHR
Robert Wickline, DEQ-Wastae
Brian Iverson, VDES

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).

o
R
2
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e
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£ you cannot meat the dsadline, please notify ELLIE IRONS at
804/762-4325, THOMAS M. PELVEY 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
axe ived (or t is made) within the period
specitied,

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A. Please review the document carefully. If the proposal has
been reviewed earlier (L.e. if the document is a federal
Final EIS or a state gupplement), 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. JX¥F YOU USE TRE SPACE BELOW, THE FORM MUST BX
B8IGNED AND DATED.

Please return your comments to:

DRPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

SRICHMOND, VA 23219 °*
JTAK WW9
' Environmental Cuality .

; 0
d OE 6 ms \Thsmac /Vl %%Zuz
N Environmental Tec. C.

Wzm:&!mzian Services Administrator

I have no comments to offer regarding this project.

\ o7 .
{signed) /ﬁ' %fé«- (date) Decenber &, 1995

les P. Foldeat, M.5., CHP
(title) Directar, Burenu of Badiolopical Health

(agency) Departmant of Health

PROJECT #95-137F 8/95
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GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,

RICHMOND, VA
PAGE4 OF 9
. 'l L= S SO
e iy $Y e Rec’d.byDapl.ol
tnvironmental Quatity
NV 81 1z
e ' oL R
gon o e
3 -’ ntere
OOMMONWEALTH of VIRGINI aoveremental Alsrs
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1401 EAST BROAD STREEY
DAVID R. GEHR RICHMOND, 231181538 A V. SAIEY, Y
COMMSIOMA MAITEMANCE ENGRItA
November 17, 1995

Department of Enviroamental Quality
Office of Environmental Impact Review
629 East Main Street, Sixth Floor
Richmond, VA 23219

Attn: Thomas Felvey

RE: Projoct # 95-137F Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranjum

1 have revicwed the “Disposition of Susplus Highly Enriched Unanium Draft Environmental
Impact Statement” written by the U. 5. Department of Energy foc it's potential impect on the
poctath for the C: Mth of Virgiola. This review only Involves transportation
related f3sues and docs not ine the merit of the proposed blending of highly enriched ursnium(HEV)
with uranlum-238 10 negate the nuclear weapoa capablity of the HEU.

Onenfﬂwpuu!hlbknding;mbm&bmkawmox&mpuybuwdinl.ymhburg.
Virginia, The facility curvently parifies and recovers approximately 24 tons a year of HEU. According to
dzcdﬂﬂenvlmnmldhpnnmcnl.lbm(lomlyuralmlmdbeblmdednmhllum
menmzoyarnomdmtbcnrplmonmuﬁvnwhnmmmybmlmmmaedmmmm
States. This cquates to betweea 100 sod 150 sdditonal tractor-trailer shipments to the facility a year.
mmumumhmmofmmmwmku Thers would also
ummmmmwwmwmmmmm-mokam
radioactive waste.

addition of another lsomchmaymdmcxbouldhavnﬂmlmpnmtbemp«mhn
hmmhdulymhb\ngmuvnhhbepmm:oﬁmspmknuwpucdhm
Babcock & Wikex Company being a blending sits for HEU.

sm.\!dyouhwmmmmkumhm.pmullmen(md)n&énl.
?Ug,y. C/:?t Z 2N
Perry € Cogbum
Environmental Program Plaaner

Since the Babeock & Wilcox Company is already In the radiosctive processing business and the | 23 001

A.V. Bailey, Il
S M. Mordat

23.001: Comment noted.

a
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GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
RICHMOND, VA
PAGE 5 0F 9

If you cannot meet the deadline, please notify ELLIE IRONS at
804/762 4325, THOMAS M. FELVEY at 804/762-4315, or R. THOMAS
GRIFFIN AT 804/762-4337 prior to the date given. Axrangements
will be made to extend the date for your review if possible. An
agency will not be coasidered to have reviewed a document if no
comments are received {or 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
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
comments. IFP YOU USE THE SPACE BELOW, THE FORM MUST BE
SIGNED AND DATED.

Please return your comments tos:
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFPICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
629 EAST MAIN STREET, SIXTH FLOOR
Rocd by Depl. RICHMOND, VA 23219
Environmental QuNX #804/762-4319

NOV 27 95

Hhimaoc M. #% /4
PUDIC & Intcts Environmental Technic

govaramental Atlaits Services Administrator

M ot f&r“;/c 23,001

cont.

COMMENTS

—
(signed) M (date) /> To-9)

{cicle) /,(,-
(agency; //14/”4‘& 5/P./lf //a;’

PROJECT #25-137F 8/95
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RICHMOND, VA
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N COMMONWEA;.TH‘:{VIRGINIA 1 Soumr st
Da tof wrees Recd.byDeptol
13 December 1995 Environmental Qualty
1 :x;f Materials Disposition w
Office of Fissile Bubiic 8 tioes
clo SAIC/HEU EIS Mty
P.:J.noxzms oo

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Re: Dt Eavi 1 Impact St
*Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium®
7

DHR file no, 952117

Dear Sirs:

Thank you for requesting our comuwnts oca the drft EIS *Disposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium.” ‘The existing Babcock & Wilcox facility in Campbell County, Virginia, will
be used in the process,

B the undestaking will involve no new coastruction or ground-disturbing activitics, and
mumﬁummamwummmmmm«m
fuels, we have & ined that the undertaking witl have oo effect on historic resources.

Mymfonhcoppotmﬂtywmoumkmjeu. You have met the requirements of
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. Please contact Cara
H. Metz or John E. Wells at this office if you have questions about our

Sincerely,

TELEPRONE: (304) 7863143 TDD: (304) 785193 FAX: (304) 2254251
As Egual Opparncity Agency

23.001
cont.

SIA [pul] wmupif) payorusy
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66—t

If you cannot meet the deazdline, please notify ELLIE IRONS at
804/762-4325, THOMAS M. FELVEY at 804/762-4315, or R. TEOMAS
GRIFFIN AT 804/762-4337 prior to the data 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 no
ived (or t is made) within the periocd

aze
specified,

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A. Please review the document carefully. If the proposal has
been reviewed earlier (i.e. if the document iz 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
for resp ing directly to a project proponent

agency.

C. Use your agency stationery or the space below for your
comments, XF YOU USE THE SPACE BELOW, THE FORM MUST BE
SIGNED AND DATZED.

Please return your comments to:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OPPICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
. sz‘sn;sg-um STREET, BIXTE FLOOR
Recd. B 23219
EnvironniBhi! GOSLY764-4319

NOV 17 i !
. govammental Afalrs ,‘ Services Administrator
COMMENTS

Recemntenn AppRovAL

BrwGS wiw Busivess Aw) JuBS o YA,
PROCRAM 1N INFACST o F ot EMINT fov AL, PLACE 4D

Moty (24 0eN BT AU TAR v CALENS, 23.001
Tr tlele B pn ACaDinT  THERT 1S ywCaCASCh  HCACH KOIC,
Bul &HAVME OF ACCPENT 15 vehy SmALL . cont.

domepndt 15 ur Que Ly uALImIED Fog TeB AnD # Goon v 364,
(signed) '/Zr)(4d///4/ {date) I/wrtié 95"

(title) ) /(£ £ fryrt G
{agency) __ V' DECS

PROJECT #35-137F 8/95

sasuodsay pup
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GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
RICHMOND, VA
PAGE 8 OF 9

If you omnnot meet the deadline, please notify RLLIE IROND at
804/762-4328, THOMAS M. PELVEY at 004/762-4315, or R. THOMAS
GRIPPIN AT 804/762-4337 prioxr to the date given. Arrangsments
will be made to extend the data for your xevisw if possible. An
agengy vill not be considersd to have reviewed a document if no
cm:::.dnro received (or dontact i made} within the period
specified,

REVXBW INSTRUCTIONSy

A. Ploase review the documant carefully, If the proposal hao
been raviewsd earlier (i.s. if the document is a federal
Final EIS or a stats supplement), please consider whasther
your earlier ocmments have been adequataly addzessad.

B. Prep your agency’s in & foim which would be
ptable for ponding directly to a projact proponent
ngenay, .

c. Use your agency stationerxy or ths space below for youx
conments. IF YOU USR THE SPACE DRLOW, TRE FORK XUST PR
SIGNED AND DATED.

Plaase return your comments tot

DEPARTNENT OF INVIRONNENTAL QUALITX
OFFICE OF XNVIRONNENTAL INPACT REVIEW
629 IAST HAXN SYREET, SIXTH FLOOR
RICHNOMND, VA 23219
PAX #804/762-4319

M. ;

nvironnantal tachnic
8Servicos Administrator

COMMENTS
To City of Indixy hw rovioed the Padooat i b {ng the "Disgeaits
gﬂmufmmm%mmm dled \du’x't.}n ‘“c‘t Rk ricoe foe
A el e ey ey T e b o v et oo 23.001
pxofect. Tes aneidad that Bi's inval vith this project offers ro appacwt. adtitiom) cont
%val.&muummubm. Tre Clty of Lyncthaxg des ot tike Wy Booption to .

(.m%xf%&_ Wave) vz

(title) __ prercency Preparodnees Deputy Cooxdinater .
(agency) ____city of Tynchburg

PROJECT #35-237F 8795
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HARRIS, TERESA, UNICOI COUNTY, TN
PAGE10OF1

Dato Recelved: 11/15/85

Comment ID: P0012

Name: Teresa Hanis
Address: No Address Given
Transcription:

This Is Teresa Harris, I'm an employee who was laid off at NFS two years ago. My

husband Robert also was laid off at the same time. We have three small children and

had just built a new home when we were laid 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 ions. The y of Unicol

County suffered a whole lot when NFS laid off. ank you, Teresa Hamis.

10.003:

Comment noted.
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HAWKINSON, JEAN, MINNEAPOLIS, MN
PAGE1OF1

Date Reccived: 01/16/96
Comment ID: P0067

Name: Jean Hawkinson

Address: Minneapolis, Minnesota

Transcription:

This is Jean Hawki calling from Mi lis, Mi 1'm calling regardi makuu

uranium into reactor fuel, lammuchopposcdmthu. 1 do not support making the uranium into 10.024
reactor fucl,

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.

SIUWnoo(J JUdUWo,)
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HEDGEPETH, DAVID, LOGAN, UT
PAGE 1 OF 2

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.
TQ: Department of Enwrgy

FROM: David Hedgepeth Thl}s, in accordapce with recommendations of the Natior}al Acadqmy of Sciences, it .is the
RE: HEU EIS policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera-
I do not support making highly snriched uranium into nuctoar tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.

reactor fuael for the follawing reasonst

* ;tt:ill create spant nuclear fucl for which we have no 10-024

salu on.

R O el s treatton aoalan o 2 . 09.018: The Department of Energy does not consider the option of blending surplus
* 81l aptions have not b axplorud, (ncluding stering down | 09.018 HEU for extended storage reasonable because it would delay beneficial re-use of the
* the financial analysis is incomplote or nonexistent, despite | 16.015 material; delay recovery of the economic value of the material; add storage costs; reduce

the fact that citizens have requestod ono for almoast two years.

net revenues in the near term; not meet all aspects of the purpose and need of the pro-

1 e nupport: posed action; and be practically applicable without additional construction to only a small

* down ble 10.023 . . . N e s
. overmationa; controla on HEU. } 03.020 portion (20 t or approximately 40 t if a solidification facility is proposed and constructed
* safec storage of HEU prior to itg down blending. | 10.032 at or near SRS) Of the current Surplus inventory.
Thank yau for your consideration.
@cm f 16.015: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel-
o P Farm Rd 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
L°0"" ur f932/ 3 ueh N pI >
others who have expressed an interest in this subject, is available in a separate document

- = T o s T 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.

SIH jout,] wniuv.i() paydoliuy
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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.

SIUWNI0( JUWUO))
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HEINEMAN, MARY ELLEN, WAVERLY, TN
PAGE1oOr1

Wenared Sisc Jan 2, lgg¢
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10.024

10.028

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 2 OF 8
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
Document Commenissoe: Proposed Reseluton: have not been transferred to Pantex for disassembly. Surplus HEU is currently located at
Location 10 DOE sites around the country and is shown in Figure 1.3~1 of the HEU Final EIS.
1| Page -3, (Whektpes andoms ol KEU aeinchoied nthe 200 MT? A (Destrbe he genera codents o he exss vty by melesl peeeg, 33,001
Sefn 1 el tes OHEUSF pbekdnbisieroy? (3, el e e : 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
o Page 3, [Tesidemest il 15 ol HEUiestoycancolbe Ve e spei U copestet make i 15% ientory ooepate consists of spent fuel and material with very high ratios of undesirable isotopes (U-232,
stond - dspoedof s sk, appers b anassngion i st o sy s nepabe s ek physcs vt U-234, and U-236) relative to the U-235 isotope. Therefore, this material would need to
g g&d “TP[G;;\\&E' s sanasamghon, enabis - fepoieding e brcan? How et s’ ps o be disposed of as waste. U-234, which is one of the two main undesirable isotopes, is the
e s e EVibepizhgtt major contributor to radiation exposure and the other, U-236, inhibits the nuclear reaction
in reactor cores.
mmw&wﬂmmﬁﬂ The LEU specifications for commercial reactor fuel are currently set by American Soci-
avsonoLEV, Cayatereuls e ool LEU e 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
- s - when blended down. If buyers are found that would accept some portion of the non-com-
&ﬁ%ﬁ?ﬁmﬁmﬁﬁﬁm mercial HEU inventory despite its isotopic composition then more of the surplus HEU
ok kbl kolopeaty puly e L35 inventory may be used as commercial fuel material or off-spec material. Some of this
: - - 33.004 HEU could be used later for mixed oxide fuel fabrication, but DOE believes that there is
mwdmsxmmnmmmuoxm no reason to reserve it for that purpose. Once surplus HEU is blended down to commer-
oty e oo U e et cial-g.rade LEI}, itis f}mgible with. any otl_ler commercial—g_rac.je LEU. The use of off-spec
e s o pime o beaon e woid v g e o material for mixed oxide fuel fabrication is unknown at this time.
mmﬁﬁmm”&hm' bavesemise 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-
ek the possily of g B rencommenc! HEU b 204 ther potential use in the Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation program was also
radgotalescurty (bt bes e reses bz d et e excluded from the scope because the Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation program is
el oot o B et vecaneersop ey Bembo st not currently funded and, therefore, DOE cannot plan and make decisions on programs or
technologies that may never be developed.
4 P 4, Nood e s sty Pe e o Gtz e d L ko) s T Details on the specific location of the surplus non-commercial HEU is partially classified
Secin 3 oczcsdes verer vtz e A st g, ever e et s rowke syt sl s and could not be included in this EIS due to national security reasons. However, DOE
LB R These s e st s wodd e a e 2290 4 855 2 OR e b prois et borel s 09.016 evaluated transportation of surplus HEU between existing sites for blending and fuel fab-
i3 eneep b POD gzl brtrg gl 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).
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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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22,016

21,010

21.011

21.012

21,013

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 5-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 new 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 Final 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 1995e:3-7). Al 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: (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 transporting the significantly larger vol-
ume of fuel feed material and LLW after blending.

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 1x10'? 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

SIH ouly] wniuvd(} payorusy
&yS1y smydung Jo vomsodsiq



HENRY, R.N., IDAHO FALLS, ID
PAGE 7 OF 8

ell-t

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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Date Received: 11196

Comment ID: P0038
Nare: John Hepler
Address: Hadenburg Road

Whitleyville, Tennessee 38588
Transcription:

Hello, My name is John Hepler. 1live on Hadenburg Road, Whitleyville, Tennessee 38588. 1

am calling because 1 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 ly, tura it into low-level waste, which at least can be disposed of 10.031

under current law, ln'ad:iition. this would help us to fead the way in showing by example,
international controls on all nuclear materials, I think any other use of this stuff is 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 P0075
Name Fay Hirsch
Address: Boca Raton, Flotida

Transcription

I'm very much against you making highly enriched uranium into nuclear reactor fucl, and I hope 10.024
youwon't doit My name is Fay Hirsch, and I live in Boca Raton Florida, and my number is 407 '
482-3905 Thank you

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 uranjum-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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Author: Sharon Pletzyk - DOB/MD-1 <pietrykefedix.fie.com> at INTERNET
Data: 32/12/98 11:34 AM

Priority: Normal

70: Dave Hollioter at SAIC_LENFANT

Subject: FORUM Form - incoming (fwd)

Forwarded meonage:

From httpd Tue Nov 14 14131306 1995

Date: Tua, 14 Nov 1995 14:30:85 -0500

Prom: KTTPD Daemon <httpd>

Mesoage-Id: <199511141930,AR15072¢Ledix . fie.com>
Reply-To: doemdl

Subject: FORUM Foxm - incoming

Apparently-To: doemdl-demodfedix.fie.com

*¢ To be properly ponted to the correct forum area the
*¢ roply to this meosage MUST be mailed to »>> doemdidfedix.fie.com << t

'

++ Thig meosage was generated by the submiosion of a From Comment

*¢ on the Fionile Materialo Electronic BBS. Roply to this message
v with the text of this measage included in the reply. All "Roplied*
#+ are publicly available on the Electronic BBS

¢¢ Thig is information generated at tha time of submission and io
«¢ uped to track individual commonts. It should not ba changed!
#To « doemdl-demo2fedix.fie.com

#oorial_no « 113

#MailTitle » FORUM Porm - incoming

#¢ The following information is DATA from the comment form. Tha
## wctype” 1o the Author's Request for a Public or Private comment.
#¢ If you do not want this megsage to bo publicly postod to the BBS
** do nothing or reply to the author directly.

#name = Jeannane Honicker

fititlo =

Hicompany =

#addry = 362 Binkley Dr.

#addr2 =

#city » Nashville

#ictate « Tn

H#zip = 37211

#phone =

#fax = 615-333-2879

femail =

fictype = public

#subject = HEU EBIS

+#¢ The following iz the text of the Author’s Comment,

H#DEGIN commont «

Please include a complete economic analysis of the alternatives.

Specifically, how doea the cost of tho blended down reactor fuel compare

with reactor fuel from virgin uranium. Who would pay the price, and who 04 010
would make tho profit from tha sale of the reactor fuel? v
Please send me the raw data that has been generated on the anawers to these

questiono,

MEND comment

s+ The folloing io the zpaca reserved for an Offical Reply. If you
es do not wich to reply to this comment then do not change it.

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: 11720195
Comment ID: PQO18
Name: Jeannine Honicker
Address: 362 Binkley Drive
Nashville, TN 37211
Transcription:

Hi. This is Jeannine Honicker. 362 Binkley Drive, Nashville, Tennessee, 37211, 1wentto the
public meeting that was held on November 14 in Knoxville, Tennessce, and during the meeting |
asked about the cost of the blend down and was told that there was no cost available, but
however, there were working papers. So, I was told that I would be sent a copy of these working
papers, but [ was not told when and by whom. So, [ wanted to reiterate that Tam 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 | 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.

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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HORTON, LINDA, UNICOI COUNTY, TN
PAGE10OF1

Hello. My name is Linda Horton. | live in Unicol County, and [ am very distressed to

think that there may be hazardous nuclear waste in my county. | do notwant it inthis 10.002
county, and there are a lot of people that agree with me. 1planto hopefully come to the

warkshop In Knoxville, and | will talk to you there. Thank you. Bye.

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
NRG, 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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HUNTER, A. HAYES, KNOXVILLE, TN

PAGE1OF1

NAME: ©ptiona 1, Aaves Mumreer

ADDRESS: 2202%. £t Pirpn  Dp  Enoxweth 7o BIT922 412

VELEPHONE: (423)_sids S/ 25

07.004

Department of Encr,

O fax coznents to: § (800) 820-5186

Please return your comment 1o e tegistratoa desk of il to

u.s 8y
P O. Box 23786, Washiogten, D.C. 200263786

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-
tion objective is equally satisfied by all the action alternatives (2 through 5).
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INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EDUCATORS FOR WORLD PEACE,

HUNTSVILLE, AL
PAGE10F1

ASSOCTATION INTERNATIONALE DES
EDUCATEURS POUR LA PAIX DU MONDE
ONG, NATIONS UNIES & UNESCO

TRENIHEIRLIDFH O
SR RAR . LM PRHXRN

M
A HAP

ASOCIACION INTERNACIONAL DE
EDUCADORES PARA LA PAZ MUNDIAL
ONG, NACIONES UNIDAS & UNESCO
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HNO, Opranusauna OSsopmueninoe Hatpdt w DHECKO
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EDUCATORS FOR WORLD PEA(
NGO, United Natlons (ECOSOC), UNDPL, UNICEF, UNCED & UNESCO e

Office of the Executive Vice Presldent
P.0. Box 3282, Huntsville, Alabams 35810-0282, U.S.A.
CHARLES MERCIECA, PhD, Phone: (203) 534-3501 1 851-3341
Executive Vice President Pax: (205) 5361018 1 851-5226

January 6, 1996
Officers-In-Charge
Department of Energy
Washington, D.C., U.S.A.

Dear Gentlemen:

Members of our lat's Council and officlals of our organization who are
spread in 98 countries are becoming very highly concerned In secing members of our government
especially favor making highty enriched uranium Into nuclear reactor fuel,

10.024
This action s bound to create spent fuel which Is a highly toxic and radloactive waste that Is
disastrous In the fong range. Besides, it will create plutonium which is a violatlon of our
nonproliferation objectives. However, In case of necessity, we do support downblending all I 10.023

highly enrlched uranium so It cannot be used in weapons. We also support developing the
pacity to blend afl fum declared surplus over the next decade. In addition, we firmly I 03.020
belleve In international controfs on all nuclear materials, :

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 their government to protect thelr lives not from
some Imaginary Don Quixote coming from the sky, but from the dangerous toxic wastes that
are belng produced to satisty the financlal greed of blg corporations which nowadays seem to
have taken fulf controi over our government,

Thank you very much for your attentlon,

Sincerely yours,

W 0 A7 PP

Dr. Charies Mercleca
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 controls to
the maximum extent possible.
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Disposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium Final EIS
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INTERNATIONAL CHEMICAL WORKERS UNION, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE2 OF2

- Y=12 has existing ay

= Y=~12 has the t of the ding
the ptotenlonlﬂsn of the work forco.

for vaste and disposal.

ity which belliavas in

= Y=12 has already in placa a Security Force that iz conmiderd sacond to no
other in the country.

= The Department of Ene could utilize the experisnced work force from the
Cold War effort who’s jobs are in jeopardy because of the downsiring of
Defense Programs. Thisc would maet coms of the objectives of Section
3161 of the National Defense Authorlzation Act and allow a trained
work force to use their experience parforming a new peacetimo nission.

Ve ntronz!.y feal the Draft Envi 1 Impact t (2IS) on the
Disposition of Surplus Hl.?hl.y Enriched Uranium grossly underectinated the
procagsing rato capabilities of the Y-12 Plant, if utilized to the maxipum, and
that other facilities were oversstimated.

We realize the true capabilities could have intentionally bean arronecus for
National Security reasons, but if not this data cartainly needs corrected.

Tha EIS also indicates that just a few ninor upgrades and modifications vould be
required to begin xetal blending in Building 321-M at the Savannah River Site,
tut in fact the open top furnacas of Building 321-¥ would not bo acceptable for
the blanding of HEU.

Ha have boon advised that a lot of money has already been invested in extensive
cleanup activities of Buflding 321-N at Savannah River and some of the buildings
ot Nuclesr Fual Services. ? so, will gome areas be recontaminated from these
proposed blending activitios and was this factorad into the EIS ?

The EXS leado us to beliave that a targeted batch of HEU in the form of Uraniun
Hexafluorids, has already boon chozen to ba the first of tha 200 matric tons to
be blended down and the two comnercial sites Wore the only nites considered for
that batch. If so, why wasn’t tho two enrichrent facilities considard as
candidate sites for HEU in the forn of Uranium Hexafluoride?

Your considexaion of these comments would he graatly appreciated.

Sinceraly,

Faand Juﬁ

Frank Scott

Business Agent

Local 232

International chemical Workers Union

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 UFq. 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.
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JOHNSON, ERIK T., MARYVILLE, TN

PAGE1o0Or1
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10.024

08.018

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 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 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 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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JOHNSON, JOHN, CHATTANOOGA, TN

PAGE1OF1
Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment ID: P00s9
Name: John Johnson
Address: P.O. Box 281
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37401
Transcription:

Please send me a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. My name is John Johnson,

P.0. Box 281, Chattanooga, Tennessce 37401, I am opposed to making highly enrich d

into nuclear reactor fuel b power is inhcrently unsafe. It will create spent fucl, a
highly toxic and radioactive waste that nobody has any kind of solution 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 intemational terrorists don’t get it. To that end, 1 do support
down blending all the highly enriched uranium so that it cannot be used in weapons, 1 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 dang and we’re leaving a very unhealthy and deadly legacy for future

generations, and 1 don't see how you can do that to your children and live with a clean
conscicnce. Thank you very much and have a good day.

| 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 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 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.
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KENTUCKY RESOURCES COUNCIL, INC., FRANKFORT, KY
PAGE10OF 1

Kentucky Resources Council, Inc.

Post Offica Box 1070
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602
(502) 875-2428
(502) 875-2845 fax
e-mail FitzZKRC@aol com
January 10, 1996
DOE Fissile Materials Disposdion
cclo SAICHEU EIS
P.O Box 23786
Washington, D C, 20026-3786
By fax 1-800-820-5156
To Whom It May Concern
The Kenlucky Re:ourm Council, Inc., a fi cy Y ofg
whese b individua whoar. d with the onrich of
b of historic rob and iated with DOE's Paducah Gaseous
Diffusion Plant, is wriling lo exp: our with the p g of highly enriched i
Into nuclcar reodor fucl The Councul believea that the EIS should moro thoroughly explore the 09.022
range of g storage of d J andihe ¢
downblendmg of all highly enrched uranium n order to prevent the use of the material for
weapons
Thank you for your deration of these
Stncerely,
Tom FazGerald

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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Comment Documents

and Responses
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LiNDQuIST, KATHERINE, NORRIS, TN
PAGE10OF 1
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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.
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LIVERMORE CONSERVATION PROJECT, OAKLAND, CA
PAGE10OF1

LIVERMORE CONVERSIONPROECT
P. 0. BOX 28472 I/¥75
OAKLAND CA_ 94604-9472

U.S. DEPARTHENT OF ENERGY

OFFICE OF FISSILE MATERIALS DISPOSITION
P.O. BOX 23786

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20026-3786

SUBJECT: Misposition of surplus HEU Envirenmental Impact
Statement:

We, the undersigned, belicve that the BEST, snd indeed the
only logicai optien, is that of NQ COMMERCIAL USE |

Wae believe that sny other eptien will fust help perpetuste
the Nuciear cycle. {t is time for the werid to get off the
Nuctear addiction. Blending ALL HEU te low-lave! waste
would be one smull but important step. It )s time for the
United States to shew real lendership.

..ﬂ.& ..... %Ia&»f -
""‘ZS" : "*fé;“"“d il
Vi / .

2“(‘ - lhet

10.015

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 alternatives 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 alternative of blending
HEU for disposal 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 to other nations.
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LOUISIANA ENERGY SERVICES, WASHINGTON, DC

PAGE1OF 3
1OUIS Lo Coupy Sores Bo s 2e08 pae
ENER(%’NA ECL
Tanuary 24, 1996
L1962

DOE - Office of Flssile Matenals Disposition
/v SAIC/HEU - EIS

P. 0. Bux 23786

Washinyton, DC 20020-3726

Dea: Sir or Madam:

Louisiana Encnty Services, LP (LES) is & Velaware Limited Partaership that bas applicd for and
is awniting fisud uctiun on a U.S. Noclesr Regulatory Commistion license 1o build and operate,
in Louisiana, the first privately-owned U.S, urtnium enrichment plant. As such, LES ha3 o direct
intereat In the rmanmes awd Uming of any Introduction tntn the U8, market for enrichment
ocrvices of LEU derived fioin HEU from any source,

We agrec with the conclusion of the Draft EIS that the mast appraprista means for disposition of
surplus HEU from the U.S. nucleas weapuns program is *to blend down o {,EU and, where
practical, to reuss the resulting LEU fo poaclil, beneficla) ways tiat recover jts natural value.”
Howsver, the tts and mannce in which this LEU is Introduced {nto the U.S, market foe
enrichmens sesvices s of crucial importance to the market and 10 current and potential futre
U.S, suppliers of enrichment scvices, such as LES, This quantity of material can certainly affect
the equilibrium in the market and rbatc the eaistimg imbalance between an excess of supply
and shrinking demand, There has alrcady been an fmpact utt market sabllity after the fall afthe
Noviet Union and the & d soles of ity considerable stosey uf uranium apA eariched product,
initially at below fair market valus. Adding significant quantitics of U.S. stockpile marerial in
the market place would worsen these circumstances. Congress was taindful of this problem
when it enacted the Energy Policy Act of 1992 and required the U.S. Eu Corporaton to
conduct fts husiness as exclusive agent for sales of Russian IIEU in & manuer thar would

Inlmize the impact oa d ic industry.

