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PROCTOR, KATY, MADISON HEIGHTS, VA
PAGE10F1

Date Recelved: 1115195
Comment 10: PO018

Name: Katy Proctor
Address: No Address Given

Transeription:

1 was just calling about the concems of the uranium being shipped in, and we ars very
concemed with that. So callus, I'm Katy Procior, across the river from you, at B45-
8421 area coda 834, Thank you.

I 20.001

20.001: As with all hazardous materials, uranium is regulated to control potential risk.
The quantity of uranium that would be shipped to or held at the B&W site would never
exceed the safe limits authorized by the Department of Transportation or NRC. As
explained in Section 4.4 and Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS, the Department of Trans-
portation-specification packaging used for shipping HEU is specifically designed and
tested to withstand transport accidents. DOE’s 40-year record without an injury from a
radioactive release testifies to the high level of safety demanded in transporting these
materials.
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QUATMANN, VICKI, LAKE CITY, TN
PAGE10F1

Vicki Quatmann
506 Cl1d Lake City Hwy
Lake City, Tennessce 37763
Phone and Fax (423)426-943S
Voice Mail (303)754.7524

1/23/36

DesrPaosie st the Department of Enargy,

1 understand that thera i3 & move sfoot T make highty eaciched uranium into
- this intention,

mockear reactoe fuel, | am wiiting t0 reglster my overwhelning 10
woukl anyone want 1o creata any more of the radicactive waste that wes have no way of 10.024

Y&wmmm #ncugh on our hands t0 keep us busy worrying for the next ceatary,

Fucther, making highy eniched urantuminto nuclear mactor fuel will, of
course, make phrtonkm i~ » vicolston of cur nonprotferation goals.

Finally, my understending {3 that the DOZ hata't bagun v explore options for { 09.018
storing dawnbiended uratium, My own feeling i that we should make serious efforta to
Sownkiend o) highly aneched uraium that I suphs 90 that &t 't be used in weapons. | 10,003
Count me aorg those wha & NOT wark any production processes 1 frake the
furtherance of nuclear proliferation possible,

7 b (e

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

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

10.003: Comment noted.
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RANDALL, ROBERT, BRUNSWICK, GA

PAGE1OF1
Date Received: 01/16/96
Comment ID: PO0S1
Name: Robert Randall
Address: Brunswick, Georgia
Transcription:

Yes, hello, this is Robert Randall, I'm calling from Brunswick, Georgia. Ijust wanted to call and
first | want 1o note that 1 find it amazing that we now have surplus highly enriched nranium when
we were once told that we noeded to make more of the stuff, same thing with surplus plutonfum,
Because we scem to always have surpluses, I think it's a very bad idea to make this highly
enriched uranium into nuclcar reactor fuel, We simply don't need to do something that's going
to ereale even more plutonfum, which we've already got too much of and can't figure out what to
do. We nieed to down blend the highly cariched uranium, Make sure that it cannot ever be used
in weapons, We need 10 do that ourselves unilaterally and work even harder of course, to get an
international agrocment to do that, 1t's the only way we're going to be able to stop proliferation.
1f you follow your plans to tum it into auclear reactor fuel, prolifertion is going to be inevitable.
That's my comment. Thank you.

| 10.024
| 10.023
| 03.020

| 10.024
cont.

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

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

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to IAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at
the Y-12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites, It is DOE’s
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to
the maximum extent possible.
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RUNDLE, BoB, KNOXVILLE, TN
PAaGcelor2

January 4, 1998

DOE/Fissile Naterisls Disposition
o/o SATIC/HUE RIS

Box 23786

Weshington, DC 20028-3786

Orestings:

I strongly chiect to the idea of making highly enriched ursnium
into nuolear reactor fusl. It is hard to believe that our
government at thim time of hudget restrsints and world pesce is
conaidering actiona which are costly, have the potentisl of
adding to ocur alrasdy overvhelsing lead in nuclear wespons,
violsate ocur nonproliferation gosiw, and wdd to our unsclved
radicactive wante problem., It is hard to = gover
polioy that hasw wmors negatives attached to 4it.

X urge your suppart for thwse policies instwsds
= intarnationsl controls on ull nuciesr materisis
- dovablending all highly snriched uranuim so it osnnot be
used in wespons
~ creating the capucity to d d mll uranium declared
murplus in ten yeuwrs

Enalosed is a copy of & letter I recsntly msent to cur local papar
that sxpands on the nuolear policy issuw,

Thank you for your conmidermtion.
Bincarely yours,

*
1318 M. Briscoe Cir.
Xnoxville, TR 37912

©o President Clinton

10.024

1.03.020
10.023

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

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to 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.

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic-
ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending. There-
fore, DOE considers that it will likely take 10 to 15 years to blend the entire surplus HEU
inventory.
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RUNDLE, BoB, KNOXVILLE, TN
PAGE 2 OF 2

Dacanber 28,1933

Editor, Xews Sentinwl
208 ¥, Church St.
Knoxville, TH 37302 .

Re: Lettars
Greetingas

The hesdline for the 12-13-93 letter by Kile Stabin, "Anti~
nuclesr sotivists putting society et riak®, mhould take & prixe
for the most ironic and misieading headlins of 1993, Nr.
Stabin’m letter foousss on minor parts af the aucleer debater
riaks smsooiated with low level radistion, nuclesr pover
generation and uses in medicine. The oritical issus of our time
im how to deal with nuclear wespons. The recent demonstrationm
in France by *nuclesr ecotivimts® stewming from that country’s
nuclear tasts had little to do with these minor issues sad
evarything to do with thim criticsl one.

Baonuse of its evesoms and unimaginshle nature, the usual
response to the possibility of nuclesr war is denial. Henos it
im much seasier to focus on the fringe imauss and continue to rely
on such illogicel policies ss detorrence to keep um "mafe”, The
deterrence wppronch anys if I have enough wespanwm, I will deter
sayone frow ettecking we, This ususlly doss not vork on the
pernonnl level, At the nucissr level detsrrence im ssif-deatrua-
tive, This approsch of course grew out of the cold war with the
Savieta, Evary aduinistretion since Hirscahisa has endorsed it
oven though svers of its Zundamental flavs if ve are sttacked
with nuclenr bonbs, svan in s “limited? war, our atoakpile of
8000 nuclesr arew ie ussless. The effects frowm the stteck will
be sncugh to destroy us, cur sttackers am vell ust sveryons slssi
It im » shwme that Wamhington dows not do more to publicize this,

In Lant our huge stockpile serves to create more danger for um.
¥e madeld for the vorld that one way to be more poverful ims to
innresse or develop nuclear wesnpons. The danger of atomic weapons
inarsases ss ull nationm sesk to bhe more poverful.

The deterrence polioy slmo contains budotary prohlens. In thim
time aof sffortm to balmnce the budget, it is hurd to believe that
the Departmant af Energy im planning on bhuilding more nuolear
wsapons end the axpanmive equipwent to produce mars tritium ges
{to roplace that which is deteriaorating in axisting weaponm). And
we wre looking for places to seve monayt

Ve should be vorking much harder towsrd the only policy sbout
nuclear wesponm that makes sense: their reduntion and control.

IX there sver vas a time for all nationm in the nuclear alub to
begin relesming their death grip on the policy of deterrence, it
im while tenmions sre loversd. I'm afraid your hesdline only
edds to ocur denisl. Since the United States ham an overvheluing
lend in nuolesr veapons, we have the primsry responmibility to
dend the world in developing ssne policies about them, *Nuclear
aativista® are the priwmary group around the vorld that sre trying
4o reducs the nuclesr threst.

B8incerely yours,

Bob Rundi!
1318 K. iscoe Cir.
Knoxville, TH 27912
687-92060

Squswnoo(J juaior)
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SANFORD, CHARLES S., NASHVILLE, TN
PAGE1OF1

» Enate « chaxies & sanford
> fitla & mge

» Acompany = SEA

> €adsrl = 1803 primrose ave
> #addrl =

» dckty » nastiville

» fistate = to

> #zip = 37222

> #phone = (515)3083-8428

> Bax =

> Seoail =

> #subject = HEU EXS

The emphasis here and, apparently, in the EIS is that of co-joint

06.006: There is no connection between the proposed action (blending surplus HEU
down to LEU for commercial use or waste disposal) and the sale of reactors. Nuclear
fuel derived from surplus HEU would simply displace LEU derived from natural uranium
and is expected to have no impact on the economics or operation of nuclear power plants.
This program does not propose to entrust the welfare of the State to “commercial opera-
tions.” Commercial operations are expected to be involved in the blending of surplus
HEU, and in the use of the resultant nuclear fuel, but would in no way determine the pol-
icy aspects of the surplus HEU disposition program.

cl

21U

SId 1oul] wniuvdf) pay.
&y8iy smydang fo uonsodsiq

(ignore “non-proliferation”) 1at utitization, In
T believe that maxil [onal ic gain should supercede. For
example: short term tecasury cashilow is not necessarily worth other

ic losses. C laf versus ic should be carcfully analyzed.
A ial operation will not ily have the welfare of the state
asits highest priority As previously stated - foreign sales,
Furthermore, 8 blend-down to less than 4%% with a higher throughput greater
the 46 year p ing rate (1%) ial will yield more Jobs. Restricting
the use of any {a] grade ials will lize fonp And 06.006
forbidding export will protect US energy production costs while denying
(e.g) Pacific Rim natlons access (o nuclear power production. Presuming
that sales of US manufactured (or US design) reactors is the end result of
the " 1al” goat of the selected al ive, then the job loss to the

US (in terms of forclgn competition in manufocturing) should be considered
with full economic Impact which Is ot necessarily commercial impact. One
facludes the other, but not vice versa. bye
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SANFORD, CHARLES S., NASHVILLE, TN
PAGE ] OF 1

s> $nane » charles s sanford
> ftitle » &gz

» fcoepany = BRA

» #addrl = 1803 primrose ave
> #addr2 =

» #city = nashville

» Batate = tn

> Relp = 37212

» fiphone = (615)383-8428

> #fax =

> femall =

> ¥subjacr. « HEU EIS

the ratio, volumes and quantities of materials to be processed
{down-blended) Is "classified"”. Sur=|y. the :nv;mmenul impacl must ,
likewise, be classified. Unless prod, of

at sites are factually known, then the "HEU EIS® is l'uﬂe blanche*
document to which public canonly be glvm

More specificity would be iated for an inf atherwise,

the DOE should wait until the materisls are declassified so that more
public infc is available. One must p that the driving
force for the HEU EIS is the release of materials for the enrichment
corporations stock offering in the Spring. It Is almost 100 obviaus,

1s DOE prepared for the of transfeming public assests
tos publlc corporation; specmlly when the public is denled knowledpe
of the composition of thos assets. Pcrhnps I am wrong and this is a

simple case of DOE not knowing lves, but being required to submit

draft doc for comment. bye

29,002

29.002: The purpose and need for the HEU Final EIS is for the United States to pro-
vide leadership in addressing global nonproliferation concemns regarding surplus HEU
and to encourage reciprocal actions abroad.

On February 6, 1996, the Secretary of Energy declassified additional information about
the forms, locations, and quantities of surplus HEU. That information is provided in Fig-
ure 1.3-1, and the relevant data is reflected in several revisions to the HEU Final EIS.

The HEU Final EIS explains that decisions as to where specific batches of HEU will be
processed are expected to be based largely on business considerations and may involve
USEC, other private entities that may buy surplus HEU for blending, or DOE. While the
proposed transfer to USEC of 50 t of HEU is considered as a component of all the com-
mercial use alternatives (3 through 5) in the EIS, the EIS covers the disposition of much
more material (up to 200 t).

sasuodsay puv
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SANFORD, CHARLES S., NASHVILLE, TN
PAGE1OF1

04.001: The Department of Energy intends to sell uranium at measured rates to avoid
significant effects on market prices.

> $nsme w charles & santord

> ftitle = mgr

» Bocowpany = SEA

> Saddcy ~ 1503 prinrors dve 16.006: Including spent fuel disposal costs in the cost analysis for this program would

> Paddx2 =

e el be justified only if the spent fuel were in addition to that which would be generated in the
>acp e s absence of the program, which is not the case.

> ffax =

> Rowail »

> Noubject « HEU EIS

1. Price constraints on a market will affect foreign sales and disposition. 10.018: Comment noted.

‘These sales will Influence foreign electric costs such that product I 04.001

competition will costs domestic jobs and raise social welfare costs,

2. Total life-cycle costs should include final disposition of potential .

modedHEUrctorfals, oo he ot | 16008 32.012: Comments submitted by the EPA and DOE's responses to those comments are
3. The less than &% btead dovem will position the US on the “moral” high, | 10018 presented in this Comment Analysis and Response Document.

4, ArcEPA to deaft EIS avnilable? I 82,012

thank you
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SCHELDORF, GENNY AND CINDY, LOUISVILLE, KY
PAGE10OF 1
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10.024

09.018

10.023

03.020

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

+ policy of the United States to make weapons-usable fissile materials at least as prolifera-

tion resistant as spent fuel from commercial nuclear reactors.

09.018: The Department of Energy does not consider the option of blending surplus
HEU for extended storage reasonable because it would delay beneficial re-use of the
material; delay recovery of the economic value of the material; add storage costs; reduce

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

posed action; and be practically applicable without additional construction to only a small
portion (20 t or approximately 40 t if a solidification facility is proposed and constructed
at or near SRS) of the current surplus inventory.

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

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to LAEA controls. There is some HEU under IAEA safeguards at
the Y12 Plant, as well as some Pu at the Hanford and Rocky Flats sites. It is DOE's
intent to make additional quantities of surplus material subject to international controls to
the maximum extent possible.

sasuodsay puv
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SHACKELFORD, RANDY, JOHNSON CITY, TN

PAGE1OF1

Unlted Siates Department of Enetgy

INAME: (Opticaaf)

Randy Shackotfotd

ADDRESS:

$01C Pitgrim Court, Johnson City, TN 37601

TELEPHONE: (),

{423) 928-9107 [Home)/(423) 743-9141

i
o ol

£ want 10 axpross {ull support for the profaréd altotnativo for tho ditpasiton of
SuTplus MGy nnrl% umi;'Lm T7.6., Alornotiva &: Maximum EommolcE Usol. ¢
SRS YIS OIS T8 W MOTT T0B30NIEWE BNATRalive Yiam & vanaly of STeidpoints

0 G & vanoty ot

—theervironmeontat meonomicarTOTETO i ferathrst oTe: i Atho Uyt vooid s

g
aho-Nuok FeialeCorvions=Font EierT

4 L T
Abornathva & Is the oaly. hig aption. o which-facllity. he.

wbignding,

TWould, howovor, ke more Infarmation on exoctly how the prafasred blending sho
S0iac! Qs W

0 10 9asls Tar solccing pratairos 6! 9

focthyay

Toce8 TR youut Comamcats T e repraion Aok or wea]
LEY D;ymnnlorhm
P 0. Box 23734, Wishingtoa, D.C, 200263786
Ox [ax comments 102 1 {800) $20-$134

| 10.003

] 08.005

10.003: Comment noted.

08.005: Under the Preferred Altemative, DOE considers it likely that more than one
facility will participate in the HEU blending program. It is anticipated that competitive
bidding procedures will play an integral role in the selection of blending facilities, and
decisions could be made by USEC or other entities in addition to DOE.
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SHEARER, VELMA M., ENGLEWOOD, OH
PAGE10F2

124 Chestnul St, 3210

David Nulton

Qlfice of Fissile Materials Disposilion
United States Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenve SW
Washinglon, DC 20555

Dear David Nulion:

The D of E ! tmpact Statorent on the Disposition of Highly Enriched
Uranium has two goalss lhc fiest is to achieve nonprolifesation of weapons-geade uranium, and the
second to tealize the peaceful and benelicial use of this radloactive material in a way which will
return mondea to the fedenl treasury, Le., use a3 commercia) nudlesr fuel.

The first goal of noaprollleration s qudhmbh tlner 10 conteols fot spent nuclear fuel are indicated

asthese may appearina g to nuciear fued and fuck-rod sales
are being turmed over lo the Unlkd States Enrl:huunl Carpon\lon which could, amd likely wlll,
market the radioactive fuel Inteenationally, No controls are specified over the reprocessing of the
resultant spert fuel or on the retusn of (he 3pent [uel lo the Unlted States.

The second goal of returmed monies (a United States coffers, as yet unquantified and not likely 1o be so,
offers only & blind eye to meIlerallon poasibilities.

The time required for d

capacity would 1ake ten years lor uu Initlal 200 tors of highly entiched uranium (HEL), 10 is likely
that more HEU will be declared 1o btwrphu during that Len yun. No other potential downblending
sites are named a8 8 means of mal

Alzo, the p d oplion of isf use of d Sended HEU as fuel would result in thousands of
tons of spcm nudeu fuel. No anstysis of the environmental impacts or costs for storage of Lhis spent
fuel have been offered or are forthcoming.

b at the P

h and Paducah siles to four percent al present

Usincerely belleve the following steps would secure the most reasoned results for the disposition of
HEU:

1. Downblending the HEU would be ke surest way to achieve the nations goal of
nonproliferation of huclear weapons.

2. Downblended HEU sold on the world market as fuel would campromise nonproliferation
unless criferia to prevant reprocessing are required. Nonprollferstion should have a Mgher peiority
than monles coming Into the federal coffers.

3. Downblending HEU to four percent and storing Indefinltely with full record and Inspection
procedares in place would alfow the best lime-frame {or semoving the HEU {rom weapons usable
mdioactive material,

4. The HEU disposition plan must be a long-term plan which includes environmental impacts,
heaith, and safety factors (for workers and ihe public) for all phases from downblending to safe
disposal of spent nuclear fuel,

S. The disposition plan should conform to ii ds (1AEA) of control, safeguard,

— s —— o——— a—

03.024

07.013

14.005

09.020

03.024
cont,

08.020
cont,
30.009

15.006

03.024: The Department of Energy agrees that nonproliferation is the predominant
objective of the HEU disposition program. DOE considers it unnecessary to place con-
trols on the commercial spent fuel that would result from the commercial use of LEU fuel
derived from surplus HEU, because that LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would sim-
ply replace fuel that would be used anyway. Consequently, there would be no increase in
the generation of spent fuel (and no increase in the possibility of reprocessing of spent
fuel abroad for commercial [non-weapons] use) as a consequence of the HEU disposition
program,

A study comparing the costs of HEU disposition alternatives has been prepared for DOE
separately from this EIS to aid in reaching an ROD concerning HEU disposition. This
study (which has been disseminated to this commentor and all others who expressed an
interest in this subject) confirms DOE’s preliminary conclusion that sale and commercial
use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU would save billions of dollars compared to
the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste, and in the best case, would actu-
ally yield net revenues of several hundred million dollars to the Federal Treasury.
Because blending for commercial use and blending for disposal as waste are deemed
equivalent in terms of serving the nonproliferation objective, there is no conflict between
that objective and the economic recovery objective of the HEU disposition program,

07.013: Except for 13 t of highly enriched UFg that was transferred to USEC in 1994 as
part of the transaction that created USEC, which is currently being blended at the Ports-
mouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant, the HEU Final EIS does not contemplate any HEU
blending at the two enrichment plants. Those facilities could blend HEU only in the form
of UFg, and there is no additional surplus HEU in that form. The EIS analyzes HEU
blending at four other facilities, two DOE and two commercial. DOE estimates that in
light of its ability to make material available for blending and other constraints on its abil-
ity to process material, blending up to 200 t of HEU is likely to take 20 to 25 years to
complete. DOE considers that a reasonable timeframe for these activities.

14.005: The HEU EIS does not need to explicitly analyze the disposal of spent fuel,
since this program would create no incremental spent fuel to dispose of. As explained in
Section 1.4.2 of the HEU EIS, spent fuel management and disposal is covered by the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended. That program has its own NEPA process which
must be fulfilled.

SJUSWUNI0(T JUIULUOD)
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SHEARER, VELMA M., ENGLEWOOD, OH

PAGE2OF2
15.008

and transparerncy. cont.

& Since the dawnblending eapacities of P h and Paducah sre limited, further capacity 07.013
shoakd be considered n order to accomplish the task within the specified time and to demonstirate to .
other nations that the United States is serious about nonproliferation. cont

7. Anoption {or the future (the second decade of downblending) would be to d ta one l 09.006
percent (he stored fum of lour p tensichment, and then to plan for its disposal. o
1 sncerely apprediate the opp ity lo onthisd and look forward fo your response,
Sincerely,

Rev. Dr. Veima M. Shearer

09.020: Down-blending the HEU is the objective of all of DOE's action alternatives.
DOE does not consider the option of blending HEU for extended storage reasonable
because it would delay recovery of the economic value of the material and incur unneces-
sary costs and environmental impacts due to the need to build additional storage capacity
to accommodate the increased volume of the material.

30.009: The disposal of spent fuel does not need to be considered in the HEU EIS
because, as discussed in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Finai EIS, the surplus HEU disposition
program would create no spent fuel that would not exist in its absence.

15.006: It is DOE's intent to subject the surplus HEU disposition program to IAEA
safeguards to the maximum feasible extent.

09.006: The Department of Energy does not consider it reasonable to blend surplus
HEU to 4-percent LEU and then store it for an extended period of time. Such a course
would maximize Govermnment expenditures for disposition, because it would necessitate
the construction of new storage facilities for the much higher volume of material and
would involve no offsetting revenues from sales of commercial material. HEU that is des-
tined to be blended to 0.9-percent LEU for disposal as waste would likely be blended
directly to that enrichment level, rather than stopping at an intermediate 4-percent level
for some years of storage.
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Sierra Club-State of Franklin Group
Linda Cataldo Modica, Group Chair
266 Mayberry Road
Jonesborough, TN 37659
Phooe (423) 75.9607

423) 753 5429
Gmail. i!:ur‘-sh.(m ad@uanduborg

January 22, 1996

DOE~-Office of Fissile Materlals Disposition

¢/o SAIC-HEU EIS

P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC  20026-3786 VIA FAX: (800) 820-5156

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED
URANIUM, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, OCT, 1995

Dear Sir or Madam:

The State of Frankiin Group of the Slerra Club appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the Oraft Environmental Impact Statement on
the Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranlum. Our Group has 300
members In the Tri-Cities area which encompasses the town of Erwin, TN
-- the location of the Nuclear Fuel Services company, one of the firms
that may perform downblending operations under DOE's “preferred
afternative.”

Comments

1)  The Department of Energy, by holding only a workshop 100 mil es
away, has falled to offer the community of Erwin the opportunity to
become better informed of the Highly Eariched Uranium (HEU) disposition
problem, and to voice its concerns over Nuclear Fuel Services® Involvement
in the HEU disposition program. Therefore, a hearing in Erwin {or in
another nearby town, like Johnsen City) should be scheduled immediately.

2) At the soonest possible date, the DOE should embark upon an
epldemiclogical study of the health of the peaple of Erwin, and of
Jonesborough and Greeneville, the largest communities downstream of
Nudear Fuel Services, Previous studies have focused only on NFS's
workers and have falled to exhaustively assess the health affact of NFS's
radioactive discharges into the air and water.

32.014

06.022

32.014: The Department of Energy welcomes your comments on the HEU Draft EIS.
However, DOE must work within the constraints imposed by available funding and
resources. Because DOE is trying to reduce costs of complying with the NEPA, and due
to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identified in the HEU
EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and Augusta, GA) would
be appropriate for this program.

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

06.022: The National Environmental Policy Act does not mandate epidemiological
studies such as are requested. The analysis in the HEU EIS includes impacts on sur-
rounding populations as well as site workers, and indicates that, in the absence of highly
unlikely accidents, the health and safety impacts of surplus HEU disposition actions at
NFS would be low. The safety of the NFS facility is regulated by NRC. The HEU Final
EIS also includes available epidemiological data (Appendix E.4).
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3)  As'the draft EIS notes (p. 3-102), Nuclear Fuel Services Is built on
the floodplaln of the Nolichucky River. Burt what the DOE's report falls to
adequately ider are the d affects on water quality
downstream of NFS in the event of a major flood which would inundate
rmuch of the plant, according to recent geologic analyses, {See R, David
Bagaley [ll, *Palechydraulic Reconstruction of Flood Peaks from Boulder
Deposits Along Three Reaches of the Nolichucky River In Northeastern
Tennesses,” May 1993, Ses akso Tennessee Vallay Authority, “Floods on
Nokichucky River and North & South Indian Creeks in Vicinity of Erwin
Tennessee.”]

4)  The draft EIS falls to accurately report that Nuclear Fudl Services

has had an accident history fraught with mishaps and Materlal

Unaccounted For (MUF) incidents, While NFS may not have committed any
OSHA or TOSHA Infractions during the past 7 years (p.3-117), Nuclear Fuel
Service employees caused a substantial exploslon and fire In 1992 by
falling to adhere to appropriate materlals handing practices. A burst

valve in August 1978 caused a significant zirborne release of uranium
hexafluoride gas, and press accounts report that NFS dumped 250 pounds
of uranium into the Nolichucky River In 1977, Furthermore, throughout the
1970s, NFS so miserably falled In its recordkeeping and/or safeguarding
responsibllities, that substantial amounts of highly enriched uranium are
still considerad Matesial Unaccounted For (MUF). The State of Frankin
Group does not belleve that the Tri-Citles public considers Nuclear Fuel
Services' record *exemplary” (p.3-117).

5)  Nuclear Fuel Services should be restrained from any new commercial
activity untll ts site is completely remediated. Decommissioning at NFS

Is currently underway, and the contamination caused by previous
accidents, as well as normal operations, is being removed, Sediments in
Banner Spring Branch, Martin Creek & the Nolichucky River — as well as
the groundwater below the plant - need to  be exhaustively tested to
ensure that all radicactive contamination (which poses a threat to human
health, aquatic organisms & the popular sport of fishing) Is abated.
Employment of laid-off workers might be Increased to speed up the
decontamination process.

6) To ensure that the community of Envin ks apprised of NFS' progress
toward decontamination of its site and of public waterways, a Citizens
Advisory Baard needs to be formed. The Citizens Advisory Board should
be given the autherity to question NFS, NRC and DOE management on the
adequacy of the decontamination measures undertaken. Should the DOE
select Nuclear Fuel Services as a contractor which would perform
downblending operations, the Citizens Advisory Board should
monstor NFS and report to the community on public health issues.

continue to

22.014

21.020

25002

32013

22.014: After review of a study Paleohydraulic Reconstruction of Flood Peaks from
Boulder Deposits Along Three Reaches of the Nolichucky River in Northeastern Tennes-
see (Bagaley, May 1993) and Tennessee Valley Authority’s Floods on Nolichucky River
and North and South Indian Creeks in Vicinity of Erwin Tennessee (Report No. 0-6589,
March 1967), as well as other studies and maps (that is, Federal Emergency Manage-
ments Agency’s [FEMA] Flood Insurance Study from 1984 and the 1985 FEMA Flood
Insurance Rate Map), it was concluded that the site is Jocated in the probable maximum
flood area as well as 100- and 500-year floodplains of the Nolichucky River, as the HEU
EIS states. Numerous warning devices and systems are in place along the river to wam
the public and the plant of the chance of flooding. The NFS site has emergency plans that
are in place to contact the City of Jonesborough Water Treatment Plant as well as other
national, State, and local committees to inform them when any accidental releases from
the plant occurs. During flooding or because of accidental releases to the surface water,
the Jonesborough Water Treatment Plant closes off the water intake valves to avoid con-
tamination to the public water supply. In addition, the intake valves are monitored rou-
tinely for any water contamination problems.

21.020: The Nuclear Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant has never experienced a
fatality resulting from work-related activities nor has a criticality accident ever occurred
at NFS. A release of UFg occurred on August 7, 1979. The incident was investigated by

NRC and was concluded that the quantities released were within regulatory levels. Miti-
gation measures were implemented after this event. The vaporization station and the
scrubbing system were redesigned. A secondary scrubber was added exterior to the pro-
cess. Detection systems were installed with an alarm at the work station for the process
ductwork prior to the entire scrubber and in the stack after the scrubbing systems. In
addition, monitoring systems were enhanced and operational procedures were revised.

