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ABSTRACT

USEC Inc. (USEC) has submitted an application to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for a
license to construct, operate, and decommission the American Centrifuge Plant (ACP), a gas centrifuge
uranium enrichment facility located on the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) reservation in Piketon,
Ohio. The American Centrifuge Plant, if licensed, would enrich uranium for use in commercial nuclear
fuel for power reactors. Feed material would be comprised of non-enriched uranium hexafluoride (UF).
USEC proposes to enrich uranium up to 10 percent by weight of uranium-235. The initial license
application is for a 3.5 million separative work unit' (SWU) per year facility. Because USEC indicated
the potential for future expansion to 7.0 million SWU per year, the environmental review looks at the
impacts from a 7.0 million SWU per year facility. The proposed ACP would be licensed in accordance
with the provisions of the Afomic Energy Act. Specifically, an NRC license under Title 10, “Energy,” of
the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Parts 30, 40, and 70 would be required to authorize
USEC to possess and use special nuclear material, source material, and byproduct material at the
proposed ACP site.

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared in compliance with the National Environmental
Policy Act and the NRC regulations for implementing the Act. This EIS evaluates the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed action and its reasonable alternatives. This EIS also describes the
environment potentially affected by USEC’s proposal, presents and compares the potential environmental
impacts resulting from the proposed action and its alternatives, and describes USEC’s environmental
monitoring program and mitigation measures.

! SWU relates to a measure of the amount of work used to enrich uranium.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) is considering whether to issue a license, pursuant to
Title 10 of the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Parts 30, 40, and 70, that would allow USEC
Inc. (USEC) to possess and use byproduct material, source material, and special nuclear material at a
proposed gas centrifuge uranium enrichment facility near Piketon, Ohio. The scope of activities to be
conducted under the license would include the construction, operation, and decommissioning of the
proposed plant, which is called the American Centrifuge Plant (ACP). This licensing action would be
taken in response to an application filed with the NRC by USEC by letter dated August 23, 2004. To
support its licensing decision on the proposed ACP, the NRC determined that an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is required by the NRC’s implementing regulations in 10 CFR Part 51 for the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

The enriched uranium produced at the proposed ACP would be used to manufacture nuclear fuel for
commercial nuclear power reactors. Enrichment is the process of increasing the concentration of the
naturally occurring and fissionable uranium-235 isotope. Uranium ore usually contains approximately
0.72 weight percent uranium-235. In order to be useful in nuclear power plants as fuel for electricity
generation, the uranium must typically be enriched up to 5 weight percent.

THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action considered in this EIS is for the NRC to issue a license that would authorize USEC
to possess and use special nuclear material, source material, and byproduct material at the ACP, a gas
centrifuge uranium enrichment facility proposed to be located on the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
reservation near Piketon, Ohio. Piketon is between Chillicothe and Portsmouth, Ohio, approximately 113
kilometers (70 miles) south of Columbus, Ohio. If a license is issued, USEC would construct, operate,
and decommission the proposed ACP. The ACP would be located at the same site as DOE’s Portsmouth
Gaseous Diffusion Plant, which has been shut down since May 2001. The ACP would consist of
refurbished existing buildings, newly constructed facilities, and adjacent grounds owned by DOE and
leased by USEC.

In its license application, USEC indicated that the proposed ACP would utilize centrifuge technology to
enrich uranium-235 up to 10 weight percent, although enrichment would typically be between 2.5 and 5
weight percent uranium-235. The license application is for a 3.5 million separative work units (SWU) per
year facility. However, because USEC indicated the potential for future expansion to 7 million SWU per
year, this EIS examines the potential impacts of a full 7-million SWU facility. Depending on the timing
of the NRC licensing process and other factors, USEC plans to start construction of the proposed ACP in
2007, begin commercial centrifuge operations in 2009, and ramp up to the 3.5 million SWU design
capacity by 2011. The NRC license, if granted, would be for a period of 30 years. After the proposed
ACP becomes operational, production of enriched uranium would ultimately cease at the gaseous
diffusion plant in Paducah, Kentucky and be replaced by the proposed new gas centrifuge process at
Piketon.
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The purpose of the proposed action would be to allow USEC to construct and operate a plant to enrich
uranium up to 10 percent by weight of uranium-235, with an initial production capacity of 3.5 million
SWU per year potentially expandable to 7 million SWU per year, using gas centrifuge technology at the
DOE reservation in Piketon, Chio. The proposed action is intended to satisfy the overall need for an
additional reliable and economical domestic source of enriched uranium and to replace existing aging and
less efficient uranium enrichment facilities.

For the purpose of this EIS, the need for the proposed ACP can be organized more specifically into: (1)
the need for enriched uranium to fulfill electricity requirements; (2) the need for domestic supplies of
enriched uranium for national energy security; and (3) the need for upgraded uranium enrichment
technology in the U.S. The proposed action fulfills each of these needs as explained below.

By 2020, the U.S. is estimated to need about 393 gigawatts or 393,000 megawatts of new generating
capacity. To meet this growing demand, installed nuclear-generating capacity in the U.S. is projected to
increase from approximately 98 gigawatts (98,000 megawatts) in 2001 to about 103 gigawatts (103,000
megawatts) in 2025, which is the equivalent of about five large nuclear power reactors. While this
demand for enriched uranium is going up, the supplies of enriched uranium currently used in the U.S. are
on the decline. In particular, the Megatons-to-Megawatts program, which currently supplies
approximately 42 percent of the U.S.’s enriched uranium needs by “down blending” uranium from
dismantled nuclear warheads from Russia, is only planned to continue until 2013. Enriched uranium will
have to come from one or more new sources, such as the proposed ACP, to fulfill the shortfall in supply
that may exist after that time.

Foreign sources currently provide as much as 86 percent of U.S. enriched uranium needs. This includes
42 percent from the Megatons-to-Megawatts program with Russia as noted above, along with 44 percent
from other countries that produce and export enriched uranium to the U.S., including China, France,
Germany, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom. The only uranium enrichment facility currently
operating in the U.S. is the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant. The other gaseous diffusion plant ceased
operation in 2001, and is currently in cold stand-by status. A supply disruption with the Paducah plant
production could impact national energy security because domestic commercial reactors, which currently
supply approximately 20 percent of the nation’s electricity requirements, would be fully dependent on
foreign sources for enriched uranium. The proposed ACP, therefore, would help decrease this
dependence on foreign sources and improve the nation’s national energy security.

In addition to advancing national energy security goals, development of the proposed ACP would help
accomplish the goals of the June 17, 2002 DOE-USEC Agreement to “facilitate the deployment of new,
cost effective advanced enrichment technology in the U.S. on a rapid schedule.” It would enable USEC
to construct and operate a modern, more efficient, less costly enrichment plant to supplement and replace
its more than 50-year old gaseous diffusion plants. Gas centrifuge technology represents a more efficient
and less energy intensive uranium enrichment technology than the gaseous diffusion technology currently
in use. According to USEC, the energy requirements of a gas centrifuge plant are about five percent of
that required by a comparably sized gaseous diffusion plant, resulting in considerably lower operating
cost.
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ALTERNATIVES

This EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of several alternatives, including the no-action
alternative. Under the no-action alternative, the proposed ACP would not be constructed, operated, and
decommissioned at the DOE reservation in Piketon, Ohio. Enriched uranium needs would continue to be
met with existing domestic and foreign uranium enrichment suppliers. Any future uses of facilities and
grounds currently proposed for the ACP would be up to USEC and DOE, but would be expected to
include similar activities within the nuclear fuel cycle, consistent with USEC’s and the reservation’s

history and mission.

The NRC staff considered several alternatives to fulfill domestic enrichment needs:

(1) Construct and operate the ACP at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant in Paducah, Kentucky;

(2) Construct and operate the ACP at alternative locations at the DOE reservation in Piketon, Ohio;
(3) Down blend highly enriched uranium instead of constructing a domestic uranium enrichment plant;
(4) Re-activate the Gaséous Diffusion Plant at the DOE reservation in Piketon; and

(5) Purchase low-enriched uranium from foreign s;ources.

These alternatives were eliminated from further consideration in this EIS because they either did not
offer any environmental advantage over the proposed action, or did not meet the need for a reliable,
economical source of domestic uranium enrichment.

The NRC staff also considered alternative technologies to the proposed gas centrifuge process. These
technologies included the electromagnetic isotope separation process, liquid thermal diffusion, atomic
vapor laser isotope separation, and the separation of isotopes by laser excitation. These technologies,
however, are not economically viable or remain at the research developmental scale and were thus
eliminated from further consideration.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

Potential environmental impacts of the proposed action are evaluated in Chapter 4 of this EIS and
summarized below. The environmental impacts from the proposed action are generally SMALL,
although they could be as high as MODERATE in the areas of air quality, socioeconomics, and
transportation. Methods for mitigating the potential impacts are described in Chapter 5. Environmental
monitoring methods are described in Chapter 6.

Land Use

Small Impact. Site preparation and construction activities would occur on approximately 22 hectares (55
acres) of land, which comprises about one percent of the total 1,497 hectare (3,700 acre) DOE
reservation. These changes would convert previously disturbed land (e.g., managed lawns, fields, and
forests) on the DOE reservation to developed areas. The land is not considered prime farmland, and
changes would be consistent with current land use. It is anticipated that after decommissioning activities



are completed, existing buildings and structures
would remain onsite and the site would remain
categorized for industrial use.

Historic and Cultural Resources

Small Impact. NRC identified the Portsmouth
Gaseous Diffusion Plant historic district, thirteen
historic farmsteads, and one prehistoric lithic
scatter as being potentially eligible for inclusion
on the National Register of Historic Places. In
addition, NRC included three properties located
around the perimeter in its consideration of
potential effects. There would be no adverse
indirect or direct effect on these sites. In
addition, construction of new buildings and
refurbishment of existing buildings would result
in buildings of design, size, and function similar
to the existing buildings, and therefore would not
alter the historic setting of the existing Gaseous
Diffusion Plant.

Determination of the Significance of Potential
Environmental Impacts

A standard of significance has been established
Jor assessing environmental impacts. Based on
the Council of Environmental Quality’s
regulations, each impact is to be assigned one of
the following three significance levels:

o Small: The environmental effects are not
detectable or are so minor that they would
neither destabilize nor noticeably alter any
important attribute of the resource.

»  Moderate: The environmental effects are
sufficient to noticeably alter but not
destabilize important attributes of the
resource.

e Large: The environmental effects are
clearly noticeable and are sufficient to
destabilize important attributes of the

resource.

Any additional disturbance of the site during
decommissioning is not anticipated to have
impacts to historic and cultural resources that exceed those associated with construction of the proposed
ACP. Any changes to or demolition of buildings or structures proposed to be conducted during
decommissioning would be evaluated for historic and cultural resources impacts prior to any
implementation.

Visual and Scenic Resources

Small Impact. Construction of the proposed ACP would not alter the site’s Bureau of Land Management
Visual Resources Management rating system classification of Class III or IV (moderate to little scenic
value). There are no scenic rivers, nature preserves, or unique visual resources in the proposed project
‘area. While not anticipated, any changes to, or demolition of, buildings or structures proposed during
decommissioning would be evaluated for visual and scenic resource impacts prior to any implementation.

Air Quality

Small to Moderate Impact. Airborne emissions from site preparation and construction should not result in
exceedances of air quality standards, with the possible exception of short-term increases in particulate
matter that could exceed the applicable standard up to a distance of 1,000 meters (3,280 feet) beyond the
fenceline. Radiological releases from soil disturbances and from activities to refurbish existing buildings
that would be used for the ACP would be small and controlled. Emissions from diesel generators would
not cause air quality problems, and maximum predicted concentrations of hydrogen fluoride resulting
from ACP operations are below safe levels. Based on the maximum radiological emission rates for the
ACP, and the comprehensive site monitoring program, the expected impact to air quality from the plant’s
radiological emissions during operations is also expected to be small. The air quality impacts associated



with decontamination and decommissioning are expected to be less than the air quality impacts associated
with site preparation and construction and proposed ACP operations; however, there is the potential for
emission of solvents during the decontamination phase if solvent cleaning methods are used. These
emissions would be of short duration (i.e., a few weeks) and would probably involve small amounts of
solvent.