Comgress hias again expeessed a similar concemm in recent legistetion which would privadze the

U.S. Enrichmert Corporation, ‘This legislation has bosn passed by both houses but tanaits

stlled in the ongoing debale over the Rudpet Reconciliation Legislation of which it is s put.

Nooeibelexs, the bill expressly requires that any sale of U.S. stockpile materis), in this case by

D: uf Esengy. be ded by a d jon by the Secratary of Energy that such sale
$oa and sarich

swill ot have an wlvene Impact oa the domestic uranjura miniog,
industry” and that the puive "ot be less than the fair market vatue of the material.” Even the tons
of patural ond cariched waniwg being mansfered o USEC fram the U.S. stockpile are

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 important 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 muitiple
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 concerned about the program: the
effects on the uranium 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
PAGE2 OF 3

constrained by the legislation, and cta only be delivered for 1al cnd use on a delayed
schedule and within fixed annual quotas,

In our judgment, the Draft EIS fails to recognizs the importance of this issuc, and its treatment of
the matter is both inadequate and confusing. In this regand, we note that the “Preferred
Altemative® indicates (page S-6) that tp to 170 tons of HEU), (including the 50T already
proposed to be transferred to USEC in fegislation passed as the privatization bill) would be
blended over an approximate eight-year period. The sdditional 120 tons of HEU so blended
would result in the Incremental introduction iato the U.S. market of some 18,000,000 SWU, If
this materia] is introduced aver the eight-year period suggested in the Draft EIS, the annual
mroducbonﬁomthuwuxualonewnuldbcz.ZSMtommmnllyorsomeZO‘/.oftheUS
d market for enrick services. The privatization bill jtself establishes more
consav:tivcschedulesforxelmcofstocbilcmn«iﬂimolhcmukninordcrmminimlzﬂhc
impact. It expressly requires as well that decisions of DOE about releases of U.S. stockpile

material take account of ths sales of uranjum under the Russian HEU Agr and the
Suspension Agreement.

Itis apparcnt that a reduction in the U.S. market for enrichment services of the magninde
pamined\mdutthnﬂElSeouldhv:lsmonsandadvmcxmpactonthaummgofnnyncw
mnchmmxmcc.includmsthcmomenagyefﬂammd i bexnign
process to be employed by LES. No explanation is required to indjcate the ad
cnvu'onmmtal lmpaas of ndclay in \h: introduction of more energy efficient enrichment

hnology, but these & are ioned in the Draft EIS.

Elsewhere, the Draft EIS refers (page 5-20) to "The 1al use al ives involvi
blending 10T of HEU to 4 percent LEU per year," Wemumblcmxwancalcﬂ:ismmmcnl
with the statement cited carlier that up to 170 tons would be bleaded over an eight-year period,
which would result in a rate of more than 21 tans per year, and a correspondingly higher
percentage of the U.S. market. In noting this serious discrepancy, bowever, we are not
mggmingthualown" ding and introduction rate is acceptable in terms of its market and
The appropriate rate of introduction of LEU resulting from the blending

downofU.S. suxpllnHEUismcm:mdycomplcxknmhn,mouuudgcmm. is beyond the
wOpeof thisElSandunbcadnquncly dealt with only through a clear-cut legislative mandate to
avold interft with the d market for entichment services, We strongly urge,
xherefoxc.!ha!!heDmﬁEIS bcmodnﬁcdtogivcctpllqtmoogmuonwﬂw:mpomnuofthn

duction rate and to propose that the rate of introd be d d by leglslationina
minner and 8t a zete designed to avold Interf with the d lc market for enrich
services. It should be further noted that this rate would, therefore, be sct separately from, and
might well be considerably below, the rate at which surplus material is bleaded.

We also wish to comment on the statement (page S-6) that "2) marketing of the fuel may be
made by USEC under current law, or by a private corporation, as successor to USEC, or by
DOE, depending on subsequent legislative ch " Itis that this does not

P

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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MCCURDY, WADE, NASHVILLE, TN
PAGE10OF 1

Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment ID: P00&9

Name: Wade McCurdy
Address: Nashville, Tennessee
Transcription:

Yes, my name is Wade McCurdy and I'm calling from Nashville, Tennessee to encourage the
Department of Energy to down blend all the highly enriched uranium they have so that it can't be 10.023
used in weapons.

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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MORGAN, RUSSELL, LANDRIDGE, TN
PAGE1OF 1

1541 dighway 139
Landridge, Tewn. 37725
Jdan. 3, 1996 ,

DOE/Fissile laterials Disposition
c/o 5aIC/daU fAS

F b Box 23786

washington, u. C. 20026

vear bir:
Tais letter conceras the polisile ¢: diap.2i.,

ok
nuckear.reactor. fuet.. 1 support the” downblending of &1l
highly enriched uranium so that it cannot we used for
weapons. The US. goverament hus supported international
controls on nuclear materials, but has been reluctant
to apply tne same standadrds to our own industry. The
DOE needs to put more mphasis on dewnblending 81l uranium

thot is supposedly surplus.

In ~ddition, 1 congratulete the DOL and Hezel G'Leary
in the steps taken to clesn up the dispoaal wreas and to
work towsrd long-tera soluticns, Keep it up and do even
more in the coming yeurs. Tnank you.

Sincerely ycurs,

ﬁ«m/( (Jr?a«.

| 10.003
| 03.020

| 10.003
cont.

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
Fhe 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
PAGE10OF1

Januaxy 8, 1996

U.8.D.0

Oluco o! uuno :un:ux- Disposition
Washington, D.C. 2051

Re: I dom of Inf

fon Req 9512
Tot Tha Office of The Secretary Hasel O’leary:

Thark you for extending the public comment period for the
Disposition of sutpl.\xl Righly-Enriched Uranium Draft E.I.S. to
January 12, 1996. But, ws deem it necessary to reopen the public
comment perfod 30 (thirty) days after the financial cost analysis
is made public. The financial costs of the planned disposition
should be available for citizens to maka informed comments on.
this draft E.I.8. The Record of Decision should raflect pubnc
comments on the full financial coste of reprocessing.

Since wa have mads repeated requests for this financial

information, the Record of Decision must raflect why the full

mxu disclosure was not provided prior to ths public comment
ne.

Pluu respond to this request, at tha fax nmuadber below, by t
of the n.q“ H 1od, January 12, 1’96 on tho

pub;
thou.uon of Surplus nghl.y-lnt!.g!.wd Uranium draft E.I.S.
Thank you for your

ion to this .

Nashville, ™™ 37212
phs 615-321-+9091
£x: 615-321-9066

ccs Senator Thompson
Senator Prist
Congressman Clement

30.005

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).
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NEATLING, MARY, KNOXVILLE, TN

PAGE1OF1
Date Received: 111196
Comment ID: P0032
Name: Mary Neatling
Address: 1319 Doris Street
Knoxville, Tennessee
Transcription:

This is Mary Neatling. 1live at 1319 Doris Street in Knoxville, Tennessee, and [ want to stop the
uranium inte nuclear reactor fuel. It's going to create spent fuel and plutonium, but [ would like 10.024
some develop of down blending uranium. We need to look into down blending, but I don't *

like nuclear reactor fuel. Okay, 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.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED, LYNCHBURG, VA
PAGE1OF1

Yes. I'd like to say that B&W | know has tho experience and the best of the pecple and
workers' welfare in being able to do this Job, and | think that they should be allowed to
doit. | know that the Lynchburg facility definitely has the means and the knowhow to
do 1t, and do it safely with no problem, 1just want to say that it would be good work for
the people, 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.
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No NAME SUBMITTED, LYNCHBURG, VA
PAGE1OF1

Hi. | am a resident of Lynchburg, Virginia, and | am writing to or calling to comment on

Babcock and Wilcox. 1 think they aro an excellent corporats citizen of the community, 10.001
and ) believe that they will do a responsible and good job of reprocessing the uranium.

| am very much In favor of this activity in my community. My number Is 804-832-3511.

Good-bye.

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, LYNCHBURG, VA
PAGE10F1

Hello. | am a citizen of Lynchburg, Virginia, and | would just like to say thati am

completely in favor of this program. | would Iike to see the uranium diluted into uranium 10.003
suitable for use in commerclal nuclear power plants. 1 think this nuclear swords-to-

plowshare idea is an excellant idea and one that will further benefit mankind, And I'm

all in 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
the employment for this area. They have the capabilities, and they'll do a good job.

Thank 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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NoO NAME SUBMITTED, LYNCHBURG, VA

PAGE1OF1
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
Yes. 1would like o have some Information on what s this diluting process, Whatdoss | 08.001 blending, which would only be used for commercial material.
it consist of? Does any kind of uranium go into the water in Lynchburg? Where do get | 22 001

these enswera? Thank you.

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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NoO NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE1OF1

Date Received: 11/08/95

Comment ID: P0008
Name: No identification given
Address:
Transcription:
Yes. Just calling in reference to the Babcock and Wilcox Naval Nuclear Fuels Divislon
In Lynchburg, Virginia, 1'd just ike to say that we are for the work, and anything you 10.001
could do to help us we'd dearly appreciate it. Thank you for your time and services.

Ivi-¢

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
PAGE10F 1

Date Received: 11/09/95

Comment ID: P0O00S

Name: No identification given
Address:

Transcription:

I'm against bringing n highly enriched uranium into Unicol 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.

SIH [oul] WNIUDA[) payILIuz
&y81 smydung Jfo vonisodsiq



evi—t

NO NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE1OF 1

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

Date Recelved:  11/15/85 affects from radiation than animals. In addition, the accident analyses assume that con-

CommertlD: ~ POOIS taminated food and water would be interdicted. Humans and pets would not be allowed
Raars: ne neen 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

Transcription: no adverse health and safety concerns to humans, pets, farm animals, or wildlife.

1 am concemed about the heatth and safety of pets and wildlife and farm animals and

mostly people. | fee! as if were are a part of your facility, since we are so close by and

we can hear and see so much of you. | live right across the river from you, and we feel 21.001
just Fike we are part of you, 50 wo'd fike to know a little bit more about this, and you

know the situation that’s there. Give us a call. Thank you.

SIUIWNDO(T IUIWULOD)
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R NoO NAME SUBMITTED

PAGE10OF 1
Date Received: 171196
Comment 1D: PO040
Name: No identification given
Address:
Transcription:

Justdon'tdoit. You people arc fools. We don't need any more toxic, radioactive waste and
stuff we don't have any solution for and need for. And we don’t need nuclear energy, it doesn’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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NoO NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE1OF1

Date Received: 111/96

Comment ID; P0045

Name: No identification given
Address:

Transcription:

1I"d recommend down blending it all. But it’s pretty silly to use it for nuclear power plant fucl,
because that'il just tum 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 important to find some safe place to store the stuff that’s down blended. I think you'll
have 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 nceding 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
PAGE1o0OF1

Date Received: 01/16/96

Comment ID: P0068

Name: No identification given
Address:

Transeription:

1 think it's a bad idea to get this uranium back into circulation. We don't need any more

plutonium around. We don’t nced any more highly enriched uranium. We need to blend it all 10.013
down and get tid of it so it's not usable. It's just craziness to think that we need more destructive .
plutonium in the world, 1 hope that you all will decide to just destroy as much of it we can, getit

out of circulation, and just reform our whole policy, Thank you.

Ly1-t

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

PAGE1OF1
Date Received: 1/4/96
Comment ID. P0025
Name No Identification Given
Address: Stlver Mountain, Tennessee
Transcription®

Hello, I'm calling from Silver Mountaln, Tennessce, and [ highly oppose the Department of
Energy’s plun to create highly enriched uranium and make it into nuclear reactor fuel because it
will create plutonium which is a weapons grade material and saboteuss could easily steal it and
we would be creating a monster in the world. And 1 think the Department of Energy should get
out of’ ials and should ize i ional Is on nuclear materials. And

we should;cnmlly in the long run get out of nuclear jal pletely, That's my opini
Thank you.

NOTE FROM TRANSCRIBER: halicized location indicates that the name given by the caller
was unclear and had to be inferred

| 10,024

l 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.

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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& North Carolina Wildlife Resources e Resources Commission &

512 N. Salhb\!ry Sm« Rﬂdgh Carollna TIéOM 188, 919-733-3391
les R, Fullwood, Executive Director

MEMORANDUM
TO: Melba McGee
Office of Legislative and | Affairs
FROM: Owen F, Anderson, ‘x‘éa-mont Reglon Coordinator
Habitat Conservation Program
DA'E: December 4, 1995

SURJECT:  Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranjum Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, October 1995, 96-0357

o Staff’ biologim wigx the North leb\n Wildllfe Rt:soun.cs Commnssion have frevlcwcd

National F.nvxronmcnlnl Polic: Act (42 U.S.C 4332 ) (c)) and the Flsh end Wildlife
Coordination Act 548 Stat, 401, . 661-667d) and the North Cerolina
Environmental Policy Act (G. S. llBA-l !hrcugh ll3A-lO 1 NCAC 25),

The Department of Energy propom to blcnd down aurplus Highly Eariched Urantum
(LEU) that is not weapons
umb e without & slgnifcam nmount of costly wchnology and p Three ol ives
no acti ion of surplus HEU to LEU nd 100% disposal as low-level
mdwucuve waste (Lll.W), and conversion of HEU to »lv'i%l? and mnximlzmg commereial uss, The
S t

1 amount of LEU being
disposed of as LLW,

None of the alternatives should have :ﬂiclﬂcnm direct impacts to Nosth Carolina fish and
wildlife or hnbitnl, since the blending would place of facilitics outside of Norih Cazolina.
There would be some minor risks § by sites and to the
GE Plant st Wiltmington, which would be | e d with production of wranfum oxide uscd for
blending and fuc) fabricutlon.

We belicve that the preferred al imi | use of the surplus HEU
would not have !lgnlf cant lmpocls to North Catollnn fish and wuldlifc resources and is the most

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provids input into the draft environmental
(9 f9)m5 ;tsul;;&%m for this pmrgzt, Ifwe can further assist your office, please contact our office at

cc: Cherry Green, Supervising Biologist, USFWS

23.001

23.001
cont.

23.001:

Comment noted.
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NUCLEAR FUEL SERVICES, INC., NORCROSS, GA
PAGE 1 OF 2

Nuclear Fusl Servicss, Inc.
3945 Holcomb Brge Road
Swic 202
Norcross, GA 30092

14041 662-8405

404
FAX 1404) 662-R415

Puul F, Schantt
Charman

January 11, 1996

Mr. J. David Nulton, Director
Office of NEPA Compliance and Outreach

US Department of Encrgy
Washington, DC 20585

SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE

DISPOSITION OF 200 METRIC TONS OF HEU

Dear Mr., Nulton:

Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc. supports the foderal government’s initiatives relative to
dispositioning surplus highly enriched uranium (HEU). The following comments are made
relative to the preliminary environmental impact statement,

D

The program for dispositioning swplus HEU ncods o be substantially accelerated, Not
only does the downblending of HEU into low enriched vranium (LEU) ensure non-
proliferation of US nuclear weap fals, it also provides an incentive for the
Russians to do likewise. The Russians have already begun their HEU to LEU bleaddown
efforts. However, sealor Russian officials have indicated a reluctance to expand their
HEU dispositioning programs until (and unless) the US takes similar definitive actions.
Administrative delays in implementing the US program contribute to international delays
relative to HEU dispositioning, This subjects the world to 2 higher risk of nuclear
proliferation because of political instability in countries of the former Soviet Union,

To speed the US dispositioning of HEU, the DOE should:

a, Eliminate further unnceessary delays in the NEPA evaluation process, The public
has had ample time and notification to submit commeats. There have been no
ncweooeeyupmposedrdaxivc(odi_;podﬁoningHEUduﬁnglwo)uno[

discussion and review. Ci should be evaluated in an expeditious
manner so that a 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 Alternative 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

b.

<.

Mr. J. David Nulion, Director
January 11, 1996

Explore creative ways to expedite procurement activities. Since there are only
two commercial vendors, it seems possible for the g to offer

to both companies based on cost estimates done by DOE personnel to date. The
Federal Accounting Regulations and g auditors provide adeqs
protection to the US taxpayer. Such a program could save a year or more
implementation time. Note that NFS, in conjunction with AlliedSignal, submitied
a proponl to the Secretary of Encrgy in November, 1993, ‘We would be willing
to use this document to begin immediate price negotiations,

Exwxdwcnﬂtydummnnwdedsoﬂutﬂwmw:dﬂvmdoneould
receive the HEU in its current form. Both vendors already have approved DOB
classification and security programs. Delays in preprocessing the HEU at a
govanmtﬁmmbcdm&ﬁunﬂyxwwdlfmmhmippeddhwybm
commaercial vendors.

Initiate procurement activitics for HEU other than the 50 metric tons planacd to
be transferred 10 the US Enrichment Corporation. The DOE can sclect an
executive agent to administer the programs at a later date. Long-term processing
contracts will result in lowest cost, and therefore maximum benefit to the
g and the US taxpay

1 impact should include an analysis of diluting the HEU to

Sincerely,

Paul F. Schutt

PFS:kw

The envi

under 20% enrichment. This matetial can be used for rescarch reactor fucl or other end
products. Future NEPA evaluations would be unneeded, thereby providing flexibility
relative to HEU dispositioning,

NFsispmpamdmudnﬂchOBuneededwcmvm'nudwswordsintolenms‘u

expeditiously as possible. This program will reclaim a substantial part of the investment already
made by our parents for the benefit of our children.

NUCLEAR FUEL SERVICES, INC.
——— Y <
TS

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

SIUBUINDIO(T JUIUIUOD)
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NUKEM, INC., STAMFORD, CT

PAGE10F S5
(&
January 11,1996 et
Stamford, CT 06301-3505
F mzs-azggw
a)
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition *
U.S. Department of Energy
c/o SAIC - HEU EIS
P.0. Box 23786
Washington DC 20026-3786
RE: Comments on the October 1995 Disposition Of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium Draft Envir 1 Impact S (EIS)

Ladics/Gentlemen:

Because of our experience 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 Uranium Min-
ing and Nuclear Fuel Cycle Industries, NUKEM, Inc. is onc of the world's leading suppliers
of nuclear fucl, Together with our “pareat company, NUKEM GmbH of Alzenau, Germany, the
NUKEM group has supplied ch and other nuclear
fuel-related services to utilities since 1978, with annual sales in cxoess of $400 million.

With regard 1o the effects on the vranium market from the DOE transfer of 7,000 MT of natural
uranium (containing 18,200,000 Ibs uranium oxide) and 50 MT of HEU (containing 12,800,00
1bs of uranium oxide) to USEC (DOE Material) and the possible sale of an additional 120 MT
of HEU (containing 33,900,000 1bs of uranium oxide), our position in the marketplace bas led
us to a different conclusion than that reached in the report.  The EIS concludes that the intro-
duction of this material into the market would reducc domestic uramum produ:hon by 700,000
1bs of jum oxides annually, with an panying red of approximately 90 person
years in employment.

NUKEM believes that the introduction into the market of the DOE Material as well as up to
120 MT of additional surplus HEU, will not reduce i d or employ

ment numbers. The USEC Privatization L di that the DOE Material to be trans-
ferred to the United States Enrichment Corporauon can only be introduced into the domestic
market at a rate not to exceed 4 million 1bs of uranium oxide or the cquivalent contained in UF,
a year beginning in 1998. An additional restriction not mentioned 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 HEU a year it would take 17 years to blend down all of the HEU mentioned
sbove (. ing all the uranium from the blended down HEU mects the commercial specifica-

tions for use in nuclear reactors,) which equates to 3,800,000 1bs of uranium oxide sold into the
market annually or 2.5% of total, annuat 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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NUKEM, INC., STAMFORD, CT
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FARNY
N EM
\2
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
January 11, 1996
Page Two

According to Ly pted market data (see attached graph), world demand for uranium is
surrent world produgtion is less than half of

over 160 million Ibs uranium oxide annually. while
that demand. Uncovered demand for uranium oxide is currently being met through inventory

drawd 1f drawdown of i y i at its current rate, the amount of material in in-
ventory available for Westemn is scheduled to be exh d by 1999.

A g that the Russian HEU | and the DOE material enter the market pursuant to
tbc USEC privatization requirements and the limited capacity for the blending of HEU, there

q 1dwid

remains a supply and d gap of b 20 to 30 million Ibs of uranium oxide
per year. Even with the introduction of the DOE material, the additional surplus HEU, and the
uranium resulting from the Russian HEU, the current gap of uncovered demand can only be
met with new producuon Our n:vmv of the market's supply and demand situation illustrates
that, on an i ] and d ic basis, introduction of surplus i ies will not d

the pmduclion and sale of domestic uranium product or rcducc employment in the domestic
uranium mining industry

1t 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 opportunity to submit these comments, Should you have any questions or
commcms or need nddmonal mfonnahon on our position, please do not hesitate to contact us
diately. You are for g to your office by FedEx, a color copy of the attached graph.

Sincerely yours,

&C. Comell

Vice President

JCC:jtp

Enclosure

12.017
cont.

sasuodsay pup
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(4) Russian HEU

This assumes the blending of 6 MTU of HEU in 1995, 12 MTU in 1996, 10 MTUlyr in
1997-1999, and 30 MTU/yr from 2000-2015. From 93% HEU to 4.4% LEU, This does
not include the urank p of the blending jal

(5) Russia Blending Material

‘The Russians are enrich leted uranium (tails) into blending matesial of 1.5%
of the blend

e ing deg
enrichment This part of the graph is the urani p f the ing material,

(6) US HEU/Natural

This shows the drawdown of 5§ MTU @ 70%, 45 MTU @ 37.5%, and 120 MTU @ 45%
of US HEU blending to 4.0% (not including the blendi ial) and 7,000 MTU of
natural uranium

This al 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 Natwral

TOTAL 64,900,000

The drawdown of this uranium is limited to 4,000,000 Ibs/year starting in 1998 pursuant
to the USEC Privatization Bill (5.755) HEU blending capacity of 10 MTU of HEU per
year is elso a Jimiting 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 delivered over 17 years this
would represent 3,800,000 U308/year

(M MOXisp imated MOX production and

(8) Otheri y Drawdown is an esti of the Drawdown of 85,700,000 lbs U308

sasuodsay pun
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Janvary 12, 196

Mr. Dave Nulton

Office of Fissile Materlals Disposttion
us of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, DC 20585

VIA PAX: 2025854078

Dear Mr. Nulton:

The Department of Energy’s HEU EIS looks at the [mpacts of decislons on the disposition of 200 metric
tons of HEU. DOE states In the HEU EIS that its goal I two foli—to achleve nonproliferation goals
and to realize the “peacclul beneficlal use” of this materlal In a way that will bring money back to the
federal coffers.

DOE's prefered option it MAXIMUM COMMERCIAL USE of surplus HEU, DOE argues thatthis will
retum the most money to the federal coffers. DOB argues that this will not increase the amount of spent
fusl, since reactors will bum other fuel anyway. DOE argues that this will reduce environmental
lmpxu,alncemwumﬁwnwﬂlmlhavebbemhed,formmL DOE does not address
prolifsation concems of spent fuel. And DOE says disposal of spent fuel is being consldered in another
document. B

We belleve DOE's prefetred option i3 short-sighted and inappropriate for the following reasons.

o DOE acknowledges that reactor fuel derived from downblended HEU will be tumed over to the US
Enrichment Corporation which will then market t for fuel. DOE stated In Its public meetings on the
draft HEU EIS that it was likely the fuel would be matketed intemationally. It is currently unclear
that there will be control over the spent fuel generated to prevent it from being reprocessed to extract
the plutonium/HEVY in the spent fuel, DOE ref 10 protogols forbldding reprocessing or requiring
retum to US of spent fudl generated from this matecial.

14.012

+ DOE does not present 4 credible economic analysis demonstrating a positive economi¢ returmn. DOE did
promise, in November of 1994 and agatn tn November of 1995, o provide such analysls to the public. To
date, DOE has been unable or unwilling to do s0. Slnce the driving force behind DOE's preferred option
1 “commerclal use,” and slce DOE uses this clalm of a suppostd financial benefit to over-ride mote
proliferation reslstant options under consideration, DOE must provide & clear and credible anaylsls to

support Ity claim.

04.014

WYandl

+ DOE ignores the fact that d g 1o <1% proliferation ¢ forall time and Is
more In keeplng with the US nonproliferation and export control policy which accords nonproliferation
a “higher priozity.”

03.012

» DOE discards the option of downblending to 4% for storage (unti] tegrocemngand economic concems
are addressed) saying it provides “no proliferation advantage over blending and selling™—a statement
which {8 not true. Blending to 4% and storing preserves the use-as-fuiel option and maintains security of
the material in a relatively stable state which does not contaln Pu or HEU, Blend and sell for use as
reactot fuel requires eventual storage of a highly toxic and radioactive material which contalns Pu and
HEU.

09.013

were identified and approved, The same requirement does not apply to downblend-and-use-a-fuel, 07.009

+ DOE maintalns a double standard, saying it would not begin to downblend to <1% until a disposal site l
since no disposal sitz exists for spent nuclesr fugl.

« DOE skews the tirhe required to complete the various altemative scenarlos by limlting the sites l 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-
jan (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 alternative 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 ail 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).
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(Portsmouth and Paducah downblending sites, ate ignored) and assuming no Iincrease la 05.008
capadty Is possible. Even ux\dor it lute! :cemﬂa downblend to 4% and sell as reactor fuel, DOE's
plan wauld take 10 years for the inftial 200 tans of HEU. During that 10 years, It i likely that more cont,
HEU will be daclared surplus.

» The preferred option, Maximum Commencial Use, would result in more than 5 million pounds of
nuclear fuel (2,380 metric tons, assuming an assay of 50% enrichment for 170 metric tons of ma ) 14.013
DOE does not analyze the a\vlromr\mul lm%b of this spent fuel, claiming the impacts of spent fuel

are analyzed in a sep E makes no effort to Integrata the findings of the two
documents,

We recommend:

The removal of HEU from the weapons cycle once and for all {s a pricrity goal for the US and the
world, Downblending HEU s the qukckest and surest way currently available for achieving the nation's
nonprollferation goal. 03.022

DOE must not compromise proliferation goals for money. Selling downblendet) HEU on the internations]
market absent controls on reprocessing is an unacceptable prollferation risk.

Absent a credible treatment and disposal plan for spent fuel, DOE should not create more spent fud The
~spent fuel standard” establishes a minimum leve] of proliferation resl which

are to be measured; it does not require the creation of spent fucl, nor does it mbllsh a gonl for the
dbpooldon of weapons usable radloactive materials. . 14.013

DOE must adopt a “cradle to grava” analysis of environments! impacty, a3 NEPA requlres, in the EIS.If | cont,
spent fuel would be generated as a result of DOE action, spent fuel must be sccounted for 1o the grave.

DOE must develop its disposition plan as » “Jong-teem™ plan and may not rely on short-term solutions
which leave us with long-term proliferation problems.

Disposition declsions may not compromise the health and safety of wotkers, the public, or the | 17.011
environment.

DOE must consider a more reasonable range of sites for downblending, including those which could l 09.014
accomodate downblending activities with modifications.

DOE must consider options which offer constderable proliferation advantages while not shutting off | 09.013
economic or “beneficial use” opm-udmdownumdmmmdmmmmy cont.
DOE pmust provide a eredible economic anulysls in the EIS to support its “preferred option” since the I 04.014
P d option is p primarily for its commercial value, cont,
DOE must balnce Its ihetorlc and include “proliferation risk” with * Luse”in descibing te | 03.022
options—so “Maximum commercie] use” becomes “Maximum Proliferation Risk/Commerclal Use” cont.

DOE should include in Its analysls a “blend 10 4% and dispose of as unspent fuel” option—this would

eliminatg proliferation concems and minimize enwironmental, health and u.fﬂy nsb H\yakdly. 09.015
this might end up looking the same 25 “blend to 4% and siare indefinitely.” It of '
volume and ﬂmeadvmugeovub!aﬂ to <1% and dispose of a3 LLW.,

Upen & d usable ad e Is should be placed under I 03.021

i Ao (IAEA) m%vxlré,’f:pombk, possessiont

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
simply supplant natural uranium-derived fuel.