On September 17, 1979, NFS was closed by NRC because of a uranium inventory differ-
ence. On that date, NFS reported to the NRC that the inventory difference for the
bimonthly physical inventory taken on August 14, 1979, was in excess of the upper limit
specified in the license condition. The plant was closed that same day, and an NRC
inspection team examined the plant’s inventory listing and item control system records.
After a full investigation by NRC, it was determined that the incident was the result of
bookkeeping flaws and no material was found to be missing. The unaccounted uranium
was located in the process holdup (ventilating hoods, flues, filters, ductwork, piping).
The uranium accounting system was modified, and a stringent campaign was conducted
to measure the uranium in the ventilation systems. To date, NFS has met all measure-
ment limits of errors.
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7)  Nuclear Fuel Services should never sgaln be allowed to regulate
Iself. Should the DOE embark upon its *preferred altemative” and select
NFS as a contractor, the Erwin facity should be vigorously & constantly
monitored by a full-time NRC inspector.

B)  The State of Frankiin Group Is sympathetic to the pight of the 400
NFS employees who have been terminated snd who are now werking st
considerably lower wages, o are stil unemployed. Should NFS fail to
obtain a downblending contract from the DOE, another 300 jobs may be
fost. Uike the rest of the community, the State of Frankiin Group wants
workers to be gainfully employed in fadilitles that do not pose threats to
worker or public safety. Therefore, high-tech, high-wage
environmentally-friendly altemative employme  nt should be sought for the
employees of NFS by the Nuclear Regulatory Commisslon, the Department
of Energy, the State of Tennessee, the Oi, Chemical & Atomic Workers
Union, and other agencies, Also, Nuclear Fuels Services' management
should further develop the expestise of Its workferce in consulting snd
R&D, Claan services fike these would be welcomed In the community of
Erwin once NFS decontaminates its facilities,

8)  Oid age will cause the retirement of a substantlal portion of the
natlon's nudlear generating capacity over the next few years. Further,

fusion power should begin to substituts for fission early In the 21st

Century, The demand for power plant fuel will therefore deciine, which

feads the State of Frankiin Group to question the need for the DOE's
commerdial-fuel-from-weapons downblending program. Sequestration of
the surplus highly enriched uranium at the Y-12 plant might be a safer

option from the standpoint of human health and nonprofiferation, [See
comments by Pete Zars, private citizen of Erwin, dated 1/23/96.)

Thank you agaln for the cpportunity to comment on DOE's draft EIS. Please
keep the State of Frankfin Group Informed  throughout the decision making
process, Our Sierra Club Group offers its services to the Tri-Citles and

the DOE, and will welcome the opportunity to serve on the Citizens

Advisory Board. The State of Franklin Group could also assist the COE in

the development of a malling list of individuals who should be Invited to
speak at the public hearing In Erwin, and in the formation of a list of
members of the {oeal medical community who should be consulted for the
epidemiclogical study.

Sincerely,

Linda @, WHodica
Linda C, Modica
Group Chalr

25004

24,008

09.023

32,015

A flash fire did occur inside the 200 Complex at a dissolver in 1992. Material processed
in the dissolver burst into flames and caused localized damage inside the facility. The
ventilation and emergency response systems prevented radioactive releases outside the
facility. There were no injuries nor overexposures to employees. The NRC conducted an
independent investigation (NRC Report CAL070-0143/92-01). Administrative proce-
dures were revised to prevent recurrence.

No single incident occurred releasing 250 pounds of uranium into the Nolichucky River
in 1977. In 1977, a treatment system was implemented at NFS to reduce the uranium
content in waste waters being discharged to the Nolichucky River. Prior to that, the waste
water was not treated, and uranium was being discharged in minimal concentrations.

25.002: The Nuclear Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant has prepared a work plan for
Phase 1 decommissioning and decontamination of the NFS site. The work plan has been
approved by the State of Tennessee, EPA, and NRC. Work is underway in accordance
with the approved work plan. NFS is also preparing a comprehensive plan for subsequent
phases of the decommissioning and decontamination of the site. When completed, this
plan will be submitted to the appropriate regulatory agencies for approval.

32.013: The NFS site is a privately operated commercial entity whose operations are
regulated by NRC, EPA, and State regulatory agencies. DOE has no regulatory jurisdic-
tion over NFS operations nor does DOE have authority to establish a Citizen Advisory
Board for the community of Erwin. Furthermore, selection of a contractor (or a site) or
contractors to perform down-blending operations will be based largely on business con-
siderations including availability of the site when needed and competitive bidding.

25.004: The Nuclear Fuel Services Fuel Fabrication Plant has never been allowed to
regulate itself; it has always been licensed and regulated by NRC or its predecessor, the
Atomic Energy Commission. NRC places resident inspectors at all power reactors but
only rarely at materials licensees such as NFS.

24.008: Decisions about where specific batches of HEU are expected to be blended are
based largely on business considerations, although employment impacts are also relevant,
Alternative economic development for the Erwin area is outside the scope of this EIS.

sasuodsay pup
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09.023: The Department of Energy agrees that storage of HEU at the Y-12 Plant for a
moderate time (10 to 15 years) presents no serious safety or safeguard risks. However, in
the longer term, such storage is unacceptable from a nonproliferation standpoint because
it leaves the material in weapons-usable form, thus failing to set an example for other
nations.

32.015: The Department of Energy supports the public's involvement and is fully com-
mitted to giving the public access to information about its activities and opportunities for
involvement in DOE's decisionmaking process. To facilitate this, the Office of Fissile
Materials Disposition has compiled and continuously maintains a mailing list of individ-
vals and organizations interested in the storage and disposition of weapons-usable fissile
materials. These parties receive newsletters, fact sheets, and other information address-
ing program activities. Anyone who would like to be added to this mailing list should
forward their request to:

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, MD-4
1000 Independence Ave., S.W.

Washington, DC 20585
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Poct Otice Dax 1208
Dama 35201
Tolephone (205) BES-5550
Fax [205) 8708165
B brascdort and Coporws Counsat Southern Nuclear Operating Company
8 oty of The Sasren Compeny

Janvary 16, 1996

U.S, Department of Energy
Office of Fissila Haterials Disposition
.0, Box 23786

¥ashington, D.C. 20226-3786

COMHENTS OM
THE DISPOSITION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ERRICHED URANIUM
o DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT STATEMENT

Dear Sir:

In resgonse to the Departxent of Energy’s Octeber 27, 1935 notice in the
federal Register, Southern Hucloar Operating Cozpany, Inc. has reviewed The
Disposition of Surplus mhly Enriched Uranium iHEU) Draft Eavirenzental
Iepact Statement (EIS) 1s providing tho following comments:

1} We strongly support the Departmont of Encr?y' s {(DOE) nreaposal
to blend down to the maximum extent possiblo surplus to
Low-Enriched Uranium {LEV) for use a5 cosmorcial nuclear fuel
{Alternative 5 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement).
This alternative provides the bast options for elininating the
risk of diversion for nuclear proliferation purposes whila
mininizing any fmpact on the environment.

2) We concur with DOE’s analysis that Alternative 5 will hava the
lgu‘t‘. l?p:ct on the environment from an ultimate waste disposal
standpoint.

3) We belfove DOE has over estimated the reduction in doliveries
that domestic producers would uﬁerience during the bleading
period and that tha Dopartment should review its analysis in
this aroa. 8ased on studies available to us, which include LEU
supplies from both Russian and U,S, HEU blending, world uraniun
inventories would be profected te continue to decrease and U.S.
production to continug to increase.

4) We disagree with 00E’s assessment that an oversupply condition
exists in the conversion fndustry, W¥ith the shutdown of the
Sequoyah fuels Corporation facility, the CAKECO Corporatfon and
Allied-Signal, Inc. facilities are the oaly resaining conver-
sfon suppiiers in North Azerica. These suppliers have fndicated
thefr near term production has been soldout and are looking
into ways to axpand their existing production capabilities.

12.011

12.011: The HEU Final EIS has been revised to more accurately describe the current
status of the domestic conversion industry. DOE agrees with the commentor that the
HEU EIS no longer accurately portrays the current condition of the domestic markets
for nuclear fuel products. Both the uranium and conversion products market are pre-
dicted to remain strong in the short and medium term. Prices have increased dramati-
cally in the first quarter of 1996. Long-term prospects, however, are more uncertain.
Producers and buyers of conversion products have provided DOE with contradictory
projections on future supply and demand. DOE believes, however, that there would not
be long-term adverse impacts on the conversion industry, and any adverse impacts that
did occur would be largely attributable to the larger quantity of Russian material—not
domestic HEU.

SjuawunIo0( 1o
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January 16, 1956

Page 2.
Further, U.S. and European import rastrictions and controls 12,011
upon Russian materdial restrict the utilization of Russian B
conversian caﬁacity. Ve recommend OO review 415 {mpact cont
analysts on the conversfon industry. .

Should you have any question, please advise.

Respectfully subnitted

////

/J. H. Hiller, XI!

JHM/BEH " /
1
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SPARKS, DENNIS, UNICOI COUNTY, TN
PAGE1OF1

Yes. #y name b Dennis Sparks. 1 reskde In Erwin, Tennessee. | spent twelve years
working at Nuclear Fuels Services, and 1 just wanted to lot tho DOE know that | fee! ke
we could do a very good fob of processing this onder, and that our community and our
small town which Is dependant on nuclear fuel and the Jobs that #'s brought forth over
the years has boen greatly impacted by the reduction in Jobs that we've had. | speak
espacially for myself. { have a disability, and { cannot find any work bacausa of the
specialized experfence | had at Nuclear Fuel, and ! foel ko wa played a great role In
the defonsa of our cauntry, and wo've done a real good job and took pride in our work.
So | would ask thet the DOE would certelnly give us the utmost consldaration in getting
this ordar hero because we have so many peoplo that are really In bad necd and of
coursa { know that the case In a fot of places, but a3 for mysel{ { has crealed such a
hardship on us. We have lost about everything we've get, and wa would caralnly bke
to go back to wotk and keep our plant golng, because | feel fke it might be needed In
the future, that the country right now Instead of being safer than i was could aciually be
moro af risk for some type of nuclear war of soma fypa of disturbanca Just due fo the
tact that you have co much uranlum out there, that you don't know who's hands its in. |
fea! like wo have a lot of good trained peoplo and i would bo a disadvantage for our
country {o lesa thesa people. If we don'i got something going befosa leng, | mean
peoplo are just going o go on, and K's not going to ba so easy to re-traln these people
on jobs that are sophlsticated and technical as we did. If there |s anything efse that )
could do lo help our causo, at NFS and Erwin, | would appreciate a lettor or anything,
My address is Route 1, Box 300D (D as In dog), Unkcol, Tennossee, and tha 2ip s

A7892. | appreciate your ime, and giving mo tho opp y {0 axp my

and woukd hopa that the DOE would give us the utmost consideration, because we
have one of the highest unamployment rates in the Stata of Tennesseo, and we nesd
tho jobs desperately bad, and wo noed the work. Thank you fos your time. Bye-bye.

10.003

10.003:

Comment noted.

sasuodsay pup
SIUIUNOO(T IUNUWIOT)



Olc¢

STATE OF MISSOURI OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION,
JEFFERSON CITY, MO
PAGE1OF1

Mo} Carnahan

Gorenencor

Stote of Missouri
Stan Peravich
- OFFICE OF ADMINISTAATION e
Commisucnsr Jeflarson Gty Divislon of General Services
65102
November 13, 1395
Greg Rudy

Acting Directox

Offico of Fissilo Matsriale Dispooition
Department of Energy

P. O, Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-1786

Dear Mr. Rudy:

Subjectt 95200035 - Draft Disposition of Surplus Highly
Eoriched Uranium BIS

The Missouri Fedoral Asaintanco Cloaringhouse, in cooperation
with atate and local sgencies interestod or pasclbly affacted,
hos complated tha reviaw on tha abdove projoct application.

Nons of tha agencias involved in tho review had commants or 23 001
recommendations to offar at this time. 7Thlo concludoo the 4
Claaringhouso’s review.

A copy of this latter ls to be attachcd to tho applicstion
as avidence of compliance with tho Stats Clesringhousc
requiremoents.

Sincerely.

et Gt

Lois Pohi, Coorxdinator
Hingouri Clearinghouse

23.001:

Comment noted.
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL

PROTECTION, TRENTON, NJ
PAGE10OF1

@

Slate of Nefr Jecsey

Dbecember 8, 1929

¥.5. Department of Eneray
0ffice of Fiseile Katoriale Disposition
1Y

88
Hashington, DC 20028-3788

RE: Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uraniue
Draft Envi 1 Impact (Ootober 1895)

To Hhon It May Conoern!

The Hew Jerssy Departeent of Environmental Proteotion
has ¢oepleted 1ts review of the above refersnced dacument,
The Departuent has no ocoxmenta on the Draft Bnvironwental
Trpoct Btatomont, nor sny objcctions to the proposed astion.

Thenk you for providing vhe Department the oppartunity
%o review thic docuxent.

ronice Schaldy
actor
fice of Progresm Coordination

¢, Jil} Liputi, Radiation Protection

Christing Todd Whtman P Rod4rt C. Shlan, J2.
Goveenor Comminioner

23.001

23.001:

Comment noted.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND
CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE2OF 8

781 EMORY VALLEY ROAD
oK 7801072
RECEIVED BY
~-u £ §1895
December 21, 1995
™ B 0MENIAL POLCYOF,
Mr. Don Dills, Commissioncs '
T Dep t of Envil end Conservation
o Tenncssee Environmental Policy Office
14th Floor L&C Tower
401 Church Street

Nashville, Tenncssee 37243 - 1553

Dear Commissiones Dills

Document NEPA Review «“Dlspesition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uranium Draft
vl | Impsct S t," DOE/EIS-0248.DS, dated Octaber 1995.

The Ta Dep of Envil and Conservation, DOE Oversight Division has
reviewed the sbove document far your concurrence and tansmittal to the following DOE office:

US Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

c/o SAIC/HEU EIS,

PO Bax 23786

Washington, DC 20026 - 3786

Ovur office review was conducted In accordance with the quil of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and implementiog regulations 40 CFR 1500 - 3508 and 10
CFR 1021,

This document has four sites being considered for blendi jons: DOE Y-12 Sitein Oak

Ridge, Tennessecon the Oak Ridge Reservation {ORR), Nuclear Fusls Services (NFS) in Erwin,
Tennessee, Babeox nnd Wilcox (B&W) fscility in Lynchburg, Virginia, and the DOE Savannsh
River Site (SRS) in Aiken, South Carollna. The scope of this document deals with only 200 tons
nrsuplushlghlyauichcdmnimwillnhemn;ctpaﬁonoﬂhcm!uidmswndonlbe
ORR.
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE3OF 8

Commissioner Don Dills
Page Two
December 21, 1995

After review and research, the Division concurs with the DOE preferred Altemative (S.c
Maximum Commercial Use 85% Fuel/t 5% Waste Ratio all four site variation). However, we do
have concems dealing with the dlsposition of the Low Leve! Waste in regard that such waste
would be consistent with the DOE's Waste Manag PEIS and {ated ROD's. The
Division reiterates its position stated in our revicw of the WM PEIS, in opposition to siting lacge
scele disposal facilitics on the Oak Ridge Reservation for Low Level Mixed and Low Levet
Wastes.

In addition, we have the attached comments for your review and consideration in the p
of & final programmatic environmental impact statement,

1F you have any questions, pleass contact Dale Rector at (423) 481-0995 or Steve Nisley at (423)
431-0163.

Sincerely
=

Earl C, Leming
Director

Attachment

| 10.003
28.003

10.003: Comment noted.

28.003: The decision where product LLW from the surplus HEU disposition program
(0.9-percent LEU derived from surplus HEU) would be disposed of is not part of the
HEU Draft EIS, but rather is being made in conjunction with DOE’s Waste Management
PEIS (DOE/EIS-0200-D, draft issued in August 1995) and subsequent tiered or site-
specific NEPA documentation. DOE assumes that process LLW generated as part of the
surplus HEU disposition program at the commercial facilities (incidental waste generated
during the blending process) would be disposed of as part of the normal process waste
stream from those facilities, presumably in a regional compact LLW repository. Product
LLW would be considered DOE waste, and thus not eligible for disposal in regional com-
pact facilities, whether it is blended at DOE sites or commercial sites. It is assumed that
all product LLW must be disposed of in DOE LLW facilities pursuant to the Waste Man-
agement PEIS.

SI5 0UL] WNIUDL() PIYILUST
&y8iy smydung fo uomsodsiq



Clec-¢

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE 4 OF 8

STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND

Tennessee Depxrtment of Environment snd Conservatio E ght af

for Dispesition of Surplus Highly

C on Draft E 1 Impact St
Enriched Uraoium, DOE/E!S-0240 DS, October 1998

General Comments:

Tn the public meeting in Knoxville on November 14, 1995, DOE stated that additionat HEU
materiol would be declassified in December, 1995, The details of that declassification should be
provided in the EIS,

“The tisk {actors tebles show a difference of two orders of magnitude between the sites. The
assumptions made for these calculations are not completely discl d, and may be too gencric in
nature to make compari possible, Therefore, the decision should not be based on risk factors
alone.

Tve Inealud!

A cost evaluation of each al t,
should be included in the final EIS,

d initia} costs for the proposed project,

Natura! Uranium Hexafloride (UFy) 18 valuable as feedstock in the g diffusion p
therefore, it docsn't make sease to use it for blending purposes since there s an excessive

amoun of depleted UF available at Paduceh, P h and ot Oak Ridge K-25 site, Natural
UF, is mentioncd in scvem! places n scctlon 4.4 Transporiation™ {and posalbly in
other sections) for blending purp Natura! UFy should be changed to depleted UFy when
fisted for use as o blendstock in the EIS.

In addition to the sbove comment, depleted UF that is stored at the K-25 site should be
evaluated fn the EIS for use as blendstock.

Specific Comments:

1. Page §-18, Summary, Basts for Apalysls, Pargraph 4

Depleted UF,, useful as blend stock, may also be obtained from the Oak Ridge K-25 site, The K+
25 site shoutd be added to this paragreph in the EIS

2. Page 16, Sestion 1.4.2, Preforred Altenatlvey
In adddition, any LLW ransferred to any LLW facillty would be consistent with the Department’s
WM PEIS and lated ROD, any subsequent NEPA d tered from or supplementing

the Waste Management PELS. Please provide information to eddress the disposition of LLW at

02.007

21.01¢8

| 16015

33.009

28.003
cont.

02.007: Information about the forms and locations of material that make up the inven-
tory of surplus HEU was declassified by the Secretary of Energy on February 6, 1996,
and is included in the HEU Final EIS in Figure 1.3-1.

21.019: Variation of risk factors between candidate sites are expected for any alterna-
tive due to site-specific characteristics such as land, area, meteorology, and others. For
normal operations and facility accidents, the source terms (the quantity of radioactive
material that can potentially be released) are the same for each candidate site. When this
material is released to the environment, it is transported through the atmosphere to the
receptor (worker or public). Site-specific meteorology and distance from the release point
will determine the subsequent concentration of these materials in the atmosphere. The
closer a receptor is to the release point, the greater the concentration. The more stable the
air mass or slower the wind speed, the greater the concentration, The greater the concen-
tration of these materials, the greater the dose received by the receptor and the greater the
risk calculated. Appendix E of the HEU Final EIS presents the methodology and assump-
tions used in both normal operations and accident conditions in performing public and
occupational health assessments. Decisions on the proposed action and site selection
would likely include several other environmental and economic factors in addition to
health risks.

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

33.009: During the enrichment process, as the ratio of U-235 increases the ratio of
U-234 to U-235 increases, accordingly. Using depleted uranium in the blending process
will reduce the ratio of U-235 to U-238 but will not change the ratio of U-234 to U-235.
To meet the American Society of Testing Materials specification for commercial fuel
feed, it is necessary to reduce the U-234 to U-235 ratio. To reduce the ratio of U-234 to
U-235, it is necessary to add U-235 in the natural uranium or LEU enrichment state.
Depleted uranium would be used as the blendstock for blending to waste because the
ratio of U-234 to U-235 is not included in the waste acceptance criteria for waste dis-

posal.

sasuodsay pup
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STATE OF TENNESSEE, DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND

CONSERVATION, OAK RIDGE, TN
PAGE S OF 8

the two proposed commercial sites as the WM PEIS docs not sddress commercial waste
disposition.,

3. Page3-17 & 3-18, Section 3.3.4 & 3,3,5 Water Recourses & Geology and Soils

Please provide inf ion in the grounds section of this document on karst hydrology in the
carbonate units on the ORR. No information is given on groundwater velocity and solution
enlarged conduits in these units. In oddition, please provide information on groundwater
prefereatial pathways, ¢.g., along strike migration.

4. Page 3-18, Section 3.5 Giology and Soils

Recharge occurs over most of the area, but Is most effective where overburdened solls are thin or
permeable. In the area near Bear Creek Valley, recharge Into the carbonated rocks Is malnly
along recharge Into the carbonated rocks 1s mainly along Chestmut Ridge, Groundwater
generally flows from the recharge areas to the center of Bear Creek Valley anl discharges into
Bear Creck and its iributarles Pleasc provide evidence to substantiate this

5. Page 3-18, Scction 33,5, Geoloyy ond Soils
Provide information to show if the groundwater meets drinking watet criteria for a water supply.
6. Page 3-40, Section 3.3.10 Low-Lgvel Waste

The information provided on Class L-1 and Class L-11 LLW facilities is currently inaccurate
please omit of provide current information.

7. Page4. 105, Seetiond. 4, 2. 1 Site Transportation Interfaces for Harardous Materials

Picase peovide information on why bazard fals transportation by mil was not addressod.
Also. pare public exp and accidents for mil p fon ve, truck. ) i
8. Page4: 162, Secilon 4, 6,2, Site-Specific Curpulative Impscts

Please provide cumulative impact asscssment for the ORR incorporating the dato from the Waste
Management PEIS document that was omitted,

28,003
cont.

22017

22,018

22015

220138

20,012

25,007

Depleted UFg would not be used for blending to waste because only commercial sites
would use UFg as a blendstock for blending with the UFg process. Since depleted ura-
nium cannot be used as blendstock for blending to fuel as described previously, depleted
UFg would not be used for any of the processes for commercial fuel. Depleted UFg would
also not be used as a blendstock for UNH or metal blending because it is in an incompat-
ible form and would need to be converted to UNH crystals or metal ingots, and DOE has
ample supplies of depleted uranium in metal and oxide form to use as blendstock for
waste material,

22.017: Sections 3.3.4 and 3.3.5 of the HEU Final EIS have been revised to include
additional information as requested.

22.018: This information presented on page 3-18 of the HEU Draft EIS was obtained
from the Oak Ridge Reservation Environmental Report for 1991, (ES/ESH-22/V 1, Octo-
ber 1992), pages 54 to 5-8.

The thickness of the vadose zone is the greatest beneath ridges, and thins towards valley
floors. Beneath ridges underlain by the Knox aquifer, the vadose zone commonly is
greater than 30 m (100 ft) thick, whereas beneath ridges underlain by the Rome forma-
tion, the vadose zone is typically less than 15 m (50 ft) thick. Most recharge through the
vadose zone is episodic and occurs along discrete permeable features (such as relict bed-
rock fractures) that may become saturated during rain events, even though surrounding
microspores remain unsaturated and contain trapped air.

The HEU Final EIS has been revised to include the appropriate citation (OR DOE 1992¢:
5-5-5-7).

22.015: A discussion of groundwater quality was provided in Section 3.3.5. However,
due to misplaced text the discussion of groundwater quality appeared to be incomplete.
This discrepancy has been corrected in the HEU Final EIS. Groundwater quality infor-
mation at three monitoring wells closest to the Y-12 Plant are shown in Table 3.3.4-2.
The information in this table indicates that the quality of groundwater generally meets
drinking water criteria.
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STAYE OF TENNESSEE
ENT OF ENVIRONMENT N
nEPAnﬂéMS\ON OF RADI%I-OGK:A&“EA?.?N SERVATION
IR0 FLOOR, L & C ANNEX
401 CHURCH BTREET
NASHVILLE, TN 37243-1532
" unuwuu

January 10, 1996

DOE - Offico of Fissile Matarials Dispasition
¢/o SAIC - HEU EIS

P O Box 23768

Washington, DC 20026-3788

ATTN. J. David Nulton, Diractor
Offico of NEPA Compliance & Qutreach

Deoar Mr. Nulton:

Woe hava reviewad the DOE/EIS-0240-DS “Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched
Uranwm Draft Environmentsl Impact Statement® and would offer the following
comment:

Regardiass of which facility Is chosen by the DOE to perform the downblending of the
HEU, the process should ba rogulated and liconsed by tha Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. This procass should be held to the same regulatory siandards as other
commercial fuel cycle facllities in the United States. 25008

The independent ragulatory oversight of the operations will provide assurance that the
pubtic, the workers, and the environment will be adequataly prolected from eny
potential radiatlon hazard,

Sincerely,
'7’4-;%/ Hr %‘;__

Michas! H. Mabley
Director

MHM:sk
0240 OCA |

22.013: The cited information is current as reported in the most recent reference, Oak
Ridge Reservation Waste Management Plan, ES/WM-30, February 1995 (OR MMES
1995c¢), but does not reflect proposed waste management strategies. Section 3.3.10 of the
HEU Final EIS has been revised accordingly to include these strategies at ORR,

20.012: Highly enriched uranium is transported exclusively by safe secure trailers.
Blendstock, LEU fuel feed material, and LLW could be shipped by any acceptable com-
mercial conveyance selected by the shipping traffic manager. For the HEU EIS, calcula-
tions were based on truck transport because that is the mode currently used by the Y-12
Plant, B&W, and NFS. Although rail is not excluded, it is not available at all sites.

25.007: The HEU EIS cumulative impact assessments are revised to include data, to the
extent available, from the Waste Management PEIS.

25.008: In response to the recommendations of an advisory committee, DOE is review-
ing options to bring its facilities under regulation by an external organization. Although
the regulating agency would likely be NRC or the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board, no decision has yet been made.
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December 14, 1995 DPUTY COMESSOMERS OFFCE g ‘
Seceetary Hazel O'Leary Calt
United States Department of Energy RECEN ED BY > 'D:UI
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. «
Room7A 257 JAH 02 1356
Washington, D.C. 20585 me’mﬂ{m FRTY O,
Dear Secretary O'Leary: '

Recently, ageacics of the State of Tennessee submitted comments in accordance with the
sequirernents of the National Eavironmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the Draf? Waste
Manogement Programmatic Environmental Inspact Statement (D-PEIS) for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste, DOE/EIS-0200
D, August 1995 1have clected to communicate with you directly to Insuce that the Stats
of Tt 's policy & ing this imp D-PEIS are cleasly communicated.

