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ABSTRACT:

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

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT:

The Department of Energy issued a HEU Draft EIS on October 27, 1996, and held a formal public
comment period on the HEU Draft EIS through January 12, 1996. In preparing the HEU Final EIS,
DOE considered comments received via mail, fax, electronic bulletin board (Internet), and transcribed
from messages recorded by telephone. In addition, comments and 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.

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

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

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

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

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

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
Yssue 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 uranjum 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

Comment/Response
Public Hearing Attendees Page No.
November 14, 1995 ~ Knoxville, Tennessee
Afternoon Session 3-223 to 3-248

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

Alexander, James, Knoxville, TN

Arms, Mike, Citizens for National Security, Oak Ridge, TN

Bailey, Susan, Nashville Peace Action, Nashville, TN

Berry, Len, Tennessee Department of Energy and Conservation, 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 Justice Center, Nashville, TN
Dewey, Kathryn E, Nashville Peace and Justice Center, Nashville, TN
Dover, H. Kyle, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN

Fitzgerald, Amy S., Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight Committee, Oak Ridge, TN
Forester, William O., DOEYOHER

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

Hage, Daniel, Allied Signal, Metropolis, IL

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

Helms, Kathy, Nashville, TN

Honicker, Jeannine, Nashville, TN

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

Hunter, Hayes, Knoxville, TN

Hunter, Joyce, Knoxville, TN

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

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

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

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

Marine, James, ICWU, Kingston, TN

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

Modica, Linda, Sierra Club, State of Franklin Group, Jonesborough, TN
Moore, Marie, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN

Moss, Cheryl, Nuclear Energy Institute, Washington, DC
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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, I

Perry, Roger, State of Tennessee DRA, Nashville, TN

Perry, Walter, DOE/ORO, Oak Ridge, TN

Pielich, G. M., Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN

Rice, Dayton, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN

Runion, Rick, Nuclear Fuel Services Inc., Erwin, TN

Rutledge, Mark, Johnson City Press, Erwin, TN

Sanford, Steve, S&A, Nashville, TN

Schlitt, 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

Waujciak, 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 10 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 3-83t03-90
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
MocCracken, 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

Commentor Issue Numbers ' Page
Alexander, Peter, Lynchburg, VA 32.001 3-2
American Friends Service Committee, Denver, CO 03.017, 03.020 3-3
Atomic Trades and Labor Council, Oak Ridge, TN 10.003. 10.008 34
Bittner, C. Steven, Ph.D, Scaggsville, MD 21.018 3-6
Blombach, Gerhard, Knoxville, TN 03.020, 09.018, 10.023, 10.024 3-8
BNFL, Inc., Washington, DC 10.019 39
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 3-47
Congress of The United States, House of 12.008 348

Respresentatives, Washington, DC

Converdyn, Denver, CO 12.010, 12.021 3-49
Coops, Melvin 8., 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 01.0035, 02.003, 13.005, 16.007, 22.006, 3-73

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

Commentor Issue Numbers Page
Georgia (Augusta), Afternoon Workshop 02.006, 03.014, 04.009, 06.031, 06.032, 3-15
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, 05.018, 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, Notris, 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

Shackelford, Randy, Johnson City, TN

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
QOak 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
Pillay, K.X.S., Los Alamos, NM 06.007, 08.004, 10.003, 12.007, 15.004 3-183
Poe, W. Lee, Jr., Aiken, SC 01.008, 03.018, 03.025, 04.016, 10.003, 3-186
12.022, 15.005, 24.006, 28.004
Proctor, Bernard, Madison Heights, VA 21.002, 22.002, 26.001 3-188
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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 (LLEU) (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 Fina! 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 surpilus 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 tif a
solidification facility is proposed and
constructed at or near Savannah River
Site [SRS]) of the current surplus
inventory.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

This chapter presents all documents submitted to DOE on the HEU Draft EIS, comments recorded in public
meetings and identified from documents, and DOE’s response to each comment. Comments that were
identical or similar in nature were grouped together to develop a single response. The responses developed
for each group were then repeated in this section for each comment in that group.
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ALEXANDER, PETER, LYNCHBURG, VA
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Date Received:  11/15/95
Comment 10: POO17

Name: Peter Aloxander

Addross Lynchburg, VA

Transcription:

1'm calling from Lynchburg, Virginla, and | don't see here that there's gaing to be a
public inty g idoring thal's ona of the two places Is one of the two

fadliﬂes among !he didate siies for this proposed disposition of surplus HEU. |
would hko to have something local rather that hava to take my time to go outto
Ki to attend a workst [ think that would be falr, and | think it's

nightand (ha\'s what | would fike ta see. 1 ke my phone call retumed please My name
Is Peter Aloxander, 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, '
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AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE, DENVER, CO
PAGE1OF 1

Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment 1D: POO56
Name: ‘Thomas M. Rauch
Address: American Friends Service Committee
1664 Lafayette Strect
Deaver, Calorado 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 E1S 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
wespons after roprocessing, but the President’s 1993 Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy
Statement requires that nonpeoliferation be a higher pricrity in determining how to deal with
surplus special materials, The creation of weapons-usoble materials as an end result of a process
motivated by commercial gain from the sale of reactor grade wranium relegates nonprotiferation
goals 1o & lower priority. Even without the President’s 1993 policy statement, we think it foolish
10 create more Weapons-usable materials when there is another option, that is down blcading
HEU 1o less than 1% and disposing of it as low-lcve! 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 intemational

1s on ull nucl jals in order to Jessen wenpons proliferation and to better assure
environmental protection. The United States shauld take the lead in assuring that all materials
usable for nuclear weapons be controlled by the international community securely and
permancatly.

Sincerely yours,

Thomas M, Rauch,

Director, Disarmament and Rocky Flats Program

American Fricnds Service Commitiee,

1664 Lafayette Street

Denver, Colorado 80218,

Our phone number is arca codc (303) 8324789, 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 (JAEA) 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

St Wt g

%\
"=~ ATOMIC TRADES AND LABOR COUNCIL
I AHILIATCO WITH METAL TRADES DRPARTMENT AFL CIO
E RO. Rox 4068
e & Oak Ridge, Tennesses 37831.4068

Jaunry 11, 1996

U. S. Depastment of Energy

Office ofFictile Materials Disposition
cJo SAIC/HEU EIS

P. O, Bax 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

RE: Drat Eavi I Tmpact § (ElS) fotdispodﬂon ofSurphuHishlyn"'w
rasium , October 1955,

Tba Atomsie Trades and Labor Council, rep ing shxteen i lonal unions at the Oak Ridge
Y-12 and X-10 plants, would lke you to please consider the Sollowing comments when making
fina] decisions oa tho disposition of surphus Highly Eariched Uranium (HEU).

We support the Department of Encrgy’s propasal to blead-down surplus of HEU to Low
Ersiched Uraniam (LEU) The Department of Energy's preferred sltemative, (Akeroative 5,

Variatlon c) Is ons that we could support. However, we would prefer Alternative 5, Varistiond 10.003
ax cur first choice and then Al ve §, Variations & and ¢ respectively. The bl ding-d of
w@u!ﬂlﬁngmwidwofMMwSm‘ddlwﬂnUniwdSmnmw
ecaver some investments from the Cold War efforts.

We do not fivor Variztionb of Aematives 4 or 5. We feel it would be  terrible disscrvice to
the workers st the Y-12 Plant to send this peacetime mission to the commercial sites and displace
¥-12 Defense Program workess.

We foel that the ¥-12 Plant and the Qak Ridge Reservation {(ORR) should be considened st the
top of'the it for all peocesses used to blend HEU. The many advartages that the Y12 Plant and
the ORR have 10 offer are as follows:

Th-Y-lzrhuMbuhdﬁdudmmh:uﬁ!ind&rmnyoﬁhcumﬁu 10.008
wwmhrmmwmdmmwms
tlending operations;

fessions), technical, aod craft i md,'hlhautehmdﬁnso{

o

More pn
HEU than any other site;

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.
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Comment Documents
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BITTNER, C. STEVEN, Pn.D, SCAGGSVILLE, MD
PAGE1OF 2

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

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

MailTitle = COMMENT Form - incoming

name = C Steven Bittner
title =

company =

addsl = 10620 Hesperian Drive
8ddr2 =

clty = Scaggsville

state = MD

7ip=20732

phonc = 3014987580

fax =

email = attoosrduaol.com
subject =

*¢ The following is the text of the Author’s Comment.

1 find that the analyses presented in the Public and Occupational Health
scdionsonhedmﬂlmUEISthmlngmdqmamevﬂidityofdau
used and presented In previous DOE NEPA documents, 1 am worried that the
Department of Encrgy istrying to bias the selection of sitcs by presenting
such a wide range in the number of fatalities duc to accidents in the HEU EIS.
ltuppmswmmﬁmu:hosecﬁmwumudbyvayj\nﬂuxlmﬁsu,
bypusonncl!huueinsensldvewmcpubﬁc‘l safcty, o we are victims of
DOE propaganda. 1 sincerely hope that the Iatter is not the case. 1have

trusted the DOE end hope to continue my confidence. T would like to see
mdplamhnofmﬂndefmddingwumcdtoulmlnlcthesehlghdnm
rates, Why , all of the suddes, do the numb in this d i
MﬁmﬂyoompamdwmmdypmedbytbeDOEfo:ﬂnm:mn
sles? Arcﬂncnumbmmedmwmdmwcvioumbmmdhydwmﬂ
1n recent D OE NEPA documents for the exact same sites, and in some cases, the previous
d ts much more radioacti ials? ARE THESE NUMBERS CORRECT NOW AND
WERE PREVIOUS NUMBERS USED BY DOE INTENTIONALLY REDUCED IN ORDER
TO FOOL THE PUBLIC INTO THINKING IMPACT § WOULD BE LOWER FORPET
PROJECTS OF THE PAST?

As a sclentist, T would certainly would be & din the methodology used

to creaie these numbers,

“Tharnks for your sttention to this matter.

C. S. Bittner, PhD

21.018

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

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

The results obtained from MACCS runs have been incorporated into Section 4.3 of the
HEU Final EIS. The methodology for the accident analysis has been added as Section
4.1.9. and Appendix E.5 of the HEU Final EIS.
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BITTNER, C. STEVEN, PH.D, SCAGGSVILLE, MD
PAGE2 OF 2

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

MailTitlo = FORUM Form - incoming

name = C. Steven Bittner, PhD
title=

company =

addr] = 10620 Hesperian Dr
eddr2 =

city = Scaggsville

state =MD

zip = 20732

phone = 3014387580

fax =

emall = tattosrdu@sol.com
ctype = public

subject = Part I comments

9 The following is the text of the Author's Commeat.

BEQIN comment =

The numbers in the facllity accidents eavironmental consequences sections
conceming the lateat cancer fatalitles, and the dose to the poninvolved worker
alarms me end my family that sull reside in both Georgin and South Carolina. 1
:hh\kil!s!mpomntford\eDOBwpmpa:emappmdlxwquls that

provides the methodalogy of anal {n this section, 50 1 could better
understand how the nurnbes of 39 cancer fatalitics ond dose of 97,900 person-rems
wete caleulated for on arthquake induced crities lity at Y-12.

As 8 proud native son of Aiken, SC and the son of a member of the Republican
Senatorial Innet Cirele, 1 am deeply d and ashamed that the proposed
project has calculated 76 fatalitics and 188,000 persan-rems dase for
poninvolved workers at the Sava anah River Site. Don't you think these numbers
arc extremely high? Why aro these numbers £0 much tower at commerclal sites in
the vicinity? I'm certain that the surrounding residents of SRS are VERY

CONCERNED AND WORRIED ABOUT THE NUMBERS. 1 am sure t hat Senator Thurmond

would be concemed about this and 1 am surpriscd that a public meeting regarding
these high fatility estimates has not been held. ‘What would be the Impact of

all those Innocent people killed and what would happen to their children? I

am concemed that such fatality estimates will have & VERY negative cflect on
propesty valucs of Iand around Afken and Augusia. If these numbers are corect,
are we ot risk today with tha facilitics that were previously built using much
lower fatality numbers than those kn the HEU EIS? Thank you

21.018
cont.
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BLOMBACH, GERHARD, KNOXVILLE, TN
PAGE1OF1

DOE / Fissile Materials Disposition
c/o SAIC/HEU EIS
wWashington, DC 20026

January 10, 1396
PAX ¥ 1-800-820-5156

Gentlemen:

I*m troubled by reports that you plan to permit the mnki.ng

of nuclear rcactor fuel from highly enriched uranium. Thic is a
bad idea and I object because:

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

® It will ercate plutonium, a viclation of ouxr non-
preliferation goals.

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

on the other hand, I do support the following:

® Downblending all highly enriched uranium so it cannct be
used in weapons.

® Developing the capacity to downblend all uraniuvm declaxed
surplus in ten yeara,

@ Having international controls on all nuclear materials.

I sincerely hope you will give careful thought to the well

befng of future generations before you take action.

5% ely yours,

(Z2 74
Gerhard Blombach
4520 Ball Camp Pike
Knoxville, TN 37921
FAX #1-800-522-2409

10.024

[ 09.018

10.023

| 03020

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

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

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

inventory.

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to 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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Comment Documents
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BNFL, INC., WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE2 OF 2

BNFL

Inc.
Lawsary 12,1995

oo SAICAHEU EI9
P.O. B 23736
Washington, D.C. 200163786

BNR.Inc.

1276 e Sreee, NW, Suke 750
Washinguon, U.C 20006-3700
Tel (102 TuS-2635

Fax R02) 7654037

Comaneats 98 DOT's Draft Knvk ] Fnpact St
Eariched Uranles.

pox
the
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10.018

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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BONISKN, KATE, NC
PAGE1OF1

Date Received: 01/16/96

Commeant ID: PO0S5

Name: Kate Boniskn
Address: North Carolina
Transcziption:

Yes, my name is Kate Boniskn. 1 atn calling ftom North Carolina, 1 am very concerned about
t}ﬁsappummplmtogubendmdmhlghly eariched urnnium into nuclear fuel. § think we
need to be moving in the direction of down blending and phasing out all nuclear materials
becauscwcsﬁlldon':kmwwhumdoudmdllhiswastcﬂm‘saccumulaﬁng. And I'd Tike very
muchtonddmyvoloetoa!ldwo:hcrvoieathatmuotinﬁvorofmisplanwmmmon:
waste and pot really solve the problem. Thank you very much.

14,014

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

PAGE1lOF1
Date Received: 1196
Comment [D: P0030
Neme: Gordon Burkhart
Address: Knoxville, Tennessee
Transcriplion:

Hello, this is Professor Gordon Burkhart, 1 would fike to make comments conceming the

enrichod tranium transference process, § do not support meking the highly entiched uranium

hmmdwmﬂrlofmyﬁxﬂfw;vaﬁayotmw)ﬁchllhinkm:obviouslothosc 10.024
d sbout the plutonium toxicity of the stuf. Tdo however support transfening it into .

non-wupomgndcmﬁmmdtbmhi:sho\ddpmwedupxc. My name is Gordon Burkhart at
5737409, that's Knoxville, scea code 13 423,

cl-t

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
Disno L, Caze, PLD.
427 West Side Drlve #301
Ghithersburg, MD 20378
U.S, Department of Eactgy
Offico of Fissila Matecials Disposition
P.O, Box 23786
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786
January 18, 1996
Dear Sit/Madam,
I am wiiting to comment of the Depustment of Energy's (DOE) Dispasitica of Surplus Highly
Eariched Uranium Draft Eavi ) Impact Statement (HEU EIS), dated October 1995,

My pxrticular concern regards the sualyses presented in the Public and Occupational Health
sections of the EIS, In the Facility Accld A ' q cth
statements &re made conceming the rumber of Istent cancer fatalities and the doss 10 the
poninvoived workers. I would like ta know the methodology employed to create thess
sumbess. Specifically, kow are the aumber of 39 cancer fatalities and dosz of

97,500 per for an exsthquake induced criticality a2 Y-12, Oak Ridgo
Rescrvation (Table 4,3.3,6-1)? Stmilarly, how are the number of 76 fatalities and dose of
188,000 person-vems calculated for noninvolved workers at the S h River Site 21.018

(Table 43.3.6:2)7 Thess numbers seem extraocdinaeily high, ‘Why are the numbers so much
Tower a1 the Two commercial sites? 13 the DOE trying to biss tho selection of sites by
presenting such & wido rge in the number of fatelides? What modeling was used to
calculats thesa high death rutes? What 3 ing worker location and dose
weat into your calculatjon? Why is the facility accident methodology absent from the BIS?
Aro these impacts pealinic? If they sz realistic, tho DOB must surely want to recansider the
locstion of these bleading activitles and the safety of favolved and naninvolved work

Thank you for tha opportmity %o comment. 1 would liks 1o se0 8 more throngh prescntation
of the smalysis of risks of Pacility Accidents preseated in the Final HEU EIS,

Sincerely,
?«L?’-&u_.
Disae L. Case, PD.

Health Physicst

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

In response to public comments, accidental releases of uranium were re-modeled using
the MACCS computer code with more detailed site-specific information to better esti-
mate noninvolved worker cancer fatalities at each candidate site. MACCS is a widely
used code and offers better capabilities than GENII in terms of modeling accident condi-
tions. It uses actual (recorded onsite) meteorological conditions and distributes data
recorded over a 1-year period. The worker distribution data for each site were also col-
lected and incorporated intc 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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CHUBB, WALSTON, MURRYSVILLE, PA
PAGE1OF1

Cetobar 28, 1935
J.8. Departoant o Enorgy
Office of Fissilo 2aterials Disgoasltion
Forrestal 3ullding
1000 Indspendonce Avenuo, S.%¥.
Vanhingston, IX 20585

Dear 81irs,

Since HZU usually copts Xore ta produce than woapons-
grads plutonium-2339, 14 appears that 200 zotric_tons of ourplis
HEU were producod at a cost of well over ¢2 trillion, about
§10 billlon per motric ton. If it has a sorap value of only 28
of tts coat, 1t 1s otill worth much more than gold!

The DOE has soked for advice from tho teschnologlical
community, The four alternativen cutlined on page 3 of the Fall,
1995, newsletter do not represent good or evan sound advice.

The alternative of enfoguarding IV0: of tho aurplus, aextromely
valuable HEU as LEU is not mentionod. This materisl reprosents

a national treasure which cannot bo lightly disposed of ms waste.
Conservation and safe storage of such a natlonzl troasure is not
only mandatory; it is also excellent policy, ficcally and
onvironmontally.

Incidentally, the blending of HEU to produce a "low-
level waoto" for dispoanl could omsily rasult in an environzantal
disastor. Uraniun is a heavy motal. It produces heavy zetal
poigoning in h Wnen ratod as metal or oxide, all
fully enrighod or dopleted uraniuz ie sslf-shiclding to its own
radistion. Its radicaotivity i mo low that 1t is already “low
lovel”, Concentrated forms of uranium are routinely handled without
causing any significant exposurs to radiation. Diluting HEU to
produce an enornous voluwe of “law lovol" wasts will morely
contaninate that voluma with this hesayy metal poioon. Dioposing
of a large volume of polsoned matsrial could be diffiouli. lo
tha DOE disposing of its stores of dapletod uranium by diluving
it in thipo way?

Evidently, the DOE is not aware of the conditiona which
caused the breakup of ths formar Boviet Union. The bursaucracy in
the U,3.8.R. sioply coasod to function efficiently. The ourcausrats
dldn't have the fiold experience and technological exportise to
understand the functiona they were aoksd to porform. A cantralized
bureauoratio governmant foilo whon bureausrats are novices.

" Under these oircumstances, the DOE ohould solact the
No Action" alternative. Loave the dieposition of this mational
treasure to peraons wvho arec able to approciate its valus.

oo, Chol

Walston Chubd
3450 MacArthur Drive
Kurrysville, PA 156668

Sincerely,

412-327-8592

10.007

14.001

10.007
cont.

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

14.001: The HEU disposition program does not propose to “dilute” HEU with non-ura-
nium materials merely for purposes of disposal. Rather, the HEU that must be disposed
as waste would be blended with depleted uranium down to LEU primarily to make it non-
weapons-usable. The resultant product to be disposed of would be essentially pure ura-
nium oxide, at an enrichment level (about 0.9 percent) that approaches a natural level. It
is true that the volume would be greatly increased (by about a factor of 70), and that dis-
posal is not a stmple 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
PAGE2OF2

L1-€

Citlrens for National Seearity
Comments on Dispesition of Surplus Highly Eariched Urantuem
Draft Environmental [mpact Statement

wdummm-mcmu:v =12 Plast, 2nd by larges Oak Ridge
Reservation, offer the same sdventages ay the othes theee sites evalutted i the EIS, phl
additiooa) Therefoee, the Y-12 Plant and the Oak Ridgs Reservation should

coutidered at the top of the Est for all processes used 1o blend highly enriched wranium. The
many advaniages that Y-12 30d the Osk Ridge Reservation have to offer iochude

. The Qsk Ridge Reservation has ampie and moro-than-adequets resources required for
blending highly enriched uranium,

mv-uzmmmmmwmhmramumum
opertions considered,
!zhn\hwyhﬁ&mmmﬂmdfwwmm(bfmrﬁe.
, transportation, and other utilities),
104 dispotal of wasts sireams

- uh“......fh for
4

£ blending
- Mwmheaiﬂiudﬁwbwcdu%lz.xlo.mxﬁwuﬂm

tremendous support for blending

- uhumprofmu!.udna!,mimﬂ a0d expestise In the safe
handting of Mighly entlcbed urnium than any other sitoln the world.

- 1t offers state-of-the-art security that 1s second-to-none.

. mmmmuwnmwmmmxxmh
mm:wm«amm@mamum
processes related to bighly enriched vranium, This mdpowhmnhulﬂd:kvdof
uppan, confidence, xd trust in the ficilitles snd expertisa rasociated with curent
missloes, This ceglonal support has existed now for over 50 years,

mmmuuw—lewmmSm)Mhmmm
Oak Ridge
Reservation (of which ¥-12 {s only & small pant )Mbemndcmd nlholdnnomionfof

1he new uranium bewafluoride blending facility. There are many mportast and significant
i 5y bhadlns:l;{ IzoronlheOtkNdchwvuﬁou

the benefits of existing systems for waste treatment and dispasal

mwmuwmmumummkmmmm

lhcmuw»hblcbynnop-mdmfmlwd. techrical, and eralt work force, and the
epemlon

i ranced security syst
mmamuamummnuamorwmuwme

Abo, since the kighly ensiched vranium that will ba blended 25 propased ia the EIS will origintte
8t Y12, Hending it oa the Osk Ridge Reservation will save money and significantly reduce msks
and emvisonmental impacts associated with tmasporting the highly enriched urasium oves Joog
distances 10 &y 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 (UF) 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.

g

3
.
85
xb

o
IR
S =
53
2§
[>- =1



81-¢

CITY OF OAK RIDGE, ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ADVISORY BOARD,
OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE1OF 1

CITYOF
OAK RIDGE

January 10, 1396

U,S, Department of r:noxﬁv

office of Fiasile Materlals Disposition
c/o SAIC/HEU ZIS

PO Box 23786

washington, DC 20026-3786

pear Office of Fissile Matexials Disposition:

The city of oak Ridge Environmental ¢uality Advisory Boaxd (PQAB) has
revieved the Department of Ensrgy Draft Environmental Izpact Statement
(DEIS) on Dispoasition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium and has mads
the following cbservationst

1. A ive 5, 1
uranium, sppesrs to be the environmantaslly profexab
Aaong the alternatives considered in the EXS, the maximum
coxmercial use alternative would darive the greatest banefit from 10 003
past offorts to cbtain and enrich the urapium that is now v
considored surplus. 7This alternative would aveld sooe new
anvironmental cts frem nining. rilling, and enriching new
sources of uraniun for cosmmercial reactor fuel, and it would
ninimize the impacts from disposal of naterial that could be a
valuablo rosource.

ronnental impacts from activities at the ¥-12 Plant would nat
be significant undar anx alternative; however, socioceconomic
iwpacts at Y-12 analyzed in this DEIS could be significont.

specificallys 24,007

3. Subslternatives invelving use of cowasrcial facilitiaes only to
bland surplus auch a8 Al {ves 4B and 5B) give us
concarn, as they wotld causs sexious adverso sociceconomic impacts
%nxgaxlugg- due to the lods of exploynant opportunities at the

-, Plant.

Should you have quostions re arding those comments, please contact Ms,.
£llen Sauith, Vice=Chair of B&J\B, at {423) 574-7396, On bchalf of the
Board, we appreciate the opportunity to cosment on this DEIS.

3al Use of surplus hizhlylznuezzd
a altexnative.

sincerely,
ror the

Gorald Palau, Chaiiman

cc: Honorablae moz and Hembers of Cak Ridge city Council
vy Fitzgerald, ORR Local Oversight Comittee

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.