05.008: The Portsmouth and Paducah sites are capable of blending HEU in the form of
UF 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 UFg at Portsmouth that is
already being blended there, none of the surplus HEU is in the form of UF, so those two
sites are not realistic candidates for future blending. DOE considers a 10- to 15-year
pericd 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 dispostiion activities should conform 4o & da and

dards of safeg

(s >4

Ido.my, dnpoxldo;c.hd: ons will have results which are irrevensible; weapons-usable materials will

:.nug!:.oslﬂmdmmsbwldbenﬂuhh&q should mitror what we expact or desire of other

Finally, DOEmundnv:hpﬁnapadtyb'dbpoﬂ&on'nll HEU expecied 10 be declarad surplus
mﬁhmdmdemmwwh&opﬁon 'n\ecumntHEUElS shocicomings
of DOE's d o some HEU (decl fromu\c pdnssupd'nh

dkpodﬂondwl\khhbdng {dered In a and no rognn\mﬁcBlS.Cunuuly
DOEmIdﬁ'whntlodoMﬂlmmdm Ptmnﬂy,otdylssbmbdcduodmrpl\s.wﬂt
undet Iis fastest soenario,
$xlymyunlore\edownm“lng of ﬁ\ecumdy declazed wrplu: and an additional 38 tons of

l!,uuukcly,lddluonaltmulsd«hndmrplmwlﬂunhmtdmde,DOEwﬂlbcmqulmdw
HEUoc foe its downblending. In either case another NEPA
domm-\thMybhmmwhwmuummdwnbh\dwnmp!mm
rapidly-~-both o incresse its proliferation res! jons that we are
practicing what we preach—further capacity for downb)mdic wilt hva to be dtvnlopod Inan
integrated NEPA analysls, we would be able to consid and t developing
-ddmamldownblemmsupuhywwmdbqinbpnpamhlupadty»ltwmﬂdumwhmlm

we theop to you at this time. We look forward 10 a your
:uponumd wH\eDcpummn’a dwdapm!ofmldequthsts.
Sincersly,
Tt Pretelitiss
Ratph Hutchison, for

Ouk Ridge Environmental Peace Alllance
100 Tulsa Road, Sulte 4A
Ouk Ridge, Tennessee 37830

American Priends Service Committae, Denver
1664 Lafayette Street
Denver, Colorado 80218

Beonomists Allled for Amns Reduction
25 West 45th Street, Room 1401
New York, New York 10036

Energy Ressarch Foundation
537 Harden Street
Columbta, South Carolina 29205

Fermald Residents for Environment, Safety and Health, Inc.
POBx129
Ross, Ohlo 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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Haart of America Nocthwast
1505 4th Avenus, #1208
Seattle, Washington 98103

Native icans foe & Claan

POBox 167
Tahlequah, Oklshoma 74456

Peace PFarm
HCR2,Box 25
Panhandle, Texas 79068

3706 McDwemott Pord Cresk

Mountain Paace Center
POBox 1136
Boulder, Colordso 50006
Srake River Alilance
POBox 173}
Bolse, ID 83701

'y 'Y ch and Ink

POPoxd24
Abuquergue,

New Mexoo 87106

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 surplus 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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Oak Ridge Oak Ridge Reservation
Local Oversight Committee

U.S. Department of Energy January 9, 1996
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

c/o SAICHEU EIS

P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statemeat for Disposition of Surplus Highly
Eariched Uraniuta, DOE/EIS-0240-D, October 1995

The Oak Rxdgc Reservation Local Oversight Committee (LOC) is an indcpendcnt, non-profit
organization established under the terms of the T itis
comprised of clected officials and cmzzns who reside in the vicnnuy of' lhc Oak Ridge
Reservation. Thc LOC has revi und d the abo and

bmits the ¢ for i

Technical Adequacy of the Document

1. The timeframes given in Tablc 21 2-| . P 2+6 & 2-7 (Table S-1 in the Summary

document) require further exp! y the ption of 10ty. There is no

reason to delay use of the metal proccss for waste until after USEC fuel and "additional fuel”

are processed, The table gives the impression that all four sites are needed to get the job 05.007
done in a reasonable timeframe. In addition, p. 4-187 smn that the U.S. Ennchmcnl

C (USEC) ial *is in the form of urani fluoride” at P h and

Paducsh plants being lcased to USEC. The timeframe for this part of the HEU, therefore,

should be independent of the rest of the material.

2 There is not a discussion of impacts related to the use of the GE conversion plant at

Wilmington, NC. l 11.c01

3. Mumdusc\monofnwdmxsiutbesmnmnry These are covered on p. 4-13 & 21.008
14 for the No Action Al ¢, which includes scrious chemical risk, and on p. 4-31 thru 4- :
40, 4-55 thru 4-60, 4-68|hm4-73 and 4-87 thru 4-90 for facility accidents.

selected site in the Tritium Supply and Recycling Record of Decision, and the Savannah River

4. Pages 4-162 and 4-163 need to be updated since the Oak Ridge Reservation is not the I 22012
Site is the selected site.

Anderson e Meigs e Rhea @ Roane e City of Oak Ridge » Knox e Loudon

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 200t)
will be 15 to 20 years. The cited discussion concerning UFg at Portsmouth on page 4187
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 UF,.

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 U3Og 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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5. Any distinetion b
"off-spec " material.

4 and 5 depends on better ct izntion of the

6. While the t i tal i iated with the preferred altemnative
(maximum commercial use) appear to be less severe lhun tbose from fuel producuon using
raw materials, the fact that no d  site for nt fuel y exists may
pose long-term environmental consequmces that are not famrcd into the EIS nnalysns.

7. The EIS states that the proposcd action would "maximize proceeds to the Federal
Treasury,” yet provides no lysis to support the conclusion, A recent General
Accounting Ofﬁoc report estimates an excess U.S. Enrich Corporation (USEC) i Yy
worth over $ 300 million dollars, The final EIS should provide evidence 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
will ensure the USEC's ability to dispose of low-level waste. The ﬁnnl ElS should be very
explicit regarding the p fal impacts on Oak Ridge of low-level wastc
associated with the proposcd alternatives. B of the i g the
pnvatizahon of the USEC, it may be prudent to delay the pmposcd action unhl ‘the USEC
privatization is complete in 1996. The delay should not adversely impact the non-
proliferation goals as described in the document.

P

9. The DOE ds that i lyses are not qui d by NEPA. Given the
current budgetary situation, the DOE should includc cstimates ‘of the costs of cach alternative,
These costs should be included in the soci ic impact séction. Neither of the two
proposcd private sites have total capabilities; thus an analysis may show that conducting more
of the work at Y-12 is cost-effective.

10.  Given dmt the Suuc of Nevada is currently in litigation with the DOE, and is secking
to prohibit the d ] of low-level waste at the Nevada Test Site, the final EIS must have a
conlmgcncy plan for LLW dlsposal 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 50t of HEU, regardless of the C
Without an evaluation of risks, i and costs fated with and facility
upgrades, it is unclcar why cxisung DOE sites should not be consldcred for these activities.

inl sim will be oonsidcrcd by
| Use

12, Tables E.2.3-1 and E.2.3-2 do not have units given,
13.  The second column printed on p. 3-17 belongs afier the text printed on p. 3-18,

14, The chemical risk for the jum hexafluoride process is high in 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 all
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 resulting 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 to the adverse impact of federal budget cuts, Committee members believe that preference
should be given to DOE sites. The Commiltee supports an alternative that emphasizes a
substantial role for Y-12, and includes the p ial for ial if cost
competitive. Relative costs for processing material already located at Y-12 should mean that
most should be processed there,

10.008

Thank you for your ideration of these If you have any questions, you can

contact me at (423) 483-1333.

Sincerely,
A

Amy S. Fitzgerald, Ph.D.
Exccutive Director

cc Tennessee Department of Environment 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 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.

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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COMMENTS of OCAW

on
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0240-D)

January 12, 1996

The Of, Chemical and Atomsic Workers Laterpations] Union (OCAW) and its local
affiliates at the gascous diffosion plants in Paducad, Keatocky and Poctsmouth, Obio asscrt that:

‘Ths conversion of Russian Highly Enriched Uraniem (HEU) irto commercial nuclesr fael
under the Rusrisn HEU Agreement with the Usitcd States and ite tals iato the coxtmereial

HEU and its sale fnte the 1a) marketplace, as scheduled, will £ that
oversupply conditien in the mariet, will canse material adverse offects in
the U.S;, uraninm industry contrary te sxisting aad preposed Jaw, The wast significant
adverse effect will be the p ! of otr of the carick plants.

OCAW will addrees its remarks principally o the sociocoonoi sectioas of the Draft

tho Countries of the former Sovict Usion®, dated Jannery 1994, (USEC 1994.) This document
was not listed in the Refecences in the appendix to the BEU E1S although refered to in the
levant parts of the peincipel docament itself.

L’ Stayting fa 1998, und incressing throngh the year 2008, the program of the U.S. and
Rostisn poversments to csnvert sams of their HITU steckpilcs t9 compsercial naclear fnsl
will create substantis) excess sepplies and glut the mazicet,

OCAW’s continuing concetn is that the converted HEXS froez DOE will 24d 10 an alrcady
adversc oversopply problem csused by the Rassisn HEU Agrecment. That Agrecment will
almost certainly force the shidown of oos of the carich plants iniess USEC gainsa

cowparable amoant of market share of the converted HEU §s held out of the matket i inventory,
.Our coooera aboot zuch results is filly justifiod based upon our fevicw of USEC 1954s.

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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. Thnqxxt blish dmth = -da)eotdn“ ian HEU will displace
1] of urapium ich ircthe United States.
m:ﬁsplmnmmmmumnmﬂmpbbmuumxotmcmofuwm
ofd:eU.s.unidmmpInsinPMKYorPomwh, The conversion plant at
Mmhmn&wynmdumwymmwmu The

farther exdde (U308) to weninm hexaftuotide (UF6) gas
&awﬂbcthcmzﬂmfdnmmuﬂmndnhofﬂnkmnnHEUmmbdntplm‘whouy
wneconomic. These resulls are i istent whth the conclusions in the daft HEU EIS that there

will be no significant econonsic fmpact on the uraaium industey.

The HEU EIS states at page 4-185 that, with regard to the economio fmpact on the
carichment process, “if HEVS is bleaded down, less material wordd need to be ertiched.
Mthmehblmdmgwoddnddmwjobgﬁncwoddbemlmpdmw
and mainfenance would need to continue (USEC
1990)" Tommmlmmmwofmwnmnphmmuhmm

cffect on empl Toﬂmmmnhmm&mpmu

thspheed:ndmdnmdeoth:mmthn irwed bokh plazts becomes necoooaic
mdaaep.lnhmmmu:mv.mbnv«y mpncton ployment, both at the 12.018
shut dowa plagt and in the siqrounding commmunities. ‘t
cont.

" Refexring to the Russizn HEU Iavels starting in the year 2000, the USEC report states,
*the enrichment work requined by the diffirsion pisats to meet demand would be low coough that
cither GDP [gaseous diffuxion plant] aloae could meet the demand.” USEC 1954, p. 6-28.

The Effect on Employment.
Ihc:hmdamofmofﬁacus.mphmm!dhntlmjmnm .

enrichment-related etployment. Prior stdics indicatod the shutdows of the Padecah plant s

astimated to result in ax 1L3 p i ia 4 fn that region; and'if the

Porhnoﬁhpln:uxhutdmnkwhmnn:lﬂmhcmch
memployment there, In the ~Findig of No Significant Depact...” included in USEC 19948 at
pags 8 it states, “[phachase of the Rossixn LEU would bave no negative impact on USEC's -
ability to meet customer demand, The possibility exists that total USEC production requircments
could be met by ooz GDP {gascous diffusion plent), particularty after the fingt five years when
shipmeats from Russia would triple. Closure of ooe GDP could result in an increase in -~ .
wncmploymenz st Paducah by 113 pereent, o at Py by 16,75 " (Expbasis added)

‘The Rastixa HET Agrecment.

The US. MMMuuwm&bU&mmm
aq g with the Russizn Federat wop low d urzniuin
(LEU) uscadle for mdmrmd. Itistobe 3 from highly eadiched -
thnuummmﬂmammh&mm«m
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foront Soviet Uniom, USEC will contracs fior the parchase snd defivery of the converred HEU
frorn Russia and resale of it into the privaze poclear fuel ararket, peimarily inthe U.S. The DOE
HEU will have a comulative effoct when sdded to the Rissisa HEU and shoukd be considered in
that context. At page 4-182 the draft refers to the Roscian HEU Agreemcnt £3 “a rocent separats
but related action™. ‘We agroe that the Russisn HEL is relatod and, int fact, is eritical.

This agrecment was reachad in 1993 and will be execated over 2 peziod of 20 years. It
jrvolves a total of 500 metric tors of HEU with aa sway of 90 percent, more oc kess. Itisto be
convested and delivered ot 2 7ats of 10 m.t. of HEU, or 305 m.t. of LEU, each year for the first
five years. This was 80 begin in 1994, but delays resulted in coly 6 m.t. being delivered in 1995,
The intent i3 30 convert and deliver 12 mt. in 1996, with the balance delivered in 1997 - 99 aza
rate of 10 - 11 m.t. per year, 5xre of Jess.

Beginning in the year 2000, the rato triples to 30 m.t. of HEU, or 15 m.t. of LEU, each
year far the next 15 years. This compares to cumrent U.S. dezmand fior LEU produced at the two
corichment plants of 1,913 m.t. per year, Atthese kevels, the annoal deliverics foc the first five
yeazs would dlsplace 16 percent of carrent production at the enrichment placts. Stting in 2000,
@mwwmwuumdwaum

Displacement of SWU. .

10 order to understand tho displacement irapact of the Russixn sed DOE HEU being
converted to commercial nuclear fuel, tha best way is to Jook at the rechiction o the separative
work wnits (SWD) created in tho earichment proccas at the entichment placts. The rumbes of
SWMoedmmqnmdw&wytomﬂchﬂwm”cMofmml
urnium up 10 3 - $ pereent, That compares to 90 peroest U235, mors or leat, requited for
nuclear wespons., Currently, the two enrichment plants eperate In tandem with Paducah

iching up to 1.9 p and P th taking that god increesing it vp 10 5 percent.

Becanse the Rusyiaa and DOB HEU comtent of U235 fag excecds the 3 - 5 percent
roquired for coctmercial fisel, it st be blanded down. When USEC receives delivery it will
already be in the form and perocnt of U233 necessary 1o Tabdcate into focd pellets foc cleexic
wdlity customers. 1t does not go through the engich pe at the plants.

The two U.S, entichment plants now peodose acound 12 million SWU (MSWU) pez year.
The Rosian HEU will dispiace just under 2 MSWU per yeae in the £irnt five years. Tewill '
displace almost 6 MSWU per yoar starting in 2000, USEC calculated that SWU production at
the plants would drop from 12 MSWU per year tn 1954 0 10.1 MSWU per your jn 1995-1999.

String {n 2000, SWU production would drop to 63 MSWU. USEC 1994a, Table 6-13, page 6-

.

The cracial determination mado was that as long as the entichmient plants cogtinmio to un
fn tandem, it requires an corich duction level of 7 MSWU per feac to ecanomically,

J 3 o

12.018
cont,
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hmfyd:mofbo:h Either
i plaats, ‘Pl o operaie independently, 3f Heensed to do 5o,

“{alt lovels of 30 MTU/yr of HEU, the cnrichment work roquired by the diffision plants
10 mast demaext would bo low enovgh that aither GDP alone covld meet the demand, As
-mmwwmwwm7mwwpmmmm

P l from & mic standpoint wonld be paet, thero would be sufficient SWU'
capacity at oo plant to meet focecasted demand "USEC 1954a, p. 6-28.

Ths Russisn HEU will reduce enrichment at the plants balew the 7 MSWU level, The S0
m.t. of DOE HEU that is to be transfierred to USEC under proposed legislation, end that §s
covesed by the draft HEU EIS, will displace up to 300,000 SWU per yez starting in 1998, Intbo
year 2000, the cumnlative effect of this DOB HEU and the Russian HEU will reduce exrichment
at the planis 10 5.5 MSWU/yr. Additionat SWU from DOE sales of its romeining surplos HEU,
if it comes into the matkt at the serac time, would Jower cxxichment at the plants further,
asnuing the demise of one of the enrichurent plants,

Wmmwﬂbkmm&mb- dumnping case and on
agr or SWU from Ex - mmmmm«xm
mwmmmmnuﬂmwm USEC, the government
corporation, might have been willing to operate the plants uneconamically, but USEC, the
pdvats corporation, will not bo 5o inclined.

Oveefocding.

USEC conld add some ocall of the natixa] ueanium feed displaced 10 ths enrichkment’
process at the plants. That would recuice the adverso inpact on uraniima production and the
conversion plant, bot that would fiarher rednoe the fotal SWU produced sad sesult in even more -
jobs lost a2 the corichment plaat. (USEC 19942, Table 6-11, p. 6-27.) Furthermoro, Mr. Wim.
Timbexs, ¥, President and CEO of USEC, testifind befixre the Senxte Enargy Committee o June
13, IWMTKMwoﬁmnimbyUSEChwuﬁedbsklmﬁa!mda—m
econoanic conditions™, Additioos} problems crested
MMMWmWﬁml-thFMM&W
Brpact citod above. Sec also USEC 19943, pp. 6-28, 6-33 and 6-34.

The Cumulstive Effict of the Cenrverted DOX HEU.

The DOB HEU proposed for ecnversion sad sele is pot of the same magnitnde o3 the
Russizs HEU, However, the addition of the DOE HEU to the markat will clestly be a factor ia
the decition to st down oot of the plants, USEC is supposed to be fully privatizod this year
and will be much mare sensitive to cost and profit factors. USEC is required under curent law
o “minimize the invpact” oa the entichment induttry, amoog others, from the sale of converted

12,018
cont.
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DOB HEU will not have 2 il advarse itnpact on the domestic industry, taking inmto accoont
mmmwmumum sgrecment. “Encryy Policy Act of
1992°, P.L. 102486, Sce. 1408 (), and propesed “USEC Privatizxtion Act”, S.755, Sec. 12 (d).
&Mwmmnmuuamuwwm Neither has yet

2. USEC cancindad that if 1 could net Increase its mariet share enosgh ta caver the
{nceease from the Russlan HEU, it wanld have 1o shut down 0n¢ of the carichment plants.

USEC faces formnidadle ebstacies to Increasing its market share.
mmmmwmmmmmmmdm
mmummmwmmmammmmn

ﬂ.USu.l%Gmplmuddd)

USEC outlines two scenarios in which it sualyzcs the effect on its business of the Ruseiag
HEU. Onc scenario is besod on the Russiant not coaverting the HEU, That minimizes the clfect
o the SWU and uxapium mackets, bt has negative nationsl secrity {mpliestions. The second
scenatio is baced on the Russisus converting the 500 toctric toas of REU, but sclling it an the
op:nwoddmdanﬂ:rﬂmtom m&wmxﬂcmmmdkkwnpmdm
the cffacts on the uranio t fndostres in the U.S, if USEC purchases
all of the comverted HEU as schedalod in the Agrecment. Under scenatio 2, USEC wonld Jogé
rsricet share, revennes and profits. Under the Rassian HEU Agrecracnt o5 scheduled, at least
mdupémwmmmmmmmmmussmmm
32 through 6-37.

Usmmmmmmxmmmwummswunmnyh
balance between demand 2ad eorichment at 33 miltion SWU, There ase now 10 eanichment
ﬂmmwmhwﬂ(mmmnﬁamhwmmdfm)
Two are in the U,S., four src in the Runsizn Foderation, and fouir e in Earope. In the 1970z the
Us.mmdﬁorloomo{&cmadduﬂmhthmld. By 1991, the U.S,
had boen reduced o just under kalf of world dcmaid. USEC 1954a, p. 5-16. In 1954, USEC
held sround 34 percent of that market, USEC Anmunl Report 1994, However, USEC also reports:
mwwammmmwwmwmmmu

The market fine carichnent services is undegoing rapid changes, With the eod of the
Cold War, goverruncats a1¢ 00 bnacrmmmuumztbcmchwnmfpr
commercial nuclear fael, Over the past two decsd wat “doinssed by -
Wmuwwmmmmw Virtaally alt’
mwwmtomutnmchmmplﬂsoamumddmdmmdm

govenments
In the future, there will be 2 gradnel “cransition o y oricoted sopplicrs op gina

12.018
cont.
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highly competitive markex”, [Longtoceker, 1991] cited in USEC 1994a, p.5-16 and Refereoces,
p. 92. Bot for now, & few goveracors still control the peocess. Some disruption i the market
is incvitablo with these changes.

The fundamental problem is that thero is excess earichment capacity, particalnly with the
ey of Russis into the maxket (Longenecker, 1991 USEC 1994e, p. 5-16. ‘This cxcess capacity
amnwamwb&hmwwmww.mm
restricoed marketplace. Purthcomore, this “competition™ for matket share is teking placs betwecn
what are essentially still govermment-owied of controlied peoducers. USEC 1994s, p. 5-20.
USECis®o ummwnmmmmmefu

Mﬂhmhﬂhd@dhmﬁdg&h!ﬁlhmu&ﬂhm
U.S. dermand will start doclining over the next ten years. ‘With the addition of the DOE HEU, the
amlydaﬂchdmdmﬁdﬁnmmwsomummthmur
yiace. (Soo Quality of Operations Plxn 1995 - 1957, page 3, proparcd by USEC and Lockbecd .
Martin) The USEC 1994 repont states, “{dJemand foe rmclear fusel cycle goode and scrvices in
hummmmmm@mhummmmw-
USEC 19942, p. 5-17. (Erphosis addod.) )

Mwﬂm&ﬂymhm@wd&dﬁmﬂup&ﬁoﬁbwwﬁbmﬂn@&e
diffecerice, MMﬂmmmwaﬁmﬂnmm
compeirsies of from Rossia,

3. USEC bas restricted soces to Xorope foc salo of carickoment services and eansot
m—mwmhmuowmm Europeax
MMBWMQI&US.MMM»M“M
carichod. Roth Rossis sad Kuarope restrict access te cack others” maziot. This i ia sharp
contrast te the oper SWU markes fa the U.S.

TthsqnhvpdﬁeRwinPdﬂﬂnmaﬂkmmuhminmadxmhm‘
mtnwﬂhmuhﬁn;mndﬁml&ﬂ%pﬂlmmwm&
mmwmmummmunwmmwmdm&hd

12.018
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4. Thua, if deonund e w0t golag to grow saifciextly 4o absorh all of he Russisy sad DOE
comverted HEU; ansl if USEC s mat sble to captare emcwgh markst skare from other
earichers; then the enly remalxing optisa s to reduce sapply.

IfUSEC buys all of the converted Rustian HEU s0d most of ths DOEs, it srost either
bald it fn inventocy or cut beck 0g cosichment at the plants, IFUSEC holds the converted HEU
in fnvenory, it can koep prices vp, bold market st d maintsin production. That will resalt
in fower negative effocts on the tornium, prodaoers, the joa phant and the wockers at the
enrichment plants, USEC 1994a, pp, 6-32 through 6-37.

ILUSEC resells all of the converted HEU back imo the matket, it mixst shut down at least
one plant or prices will collspse, By strtting down coe plant USEC may be able to save its
profits, though the jobs will be lost. USEC cancedes that it may be required to cance] the leases
0a onc or both of the exichment plants ad cutback of termainate some of the clectric powes
contracts for the plants. USEC 1994, p. 6-36.

TUSEC secs Gese altcroatives a8 smuoch moro desirsble than not buying all of the converted

Russian HEU and most of the DOE HEU. I£USEC, oc the U.S, governtent, doss not buy the
d Russian HEU, the Rossisns have tha right 10 scll it 1o anycoe else mder the

Agrecment. If those supplies coms it the ULS. ee world sarkee on & competitive basis, prices
would drop and USEC would lose profits, mveoues and mosrket share. USEC would probebly
still have to shuz down & plant and suffer a loss as well. At Jeast if USEC controls all of the
coaverted HEU, it argues that it can maintain peices, profits and its customer base, even if it
cxnot gain mazket shere and has to shue down ooe o both of the plants, These optioss are
presented by USEC {n two scenarios in its eavironmental asscsumont. USEC 1994a, pp. 632 and
6-37.

These arc sote of the conditions that USF.C and the Sactetary are required to teko into
account with regacd to sales of convested Russian HEU, and sales of DOE HEU, taking into
ascoount the Rossian HEU Agreement and the suspension agreement in the Russian dunping
case. Inany salc of converted HBU by DOE it will be difficult to avoid addisg to the meterial
adversc sffects that will already bo bappening 1o the trenéum products Son and
engichment industrics a5 & rosult of the sales of the Russiaa HEU,

‘Tho problem is the massive and abeopt injection of excess supply by two povemmenes
in%0 & mariet, alresdy plagued by excess capacity snd change. The solution is to phase inthe
additional supplies and open foreign makets w0 it. I cither cvent, DOE must consider sale of its
coaverted HEU in this excess supply context.

Proposed Chaxges to ths Draft HEU EIS.

OCAW’s initial cooccmms, a3 stated iz M, Wages L<tar of Noveber 14, 1995 to Mr. 3.
Devid Nukon, waze based oa the proposal to conrvert and sell 170 mt of HEU, Underthe

12,018
cont,
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“maxiren commasrcial tee™ option, thet could have been acoogoplished by 2002, There was no
stadernant of the U23$ ssaxy of the HEX 30 we conld not calculate how much enxiched weantom
Tasl would be produced snd displace U.S. uragian production, convertion sad errichmczt. In
addition, the rafcrencs mascrisls oa which the HEU ETS based its conclusion about the
socioscononic fnpacts were not identified, 30 we were unable o cvafuate the cooclutions stated
inthe dnft HEU EIS.

Tbmhmm&hmm}mﬂddhphwmp-mdvddmtm
groduction and seven p ofUS. o 2, bot b fmports naw rep
dU&Mhmﬂmbmmww Thawmnhﬁyn

alrcady depressed and this will make it wosse and extend the time in whiich it mighe recover.
Fm!ty there would be Lttle iopact on enwichment-relatad coploymoent bocamse the cxscade
opesstions and maintenance would be contizned. That coaclesion of Kntle impact on entichment-

related employment was incoasisent with cverything OCAW koows about the prospects for the
entichment indostry in the U.S., particalacdy with repand to the impact of the Russixa HEU
Agreemene,

w.umummamom«rm:mnmmmmwy

December 13, 1995 and Mr, Nultoa's ctier response to Mr. Wages of December 14, we havoa
mch better understanding of the proposal.

*Ihat understanding is that & total of 175 metric wos of HEU material is covered by this
proposal. However, oaly 103 metric tors will be converted 10 coozracreial nuciear foel and sold
into the market. Ofthat, 13 m.t. hes aiready bocn tranaferred to USEC putsnaat to the Energy
Policy Act of 1992; and 50 ra.t. will be teansferred 80 USEC pursuant to pending legislation. The
other 40 m.t. will be converted by DOE and s0ld im0 tho mazket. Out of the balance 0272 m.1.,
tew tons Will be rescrved for other government program Yses aad the remainder will be coaverted
to waste or sorne other unusable form.

The 50 m.£. 1 be delivered to USEC bas an sssay of 40 pecoent U235, The final HEU
EIS will specify deliverics, oo a fiscal year basis, of 2 m.t. In 1996; Smit, in 1997; 10 mt. tn
1998; and 11 m.t. n 1999 - 2001, The 7 m.t. is currectly availshle, but the balance depands oo
beinging faclitics back on Yin at Ouk Ridge to pecaver and process the BEU. It is equivalent to
3.3 millicn separative work nnits (MSWU) or 1248 million Ibe. of U308 equivalest. Under the
memmﬁuﬁmthmﬂbaﬂmm 1998 and
then a2 10 more than $00,000 SWU per year. That would prescmably take four to five yoass.
Currenaly USEC is not licensed to bold HEU, USEC wants the HEU convected 1o UF6 but there
ace currently no facilitfes in the U.S. to coavert metallic traniom to thet form. USEC belisves
thoso facilitics could be made availablc in about 18 months.

12,018
cont.
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mwmumwmhwwnoauwmmnmomm
U235, It will yield 3.4 MSWU or 12.58 millicn Jbe. U306 equivalent. However, the siaff
indicated that It will taks netil FY1998 t bring ficilitics at Oak Ridpe back on line 1 process
and recover the HEU. When on Line, the capacity at Osk Ridgs would be appeoaimately 10 ot
per year and that would be a coostraint on daliveries of HEU which then must be converted to
commercial nicless fael, The conclusion iy, therefore, that e 40 m.t. of HEU could be
dalivered overa 10 - 15 year period for sals by DOE beginning no exlier thea 1998, dueto the
constraints of beinging the Oak Ridge facilitics beck on line.

‘What is not cleas Is the exteot to which the processing aad delivery of the USEC matexial
(50 m.t. HEU) will overdsp on & yotr-to-year basis with processing and delivery of the DOE
aasterial (40 m.t. HEU). It is important 10 delerming this in the final HEU EIS with as qmch
precision as possible.

‘This information it necessary 10 deternine the camulative sociocconomic cffects Som
the combination of the DOB HEU and the Russian HEU. This BEU will displace carichenent at
um&ﬁmﬂm(@huﬂnmmwdmus.mm
forcign at the Mstropolis, IL plarg It is critical to know bow much
mmswmu«mk-ﬁmwmmmhagmxm
= 2003, Thesc ate the years that will have the greatest impact on the tmaninm production,
wmmﬂmmu»mmmwmumm

suspension agreement with Russis. Tho Seceetary is to take thess agreements into scoount and
xvold adverse inopact oa these & ic industrics in this prograem 0 and selt surplus
HEU from the DOE szockpile. .