My administration strongly opposes and wifl contlnue to oppose any attempt by DOE to
“site” large waste deposition activities in Ok Ridge, Teanessee. It is disappointing to me
that the United States Department of Energy (DOE) continues to seriously consider another
short sighted option iz a tiring string of waste deposition asseasmeats for Qak Ridge. My
sdmicistration views all of the alternatives in the current “Waste Mansgement™ D-PEIS that
consider disposal of Jow fevel mixed waste and Jow level waste on the Oak Ridge
Reservation a3 technically unsound,

1t is commonly knowa, 28d widely supported inside 2nd outside of Teanesses that Osk
Ridge is one of several sites in the DOE complex that does not possess the appropriate 14.020
geologic or hydrologic character for such large scalo waste deposition sctivities s curreatly
proposed in your D-PELS, The Natonal G ’s Associatio’DOE Disposal Working
Group specifically recommended that the Qsk Ridge complex be considered only for

disposal of a very restrictive Est of radionuclides duc 1o an empbasis on p ion of human
health and the environment,

‘Your awn agency’s data summary for waste management sites in the current D-PEIS
indicates that the Oak Ridge Reservation currently produces the highest “population dose”
among the 54 DOE sites around the nation. We belicve that a large scale low level mixed
waste and low Jevel waste disposal facility st Oak Ridge would add additions] risk to an
already unacceptable sinuation,

State Capitol, Nashville, T $7243-0001

Telepboze No. (G15) 742-2001

14.020: ‘This comment conceming DOE's draft Waste Management PEIS (DOE/EIS-
0200-D, August 1995) is not directly relevant to the issues considered in the HEU EIS.
Decisions conceming where DOE’s LLW will be treated and disposed are being made
pursuant to the former NEPA document, not the latter. The Governor’s concerns were
addressed in a February 8, 1996, letter from Secretary O’Leary to Governor Sundquist,
which noted that ORR is one of 17 “major” candidate sites for potential waste disposal
facilities by virtue of its current inventory of waste materials, its waste management facil-
ities, and site capabilities, The selection of preferred alternatives for national waste man-
agement configurations will be made in the final Waste Management PEIS, and responses
to the Governor’s comments will also be included in the associated Comment Analysis
and Response Document.
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Page Two
Secretary Hazel O'Leary
December 14, 1995

Despite our concerns, the State of T gnizes and apprecistes the historic role
Oak Ridge, Tennessee has played for the nation and the economic contributions DOE has
made to the Oak Ridge community and Tenncsseo aver the past 50 years, We will continue
to promote and will accept our respoasibility to the pation s a potential site for one or
several of the complex suita of activities that DOE must perform. However, Ibelieva that
DOE's contimted consideration of the most technically unsuitable disposal site in the DOE
complex for targe scale waste deposition is truly & waste of precious national and state
sesources, 1urged you 10 invest your agency's eaesgies in aliernatives that better meet both
the short and long term interests of waste storage.

Sincerely,

Don Sundquist

¢; United States Representative Zach Wemp
United States Senator Fred Thompson
‘United States Senstor Bill Frist
Commissioncs Don Dills, T Dep of Envi and Conservation

US DOE Headquasters PA Offico
M. Greg Rudy, Actlng Director, Office of Fissile Matesials Disposition
NEPAFile
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TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP

£CT¢

SESSION: Discussion Group A

OPEN DISCUSSION

Facititics CapablXtics

What upgrad quired amang th d $n ocder for the commercial facititics and
goverument fasilities to perform the work 2nd be in compliance? What new equip P
acilives, woold be nceded to biead down th

1 there 3.4 potential need for new facilitles 10 Catry out the proposed actions, havo they beea
adequately addressed in the EIS?

1 the blending to UF, ks the bettee way to deal with &, xlal, why §s thisp
considered for the commercial facitities and not the govemment facliltes?

Who will pay B&W or NFS ta blend down the maaiedal, parchass pew equiprent, azd storo the
wases?

ly

Is the privats company who bays the fuel the one who will be sespoasibls for tha wasta? Could
tho wastz be peat back to 2 DOR facllity? What o the wasts from the commereial
facilitics operations? This kssus noeds 1o bo expanded In the finat BTS,

‘What ara the exdteria for declding who grts what business? Y-12 can blend to retal. Would ltbe
10070 c0st effectivg bo send ths materlal 10 Y-12 or would Bt bo seot 2o commerclal facilitics?

gmumeummh:hmhmmmmzwamwmmdmm
used, .

Qiber Alternatives
How fardld DOR Look 1ato other Lssucr/aliemative nses of BRU? DId DOB use the national
ook Into these:

[n teus of the Nevada Test Site, what about pueting the materisls fn amall ykd auclear
explosloas to pet fid of I7

PHEVICEN Nersmbard 00C

'REVISED December 13,1995

22,010

11.005
01.002

16.003
14.003

11.006

09.012
09.004

DISCUSSION GROUP A
PAGE10OF8
22.,010: Site-specific upgrade requirements for each of the blending technologies are
e discussed throughout the HEU EIS; specifically in Sections 2.2.3.2, 2.2.3.3, 2.2.34,
EEU EIS PUBLIC, . . JRAL COMMENTS 2.23.5, 4.3.1, 4.3.2, 4.3.3, and 4.3.4. Each of the blending processes and the equipment
Amm | WORKSHOP needed for those processes are discussed in Section 2.2.
November 14, 1995

11.005: The HEU EIS assumes that no new facilities (buildings) would be needed to
carry out the proposed actions, although modifications or additional equipment might be
installed in existing facilities (such additions would be necessary to make UFg blending
possible, for example). DOE has no plans to construct new facilities. If commercial enti-
ties choose to build new facilities for the HEU disposition program, additional NEPA
review would probably be necessary, most likely in the context of NRC license amend-
ment proceedings.

01.002: The ability to convert HEU in the form of metal or oxide to UF, does not cur-
rently exist at any facility. Because UFg blending would only be used for blending com-
mercial material, it would only be developed if one of the commercial blenders decides it
is economically preferable to its existing UNH blending capabilities. DOE does not
intend to install new equipment for the purpose of competing with the private sector in a
commercial market when it already has adequate UNH and metal (at the Y-12 Plant)
blending capability.

16.003: The costs of undertaking HEU blending actions could initially be bome by
DOE, by USEC, or by potential purchasers of the material. Any new equipment installed
at commercial facilities would be at their own expense. It is fully expected that all costs
of blending, including waste management, would uitimately be covered by the purchase
price for commercial material.

14.003: Any utility purchaser of nuclear fuel derived from surplus HEU would be
responsible for disposal of the resulting spent nuclear fuel. Under the Nuclear Waste Pol-
icy Act, DOE manages the Nation’s civilian radioactive waste program in return for fees
assessed on nuclear electricity generation, so the waste would eventually be sent to a
DOE permanent repository (or possibly an interim storage facility). The process waste
from commercial blending facilities would be handled the same as any other waste from
those facilities—in regional LLW repositories governed by interstate compacts under the
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act, as amended.
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TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP

mmt«ubm;m»mmammumnzmm»m
raore uranfum oce foe fuel, [ was not coavinced by the EIS that thers is » lasge dermand for the
foel 1n the Usited States and that there would be o damage W the environment whiea blending
down o fucl.

NnmmbmpwwdhmmMmmwanpmﬂbkmmwlodm
mining. Whyhm\hhpmwmmmwmbmwym Thero nesds tobe
better Sons in the E1S on relative envi Urenlum oining is e fssue that
should be addressed in the EIS.

‘Worker and Environmentsl Protection

What accident scenarios wero wed 10 compilo the fact shoct (or Oak Ridge and how wero the
eumbers Serived?

Mmmwwhuwxmwmmmmn
each facllity, soch a3 eahqoak 2 et

wmmwwwmmmmmpmwmmumudmm
fisksto the riak of leaving (he materials 1 a weapoas-usablo form? ‘Which actlon poses the most
mmmumwumummmhmmwmuh
peesenily Jocated? “Thers are risks assoclated with the blend down aad no action altesnatives. Tha
mdmwmmummmumwmwgmm
tothe blending facilities, Thd tio should bo d in the BIS.

1 undesstand that 4% blend dowa of HEU can be treated with nliric acid to make Pu, Youcan
ml%hma\wﬂumumwﬁmmddmm Cn this 4% Pu from
dawn blending the material from commercial seactor foel beused (0 pxaki A wespon?

Ooce HEU Is tlended down ko foc), could [t beoxoe HEU agein?

mmm-mnmmmum-ﬁ:hwﬁlhmﬂrmmukm
from abcoad of If impacts are Jow. Tho public nceds the facts o be abla 1o maks an educated
decision,

mwwmukmudmmummmummﬂmm
study should be conducted foe cancer, €.

mm@wmmmumummmmmwmm
ot [ 2m not suro 1 want 2o take the risk of bleading the Rosslan fuel, DOR needs to hold a forem
umwkﬂwmmumddm»mndﬂwwmmam

RRVISAD Nerember 7 1038

11.007

12,004

21.006

20.009

06.009
06.020

32.007

06.024
32,008

DISCUSSION GROUP A
PAGE2OF 8
11.006: Decisions about which facilities get blending business from this program are
Errvicuamental Safety and Heslth most likely to be decided on the basis of competitive bidding procedures that may be con-

ducted by USEC or other entities, in addition to DOE. The metal blending capabilities at
the Y—12 Plant would only be used to blend noncommercial material for disposal as
waste, since metal blending would not be conducive to subsequent commercial use.

00.012: Retaining and using surplus HEU in weapons-usable forms would not be con-
sistent with the purpose and need for the proposed action. As explained in Section 2.1 of
the HEU EIS, DOE used a formal screening process and public input to identify a range
of reasonable alternatives for the disposition of HEU. The process was conducted by a
screening committee that consisted of five DOE technical program managers, assisted by
technical advisors from DOE’s national laboratories and other support staff. The commit-
tee compared alternatives against screening criteria, considered input from the public,
and used technical reports and analyses from the national laboratories and industry to
develop a final list of alternatives,

09.004: The United States has discontinued nuclear tests or other nuclear explosions as
part of its nonproliferation policy.

11.007: Section 4.7 of the HEU EIS discusses the positive impacts from avoided ura-
nium mining, milling, and entichment. The more than 100 commercial reactors in the
United States (and hundreds more overseas) create a steady demand for uranium fuel,
The environmental analysis in Chapter 4 of the HEU EIS indicates that blending HEU
down would result in few significant impacts.

12.004: The Department of Energy continuously assesses the impact of introducing
uranium from its inventory into the U.S. uranium market. DOE is required by the terms
of the USEC Privatization Act to avoid introducing uranium into the market in a2 manner
that would have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry. The impacts
on the uranium and nuclear fuel cycle industries are detailed in Section 4.8 of the HEU
Final EIS.
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21.006: Several accident scenarios were considered for the HEU EIS including a tor-
nado, straight winds, an aircraft crash, nuclear criticality, process-related accidents, and
an evaluation basis earthquake. As stated in Section 4.3, it was assumed that with the
exception of the filter fire and the fluidized bed release, all of the accident scenarios con-
sidered in the EIS could be initiated by the evaluation basis earthquake. The evaluation
basis earthquake is also assumed to initiate the nuclear criticality and the UFg cylinder
release. To be conservative, the consequences from the evaluation basis earthquake,
earthquake induced criticality, and the UFg cylinder release were added to yield the total
consequences from both the release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals into the
environment and a criticality.

Because details on some of the site-specific processes were proprietary, one set of repre-
sentative data were used in the HEU EIS for each blending process with nominal
throughput rates that assumed a full-scale operation with bounding values for operational
requirements, emissions, waste streams, and other parameters. Therefore, the same acci-
dent scenarios representative of each blending process were used at each site.

20.009: Continued storage does not reduce the inventory of weapons-usable material,
which is the purpose of the proposed action. It would be unreasonable to compare storage
(no action alternative) impacts with only part of the potential risk (that is, transportation)
encountered for the other alternatives. However, the total impacts for each alternative are
presented and compared. Transportation impacts are specifically addressed in Section 4.4
and Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS.

06.009: Neither blending down of HEU nor treatment with any chemical can make Pu.
However, blending HEU to 4-percent LEU and using it as fuel in commercial reactors
results in the creation of some Pu in the spent nuclear fuel. Only reactors can make Pu, It
is possible to reprocess the resulting spent fuel by dissolving it in nitric acid and using
other chemicals to separate Pu, but because spent fuel is extremely radioactive, the pro-
cess is very hazardous and difficult and must be carried out by remote control in heavily
shielded cells. This is the process that was used to make the Pu used for the nuclear weap-
ons in the first place, but it has never been accomplished by any subnational group.
Because of the difficulty of separating Pu from spent fuel, spent fuel is considered highly
proliferation resistant for at least 80 to 100 years after it is removed from reactors.
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06.020: Once HEU is blended down to 4- or 0.9-percent LEU, it could become HEU
again only if it were re-enriched. It would be no less difficult to turn such LEU back into
HEU than it would be for any of the much more plentiful world stocks of LEU of compa-
rable enrichment levels.

32.007: The Department of Energy supports the public’s involvement and is fully com-
mitted to giving the public access to information about its activities and opportunities for
involvement in DOE’s decisionmaking process. In this regard, the Office of Fissile Mate-
rials Disposition published a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register (60 FR 54867)
on October 26, 1995 that announced that the HEU EIS was available for comment; pro-
vided the dates of the comment period and the schedule of public meetings; and identified
the methods by which to submit comments, Additional information, including newsletters
and fact sheets, were distributed directly to interested members of the public who are on
the office’s mailing list. The office also maintains an electronic bulletin board that pro-
vides current information, program status and activities, and the ability to interact with
the office directly.

Health effects studies are discussed for each candidate site in Chapter 3 of the HEU EIS.
Impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on public and worker health from both
normal and potential accidents are addressed in Chapter 4, No actions will be taken until
the decisions are made public. The ROD is scheduled to be published in the Federal Reg-
ister in the summer of 1996.

06.024: The purpose of the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement is to reduce the threat to U.S.
and world security that is posed by large stockpiles of surplus Russian HEU, as well as to
provide needed hard currency to Russia to assist its redevelopment efforts. The U.S.
effort that is the subject of the HEU EIS is reciprocal to the Russian effort to reduce its
HEU stockpiles.

32.008: The Department of Energy must work within the constraints imposed by avail-
able funding and resources. Because DOE is trying to reduce costs of complying with the
NEPA, and due to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identi-
fied in the HEU EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and
Augusta, GA) would be appropriate for this program.
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Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program, other methods for
submitting comments were also made available throughout the comment period: toll-free
fax and voice recording, electronic bulletin board, and U.S. mail. These methods can also
be used to request additional information or to be placed on the Office of Fissile Materials
Disposition’s mailing list.

10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and
disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The
analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact
among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has 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 ail of the action alternatives (2 through 5) evaluated in
the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message to
other nations.

03.007: It is correct that the foreign policy objective of reducing global stockpiles of
weapons-usable fissile materials would remain without regard to USEC’s role. USEC’s
involvement stems from the provision of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 that makes USEC
the exclusive marketing agent for sales of U.S. Government and Russian enriched ura-
nium. There are at present no international treaties concerning disposition of fissile mate-
rals. However, the Joint Statement between the United States and Russia on
Nonproliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and the Means of their Delivery (Janu-
ary, 1994, reproduced as Appendix.B of the HEU Final EIS) provides a bilateral frame-
work for U.S.~-Russian nonproliferation efforts. In addition, the President's
Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy (September 1993, reproduced as Appendix A
of the HEU EIS) commits the United States to “seek to eliminate where possible, the
accumulation of stockpiles of HEU or Pu to ensure that where these materials already
exist they are subject to the highest standards of safety, security, and international
accountability.” The U.S. Government is pursuing fissile materials disposition on 2 uni-
lateral basis, to set an example for other nations, and to reciprocate similar actions
already being taken in Russia.
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03.008: There is no treaty related to Pu or HEU. However, the joint statement between
the United States and Russia on Nonproliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and
the Means of their Delivery (January 1994, reproduced as Appendix B of the HEU Final
EIS) provides a bilateral framework for U.S.-Russian nonproliferation efforts. In addi-
tion, the President’s Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy (September 27, 1993,
fact sheet included as Appendix A of the HEU Final EIS) commits the United States to
“seek to eliminate where possible, the accumulation of stockpiles of HEU or Pu to ensure
that where these materials already exist they are subject to the highest standards of safety,
security, and international accountability.”

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

Transportation risk assessments showed that risks would be only slightly lower for blend-
ing to LLW at ORR. For blending to fuel feed material as UNH crystals, ORR is not the
lowest risk alternative. Two significant factors contributed to these conclusions: (1) onsite
material handling represents the greater part of the total risk, and such handling would
still be necessary even to blend at ORR, and (2) the highest transportation risk for these
scenarios is not in transporting HEU, but in transporting the significantly larger volume
of fuel feed material and LLW after blending.

06.010: It is not clear what accidents the question refers to. In general, the burden of
nuclear accidents falls on whatever party has legal possession of nuclear material at any
given time. The Price-Anderson Act establishes a framework of liability coverage for
nuclear accidents. For the private nuclear industry, that framework includes private insur-
ance and retroactive liability that is shared across the entire nuclear industry. The Govern-
ment is self-insured.

11.008: If the decision were made to blend all surplus HEU to waste, there would be no
customer in the commercial sense. The material would be blended by or on behalf of
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DOE for disposal as waste. Any or all of the facilities could be involved in such blending.
It is not possible to specify today where blending would take place for either waste or
commercial material, since those decisions will depend in part on the forms of the busi-
ness transactions governing particular disposition actions. Decisions about blending sites
and transportation could be made by DOE, by USEC, or by other entities involved in
those transactions. It is very likely that competitive bidding procedures will be instru-
mental in such decisions.

29.001: Cost will play a key role in the decisionmaking process. The Preferred Alterna-
tive identified in the HEU Final EIS is to maximize commercial use of the material,
because it would recover the material’s economic value and satisfy the nonproliferation
objective in the most timely manner,

Preliminary cost estimates suggest that 170 t of surplus HEU may have a net commercial
value of approximately $2 billion. More importantly, avoiding disposal costs for the same
amount of material would save the Government between $5 and $15 billion.

04.007: The Department of Energy has no expectation of recovering the invested costs
of producing HEU, which have been very high. (The marginal cost of enrichment goes up
as enrichment levels increase.) DOE has no reliable basis for estimating the actual cost of
producing HEU. The current question is whether recovery of those invested costs can be
at least partially offset by commercial use of the material or completely written off by
making it all into waste.

16.004: The value of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU has been evaluated as part of
cost estimates for the alternatives in the HEU EIS that have been released separately from
the HEU Final EIS. The value of commercial material is expected to be equivalent to
market value for any other commercial LEU. Off-spec material is expected to be dis-
counted to reflect its lower value,

10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as
having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with
NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and
alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide
this information to the decisionmakers.
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24.005: Cost analysis is not part of the HEU EIS, although cost estimates for the alter-
natives have been developed to be included in the ROD(s) and are available as a separate
document. It is anticipated that the work needed to blend down surplus HEU will be done
using both DOE and comsmercial sites. To the extent that work is done within DOE, the
requirements of Section 3161 of the Defense Authorization Act of 1994, as applicable,
will be complied with.

10.003: Comment noted.

26.005: Storage limitations of uranium materials differ at each candidate blending site.
Interim storage of enriched uranium at the Y—12 Plant is limited to 500 t of HEU and 6t
of LEU for a period of up to 10 years (60 FR 54068, October 19, 1995). There are no lim-
itations on the storage of uranium at SRS. The quantity of uranium that could be stored at
commercial sites are limited by their NRC licenses. B&W and NFS are licensed to pos-
sess up to 60,000 kilograms (kg) (132,000 pounds [ib]) and 7,000 t (15,400 Ib), respec-
tively, of U-235 in any required chemical or physical form (except UFg) and at any
enrichment (see Sections 2.2.3.4 and 2.2.3.5 of the HEU EIS).
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EEUY EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
Knoxville, Tennessee
November 14, 1995
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21.003: The UFg release that occurred on August 7, 1979 was reported in the Environ-
mental Assessment for Renewal of Special Nuclear Material License SNM-1 24, Nuclear
Fuel Services, Inc., Erwin Plant, Erwin, Tennessee, Docket No. 70-143, dated August
1991. As described on page 4-38 of the environmental assessment the quantities released
to the atmosphere increased rapidly to a maximum within 10 to 15 minutes and then
slowly decreased as material circulated out of the process ventilation and out of the stack.
Most activity (60 to 80 percent) was released in 1 hour, although it took about 3 hours for
all the activity to escape. The incident was investigated by NRC. The quantities released
were within regulatory levels. After this event, the scrubbing system was redesigned and
modified to improve the system. Detection systems with alarms were also installed at the
work station,

The HEU EJS analyzed radiological releases from UFg blending process during normal
operations of NFS as well as under a severe accident condition during which the highest
atmospheric release of radioactivity and hazardous chemicals would occur. The accident
scenarios evaluated in the HEU EIS included the release of UFg from a cylinder leak sim-
ilar to what occurred at NFS in 1979. Section 4.3.2 of the HEU Final EIS presents
impacts of blending HEU to 4-percent UFg to the public and the environment.

22.005: Potential releases to air from the proposed action were estimated and presented
in Section 4.3 of the HEU EIS. However, it was determined that there would be no haz-
ardous waste released to the surface or groundwater during blending operations. All haz-
ardous waste would be treated until it becomes nonhazardous and, after treatment, would
then be released to an NPDES-permitted outfall.

21.004: The HEU EIS analyzed both accidental and chronic releases of HEU from the
proposed alternatives. Chronic releases are very small releases of material to the environ-
ment over a long period of time. Accidental releases are releases of material to the envi-
ronment over a very short period of time to an instantaneous release. The impacts of
chronic and accidental releases from normal operations and accidents, respectively, were
evaluated for each alternative blending process and presented in Section 4.3 of the HEU
Final EIS.

24.002: Differences in current conditions at each site lead to different potential impacts
at each site. For example, the area surrounding SRS has a higher minority population than
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the area around any of the other sites. Therefore, SRS may have a disproportionate envi-
ronmental justice impact.

21,005: NFS has higher dose rates than other candidate sites because it is the smallest
site in land area, and thus the receptors are closer. The potential impacts of any release of
HEU are a function of the amount of material released (source term), the dispersion of the
material into the atmosphere (related to the site meteorology), and the distance to the
nearest receptor (the worker or member of the public). Since the source terms are identi-
cal, only the distance to the nearest receptor and meteorology will make significant differ-
ences in the dose rate. The closer the receptor to the source term, the larger the calculated
dose rate will be (in much the same way that the closer someone is to a fire [the source
term], the more heat {the dose rate] they would feel).

20.005: ‘The purpose of the proposed action is to reduce HEU to non-weapons-grade
for commercial use. Long-term storage would not achieve this. The HEU EIS weighs the
total impacts for the alternatives, but does not compare storage with only part of the
potential risk that might be encountered (that is, transportation). As explained in Section
4.4 of the HEU Final EIS, HEU would be transported by safe secure trailers, a convey-
ance that provides optimum safety and security. For example, there has never been a safe
secure trailer accident involving a release of radioactive material causing injury or death.
Transportation cost was not evaluated in the HEU EIS; however, it is relatively inexpen-
sive when compared to the long-term storage.

01.001: The Department of Energy will make programmatic decisions whether surplus
HEU should be blended for commercial use or for waste. Subsequently, DOE will make
decisions about specific lots of HEU for disposition. Decisions about blending locations
for commercial material may be made by DOE or USEC or other entities involved in dis-
position actions. Decisions about blending for waste materials are likely to be made by
DOE.

03.001: The Department of Energy does not agree that commercial use of LEU derived
from HEU increases proliferation potential. Among the alternatives considered, Alterna-
tive 1, the No Action Alternative, has the highest proliferation potential because it leaves
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the HEU in weapons-usable form. DOE considers Alternatives 2 through 5, which repre-
sent blending different portions of the susplus HEU to waste or fuel, as roughly equiva-
lent in terms of proliferation potential, and much more proliferation resistant than the
HEU in its present form. That is, LEU at both 4- and 0.9-percent enrichment, and spent
fuel are all considered to have low proliferation potential, because both enrichment of
uranium and reprocessing to separate Pu are difficult and costly.

03.002: The program objective of setting a good example for other nations relates to
converting weapons-usable fissile materials to forms that are no longer weapons-usable;
(that is, to demonstrate to other nations that our nuclear disarmament actions are perma-
nent and irreversible). It is in the national security interest of the United States that other
nations take similar actions to reduce stockpiles of weapons materials, so the United
States is obligated to take such actions itself. All four of the action alternatives in the
HEU Final EIS (Alternatives 2 through 5) satisfy this objective by seeking to blend all of
the surplus HEU to LEU. Only the No Action Alternative, which would leave the HEU in
its present weapons-usable forms, would fail to satisfy this nonproliferation objective.

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

03.003: Although spent fuel contains Pu, which if separated is a weapons-usable fissile
material, spent fuel is extremely radioactive and hazardous to handle; thus, it is difficult
and costly to separate Pu from spent fuel. In accordance with recommendations of the
National Academy of Sciences, it is the policy of the United States to make weapons-
usable fissile materials at least as proliferation resistant as commercial spent fuel.

03.004: The Department of Energy agrees that blending all surplus HEU to waste
would be much more costly and take longer than options that make commercial use of the
material. It also would have greater adverse environmental impacts. However, it must be
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included in the HEU EIS to assure that a “range” of alternatives has been analyzed. DOE
also agrees that blending to waste offers no nonproliferation advantage over blending for
commercial use,

11.003: Section 2.1.2 of the HEU EIS indicates that, under some circumstances, maxi-
mizing commercial use reduces the time needed to complete disposition actions.

11.004: The HEU EIS indicates in the text box in Section 1.1.1 that blending down is
much easier than enrichment. DOE agrees with the commentor that reprocessing is also
very difficult relative to blending HEU down to LEU.

03.005: The Department of Energy considers the re-enrichment of uranium from mate-
rial blended down to 1 percent and reprocessing of spent fuel to recover Pu to be compa-
rably difficult barriers to proliferation.

09.002: The gaseous diffusion enrichment plants at Paducah and Portsmouth have the
capability to deal with HEU only in the form of UFg. The K-25 Site at ORR is perma-
nently closed. Since the surplus HEU is in the form of metal or oxide, not UFg, those
facilities cannot be used for the blending activities.

32.006: The Department of Energy supports the public’s involvement and is fully com-
mitted to giving the public access to information about its activities and opportunities for
involvement in the DOE’s decisionmaking process. In this regard, the Office of Fissile
Materials published a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register (60 FR 54867) on
October 26, 1995, that announced that the HEU Draft EIS was available for comment;
provided the dates of the comment period and the schedule of public meetings; and iden-
tified the methods by which to submit comments. Additional information, including
newsletters and fact sheets, were distributed directly to interested members of the public
who are on the office’s mailing list. Regional print and media advertisements were also
used to draw attention to the public meetings and other methods available to submit com-
ments. The office also maintains an electronic bulletin board that provides current infor-
mation, program status and activities, and the ability to interact with the office directly.
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04.002: The Department of Energy does not expect to have any difficulty marketing the
commercial material at market rates. Off-spec material will probably need to be marketed
at discounted rates to compensate for the added processing and operational requirements
for its use. The uranium market is now a global one, involving numerous competitors.
DOE expects that LEU derived from surplus HEU will be introduced into the market at
rates that do not have an adverse material impact on the market.

03.006: The Department of Energy agrees that the nonproliferation objectives are pre-
eminent; however, the recovery of some of the costs involved in creating this HEU are
also very important, particularly in the current budgetary climate. Fortunately, the two
objectives are complementary in the HEU disposition program.

04.003: The Department of Energy’s preference is to utilize as much as possible of this
resource as LEU reactor fuel derived from surplus HEU.

33.001: Forms of surplus HEU are mainly metal, compounds, solutions, oxides, irradi-
ated fuel, reactor fuel, UF, scrap, and material in weapons that have been retired but
have not been transferred to Pantex for disassembly. Surplus HEU is currently located at
10 DOE sites around the country and is shown in Figure 1.3-1 of the HEU Final EIS.
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HEV EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
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Knoxville, Tennessce
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Discusston Group C
ISSUES
Whattype orlevel of effect docs each of thess aliematives have on peoliferation?

Whihal fve (disposition &3 wasie. a3 foed) generates tho tmost jobe?

Timing ~ How rapldly could this bleading doswn takn place and what tre tha potcral effects on
the y? Will the need for additdonat fue] mpact the trlag of DOR action?

What xre tho environmental impacts of disposing of all these cantsters?

How much earth needs to be moved b onder 10 get ona pound of uraninm oe oo pound of foel
from pamsral craniom ore? What are tho impacts? How big will % hola in the ground be atter the
oo fsmalacd?

- A in risoq to the foel that would be geacrated from the blead
down 20d whero 13 4t golng 10 be stoced (fuel)? T the production is above the demand then where
would the surplus be stored?

Whers [s all the commercial demend coming from? Why o we expect an increass {n tho use of
avclkear power?