SIF 1ouly wnundf) payoLuy
&ySiy smdang fo vomsodsiq



COBBLE, JAMES A., WHITE ROCK, NM
PAGE1OF3

Comments on the Options for Disposal of Sarplos HEU

Your solicitation of comments oa what to do with 200 metric tons of
surplus HEU 1s a two-adged swood. On the ons hand, you get good marks
for being politically corroes end enabling & d; ically scorptabl
resclution of the “problam”, On the other hand, it mnst ba recogoired that
moet who perticipato in this cxorciss axe sufficlently ignorant of tha
. sttuation that their opintone represent somathing lexs yalusble than e 10.026
i collaction of incoherent fears, 1t is cartainly trua that all the cards sranot
on the table. The numbet of tona of HEU not dsclered purplusisa
number that ie net svailable to ms or to anycao elsa in the public demain,
Novertheless, based on what 1 know, I will procsed with opinions, which is
| ‘what yon profess to want.
| Tha enllre discassion 1s how to safeguard tho roaterial. The opticas
considered hare sxo only thres: (1) o setion, (2) out carichment to a lavel
xpprupriuts for commercia) usa in a powsr plant, and (3) eut the HEU (ato
Tow leval waate for ditposal at Yucea Movataln or WIPP, Opticns for
Incremental cula (o wasle und cummardul vye sre cearly not optimal and
will vot be considersd. The Hve view is that (1) §s the preforved
option becanse it costs the least and presssves the first two opiloas.

To remind you at DOE of what you alresdy know, 200 metric tons,

‘ wrhile it sounds like a lot of stuff, ia not! We sve dealing here with a total
' inventery of surplus HRU the voluma of which is searcely 10 cubfe moters, 15.007
That's the muss of wranium divided by tho density:

200 tons * 000,000 gm/ton / (10 goec * 1,000,000 ¢/ m3} = 103,

This Ly Jeas than the volumans of & full Jond of ready-mix concrets. Oranted
that it eannst be storsd {n such a email vohims becanso of eritieality, hut ths
important peint [s that there 1s 10t a lot of stuff that nesds to be
safeguandsd. Maks no mistake, It important that ¢ not fall into the
weong hands, but with such & small valuzs, the “problem” is apparantly
much smaller than the averags citizen might suspect,

Tha second point {5 the cost of HEU, The valua is proportional to the 10.026
cont to mako it. Tho genoral public has not soom the race tracks at ¥-12in t
Oak Ridge whare slectromagnetis separation began 50 years ago, They sre cont.

61-¢

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 safeguarding the material would continue to incur cost, DOE intends to sell
LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU to recover monetary value and to set an example to
other nations.

15.007: Although the volume of surplus HEU is relatively small, it is nonetheless a suf-
ficient quantity to potentially make thousands of nuclear explosives if it gets into the
wrong hands. The United States is properly safeguarding the material in its current form,
but to reduce costs and set an example for other nations, the United States proposes to
make the surplus material permanently non-weapons-usable.
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COBBLE, JAMES A., WHITE ROCK, NM
PAGE2 OF 3

unawace of the miles of barriers in tha yaseous dilfosion plant st K-25.
Thay don't know thata 1000-MW stasm plans had to be bullt to operate K-35,
wmmqwmmmuamwmmhmmmmmum
must be tunsd ta & resonant frequency within parts per million for efficient
atamic vapor 1aser is5tsps sepaTation. Thay naver heard a set of turhines o
a gas centrifoge fiil ot & gutewrenching tens of thausanda of rounds per
minuts. Thay marvel at the cxhaust of & fictitious space ship but ave
ignocant of the shiear powse and flux of matarial required £o latoa
few grams of snriched material an stom st a time, In short, there i3 o
appredation of the diffienlty of the task of mparation. Tha United States
warked hard and Jong and paid dearly ¢ sarich wraniom: untald
thousands of man yeurs of work and Hilions upen billicns of dollsre. Ono
muat approach & daclaion to screp this investment with religicus
solczantty.

The valus of the susplos s $n two areas, Flrst, as weapens grade
matorlsl, we sither have HEU or wa don't. Asis known, i we doa't havet,
u Havculean effort {s necowsury (o cblalait, Itis infinitely better to have it
and 1ot need it than to need it and not have it. As an exampls, Suppose we
needed to fabricats a 100-megulon devios 1o deflect sn astexcid, ete. The
desired option in thic case is the status qua cholco. [To assess this
argument, the numbee of tans of HEU not dedared susplus i neoded  You
guys kmow. 1den't} Tha second valus of HRU, ehould this option be
politically table, fv tho maxt 3al use option. Reacter
wummmmwdmmuymmmmm
Bywmmounuwdmwnmﬁdmdmgmudwtho
stockplle of HEU but retain its valos as resctor fual. This is not why it was
mﬂdhhﬂrﬁplln,b\#mdnimiumtormpd. Sooner or
hhqthehﬂhmwnf&dnndthehﬁbu:ddoﬂwﬂlbommmed Then
kwhnhuﬁﬂtyhhdﬂnﬁamﬁuﬂﬁmmwﬂlﬂhﬂbefnﬂy
sppreciatad.

The “waste for dispossl® optien, opticn (3), must be refited sanot =
being intelligent. Opdnnmmmmmhmumtﬂ‘at.md
Mutumu&wmmdnddmmmcau&rm

the spparent point of this whele ise, The lost t has
slrendy been sddressed, Howewer, option (3) also makes work for us. ‘The
mﬂwmkvwkumd!xtbumndhmo&nwwﬂw,
for exsmple. mcnxhabcuudmmuthou!dulm.t}uwm

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.

a
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Comment Documents

and Responses
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COGGINS, NATHAN, JONESBOROUGH, TN
PAGE1OF1

Dato Received: 111395

Comment ID: POO11

Name: Nathan Coggins
Address: No Address Given
Transcriptlon:

Hello. My name is Nathan Coggins. 1live downstream from the Erwin facility, down the
[Nulchucky) River, and T would just like to comment that we spprecinte the jobs that {t would
bring. What about waste thot's gonna bestored in the area or in Oak Ridge. Ifthere s going to
bewas&c.lwouldjnstusoonseehdﬁppadbacktoRockyﬂmorMum:fﬁmy‘xcgolngto
bring the uranfum in fom. The people in Coloredo don’t wont it, you know. Is it that harmful
that we tieed to sacrifice our health for the datlars? 1'm not sure. My number is 753-9509,

| 10008

| 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.
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COGGINS, NATHAN & FAMILY, JONESBOROUGH, TN
PAGE1oOFr1

£t

Nathon Cogging & Pamily November 15, 1995
258 Taylor Bridge R4
Jonasborough,TH 37659

DOR Offfice of Fissila Materals bispoasition
c/o SAIC-NEV EIS

P.0. Box 23786

Waghington, DC 20026-3786

Dcar DOE:

I£ you aro trlily sceking input from are rasidents who have no
insexest pro or con, with nothing to loose or gain financially.

Hore i3 one familics comments, bnand on tha Sumaary of and partial
and continued oxamination of tho fuldl study,{Disposition of Surplus
Highly Enrichcd Uranium Draft Environmental Impact Studyj.

Prom thosa publications, porsons I am familiar with at NPS and
my own pezaonal oxpericnces and boliofs. I have formed this following
opinion of the matter: As I undoratand the lanst harmful mothod would
be to blond all HEU down to LLW howaver this may not be tho most
coat affactive. I from limited information, holieve tho lowcat impact
to all areas and residents, and tho most foanible if there is 2
markat £o¥ LEU, would be to distxibute thc NEU avenly to all four
aites to be blonded, My reasoning is; 1st thero would bo no tran-
portation cost or risks at ORR, 2nd Even though the arcearound NPS
18 .the most populated of tho comarcial oites, if the work is to be
distributed to all avolible atomic workera in all four locations,
this location should recicva it's sharxe one fourth of the work,
3zd Sinca this im a very hazarous and potontially leathal substance
Altornative 5 sccms tho most sepnsible way to handlo the procosns 10 011
$f it ls profitable. I have no figures as to the Zeasibility of 4
blending HEU to LEU va blending HEU to LIW. Rlthough LEU should
have a much highor value than LLW. X have scon no figuxcn to indicate
this, but I will assume this is so. Distributing the 200t of LU to
all four sito would minimizo impact on any one site plun £inish the
Job iya timely mannor, This would reduce tha risk of accidents
during transportation and during actual blending to any ono sita
vs ono or two sites doing 1008 of the’work. T¢ uac lass than all
four sites would groatly increase the riska to tho other sites
and surrounding arcan. HEU is -a harardous materisl that needs to
be dealt with swiftly under clesa Fod Govt scutiny to asoure safty
and xeduce long torm cffocts of this project on tho areas involved.

This is not the typc of industry rosidents, rich or poor,
aducated or uneducated, aro sqeking for tholir area, no matter
what induatrial rocruters, politiclans, or the media may express.

This s a opportunity to change negative for positive, lot's
gat it done ns swiftly and mafoly and with tho lowest amount of
negative fmpacts as possible.

8incoroly,
Wﬂnuy

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,

SpuaUn20( JUMUO0D
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To DOE for Inclusion in the comments on the HEU DEIS.

1 realize this is several days past the deadine, but please Incude the
following in the comments on the

on the Dispasition of Highly Entiched Uranlum.

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

William J. Weida
Economists Alied for Arms Reductions//The Colorado College
Colorade Sprngs, CO, 80903//719-389-6409
January 16, 1996

intreduction

This paper explores some of the ic issues surrounding a
major area of expenditures now facing the US: the disposition of weapon-
grade plutonium and highly enriched uranium (HEV) either through 'buming'
in nudear reactors for power generation or by other means.} Under the

budgeting philosephy, programs d 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 nuciear weapons and reduced
funding for site cleanup. Thus, no matter which disposition alterative is
chosen, [f disposition funds are contralled by the DOE, disposition Is likely
to compete directly or Indirectly with other altematives for energy
funding, And if subsidized by the US g t, either h Into
plutonium or HEU as reactor fuel or the operations associated with such
use are fikely to consume funds that might otherwise ba avallable to
support sustalnable energy alternatives.

Over the last three years, the ical aspects of bumning
plutonfum have been made abundantly clear by 3 number of studies. In
spite of this, of all tha materials, systems, facifitles, and laboratories

1for examrpie, see

Chow, Brian G. and Kenneth A, Sakomon, Limiting the Spread of Wespon-Usable Fissiia
Matarals, Rational Dalense Research lnstiute, RAND, Santa Monica, CA, 1993, and

M Committee oa intemational Security

and At Contre}, Hationat Acaderry of Scb National Academy Press, 0.C,
1994,

“Suming® s the techno-slang word for using Pu or HEU In nuciear reactors by down-tlending
(essantialy, deuting) HEU to teactor-strangth uranium o micing Pu with uranium to form 3
rmixed oxide fuel {MOX) that can be bumed in bght 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.

‘4

214U
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involved In tho design and operation of nucicar weapons, the most reactly
available assets for reuse are usually identified as belng the HEU and
plutonium from warheads. Over the last two yecars, quasi-private
consortla have put considerable effort Into Ancing the US ¢

to embark on such a program. These efforta have elther

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

(2) propoacd the and op icn of new reactors spacifically
bulit to bum plutonium as part of a regional conversion plan for old
nuclear weapon Bites, of

(3) claimed that aven if power generation Reclf was uneconomical, it
would ctlll provide a way to disposa of tha large stocks of plutonium and
HEU that was economlcally sound In the long nun and was worthy of
gavernment support.

At the same time, other "technical fixes™ for the plutonium problem
have also been proposed. Many of these are teansmutation technlcues that
would require large ot federal re and d P money
to construct facilities te tum plutonium into shorterdived elements.®
Others, such as shooting plutonium Inte the sun, are equally as expensive,
With the ption of the | Fast R _(IFR). which hgs aiso been

marketed under category (2) above, has g ly bren
proposed as 3 puro gavemment rescarch project.
In this papaer, b J ¥ and down-blended HEU

burning and other forms of nucloar power generation will ba made using
the goneral “industry model.” In these compariaons, tha costs associated
with the wastes generated curing the creation of nuclear power will net
be explored because theoe coats are approdmately Identlcal no matter
what kind af nuclesr operations are undertaken. However, 8

accounting of these coata would be necessary before any form of nuclear
power generation is compared to coal, gas, hydroclectric, or solar
gaeneration schemes.

As a further lzsue, 1t should also be 1 bered that most
are currently strugpling with nuclear proliferatlon lscues,  Recent
problems with North Koraa have clearly o d that b
ol ) ] lly procuced 83 a by-procuct of renctor operations,
civilien nuclcar power generstion | fundamentsily at odds with
profiferation gosis In spite of lonal saf ds | lled at most

R
2gsements with hatf-tives of S0 to 100 years (natadd of the 24,000 years porsatsed by
plutonium.
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plants. Further, actually burning plutonium for power legitimizes the
reprocessing of spent fuel and the possession of plutonium, both of which
vastly complicate the peoliferation fssue. When evaluating any
dispositlon optlon, one should keep firnly In mind that the major obstacle
to bulldng a bomb s getting plutonium, When that obstacle ks 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 f: either jal, This is aot a
tmarket-based approach, nor are such costs necessarily rational given the
manner In which DOE operations are conducted, DOE's theory appears to be
that {f something cost a great deal to produce, it must be worth a great
deal of money. The fallacy in such sn argument is clear, but this remains
the standard way of pricing both plutonium and HEV,

Value is nommally established through a market mechanism in which
a2 buyer and seller negotiate a price viswed as fair by each, However, the
only market for civiian plutonlum in recent years has been the one
created by Japan's purchase of plutonium from France for future use Inits
power reactors, Pricing in thls market Is nat public, but Japan's unicque
lack of alterative energy sources make its detemination of the value of
plutoaium lnapplicable to other countries. Further, adverse publicity
generated by the 1994 Jap purct will undoubtedly prohibi
similat purchases by Japan In the future—thus terminating the market. It
is probable that there is another, Hlicit 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 Hicit market provide much guidance as to the actual worth of
plutonium.

Sinca there Is no open, operating maiket In cither plutonium or HEV,
and since existing prices for these commodities have In the past been set
by governments for political purposes, it s falr to say that no one has
established tha real market value of elther matedal. This Is bound to
cause problems In pricing that cascade through il operations that try to
use plutonium or HEU b 3 fa) with no established market vaiue
Is being duced Into 2 I3 power-generating regime where

careful market analysls and cost control govem which power sources are
exploited.
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1k all costs of plutonium :nd HEU were eonsldefed. both materials
would be some of the most exp items ever d by man. The true
costs of g th fum and HEY through dismantlement of nuclear
weapons would have to Include thu follwfhg past ocns
The h costs

JORY

The inftial costs to extract uranlum, to purlfy thc rrmerl:ls =nd to
in

make ¢! such as p or HEU s
gaseous diffusion,
The cost to fabri the rals into P

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.

Accoumlng for any past cests of pluton!um and HEU would make
either ve for any use and, whether
fegitimately or nol. these costs are usually counted as tha costs of doing
business during the Cold War. As a result, alternative uses of thess
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 b is i d for & jtlon, certan
physical rules apply: First, seactors uslng any acceptable "material-
uranium, plutoniumebased MOX. or down-blended HEU--will generate
approximately the sama t of power from those materials, And
second, the total guantity of material put Into a reactor will becoms the
total quentity of spent fuel generated hy the reactor. Thus, only two cost
comparlsons are appropriate to show plutenium or HEU ean be
b d with any le 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 buming HEU, but this has nat been
demenstrated.

{2) Whether the cost of disposing of these materlals might be
Iowered by bumlng them In a reactor, or whether the overall costs of

can be reduced by simply disposing of either fal without
ﬁm whmluIng It to a reactor. Here, there must be counted among thc
costs those of ible reuse in e if the rlals are disp of
improperly.

sasuodsay pup

SJUIWUNI0(] JUWUIO])



8T-¢

THE COLORADO COLLEGE, COLORADO SPRINGS, CO
PAGE 5 0F 21

The Nature of the industey

Since its inception, subsidies have been a way of Gife in the nuclesr
power industry. A 1992 report tound that over the period 1950 to 1990,
20% or $36 billion of the $492 bilion (n 1990 dollars) spent to develop
and obtaln nudear pawes was provided by the federa) government.3
According to the DOE, of total subsidies to the energy sector provided by
the federal government tn 1982, nuclear energy recelved $899 millon of
$4.88 hilion expended—or about 18%, However, while most other sources
of energy (ol coal, etc.) received either tax subsidies to lower prices o
drect subsidies to g use--both of which acted to

imuiate @ d for the product—-nuclear energy ¥ tved almost all of
its subsidles ($890 out of $899 millon) in Research and Development, In
fact, nuclear energy received 44% of all energy R&D subsidies In 18924

Over the last forty years, funding of nudlear energy research has
continued with little actual implementation of the resufts of this
research. As ion of now has stopped, a few large
companies have stayed in the reactor research and development business
without having to sell economically vable reactors. In such a situation,
there has been no need fer cial proc i d, the emphasis
has been on seling and malntaining large researeh and development
programs.  As reactor construction has ceased, each new R&D project
proposal has been further and further remaved from the last project
private industry and the public was willing to accept and fund. One result
of this policy tl.;: R&D subsicization has been to croate an Industry
h d in develop

of of power, not the economics of

;;rodudng power,

This helps explaln the nuclear Industry’s continuing resesrch Into,
and attempts to commercialize the use of, plutonium burning reactors in
the face of overwhelming evidence that such reactors would bs
economically unfeasible.  As time has passed, the economic viability of
even standard nudlear reactors has deteriorated. This Is unlikely to
improve In the future when plans to generata power from plutonium of HEU
burning 2re proposed to take place. Shearson Lehman reports that:
—e

IThesa tig: ignificantly und the current et of the costs to bury nuciear

Kmllmmm&mmwmmmw 270
Lataystie, Sulte 400, New York, NY, Decerrber, 1932,
4 neroy Subsites Dery and dndites

..... £l

gerxenilans In Fnergy 34

2, Energy
D.C., November, 1932, p 7.

c
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“Evidence suggests the average operating costs of nuclear power plants
are now higher than those of conventiona! plants and other power supply
alternatives.™s And Moody’s hag stated that:

"Glven increasing competition from other types of generating
facllities and renewed efforts via conservation and demand side
management programs to reduce the need for new capacity additions,
nuclear power's economics must be comparable with altemnative fuel
sources and energy effidency and conservation cptions. In a
deregulating emvironment, the pressure to maintain competitively
low rates wil compe] utilities to select the most economic oplion.
And given the challenges outlined above, we do not think that audlear
plants are kkely to provide such economlic benefits."®

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

Burning Plutontum

The use of mixed oxide fuel (MOX) containing plutonium i Light
Water Reactors (LWRs) is technically proven, R that use low
ennched uranium can have 1/3 of their core in MOX. Three reactors of the
System 80 type at the Palo Verde Nuclear Generating Statlon are
pressurized light water reactors (PWRs) that could handie a full core load
of MOX. Using these reactors, it would take 30 reactor years~or 10 years
for all threc reactors~to convert SO tons of plutonium into spent fuel?

A National Academy of Scl study esti d that a new MOX
fabncation facility would cost between $400 milion and $1.2 billion and
would take about a decade to complete,® Estimates are that the cost of

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

Spiecuric_tillifles Commentary, "Are Otder Huclear Plants St Economic?, Insights frem 3
Lehmman Brothers Research Conference®, vob 2, no. 21, May 27, 1932, . L

Suctens Pawer, Moody's Spetial Comment, $400dy’s investors Service, New York, NY, Apdl,
1993, p. 7.

nuu'a;anl. Arjun, and Annle Makhijanl, Elslle Materialy in A Glass. Darkdy, KER Press,
Takomm Park, Maryland, 1995, p. 26-27,

8

op. Cit, . 1594160,
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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 10 rise to $123-$246 per kilogram just to egqual MOX fabrication
costs even If the plutonlum used was free,10

Cost estimates for geologle repository disposal of spent fuel from
commercial power reactors are shout $300,000 per ton of heavy metal (in
1988 dollars). However, the cost of disposal of a ton of plutonium would
be higher because it must be diuted to make re-extraction difficult.
Assuming 2 ¢ost on the order of several million dollars per metric ton of
plutonium, total disposal costs would range frem $100 milion to $300
mition for 50 metric tons of plutonlum.¥

As was prewously noted, the economics of plutenhum buming have

been i igated and rejected. Chow and Sol locked at five options
for the use of plutonium in reactors:}?
1.Use plutonium as fudl in ing fast r without

rep! ing. Using pon-grade plutonium in this would
cost $18,000/kg.

2. Use LWR's with 173 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 plutonlum for 20 or more years. Cost: $3,800/kg.

5. Mx plutonium with waste and dispose of it as waste, Cost:
$1,0007kg in marginal costs over storing the waste alone--which
would [ead to costs of about $4,800/kg.

None of these optlons has any olal value. In the first three,
the extra costs of handling plutonium b of ts radicactivity,
toxidty, and potential weapon use outweigh any benefts. Further,
storage sites will not be ready untit 2010 at the earlest, and when
storage costs are taken into account, they ralse the cost of buming
plutonium in LWRs by $4000 to $10,000/kg.

Because of this, the use of plutonfum In civillan reactors creates no
economlc benefits and has a large proliferation risk. Chow and Solamon

Muctear Fusl, January 26, 1992
e e An

3,
10,  HALP

Vpgkaijan and Makhiand, Op. Ct, . €6,
12¢how and Solonon, Op. Cit, pp, o, sl

OfCD, Parls, 1969, p. 63,
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estimated that themmal cycle plutonium usel? will not be feasible untd
the price of ium-bearing yeiloweak hes $100/18 and they
estimated that this will not ocour for SO years.’4 They further projected
that fast reactors will act be profitable until yellowcake price reaches
$220/L8 in about 100 years.1S

Note that the costs of burning plutonium are slways compared with
the costs of burning HEY or LEU In reactors. Thus, the inherent costs
(waste disposal, worker health, cont fon, etc)) Involved in any

1 perati including pl burning--are never discussed,
The hil costs should always be idered when paring alternative
power SOUrces.

+

Down-blending and Burning HEU

The les of down-blendng HEU for use in reactors may be
more favorable than those for plutonium. Weapon-grade HEU typlcally
contains over 90% U-235 that must be diluted to lovels of 3-5% to
generato the low enriched jum used in r 16 DOE's Octoher,
1995, Draft Environmental impact Statement on the Disposition of Highly
Enriched Uranium (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 dedlared 165 metric tons of HEU "surplus® to the stockplle.
Of course, any strategy to down-blend HEU and sell it as reactor fuel wilt
recuire eventual storage of the highly toxc and radioactive spent fuel-~
which will still contaln both plutonlum and HEU.A?

To down-blend HEU it I3 simply blended with natural uranium,
jepleted (2-3 p 15-238), or elightly enriched uranium (.8 to
2 percent U-235). It is poasible that this csn be done 5o it i3 price-
competitive with fuel made from uranium and thus, Is as commerciafly
Viable as standard reactors,’3 A quask-private corporation, US,
Enrichment Corpocation (USEC), has been established to purchase the
Portsmouth, OH, and Paducah, KY, enrichment plants from the DOE for the

3Reprocessing Pu and U from spent fust and using Pu-beating mixed-oxics (MOX) fust In
therml puciear power plants,
14Chow and Sokmon, Op, Cit.. pp. xvi, xvil,
150, p. xvil,
'::Mamjaﬂ and Makhijan, Op. Cit, p. 16412,

Craft Enyitoomen e pent on the Dispd

Department of Energy, Office of Fisslie

Disp wi oc., 1995,

Wisakhljant and Makhijanl, 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 vatue 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.

sasuodsay] pup
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sla

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 candidate for reprocessing
to extract the plutonlum. No protocols forbid reprocessing or require the
return to the US of spent fuel g d from this jal.19

purpese of pursuing down-blending as a commercial venture, DOE has
xnowicdged that US Enrich

Four down-blending scenarios have been considered by DOE to meet
its stated goals of nonproliferation and realizing the “p ful beneficial
use™ of HEU in & way that will retum money to the US Treasury.2¢

1. Down-blend to less than 19% U-235 and disposa of a3 low level
waste, This would address 3!l proliferation concems,

2. Limited commercial use- down-blend 35% of HEU Into reactor
fuel, the rest to less than 19 U-235,

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

4, Maxmum commercial use ~ downeblend 85% into reactor fuel,
the rest to less than 19% U-235.

DOE's preferred option ts maximum commerclal use which, DOE
cisims, will return the most money to the US Treasury. However, the DEIS
does not present a credbl lysis d Ing a positive economic
retum, and the maximum commerchl use option would ereate more than 5
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 496 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 fud, since reactors will
bum something anyway. Further, it will reduce environmental impacts
since new urankim will not have to be mined for reactor fued2! 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-blendag t6 4% for storage umtl economic and
reprocessing concerns 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.

150d.
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claimed it provides "no profiferation advantigs over down-blending and 09.021
sefling.” However, blending to 4% and storing retains the fuel option while .
malntaining security of the material in 2 relatively stable state which cont.

contains nelther plutonfum or HEUR2
Conversion as a Ratlonale for Plutonium Disposition

The Triple Play R proposed for the h River Site (SRS),
and Project Isalah, propoted for the old Washington Public Power System
{WPPS) reactors arcund the Hanford site, have both been suggested as
conversion programs where new or refurbished reactors would bum
plutonium. Further, both programs clalmed they would be privately
financed and, by Implication, profit-making.

As a general peinciple, if ion is both site and sector
based. On 2 mite basis it preserves the loca! 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 natlon at
{arge. Thus, the purp of jon s not to substitute one
govemment-funded program for another, [t Is to change the sconomic base
(the source of funds) for the reglon or sector. This cannot be achieved
unless conversion generates economic benefits, and the Isalah and Triple
Play opti d how the ] pproach to dispasition has
tried to adapt to the le realitles of plutonium buming.

