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Cotter Mill’s Refurbishment Plan Prompts Bill

The legislation is prompted in part by a March 2009
announcement by the Cotter Corporation, a division of
General Atomics, that it will seek to refurbish the mill and
take the “necessary steps to process ore from the Mount
Taylor Mine located near Grants, New Mexico,” according
to a letter the company sent CDPHE’s Radiation Manage-
ment Program March 31. The Mount Taylor Mine—owned
by Rio Grande Resources Corporation, a company affili-
ated with Cotter—is seeking funds to reopen the mine.
When production resumes, Mount Taylor would ship ore
to Cotter for milling. Cotter Mill estimates that the Mount
Taylor Mine would produce enough ore to keep Cotter in
business for 25 years. In order to bring the Cañon City mill
back into production the company must amend its license,
undergo final mill engineering, accommodate the ore
source and mill process, prepare the site and construct new
and refurbished facilities. Cotter estimates that the Cañon
City mill could be operational as soon as August 2014.

Amory Quinn, president of Cotter Corporation, told RW
Monitor last week, “Here you have a uranium mill that was
started in 1958—it’s been around forever. And [the bill is]
asking that you totally clean this thing up and then you’re
going to refurbish your mill and contaminate the area that
you just cleaned up again. It doesn’t make any sense.” The
mill operated continuously from 1958 until 1979, and went
on ‘stand-by’ in March 2006. Mill operations have re-
leased radioactive materials and metals into the environ-
ment and in 1984 Cotter Mill was added as a Superfund
site to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
National Priorities List. Cotter Mill cleanup plans this year
include placing a dirt cover over the secondary impound-
ment, tearing out of old CCD tanks and addressing sites
where the company previously stored ore at the mill.

On Dec. 18 the CDPHE reported that the radioactive
materials license for Energy Fuel’s Piñon Ridge Ura-
nium/Vanadium Mill—submitted on Nov. 18—was
determined to be complete. The decision moves the
application into the technical adequacy review process,
which includes analysis of compliance with applicable
regulations, environmental impacts, operations and health
and safety for the community and mill employees. Accord-
ing to CDPHE, the technical review will last between 12
and 14 months. A public meeting on the application was
held Jan. 21 in Nucla, Colorado.

—Sarah Anderson

REPORT CONFIRMS URANIUM, THORIUM
CONTAMINATION AT OHIO FUSRAP SITE

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers last month released a
Revised Remedial Investigation Report for the former
Harshaw Chemical Company Site in Ohio that confirms
thorium and uranium contamination at the site near
downtown Cleveland. The revised report, which was
prompted by the discovery of thorium at the site during an
initial investigation in 2006, indicates that uranium is
present above background levels in buildings, soils,
sediments, and groundwater, with concentrations highest
near Building G-1, the main processing facility. Results of
soil sample analyses confirmed the presence of recycled
uranium, as well as low levels of associated radiological
contaminants, in the vicinity of the former processing
plant. The Army Corps is now evaluating cleanup options.
The additional investigations were performed “because
additional historical information indicated other Manhattan
Engineer District/Atomic Energy Commission processes
may have taken place on the former Harshaw Chemical
Company Site and there was a potential for the presence of
additional radioactive elements,” Duane Lenhardt, project
manager for the Corps’ Buffalo District, said in a statement
last month.

Site Included in FUSRAP in 2001

The former Harshaw Chemical Company was contracted
by the Manhattan Engineer District, and later the Atomic
Energy Commission, to support the early U.S. atomic
energy program. From 1944 to 1959, various forms of
uranium were processed in Building G-1 for isotopic
separation and enrichment at Oak Ridge. Previous investi-
gations that addressed residual radiological contamination
at the site were conducted from 1976 to 1979. The current
property owners conducted additional investigations in the
1990s and numerous buildings were demolished. Based on
a request from the state of Ohio and the site owners, the
former Harshaw Chemical Company Site was included in
FUSRAP in 2001.