‘The 170 mxtric tons of HEU is the total of the maserial, sopetber with somo platonium,
that is covered by the U.S. obligations under Start I Ubless thero axe fixther dissrmament
agrecowcnts that require the dismantiement of noclear weapons, o ths President othecwise
Mmm&MFsmm@mm‘memhmﬁnﬁBmmot
HEU dto iak rocenr fue? mod 301d inko the privats market.

‘We request ihat, 1o the exsent it is accurste, all of the above information be confirmed snd
rmade pact of the Recoed of Decition in the firal HEU EIS.

12.018
cont,

06.016

06.016: The cited information will be incorporated, as appropriate, in the HEU Final
EIS and in any ROD(s).

SIH [oul] wnuvi) payoruy
&yd1y smpdung fo uonisodsiq
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OCAW

Omn, CREMICAL & ATOMIC WORKERS INTL. UNION, AFL-CIO

Romext . Wacxs November 20, 18985
Pt
Kavwst S Rovesrias.
Mr, J. David Nulton, Director
rJ.
Heamesccs Offica of NEPA Compliance and Outreach
Office of Flssile Matorials Disposition
b sl eoesiniag U.S. Dopartment of Energy
1000 Independenca Avenuo, SW.
D.C. 20585
i
o, .
e Doar Mr, Nutton:
The Department has rocently hed a *Draft £
o vasi0 Impact Statement for Disposition of Surplus Highty Enrichod Uranium®
Lasrvom, 00 (*HEU EIS"). The comment period ends on January 10, 1996, Wo are
12244200 ing a 1 lon of the public comment period for the

. a 120day
reasons set out in this isttor.
-7 1219
Pax JAE1-1587 The issue ralsed In the draft HEU EIS are complicated, and are

of tho utmost Importance to the workers at the two uranium enrichment

plants, the lum prod: and othor liors ond in

the uranium enrichment industry. We are vitally concomed about the
| impact this aurplus HEU converted lo LEU will have on the ensiched
: uranium markot.

A curzory roviow of tho does raiso disturbing lssuos
regarding the disposition options proposed. There appoars to be litlle
definitive analysis of the various options in terms of how they would
impact tho workers and p lon at the enrich plants,
p undor the pr lon process that is slated to occur
slarting next year We aro especially concemed about any large
amount of HEU being dumpod on the market from the DOE's

kpilos. The logistation to plote the pri of USEC
roquires that there bo no advorse impact on tho onrichment industry
That Issuo noeds to be addressed before tho Dopartment of Enorgy
(DOE) considers adopting any of tho disposition alternativas proposed
in the HEU EIS, Tha disposition of the first 50 metric tons Is addrossod
in the fogisiation, but the additional amounts aro not addrossed
beyond the genorel roquiremont that thera bo no advorse Impact. Tho
option to blend the LEU to 19 percent and store it indefinitoly appears
10 have roceived no consideration in the fina) options, when that might

32.003

12.001

09.001

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 concerning uranium
sales.

SIUWNI0(J JU2wo,)

sasuodsay pup
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Page 2

be the best altsmative, including retum to tho 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
mdlowwoﬂod.uddedwﬂmLEUbok\gmmulomemakﬂulwt
olmous-RmshHEanro«nui.cmotﬂthooms{fed:ﬂwdesmnbod

the US. P ustry, Thers Is absolutely no

ion that one and probably both of ing plants will have to curtail

opmmnuwpmmmsposumdmnoeuwummmm
coursa. It would also appear to the HEY

prosent
mmmmkwmmspdmlohvolsunmptablawmﬂmﬂms.We
believe that the effect that the preferred option would have on that agreement
should also be considered.

It will be uschul to hold the planned workshops in Tennessee and
Georgh.GivmﬂwdmdknpadWswoddhmonMemdmon!plmwo
suggest the hearings be conducted in Paducah, KY and Portsmouth, OH &3 well,

We will pmvlde the D with detalled on tha HEU EIS
ofter wo comp a) analys} We also roquast that DOE provide the
doeunenu and analyaxs on which its eomlmlms are based,
dly s d in the

usodnooxdudeemsldomﬂmdthoophmofblcndmgtowpetmwnm
tho LEVU Indoﬁndbly We would nood addrllonul timo to consider this Information
and o y request that you extend the ime for
nddwonaleommrﬂn.

Sincerely,

s { L

Robert E. Wages

I 09.001
cont,

12,001
cont.

| 32,004

I 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 JAEA 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 provxded 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.

STH jout,] wnmuvd () paysruz]
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10-29«95

U.S, Dept, of Energy

office of Fisale Materials Disposition
P,0, Box 23786

Vashington, D.C, 20026-3786

RE0ARDING:
(8) Ltr. 10-19-95, Disposifion of Surplus Righly Enriched
Uranium BIS (HEU E13)

COMMEAT: RIS (HEU EIS) Regardless of the altornatives for
dispooition, storage will be required, In view of the Envi-
rommontal opposition to looations, I wonder: Has formex U,
S, Army above ground storage aroas boen considored? Pormer
Army Depot, Igloo S.D, had 801 above ground, isolated storage
igloos with fow pecple and large buffer zones,

{b)- Pact Sheet, 10:17-95, Reading Room Lodations, Storage
and Diaponition of Hoapoms-Usablo FPiasle Matorials Pro=-
gramaatio R18 (PBIS)

COMMENT: RIS (PRIS) Seme an above,~~=Has former U,3, Army
abovo ground ntorage aroas beon considered?t

(¢) Nowslottor, Pall 1995, Vol 1, Hanagma'nt of Husloar Wea-
pons Knterin.ln Managonmont and Disposition of Excess
Woeponn P:l.utoni\m {a report)

COHMENTS Nowslottor (Excoas Plutoniium) Madison Indiana has

a 1u°io olectrio power plant (Indiana Xontucky Eleotrio (IKR)
that is producing powor for Plutonium manufaoture at Portsmouth
Chio, *Hmnd you sormant on tha future neod for the olectris
energy

S8incoroly,
John B, OtNeill < S
h

1713 Oak Hi1Y Dr,
Madizon, IF 147250

PN 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.

Supwnooq Judunuo))
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PARKER, JAMES V., NORTH AUGUSTA, SC
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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

06.004
cont,

U.S Depurtment of Encrgy
P.O Box 2)786, Washington, D € 20026.3786

3 Or fax comments to. 1 (£00) 820-3158 ‘

Please retum yous comments 10 Uhe FrpLstration ik Of Fal 1o, {
.
l

C
a

214U
150ds1
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PHELPS, JOHN E., KNOXVILLE, TN
PAGE 1 OF 2

1~80~¢r0-5160
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Deceaber 7, 1995 A full moon-ses the light e,
James B. Phelps 423-383-5585

2600 Buttercup Circle

Xnoxville, Tn. 37921

Departnent of Energy

office of ¥issile Materials Dispositions
P.0. Box 23786

washington, D. C. 20026-3786

SUBJYs Disposition of Enriched Uranium-rissile Materials

Dear USDOR Person;

I would suggest the following position in regard to the
aisposition of enriched uranium. I would favor the poaition that
the uranius bes stored in its current states, but given to the
Treasury at Fort Knox to ba atored in safe and secure undexground
gquarded storags out of the hands of the military, the DOE, and the
private nudlear fuels sectors.

I beliave that blending down would be a mistake bacause it
creates more mass to be stoxed and smecured and additionally burdens
the envi t and the national I baeliove that its use in
nuglear reactors should be p nuclear x t ars
too expensive and unsafe to build at present. Their is a severe 10.020
problem with-nuclear power generation involving the genexation and
release of fission xeloasc hcavy gasses like Kryptons and Xenona
that don't mix well in tho atmosphere, which decay to Strontiums
and Cesiums that cause enormous damage to the environment and tha
health and walfare of tho citizons of tho United States. Xryptona
and Otrontiums reside in the same toxic class as Plutoniun as a
refersnce, except these are more dangerous because thoy are water
soluable and pick up in the human chains. Theze problems have been
covered up by the Atomic Bnorgy Act that says any and all meapures
may be persued to insure the production of nuclear waapons and also
the USAZC code Chapter %501 that statas its OK to treat the
illnescea, but not to dimolose the causations. S0, until the VODOR
wants to engage in openness in the discussion and ressarch of these
problexns associated with the xeal problems with the fisnion
proceases that they and private industry be denied the continuation
of suoh an improper p b its illegal and has some largs
1iabilities.

I further believe it aends a positive message to ths world to
change the disposition of these materials from the DOEZ, the DOD, or
the nuclear industry that the US has seen their is harm amsociated
with these processes that we vant to got away fxom as a country and
as a world. I furthor balieve the USDOE has been lax in its

treatnent of thase materialo and should not be entrusted with then 10 020
as a-simple mesmage that thoy 4id not do their job for the UB .
citizens. ¥Y-312 hap never besn a proper place to store this sturf. COnt

Perhaps you havenit noticed, but the largest US nuclear accident is
at the ¥-12 burial ground called the walk in pits. Its almost a
Chernobly class accident covored-up by ¥-12 and DOE and The peocple
Protection Act. The DOE and Y-12 has proven bayond 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.

sasuodsay puv
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PILLAY, K.K.S., LOS ALAMOS, NM

PAGE1OF 3
K. K. S. Pillay
369, Cheryl Avenue
Los Alamos, NM 87544
December 15, 1995
To: DOE Office of Fissile Material Disposition
HEUEIS
PO.Box 23786
Washington, DC20026-3786
Dear Sirs:

Subject; Comments on Disposition of Surplus HEU Draft EIS (DOE/EIS-0240-DS)

Having reviewed the options p d in the Draft EIS for the surplus HEU disposition, 1 have
the followi for your consideration. Among the options proposed, there is only onc

- Madmum Commerall Use - that makes reasonable sense. Recently, there have been numerous
ownnuﬁons of the legacy of the nuclear weapons complex by the NAS, ANS, EPRI, the Rand

Cormp and the Brookings Institution, among others. Aﬂofﬂmmulthcmmmsoos(
tved in the production of nuclear jals and the anticipated costs of envi
ion from ",*' 1t is therefk ble to expect that the well-

I d arms red also ine fves that will minimize sdditional
expenditures to U.S, uxpaycmnthcnuneofmdwmuahldxsposuon.

While it is obvious that the producuon of fissile materials for nuclear weapons hxve been
expensive, there arc also to iste that these is are
unbewttobeneﬁudumforﬂsenmzmwn. HEUismdeeduvuyvduablemnmxlmd
the likelihood of it being stolen from U.S. kpiles almost ,monicrlo
encourage the Russians to remove materials from their stockpile and to convince the i |

ity that arms reductions proposed by the U.S, umd,wchnvetomnavcnﬁomthe
defense fuel cycle. lmpewveoflﬂﬂtewxshﬁxlthnhngonﬂ\eus side, the Russians consider
the fissile ials as & bl and are ined to use them for energy peoduction
or sell them to those who will provide them with hard currency,

HEUremovedfromdefmseﬁ:dcycluunbepmtouwfonbcuxpaymbyunngnfofcwgy
pmdmnnndwmqudseamundulm feguards, Since sy fogics for
g 8 this Jinthe "ﬁlelcydamwellmabhshed.nwwldbemmndy
mponmtommnwﬂnuworuﬁsmtmdfmu\awprodumon There are stit] about 35
110 , and 135 nuclear propulsi in operation in
the U S., that can, in time, uscupnﬂdueHEUmdmoro Althoughmecostmvayuuynot
be much to crow about, the only intelligent option is to use the surplus HEU for peaceful
purposes under IAEA safeguards.

Pagelof 3

10.003

10.003:

Comment noted.

sasuodsay pup
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PILLAY, K.K.S., LOS ALAMOS, NM

PAGE2 OF 3
To: DOE Office of Fissile Material Disposition Page2of3
HEUEIS
P.O. Box. 23786
Washington, DC20026-3786
The ios for blending di d in the Draft EIS do not make much economic sense Itis

appropriate at this time to recognize that the next major disaster waiting to happen within the
defense producti plex is the d. ion and leakage of some 200,000 m3 of UF6 stored in
open ﬁelds The HEU disposition opportunity could be used to remove about 10,000 tons of
the depleted UF6 from its present vulnerable condition. A proper extension of this disposition
program could also be used to stabilize and store all hazardous volatile forms of uranium,

From a process chumstry perspective, it would be prudent to blend the HEU as UNH, which is
diate in the prep of oxides for nuclear fuel. This process, in principle, can be
conducted at existing "DOE sites or at the two facilities fabricating naval fuels, However,
establishing a safeguards regime in existing facilities within the defense complex and facilities
manufacturing naval fuels is not the ideal Retro-fitting theso facilities to meet LAEA safeguards
requirements would be more expensive than building a new facility just to blend the HEU with
DU. The Erwin facility and the B&W facilities are some of the most dilapidated and poorly kept
facilitics in the U.S and they have been hiding behind the smoke screen of naval fuel production
The NRC has been hat delings in the ofufetyandsafeguardsuth
two facilities because of the so-called importance of their mission. It would require enormous
resources to bring lhcc ﬁcﬂmu into an international safeguards regime and considerable amount
of fc ion on * d for” at these facilities will have to be released while
h feguards for new operati Unft 1 nocnehuyctaddmssedtbexswcs
of mabhshmg IAEA safeguards for a facility and the true costs associated with it. It is
imperative that the blending facility be under TAEA safeguards b of the dous value
in convincing the international community that the U.S. is really removing the excess HEU from
the weapons fuel cycle.

Argumenls in thc dnﬁ document about job losses in uranium mmm& milling, conversion, and
are lous if we ider the bencfits of not mining uranium, at least for a whxlc.

and removing one of the dang: iducs of the wespons p - the d

hexaflouride - from the environment. 1 hope we are not going to wan for the next major disaster

to erupt when hexafluorid iners by the tt ds starts leaking into the environment.

All i are valuable and they are part of the finite resources of this planct It is
i bent on us to maximize the use of these resources that are already extracted to benefit
mankmd mhcr than burymg it in Nevada or elsewhere. The people of Nevada are already

and jura mines of the future in their backyard through the

bunal of spenz ﬁxels lhae If we start another initiative to bury excess uranium in Nevada, there
will be a guaranteed postponement of the Yucca Mountain repository for at least another
century

06.007

15.004

12.007

06.007: The Department of Energy agrees that it would be advantageous to use its copi-
ous stocks of depleted UF for the surplus HEU disposition program if possible. Unfortu-
nately, for technical reasons having to do with the U-235 content of the product material,
depleted uranium would generally not be the preferred blendstock for surplus HEU des-
tined for commercial use. Depleted uranium is likely to be used as blendstock for mate-
rial that must be disposed as waste, but since UFg blending would not be used for waste
material, and DOE has ample depleted uranium stocks in the form of oxides and metal
that are more readily used in the UNH and metal blending processes, the depleted UFg at

the enrichment plants is once again unlikely to be used.

15.004: The fact that domestic safeguards regimes (pursuant to NRC or DOE rules) are
already in place at the four facilities considered for HEU blending in the HEU Final EIS
is one of the major advantages of those facilities over a potential “new’” one. Moreover,
TAEA safeguards have already begun to be implemented for HEU at two of those facili-
ties, Y—12 and B&W. To the extent that those facilities, or either or both of the other two
facilities analyzed in this EIS (SRS and NFS), are involved in HEU disposition actions,
DOE’s intent is to subject such activities to IAEA safeguards to the maximum feasible
extent. Although some special expenditures are involved, it does not appear that *“enor-
mous resources” would be required to bring these and the other facilities into an adequate
international safeguards regime with respect to their HEU disposition activities. As the
commentor notes, the safety and safeguard issues with respect to the B&W and NFS
facilities are the responsibility of NRC. The operating records of those facilities do not
appear to support the suggestion that they have presented serious public safety or safe-
guard challenges in the past.

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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PiLLAY, K.K.S,, LOS ALAMOS, NM
PAGE3 OF 3

To DOE Office of Fissile Material Disposition Page 3 of'3
HEU EIS
P.0.Box 23786
Washington, DC20026-3786

Considering all the issues of HEU disposition, it seems prudent to remove the excess matetials

from wespons complex and store them undes JAEA safeguards as soon as possible  This will

also meet with the President's offer to place 200 tons of fissile materials under IAEA safeguards,

For the Jong-term, the excess materials thould be blended and introduced into the market without

seriously impacting prices, while maximizing the energy-related and other beneficial uses. The

blending operation should be performed in a brand new commercial facility, under TAEA 08.004
safeguards, with no other mission conflict, The cost for this new facility should be recovered h
from the sale of fue! materials produced and sold, This initiative should be used not only to

reduce, but to eliminate the DU & y in ga form. The DOE's inventory of NU as

hexafluoride may be sold to entichment facitities for cash.

Si{c:fic,\‘g/(l

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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POE, W. LEE, JR., AIKEN, SC
PAGE 1 OF 2

807 E. Rollingwood Rd
Alken, S. C. 29801
January 18, 1996

Mz, J. David Nulton

8&‘;0: of Fissile Mu:éi:ls Disposition, MD-4
. S. Department ef,

g.,O. Box 23786 &

ashington, DC  20026-3786

FAX (800) 820-5156

Dear Mr. Nulton:

Re:  Comments on "'thoslti;'. of Surplus Highly Eanriched Uraniluza Draft

nvir

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the October 1995 Draft EIS for, surplus HEU
disposition. I would like to provide the following comments on the Draft EIS.

¢ Ifully support the DOE position that beneficial use,of the surplus HEY is the preferred
alternative. We do differ on the constraint that limits the scope of the EIS which are
connected to the President’s non-proliferation policy of September 1993, The policy
docsn’t work. The most recent evidence of this is discussed in recent newspaper arficle
associated with the Russian sale of enriched uranium. The alternatives included in the
EIS should not be constrained by this policy.

* The screening process s scriously constrained bgcacccpdng the Presidents
Nonproliferation Policy. Before this action can be completed, there may be several
Presidents, cach with different policics. Don't coastrain the altematives analyzed in
this EIS by this policy.

¢ Recognizing the govemments commitment to the President's nonproliferation policy, &
will confine the remainder of my comments on the EIS as if that was a given. The
proposed action should commit to continued evaluation of the noaproliferation
commitments and the uncertaintics associated with sale of slightly enriched uranium and
diluting HEU to LEU only as needed to mect sales commitment.

«  Continued work should be expended Ioﬁndlbl{yc:forﬂ\cHEUliswdnspownﬁally 2
wasts befere committing o discard it as waste, Thope that there is some value for the
:0 13 431% of the 200 metric tons of HEU. Sale may not being top dollars but it should
ave value.

* Don'tblend down HEU for disposal until the surplus plutonium PEIS 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.

|

QLU
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POE, W. LEE, JR., AIKEN, SC
PAGE 2 OF 2

"I’B;nms should include a discussion on the scparative work loss associared with blend

I fully support safeguarding this HEU and continuing to werk to cnsure that ev

country has safeguards to this HEU out fes

would use it for auclear oxmva or nbgun:éﬂw hands of peole and countris thas

The employment figures given in the DEIS (peimarily in Chapter 4) should be placed §

g;npecuvc with odu:ng!Ev employment changes, Will the |£dad énp!oyxm?be me:tu
DOE and M&O contractor personnel thas would have otherwise been iet go?

On page S-5 and elsewhere in the EIS the statement is mads that "disposit 10

(o s HEU) will be e by Deparnea, USEC, oo prve Eniics acing as
.o N on ‘s i

entities should not be involved. Fix ﬂur:esEIS. one and USEC 2nd private

e

| 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 patrties.
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PROCTOR, BERNARD, MADISON HEIGHTS, VA

PAGE 1 OF 2
Date Recelved: 1115/95
Comment ID: PCO14
Name: Bemard Proctor
Address: Madison Helghts, VA
Transcription:

This is Bemard Proctor. 1Tive in Madison Heights, Virginia, and 1 live across the James
River in close proximity to the ial and naval nuclear fuel facility, Babcock and
Wilcox. | have seen the articles in the Lynchburg news conceming the possibility of
distributing uranium for the process of dilution and offer the following questions and
comments. First of all, 'm not real sure o if will be made known what this process of
dilution actually is, and how it might affect those of us adjoining the facility. Secondly,
wao live on a farm and have groundwater sources, and | am not certaln what the impact
would be on our soil and water quality. 1 belleve the Environmental Impact Statement
should address these issues, particularly on those areas In close proximity to this facility
that might be contracted to p this material. The Lynchburg news indicated that
tha storage of the material would not be lengthy, and 1t indicated b , that there
would be a cerlain portion of the material that would not be immediately useable or
could be reused and it would require storage. It would appear to me that the question

of storage should be addressed definitively In the Envi tal Impact Stat tto
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 ge or for some end-u |

believe safety has always been a concem at B&W and will probably continue to be.
Several years ago, lights were added to provide for physical safety on the plant, and
these have been ofan Y to the adjolning property It
concems me that there may be some process of dilution and storage of this highly
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,

if there I3 a rel of this rial or a rel during some process of this material,
then 1 think anyone living near the facility should be named specifically in soma manner
of an environmental hazard. A iing to the paper, there had been other

releases at the facllity, but these were not found to endanger any persons or property. |
would be concemed that any release may be of some damage or be of some concem
to the adjolning property owners and should be able to participate In the decision on
whether such a rel isp fally hammful. At least to know after the factis not
encouraging. 1 think these are all the concems that should be included in the

Envi tal Impact Stat t, and | would be happy to comment to anyone at the
focal facility to di these ticularty with respect to the B&W facility here

in Lynchburg My address is Route 5. [At this poI;1l, time ran out on the message.]

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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PROCTOR, BERNARD, MADISON HEIGHTS, VA
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681-¢

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
PAGE10OF 1

Date Recelved: 11/15/85

Comment ID: P0013

Name: Jane Proctor
Address: Madison Heights, VA
Transcription:

Hello. This Is Jane Proctor calling from Madison Heights, Virginia. 1iive directly across
from tha B&W Mt. Athos site. 1am d about the expansion and the dilution of
uranium that is suggested in the article dated Lynchburg News Ady Wednesday,
October 25, 1895. | 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 tho materials going to be stored 4) How aro the materials golng
to get hera? What transportation? 5) What safety assurances have been made to
nearby land owners? 8) Since | live directly across the river from the B&W Mt. Athos
site, no one has ever come over here to do any envionmental testing at my location. |
would be greatly interested to getting to thesa questions. | hope that you will

be coming to the Lynchburg area, as | feel many people in this area are uninformed and
uneducated about your process 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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PROCTOR, KATY, MADISON HEIGHTS, VA
PAGE10F 1

Date Received: 11/15/85

Comment 1D: P0018

Name: Katy Proctor

Address: No Address Given

Transcrdption:

1 was just calling about the concems of the uranium being shipped in, and we are very 20.001
concemed with that. So call us. I'm Katy Proctor, across the river from you, at 845-

8421 grea code 804. Thank you.

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
exceed the safe limits authorized by the Department of Transportation or NRC. As
explained in Section 4.4 and Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS, the Department of Trans-
portation-specification packaging used for shipping HEU is specifically designed and
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
materials.
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QUATMANN, VICKI, LAKE CITY, TN
PAGE10F1

Vicki Quatmann
506 013 Lake City Hwy
Lake City, Tennessce 37769
Phone and Fax (423)426-9435
Voice Mall (303)754-7524

1/23/36

Dear People at the Departmant of Energy,

1 understahd that there Is & move afoot 1 make highty enriched uraniuminto
nuclear reactor fuel. | am writing to register my overwhekming opposition to this intention.
Why would anyone want to creats any mare of the radioactive waste that we have no way of 10.024
disposal safelyl?? We have encugh on our hands to keep us busy wortying for the next century,

Further, making hghy enriched uranluminto nuclear reactor fuel will, of
course, make plutonium~ a violation of our nonproltferation goals.

Finally, my understanding 18 that the DOE hasn't bagun w explore options for | 09.018
storlng dawnblended ursnium. My own fesling i that we should make serious efforts to
downbiend s¥ highly annched uranium that Is surpus 30 that it can't be used in weapons, | 10.003
Count me among those who c NOT wasrt afry production processes 10 make the
furtherance of nuclear proliferation possible,

7 b (et

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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RANDALL, ROBERT, BRUNSWICK, GA

PAGE10OF1
Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment ID: P0051
Name: Robert Randall
Address: Brunswick, Georgia
Transcription:

Yes, hello, this is Robert Randall, I'm calling from Brunswick, Georgia. I just wanted to call and
first [ want to note that I find it amazing that we now 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 seem to always have surpluses, I think it’s a very bad idea to make this highly
entiched uranium into nuclear 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 to
do. We need to down blend the highly enriched uranium. Make sure that it cannot ever be used
in weapons, We need to do that ourselves unilaterally and work even harder of course, to get an
intemational agrecment to do that. 1t’s the only way we're going to be able to stop proliferation.
1f you follow your plans to tum it into nuclear reactor fuel, proliferation is going to be incvitable.
That’s my comment. Thank you.

| 10.024
| 10023
| 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.
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RUNDLE, BoB, KNOXVILLE, TN
PAGE1o0r2

January 4, 1993

DOE/Fissile Naterisls Dimposition
c/o SAIC/HUE EIS

Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Crestingms

X mtrongly objact to the ides of meking highly enriched ursnium
into nuclesr reactor fuel. It is hard to believe-that cur
government st this tiwe of hudget restraints and world pesce is
considering ectiona which are costly, have the potentisl of
adding to cur sirsady overvhelming lead in nuclear vespons,
violate our nonproliferation goslmw, and add to our unsolved
radioactive waste problem., It ims hard to imsgine s governmsntel
policy that has wore negatives attached to it.

I urge your aupport for thess policies instead:
= international contralm on ull nuclear materisls
- downblending all highly enriched ursnuim mso it cannot be
used in vesponm
~ cresting the capacity to dovnblend sll uranium declarsd
surplus in ten years

Enclosed is m copy of » letter I recently sent to our local papar
that expands on the nuolear policy issue.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,

Bob Rundile
1318 N. Briscoe Cir.
Knoxville, TN 37912

oc President Clinton

10.024

1 08.020
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 uranjum-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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RUNDLE, BoB, KNOXVILLE, TN
PAGE2 OF 2

Deceaber 28,1993

Editor, News Sentinel
208 ¥, Church St.
Knoxville, TN 37902 .

Res Latters
Greetinga:s

The hesdline for the 12-13-93 lstter by Mile Stabin, "Anti-~
nuclesr sctivists putting society at rimk®, should take s prize
for the most ironic and mimleading headline of 19935. Hr.

Stabin letter focusas on minor parts of the nuclear debste:
risks sssociated with low level radistion, nuclear pover
generation and uses in wedicine. The oriticel issue of our time
im hov to deal with nuclear vespons. The recent demonatrations
in France by "nuclesr sctivists® stemming rom thst country’s
nuclear tests had little to do with these minor issues and
everything to do with thias critical one.

of its end unimaginsble nature, the usuasl
response to the possibility of nuclesr wer is denial. Hence it
ims much semier to focus on the fringe issues and continue to rely
on such illogical policies am deterrence to keep um "safe®, The
deterrence spprouch says if I nough vespons, I will ter
anyone from attmcking we. Thim u 1ly doss not work on the
perzonal level, At the nuclear level deterrence im sslf-deatruo-
tive, This approach of course grew out of the cold var with the
Soviets, Every adminimtration msince Hiroshisa has endorsed it
even though sware of its fundamental flaw: if ve are attacked
with nuolear bombs, sven in a "limited” var, our stockpile of
8000 nuolear arms is useless. The effects frow the atteck will
be enough to destroy us, our atteckers ag well us wveryone elsel
It im a shame that ¥ashington does not do wore to publicize thim,

In fact our huge stockpile serves to create more danger for um.
¥e model for the world that one way to be more poverful is to
inorease or develop nuclear vespons., The danger of atomic veapons
increases am ull nationm asek to be more poverful.

The deterrence poligy slso containm budotary problens. In this
time of effortm to balance the budget, it is hard to believe thet
the Departmant of Energy im planning on building more nuclear
weapons snd the expensive equipwent to produce more tritium ges
{to reoplace that vhich is deteriorating in existing veaponm), And
we are looking for places to ssve moneyi

¥e should be vorking wuch herder toward the only polioy about
nuclear weaponm that makes senses their reduction and control.