The Isalah Project

Proposed In 1993, this project Invelved buming plutenium o 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
cliimed this would create 9,000 direct construction jobs, 2,500
permanent operations jobs and 13,500 secondary jobs In the region. Each
plant would produce 1,300 MWe.23

In 1993 doliars, completion costs for WNP-3 were $1.7 billion and
for WNP-2 they were $1.6 billon, Operating costs were estimated at
about $21 milllon/year, and O&M costs at about $123 miliion/year
Inclucing the spent fuel disposal fee. When financing costs were Included,
the $1.7 biltion completion cost for WNP-1 rose to $2.8 billion. However,

219,
23 ¢ttar from Robert Wages, Prasksent, OCAW, to Elmar Chatak, Prasident, lndustrial Unjon
Department, Noverrber 3, 1993,
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LY. nt supplies putonium oxide, depleted jum oxide, and
thae site lease, all at no charge, and it further agrees to sole-source
iradiation services from ths plant.

The "annual fees” required from the govemment were estimated at $78
millon for plutonjum buming alone—about 2 10% subsidy.

An annual fee would also be assessed for tritium proaduction based on
revenue losses and other factora,3!

The government shared Babifity for any Increased costs due to
regulatory changes or any other factors over which the consortium
had no control32

Similar subsidies are lkely to be required by project lsalah because
a majority of the propased revenues from bath projects are from
clectrical generation.  An electricity-producing, plutonium-burning light
water reactor Is not feally feasible b of the addtional
facilitles and security procedures required for plutonium handi MOX
fabrication will also add hundreds of millions of dolfars to normat
operating costs, Each of these factors Increases the fiananclal 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 Unlon (FSU) had about 32,000, Under START I and START li, the US
and FSU agreed to reduce to 3,500 US and 3,000 FSU strategic warheads by
2003, Numbers of ning Ical warheads may vary, but a good
estimate would be about 1,500 US and 2,000 FSU tactical wartheads. Thus,
each side will have about 5000 nuclear warheads in 2003, About 2,500
warheads could be dismantied each year In the US, but enly about 1,170
will be dismantled If parity Is maintained with the FRS's rate of 2,250 per
year3?

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

3tia, p,75 and peronal commrunication botween Brtan Costnar and Goorgs Davis of ABB
Corrbustion Engineering In May, 1385,

S2hid,

33¢chow and Solomon, Op. Cit., pa 9,10,

S4pragemant and Disposition of Fxtest Weapang Plutonium, Op. Cit., p. 1.
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metnc tons of plutonium In the military inventories of other nudear
weapons powers, the giobal inventory of plutonium is:

Military plutonlum 248 matric tans
Separated cividan phrtonium 122 matric tons
Unseparated phitonium I civifan speat fusl 332 eetaic tongdS

Total Quantities of HEU

To further non-proliferation gaals, the United States has also agreed
to buy 2 total of 500 tons of Russian HEU for $11.9 Billlon over the next
twenty years if certaln conditions are met, The US plans to resell this
material to fulfill demand (or nuclear fuel In domestle and world
markets.38  According to current plans, HEU from the former Soviet Union
is to be de-entiched by US Enrichment Corporation (USEC) at its plants in
Paducah, ky and Por h, Ohic. 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 MEU is unknown
and there Is no market mechanism for generating its market value. This
ralses questions ahout how the $11.9 bllfon price was determined,
whather It can be regarded as a real, market price of HEU and, if not, what
price wil actually charged for this material,

As oppased to plutonlum, HEU is neither used nor made in reactors,
There are about 2300 metric tons of HEU worldwide, almost all of it in the
former Soviet Unlon and the US,37 Total US HEU production from 1945 to
1992 was 994 metric tons, Of this, 483 motsic tons were made at the K-
25 facility at the Savannah River Site between 1945 and 1964, and 511

metrc tons were made at the Por h, Ohlo plant b 1856 and
189230

3SMakdijant and Makhlfank, Op, Cit., po Bl

36, Op.Clt., p Su

32)anifant, and Makhijant Op. Cit, p. 16417,
i;ﬁsl.‘ury. Hazel, Remurks Conceming 3 DOE fact sheet on KEU, DOE, Washéngton, D.C., June 27,

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 deciared 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 # y of HEU Is | d In the following focations:39
Uetde Tons  Lecatiha Metoe Yons  Locatian
0.6 Hanlord WA 26.2 INEL, 1D
0.2 LLW, CA 67 Rocky Flats, CO
12 LANL, NK 0.9 SNL, N4
Classitied Pantex, TX 1.6 Knotis, NY
a2 Brookhaven, 1L 230 Portsmouth, OH
168.9 ¥-12, SRS, SC 1.5 K-25, SRS, SC
1. SRS, &€

™ 24.4
TOTAL = 258.8 metric tona (not inckuding Pantex)

HEU consumed by ths US sincs 3945 is estimated to be about 105
metric tons Incuding uranlum bumed In reactors for plutonlum production
at SRS (about 42 metric tons), uranium bumned by the Navy (about 12
metric tons), il d in h (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 tens {994 - (105 + 259)] d for In the led
jnventories and this ju probably split between the Pantex stockpile and
the remaining nuclear arsenal®

When the ber of nuclear weapons peaked at 32,500, independent
experts estimated there were S00-550 metric tons of HEU In warheads,
Implying about 16 kg per weapon The amount of HEU per weapon Is thought
to have declined sliphtly since then dus to greater use of plutonlum.s?
New estimates suggest that about 50% more HEU was devoted to weapons
than proviously beflioved, 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 arsens! buildup that never occurred®?

The amount of blendstock required for final blendng down of 500
tons 93.53 HEU can be estimated as follows:43

Blend Stack Bland {mt)
Depitted U(0.29% U235) S0 10,600 11,100
Nators! W(.711% U235) so0 12,100 12,600
Slightly Eruxched U(1.5% U235) 500 13,400 15,300
M1,
40Camymunication from Pater Gray, June 30, 1994,
Vb,
42,

43)akhijanl and Mathtjasl, Op. Cit., p. 76,

12.013
cont.

sasuodsay] puv

SIUBWNI0(] IUWUIOC])



8¢—¢

THE COLORADO COLLEGE, COLORADO SPRINGS, CO

PAGE 15 OF 21

It alt 2300 metdc tons of HEU was disposed of by down-blending,
the resulting amounts of nuclear fuel are significant encugh to alter the
us jum and fuel fabrication [ndustsi fn fact, it is easy to Imagine a
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

Complete climination of plutonlum 1s only possible through two
means: first, wait until the natural radicactive decay destroys it-this
would take th ds of years. S d, tr - | by using
some technique to bombard its nuclel and split them into fission products,
Optlon twa can only occur through a nudlear reaction In a reactor o in a
particle lerator. 44 Most el created by lon would
have much shocter halflives than plutonlum, Thus, the potential benafits
of transmutation could be:

1. A reduced volume of material.

2. Reduced radiozctive fife of

3. Less risk of human [ntrusion Into storago areas.ds

st

1 il

Most tr ques require repr ing and, hence, are
tikely to be unacceptable on the basis of both profiferation and waste
generation concemns. s In fact, the GAO has noted that “the reprocessing
and separating of the waste are move difficult technical problems than
transmuting the longdived elements from the waste,"4?

Viaste transmutation would take many bilions to develop and Is not
possible before 201548 DOE bell t s not fcal)
Justifiable since 3 waste repository would still be needed, A complete
transmutation system would Include a reactor or accelerator to transmute
reprocessed fuel, a spent fuel reprocessing and waste separation facility,
a fuel fabrication facility, and storage facilities for spent fuel and
residual wastes.?

Reveanng 1 Aenn ay 1o Beduoe Badia B a M) 8 L o) o v
GAO/RCED-34+16, Unlced States Generat Office, Washl o.C,
1993, p. 11,
4Spid., p. 10,
46pakhiiant and Makhjanl, Op. CIt, . 98100,
“7Develooing Technalogy to Reduce Racloxcthen Wi Xake. BeCostly, Op. Clt.,

12.013
cont.
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2. Deep Geologic Ditposal/Seabad Disposal

The cost is essentially that for vitrification and for burial in Yucca
M:’xmuin—i.e” the cost of both operations. See the vitrification option
below.

3. Launching Plutonium into the Sun

A 1982 NASA stuw estimated the cost of this option at $200,000
per kit of p S | hundred kg could be handed at a time.
This is ptobably not feasible due to public fears about the potential for a
erash and resulting dispersion of plutonium from one of the rockets.5?

4. Underground Nudur Delonnlon

In cne }, S000 watheads would be destroyed in a
single explosion of a 300-klioton warhead. A US option proposed using
small shafts to destroy S warheads at a time (sbout 3000 detonations
would be required) Even if one destroyed 50 warheads at & time, 300
detonations would be required-almost haif of the 730 US underground
tests conducted to date.S4

S. Vitrification

By 1994, the DOE had spent over (3] bliion trying to vitrify tiquid
wastes and had not yet may not share
these problems and it could be lormed inta blocks welghing thousands of
potinds to make theft more difficuit.ss  However, while vitdfication of
plutonium alone is an opticn, it doesn't present a suficient barrier to
reuse.S¢ For this reason, prior to vitrification, plutonium will most likely
b?' ';nlnfds;vkh other materials that would make repurification more
difficult.

There are three g | wtrification of with p fal for
plutonium disposition:

§3 Physk foe the of Nuciear War and The institute for Energy and

E'!MNM!MI’ Resaarch, Phutanlum-Deadly Gold of tha Muciesr Age, Intemational Physiclans
15, Cambridgs, MA, 1992, pp. 130-138,

S‘ud.. pp- 130-130,

$3Fors of p fal problems and benefits fated with viuification, ses

commants by Wougang Pamhlry. Kavin Wenzel ot 3\, 200 Alex DaVolpl in *Letters®, The
Ruitetla of the Atomic Scieathits, vot $2, no, 1, January/February, 1996,
SEpaxhijant and sakhfand, Op. Cit, p 4.

STwald, datthew, mu&mmhmau& Urged®, The New York Yimes,
Hovegber 17, 1934,

g
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1, Vitrificatlon of plutonium mixed with gamma-emitting fission
peoducts so the resuiting glass logs meet the spent fuel standardss
These fisslon products have much shorter half-ives than
putonfum, For example, the half-ife of Cesium 137 (s only 30
years a3 opposed to 24,000 years for plutonlum, Thus, the mix
Wwould bacome less resistant to proiiferation over time. This is
Ekely to take longer since witrification plants are not peepared for
this taskSs?

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

3. Vitrification of plutonium with a « foactive el t, such as
europium, that would render the mixture unsultable for weapons
without reprocessing.s9

Accerding to one proposal, the US could Incorporate high level waste
(HLW) bike 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 it the glass contained only 2% plutenium. A recent
analysis by Padfic Northwest Laboratories estimates the total additional
cost at $100 million to convert 100 tons of plutonlum metal to oxide and
mix It with other HLW—ten times cheaper than storage, and ten to fifty
times chesper than MOX$!  One could also place @ barrier to misuse by
eubnational groups by making the canisters in which witrified plutonium Is
stored highly radicactive.§2

Conclusion

Several studes on the atematives avallable for disposition of
plutonium and HEU have noted that due to p 1al proliferation probl
and tha danger thesa pose for aft people, dispoaltion lssues should be
decided based on expedency sad safety, and economic conslderations
should not play a major role in this pr $3 | , @ student of the
military budgeting process of the budget conslderations surrounding 3

S87he spent fuel standard prop 1o make plutonium as Gifficult 10 retdeve as it would be If It
vmlmmtonnhmdmmmnudurummmtmmindaud(uud)wuu
::w\mumunmmermmwmnumhrunbnwmmbemmm
the reactor for disposal. This kmadiated fudl contains fisslon products, uranium, and
transuranic isotopes.

Shtakhifan! 20d Makbijanl, Op. Cit., p. 88

EOid,, p. 4,

S1fatter, Steve, Op, Cit., pp. 144-148.

€2yaxhijani and Makhijanl Op. Cit, . 83,

63¢0r axample, s¢o Makhijani and Maktijant, Op, Cit.

01.009

01.009: The Department of Energy agrees that nonproliferation objectives (particularly
in terms of setting an example for other nations) are preeminent; however, cost consider-
ations are also important in the current budgetary climate. DOE deems all of the action
alternatives (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 reabworld decisions—even those that concern threats to

farge numbers of people~being made in an A free of I

. considerations. tn fact, In making such decisions [k s not unusual for
economic costs and benefits to be considered first, not last. For this

R reason, It Is necessary to identlfy those factors involved In the

¢ dispositfon area that will create common costs 3cross all options, and to

specify those areas where specific factors are Lkely to be major cost

rivers that could discrimiate between the varlous disposition options.

This paper has shown that while HEU can be down-blended and bumed
by nuclear reactors for power generatlon, it will face the same economic
forces as the nuclear incustry In general. As a result, all other lssues
aside, it Is unlikely to be finsndially successful In the United States in
the fong run, Current HEU dispesition programs appear to be predicated on
s positive financial retum to the US govemment,  Since this scems to be
unrealistic, other goats may have to be developed. For example, the US 04.012
may have to apply the same dards to HEU disposition as it applies to
plutonium. lnsistence on Judging the success of the KEU program based on
econormic rotwm s lkely to end up generating a large amount of weapon-
grade or down-blended HEU for which thera is no econcmlcal!y viable

rcuseprognmlndﬂwremnoomerr' dd ton op

! It Is also clear that buming plutonium in power generating reactors
is not economieal and, further, it is unlkely to & lcaf at any
time In the near futurs, As the recent National Academy of Sci study

i stated,
: “Explotting the encrgy value of plutonlum shoukl not be a central
criterion for decision making, both because the cost of fabrdcating
and safeguardng plutonium fuels makes them currently
uncompetitive with cheap and widely available low-enriched
uranium fuels, and & hat ic value this plutonlum
might represent now of In the future Is small by comparison to the
security  stakes."$4

. However, even If buming plutonium is not fcal, Is it stil cheap
than other methods of deallng with or disposing of plutonium? This
question Incorporates both profiferation sk and economics, and the
following framework of ‘givens' provides 3 way In which It might be
considered:

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 Govemment 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 obvious that i d handing of a rial Bke
plutonium leads to increased costs and increased proliferation
risk,

Second, any proposal to bum plutenlum in reactors to reach a cpent
fuel standard might also be accomplished more simply and
cheaply by mhing plutonium with waste to 2 spent fuel standard
to start with65 As sn isotopically different element, plutonium
can always be chemlically separated from spent fuel whether it
was generated Inside a reactor or simply mixed with exxs!lng
spent fuel, although the difficulty Jated with this
can be increased by adding other elements to the mix.

Third, waste storage costo, e of tha method of storage
chosen, are based on volume and radioactivity and will be the
gsame for all burning and non-buming options. In any process that
requires putting material 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
racioactivity of the spent fuel will be approximately the sameo for

The only ption to this rule ocours
when reprocesdng Is involved. Then both waste volume and costs
rise dramatically.

And fourth, for transmutation, costs are sitered because one Is
handimg hotter material for relatively shorter periods of time-
but theae tlme periods are still so extensive that discounted cost

f cannot show significant
differ In additl fes still recuire
reprocessing and they still must absorb the cost of research and
development. Other options do not have elther of these negatives,

Viewed in this kght, final waste disposal costs wil be incurred
whatever disposal optlon s taken, These coats could potentially be offset
by doing something profitable with the plutonium and HEU prior to final
storage, but this paper has shown that finding a2 profitable use for either
material Is unlikely, Thus, the more probable casa is ona where the costs
of basic waste storage are Increased by whatever costs aro assodated
with the disposition option chosen. The factors most likely ta
significantly Increase costs are the major cost drivers that create

6Sfora and benetits

with *mix and melt* approachss

10 plutonium dlspo;ltbn. see comm:ntsby Wollgang Pnnot:ky, Kevin Wenzel et at, and Alex
DaVolpl In *Letters®, The Rulletin of. the Atamie Sclentlsts, vo
1996,

52, po. 1, January/Februasy,

16.018

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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differences among the various options for plutonium and HEU cisposition
At this point, these major costs appear to arise from four areas:

(1) The level of subsidzation in the "profitable™ parts of the
disposition program. 16.019
(2) Thosa Items (such a3 repr Ing) that I the volume of cont

waste and thus, the cost of waste disposal.
(3) The coat of secunity and its direct relationshlp to the number of
tUmes 3 material is handied or moved.

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

ove
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Caxnpmarnezhib Fdenn Comum
141 txn TEne
Duwnon Gane, 3 518470

Januaty 11, 1996

DOR - Office of Fissske Materials Dispesition

P. Q. Box 23786
Waskington, D. €., 20026-3786
Sobject: Comuments o Dratt EIS for Daspodhilou of Surplus REU
Gentlemen:
ComEd wishes to sebmit the following oathe Dratt Er ! fmpect for
Disposition of Surplis Highly Enriched Urmalum
I Comd supporis $: Maxt [ ial Use (85% Fuel15% Wasic) Thes
alicenative Bunimizes the financial et on the taspayer, drans down the cxoess HEU 10.003
stockpilo ba the most expeditious manncr, produces the smatfest volume of waste and wilivey
processes which ate well understood

2. “Tha sbility of foed Eabrcators 1o acoept UNH lquid tathet than UF, is limited. Only onc
domestle fabncalor has cven thearetieal czpabliky to doso  DOE’s Intent (o market ths 04.01 5
wxterial §n & fore othes than what is in standaed commersial usage walt lit the sutue aofdwe
suaterial and thia (he retuen o the Laxpayer

3, Makerial should be biended down prior 10 salc. 1418 1ok at all clcar that our moatenal hoenss 0 06
witt allow us to take possession of or ik 10 highly ennched urumium. 1.0
Please contact m &l {708} 663-5782 should you have any questians on this malter

Sincerely,

[ A A

o lames E. Neviiag
Foet Buyer

11 v Canipany

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.

SIUBWINIO(T IUSUIUOD)
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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 economic value of the material; add storage costs; reduce net
revenues in the near term; not meet all aspects of the purpose and need of the proposed
action; and be practically applicable without additional construction to only a small por-
tion (20 t or approximately 40 t if a solidification facility is proposed and constructed at
or near SRS) of the current surplus in inventory.

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

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at
the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites, It is DOE's
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to
the maximum extent possible.
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Yes. My name Is Gasy Condon. 1 ive In Lynchhurg, Virginta, and 1 am very much
opposeddmplmwbﬁngumnhnnmwna\bwmhuwmmwmdmpm
mﬁwpwmmmmmwdwmkm“dondneed. Thank
you very much.

10.006

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

ADWATHILO COMROTTEE ON COMULACE
bl fe omanes, Tt 2o wAT O
Pomweriy 5 OV
—osizEie €ongress of the Tnited State
Fonse of Represeutatioes
Wishngion, BE 20315-ATH

December 27, 1593

monorable Hazel O°leary
Secxctary of Enorgy

U.8, rtment of Enexgy
1000 Independence Avanue, 8.,
washingtor, D.C. a0s8es

Dear Wadam Secretaryt

Sivca coalng to Congress, I have been carefully raviewing tha
Administration’s mctions that might iwpact the eperaticns of the
asecus Biffusion plant in Paducab, Yontucky. This plant, which im
ccated in my ressional District, is one of the largest
cwployazn in western Kentueky.

There are many desues which concarn ne, includings the terms
of the United Aatates-Russix HEY ement 3 3 Suspension
1 ing to Russid’s ing activities; the

1slation that would give him suthority
£h

g on
rresideat’s subaisaion of l.e?
() :utve our nation’s trade lava and allow the governsent to ignore

ant.
a\n:l:ui ta 'uall {bﬂr u! un in the u.s': -g:::gg:c:; t;l:
1 tion currently pendi 'ore Congress to A © 80!
aral apnd Jed veenl in the future and, finally, the
Departwent’s Draft Ravironmental Impact Statement. ©n the
Disposition of Surplus Nighly Rnriched Uranium.

Taken individually, thase actions sy only have miniemal
effects on the enrichment industry and the plant in Paducah.
However, their combinad impact would be devastating. Therefore, I

wrge your Departmant to proceed very carsfully when decisioas are
n':- to dispose of tha surplus patural and highly eariched uranium
stockplie,

A 1 believe tha Departmeant should abide by

a very mipimun,
the provision contained in 8.755, legislation ng congrass
to privatize the U.8. Bacichmsnt cetgsuuon. That bill states
that °the Secrotary dotermines that the saie of tho saterial will
on the domestic uranium mining,
couversion, or enrichment incustly, taking into accouat tha sales
of uranium under the Russian HEU Agreesent and the Sucpensicn
Agrecocnt®, and that the price paid to the Secretary wlll aot be
less than fair market value.

s Ao 20 hea 2 eted o
] ey Gt vttt 94 oot Snt Py
pemhod-sdorgyresty s, €8 41908 —— T ey
ey n o o T2 —a e
——r
i mahioins

Dacember 37, 1995
Page 2

1 rvespectf{ully request that sy coacerns be registered
otucuuy in chc record of on zM. nepa‘xt‘nlnt‘l recent
1 Impact o~ tha Disp ot

Drafz
Highly Sariched Urasium.

Thank you f£0r your coasideratica of sy views, and T loak
forward to Raaring from you at your convenience.

Sincerely, :
£4 wnittie:

Mesior of Cozgress

12.008

12.008: The HEU Final EIS has been revised (Section 4.8) to reflect the enactment of
the USEC Privatization Act (PL. 104-134), and to address the prospects for the future
operation of the U.S. enrichment plants in greater detail. DOE must adhere to the provi-
sions of PL. 104-134 that require the Secretary of Energy to avoid adverse material
impacts on the domestic uranium industry, taking into account uranium transactions
under the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement and the suspension agreement, when making
decisions about domestic surplus HEU disposition.
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January 8, 1996

Mx, J. David Nulton, Director

0ffice of NEPA Coxmpliance and Outreach
office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy

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

Dear Mr. Nulton:

Re: Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EXS-0240-D)

On bchalf of ConverDyn, I am pleased to have tha opportunity to
submit the followlng comments regarding the referenced draft
envixonmental impact atatement (“EIS*}. ConvarDyn is a joint
venture betwean affiliates of Alliedsignal Inc. (Morristown,
New Jersey) and General Atomics (San Diago, California) which
markets uranium conversion scrvices worldwide. converDyn has
exclusive marketing rights for the output of AlliedSignal Inc.’s
M 1is Works, located at Metropolis, Illinois, which rcprosents
the sole remaining domastic facility for the conversion of natural
uranium concentrates {U;0g) to natural uranium hexafluoride (UFe).
More than 380 peopls are currontly employed at the Metropolis
Works. ConvorDyn’s current sales agreemant portfolic includes
nuclear utitities 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 axea of 12,010
potential market lmpacts of the proposed actions/alternatives )
regarding the disposition of surplus highly enriched uranium

(“HEV”) from the U.S. invantory.

As you may be aware, the nuclear fuel market {natural uranivm
concentrates, convexsion sexvices and enrichment sexvices] has been
chronically depressed for more than 10 years. Although the factors
contributing to this pariad of severe price depression are camplex,
the nuclear fuel supply industry has only recently begun to
racover. 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.

SN0 South Quebee Siceet, Swise 600, Deaver, 0O $0237-1708 Telephone () TI0-0957  Fax (303) 7701625

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.