The Remedial Investigation of the site entailed an exten-
sive review of historical records, field sampling activities,
and data evaluation. Testing also included a gamma
walkover, a geophysical survey, and assessment of wells
located on the site. The Corps’ team found evidence of
varying amounts of residual radioactive and chemical
contamination at the site. The Corps’ team sampled
sediment and surface water in both the Cuyahoga River
and Big Creek, the groundwater under the site, the soils
and subsurface soils on site, as well as the structures on
site.

—Sarah Anderson
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MINN. BILL WOULD CREATE STATE HLW
COMMISSION WITH NUKE WASTE FUND

The $14 million that Minnesota ratepayers pay into the
U.S. Nuclear Waste Fund annually would be redirected to
a state radioactive waste commission under a bill intro-
duced in the state legislature last month. State Rep. Joe
Atkins (D-Inver Grove Heights), chair of the Commerce
and Labor Committee in the Minnesota House of Repre-
sentatives, introduced the bill, which would create a 10-
member Minnesota Nuclear Waste Storage Commission.
That group would be charged with developing a strategy
for long-term storage of high-level radioactive waste from
nuclear generating plants in the state by Jan. 15, 2012, and
update the plan every three years thereafter.

Xcel Energy Opposes Move

Atkins noted in a statement that Xcel Energy’s two
Minnesota power reactors—Monticello and Prairie
Island—have sent roughly $375 million in fees to the
federal government’s Nuclear Waste Fund since the early
1980s.That money was to fund construction of the pro-
posed Yucca Mountain nuclear storage facility in Nevada,
which was to begin accepting nuclear waste no later than
January 1998. However, more than a decade later, the
Yucca Mountain project has not moved forward and the
Department of Energy has indicated its intention to cease
licensing the facility altogether (RW Monitor, Vol. 2 No.
26). “Yucca Mountain remains an empty cave,” Atkins
said in his statement. “While a growing amount of nuclear
waste accumulates in temporary casks here in Minnesota,
Minnesota ratepayers continue to pay $14 million annually
in fees to the Nuclear Waste Fund.”

However, at a Minnesota House Commerce and Labor
Committee hearing Jan. 25, Laura McCarten, Xcel Energy
regional vice president, said that the company doesn’t
believe the legislation is necessary. “A comprehensive
state and federal framework already is in place to ensure
adequate funding and safety of interim used fuel storage,
and we believe the proposal would have an unintended
consequence of putting Xcel Energy in breach of its
contract with the federal government to remove used fuel
from our sites,” McCarten said. “Breaching the contract
could result in Minnesota having to ‘go it alone’ in provid-
ing for permanent disposal of used fuel. It also could
jeopardize our efforts to renew Prairie Island’s operating
licenses and even jeopardize the existing operating licenses
for both nuclear plants.” Licenses for Units 1 and 2 of the
Prairie Island Nuclear Plant are set to expire in 2013 and
2014, respectively. The original license for Monticello
expires in 2010 but in 2006 the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission approved a 20-year license extension to 2030.

Under the bill, the annual funds would go into a state
nuclear waste escrow account beginning in July, and any
interest earned on the account would be credited to the
account. Also, the bill states, “money deposited in the
account that is not appropriated does not cancel to the
general fund, but remains in the account.” The bill would
redirect half of the annual fees to create the state Commis-
sion and escrow the other half until a federal nuclear waste
facility is finished. The Commission would annually
transfer three-quarters of its funding from the nuclear
waste escrow account to nuclear power station host
communities.

Xcel: Legislation Could Put $350M in Jeopardy

Additionally, Xcel’s McCarten said, “the measure could
jeopardize about $350 million in damages we are working
to recover on our customers’ behalf because of the federal
government’s delay,” referencing a lawsuit brought by
Northern States Power Company against the U.S. Govern-
ment claiming past and future damages for the govern-
ment’s failure to site a permanent disposal facility. The
company’s first lawsuit was for the period from 1998—the
year the Department of Energy was supposed to begin
removing fuel—through 2004 and the court awarded Xcel
Energy $116 million in damages for that period. DOE is
currently appealing that award. “In the meantime, we have
filed a second lawsuit for the period from 2005 through
2008,” Xcel spokeswoman Mary Sandok said last week.
“We have asked for approximately $250 million in dam-
ages. The second lawsuit is pending. As additional costs
(damages) are incurred there will be additional lawsuits to
recover those damages.”