If there sver was a t for =ll nations in the nuoclesr club to
begin releasing their death grip on the policy of deterrence, it
is while tensions sre lowered. I’m afraeid your headline only
sdds to our denial. Since the United States has an overvhelming
lead in nuolesr vespons, we have the priwasry responsibility to
lesad the world in developing sane policies sbout them, "Huclear
activists® are the primary group sround the world thet are trying
to reduce the nuclear threst,

Sincerely yours,

Bob Rundl)
1318 N. Briscoe Cir.
Knoxville, TN 37912
687-3060
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SANFORD, CHARLES S., NASHVILLE, TN
PAGE1OF 1

%nace = charlea & sanford
Atitle & mgr

fcompany = S&A

#addrl « 1803 primross ava
#addr2 =

#city » nashville

#state = tn

¥zip = 37212

kphone = (615)383-0428
Rax »

#email =

#subjecr = HEU EXS

VVVVVYVYVYVYVYVY

The emphasis here and, app ly, in the EIS is that of co-joint
(ignore “non-prolifcration”) ial utilization. In contrast,

1 believe that maximum national economic gain should supercede. For
example: short term trcasury cashflow is not necessarily worth other

ic losses. C ial versus ic should be

as its highest pri‘orily As previously stated - forcign sales.

the use of any ial grade will ize imp

A ] ion will not ily have the welfare of the sln;;

Furthermore, a blend-down to less than 4% with a higher throughput greater
the 46 year processing rate (1%) material will yicld more jobs. Restricting

forbidding export will protect US energy production costs while denying
(e.g.) Pacific Rim nations access to nuclear power production. Presuming
that sales of US manufactured (or US design) reactors is the end result of
the " 1al” goal of the sclected al ive, then the job loss to the

US (in terms of forelgn competition in facturing) should be

with full economic impact which is not necessarily commercial impact. One
inctudes the other, but not vice versa. bye

06.006

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. Nuclear
fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply displace LEU derived from natural uranium
and is expected to have no impact on the economics or operation of nuclear power plants.
This program does not propose to entrust the welfare of the State to “commercial opera-
tions.” Commercial operations are expected to be involved in the blending of surplus
HEU, and in the use of the resultant nuclear fuel, but would in no way determine the pol-
icy aspects of the surplus HEU disposition program.

a
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#name = charles s sanford
stitle = mgr

ficozpany = SEA

faddrl = 1803 primrose ave
faddr2 =

#city = nashville

#ntate = tn

Bzip » 37212

fiphone = (615)383-8428
#fox =

¢emaill =

4subjecr. = HEU EIS

the ratio, volumes and quantitics of materials to be processed
{down-blended) is "classified", Sun-.ly. the :nvxronmcnm! xmpacx must,
likewise, be classified. Unless p of

at sites are factually known, thcn the "HEU EIS" isa "canc blanche”

document to which public canonly be icaly given.

More specificity would be iated for an infc d opinion; otherwise,
the DOE should wait until the materials are declassified so that more
public infc ion is available. Onc must p that the driving

force for the HEU EIS is the release of materials for the enrichment
carporations stock offering in the Spring. It is almost too obvious.

1s DOE prepared for the ) of transferring public assests

to a public corporation; especially when the public is denied knowledge
of the composition of those assets. Pc:hnps I am wrong and thisis a

simple case of DOE not § ing themselves, 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
> ftitle = mgr

> #company = SGA
» $#addrl = 1803 primrose ave

> #addr2 =

> #city = nashville

> fistate = tn

> #zip = 37232

» ¥phone = (615)383-8428
> Nox =

> #email =

> #aubject. » HEU EIS

These sales will influence foreign electric costs such that product

recycled HEU reactor fuels,

for what it's worth.
4, Are EPA comments to draft EIS available?

thank you

1. Price constraints on a market will affect foreign sales and disposition.

competition will costs domestic jobs and raise social welfare costs.
2, Total life-cyele costs should include final disposition of potential

3. The less than 4% blend-down will position the US on the "moral® high,

| 04.001

| 16.006
| 10018
I 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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United States Department of Enetgy

NAME: (Optional) Rondy Shockelfotd
ADDRESS: §01C Pilgrim Court, Johnson City, TN 37601
TELEPHONE: (__), 1423) 929-9107 (Homo)/{423) 743-9141

Vo 170 ety POy

| want to oxpross {ult support for the preferréd altetnative for the disposition of
suUTplus Mighly onn g{a uronfum (1.0., Alternative 5: Maximum ?.‘ommorcEl Uso). |
—BGINOVE MY ORI 15 W0 WSS T0530n40Ia GNaThativo Trom & vonicly of STandpomts

then TIT: wotid tikutosTe
i ) to—tho-Nuoh Foel g ae v v el

¥ ry—ir T
8 I thy onty. hig antlon. ot whichfacllity.patt 1he

blending,
v

T would, however, hke mora Information on exactly how the pretarred blanding site
‘wil solacio 20 What wl ¢ the Dasis far selecting the pratoire aending

toThity s

Tlewss Iofur your Comamnct 10 tha Feguaraton dak or ma) &
USs. D‘r’y-manl of Eocrgy
P O, Box 23786, Washingtoo, D.C. 20026-3786
Or fax comynents 10: 1 (300) 820-5156

10.003

| 08.005

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 Chestnut St., 8210
Englewood, OH 45322
December 31,1995

David Nulton

Office of Fissile Materials Disposilion

United States Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue SW

Washington, DC 20565

Dear David Nulton:

The Department of Energy’s Envir ! bipacl Stal, t on the Disposition of Highly Enriched

Uranium has two goals: the first is to achieve nonproliferation of weapons-grade uranium, and the
second to realize the peaceful and beneficial use of this radloactive material in a way which will
return monies 10 the federal treasury, i.e, use as commercial nuclear fuel.

The first goat of nonproliferation is questionable since no controls for spent nuclear fuel are indicated
(except as these may appear in a sep d ). Downblending to auclear fuel and fucl-rod sales
are being turned over to the United States Enrichment Corporation which could, and likely will,
market the vadioactive fuel | 1ly. No controls are specified over the reprocessing of the
resultant spent fuel or on the retumn of the spent fuel to the United States.

The second goal of retutned monies to United States coffers, as yet unquantified and not likely to be so,
offers only a blind eye to proliferation possibilities.

The time required for downblending at the Portsmouth and Paducah siles to four percent at present
capacity would take ten years for the Injtial 200 tons of highly enriched uranium (HEU). 1t Is likely
that more HEU will be declared to be surplus during that Len years. No other potential downblending
sites are named 23 a means of maintaining a ble time-fi

Also, the preferred oplion of 10] use of downblended HEU as fuel would result in thousands of
tons of spent nuclear fuel. No analysis of the environmental impacts or costs for storage of this spent
fuel have been offered or are forthcoming.

1 sincerely believe the following steps would secure the most reasoned results (or the disposition of
HEU:

1. Downblending the HEU would be the surest way to achieve the nations goal of
nonprofiferation of nuclear weapons.

2. Downblended HEU 2old on the world market as fuel would compromise nonproliferation
unless criteria to prevent reprocessing are required. Nonproliferation should have a higher priority
than monies coming into the federal coffers.

3. Downblending HEU to four percent and storing indelinitely with full record and Inspection
procedures in place would allow the best time-frame for removing the HEU from weapons usable
radioactive material,

4. The HEU disposition plan must be a long-term plan which Includes environmental impacts,
heaith, and safety factors (for workers and the public) for all phases from downblending to safe
disposal of spent nuclear fuel.

S. The disposition plan should conform to § ional

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 abii-
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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15.006
and transparency. cont.
6. SKnce lhe dawnbkndlng apacitles of Portsmouth and Paducah are limited, further ca
should be d in order to the task within the specified time and to demonsh?a.l:“l{) I 07.013

other nations that the United States is scrious about nonproliferation. cont.

lend to one I 09.006

and look forward to your response.

7. Anoption (or the future (ihe second decade of downblending) would be to d
percent lhe stored uranium of four percent enrichment, and then to phn torits disposal.

1si iale the ity to onthisd
ly app PP Y

Sincerely,

Rev. Dr. Velma M. Shearer

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
because it would delay recovery of the economic value of the material and incur unneces-
sary costs and environmental impacts due to the need to build additional storage capacity
to accommodate the increased volume of the material.

30.009: The disposal of spent fuel does not need to be considered in the HEU EIS
because, as discussed in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final EIS, the surplus HEU disposition
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 IAEA
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.
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Sierra Club-State of Franklin Group
Linda Cataldo Modica, Group Chair
Mayberty Road
Jonesborough, TN 37659

Fax: (423)753 429
Cmal. indamodica@sierraclub org

January 22, 1996

DOE--Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

¢/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. 1995

Dear Sir or Madam:

The State of Franklin Group of the Slerra Club appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on
the Disposition 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 Fue! 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 falled to offer the community of Erwin the opportunity to
become better informed of the Highly Eariched 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 people of Erwin, and of
Jonesborough and Greeneville, the largest communities downstream of
Nudlear 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).
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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 falls 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 lll, “Palechydraulic Reconstruction of Flood Peaks from Boulder
Deposits Along Three Reaches of the Nolichucky River In Northeastern
Tennessee,” May 1993, See also Tennessee 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
falling 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/or safeguarding
responsibllities, that substantial amounts of highly enriched uranium are
still considered Material Unaccounted For (MUF), The State of Franklin
Group does not believe that the Tri-Cities public considers Nuclear Fuel
Services' record *exemplary” (p.3-117).

S)  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 -- needto  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 laid-off workers might 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
d y of the d amination es undertaken. Should the DOE

9

select Nuclear Fuel Services as a contractor which would perform
downblending operations, the Citizens Advisory Board should
moniter NFS and report to the community on public health issues.

continue to

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 wamning devices and systems are in place along the river to wam
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)  Nuclear Fuel Services should never again be sflowed 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 employees 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 Franklin Group wants
workers to be gainfully employed In facilities that do not pose threats to
worker or public safety. Therefore, high-tech, high-wage
environmentally-friendy alternative employme nt should be sought for the
employees of NFS by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Department
of Energy, the State of Tennessee, the Oil, Chemical & Atomic Workers
Unlon, and other agendies. Also, Nuclear Fuels Services’ management
should further develop the expertise of its workforce In consulting end
R&D, Clean services like these would be welcomed In the community of
Erwin once NFS decontaminates its facilities,

9)  Old age will cause the retirement of a substantlal portion of the
natlon'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 decline, which

feads the State of Franklin Group to question the need for the DOE’s
commercial-fuel-from-weapons 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 nonproliferation, [See
comments by Pete Zars, private citizen of Erwin, dated 1/23/96.)

Thank you agaln for the opportunity to comment on DOE's draft EIS. Please
keep the State of Frankiin Group informed  throughout the decision making
process. Our Sierra Club Group offers its services to the Tri-Cities and
the DOE, and will welcome the opportunity to serve on the Citizens
Advisory Board, The State of Franklin Group could also assist the DOE in
the development of a mailing list of individuals who should be Invited to
speak at the public hearing in Erwin, and in the formation of a list of
members of the local medical community who should be consulted for the
epidemiological study.

Sincerely,

Linda C. WHodica
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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SIERRA CLUB, JONESBOROUGH, TN
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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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SOUTHERN NUCLEAR OPERATING COMPANY, BIRMINGHAM, AL
PAGE 1 OF 2

Southern Nuclear Oporatng Comparny
Poct Office Box 1298

Fex (205) 8708165

Jemes H. Milier 1l
Eseculve Vice Prosdont 279 Coporaia Counsel

Southern Nuclear Operating Company

& sutexdary of The Sahem Compoany
January 16, 1996

U.S. Department of Enargy

Offtice of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20226-3786

COMMENTS OH
THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ERRICHED URANIUN
. DRAFT ENVIROHMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Dear Sir:

In response to the Department of Energy’s Octeber 27, 1995 notice in the
Federal Regtster, Southern Huclear Operating Company, Inc. has reviewed The
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium %HEU) Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) and 1s providing the following comments:

1} We strongly support the Department of Enen‘;y's {DOE) nroposal
to blend down to the maximum extent possible surplus HEU to
Low-Enriched Uranium (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 diversion for nuclear proliferation purposes while
minimizing any impact on the environment.

2) We concur with DOE’s analysis that Alternative 5 will have the
least {mpact on the environment from an ultimate waste disposal
standpoint.

3) We believe DOE has ovar astimated the reduction in deliveries
that domestic producers would experience during the blending
period and that the Department should roview its analysis in
this area. Based on studies available to us, which include LEU
supplies from both Russian and U.S. HEVU blending, world uraniun
{nventories 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 Corporatfon and
Allied-Signal, Inc. facilities are the only remzining conver-
sjon suppliers in Horth America. These suppliers have indicated
thefr 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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SPARKS, DENNIS, UNICOI COUNTY, TN
PAGE1OF 1

Yes. My name is Dennis Sparks. 1 reside in Erwin, Tennessee. | spent twelve years
working at Nuclear Fue!s Services, and | just wanted to let tho DOE know that | feel 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. 1 speak
espedaﬂy for myself { have a disability, and | cannot find any work becausa of the

| had at Nuclear Fuel, and 1 feel like we played a great role in
the defansa of our country, and wo've done a real good Job and tock pride in our work.
So | would ask that the DOE would certalnly give us the utmost consideration In getting
this order hero because we have 50 many people that are really In bad necd and of
course | know that the case in a lot of places, but as for myself it has created such a
hardship on us. We have lost about everything we've got, and wa would certalnly like
to go back to work and keep our plant going, because 1 fee! 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 huclear war or some type of disturbance Just due to the
fact that you have so much uranium out there, that you don't know who's hands it's in. |
feel like we have a lot of good trained people and it would be a disadvantage for our
country to lose thosa people. If we don't got something going before long, | mean
peopla are just going to go on, and it's not going to be so easy to re-train these people
on jobs that are sophisticated and technical as we did. If thera is anything else that )

could do to help our cause, at NFS and Erwin, 1 would ap iate a letter or anything
My address is Route 1, Box 300D (D as in dog), Unk:ol Tonnessee. and the zip is
37692, | appreciate your time, and giving me the opp y to my t

and would hope that the DOE would give us the utmost oonsldemtlon. because we
have one of the highest unsmployment rates in the State of Tennesseo, and we need
the jobs desperately bad, and we need the work. Thank you for your ime. Bye-bye.

10.008

10.003: Comment noted.
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION, TRENTON, NJ
PAGE1OF1

@

State of Neto Jersey
of 1F

Christine Todd Whitman P

Robert C. Shinn, Jr.
Cevernor [«

ommissloner

December 8, 1995

U.5. Departnent of Energy

Office of Fissile Materiale Disposition
¢/o SAIC-HEUD

P.0. Box 2378%

Hashirgton, IC 20028-3786

RE: Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Cotober 189%5)

To Whon Xt Hay Conoern:

The Neu lersey Department of Environmental Proteotion
has completod i%s review of the above reforsncsd document. 23 001
The Department has no oomments on the Draft Environmental .
Trpact Statement, nor any objections to the proposed aaction.

Thank you for providing the Department the oppartunity
%o review thic document,

v
23‘ o

renice Schmide
actor
fice of Program Coordination

¢. Jil) Liputi, Radiation Protection

23.001:

Comment noted.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE3 OF 8

Commissioner Don Dills
Page Two
December 21, 1995

After review and research, the Division concurs with the DOE preferred Alternative (S.c 10.003
Maximum Commercial Use 85% Fuel/15% Waste Ratio all four site variation). However, we do I .
have concems dealing with the disposition of the Low Level Waste in regard that such waste

would be consistent with the DOE's Waste Management PEIS and associated ROD's. The 28.003
Division reiterates its position stated in our review of the WM PELS, in opposition to siting large .
scale disposal facilities on the Oak Ridge Reservation for Low Level Mixed and Low Level

Wastes.

In addition, we have the attached comments for your review and ideration in the preparati
of a final prog H ( 1 impact

If you have any questions, please contact Dale Rector at (423) 481-0995 or Steve Nisley at (423)
481-0163,

Sincercly

Rt

Earl C, Leming
Director

Attachment

€m0297.99

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.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE 2 OF 8
BTATE OF
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
DOE HT ION
781 EMORY VALLEY ROAD
OAK MOGE, TENNESSER 2072
RECEIVED 8Y
~~v 241995

December 21, 1995 .

N B."IL.OI'MNTALPOUCYG‘G
Mr. Don Dills, Commissioner .
T Dep of Envi end Conscrvation
c/o Tennessee Environmental Policy Office
14th Floor L&C Tower

401 Church Street
Nashville, Tennessee 37243 - 1553

Dear Commissioner Dills

Document NEPA Review ~ “Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft

Envir tal Impact S t,"" DOE/EIS-0240-DS, dated October 1995,

The Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, DOE Oversight Division has
iewed the above d for your and transmittal to the following DOE office:

US Department of Energy

Office of Fissilc Materials Disposition

c/o SAIC/HEU EIS,

PO Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026 - 3786

Our office review was conducted in dance 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 considered for blending operations: DOE ¥-12 Site in Oak

Ridge, Tennessee on the Ozk Ridge Reservation (ORR), Nuclear Fuels Services (NFS) in Erwin,
Tennessee, Babcox and Wilcox (B&W) facility in Lynehburg, 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 material now stored on the
ORR.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE 4 OF 8

Clc¢

Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation DOE Oversight Divislo

C on Draft Envir tal Impact St
Enriched Uranium, DOE/EIS-0240 DS, October 1995

for Dispesition of Surplus Highly

General Comments:

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

In the public meeting in Knoxville on November 14, 1995, DOE stated that additional HEU N vee . 4 N N
B st in Dosember 1995. The deall of that declaseification should be I 02.007 normal operations and facility accidents, the source terms (the quantity of radioactive
provided in the EIS. material that can potentially be released) are the same for each candidate site. When this
The risk factors tables show a difference of two orders of magnitude betwoen the sites. The 21.019 material is released to the environment, it is transported through the atmosphere to the
ik o R:rm esible, Therefore, the decison should drand may be too generie In ' receptor (worker or public). Site-specific meteorology and distance from the release point
alone. will determine the subsequent concentration of these materials in the atmosphere. The
A cost evaluation of each altemative, includi d initia} costs for the proposed project, | 16.015 closer a receptor is to the release point, the greater the concentration. The more stable the
should be included in the fnal EIS. air mass or slower the wind speed, the greater the concentration. The greater the concen-
Natural Uranium Hexafloride (UFs) is valuable as fecdstock in the gascous diffusion p tration of these materials, the greater the dose received by the receptor and the greater the
e o Uk aesiile at P it for blending P“'“ﬁ::’&““{f;;:;?{s";ﬁf'{&m risk calculated. Appendix E of the HEU Final EIS presents the methodology and assump-
UF,s is mentioned in several places in scclion44“lntcmntc’l‘mnsp:drmuon l(mo.g ;lajo;siblg in tions used in both normal operations and accident conditions in performing public and
other sections) for bl P Natural UFg should be changed to deplet s when . . . s " N
fisted for use as a blendstock in the EIS. occupatl'onal !lealth assessments. Decisions on the proposed action and site sc?lfactlon
. hesbo dentetod UFe that i tored t the K-25 site should be would likely include several other environmental and economic factors in addition to
In addition to the above comment, deple 6 is stored at the K-25 site shoul .
evaluated in the EIS for use as blendstock. 33.009 health risks.
Specific Comments:
1. Page.§-18, Summary, Basis for Analysis, Pamgreoh 4 16.015: Cost estimates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been devel-
U wscfut a8 blend stock, may also be obisined rom the Osk Ridge K-25 st The K oped to provide the decisionmaker, DOE, comprehensive information upon which to
ock, may also be odtain: c . - Py . . . .
?;Z!fé “hould be added aom.spmmpﬁ' inthe EIS g 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
2. Page 1-6, Section 1.4.2, Preforred Altematives with the HEU Final EIS. It supports the conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel
1 addition, any LLW transferred 0 any LLW facllty wold be consstent with he Deprtment’s 28,003 denve:d from surplu§ HEU would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of
WM PEIS and / ROD, any subsequent NEPA d tlered from or supplementing cont blending HEU for disposal as waste.

the Waste Management PEIS. Please provide information to address the disposition of LLW at

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 puv
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGESOF 8

the two proposed commercial sites as the WM PEIS does not address commercial waste
disposition.

3. Page 3-17 & 3-8, Section 3.3,4 & 3,3.5 Water Recourses & Geology and Soils
Please provide inft ion in the ground: section of this document on karst hydrology in the

carbonate units on the ORR. No information is given on groundwater velocity and solution
enlarged conduits in these units. In addition, please provide information on groundwater
preferential pathways, ¢.g., along strike migration.

4. Page 3-18, Section 3,35 Geology and Soils

Rechurge occurs over most of the area, but is most effective where overburdened solls are thin or
permeable. In the area near Bear Creek Valley, recharge into the carbonated rocks Is mainly
along recharge inta 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 Creck and its tributaries Pleasc provide evid to substantiate this

5. Page 3-18, Scction 3.3,5, Geology and Soils
Provide information to show if the groundwater mects drinking water criteria for a water supply.
6. Page 3-40, Section 3.3,10 Low-Level Waste

The information provided on Class L-1 and Class L-11 LLW fucilities is curmently inaccurate
please omit or provide current information,

7. Paged...105, Section 4, 4, 2, 1 Site Transportation Interfaces for Hazardous Materials

Please provide inft ion on why h al! portation by mil was not addressed.
Also. compare public exp and eccidents for rail portation vs. truck portati

8. Page 4 - 162, Section 4, 6. 2, Site-Specific Cumulative Impacts

Please provide cumulative impact asscssment for the ORR incorporating the data from the Waste
M; PEIS d that was omitted

28.003
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
UF¢ 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.

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/V1, 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 AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE 6 OF 8
STATE OF TENNESSEE
VIR
DEPATTHEIT OF ENUROUENT ApGpYsERuATION
3RD FLOOR, L & C ANNEX
401 CHURCH STREET

NASHVILLE, TN 37243-1532
$18432-8084
INTERNET: MMOBLEY@POP.STATE.TNAS

January 10, 1996

DOE - Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
/o SAIC - HEV EIS

P O Box 23788

Washington, DC 20026-3786

ATTN. J. David Nulton, Director
Office of NEPA Compliance & Outreach

Dear Mr. Nuiton:

Woe have reviewed the DOE/EIS-0240-DS *Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched
Uranium Draft Environmental Impact Statement® and would offer the following
comment:

Regardless of which facility is chosen by the DOE to perform the downblending of the
HEU, the process should be regulated and liconsed by the Nuclear Regulatory
C ission. This p should be held to the same regulatory standards as other
commercial fuel cycle facilities in the United States. 25.008

The independent regulatory oversight of the operations will provide assurance that the
public, the workers, and the environment will be adequately protected from any
potential radiation hazard.

Sincerely,

A [

Michael H. Mobley
Director

MHM:sk
s0240mAmIH!

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.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE 7 OF 8

COPY

STATE OF TENNESSEE o
RECEWED ! m," IOSURT
D DEL DMAOMLIN & CORSRNTION
— WSECF BNORE0 WS o
Deceaber DEC 22 1895 PrTE
ccember 14, 1995 DEPUTY COMMASSONERS OFFCE K
Secretary Hazel O'Leary 6:”"
United States Department of Energy HECE]VED BY > 0: .
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. o . 4
Room 7A-257 ’ JAlL 02 1356
Washi .C. 8! o
ashington, D.C. 20585 TNEEQAENTAL POLCY OFC,
Dear Secretary O'Leary:
Recemly. ageacics of the State of T bitted in dance with the
q of the National Eavil } Policy Act (NEPA) for !he Draft Waste
M Progr tlc Envir I Impact St (D-PEIS) for Managing

Trzalmem, Storage, and Disposal of Radwamve and Hazardous Waste, DOE/EIS-0200
D, August 1995 1have clected to communicaxc with you directly to insure that the State
of T 's policy i this imp D-PEIS are cleasly communicated,

My administration gly opposes and will continue to oppose any attempt by DOE to

“site” large waste deposition activities in Oak Ridge, Tennessee. Itis 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 assessmeats for Oak Ridge. My
administration views all of the alternatives in the current “Waste Management™ D-PEIS that
consider disposal of low level mixed waste and low level waste on the Oak Ridge
Reservation as technically unsound,

Itis commcnly known, and wxdely supported inside and outside of Tennessee that Oak

R:dgc is one of scv:nl sites in the DOE complex that does not possess the appropriate 14.020

or b for such large scale waste deposition activiticsas curreatly
ptoposed in your D-PEIS. The Natioral G *s Association/DOE Disposal Working
Group spmﬁcally rccommcnded that the Ok Ridge complex be oonsxdcrcd only for
disposal of a very restrictive list of radionuclides duc to an emphasis on p on 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 cusrently produces the highest “population dose”
among the 54 DOE sites around the pation. We belicve that a large scale low fevel mixed
waste and low level waste disposal facility at Oak Ridge would add additional risk to 20
already unacceptable situation.

State Capitol, Naahville, Tenncssee 37243-0001
“Telephone No. (915) 741-2001

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 concemns were
addressed in a February 8, 1996, letter from Secretary O’Leary to Governor Sundquist,
which noted that ORR is one of 17 “major’” candidate sites for potential waste disposal
facilities by virtue of its current inventory of waste materials, its waste management facil-
ities, and site capabilities. The selection of preferred alternatives for national waste man-
agement configurations will be made in the final Waste Management PEIS, and responses
to the Governor’s comments will also be included in the associated Comment Analysis
and Response Document.
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TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP

€t

November 14, 1995
SESSION: Discussion Group A

OPEN DISCUSSION

Facilities Capabilitics

What upgrades are required among th date sites in order for the ial facilitics and
govemment facilities to perform the work and be in fance? What new equi

facilities, and/or technologles would be needed to blend down the ratedal?

If there is a potential need for new facilitles to carry out the proposed actions, have they been
adequately addressed in the EIS?

1f the blending to UF, is the better way to deal with this material, why is this process only
considered for the commercial facilitles and not the govemnment facititles?

WMwillpayp&WorNFwalmddownMmunhl,puchascncwequlpmmt.mdsmﬂw
wastes?

1s the private cormpany who buys the fuel the one who will bs responsible for the waste? Could
the waste ba sent back to a DOH facility? What happens to the waste from the commercial
{acilities operations? This Issve necds 19 be expanded in the final ETS,

‘What aro the criteria for declding who gets what business? Y-12 can blend to metal, Would itbe
0re cost effective to send the material to Y-12 or would it bo sent to commercial facitities?

bC:stls the biggest determining factor In deciding which process, government oc commercial, will
used, .

Other Alternatives

How far did DOE lock into other Issucs/aliemative uses of HEU? Did DOB nse the national
laboratories to Jook Into these issves/aliematives?

In tenns of the Nevada Test Site, what about putting the materials in small yleld nuclear
explosions to get rid of it?

DRVICEN Necamhar 7 160€

'REVISED December 13,1995

22.010

11.005
01.002

16.003
14.003

11.006

09.012
09.004

DISCUSSION GROUP A
PAGE1OF 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, 2.2.3.4,
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
Amxnk‘ﬁ?n?: -Xfﬁ&ﬂop 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
possible, for example). DOE has no plans to construct new facilities, If commercial enti-
ties choose to build new facilities for the HEU disposition program, additional NEPA
review would probably be necessary, most likely in the context of NRC license amend-
ment proceedings.

01.002: The ability to convert HEU in the form of metal or oxide to UFg does not cur-
rently exist at any facility. Because UFg blending would only be used for blending com-
mercial material, it would only be developed if one of the commercial blenders decides it
is economically preferable to its existing UNH blending capabilities. DOE does not
intend to install new equipment for the purpose of competing with the private sector in a
commercial market when it already has adequate UNH and metal (at the Y-12 Plant)
blending capability.

16.003: The costs of undertaking HEU blending actions could initially be borne 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 Pol-
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

One benefit for blending down to foel instead of waste would be climinating the need to mine
more uraniurn ore for fuel. 1was not convinced by the EIS that there is & large demand for the
fuel In the United States and that there would be no damage o the environment when blending
down o fuel.

No data has been presented in the EIS that compares the impacts of blending down to fucl versus
mining. Why haven't the impacts to the falning industry been fully addressed? There needs to be
better in the EIS on relative envi 1impacts. Uranlum mining is an issue that
should be addressed in the EIS,

Worker and Envirotunental Protection

What accident scenarios were used to compils the fact sheet for Oak Ridge and how were the
numbess derived?

Docs the accldent analyses addressed in the document assure that the same accident occurs at
each facility, such as earthquakes, transpartation, etc.?

With regards to long-term proliferation, isa't it prudent pare the {ssuc of transp

risks to the risk of leaving the materials in a weapoas-usable form? Which action poses the most
rlek; transporting the materal of leaving the material in & weapons-usable form where it is
presently Jocated? There are sisks assoclated with the biend down and o action altematives, The
risks of prolifération shoold be compared with the risks 1ated with transporting the fak
to the biending facilitics. This information should be addressed in the BIS.

T understand that 4% blend down of HEU can be treated with nitric acid to make Pu. You can
g¢t4% Pu from blending down the matesial from commerclal reactor fuel. Can this 4% Pu from
down blending the material from commercial reactor fued be waed 10 make a wespon?

Ooce HEU s blended down knto fue), could It becorne HEU again?

The public as a right to know what will be doac with the material in thelr arca, even if it comes
from abroad or if impacts are low. ‘The public nceds the facts to be abls to maks an educated
declsion

The public should be notified of any potential actions that will be taken and an epidemlological
study should be conducted for cancer, etc,

This action (blending to fuel) would be great for gencrating jobs and tuming wespons into foel,
but I 260 not sure I want to take the risk of blending the Russian fuel. DOR needs to hold a forum
at the Jocal level, and oot require the participants 10 have to drive 30 far to attend.