“The electrical indostry i being deregulated and thls will have & negative Lspact on the Endustry.
“These hasat been & g0od analyses of the actual demand,

OPEN DISCUSSION

‘What Are the Preferred Sites?

Does this EIS include full production Inpt at all the sleea?

Does thls document §entify & preferred site? 18 [ act up a8 u genesic ocument oe a slie-spectfic
Regardless of what sl Is selected this docoment will snd? Docs tho ELS l:laﬁ!y

docomest?
peefearod sites with the prefemed dve? There may be
mazerials that wilt preseloct ORR, SRS, BAW of NFS.
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24,001
05.002
06.011

| 17.012

| 13.002
| 13.003

| 11.010
| 07.002

03.009: Among the altematives considered, Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative,
has the highest proliferation potential because it leaves the HEU in weapons-usable form.
DOE considers alternatives 2 through 5, which represent blending different portions of
the surplus HEU to waste or fuel, as roughly equivalent in terms of proliferation poten-
tial, and much more proliferation-resistant than the HEU in its present form. That is, LEU
at both 4- and 0.9-percent enrichment and spent fuel are all considered to have low prolif-
eration potential, because both enrichment of uranium and reprocessing to separate Pu
are difficult and costly.

24.001: The largest number of direct jobs generated would be 126 for blending HEU to
LEU as UFg (disposition fuel). The Jargest number of total jobs (direct and indirect) gen-
erated would be 444 in the ORR region. These jobs would be created as a result of blend-
ing HEU to either waste or fuel. There would be no difference between fuel or waste
alternatives in terms of the total number of jobs created.

05.002: The Department of Energy estimates that the shortest time to blend 200 t of
surplus HEU would be about 20 to 25 years, assuming all four blending sites were used.
DOE expects that the commercial material in current surplus HEU will take between 15
and 20 years to blend, and material that must be blended to waste could take 10 to 15
years. DOE expects the demand for uranium fuel to remain essentially steady for the
foreseeable future,

06.011: The environmental impacts from disposal of radioactive wastes are being ana-
lyzed in other NEPA documents together with the much larger quantities of radioactive
waste that must be managed by DOE. As explained in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final
EIS, the disposal of LLW generated as a result of this program will be addressed as part
of DOE’s Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Man-
aging Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste and any
site-specific or project-specific EIS’s concerning LLW repositories.

17.012: Material will generally not be blended down until it can move promptly into
the pipeline for either commercial use or disposal as waste, so there is no need for
extended storage of blended down product. As stated in Section 4.8.1 of the HEU Final
EIS, the U.S. surplus HEU would represent about 2 percent of the world market for ura-
nium.

SIH 10ul] WD} payItusy
&y8iy smydung Jo uomsodsiy



TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP

DISCUSSION GROUP C
PAGE 2 OF 8

How and where hus the blend down technotogy beea testzd? And §s ftthe best eechnology?
mmmummmﬁmmnkhm-nbowmymw
the blanding technology been carried ot at cach si? How Jong has B&W been dolng biznd
down? Arswe perting double talk? DOE has srated that sl of the sites have bleaded down the
matetial 20 1% of 4%, What arc you saying, that BAW has not?
&nnumuﬂubwmnm&mbdimhmmlmdmhmmt

Wit a1s tha eriterta for schecting SRS, ORR, B&W oe NFS?

What Is the specifl posion of the Sals? What 1s classified, the amsount or the Jocations
of tha surplas HEU?

What ddves DOB's selection of a spesific ste? Least cost oe feast rlsk?

“Transpoctatios Risks

How wmochmaterlal s transpoeted pee truckload?

Has the BIS looked at the satio of accldents b porting wasts versus LEU?

a0t there a differencs bn transposting the metzzdal i safo sscuss trallers {SSTs) a3 opposed to Joe
Blow Transporation havking the waste? 1s the probability of sccldents lower when transporting
the muterials in safo secure trallers (SST8)?

Are bocks the sormal of best way 10 rovs the materdal?

If & truck caTyIng 19 material crasbes on 1-40 what would be the aceldent scenario? What
would tha ground look like? What ar tha environmental 1nd health effects? Pleass explain for
both 1% and 4% materlal,

Prolifesation Differences

When the HEU (s blended down it would be fun theoogh commercial reactoss and you end vp
with mors weapons-usadle fissile maicrials, ‘Wosld thero bo moro weapons-psable matceslals after
processing in commerclal resctors? 1€ 30, how much?

The pertod of 8 years versus 46 years throoghput 1 would tike to supgest that if the 46 years
were changed 108 years wo would have moro jobs in the sboet temm,

What takes 05 belicve that these utiiities will purchiass the materials from the Unlied States over
the uther available materfals?

LET-€

01.004

05.006
07.008

02.001
08.003

20.002
18.001

20,003

20.010

l 03.010

] 05.005

13.002: The demand for HEU-derived uranium would come from the approximately
100 nuclear electric power plants operating in the United States and hundreds of others
overseas. There is no expected increase in the number of these power plants in the United
States.

13.003: There is consideration of deregulation of the electrical supply industry, but that
has not happened yet and no one can be sure what form it will take or what its impact will
be. At this time, there is no deregulation data to analyze. The demand for uranium in the
United States is continuously analyzed by numerous firms specializing in the uranium
market. These analyses predict essentially steady demand for uranium at 165 million
pounds U30g per year worldwide. The United States uses about 45 million Ibs U0 per
year and produces only about 6 million Ibs.

11.010: The HEU EIS analyzes generic processes for the various blending technologies
at all of the sites. Generic process rates are also applied based on rates that all of the facil-
ities could achieve. It is possible that some of the facilities could process material at
higher rates, although it is unlikely DOE could make material available for blending at
higher rates.

07.002: The HEU EIS is programmatic in the sense that it will support programmatic
decisions (for example, as proposed, to make commercial use of surplus HEU). The Pre-
ferred Alternative in the HEU Final EIS does not include any site preferences. The docu-
ment concludes that the necessary blending activities could take place at any of the
analyzed sites without significant adverse impacts. Thus, environmental considerations
are not considered likely to drive site decisions, which may be made by parties other than
DOE. If subsequent decisions concerning disposition of specific lots of HEU fall within
the parameters analyzed in the EIS in terms of sites, quantities, and processes, it is
expected that no additional NEPA documentation will be required.

01.004: Uranyl nydrate hexahydrate blending technology is in existence at all four
facilities, and metal blending technology exists at DOE’s Y-12 Plant. While all of the
facilities have engaged in some blending as part of their past operations, blending to pre-
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‘What makes ps belleve that these utilities will porchase the materials from tha United States over
the other available materdals?

“This ETS is suppose to be driven by proliferstion concerns and after the first three pages the
docurment focwses on reoncy. DOB states that the Prealient’s nonprotiferation policy — not
econocaics dives this EIS, You could have fust as easlly stated that moncy and not prolifenatica
conceras deive this document.

prolifieration tisks. Resulting (uel could be sold
Umhumuiumboun;nhpmmheywmhnm‘ndud
mnﬂkywrwrm no one In this room c2a give assorances that §t woa®t tuen back nto
bomb materlals in othes countsies. If we look &t the proliferation kssoe then tha 1% enrichmesnt
alternative Is the way to go. Coold sormeono tam all the materal knto bomb materal?

The worsd is watching what we £re doing and 50 we should be very clear and epecific in oor

znmmrmusﬂfmmwmmmnumv Row wide spreed [s
L1 o O

Pocs the EIS take a sample of 50% of the materia] - then is 50% of material tomeshing elre? Are
soroe of the screps fro Rocky Flass inctadod 1 the muterial Inthis docorent? Does
this matrrlat cootain cther safT? T would Mke clasificaion of what s included In the materals
mlymnam}xm Ts 50% pretty accurats? What £ the other stuff?

1050% of the material s U-235 then what Is containgd In the other 505% of the roateral?

Basis foc Selection of Alternative Fivo

Why 2ad what coatributed to the selection of the peefered alternative?

Lsa tima oas of the caajor fackers involved i the process? Why oot share the rosterials between
all four sites? Blend down the materialas quickly as possible.

Esch bk “Thers 200 always soms problems assoclated with
Nnypeofwdn lhwwlmmmkthmmmmmmhgvlm
it b d by this action woald

Wiy would y matera] o waste, B ¥

rmbwmummwm-ﬂwmﬂumm away, Wedon'trake s
Eme - why d and a2l — why
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13.004

06.015

03.017

08.017
03.011

06.019

07.004
05.013

10.003

10.014

cisely 0.9 or 4 percent has probably not been done because HEU has never before been
blended down either for commercial use or waste. The point is, the technology for blend-
ing at higher enrichment levels is the same as would be used to yield the lower level prod-
ucts for this program, except more blending and blendstock would be needed. There is no
environmentally consequential difference between the experience these facilities have
and the proposed actions.

05.006: The timeframes presented in Table 2.1.2—1 of the HEU Draft EIS were rough
estimates and are considered optimistic. They were based on the assumption that the sites
can process material at the analyzed rates (up to 10 t per year) and that DOE can provide
material for blending at up to 40 t per year in the case of using all four sites simulta-
neously. The HEU Final EIS is revised to reflect more realistic assumptions. In actuality,
DOE could not provide material that quickly. DOE expects that a realistic estimate of the
time needed to blend material for commercial use will be 15 to 20 years.

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

02.001: Highly enriched uranium is primarily metal, uranium oxide, and UFg. Most of
the amounts and forms of surplus HEU at specific locations have been declassified and
were made available in the Secretary of Energy’s Openness Initiative announcement on
February 6, 1996. The newly-released information is indicated in Figure 1.3-1 of the
HEU Final EIS.

08.003: The HEU Final EIS indicates that risks would be comparable and quite low at
all sites. Thus, the selection of sites for blending, which may be done by USEC or other
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3f yoa blend it 10 fised, you donkt have moze time Lo find & reposltocy. Blending to foel Ignoces the
fszoa that there Is o reposiitey for speat foel,

Spent Fud

When docs DOB beghn o grapple with the lssoe of spent fuel? I we bend down the HEU we
continue to add to the inssnity of penesatiog speat focl, We should blend down the aiterial 1o
1% and getk ont of the cycle by dispoclag as low-lovel waste, Economke snd environmenta)
frmpacts ero srewed becauso the Jssue of speat fock {s 5ot dealt within this document.

Is there any cconomic Incentive 16 blend to §% over the 4% LEU?

10rat Ived In public ing ing simllar issues were
bined (grouped) for p ion in thisd
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| 14.008

| 14011

| 10.009
| 04.006

entities as well as DOE, would probably be dictated primarily by business considerations
and the results of competitive bidding processes.

20.002: The quantity of material per truckload (shipment) varies, depending on the
alternative and type of material. For example, under the alternative to produce UNH for
commercial use, a truckload would contain 48 packages of surplus HEU, 35 kg per pack-
age (77 lbs), or 1,680 kg (3,696 lbs) of surplus HEU per truckload. Table G.1-3 of the
HEU Final EIS presents the quantity of each material transported in the assessment.

19.001: Yes. The maximum annual transportation impacts wouid be 0.038 fatalities for
transportation of LLW and 0.061 fatalities for LEU destined for commercial fuel fabrica-
tion. A cumulative summary of transportation environmental impacts is presented in
Table 4.4.3.3~1. The accident risk for each material is presented in Appendix G.

20.003: Safe secure trailer trucks are reserved for the exclusive transport of highly sen-
sitive special nuclear materials, primarily for security reasons. LLW does not require
intensive security oversight and therefore would be transported by certified commercial
truck. Regardless of the vehicle, either safe secure trailer or commercial truck, the carrier
of radioactive materials must comply with the same stringent Department of Transporta-
tion packaging and transport requirements, as explained in Section 4.4 of the HEU Final
EIS. For normat traffic fatalities, no difference is assumed in the probability of risk per
kilometer for either safe secure trailer or commercial shipments. However, for the proba-
bility of release of radioactivity in the case of accidents, it is lower for safe secure trailer
shipments (due to special design of the safe secure trailer) than for commercial ship-
ments.

20.010: Depending on the severity of the accident for the LLW material (with 0.9-per-
cent enrichment), some of the Type A radioactive material packages could disengage
from the truck and be breached, and some material could possibly be released. Any loose
material could be recovered by conventional tools, repackaged, and transported away
with minimal loss of life or property, and minimal permanent site contamination.
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For the 4-percent LEU in UNH form, the material would be transported in Type A pack-
aging, and the accident scenario would be similar to 0.9-percent LLW material, For the
4-percent LEU in UFg form, the material would be transported in Type B packaging
designed to prevent the release of contents under all credible transportation accident con-
ditions. It is expected there would be no breach of the package and no loss of contents,
even in severe accidents.

Both 0.9-percent LLW and 4-percent LEU are very low in radioactive properties. The
health effects from transporting materials evaluated in the HEU EIS have been calculated
and are presented in Appendix G of the HEU Final EIS.

03.010: Spent fuel is not a weapons-usable fissile material because its high radiation
field makes reprocessing it to separate the Pu very difficult. Thus, there would be no fis-
sile material that could be directly usable in weapons after use of LEU fuel derived from
surplus HEU in commercial reactors.

05.005: The 8-year period in the HEU Draft EIS was based on the assumption that four
blending sites would be used, and 46 years was based on the assumption that only one
site would be used. In actuality, DOE will not be able to make material available for
blending quickly enough to meet the 8-year schedule, and the HEU Final EIS is revised
accordingly. DOE expects that a realistic estimate of the time needed to blend currently
declared surplus HEU material for commercial use will be 15 to 20 years, and material
that must be blended to waste is expected to take an additional 10 to 15 years.

13.004: There is no certainty that anyone will purchase the blended HEU, but 45 mil-
lion pounds of uranium are purchased in the United States each year and 165 million
pounds purchased world wide. It would appear that there is an adequate market for the
blended Government uranium.

06.015: Because all of the action alternatives in the HEU Final EIS (Alternatives 2
through 5) fully satisfy the nonproliferation objective of the surplus HEU disposition pro-
gram by making the material non-weapons-usable, extensive discussion of the differ-
ences among the altematives for nonproliferation purposes is not called for. The
economic and nonproliferation objectives of the program are consistent in that they both
support commercial use.

SI4 joul] wnup.l() payoruy
&y81y snydung fo uomsodsiq




8774

TENNESSEE (KNOXVILLE), AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
DIScUsSION GRoUP C
PAGEG6 OF 8

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

06.017: ‘The Department of Energy agrees that setting an example for other nations is
an important objective of the surplus HEU disposition program. Consequently, it is con-
sidered important to begin work on making our surplus HEU non-weapons-usable in a
prompt manner.

03.011: The International Atomic Energy Agency probably would not track HEU
beyond the point that it is blended down to LEU, at which time it is no longer a prolifera-
tion concern, and which will occur in the United States. Currently, 123 nations are mem-
bers of the IAEA.

06.019: The inventory of surplus HEU has an average enrichment level of 50 percent,
which means that, on average, 50 percent of it by weight is U-235. Almost all of the
remainder is U-238, with small quantities of U-234 and U-236 in some of the material.
Various portions of the inventory contain numerous other materials. Details concerning
the forms, quantities, and locations of surplus HEU are shown in Figure 1.3-1. Some of
the material is located at Rocky Flats.

07.004: As explained in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final EIS, DOE prefers the Maxi-
mum Commercial Use Alternative because it would best serve the purpose and need for
the proposed action, which is to make the surplus HEU non-weapons-usable and, where
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feasible, recover its economic value. It is self-evident that the economic recovery objec-
tive is best served by an alternative that seeks to maximize commercial use of the mate-
rial, since the alternative of blending the material to waste recovers no value. DOE
believes that the nonproliferation objective is also best served by the maximum commer-
cial use alternative, primarily because it would permit the surplus HEU to be blended
down more quickly than blending it to waste.

05.013: As described in Section 1.4.2 of the HEU Final EIS Preferred Alternative, DOE
intends to sell as much as possible of the LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU or surplus
HEU using a combination of four sites and two possible blending technologies. The goal
is to achieve DOFE’s objectives in a way that would satisfy programmatic, economic, and
environmental needs, beginning after the ROD and proceeding, as necessary, until ail sur-
plus material is blended down.

10.003: Comment noted.

10.014: Alternative 2, which considers blending the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to
LEU for disposal as waste, was included in the analyses because it provides a compre-
hensive evaluation of a full range of alternatives in the HEU EIS as required by NEPA.
Blending the material to waste would not recover any of the economic value of HEU for
the Government or provide peaceful, beneficial use of the material; however, it would
meet nonproliferation objectives. DOE’s Preferred Alternative is to maximize commer-
cial use of the material.

14.006: The HEU EIS does not need to explicitly analyze the disposal of spent fuel,
since this program would create no incrementat spent fuel to dispose of. As explained in
Section 1.4.2 of the HEU EIS, spent fuel management and disposal is covered by the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended. That program has its own NEPA process which
must be fulfilled.

14.011: Spent fuel need not be dealt with in the HEU EIS because the HEU disposition
program would generate no incremental spent fuel that would not be generated in the
absence of the program.
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10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and
disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the alternatives. The
analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact
among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed
cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made
them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi-
cates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense
and would save billions of dollars compared to the altemative of blending HEU for dis-
posal as waste. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 through 5) evaluated in
the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message to
other nations.

04.006: The Department of Energy’s preliminary analysis has found no economic
advantage of blending to 1 percent or less for waste disposal, since approximately five
times as much blending would be required, and waste disposal costs are expected to be
high. An analysis available separately from the EIS compares the costs of the alternatives
and supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel derived
from surplus HEU makes the most economic sense and would save considerable money.
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SESSION: Plenary

What was the mativation for the 50 metrlc tors of HEU 10 be transferred (0 USEC, and why
wasnltevaluazd in the EIS?

The transler of 50 metric tons scems 10 rolx 4 00onomic and techinical fssoe, Tha trndfer of the
50 rnetrie tons should bo separate from this procest, 15 there an economic analysls In the B157
How was thafigure £ 50 mctric tans transfesred to USBC derlved? Why was the figare not 100
or 30 metrc toas? The economics of this action should be fully considered n this process.

%ymxmswmmambMﬁmnapWMmummM).
foc example?

‘There appeass to be a hugo time discrepency between the tme frames for bleading down to wiste
and blending down to fucl, How can the blending down process be expedited?

Asen¥thero ochor commercial facilisles seeking licenting, othes then the two lsted in the EIS?

Why st Paducal (Kentocky) end Portsmouth (Ofio) not Incloded as candidate ghtes If they have
the capabllities o deal with the HEU?

“Tha wasts types should be el oalathe d Also, where will the wase
types and forms be stored? ‘Wl mixzd waste be generated during any of the proposed actiom?

In seferencs (o th aliematives slide durng the plenary prescntation, foel shovld bo referrod 1o as
spentfocl. Why is it bopertant foc DOB 0 say tut it will not do anything until & sits has been
selectzd for the waste alternative, but will not do the same with regards to the foel altematives?
Why docsnt this document conshder the spent fucl that will be gencrated ay a resalt of the

12 thst convert the HEU to fued? Where will the resulting foct and the.
waste be stored?
DOE should establish the

Leok there storage space 48 the Nevada Test Site for the raaterial? What about storage at a tomb
21Ok Ridge?

ctltesia foc foed a8 for wasie 2l
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01.003

04,005

09.005

05.001
11.009
09.002

22,003

14.004

26.002

01.003: Fifty t of HEU is proposed to be transferred to USEC to increase the corpora-
tion's assets and value. That would increase the proceeds to the Federal Treasury when
the corporation is sold. That proposed transfer is evaluated as part of each of the commer-
cial use alternatives in the HEU EIS (Alternatives 3 through 5).

04.005: The transfer of 50 t of surplus HEU to USEC might have been considered sep-
arately for purposes of NEPA, but DOE concluded that such separation might constitute
unallowable segmentation of connected actions, The only difference between the 50 t of
surplus HEU proposed to be transferred to USEC and the remainder of the surplus HEU
is that the 50 t is the only concrete disposition proposal at this time. There is no difference
in terms of potential environmental impacts, so it made the most sense to consider it in
this EIS together with the rest of the surplus.

The HEU Final EIS does not contain a formal economic analysis, and one is not required
by NEPA. However, cost estimates for the HEU EIS alternatives have been developed
and are available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis sup-
ports DOE's preliminary conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from sur-
plus HEU makes the most economic sense and would save considerable money.
Economic considerations will clearly play an important part in ROD(s) stemming from
this EIS. The 50 t figure was derived from DOE estimates of the quantity of material that
could be made available for blending over a 5-year to 6-year period.

09.005: Depleted uranium at Paducah and other DOE sites could be used as blendstock
for HEU. However, depleted uranium would generally not be used as blendstock for com-
mercial material because it would not yield appropriate isotopic content in the product
material. Since DOE has copious inventories of natural and low-enriched uranium that
would make better blendstock, it is not likely that the HEU disposition program would
make much use of the depleted UFg at Paducah or Portsmouth.

05.001: It takes about four times as long to blend a ton of HEU to 1 percent as to blend
it to 4 percent, because the processing rates are limited by the quantity of material output.
The process can be expedited by maximizing commercial use and using more than one
blending site.
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m«mwmuwmofmmmmmmummmmmm
raaking foet from scratch i you have not dons & otst analysin? What if you can sl the blended
Gown mateeisl? How rooch will 18 cost © biend Gown the materiat? How can the public pet
coples of the cost studies? “The cost anatyals thould be Incloded n the final EIS.

How moch mora stroatum, ceshun, arseale, mercory, cte. will be asded to cor wates sopply &t
Wasts Bas throogh the blead down process? How savch moro waler contamination can we expect
asa el of (ki3 action?

Tha Unlted Statrs has identified 200 metsic toas of foel (HEU) and 50 metrie toas of fuel (HEU)
from Russia that will be gong % USEC, 1s there a tmarket for 03 fuel? Does DOE plan to send
the wasts from the blend down peocess back to Russia?

Where would the blended down foel be stored?

Where I the mazerial 10 b sed for blznding preseatly starsd?

Do the facilitics s th

ks I placs Lo biend down materal?

Once the fuel was uzed commercially, would th spest focl be stored a the commereial sito and
woxtld that canse a protiferation risk? Can the United States pssurs that the fuel sotd to forciga
countries would be safe from associtied peoltferstion risks?

The document oaly addresse the actions catl] the focl becomes comnaercial. Under tho NEPA
process, the 1ith of the muterdal should bs covered from cradie 10 grave,

Whummndnﬂahmmﬂuulumylwmmb;l«dgnmﬂmmnmrw
tothe United States?

(- p s aa

ing similar issucs were combined

16.005

22,004
06.012

26.004
23.002

15.001

30.004

11.009: At this time, DOE is aware of no commercial facilities seeking licenses to pro-
cess HEU other than the two analyzed in the HEU EIS.

09.002: The gaseous diffusion enrichment plants at Paducah and Portsmouth have the
capability to deal with HEU only in the form of UFg. The K~25 Site on ORR is perma-
nently closed. Since the surplus HEU is in the form of metal or oxide, not UFg, those
facilities cannot be used for the blending activities.

22.003: Waste types, forms, and volumes generated by the three blending processes
(UNH, metal, and UFg) are listed in Tables 2.2.2.1-2, 2.2.2.2-2, and 2.2.2.3-2 of the
HEU EIS.

Conceptual treatment schemes for the blending alternatives as envisioned at the candidate
sites, and storage and disposal impacts are described in the waste management sections of
Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.

Mixed waste is generated by all three of the blending processes, as indicated in the tables
referenced above, but the mixed wastes are treated to LLW in the conceptual treatment
schemes.

14.004: The Department of Energy does not intend to take actions to commence blend-
ing of HEU until there is a clear destination for the resultant material. In the case of waste
material, that destination is a LLW repository. In the case of commercial material, the
destination is the normal nuclear fuel cycle, which in the United States is a “once-
through” cycle ending in disposal of spent fuel. The alternative of blending HEU to waste
would generate LLW for disposal that would not otherwise exist. In contrast, the spent
nuciear fuel that would result from commercial use of blended-down HEU would not rep-
resent any increment over that which would exist in the absence of this program.

The context of this comment pertains to the timing of disposition actions. DOE explained
that waste HEU would not be blended until disposal capacity for the resuitant LLW was
available, because DOE does not want to build expanded storage facilities for the much
higher volume of the blended-down material. The commentor expressed the opinion that
HEU should likewise not be blended for commercial use until disposal capacity for the
resultant spent fuel was available. The difference between the two is that, without this
program, there would be no less spent fuel to dispose of (as fuel from natural uranium
would be used instead), whereas LLW that would be created by blending HEU to waste
would be in addition to that which would otherwise exist.
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26.002: Two DOE sites, NTS and ORR, are possible locations for disposal facilities for
LLW derived from surplus HEU as identified in the Waste Management PEIS. The HEU
EIS analyzes NTS as a representative site for such disposal for purposes of analyzing the
transportation of waste materials. The Y—12 Plant is the primary facility for interim stor-
age of surplus HEU, pending its disposition.

16.005: Cost estimates for the alternatives have been developed for inclusion in the
ROD(s), and are available to the public separately from the Final HEU EIS. The cost
analysis supports DOE’s preliminary conclusion that the cost of commercial fuel alterna-
tives would be less than making nuclear fuel by enriching natural uranium, as blending is
relatively easy, whereas enrichment is difficult and expensive. Even if this were not so,
and HEU-derived fuel cost more than natural uranium-derived fuel, it would almost cer-
tainly still be economic from DOE's perspective to bear that additional cost in order to
avoid the much higher costs of blending the material to waste (involving 3 to 4 times as
much blending) and waste disposal, which is now very costly. In other words, even if
DOE had to give commercial material away free, it would almost certainly be more eco-
nomical to do so than to bear the high costs of disposing of it all. The cost analysis also
supports DOE’s conclusion that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU
would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal
as waste,

22.004: As discussed in Chapter 2 of the HEU EIS and shown in the Tables 2.2.2.1-1
and 2.2.2.2-1, strontium, cesium, arsenic, and mercury would not be used during the
blending down process, and consequently, would not affect the water supply at Watts Bar.
As discussed in the Chapter 4 water resource sections, there would be no direct dis-
charges of process wastewater to groundwater. Any hazardous liquids generated would be
treated to limits specified in local, State, and Federal permits and would not be released
until permit requirements are met. Consequently, the the alternative of blending process
would not affect the water supply at Watts Bar.

06.012: The surplus HEU under consideration in this EIS is from the U.S. nuclear
weapons program, not Russia; thus no waste would be sent to Russia. DOE anticipates no
problems marketing the resulting nuclear fuel over a 15- to 20-year period.
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26.004: Surplus HEU is currently located at 10 DOE sites (see Figure 1.3~1 of the Final
HEU EIS) but most will be moved to the DOE’s Y-12 Plant for interim storage. The
blendstock material, which would be used in blending with surplus HEU to produce
LEU, is located at various sites as natural uranium, depleted uranium, and LEU. These
sites are ORR; SRS; Hanford; Paducah, KY; and Portsmouth and Fernald, OH. Once the
surplus HEU material is blended to LEU, it will be shipped to fuel fabricators. DOE does
not intend to blend down all surplus HEU and store as LEU. Surplus HEU will be keptin
storage until there is a buyer that would utilize the material as fuel in commercial reactors
within a reasonable timeframe.

23.002: Al of the facilities at candidate sites have NRC permits in place to conduct
down-blending of HEU.

15.001: Spent fuel is considered to present low proliferation potential during the 80 to
100 years that its radiation field is very high. Fuel fabricated from HEU-blended material
that may be sold to foreign users would present absolutely no increment to proliferation
risks, since it would simply supplant fuel derived from natural uranium.

30.004: Once the material becomes commercial fuel, it is fungible with and supplants
other commercial fuel. Thus, the surplus HEU disposition program presents no incremen-
tal impacts after the material becomes commercial fuel, other than the positive impacts of
avoided uranium mining, milling, and enrichment. The impacts of spent fuel management
and disposal are covered under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, as amended, including
appropriate NEPA documentation.
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MBETING ORAL COMMENTS
AFTERNOON WORKSHOP
Knoxville, Teanessee
November 14, 1995

SESSION: Summary
‘Who selects the trocking fima that will traasport the roaterdal?