—Sarah Anderson

BILL WOULD OK NEW NUKES IN KENTUCKY
WITHOUT WASTE DISPOSAL GUARANTEE

The Kentucky Senate passed a bill last month that would
remove a requirement that new nuclear plant sponsors
guarantee a disposal pathway for spent nuclear fuel. If the
bill passes, nuclear power facilities would be required to
“have a plan for the storage of nuclear waste rather than a
means for permanent disposal.” The bill would change
Kentucky law to remove a provision that requires the
Kentucky Public Service Commission “to certify that the
Public Service Commission certify the facility as having a
means for disposal of high-level nuclear waste,” according
to the bill summary. It would also define “waste storage”
and change all references to “the disposal of nuclear
waste” in the state law pertaining to new nuclear power
plants to “the storage of nuclear waste.”
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Bill Would Prohibit LLRW Disposal Sites

In addition, the bill would prohibit the construction of low-
level waste disposal sites in Kentucky, which is a member
of the Central Midwest Compact. The bill provides for an
exception, however, stating that low-level waste sites are
prohibited except when they are approved by a majority of
members in the Kentucky House, Senate and the governor.
Connecting low-level waste to the construction of new
plants that would be allowed under the bill, the measure
also requires the PSC to examine during its review of a
new nuclear project “whether either the construction or the
operation of a nuclear power facility would create low-
level nuclear or mixed wastes that would be required to be
disposed of in low-level nuclear waste disposal sites in the
Commonwealth.”

The bill (S.B. 26) was sponsored by State Senators Bob
Leeper (I) and Ken Winters (R), both of whom hail from
districts near Paducah, Kentucky—home to the country’s
only operational uranium enrichment plant. The bill went
to the Kentucky House Jan. 20 for its consideration, where
last year legislators opted not to include a similar bill in a
larger energy package.

—Rebecca Cooper

NNSA PLEDGES $11.25M TO B&W,
GE-HITACHI FOR ISOTOPE PRODUCTION

The National Nuclear Security Administration is investing
$11.25 million in two companies that have plans to
jumpstart domestic medical isotope production capabili-
ties, establishing cooperative agreements with Babcock &
Wilcox’s Technical Services Group and GE-Hitachi. With
the world facing a shortage of medical isotopes, both
companies are at work developing new methods of produc-
ing molybdenum-99, one of the most widely used medical
isotopes. Both companies’ processes would potentially
produce Mo-99 with technologies that do not utilize
proliferation-sensitive highly enriched uranium, providing
an answer to what medical and nonproliferation experts
have called a “double crisis.” Mo-99, and its decay prod-
uct, technetium-99, is used in approximately 16 million
procedures annually in the United States, such as cancer
and heart disease diagnoses and bone scans, among others.

B&W to Get $9M, GEH $2.25M

As part of the cooperative agreement with the NNSA
announced last week, B&W and its partner, Covidien, will
get $9 million to aid the development of its liquid phase
nuclear technology, which uses small and accessible
nuclear reactors to produce Mo-99. The technology yields

1 percent of the waste compared to spent fuel and process-
ing wastes generated by current Mo-99 reactor production,
and eventually, B&W anticipates that it could meet 50
percent of the U.S. demand for the medical isotope.

GE-Hitachi will receive $2.25 million under its coopera-
tive agreement with the NNSA to further a process that
would create Mo-99 without the use of HEU. GE-Hitachi’s
plans would utilize a small opening in GE’s existing
commercial reactors that was designed to allow workers to
count neutrons in the reactor. In this case, however,
molybdenum-98 could be inserted into the reactor through
the small hole, and after several days, an extra neutron
would be gained, turning it into Mo-99. The company
referred to the process as “cutting edge technology” in a
statement provided to RW Monitor and said research and
development was necessary to confirm the technology at
commercial scale. Like B&W, GE-Hitachi said that it
could eventually meet 50 percent of the U.S. demand for
the medical isotope. “Our technical approach holds great
promise for helping to ensure that a safe and reliable
supply of molybdenum is available to help doctors care for
their patients,” GEH Senior Vice President Chris Monetta
said in a statement.