SIUBWNI0(T JUUWWAT)
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Mx. J. David Kulton
Page 2
i January B, 1996

1 Although the draft EIS explicitly acknowledges the uranium
conversion scgment of the overall niclear fuel cycle, therc does
' not appear to have been any rigorous analysis of the potential
impact on conversion of the proposed altcrnatives.
Section 4.8, “Impacts on Uranium Mining and Nuclear Fuel Cycle
Industxies,” the draft EIS recognizes that “the cuxremt price
{constant dollars) of the uranium conversion process is less than
Prices are apt to
remain depressed until production capacity is reduced.
there is an oversupply of conversion copacity and little growth in

it was 10 years ago, and compatition is strong.

demand.” (Page 4-182).

q

sucrplus U.S. HEU.

should fully recognize those provisions.
Regards,

\W t
/’ Jamey” J.\ Graham
Presiiden

JJG/sav

cc: Cheryl Moss, NEI

Undex ic C of the Proposed Action,” tha EIS
recognizes tho potential market impact of blending down Russian HEU
into commercial grade fuel and then concludas that “blending DOE
HEU to LEU for commercial use also would have some
conversion industry. The already oversupplied sector of the
nuclear fucl cycle would xemain depressed for a slightly longer
poriod of time than if this alternative were not implemented.”
(Page 4-185). Considering the fragile nature of tha curxent market
recovery, ConverDyn feels strongly that such an oversimplification
is not appropriate for an issue »s crucial as disposition of

effaocts on the

The domestic nuclear fuel cycle suppliexs have baen ongaged in a
protracted struggle to ensure that disposal of both Russian and
U.S. origin HEU is conducted in a responsiblie manner by the
governaents involved. The proposed “USEC Privatiza
contains specific criteria for the market introdu
HEU-dexived LEU from both sources, ConverDyn suppo!
p and p dures incorporated in that lagislation and
belicves that the EIS addressing disposition of surplus U.S. HEU

‘3~»Qs-—

12010
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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December 22, 1995

Mr. Gncotzol; Rudy, MD-1

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Bax 23788
Waabiogten, DC 20026-3766

Mr, Rudy:

1 wish to offer the following comments concarning the “Disposition of Surplus Highly-
Enriched Uranfum Draft Eavl ! mpact & " 0 be issusd by DOE/MD-1,

The quantity of surplus highly-enriched uranium-235 that will become available from
‘Hmnmtdnd:munt‘ 1on of the U.S. th { Xpile will

§

to
be made itghle to the 11,8. Ni nuclear on program for
on in both the prasently eperational (; mtm)numﬂmr&u,m
carriers, and verlous types of crulsers,

i
i
2
-]
5
5
;
5
E

09.011

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

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

sasuodsay puv
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Melvin B. Coops

Sincerely,

Mubaii Ay po—
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Dalc Received: 01/16/96
Comment ID: PO0SS

Name: Margery Corcoran

Address: Miancapolis, Mi

Transcription:

This is Margery C: from Minncapolis, Mi and [ am calling 10 say do not support

mmaking highly ensiched uranium into nuclear fuel. We don’t know what ta do with what we 10.024

have now, We're fighting over that in Minnesota, Pleasc, please. Bye bye

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

sasuodsay pup
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Cox, Lucy, OAK RIDGE, TN
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Date Received: 0/16/%6

Comment 1D: P0O072

Name: Luey Cox

Address: Oak Ridge, Tennessee
Transeription:

My name is Lucy Cox, end 1am on the cnvitonmental list of Oak Ridge. I have been waiting

and being concemed and just sort of watching, and 1'm still concemed about ouz young peaple,

what we're going to do ebout this ighly uranium. 1 spprave of the down blending, blending

down of it, and I o hope that it will be blended down enough until 1t will act bother the life of 10.023
our young people, the life of our middle-aged people, the life of our older people, 5o that it won't

be used for weapons. In this situation ~ 1 don't know 100 much about it « but the way I see it

end the way 1 unds the scripture that if' inue to kill, nobody wins. ‘We ol 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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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

PAGE10OF1
Date Reccived: 0Y/16/56
Comment 1D: P00S7
Name: Susan Daly
Address: 211 37th Avenue Notth

Nashville, Tennessee 37201
Transcription:

This is Susan Daly from Nashville, Tenncssce. I wanted to put comments into the record that
do not support making highly enriched uranjum into the nuclear reactor fuel. My objections are
that it's going to create spent fuel which is just too toxic and too radioaclive and we don't really
keiow how to treat it or store it. The other objection is that it creates plutonjum which would be a
violation of the nonproliferation treaty, and that's something that I've been working on for
several years, Another objection s that [ don't foel that all aptions have been explored, which
would include storing down blended uranfum. The other objection is that there hasnt beena
cost analysis that the public's been able to see anyway that shows the true cost to taxpayers if this
HEU is down blended into fuel and thea sold to utilities, I'm not sure that the Departrent of
Energy would get back ali the money that would be needed to transport, siore, do the actual
down blending, and then scifing it at truc cost. 1’m afiald 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 {s down blending all the higl_\ly enriched uranium down to 0.7%

sa that it cannot be used in weap 1 also supy ping the capacity to down blend all
uranjum declared surplus in the past ten years and olsa 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, Nashwille, 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.
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CcoN SIDERATION wrtiH AVARDINEG THE CoNTIRALT Yo
Dow= BLEND THE SURPLYS HIGH FHRICHES URANIWM 10,003
Yo Fuctk FoR MuveUTn @ ReweR PLANTS,
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PER SO NN L To worwk WiTH Hiad EHRIcHyD URANIUK,

PLuTONIivm , UIEC AND 0 VARLIETY af NUCLEAR

MATERAL S,
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STAN LEY B, DACIS

LS¢

10.003:

Comment noted.
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DUKE POWER COMPANY, CHARLOTTE, NC
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Date: Tue, 9 Jan 1996 11:15:11 -0500
To  =doemdl-demo@fedix.fic.com
setial_no=1{8

MailTile « FORUM Form = incoming

name = Robert Van Namen

title = Manager, Fuel Management
pany = Duke Power Company

addel = 522 8, Church St

8ddr2 = PQ Box 1006 ECOBF

city = Charloite

sate=NC

zip=28226

phone = 704-382-4524

fax = 704-382-7852

email = eviB3I71@xstp.dukepower.com

ctype= public

subject » HEU Disposition

*¢ The following Is the text of the Authot’s Comment.

Rapid disposition of the material through its use as fuel for US commercial
reactors Is clearly the best course. Final decisions must consider the long
wm mpm ol‘mifdally kecpmath!smnwdnlolflhe mukd. Please

the follawing points in your evaluntion of al

1) Utititdes will be mlneunt to comml: to long term contracts with suppliers
as long asthis L is 1k withthe p ! of ing the market.
The most stabilizing treatment of the ‘materia) would be an orderly, predictable
u\uylnwﬁw froe markets at the market price as soon as the material is

fation of the process will fead to intervention
byspeddinmmdumg!omectompﬁwdsupplysomfm
short tem profit.

2) Entry into the market should be as blended down 1al ing all ASTM
specifications. This will allow for the most number of competitive bidders and
thercfore, the highest price 1o the government. It will also peevent
manipulstion by parties who can control the blending process and thus the
prics and entry of the materinl. Blending should be done by a commezcial
arrangement and the costs subtracted from the proceeds of the sale.

S)Equlmlnthzmaanlslwu!dbugxmudlonnmmmmm
through some sort of regular suctioning process. This method will fead to a

mxketprmbcngpmdfottbemﬁm:lmﬂmpmudcfoﬂhcpmdknblmy
needed to make jong term p adp

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 conceming 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 lntcraational Company
1666 Connceiient Ave, N W, Sure 200
Washington, D.C. 20009 US A
Teh (U2) AR493Y
Bax (200) 4534540
epull, ediowco@zol ¢ron
January 5, 1996

U.S. Dapartment of Energy

office of Flssile Materiala Pispositicn
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

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

Dear Office of Fissile Materials Dieponition:

Thank you fox the opportunity to commont oa the Disposition of
Surplua Highly Enriched Uranium Draft Bnvironmental Impact
Statement. We would iiks. tq qommend youy office for providing
Information on the draft EIS via.several avenues; tha internet, site
has been particularly useful in quickly ftting inf ion on
tho fiosile matexrials disposition program.

Thank alpo for the opportunity to participato in the November
14, 1995 public meeting ln Rnoxville, Tennosgee. As diecusged with
repregentatives of your office at that time, I would like to
refterate my concern with a statement contalned in the Summaxy
document for the draft EIS. In the sectiocn on "Highly Bariched
Uranjum Disposition Al tives®, £ te 8 {p. B-10)} staten,

sPorei. fusl fabricators and foreign commexrcial
elactrical powexr nuclear yeactors are not as rsasonable
or as likely as domestic fabricators and xeactors for a
nurber of rensons includina trangportation and associateq 07.011

accommodated.® (Emphasio added.)

Thie statement gives the erroneocus impreasion that there are undue
concerng associated with the international tr. rt of low
enriched uranium. Rs you are awaxe from the Department’s lengthy
experience in the sale of LEU to foreign t:

the tr xt
of LEU ip a routine procedurc; nonetheless subject to strict
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
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U.8. Department of Energy
office of Fissile Matcrials Disposition

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

The commercial nuclear power inductry has a tremendous nafety
record with regard to transpoxta of all radicactive materxialo.

Bdlow I jonal Comp , which has provided expert
tranep son sorvices to the nucleax powar industry
for over 38 ycars, can atteat to this excellent safoty record, 07.011

Desplte this x d, many Opp of cial nuclear powsr see cont,
£ic to attack the 2awful transport of LBU and othex xadiocactive
materials. It would be unfortunate if the above statcment could be

taken to reflect DOR's own concexn in this regard., Accordingly, we

request that the Dapartment clarify the otatement to avoid possible

confupion or misconceptions.

Thonk you for your attention din this xegard. Please do not
hepitate to contact me at (202) 483-4953 ghould you require
additional informaticn in connection with these commenta.

Best regardo,

‘/M SSJJ;/ % Lat—
Meliana Mann
Managox, International Affairs
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EWwALD, LINDA, KNOXVILLE, TN
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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 matesials be made at least as proliferation resistant as spent fuel.

SIH [oulf wmuvl() payorug
&y81yy smydung fo uomsodsicy



EWALD, LINDA, KNOXVILLE, TN
PAGE 2 OF 2

NOV 13 1935
o001,
T urge e blending down of e -
KEYU Yo less dram 1% O disposing
i as low lewe? wte.  This 5
Yne Cheapest least %u\mvx«w{uﬂg
hookile | must  secute et g“PC‘ff 10.009
C,(,}g(m, T4 serves our nanims
“(N\Pmll&ro\\i(m [36\16(3 Gnel
wrds o wmessaqe ko sthe -
parims That we are clown-
2Ny Our nuclear @riey arsemsd,
Pleuse Fae Inis chamce bo
+Vu\43 rrecke the woorlel g
uler omel ynove )\eu(buj
place,

Sin(ere.Qta'
Rl Eoaldol

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 (Tzble 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.
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10.024

03.018

10.023

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

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

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

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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Comment noted.
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FERNALD AREA OFFICE, CINCINNATI, OH
PAGE10F1

Data: Janusry 12, 1988
To: Office of Flaslls Metarials Disposition

FAX: 1-800-820-5168
Subject: Comments on the

[EIS)

From: Mary Bath Gerels

Farnald Area Office

7400 Willay Road

Cinclnnat], Ohlo 46030
phone: 813-648.3181
Fax: 513-848.3070

The posulbliity extsts that soms of the low anrichad uranium {LEU) blendstock for
the proposed biending action will coms from the Famald Environmsntal
Management Project in Femald, Ohio (360 MTU). Howevar, the Draft ElS
document daes not claarly indicate thls potential Feraald saurce of LEU blandstack
In its discusslon. it only notas Femald 83 boing a wource of daplsted materist.

Recommaendatlons:
1. Add "LEU in matal or oxide form would be shipped from Fernatd, Ohlo®, In fifth
bullat parageaph of Sectlon 2.2.1 Beslx for Analysis.

2. Add taxt to the parsgraphs under the Transportation of Blendstock Materials
heading In Section 4.4.3.2 Surpius Highly Enriched Uranfum Disposition
Attematives that dsscribes the posaible transportation of LEU in metal er oxids
torm from Farmald, Posalbly add this alternativa to the transportation RADTRAN
snalysis, aithaugh the Hanford analyels may ba sutficlant since Henford I baing
usad as & reprosantative sits.

3. Add information whers sppropriste on the potantis! Farnald LEU blendstook
source 1o any other asctions/diagrams that discuss the blandstock matarisls to
ensure that the environmental Impacts of this possibiiity havs been fully sssassed.

Thanks for the opportunity to it. Hope tha program Is aful

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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69-¢

06.005: The Government has formally agreed that there should be no world nuclear
testing and is pursuing a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty to that end. The objective of the
fissile materials disposition program is to convert surplus weapons-usable fissile materi-
als to forms that are non-weapons-usable; that is, to make nuclear disarmament perma-
nent. It is not to generate additional radioactive materials.
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10.003: Comment noted.
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Date Reccived: 11196
Comment ID: PO044
Name: Susan Genetta
Address: Nashville, Tennessee
Transcription:

Hi, my name is Susan Genetta, and I'm a resident of Nashvllle, Tennessee, and today is

Wednesday, January the teath, and I'd fike to leave just one or two short remarks regarding the

enriched wranjum being sold in the world market as plutonium, [t is my opinion that this is nota

good idea. T would like to see no nuclear materials bought and sold in the intemational market. 10.034
and 1 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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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS

AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
Augusta, Georgia
November 16, 1995
SRESSION: Plenary
1s DOE welghting the thatare recelved on this EIS?

!

Whahbdnsdoncvﬁlhmcmdﬁ\emumgmiuduoﬂ-wedﬁaﬂon?
1s the Savannah River Sitc presently operating the vitrification facility to vitrify glass?

Why did the United States deeido to take back forelgn fuel? Since the United States is taking
back the fuel, why 1s DOE and/or the govesnment afrald of someonc rosking a bomb?

Would someona pleass tell us about potential water contamination concems to the arcas
srounding the Savannzh River Sits activities and this project.

DOR should let another state taka the Savannsh Rlver Site over. 1 would not mind letiing
eleo havo our problems fora while.

lllveclosawiheSnmnd:ﬂlvexsmmdlmnueownedabomuwdﬂnungmbem;
contaminated,

’mlshmeseeondﬁmclnmahﬁmmmmmnmmhednledpublkmﬂnyumewneﬁmc
and :;loudms far enough apart that Interested members of the public can not attend both
mectings.

1 commend DOE foc identifylng the preferred alternative in the docurnent. The final BIS should
mnmdosdyxdmtommqmofmk For example, fulfilling the requirements of
future g tons and on

P

Dumuﬂlqmwduhwmhwhmclmuwnsmdeddowmmgmﬂw
product. Domyeomwdﬂdmh&vcmﬂalbhxdlngnpab!lldu7

We (the pnbllc)mwaﬂedabmt&wfumhmm.!n 1000 years the only thing surviving at
the Savannsh River Site will be owls and buzzards,

How moch moncy was budgeted for this draft BIS?

e~ - ¢ ea emne

IREVISED December 13,1995

for presentation in this document.
'Onal ived in public

ing similar lssues wese combined (grouped)

€Lt

| 32.009
] 02,008
| 25.001

| 01.005

| 22,006

| s2.0t0

| 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 all 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.

25001: 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.
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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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AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
Angusts, Georgia
November 16, 1995

SESSION: Discossion/Summary

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.

OFENDISCUSSION i 22006 02.006: The HEU EIS covers the disposition of all HEU that has been or may be

e coosayatia ot ifem rwind the Suvanoah Rvee it and e 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

iy s the soope of tis ELS e to 200 tons of HEU; why docsaiv it cover disposiion of all | 02.006 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

mﬁﬁ'ﬁmﬁﬁm‘wﬁ e S s o i vicoiine st I 20,007 not part of the surplus HEU disposition program.

to its ncw locatlon for either fuel fabeication or waste disposal.

Why doesn' the EIS provide us with nformmetion about ong:1erm sociocconomle affcts, | 30.006

protiferation, and oter gitred of NEPA 20.007: The HEU EIS identified all potential transportation routes required for each

What storage contingencies are belng consideced? | 08032 alternative and evaluated the impacts associated with each. The impact assessments

Whatare the dollar amounts associated with ach of the eltematives, both cost and rovenso | 16,009 included transporting surplus HEU and the blendstock material from their storage loca-

potential? tions to the blending sites and the LEU product from blending sites to either fuel fabrica-

‘What ars the criteria for market decisions and what value is being placed on the HEU? ‘ 04.009 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

NEPA between sites can be found in Section 4.4 and Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS.

This NEPA document does not seem to caver depletion and of fong-u

et soces o canldeuom o b el Gumpard o ey vl of ol s, DOB

mm ‘with the apirit and letier of conformance relased to NEPA, they necd to do that, 30.007 30.006: Socioeconomic impacts for each site are assessed in Section 4.3 of the HEU

(The following references were clted regarding these comments)
of the Intedor,

National Envi) I Policy Act Handbook, United States Dep
October 1990, Section 4-10

REVISED December 13, 1995
IREVISED December 13,1995

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 wili 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-I2
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F. Bntrgy and Depletable Resourees

“Enecgy requircracnts, conservation potential, and effects on aatural oc deplesable
resousces 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, Janvary 1, 1970, as amended by Pub. L. 94-52, July 3, 1975, and Pub. L. 94-83, August 9,

1975)
Tite 1 - Declaration of National Envi 1 Policy
Sec. 101, (2) “. . . fulfill the social, 3¢, and othet requi of present and future
genesations of Amerdcans.”
Sec. 101. (b) (1) “fulfill the responsibilites of each generation as trustes of the
cavironment for succeeding generations;”
Sec. 101. () (6)' ;f  ihe quality of rencwabl end approach the mext 30.007
EeTE cont.
Sec. 102, (cX2)(C) “include . . . & detailed by the responsibie officlal on
an Altematives to the proposed action;
av) The relationship between local short-lerm vscs of man's cavironmeat and the
I and en? of long-term prodoctivity; and
) Any irneversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would be

invalved in the proposed action should it be implemented.”

Sec. 102.(F) “Recognize the worddwide and long-range character of environmental
problems and, whers it with the foreign policy of the Unlied States, lend
approprinte support to initiatives, resolutions, and prog! igned to maximize
i Sonal cooperation in anticipating and preveating a decling in the quality of
kind's world envi "

The HEU should ot be mada imretrdavable, Materials that can de used are needlessly being
bured. These matesials could be used later. These matesials could free the Unlted States

dependency on foreign encrgy sources. (The ng ref were cited regarding these
comments) 17.008

Energy Pollcy Act- Public Law 94-580-OCT 21, 1976 {Subsequently modified to Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (Salid Waste Disposal Act), 42 U.S.C.$6901 et scq., as
emeaded)

REVISED December 13, 1995

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 matexials, that

(!)mmlomorwmofmuvmb!:mmﬁalwlﬁchcou!dbewmmdh&slybuded
each yean
@

hods are available to usable

(3) the recovery and conservation of such materials ¢an reduce tha dependence of the
United Smmfmﬁ@mmmdmdmuwdcﬂd:inmhmofpaymmm"

ials from solid waste; and

“Sec, 1004. As used in this Act:....

(18) ‘Ths term ‘rocoverablo’ tefers to tha capability and likelihood of belng recovered
from solid waste for a commerclal oc Industrial use.

(21) The term “resource conservation” means ceduction of (he amounts of solid waste that
aro generaied, reduction of overall resource consumption, and utilization of recovered
resources.”

The EIS does not compars blended down fue) versus other fuel sources such as coal and oil,

‘The Unlted States promotes all nuclear technologles in other countsies, whils the United States is
depleting our reserve fuel supply. The United States needs a National Enesgy Policy. The United
States is giving npmmkuemgymuwfummscmﬁmmyhnwwusenudmm:gy
as a power sonrce. (The following were clied ding these )

Protection and Manag of Plutoniun, A Nuclear Society, Special Panel Repost
Executlvo Summary, pgs. 11-13

V.20, Global Energy Demand.

“In 2 1993 paper on “Global Energy and Electricity Futures,” Dr, Chauncey Star,

President Emeritus of the Efectric Power Rescarch Instituts, stated:
‘By the mlddle of the next century, global energy demand drven by
population and economic growth, will be in the range of 2-4 times the present
level, depending on the effectl of energy efficiency and i
globally. Even with maximum reallstic conservation the electricity component
will be more than 4 times present usage. A massive expansion of non-fossit
soroes would ba needed o stow ths future annual Increase in carbon dioxids
10 the atmosphere.’ ™

V.22, Enviroamental Considerations.
“, . The impact of such a drastic sicp on the giobal economy would be
ented and Incalculabl

L4

REVISFD Decrmher 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 biended 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 guantity 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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V232, No Need for Puet Cyclo UnHormity.
... They aiso maintan the technological base that is esseatial to timely
dcvdoptnemmdinuodwﬂono{plmmlmhdedmmahwwmbemeded.
Wwe, Mdom.mmzlymdmwﬂwmwdvs.pouwofﬂnymm years of
wdmuwfuhginmfndqchdcddmdmdosepum"

VJS.MNM(MMMR:MWM&:WAWWMCM

«.. . The timing forconstructlon of & perancnt repositoty Is a matter for natlonal 06.034
Mﬁm.hmmhsswhumumsmwmumdnwdpublhmpmﬁry
of moclear pawer 1s dependent oq th £l adoption andimplementation of a coherent cont.

wasts management plan . .

Disposition of Surplus Highly Eniched U Envl 1 tmpact 51
Implementation Plan, DOB/EIS-0240-IP, Junc 1995, p. B-17

“DOE intends to comply fully with the Tetter and spirit of INEPA, as well as to make
considerable efforts which go beyond the basic requirements of the NEPA repulations.”

Scape of HEU IS

‘Tho scope of this d may lead to choosing an al {ve that would possibly not bs chosen
Emdmmmmwhmdmm,nmmunswplusm. If the BIS isnot
covering all the HEU, then decislons may be of limited value, Why doesn't this EIS includa the
foreign reactor focl and non-surplus HEU? At the Ieast, this EIS should provids specific
information asto which DOE documentation is covering othes HEU. Wil this docuraent also
coverthe HEU considered to be surplus n the future? Or will this process have to be compleied
agaln for additonal swrplus HEU identificd? There should be a govemment commitrnent forall of 31.001
tha HEU, “Ttis would ensurs that the HEU would be taken care of under the NEPA process, '
even though all of the HEU sctivities are In separato documents. The document should stats that
kmﬂecaﬂwpmmlwplusmmdmdﬂedmdmmmldmmmﬂmofmﬂmm
quantities will be handled by the same proced Does this BIS cover tho Project Sapphire

rial P din Lynchburg, VA? DOE is plecemeallng the approach to HEU. Is
Doalwﬁngulhccumu!aﬁvehnpadsofb!mdlngdownuasmﬂ?

'Why has tho United States accepted HEU from Russia and why is that tnnsaction not part of thls
project? wwmmmmmmemmmmmmmv

Transportation

What kind of transpoctation and sccident analysiy was performed? Where is the matecial now? 20,008
‘How are the sites selected? What forms of security wilk be used?

REVISED December 13, 1995

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

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

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

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

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

30.008: Proliferation is not treated as an environmental value and in that sense is not
part of the comparison of alternatives in the HEU EIS. However, the nonproliferation
objective of making surplus HEU non-weapons-usable is a fundamental part of the pur-
pose and need for the proposed action and was a key criterion used in the screening of
alternatives for the HEU EIS.
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Is the transport of this FEU different from the transport of forelgs rescarch reactor speat iivclear
foel? Would it need to be more secure and would the blend atock need to be transparted?

Prokferation

1f the commercial sector for HEU is so questionabls and we keep the industry from haviag the
same processes as they have overseas, then why don't we stop France and Canada from doing
these processes also?

‘Why is it thet if DOB blends down to fuel it would be safer than if commercial facilities do it?
DOB is not ender Interational Atomic Encrgy Agency (IABA) inspections and is self- regulating.

T belizve that the proliferation issuo is beyond the scopa of NEPA and does not nced to be in this

How does DOB intend to prevent proliferation in other countries? What are the international
aspects of this project? Whatis the International Atomic Bnergy Agency (IAEA) inspection role?
Commission (NRC) and Defenss Nuclear Pacility Safety Board

Storags Capabilitics
What 210 the atthe Savaanah River Sits? [s there enough storage space atthe

sorage
Savannah River Sits fac ths HEU? When will the uitimaie storags declsion be made? Is stocage
of the HEU at the St h River Site considered to be yt

¥

Docs ths Savannsh River Site have similar capabilities as Osk Ridge? Is sits capadility an [ssoe of
who witl be participating in blending down the HEU, storing the HEU, etc.?

Choosing Facilities

140 not understand how DOB will choose the facility for blending down. It scems that soveral
facilities would be used for blending down the HEU, not Just one facitity to perform all ef the
‘Wihat criteria wens used in sits seloction? Wl the Recand of Decision deal with specific sites?
Wil the Record of Decision consider competitlve market p and business decisions for
selling the HEU?

Market Value and Cost Avalysis

We (the public) would tke to see cost compirisons and dollar amounts fos each of the

REVISED Dacember 13 102€

20.008
cont.

06.035

11.012

30.008

03.014

11.018

08.005

07.008

16.009
cont.

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

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

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

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

wammmmnmmmwmgommw&smdmmamm
How can this be a good strategy for the coramercial facilides with the govemment facilltics
operating tax free, etc.?

mmufhamunwmmuddfwm&sbmdmmeHBUmﬂdbedWmm
government facilities.

1f avoided costs are calculatzd to be 7 biltion dolars, why doesnt DOE store the fuel as HEU or
blended LEU? Storc ftas HEU for long-teem.

Disposal Contingencies

What wifl happen stocage-wise if Congress doesn't pass the Yucea Mountain legislation? Whatis
meeouﬂngmcylrmuno‘rmmmuln'l Wil tha Jow-level waste generated by this project
be sent to Yucca Mountaln? mspm:ruamrmummmwimmuzuuwmg
1dentificd as low-Jovel wasic, Mbmmngmwdmnme}muﬁmnlhhymmmmngow
Yucea Mountain, Iam confused asmwthnemantain!smmenﬁmed. Ttdoes not secm
10 fall Into the categorics we are discussing today.

\ ‘The governmest has not delivered on the Yooca Mountain facility, Hasnt the Federal government
¢ elready recelved mongy from the com!

sector? Also, isn't them already enough
commezeial fuel to £l the repository?
Iorpacts
‘What are the soclocconormic Issoes resulting from ination of the from this
ymjwt?!su\mmyﬂuwmhe" h River Site to dinking water of aquifers?

hﬂmmmmwmotmwmmﬁu,lhmmdummm
contamination of the shatlow squifers, Whatxboutposslblecommmdonohhedeepnqulfas?

Istho 3 Ination that has
happen at the Savannah River Site?

d nt the Hanford Site a possibility that conld

mmmmmummwdmmummdauxmm7
Socloeconomic Effects

Dounoshwwhommfumnwou!dmunmmhwnjeauwmldmefwbc
shipped [ntemationally?