Geology and Soils

Small Impact. Most of the site is an existing industrial facility with altered natural soils. The soils are
cohesive and over-consolidated and have low potential for liquefaction. There is little likelihood of
impact from soil compaction or subsidence and there are no unique mineral deposits or geologic resources
that stand to be affected. The flat terrain where the ACP buildings would be located, and the dense soil,
low moisture content, and vegetative cover in the area of a new 10 hectare (24 acre) cylinder storage yard
to be located in another spot on the reservation make landslides unlikely. Construction activities would
not alter current drainage and would not disturb any soils that qualify for protection as prime farmland.
There would be a potential for increased erosion and siltation of streams near the construction site of the
new large cylinder storage yard, but both of these potential impacts should be minimized by the use of
standard best management practices. Likewise, the potential for soil contamination resulting from ACP
operations would be small. A plan would be in place to address any spills that might occur.

Impacts to geology and soils associated with the decommissioning of the proposed ACP are not
anticipated to exceed the geology and soils impacts associated with construction of the ACP. There is
potential for additional removal of contaminated surface soils from the site during decontamination and
decommissioning; however, any such surface removal is anticipated to be limited in scope and not
anticipated to affect the site terrain or the subsurface.

Water Resources

Small Impact. Potential stream sedimentation from construction activities would be minimized by the use
of silt fences and other best management practices. Any impacts to stream water quality would be of
short duration. None of the proposed site preparation and construction activities would occur within a
100-year floodplain. Groundwater withdrawals would increase by 10 percent over current usage rates,
but would still be only 31 percent of the total design capacity of the site’s well fields, would not affect
groundwater availability, and would not pose an increased risk of subsidence. Wastewater would
continue to discharge from permitted National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System outfalls and
discharge rates, though increased above current levels, would represent only 75 percent of the existing
system’s design capacity. USEC does not anticipate any liquid discharges of radioactive materials from
the proposed ACP (i.e., from cooling water, storm water runoff, or sanitary water). The potential for
leaks or spills that could contaminate water resources would be limited by an approved Spill Prevention
Control and Countermeasures Plan.

Ecological Resources

Small Impact. Construction of the new large cylinder storage yard referenced above in the section on
geology and soils would result in increased erosion, stormwater runoff, and loss of 10 hectares (24 acres)
of vegetation, but with planned best management practices, would result in small impacts to the flora and
fauna in and around the tributaries of Little Beaver Creek. That same cylinder storage yard would also be
located within 500 meters (1,640 feet) of suitable summer habitat for the endangered Indiana bat,
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although studies have not documented the presence of this bat species on the DOE reservation. None of
the site construction activities would occur in wetlands. However, some construction would occur
adjacent to small wetlands, and standard erosion control measures would be used to limit sedimentation in
these areas. Areas of reestablished vegetation may need to be cleared during site decommissioning (e.g.,
to conduct surface soil removal for site remediation). Any areas cleared of vegetation during
decommissioning are anticipated to be small and vegetation could reestablish itself in cleared unpaved
areas after decommissioning activities are completed.

Socioeconomics

Small to Moderate Impact. In each year between 2006 and 2010, average annual employment as a result
of site preparation, refurbishment, and construction activities is estimated at 3,362 full-time jobs in the
-region of influence. During the ACP operations phase between 2010 and 2040, 1,500 jobs would be
created in the region of influence. These impacts to regional employment are considered moderate, based
on existing employment levels in the region. All other socioeconomic impacts from site preparation and
construction and ACP operations are estimated to be small. This includes a small increase in regional tax
revenues as well as small impacts to population characteristics, housing resources, community and social
services, and public utilities.

Cessation of operations at the Paducah enrichment plant (assumed to occur with start-up of operations at
the ACP) would result in direct and indirect socioeconomic impacts associated with the termination of the
operations workforce at the plant and associated reduction in payroll. The impacts to regional
employment around the Paducah site are estimated to be moderate, but all other socioeconomic impacts in
the region are expected to be small.

Decontamination and decommissioning of the proposed ACP also would generally have small impacts.
As a result of such activities, an average of 841 direct and indirect jobs are expected to be created, of
which 407 would be new (the others would be filled by transitioned USEC workers). It is unlikely that
State income tax, State sales tax, and county-level tax revenues would significantly increase as a result of
the decontamination and decommissioning phase of the proposed action. Likewise, decontamination and
decommissioning activities are not expected to lead to a large influx of workers that could cause housing
shortages or increases in rental rates in the region. The small influx of workers would also have a small
effect on public utilities, fire, law enforcement, healthcare, and administrative levels of service.

Environmental Justice

Small Impact. The environmental justice analysis focused on an area within 80 kilometers (50 miles)
around the proposed ACP site. The analysis found that, within this area, there are 18 Census tracts that
have populations qualifying as low-income and two Census tracts that have populations qualifying as
minority. The closest of these tracts is 28 kilometers (17 miles) from the proposed site. Although the
impacts to the general population were small to moderate as summarized elsewhere in this section, an
examination of the various environmental pathways by which low-income and minority populations could
be affected found no disproportionately high or adverse impacts from construction, operation, or
decommissioning on any of these populations.
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Noise

Small Impact. Site preparation and construction activities are expected to generate a 53 day-night average
noise level, which is below applicable land use compatibility guidelines. No adverse noise impacts from
routine ACP operations are expected at the closest residence due to low operational noise, the attenuation
provided by the building facade, and distance attenuation of over 900 meters (3,000 feet). Catastrophic
failure of a centrifuge could cause a sudden but brief loud noise, due to the high rotational speed of the
centrifuge. However, the likelihood of a single centrifuge catastrophically failing is very low. Noise
levels during decontamination and decommissioning are also anticipated to be small and similar to those
generated during construction of the proposed ACP.

Transportation

Small to Moderate Non-radiological Impacts from Routine Transportation. Increased truck and vehicle
traffic associated with proposed ACP operations should result in small changes in current levels of
congestion and delays on U.S. Route 23 and Ohio State Road 32. Traffic associated with proposed
operations should also result in small increases in the number of traffic accidents resulting in injuries or

fatalities.

Substantially greater transportation requirements during the construction phase could result in moderate
impacts during the five-year period in which most of the proposed construction activity is projected to
occur. The NRC estimates that increased traffic during construction would temporarily decrease the level
of service on U.S. Route 23 and, to a lesser extent, on Ohio State Road 32. The changes on U.S Route 23
would temporarily increase traffic density, affect the ability to maneuver within the traffic stream, and
reduce travel speeds somewhat. It is also expected that construction traffic accidents would result in
about 18 injuries a year involving employees traveling to and from their jobs, and one fatality over the
entire construction period. These same injury and fatality rates would be expected if the same employees
were driving to different employers.

Small Radiological Impacts from Routine Transportation and Transportation Accidents. The

transportation of materials containing radionuclides would result in some increased risk of cancer to both
the occupational workers transporting and handling the material and to members of the public driving
along the roads or living along the transportation routes. The transport of all materials is estimated to
result in approximately 0.014 latent cancer fatalities per year of operation from exposure to direct
radiation during “incident-free” transport (i.e., shipping that does not involve the breach of a shipping
container and subsequent release of radioactive material), and an additional 0.008 latent cancer fatalities
per year from accidents that result in the release of radioactive material into the environment. The total
latent cancer fatalities is estimated to be 0.02 per year of operation or less than one cancer fatality over the
30 years of operation.

Moderate Non-Radiological Impacts from Transportation Accidents. Transportation accidents involving
the release of uranium hexafluoride (UF), which is the form of uranium that would be transported the
most to and from the proposed ACP, could also result in chemical impacts to drivers and the surrounding
public. When released from a shipping cylinder, UF, reacts with the moisture in the atmosphere to form
hydrogen fluoride and uranyl fluoride, both of which can cause adverse effects due to chemical toxicity
(as opposed to radiation hazards) if exposures are high enough. The analysis in Section 4.2.11.1 of this
EIS shows that the probability of a severe transportation accident that releases sufficient quantities of UF,
that could pose a health risk is low, but that the consequences of such an accident, should it occur, are
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high. Based on this analysis, the impacts associated with such an accident as part of the proposed action
are considered moderate.

Small Impact During Decontamination and Decommissioning. Traffic associated with material and
equipment transportation to the site during this phase would be much lower than that during site
preparation and construction. Decontamination and decommissioning activities, including waste
generation and handling, would require almost 5,000 truck shipments for offsite disposal over the five-
year decommissioning period proposed by USEC. Because this volume of truck traffic is far less than the
estimated 17,870 truck trips needed during the five-year proposed ACP construction period, the
transportation impacts associated with the decommissioning truck traffic should be far less than that
described for site preparation and construction. The number of latent cancer fatalities from the incident-
free transportation of all decontamination and decommissioning waste is estimated to be less than one,
and there are no projected deaths resulting from the release of radioactive material as a result of accidents
during such shipments.

Public and Occupational Health and Safety

Small Impact. The proposed action would result in small increases in the current number of occupational
injuries and illnesses at the site, though still less than historical levels. Construction and process areas
would be segregated, and personnel monitoring programs would be implemented, to minimize worker
exposures to annual radiation doses of less than the 10 CFR § 20.1201 limit of 50 millisieverts (5,000
millirem). The maximum does to members of the public resulting from routine radiation exposures is
estimated to be 0.01 millisieverts (1 millirem) per year, for a hypothetical person living on the northern
boundary of the DOE reservation. This predicted dose is significantly below the 10 CFR Part 20
regulatory limit of 1 millisievert (100 millirem) and 40 CFR Part 190 regulatory limit of 0.25 millisieverts
(25 millirem) for uranium fuel-cycle facilities. Analytical results also indicate that plausible radiological
accidents at the proposed ACP pose acceptably low risks. In addition, public and occupational exposures
to non-radiological contaminants are projected to be less than applicable limits.

Occupational exposures during onsite decontamination and decommissioning would be bounded by the
potential exposures during operation. At the end of plant life, gas centrifuges containing residual uranium
would be purged, leaving radioactive material in amounts significantly less than handled during
operations. Because systems containing this residual contamination would be opened, decontaminated
(with the removed radioactive material processed and packaged for disposal), and dismantled, an active
environmental and dosimetry (external and internal) program would be conducted to maintain as low as
reasonably achievable doses to workers and doses to individual members of the public as required by 10
CFR Part 20.

Waste Management

Small Impact. Site preparation, construction, and operations would generate varying amounts of low-
level radioactive, low-level mixed, hazardous, sanitary/industrial, and recyclable wastes. All of these
wastes would be managed in accordance with existing procedures for controlling contaminant releases
and exposures. With the exception of the depleted uranium, all of the wastes would also be generated at
volumes that are well within existing management capacities. The ACP would generate approximately
41,105 cylindersof depleted UF;, containing approximately 512,730 metric tons (535,200 tons) of
material. Production of depleted UF for the 10 percent enrichment scenario would be less than this
amount. All of this depleted UF, could be converted to a more stable chemical form at a new conversion
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facility that DOE is constructing at Piketon, which would require DOE to significantly extend the life of
this facility. The converted material would then be shipped by rail to an acceptable western disposal site,
where sufficient capacity exists and where the disposal impacts should be small. The waste management
and recycling programs used during operations would also apply to decontamination and
decommissioning.

SUMMARY OF THE COSTS AND BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action would result in both direct and indirect costs. The direct costs can be categorized by
facility life-cycle stages:

e  Site preparation and construction is estimated to incur costs of $1.5 billion (nominal dollars, i.e.,
dollars that are not adjusted for inflation) between calendar years 2006 and 2010;

» Centrifuge manufacturing and assembly is estimated to cost $1.8 billion (nominal dollars) between
calendar years 2004 and 2013;

e Operational costs are expected to accrue between 2011 and 2040. Operating costs are considered to
be proprietary information and have been withheld here pursuant to 10 CFR 2.390. The ACP
operating costs per SWU would be approximately 20 percent of the operating costs per SWU of a
gaseous diffusion plant.

» Disposal of tails generated during the 30-year operations phase is estimated to cost $1.8 billion (2004
dollars') in total. Although the precise disposal plan is to be determined, these costs are likely to be
incrementally accrued between 2011 and 2045.

e Decontamination and decommissioning is estimated to cost $435 million (2004 real dollars, i.e.,
dollars stated in year 2005 price levels) over a period of six years, which are expected to begin 30
years after the commencement of ACP operations and are expected to occur from 2040 through 2045.