RRVISHD Nerember 7 1008

11.007

12.004

21.006

20.009

06.009
06.020

32.007

06.024
32.008

DISCUSSION GROUP A
PAGE2OF 8
11.006: Decisions about which facilities get blending business from this program are
Eaviroamental Safety and Health 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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‘Weapons PotentlaVRisk
It might be beier o use Alterative 2 (blend to wastz), 5o proliferation will not be an issne,

1 DOB would take USEC out of the picture, wouldn't DOB still have an obligation to comply
with various treatics, to blend down the matzrial from other nations to make it unusable?

Is there a treaty for Pa and HEU? Do we have an obligation to disposs of thess materials?
Transpoctation

! 1€ raost of the material is at Y-12, andY-12 has the capsbility to process it into metal or the oxide
' form, why does DOE want to transpoct the material all over the country If it can all be done 2t Y-
127 Will the transpartation cost and risks be a factot In determining where the materdsl will be
transported and processed?

i Does the burden of the accldents fall on the person that buys the fuel?

If the altemative was o blend down to waste, who is the customer?
Would cost be the most 1 factor in the decisionmaking process?

1f the altemative was chosen to biend down to waste, would all four sltes participats In this
action? If the decision is to blend down to commercial focl, who will make the declston at which
sits to blend dbwn tha material? If the custoner decides to blend down the aterdal, would it be
feasidle to think that all four candidate sites would bid on the work, or would DOB make the
decision which sites got what materia)? Can DOB sssume that the candidate sites will be available
when the decision is finally made a3 to where the blending will take place? Can tha customer
decide who will blend the material down and who will transport t? How will the decision on
which commercial or govemnment facility will do the wock be made?

' Costy

i Can DOE recovet the cost of what it took 1o make the material? Docs DOB have an estimate of
the cost per kilogram that it took to make the material versus today's market value?

How do you evaluate today's roarket valoe of the fuel?
Socoeconomics - Labor

Workees in Oak Ridge arc losing thelr jobs. Why wouldn't DOE select the site to blend down the
materiat In a place whers jobs and the work is nceded?

K¢

10.009
03.007
03.008

20.006

06.010
11.008
29.001

11.008
cont'.

04.007
16.004

10.008

21.006: Several accident scenarios were considered for the HEU EIS including a tor-
nado, straight winds, an aircraft crash, nuclear criticality, process-related accidents, and
an evaluation basis earthquake. As stated in Section 4.3, it was assumed that with the
exception of the filter fire and the fluidized bed release, all of the accident scenarios con-
sidered in the EIS could be initiated by the evaluation basis earthquake. The evaluation
basis earthquake is also assumed to initiate the nuclear criticality and the UFg cylinder
release. To be conservative, the consequences from the evaluation basis earthquake,
earthquake induced criticality, and the UFg cylinder release were added to yield the total
consequences from both the release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals into the
environment and a criticality.

Because details on some of the site-specific processes were proprietary, one set of repre-
sentative 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. Therefore, the same acci-
dent scenarios representative of each blending process were used at each site.

20.009: Continued storage does not reduce the inventory of weapons-usable material,
which is the purpose of the proposed action. It would be unreasonable to compare storage
(no action alternative) impacts with only part of the potential risk (that is, transportation)
encountered for the other alternatives. However, the total impacts for each alternative are
presented and compared. Transportation impacts are specifically addressed in Section 4.4
and Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS.

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.
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Are the costs of Section 3161 Incloded as of the analysis? What if the work goes elsewhere
Ars thocoss pnt ysis | 24.005

The City of Erwin would experience positive economic Impacts if the jobs came to NFS. The NFS | 10-003
union could use the jobs,

\;Inh;(h the time limit of storage and the amount of matzcials that cn be stored at the blending l 26.005
h R

10ral comments received in public meetings conceming similar issues were combined
(grouped) for p ion in this d

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 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. 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 activities, 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 (Knoxville, 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 deveioped
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.

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. There 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.
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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 transporting the significantly 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 alternatives 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.

sasuodsay] puv

SIUWNI0(J JUIWWOD)



0gT¢

TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
DISCUSSION GROUP A
PAGE8 OF 8

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 complied 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-
jtations 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 [ib]) 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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SESSION: Discussion Group B

Impacts

Although the overview presenter indicated that there were ! 1 p jated
with any of the candidate sites, there was a release of UF, at NFS In (979 which was rever
adequately explained to the public and centainly represents a posential danges to the public and the
enviroament. The EIS should deal with this fssuc and clarify the potential safety and health
Impacts associated with this facility,

DOE necds 1o Quantify the potential releases to groundwater, squifers and air from the proposed
actions, [Participant referred to Section S+2, Table summary on page S.24, and Chaplers 4.3 and
4.5 for annual and total campaign Lapacts, respectively.)

DOR needs to compare accidental releases versus chronic relcases

DOE needs to clarify the different impects at different sites, L.e., why is the environmental justice
impact high at the Savannah River Sits? Why does NFS have higher dose ratas?

‘What are the differences in impacts fated with keeping weapons-grads
rials In storage compared to risks of sportation to various blending sites? How ls the
safety of its transport being ensured? Is trensportation expensive?

Who decldes what will be done with the IHEU?

Alternatives
DOB should clarify and compare the proliferation risks {ated with each alternatd D
indicating that i 1al use of HEU also increases the proliferation putential

How does the enteria of setting a good example to other nations relate to the various altematives
belng considered?

What are the ic costs iated with esch ive?

What nlifaratinn natantial la acenniated with ensnt fiial?

21.003

22.005

21.004
24.002

21.005
20.005

01.001

03.001

03.002

16.009
03.003

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
Fuel Services, Inc., Erwin Plant, Erwin, Tennessee, Docket No. 70-143, dated August
1991. As described on page 4-38 of the environmental assessment the quantities released
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.
Most 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
were within regulatory levels. After this event, the scrubbing system was redesigned and
modified to improve the system. Detection systems with alarms were also installed at the
work station.

The HEU EIS analyzed radiological releases from UFg blending process during normal
operations of NFS as well as under a severe accident condition during which the highest
atmospheric release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals would occur. The accident
scenarios evaluated in the HEU EIS included the release of UFg from a cylinder leak sim-
ilar to what occurred at NFS in 1979. Section 4.3.2 of the HEU Final EIS presents
impacts of blending HEU to 4-percent UF to the public and the environment.

22.005: Potential releases to air from the proposed action were estimated and presented
in Section 4.3 of the HEU EIS. However, it was determined that there would be no haz-
ardous waste released to the surface or groundwater during blending operations. All haz-
ardous waste would be treated until it becomes nonhazardous and, after treatment, would
then be released to an NPDES-permitted outfall.

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 nieeds to clarify the results of Altemative 2 (blend all HEU to waste) compared to
mnpmu[mnon concems and highlight the fact that this altemnative takes much Jonger, Is much

than A 3,4, &5(he and does not
make the material any more nonproliferation resistant.

Comparison of the altematives should highlight that we will get rid of more HEU faster if we go
with ane of the commercial altematives.

Other

DOE should clarify the point that both enrichment and reprocessing are moce difficult procedures
than blending down,

When discussing proliferation resistant advantages of blending down HEU, DOE should clarify
the point that it Is still easicr to make weapons from IEU blended down to 3% than it is frorn
irradiated spent nuclear fed,

11as DOE considered the site capabitities of K-25 at Oak Ridge, Portsraouth in Ohlo, and Paducah
in Kentucky?

Are the residents other than site inthe
Lynchburg, VA being informed of this project?

sround Exwin, TN and

1s there really a rarket for LEU?

DOE should emphasize the fact that proliferation concerns and peroeptions thereof are the real
drivers, not finances and cconomic recovery.

Ttis economic insanlty to destroy this resource.

What do the different forms of HEU look Like and where s it currently being stored?

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 S) 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 UF, 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 interested 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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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
Knoxville, Tennessee
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Discussion Group C
ISSUES
‘What type or level of effect docs each of thess altematives have on peoliferation?

Which position as waste versus disposition as fuel)

the most jobs?

Timing - How rapidly could this blending down taks place and what are the potential effects on
the coonomy? Will the need for additional fuel impact the timing of DOE action?

What are the environseental impacts of disposing of all these canisters?

How much earth needs to be moved In order 10 get ons pound of uraniem or 0ae pound of foel
from natral branium ore? What are the Impacts? How big will the hole In the ground be after the
ore s mined?

Whats the worldwide demand in comparison to the foel that would be generated from the blend
down and where Is 1t going to be stoced (fuel)? If the production is above the demand then where
would the surplus be stored?

Where Is all the commerelat demand coming from? Why do we expect an Increase in the use of
nuckear powes?

The electrical industry is being deregulated and this will have a negative impact on the industry.
There hasat been a good analyses of the actual demand,

OPEN DISCUSSION

What Are the Preferred Sites?

Does this EJS include full production input at all the sites?

Docs this docuroent identify a preferred site? Is it sct up as & gencsic document oc a alte-specific
document? Regardless of what sitz s selected this document will stand? Docs the ELS identify
preferred sites with the prefe ive? There may be some materials or mixnires of

materials that will preselect ORR, SRS, BAW or NFS.

'REVISED December 7. 1995

03.009
24.001
05.002
06.011

17.012

13.002
13.003

11.010
07.002

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
are difficult and costly.

24.001: The largest number of direct jobs generated would be 126 for blending HEU to
LEU as UFj (disposition fuel). The largest number of total jobs (direct and indirect) gen-
erated would be 444 in the ORR region. These jobs would be created as a result of blend-
ing HEU to either waste or fuel. There would be no difference between fuel or waste
alternatives in terms of the total number of jobs created.

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.

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 and where has the blend down technology beean tested? And s it the best technology?
DOE oversight office Is not sure cven I this technology Is in existence — so how many years has
the blending technology been carried out at cach sie? How long has BAW been doing blend
down? Are we petting double talk? DOB has stated that all of the sites have bleaded down the
material to 1% or 4%, What arc you saying, that BAW has not?

Can these people/sites blend the material down 0 4% on-spec in the time fraroe given in the E1S?
‘What are the criteria for selecting SRS, ORR, B&W or NFS?

What is the specific composition of the materials? Whatis classified, the amount or the locations
of the surptus HEU?

What drives DOB's selection of a specific ite? Least cost or Jeast risk?

Transportation Risks

How much material is transported pee truckload?

Has the EIS looked at the ratio of accidents between transporting waste versus LEU?

Isn't there a differencs in transposting the meterial in safo secuse trallers (SSTs) as opposed to Joe
Blow Transportation havling the waste? I8 the probability of accidents lower when transporting
the materials in safe secure trailers (SSTs)?

Ate trucks the nommal of best way to move the material?

If a trck cammying 1% material crasbes on 140 what would be the accident scenario? What
would the ground look like? What arc the environmental and health effects? Please explaln for
both 1% and 4% material,

Proliferation Differences

When the HEU is bleaded down it would be run through commercial reactors and you end up
with more weapons-usable fissile materisls. Would there be more weapons-usable materials after
processing in commercial reactors? If so, how much?

The period of 8 years versus 46 years throughput -- Twould like to suggest that if the 46 years
were changed 1o 8 years we would have more jubs in the short tem.

What makes us believe that these utilities will purchase the matesials from the United States over
the other available materials?

01.004

05.006
07.008

02.001
08.003

20.002
19.001

20.003

20.010

03.010

05.005

13.002: The demand for HEU-derived uranium would come from the approximately
100 nuclear electric power plants operating in the United States and hundreds of others
overseas. There is no expected increase in the number of these power plants in the United
States.

13.003: There is consideration of deregulation of the electrical supply industry, but that
has not happened yet and no one can be sure what form it will take or what its impact will
be. At this time, there is no deregulation data to analyze. The demand for uranium in the
United States is continuously analyzed by numerous firms specializing in the uranium
market. These analyses predict essentially steady demand for uranium at 165 million
pounds Us0g per year worldwide. The United States uses about 45 million Ibs U;0g per
year and produces only about 6 million Ibs.

11.010: The HEU EIS analyzes generic processes for the various blending technologies
at all of the sites. Generic process rates are also applied based on rates that all of the facil-
ities could achieve. It is possible that some of the facilities could process material at
higher rates, although it is unlikely DOE could make material available for blending at
higher rates.

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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What makes us believe that thess utilities will purchase the materials from the United States over
the other available materials?

‘This EIS is suppose ta be driven by proliferation concerns and after the first thres pages the
document focuses on rooncy, DOB states that the President’s nonproliferation policy — not
cconomics drives this EIS. You could have Just as easily stated that money and not proliferation
concems drive this document.

Maxi use equats proliferation risks. Resulting fuel could be sold
Intemationally, If other countries are Jooking 2t the process then they see we have spent fuel and
the ability 10 reprocess — 110 onc n this r0om can give assurances that it won't tumn back into
domb materials in other countries. If we look at the proliferation issue then the 1% enrichment
altemative is the way t0 go. Could sormeons turn all the materdal into bomb matedial?

::woddlswmhhgwhawemdoin;mdwwenwu!dbcmyckumdxpedﬂchoux
jons.

Wil the IAEA follow the spent fuel Into anothier country and track it as fuel? How wide spread is
tho IAEA ip - how many ey belong?

Do:s(heusmampholﬂmofdumxmid-mbw%ofmmdmmwe?m
sore of the scraps from Rocky Flats included in the material analyzed n this docament? Docs
this materlal contain other stoff7 1 would Mke clarification of what s included in the matedals
ssalyzed in this EIS. 15 50% pretty accurats? What fs the other suff?

11 50% of the materdal is U-235 then what Is contained n the other 50% of the matedial?
Basls for Selection of Alternattve Five
Why and what contributed to the selection of the preferred altemative?

L't time oas of the major factors involved In the process? Why not share the materials between
all four sites? Blend down the material as quickly as possible,

Each company will encounter zome problems, ‘Thers are always some peoblems sssociated with
this type of wark, 1 have dealt with NFS and they have been very open and forthoomlng with
Inf East Is K 50 tha Jobx 4 by this action would

be preat.
Why would you consider blending the material to wasts, it docs not make sense,

l!youblmddownﬂwmummvnsn—uwumﬁumwmmm-way. We don't make &
dime -- why oot blend and 2211 — why not make profits?

REVISED Deceruber7, 1995

13.004

06.015

03.017

06.017
03.011

06.019

07.004
05.013

10.003

10.014

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-
ing at higher enrichment levels is the same as would be used to yield the lower level prod-
ucts for this program, except more blending and blendstock would be needed. There is no
environmentally consequential difference between the experience these facilities have
and the proposed actions.

05.006: The timeframes presented in Table 2.1.2-1 of the HEU Draft EIS were rough
estimates and are considered optimistic. They were based on the assumption that the sites
can process material at the analyzed rates (up to 10 t per year) and that DOE can provide
material for blending at up to 40 t per year in the case of using all four sites simulta-
neously. The HEU Final EIS is revised to reflect more realistic assumptions. In actuality,
DOE could not provide material that quickly. DOE expects that a realistic estimate of the
time needed to blend material for commercial use will be 15 to 20 years.

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
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 UF4. 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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1f yoa blend it to fuel, yoa dant have more time 1o find & repasitory. Bleading to foel Ignores the | 14.006
iscue that there is no repository for spent fuel

Spent Fud

Whea does DOE begin to grapple with the lssoe of spent fuel? If we blend down the HEU we I 14-011
continue t0 add to the insanity of generating spent fucl. We should blend down the matesial to

1% and get It out of the cycle by disposing as low-level wastz. Economic and envi ) I 10.009
impacts ere skewed bocause the Issuc of speat foel is not dealt within this document. ‘

Is there any economic incentive to blend to 1% over the 4% LEU? | 04-006

' Oral ived in public ings concerning similar issues were
bined (grouped) for p ion in this d

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 alternative to produce UNH for
commercial use, a truckload would contain 48 packages of surplus HEU, 35 kg per pack-
age (77 lbs), or 1,680 kg (3,696 1bs) 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 accidents, 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 altenatives 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
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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:  As described 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 disposition
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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HEU EIS PUBLIC JRAL COMMENTS
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
Knoxville, Tennessee
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Plenary

‘What was the motivation for the 50 metric tons of HEU to be tansferred to USEC, and why
wasnlit evaluated in the EIS?

The transfer of 50 metric tons seems to rolx an economic and technical fssue, The tansfer of the
50 metric tons should be sepacate from this process, Is there an economic analysls in the EIS?
How was the figure of 50 metric tons transfesred to USEC derived? Why was the figure not 100
or 30 metric tons? The economics of this action should be fully considered in this process,

Why doesn’t DOE blend down 2l of the HEU with the depleted uranium at Paducah (Keatucky),
foc example?

‘There appears to be & huge time discrepancy between the time fraoes for blending down to waste
and blending down to fuzl, How can the blending down process be expedited?

Arent there other coremercial facilities seeking licensing, othes than the two listed in the EIS?

Why ars Paducah (Kentocky) and Portsraouth (Ohio) not Included as candidate sites if they have
the capabilitics to dzal with the HEU?

The waste types and forms should be elaborated on 1a the docurnent. Also, where will the waste
types and forms be stored? Will mixed waste be generated during any of the proposed actions?

In teference o the altemmatives slide during the plenary presentation, fuel should be referred to as
spentfuel. Why I8 it important fos DOB 0 say that it will not do anything until a site has been
selected for the wasie alternative, but will not do the saroe with regards to the foel altematives?

Why doesnt this document consider the spent fucl that will be gencrated as aresult of the
cormercialization altematives that convest the HEU to fusl? Where will the resulting fuel and the
waste be stored?

DOE thould establish the sarse criteria foc fuet ives as for waste

Isn't there storage space at the Nevada Test Site for the materdal? What about storsge at a torb
atOak Ridge?

DRVICAN Neramher? 103€

'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 t 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 the process of blending down the HEU would not cost more than to stant
raaking foel from scratch if you have not done & cost analysis? What if you can't sell the blended
down material? How much will it cost to blend down the matcrial? How can the public pes
coples of the cost studies? The cost analysls should be Incloded In the final EIS,

How much more strontiurm, cesium, arsenlc, mercury, ete. will be added to our water supply at
‘Wasts Bar through the blead down process? How much suore waler contamination can we expect
as s result of this action?

Tha United States has identified 200 metric tons of foel (HEU) and 50 metric tons of fuel (HEU)
from Russia that will be going to USEC. 1s there a market foe this fucl? Does DOE plan to send
the waste from the blend down process back to Russia?

Where would the blended down fuel be stored?

Where is the material 10 be used for blending presently stoced?

Do the facilities at ths candidate sites have pesralis In place to blend down materiat?

Once the fuel was used commercially, would the spent fuel be stored at the commercial sits

would that cause a proliferation risk? &nﬂnUnlwdSmummmd\eMwldtofomlm
countries would be safe from associated profiferation risks?

‘The document only addresses the actioas antil the fuel becomes commercial. Under the NEPA
process, the Lifd of the materdal should be covered from cradie to grave.

‘What happenced o the Intemational treaty for retuning forelgn research reactar spent nuckear fuel
to the United States?

conceming similar issucs were combined

I@- 4 PRNCT TSRO T Ty
P k

16.005

22,004

06.012

26.004
23.002

15.001

30.004

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.

09.002: The gaseous diffusion enrichment plants at Paducah and Portsmouth have the
capability to deal with HEU only in the form of UF4. The K25 Site on 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.

22.003: Waste types, forms, and volumes generated by the three blending processes
(UNH, metal, and UFg) are listed in Tables 2.2.2.1-2, 2.2.2.2-2, and 2.2.2.3-2 of the
HEU EIS.

Conceptual treatment schemes for the blending alternatives as envisioned at the candidate
sites, and storage and disposal impacts are described in the waste management sections of
Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.

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
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, Teanessee
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Summary
Who sclects the trucking firm that will rensport the materlal? | 08.007

1 support the norpeotiferation policy for this materdal, 1recommend, out of all tha altematives, to
use the comnaercial facilities foe blending, The United States should show responsible actions
reganding the disposition of this materlal to the rest of the world. Work should be done at

1al vendors. The work described In the EIS is simple, not technicatly chalienging, NES 10 003
1s dedicated to worker safety and ensuring minimal eavironmental tmpacts as a matter of routine, .
NFS can do this work with no problems,

! Revised December 7. 1995,

! Oral comments received in public meetings conceming similar issues were combined
(grouped) for p ion in this d

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 MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
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SESSION: Plenary
‘Why rot blend all of the material to reactor fuel?

1f this material is used ia the Unlted States seactor market wilt it then preciode intemational fuels
from entering the United States market?

DOE has the suppoct fror Unicol County, Tennesses for this process, We appreclats NES, 1
can't think of anyons In our county that would not sapport this,

}smhmallornmhingslmﬁon'l “That Is, having one sits do it all or dividing it all between the
four slies?

Do you anticlpats a good market for this? There i a proposed facility in Claibourne, Loulslana
that will process the raaterial from start to finish, They have said they will bs a direct competitoe
with ths DOB and USEC,
Whowmben‘mhdnxth:mmdnlndud\mmwmwicmgdnxwusw

Onco USEC Is privatized who will have titls of the 50 metric tons of the material?

1s there full intent to market the roaterdal, no mattes how low the costs, or would DOB hold on to
it until tho price is at a level you would want to seld it?

timate storage - what s the anticipated storage time before selling?
Reganding the time frame, how many years is DOB expecting this process to take?

Do wo expect thzt the Russians will be seading more fuel rmaterial over thus competing with the
what the candidats sites would be processing?

‘With the Russians taking £0 103 $0 process thelr fuel, will this impact the time frame for
processing our 200 metric tons?

'REVISED December 1995

10ral ived in public
(grouped) for ion in this d

ing similar issues were combined

09.003
17.001
10.003
07.002
04.002

17.004

04.004
08.002
05.002
12.003

05.003

09.003: The Department of Energy’s Preferred Alternative is to blend as much as possi-
ble of the material 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.

17.001: Commercial fuel derived from HEU is expected to enter a global uranium mar-
ket. It is possible that it could supplant uranium imports or augment U.S. exports.

10.003: Comment noted.

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 HEU EIS in terms of sites, quantities, and processes, it is
expected that no additional NEPA documentation will be required.

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 U30g 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 lbs 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
Knoxvlile, Tennessee
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Discussion/Summary
OFEN DISCUSSION
Safety of Off-Specification BEU

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.

33.003: The Department of Energy has large inventories of depleted uranium in many
forms and with many levels of contamination. In general, depleted uranium would be
suitable blendstock only for material that is to be blended to 0.9 percent for disposal as

;:’;ﬂezx:!:plo}mono(;lgu.|he§{-;pcdﬂuﬂonmmh!.sdll;olngwbesoldonﬂzmm1 17 002 . 3 . .

e O e ee sty bone i hoalte ‘ waste. However depleted uranium is less likely to be used as blendstock for commercial

specification materlabn stoesge? material, since it would not yield appropriate isotopic composition for commercial fuel.

Use of Depleted Uranfum U-234 generates a substantial portion of the radioactivity in uranium, so elevated levels
! y

Does this deploted uranium have contaminasts? 43,003 may necessitate special measures to protect workers during handling.

Ou:nlwn\usadmhnvehdiumdlhndepucdmdmwomdbcuoodbkndstock,hﬂﬂs *

trug

Is Uy, in HEU blem? . . . .

Cm“‘ ‘ :’"’ 06.025: It is expected that natural uranium will be used as blendstock for blending

o e it eapos o st misog of sl asom ot | 06.025 some of the surplus HEU. New quantities of uranium may not need to be mined for this

bending? 12.004 purpose since DOE has extensive supplies of natural uranium in its inventory.

Aro there mining companics that will be affected if natzral uranivm 18 not used? I *

‘With reference to page S-20, second colurnn, first paragreph, first seatence of the EIS Summnary;

this should read “there would be Little Impact” on the noclear fuel cycle not “no impact™ This . . . .

%ﬂfym°uﬁ;ﬂﬁmfm%ﬁm“;M°§xt 12.005 12.004: The Department of Energy continuously assesses the impact of introducing

market and ralning ociivites. uranium from its inventory into the U.S. uranium market. DOE is required by the terms

DOS may need 1 conslder ndding raore Informaon ar expandiag th mpaston. | 17.003 of the USEC Privatization Act to avoid introducing uranium into the market in a manner

Hes DOE considerod what would ksppen inthe foel atrket and i the urasiam ialng Indusay if I 12.006 that would have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry. The impacts

the materlal is blended down to foel?

' REVISED Decermber 7, 1995

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 1dentified, also Include the foreign HEU?
Regarding the ratios provided for commercial off specification matedal and waste, do they refloct
the amounts that DOE has now of will have with the matesial identified in this document? What
was the basls for the ratio?

Has the schedule of the Record of Decision stipped and why? If it has slipped, what docs the
schedule look kike now?

How goon can the material be blended down once the Record of Decision is issued?
Regarding the transpoctation issue, does DOE expect any challenges from the slies?

10ut o ed simslar lsnucs were combined (grouped) foe presentation

fathis document

| 02.002
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.

07.005: The estimates of the quantities of HEU that will be deemed commercial, off-
spec, and non-commercial are based on DOE's current understanding of the material 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 declared 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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Tenneasse Valley Authorty, 1101 Manat Street, Chattencoga, Tonnecses 37402-2601

November 29, 1995

ent of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
c/o SAIC/HEU EIS
P.O. Box 23786
Washlogton, D.C. 20026-3786

COMMENT ON DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM DRAFT -
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Many U.S, commercial reactors are using higher than 4 percent enrichment to refuel. Therefore,

the atemative to blend the HEU and sell as commercial reactor fuel should not specify 4 percent 07.003
as the target enrichment level, Rather, the alternative should say the HEU will be blended to less

than 5 percent entich for salo as {al fuel. Al refi to 4 percent LEU in the EIS

should be changed to less than 5 percent LEU.

Sincerely,

James 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 S 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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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. Ruseell Foderal Building
75 Spring Btreet, 8.W.
Atlania, Georgia 30303

January 25, 1996

ER 95/820

Mr. J. David Nulton

Dopartxrent of Energy

office of Fissile Katorials
Disposition

c/o SAIC-HEU EIS

P,O, Box 23786

washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Nulton:

The Department of the Inteorior has completed its raview of the
Draft Environmental Statemont for tha Disposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium (HEU) at Four Potential Sites located in Tennessoe
(2), South Carolina, and Virginia.

We are concorned about the ricks involved in transportation of
these materials to various oites as identificd in the proferred
alternative. The Final Environmontal Statemont should discuss the 20.013
risks of doing all the blending at Oak Ridgo, whera the materials
are now stored, as comparcd to the risks of additional
tr portation and pr ing at other plants.

It is estimated in the public health impact analysis that the
maximum additional cancer fatalities from accident-free operations
would occur at Oak Ridge as a result of blending related exposures.
This analysis should include a discussion of nonfatal cancers. In 21.011
addition, the risk of maximum additional cancer fatalities at Oak o
Ridge should be compared with the accident associated risks of
transporting HEU to tha sites identificd in the preferred
alternative.

We approciate the opportunity to comment on this document.

Sincerely yours,

./\ - - "
> erni'. A . 42
// Janmes H. Lee
Regional Environmental 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 necessary 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.
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Unided States

Enrichment Corporation

2 Democracy Center

6203 Rockiedoe Drive

Bethesda, MD 20817
—t

Tet. (301) 564-3200
Fax. (301) 5643201

Uiniten) Nates
Faric et Canpronation

January 11, 1996

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition (MD-4)
ATTN: HEUEIS

U. S Department of Energy

P O Box 23786

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

Dear SirMadam:

USEC has reviewed the October 1995 Dispusition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uraninm
Dresft Envir ! Impact St We offer the following on the draft d

Section 1.4 - USEC supports the preferred altemative to sell as much HEU as possible for usc in
commercial reactor fue] using a combination of sites and blending technologies that best serves
prog i i J, and ic needs

Section 2.1,.2,3 - (1¢ the Limited Commercial Use Alternative) states that the 50 t of HEU will
be split equally between two commercial facilities. This alternative should also cover the possibility
of having all of the material o 1o only one facility The other commercial use alternatives give ranges
of the mix from "all commercial® to "all DOE" The Limited Commercial Usc 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
land disposal as waste®, and that these forms would need to be converted to triuranic octaoxide prior
to disposal It is not clear in this section that the envi I impacts iated with this
conversion step were analyzed. If these impacts were analyzed it should be cleasly stated in this
section, and if they were not analyzed, an analysis should be done and included in the appropriate
section of the impact analyses

Section 2.2.2.2 Metal Blending - states that metal blending would only be done 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

ONtices m Paducah Kentucky  Harismouth, O Washington DC

10.003

09.024

33.007

11.011

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
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 50t 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
UFg 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,
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Januasy 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 sbundantly available at a lower cost than NU,

Section 4.7 - Several imp positive envi 1 impacts of blending HEU to LEU for nuclear
power plants were omitted from this section. The first is the benefits of reducing the threat of
terrorism or nuclear accidents from HEU  Although this benefit is not quantifiable, it certainly needs
to be included as it is a major reason for the proposed action  Secondly, there are significant positive
economic benefits .0 the federal budget from selling the fuel converted 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 either be applied to reduce the federal deficit or result in the need for lower
revenues from taxes, tariffs, fees, etc. Another positive impact that should be included is that the use
of government inventorics of DU, NU, and LEU which currently have limited uses, if used as
blendstock, would no longer require storage or disposal costs

Section 4.8 - There appears to be a misinterp of the finding: ined in USEC's
Environmental Assessment for the Purchase of Russian Low Enriched Uraninm Derived from the
Dismantlement of Nuclear Weapens in the Countrles of the Former Soviet Unlon For the action
of p g low enriched uranium from di led Russian nuclear warheads over a 20 year period,
there will be no short term (before the year 2000) impacts on personnet levels at USEC's gaseous
diffusion plants. After the year 2000, when shipments from Russiz have increased to the equivalent
of 30 metric tons of highly enriched 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 were analyzed in the Envi | A 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 & possibility

Section 4.9 - Several of the potential envi | impacts (bullcts 2 and 4 on page 4-187) indicate
that chromium contamination would occur. The gaseous diffusion plants (GDPs) no longer uss
chromium es 3 cooling water additive  Therefore, there should ke no vegetation damage or
contamination of the liquid discharge from chramium if the 7,000 tons of natural uranium is
transferred 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* (ie. - Environmental Assessment
for the Purchase of Russiun Luw Enricked Uranium Derived from the Dismuntlement of Nuclear
Weapony in the Countries of the Former Soviet Union, USEC/EA-94001) was inadvertently omitted.