NNSA Targets Four Technologies

Both companies are required to match the funding amount
provided by the NNSA. The Fiscal Year 2010 Energy and
Water Appropriations Act provided $20 million to the
NNSA to increase domestic medical isotope production
from non-HEU sources. NNSA spokeswoman Jennifer
Wagner said some of that money would go to research and
development efforts underway at U.S. national laborato-
ries. With just more than half of the funding distributed,
there is speculation that additional cooperative agreements
could be in the works. “NNSA is committed to supporting
technology that offers a new path forward for the creation
of a reliable, domestic supply of molybdenum-99 without
the use of HEU,” NNSA Administrator Tom D’Agostino
said in a statement. “This pragmatic approach addresses a
critical U.S. medical community need while supporting
President Obama’s goal of reducing the risk posed by
global use of HEU.”

To address the potential long-term impact of the shutdown
and phase out production from HEU, the NNSA has said
it is working on four independent technologies. In addition
to B&W’s and GE-Hitachi’s technologies, efforts are
underway to develop isotope production methods using
accelerator-based technology and LEU fission-target
technology. The goal, according to the NNSA, is to have
the technologies commercially ready by 2013. Notably
absent from last week’s cooperative agreements was the
University of Missouri, which is working to convert its
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research reactor to produce Mo-99 from low enriched
uranium.

Alan Kuperman, the director of the University of Texas’
Nuclear Proliferation Prevention Program, called the
potential for using commercial reactors to produce Mo-99
a significant development. “This is the first time anyone
had disclosed the fact that GE-Hitachi was talking about
producing med isotopes in commercial power reactors,”
Kuperman said. “That’s a game-changer.” Kuperman said
that commercializing the process chemistry could be a
challenge, and the technetium delivery system would
require significant changes to existing infrastructure at
hospital. “If it works, this could be significant,” he said.

Canadian Reactor Shutdown Hurts Production

A key blow to the medical isotope industry came last May,
when the National Research Universal Reactor at Canada’s
Chalk River facility in Ontario, which produces nearly
one-third of the world’s supply of Mo-99, was shut down
unexpectedly because of a heavy water leak. Though just
one-quarter of repairs to Canada’s Chalk River nuclear
reactor have so far been completed, Atomic Energy of
Canada Ltd. (AECL) has placed an order for 16.3 kilo-
grams of highly-enriched uranium from the United States
and Canadian officials have estimated that production of
critical medical isotopes would restart this spring. Last
month, AECL set the facility’s restart date for the end of
March.

However, AECL announced in a statement last week that
the restart date has been pushed back to April after welding
problems at the facility delayed repairs. AECL said the
first medical isotopes would be delivered about 10 days
after the plant is restarted. However, the facility’s long-
term future is uncertain. During a Senate Energy and
Natural Resources Committee hearing last December, Dr.
Parrish Staples, NNSA’s director of European and African
threat reduction, suggested that if the Chalk River were to
reopen this year, the medical isotope shortage would
disappear.

Isotopes Bill Bogged Down

A bill that would provide support for domestic Mo-99
producers while curtailing the export of proliferation-sensi-
tive nuclear materials—known as the “American Medical
Isotopes Production Act of 2009” (H.R. 3276)—was
passed by the House last year. The legislation has hit a
roadblock, however, as Sen. Kit Bond (R-Mo.) has placed
a hold on the bill over concerns about potential medical
isotope shortages in the future. The bill would authorize
$163 million to be spent over the next five years for a
Department of Energy program to support and encourage

the development of Mo-99 targets, fuel and processes from
LEU sources.

—Todd Jacobson

DEPT. OF ENERGY CHOOSES WCS AS
‘PREFERRED’ MERCURY STORAGE SITE

The Department of Energy has designated Waste Control
Specialists’ Andrews County, Texas, facility as its ‘pre-
ferred’ site to store stockpiles of elemental mercury. The
designation was included in the draft Environmental
Impact Statement on mercury storage released Jan. 29 for
a 60-day comment period. WCS was one of seven sites
under consideration for mercury storage, and was the only
commercial site to have been considered. “Environmental
impacts of this project to the site and surrounding areas
have been analyzed and determined to be negligible to
minimal,” according to a Jan. 22 DOE fact sheet. “The
WCS site is located in a remote, lightly populated area that
has been extensively characterized and studied due to the
wide range of waste management activities carried on
there. The storage of mercury would be compatible with
existing waste management activities, land use plans, and
regulatory agreements.”