— — t—— —

16,009
cont.

08.008
16.013
10.016

14010

24,003
22.006
cont,

22.007

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 pert 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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‘Whatis the priodty of of the Involved nitles -« nuclear proliferation and 17.009
contaminatica, or work and jobs? v
Alarge groop of participants at thess public meetings are retirees who &re not concemed with
Jobs, but we do want the resource vatue of the material recognized and not wasted, We know | 10.003
that DOB has the capabilitics to deal with the HEU, Waste not, want not.

06.031
Ls the muosketing of the blended down fuel restricted to the United States market only? 1 cont
Wil this process increass the wark force? Witk this materfal, it scers that it would only decrease
the rate at which the jobs are presently being decreased, loﬂ.msceconsmmon]obsadvcmsed 24,004
In the paper but I da not see operation jobs for the S h River Site advertised
'0ral ived in public meeting ing similar issues were combined (grouped)

for presentation In this document.

REVICRDY Narembar 171 100K

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

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

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

The Cretaceous (Tuscaloosa) aquifer is the deepest aquifer found on the site. As dis-
cussed in Section 3.4.4. of the HEU EIS, the shallow aquifers at SRS have been contami-
nated by industrial solvents, metals, tritium, and other constituents used or generated on
the site. These aquifer are not used for SRS operations or drinking water; however, they
do discharge to site streams and eventually the Savannah vaer 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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SESSION: Plenary
Jhmmddmkbw&wmmwouldhbcdisposm

1E the blcnding factor s 145, what Is the percentage that DOE 1s planning o blend to waste?

Why Is DOR not using the HEU as HEU? DOE can getthe eaergy value out of the HEU if they
uss itas HEU,

How much of tho taxpayer’s moncy was used to earich the HEU? Now that DOE is classifying It
28 surplus, the Inltial cnrichment was & wasts of my moncy, How moch work loss and job
separations will result from this blending down project? These questions wers asked daring the
woﬂngmmmdmmbmammmm

T am upset that the Savannah River Sito has becoms & political football. Ths United States
mﬁ&dmdgnmwmﬁdm{udmwmmdmmUdumhhﬂngw
taks it back. WhDOBgo!ngwdowﬂhlnoﬂh!sm‘l DOB neceds to fook at all of the
political implications and how this can bo solved. How can ths United States stop proliferation
abroad In forelgn countries? Keeping tho HEU in tho Usiiod States Is relatively safe, but Is costly.

Why doesn't the EIS address the reprocessing {ssne? Tha mind set of, “if the United Statcs does
N0t Teprocess, no ons eles will,” is foolish, Just bocauss the Unlfed States does not reprocess,
does not necessarily mean that other des will not rep Other countrics presently have

Why doesn't the EIS conslder bleading down the HEU to 20% and using it in researck reactoss?

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

)Vhydocmiuwmswuddum{ngmumuwwpmutannuckuMpmwm How
Jong would ths 165 tons of HEU identified support the naval sexvice? sn't the enrichment of the
HEU 93%7 Has the HEU béca bumed in a reactor? Is tha amount of HEU that has been bumed
small? IfDOBlgmthkmonntoﬂ!BU,bawlmgwou!dﬂnpwtmckpﬂndEEU

availablo to support the naval servics last? Does the EIS contain a section on proliferation parity?

IREVISED 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 QNTS) 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 tis 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 tmpacts 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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1 love the ides of warking for nonprolifecation by setting a good example, butit isuseless, If
other countries ane feprocessing then [t is okay In a parity sense. Ate the Russians behind cur
schedule in blending down their HEU? Ts the Russian HEU under intemational Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) inspection? Does the United States have to pay to move the Russian HEU? It
raay not be a good decislon to declare the Russlon HEU to be under LAEA inspection. Why does
the Usited States have to pay for the TAEA inspectlons, whereas Russia doesat?

Why are the 50 tons of Russtan HEU being transfemed to USEC? Why doesn't the BIS discuss
\g::h being played by USEC, including the fact that they provide 2 market foc LEU obtalned
Russia?

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

“There is an arca In the EIS that tles together blending down and storing the HEU in the foture, Is
there somewhers in the BIS that tles together cost analysls and storage? DOE needs 10 provide
cost data on contlnued storage of HEU for various tme frames.

DOR needs to clarify that no additlonal spent foel s created as a result of this project.

Will DOE sell the blended down materiad at market value? The government has had some strange
practices in the past, 50 1just wanted some clarification on the this Issue. WU DOB get a falr full
market price on the blended down fuel? DOE needs to further clarify whether all the roaterial that
1s blended to fuel will be sold at falr market valve.

Whylsﬂmnodlscussionoomeslﬁpmcmsofmthntmm!ngbukwmUnludSmcs
from the forelgn research reectors? Why is this project proceeding so rapldly when the forelgn
sesearch reactor material has beea around for years and still nothing 1s being done about i?

10rl ived in public conceming similar Issues were combined (grouped)

for presentation in this document,

03.013

06.027

06.028

16.009
14.009

04.008

06.029

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

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

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

06.026: The length of operation of U.S. reactors is not expected to be affected by the
surplus HEU disposition program. Reactors are licensed in the United States for a period
of 40 years, with the possibility of license renewal for additional 20-year terms. It is
expected that some plants will get their licenses renewed, some will close before their
40-year Ticense 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 SO 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 ¢ 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 JAEA 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 50t of HEU to USEC (Section 3112(c) of P.L. 104-134).

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

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

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

06.029: The foreign research reactor spent fuel program is not connected with the
domestic HEU disposition program and has its own EIS (Final Environmental Impact
Statement for Proposed Nuclear Weapons Nonproliferation Policy Concerning Foreign
Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel, DOE/EIS-0218F, February 1996).
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SESSION: Discussion/Summary

OPEN DISCUSSION
1support maxk 1al use of the blended down focl, Tho United States will reducs
mudbcnblewmpmebmdmmmugumumﬂn;downm

- §t solves the nonproliferation problem

« removes weapons-grade materisl

- pravides economic beazfits to the United States

- allevianes by-products

"The HEU can be blended down safely and DOB bas the tochnology avalable to perfc this
aperation. lwmlmexmmymppmtoblmddownthaimuwmu.

moMmemmtwﬂBU.anwmmmMT Can HEU be
usedkuhatdplophyW.Mmyo!mendvumdwtmwwmubyuwmm
reactors? mmwugnofndngHBUanthEUnlmmfndbummaddmmd
in the BIS, Amtbenn!ymformhuumvﬂﬂulorm:wm

Since the rmatesial is belng securely stored now, why are we considering moving it around and
mlzmwm&ammopumwmmmrywmbcpomm1

What is the cost of getting the material bleaded dowa? Has DOE performed any cost analysis for
this project? ‘What are the secutity costs for the materal being stored? ‘What i3 the costof
wﬂngwﬁhm}mumﬂwwsldmnge‘l T think DOB should work with the Intemationat
HEU first to get it out of their countries.

mummsmmammhmmmmmwmmmmmmmu
mmmuuummwmummmmubwmwm
others conntries that could use It against us? How secure {s our nation agalnst possible actlons of
this nature? I vnderstand the United States s trying t0 sctan example. My concem s the

pls that Congress sets. The ias that were formerly the Soviet Unjon are putting the
HEU out in thelr privato entezpese, With this belng the case, how will the Unlted States be
secure? DOB needs to lock at the potential misuse of the foel Internationally, If Russia has tight
contro, the United States necds to have tight controL, Russia could get more money fos the
blended down fuel by placing it in the intemational market, How does the United States deal with
the foel n the forcign markets? 1do not seo how ths cxample the Uniied States s trying to set

PEVIVOTY Nessmbar 12 100€
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10.003

06.030

15.002

16.010

15.003

10.003: Comment noted.

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

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

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

15.003: Because LEU blended down from HEU is not weapons-usable, it could not be
“used against us” militarily. This comment relates to nonproliferation foreign policy
issues beyond the scope of the HEU Final EIS. It is being referred to DOE's Office of
Nonproliferation and National Security.
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will help change the future, A good example may not be very good because Russia does not have
the 18 to safeguard the {a] as the Unitzd States has, The President is treating the HEU
fssue very Light heartedly with the stroke of a pen. The United Statzs needs to realize that Russia
could make the HEU a natlonal asset to make rore money, The United States needs 1o place the
Central Intelligence Agency (CTA) in Russia to watch the materisl and see where it is going, The
UnlwdSun:sneedsmgumdrhudomoﬂbcc!oudsandqnltlhlnkingmumeUMchSm
can s¢t an example.

DOE should have planned for the forelgn research reactor HEU and the HEU retuming to the
Unlted States.

The Internationz] Atomic Energy Agency (JAEA} is not concemed with the storage of
cormmerclal fuel because it is low enriched uranium,

I 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 DOB to get the cost analysis before preparing
the final E1S7 Could the comment period for the BIS be prolonged In order to receive this

i on before the period eads? How can citizens get a copy of the cost
documentation for this project befare the close of the comment period? What would DOE loso if
the EIS is delayed? Is the 50 metric tons golng to USEC equats to real moncy?

The compartmentalization of DOB docuraents places limits on the scope of public comments.

Thero Is no evaloation of the Impacts of the higher level decisions in the BIS, such as policy
decitions, sstting a good cxample, and nonproliferation. Everything we (the public) have talked
about tonight s out of the scope of this EIS.

There is an advantage to having a HEU reactor that does not produce plutonium.

The cost of storing the HEU from now until ths end of ime does not even approach the blend
down cosis. Why shouldn't we store the HEU forever? When (timefrurne-wisc) would the cost
of storing equal the cost of blending down? It would be cheaper to store the HEU. DOE can not
cee [nto the future to make sure that the United States will not need the REU Iater. Also, Itls
capensive to maks HEU.

Why shouldn't the Unlted States make some moncy for the treasury by blending down to foel and
then selling?

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

16.003
cont.

28.001

03.015
16.011

16.008

16.011
cont.
32,01

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.

32011: 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% 235 for hosen? 1f DOE placed controls on
the blended down foe), could a higher percentage be used? ‘What ars the curvent and proposed 33.002
blmddownpuunugesofﬂwwmsuxedmwNevacstSim ‘Why didnt DOE usc 0.9%
HEU as a target for biend down?
Does the valoe of USEC, when privatized, feprescat real moncy for the treasury? | 06.023
How can we (the public) change the direction the noclear program is golng?
How is the Russian HEU going 10 be used, oace our government purchases it? l 17.006
Can fuslon reactors use HEU? | 06.030
How could the United States becoralng a part of the market be & problem? Tt scems that the cont,
1 will be competing with ths 1ol sector, Is this aspect covered in the EIS? Is | 17.007
ﬂwblcndeddovmfuelgoingmbcdumpedomhcmxbulnwlﬂ ‘
Wil this process (blend down) use the cascades s opposed to the centrifuge? I 07.007

10ral fved In public
for presentation in this document.

ing similar Issues were combined (grouped)

REVISED December 13, 1995

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

06.023: The proceeds from the sale of USEC to the private sector will be real.
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17.006: The Russian HEU is not part of the domestic HEU disposition program ana-
lyzed in the HEU EIS, although the impacts on the uranium industey 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
ucanium 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
UF; and that was transferred to the USEC pursuant to the Energy Policy Act of 1992,
The cascades are unlikely to be used for other blending activities. None of the analyzed
blending facilities (nor any other current U.S. facilities) use centrifuge technology.
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GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,

RICHMOND, VA
PAGE10OF9
COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Pates ¥ Schrcs PO Bex 10009
uactor January 11, 1556 mw R0

t.8. Departnont of Enex

office of Fimsile Matcrials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

To Whom It May Concernt
This is in response to your request for commants on the
15}

Environwenta) Inpact Statomonk. The Departuent of Environmental
Quality is xcoponsible for coordinating Virginia’s review of

1 envi 1d to and responding to appropriate
foderal officials on boholf of the Cemmonwoalth. The following
locality and agoncios participated in thin raview:

pepartuont of Envirommental Quality;
Dapaxtment of Hoalth;

Departanont of Historic Rosources;
Dopartnont of Transportation;
virginia State Polica;

Caxpbell County; and

city of Lynchburg.

In addition,tha Dopartwment of Game and Inland Pishexias,
Dopartmont of Emergancy Services and tho Central Virginia
Planning District Commission were invited to comment through tho
Dopartment of Environrontal Quality.

The d t the envir tal impacts at four
pites that may result from altornatives for the dloponition of
United St igin p ble highly enriched uranium (HEW)
that has beon or may be declared surplus to national defensa or
defence related progranm nocds. In addition to tho no action
alternative, it four =1l {vas that would climinate
the waapons uoability of HEU by blending it with depleted
uranium, natural uranium, or low-onriched uraniun (LEU) to create
LEU, either as cial roactor foed k or as low lavol
radfoactive waste, The potential blending sites ara the ¥-12

829 Eaet Mo Straat. Rchmond, Virgess 23219 - Fax (804) 7824500 « TDO {804} 767 4021
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¥ GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
RICHMOND, VA
PAGE2 OF 9

HEU ZIS
Page Two

Plant in Cak Ridga, % River site In Aiken,
South Carolina; the Babcock & uilcox Naval Nuclear Fue) Division
Facility in Lynchburg, Virginia; and the Puel Services Fuel
Fabrication Plant in Zrwin, Tennessee. The praferred alternativa
is to blend down m:glun HEU to LEU for maximum commercial usa as
rg::tor fuel feed which would likely ba done at a cozbination of
8 8.

The Conmxonwealth offers the following comments:

Any t:ansportat:iun of wastes through virginia should be
with notification to the Department of Emexrgency 20.011
Sexvices und the atfeoted localities so that adequate safety
precautions may be taken. As previously requested, the
localities should@ be notified diroctly in advance of any
notification to the nows wedia.

The City of Lynchburg and pbell y have no objections
to the proposced project.

The Department of Environmontal Quaut{ will coordinate the
Comzonvealth’s reviaw and response on the final environmental
hpuet statomont for this prop 1. Cor should
d to: Direstor, oftice of Environmental Izpact Reviaw,
rtaent of Environmental Quality, P. O. Box 10009, 629 East
Ha n Street, Richmond, Virginia 23240-0009,

'nmnk you for this oppextuniti to commont on tha draft

ts of the reviewers are attached for your
review and consideracion. If you need further information,
pleasa contact Tom Felvey, (804) 698~4315, of ny staff,

sincnuly,

PSRN /

Hichanl. P.

and Inta:qovcmnnntal Aftairs

¢os  Barry K. Martin, City of Lynchhurg
R. pavid Laurrell, Campbell County
Leslie Foldesi, VDH-BRH
Parry C. Cogburn, VDOT
Lt. Herbert Bridges, vsP
David H. Dutten, DHR
Robert chxnnn, DEQ-Wasta
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 (PL. 101-6135).
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GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
RICHMOND, VA
PAGE3 OF 9

If you cannct maet the dsadline, please notify ELLIE IRCNS at
8047762-4325, THOMAS M. FELVEY at 804/7562-4315, or R.

GRIZPIR AT 804/762-4337 prior to the date given. Arrangsments
will ba made to extend the date for your review {f poasible. An
agency will not be considered to have reviewsd a docunsnt if no
co—::::dan received (or contaat is made) within the periocd
=pec, .

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A. Please review the document carefully. If the proposal has
heen reviewcd earlisr (i.e. if the ! is a federal
Final EIS or a state gupplement}, please consider whether
your earlier cocacnts have been adequately addreoced.

B. Prepare your kgency’s comments i{n a form which would ba
acceptable for rasponding directly to a project proponent

agency.

¢. Uge your agoncy staticnery or the space below for your
cozments. xrmuvs:msncxsan. THE FORM MUST BE

BYGNED AMD DATED.
Please xeturn your comments tos

nnmummmlmm
omc:ornvmmmmnwmuvxxw

g Environmental Technic
% mm\m Services Administrator

1 have no comments to offer reparding this project.

\ o7 .
ﬁ vf%u (daga) Decenber &, 1995

(Y] P. Foldeai, M.5., CHP
{citle} Dire: Poireny af Badinlopien) Health

{signed)

{agency) Departmont of Health

PROJECT €35-137F 8/95

SN0 (] IUWWO))
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GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
RICHMOND, VA
PAGE5 OF 9

If you cannot meet the deadlino, please notify ELLIE IRONS at
B04/762-4325, TECGMAS X. FELVEY at 804/762-4315, or Re. THOMAS
GRIVPIN AT 804/762-43317 prior to the dste given. Axrangements
will be pade to sxtend the data for your review if pooaible. AaAn
ageacy will not be considered to bave reviewed a document 1if no
comments are received {or contaot 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 fedexal
Final EIS or a state supplement), plcase considexr whether
your ecarliex commenta have been adequately addressed.

Pxepare youxr agency's n a form which would be

accegtable for responding directly to & project proponent
agency.

€. Use your agency stationery or the space below for your

comments. XIF YOU USE THE SPACE BELOW, THE FORM MUST BE

SIGNED AND DATED.

Pleage return your comments to:
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
IMP]

A . RICEMOND, VA 23219
o Y AIGUANE #804/762-4319

NN 2T WS
%h\ao )' /) v
Environmental Tacl C
govarmmentat Attalis Services Rdministrator
COMMENTS

ot S C. :
o 7P g

~
(aigned) _M (data) &/ To-9)
teicle) //EM

{agencys ///éj/ﬂ’;’ﬁ 5/’P;L’ /ﬂ/'a'

PROJECT #95-237F _ 8/95
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GRANTS MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
RICHMOND, VA
PAGE9 OF 9

If you cannot meet the dendline, ploaaa notify ELLIE IRONS at
804/762-4325, THOMAS M. PELVEY at B04/762-4315, or R. THOMAS
GRIFPIN AT 804/752-4337 prior to tho date given. Arrangements
will be mado to extond the date for your review if possible. An
agency will oot be considoxod to hava xaviewed a document if no
comzents are received (or contact is made) within the paried
opscified.

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A. Dlease review the document carefully. I[f the proposal has
been reviewed carlier (i.e. if the document Lo a fedexal
Final £IS or a gtate supplement), please consider whether
your caxlier comments have been adcquately addressed.

B. Prepare your agency's commenta in a form which would be
acceptable for responding directly to a project proponent
agency.

C. Uge your agency stationery or the space below for your
comments. XF YOU USE THE SPACE BELOW, THE PORM WUST BE
BXGNED AND DATED.

Plcase roturn your comments to:

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALXITY
OFPICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
629 PAST MAIN STREET, SIXTHE FLOOR
RICHMOND, VA 23219
- FAX #8504/762-4319
Recd. by Depl.of
Envisonmantal Guality

Environmental Tec -}

Pubiic & lntere Services Administrator
COMMENTS govarmmaniat Alfalrs

Thare iz no apparent objaceton to the proposed project,

{signed} (date) Rovesber 20, 1995

{title) Count Tnistrcator

{agency) Campbell County

PROJECT #2$:137F 8/95
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HARRIS, TERESA, UNICOI COUNTY, TN
PAGE1OF1

Dato Recolved:  11/15/85
Comment [D: £0012

Name: Teresa Hanis
Address: No Address Given
Transctiption:

This Is Teresa Harsis, F'm an employso who was laid off at NFS two years ago. My
hushand Robert also was laid off at the same ime. We have three small children and
had just bult a new home when we were laid off, We'ro hoping the govemment will
look close and hard at the project for NFS. We know that they can do the work. He
had fouricen years In and § had thirteen years In operations. The v of Unicol

County suffered a whole kot when NFS tald off. Thank you. Toresa Haris,

10,003

10.003:

Comment noted.

c]
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HAWKINSON, JEAN, MINNEAPOLIS, MN
PAGE1OF1

Date Roceived: OUA6N6

Names Jesn Hawkinson

Add M g

Transcription:

Thisis Jean Hawkinson calling from Minncapolis, Mi I'm calling regarding making
uranium into reactor fael. 1 am much opposed 10 that. T do not support making the uranium into 10.024
reactor fuel.

10.024: ‘The spent fuel that would be created as 2 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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HEDGEPETH, DAVID, LOGAN, UT
PAGE 1 0F 2

TD; Department of Enwrgy
FROM: David Hodgopeth
DATE: January 16, 1996
RE: HEU EIS

I do not support making highly enriched uranium into nuclear
rractor fucl for the following reasons:

» it will create spont nuclear fucl for which we have no
aalution.
® ag part of that waste product, plutonium will be croated, &

matecia) .fhat jecpardizen nuc, aonpcaliferation.qoais. - - vare

» all opticns have not bean oxplerwd, including storing down
blendud uranium.

« tha financial analynfn in incomplote or nonoxistent, dospite
tha fact that citirense have requactod ono for almost two yoars.
1 do supports

« down blonding all HEU.

# international controls on HEU,

» wafe storage of HEU prior to ltoc down blanding.

Thank yau for your conolidaration.

(hnd Mol
o P Farn Rd
L‘d"' ur 7932

10.024

| 09.018
| 16015

| 10023
I 03.020
10.032

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

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

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

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic-
ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending. There-
fore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus HEU
inventory.
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03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under 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.
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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.

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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33.001: Forms of surplus HEU are mainly metal, compounds, solutions, oxides, irradi-
ated fuel, reactor fuel, UFy, scrap, and material in weapons that have been retired but
have not been transferred to Pantex for disassembly. Surplus HEU is currently located at
10 DOE sites around the country and is shown in Figure 1.3~1 of the HEU Final EIS.

33.004: As described in Chapter 1 of the HEU Final EIS, approximately 62 t of the cur-
rently declared surplus HEU (165 t) may not be available for commercial use because it
consists of spent fuel and material with very high ratios of undesirable isotopes (U-232,
U-234, and U-236) relative to the U-235 isotope. Therefore, this material would need to
be disposed of as waste. U-234, which is one of the two main undesirable isotopes, is the
major contributor to radiation exposure and the other, U-236, inhibits the nuclear reaction
in reactor cores.

The LEU specifications for commercial reactor fuel are currently set by American Soci-
ety for Testing Materials to meet commercial reactor fuel feed requirements. A portion of
the currently declared surplus HEU inventory (about 20 t) is being considered as off-spec
material because it would not meet the American Society for Testing Materials standards
when blended down. If buyers are found that would accept some portion of the non-com-
mercial HEU inventory despite its isotopic composition then more of the surplus HEU
inventory may be used as commercial fuel material or off-spec material. Some of this
HEU could be used later for mixed oxide fuel fabrication, but DOE believes that there is
1o reason to reserve it for that purpose. Once surplus HEU is blended down to commer-
cial-grade LEU, it is fungible with any other commercial-grade LEU. The use of off-spec
material for mixed oxide fuel fabrication is unknown at this time.

Evaluation of new technologies and processes were not included within the scope of this
EIS. Similarly, conversion and blending down of the non-commercial material for fur-
ther potential use in the Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation program was also
excluded from the scope because the Atomic Vapor Laser Isotope Separation program is
not currently funded and, therefore, DOE cannot plan and make decisions on programs or
technologies that may never be developed.

Details on the specific location of the surplus non-commercial HEU is partially classified
and could not be included in this EIS due to national security reasons. However, DOE
evaluated transportation of surplus HEU between existing sites for blending and fuel fab-
rication, and a representative site for waste disposal (NTS is only a representative site for
waste disposal since no LLW disposal site has currently been identified for the material).
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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 t) 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

21.008

07.010: The HEU Final EIS analyzes as potential blending sites the two commercial
facilities and two DOE facilities (the Y-12 Plant and SRS) that have extensive facilities
for and experience with the processing of HEU. The DOE facilities meet all DOE envi-
ronment, safety, and health requirements, and the commercial facilities meet all require-
ments contained in their NRC licenses.

33.006: The Department of Energy will meet whatever the waste acceptance criteria are
prior to shipment of the waste material and fully comply with applicable laws and regula-
tions during transfer of the material to its destination.

28.002: Although criticality safety requirements for HEU and Pu are comparable in
terms of their objectives, that does not establish a connection between disposition actions
for the two materials. DOE does not agree that decisions in the surplus HEU disposition
program in any way constrain decisions in the plutonium disposition program.

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

33.008: The potentially non-commercial portion of surplus HEU consists of spent fuel
and material containing very high ratios of U-232, U-234, and U-236 relative to the
U-235 content. The spent fuel could be reprocessed to separate out the HEU. If this is
done, it would be made commercially available for blend down to LEU for reactor fuel.
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Similarly, if any of the non-commercial material could be processed to make it off-spec,
that material will be offered for sale to the commercial industry. However, some of the
off-spec material has such high quantities of U-234 and/or U-236, DOE believes that it
would be of little interest to the industry. DOE also believes that blending this material
with high ratios of U-234 and U-236 to “near off-spec” levels would not be attractive
because as 1J-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: 1t 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 1995¢:3-7).  All facilities at SRS are designed to
withstand an earthquake of 0.20 g or 20 percent of gravity at the structure base which is
estimated to occur once every 5,000 years. Discussions of large earthquakes at other can-
didate sites have been added to the HEU Final EIS.

21.010: The material at risk was not determined for each facility and site. Itis 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
blénding. However, estimates showed that ORR would have higher incremental cancer
fatalities when blending occurs at two DOE sites.