Indirect costs include the environmental impacts that are expected to be caused by the proposed action.
As summarized in the preceding section, these impacts are generally considered small, although they
could reach moderate levels in a few resource areas.

The primary benefit of the proposed action is that it would result in the production of 3.5-7 million SWUs
of enriched uranium between 2010 and 2040. The ACP operating costs per SWU would be
approximately 20 percent of the operating costs per SWU of a gaseous diffusion plant. This level of
productlon. would represent an augmentation of the domestic supply of enriched uranium and would meet
the following needs:

¢ The need for enriched uranium to fulfill domestic electricity requirements and replace the shortfall in
supply created by the end of the Megatons-to-Megawatts program planned in 2013;

! In order to avoid the uncertainties associated with deflating or inflating the value of the dollar, and to simplify
references to USEC’s cost information, this document expresses costs and benefits in the units (real or nominal dollars) as they
were provided in the USEC ER, license application, and responses to requests for additional information. A base year is always
identified for real dollar estimates. Nominal dollar estimates are also clearly identified. In Chapter 7, for the purposes of the net
present value analysis ,the document presents costs in 2005 real dollars because when performing a net present value analysis it
is essential that all costs and benefits be expressed in real dollars referenced to a common base year.
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=  The need for domestic supplies of enriched uranium for national energy security; and

*  The need for upgraded uranium enrichment technology in the United States to replace the existing
aging and less efficient gaseous diffusion plants.

At the same time, the proposed action would result in positive socioeconomic impacts in the region
around Piketon. During the site preparation and construction phase between 2006 and 2010, these
impacts include the creation of 3,362 full-time jobs, an increase of $2.3 million in annual state income tax
revenues, and an increase in $3.7 million in annual state sales tax receipts. During the ACP operations
phase between 2010 and 2040, 1,500 jobs would be created in the region and the State would benefit from
$1.8 million and $2.4 million in additional annual income and sales tax receipts, respectively.

‘During the centrifuge manufacturing and assembly phase between 2004 and 2013, average annual
employment is estimated at 2,130 full-time jobs and the State would benefit from $1.5 million and $2.4
million in additional annual income and sales tax receipts.

Overall, the costs of the proposed action are estimated to be small in comparison to the benefits for the
proposed action. Therefore, the benefits of the proposed action are believed to outweigh the costs of the
proposed action.

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

The no-action alternative would consist of USEC not constructing, operating, or decommissioning the
proposed ACP at Piketon. The buildings and land proposed to be used for the ACP at the DOE
reservation in Piketon would therefore be available for some other use. At the same time, the uranium
fuel fabrication facilities in the United States would continue to obtain low-enriched uranium from
currently available sources, including the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant and the down blending of
highly enriched uranium under the Megatons to Megawatts program. In order to meet growing demands
for enriched uranium, additional domestic enrichment facilities utilizing a more efficient technology in
the future could be constructed. This could include the gas centrifuge facility proposed by Louisiana
Energy Services near Eunice, New Mexico, as well as other possible facilities. The associated impacts
associated with the existing uranium fuel cycle activities in the United States would continue as expected
today if the proposed ACP is not constructed, operated, or decommissioned.

The no-action alternative would have small local impact on historic and cultural resources; visual and
scenic resources; air, water, and ecological resources; geology and soils; environmental justice;
transportation; public and occupational health; and waste management. For land use, the facilities
currently leased to USEC for the ACP would remain leased to USEC. Some of these facilities would
likely continue to be used for the Lead Cascade Demonstration Facility, which is currently scheduled to
operate until the middle of 2008 in order to continue to provide a demonstration of the gas centrifuge
enrichment process. Any future uses of the facilities currently proposed for the ACP would be up to
USEC and DOE, but would be expected to include similar activities within the nuclear fuel cycle, not
completely different uses. Nevertheless, the current program for examining and implementing
reindustrialization alternatives at the DOE reservation would remain in place under the no-action
alternative.
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Adverse socioeconomic effects of the no-action alternative to the Piketon region would include a missed
opportunity for approximately 1,500 direct and indirect jobs during the 30-year operations phase, 3,362
direct and indirect jobs during the five-year construction phase, and 2,130 direct and indirect jobs during
the 10-year manufacturing phase that would have been created by the proposed action. The cessation of
enrichment operations at Paducah and the corresponding socioeconomic impacts in that region would be
postponed, but would likely occur sometime later when new enrichment facilities are expected to be built
to meet the nation’s growing demand for enriched uranium. Depending on the construction methods,
design of any new facilities, and local demographics, the likely socioeconomic impacts would be similar
to the proposed action, but at an alternate location.

In comparison to the no-action alternative, the proposed action would also have small impacts on land
use; historical and cultural resources; visual and scenic resources; geology and soils; water resources;
ecological resources; environmental justice; noise; public and occupational health; and waste
management. Air quality impacts could be small to moderate due to short-term increases in particulate
matter emissions from dust during construction. Transportation impacts of the proposed action are
expected to be small to moderate, accounting for increased traffic during construction and the possibility
of a severe accident releasing significant quantities of UF,, as described above.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) prepared this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in
response to an application submitted by USEC Inc. (USEC) for a license that would allow the
construction, operation, and decommissioning of a gas centrifuge uranium enrichment facility in Piketon,
Ohio (Figure 1-1). The proposed facility is called the American Centrifuge Plant (ACP).
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Figure 1-1 Location of the Proposed American Centrifuge Plant

The NRC’s Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards prepared this EIS as required by Title 10,
“Energy,” of the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Part 51. These regulations implement the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 , as amended (Public Law 91-190). The
Act requires the Federal Government to assess the potential environmental impacts of its proposed

actions.

1.2 The Proposed Action

The proposed action is the issuance of an NRC license for USEC under the provisions of the Atomic
Energy Act. The license would authorize USEC to possess and use special nuclear material, source
material, and byproduct material at the proposed ACP, in accordance with the NRC’s regulations in
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10 CFR Parts 30, 40, and 70, respectively. The scope of activities to be conducted under the license
would include the construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed plant.

USEC has proposed that the ACP be located in leased portions of the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
reservation in Piketon, Ohio. The Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant, which has been shut down since
May 2001, is also located on the DOE reservation in Piketon. The ACP would consist of refurbished
existing buildings, newly constructed facilities, and adjacent areas at the Portsmouth plant.

The proposed ACP is intended to help fulfill the terms of a DOE-USEC Agreement signed on June 17,
2002. Among other requirements, this agreement calls for USEC to deploy an advanced technology
enrichment plant, meet the need for lower cost production of enriched uranium, and replace the aging
gaseous diffusion technology formerly used at the Portsmouth plant and currently used to enrich uranium
-at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant in Paducah, Kentucky. Both the Portsmouth and Paducah plants
are owned by DOE but operated by USEC’s wholly owned subsidiary, the United States Enrichment
Corporation. After the proposed ACP becomes operational, production of enriched uranium would
ultimately cease at the Paducah plant and be replaced by the proposed new gas centrifuge process at the
Portsmouth site. Decontamination and decommissioning of facilities at Paducah currently leased to the
United States Enrichment Corporation would begin once the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant ceases
operation (USEC, 2005).

Uranium ore usually contains
approximately 0.72 weight percent
uranium-235, and this percentage is Enriched i U0, Fuel
significantly less than the 3 to 5 Fabrication 7= 2]
weight percent uranium-235 required Tails ‘ \
by nuclear power plants as fuel for
electricity generation. Therefore, Proposed ACP: Entichment Pouwge!“mtn‘dev::?&s
uranium must be enriched in one of
the steps of the nuclear fuel cycle . § e

. . . B SN i i N
(Figure 1-2) so it can be used in ——=1|= s %
commercial nuclear power plants. - - Q
Enrichment is the process of ln_-r2_ ol M e
increasing the percentage of the Conversion to UF, d RLITLITE
naturally occurring and fissile j Reprocessing l:;de:al
uranium-235 isotope and decreasing M Repgssit%ry
the percentage of uranium-238. Uranium Mines & Mills
USEC’s license application seeks Figure 1-2 Nuclear Fuel Cycle (NRC, 2004a)

authorization to produce enriched

uranium up to 10 percent by weight of uranium-235, although enrichment would normally be less than
5.5 percent by weight of uranium-235 to meet the needs of most power plants. Enriched uranium from
the proposed ACP would be used in commercial nuclear power plants, and is termed low-enriched
uranium in contrast to highly enriched uranium used in military reactors and nuclear weapons. The
proposed ACP would not alter the total amount of enriched uranium used in the U.S. nuclear fuel cycle
because the amount of enriched uranium produced at the proposed ACP would only substitute for
enriched uranium from other sources, as discussed further in this document.

USEC has requested a license for a production capacity of 3.5 million separative work units (SWUs) per
year. A SWU is a measure of enrichment in the uranium enrichment industry; it represents the level of
effort or energy required to raise the concentration of uranium-235 to a specified level, and is an indicator
of the amount of enriched uranium. Because USEC has indicated a potential for future expansion to 7.0
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million SWU, this EIS also examines the impacts of the additional construction and operations that
would increase the plant’s production capacity to approximately 7 million SWUs annually.

1.3 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

The purpose of the proposed action would be to allow USEC to construct and operate a plant to enrich
uranium up to 10 percent by weight of uranium-235, with an initial production capacity of 3.5 million
SWUs potentially expandable to 7 million SWUs, using gas centrifuge technology at the DOE reservation
in Piketon, Ohio. The proposed action is intended to satisfy the overall need for an additional reliable and
economical domestic source of enriched uranium and to replace existing aging and less efficient
production facilities.

For the purpose of this EIS, the need for the proposed ACP is organized by:

*  The need for enriched uranium to fulfill electricity requirements;

» The need for domestic supplies of enriched uranium for national energy security; and

e The need for upgraded uranium enrichment technology in the U.S.

The following sections discuss each of these needs and how they are addressed by the proposed action.
1.3.1 The Need for Enriched Uranium to Fulfill Electricity Requirements

Enriched uranium from the proposed ACP would be used in commercial nuclear power plants. Such
plants are currently supplying approximately 20 percent of the nation’s electricity requirements (EIA,

2005). As the demand for electricity increases in the future, the need for enriched uranium to fuel nuclear
power plants is also expected to increase.

By 2020, the U.S. is estimated to need about

393 gigawatts or 393,000 megawatts of new
generating capacity (DOE, 2003). To meet this
growing demand, installed nuclear-generating
capacity in the U.S. is projected to increase from
approximately 98 gigawatts (98,000 megawatts)
in 2001 to about 103 gigawatts (103,000
megawatts) in 2025. This amounts to an increase
in U.S. nuclear capacity of more than 5 gigawatts .

(5,000 megawatts), which is the equivalent of Source: Bellemare, 2003.
adding about five large nuclear power reactors.
In actuality, approximately 3.5 gigawatts
(3,500 megawatts) of the new capacity is projected to come from the uprating of existing plants, rather
than constructing new facilities (EIA, 2005). As of June 2004, the NRC had granted 102 uprates and was
reviewing 10 uprate applications (NRC, 2004b). As a further indicator of the growth in nuclear-
generating capacity, domestic nuclear facilities reported a record high median three-year design electrical
rating capacity factor' of 89.7 percent for the period 2001-2003 as compared to 70.8 percent for the
period 1989-1991 (Blake, 2004).

How Much Is A Megawatt?

One megawatt roughly provides enough
electricity for the demand of 400 to 900 homes.
The actual number is based on the season, time
of day, region of the country, power plant
capacity factors, and other factors.

! This factor reflects the amount of energy a facility generates in one year divided by the total amount it could
generate if it ran at full capacity. .



These forecasts of nuclear power generating Table 1-1 Projected Uranium Enrichment
capacity suggest a continuing, if not Demand in the U.S. for 2002-2025
increasing, demand for enriched uranium. in Million SWUs

Table 1-1 shows uranium enrichment

requirements in the U.S. for the next two
decades as forecasted by the Energy Year Fofel;st .
Information Administration. The Energy
Information Administration forecast shows a 2002 11.5 (actual) ®
growth in demand from 11.5 SWUs in 2002 to :
14.2 SWUs in 2025. 2003 12.0 (actual) ®
2005 14.6
The demand for enriched uranium in the U.S.
is currently being fulfilled by three main 2010 129
categories of supply: 2015 154
¢ Domestic production of enriched uranium. 2020 13.5
The only uranium enrichment facility
currently operating in the U.S. is the 2025 14.2
Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant, run by Notes:
USEC'’s subsidiary, the United States EIA - Energy Information Administration.
Enrichment Corporation. One other * EIA, 2003.
enrichment facility presently exists in the * EIA, 2004a.