1 support ths nonpeotiferation policy for thia materal, 1 outolall tha dves, to
ase the commercial facilities for blending, Tho Ualted Staes should show responsible actlons

ding the disposition of this rial Lo the rest of the wordd, Work should be dona st
commercial vendocs. The work deaceibed In tha EIS f elmp} hnicalty callengl
s dedicased to fety tnd casuring minkngl exl:
NFS can do this wock with o prodlems,

NES
Lmapocis a8 e uatter of routine,

1 Revised December 7. 1995.

' Oral ived In public meeti ing simllar issues were combined

(grouped) for preseatation in this document,

| 08.007

| 10003

08.007: All shipments of HEU would be by DOE-owned safe secure trailers (trucks
specially designed for security and safeguards considerations). The selection of transpor-
tation contractors for blendstock or LEU shipments could be done by DOE, USEC, or
other commercial entities that are involved in blending or purchasing the material.

10.003: Comment noted.
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HEU RIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
EVENING WORKSHOP
Knoxville, Tennesses
November 14, 1995

! SESSION: Plenary
Why not blend all of the saatzsial to reactor focl?

' 1¢ s raaterial 1s nsed fa the Unlted States reactoe market will it then preclods {ntemational fucls
i froe eatering the Unked States market?

DOR has the ssppoct from Unieol County, Tennesses for thls process. We appreclate NES. T
canty think of Kryons in cor county a2 would pot soppost this.

hlhl;nl!lunx!ﬂncwmﬁoa‘lNh.hlmmdndollmofdebuiuﬂmme
{four glies?

Do you anticipats a good market foc this? There i3 2 proposed facility in Clalboumne, Loulslans
(hat will process the material from start to Sinlsh, They have said they will be a direct competitor
with tha DOB and USEC,

Who will bo dharkeng the matecdl othes thea the 50 tocric tons golag 10 USEC?
mmammmmmaumm»aammm

15 there full Intent to market tha materdal, 70 mattes haw low the costs, of would DOB hold on to
K wmtit 150 prics b at & lovel yor would want 10 sell 12

1 Uldroxto slorags - what ls tha antleipated storape me befors selling?
wmmmmmmummmm»mv

mwmmmnmmumnmmm pver thus competing with tho
whas the candidats dies would de grocessing?

mmamuunmmmwmmwmmwummfa
peocessing our 200 metric toos?

IREVISED December 1995

10ral ived in public meeil ing similar Issues were combined
(grouped) for | fon In this d

6Vt

|
|
|
|
|
|
I
l
|
I

09.003
17.001

10.003

07.002
04.002

17.004

04.004

08.002
05.002
12.003

05.003

09.003: The Department of Energy’s Preferred Alternative is to blend as much as possi-
ble of the material for commercial use as reactor fuel. Some portion of the material
(between 15 and 30 percent) is in forms that may ultimately prove uneconomical to
develop for commercial use and will have to be blended down for disposal as LLW.

17.001: Commercial fuel derived from HEU is expected to enter a global uranium mar-
ket. It is possible that it could supplant uranium imports or augment U.S. exports.

10.003: Comment noted.

07.002: The HEU EIS is programmatic in the sense that it will support programmatic
decisions (for example, as proposed, to make commercial use of surplus HEU). The Pre-
ferred Alternative in the HEU Final EIS does not include any site preferences. The docu-
ment concludes that the necessary blending activities could take place at any of the
analyzed sites without significant adverse impacts. Thus, environmental considerations
are not considered likely to drive site decisions, which may be made by parties other than
DOE. If subsequent decisions concerning disposition of specific lots of HEU fall within
the parameters analyzed in the HEU EIS in terms of sites, quantities, and processes, it is
expected that no additional NEPA documentation will be required.

04.002: The Department of Energy does not expect to have any difficulty marketing the
commercial material at market rates. Off-spec material will probably need to be marketed
at discounted rates to compensate for the added processing and operational requirements
for its use. The uranium market is now a global one, involving numerous competitors.
DOE expects that LEU derived from surplus HEU will be introduced into the market at
rates that do not have a material adverse impact on the market.

17.004: Under the current proposal, if this HEU EIS is finalized and an ROD is pub-
lished consistent with the Preferred Altemative to maximize commercial use, the ROD
may include a decision to transfer title to 50 t of HEU to USEC. This is planned to
increase the value of USEC and thus the proceeds to the Federal Treasury from the sale of
USEC. As explained in the HEU Final EIS, under current law, USEC must act as DOE's
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marketing agent for the sale of all enriched uranium, including that derived from HEU.
Proposed legislation to privatize USEC may modify or eliminate that restriction, in which
case material could be marketed by DOE directly or by any number of other commercial
entities acting as agents for DOE pursnant to competitive contracting arrangements.

04.004: It is expected that avoiding the costs of disposing of the material as waste will
be a more important cost consideration to the Government than the potential proceeds
from sales. However, market prices probably will play a role in DOE's sales decisions,
since DOE will be required to avoid causing adverse material impacts to the domestic
uranium industry.

08.002: It is expected that HEU would not be blended down until it can either be sold
for commercial use or moved to a repository for disposal as waste, Thus, there would be
very little storage needed for blended-down material. Some portions of the surplus stock-
pile may continue to be stored as HEU for up to 15 or 20 years prior to their disposition.

05.002: The Department of Energy estimates that the shortest time to blend 200 t of
surplus HEU would be about 20 to 25 years, assuming all four blending sites were used.
DOE expects that the commercial material in current surplus HEU will take between 15
and 20 years to blend, and material that must be blended to waste could take 10 to 15
years. DOE expects the demand for uranium fuel to remain essentially steady for the
foreseeable future.

12.003: The United States has agreed to purchase LEU fuel derived from 500 t of
highly enriched uranium from Russia to be delivered over a 20-year period. Eighteen tons
equivalent to 14 million pounds of U3Og have already been delivered to USEC. Legisla-
tion passed by Congress and signed on April 26, 1996, (P.L.104-134) authorized transfer
of this material from USEC to DOE to be sold starting in 2002 at a rate not to exceed 3
million Ibs per year. In addition, this legislation limits the sale of subsequent uranium
received from the agreement between the United States and Russia. No further purchase
of Russian uranium is anticipated. See Section 4.8 of the HEU Final EIS.
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05.003: The Department of Energy must ensure that its sales of uranium do not have a
material adverse impact on the domestic uranium industry, taking into account the U.S.-
Russian HEU agreement. It is possible that if the Russian agreement appears to be jeopar-
dized by domestic HEU disposition actions, the administration might decide to defer
domestic sales until market conditions improve.
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HEU EIS PUBLIC MEETING ORAL COMMENTS
BYENING WORKSHOP
Knoxville, Tenpessee
November 14, 1935
SESSION: Discussioa/Summary
OFEN DISCUSSION
Safety of Off-Specification BEU
11 a certaln portion of HEU, tha off-speciiication matedal, still golng 1o bo s0ld on the market?
Would the off-specification raeterial bo dangerous to nse In comroercial reactors? Will the buyer
wil] ba made awars that tho foel is off-speciScation? 15 theso & safety ssve with the off-
specification materiabin shorage?
Use of Depleted Urnnium
Docs this &cpicted urardvzm have contuninay?

General conversadony have indicated that depleted uranium would be 4 good blead stock, Ls this
the?

1s Uy, bn HEU  problem?

Can the supply of natural urantem be used 23 blend s0cX? To what extent has DOB used the act
of 1992 (Encrgy Policy Act) with respect to domestic mining of nanwral wraniura for ues kn

Aro thero mlning companics that will bo alfoctod if natora) trasdum Is

‘With refeoence o page S-20, sccond colorna, lrst parageeph, st sentence of the EIS Summary;
this should read *thers would be linie mpace on the noclesr fuct cycla pot 50 lmpact™ This
sateroent does not seem pbehulmmwu;wmmwbcummofm

DOB needs ® analyzo this Clarify the impacts of this HEU to the curreat
market and rolning activities,
DO may nocd to condder adding ah cpanding thy ive brup ot

Has DOB considered what would fuppen {a the foel market and in the uninferm mining indusary if
the saatedat Is biended down to foel?

' REVISED Decessber?, 1995

17.002

33.003

I 06.025
| 12.004

12.005

] 17.003
l 12.006

17.002: The Department of Energy expects that some or most of the off-spec material
will eventually be able to be sold for commercial use, subject to NRC license amend-
ments for the users. Although the elevated U-234 content would present some radiation
safety concerns for workers, particularly in fuel fabrication plants, comparable material is
used in reactors overseas without any significant safety problems, DOE would fully dis-
close the composition of any material it sold.

33.003: The Department of Energy has large inventories of depleted uranium in many
forms and with many levels of contamination, In general, depleted uranium would be
suitable blendstock only for material that is to be blended to 0.9 percent for disposal as
waste. However depleted uranium is less likely to be used as blendstock for commercial
material, since it would not yield appropriate isotopic composition for commercial fuel.
U-234 generates a substantial portion of the radioactivity in uranium, so elevated levels
may necessitate special measures to protect workers during handling.

06.025: It is expected that natural uranium will be used as blendstock for blending
some of the surplus HEU. New quantities of uranium may not need to be mined for this
purpose since DOE has extensive supplies of natural uranium in its inventory.

12.004: The Department of Energy continuously assesses the impact of introducing
uranium from its inventory into the U.S. uranium market. DOE is required by the terms
of the USEC Privatization Act to avoid introducing uranium into the market in a manner
that would have adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry. The impacts
on the uranium and nuclear fuel cycle industries are detailed in Section 4.8 of the HEU
Final EIS.

12.005: The cited “no impact” quotation refers to the case in which all surplus HEU
would be blended to waste for disposal, in which case there would indeed be no impact
on the nuclear fuel cycle. The HEU EIS correctly notes just below the cited passage that
for the commercial use alternatives, “there would be some effects on the world and U.S.
uranivm fuel cycle industries.”

17.003: Comment noted.
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Docs the 200 saetric torss of HEU ldenificd, 8150 Inéluds tho foreign HEU? | 02.002
Regarding the ratbos pruvded for commercial cff speclfication matertal and waste, 60 they refiect
the amounts thit DOE bas now ot will bave with fhe materla Idesalfied in this document? What 07.005
was tho basls for e Fatio?
Has the schedule of the Recond of Decielon slipped and why? I It bas stipped, what does the l 29,003
schedule look Like now? ‘
! How 5000 can the matertal be bleaded down oncs the Record of Deelsion s ftsued? I 05.004
: Regarding tho trnsportation lssoe, does DO expect any challenges from s tlica? | 20.004
: Toeat
1 Ju thus Socument

£ST¢

12.006: The impacts on the uranium and nuclear fuel cycle industries are detailed in
Section 4.8 of the HEU EIS, which has been enhanced in the final document.

02.602: The 200 t does not include any foreign HEU. It consists of about 175t of
domestic HEU presently declared surplus by the President plus an additional amount that
may be declared surplus sometime in the future.

07.005: The estimates of the quantities of HEU that will be deemed commercial, off-
spec, and non-commercial are based on DOE's current understanding of the material in
the surplus inventory. That understanding is still developing. Since the HEU EIS analyzes
a range of fuel/waste ratios from 0/100 to 85/15, the eventual outcome is in any event
covered by the analysis.

29.003: The Record of Decision is scheduled to be published in the Federal Register in
the summer of 1996.

05.004: The Department of Energy expects that a realistic estimate of the time needed
to blend currently declared surplus material for commercial use will be 10 to 15 years.
Material that must be blended to waste is expected to take an additional 10 to 15 years.

20.004: The Department of Energy does not anticipate any challenges regarding trans-
portation of surplus HEU or LEU among the candidate sites used in the HEU EIS because
these sites have been routinely transporting radioactive materials for many years.
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November 29, 1998

Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materlals Disposition
¢/o SAIC/HEU EIS

.0, Box 22786

‘Washington, D.C, 20026-3736

COMMENT ON DISPOSTTION OF SURPLUS HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM DRAFT -
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Many U.S. commerclat reactors are using higher than 4 percent enich to refucl, Therefc

the akernative 10 blend the HEU and scll as commescial reactor fuel should not spectfy 4 percent 07.003
as the target corlchment level, Rathet, the altemative should say the HBU will be blended 1o less

than § pereent entkch forsaleas fuel. Al ref to 4 percent LEU in the EIS

should be changed to less than 5 percent LEU.

s'é’*’%@m

James T. Robert
Manager, Nuclear Fuel Projects

07.003: The HEU EIS explains in the text box, Highly Enriched Uranium—A Weapons-
Usable Fissile Material, Section 1.1.1, that commercial reactors use uranium enriched to
between 3 and 5 percent. Throughout the HEU EIS, references to 4-percent enrichment
are intended to be surrogates for the range of commercial use enrichments. There is no
intent to limit the blend-down enrichment level to precisely 4 percent. This point has
been further clarified in the HEU Final EIS.
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GANLAND DUBDA® EVILY, Mryor

P.O.Box 5%
Erwin, Tennessee 37650

Novanber 22, 1995

The U.S. Department of Bneargy

Oftice of risalle Matariala Siaposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Ladles/Gentlenens

It hac coms to the attention of the Ervin Board of
Mayor and Aldermen that KrS is one of feur conprnien bidding
for work {nvolving the down-blending of nigh enriched
uwraniun. .

We are very fmmillar vith NF3' record of safaty and
environsental compliance and ve 1ie they could parforn
the dovavblanding vork ln a timely, safe und coot-effective
BARNOCY

The work would bring on esticated 100+ Jobe ko NP8
hore in frwin, Tanncasce. The multiplying economie lampect
on the local economy would be in the milllonm of dollars,

The comwunity of Erwin fully supports the work vhich
HrS has dubbed ®owords into plowshares.® The plan nakes
oanse, not only for the people of Rrwins, but for the U.S.
Cltizens at large... blending American stockplled veapons
into fuel for elactrieity.

He lock at this as an opportunity to regain socme of
the jobo lost during the roductions in forte that followed
tho end of the naval fuol wvork ak tha plant. NP3 hes been
oately producing nuclear fuel and cecuraly handling high
enriched vranium for mors thon 35 yesra, Ihroughout that
time it has besn a fine corporate citizen, providing not
only axcellent jobs but aloo lending a hand to the community
on nuperous occasions.

. I rocantly had the opportunity to tour the Brwin plant
aite and had tho chance to viaw first hand the osafaty,
aacucity and onvizonmontal vork that KPS porforms. Please
knov that this projact hes tha full support of the Ecvin
Board of Mayor and Aldermen.

slnee.xoly.

Garland *Bubba® Bvely
Mayor

Town of Erwin

10.003

10.003:

Comment noted.
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ULMAN, ROBERT, ERWIN, TN
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Date Recelved:  11/08/95
CommentiD: £0010

Name: Robert Uiman
Address: Erwin, Tennessee
Transcription:

Hello. My name la Robert Ulman, and I'm calling from Erwin, Tennessee. § would be
very much in favor of NFS recelving the contract for the uranium blonding. Our county
s aver 80 porcent federal property owned by the govemmant as national forest fand,
and we really make sactifices because of that reason. 1 woukd like to see NFS get this
contracl 50 we can get more revenuse Into the county, Thank you.

10.003

10.003:

Comment noted.
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10.003: Comment noted.
VoS UNICOI COUNTY BOARD OF EDUCATION

LST¢

MNaocy Geotry DR. RONALD WILCOX, SUPERINTENDENT
Glenr Hovard 600 NORTIL ELM AVENUE, ERWIN, TENNESSEE 37650
Lawrencs Lingerieh @) HI-1600

Radh Lovetta.
WA Wwoo .

Rovember 30, 1995

Tho U, 8. Dopartmont of Bno

Offico of Fisaile mto:hln:g{nponitlon
P, 0. Box 23786

Hashington, D. C. 20026-37B6

Doar Six/Madams

I support the effort by Nuclear Puels Soxvices to obtain a
contract o blond high grade and low grade uranium into a
markstablo fuel, Oux county noods an economic boost. Nuoloar
Puols Services is loscated in Unicol County, which is honvily

oted by fedoral proporty ownership. The fedsral govornment
owno 508 of the land in cur county. Thic vast ovmership 1limits the
amount of proporty taxes that are collscted in our schecl district.
Due to a low tax base our cducational prograzms and sorvices suffox,
e naognn now high schoal in our county since the present one wags
buflt 1929, yet wo cannot afford one. 4 *

Childron in ouxr county nocd jobs upon graduation. We graduate

pproximately 200 donts per yoar. Local industry employs

approximately 208 of thoso graduates, with the remaindor eithex not
working or loaving our community to find a Job.

If Nuclear Fuels im choson for tho project there arc many
bensfits that will accrue for our county such sas

1. Mora dollars spent in our community duc toc moxe jobs
creatad

2. Opportunities for our senlor students to got a job
locally upon graduation

3., Tho y dn 1T as a wholo will improve
providing a botter life style for citizens

4. XNuclear wasto will be reclaimod and mado usable
5. Yocal property and dales tax dollars wlll imcrease

6. Tho preject will bo dono in a pafe manner. Thelr track
record for oafoty opoaks for Lteelf °

10.003
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Comment Documents
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, ATLANTA, GA
PAGE10F1

R
;”’@%ﬁ% United States Department of the Interior
M, AYA

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY AND COMPLIANCE
lchard B, Ruseell Federal Bullding
25 Spelag Street, BW.
Atlania, Georgia 30303

January 25, 1996

ER $5/820

Hr. J. David Nulton

Dopartzent of Enorgy

office of Ficsile Matorials
Disposition

¢fo SAIC-HEU EXS

P.0. Box 23786

wWashington, DQ 20026-3786

Daar Mr. Nulton:

Tho Department of the Intorior has completed its roview of the
Draft Environmental Statemont for tho Disposition of Surplus Highly
Enriched Uranium (HEU) at Four Potantial Sites located in Tenncggao
(2), Seuth Carolina, and Virginia.

Wo ars concornod about tha ricks involved in transportation of
theae matorials to various sites as identificd in the proforred
alternative. The Final Environmontal Statcmont should discuss the
rigks of doing all tho blending at Qak Ridge, whexe tho materialoc
ara now satored, nac comparad to tho risks of additional
tranoportation and processing at other planta.

It is eatimated in the public health impact analynis that tho
maximus additional cancex fatalities from accident-froa operations
would occur at Oak Ridge as a rasult of blending related exposures.
This analysis should fnclude a discuvclon of nonfatal cancers. In
addition, the risk of maximum additional cancer fatalitioc at Oak
Ridge should bo compared with the accidont asgocintod risks of
transporting HEU to tho sites identificd in the preferrod
alternative.

20.013

21.011

We approciate the opportunity to comnment on this document.
Sincarely yours, .
x COLTaw . /&_
Janga H. Le

1]
Regional Environmental officer

20.013: Oak Ridge Reservation has the capability to blend surplus HEU as metal or as
UNH. However, it is not considered as a candidate site for blending as UFg for which the
material would have to be transported from ORR to another site. The results showed that
transportation risks would be only slightly lower for blending to either metal or oxide
LLW at ORR. For blending to fuel feed material as UNH crystals, ORR is not the lowest
risk alternative. Two significant factors contributed to these conclusions: (1) onsite mate-
ral handling represents the greater part of the total risk and such handling would still be
necessary even to blend at ORR, and (2) the highest transportation risk for these scenar-
ios is not in transporting HEU, but in transporting the significantly larger volume of fuel
feed material and LLW after blending. The HEU Finat EIS compares all of the blending
options in Section 4.4 and Appendix G.

21.011; Public and occupational health assessments revealed that the maximum incre-
mental cancer fatalities would not occur at ORR when all four sites were involved in
blending. However, estimates showed that ORR would have higher incremental cancer
fatalities when blending occurs at two DOE sites.

For a uniform irradiation of the body, the incidence of cancer varies among organs and
tissues; the thyroid and skin demonstrate a greater sensitivity than other organs. How-
ever, such cancers also produce relatively low mortality rates because they are relatively
amenable to medical treatment. Because of the readily available data for cancer mortality
rates and the relative scarcity of prospective epidemiologic studies, somatic effects lead-
ing to cancer fatalities rather than cancer incidence (nonfatal) are presented in this EIS.

Transportation risk assessments showed that risks would be only slightly lower for blend-
ing to LLW at ORR. For blending to fuel feed material as UNH crystals, ORR is not the
lowest risk alternative. Two significant factors contributed to these conclusions: (1) onsite
material handling represents the greater part of the total risk and such handling would stili
be necessary even to blend at ORR, and (2) the highest transportation risk for these sce-
narios is not in transporting HEU, but in transporting the significantly larger volume of
fuel feed material and LLW after blending.
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UNITED STATES ENRICHMENT CORPORATION, BETHESDA, MD
PAGE1 OF 2

Unded Ststes
Enrichymant Corporaton

2 Democracy Center
6303 Rockiedge Drive
Oethesda, MD 20317
e
AL {301) 564,
1 mitenl Sates

Eueie hinunt Ciagroratusn

Jamuary 11, 1996

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition (MD-4)
ATTN: HEUEIS

U. S Departaent of Eneryy
P O Box 21786

1000 Independence Averue S, W,
Washington, D.C, 20585
Dear SirMadam:

USEC has reviewed the October 1998 Dl.\pwﬂiun zy Swrplus Highly Enricked Uranium

t impact Ste Wa offer the g on the drakt d

Section 1.4 - USEC supp the preferred al jve to un 13 much}iEU as possible for usein 10.003
commercial rezctor fuel using a combination of sites and blendi logies that best serves .
prog! i i ), and ic needs

Section 2.1.2.3 = (1¢ the Limited Commercial Use Altesnative) states that the 50 ¢ of HEU will
be spiit equally between two commercial facilities. This altemnative should also cover the possibility 09.024
of having all of the material go to only one facifity The other commercial use altematives give ranges
of the mix from "all commescial® to "all DOE* The Limited Commercial Use altemative should be
anslyzed in the same way

Section 2.2 ~ On pago 2-13 it states that "UNH, metal, and UF, are reactive and aro not suitable for
fand disposal as waste®, and that these forms would need tobe eonvmed 1o triuranic oeuo;udc prior
to disposal [t is not clear in this section that the envi impacts jated with this 33.007

ion step were analyzed. If these impacts were analyzed it should be clearly stated in this
section, and if they were not analyzed, an analysis should be done and included in the appropriate
section of the impact analyses

Section 2.2.2.2 Meta? Blending - states that metad blending would only be done if the HEU was to
becoma waste  This section should ba expanded to specify that metal blending may also be used to 11.011
produce feedstock for USEC's Advanced Vapor Laser Tsotope Separation program

10.003: Comment noted.

09.024: The alternatives described in the HEU EIS were selected for analysis purpose
only and are not intended to represent exclusive choices among which DOE (or USEC or
other decisionmakers) must choose. These alternatives and site variations were defined to
encompass the entire spectrum of potential fuel/waste ratios and combinations of sites
that could result from the proposed action. Even though blending of all of 50 ¢ of USEC
material at a single commercial site was not included as a variation in the limited com-
mercial use alternative, the impacts of that variation are evaluated in the substantial com-
mercial use and maximum commercial use alternatives.

33.007: The environmental impacts associated with the oxidation step are analyzed in
the HEU EIS and stated in Section 2.2.2.

11.01%: Section 2.2.2.2 of the HEU Final EIS has been revised to include the fact that
metal blending may also be used to produce feedstock for USEC’s Advanced Vapor Laser
Isotope Separation program.

33.009: During the enrichment process, as the ratio of U-235 increases the ratio of
U-234 to U-235 increases, accordingly. Using depleted uranium in the blending process
will reduce the ratio of U-235 to U-238 but will not change the ratio of U-234 to U-235,
To meet the American Society of Testing Materials specification for commercial fuel
feed, it is necessary to reduce the U-234 to U-235 ratio. To reduce the ratio of U-234 to
U-235, it is necessary to add U-235 in the natural uranium or LEU enrichment state.
Depleted uranium would be used as the blendstock for blending to waste because the
ratio of U-234 to U-235 is not included in the waste acceptance criteria for waste dis-
posal.

Depleted UFg would not be used for blending to waste because only commercial sites
would use UFg as a blendstock for blending with the UFg process. Since depleted ura-
nium cannot be used as blendstock for blending to fuel as described previously, depleted
UFg would not be used for any of the processes for commercial fuel. Depleted UF; would
also not be used as a blendstock for UNH or metal blending because it is in an incompat-
ible form and would need to be converted to UNH crystals or metal ingots, and DOE has
ample supplies of depleted uranium in metal and oxide form to use as blendstock for
waste material.

sasuodsay] pup
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UNITED STATES ENRICHMENT CORPORATION, BETHESDA, MD
PAGE20OF2

Januacy 11, 1996
Page Twa

Section 4.4 - On page 4:99 it states that "NU blendstock (in UF; form) would be provided by
representative sources from the USEC Gaseous Diffusion Plant., *. While NU could bo obtained
from USEC it would be more economical to use depleted UF,, since it would tako less to ditute tha
HEU, and is abundanily available at a lower cost than NU.

Section 4.7 - Several ¥ pasitive envi I impacts of blending HEU to LEU for nuclear
power plants were omitted from this section. The first Is the benefits of reducmg the threat of
lmnwnormdwmdems fromHEU Although this benefit is not quantifiable, it certainly needs
to be included as it is a major reason foe the proposed action  Secondly, there are sigaificant positive
economic benefits .0 the federal budyet from selling the fuel canverted from HEU., Whether DOE
directly sells the converted HEU, or USEC markets it (as Is presently the taw), the income from the
sale of this material can either be applied to reduce the federal deficit or result in the need for lower
revenucs from taxes, dariffs, fees, ete. Another positive impact that should be included is that the use
of government inventories of DU. NU, and LEU which currently have limited uses, if used as
blendstock, would no longer require storage or disposal costs

Seetion 4.8 - There appesrs 10 be a misinterpretation of the findings contained in USEC's
Frvironmental Assexsment for the Purchase of Russian Lo Enriched Uraninm Derived from the
IJlmanllrmml of Nuclear meau\' in lhe Countries of the Former Seviet Unlon - For the action
of g Jow enriched uranium led Russian nuclear warbeads over & 20 year period,
there will be no short term (before the year 2000) impacts on personnel levels at USEC's gascous
diffusion plants. After the year 2000, when shipments from Russiz hava increased to the equivalent
of 36 metric tons of highly enriched uranium per year, the possibility exists that the total USEC
production needs eould be met by anly one: GDP Tho impacts to unemployment from the closure
of 8 GDP werc analyzed in the On page 4-185, it is inaccurate to say that

there would be noloss of employment at the gaseous diffusion plants, as this is a possibility

Section 4.9 = Several of the potential environmental impacts (bullets 2 and 4 on page 4-187) indicate

that chromium comamination would oceur. The gaseous diffusion plants (GDPs) no longer uso

chromium &5 3 caoling water additihve  Therefore, there should te no vegetation damage or

comamination of the liquid discharge from chromium if the 7,000 tons of natural uranium is
ferved to USEC and p d in the GDPs.

Also on page 4-187, "vesidual chlorine® should be *residual chlorine™

References Section - On page R-13, the reference “USEC 1994a° (ie. « Environmenial Assessment
Jow the Purchase of Russian Luw Enriched Urentum Derived from the Dismunilement of Nuclear
Weapons i the Coxniries of the Former Saviet Union, USECIEA-94001) was inadvertently omitted.

Januasy 11, 1996
Page Threa

Pleass contact me at (30)) 564-3409 or Patrick Gormen at $64.3412, to discuss matters
refated to the comments above.

Sincerely,

FRrsl G o

T Michae! Taim:
Envirommmental Assuronce and Policies Mazager

33.009

03.026

04.017

12.023

33.011

03.026: The benefits of reducing the threat of terrorism or nuclear accidents from HEU
due to this proposed action have been added to Section 4.7 of the HEU Final EIS.