Chuck McDonald, spokesman for WCS, told RW Monitor
last week, “It is gratifying that DOE is recommending
WCS as a potential storage site for elemental mercury in
its draft EIS. We are currently researching all aspects of
the proposal and, as we do with all our projects, we want
to make sure that this is something the community under-
stands and supports.” The public involvement process
“will begin in earnest now that DOE has said we are the
preferred site.,” McDonald said.

Congress Tasks DOE With Mercury Storage

DOE has been tasked through the Mercury Export Ban Act
of 2008 with establishing a long-term storage site for what
the Department has estimated is approximately 10,000
metric tons of surplus mercury over the next 40 years.
Under that law, DOE was to have identified a storage site
by 2010, and to have the site in operation by 2013. While
officials with the DOE Office of Environmental Manage-
ment acknowledged previously that DOE would not meet
the 2010 deadline for identifying a storage site, last July
the Department issued a notice of intent to prepare an EIS
and named seven possible storage sites. The selected sites
include five DOE sites—Hanford, the Savannah River Site,
the Kansas City Plant, the Idaho National Laboratory and
the Grand Junction Disposal Site in Colorado—as well as
the Hawthorne Army Depot in Nevada and WCS. The law
prohibited the consideration of Oak Ridge as a storage site.
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Notably, WCS—as the only commercial site DOE
named—actively sought out consideration for the waste,
whereas Colorado, Idaho, Washington, Nevada and the
Western Governors’ Association all came out in vehement
opposition to hosting long-term storage.

The estimated 10,000 metric tons of mercury waste include
the possible transfer of 1,100 metric tons of surplus
elemental mercury by 2020 from four domestic chlor-alki
plants; between 3,700 and 4,900 metric tons of mercury
generated by gold mining activities in Nevada and South
Dakota over the next 40 years; the possible transfer of
approximately 1,200 metric tons of surplus mercury
currently stored at DOE’s Y-12 National Security Compex
in Oak Ridge, Tenn., and; 2,500 metric tons generated by

mercury reclamation and recycling operations generated
over the next 40 years.

Record of Decision Expected by End of Year

 DOE said it expects to issue a final EIS, and Record of
Decision finalizing the choice of a mercury storage site, by
the end of the year. In addition to the public comment
period for the draft EIS, which will run through March 30,
DOE plans to hold public hearings at nine locations near
the sites under consideration: Grand Junction, Colo. on
Feb. 23; Hawthorne, Nev. On Feb. 23; Idaho Falls, Idaho
on Feb. 25; Kansas City, Mo. on March 2; Portland, Ore.
on March 2; Richland, Wash. on March 3; North Augusta,
S.C. on March 4; Eunice, N.M. on March 8 and; Andrews,
Texas on March 9. All meetings will begin at 5:30 p.m.
and last for three hours.

—Sarah Anderson

If your company has or is attempting to:

— Provide management support or services to NNSA, STRATCOM and/or DoD nuclear
programs

— Develop or market nuclear material security technologies;
— Support the U.S. DOE-NNSA Global Threat Reduction Initiative;
— Be directly involverd in U.S.-Russian programs to enhance security of Russian nuclear

materials;
— Develop and commercialize nuclear nonproliferation technologies; or

Nuclear safeguards technologies and systems.

Then you should sign up to receive the—

The NW&M Monitor is the “inside track” resource covering all the activities of the U.S. National Nuclear Security Administration
and related DoD agencies and programs. Insightful and timely coverage is provided on NNSA complex transformation,  disposition
of weapons grade materials, nuclear weapons related treaties, government programs to combat WMD and development of overall
nuclear weapons’ policy such as The Nuclear Posture review . This  weekly resource also includes a special section on Russian
initiatives.