For 2 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 montality 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 1x10'3
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 meodel limitations) by a single
event of 1x101? fissions with the radioactive releases occurring over a 2-hour period after
the event.

21.013: The criticality event was assumed to be initiated in the HEU EIS by an evalua-
tion basis earthquake. The energy source of the evaluation basis earthquake is much
greater than a criticality, and therefore the energy from the criticality is not included in
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the impact analysis except to the release of fission products (krypton, xenon, and iodine).
These isotopes are consistent with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission Regulation Guide
3.34 where they are identified as the dominant isotopes for exposure. For the conse-
quences of a combined criticality and evaluation basis earthquake, the results are
summed for the release of halogen materials (46,000 curies of krypton isotopes, 65,000
curies of xenon isotopes, and 1,600 curies of iodine isotopes) from the criticality and for
uranium (0.076 curies of which 67 percent is U-234 for UNH blending to 4 percent)
released during the earthquake.

21.014: As stated in Section 4.3.3.6, it was assumed that all of the accident scenarios
considered in the HEU EIS can be initiated by the evaluation basis earthquake with the
exception of the filter fire and fluidized bed release, The evaluation basis earthquake is
also assumed to initiate the nuclear criticality. The evaluation basis earthquake accident
scenario assumes that the building collapses, resulting in ruptured containers, piping, and
tanks releasing uranium solutions, water, toxic gases, flammable gases, and toxic and
reactive liquids. The nuclear criticality mitigating safety features of the storage racks and
facilities are assumed not to be compromised. Therefore, only the consequences from the
release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals into the environment are presented for
the evaluation basis earthquake. For the earthquake induced criticality, the incremental
consequences of this criticality are presented. To be conservative, both the consequences
from the evaluation basis earthquake and earthquake induced criticality were assumed to
occur together added to yield the total consequences from both the release of radioactiv-
ity and hazardous chemicals into the environment and z 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 (S0 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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HEPLER, JOHN, WHITLEYVILLE, TN
PAGE1O0F1

Dato Reccived: 111196
Comment ID: PO038

Narae: Johkn Hepler
Address: Hadenburg Road

‘Whilleyville, Teancssee 38588
Transcription:

Hello, My name is John Hepler, 1live on Hadenburg Road, Whitleyville, Tennessee 38588, 1
lmalllnabcauselmnglybellmlhumisﬁgmywdcbedmnimmd:wbe
decommissioned out of a statn in which it can be possibly made into weapons, This would also,

ifit is down blended properly, turm it into low-level waste, which ¢ least can be disposed of 10.031
under current law. In addition, this would help us to lead the way in showing by example,
intemational eontrols on all nuclear materials. T think any other use of this stuff fsa 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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HIRSCH, FAY, BOCA RATON, FL

PAGE1OF 1
Date Received 01/22/96
Comment 1D POO?5
Name Fay Hirsch
Address: Boca Raton, Florida
Transcription

1"m very much against you making highly eariched uranium into nuclear reactor fuel, and 1 hope
youwon't doit My name is Fay Hirsch, and I five in Boca Raton Flotida, and my number is 407
482-3905 Thaok 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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HONICKER, JEANNINE, NASHVILLE, TN
PAGE1o0OF1

author: Gharon Pistayk = DOB/iD-L cplarzykofedix.fie.com> &t INTERNET
Datai 12/12/98 12134 AM

Priority: Normal

70; Dave Hollioter at SAIC_LENPANT

Subject: PORUM Form - incoming tewd)

Forwarded meopaget

> Prom httpd Tue Nov 14 14131306 1995

> Datet Tue, 14 Nov 1995 14130188 -0500

> From: KTTPD Daenon <httpd>

> Magsage-1ds 199511141930, AR150726Ledix, fia.com>
» Reply-To: doemdl

Subjoct: FORUM Foxm - incoming

Apparently-Tol doendl -descefedix. £i0.com

vV

v

s+ To be properly posted to the corrvect forum area the
roply to this mesoage MUST be qailed to >> docndiofedix.fie.com << 1

v
.
.

vwvyv
.
.

«+ Thiz meoosga was genarated by the pubmienlon of a Prom Comment

s on the Plonile Materialo Electronic BES. Roply to this mespage

e¢ with the text of thin moscage included in the reply. All “"Roplied®
ee are publicly available on the Electronic RS

s¢ Thie iz informatfon generated at the time of submission and fo
os uged to track individual commento. It should not ba changed!
70 » doendl-demodfodix.fie.com

Hoorial_to « 113

#Maf1Title = PORUM Porm - incoming

»¢ Tha following information is DATA from tho commwent form, Tho

s+ mctype® Lo the Author's Request for a public or Private cowmmant.
#¢ If you do not want this wmeopage ta ba publicly pestod to tho BRS
o+ do nothing or reply to the author diractly.

iname » Jeannana Honicker

Htitlo =

fcompany e

#24dry « 362 Binklay Dr.
#addr2 =

gcity = Nashville
Hotate = To

Nxip = 37213

diphone =

#fax = 615+333~2079
Aemail o

#ctypa = public
#subject = KBV EIS

o¢ The following {u the text of the Author's Comment.

WDHOGIN comment e

Please include a coeplete ic anelycis of the alternatives.
Specifically,how doag the coot of the blended down reactor fuel coapars
with reactor fuel from virgin uranium, Who would pay the price, and who
would make tho profit from the sale of the reactor fuel?

Pleaos send me ths raw data that has been ganerated on the anowers to thess
Qqueotiona.

¥END coement

04.010

¢e The folloing io the space rasorved for an offical Reply. If you
es do not wich to reply to this corment then do not change it.

N YYVVVYVYVYVYVYVYVYYVYVVRYVYVVYYVYVYVIYYVYVYVYVVYYY VY

04.010: A cost analysis for the alteratives 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 commerciai fuel. Any commetcial entities involved in the dis-
position actions will also expect to realize some profits in compensation for their contri-
butions.
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HONICKER, JEANNINE, NASHVILLE, TN

PAGE1 OF 1
Date Received: 112095
Comment ID: POOL8
Name: Jeannine Honicker
Address: 362 Binkley Drive
Nashville, TN 37211
Transeription:

Hi. This is Jeannine Honicker. 362 Binkley Drive, Nashville, Tennessee, 37211, I wentto the
public meeting that was held on November 14 in Knoxville, Tennessee, and during the meeting 1
asked abont tha cost of the biead down and was told that there was no cost available, but
however, there were working papers. So, 1 was told that ] would be senta copy of these working
papers, but 1 was not told when and by whom, So, [ wanted to reiterate that I am expecting them
shortly, and that it should be all of the costs associated with the proposed blend down, includiog
how ruch It will totally cost to dolhzmgram,mdhowmnchmcexpeemdmm:willbe
from whom, and | would like very much to have a response telling me how soon this material
will be available, You can fox that 10 erea 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
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.
Helio. My name Is Linda Horton, | live in Unicol County, and [ am very distressed to NFS has been processing and fabricating special nuclear materials since 1958 while fully
&:ﬂyhaatntgemm;m may & b:mrdp::: l:uuc:?;m.?ewﬁhhr:\nvﬁ";gﬁ "od:o:m';ngmh; f‘f;l:ha 10.002 complying with the stringent safety anfl environmental l_-equirements established by
workshop In Knoxville, and | wil talk to you there. Thank you. Bya. NRC, the State of Tennessee, and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), as well as

its own internal requirements. The proposed action of the HEU EIS is well within the
skills and experience of NFS and would neither increase hazardous nuclear waste beyond
the permitted limits nor would it alter NFS’s waste management operations.
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HUNTER, A. HAYES, KNOXVILLE, TN
PAGE10OF 1

Ullnd States Dapariment of Energy

“’"“f IR ..': 03 '
.L.;L;Egﬂzﬁ @3}5&?

NAME- (Optional) _ﬂ._ﬂm:{_,,{/m.—ap

ADDRESS: J202 % £LC ) A
TCLEPIONE: (H2D)_<ids 125

U5 Depaniment of Encrgy
* 0. Box 23786, Wasbisgten, D.C. 20026-3288
Qr fax comments kx § (600) 810-3358

Mmmmb&nﬂnmmwmu

07.004

07.004: As explained in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final EIS, DOE prefers the maxi-
mum commercial use alternative because it would best serve the purpose and need for the
proposed action, which is to make the surplus HEU non-weapons-usable and, where fea-
sible, recover its economic value. It is self-evident that the economic recovery objective
is best served by an alternative that seeks to maximize commercial use of the material,
because the alternative of blending the material to waste recovers no value and greatly
increases the required blending and disposal costs. DOE believes that the nonprolifera-
tion objective is equally satisfied by all the action alternatives (2 through 5).

Cl
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INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EDUCATORS FOR WORLD PEACE,

HUNTSVILLE, AL
PAGE10F1
ASSOCIATION INTERNATIONALE DES ASOCIACION INTERNACIONAL DE
EDUCATEURS POUR LA PALX DUMONDE EDUCADORES PARA LA PAZ MUNDIAL
ONG, NATIONS UNIES & UNESCO ONG, NACIONES UNIDAS & UNESCO

ORENZIPLIRERRLFR O AL PR o) o neall 25l AN
e RAL . EE-RPARIALR Semi el 3anlt M1 g2) Shtis T S b Tk

Hexayner pal pocper
38 HHD BO BCON MIPS
K00, Oprakusaunn OFtogsuennns Haipt w KHECKD

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EDUCATORS FOR WORLD PEACS
NGO, United Nedoas (ECOSCC), UNDPL, UNICER, UNCED & UNESCO
Oflice of ts Execative Vice President
P.0. Box 3282, Huntavilte, Alsbams 35810-0282, U.S.A
CHARLES MERCIECA, PAD, PAone: (203) $34-3501 1 8513341
Extcutive Vice President Fae: (205) £36-1018 1 831-5226

January 6, 1996

Officers-in-Charge
Department of Energy
Washington, D.C., U.SA.

Dear Gentlemen:

Members of our Seceetariat’s Executive Council and officials of our organization whe are
spread In 98 countries are becoming very highly concerned In seeing members of our government
especially faver making highly enriched uranium Into nuclear reactor fuel, 10.024

This action ks bound to éreate speat fref which Is a highly toxte and radioactive waste that Is
disastrous In the long vange. Besldes, it will ereate plutonjum which is a vldlation of our
nenproliferation obk >, Int case of Tty we do support downblending afl I 10.023
highty enriched stranium $o 1t eannot be used fn weapons. We also support developlng the .
patity to downblend all L lared surphus over the next decade, In addition, we firmiy l 03.020
belleve In International controls on ali nuclear materials, ‘

For odr nation and, as & manter of fact, for every nation on earth, the health of the people is
more important than the financlal profits of dang industries which include, aboue all, the
weapons industry, The Amerlcan people want their government to protect thelr Hves not from
some Imaginary Don Quixote coming frol the sky, but rom the dangerous toxk wastes that

are belng produced to satisfy the finanelal greed of blg corporations which rowadays seem to

have taken flff control over our governtment.

Thank yoir very much for your attention,

Sincerely yours,
P e e
Dr. Charies Mereleca

Executive Vice President, JAEWP

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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INTERNATIONAL CHEMICAL WORKERS UNION, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE1OF2
International Chemizal Workers Union
Local 252
DOX 4154 - OAK RIDGE, TN 378314154
w
1/31/9%

poz-0ffica af rissile Materials Dispesition
£/6 SAIC-HEU EIS

P.0. Dox 23786,

# , D.C. 20026-1786

To ¥hom It Hay Cohcarnt

Pleasa congidor the folloving comments in making final decisions on the
bispositicn of surplua Highly Eariched Uraniuws.

Wa of Local 152, of the I ional Cheaical Union, at Oak Ridge, TH,
fully support tha Departnent of Energy’s proposal to blend-down surplus Highly
enriched Uraniun (HRO) to Low-Bnxiched Uranium (LEU).

Although, the Departnent of Energy’s prafarrad altermativa, {Alternativa s,
variation c) im ona ve could support, wa prefer {Alternative 5, Variation 9) so
our firat cholce and thon Alternitive S, Variations a and c respactivaly,

¥e do not faver varimtion [b), ©f Altexnatives 4 or 5. It would be a texribla
disservice to the workers at the Y-13 Flant to send this nev peacatice xission
to the coxnercial sites and sand Y-11 Dafenna Prog X 1 foxr a johb.

The blonding-dewn of the suxplus HEU, using any wvariation of Alvernative 3,
would allow the Unitad States a chance to recover soma of its investmont 1o the
Cold War efforts, by convarting surplus REU to commercial uel.

Atso, the blendingedovn of surplus HZU using any af the altarnatives, rather
than the ¥ 4 alt ive, vould d o the world that tha United
suu;! i sericusly pursuing our nonproiiferation cbjectivas. That va valk what
ue talk.

4

Gur praf 4 s {x ive S, Variation dj, is the single-site
alternative and, of coursa, we think the Y~12 plant should be that single site.

The sdvantages of Y-12 as the (ona-site variation) would include:

- HED would not have to ba shipped off site to be processed, since ROst
of it is already at ths ¥-12 Plant.

= HEU could be blended-down uaing two processes, HEU to LEU ao Uranyl
Hitrata Hexabydrate and KEV to LEU as mstal, at tho sans tics.

= Y12 hag several large buildings that would be suitadbls to houcs a
nav uranjun hexatluoride blending facidity, should such a facility
be nesded ag 2 third process latay on.

10.003

10.003:

Comment noted.
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INTERNATIONAL CHEMICAL WORKERS UNION, OAK RIDGE, TN

PAGE2 OF 2

- =12 has exfsting systems for vaste troatment and disposal.

- %¥~12 has the wpzcxt of the surrounding comsunity which bellevas in
the professionalisa of the work foxce.

= Y=32 has alraady in placa a Security Force that iz conmidard sacond To no
othar in the country.

- The Department of could utilize the experisnced vork forcs froa tha
Cold War effort who’a jobs ars in jeopardy becausa of the downsizing of
Dafensa Progrand. ThiG would neat mons of the chjactives of Sectioen
31£1 of the National Dafense Authorization Act and mllow m trained
work force to usa theiy experience parforming a nevw peacotine micsion.

Ve nmnzly fenl the Draft Environzental Txpact Gtatemsnt (XIS) an the
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium grossly underestinated the
procacs! rate capabilitiss of the Y-13 Plant, 1f utillzed to the naxinun, and
that other facilitias wera oversatimated.

Ve realizte the true capahilities could have intentionally bean arronadus for
Hational Security reasonz, but if not this data certainly needs eorracted.

ha ZIS aluo indicates that just a fow ninor Upgrades and nodificaticno vould be
required to begin xatal blending in pullding 321-¥ at the Savannah Rivar Site,
tut in foot the open top futnaces of Bullding 322-% wvould nat be acceptable for
the blanding of HEU.

Wa Bave bosn advised that a lot of woney has alraady besn fnvested in extunsive
cleanup activities of Building J21-K st Savannah River and some of the buildings
at Muclear Fual Soxrvices., If so, will soue areas be racontaminated from thede
proposed blending activitics and was this factorad into ths IS ?

he EIS leado us to bolicve that a tarqeted batch of HEU in the form of Uraniun
Hexatluorida, has already becn chozen to ba ths first of tho 200 matric tono o
be blended down and the tuo coxnarclal sitas wors the only nites considered for
that batch. If so, vhy wasn’t tho tuo enrichment facilitieo considard as
candidate sitas for KEU in the fora of Uranium Rexatluoride?

Your considaraion of theso conments would ha graatly appreciated.

sinceraly,

Faard Jei?¥

Frank Scott

Business Agent

Local 25

Internntional chamical Workers Unien

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 UFg. The only
HEU UF, that exists, no longer in DOE's inventory, is 13 t located at the Portsmouth
Gaseous Diffusion Plant. That material was transferred to USEC by the Energy Policy
Act of 1992 and is currently being blended at Portsmouth. DOE does not rule out the
potential use of DOE sites for any particular batches of HEU.

sasuodsay puv
SIUWNIO( JUWUOD)




vZ1-¢

JOHNSON, ERIK T., MARYVILLE, TN
PAGEI1OF1
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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,

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufticient 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: 01116196
Comment ID: Po0s9
Name: John Johnson
Address: P.0. Box 28}
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37401
Transeription:

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

.0. Box 281, Chattanoogs, Tennessee 37401, [ am opposed to making highly

into nuxclear reactor fuel bocause nuclear power is inbiczently unsafe. 1t will ereste spent fuc), a
highly toxic and radioactive waste that nobody has any kind of sotution for. It will create
plutonium which is & vio} of nonproliferation goals and treatics, and the DOE has obviously
not adequately explored all options, including storing down blended uranium in some kind of
heavily guarded facility so that interaational terrorists don’t get it. To that end, 1 do support
duwnhlcndingalldwhig}ﬂymichedunniumsoﬁmitmmlbcusedinwcam 1think the
DOE should develop the capacity to down biend all uranium declared surplus within ten years,
and very obviously, there needs to be Intemational controls on all nuclear matesials because the
stuff is very dangerous and we're Jeaving a very unhealthy and deadly 1egacy for future
generations, and 1 don't sce how you can do that to your children gnd Jive with a clean
conscicnce. Thank you very much and have a good day.

| 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 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 tif 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 JAEA safeguards at
the Y=12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE'’s
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to
the maximum extent possible.
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KENTUCKY RESOURCES COUNCIL, INC., FRANKFORT, KY
PAGE1oOF1

Kentucky Resources Council, Inc.
Post Offica Box 1070
Frankfon, Kentucky 40602

(502) 875-2428
{502) 875-2845 fax
email FizKRC@adl com
January 10, 1996
DOE Fasile Materials Disposdion
ocka SNCHEU EIS
P.0 Box 23786

Washington, D C. 20026-3786
By fax 1-800-820-5156

Yo Whom It May Concern

Tho Kentuchy Rosources Counci, inc., o profi
o horsh'e inebud

d with the enrichmont of urani

whoss P individuals who are
b of historic ro and contaminal d with DOE's Poducah Gaseou
Oiffusion Manl, is wriling lo our with lhe ing of highly enriched

into nuclcar reacior fucl  Tho Council beli that the E1S ohould ghly explore the
o il belicvea thet tho EIS ohouldr Y 09.022

range of . g slorage ium, andlhe
downblending of all highly ennthed uranium in order 1o prevent the use of the matesial for
weopons

Thank you for your deration of these

Sincetely,

T FityGerald
Tom FazGorald
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
Govemnment expenditures for disposition, because it would necessitate the construction
of new storage facilities for the much higher volume of material and would involve no
offsetting revenues from sales of commercial material. The proposed action is to blend
down all surplus weapons-usable HEU to make it non-weapons-usable.
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KRAMER, CLAUDINE, WEAVERVILLE, NC
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PAGE10OF1
Date Received: 1208795
Comment ID: POO20
Name: Clawdine Kramer
Address: Weaverville, NC
Yes. Today is Friday, Decemmber 8, and I wascaling to on the draft & it that
been issued for the dispositon of highly enriched uranfurm., 1 would like to urge the Department

of Enetgy to accept the *“No Action” alternative which 1s outlined in tho draft document, My
name is Clandine Kramer, 1 Live in Weaverville, North Carolin, and should you wish to reach
me for further comment, my telephone number is 704-658-0294, And again, 1 would like to urge
the Department of Energy to adopt the “No Action” alternative, Thank you.

i 10.026

10.026: 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.
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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 fuei
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
PAGE1OF1

LIVERMORE CONVERSION PROVECT
P. 0. BOX 20472 1925
OAKLAND CA. §4604-9472

U.5. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

OFFIiCE OF FISSILE MATERIALS DISPOSITION
P.O. BOX 23786

WASHINGYON, D.C. 20026-3786

SUBJECT: Mhspusition of surplus HEU Environmental Impact
Statement:

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

We belteve (hat shy sther eptien will just help parpetuste
the Nuctear cycte. It is time for the werid te get aff the
NHuclear addiction. Blensing ALL HEU ts low=laval wasts
would be one small but important step. It is time tar the
United States to shew real landership,

wered!

&-&.ﬂ Mi \ncersty;

: Feeti. #.‘ J.:'l\L&—

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
PAGE10F3

IOUISIANA o BEIRn.
W Wadwngon, DG 003

Janvary 74, 1996

L1962

DOE - Oftice of Elssile Maternls Disporidon
</u SAICHED - EIS

P, Q. Bux 2786

Washinywr, DC 20020-3786

Dea: Sicor Madam:

Louistana Eucney Services. LP (LES) is a Vlelaware Limited Partnership that bas applicd for and
is awslting fisad activn ona U.S. Noclesr Regulatory Commistion Licente 1o build and operate,
i Loulsiang, the fisx pvitely-owoed U.S, tranfum enrichment plast. A zuch, LES has s direct
inercat {n the mannes ad taning of any latroduction intn the U.S, mazket for earichment
seeviess of LEU dcrived fioua HEU fos say source,

We ogree with the conelislon of the Dralt E18 that the most sppraprista means foe disposition of
sarplus HEU from the U.S. nucleas wapuns program i3 "to blead down t LEU and, where
practical, 8o rouss the revulting LEU fa pranclil, beoeficial ways dutrecover its patural valoe.®
Mmq.nuwmmumuummmmuamm

U.S, suppliers of snrfchment scvices, quantity

the equilibrium in the moatket sod cxaccrbate the eaktiing imbelance betwesn, & excess o supply
30 shri 4. bas alrcady been an dapat utt markst sabliity after the fall of the
Wumdhhuwddudhmﬂwcmgurwdmmwm.

Nt

chrcomatances. Coagress
when i1 enactod tha Encrgy Policy Act 0f 1992 and required the U.S, Enfehment Cocporatos to
conduct its huginess et exelusive agent for sales of Russian ITEY in & manoer thag would
minlmize the impact oo domestic fodustry.

< a8 agaln evpeessod a simil cem i Segislation which would peivadze the
.8, Enrichment Corporation. This Ieglslation bas besa passed by both bouses bt e
vl in the cogoing debate over tha Hudget Reconciliation Legislation of which i1 is a put,
Nonetclexs, Be Ml ty requires that xy sale of .S, stockpile matesicl, in this case by
Dep of Eacry, be preceded by a jon by the Secretsey of Encry that such sale
*will not bave 4 mivenss impact 08 the domestic iranium o and sarick

tmining,
Indotry” and that the i "pol be 1633 than the Sl markcet vatoe of the mazerial’ Even the tona
of natural sed cariched waniw being aeasfered t0 USEC fm ise ULS, stockplle sre

12016

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 concemning the
blending of 10 t per year refer to the potential blending rate at each site. With multiple
sites more than 10 t per year could be blended, but in actuality DOE does not anticipate
being able to make more than about 8 t per year available for blending. The schedules in
Table 2.1.2-1 have been revised in the HEU Final EIS to reflect these more pragmatic
assumptions.

The Department of Energy does not agree with the position that the rate of introduction of
LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU into the market is outside the scope of the HEU EIS,
for the very reason that Louisiana Energy Services is 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
PAGE2OF 3

constrained by the leghlsticn, and cen enly b delivered for commercial end e on & delayed
schedule and within fixed annnal quotas,

Ta our judgment, tha Dradt 18 fafls to recognlze the [mportance of this fssue, and jts treatment of
tha matter is both insdequate and confosing. Inthis regard, weaote that the “Preferred
Altemstive® fndicates (page S-6) thit up to 170 tons of HEU, (inclading the 50T already

Jroposed to be transferred to USEC in fegislation passed as the privatization bill) would be
blended overan spproximate cight-year period. The sdditionsl 120 tons of HEU so tlended
would result in the Incremental introduction iuto the U.S. market of some 18,000,000 SWU, If
this material §s introduced over the eigta-year period suggested In the Draft EIS, the annual
introduction from this source alone would be 2.25M tons annually ot soma 20% of the U.S.
domestic market for enrick ices. The privatization bill itself establishes more
conservative schedules for release of stockpile material into the matket in order 1o minimize the
impact. It 1y requires as well that decisions of DOE sbout releases of ULS. stockpile

material take account of tha sales of uranium under the Ruasian HEU Agreement and the
Suspeasion Agroement.

Itis apparcot that & reduction in the U.S. maskes for enelchment secvices of the magnitude
permittad undeg the Deaft EIS could have lmlommdldvmcimpaaonlheﬁmhguf,myncw

source, g th energy efficient and envil Aly benign
process to be ewployed by LES. No explanation is required to indicate the sd
cnvirenmental impacts of a delay in the Intreduction of more energy efficient enrichment
hnology, but these impacts are nowt oned in the Drak EIS.

Elscwhere, the Draft EIS refers (page 5-20) to “The commercial usa altematives involving
blending 10T of HEU to 4 percent LEU pee year,” We ate unable to recoucile this statement
with the statement cited eariier that up to 170 tons would be bleaded over an eight-year period,
which would result in s rate of mere than 21 tons per year, and a correspondingly highes
percentage of the U.S, market. In potisg this serious discrepancy, however, we are not
suggesting thata 10 ton bieading and Introdution rate §s acceptable in terms of its market and
A | imp The appropriate rats of Introduction of LEU resulting from the blending
down of U.S, surplus HEU is an exteemely complex jssue that, in cur judgement, is beyond the
;oopeoflhhﬂs:nduubendzqumlydnllwimon!ymmxaclur—c\nlaglﬂadvemndnuo

avold & with the domestic market for icas, We stroagly urge,
therefore, that the Draft ETS be modified to give explicit recognition to the importance of the
fntroduction rxie 20d to that the rate of introduction be detenmined by leglslationina

roznnez and 11 & reta designed to avold Interference with the domestlc markes for enrichment
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 blended.