January 11, 1996
Page Three

Please contact me at (301) 564-3409 or Patrick Gorman at 564.3412, to discuss matters
related to the comments above.

Sincerely,

Gt H v fo

T Michae! Taims
Environmental Assurance and Policies Manager

[--4
P. Gorman, USEC-HQ

33.009

03.026

04.017

12.023

33.011

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 reflecting 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 EA’s 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.
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(’;Yd% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

V/ASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
« u‘:‘“’

B TRH

OFFICE OF
ENFORCEMENT AND
COMPLUNCE ASSURANCE

Mr. J. David Nulon

Director

Office of NEPA Compliance and Qutreach
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

¢Jo SAIC/HEU EIS

P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Nulton:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hu revlewed lhe Dcpanmcm of Energy's
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Urantum Dy 1 fmpact St Ass
Cooperating Agency for the EIS, our review ks p " d to the Nationa! Envi | Policy
Act {NEPA) (42 US.C 4321 sts2q.) and Section 309 of the Clean Alr Act,

DOE proposes 10 dispose of U.S.-origin, weap ble, highly enriched ium that is
surplus to nationa! defense or defense-related program needs. The deaft EES analyses the
environmental effects of 2 no action alternative and four other altematives that represent d!fferent ratios
of blending the highly enriched fum to fow enriched jum using three different processes at four

i sites, The | 1 radlath lated envi; impacts are modest and would not rule
out any of the aliernatives under consideration. EPA has rated the preferred altermative EC-2,
environmental concems - Insufficient information. An explanation of EPA's tatings Is provided in

L 1. Detailed are provided for your consideration In Enclosure 2,
Thank you for the oppostunity to comment, If you have any questions, please contact Susan
Offerdal at (202) 260-5059

Sincerely,

v, R E. Sanderson
cﬁ,"] Disector
Office of Federal Activities
Enclosures

hmhdmmau-
o8 SoCands I8 8 dog ot
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SUMCARY OF THE EPA RATING STSTEN Enclosure 1
FOR ORAFT ENVIRONMENTAL THPACT STATENENTS:
DEFINITIONS AXD FOLLOW-UP ACTION

favirgmental tmpact of the Actfon

10--Lack of Dbjections

The EPA review has not {dentifted any poteatfal envliroamental impicts requiring
substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for
soplication of mitigatios weasures that could be accomplished with ao more than ninor
changes to the propossl.

€C-=Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has (dentified environmental impacts that should be avofded in order
to fully protect the enviromeent, Corrective measures may require changes to the
preferred alternstive or app)ication of -Itl?ulon measures that con reduce the
envlromental fapact. [PA intends to work with the Yead agency to reduce these lnpacts.

€0--Eaviromental Objections

The £PA review has Identifled significant eaviroamental impacts that should be
avoided 1n order to provide adequate gratection for the eavironment. Corrective
measures my require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or conslderation
of some other project alternative (including the no-action altermative ar & new
alternative), PA Intends to work with the Tead agency to reduce these Impacts.

EU--Eaviconmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has tdentified adversk eavironnental fmpacts that are of ufficient
magaltude that they dre unsatisfactory from the stindpolnt of public health or welfare
or environmental quality. EPA {ntends to work with the 1e44 agency to reduce these
fmpacts. [F the poteatla) unsatisfactory lupacts dre nat corrected 4t the final CIS
stige, this proposal wil) te recomsended for referral to the CEQ.

Adequacy of the tmpact Statement
Cotegory J--Rdequate

€PA believes the draft E1S adequately sets forth the eavirannental fmpact{s) of the
preferred alternative and those of the alternstives reasonzbly avaflable to the project
or action. Ho further analysls of dats collection is necessary, but the reviewer may
suggest the addition of claritying angurge or Information,

Citegary 2--lasufticient information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficlent fnformation for EPA o fully avsess
environsestal Impacts that should be avolded {n order to fully protect the envirosment,
or the EPA reviewer has ldeatified nev reasanably avsllable alternatives that are ithin
the spectrum of alternatives snilyred Sn the draft £15, which could reduce the
environneatal (mpacts of the sction. The identified 3dditionst faformstion, dite,
anatyses, or discuision showld be Included {a the flmal €IS,

(<] t'(go.fy 3--lnadequete

€PA does not belleve thet the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially sigalficant
cavironnentel impacts of the actlon, or the EPA ceviewer has 1dentified new, ressonadly
available siternstives that sre outside of the spectrum of 2ltematives 4nalyzed In the
deaft £15, which should be analyted [a arder to reduce the potestislly sigaificant
eavironmeatal impacts, EPA belleves that the Tdeatified additioma) information, data,
dsalyses, or discusslions are of such 2 magaltude that they should tave full pudblic
review at a draft stage. EPA Coes not belleve that the drsft €15 I3 sdequate for the
purposes of the REPA and/or Section 309 reviev, and thas should be formilly revised ind
-:de‘:ulhblf ‘rorlpvblle :o-lnent ia & supplemental or revised draft €15, On the basts
of ¢ tentiat sigaificen a favoleed,
“'m‘?o“ L “Q?a 1 fmpacts olved, this proposal could be 4 candidete for

:J’::JPA Hl::ll 1640 Policy &nd Procedures for the Review of federat Actions lmpecting

Fedreary. 3597
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Euclosure 2

LEPA Detailed Conunents on the Department of Enerey's Disgosition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranjum Draft Environmental Inpact Statement

Thedraft en | impact (EIS) is comprehensivi di diati
related environmental impacts and the cumulative, site-specific impacts of a vanely of waste
management tasks the Department of Energy (DOE) might assign to a particutar facility,
Particularly useful is the discussion at the end of Chapter 4 conceming the relative i impacts of

“de-enriching” highly-enriched uranium (HEU) and enriching natural uranium (NU). This
makes clear that radiation exposures from the “de-enriching” process are at least two orders of
magnitude less than that d with the enrich which would be displaced by
DOE's disposal of the surplus HEU. 1t would be helpful if this analysis were extended to the
production of radioactive wastes and perliaps to eavironmental impacts in general,

Thege are several additional points at which the deaft EIS could be strengthened. The
nature of the excess HEU to be disposed of is not clearly defined. This is significant because
environmental effects, including radiation-related ones, are direct functions of the degree of
blending that is necessary to “de-enrich” the material to a given level, This is the reason, (or
cxamplc, that blending to waste has greater environmental impacts than blending to fuel, Thus,
the nature of the HEU to be disposed of s a central determinant of the total environmental
cffects. The rationale for the assumption that the material is on average 50% enriched is not
clearly explained in the text. indeed, given that the apparent teason for having surplus HEU is
nuclear disarmament, one might assume thal the level of enrichment of the material to be
dxsposed of would be “bomb grade”, or well above 90%. It is also not clear why any

ion" is y - - unlike probl inted with characterizing complex siles for
cleanup. DOE should have a complcle inventory of HEU in its possession. The EIS should
pmv:dc amore complete discussion of the HEU to be disposed of and to the extent there is

y | ming the composition of the material discuss and put bounds upon that
uncertainty.

The EIS could also discuss explicitly the functional relationship between the degree of
“de-enrichment” required and environmentat and economic impacts. If there is a strongly
nonlinear relationship, it may be that the environmental q! of de-enriching say, one
unit 0f 20% HEU and one unit of 90% HEU is much greater than de-enriching two units of 55%
HEU, (the average of 20% and 90%). 1€ so, one could not assess the overall cffects of the
campaign without knowing something about the actual distribution of enrichment levels in the
surplus materials,

1t would be helpful if the EIS clorified carly in the text that the molten nictal blending
process would only be used ta create low-level waslc and not low-enriched ummum (LEU), Itis
also unclear why blending using the uranium h ide is d since none of the

P

focilities have that capubllﬂy

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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Enclosure 2

The EIS would also benefit from some detailed and specific annlysis of'ils preferred
alternative, For example, the entire analysis is geared to the assumption that 10 tons of material
per year are p d. The description of the preferred all suggests that 20 tons per year
are processed, Does this double the short lem\ i | and
estimated for this altemative, or is the effect more of less than this? While the Inghcr process
rate used in the analysis may be reasonable, the reader would have & clearer sense of the tradeol”

the duration of the disposat gn and various imeasures of impact. In general, the
analysis should avoid assuming a generic value for 2 patameter which is explicitly varied in an
altemnative.

1t is also unclear in the preferred alternative whether the 50 tons of HEU to be teansferred
to 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 the n:mnnlng 120 tons that could be blendcd to
LEU for commercial fuel at any of the four sites, H r, in the folf 8P it
mentions that the two DOE facilities would each blend 85 lons oF HEU to LEU for commercial
fuel. This amounts to 4 total of 170 tons o HEU for commercial fuel, and from this amount it
appears as though the two facilities will receive or share the 50 tons from the USEC.

Fmally, it would be useful to have an cxphcll discussion in the text why “waste” must be

lended to Iy b ', d levels befote disposal. Intheab ol such a di ion (of

criticality or other issues) it is not clear to the reader why waste could not be ercated by blending
HEU down 10 some il diate tevet of I iched uranium, say [0%. This would make

such an altemnative more attractive in terms of the measures of impact detailed in the text, though
perhaps still unfavorable when the consequences of having to mine and process additional NU
are considered.

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 Alternative 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 proposal for disposition of a batch of HEU at this time and the transfer
is specifically authorized by PL. 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 substantiaily 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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341 EAT PALACE AVIUE, Poct OFncE BOT 649, Baxta Fr, Nrw Manco £2564-9669
TrLzrwOnE (545) 96346111 Fax (585} 963-2067

l URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA

Noverber 15, 1995

Mr, . David Multon, Dircctor

0ffice of NEPA Comzpliance and Outreach
office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U.S, Department of Energy

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

Dear Mr. Nulton:

The purposc of this letter is to request a 120-day
extenpion of the public comment period for the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for Dlopoaition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium
(*HEU BIS"), Tho lopuco raised in the HEU EIS are numorous and

plox, and ium Prod of America (UPA) balieves it is 32 003
eogential that sufficlent time bo allowed by the Department for o
interested stakeholders to review and comment on these lopues, Az
it wao DOE’s announced intention to publish a draft BIS in July of
thio year, thereby allowing ample time for stakeholder input to the
procens, we believe that to nov allow only 45 dayn for comment ie
oimply too short a period in which to develop and cubmit
compreheraiva comments on thio vital national dgsue, Accordingly,
for the reacons that we discuos in more detail below, wa urge you
to connider extending tha comment period.

Ao the organization representing the domestic uranium
producers, UPA io particularly concerned about the impact that the
disposition alternatives will have on the domestic uranium market.
As you know, the pending United Statea Bnrichment Corpoxation
{USEC) privatization legislation specifically requires DOE to 12'002
evaluate tho 4mpact on the domestic uranium market of any
disposition of excess materialo from the U.S. stockpile. Our
preliminary review of thc HEU EIS puggests that no more than a
cursory examination of this issue has been undextaken.

In this regard, we f£ind tho document soriocusly lacking in
any analysis of the ideatified alternativen fxom the standpoint of
how thece alternatives would impact the domestic uranium industry,
aoc well ap how they would maximize procoeds to the Pederal
Treal . Indeed, ln this lattor rcgard, other than the asscertion
that t(le spreferred altcrnative® would “allow for poaceful,

beneficial reuse of the material as much as possible (and] maximize 16,001
proceeds to the Federal Treaoury®, we have found no analysis in the
document, nor in the cited refexonces, as to how this would be

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
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accomplished, what the coots of the variocus options would ba, and,
specifically, what the cosparative costs of the ‘*preferred
alternative® and the 'Blend to LEU (19-percent enrichment) and
Store Indefi 1y* a are likely to be. 1In fact, we are
troubled that, ac noted on page 2-9 of tho document, the latter
option appears to have been deleted after the screening process was
carpleted, with no explonation of DOE’0 reagons fox de oting this
altermative.

Beyond this, the document containc no diccussion of the
inpact that the "preferred alternative® is 1likely to hava on the
U S. -Rusnhn HEU Agreement and, in partlculnr, on the carafully

se that io in the pending USEC
peru:Lzutlon legiulution

For the foregoing reasons, we bolieove it is Important
that DOE extend the dendline for the submisoion of commenta.
Moreover, wes would ask that DOE provide all of the supporting
documents and analyses that provide tha baois for the conclupsiong
reacked in the HEU EI8, including the economic analysis of all of
tha alternativen, as well ac the basis for eliminating the Blend to
LEU (ls-gemnt enrichment) alternative after the ecreening process
wag aeted. UPA would request a minimum of 60 days prior to the
deadline for comments during which the DOB'a nupiotting information
and unalynen can be reviewed. en enable UPA to
analy: nln ot the basis for DOR’s
concl\.nio-m, including tho nkoly impact on tha U.S. domestic
uranium industry of the various alternatives discuased in tha EIB.

Pinally, we note that DOE intendo to conduct two public
workshops on the HRU BIS, one in Knoxville, Tennesgee and one in
Augusta, Georgia. While the location for theoe two workshopa will
enoure that DOE will obtain much valuable input from thooa who are
knowledgeable about the technical isoues associated with blending
down gurplus HEU, we do not believe that DOE will receive the sane
level of input from interooted otakeholders concerncd about the
izpact of this initiative on the domestic uranium mining and
milling industries, For this xeagon, ws would formally request
that DOE schedule an additional public workchop on the EIS, either
in Denver, Colorado or Cacper, Wyoming.

Thank you for your conaideration of this request.
Very Aruly youro,

< Dale L.  Alberts
President

16.001
cont.

11.002

380.003

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 all 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 EANT PALACK AVESUY, Pust OFFICE BOX 649, SANTA FE, NEw Mrxicn $7504-0669
TrLEPHONE (508) 982-46112 Fax (505) 938-2987

January 10, 1996

Department of Energy

Ofﬁ?:c of Fissile Materials Disposition
c/o SAIC-HEU EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Re:  Comments to Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium
Draft Envi ! Impact St (DOEEIS - 0240-D)

Dear Sits:
‘The Uranium Prod of America ("UPA") fully submit the foll

comments ngarding the Disposillion of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft
i  tmpact S (DOE/EIS - 0240-D) dated October, 1995. The UPA is
Ived in i

a trade the

. . .
uramum mining industry.

Section 4.8 at page 4-18] of the Draft EIS recognizes that the disposition of the
uranium derived from the Department’s HEU will impact the domestic uranium industry.
The impact of this jal i J polit;y question that has been apgroprialely
agdrsessed by Congress in the Encrgy Policy Act of 1992 and the Balanced Budget Act of
199

‘Ihe disposition of “surplus” highly enriched uranium is of great concem to the
domestic uranium producing industry. This industry was created in response 1o a critical
national security need fifty years ago as the United States required a dependable source
of uranium to fuel the atomic weapons nect to win the Cold War, Afier the end of
World War II, uranium production in the United States was practically non-cxistent,
making the nation dependent upon liable foreign supplies of this vital matcrial,
Responding to urgent military requirements, the Atomic Energy Commission establishcd
the D ic Uranium P Program to develop d i plics of i

for the national defé The material that has now been declared surplus is
the result of the very ful D ic Uranium P Program ‘Today our
nation’s defense needs have been met. However, the need for a strong domestic
producing industry still exists due 1o the need for a secure source of uranium to fuel
twenty percent of our nation's electricity requirements.

The domestic industry has confi d hall As the Depariment
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 wranium industry.
The first was the U.S. go i ich ing polici ing an
oversupply of uranium which was exacerbated by a cut back in construction of new
nuclear power plants beginning in the 1970's and i ing foreign imp i

of
Second, just when supply ond 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 to15 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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was improving came a challenge from overseas - a flood of unfairly-traded imported
uranium from the former Soviet Union.

In resp to these challenges, d ic p have rationalized p
and restructured their operations.  And while employment and production levels have
fallen, uranium production remains a vital industry - particularly in the Western United
States -- and has stabilized and positioned itself for recovery.

4 q 1.

Modern, low-cost, in-situ leaching technology has been developed in a smaller,
but more competitive domestic producing industry that has also minimized
environmental im| Today, U.S. mining operations are competitive with foreign
P Four U.S. production centers rank in the top ten world-wide in productivity.)
Other modem and efficient production facilities are poised to commence production if
market stability can be attained.

In 1992 the Congress specifically recognized the nced to maintain & domestic
uranium industry by including Uranium Revitalization provisions in Title X of the
Energy Policy Act.2” The Energy Policy Act also dealt with the impact of the purchase of
highly enriched uranium from the former Soviet Union. Section 1408(d) of the Act
requires that DOE "shall seek to minimize the impact on domestic industries (includin
uranium mining) of the sale of low enriched uranium derived from highly enric!
uranjumd Corgress further recognized the February 18, 1993, Government-lo-
G EU Agr b the United States and the Russian Federation for
the purchase of low enriched uranium derived from 500 metric tons of highly enriched
uranjum removed from nuclear wcalﬁons would have a major impact on the domestic
uranium industry, as this represents the equivalent of approximately 400 million

of natural uranium. Accordingly, Section 5212(b) of the Balanced Budget Reconciliation
Act establishes a schedule for sales of natural jum displaced by i of Russi
HEU products.

The USEC privatization legislation reflects a carefully crafted schedule for the

sale of uranium products derived from dismantled Soviet and U.S. weapons. This

hedule p the principles of arms and nonproliferation, while ensuring

that the commercial nuclear fuel market is not disrupted by an uncontrolled flood of
government-inventory product.

! See Exhibit 1,

2 Public Law 102-486 - October 24, 1992, Section 1012 of the Encrgy Policy Act
established the National Strategle Uranium Reserve which consists of natural uranium
and uranium equival ined kpiles or ies held by the Unites States
for defense purposes. The use of this stockpile or rescrve is restricted for military

ses unti] 1998, Section 1013 of the Act provided that ining DOE i d

could be sold to USEC. af « fuir murket price, "only if such sales will not have a
substantial adverse impact on the domestic uranium mining industry.” (Emphasis
added). These provisions were enacted duc fo the recognition that the unfettered
introduction of uranium from g kpiles would d ial markets.
3 The January 14, 1994 Implementation Agreement of the HEU Agreement
between the United States and the Russian Federation i d the 1sions of

P

| ¥
§1408(d) of the Energy Policy Act, by providing that the sales of uranium derived from
Russian HEU should be accomplished in 2 manner that minimizes impact upon the U.S.
uranium industry, See alsa Exhibit 2, Letter from ‘Ferry Lash, DOE Director, Office of
Nuclear Energy, to Senator Craiy Thomas.

12.014
cont.
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The provisions of the Energy Policy Act and the USEC privatization legistation
underscore the recognition by policymakers that the disposition of uranium derived from
HEU must be handled responsibly.

1 THE DEPARTMENT'S DISPOSITION OF THE EXCESS MATERIALS
FROM THE US. STOCKPILE MUST NOT HAVE A MATERIAL
ADVERSE IMPACT ON THE DOMESTIC URANIUM MARKET,

The United States Enrichment Corporation ("USEC") privatization legislation
specifically requires the Depan.mcm to evaluate the impact on the domestic uranium
market of any disposition of "surplus" jals from the gov ' kpile. ‘The
HEU EIS is deficient in its examination of this issue. The pref i ied
in the EIS calls for blending 170 tons of HEU form commercial use in cight years -«
through the end of 2003, OF this amount, 50 tons would be transferred without charge to
USEC for blending and ial saled The ining 120 tons of HEU would be
blended to commercial reactor fuel over three years, beginning in 1999. Assuming that
blending ten tons of HEU to commercial low-enriched uranium ("LEU") displaces 3.5
million pounds of natural uranium production, the Department's preferred altemative
'vgould displace 59.5 million pounds of natural uranium, If sold over three years, the

p could disp pp ly 20 million pounds of natural
uranivm production annually, or approximately forty percent (40%) of annual U.S.
requirements..
In order to be consistent with the objectives of Section 5212(d) of the Balanced 12.014
Budget Act, the principal focus of any disposition of the Dcpartment's surplus HEU cont.

should be on ensuring that any sales undertaken will not have an adverse material impact
on the domestic uranium mining industry. To accomplish this the aggregate impact on
the domestic wranium industry of the sales of Russian HEU, USEC material and the
Dep 's ial must be analyzed. The quantitics and disposition of material set
forth in the Drat HEU EIS would have a material adverse impact on the domestic
uranium mining industry. Such adverse impact should be specifically recognized and
avoided by the Department.

Section 4.8 of the Draft EIS recognizes that the Department's disposition of the
material derived from the blended HEU will constitute a matetial adverse impact on the
domestic uranium industry, At page 4-185 it is stated that blending 10t of HEU 2s UNH
to 4 percent LEU per year could annually displace 3.5 million pounds of uranium
production. According to the Dnaft EIS this would displace the current annual

p of all d p While the UPA would dispute the Draft EIS's
apportionment of some of this material to foreign purchasers, the 15 to 20 pereent
reduction in delivetics by d i¢ prod projected in the Draft EIS would be
devastating to the industry.

Correspond dated Dx ber 5, 1995 from the Department to the UPA (see
Exhibit 3) indicates the quantity of malerials addressed in the drmft HEU EIS was
established to evaluate the envil 1 imp iated with the i amount
of highly enriched jum that might p ially be offered for sale. The letter states

. The disposition of this material into the commercial market place is subject to the
schedule set forth in §5212(c) of the Balanced Budget Act.

a
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"[tlhe quantity of jals that would lly be introduced into the market by DOE
e significantly less.” ’ el

The Department's letter suggests that "an estimated 40 metric tons of highly
entiched uranium (12.6 million pounds of UiOs equivalent)” may become available for
use dunng a lO-lS year pmod beginning in 1998." This would amount to DOE
y 2% of annual U.S, uranium needs or
0.6% annual global nceds.” Thcse amounts over the 10 to 15 year disposition schedule
noted would have substantially less of an impact on the domestic uranium ind
However, this disposition plan is not specificd nor even discussed in the draR HEU EIS.
The text of the HEU EIS, without additional cxplanallon would leave the reader wnh the
clear impression that DOE plans to process HEU for 'maximum commercia.l use” at "all
four sites,” with p for ] use d in an estimated three
ycaxs (by the year r2002). Under DOE's ptcfcrrcd allcmanvc." 170 metric tons of HEU

be processed for commercial use, and another 30 metric tons would be disposed of
as wnslc

A vital ingredient of an EIS required by NEPA is a discussion of steps that can be

tnken to mmgutc adverse conscqucnccs xesulting from government action. While Section

adverse to the domestic uranium mining industry as a result

of the material derived from HEU, the Draft EIS does not include mitigating steps the

Department must, take to avond a material adverse impact on the domestic uranium

dule set forth in the December 5, 1995 letter is a propcr

discussion of the mitigating steps missing from the Drafl EIS. The UPA would strong| sy
urge the Department to formalize the disposition schedule set forth in the December

1995 letter in the Record of Decision on the HEU EIS, so that these assurances will

become a part of the formal DOE dccmon makmg record Such assurances regarding

the mitigation of the industry

would fulfill at least part of the Dcpanmcms obllgnnons set forth in the Encrgy Policy

Act and Section 5212(d) of the Balanced Budget Act.

2, INTRODUCTION OF URANIUM  DERIVED FROM THE
DEPARTMENTS HEU ACCORDING TO THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE WILL HAVE A DETRIMENTAL IMPACT ON THE U.S.-
RUSSIAN HEU AGREEMENT.

The Department of Energy has stated strong support for achievements in Russian
nuclear weapons dismantlement and the furtherance of U.S. nuclear nonproliferation
objectives while recognizing the need for u visble U.S. ummum mdusu'y 5 In order to
minimize the impact of Russian HEU on the d d in
Section 5212(b) of the Balanced Budget Act for the orderly and disc &ﬂ'ncd Introduction
into the commercial nuclear fucl market of this uranium. ‘This legislation provides that
material from Russian HEU shall enter the market pursuant to a schedule which reflects
uncommitted future demand for the product. The schcdulcd cuuy or this material
insures the success of the R EU A
Such pncc-supprcssxon would result lfaddmonal material (fmvcd from !hc Department’s
into the I market place in quantitics that could be
avmlablc from the preferred altemative described in the EIS.

s See Exhibit 2,

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 uranjum 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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The preferred alternative published in the Draft Environmental Impact Study
states in part, the Department’s preference *[t]o scll for use in commercial reactor fuel as
much as possible of the Low Enriched Uranium derived from HEU or HEU for blend
down to LEU (up to 170 tons HEU, including 50 tons HEU with 7000+ natural uranium
that are proposed to be transferred to USEC over a 6-year period,) . . . that best serves

8! i ic and envi | needs, beginning as soon as possible
following the Record of Decision and inuing over an pp i 8-year period,
with continued storage of the HEU unti! blend down . ..." While the Department's
'&efcmd alternative® may serve its "programmatic ncods” it does not take into account
the material adverse impact such an alternative would have on the ability of the Russian
HEU Agreement to succeed.

The Draft EIS jons the Russian HEU Ag only in passing at page 4-
182. The Draft EIS is deficient in this regard as an Administrative Agency should
consider the impact of other impacts when the actions are so interdependent that it would
be unwise 1o consider one action without the other.  Any benefit of disposing of surplus
domestic HEU pales to the national security and nuclear non-proliferation benefits to be
achieved by the ful impl ion of the U.S.-Russian HEU Agr

As previously noted in our first itted d d for jum will
not support the introduction of uranium derived from the Department's HEU in the near
future The market simply cannot absorb the Department’s material without severely
depressing market prices. Lower natural uranium prices wilt uce lower returns to
the Russian Federation on material derived from its blended HEU. If the marketplace
will not produce the pected by Russia, the controct for LEU derived from
di: led Russi pons will be inated or the U.S. Government will be forced to
make national securit; i ian HEU Such

ly p pay to sustain the R g
payments would dwarf any gains expected by DOE under its "preferred altemative.”

National security and non-proliferation goals mandate that the U.S, Russian HEU
Agreement be preserved and successfully completed. DOE must take into consideration
the detrimental effect the disposition of its material would have on the continued success
of the U,S.-Russian Agreement. As noted in our first comment, this could be
accomplished bx stating in the Record of Decision specific limitations on the
introduction of this material into the ial marketpl The of ial
10 be sold commercially should be tied to uncommitted demand taking into account the
legislatively scheduled deliveries in order to assure the continued success of the Russian

HEU Agreémmt.

3. THE DRAFT EIS IS DEFICIENT DUE TO THE LACK OF COST
COMPARISON INFORMATION CONCERNING THE VARIOUS
OPTIONS CONSIDERED BY THE DEPARTMENT.

The Draft EIS does not contain comparative cost infc i ing the
various options or al i idered by the Dep In order to make a
reasoned decision balancing the risks to the environment against benefits to be derived
from the Department's proposed action, the comparative cost of cach altemative is
requited. NEPA's intent to require full discl of p ial imp t to the decisi

lete fact patheri

maker and the public cannot work without and
analysis.

and

P b

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.
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Cost information associated with the various alternatives proffered by the
Dep: is y for P fact gathering and analysis of this EIS. For
exumglc, the Draft EIS states at page 4-185 that under the no action altemative, DOE
would continue to store the surplus HEU. This alternative would not have an adverse
material impact on the domestic uranium industry, but may not accomplish the
Depariment’s stated progy ic objecti H , it is impossible to make a

d decisi ing this alternative pared to the Dep 's preferred
1 without discl of the costs of storage and the cost of blending the HEU
material to LEU for immediate sale into the nuclear fuels market. Without comparative
costs analysis between the various Alternatives and the Preferred Al ive described in
the Draft EIS, it is impossible to fully weigh the environmental risks and sociocconomic
impacts of the Preferred Al ive against the risks and benefits that could be achicved
by following other stated Alternatives,

The impacts raised by the Droft EIS in section 4.8 cannot be fully reviewed
without cost analysis and a risk/bencfit analysis regarding the various al ives, This
is particularly true when the preferred altemative as stated could have a material adverse
impact on the industry described in 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 pa%c 2.9, the Blend to LEU (19-percent enrichment) and
Store Indefinitely altenative with Insufficient explanation. While recognizing that such
an alternative would have no impact on the commercial nuclear fuel market and retains
the potential value of the blended material, no cost analysis accompanies this rejected
alternative in order to support the Dy ent's action.  Without a cost comparison
between storage costs and the additional cost to blend this material to a lower enrichment
level it is impossible to make a reasoncd analysis of the benefits of this alternative as
compared to other options.