Take a look at a recent edition on our website at www.exchangemonitor.com or call 202-
296-2814 ext. 101 for details.
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NTS LLRW Disposal Volumes
W/E: 12/20/2009 FY 2010 TOTAL WMP TOTAL

DOE APPROVED
GENERATORS

Disposal
Location

Weekly
Shipments

Volume
(Ft3)

Volume
(M3)

FY 2009
Shipments

Volume
(Ft3)

Volume
(M3)

Volume
(Ft3)

Volume
(M3)

ARGONNE NATIONAL
LABORATORY

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Area 5 5 1,666.36 47.19 16 4,825.25 136.64 26,452 749.04
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

BECHTEL JACOBS
(ORR)

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 171,554 4,857.87
Area 5 3 3,254.74 92.16 17 21,795.64 617.18 620,656 17,575.01
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

BERKELEY NATIONAL
LABORATORY

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

BROOKHAVEN NATIONAL
LABORATORY

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 1 762.80 21.60 32,652 924.60
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

BWXT Y-12
Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 1,610 45.59
Area 5 20 28,383.81 803.74 97 132,406.47 3,749.33 948,830 26,867.88
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 6,416 181.69

DURATEK, INC.
Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Area 5 1 726.03 20.56 3 1,661.69 47.05 14,694 416.08
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 1 2,084.98 59.04 22,938 649.53

ENERGX
 (ORR)

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 40,707 1,152.69
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 2 3,390.20 96.00 12,713 360.00

GENERAL ELECTRIC
VALLECITOS

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

IDAHO NATIONAL
LABORATORY

AMWTP

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Area 5 2 2,789.86 79.00 15 16,378.95 463.80 39,979 1,132.08
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

IDAHO NATIONAL
LABORATORY

ICP

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 2 450.75 12.76 13,747 389.26
Mixed 2 485.97 13.76 2 485.97 13.76 18,228 516.16

IDAHO NATIONAL
LABORATORY

BEA

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 9,683 274.19
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 9 5,907.44 167.28 144,413 4,089.33
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 990 28.03

LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL
LABORATORY

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 4,803 136.01
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

LAWRENCE LIVERMORE
NATIONAL LABORATORY

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 343,230 9,719.19
Area 5 4 543.39 15.39 7 4,572.45 129.48 234,547 6,641.64
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 406 11.49

LOVELACE
RESPIRATORY

RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 10,213 289.20
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 6,974 197.48
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

NAVAL REACTORS/
KAPL

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

NATIONAL SECURITY
TECHNOLOGIES

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 349,600 9,899.57
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 6 6,039.98 171.03 244,474 6,922.73
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 29,303 829.77

NUCLEAR FUEL
SERVICES

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 13,440 380.58
Area 5 1 994.46 28.16 17 20,935.94 592.84 278,054 7,873.61
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00



February 1, 2010 RadWaste Monitor # ExchangeMonitor Publications, Inc. 19

W/E: 12/20/2009 FY 2010 TOTAL WMP TOTAL
DOE APPROVED
GENERATORS

Disposal
Location

Weekly
Shipments

Volume
(Ft3)

Volume
(M3)

FY 2009
Shipments

Volume
(Ft3)

Volume
(M3)

Volume
(Ft3)

Volume
(M3)

ORNL
BUILDING 3019 D&D

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

PADUCAH
Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 236,166 6,687.48
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 1 754.29 21.36 523,408 14,821.27
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

PANTEX
Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 34,950 989.67
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 146,598 4,151.19

PERMAFIX M&EC
Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Area 5 45 8,756.73 247.96 348 79,003.84 2,237.14 191,878 5,433.37
Mixed 2 785.40 22.24 19 6,907.95 195.61 67,327 1,906.49

PORTSMOUTH
Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 51,628 1,461.94
Area 5 6 3,889.73 110.14 28 26,248.86 743.28 1,224,673 34,678.87
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 125,832 3,563.15

BOEING-ROCKETDYNE
Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 188,240 5,330.36
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 74,350 2,105.36
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 110 3.11

SANDIA NATIONAL
LABORATORIES

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 72,766 2,060.50
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 111,462 3,156.25
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 1,166 33.02

SAVANNAH RIVER
Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 92,761 2,626.70
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 277,583 7,860.27
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 16,410 464.68