U.S., the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion
Plant, but it ceased production in May 2001 and is in cold standby (a condition under which the plant
could be returned to a portion of its previous production capacity in approximately 18-24 months).

e The Megatons-to-Megawatts program. Under this program, the United States Enrichment
Corporation implements the 1993 government-to-government agreement between the U.S. and Russia
that calls for Russia to convert 500 metric tons (550 tons) of highly enriched uranium from
dismantled nuclear warheads into low-enriched uranium. This is the equivalent of about 20,000
nuclear warheads.  The United States Enrichment Corporation purchases the enriched portion of the
“down blended” material, tests it to make sure it meets specifications, adjusts the enrichment level if
needed, and then sells it to its electric utility customers for fuel in commercial nuclear power plants.
The activities in the United States all now take place at the Paducah plant. (USEC, 2004a)

= Other foreign sources. Other countries that produce and export enriched uranium to the U.S. include
China, France, Germany, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom.

The current U.S. demand for enriched uranium is 12 million SWUs per year (EIA, 2004). Annually, the
United States Enrichment Corporation produces approximately 10.5 million SWUs, of which 6.7 million
SWUs is sold for use in the U.S. and 3.8 million SWUs is exported (USEC, 2005). That means that the
United States Enrichment Corporation currently fulfills approximately 56 percent of the U.S. demand
(USEC, 2005). Of the amount sold for use in the U.S., 1.7 million SWUs (14 percent of U.S. demand)
comes from the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant (EIA, 2004a) and 5 million SWUs (42 percent of U.S.
demand) from the Megatons-to-Megawatts program (USEC, 2005), which is dependent on deliveries
from Russia. Therefore, up to 86 percent of the U.S. demand is currently supplied by foreign sources.
However, the United States Enrichment Corporation produces approximately 5 million SWUs (which
constitutes 42 percent of U.S. demand) at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant (USEC, 2005).
Theoretically, this enrichment capacity could be sold only to the U.S. market, thus reducing the overall
foreign dependence to approximately 7 million SWUs (58 percent of U.S. demand).
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DOE anticipates “the inevitable cessation of all domestic gaseous diffusion enrichment operations” due to
the higher cost of aging diffusion facilities like Paducah relative to new centrifuge technology (DOE,
2001a). Existing U.S. sources will not be able to provide a dependable and economical domestic supply
to meet the continuing U.S. demand for enriched uranium in the future. The Megatons-to-Megawatts
program is only planned to be available until 2013, after which the nation could have a significant
shortfall in supply if the agreement is not renewed. Therefore, new domestic sources of enriched uranium
are needed to replace the aging, energy-intensive Paducah gaseous diffusion facility even if the
Megatons-to-Megawatts program is extended beyond 2013.

At the initial licensed capacity of 3.5 million SWUs, the proposed ACP would provide roughly 29 percent
of the U.S. enrichment needs. Additionally, the NRC is evaluating the Louisiana Energy Services’
proposed National Enrichment Facility as part of a separate proposed action (NRC, 2005) with an output
of an additional 3 million SWU (25 percent). The combined output from the proposed ACP and National
Enrichment Facility (6.5 million SWUs or 54 percent of U.S. demand) could offset the current output
from the aging Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant and allow the Paducah plant to be retired. In addition, if
USEC were to expand to a 7 million SWU capacity, USEC could contribute up to 58 percent of U.S.
enrichment needs, in addition to the 25 percent that Louisiana Energy Services could produce.

Although the U.S. is a substantial net importer of enriched uranium, the United States Enrichment
Corporation also provides enriched uranium to foreign customers, as noted above, which is indicative of
utility customer preferences for multiple suppliers. An exclusive focus on domestic supply and demand
projections clearly indicates a need for the ACP facility, but the reality of global trade in enriched
uranium also provides another context for assessing the significance of any potential domestic supply
shortfall, because global enrichment forecasts indicate that international supply and demand will be in
very close balance after 2010 (ERI, 2004; Grigoriev, 2002; NUKEM, 2002; DOE, 2001a; Combs, 2004a).
These enrichment demand forecasts reflect global nuclear generation capacity forecasts, but the Energy
Information Administration has subsequently increased its forecast for 2020 world nuclear generation
capacity by about 5 percent (EIA, 2004b), indicating that earlier enrichment demand forecasts were
conservative. Supply forecasts reflect current sources of enriched uranium, the anticipated loss of supply
from diffusion technology facilities like Paducah, new supply from the proposed National Enrichment
Facility and the proposed ACP, and continuation of current levels of supply from the Russian highly
enriched uranium agreement. The current Russian highly enriched uranium agreement actually expires in
2013, and while an extension of that agreement through 2020 is a reasonable assumption, any reduction in
Russian highly enriched uranium supply after 2013 could shift the close balance after 2010 to a global
supply shortfall. Recent global market forecasts by Cornell (2005), Euratom (2005), and Combs (2004b)
agree that there will be a need for the proposed licensed capacity of both the ACP and National
Enrichment Facility, and possibly additional capacity at one or both facilities, even if the Russian
agreement is renewed. The U.S. market would be especially vulnerable to any unforeseen global supply
shortfall if the Paducah facility closes, as expected, without an offsetting increase in supply from the
combined output of the ACP and the National Enrichment Facility.

1.3.2 The Need for Domestic Supplies of Enriched Uranium for National Energy Security

With all domestic production now coming from a single plant—the aging gaseous diffusion plant in
Paducah—there is some reliability risk of U.S. domestic enrichment capability. A supply disruption
associated with the Paducah plant production or the Megatons-to-Megawatts deliveries could impact
national energy security because domestic commercial reactors, which supply approximately 20 percent
of the nation’s electricity requirements (EIA, 2005), would be fully dependent on foreign sources for
enrichment services.
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In 2 2002 letter to the NRC, DOE indicated that domestic uranium enrichment had fallen from a capacity
greater than domestic demand to a level that was less than half of domestic requirements (DOE, 2002a).
In this letter, DOE:

¢ Referenced interagency discussions led by the National Security Council where there was a clear
determination that the U.S. should maintain a viable and competitive domestic uranium enrichment
industry for the foreseeable future;

«  Estimated that 80 percent of projected demand for nuclear power in 2020 could be fueled from
foreign sources;

« Noted the importance of promoting the development of additional domestic enrichment capacity to
maintain a viable and competitive domestic uranium enrichment industry for the foreseeable future;

* Noted that there was sufficient domestic demand to support multiple uranium enrichment facilities
and that competition is important to maintain a healthy industry, and encouraged the private sector to
invest in new uranium enrichment capacity; and

* Indicated its support for the deployment of the proposed National Enrichment Facility gas centrifuge
technology by expressing its support for Urenco to partner with a U.S. company or companies,
transferring Urenco’s technology to new U.S. commercial uranium enrichment facilities.

DOE’s 2002 letter reinforces the Administration’s energy policy, which was released in May 2001 (NEP,
2001). This policy called the expansion of nuclear energy dependence “a major component of our
national energy policy.” '

The proposed ACP would contribute to the attainment of these national energy security policy objectives
by helping maintain a reliable and economical domestic source of enriched uranium. Beginning
production in 2009 and achieving an annual production capacity of 3.5 million SWUs by 2011, the
proposed ACP would provide roughly 25 percent of the projected U.S. enrichment services demand (EIA,
2003).

1.3.3 The Need for Upgraded Uranium Enrichment Technology in the U.S.

In addition to advancing national energy security goals, the proposed ACP would help accomplish the
goals of the June 17, 2002 DOE-USEC Agreement to “facilitate the deployment of new, cost effective
advanced enrichment technology in the U.S. on a rapid schedule.” It would enable USEC to operate a -
modem, more efficient, and less costly enrichment plant to supplement and replace its more than 50-year
old gaseous diffusion plants (USEC, 2004b). .

Gaseous diffusion technology has relatively large resource requirements that make it less attractive than
gas centrifuge technology, from both an economical and environmental perspective. Most importantly,
gaseous diffusion plants require large amounts of power. USEC reports that the cost for electricity to run
such plants represents approximately 60 percent of the total production cost. Two coal-fired power plants
routed through four switchyards provide the electrical supply necessary to operate the gaseous diffusion
process at Paducah. In addition to being energy-intensive, a plant using the gaseous diffusion process
requires large-scale use of Freon and non-contact cooling water. (USEC, 2005)

The gas centrifuge technology is known to be more efficient and require less energy to operate than the

gaseous diffusion technology currently in use. According to USEC, the energy requirements of a gas
centrifuge plant are about five percent of that required by a comparably sized gaseous diffusion plant,
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resulting in a considerably lower operating cost. At the same time, the gas centrifuge technology does not
require such large-scale use of Freon and requires much less use of cooling water. The gas centrifuge
technology is also modular, allowing production capacity to be easily geared up or down in response to
market demands. (USEC, 2005)

1.4 Scope of the Environmental Analysis

To fulfill its responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act, the NRC has prepared this EIS
to analyze the environmental impacts (i.e., direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts) of the proposed ACP
as well as reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. The scope of this EIS includes consideration of
both radiological and nonradiological (including chemical) impacts associated with the proposed action
and the reasonable alternatives. The EIS also addresses the potential environmental impacts relevant to

transportation.

In addition, this EIS identifies resource uses, monitoring, potential mitigation measures, unavoidable
adverse environmental impacts, the relationship between short-term uses of the environment and
long-term productivity, and irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources.

The development of this EIS is the result of the NRC staff’s review of the USEC license application
(USEC, 2004b) and its supporting Environmental Report (USEC, 2005) as well as public and agency
comments on the Draft EIS. This review has been closely coordinated with the development of the Safety
Evaluation Report being prepared by the NRC to evaluate, among other aspects, the health and safety
impacts of the proposed action. The Safety Evaluation Report is the outcome of the NRC safety review
of the USEC license application.

The NRC Environmental and Safety Reviews

The focus of an EIS is a public review and presentation of the environmental impacts of a proposed
action.

In addition to meeting its responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act, the NRC
prepares a Safety Evaluation Report to analyze the safety of the proposed action and assess its
compliance with applicable NRC regulations.

The safety and environmental reviews are conducted in parallel. Although there is some overlap
between the content of a Safety Evaluation Report and EIS, the intent of the documents is different.

To aid in the decision process, the EIS summarizes some of the more detailed analyses included in
the Safety Evaluation Report. For example, the EIS does not address how accidents are prevented:
rather, it addresses the environmental impacts that would result, should an accident occur.

Much of the information describing the affected environment in the EIS also is applicable to the
Safety Evaluation Report (e.g., demographics, geology, meteorology).

Source: NRC, 2003; NRC, 2002.




1.4.1 Scoping Process and Public Participation Activities

The NRC regulations in 10 CFR Part 51 contain requirements for conducting a scoping process prior to
the preparation of an EIS. Scoping was used to help identify the relevant issues to be discussed in detail
and to help identify issues that are beyond the scope of this EIS, that do not warrant a detailed discussion,
or that are not directly relevant to the assessment of potential impacts from the proposed action.

On October 15, 2004, the NRC published in the Federal Register (69 FR 61268) a Notice of Intent to
prepare an EIS for the construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed ACP and to conduct
the scoping process for the EIS. The Notice of Intent summarized the NRC’s plans to prepare the EIS and
presented background information on the proposed ACP. For the scoping process, the Notice of Intent
invited comments on the proposed action and announced a public scoping meeting to be held concerning
the project.

On November 8, 2004, the NRC published a notice in the Federal Register (69 FR 64794) postponing the
public scoping meeting for the proposed ACP. The NRC took this step in order to allow members of the
public adequate access to USEC’s license application and Environmental Report before the scoping
meeting. These documents had been temporarily unavailable to the public due to a security review, by
agency experts, of NRC’s Agencywide Documents Access and Management System. Afier the
documents were made publically available, the NRC published another notice in the Federal Register
(69 FR 78058; December 29, 2004) announcing a new date, January 18, 2005 for the meeting.