Mention is made in passing to envi d with storage
that would necd to be dated under this all i H , none of these
concems are identificd. The bencfit of no impact on the commercial nuclear fuel market
certainly may outweigh these unidentified environmental concems.

The Drat EIS places a high valuc on the beneficial reuse of the material and in
other rejected alternatives for the recovery of monetary value by the Govemment as
goals of the Department. The public reviewing the Draft EIS is at a handicap in
asscssing the true benefit of these professed goals as the costs associated with such goals
arc not included to be pared with rejected al i Further, as pointed out in
Comments 1 and 2, there arc overriding policy goals that severely restrict the disposition
of this material into the commercial market.

The De; ent should consider the legislative mandate that the disposition of
this material shall have no material odversc impact on the domestic uranium mining

industry and the effect of such disposition on the U.S.-HEU Agreement in its stated
alternatives. Given the national security and energy independence imponance of these
policy decisions, the Blend to LEU (19-percent enrichment) and Storc Indefinitely
altemative merit close review.

16.015
cont.,

07.006

07.006: While it may appear that there is no impact of blending and storing at 19 per-
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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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY
PAGE1OF5

U.S. ENERGY /CRESTED CORP.

877 Nonh &th West {307) 8869271 Riverton, Wyoming 82501

VIA FAX: 1-800-820-5156

January 15, 1995

Department of Encrgy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
c/o SAIC/HEU

P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Ladies and Gentlemen.

This letter is in resp to your invitation to submit with respect to the
Department’s Draft Envi 1 Impact St for Disposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium (HEU EIS). Asa ber of the Uranium Prod 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
Department’s HEU EIS and the devastating effect that the Department’s Preferred Alternative
will have on the United States uranium producers as a whole, We also echo UPA's concern
that the Department's Preferred Alternative will have a detrimental effect on the U.S. - Russian
HEU Agreement.

The Department's suppression of prices in the United States from the indiscriminate
release into the commercial market of low enriched urantum (LEU) derived from blending
“surplus™ U.S. highly enriched uranium (*HEU") would be reflected in the world market
price for natural uranium concentrates (U,0,), as well as uranium hexafluoride (UF,). Not
only would this reduce the revenues expected by Russia from its agreement with !hc u. S

risking the possible termination of the U.S. - i {with
security implications), or the need for the U.S. to rnake jona) security premium pay to
avoid such termination, as noted in the UPA letter of but also the prosp

of
Russia or the United States Enrichment Corporation (*USEC") then dumpmg lhe LEU derived
from Russian HEU on the world market would further depress the price for U,0, worldwide.
This would most likely prompt protests by Canada and Australia, as well as dealing the final
blow to the U.S, uranium producers, including U.S. Energy Corp.

Apart from these and objections to the Dep 's HEU EIS, which have
been addressed very capably in the UPA letter of comments, U.S. Energy Corp. has particular
concerns about the effect the Department's proposed zctions will have on the Company's plans

Patcan\Comesph 1 996\Comments

FAX (307) 857.3041

12.015

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 domestic uranium
industry in undertaking its uranium transactions.
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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY
PAGE2OF §

of Encrgy
January 15, 1996
Page2

to reopen its conventional uranium mining and milling operations in Wyoming and Utah, on 12.015
which millions of dollars have already been spent. These additional concerns, which are not

directly addressed in the UPA letter of comments, prompt us to submit this supplemental fetter cont.
of comments.

U.S. Energy Corp. is a Wyoming corporation with its headquarters in Riverton,
Wyoming. It is a publicly traded corporation with shares of common stock traded on the
NASDAQ/NMS quotation system. The Company currently has approximately 900
shareholders of record (and several times that number in street name) and employs
approximately 90 full time employees and 15 part-time cmployees, principally in Wyoming,
The Company is the originator of, and a 50% participant in, the Green Mountala Mining

Venture (“GMMV™) in Wyoming. The other 50% participant is Ki Uranium Comp
{"Kennecott "), 2 100% subsidiary of Ki Corporation of Salt Lake City, Utah.

14 ion is a wboll} d subsidiary of The RTZ Corporation PLC, a United
Kingdom pubhc company.)

The GMMYV owns a potentially world class uranium deposit (the Jackpot ore dcposit)
on Green Mountain in Fremont County Wyoming and lhe S uranlum

facility in Sweetwater County, the only jonal mill g in Wyomlng.
The mill was one of the latest built in the U.S. and has been maintained in excellent condition,
It is rated at 3,000 tons per day (tpd) of ore, but has operated continuously for periods of time
at 4,200 tpd. Initial production Is projected at 3.7 million Ibs, U,0,/yr., which can be
increased to potentially as much as 6 milllon Ibs, U,0,/yr., depending upon the grade of ore
fed to the mill. The Jackpot deposit ins rescrves of imately 52 million pounds
U,0,, with additional resources of up to 500 million pounds U0, in the vicinity and under the
control of GMMYV. In addition to the uranium reserves and resources, GMMYV has access
roads, shop buildings, portals, containment structures, telephone, gas, electricity, and other
infrastructure already in place. The cost to various companics to build these facilities has been
over $150 million and the standby cost of maintaining these facilities has been (and continues
to be) approximately $1,000,000 annually.

In Utah, U.S. Encrgy Corp. acquired Platcau Resources Limited, a Utah corporation
(“Plateau”), from Consumers Power Company in 1993, Plateau owns the Shootaring Canyon
milt, an essentially new 750 tpd uranium processing facility in Garfield County in southeastern
Utah. Plateau also has contract rights to the Tony M mine and Frank M uranium deposit
approximately 3 miles from the mill. The Tony M mine is fully developed and permitted with
18 miles of underground haulage drifts, crosscuts, vent holes and an underground shop. It is
ready to produce. Al required infrastructure Is in place. Platcau spent nearly $120 million to
build the mine-mill complex. In addition, Plateau also owns uranium propertics in the Lisbon
Valley area of Utah, the ore from which could be processed at the Shootaring Canyon milf.

Plaea\Corresph1996\Comanents.
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Department of Energy
Jamary 15, 1996
Page 3

Plateau’s ional i in Utah are cstimated at about 17 million pounds
U,0,. Plateau is also 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 mill and support facilities has been (and continues to be)
approximately $650,000 annually to keep this facility available for U.S. p ducti

Finally, U.S. Energy Corp. owns 50% of Shecp Mountain Partaers (SMP) with Cycle
Resource Investment Corp., a wholly owned subsidiary of Nukem Inc. There are multiple
uranium deposits that have been delineated so far on Sheep Mountain in Fremont County,
Wyoming. Remaining higher-grade rescrves at Sheep Mountain total about 4 million lbs.
U,0,. Additional of lower-grad also exist, with a total resource at Sheep
M in estimated at approximately 13 miltion 1bs. 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 concrete-
Tined shaft (Sheep Mountain #1) that was completed in late 1975. A second shaft, Sheep

in #2, was completed in 1976 A g to published reports, production by Westen
Nuclear averaged 300,000 tons of ore per year from 1978 to 1980, but in 1981 Western
Nugclear suspended all j fons at Sheep M in. U.S. Energy acquired the

propertics from Western Nuclmrrin February 1988 and operated Sheep Mountain #1 until
April 1989, toll milling the ore at the Shirley Basin mill of Pathfinder Corporation in

Wy g, to p pproximately 100,000 Ibs, U,0,. Mining ceased because the market
price of urani dropped 1o a point that it was more economical to buy
ired 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 drifts that extend into the orebodies. Like the Tony M minz in Utah and the
Big Eagle properties of GMMV (which is near the Jackpot deposit on Green Mountain), the
Sheep Mountain properties have all 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 contirues to cost) about $1,000,000 annuatly.

In summary, U.S. Encrgy Corp. is poised to resume uranium production in Wyoming
and Utah, ‘The market permitting, U.S. Energy Corp. has the capability of producing a total of
3 to 5 miltion pounds of U,0, lly via ional methods before the end of 1998. Its 12,015
processing facilitics are licensed and on a standby basis. The Tony M mine in southeastern cont
Utah is fully developed and permitted. The Jackpot deposit in Wyoming is about to receive its .
Permit to Mine within the next two months, after nine years in the environmental permittiog

Phrac\Comtal 996\ Conmpnct
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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY
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Department of Energy
Jamuary 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 cmploy approximately 260 people in
‘Wyoming. This does not include indirect employ in the sur ding area resulting from
the operation of the mine and mill. These would be high paying jobs in an area where theee is
serious underemployment, which causes hardships not only to the affected families, but also to
the State and federal government. Tax revenues to the State of Wyoming in the form of
property, sales and ad vo! taxes are estil d to be approximately $3.4 million anmually
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 Counties, required to feed the mill, would employ
approximately 250 persons in an arca where employment opportunities are quite limited.
Again, these would bc hlgh paying jobs and the number does not include employment gains in

support busi , additional 10 the State of Utah when the mines and
mill are in full operation would be sut ial

Al of this would be lost or at least dclayed indefinitely if the price of uranium
concentrates remain depressed as a result of the unrestrained disposition of LEU from
*“surplus” HEU, which has been accumulated by the Department or its predecessors over
scvcml decades. Accordmg to the Department’s own analysis and publications, total U.S.
fon in 1994 was only 3.4 million pounds. This compares to 43.7
million pounds in 1980 (Uranium Industry Annual 1984), Moreover, there was ng uranium
concentrate production from conventional mining and milling of uranium orc in 1994 and by
the end of 1994 only six conventional mills were being maintained on a standby mode in the
United States (Uranium [ndustry Annual 1994). This compares to 24 conventional uranium
mills in the U.S, in 1981, of which 20 were opcrallng throughout the year (Uranfum Industry
Annual 1984). Employment in the U.S. uraniom industry in 1994 (excluding reclamation
work) totaled 452 person-years (up 19% from 1993) compared to a peak of 21,951 person-
years in 1979 (19,919 person-years in 1980), This di decline in prod; and
ploy inthe U.S. fum industry is attributable principally to the depressed prices
resulting from high inventories built up during the 1980’s and the dumping of uranium
concentrates from Russia and other CIS countries during the first half of the 1990's.

Now it appears thal the Dcpanmcn( and indeed others in the Clinton administration,
are bound and d d to 10 suppress prices and frustrate efforts, such as those by
our Company, to revitalize the d { fum industry, Not only is this in violation of the
express mandau:s of Title X of the Energy Policy Act of 1992, but it is contrary to 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

PhseauCorresph | 996\Comrents

12,015
cont.
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Department of Energy
Jamuary 15, 1996
Page 5

closure and dismantling of U.S. production facilities, which will cost hundreds of millions of
dollars to replace, will continue and a comp lapsc of the U.S. uranium market would be
inevitable, causing our country to become solely reliant on foreign uranium to fuel the 110
muclear reactors now operating in the United States.

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 schedule, as set
forth in the Department’s December 5, 1995 letter to the UPA. Alternatively, the Department
should consider the alternative that was rejected without explanation in the HEU EIS to blend
the HEU to LEU (19% cnrichment) and to store such LEU indefinitely. This satisfies national
sccurity concerns regarding the reduction of HEU stockpil while preserving the potential
value of the blended material without impacting the commercial nuclear fuel market.

Mor , the further blending and sale of this LEU when the market requires additional
supply most likely would result in greater revenuc to the government and confer greater benefit
on U.S, utilities that consume nuclear fuel.

For the foregoing reasons, U.S, Energy Corp. respectfully request that the Department
reconsider its Preferred Alternative or at least formalize in its Record of Decision an orderly
disposition schedule for LEU derived from blending surplus HEU along the lines proposed in
the Department's December 5, 1995 letter to the UPA.

Sincerely,

Johd L. Larsen

£ Exccutive Officer

JLU/ms

12,015
cont.

| 05.009

| 09.019

05.009: The 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.

a
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PAGE1O0F1

UTILITY RESOURCE ASSOCIATES

January 11, 1996
‘URA Letter No. 361-04
, Mr, J. David Nulton, Director
. Office of NEPA Compliance and Outreach
{ Office of Fissilo Materials Disposition
! United States Department of Encrgy
i 1000 Independence Avernie S.W.
: Washington D.C. 20585 SENT VIAFACSIMILE

Subject: Commients on Disposition of Surplus Highly Eariched Uranlum (HEU) Draft BIS

Dear Mr. Nulton:

Utility Resource Associates (URA), & Maryland corp ti d the DOB's proposed action
to maxdmize the commercial uss of murplus HEU, Weagres that this action eliminates proliferation

risks on a timely basis compared to other al duces waste disposal costs and
ide substantial to the U.S. Treasury,

P and is exp
DOE charscterized the surplus HEU as commercial, off-specification, #ad non-commercial
Although we do not know the batch quantities and isotopic content of the off-specification matesial,
from a geactor core design basis we believe there is a domestic market for this material.

d to p

URA provides independ fnical analysis, Lcensing support and economic analysis for
approximately thirty Technlcal analysis Inchudes fuel assembly nuclear, thermal and
‘ mechanical design, core reload pattern design and safcty analysis, Our criticality anslysis has been
appliedtomaoreom,spmﬁ:dpoolsmddrywkﬂomge. ‘We understand the modeling issues
A Involved in using off-specification entiched urtnium and are available to use our PC-based Core
Analysis Workstation or other methods to assist DOE in the hnical and ial anal
associated with using off:speciication enriched uranium in a d ic light water reactor.

We appreciatc the opportunity to t on the draft EIS and are svailable to meet with DOE to
further discuss issues regarding off-specification cariched uranium.

' Kevin O*Sullivan
, Senior Associato

c5: Mr, Rod Grow (President, URA)

UTILITY RESOURCE ASSOCIATES CORPORATION
$1 Moaroe Street ¢ Suite 1600 ¢ Rockville, Masyland 20350 ¢ (301) 2941940

L8T-¢

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.

| 10.003

| 13.006
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VIRGINIA POWER, INNSBROOK TECHNICAL CENTER,

GLEN ALLEN, VA

PAGE 1 OF 2

January S, 1996

U. S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

¢/o SAIC/HEU EIS VIROMKA POWER
P.0.Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR
DISPOSITION OF SURFLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM

‘This letter provides the comments ofv‘nrgmia Electric and Power Company (Virginia Power) with
respect to tho DOE's Draft Envi ! Impact St (EIS) for Disposition ot‘Surplml-ﬁgh!y
Enriched Uranium (HEU). Virginia Power bas moce than 1.8 milion customers located in the Virginia
and North Carolina region who receive spproximately one third of their eloctrical energy from nuclear
gencmion,mdwhowiﬂpotmﬁ:ﬂybenﬂ‘oaedbylheouwomofywwlonxﬂxewopeoﬁhe
HEU EIS is significant, and it appears to thoroughly address the many environmental and related
tochalcal jssucs associated with disposition of HEU, As an end user 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 on the uranium market and related nuclear fuel cycle industries.

Before p ing our specific note that we belicve that the blending down of HEU to
LEU for commercial use is tho correct sction to taks to reduce the threst of nuclear weapons
prohfaltionlnlnmvmmwuﬂyufemdﬂmdymnm The U.S. government’s actions in this
rcgnrdwdlmanomrohfmﬁm example for other nations, while providing a beneficial use and
recovery of the value i ‘lnlhe fal Inoutopidon.n:ppwsmsomblemd
beneficial to pursue your stated peeforred al of! HEU bleading and
LEUuseuoonmleommnppwmn&cdgm(s)ywpmod

thregxdtodxcmkumpwol'yourpmpowdwlion,yw:peuﬁullyaddrmedthcmpmon
umuummxmnglndmdwﬁxlcydeudunnes.lngmml.wewouldamwnhDOEdntd\e
relatively small amount of LEU prod: Ily th d action, coupled with the
pmodovawbchnwouldbcunroducedhtoﬂnmukcgdmldhwmmlunpwonﬂu
hdmyAk}nughﬂwqmmnlamrdmvdymdeebdmdwymimpommmdwdomem
mdu:udﬁuuhdmuwn&xﬁxyap«umpcdbme-mﬁamdnﬂﬁﬂmpmdmwv«w
demand in coming years. This shortfall is significant with the rapid reduction in excess
uranlum 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.

‘We understand that DOE has already ived ﬁomthc’ j industry
expressing concem with the depth of analysis performed in the uranj m.ukeﬁmpau.
Webekmymmd)mumﬁum.dpwmywimwcwndmmmwnhthezs%wh
uranium prices in 1995, and actual and planned i in U.S. production already in place. To

mplythﬂdwrdmdysmxﬂmmmofmnmdympmpmwrdmcwﬂlmdympmthe

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.
However, 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.

SIH [ouly] wniuvlf) payoliuy
&ys1y smdung fo uomsodsiq
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GLEN ALLEN, VA
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12.020: The Department of Energy has received conflicting comments from different

domestic uranium producers seems, in our opinion, to be overstated.

The majority of industry ltants predict & steady increase in uranium prices, driven in large part
by aunrent world production being only one half of world demand. Your proposed action to bring the
surplus HEU slowly into the market over an extended period should act to provide tho maximum
benefit to the taxpayer as the government realizes a steady retumn on the material in a period of
projected increasing prices, At the same time, the stcady and predictable rate at which the material
is introduced into the market will minimize its impact with respect to harming domestic producers.

Further, we believe your conclusions with respect to tho domestic uranium conversion industry are
ovusmad.Convmonhwewenmincrweofom?ﬂ'/.inu\cpneeofwmonmweamu
the fall 0£1992, and arey lanning to add ‘This does not sound like an

P

industry that is lied* and *d uyourcfcrtomrngmml,oomaﬁonapmlyla
projected to fall sha,hﬁy below demand for the foreseeablo future, and the conversion component
contained in the surplus HEU will help to balance projected supply and demand,

In summary, we belicve the proposed action, and your preferred alternative, is the right thing to do
with respect to nonproliferation. At the same time it provides commercial benefit to U.S. utilities and
by extension their customers, while minimizing the impact on the uranium mining industry and related
fuel cycle industries.

Ifyou have any questions, please contact Mr. H. H. Barker at (804) 273-3438, or me at (804) 273-
2202.

Sincerely,

&h/&u—,m

R. M. Berryman, Manager
Nuclear Analysis and Fuel

12,019
cont.

12.020

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.
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WALTON, BARBARA A., OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE10OF2

11.001: The GE Wilmington Fuel Fabrication Plant is used in the HEU EIS as a repre-

85 Claymoro lane
Oak Ridge, TN 37830
Junuary 11, 1996
To: US DOE, Office of Fisslle Materials Division
From:  Barbara A, Walton  (423) 482-5652
Subject: Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) Draft Environmental
' Impact Statement (EIS), October 1895

My roview of the subject document reveals several deficiencies:

sentative site where conversion of natural UF4 blendstock to U3Og 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.

‘There ix no discusdon of impact on the jon plant, GE Wilmington, NC. 11.001 . . ) .

Tables 1£.2.3-1 and £1.2.3-2 da not have units given. 21.007 21.007: Table E.2.3-1 includes the unit “curies” in its title which is consistent with the
The sccond calumn pritited an page 3-17 belongs after the text printed on page 3+18. 22,011 style chosen for the HEU EIS. Table E.2.3-2 inadvertently omits curies from the title.
There is no discussion of accidents in the y. Theso ure ) on p, 413 & 14 21.008 This has been corrected in the HEU Final EIS.

for the No Action Allesnative, which includes serious chemicat risk, and on p.4-31 thru 4-40, 4-55
thru 4-60, 4-68 thru 4-73 und 4-87 thru 4-90 for facility accidents,

Pages 4-162 ard 4-163 niced to be updated vince ORR is NOT the solected xite in the
Tritium Supply und Recycling RO and SRS Is the selected site.
1 also note u major fluw in the document which may lead to a faully conclusion:

I take excoption to the timefiancs given in Table S-1 (Tuble 2.1.2-1, p, 2.6 & 2-7), The
assumption of 10uyr. 1IRNS availability may be poor, In any case, there iy nu reasan to delay use
of the meta! process for waste until afler USEC fuel and additional fuel”, ‘Ihe tablo gives the

22,012

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

i ssion that al 4 sites are needed 10 get the job done in a reasonablo time, . . . . R .

e 8 ! i 05.007 Minority and Low-Income Populations section of the Summary in the HEU Final EIS. In
The 50t of IEU to USEC is most interexting. “Fhis is discussed on . 4-187 which stutes v h d .

that “this mateedal is in the form of ursnium hexeluoride™ st Portsmouth and Paducah plants being addition, Tables S—2 and S-3 in the Summary present a comparison of the potential incre-

Jused o USEC e imsfame for thls gt af e A1 she, therfors,beIndependens of1he mental impacts from accidents for all the alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS.

In addition:
The chemical risk for the uranium henﬂuz_)ﬁd? process is high in thu.cmc of an goddenl. 1 17.013

recommicad thial no maru then one wich “‘"“‘"“‘:“ sitehe “"d“b:" the nations "“""“"i"h . 07012 22.012: The cumulative impact sections have been revised to eliminate ORR as a can-
Any disti bet ) ives 4 und $ depends on better ch of the off R : H 243 i

spec mateml, didate site for the Tritium Supply and Recycling program.
Preference should be given to the DOB sites due to the current adverse impact of federal

budpet cuts. Relative costs for processing material already focated ut ¥-12 should mean thet

most should he processed there. 10.008 05.007: The timeframes presented in the cited table have been substantially revised in

Therefore, my prefierence is for s new option; Altemative 4/5 ¢) DOF sites, with emphasis on Y-
12, und including the p il for ial, if cost competitive, limited {o no mare than one

new uranium hexafluoride tacility,

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 UFg 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 UFg.

STH [oul] Wnuvlf) payoruz
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WALTON, BARBARA A., OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE 2 OF 2

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.
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WERTH, KENNETH F., ARVADA, CO
PAGE1OF5
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06.008

06.008:

Comment referred to the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management.
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WESTERN NORTH CAROLINA PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY, ASHEVILLE, NC
PAGE1OF1

IWESTERN NORTH CAROLINA
PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
99 Eastmoor Drive
fishevlile, N.C, 28885-9211
November 29, 1995

DOE-Office of Fissile Matsrials Disposition
c/o SSAIC/HEU EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3768

Dear Sirs and/or Madams:

Wa have considered the various alternatives In the EIS regarding what the U.S.
shauld do with all the sumplus HEU from the bombs we are now taking apart. All the
options utilizing blending which result In

nuclear reactor fuel place In jeopardy the goals of the the proposed Non-proliferation
Treaty. The reason for this is whan down blended HEU is used as reactor fuel, the
resutting spent fual containg about 4% plutonium. The latter can be extracted without
a great deal of ditficuity. Therefore, every where in the world such fue! would be
utilized, there would be a significant risk of diversion of this deadly byproduct into
nucisar weapons. Promotion of the production of spent fuel I3 unwise. There is no
safe, aconomical or practical means for disposing, storing or transporting i, Because
of its available plutonium, it poses a continued woapons threat. Such a scheme Is not
in the bast interests of the peopls of the United States.

Wa racommend that HEU be turther blended down to a concentration of 1% or less, so
it can be disposod of as low levet radioactive waste. In the long range view of things
this will be the most economical, environmentally sound and safest option. And it will
bast serve our nation's nonproliferation policy. Furthermore, even as we have
required it of other nations, we should allow these actions to be camried out under
intomational inspection. This will send a message to other nations that we are willing
to openly demonstrate our intention to comply with the treatlas for which we have been

8o recently negotiating.
oo & 1,20

Sincerely yours,

Cobe mp,

£ C@/j\’ n.0-
Do hos

o 1 EGuINTIRE
@ Fatiers, M D,
R 2

74
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03.016

l 14,002
03.016
cont.

I 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 nuclear 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 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.

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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WILCOX, BOB, SAVANNAH RIVER, SC

PAGE10F1
Date Received: 1111596
Comment ID: P0034
Name: Bob Wilcox
Address: Savannah River, South Carolina
Transceiption:

This is Bob Wilcox at the Suvnnnnh River Site, 1 have three comments. Number (1) all things
idered, not just envis DOE"s preferred ive is the correct one; (2)
the calculated consequences of. maximum facility nccndmts are significant, DOE should analyze
whether some mitigation could be impl d 50 as to Jower these risks independent
of which site or sites are chosen for lhc blcadma (3) 50 fm‘ as polcntial use of the 300M area at
SRS is concerned, the DOE prefi p d by DOE appear

to be inconsistent. That's the end of my eommems. Thank you,

10.003
| 21.018
| 23.006

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 GENII.
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 RLSI’O:\'?F CARD

The purpose of this card [s to readers of the Newsletter and the,
OfTice of Fissile Materials Dlapo:ldun. Your vicm, commenu, and suggestions are lppnehted@
¥ Mz O Ms. QDr. e . blrecore
(ﬁm Bme) (lestpame)
Title: e Ge Y.rad
Organizstion; __{Esmmerpose - Shoivinn  Livse Co .
Mailing Address: a1 Cuitdo Cy Crhees
e ;;b,? omu ) {. ;f (surte/epastment/mal ‘?’ 1~
(sity) (siate) (ip coda)
Please check all that epply:
A. Mailing ListRequest: O Add Q Modify Q Delete
B. lnformnu n Request
Highly Enniched Uranium (HEU) EIS Implementation Plan
[;n ;I;%rbnéltomgo & Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials PEIS Implementation Plan
Q  Other (specify)
Comments: _Ihy 1o altraatve fom ék.J.M 166_povest ofF suvples £ 7
Please mail response card o U.S. Department of Energy » Office of Flulle Mmrhll tho:ldcn. MD-4 . Ncmklur
gditor » Forrestal Bullding « 1000 ve., S.W. » Wi C. 20585

| 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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5622 Kendall Orive
Nashville, TN 37209
January 8, 1996

DOEFissilo Materials Disposilion
clo SAICIHEU EIS

P.O. Box 23788

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Sir or Madam,

| write to express my opposition to turning highly enriched uranium into nuclear
roactor fuel, We already have much nuclear waste, with no safe and permanent
moans of disposing of it. At least until thal problem is resolved, | and many others
remain unalterably opposed to creating more toxic and radioactive waste.

While } am certainly no expert on this issue, | have grave concerns about the
disposal o | pecially sinco I live in a state that has been proposed
as a dumping ground. Transporiation and storage of those wastes can not be made
safe, and neither | or other citizens should sutfer for short-sighted planning.

| do support the downblending of highly enriched uranium so that it can not be used
in p and developing the capacity to blend all jum declared surplus
in ten years. The function of government is to protect its citizens, not to expose us to
unnecessary risks.

Sincerely,

(il Wheod

Adelle Wood

| 10.024

I 14.018

| 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.

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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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 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
phafax 423-743-2151
e-mail: phz@aol.com

22 JAN.'96
DOE-~OFFICE OF FISSILE
MATERYALS DISPOSITION
C/0 SAIC/HEU 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 IXIT 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
we are supposedly on the NRC's list of concerned private
citizens, no material was given to us by that route. Our
comments are therefore brief and force us to request a
public hearing to better address the grave issues before
deciding between final alternatives.

Comments

1) Under Alternative 1, "no action but continued
storage”, we feel this option is to be preferred over
all others for the following valid reasons:

a) All other proposed actions do not 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.

32,016

10.021

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.

10.021: a) The No Action Alternative is analyzed and will be considered with other
alternatives in the ROD. However, it does not satisfy the nonproliferation and economic
objective of this program because it leaves the material in weapons-usable form. If it is
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.

b) The U.S. HEU disposition program is not a bilateral action with the nations of the
former Soviet Union, but it is intended to reciprocate similar actions Russia has already
taken unilaterally to reduce its HEU stockpiles and set an example for others.

¢) 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.

€) 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 arsenals to came to a meaningful agreement.

c) 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.

£) The rapidly approaching era (2010?) 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 decommissioning
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 environmental 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 serious 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 reduce 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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h) why highlight economic and minority concerns
at a time when the general decommissioning of World
War IT and Cold War facilities has already caused
far greater dislocations?

i) A continued sequestration of U.S.and foreign
HEU materials, under secure guard here and abroad,
would surely be the best interim response to the
current crisis. Down-blending would be a BAND-AID®
solution to a massive hemorrhage. No one has yet
attempted to storm Fort Knox! (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
nuclear expertise, as well as the stored HEU is
presently concentrated.

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 ?
Moat respectfully submitted, & - jd L)
P.H.Zars

10.021
cont.

10.008

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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