STOLLER-NAVARRO
JOINT VENTURE

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 427 12.09
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 43,401 1,228.98
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 7,480 211.80

UT-BATTELLE (ORNL)
Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 1,276 36.13
Area 5 1 130.03 3.68 1 130.03 3.68 6,104 172.85

WEST VALLEY
Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 89,618 2,537.70
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 380,991 10,788.46
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

WIPP
TRU SOLUTIONS

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

INACTIVE OFFSITE
WASTE GENERATORS

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 9,946,379 281,650.06
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 12,210,537 345,763.88
Mixed 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 283,372 8,024.20

INACTIVE ONSITE
WASTE GENERATORS

Area 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 8,211,495 232,523.62
Area 5 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 76,538 2,167.31

GRAND TOTAL 92 52,406.51 1,483.99 592 334,743.48 9,478.88 38,336,232 1,085,561.10
At this time, Area 3 is not receiving waste for disposal

Total offsite waste received in FY 10 = 328,703.50 Ft3 9,307.85 M3

Total onsite waste received in FY 10 =     6,039.98 Ft3    171.03 M3

Offsite waste comprises approximately 76.62%  of the total waste inventory
Onsite waste comprises approximately 23.38%  of the total waste inventory

Number MLLW shipments in FY 10 = 04 W/E 12/20/2009 24 FY2010

Total mixed waste received in FY 10 =   12,869.10 Ft3      364.41 M3

Total mixed waste capacity remaining = 413,896.48 Ft3 11,720.24 M3

The weekly report represents a snapshot as of the week ending date noted. The LWIS database constitutes the official record.
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Calendar
FIRST ANNUAL DECISIONMAKERS’ FORUM ON

ELECTRICITY GENERATION IN A DECARBONIZED ECONOMY

Rethinking, Restructuring, Reinvigorating...
Coal, Natural Gas, Nuclear, Wind &Energy Efficiency Options...

EARLY 2010
Washington, D.C.

Bookmark www.future-electricity-options.com
for Updates on the Program

February

1 President Obama’s Fiscal Year 2011 Budget Request
expected to be released.

2-3 Conference: “Fourth Annual Workshop on Reducing the
Risk from Radioactive and Nuclear Materials,” Institute
of Nuclear Materials Management, Crystal Gateway
M a r r i o t t ,  A r l i n g t o n ,  V a . ,
www.inmm.org/events/fourth.cfm.

3-4 Workshop: Licensing Processes and Procedures for Advanced
Nuclear Reactors; NRC Headquarters, Rockville, Md.; Info:
wesley.held@nrc.gov, samina.shaikh@nrc.gov.

4 Hearing: Senate Energy & Natural Resources Committee,
“Fiscal 2011 Budget: Department of Energy”; Dirksen
366; Information: http://www.energy.senate.gov

4-5 Meeting: Hanford Advisory Board; Red Lion Hotel, 1101 N.
Columbia Center Blvd., Kennewick, Wash., 99336.

14-17 Winter Committee Meetings: National Association of
Regulatory Utility Commissioners; Information:
http://winter.narucmeetings.org/program.cfm

15 EM PUBS CLOSED FOR PRESIDENTS’ DAY

16-19

THE SECOND ANNUAL NUCLEAR DETERRENCE SUMMIT

Modernizing the Infrastructure to Reduce
the Nuclear Stockpile and Ensure Global Security

Hilton Alexandria  Mark Center
Alexandria, Virginia

Bookmark www.deterrencesummit.com
for Updates on the Program

22 Forum: Nuclear Energy Institute’s Small Reactor Forum;
L’Enfant Plaza Hotel, Washington, D.C.; Information:
http://www.nei.org/newsandevents/conferencesandmeetings

23 Summit: Nuclear Energy Institute R&D Summit; L’Enfant
Plaza Hotel, Washington, D.C.; Information:
http://www.nei.org/newsandevents/conferencesandmeetings

(Changes from previous Calendar in Bold)

For Information Call 1-877-303-7367 ext. 109 or
email: forums@exchangemonitor.com

For Information Call 1-877-303-7367 ext. 109 or
email: forums@exchangemonitor.com