On January 18, 2005, the NRC staff toured the proposed ACP site and held the public scoping meeting in
Piketon, Ohio. During the scoping meeting, a number of individuals offered oral and written comments
and suggestions to the NRC concerning the proposed ACP and the development of the EIS. In addition,
the NRC received written comments from various individuals during the public scoping period that ended
on February 1, 2005. The NRC carefully reviewed and identified substantive scoping comments (both
oral and written). These comments were then consolidated and categorized by topical areas.

After the scoping period, the NRC issued the Environmental Scoping Summary Report: Proposed USEC
Inc. American Centrifuge Plant in Piketon, Ohio in April 2005 (see Appendix A). The report identifies
categories of issues to be analyzed in detail and issues determined to be beyond the scope of the EIS.

1.4.2 Issues Studied in Detail

As stated in the Notice of Intent, the NRC identified issues to be studied in detail as they relate to
implementation of the proposed action. The public identified additional issues during the subsequent
public scoping process. Issues identified by the NRC and the public that could have short- or long-term
impacts from the potential construction and operation of the proposed ACP include:

+  Need for the facility; +  Air quality;

«  Compliance with applicable regulations; * Noise;

e Alternatives; e Historic and cultural resources;
¢ Decommissioning; ¢ Visual and scenic resources;

e Cumulative impacts; » Socioeconomic impacts;

+ Landuse; +  Public and occupational health;
e Transportation; »  Waste management;

» Accidents; *  Depleted uranium disposition;
*  Geology and soils; *  Environmental justice;

*  Water resources; »  Costs and benefits; and

* Ecological resources; *  Resource commitments.
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1.4.3 Issues Eliminated from Detailed Study

The NRC has determined that detailed analysis for mineral resources is not necessary because there are no
known nonpetroleum mineral resources at the proposed site that would be affected by any of the
alternatives being considered. In addition, detailed analysis of the impact of the proposed ACP on
connected actions that include the overall nuclear fuel cycle activities were not considered. The proposed
ACP would not measurably affect the mining and milling operations and the demand for enriched
uranium (it would instead provide a replacement supply to meet current and projected demands, as
discussed in Section 1.3). The amount of mining and milling is dependent upon the stability of market
prices for uranium balanced with the concern of environmental impacts associated with such operations
(NRC, 1980). The demand for enriched uranium in the U.S. is primarily driven by the number of
commercial nuclear power plants and their operation. The proposed ACP would only result in the
creation of new transportation routes within the fuel cycle to and from the enrichment facility. The
existing transportation routes between the other facilities are not expected to be altered. Because the
environmental impacts of all of the transportation routes other than those to and from the proposed ACP
have been previously analyzed, they are eliminated from further study (NRC, 1980; NRC, 1977).

1.4.4 Issues Outside the Scope of the EIS

The following issues raised during the scoping process have been determined to be outside the scope of
the EIS:

Nonproliferation;
Safety and security;
Credibility; and
Terrorism.

As noted in Section 1.4, some of these issues are analyzed in detail in the NRC’s Safety Evaluation
Report, and are only summarized in the EIS. For example, within the area of safety and security, the
Safety Evaluation Report analyzes the probabilities and consequences of various accidents at the ACP, as
well as measures to prevent those accidents and mitigate their effects. This EIS does not go into the same
level of detail, but summarizes, in Section 4.2.12.3 and Appendix H, the accident analysis from the Safety
Evaluation Report for the purpose of assessing the potential environmental impacts of accidents.

1.4.5 Related National Environmental Policy Act and Other Relevant Documents

The following National Environmental Policy Act documents were reviewed as part of the development
of this EIS.

»  Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed National Enrichment Facility in Lea County, New
Mexico, Final Report, NUREG-1790, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards, U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission, June, 2005. This EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed siting, construction, operation, and decommissioning of a gas centrifuge uranium
enrichment facility near Eunice, New Mexico. Its description of the purpose and need of the
proposed action, as well as its review of alternatives to the proposed action, are highly relevant to the
proposed ACP analysis, because the technologies and production capacities being proposed at the
ACP and the Nationa!l Enrichment Facility are similar. The environmental impacts discussed for the
proposed National Enrichment Facility are also relevant to the impact analysis for the proposed ACP,
especially the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with the management of wastes from the two
facilities.



Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Construction and Operation of a Depleted Uranium
Hexafluoride Conversion Facility at the Portsmouth, Ohio, Site. DOE/EIS-0360, Oak Ridge

" Operations, Office of Environmental Management, U.S. Department of Energy, June, 2004. This
site-specific EIS analyzes the construction, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning of the
proposed depleted uranium hexafluoride (UF,) conversion facility at three alternative locations within
the Portsmouth, Ohio, site; transportation of all cylinders (depleted UF,, enriched uranium, and
empty) currently stored at the East Tennessee Technology Park near Oak Ridge, Tennessee, to
Portsmouth; construction of a new cylinder storage yard at Portsmouth (if required) for cylinders
from the East Tennessee Technology Park; transportation of depleted UF, conversion products and
waste materials to a disposal facility; transportation and sale of the hydrogen fluoride produced as a
conversion co-product; and neutralization of hydrogen fluoride to calcium fluoride and its sale or
disposal in the event that the hydrogen fluoride product is not sold. The affected environment
characterized in this EIS is the same as the environment at the proposed ACP, because the two
facilities would be near each other on DOE’s Portsmouth Reservation. In addition, the results
presented in this EIS are relevant to the management, use, and potential impacts associated with the
depleted UF, that would be generated at the proposed ACP.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Construction and Operation of a Depleted Uranium
Hexafluoride Conversion Facility at the Paducah, Kentucky, Site. DOE/EIS-0359, Oak Ridge
Operations, Office of Environmental Management, U.S. Department of Energy, June, 2004. This
site-specific EIS considers the construction, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning of the
proposed depleted UF, conversion facility at three locations within the Paducah, Kentucky site, which
is a DOE facility; transportation of depleted UF, conversion products and waste materials to a
disposal facility; transportation and sale of the hydrogen fluoride produced as a conversion
co-product; and neutralization of hydrogen fluoride to calcium fluoride and its sale or disposal in the
* event that the hydrogen fluoride product is not sold. The results presented in this EIS are relevant to
the management, use, and potential impacts associated with the depleted UF, that would be generated
at the proposed ACP.

Environmental Assessment of the USEC Inc. American Centrifuge Lead Cascade Facility in Piketon,
Ohio, Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
January, 2004. This Environmental Assessment supported the NRC’s decision to issue Material
License No. 70-7003 to authorize USEC to possess and use source and special nuclear material at the
Lead Cascade Demonstration Facility. Beginning in late 2005, this facility will provide a real-time
demonstration of the basic building block for the commercial-scale gas centrifuge process proposed at
the ACP and will provide information on the reliability, performance, and cost of the centrifuge -
machines and auxiliary systems. The Lead Cascade facility will have up to 240 operable centrifuges
for testing, and will recycle tails and product with no product withdrawals except for sampling. It
will be located within some of the same buildings proposed to be used by the proposed ACP. Many
aspects of this Environmental Assessment relate directly to the commercial-scale plant now being
proposed by USEC, assuming the Lead Cascade facility tests prove successful.

Environmental Assessment for the Leasing of Facilities and Equipment to USEC Inc. DOE/EA-1451,
U.S. Department of Energy, October 2002. This Environmental Assessment analyzed the
environmental impacts of leasing facilities and equipment to USEC that would be used in its Gas
Centrifuge Research and Development Project at East Tennessee Technology Park. The purpose of
this research and development project was to develop an economically attractive gas centrifuge
machine and process using DOE’s centrifuge technology. This Environmental Assessment includes
an analysis of potential impacts associated with the fabrication, assembly, and testing of centrifuge
components, which is relevant to the proposed manufacturing and assembly of centrifuges for the
ACP.



«  Environmental Assessment: Disposition of Russian Federation Titled Natural Uranium.
DOE/EA-1290, Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology, U.S. Department of Energy, June
1999. This Environmental Assessment analyzed the environmental impacts of transporting natural
UF, from the gaseous diffusion plants to the Russian Federation. Transportation by rail and truck
were considered. The Environmental Assessment addresses both incident-free transportation and
transportation accidents. The results presented in this Environmental Assessment are relevant to the
transportation of UF for the proposed ACP.

< Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Alternative Strategies for the Long-Term
Management and Use of Depleted Uranium Hexafluoride. DOE/EIS-0269, Office of Nuclear Energy,
Science and Technology, U.S. Department of Energy, April 1999. This EIS analyzes strategies for the
long-term management of the DUF inventory currently stored at three DOE sites near Paducah,
Kentucky; Portsmouth, Ohio; and Oak Ridge, Tennessee. This EIS also analyzes the potential
environmental consequences of implementing each alternative strategy for the period from 1999
through 2039. The results presented in this EIS are relevant to the management, use, and potential
impacts associated with the depleted UF, that would be generated at the proposed ACP.

s Environmental Assessment for the Reindustrialization Program at the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion
Plant, Piketon, Ohio. DOE/EA-1346, Oak Ridge Operations Office, U.S. Department of Energy, May
2001. This environmental assessment evaluated the potential impacts of transferring by lease and/or
disposal, land and facilities located on the DOE reservation in Piketon, OH, as part of a
reindustrialization program. Under the proposed action DOE would transfer land and facilities to a
community reuse organization, the Southern Ohio Diversification Initiative, or other entities, should
DOE determine them suitable.

«  Environmental Assessment for the Winterization Activities in Preparation for Cold Standby at the
Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant, Piketon, Ohio. DOE/EA-1392, Oak Ridge Operations Office,
U.S. Department of Energy, June 2001. This environmental assessment evaluated the potential

* impacts of winterizing activities to include the installation and operation of a hot water heating
facility and associated recirculating pipes and gas lines, as well as ongoing cold standby operations.

1.5 Applicable Statutory and Regulatory Requirements

This section provides a summary of major environmental requirements, agreements, Executive Orders,
and permits relevant to the construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed ACP, in
addition to the NRC regulatory requirements previously identified in section 1.2.

1.5.1 Federal Laws and Regulations
1.5.1.1 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. §4321 et seq.)

The National Environmental Policy Act establishes national environmental policy and goals for the
protection, maintenance, and enhancement of the environment to ensure for all Americans a safe,
healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing environment. The Act provides a process
for implementing these specific goals within the Federal agencies responsible for the action. This EIS
has been prepared in accordance with National Environmental Policy Act requirements and NRC
regulations'(10 CFR Part 51) for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act.



1.5.1.2 Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. §2011 et seq.)

The Atomic Energy Act, as amended, and the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. §5801 et
seq.) give the NRC the licensing and regulatory authority for nuclear energy uses within the commercial
sector. If the license application for the proposed ACP is approved, the NRC would license and regulate
the possession, use, storage, and transfer of byproduct, source, and special nuclear materials to protect
public health and safety as stipulated in 10 CFR Parts 30, 40, and 70.

1.5.1.3 Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §7401 et seq.)

The Clean Air Act establishes regulations to ensure air quality and authorizes individual States to manage
permits. The Clean Air Act: (1) requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) to
establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards as necessary to protect the public health, with an
adequate margin of safety, from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a regulated pollutant (42
U.S.C. §7409 et seq.); (2) requires establishment of national standards of performance for new or
modified stationary sources of atmospheric pollutants (42 U.S.C. §7411); (3) requires specific emission
increases to be evaluated so as to prevent a significant deterioration in air quality (42 U.S.C. §7470 et
seq.); and (4) requires specific standards for releases of hazardous air pollutants (including radionuclides)
(42 U.S.C. §7412). These standards are implemented through plans developed by each State and
approved by the U.S. EPA. The Clean Air Act requires sources to meet standards and obtain permits to
satisfy those standards. The proposed ACP may be required to comply with the Clean Air Act Title V,
Sections 501-507, for sources subject to new source performance standards or sources subject to National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants.