04.017: Recently completed cost analyses for alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS
revealed that net income from the proposed action would be realized if the fuel/waste
ratio remains between 65/35 (substantial commercial use) and 85/15 (maximum commer-
cial use). DOE agrees that there would be positive economic benefits to the Federal bud-
get from selling surplus HEU as commercial reactor fuel, and that the proposed action
would reduce the necessity of storage, and associated costs, for Government inventories
of depleted uranium, natural uranium, and LEU. This positive impact has been incorpo-
rated into Section 4.7 of the HEU Final EIS,

12,023: Section 4.8 of the HEU Final EIS has been revised to update information on the
current status of the uranium mining and nuclear fuel cycle industries, Additional discus-
sion of economic consequences of the Russian HEU was also added to the HEU Final
EIS reflecting USEC’s EA on the purchase of Russian LEU derived from the dismantle-
ment of nuclear weapons in the countries of the former Soviet Union, and enactment of
the USEC Privatization Act. In light of the act’s restrictions on deliveries to commercial
end users of material from Russian HEU, DOE concludes that the USEC EA's projections
concerning the need for operation of the second enrichment plant are not likely to be
valid.

33.011: Section 4.9 of the HEU Final EIS has been revised to reflect termination of
chromium use as a cooling water additive at the gaseous diffusion plants. The editorial
change has also been incorporated in Section 4.9 of the HEU Final EIS.

ST [oul] Wnupaf) payorivy
&yd1y smpdung fo uomisodsiq



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,

£9T-¢

WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE10OF 4

.f““;z

N g UNIVED STATES ERVIRONMENTAL PHOTECTION AGENCY
% VWASHINGTON, 0.C. 20450
mm 18%
OFACE OF
ENFOACENENT AND
COMPLANCE ASSURANGE

Mr. 1. David Nulon

Ofﬁce of NEPA Compllance and Qutreach
Office of Flssile Materials Disposition

<Jo SAIC/HEU EIS

P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Nolton:

The Environmental P bqumcy(EPMhumkweduchpamwnmrEncms
Duposlaou of Surplus Highly Enciched Urend: 1 Impact Ass
Agency {or the EIS, our review o o she National E I Policy
A:t (NEPA) (42 U.5.C 4321 stseq) md Seulon 309 of the Clean Alr Act,

DOE proposes ta disposs of U.S.-oclgin, weap , highly enriched uranium that is
surplus to rations| defensa or defeme-related program needs. 'nw dealy EIS analyses the
cavironmental effects of 2 no action aliemative and four other altemmatives tat represent different aatios

of blendk t)te)\lghly fched uranium to low entiched uranium wsing theee different processes at four
1skes, The | 1 radiation-related envi impacts are modest aad would not rule
out any of the alternatives undes consideration. EPA has rated the preferred altemative EC-2,
environmental concerns - lnsufficient information. An cxpumllon of EPA s mlnzl s provided in
Enclosure 1, Detalled are provided for your id

you for the oppostunity to comment, If you have any questions, please contact Sussn
Oﬂerdal a (202) 260-5039.

Sincerely,

E. Sandersan

R
Dieector
Office of Federal Activitles

]
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY,
WASHINGTON, DC
PAGE3 OF 4

g9C-¢

Euclosure 2

EPA Detailed Comuncnts an the Department of Encrey's Disposition of Surplus Highty
Enriched Uranium Draft Enyironmental Impact Statement

The draft environniental impact statement (EIS) is comprehensive regarding radiati
related environmental impacts and the cumulative, site-specific impacts of a varicty of waste
mansgement tasks the Department of Energy (DOE) might assign to a panticular fucility.
Pasticularly useful is the di at the end of Chapter 4 conceming the relative impacts of
“de-enriching™ highly-enriched uranitm (HEU) ond enriching natural uranium NU), This
makes clear that radiation exposures from the “de-cariching™ process are at least two orders of
magnitude less than that iated with the enrich p which would be displaced by
DOE's disposal of the surplus HEU. It would be helpful If this analysis were extended to the
production of radioactive wastes and perhaps 10 eavil | impacts in g 1

Thege are several additions! points at which the draft EIS could be strengthened. The
nature of the excess HEU to be disposed of s not clearly defined. This is significant because
enviranmental effects, including radiatlon-related ones, are direct functions of the degree of
blending that is y to “de-enrich™ the maletial to a given level, This Is the reason, for
cxomplc, that blending to waste has greater environmenial impacts than blending to fuel. Thus,
the nature of the HEU to be disposed of s & central determinant of the total environmental
effects. The rationale for the assumption that the material is on average 50% enriclied is not
clearly explained in the text. Indeed, given that the apparent reason for having surplus HEU is
nuclear disarmament, one might assume Lhat the level of enrichment of the material to be
disposed of would be “bomb grade®, or well above 90%, tisalso not clear why any
“ plion” is Y - = unlike probl fated with ch izing lex sites for
cleanup, DOE should have a complete inventory of HEU in its possession, The EIS should
provide a more complete discussion of the HEU to be disposed ol and to the extent there is

i ming the {tton of the ial discuss aml put bounds upon that

4

unccﬂnimy:

The E1S could also discuss explicitly the functional relationship between the degres of
“de-enrichment” required and environmental and economtic impacts. If there is a strongly
nontinear relationship, it may be that the environmental consequences of de-enriching say, oac
unit of 20% HEU and one unit of 90% HEU is much greater than de-enriching two units of 55%
KEU, (the everage of 20% and 90%). Ifso, one could not assess the overall effects of the
camgaign without knowing something about the actus! disteibution of enrichment levels In the
surplus materials,

it wguld be helpful if the ELS clarificd casly In the text that the molten nietal blending
process would only be used ta create Jow-level wasle and not low-enriched uranium (LEU), 1tis
is mentoned since none of the

also unclear why blending using the uranium hexafluotide p
facilitfes have that capobility.

33.012

33.010

33.010
cont,

07.015

33.012: A discussion is added in Section 4.7 of the HEU Final EIS to include
avoided waste generation as a result of replacing current reactor fuel obtained from
mined natural uranium with the LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU. A discussion is
also added to compare potential emission rates of pollutants generated during the
current fuel cycle and the surplus HEU blending process.

33.010: ‘The nature of the surplus HEU was classified when the HEU Draft EIS
was published and could not be included in the EIS. However, the amounts and
forms of surplus HEU and their specific locations have been declassified recently
and were made available in the Secretary of Energy’s Openness Initiative announce-
ment on February 6, 1996, This information is now included in Figure 1.3-1 of the
HEU Final EIS. A declassified discussion of the rationale for using an average of 50
percent enrichment for the surplus HEU inventory in analyses was also added to Sec-
tion 2.2.1 of the HEU Final EIS. As explained in this section, most of the surplus
HEU is between 35-percent and 70-percent enrichment. Because the relative impacts
of blending HEU to different enrichment levels are expected to be linear, and the
variance from the 50-percent mean for the bulk of the surplus HEU is not great, it is
reasonable to use 50 percent as the enrichment level for purposes of analyses in the
HEU EIS.

07.015: Low-enriched uranium is a terminology used to characterize material that
has a U-235 isotope enrichment of 19 percent or less. It is proposed in the HEU EIS
that all surplus HEU will be blended down to LEU. Therefore, whether surplus HEU
is commercial or not, the blending process will transform that material from a
highly-enriched state (20-percent or greater enrichment) to a low-enriched state.
Material that cannot be used in the fabrication of reactor fuel will be discarded as
LLW. Hence, molten metal blending will be used to produce LEU, and this LEU
would be discarded as waste. The fact that metal blending would only produce waste
material has been added to Section 1.3 of the HEU Final EIS.

UFg is a technically viable blending process that could be used to blend surplus HEU
inventory. Commercial reactor fuel fabricators prefer to receive LEU for commercial
reactor fuel feed as UFg, Therefore, because this process could be implemented with-
out major modifications to current blending facilities, the HEU EIS evaluates poten-
tial impacts of using the UFg blending process.
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Enclosure 2

The EIS would also beuefit from some detailed ond specific analysis of its prefermed

ive, For ple, the entirc analysis is geared o the assumption that 10 tons ol matesinl
per year e p d. The description of the prefered eltemative suggests that 20 tons pet year
are processed. Docs this double the short temt envil | and i q
eslimated for this altemative, or is the e(Tect more or fess than (his? While the higher process
rate used [n the snalysls may be reasonable, the reader would have a clearer sense of the tradeof”
between the duration of the disposal campaign ead various m of impact. In general, the
acialysis should avold assuming & generic value for & paramcict which is explicitly varied in an
alterative.

It is also unclearin the prefermed slicenative whether the 50 tons of HEU 1o be transferred
1o the United States Earichment Cocporation (USEC) will be processed and disposed of
difTerenily (han the other 150 toas of KEU. Forexsmple, on page S-18, second paragenph, the
50 tons of HEU are mentioned separately from the remainlng 120 tons that cauld be blended to
LEU for commerelal fucl at any of the four sites, However, tn the foliowing paragraph, it
mentions that the two DOE facilities would each blend 85 tons of HEU to LEU for commercial
fucl. This amounts to & total of 170 tans of HEY for commerelal fuel, ond from this antount it
appears os though the two facilities will reeeive or share the SO tons from the USEC,

Finalty, it would be useful to have an explicit discussion in the text why “waste™ musi be
lended to Tally backgraund levels before disposal. [n the ab ofsucha di ion (of
crificalily or other issues) it Is not clear 1o the reader why wasts could not be created by blending
HEU down 10 some | diate fevel of I iched uranium, say 10%. This would make
such an altemative mare ltractive in terms of tho measures of impact delaited {n te text, though
pechaps still unfavorble when the of having to mine and process additional NU

are consldered.

07.016

07.014

33.002

07.016: ‘The environmental impact analyses in Section 4.3 of the HEU EIS are based on
an assumed processing rate of 10 t per year per site for commercial material. The com-
bined, life-of-campaign analyses (in Sections 2.4 and 4.5 of the HEU Draft EIS) thus
assumed that up to 40 t per year of commercial material could be processed in the site
variation involving four sites. In the HEU Final EIS, DOE has revised these processing
rates to reflect more realistic assumptions about the rate at which material can be made
available for blending, commercial considerations, and the need to avoid adverse material
impacts on the domestic uranium industry. The durations shown in Table 2.1.2~1 have
been revised to reflect a total commercial processing rate of about 8 t per year. The total
life-of-campaign impacts for each altemnative and site variation in Section 2.4 of the HEU
Final EIS are not changed by these revised rate assumptions, but they reflect lower annual
impacts spread over a longer period of time.

07.014: There is no difference in processing between 50 t of surplus HEU proposed to
be transferred to USEC and the remaining commercially usable material. As described in
the Preferred Alternative section of the Summary, the proposal to transfer 50 t of HEU to
USEC is a component of each of the commercial use alternatives (3, 4, and 5). In describ-
ing these alternatives, 50 t of surplus HEU is always mentioned separately because this is
the only concrete proposal for disposition of a batch of HEU at this time and the transfer
is specifically authorized by P.L. 104-134. Nevertheless, footnotes have been added in
the Summary and Section 2.1.2.4 (footnote 5 in both sections) to clarify this matter.

33.002: The representative enrichment level of 0.9 percent (used for analytical pur-
poses) was selected for material destined for waste disposal based on experience in both
the United States and Europe where waste has been disposed of at slightly greater than
1-percent U-235. This enrichment level assures that an inadvertent criticality would not
occur. It is possible that uranium at higher enrichment levels could be disposed of (the
LLW facility at NTS has accepted 1.25-percent enriched uranium in the past), but the
lower level was selected for purposes of conservatism in the HEU EIS analysis. Blending
to an enrichment level less than 0.9 percent would substantially increase the amount of
waste product and cost of blending (for example, blending to 2 natural uranium state of
0.7 percent would increase the waste volume by 40 percent) without any incremental crit-
icality protection. The actual percentage of blend down will be determined by the waste
acceptance criteria of the selected waste disposal site.
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA
Higar A 1&9::‘;:!1"’;:‘1‘:1 Fax {fal) ’6&

Kovechar 18, 1995

Mr, &, David Rulton, Director

office of NEPA Cozplisnce and Outreach
office of Pissilo Materials Piaposition
U.S. Depixtment of Energy

1000 Indepondonce Avenus, S.H.
waohingteon, D.C. 20585

Daar Nr. Nulton:

The purposa of thin letter is to request a 130-day
extenpicn of the public comment period for ths Draft Enviroamental
ot Statement for Dicpooition of Surplun Highly Pnriched Uranium
(*HEU EIS"). 7The losuco raiced in the HEU EIE are numorous
3 and the 1 d of america (UPA) balieves it le
£Eicl tine be allowed by tha Dopartment for

YD
:lw!y too ohort a poriod in which to develop and Jnubu!.
corprohennive corments on thio vital donal iogua. A ingly,
for the resgons that we discues in wore datail balow, we urge you
to consider extending tho coament period.

Ag tho fon xap ing the domastic uranium
P UPA io perti Y d sbout the icpact that the
alopooition alternativen will have on the doswestic uranium sarket.
An you know, ¢! panding United States Enrichment Corpoxation
(USEC} privatixation legislation specifically roquizes DOE to
svaluate the iwpact on the domestic uranium market of any
digpoeition of excess materialo from the U.8. gtockpila., Our
prolicinary review o2 ths HEU EIS guggects that no more than a
curpory exasination of this issue hao beon undertaken.

In this ard, we £ind tho docuxent seriously lacking in
any analysis of the {deatifled alternativen from tha standpoint of
how thege alternatives would impact the 1 )
as well ap how would maximize proceeda to the Pedoral
Trea . Indecd, in this lstter rcgard, other than tha apsertion
that ¢ spreferred aitornative® would “allow Cfor poaceful,
beneficlal reuse of the watorial as euch ao posoible (and] maximize

procerds to the Pederal Treaoury®, we have found no ennlysis in the
document, nor in tho cited raferences, as to how this would be

32.003

12.002

16.001

32.003: The Department of Energy originally designated a comment period of 45 days
running from October 26 to December 11, 1995. In response to requests from the public
from several reviewers, the comment period was extended until January 12, 1996. DOE
feels that the total comment period of 78 days provided an adequate period for review and
comment based upon the length and content of the document,

12.002: The quantity and rate of processing of materials addressed in the HEU Draft
EIS was established to evaluate the environmental impacts associated with the maximum
amount and processing rate of HEU that might potentially be made commercially avail-
able for use in reactor fuel. The rate at which material would actually be introduced into
the market by DOE would be significantly less because of DOE's ability to make the
material available for blending and because of the limitations on commercialization spec-
ified in the USEC Privatization Act (P.L. 104-134). The processing rates in the HEU Final
EIS (Section 2.1.2) are revised to reflect more realistic assumptions about the rates at
which LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU might be made available for commercial sale.
DOE estimates that no more than 8 t per year total would be blended for commercial use.

The rate at which LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU could be introduced into the com-
mercial market would be determined over time by many factors, including the rate at
which the material becomes available from the weapons program, physical infrastructure,
legislative guidance, and future market conditions. DOE's physical ability to make sur-
plus HEU available for blending is constrained because much of it is in forms that cannot
be used without prior processing and there is limited availability of processing capacity
(such as for weapons dismantlement). It is anticipated that delivery of the proposed 50 t
of material to USEC over the next 6 years will largely exhaust DOE's delivery capabili-
ties during that period. From the existing surplus, only an additional 40 t of material is
likely to be blended and introduced into the market for commercial use over a period of
10 to 15 years, The USEC Privatization Act (PL. 104-134) requires the Secretary of
Energy to determine that sales of uranium will not have an adverse material impact on the
domestic uranium industry. Based on these considerations, DOE does not believe that the
rates of disposition of domestic surplus HEU will have any significant impact on the
U.S.-Russian HEU agreement. DOE will take these and other factors into account in
making its decisions concerning uranium sales.

16,001: The Department of Energy has developed cost estimates associated with the
alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and they are available in a separate document with
the HEU Final EIS. The alternative to “blend HEU to 19-percent enrichment LEU and
store indefinitely” was considered by the original screening process and eliminated
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Mr. J, David Rultoa
KRovexber 15, 1998
Page 2

aceonplished, what the cooto of the varicus options would bo, and,
=pecifically, what the tive coste of the *preferred
altamnative® and the *Blend to LEU (25-percent eanrichzent) and
Store Indefinitely® altermatives are likely to be. In fact, we are
troubled that, ac noted on page 2-9 of tho documont, the latter
option appears to have been deleted after the ureenhxg rxoeann wag
ctlnplcted, with no 1 ion of DOB’d for deloting thip
alternative.

Beyend thin, the document containu no discuppion of the
inpact that the "preferred altemative® 1a likely to hava on the
U.8.~Rugeian AXU Agteer.g::tuzd, in particular, on the carefully

2

Btr a8 in the pending USEC
privatizaticn leglslatfon.

For the fo ng reasons, wo boliove it is important
that DOR aoxtend the deadline for the oubminoion of coements.
Mo

rescked in the REU EIS, including the ecorocmic analyeis of all of
tha altoxnativen, a8 woll ao the Banis for eliminaving the Blend to
LBV { ik ) al ive after t! d
wag leted, UFA would A nind of €0 days prior to the
deadline for commants cduring which the DOE‘a ng information
and analyces can be reviawed. Thie would ennble UPA toO
sn ind d ml{nh of the basis for DOR‘m
concluoiono, including tho 1ikoly icpact on the 1,8, domestic
uranium indy y of the vari al ai ¢ in the BIB.

Pinally, we note that DOS intondo to conduct two public
workshops on tha HEU BIS, one ir Knoxville, Tenneogea and one in
Augusta, Georgia. While tha location for thepe two workshopo will
engure that DOE will cbtain much valuable input from thooe who are
knowlcdgeabls about the technical isgueo agoociated with blending
down dus HEU, we do not belimve that DOE will receive tho sane
loval of lnput frow { 4 about the
{zpact of this initiative on the domestic uranium mining acd
milling industries. For this reacon, wes would formally request
that DOE schedula an additional public workobop on the RIS, either
in Denver, Colorado or Cacpar, Wyoming.

Thank you for your conoidoration of this xaquest.

Veory £ruly youra,

* pale L.”Alberts
President

16.001
cont,

11.002

380.003

32.0058

because it would not recover the economic value of the material or provide for peaceful,
beneficial use; would necessitate the construction or expansion of storage facilities to
accommodate the increase in volume of material; and would require additional process-
ing for either commercial use or disposal. The related alternative to “blend HEU to 19-
percent entichment LEU and sell” was eliminated after the initial screening process, a
decision that was formalized by the screening committee in a subsequent meeting for
essentially the same reasons. DOE’s explanation of its rejection of the “blend to 19 per-
cent and store” option in Section 2.1.3 has been expanded in the HEU Final EIS.

11.002: The HEU Final EIS includes additional discussion (in Section 4.8) regarding
the relationship of the preferred alternative on the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement. DOE
expects that there will be no significant impact on the agreement because LEU fuel
derived from currently declared surplus HEU from the U.S weapons program would be
introduced into the market over a period of 10 to 15 years (beginning in 1998 or beyond)
and represents a small increment over the Russian material. The HEU Final EIS
acknowledges the need to avoid adverse material impacts on the uranium industry.

30.003: Technical documents supporting the HEU Draft EIS are available for review in
12 DOE reading rooms, published in the Federal Register (60 FR 54867) on October 26,
1995, announcing the availability of the HEU Draft EIS. DOE has developed cost esti-
mates associated with the alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (which are available in a
separate document and have been provided to this commentor and all others who have
expressed an interest in this subject). The cost analysis supports DOE’s preliminary con-
clusion that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic
sense and would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for
disposal as waste,

The option of blending to 19 percent and storing the LEU indefinitely was eliminated by
the original screening process for surplus HEU disposition alternatives because it would
not recover the economic value of the material or provide for peaceful beneficial use;
would necessitate the construction or expansion of storage facilities to accommodate the
increase in volume of material; and would require additional processing for either com-
mercial use or disposal.
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With regard to extending the public comment period for the HEU Draft EIS, DOE
extended the period to January 12, 1996. A notice to this effect appeared in the Federal
Register (60 FR 58056) on November 24, 1995. In light of the extension granted, DOE
feels adequate time existed for all interested parties to complete their review and submit
comments.

32.005: The Department of Energy must work within the constraints imposed by avail-
able funding and resources. Because DOE is trying to reduce costs of complying with
NEPA, and due to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identi-
fied in the HEU EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and
Augusta, GA) would be appropriate for this program.

Because public involvement is critical to the success of the program and recognizing that
some individuals might not have been able to attend any public meetings, DOE provided
other methods for submitting comments throughout the comment period: toll-free fax and
voice recording, electronic bulletin board, and U.S. mail. These methods can also be
used to request additional information and to request to be placed on the Office of Fissile
Materials Disposition’s mailing list.
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12.014: The timeframes presented in Table 2.1.2~1 of the HEU Draft EIS were rough
URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA estimates and should be considered a very conservative, worst-case scenario. They were
141 Bt Patacs Aveex, Pust Otrice Box 643, Surra e, Now Mraocn TS644448 based on the assumption that each of the sites can process material at the analyzed rates
TEARPHONE (5041 HE3 411 Fax (305 Si-257 (up to 10 t per year) and that DOE could provide material for blending at up to 40 t per
year in the case of using all four sites simultaneously. In actuality, DOE will not be able
Janwary 10, 1996 to provide material nearly that quickly, and the rates presented in the HEU Final EIS have
been revised accordingly. DOE expects that a realistic estimate of the time needed to
Department of Eney s Disposition blend currently declared surplus material for commercial use will be 10 to 15 years. The
do SAICAEURIS HEU Final EIS identifies 103 t of material that is likely to be commercially usable in the
Washington, D.C. 200263786 next 10 to15 years, but 63 t of it is either already transferred or proposed to be transferred
Re:  Comments to qumll(on afSurplu.r Highly Enriched Uraniune to USEC, leaving only 40 t of additional near-term commercial material in the current
Breft £ {DOBELS - G240.D) surplus. DOE must abide by the requirement in the USEC Privatization Act that it avoid
Dear Sits: - adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium industry in undertaking its uranium

The Uranium Producers of America ("UPA") tfully submit the followin, transactions.

TI'::“ "’ﬁ‘;‘a st m(r?@?y&"{% so"?o’ilo"-’n) :g'm:o:mb:er“}s:?sr:’"criﬁem UPAS -

uvranium mining industry.

Section 4.8 ot page 4-181 of the Draft EIS recogaizes that the disposition of the
uranium derived from the Department's HEU wilk impact the domestic uranium ind
The impact of this material is 3 fundamental policy question that has been appropriate! y
aggmsed by Congress in the Energy Policy Act of 1992 and the Balanced Budget Act of

‘The disposition of “surplus” hlgh|¥ enriched uranium is of great concem to the
domestic uranfum producing industry. This indi was created in nse 10 a critical
nationa| security need fifty g0 as the United States required a ble source
of uranium 1o fue] the atomlc weapons necessary to win the Cold War, After the end of
World War II, uranium ;rmductlon in the Uniled States was practically non-cxistent,
making the nation depend forcign supplies of this vito)

&eesponding to lt,xrge;u mllllary mmﬁ‘o‘m’ the Atomic Encrgy Commission wabhshcd 12.014

concentrate for the national defense, The nutmal that bas now beca Jcclavrd surplus is
the result of the very successful Domestic Uraniem Procurement Program  Today our
nation’s defense necds have been mel. However, the need for 2 strong domestic
producing industry still exists due 1o the neod for a secure source of uranium to fuel
twenty percent of our nation's eleetricity requirements.

The domestic industry has confi hal) As the Dej
is aware, the wanium market has boen dm’essed since the early 1980's. Initiatly, there
were two ma;or contributing factors to decline of the domestic usanium mdumy
The first w.:s US. g

e

which was 2 <t back in construction of o ncw

nuclm wer unmgmd:el970‘sand foreign imports of uranjum,
Po wgmwmmddmdwmmmhgmbﬂgnoem 998°nndlhenmkc1
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January 10, 1996
page2

was improving eame a challenge from overseas - 3 flood of unfairly-traded impotted
uranium ﬁwn%he former Soviet Union. ¥

Tn response to hallenges, d ie producers bave rationalized producti
and vestructured their operations.  And while employment and production levels have
fallen, pranium production remains a vital industry - particularly in the Western United
States .- and has stabilized and positioned itself for recovery,

Modem, low-cost, in-situ leaching technology has been devel in a snaller,
but more competitive domestic prodwcing Ion%yustry that qu:;go minimized
eaviroomental im‘ge:u. Today, U.S. mining operations 2re competitive with foreign
producers, Four .fﬁ{nodu:ﬁon centers rank in the top ten world-wide in productivity,)
Other modem and efficient production facilitics are polsed to commence production If
market stability can be attained.

In 1992 the Congress specifically secognized the aced to maintaln a domestic
urenium industty by including Uranlum Revitalization provisions in Title X of the
Encrgy Policy Act2 The Energy Policy Act also dealt with the impact of the purchase of
highly enriched wanium from the former Soviet Unlon, Section 1408(d) of the Act
requires that DOE "shall seek to minimize the impact on domestie industries Gncu)dnnd;tg
tranium mining) of the sale of low enriched uranium derived from highly ent
uranium3 CEnJres funther recognized the February 18, 1993, Governmento-
G HEU Agr b the United States and the Russian Federation for
the purchase of tow enriched uranium derived from 500 metric tons of highly enriched
uranium removed from nuclear waa’ﬁ:ns would have & mejor impact on the domestic
uranjum industry, as this represents the equivaleat of approximately 400 million
of natural uranium. Accordingly, Section 5212(b) of the Balanced Budpet Reconciliation
ﬁueuew»shu a schedule for sales of natural uranium displaced by Imports of Russian

ucts.

The USEC privatization leglslation reflects a cacefully crafted schedule for the
salc of uranium products derived from dismantled Soviet and U.S. weapons. This
hedule y the principles of arms Ton and nonproliferation, while ensuzing
that the commercial nuclear fucl market is not disrupted by an uncontrolled flood of
government-inventory product.

' See Exhiblt 1,
2 Public Law 102485 - October 24, 1992, Section 1012 of the Encrgy Policy Act
established the National Steategle Uranium Reserve which consists of natural uranium
and prani uivalents Ined in stockpiles or § ies held by the Unites States
for defense The use of this stockpile or reserve is pestricted for military
mom until 1998, Section 1013 of the Act provided that remaining DOE inventories
d be sold 1o USEC. af o fulr murket price, “only if such sales will not have a
substantial adverse impact on the domestic wenium mining industry.”  (Emphasis
These provisions were enacted duc to the recognition that the unfettered
O ety T4, T8 Tmeiackn o ol camage commerial markes
e January 14, plementation Agreement ment
between the United States and the Russinn Federation incory 'ﬂ)eprov;‘s’l%cnsof
§1408(d) of the Emrﬁ? cy Act}.gly- providing that the sales of uranjium derived from
Russian HEU should lished in 8 manner that minimizes i the US.

h ry

ol
accom upon
wnanium Industry, See altn Exﬂibit 2, Letter from “Terry Lash, DOE Director, Office of
Nuclear Energy, to Senator Craig Thomas.

12,014
cont.
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The ions of the Energy Policy Act and the USEC privatization legistation
lg: recognition by polu:ymakets that the disposition o%ﬁmmnm dmvgbd from
IlI:U must be handled responsibly.