We also wish to comment on the statement (page S-6) that *2) marketing of tha fusel roay be
made by USEC under cuzrent law, o¢ by a private corporation, as successor to USEC, or by
DOE, depending on subsequent legisiative changes.” It is apparest that this statement docs not

12.016
cont.

05.012

12,016
cont.

05.012: The HEU EIS does not permit or predict a reduction in the U.S. market for
enrichment. Rather, it analyzes the potential impacts as required by NEPA and concludes
that disposition of currently declared and commercially usable domestic surplus HEU
will have small impacts on the market over a 10- to 15-year period. The cumulative
impacts of those programs are considered in Section 4.8 of the HEU Final EIS. DOE
intends to abide by legislative guidance that it should avoid adverse material impacts on
the domestic uranium industry.
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McCURDY, WADE, NASHVILLE, TN
Pacelorl

Date Received: 01/16196
Comment ID: PO0S9

Name: Wade McCurdy
Address: Nashville, Tennessee
Transeription:

Yes, my name is Wade McCundy and I'm calling from Nashville, Teanessee to eacourage the
Department of Energy to down blend ol the highly enriched uranjum 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
PAGE10OF1

1541 dighway 139
bzndrttdgg. ¥e1n. 37725
Jdan. 3, 1996 R

DOE/Fisaile muterials Disposition
cfo 5aiC/dxl AS

£ b Hox 23786 .
nushinston, v. C. 20026

cesr Sirs

Tais letter conceras the polisiis (3 gizp.2i., o2
nuckear. reactor. fuek.. 1 support the dmblend:;g‘ot all
enriched urenium so that it cammot be ud or
5%5’333. Tne U3. zgv:gnmant hus supported international
controle on nuclear sateriala, but has been reluctant
1o 4pply tie same standadrds to our own industry. %he
DOE needs to put nore bphesis on dcwnblending 1l uranius

thot i8 supposedly surplus.

In <ddition, 1 congratulete the DOZ and Hozel G'Leary
in the a;eps tak&n to clean up the dispoaal ureas and to
work towsrd long-tern solutions. Keep it up and do even
more im the coming yeurs. Tasak you.

Sincerely ysurs,

(sl l—/fryf«.

] 10.003
| 03.020

| 10003
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
the Y~12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to
the maximum extent possible.
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NASHVILLE PEACE ACTION, NASHVILLE, TN
PAGeloOF1

January 8, 1938

U.9.0.0.%

oftice of rissile xamm- Disposition
¥Washington, D.C. 2031

Rat Preedom of Inf tion Meq $512200002

To: Tha Office of The Gecretary Hazel O’leary:

Zharnk you for extsnding tha public comment fod for the
Disposition of sn:phu Righly-Enriched Uraniuva Draft B.I.S. to
January 12, 1856. But, we desm it necessary to reo, the public

comment. pexSod 30 (thirty) days after the financial cost analysis
is made public. ZThe Lunchl. costs of the plannsd -pouuon
should be available for citisens to make informed comments

this draft E.I.S. Tha Record of Decision should xsflect pub).tc
comments on the full financial coste of reprocessing.

slncn wa hm ngds z‘putod ests for this financial
the g jon must reflect why the full
;.mwhl dnc.lomn was xwt provided prior ¢to the public cosment
ne.

lml pond vo this req ha fax nuaber below, by the
ond of the current 1ie cn-oont: poz-.lod, Janunry 12, nu on the
Disposition of Surplus Highly-Bariched Uranium drafe B.I1.8.

ion to this .

Thank you for your

POR 121333
Nashville, TR 37212
phi §15-321-9091
£x1 615-321-~9066

cct 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
PAGE1o0OFr1 '

Date Received: 111196

Comeaent ID; P0032
Name: Mary Neatling
Address: 1319 Doris Street
Knoxville, Tennessee
Transcription:
This is Mary Neatling. 1live at 1319 Dotis Strect In Knoxvills, Tennessee, and I want to stop the
uranium into nuclear reactor fscl. It's going t create speat fuel and plutonium, but I would like 10.024
some develop ofdown blending uranium. We need to look into down blending, but 1 don't ‘

like nuclear reactor fucl. 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
PAGE10OF1

Yes. 1'd ke to say that BRW | know has tho exparience and tha best of the paople and

workers' weifare in belng able to do this Job, and | think that they shoud be alkowed to 10.001
doit. | know that the Lynchburg facllty definitely has the means and the knowhow to

do I, and do it safely with no problem. § just want to say that it would be good work for

the people, and it can be dona property and safely, Thank you,

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
PAGE1OF 1

Hi. 1 am a rasiient of Lynchburg, Virginia, and t am writing to or calling to comment on
Babeock and Wilcox. § think they are an excellent corporats cltizen of the communtty,
and ) boliove 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,

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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NoO NAME SUBMITTED, LYNCHBURG, VA
PAGE10F 1

Hello. | am a citzen of Lynchburg, Virginia, and | would just tke to say that 1 am
completaly in favor of this program. | would like to see the urenium diluted into uranium
suitable for use in commercial nuclear power plants. 1 think this nuclear swords-to-
plowshare kiea Is an excallant ea 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 ba
awarded to Babcock end Wilcox. Thoy are a proven leader in this area, and they need
the employmeat for this area, They have the capabifities, and they'll do a goed job.
Thank you.

| 10.003

I 10.001

10.003: Comment noted.

10.001: Decisions about where specific batches of HEU will be blended are expected to
be based largely on business considerations and may involve USEC, other private entities
that may act as the Government’s marketing agent, or DOE, Competitive bidding pro-
cesses are likely to be key components in site selection.
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No NAME 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. |would ko to have some Information on what is this diluting procoss. Whel doss | 08.001 blending, which would only be used for commercial material,
it consist of? Doos any kind of uranium go into the water in Lynchburg? Whera dolget I 22'001

thoso enswora? 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:  $1/09/85

Comment ID: POO0B

Nams: No Kentification given
Address:

Transeription:

Yes. Just calling in reference to the Babcock and Wilcox Naval Nuclear Fuels Division
In Lynchburg, Virginla, I'd just bke to say that we are for tha work, and amything you
could do to help us we'd dearly appreciate it. Thank you for your time and services.

10.001

10.001: Decisions about where specific batches of HEU will be blended are expected to
be based largely on business considerations and may involve USEC, other private entities
that may act as the Government’s marketing agent, or DOE. Competitive bidding pro-
cesses are likely to be key components in site selection.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE1OF1
Date Recelved: ~ 11/09/85
Comment ID: P0OOO9
Name: No identffication gfven
Address:
Transeriplion:

I'm against bringing 1n highty enriched uranfum Into Unicol County. Thank you.

l 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.
NEFS has been processing and fabricating special nuclear materials since 1958 while fully
complying with the stringent safety and environmental requirements established by
NRC, the State of Tennessee, and EPA, as well as its own internal requirements. The
proposed action of the HEU EIS is well within the skills and experience of NFS and
would neither increase hazardous nuclear waste beyond the permitted limits nor would it

alter NFS's waste management operations.
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No NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE10F1

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

Dato Recotved: 1115485 affects from radiation than animals. In addition, the accident analyses assume that con-

CommentlD:  P0O15 taminated food and water would be interdicted. Humans and pets would not be allowed

e No ldentiication Given to consume contaminated food or water. Contaminated wildlife would be interdicted

. o also. As analyzed in the HEU EIS, normal operations of the proposed alternatives present
renserpton: no adverse health and safety concerns to humans, pets, farm animals, or wildlife.

1 am concemed about the health and safety of pets and wildfife and farm animals and

mostly people, | tee! as if wero are a part of your facility, since wo are so close by and

we can hear and see o much ol you. | ive right across the river from you, and we fee! 21.001

Just Bke we ara part of you, 50 we'd fke to know a little bit more about this, and you
know the situation that's there. Give us a call. Thank you.

sasuodsa) pup
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NO NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE10OF1
Dato Received: 1196
Comment1D: PO4O
Name: No identification given
Address:
‘Transcription:

Justdon'tdo it You people are fools. We don't need any more toxic, radioactive waste and
stuff we don't have any solution for and need for. Ard we don't need nuclear cocrgy, it docsn't
work very well, You guys just suck.

10.029

10.029: The Department of Energy’s proposal to blend down surplus HEU to LEU as
reactor fuel for commercial use is aimed to eliminate proliferation potential of the weap-
ons-usable HEU. Although spent nuclear fuel would be generated as a result of the use of
this fuel in power reactors, since the nuclear fuel derived from HEU would displace
nuclear fuel that would have been created from newly mined uranium without this action,
there would be no additional spent fuel generated. The domestic spent fuel would be
stored, and potentially disposed of, in a repository or other altemnative, pursuant to the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 10101 et seq.). DOE is in the process
of characterizing the Yucca Mountain Site in Nevada as a potential repository. Further-
more, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is
the policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolif-
eration resistant as spent fuel.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED
PAGE10F1

Date Received: 1196

Comment ID: P004S

Name: No identification given
Address:

Transcription:

I'd recommend down blending it ll. But it's pretty silly to use it for nuclear power plant fuel,

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 10.024
certainly important to find some safe place to stors the stuff that’s down blended. [ think you'll

have a better chance of doing that comectly than finding a place to store lots more high level

puclear waste from the spent fuel. And certainly, you know, let's get 1id of the bomb grade stuff.

‘We ain’t needing any more bombs, Thank you.

10.024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of
LEU fuel (derived from surpius 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
PAGE1OF1

Date Recelved: oL/16/96
Comment ID: PO0S3

Name: No identification given

Addeess:

Transcription:

Please do not suppost making highly enrlched uranium jato nucicar fucl, We have more than | 10.024
mughmblmsvﬁthnmlmmunisandwbynddtoﬂwpmblunwimmmnu]m

waste, Thank you. God help us end preserve us,

10,024: The spent fuel that would be created as a consequence of commercial use of
LEU fuel (derived from surplus HEU) in reactors would replace spent fuel that would be
created in any case from natural uranium-derived fuel. Hence, no incremental spent fuel
would result from this program. Although spent fuel contains Pu, because of the high
level of radioactivity of spent fuel, it is extremely difficult and costly to separate the Pu.
Thus, in accordance with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, it is the
policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera-
tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED

PAGE1lOF1
10.013: The objective of the HEU disposition program is to eliminate HEU, not make
DicReceived: 01169 more of it. The HEU disposition program would not make more Pu than would exist
Comment ID; POOGE i
P68 iationgiven without the program.
Address:
Transeription:
1 think {1's a bad idea to get this urantum back into circulation. We don't need any more
phutonium kround, We don't need any more highly ensiched uraniurm. We nced to blend it all 10.013

down and get tid of it 5o {t"s not usable, 1t's just craziness to think that we need more destructive
plutonium in the worid, 1 hope that you all will decide to just destroy as much of it we can, get it
out of circwlation, and just reform our whole policy, Thank you.
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NO NAME SUBMITTED, SILVER MOUNTAIN, TN
PAGE10F1

Date Reccived: 174196

Comment 1D, P0025

Name No Mdentification Given

Address: Silver Mountain, Tenncessee

Transcription®

Hello, I'm calling from Sitver Mountaln, Tennessce, and | highly oppose the Department of

Energy's plan to create highly enriched uranium and make it into nuclear reactor fuel because it l 10.024
will create plutonium which is & weopons grade ial and sab could easily steal it and

we would be creating a monster in the world. And 1 think the Department of Energy should get

oul of wesp jals and shovld emphasize i ional {s on nuclear materinls. And 03.020
we should actually in the long run get out of nuclear 3l pletely, That’s my opini

Thank you.

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

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

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at
the Y—12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. 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 COMMISSION,

RALEIGH, NC
PAGE10OF 1

512N, Sala Sm« R‘Ugl Cuollm 2760}4188 919-733.3391
bt lwood, Exceutt !
MEMORANDUM

TO: Melba McOce
Office of chislauve and tal Affnirs

¥ROM: Qwen F, Anderton, xedmant Reglon Coondinator
Habltat Conservation Program

DAIE: Decembes 4, 1993

SURJECT: Divposiﬂon of Surplus Highly Eoriched Urnnjum Draft Bavironmental Impact
Statement, October 1995, 96-0357

Staff' bIologIMs wuh d:e Nonh lelm wndme R fon have d
the summary docum provided with provisions onhe
Nnotional Envxronmmlnl Polh:f Act (42 U.S C. 43!2 g) [(5)] md the Fish and Wildiife
Coordination Act (4R Stat. 40 7d) and the Narth Cerolina
Environmenta! Pollcy Act (.. S. ll3A-l Ihmuuh ll3A-10 1 NCAC 25)

‘The Dx M:i'ﬁ 10 blend down aurplus Highly Enriched Uranlum
(HELD), weapons uscablc a Low Enriched Urank (Ll-:U) that is not weapons
useable withuut & significant amount oftonly technology and g, Three alternatives
were presented: no sction, conversion of lu:HEUloLEU nnd IOO"/- dispomlaslow lcvcl
redionctive waste (LLW) and conversion of HEU to LEU and maximizing commereial uso.

emdultzmndva s to usg with a minimal amount of LEU belng
dlspoxd ofas LLW.

Nunc of the ves shauld have mmcam direct tmpacts to Nosth Casolina fish and
wildlifc or habitat, nlnec the b)endlng would lace af facillties putside of North Corolina.
There would be some minor risks | on accldents b sl(eundtolhc
GE le ul Wilming(‘m, which would bc with p lon of wrand tde used for
blending and fuc) fal

We belicve that the preferred altemative to maximize commercial use of the sutplus HEU
would not have significant gnpads to North Carolina Gah and wildlife resources and is the most
environmentally sound alternative,

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provido inpint into the drafl environmental
}57’“? ;‘;‘;a?l for this va ect. I{ we can further assist your office, please contact owr office at

ce: Cherry Green, Supervising Biologist, USFWS

& North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission &

-

23.001

23.001
cont.

23.001:

Comment noted.
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and Responses

Comment Documents
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NUKEM, INC., STAMFORD, CT
PAGE10OF5
<III.IKEIA
Janvary 11, 1996 %%L?s&m
mm.cros?@p\{asos

Fax

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U.S. Departmeat of Encrgy

¢fo SAIC - HEU EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington DC 20026-3786

RE: Comments on the October 1995 Disposition Of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranlum Draft Envl 1 Impact St (E1S)

Ladies/Gentlemen:

Because of our expericnee in the nuclear fuel market, we are writing to your ocganizatlon to of-
fer our comments on the above mentioned report’s Section 4.8, Impacts on the Urantum Min-
ing and Nuclear Fuel Cycle Industrles. NUKEM, Inc. is one of the wotld's leading suppliers
of nuclear fucl. Toguh:r wnh our parent company, NUKEM GmbH of Alzenau, Germany, the
NUKEM group has h and other nuclear
fuel-related services to utilities since 1978, with snnual sales in excess of $400 nulluon

With regard to the effects on the uranium market from the DOE transfer of 7,000 MT of natural
uranium (contalning 18,200,000 Ibs uranium oxlde) and 50 MT of HEU (containing 12,800,00
1bs of umnium oxide) to USEC (DOE Material) and the possible sale of an additional 120 MT
of HEU (containing 33,900,000 1bs of uranlum oxidc), our position In the marketplace bas led
us to a different conclusion than that reached in the report.  The EIS concludes that the Inteo-
duction of this matcrial into the market would mducc domcmc ur;miwn pmducdon by 700,000
1bs of uranium oxides lly, with an panying of app ly 90 person
years ln employment.

NUKEM belicves that the introduction into the market of the DOE Material a3 w:ll asupto
120 MT of additional mrplus HEU, will not reduce d d\ pl
ment numbers, The USEC Privati islati dxcmxzsdmﬁmDOEMucmlwbcum
ferred to the United States Ensichment Corpomxon can only be introduced into the domestie
market a1a e 1ot to exceed 4 million Ibs of wranium oxide o the equivalent contained in UF,
ayear beginning in 1998.  An additional restriction not mentioned in the EIS is the availability
of exdsting facilities for the blending of HEU. Based upon the assumed world blending capac-
ity of 10 MTU of HEU & yrar it would take 17 years to blend down all of the HEU mentioned
sbove (assuming all the uranium from the blended down HEU meets the commencial specifica-
tions for use in nuclear reactors,) which equates to 3,800,000 Ibs of uranium oxide sold into the
market anneally or 2.5% of total, annual world reactor demand.

12,017

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
PAGE2OF S

7N
MUKER
N2/

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

January 11, 1996

Page Two

According to g {1 pted market data (sce attached graph), world demand for uranium is

over 160 million 1bs uranium oxide annually, while ;ummdipmd]mlnmlm.lhm.hﬂm
. U d d d for uranium oxide is Iy being met through i

drawd: 1f drawdown of y continues ot its current nlz,ﬂwenmountol'malmnl in m-

Y

ventory available for Western {s scheduled to be ext d by 1999,

that the Russisn HEU material and the DOE matetial enter the market pursuant to
the USEC privatization requirements end the limited capacity for the blending of HEU, there
remains a supply and d d worldwide gap of b 20 to 30 million 1bs of uranium oxide 12.017
per year. Even with the introduction of the DOE ial, the ndditional surplus HEU, and the cont
uranium resulting from the Russlan HEU, the current gap of uncovered demand can enly be "
met with new production. Our review of the market's supply and demand situation illustrates
that, on an k Honal and d Is basis, introduction of surplus jes will not dep:
the production and sale of & I jum product or reduce employment in the domestic
uranfum minlng industry

1t Is NUKEM's position that the demands of the nuclear fuel masket will require world produc-
tion of uranium oxlde to increase.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments, Should you have any questions or
cnmmenls or need additional lnl'mmanon on our position, please do not hesitate to contact us
dlately. You are for g to your office by FedEx, a color copy of the nttached graph.

Sincerely yours,

Lee

Viee President
ICCip

Enclosure

SIUBUINIO(T TUIWUIOD)
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and Responses

Comment Documents
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OAK RIDGE ENVIRONMENTAL PEACE ALLIANCE, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE1OF 5

Janwuaty 12, 1996

Mr, Dave Nulton

Office of Fiaslle Materhls Disposition
U5 Depertment of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue SW
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Nultore

‘n\aDepam\ﬂ\lo!ﬁ\ugy’sHEUEIS)oohn&\elmpamofdcdsthdhpoalﬁmofmmm
toms of HEU. DOE states In the HEU E1S that its goal Is two fold—to achteve aonproliferation goals
and ko reallze the “peaceful beneficlal use” of s material In a way that will bring money back to the
federal coffars.

DOR's preferesd cption is MAXIMUM COMMERCIAL USE of surplus HEU, DOR argues thabthis will
fetum the most money to the federal coffers. DOB argues that this wilt not increase the amount of spent
fur), since resctors will bugn other fuel anyway, DOE acgoes that this will reduce environmental
tmpxu.sh\czmwmudmwmmihmbbemmdfmmmwuwmhd&m
prolifetation concems of spent fuel. And DOE says disposs! of spentfuel Is being consldered In another
dogument. .

VIAFAX: 2025854078

‘We belleve DOE's prefetred option 1s short-sIghted and nappropriate for the following reasons.

« DOE acknowledges that reactor fuel derived from downblended HEU will be tumed over 1o the US
Ensichment Corporation which will then market it for fuel. DOE stated 1n Its public meetings on the
draft HEU mm 1t was likely the fuel would be matketed Internationally. It is currently undlear
that there will be control over the spent fuel generated to preventit from beingupmte'ued to extract
the plutonturm/HEU in the spent fuel, DOE yef o protocals forbldding rep g or requiring
retum to US of spent fudl generated from this mateca

14.012

» DOE does not present & credible economic analysis demorstrating » positiveeconomie retum. DOE did
promise, ln Novembar of 1994 and agaln tn November of 1995, 10 provide such analysls to the public. To
date, DOE has been unable or uawilling 0 do 30, Sknce the driving force behind DOE's preferred option
s “commercial use.” and,sirce DOE uses this claim of a supposed flnancial benefit to over-ride mare
proliferation teshitant optins under consideration, DOE must provide & ¢lear and credible anaylls to
support its clalm,

04.014

« DOE tgrores the fact that downblending to <1% remaves proliferation concerns for all ime and Is
more In keeplng with the US nonpollferation and export control polley which accords nenproliferstion

» “higher prictity.”

+ DOE dlscards the option of downb} to4% for storage {until reprocessing and economic concems
ate addressed) saying It provides “no proliferation advantage over blending and selling™—a statement
which 8 not frue. Blending to 4% and storing preservas tha use-ss-fuel option and matntatny secutity of
the material In a relatively stable state which does not contatn Pu oz HEU, Blend and sell for use a0
reactor fued requltes eventual storage of a highly foxic and radloxctive materlal which contalas Pu and
HEU.

» DOE matntatns a double stzndard, saying it would not begin to downblend to <1% until 8 disposal site I

03.012

09.013

were identified and d. The tdoes nat apply to downblend-and-use-as-fuel, 07.009

ppT same req
stnce no disposal site exists for opent nucloar fuel.
+ DOE skews the tithe sequired to complate the various eltemative scenarlos by limiting the sites | 05.008

14.012: Once HEU is blended down to commercial-grade LEU, it is fungible with any
other commercial-grade LEU. As the market for uranium and reactor fuel is a global one,
it is correct that some LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU could be sold abroad. It is also
correct that some foreign nations reprocess spent fuel to extract Pu and uranium for civil-
ian (non-military) use, although it is the policy of the United States to discourage civilian
reprocessing. However, as any such LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply
replace fuel that would have been used anyway in the foreign reprocessing programs,
there would be no additional reprocessing resulting from this program, and inversely, no
less reprocessing abroad in the absence of this program. The resultant spent fuel would
present no greater proliferation hazard than any other commercial spent fuel (in contrast
to HEU-based research reactor spent fuel). Commercial spent fuel does not contain HEU,
as the comment suggests. The commentor may be referring to U-235, which is present in
spent fuel at a lower enrichment level than fresh fuel due to the fact that some of it is
transformed in the reactor by the fission process. The uranium in commercial spent fuel is
low enrichment and not weapons-usable.

04.014: Cost analysis is not required as part of an EIS, but one comparing the HEU dis-
position alternatives has been prepared to aid the Secretary of Energy in reaching an
ROD. The cost analysis, which is now available separately from this EIS, which has been
provided to interested parties, supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that commercial
use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes the most economic sense and would
save considerable money compared to the 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 all of the surplus HEU to waste for disposal.
However, DOE disagrees that blending to 4 percent for commercial use is less effective
in serving the nonproliferation objective, since spent fuel would be created in any event
from reactor operations (that is, no additional spent fuel would be created from this pro-
gram), and spent fuel is considered to have low proliferation potential. Moreover, while
the President’s Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy (fact sheet included as HEU
EIS Appendix A) mentioned by the commentor does focus on nonproliferation, it also
explicitly mentions conversion of HEU to peaceful use as reactor fuel (in the context of
the purchase of Russian HEU).
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{® hand Paducah, potentisl downblending sites, are ignored) and assuming no tacrease In 05.008
capadty Is possible. Even under its fastest scenarlo, downblend to 4% and sell as reactor fuel, DOE's t
plan wauld take 10 years for the inftial 200 tons of HEU, During that 10 yeass, [t [s likely that more cont.
HEU will be declared sarplus,

 The preferred option, Maximum Commerclal Use, would result in more than S million wmfmt
mxkurmmmmu;cwm.lauumm;?nmy%l’sg“%mﬂmforlmmhn:um:of peo!l”t'ul
DOE does not analyze the enviroamental $9) claiming the impacts of 3

are anslyzed in a separate NEPA d ‘%gmh;ng:‘l!onwhugauu\ermd!npom\emo
doquments,

14.013

Werecommend:

Tha removal of HEU from the weapons cycle once and for all Is a priority goal for the US and the
world. Downblending HEU Is the quickest and surest way cutrently available for achieving the nation’s
nonproltferation goal. 03.022

DOE must not compromlse proliferation goals for money. Seliing downblendeft HEU on the internations!
matket absent ls o0 ingfsan plable prollferation tisk.

1 4

Absenta credible treatment and disposal plan for :re_nt fuel, DOE should not cxeste more spent fuel. The
"spent fuel standard™ establishes a minimum leve] of proliferation reslatance against which aptions
age to be measured; jt does not require the creation of spent firel, nor does it exablish a goal for the
disposition of weapons vable radiosctive materlals. - 14013

o
DOE must adopt a "cradie to grave® analysis of envi; tal Impacty, 33 NEPA requices, n the EIS.)f | cont,
spent fuel would be generated as & result of DOE actiony, spent fuel must be sccounied for 1o the grave.

DOE muat develop its dlsposition planas s “long-term™ plan and may not rely on short-term solutlons
which ledre w with long-teem proliferation problens,

Disposition d may not compromise the health and safety of wotkers, the public, ar the I 17.011
enwhronument.