1.5.1.4 Clean Water Act, as amended (33 U.S.C. §1251 et seq.)

The Clean Water Act requires the U.S. EPA to set national effluent limitations and water-quality
standards, and establishes a regulatory program for enforcement. Specifically, Section 402(a) of the Act
establishes water-quality standards for contaminants in surface waters. The Clean Water Act requires a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit before discharging any point source pollutant
into U.S. waters. The Ohio EPA administers this program in Ohio, with review and support from U.S.
EPA Region 5. The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit for Industrial
Storm Water is required for point source discharge of storm water runoff from industrial or commercial
facilities to State waters. Construction of the proposed ACP would require a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System Construction Storm Water General Permit from the Ohio EPA. Section
401(a)(1) of the Clean Water Act requires States to certify that the permitted discharge would comply
with all limitations necessary to meet established State water-quality standards, treatment standards, or
schedule of compliance.

1.5.1.5 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §6901 et seq.)

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, as amended, requires the U.S. EPA to define and identify
hazardous waste; establish standards for its transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal; and require
permits for persons engaged in hazardous waste activities. Section 3006 (42 U.S.C. §6926) allows States
to establish and administer these permit programs with U.S. EPA approval. U.S. EPA Region $ has
delegated regulatory jurisdiction to the Ohio EPA for nearly all aspects of permitting as required by the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. U.S. EPA regulations implementing the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act are found in 40 CFR Parts 260 through 283. Regulations imposed on a
generator or on a treatment, storage, and/or disposal facility vary according to the type and quantity of
material or waste generated, treated, stored, and/or disposed. The method of treatment, storage, and/or
disposal also impacts the extent and complexity of the requirements. The proposed ACP would be
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classified as a large quantity generator of hazardous waste (meaning it is expected to generate more than
1,000 kilograms (2,200 pounds) of such waste per month) (USEC, 2005). Hazardous wastes would not
be treated or disposed onsite; instead, USEC plans to store such wastes onsite for less than 90 days and
then transfer them to appropriately permitted treatment, storage, and disposal facilities.

1.5.1.6 Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act of 1980, as amended (42 U.S.C. §2021 et seq.)

The Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act of 1980 amended the Atomic Energy Act to specify that the
Federal Government is responsible for disposal of low-level radioactive waste generated by its activities
and that States are responsible for disposal of other low-level radioactive waste. The Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Policy Act of 1980 provides for and encourages interstate compacts to carry out the
State responsibilities. Low-level radioactive waste would be generated from activities conducted from the
proposed ACP. The State of Ohio is a member of the Midwest Compact.

1.5.1.7 Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (42 U.S.C. §11001 et seq.)
(also known as SARA Title III)

The Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986, which is the major amendment to
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (42 U.S.C. §9601),
establishes the requirements for Federal, State, and local governments; Indian tribes; and industry
regarding emergency planning and “Community Right-to-Know” reporting on hazardous and toxic
chemicals. The “Community Right-to-Know” provisions increase the public’s knowledge and access to
information on chemicals at individual facilities, their uses, and releases into the environment. States and
communities working with facilities can use the information to improve chemical safety and protect
public health and the environment. This Act requires emergency planning and notice to communities and
government agencies concerning the presence and release of specific chemicals. The U.S. EPA
implements this Act under regulations found in 40 CFR Parts 355, 370, and 372. ‘This Act would require
the proposed ACP to report on hazardous and toxic chemicals used and produced at the facility, and to
establish emergency planning procedures in coordination with the local communities and government
agencies.

1.5.1.8 Safe Drinking Water Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. §300f et seq.)

The Safe Drinking Water Act was enacted to protect the quality of public water supplies and sources of
drinking water. The Ohio EPA, under 42 U.S.C. §300g-2 of the Act, established standards applicable to
public water systems. These regulations include maximum contaminant levels (including those for
radioactivity) in public water systems. Other programs established by the Safe Drinking Water Act
include the Sole Source Aquifer Program, the Wellhead Protection Program, and the Underground
Injection Control Program. In addition, the Act provides underground sources of drinking water with
protection from contaminated releases and spills. The proposed ACP would not use onsite ground-water
or surface-water supplies, but rather would obtain potable water from a nearby public water supply
system and non-potable cooling water (primarily for tower water cooling and a lesser amount for machine
cooling water) from a nearby water treatment facility.

1.5.1.9 Noise Control Act of 1972, as amended (42 U.S.C. §4901 et seq.)

The Noise Control Act delegates the responsibility of noise control to State and local governments.
Commercial facilities are required to comply with Federal, State, interstate, and local requirements
regarding noise control. The proposed ACP would be located in Pike County, which does not have a
local noise control ordinance.



1.5.1.10 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. §470 et seq.)

The National Historic Preservation Act was enacted to create a national historic preservation program,
including the National Register of Historic Places and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.
Section 106 of the Act requires Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on
historic properties. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation regulations implementing Section 106
of the Act are found in 36 CFR Part 800. These regulations were revised on July 6, 2004 (69 FR 40544)
and became effective on August 5, 2004. The regulations call for public involvement in the Section 106
consultation process, including Indian tribes and other interested members of the public, as applicable.
The NRC has initiated the Section 106 consultation process and entered into consultation with the Ohio
Historic Preservation Office and interested Indian tribes (see Section 1.5.6 and Appendix B).

1.5.1.11 Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. §1531 et seq.)

The Endangered Species Act was enacted to prevent the further decline of endangered and threatened
species and to restore those species and their critical habitats. Section 7 of the Act requires consultation
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service of the U.S. Department of the Interior or the National Marine
Fisheries Service of the U.S. Department of Commerce to determine whether endangered and threatened
species or their critical habitats are known to be in the vicinity of the proposed action, and to determine
whether the proposed Federal action may affect listed species or critical habitat. The NRC has completed
the consultation process with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the proposed ACP (see Section 1.5.6
and Appendix B).

1.5.1.12 Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, as amended (29 U.S.C. §651 et seq.)

The Occupational Safety and Health Act establishes standards to enhance safe and healthy working
conditions in places of employment throughout the U.S. The Act is administered and enforced by the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration, a U.S. Department of Labor agency. The identification,
classification, and regulation of potential occupational carcinogens are found in 29 CFR §1910.101, while
the standards pertaining to hazardous materials are listed in 29 CFR §1910.120. The Occupational Health
and Safety Administration regulates mitigation requirements and mandates proper training and equipment
for workers. The proposed ACP would be required to comply with the requirements of these regulations. -

1.5.1.13 Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. §1801 et seq.)

The Hazardous Materials Transportation Act regulates transportation of hazardous material (including
radioactive material) in and between States. According to the Act, States may regulate the transport of
hazardous material as long as they are consistent with the Act or the U.S. Department of Transportation
regulations provided in 49 CFR Parts 171 through 177. 49 CFR Part 173, Subpart I contains other
regulations regarding packaging for transportation of radionuclides. Transportation of the depleted
uranium cylinders from the proposed ACP would require compliance with the U.S. Department of
Transportation regulations.

1.5.1.14 Environmental Standards for Uranium Fuel Cycle (40 CFR Part 190, Subpart B)

These regulations establish maximum doses to the body or organs of members of the public, as a result of
operational normal releases from uranium fuel cycle activities, including uranium enrichment. These
regulations were promulgated by U.S. EPA under the authority of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, and have been incorporated by reference in the NRC regulations in 10 CFR §20.1301(e). The
proposed ACP would be required to comply with these regulations for its releases from normal
operations.
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1.5.2 Applicable Executive Orders

o Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) directs Federal agencies to establish procedures to
ensure that the potential effects of flood hazards and floodplain management are considered for any
action undertaken in a floodplain and that floodplain impacts be avoided to the extent practicable.

e Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice) calls for Federal agencies to address environmental
justice in minority populations and low-income populations (59 FR 7629), and directs Federal
agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse health or
environmental effects of their programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-
income populations. In response to this Executive Order, the NRC has issued a final policy statement
on the “Treatment of Environmental Justice Matters in NRC Regulatory and Licensing Actions” (69
FR 52040; August 24, 2004) and environmental justice procedures to be followed in NEPA
documents prepared by the NRC’s Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (NRC, 2003).

1.5.3 Applicable State of Ohio Requirements

Certain environmental requirements, including some discussed earlier, have been delegated to State
authorities for implementation, enforcement, or oversight. Table 1-2 provides a list of State
environmental requirements.

Table 1-2 State of Ohio Environmental Requirements

Law/Regulation Citation Requirements
Air Quality Protection

Title V Permit Rules ORGC, Title 37, Chapter Establishes the policies and procedures by which the
3704 “Air Pollution Ohio EPA will administer the Title V permit program
Control,” and under the Clean Air Act. Requires Title V sources, as
implementing defined by OAC 3745-77-02, to apply for and obtain a
regulations in OAC, Title V permit prior to operation of the source facility.
Chapter 3745-77

Permits to Install New ORC, Title 37, Chapter Requires a permit prior to the installation of a new source

Sources of Pollution

3704 “Air Pollution
Control,” and
implementing
regulations in OAC
3745-31

of air pollutants, or the modification of an air
contaminant source. Discusses exemptions and
conditions under which approval will be granted. Also
requires an impact analysis to determine if the air
contaminant source will cause or contribute to violations
of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Air Permits to Operate
and Variances

ORC, Title 37, Chapter
3704 “Air Pollution
Control,” and
implementing
regulations in OAC
3745-35

Requires a permit prior to the operation or use of any air
contaminant source in violation of any applicable air
pollution control law, unless a variance has been applied
for and obtained from the Director of Environmental
Protection. -
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Table 1-2 State of Ohio Environmental Requirements (continued)

3745-33 and 3745-38

Law/Regulation Citation Requirements
Accidental Release ORC, Title 37, Chapter Establishes the policies and procedures by which the
Prevention Program 3704 “Air Pollution Ohio EPA will administer the Accidental Release
Control,” and Prevention Program, or Risk Management Plan program
implementing under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. Requires
regulations in OAC the owner or operator of a stationary source that has more
3745-104 than a threshold quantity of a regulated substance to
comply with all the provisions of the rule, including
creating a hazard assessment, risk management plan, a
prevention program, and an emergency response
program.
General Conformity ORC, Title 37, Chapter Establishes Ohio’s rules on “general conformity,” a
Rules 3704 “Air Pollution process mandated by the Clean Air Act to ensure that
Control,” and Federal actions uphold the State Implementation Plan and
implementing do not contribute to air quality violations within the State.
regulations in OAC Discusses which Federal actions are subject to the
3745-102 conformity requirements, the procedures for conformity
analysis, public participation/consultation, and the final
conformity determination.
Water Resources Protection
Ohio National Pollutant { ORC Title 61, Chapter Initiates plans and programs for the prevention, control,
Discharge Elimination 6111,“Water Pollution and abatement of new or existing pollution of the waters
System Permits Control” and of the State of Ohio. Requires an Ohio individual or
implementing general permit prior to any discharge of sewage,
regulations in OAC industrial waste, or other waste as defined by divisions

(B) to (D) of Section 6111.01 of the Ohio Revised Code.
Requires the compliance of each point source with
authorized discharge levels, monitoring requirements,
and other appropriate requirements.

Permits to Install New
Sources of Pollution

ORC Title 61, Chapter
6111,“Water Pollution
Control” and
implementing
regulations in OAC
3745-31

Requires a permit prior to the installation of a new source
of water pollutants, or the modification of any pollutant
discharge source.

Water Quality Standards

ORC Title 61, Chapter
6111,“Water Pollution
Control” and
implementing
regulations in OAC
3745-1

Establishes water quality standards for surface waters in
the State of Ohio, including beneficial use designations,
numeric water quality criteria, and the anti-degradation
waterbody classification system.

Section 401 Water
Quality Certifications

ORC Title 61, Chapter
6111,“Water Pollution
Control” and
implementing
regulations in OAC
3745-32 and 3745-45

Requires a Section 401 water quality certification and
payment of applicable fees before the issuance of any
Federal permit or license to conduct any activity that may
result in any discharge to waters of the State.