1.  THE DEPARTMENT'S DISPOSITION OF THE EXCESS MATERIALS
FROM THE U.S. STOCKPILE MUST NOT H.AVE A MATERIAL
ADVERSE IMPACT ON THE DOMESTIC URANIUM MARKET,

The United Sms Entichment Corp ("USEC"} p ion legislation
specifically req the D i | lhe lmp:ct on the domesuc uranium
market of any disposition of *surplus® ials from the kpile. ‘The

HEU Els is deficient in its cxnmlnatlon of this issue, The preferred alurmi
for 170 tons of HEU form commercial use in eight
lhe end of 2003, Of this amount, 50 tons would be transferred wnhoul c lo
USE for blending and commercial sale.d The remaining 120 tons of HEU would be
blended to commercia reactor fuel over three years, beginning in 1999 ing that
blendmg ten tons of HEU to commerelal jow-enriched uranium ("L!'.U') dlsplam 3.5
million pounds of oatural uranium production, the Department’s preferred allcmnhve
wnu!d dlsplwe 59,5 mxllion pounds of natural urenlum, If sold over three years,
uld ty 20 million pounds of natuml

P T

i ', or app y forty percent (40%) of annual U.S,
mquuvemems..
rA otd‘el:e tobe confi;tem wx}h the &bjecxlm of fs::lcél%xc 5212(d) ‘?f the anluudHEU 12014
et Act, incipal focus of an) ition of partment's surplus
shmﬁd beon ensu;nn any sales sp;‘swm not have an adverse magptid l.mpact cont.

on the domestic um mining industry. 'To accomplish this the agyregate impact on
the domestic wronium indusuy of the sales of Ruslm HEU, USEC matcrial and the
Department's material must be analyzed. The quaniitics and disposition of material set
fosth in the Drak HEU ms would have a material adverse impact on the domestic
urenjum sining industry.  Such adverse Impact should be specifieally recognized ond
avoided by the Depaniment.

Section 4.8 of the Draft EIS recognizes hat the Department's disposition of the
material derived from the blended HEU will constitute & material adverse impact on the
domestic uranium industry, At page 4-185 [t iy stated lhal blending 10t of HEU as UNH
o 4 percent LEU per year could nnmmlly displace 3.5 million pounds of uranium
producuon. According to the Draft EIS this would displace the current annual

of all & ‘While the UPA would dispute the Draft EIS's
rtionment of somc of mls material o forelgn pulchm the 15 10 20 pereent

uction in deliveties by & p Proj the Drft EIS would be
devastating to the industry.

d ber 5, 1995 from the Department 10 the UPA (see

DdubltJ) mdxmtsdneqmnu!yofumlma!sadd:&edmthcdnﬁﬂEUElSwu

established to the amount

of highly enriched uranium that might potentially be oﬂ'crcd l'or sa!e. The letter states

sition of this material into the commercial market place is subject to the

The disposition o!
schedule = fonh in §5212(c) of the Balanced Budget Act,

a
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“{tjhe quantity of materials that would actually be introduced Into the market by DOE
would be significanily Jess.®

The Department's letter suggests that "an esti 40 metric tons of highly
cnncgt.d mn!ulxg. l(;2.6 milliogodpoa\ds of U:?: ¢ 398 ) T)I:‘hmy lld "; ) Déoé
use during a year peri ginning in » would amount

introd '?, ial equivalent fo approximately 2% of annual U.S. uranium needs or
0.6% annual global nceds.” These amounts over the 10 to 1S year disposition schedule
noled would have substentially less of an impact on the domestic uranlum industry.
However, this disposition plan is not specificd nor even discussed in the draft HEU EIS,
The text of the HEU EIS, without additional explanation, would Jeave the reader with the
clear impression that DOE plans 1o process HEU for “maximum commercial usc® at "all
four sites,” with ptomnﬁ for commercial use to be completed in an estimated three
years (by the year 2002), Under DOE's "pecferred aliemative,” 170 metric tons of HEU
would be processed for commercial use, and another 30 metric tons would be disposcd of
s wasie.

A vitol ingredient of an EIS required by NEPA Is a discussion of steps that can be
taken to mitigate sdverse consequences resulting from govemment action. While Section
4.8 1 {o the domestic uranfun mining industry as & resull
of the matecial derived from HEU, the Draft EIS does not include miﬂgaling steps the

must take o avold a materisl adversc impact oa the do

P disposition schedule set forth in the December S, 1995 Ietter s a proper
discussion of the mitigating steps missing from the Draft EIS. The UPA would stronslsy
urge the to formalize the disposition schedule set forth in the December 5,
1995 letter in the Record of Declsion on the HEU EIS, so that these assurances wili
become & part of the forma) DOE decision-making record, Such assurances regarding
the mitigation of the socl {c impacts on the d 1 producing industry
would fulfil} at least of the Depariment's obligations set forth In the Energy Poticy
Act and Section 5212(d) of the Balanced Budget Act,

2, INTRODUCTION OF URANIUM DERIVED FROM THE
DEPARTMENTS HEU ACCORDING TO THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE WILL HAVE A DETRIMENTAL IMPACT ON THE U.S..
RUSSIAN HEU AGREEMENT.

The Department of Encrgy has stated strong support for achievements In Russian
nuclear dismantlement and the furtherance of U.S, nuclear nonproliferation
objectives while recogniziny the need for a visble U.S. uranium industry In order to
minimize the fmpact of Russian HEU on the & | d A ConTm ided in
Section 5212{b} of the Balanced Budget Act for the ordedy and dlscEl ned introduction
into the commercial buclear fixc] market of this urantum. “This leplslation provides that
material from Russian HEU shall enter the market pursuant to o schedule whick reflects
uncommitied future demand for the product. The scheduled entry of this material
insures the success of the Russian HEU Agn by ing price-suppressi
Such price-suppression would result if additional material derived from the Department's

ddenly di nped into the fal market Elacc Tn quantitics that could be
ilable from the p d alternative described in the E1S,

s See Exhidit 2,

12014
cont.

03.023

PAGE 4 OF 12
03.023: The HEU Final EIS is revised to enhance the discussion of the cumulative
:?g?? 10,19% impact of the U.S.-Russian HEU agreement on the uranium industry, as well as the poten-

tial impact of the domestic surplus HEU disposition program on the Russian agreement.
DOE does not expect to be able to make HEU available for disposition actions at the high
rates suggested by the HEU Draft EIS, and those rates have been revised to reflect more
realistic assumptions in the HEU Final EIS. It is correct that excessive depression of the
market price of uranium could adversely affect the viability of the U.S.-Russian HEU
agreement. However, in light of the restrictions on the rate of commercialization of both
Russian and U.S. HEU specified in the USEC Privatization Act, DOE does not believe
the domestic surplus HEU disposition program will significantly affect market prices. A
countervailing consideration to the market price impact is that Russia would be reluctant
to expand its HEU disposition actions if the United States does not reciprocate with simi-
lar actions with respect to its domestic stockpiles of HEU. Under the Act, DOE must
ensure that its surplus HEU disposition actions are undertaken in such a way as to avoid
adverse material impacts on the industry, and on the nonproliferation objectives of the
U.S.-Russian HEU agreement.
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM
PAGE 5 OF 12

January 10, 1996
p3ge S

The preferred alterpative published in the Dalt Enviconmental Impact Study
states in part, the Department’s preference "mlo scll for use in commercial reactor fuel as
much as possible of the Low Enriched Uranium derived from HEU or HEU for blend
down to LEU (up to 170 tons HEU, including 50 tons HEU with 7000+ natural uranium
that are propo! lobe.uu;snfdmedgoUSEC pm&yfat_pqiod, « .« « that best serves

N 1, as soon ns possible
following the Record of Decision aad continuing over an approximate 8-year period,
with conlinued storage of the HEU until blend down . ... While the Departments
'gcfmed alternative™ may seeve ils "programmatic noods” jt does not take inio account
the matetial adverse Impact such an alternative would have on the ability of the Russian

HEU Agreement 10 succeed.

The Draft EIS mentions the Russian HEU Agreement only in passing at page 4-
182, The DraR EIS is deficient In this regard as an Adminisirative Agency should
consider the impact of other Impacts when the actions are o in ent that it would
be unwise 1o consider one action withou! the other. Any benefit of disposing of susplus
dogegig gE&qu to lh‘e.ml‘loml security and nuclear non-proliferation benefits to be

of the U.S,-Russian HEU Agreement.

As previously noted in our first ftted d d for uranium will
not support the introduction of uranium detlved from the Department’s HEU in the near
future  The market simply cannot obsorb the Department’s material without severely
depressing morket prices. Lower naturnl uranium prices will uce lower retums to
the Russian Federation on materiad derived from its blended HEUL If the marketplace
will not produce the pected by Russin, the controct for LEU derived from
i led Russian weapons will be inated or the U.S. Government will be forced to
make national security premium p to sustain the Russian HEU agreement. Such
payments would dwarf any gains expected by DOE under jis “preferred allemative.”

National security and non-proliferation goals mandate that the U.S. Russian HEU
Agreement be preserved and successfully completed. DOE must take into consideration
the detrimental cifiect the disposition of its material would have on the continued success
of the U.S-Russian Agreement. As noted in our first comment, this could be
accomplished staling in the Record of Decision specific limitations on the
Introduction of this material into the jal marketpll The of iad
10 be sold commercialiy should be tied to uncommitted demand taking Into account the
legslaxively scheduled deliveries in order to assure the continued success of the Russian
HEU Agrecment.

3. THE DRAFT EIS IS DEFICIENT DUE TO THE LACK OF COST
COMPARISON INFORMATION CONCERNING THE VARIOUS
OPTIONS CONSIDERED BY THE DEPARTMENT,

The Draft EIS does not contain comparative cost informati ing the
various options or altematives considered by the Dep t. In onder W make a
reasoned decision ba!mingﬂwﬁskswmemﬁmnmenlagﬁmbencﬁulobcdeﬁm
from the 's proposed action, the comparative cost of each slternative is
required. NEPA's intent to require full discl of p tal imp the decisi

to
maker and the public cannot work without and Jete foct gath
analysis,

03.023
cont,

16.015

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

y for and analysis of this EIS, For

example, thc Draft EIS wtates at page 4-185 that under the no setion altemative, DOE

woul  continuc to s:ore the surplus HEU, This alternative would not on adverse

ampact on the domestic uranium industry, but may not sccomplish the

Dey s stated progy 5 y it fs ible 10 make a2

4 decisi if b d 1o the Depanment's preferred

ahcmaxm without disclosure’ ol' l.hc costs of storage end the cost of blmdmg the HEU

! to LEU for immediate sale into the nuclear fuels markel. Without eomp:mive

costs enalysis between the various Altematives and the P
the Draft EIS, it is impossible to fully weigh the sks in

impacis of the Preferred Alternative against the risks and bmcﬁts that could bc achicved

by following other stated Altematives.

Tbe imputs r:used by the n;nmxs in section 4.8 cannol be fully rcvieﬁ:d

without
is pmicularly true when lhe erred alwmmwc a8 stated could havc o material adverse
tmpact on the industry deseribed in this seetion of the Draft EIS.

4 THE DRAFT EIS IS DEFICIENT AS IT FAILS TO EXPLAIN THE
REASON THE DEPARTMENT DELETED THE BLEND TG LEU {(i$-
PERCENT ENRICHMENT) AND STORE INDEFINITELY.

The Draft EIS rejects :ldpaﬁe 229, the Blend to LEU (19

nt cnxi:hmem) and

Store lndeﬁmlcly altemative nsufficlent explanation, While recognizing that
an altemative would have no lmpoc( on the commercial suclear fuel market and rcuuns
the potentlal value of the blended 0 cost les this rejected
oliemative In order to it the ent's action.  Wilhout a cost eomponson
between storage costs and the additional cost to blend this | to a lowe
level it is impossible to make a reasoned analysis of the benefits of this A!t:m:mve 83
compared to other options.

Mention is made in passing to envi isted with storage

that would necd to be sccommodated under this a!(etnahvc However, none of these
concerns are identified. The bencfit of no Impact on the commercial nuclear fucl market
'y may gh these

laces a high value on the benefdal rcuse of the material and In

other rej m.ed nl ves for thc recovery of monctary gv the Govemment as

c public Is at a handiesp in

assessing the uue benefit of these professed gouls [ th: eosu nsmclawd with such goals

are not included to be l Fnhuupomtcdoutin

Comments | and 2, there are ovcrr!dlng policy goals that severcly restrict the disposition
of this material into the commercial market.

D:K:lnnmn should consider the lcglslnlwc mandate that the disposition of
lhlsmawm! | have no matesial odverse im,

and the effect of such di:posmon on
a!lemmva. Given the national
policy desisions, the Blend to I.EU ?19
altemative mesit close review,

domestlc urenium rnim‘eg
U.S ~-HEU Agnemem in its sto
rance of these
) and tore Indefi

16.015
cont,

07.006

PAGE 6 OF 12
07.006: While it may appear that there is no impact of blending and storing at 19 per-
m:o. 1996 . cent, there are environmental concems associated with potential storage of 19-percent

material. These concerns are the construction of new storage facilities that would be nec-
essary to accommodate the increased volume of the material and transportation of the
material between the blending sites and the storage facilities. DOE's preliminary conclu-
sions about the economics of the HEU disposition alternatives are based on first-order
analysis: (1) if DOE blends material for sale, the resulting revenues would offset blending
costs; (2) storage costs would be reduced; (3) if DOE blends material for disposal as
waste, there will be no offsetting revenues, but only large outlays for disposal costs and
much higher blending costs because much more blending is needed; and (4) blending for
storage would likewise entail substantial outlays for new storage capacity, with no offset-
ting revenues. An analysis comparing the costs of HEU disposition alternatives has been
prepared (and provided to this commentor and all others who expressed an interest in this
subject) to aid the Secretary of Energy in reaching an ROD. The cost study, which is
available separately from this EIS, supports the conclusion that commercial use of LEU
derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense and would save billions of dollars
compared to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal as waste, DOE will comply
with the legislative mandates to avoid adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium
industry when undertaking future uranium transactions.
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SUMMARY OF SELECTED URANIUM INDUSTRY PRODUCTIVITIES - 1994

PRODUCTION PRINCIPAL PRODUCTION

PRODUCTION

COUNTRY CENTER OWNER TYPE {1000 L8S EMPLOYEES (LBS/EMF/YR)
w3g)
CANADA Lake Cameco ceay, 13,190 199 33,058
CANADA Rabbit Lake Cameeo eoav. 2488 24 1,363
us, Crow Butte Unnerz sl w 13 20,087
AUSTRALIA Raager #1 Energy Resources oy, 323 19 16,699
us. Highland Porwer Resources H [ 11} 53 15302
CANADA Chiff Lake Cogems eonv. bhrd 2350 11,080
us. El Mesqults Cogema ] 460 4@ 10,458
us Irigaray/Christensen Cogerna k! 1% 45 8,600
CANADA Stanleigh Rio Algom coxv, 1100 s 6548
NAMIBIA Rossing R7Z conv, 5000 1,100 3,846
NIGER Atit Cogema cony. 2,600 30 3,133
FRANCE Herautt Cogems conv, 1352 450 3,004
NIGER Atouta Cogema oav. 5100 2,132 237
GABON Mounsne Cogema toay. 1430 1,000 1,430
SPAIN Saelices el Chico ENUSA coay, [ 4 70 945
RUSSIA emensk Prisspeasky conv. 6,000 7,500 200
HUNGARY Pres MEV cov. 1074 1,800 91
CZECH Dotnl Rozinks Dismo conv. 720 3,000 260
ROMANIA Feldior RAFMR Onv. 300 3,000 00
Notes: Foreign jon and exmployment iaformation cbtalned fom varlous officlal
S endoeion Soaed froe theproducer o Suse of Wyerslag.
US. emplayment ebiained from Ming Safety and Health Admiatstration.

Complkd by: ~.2n!._§_ Nuelexr, Inc. - My 10, $995.
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URANIUM PRODUCERS OF AMERICA, SANTA FE, NM
PAGE 10 OF 12

Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20385
Deccmber B, 1995
Mr. Dale L. Alberts
President
Uraniom Producers of America
141 East Palace Avenue
P.0. Box 669

Santa Fe, NM 67504-0689
Dear Mr. Alberta:

This is in response to your letier of November: 16, 1895, coneerning the
Department of Energy’s Draft Environmantal Impact Statement for the
Disposition of Surplus Highly Enriched Uraninm GIEU EI8). [ understand that
Greg Rudy, Director of the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition, spoke
with you on Wednesday, November 22, 1995, about the issues raised in your
letter, As Mr. Rudy peinted out, the quantity of materials addressed in the draft
HEU E1S was established to evaluate the envh tal impact ciated with
the maximum amount of highly enriched fum that might potentially be
offered for sale. The quantity of materials that would actuelly be introduced into
tha market by DOE wonld be significantly less.

Of the opproximately 176 motric tons of highly enriched uranium declared
warplus to national seenrity nesds, plans call for approximately 63 metric tons to
bo tranaferred to the United States Enrichment Corporation; approximately 10
metric tons are undor International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards in Oak
Ridge, Tennessee and are reserved for other program needs; and approvimately
metric tans of matexials aro comprised of forms and assnys for which recovery
and inl use is considered unlikely. This resultsin an estimated 40
metric tons of highly enriched uranium (12.6 million pounds of U;04 equivalent)
that may b flable for ial nse during a 10 - 16 year period
beginning in 1998, This would amount to DOE introducing material cquivalent
to approximately 2% of 1 U.8. uranium needs or 0.6% of annual global
needs. I hope this helps to alloviata your concerns regarding the potential
adverse i ¢t that the disposition of surplus highly enriched uranium might
havae on the U.S, uraniom industry.

As part of the Secrctary’s opsnness initiative, the Department is planning to
declassify additional information in the near future on the quantities and
locations of materials declored surplus. Pollowing thia declassifieation, 2 more
definitive analysis will be available.
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and Responses

Comment Documents
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U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY
PAGE10OF5

12.015: The Department of Energy may not release uranium into the commercial mar-

ket indiscriminately due to the provisions of the USEC Privatization Act. Most observers

of the uranium fuel industry are projecting substantial increases in world uranium prices

U.8. ENERGY /CRESTED CORP. in the next several years as existing stockpiles are depleted. One producer has submitted

877 Norih 6th Weut 007 Ase-uant Rlveston, Wyoming 82501 comments to the effect that world uranium production is already only one-half of world

demand. DOE anticipates that the combined impacts of Russian and U.S. HEU disposi-

tion actions will be to moderate those expected price increases. DOE is confident that its

VIA FAX: 1-800-820-5156 foreign policy (nonproliferation) objectives and the interests of the uranium industry can

January 15, 1995 be accommodated. DOE intends to move cautiously, and must abide by the requirement

in the USEC Privatization Act to avoid adverse material impacts on the domestic uranium
industry in undertaking its uranium transactions.

Depantment of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
c/o SAIC/HEU

P.0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Ladies and Gentlemen.

This keater bs In resp to your invitation to submit with respect to the
Department’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Disposition of Surplus Highly
Eariched Uranium (HEU EIS). As a member of the Ursnium Producers of America (“UPA")
we have reviewed the UPA comments with respect to the HEU EIS. We both agree with and
incorparate by reference the comments of the UPA with respect to mcdeﬁc[m:is ln the
Department's HEU EIS and the devastating efTect that the Deg 's Py i\
will have on the United States uranium producers asa whole, We also echo UPA'; concern
that the Department's Preferred Alternative will have a detrimental effect on the U.S, - Rosslan
HEU Agreement.

The Department’s suppression of prices in the United States from the indiscriminate
release into the commereial market of low ensiched urantum (LEU) derived from blending
“surptus™ U.S. highly enriched uranium (*HEU") would be reflected in the world market
price for natural uranium conceatrates (U,0,), as well 25 uranium hexafluoride (UF,). Not
oaly would this reduse the reveaues expected by Russla from jts agreement with the ULS., 12.015
risking the possible termination of the U.S. - Russian Agmmml {with obvious national
security implications), or the need for the U.S. to make national security premi to
avold such termination, s noted in the UPA letter of comments, but also the pxospecl of
Russia or the United States Enrichment Corporation {"USEC™} then dumping the LEU derived
from Russian HEU on the world market would fusther depress the price for U,0; worldwide,
This would most likely prompt protests by Canada and Australia, as well as dealing the {im}
blow to the U.S. vranium producers, including U.S. Energy Corp.

Apart from these and objections to the Dep s REU EIS, which have
bwnaddmsedvayapablymﬂ:UPAle(mo{eomnxms.US Esnergy Corp. has particular
concerns about the effect the Department”s proposed zetions will have on the Companys plans

FAX (307) &87.30% Patcan\Cormresht ¥ Cammpncy
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10 reopen its conventional uranfum mining and milling operations b Wyorsing and Utah, on
which millions of doliars have already been spent. These additional concerns, which are not
directly addressed [n the UPA letier of comments, prompt us to submit this supplemental letter
of comments.

U.S. Encrgy Corp. is 2 Wyoming corporation with its headquarters 1 Riverton,
Wyoming. It is a publicly traded corporation with shares of common stock traded on the
NASDAQ/NMS quotation system. The Company currently has approximately 900
sharcholders of record (and several times that number in street name) and employs
approximately 90 full time employees and 15 part-time exployecs, principally n Wyoming,
‘The Company is the orlginator of, and a S0% participant in, the Green Moutaln Mining
Veature ("GMMV™) in Wyoming, The other 50% participant is K Uranlum Company
"Ke "}, & 100% subsidiary of K Corporation of Salt Lake City, Uh,
(Kennceott Corporation Is & wholly-owned subsidiary of The RTZ Corporation PLC, 2 United
Kingdom public company.)

The GMMYV owns a potentially world class uranfum deposit (the Jackpot ore deposin)
on Green Mountain in Fremont County Wyoming and the S lum p ing
facillty in Swectwater County, the only conventional uranfum mil{ remaining in Wyoming,
The mill was one of the Jatest bullt in the U.S. and has been malntained in excelient conditlon.
1t s rated at 3,000 tons per day {ipd) of ore, but has operated continuously for periods of time
14,200 tpd, Inltisl production s projected at 3.7 milllon bs, U,0/yr., which can be
increased to potentially as much as 6 million tbs. U,Opyr., depending upon the grade of ore
fod to the mill, The Jackpot deposit contalns rescrves of approximately 52 million pounds
U,0,, with additional resources of up to 500 million pounds U0, in the vicinity and under the
control of GMMV, In addition ta the uranium reserves and resources, GMMV has access
roads, shop bulldings, porials, containment structures, tclephone, gas, electriclty, and other
infrastructure already in place. The cost to various companies to bulld these facitities bas been
over $150 million and the standby cost of malataining these facititiex has been (and continues
ta be) approximately $1,000,000 annually.

In Utah, U.S. Encrgy Corp. acquired Plateau Resources Limited, 2 Unh corporation
(“Plateau”), from Consumers Power Company in 1993, Plateay owas the Shootaring Canyon
mill, an essentlally ncw 750 tpd uranium processing facllity In Gasfield County 1n southeastern
Utah. Ptateau afso has contract rights to the Tooy M mine and Frank M utanium deposit
approximately 3 miles feom the mill. The Tony M mine is fully developed and permitted with
18 miles of underground hautage drifis, crosscuts, vent holes and an underground shop, Itis
ready to prod: Al required I is {n place. Plateau spent neasly $120 mililon to
baild the mine-mill complex. In additicn, Plateau 2iso owns uranium propertics in the Lisbon
Valicy area of Utsh, the ore from which could be processed at the Shootaring Canyon mifl.

12.015
cont.
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Plateau’s i i in Utah are estimated at about 17 million pounds
Uy0,. Platcauisalso sceldng 1o acquire additional reserves in the Arizona Strip and Colorado
Plateau, greas with reasonably close proximity to the Shootaring Canyon mill. The standby
cost for the Shootaring Canyon mill and support facilities has been (and continues 1o be)
approximately $650,000 annually 1o keep this facility avatlable for U.S, production.

Finally, U.S. Energy Corp. owns 50% of Sheep Mountain Partoers (SMP) with Cycle
Resource Investment Corp., & wholly owned subsidiary of Nukem Inc. There are multiple
uranium deposits that have been delincated so far on Shoep Mountain in Fremont County,
Wyoming, Remalning higher-grade rescrves at Sheep Mountaln total about 4 million Ibs.
U,0,. Additional amounts of lower-grade resources 250 exlst, with 2 total resource at Sheep
Mountain estimated st approximately 13 million 1bs. U,0,. Western Nuclear, the previous
owner, spent in excess of $125 million in developing these properties.

Underground development of the Sheep Mountaln mines was first stagted by Wesiern
Nuclear, 2 subsidiaty of Phelps Dodge Corporation, with the sinking of a 14-foot concrete-
1ined shaft (Sheep Mountain #1) that was completed in late 1975. A second shaft, Sheep

M In #2, was completed In 1976  According to published reports, production by Western
Nnclurnmgedsoowommofmpa-ymrmm 1978 to 1980, but in 1981 Western
Nuclear suspended all perations at Sheep M in. U.S, Encrgy acquired the

from Wmem Nuclear tn February 1988 and operated Sheep Mountain #1 until
Aprit 1989, toll milling the ore at the Shirley Basin mill of Pathfinder Corporation in
Wyoming, to ptoduoe approximately 100,000 ihs. U,0,. Mining ecased because the market

price of 3 toapomnhuhwasmnmm!ulwbuy
ired to supply xis g utitity rather than produce them,
Today the Sheep Mountain #1 and #2 undergr shansm pl ‘m1.615md
1,350 feet, respectively, both mines are permitied and have developed or p

mining levels with drifts that exiend into the orebodies. Lihlthonmelm!nUuhmdlhﬂ
B!gEagkpmpmhofGMMV(whldlkmrmehdpmdcposhonGmMmln).
Sheep Mountain properties have all required infrastructure in place and are ready to produce,
Keeping the Sheep Mountain facilities in a wotkable condition to be ready to meet U.S.
demand has cost (and contimies to cost) about $1,000,000 annually.

In summary, U.S. Energy Corp. it poised 1o resume urantum production In Wyoming

and Utah. The market permitting, U.S. Encrgy Corp. has the capability of producing a total of
310 5 miltion pounds of U0, anmually via conventional methods before the end of 1998. Its 12,015
ing facilitics are d and ont a standby basis, The Tony M mine in southeastern cont

Uuh!sﬁnllyd:vclopcdandpcmmnd The Jackpot deposit fa Wyoming is about to receive its
Permit to Mine within the next two months, after nine years in the environmental permiting

ParaCorcyAl IO\ Conmmes
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‘The Company is ly ging ing to put these facilitics back into
production. When they are in full productica, operation of the Jackpot minc, which has a
projested life of 13 10 25 years, and Swectwater mill will employ approximately 260 people in
Wyoring. This does not include indirect employment in the surrounding area resulting from
the operation of the minc and mill, These would be high paylng jobs [n an area where there is
serlous underemployment, which causes hardships not only to the affected families, but 2lso to
the State and federal government. ‘Tax revenaes o the State of Wyoming in the form of
property, saks and 2d vol taxes are estimated to be approximaiely $3.4 million anmually
when the mine and mill are in fult operation,

In Utah, reactivation of the Shootaring Canyon mill in Garfield County, and miniog the
nearby deposiis in San Juan and Emery Countlcs, required to feed the mill, would employ
approximately 250 persons in an arca where employment opportunitics arc quite {imited,
Again, these would be high paying jobs and the number docs not Include employment galas in
support businesses. Morvover, additional revenues (o the State of Utah when the mines and
mill are in full operation would be substamial.

Al of this would be Jost or at least delayed indefinitcly I the price of uragium

temain dep d a3 1 result of the uncestralned disposition of LEU from
*surplus” HEU, which has been lated by the Dep or its pred over
severnd decades. Acconding to the Department’s awn aalysls and publications, total U.S.
i production §n 1994 was only 3.4 million pounds, This compares to 43.7 12,015
mitlion pounds in 1980 (Uranlum Industry Annual 1984). Morcover, there was ng urapium cont
duction from josal mining and miiling of uranhun ore kn 1994 end by *

the end of 1954 only six conventional mills were being maintalned on a standby mode In the
United States (Urantum fndusiry Annal 19594), This compares (o 24 conventional uranium
mifls in the U.5. in 1981, of which 20 were operating throughout the year (Uzanfum Indusiry
Annzal 1984). Employment in the U.S, uranium Industey in 1994 {excluding reclamation
work) totaled 452 person-years (up 19% from 1993) compared to & peak of 21,951 person-
years in 1979 (19,919 person-years in 1980). This disastrous decline in production asd
employment in the U.S, urantum industry Is attributable principally to the depressed prices
resulting from high Inventories built up desing the 1980's and the dumping of uranium
concentrates from Russia and other CIS countries during the first balf of the 1990s.