DOE muat consider a more reasonable tange of altes for downblending, including thase which could [ 03.014
accomodate downblending activities with modifications,

DOE must consider options which offer corsiderabls proliferation advantages while not shatting off [ 09.013
economic or “beneficial use” options such as downblend to 4% and store indefinlisly, cont,

TOR must provide a eredible economic trulyls kn the BIS 1o support its “peefemed option” since the | 04.014
preferred option is prefecred primarlly for its commencial value, cont,

DOE must balance s shetoc and inlude “peoleration rk” whth *commeeial use” in desalbing te | 03.022
optiony—s30 “Maximum cormmerciel use” becomes “Maximum Froliferation Risk/Commercia) Use.” cont.

DOE shoukd bncluda fn Its aralysis 8 “blend 10 4% and dispose of ss wnypent fuel” option—thls would

eliminaty profiferation and minimize envi mmﬁmmummy, 00.015
this might end up locking the same 5 “blend ta 4% and siore indefinltely.” It offers & significant *
volume and time advantage over blend 1o <1% and dispose of as LLW.

Upan being declared

plus, weepons usable rad fals should be placed under I 03.021
Intermational (IAEA) control and, If possidle, possession. *

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
UFg in the enrichment cascades, but they do not have the capability to convert metal or
oxide HEU to UFg. Except for 13 t of HEU in the form of 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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Al disposiilon activities shoukd conform & & dards of safeguards and transperency.
Tdeally, dis decis ons will have results which are frraversible;
L pmlﬂti_ le; weapors-usable materials will

mmwmmmummmumwwm expact or desire of other

My,mﬁmtavﬂnpm dltpoﬁum'lﬂHEchpechdb d.da.ndmxp!uu
within the decsde 1o matier which selacted, The cusrent HEY EIS polats up the shorkomings
of DOB's declslon o sep some HEU (4 ) from the “l?KEU
dkpodﬂmdwhﬂhbdrgcmldundln:upm&uﬂmx Currently,

ntegrated Programmiic EIS.
DOE corulders what to do with 200 tons of HEU. Presently, mlylssmbdcdutds rplut.DOB’
current daclslon presumes use of cusrent capacity and p undet its f;
mdymyuulwhdomﬁ“hudhcamdyd«!uodwrpmmdmaddluom!”mol

muhMy.awdmlmuladbcglmdmtpmwlﬂ\hhmdmde,DOEwﬂlbcnqu!ndb

us HEU ov develop new cap Its downblanding. In either case another NEPA

docurant 4 0 be required. Should ineitls wise to downbd our 1
htwem

preachr—{urther ‘will have to be develo, Inan
mAmmwumubmmwmwm%mpm
-ddmomldownblmdh\gupm:ymuuh#nbpnmeumpwuyunwmddednwhnnh

Wea muh&uopponml to present our concens to you at ihis time, We look forward o
mpof\go Depnunz#padmldmdcqy:auh HEUELS, ¢ hyour

Sincerely,

TRt Pvckelitot-on

Ralph Hutchison, for

Ok Ridge Environmental Peace Alltance
100 Tulsa Roed, Sule 4A
Ok Ridgs, Tennessee 7330

American Priends Service Corninditee, Denver
1654 Lafayrite Street
Denver, Colorado 50218

Beonamists Allled for Arns Reduction
25 West 45th Street, Room 1401
New Yark, New York 10036

Energy Ressarch Foundation
537 Harden Street
Columbla, South Carolina 29205

Femaldlnldema for Environment, Safety and Health, Inc.
POBox
Ross, Ohh6$061-0129

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 fuet standard in this pro-

gram.

03.022: The primary purpose and need for the proposed action is to render HEU unus-
able in weapons, and down-blending is the approach DOE proposes to accomplish that
objective. DOE does not agree that commercial use of LEU derived from surplus HEU
increases the proliferation potential. Although fuel derived from U.S. HEU and sold
abroad could conceivably be reprocessed in some countries to separate plutonium for
commercial (non-military) use in mixed oxide fuel, that LEU fuel derived from surplus
HEU would simply replace other fuel, so no incremental plutonium will be created as a
result of this program. The nonproliferation and economic recovery objectives of this
program are not in conflict; both are best served by the maximum commercial use alter-
native,

17.011: The Department of Energy agrees that disposition decisions should not com-
promise the health and safety of workers, the public, or the environment. The results of
the analyses in the HEU EIS (Sections 2.4 and 4.3) indicate that any health, safety, or
environmental impacts would be low and well within prescribed limits.

09.014: The HEU EIS analyzes potential HEU blending at the four domestic facilities
that are equipped and (in the case of the commercial facilities) licensed to process HEU
in the requisite quantities. DOE considers that some combination of those four facilities
would be adequate to effect disposition of the surplus HEU inventory within a reasonable
timeframe. If additional facilities are proposed in the future for HEU disposition activi-
ties, additional NEPA documentation, possibly in the context of NRC licensing for com-
mercial facilities, would be necessary.
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09.015: The Department of Energy agrees that the ability to dispose of 4-percent mate-
Grsrguca Ush rial as waste would offer a significant volume and time advantage. However, we are
e hveictof Cotumba 20009 unaware of any LLW disposal facility acceptance criteria that would accept 4-percent
Hangord Educaton Acton Lasgue enriched uranium as a waste form. In or(_ier to ensure against a potential criticality and
w‘:xv«m o1 meet waste acceptance criteria, the material needs to be near or below 1-percent enrich-
Haart of Amarics Nocthwest ment.
1305 4 Avencs, #1208
Seatils, Washington 98101
N A icce fora Gt 03.021: The Department of Energy expects to make its surplus HEU subject to IAEA
Tablaqush, Oklshoma 76436 safeguards to the maximum extent possible. IAEA does not take “possession” of materi-
oy als; however, all disposition will conform to all international safeguards and transparency
Fachardle, Tos 75063 requirements.
ok G T Sy
McDermett, Ot 45652
Rocky Pasce Canier 01.007: Once it is blended down to LEU, the surplus HEU would be as irreversibly
B a0 %006 non-weapons-usable as any other LEU. The spent fuel that would result from commercial
Srake River Alllance use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would be as irreversibly non-weapons-usable
et as any other spent fuel. It is possible to re-enrich LEU to make it HEU again, and it is
Soutovest Resetsch ond Information Cenker possible to reprocess spent fuel to separate Pu, but both of those endeavors are very diffi-
POBodSH | s 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 2 nominal additional
25 tin 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 RESERVATION LOCAL OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE, OAK

Washington, D€ 20026-3786

RE: Draft Ewvi: { Tmpasct St for Disposition of Surplus Highly
Eariched Uraninzs, DOE/EIS-0240-D, October 199

The Oak Ridge Reservation Locat Oversight Commitiee (LOC) is an independent, non-profit
otganization established under the terms of the Teanessee Oversight Agreement; it Is
comprised of elected ofTiclats and citizens who reside in the vicinlty of the Oak Ridge

i v el dd and

tion. The LOC bas d and di d the
bt the following for considesath
Technical Adequacy of the Document

1. The timeframes given in Table 2.0.2+1, p. 26 & 2-7 (Table S-1 in the Summary
require fusther explanation, particulasly the ption of 10tYy, Thero is no
reason to delay use of the metal process for wasie witil after USEC fixcl and "additional fuel®
are The table gives the impression that all four sites are peeded 1o get the job 05.007
done in a reasonsble timeframe. [n addition, p. 4-187 states that the U.S. Enrichment
Corporntion (USEC) material ®is in the form of uranium hexafluoride™ 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 s not a discussion of impacts refated to the use of the GE conversion plant at
Wilmington, NC.

3. There is no discussion of accidents in the y. These are covered on p. 4-13 & 21.008
34 for the No Action Altemative, which includes serious chemical risk, and on p. 4-31 thru 4+ :
40, 4-55 thry 4-60, 4-68 thru 4-73, and 4-87 thru 4-90 foc facility accidents.

| 11.e01

4. Pages 4-162 and 4-163 nced 1o be updited since the Oak Ridge Reservation is not the 22,012
selected site in the Tritium Supply and Recycling Record of Decision, and the Savannah River g
Site is the selected site.

Anderson e Melgs s Rhea o Roane e City of Gak Rldge ¢ Knox e Loudon

RIDGE, TN
PAGE10OF3 s
A 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-
= 0 ing impacts on the uranium industry) in addition to processing rates. DOE expects thata
B—V'k_nﬁ———ﬁw realistic estimate of the time needed to blend material for commercial use (out of 200t)
a ge Reservation will be 15 to 20 years. The cited discussion concerning UFg at Portsmouth on page 4-187
mmit 4 6
Local Oversight Co tee 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
B st Dispostilon January 9, 1996 to USEC is in the form of metal and oxides, not UFg.
PO, Bon 25786

11.00%: The GE Wilmington Fuel Fabrication Plant is used in the HEU EIS as a repre-
sentative site where conversion of natural UFg 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 $-2 and S-3 in the Summary present a comparison of the potential incre-
mental impacts from accidents for all the alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS.

22.012: The cumulative impact sections have been revised to eliminate ORR as a can-
didate site for the Tritium Supply and Recycling program.
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s, Any distinetion b 1 on better ch ization of the

*off-spec matau!

42nd 5 deg

6. While the L tal § th the preferred al
(maximum commercial use) sppear 10 be Jess severo thnn those from fue) producﬂoa using
raw materials, the fact that oo & ] site for ] spent fuel exists may
pose Jong-tenm eavironmental consequen:u that are not factored into the EIS ; analysis,

kA TbeElSsmesﬂmtheptoposedxuonwou!d'mmmprmdswlbeFudenl
Treasury,” yet p ysl losuppon!hceondumou. A recent General
Acemmnngomccmponmimummw U.S. Ensi Cor jon (USEC) i y
worth over $ 300 million dollars, The final EIS slwuldpmvndecvxdmeelhauhcpwposed
action will result in & net gain or loss.

8, On June 30, 1395, the USEC submitted jis privatization plan and notified Congress of
its Intent to implement the plan. The plan assumes, smong other things, that the government
will ensure the USEC's ability to dispose of low-level waste, The final Els should be : very
expllclt xegardmg the pounlial bnpws on Oak Ridgefge' level radi waste disp

R o ding the
pnvulnhon of lhe USEG, it rasy be pmdml 10 delay the proposed setlon until the USEC
privatization 1s complete In 1996, The delay should not adversely impact the non-
proliferation goals as described in the document.

9. The DOE contends that cconomic analyses are Mﬂ!ﬁd by NEPA. Qivea the
current budgetasy situation, the DOB should lncludc cstimates Bf the costs of each aliemative.
These costs should be included in the soci fc impact séction. Nelther of the two
proposed private sites have total capabilities; thus an analysis may show that conducting more
of the work at Y-12 is cost-cffective.

10. lecn that the Stan: ochvnda Is currently in litigation with the DOE, and i5 secking
0P 1t the di: of low-level waste at the Nevada Test Ste, the final EIS must have a
conllnzmcy plan for LLW dlsposal The final EIS should describe In detai] what role the
ORR might play if the NTS is not a viable option.

11, Section 2.1,2.3, p. 2-8 deseribes that only

USEC for blending their 50t of HEU, regardless of the C
Without an evaluation of risks, impacts and costs associated with transportation and facility
upgrades, [t is unclear why exdsting DOE sites should not be considered for these activitles.

il sites will be considered by
fal Use ol ve geloetad

12, Tobles E2.31 and E.2.3-2 do not have units given.
13, The second column printed on p. 3-17 belongs aRer the text printed on p. 3-18,

14, The chemical sisk for the uranium hexafluoride process is high in the case of an
accident. Thus, no more than one such site should be ndded to the nation's capability,

07.012

14.018

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 P.L. 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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Duc to the adverse impact of federal budget culs, Committee mcmbcrs bchcvc Uu( prefcmm
should be given to DOE sites. The Committee uppatts on a
substantial role for Y-12, and includes the p ] for if cost
competitive. Relative costs for processing material already locatcd at Y-12 should mean that
most should be processed there.

10.008

Thank you for your consid: af these If you have any questions, you can

comtact me ot (423) 483-1333.

Sincercly,
A

Amy S. Fizgerald, Ph.D.
Exccutive Ditector

¢c'  Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, DOE-Oversight Division

11.015: Altemative 3, Limited Commercial Use, represents the case where only the
50t 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.

21.607: Table E.2.3~1 includes the unit “curies” in its title which is consistent with the
style chosen for the HEU EIS. Table E.2.3-2 inadvertently omits curies from the title.
This has been corrected in the HEU Final EIS.

22.011: The HEU Final EIS has been revised to correct this discrepancy.

17.013: The HEU Draft EIS reflects the potentially significant consequences associated
with a postulated UFg release accident, as well as the low probability of such an accident.
See, for example, Tables 4.3.2.6—4 and 4.3.2.6-5. Whether any UF; and related blending
facilities are developed will be decided by commercial entities based on business consid-
erations and subject to licensing and regulation by NRC.

10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as
having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with
NEFA, 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 JAEA safeguards at
the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to
the maximum extent possible.

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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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 Emvironmental 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 Fina! EIS reference list (see USEC 1994a).
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Disposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium Final EIS
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OCAW

01, CHEMICAL & ATOMIC WORKERS INTL. UNION, AFL-CIO

Novomber 20, 1885

Renenr R Wazxs
et
Exsarr L Rovesmuit
Sacarta TulARAM
i et Mr, J. David Nutton, Dimctor
ho i idasans Offico of NEPA Compliance and Outreach
; Offica of Fisslio
e us. of
! moowmng«&wm«m.s.w
Qe
E ”Jn“:_;;; Dear Mr, Nultor:
i Tho Depastrmont has. rocontly publishod o *Draft |
: Yo.ou s Impact Sttoment for Disposttion of Surpius Highly Errichod Urerium®
‘ Laszvom 00 cHEuElS').mmﬂpModmoanuyio. 1898. Wa ofo
nquostimﬂzodaymlenolu\op\blicmpododmw
roasons set out In this fotlor.
03T 2
o XASLNT Tho ssvo ratsod kn the dra HEU EIS aro complieatod, and are 32.003
N of the utmost knportanco 1o the workers &t the two uranium onrichmont
planis, the uranium proc Ia

ﬂwumdmmmmty.Wamvﬁlymmodwﬂm
i mmmuaummmumummmm
. urardum markol.

A auzory raview of tho document doas raiso disturbing lasues
Wmmmmwmwmwhmo
definitiva analysls of tho various options in terms of how they would
impact tho workers and production ot tho enrichment planis, 12.001
pmﬂwluiymdurlhopﬁmﬁnﬂmprmﬂhaib:mdmw
mnmanWammpmwmmnwmn
omount of HEU boing dumped on the market from the DOE's

to complote the p lon of YSEC
mmnmtmummmmadmmnnnddumﬁkm
That lssue noods o be d before tho of Enorgy

(mamwwmwdmawumnmmmw
In the HEU EIS, Tho disposition of the first 50 metric tons Is addrossed
Inmoloqlmnmmwd'«bnalmmmmloddmaod
beyond the genori roquiremont that thora ba na adverze impact. Tho 09.001
opdenloblendthoLEUtonmnndmuwwwrynmm

1o have rocelvod no consideration In tho final options, when that might

LLI-E

32.003: The Department of Energy originally designated a comment period of 45 days
running from October 26 to December 11, 1995. In response to requests from the public
from several reviewers, the comment period was extended until January 12, 1996. DOE
feels that the total comment period of 78 days provided an adequate period for review and
comment based upon the length and content of the document.

12.001: The quantity of materials addressed in the HEU Draft EIS was established to
evaluate the environmental impacts associated with the maximum amount and processing
rate of HEU that might potentially be made commercially available for use in reactor
fuel. The rate at which material would actually be introduced into the market by DOE
would be significantly less because of DOE's ability to make the material available for
blending and because a portion of the inventory is in forms (such as irradiated fuel) that
would not be suitable for commercial use in the near term, if ever. The processing rates
in the HEU Final EIS (Section 2.1.2) are revised to reflect more realistic assumptions
about the rates at which LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU might be made available for
commercial sale. DOE estimates that no more than 8 t per year total would be blended
for commercial use.

The rate at which LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU-derived material could be intro-
duced into the commercial market would be determined over time by many factors,
including the rate at which the material becomes available from the weapons program,
physical infrastructure, legislative guidance, and future market conditions. DOE's physi-
cal ability to make surplus HEU available for blending is constrained because much of it
is in forms that cannot be used without prior processing and there is limited availability of
processing capacity (such as for weapons dismantlement). It is anticipated that delivery
of the proposed 50 t of material to USEC over the next 6 years will largely exhaust
DOE's delivery capabilities during that period. From the existing surplus, only an addi-
tional 40 t of material is likely to be blended and introduced into the market for commer-
cial use over a period of 10 to 15 years. Both the Energy Policy Act of 1992 and the
USEC Privatization Act require the Secretary of Energy to determine that sales of ura-
nium will not have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry. Based on
these considerations, DOE does not believe that the rates of disposition of domestic sur-
plus HEU will have significant impacts on the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement. DOE will
take these and other factors into account in making its decisions conceming uranium
sales.
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OIL, CHEMICAL & ATOMIC WORKERS INTL. UNION,
LAKEWOOD, CO
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Paga2

be the best atemative, Inckading ratum £ the Treasury when the privatization
value of the corporation s taken Into account.

should also ba considered,

& Wil he usehil to hold the planned workshops i Tennossoe and
Goorgla, Glven the direct kmpact this would have on the endichment planis, we
mnmmmummhpmmmmmmouuwn.

We will provide the Dopartmont with dstalled commonts on the HEU EIS
eftor wo complate ouf technical analysls. We elsa roquast that DOE provide the
documents and analysis on which K3 conclusions are based,

oxciude:
tho LEU indefinitely, We would neod addiiona
mmlauﬁwm«nmmwunymdemhmm
add¥onal comments.

Robort £, Wages

L

) 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 P.L. 104-134. This law also requires that
the delivery of DOE uranium to end users should not have adverse material impacts on
the domestic nuclear fuel cycle industry. DOE intends to comply with that requirement.
The option to blend HEU to 19-percent LEU and store it indefinitely was not considered
a reasonable alternative because it would not provide for recovery of economic value or
peaceful, beneficial use of the material, it would necessitate construction of new or
expanded storage facilities to accommodate the increased volume of the material (if
applied to a substantial quantity of HEU), and it would require additional processing in
the future either for commercial use or disposal as waste. If DOE decides to withhold
material from the market for an extended period, it is likely to continue to be stored as
HEU, possibly with IAEA oversight.

32.004: DOE must work within the constraints imposed by available funding and
resources. To reduce costs of complying with NEPA of 1969, as amended, and due to the
geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identified in the HEU EIS,
DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and Augusta, GA) would be
appropriate for this program.

Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program, DOE provided toll-
free fax and voice recording, and an electronic bulletin board, as other methods for sub-
mitting comments throughout the comment period. Comments were also accepted by
U.S. mail.

30.002: Technical documents supporting the HEU Final EIS are available for inspec-
tion in 12 DOE reading rooms, published in the Federal Register (60 FR 54867) on Octo-
ber 26, 1995, announcing the availability of the HEU Draft EIS. The option of blending
to 19 percent and storing the LEU indefinitely was eliminated by the screening process
for surplus HEU disposition alternatives because it would not recover the economic value
of the material or provide for peaceful beneficial use; would necessitate the construction
or expansion of storage facilities to accommodate the increase in volume of material; and
would require additional processing for either commercial use or disposal. Cost esti-
mates for the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS have been developed to provide the
decisionmaker, DOE, comprehensive information upon which to make decisions. The
cost analysis (which has been provided to this commentor and all others who have
expressed an interest in this subject) is available in a separate document with the HEU
Final EIS and supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel
derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared to the altemnative of
blending HEU for disposal as waste.
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10-29+95

U.3. t, ©f Ene:

iti00 b Pinsae Kavoriels Dispeottion
P.0, Box 23786

Vashington, D.G. 20026-3786

RRGARDING §
(8} Ltr. 10-19-95, Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched
Uraniun RIS (HED H13)

COMMEXTt PIS (EEU EI8) Regardless of the sltornatives for
dispooiticn, otorage will bo requived, In view of the Envi-
ronmontsl opposition to looations, I wondert Has forzmex T,
8, army lbw:aycugdno:g::zwga been uo:;nigux-;d: dpo?wr
Army Depot 00 abovs groun aolated storsge
iglcon u&tﬁ Low poq‘;x; and large duffexr m:s.

b} Pact Gheot, 105X7-99, Roeading Roca Iodationn, Storage
! and m.poniuon of vsl'nnpou-vublo Pipale lht;x-hll Pro=
pramzatio 18 (FBIS)

COMMENT: BIS (PRIS) Sena ss ahove,~~~las former U,S, Amy
abovs ground otorage arcas boon connideredt

(e) Wowslattex, Fall 1995, Vol 1, Monagament of Husloar Vea-
pons Matorislo Managenont and Diopooition of Excess
Wosponn Plutonivs {a report)

OCOINENTS Nowslottor {Excoss Plutoniws) Madison Indiana has
a olootrds power plant {Indiana Xontucky Eleotrio (IKR)
that produoing powor for Plutonimm menufacture at Portsmouth
hio, Would you ocemsnt on the future nsod for the sleotris

energyt

Sincerely,
Jonn B, Ofe11l e
1723 Oax UL Do, €

Madison, I8 47250

PRy 612-273.1600

08.001

06.002

06.001: The Department of Energy’s current plan is to store most surplus HEU at the
Y-12 Plant at ORR pending its disposition. Extended storage is not contemplated after
the material is blended down to LEU. Rather, HEU will only be blended down when it
can be promptly moved into the pipeline for either commercial use or disposal. Thus,
other sites, such as former military sites, are not needed for storage for this program.

06.002: The Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant in Piketon, OH, a DOE-owned facil-
ity that is leased by USEC, consumes large amounts of electricity in the process of
enriching uranium for the commercial nuclear industry. The plant formerly produced
HEU for the nuclear weapons program but it never produced or handled Pu, To the extent
that blending down surplus HEU for commercial use displaces the need to enrich natural
uranium, electricity consumption at the Portsmouth facility (and at its sister facility in
Paducah, KY) would be reduced.
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PARKER, JAMES V., NORTH AUGUSTA, SC
PAGE1OF1

TELEPHONE: (F13 D20~ T

<

24 WY ro¥x: Lnad 2H el b Al f Aty
e M a1 e

Departmat of Encigy
P.0 Bos 23786, Washingion, D € 20036.3786

Or fax comencats 0. | ($00) $20-$156

Mmmgmﬂunmnf;umr—_——-!

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.
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PHELPS, JOHN E., KNOXVILLE, TN
PAGE1OF2

1 =820 305167
{242 =SP6~075Y
Eo 2on 896y

1< 0% - ey
Decexder 7, 1993 A £al1 moon-sea the 1ight TT¢= A¥L,

James ¥, Phelpa 42)-588-5385
1600 Buttercoup Cirocls
Xnoxvills, Tn. 37921

Departnent of Energy
offics of ¥issile Materials Dispositions
Jox 23786

0o
ni

D Co 786
gUBY: Disposition of Enriched Uraniux~Yismile aterials

Dear USDOE Person;

I would suggest the following position in regard to the
aisposition of euriched uranims. I would favor the position that
tha 4 73 4 in its tez, but given to the
“reasury at Yort Xnox to ba atored in safe and ssgure underground
quarded storags out of tha bands of thke military, the DOX, and the
privata nualear fuels sectors.

I beliava that blending down would be & mistaXs bacausa it
creates mors mass to be stored and secured and additionally burdens
the 1 and tho national I balieve that its use in
nuglear raactors ahould be p b Ruclanr t axs
too expensive and unsafa to build at present. Their {s a severs
problem with-nkolear power generation involving ths ganaration ang
release of fiasion reloaso homvy gasses dike Xryptonm and Xenons
that don't mix well in tho atmoaphere, which decay to Strontiums
and Cesiums that cause enormous damage to the environment and the
health and walfara of the citizons of the United Btates. Xryptons
and Btrontiuns reside in tho same toxic class as Plutoniun as =
reference, exaept these are mors ﬂllf.tﬂ\ll becauss thoy are watsr
moluadle and pick up in the hunman chains. Those problems have bHaan
covered up by the Atomic Enorgy Act that says any and all meapures
may be persued to insurs the production of nuclear Weapons ang also
the UOAZC cods Chapter %04 that mtatas its OX to treat the
41inesces, hut not to dizscloss the csusations. 80, until the UODOR
wants to angage in opsnneas in tho digcussion and Tsssarch of these
problems asscoiated with the xeal prodblexns with the fission
processes that they and privats industry de denisd the continuation
of suoh an imp its illegal and has sone largs
1iabilities.

I further believe it smends a positive mesaxge to the world to
ohangs the disposition of these materials fxom the DOE, tha pOD, or
the nuclear industry that the US has seen their is harm associated
with thesa processes that we want to gaot away fxom as & sountry and
as » world, I further boliave the USDOE has besn lax in its
treatasnt of thess materialo and ghould act b entrusted with them
»E =z -sinple mesmage that thoy 444 not do their job for the UG
oltizsns. ¥~13 Bap never been a propsr placs to stors this sturg.
Porhaps Yol havenid noticod, but the largest U nuclear acoidant is
at the Y~12 burial ground called the walk in pita. Its almcat &
Chernodbly olass acoident covorad-up by ¥-12 and DOE and The people
Protection Act. The DOE and Y=-12 has proven bayond a shadow of a

10.020

10.020
cont.

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 y<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>