1-16



Table 1-2 State of Ohio Environmental Requirements (continued)

Law/Regulation Citation Requirements
Public Water Systems ORC Title 61, Chapter Requires a public water systems license prior to operating
Licenses to Operate 6109, “Safe Drinking or maintaining a public water system.
Water” and .
implementing
. regulations in OAC
3745-84
Design, Construction, ORC Title 37, Chapter Establishes performance standards and upgrading
Installation, and 3737, “Underground requirements for USTs containing petroleum or other
Upgrading for Storage Tanks” and regulated substances. Requires an installation or
Underground Storage implementing upgrading permit for each location where such
Tank systems regulations in OAC installation or upgrading is to occur prior to beginning
1301: 7-9-06 either an installation or upgrading of a tank or piping
comprising an underground storage tank system.
Registration of ORC Title 37, Chapter Establishes annual registration requirements for
Underground Storage 3737, “Underground underground storage tanks containing petroleum or other
Tank System Storage Tanks” and regulated substances.
implementing
regulations in OAC
1301: 7-9-04
Flammable and ORC Title 37, Chapter Requires a permit to install, remove, repair, or alter a
Combustible Liquids 3737, “Fire Marshal; stationary tank for the storage of flammable or
Fire Safety” and combustible liquids or modify or replace any line or
implementing dispensing device connected thereto.
regulations in OAC
1301: 7-7-28
Waste Management and Pollution Prevention
Generator Standards ORC Title 37, Chapter Requires any person who generates a waste in the State
3734, “Solid and of Ohio, as defined in rule 3745-51-02 of the
Hazardous Waste” and Administrative Code, to determine if that waste is a
implementing hazardous waste. Requires a generator identification
regulations in OAC number from U.S. EPA or Ohio EPA prior to treatment,
3745-52-11 and storage, disposal, transport, or offer for transport of
_ 3745-52-12 hazardous waste.
Licensing Requirements i ORC Title 37, Chapter Requires an annual license for any municipal solid waste
for Solid Waste, 3734, “Solid and landfill, industrial solid waste landfill, residual solid
Construction, and Hazardous Waste” and waste landfill, compost facility, transfer facility,
Demolition Debris implementing infectious waste treatment facility, or solid waste

Facilities

regulations in OAC
3745-37 and 3745-29

incineration facility prior to operation. New facilities
must obtain a permit to install prior to construction.
Also, requires a license to establish, modify, operate, or
maintain a construction and demolition debris facility.

Radiation Generator and
Broker Reporting
Requirements

OAC 3701: 1-54-02

Requires completion of a low-level radioactive waste
generator report within 60 days of beginning to generate
low-level waste in Ohio. Additionally, requires each
generator to submit an annual report on the state of low-
level waste activities in their facility and pay applicable
fees.
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Table 1-2 State of Ohio Environmental Requirements (continued)

Law/Regulation Citation Requirements
Hazardous Waste ORC Title 37, Chapter Requires operation permits for any new or existing
Management System, 3734, “Solid and hazardous waste facility.
Permits Hazardous Waste” and
implementing
regulations in OAC
3745-50-40
Emergency Planning and Response
Hazardous Chemical ORC Title 37, Chapter Requires the submission of Material Safety Data Sheets
Reporting 3750, “Emergency and an annual Emergency and Hazardous Chemical
Planning” and Inventory to local emergency response officials for any
implementing hazardous chemicals that are produced, used, or stored at

regulations in OAC
3750-30

the facility in an amount that equals or exceeds the
threshold quantity.

Emergency Planning ORC Title 37, Chapter Requires any facility having an extremely hazardous
Regquirements of Subject : 3750, “Emergency substance present in an amount equal to or exceeding the
Facilities Planning” and threshold planning quantity to notify the emergency
» implementing response commission and the local emergency planning
regulations in OAC committee within 60 days after onsite storage begins.
3750-20 Also, requires the designation of a facility representative
who will participate in the local emergency planning
process as a facility emergency coordinator.
Toxic Chemical Release i ORC Title 37, Chapter Establishes reporting requirements and schedule for each
Reporting 3751, “Hazardous toxic chemical known to be manufactured (including
Substances” and imported), processed, or otherwise used in excess of an
implementing applicable threshold quantity. Applies only to facilities
regulations in OAC of a certain classification.
3745-100
Biotic Resources Protection
State Endangered Plant i ORC Title 15, Chapter Establishes criteria for identifying threatened or
Species Protection 1518, “Endangered endangered species of native Ohio plants and prohibits
: Species” injuring or removing endangered species without

permission.

State Endangered Fish
and Wildlife Species
Protection

ORC Title 15, Chapter
1531, “Division of
Wildlife,” Section
1531.25 and
implementing
regulations in OAC
1501:31-23-01

Grants the Chief of the Division of Wildlife with the
approval of the Wildlife Council, the power to adopt,
modify, and repeal rules to restrict the taking or
possession of native wildlife, or any eggs or offspring
thereof, that he/she finds to be threatened with statewide
extinction. Establishes and requires periodic update to a
list of endangered fish and wildlife species native to
Ohio.

Permits for Impacts to
Isolated Wetlands

ORC Title 61, Chapter
6111,“Water Pollution
Control”

Requires a general or individual State isolated wetland
permit prior to engaging in an activity that involves the
filling of an isolated wetland.
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Table 1-2 State of Ohio Environmental Requirements (continued)

Law/Regulation

r Citation

l Requirements

Cultural Resources Protection

Ohio Historical Society

ORC Title 1, Chapter
149, Section 149.30

Creates the Ohio Historical Society and Advisory Board.
Outlines the Society’s duties for the preservation of
Ohio’s designated or potentially designated historic and
archaeological objects, sites, and properties.

State Registry of
Archaeological
Landmarks

ORC Title 1, Chapter
149, Section 149.51

Directs the Ohio Historical Society to maintain a State
Registry of Archaeological Landmarks. Prohibits any
person from excavating or destroying such land, or from
removing skeletal remains or artifacts from any land
placed on the registry without first notifying the Director
of the Historical Society.

Survey and Salvage;
Discoveries;
Preservation

ORC Title 1, Chapter
149, Section 149.53

Directs all State departments, agencies, and political
subdivisions to cooperate with the Ohio Historical
Society in the preservation of archaeological and historic
sites and the recovery of scientific information from such
sites. Also, requires State agencies and contractors
performing work on public improvements to cooperate
with archaeological and historic survey and salvage
efforts and to notify the Society or the Board about -
archaeological discoveries.

Sources: http://www.epa.state.oh.us/dapc/regs/reps.html and http://onlinedocs.andersonpublishing.com.

1.5.4 Permit and Approval Status

Several construction and operating permit applications would be prepared and submitted, and regulator
approval and/or permits would be received prior to construction or facility operation. Table 1-3 lists the
required Federal, State, and local permits and their status.

1.5.5 Cooperating Agencies

During the scoping process, no Federal, State, or local agencies were identified as potentlal cooperating
agencies in the preparation of this EIS.

1.5.6 Consultations

As a Federal agency, the NRC is required to comply with the consultation requirements in the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as
amended. For this proposed action, the NRC conducted these consultations as well as consultations in
accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934 and the Farmland Protection Policy Act
of 1981. All consultation letters related to each of these laws are presented in"Appendix B of this EIS
and are summarized below.



Table 1-3 Potentially Applicable Requirements for the Construction and Operation of the
American Centrifuge Plant

License, Permit, or Other Responsible
Required Approval Agency Authority Relevance and Status
Air Quality Protection
Title V Operating Permit: Ohio EPA; Clean Air Act United States Enrichment
Required for sources that are not U.S. EPA (CAA), Title V, Corporation is the holder of a
exempt and are major sources, Sections 501-507 final Title V Operating Permit
affected sources subject to the (U.S. Code, Title (Facility ID 0666000000) with an
Acid Rain Program, sources 42, Sections issue date of July 31, 2003 and
subject to new source performance 7661-7661f [42 effective date of August 21, 2003.
"standards, or sources subject to USC 7661- 76611]); i The plant is subject to 40 CFR
National Emission Standards for Ohio Administrative } Part 61, Subpart H (40 CFR Part
Hazardous Air Pollutants. Code (OAC) 61, Subpart H), “National
3745-77-02 Emissions Standards for
Emissions of Radionuclides,”
which is included in the terms
and conditions of the Title V
Operating Permit.
Ohio Permit to Install: Required § Ohio EPA CAA, Title 1, USEC has determined that the
for (1) any source to which one or Sections 160-169 prevention of significant
more of the following CAA (42USC deterioration, nonattainment area,
programs would apply: preveation 7470-7479); OAC and NSPS programs do not apply
of significant deterioration, 3745-31-02 to the proposed ACP. However,
nonattainment area, New Source air emission sources at the
Performance Standards, and/or proposed ACP would require an
National Emission Standards for Ohio Permit to Install and USEC
Hazardous Pollutants; and (2) any would submit a timely application
source to which one or more of the to the Ohio EPA.
following State air quality
programs would apply: Gasoline
Dispensing Facility Permit, Direct
Final Permit, and/or Small
Maximum Uncontrolled Emissions
Unit Registration.
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Table 1-3 Potentially Applicable Requirements for the Construction and Operation of the
American Centrifuge Plant (continued)

License, Permit, or Other Respousible
Required Approval Agency Authority Relevance and Status

Ohio Permit to Operate: Ohio EPA CAA, Title I, United States Enrichment-

Required for (1) any source to Sections 160-169 Corporation is the holder of a

which one or more of the ) (42USC final Title V Operating Permit

following CAA programs would 7470-7479); OAC (Facility ID 0666000000) with an

apply: prevention of significant 3745-35-02 issue date of July 31, 2003 and

deterioration, nonattainment area, effective date of August 21, 2003.

New Source Performance New sources at the proposed

Standards, National Emission ACP requiring a Permit to Install

Standards for Hazardous Air would be incorporated in the Title

Pollutants; and (2) any source to V Operating Permit.

which one or more of the

following State air quality

programs would apply: State

Permit to Operate and/or

registration of operating unit with

potential air emissions of an

amount and type considered

minimal. This permit is not

required, however, for any facility

" that must obtain a Title V

Operating Permit.

Risk Management Plan: U.S. EPA; CAA, Title 1, USEC has determined that no

Required for any stationary source } Ohio EPA Section 112(R}7) regulated substances would be

that has a regulated substance (42 USC 7412); 40 stored at the proposed ACP in

(e.g., chlorine, hydrogen fluoride, CFR Part 68; OAC quantities that exceed the

nitric acid) in any process 3745-104 threshold levels. Accordingly, a

(including storage) in a quantity Risk Management Plan would not

that is over the threshold level. be required.

Clean Air Act Conformity Ohio EPA CAA, Title 1, Pike County, Ohio has been

Determination: Required for Section 176(c) (42 designated as “Cannot be

each criteria pollutant (i.e., sulfur USEC 7506); 40 Classified or Better Than

dioxide, particulate matter, carbon CFR Part 93; OAC Standard” for criteria pollutants.

monoxide, ozone, nitrogen 3745-102 Because the county is in

dioxide, and lead) where the total attainment with National Ambient

of direct and indirect emissions in Air Quality Standards for criteria

a nonattainment or maintenance pollutants and contains no

area caused by a Federal action maintenance areas, no Clean Air

would equal or exceed threshold Act conformity determination is

rates. required for any criteria pollutant
that would be emitted as a result
of the Proposed Action. Existing
air quality on the site is in
attainment with National Ambient
Air Quality Standards for the
criteria pollutants.
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Table 1-3 Potentially Applicable Requirements for the Construction and Operation of the
American Centrifuge Plant (continued)

License, Permit, or Other Responsible
Required Approval Agency Authority Relevance and Status
Water Resources Protection

National Pollutant Discharge Ohio EPA Clean Water Act Construction of the proposed

Elimination System Permit: (CWA) (33 USC ACP and new cylinder storage

Construction Site Storm Water: 1251 et seq.); 40 yards would require a permit for

Required before making point CFR Part 122; the construction site storm water

source discharges into waters of OAC-3745-33-02, discharges. United States

the State of storm water from a 3745-38-02, and Enrichment Corporation is the

" construction project that disturbs 3745-38-06 holder of Permit number

more than 2 hectares (5 acres) of 0IS00023AD. Ifrequested, a

land. Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan would be submitted to the
Ohio EPA at the appropriate time.
Storm water would discharge
through existing outfalls covered
by a permit.

National Pollutant Discharge Ohio EPA CWA (33 USC Storm water would be discharged

Elimination System Permit: 1251 et seq.); 40 from the proposed ACP site

Industrial Facility Storm Water: CFR Part 122; during operations. Storm water

Required before making point OAC-3745-33-02, would discharge through existing

source discharges into waters of 3745-38-02, and outfalls covered by a permit.

the State of storm water from an 3745-38-06

industrial site.