Now it appears that the Depariment, and fodeed others in the Climon administration,
are bound and determined o continue (o suppress prices and frustrte efforts, such as those by
our Company, W revitalize the d e uranium indusiry. Not only is this in violation of the
express mandates of Title X of the Energy Policy Act of 1992, butit is conteary to any notion
of sensible government policy. The impact on the ULS. balance of payments deficit wilt
continue to worsen if the U.S, uranlum Industry is crippled further. The potentlal for the

P CorexAl 76\ Comcots

sasuodsay puv

SIUIUNIO(T IUDUIUIO))



e e S s e At P 4 e

98¢-¢

U.S. ENERGY/CRESTED CORP., RIVERTON, WY
PAGES OF5

Department of Energy
Jamuary 15, 1996
Page5

closure and dismantling of U.S. production fecilities, which will cost hundreds of millions of
dollars to peplace, will continue and a comp! lapse of the U5, uranium market would be
Inevitable, causing our country to become solely celiart on forelgn uranium to fuel the 110
auclear reactors now operating in the United States.

We ngree with the UPA that a possible solution may 1ie In its suggestion that the
Department formalize in its Record of Decision a more limited disposition schedule, as set
forth in the Department's December 5, 1995 letter to the UPA. Altermatively, tho
should consider the at lve that was rejected without explanath in the HEU EIS to bkend
the HEU to LEU (19% ensichment} and 10 store such LEU indefinitely. This satlsfics national
sccurity copcerns regarding the seduction of HEU stockplies, while prescrving the potential
value of the blended ial without tmpacting the 1at nuclear fuel market,
Moreover, the frther blending and sale of this LEU when the market cequices additional
supply most likely would result In greater revenue to the government and confer greater benefit
oa U.S. utilitles that consume nuclear fuel.

For the foregolng reasons, 1.S. Encrgy Corp. respectfully request that the Department
sder its Prefetred Al {ve or at least formalize in its Record of Declsion an ondetly

disposition schedule for LEU derlved from blendlng surplus HEU along the lines proposed in
the Department’s December 5. 1995 Jetter to the UPA,

12,015
cont,

‘ 05.009

| oe0te

05.009: The Department of Energy has modified the discussion of the schedule for
HEU disposition actions in Section 2.1.2 of the HEU Final EIS to make it more realistic.
The more realistic schedule will also be reflected in subsequent ROD(s), as appropriate.

09.019: ‘The HEU EIS explains the rejection of the blend to 19 percent and store option
in Section 2.1.3. DOE does not consider the options of blending HEU for extended stor-
age as reasonable as other alternatives because it would delay recovery of the economic
value of the material and incur unnecessary costs and environmental impacts due to the
need to build additional storage capacity to accommodate the increased volume of the
material.
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UTILITY RESOURCE ASS0OCIATES

January 11, 1996
'URA Letter No. 361-04

M, J, David Nultoo, Dicector
Office of NEPA Compliance and Qutreach
Matesial Pvd

Linited States Department of Eacsgy

1000 Independence Avenso S.W.

Wabingion D.C. 20585 SENT VIAFACSIMILE
Subject: Commnents on Disposition ofS\anumghlyEndddennhm(HEU)Dnﬁms

Dear Mr. Nulton:

Uﬁﬂtymm&au(lm).nmrylmd porati d (heDOE"l, s .‘ution
ummmﬁumdmm. Woayeﬂhuﬁnulondimmupmhfmdon 10,003
Mm.wmmwmmmmmmmwmmmwﬁw

P and 1s expected 1o provide substantt | sevenus to the U.S. Treasury,
mnmwm'mmm“mmd&oﬁ—spww on, snd noa-commercial | 13.006

Mmdomhwthabmquiﬂumdkotopkmmtofmeoﬁapeéﬂaﬁmmmﬁd,
from a reactor coro design Mlmbenwonmhldomicmnhdfordbmum

URA provides independ fnical anelysis, Ecents mpport and economis snalysls for
approximately thirty reactors. Tedmhdnm!yﬁnhch:ﬂﬂﬁwlm«nblymdw.tbcmﬂmd
medunieddedwyoomrebtdpmdedywdufdymdyﬁs. Omedﬁumy;adyﬁ.lhubem
apphied to reactor cores, spuumdpoolswdrywkmnge. ‘We understand the modeling fssues
Involved in using off- jon eariched uraniom and are svailabl 10 use our PC-based Core
mmw«mﬁmmowwmhwmmninm hrical and cial anat
m&ﬂdwﬁhuﬂmoﬂ'@edﬁwbﬂmkhdmnhmhldommﬂahmm.

WoweduuhcqapmuﬂytomcammodnﬁilswmlvﬂnblemmwﬁhDOEw
funh«dlmu:i;mumgardlnsoﬂ'«npedﬂu&oumﬁcbedumnhm.

1 hithns

co: Mr, Rod Grow (President, URA}

UTILITY RESOURCE ASSOCIATES CORPORATION
21 Moaros Strest + Sulte 1600  Rockville, Marylasd 20350 ¢ (301) 2541940

10.003: Comment noted.

13.006: The Department of Energy expects that there willbe a market for some or most
of the off-spec material, although some of it may ultimately prove uneconomical to
recover.
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VIRGINIA POWER, INNSBROOK TECHNICAL CENTER,
GLEN ALLEN, VA
PAGE 2 OF 2

domestic uranium producers seems, in our opinioa, 1o be ovenstated,

The mafority of industry i M«.wmmmmmmmm
byaxmwa{dpmdwﬁeub&ucdywhdfowaWYmmwodwﬁmwmﬂw
nuphnHEUdowlyiﬂothcmukcmme«mddpahdesdtopmidalbemu&mm

m?mm_mwwumgmmmnmnwmondtmdhamdor

Wmmummmmmmmemuwwwm
i1 Introduced into the market will minkmize fts impect with respect 10 hanming domestic producess.

Further, we believe your concluslons with respect to the domestic uranium conversion Industry are
mmdc«mhwmmbquuoroww%hmﬁwotmmm
moﬁﬂotlmwwmmwuﬂﬁdcmphnﬁnslolddapdxy.mdounmm&zm
Industry that s * pplicd® and "dep d* 23 you refer 10 it. In general, conversion capacity Is
projected to fall slightly below demand for the foresecablo future, and the conversion composent
contalned in tho surplus HEU will belp to balanco projected supply sad demand,

mm.mmwmmmmmmmmmhmdwmmu
with respect to nonprolfiferation. At th timo It providi ial benefit to ULS, utilitics and
wmﬁmu&mmmmmmmmMmmmmw
fuel cycle industries.

Ifyou have any questions, please contact Mr. H. H. Burkerat (804) 273-3438, or me at (804) 273-
2202,

Sincerely,

&H /&"“f"‘-“‘\
R, M. Berryman, Manager
Nuclear Analysis and Fuel

12.019
cont.

12,020

12.020: The Department of Energy has received conflicting comments from different
segments of the industry with respect to the current and expected future condition of the
uranium conversion industry. We believe the weight of the evidence supports a conclu-
sion that uranium from HEU disposition actions will enter a conversion market that is
tightening. The USEC Privatization Act requires DOE to avoid adverse material impacts
on the uranium industry.
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RS Claymoro |
Oak Ridge, TN 3783¢
Junuary 1), 1996
To! US DOE, Office of Fisslle Matexials Division
From: Barbora A Walton  (423) 482-5652
Subject:  Dispasilion of Surplus Highly Enrichod Uranium (HEU) Draft Enviroamsntal
' Impact Statoment (E1S), October 1995

My roview of the subject document reveals several deficencies:
“Ihere in no discusdon of Impact on tho ¢ ion plant, GE Wilmington, NC.
Tables 112,31 and 13.2.3-2 do nut have units given.
“The second calumn prited on page 3-17 befongs alter thetext printed on page 318,

These ix no discussion of accidents in the ‘Theso zro Jon p, 413 & 14
focthe No Action Al v, which inch
thxu4-60,4-68lhm4-73wd4-87ﬂuu4-90forﬁa:il‘wynddm

Png;a#lﬁzml%lésneulwbaupdueduhm(mlll’NOTd\eu!emdnﬁclnlhc
TththupplyuﬂR&yd‘ngO})nusnshﬂwmddm

3 lso note & major few {n the dncumeot which may foad to a frulty conclusiom:
1uke exception lo the timefvames glven in Table S-1 (Tublo 2.0.2-V, p. 26&2-7). The

assumption of 10uye, SR availability may be poor, Insny cuse, these is no reason to delay use
of tho metal process for waste wniil after USEC fuel wnd “additional fuel®, “The 1ablo gives the

impreuim1hnu!l4:i1esmnecdullogcﬂhc]obdnnohlmmahlaﬁm
The S0t af LIFU 1o USEC is most interentlag. “Yhis is discussed on p. 4-187 which stutes

that “this materlal is in the funn of untrium hoaftuoride™ st Portsmouth and Paducsh plants belng
Jeased to USECS, “bhe limoframe for shis part ftho 11k4) shoutd, therefore, bo independent of the

rest of tha material
1n sdditlon:

The chendeat risk for the urnnlum hexalluoride pericess s highin tho case of an dccldent. |
cccomntcod that no mers than ore such consnescial site e added 10 the nations cupsbility.

Any distinetion L \ hy 4-nd5¢epuulumbmudwmluinﬁonohhuﬁ‘
spec inaterisl,

Preference should bo given to the DOB sites dus ta Ihe current odverse impact uf federal
budpet cuts. Relative custs for processing muterial siready {ocated at Y-12 should mean that
ot should he prucessed theve,

Therefore, my preference is for 8 aew option: Aliemative 4/5 €) DO sites, with emphasis on Y
12, and Including the poteatial foc commescial, If cost competitive, fimited {0 nio e than oae
new uranium hexafluorido Bacitity.

des rerious chemical risk, and on p.4-31 thu 4-40, 4-55

11.001
21.007

22,011
21.008

22,012

05.007

17.013

| 07012

10,008

11.001: The GE Wilmington Fuel Fabrication Plant is used in the HEU EIS as a repre-
sentative site where conversion of natural UFg blendstock to U;0g 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 negligibie relative to the existing activities at the facility.

21.007: Table E.2.3-1 includes the unit “curies” in its title which is consistent with the
style chosen for the HEU EIS. Table E.2.3-2 inadvertently omits curies from the title.
This has been corrected in the HEU Final EIS.

22.011: The HEU Final EIS has been revised to correct this discrepancy.

21.008: Results of accident analyses were summarized in the Environmental Justice in
Minority and Low-Income Populations section of the Summary in the HEU Final EIS. In
addition, Tables S-2 and S-3 in the Summary present a comparison of the potential incre-
mental impacts from accidents for all the alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS.

22.012: ‘The cumulative impact sections have been revised to eliminate ORR as a can-
didate site for the Tritium Supply and Recycling program.

05.007: The timeframes presented in the cited table have been substantially revised in
the HEU Final EIS to reflect more realistic assumptions about commercial consider-
ations, availability of material, and other factors (such as legislative restrictions concern-
ing impacts on the uranium industry) in addition to processing rates. DOE expects that a
realistic estimate of the time needed to blend material for commercial use will be 15 to 20
years. The cited discussion concerning UFg at Portsmouth on page 4-187 of the HEU
Draft HEU pertains not to the 50 t of HEU that are proposed to be transferred to USEC,
but rather to 7,000 t of natural uranium that are proposed to be transferred to USEC as
part of the same transaction. The 50 tof HEU that is proposed to be transferred to USEC
is in the form of metal and oxides, not UF¢.
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WALTON, BARBARA A., OAK RIDGE, TN
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17.013: The HEU Final EIS reflects the potentially significant consequences associated
with a postulated UF release accident, as well as the low probability of such an accident.
See, for example, Tables 4.3.2.6-4 and 4.3.2.6~5. Whether any UFg and related blending
facilities are developed will be decided by commercial entities based on business consid-
erations and subject to licensing and regulation by NRC.

07.012: The Department of Energy agrees that the ultimate determination of the pro-
portion of surplus HEU that can eventually be sold for commercial use will depend on
more detailed characterization of the surplus inventory.

10.008: The Y-12 Plant is one of the four alternative sites evaluated in the HEU EIS as
having the capability to provide uranium blending processes. To be in compliance with
NEPA, the HEU EIS must assess the environmental impacts of the proposed action and
alternatives at all potential candidate sites without favoring one over another and provide
this information to the decisionmakers.
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06.008

06.008: Comment referred to the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management,
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WESTERN NORTH CAROLINA PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY, ASHEVILLE, NC
PAGE1OF1
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IWESTERN NORTH CRROLINA
PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
99 Eastmoor Orive
fAsheville, N.C, 28885-9211
November 29, 1995

DOE-Office of Flssilo Materials Disposttion
cfo SSAIC/HEU EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3788

Deoar Sirs and/or Madams:

Wa have considered the various altematives In the EIS regarding what the U.S,
should do with all the surplus HEU from the bombs wa are now taking apart. All the

03.016: Typical spent fuel actually contains about 1-percent Pu. DOE does not agree
that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU increases the proliferation
potential, because no incremental spent fuel would be created as a consequence of this
program. Spent fuel is considered to have low proliferation potential, because reprocess-
ing of spent fuel to separate Pu is dangerous, difficult, and costly. Although fuel derived
from U.S. surplus HEU and sold abroad could conceivably be reprocessed in some coun-
tries to separate Pu for commercial (non-military)} use in mixed oxide fuel, that LEU fuel
derived from surplus HEU would simply replace other fuel, 50 no incremental Pu would
be created as a result of this program.

14.002: Tt 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

options utilizing blanding which result in A .

gﬂwr_?lgoﬂwl mlm goals of :gu %mmﬁw fuel that would be produced from natural uranium anyway, so no additional spent fuel

ngl}?ﬁgspemm e:;“m!ns:bwtd%pltmrﬂum. Tha latter can be axtracied withott 03.016 would be generated as a result of this program. Althqugh spent fuel contains Pu, ig is

a groat doal of Wh{g-am oory whoto In ”‘;m‘dm{“ﬂ’ e extremely hazardous to process and separate the Pu. It is a tenet of U.S. nonproliferation

nucloar weapons. Sromotion of the production of spant fual Is unwisa. Thera is no 14,002 policy, consistent with recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences, that

PRl e e bl T ek WA AP S I 03.016 weapons-usable fissile materials be made at least as proliferation resistant as spent fuel.

i the best imefests of the peopte of the United Statos. cont.

Wae tecommend that HEU be further blended down to a concentration of 1% or less, 0

1t can ba isposod of a3 low level radionctive waste, In the long range view of things 10.009 10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and
P

this will be the mast economical, environmentally sound and safest oplion. And it will .00 : - °

best sarve our nation's nonproliferation policy. Furthermore, even as we have disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the altemnatives. The

e Ty o S anling 03.020 analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact

Inspection,
taopon?ydsmmmmimﬂontooompfywimhemﬂesforwﬂehmhavebeen

o & [, IO

Sincorely yours,
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among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed
cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made
them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi-
cates that commercial use of LEU fuel derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense
and would save billions of dollars. DOE believes that all of the action altematives (2
through 5) evaluated in the HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send
a positive message to other nations.

03.020: The United States has begun to subject its stockpiles of surplus weapons-
usable fissile materials to 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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WILCOX, BOB, SAVANNAH RIVER, SC

10 be inconsistent, That's the ead of my comments. Thank you.

PAGE10OF1
Date Received: 1411095
Comment [D: PO034
Names Bob Wilcox
Address: Savannah River, South Carolina
Transcription:

This {s Bob Wilcox nt the Savannak River Site. 1 have three comments. Number (1) all things 10.003
{dered, not just envi ] Empacts, DOE’s prefiaved a ive is the comect one; (2) "
the calcutated '\ of maxl. facility ignificant, DOE should analyze l 21,018

whether some mitigation could be impl d 0 23 to lower these risks ¢
of which site ot sites aze chosen for the blending; (3) so far as potential use of the 300M arcaat 23,006
SRS e 4, the DOE prefeered ol jve and mission guldance provided by DOE appear 3

10.003: Comment noted.

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

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

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

23.006: Building 321 is in the process of being deactivated and will not be available for
metal blending as was stated in the HEU Draft EIS. Therefore, metal blending will not be
performed at SRS.
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WILCOX, ROBERT, MARTINEZ, GA
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READER RESPONSE CARD

The se of this card [2 to featlon b readers of the N and the,
ommme Maferfals Dlsposition, Your views, c};mmu, and suggestions are nppndﬂ«’@

o r Llrecoro
YoM aMs Q ‘;‘}‘”"" e

Tiles &c Flet. AMArAC £

Organtzoton; . [JETREpose  SAWIVAAN. ﬁwgg o .

Muiling Address:, 2 fEusdo Y Cihets
office bax) ’, (entchapertrocotfmall $99p)
AT £ ksl
G2 {stase] tip codo)
Please check all that apply:

A, Mailing List Reques: 0 Add Q Modify Q Delete

B, Information Request
ched Uranium (HEU) EIS Implementation Plag
ﬁ, ll{gﬂ!r?g Smpnglgnkyodﬁm of &;”&mwum Fissile Materfals PELS Implementation Plaa
Dnﬁ 1IEVEIS

7

Commentss _Rohy g0 altnantve Hom l-b,.J:..: 105_pevent o sueples Gfe L

Pleasa fesponse :  US, Ttment of Energy * Otllca of Fisslle Materials Disposition, MD-4 « Newsletter
= e o 4 Ave., SW, * Was D.C, 20588

| 07.001

gaitor « Forrestal Bullding « 1000 )

07.001: Alternative 2 represents blending 100 percent of surplus HEU to waste for dis-
posal. Alternative 5 represents blending up to 85 percent of surplus HEU for commercial
use as reactor fuel. Blending 100 percent for commercial use is not analyzed in the HEU
Final EIS because 15 to 30 percent of the currently declared surplus inventory is in forms
or assays that may prove uneconomical to develop for commercial use.
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Woop, ADELLE, NASHVILLE, TN
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5622 Kendall Drive

Nashvitle, TN 37208

January 8, 1898

DOE/Fissila Materlala Disposition
clo SAICIHEU EIS

P.O, Box 23788

Washington, OC 20028-3788

Dear Sir or Madam,

| write 10 exprass my opposiiion to turning highly iched um into nucl
roactor Juel, We already have much nuclear waste, with no safe and permanent
moans of disposing of It. At fonst until that problem Is resolved, | and many others
remain unalierably opposed to craaling mora toxic and radioaclive waate.

While | em cortainly no oxpert on this issus, | have grave cancecns about the
disposal of nuclear wastes, especially sinco | live in a state that has boen proposed
as a dumping ground. Transporiation and siorage of thase wastes ¢an rot be made
safe, and neither § or other citlzens should sutfer loe short-sighted planning.

:ndo support the dowablending of hlghly anriched uranium so that it can not bo used
v A pacity blend a h lared 8

In ten years. The function ol goverament Is to protect ita citizens, not to exposo us to

unnecossary risks,

| 10,024

l 14.018

| 10.023

Sincoroly,

SI'Q u/‘ fl

Adelle Wood

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

14.018: Spent nuclear fuel that results from commercial use of LEU fuel derived from
surplus HEU will not be in addition to spent fuel that would be generated in the absence
of the surplus HEU disposition program. 1t will be managed and eventually disposed of
together with other domestic commercial spent nuclear fuel pursuant to the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act. The shippers and carriers of radioactive materials must comply with
stringent Department of Transportation packaging and transport requirements, as
explained in Section 4.4 of the HEU Final EIS. There have been no injuries or fatalities
from a radioactive release in DOE's 40-year history of transporting of these materials.

10.023: Existing facilities analyzed in the HEU EIS have sufficient capability to blend
down all surplus HEU to LEU in a reasonable timeframe. However, DOE does not antic-
ipate being able to make much more than about 8 t per year available for blending. There-
fore, DOE considers that it will likely take 15 to 20 years to blend the entire surplus HEU
inventory.
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YOUNG, FAITH, DIXON SPRINGS, TN
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10.009: Blending down the entire stockpile of surplus HEU to less than 1 percent and
disposing of it as waste was evaluated in the HEU EIS as one of the altematives. The
analyses showed that this alternative would generate the highest environmental impact
among other alternatives evaluated in the HEU EIS (Table 2.4-2). DOE has developed
cost estimates associated with the alternatives analyzed in the HEU EIS and has made
them available in a separate document with the HEU Final EIS. The cost analysis indi-
cates that commercial use of LEU derived from surplus HEU makes economic sense and
would save billions of dollars compared to the alternative of blending HEU for disposal
as waste. DOE believes that all of the action alternatives (2 through 5) evaluated in the
HEU EIS meet the objective of nonproliferation and will send a positive message to other
nations.
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ZARS, PETER, ERWIN, TN
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P.H.(PETE) ZARS

887 LOVE STREET

ERWIN, TN 37650
ph&afax 423-743-2151
e-mail: phzfaol.com

22 JAN.'96
DOE~~OFFICE OF FISSILE
HATERIALS DISPOSITION
C/0 SAIC/HEU EIS
P.O.BOX 23786
WASHINGTON, DC 20026~3786

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE DXSPOSITION OF SURPLUS HXGHLY
ENRICHED URANIUM, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT, REPORT OF OCTOBER, 1955.

TO WHOM X% HAY CONCEBRK:

We received a copy of the subject report late
Dacember and early Januaxy, the latter some days after
the last extension had expired and after we had been
immobilized by the previous week's snowstorm. Although
we are supposedly on the NRC's list of concerned private
citizens, no matexial was given to us by that route. Our
comments arae therefore brief and force us to request a
public hearing to better address the grave issues before
deciding between final alternatives.

Comments

1) Under Alternative 1, “no action but continued
storage”, we feel this option is to be preferred over
all others for the following valid reasons:

a) All other proposed actions do not address
the immediate problem of pregent prolifexation
possibilities. It is possible today for a private
citizen to purchase an atom bomb from several known
or unknown foreign suppliers.

82,016

10.021

32.016: The availability of the HEU Draft EIS was announced in the Federal Register
(60 FR 54867) on October 26, 1995. In addition, notice was mailed directly to approxi-
mately 3,000 individuals on the mailing list of the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition,
and notice of the dates and locations of public workshops on the HEU Draft EIS was pub-
lished in Erwin-area newspapers at about the same time as the Federal Register notice
appeared. Notice of the HEU Draft EIS was not provided through the NRC’s notice sys-
tem because the EIS is not an NRC document and does not involve any pending NRC
licensing or enforcement actions. The comment period was extended from 45 to 78 days
and ended on January 12, 1996. Unfortunately, there is no way for DOE to assure that
every interested individual is notified, but we do the best we can. Although your com-
ments were received after the end of the official comment period, they have been fully
considered. To reduce costs of complying with the NEPA of 1969, as amended, and due
to the geographical proximity of three of the four candidate sites identified in the HEU
Draft EIS, DOE determined that two public meetings (Knoxville, TN and Augusta, GA)
would be appropriate for this program.

10.021: a) The No Action Alternative is analyzed and will be considered with other
alternatives in the ROD. However, it does not satisfy the nonproliferation and economic
objective of this program because it leaves the material in weapons-usable form. If it is
true that private citizens can purchase atom bombs, it would seem that converting HEU to
LEU would improve that situation and set an example for other nations.

b) The U.S. HEU disposition program is not a bilateral action with the nations of the
former Soviet Union, but it is intended to reciprocate similar actions Russia has already
taken unilaterally to reduce its HEU stockpiles and set an example for others.

¢) DOE makes no assumption about abatement of proliferation threats beyond the obvi-
ous one that reducing global stockpiles of surplus fissile materials reduces those threats.

d) It is primarily Russian stockpiles of HEU that we wish to see reduced, and they have
already taken the first step by agreeing to sell 500 t of weapons HEU to the United States.

e) Once HEU is blended down to LEU, it cannot be used in weapons without re-enrich-
ment. Any of the world’s abundant supplies of LEU could conceivably be further
enriched to make HEU—at great expense and only with sophisticated technology.

f) Fusion energy is not projected to be a viable source of energy, even by its most ardent
proponents, until about the 2040 timeframe. The HEU disposition program proposes to
destroy HEU, not proliferate it, and will not extend the life of reactors or cause new ones
to be built.
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ZARS, PETER, ERWIN, TN
PAGE2OF 3

b) The lead time for effectively implementing
the proposed alternativa(s) depends in too great a
measure on the willingness and readiness of former
USSR arsenals to come to a meaningful agreement.

c) DOE proposals assume that within a few years
of down-blending the threat of proliferation will
have been abated. This approach is unwarranted in
view of all historical evidence. It is high folily.

d) Even should the United States unilaterally
down-blend its warhead stocks, few other countries,
France, to single out one, would never participate
in a cooperative and parallel enterprise.

e) Down-blending to the lavels for power plant
use will not assure that such fuels, worldwide,
cannot be subverted to re-concentration by hostile
foreign governments. Witness Saddam Hussein's
abjlity to buy the requisite facilities.

£) The rapidly approaching era (2010?) of
fusion power will likely obviate any large-scale,
long~texm programs to continue with fission power
into the near future. Many of the present nuclear
power plants are approaching their decommissioning
age due to wear and tear. Why then proliferate HEU
into a quadrangle spiderweb of down-blenders in
which the chances of catching an accident are
quadrupled?

g) The continuing increase of spent fuel
wastes, abetted by any program of down-blending
weapons~grade uranjum to fuel-grade, only prolongs
the agony of wastes disposal. Surely the United
States has already enough headaches with cleaning
up the already contaminated areas such as Hanford,
Savannah River, Rocky Flats, etc.,etc., to say
nothing about global environmental contamination

due to previous shoddy practices, Chernobyl etc.

10.021
cont.

£) The HEU disposition program would not produce additional spent fuel, but rather
would replace spent fuel that would be generated anyway. In fact, environmental conse-
quences are less while getting rid of HEU.

h) Economic and environmental justice concerns are addressed in the HEU EIS in
response to requirements by the Council on Environmental Quality and DOE NEPA reg-
ulations.

i) Some of the sequestration of HEU abroad is inadequate to eliminate it as a serious pro-
liferation concern. Consequently, reducing global stockpiles of surplus HEU is consid-
ered the best way to reduce the proliferation threat. If we do not begin to reduce our own
stockpiles, Russia will not continue to reduce theirs. Far from being a band-aid solution,
eliminating HEU by blending it down to non-weapons-usable LEU is a permanent solu-
tion to this problem.
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ZARS, PETER, ERWIN, TN
PAGE3 OF 3

h) Why highlight economic and minority concerns
at a time when the general decommissioning of World
War IXI and Cold War facilities has already caused
far greater dislocations?

i) A continued sequestration of U.S.and foreign
HEU materials, under secure guard here and abroad,
would surely be the best interim response to the
current crisis. Down-blending would ba a BAND-AYID®
solution to a massive hemorrhage. No one has yet
attempted to storm Fort Knox! (But they certainly
have been after local banks,)

j) Should the waight of other comment dictate
the blend-down options decided upon in the subject
EIS, we suggest that all such activity be assigned
to DOE's Y-12 Plant in oak Ridge, Tennessees, and
nowhere olse. There is where the manpower and the
nuclear expertise, as well as the stored HEU is
presently concentrated.

We enclose a bibliography of previous problems
at NFS, glossed over in the DOE volume, including the
curious reference in the 1993 World Almanac and its
subsequent deletion, as wall as pertinent data as to the
flood proneness of that 1957 facility. Thers have also
been enough recent safety incidents at NFS to warrant
renewed caution.

H 2f Iy
Most respectfully submitted, P j [ ]
P.H.Zaxs

10.021
cont.

10.008

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