National Pollutant Discharge Ohio EPA CWA (33USC The proposed ACP would process

Elimination System Permit: 1251 et seq.); 40 industrial wastewater through an

Process Water Discharge: CFR Part 122; existing permitted facility and

Required before making point OAC-3745-33-02, through existing outfalls covered

source discharges into waters of 3745-38-02, and by the permit.

the State of industrial process 3745-38-06

wastewater,

Ohio Surface Water Permit to Ohio EPA 0OAC-3745-31-02 If required, before construction of

Install: Required before sewer lines and pump stations at

constructing sewers or pump the proposed ACP, a Permit to

stations. Install to modify the existing
National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System permit would
be submitted to the Ohio EPA at
the appropriate time.

Ohio Surface Water Permit to Ohio EPA OAC-3745-31-02 If required, a Permit to Install to

Install: Required before modify the existing National

constructing any wastewater Pollutant Discharge Elimination

treatment or collection system or System permit would be

disposal facility. submitted to the Ohio EPA at the
appropriate time.
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Table 1-3 Potentially Applicable Requirements for the Construction and Operation of the
American Centrifuge Plant (continued)

License, Permit, or Other Responsible
Required Approval Agency Authority Relevance and Status

Spill Prevention Control and U.S. EPA CWA (33USC A Spill Prevention Control and

Countermeasures Plan: 1251 et seq.); 40 Countermeasures plan would be

Required for any facility that could CFR Part 112 required. The United States

discharge oil in harmful quantities Enrichment Corporation’s plan is

into navigable waters or onto currently being revised to

adjoining shorelines. incorporate changes in plant
operation and to reflect new
requirements mandated in the
Federal Register on July 17,
2002. The U.S. EPA requires
plan approval by August 17, 2005
and implementation by February
18, 2006. USEC would revise the
plan to include proposed ACP
operations at the appropriate time.

Clean Water Act Section 401 Ohio EPA CWA, Section 401 USEC believes that it would not

Water Quality Certification: (33 USC 1341); be required to obtain a Clean

Required to be submitted to the ORC Chapters 119 | Water Act Section 401 Water

agency responsible for issuing any and 6111; OAC Quality Certification for

Federal license or permit to Chapters 3745-1, construction or operation of the

conduct an activity that may result 3745-32, and proposed ACP or new cylinder

in a discharge of pollutants into 374547 storage yards. If USEC

waters of a state. determines that a Federal license
or permit is required (e.g., a
Clean Water Act Section 404
Permit), a Clean Water Act
Section 401 Water Quality
Certification would be requested
from the Ohio EPA at the
appropriate time.

Public Water System: A Ohio EPA OAC-3745-84-01 USEC would procure water from

completed application for an initial (B)(b) a qualified vendor, which draws

public water system license is water from groundwater wells

required prior to the operation of sunk near the Scioto River.

the public water system. USEC would not operate a
public water system subject to
these requirements.
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Table 1-3 Potentially Applicable Requirements for the Construction and Operation of the
American Centrifuge Plant (continued)

License, Permit, or Other Responsible

Required Approval Agency Authority Relevance and Status
Underground Storage Tank Ohio OAC Two existing UST systems are
Installation Permit: Required Department of { 1301:7-9-06(D) anticipated to be used by the
before beginning installation of an { Commerce, proposed ACP.
underground storage tank system Ohio Bureau Registration number:
(i.e., a tank and/or piping of which ; of 66005107-R00010.
10 percent or more of the volume Underground Tank Numbers: T00007 and
is underground and that contains Storage Tank T00016.
petroleum products or substances Regulations
defined as hazardous by the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act, except those
hazardous substances that are also
defined as hazardous waste by the
Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act).
New Underground Storage U.S. EPA; RCRA, as amended, i If new underground storage tank
Tanks System Registration: Ohio Bureau Subtitle I (42 USC systems would be installed at the
Required within 30 days of of 69912-6991i); 40 proposed ACP the Registration
bringing a new underground Underground CFR §280.22; OAC : would be filed at the appropriate
storage tank system into service. Storage Tank 1301:7-9-04 time. No new systems are

: Regulations currently planned.
Above Ground Storage Tank: A | Ohio OAC New Above ground Storage fuel
Permit to Install required to install, ; Department of i 1301:7-7-28(AX3) storage tanks would be required
remove, repair or alter any Commerce, 40 CFR §112.8 for the proposed ACP. Permits to
stationary tank for the storage of State Fire install would be filed at the
flammable or combustible liquids. i Marshal appropriate time.
Waste Management and Pollution Prevention

Submit Determination Results: Ohio EPA OAC 3745-52-11 Upon characterization of newly
Required when a person who ~ i generated waste streams from the
generates waste in the State of proposed ACP, notification
Ohio or a person who generates would be made to the Ohio EPA.
waste outside the State that is '
managed inside the State
determines that the waste he/she
generates is hazardous waste.
Registration and Hazardous U.S. EPA; RCRA, as amended : United States Enrichment
Waste Generator Identification Ohio EPA (42 USC 6901 et Corporation has Hazardous
Number: Required before a seq.), Subtitle C; Waste Generator Identification

person who generates over 100 kg
(220 1b) per calendar month of
hazardous waste ships the
hazardous waste off-reservation.

OAC 3745-52-12

Number OHD987054723. -
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Table 1-3 Potentially Applicable Requirements for the Construction and Operation of the
American Centrifuge Plant (continued)

License, Permit, or Other
Required Approval

Responsible
Agency

Authority

Relevance and Status

Construction and Demolition
Debris Facility License:
Required before establishing,
modifying, operating, or
maintaining a facility to dispose of
debris from the alteration,
construction, destruction, or repair
of a man-made physical structure;
however, the debris to be disposed
of must not qualify as solid or
hazardous waste; also, no license
is required if debris from site
clearing is used as fill material on
the same site.

Ohio EPA or
Pike County
Board of
Health

OAC 3745-37-01

Construction debris would not be
disposed of onsite at the proposed
ACP. Therefore, no Construction
and Demolition Debris Facility
License would be required.

Low-Level Radioactive Waste
Generator Report: Required
within 60 days of commencing the
generation of low-level waste in

. Ohio.

Ohio
Department of
Health

OAC 3701:1-54-02

USEC would file a Low-Level
Radioactive Waste Generator
Report with the Ohio Department
of Health at the appropriate time.
ODH ID Number 52-2109255.

Hazardous Waste Facility
Permit: Required if hazardous
waste will undergo nonexempt
treatment by the generator, be
stored onsite for longer than 90
days by the generator of 1,000 kg
(2,205 tb) or more of hazardous
waste per month, be stored onsite
for longer than 180 days by the
generator of between 100 and
1,000 kg (220 and 2,205 1b) of
hazardous waste per month,
disposed of onsite, or be received
from off-reservation for treatment
or disposal. -

U.S. EPA;
Ohio EPA

RCRA, as amended
(42 USC 6901 et
seq.), Subtitle C;
OAC 3745-50-40

Hazardous waste would not be
disposed of onsite at the proposed
ACP. Also, USEC does not plan
to store any hazardous wastes that
are generated onsite for more than
90 days. However, should waste
require storage onsite for greater
then 90 days for characterization,
profiling, or scheduling for
treatment or disposal, a
Hazardous Waste Facility Permit
would be required and submitted
at the appropriate time.

Depleted UFg Management
Measures: Establishes
requirements for management,
inspection, testing, and
maintenance associated with the
depleted UF; storage yards and
cylinders owned by USEC at the
DOE reservation as stipulated in
the ACP License Application.

Ohio EPA

OAC 3745-266; 40
CFR Part 266,
Subpart N

USEC would manage the
depleted UFg tails cylinders in
accordance with 40 CFR Part
266, Subpart N and Ohio
Administrative Code Chapter
3745-266 while in storage.
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Table 1-3 Potentially Applicable Requirements for the Construction and Operation of the
American Centrifuge Plant (continued)

License, Permit, or Other Responsible
Required Approval Agency Authority Relevance and Status

Low-Level Mixed Waste: Low- Ohio EPA OAC 3745-266; 40 USEC would manage low-level
level mixed waste is a waste that CFR Part 266, mixed waste in compliance with
contains both low-level radioactive Subpart N 40 CFR Part 266, Subpart N and
waste and RCRA-regulated Ohio Administrative Code
hazardous waste. Chapter 3745-266.
Industrial Solid Waste Landfill Ohio EPA OAC 3745-29-06 Industrial solid waste would not

Permit to Install: Required

" before constructing or expanding a
solid waste landfill facility in
Ohio.

be disposed of onsite at the
proposed ACP. Therefore, no
Industrial Solid Waste Landfill
Permit to Install would be
required.

Emergency Planning and Response

List of Material Safety Data Local Emergency USEC would prepare and submit
Sheets: Submission of a list of Emergency Planning and a List of Material Safety Data
material Safety Data Sheets is Planning Community Sheets at the appropriate time.
required for hazardous chemicals Commission; Right-to-Know Act
(as defined in 29 CFR Part 1910) Ohio State of 1986 (EPCRA),
that are stored onsite in excess of i Emergency Section 311 (42
their threshold quantities. Response USC 11021); 40
Commission CFR §370.20; OAC
3750-30-15
Annual Hazardous Chemical LEPC; Ohio EPCRA, Section United States Enrichment
Inventory Report: Submission of i State 312 (42USC Corporation would prepare and
the report is required when Emergency 11022); 40 CFR submit an Annual Hazardous
hazardous chemicals have been Response §370.25; OAC Chemical Inventory Report each
stored at a facility during the Commission; § 3750-30-01 year. United States Enrichment
preceding year in amounts that local fire Corporation Facility ID Number
exceed threshold quantities. department 4566INTDST3930U.
Notification of On-Site Storage Ohio State EPCRA, Section United States Enrichment
of an Extremely Hazardous Emergency 304 (42 USC Corporation would prepare and
Substance: Submission of the Response 11004); 40 CFR submit the Notification of
notification is required within 60  ; Commission §355.30; OAC On-Site Storage of an Extremely
days after on-site storage begins of 3750-20-05 Hazardous Substance at the
an extremely hazardous substance appropriate time, if such
in a quantity greater than the substances are determined to be
threshold planning quantity. stored in a quantity greater than
the threshold planning quantity at
the proposed ACP. Facility ID
Number 4566 INTDST3930U.
Annual Toxics Release Inventory : U.S. EPA; EPCRA, Section United States Enrichment
Report: Required for facilities Ohio EPA 313 (42USC Corporation would prepare and
that have 10 or more full-time 11023); 40 CFR submit a Toxics Release
employees and are assigned certain Part 372; OAC Inventory Report to the U.S.
Standard Industrial Classification 3745-100-07 EPA each year. Facility ID

codes.

Number 4566 INTDST3930U.

1-26



Table 1-3 Potentially Applicable Requirements for the Construction and Operation of the
American Centrifuge Plant (continued)

License, Permit, or Other
Required Approval

Responsible

Agency Authority

Relevance snd Status

Transportation of Radioactive
Wastes and Conversion Products
Certificate of Registration:
Required to authorize the
registrant to transport hazardous
material or cause a hazardous
material to be transported or
shipped.

U.s.
Department of
Transportation

Hazardous
Materials
Transportation Act
(HMTA), as
amended by the
Hazardous
Materials
Transportation
Uniform Safety Act
of 1990 and other
acts (49 USC 1501
et seq.); 49 CFR
§107.608(b)

United States Enrichment
Corporation Certificate of
Registration Number
052803005022LN.

Transportation of Radioactive
Wastes and Conversion Products
Packaging, Labeling, and
Routing Requirements for
Radioactive Materials: Required
for packages containing
radioactive materials that will be
shipped by truck or rail.

U.S.
Department of
Transportation

HMTA (49 USC
1501 et seq.);
Atomic Energy Act
(AEA), as amended
(42USC 2011 et
seq.); 49 CFR Parts -
172,173, 174, 177,
and 397

When shipments of radioactive
materials are made, USEC would
comply with U.S. Department of
Transportation packaging,
labeling, and routing
requirements.

Land Resource Protection

Farmland Protection and Policy
Act: Prime farmland is land that
has the best combination of
physical and chemical
characteristics for producing crops
of statewide or local importance.
Prime farmland is protected by the
Farmland Protection and Policy
Act of 1981 which seeks “... to
minimize the extent to which
Federal programs contribute to the
unnecessary and irreversible
conversion of farmlands to
nonagricultural use<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>