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Education, International Education and
Graduate Programs Service, 1990 K
Street, NW, Suite 6069, Washington, DC
20006—8521. Telephone: (202) 502-7629
or via Internet: christine.corey@ed.gov.

If you use a telecommunications
device for the deaf (TDD), you may call
the Federal Information Relay Service
(FIRS) at 1-800—877—-8339.

Individuals with disabilities may
obtain this document in an alternative
format (e.g., Braille, large print,
audiotape, or computer diskette) on
request to the program contact person
listed under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT.

Individuals with disabilities may
obtain a copy of the application package
in an alternative format by contacting
that person. However, the Department is
not able to reproduce in an alternative
format the standard forms included in
the application package.

Electronic Access to This Document

You may view this document, as well
as all other Department of Education
documents published in the Federal
Register, in text or Adobe Portable
Document Format (PDF) on the Internet
at the following site: http://www.ed.gov/
legislation/FedRegister.

To use PDF you must have Adobe
Acrobat Reader, which is available free
at this site. If you have questions about
using PDF, call the U.S. Government
Printing Office (GPO), toll free, at 1—
888—293-6498; or in the Washington,
DC, area at (202) 512—1530.

You may also view this document in
PDF at the following site: http://
www.ed.gov/offices/HEP/iegps/.

Note: The official version of this document
is the document published in the Federal
Register. Free Internet access to the official
edition of the Federal Register and the Code
of Federal Regulations is available on GPO
Access at: http://www.access.gpo.gov/nara/
index.html.

Program Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1124.

Dated: September 8, 2003.
Sally L. Stroup,

Assistant Secretary, Office of Postsecondary
Education.

[FR Doc. 03—-23182 Filed 9-10-03; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 4000-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Amendment to the Record of Decision
for the Department of Energy’s Final
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Long-Term Management
and Use of Depleted Uranium
Hexaflouride

AGENCY: Department of Energy.

ACTION: Amendment to Record of
Decision.

SUMMARY: Pursuant to 10 CFR 1021.315,
the Department of Energy (DOE) is
amending the Record of Decision (ROD)
for its Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for
Alternative Strategies for the Long-Term
Management and Use of Depleted
Uranium Hexaflouride (DOE/EIS-0269)
(DUF¢ PEIS) issued in August, 1999 (64
FR 43358; August 10, 1999). The DOE
has now decided to transfer up to 1,700
of the approximately 4,700 cylinders
containing DUF¢ from the East
Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP) in
Oak Ridge, Tennessee, to its storage
facilities at DOE’s enrichment facility at
Portsmouth, Ohio, between 2003 and
2005.

The August 1999 ROD was based on
the analysis in the DUF¢ PEIS, and
announced that DOE anticipated
shipment of approximately 4,700
cylinders containing DUFg from ETTP to
a conversion facility. The DOE did not
identify the specific location for
shipment of ETTP cylinders at that time,
but intended to leave that decision until
it had concluded site-specific National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
review. However, on August 2, 2002,
while site-specific review was
underway, the President signed the
2002 Supplemental Appropriations Act
for Further Recovery From and
Response To Terrorist Attacks on the
United States (Pub. L. 107-206). In
pertinent part, this law required DOE to
award a contract within 30 days of
enactment for the design, construction,
and operation of a DUFe conversion
plant at each of the DOE sites at
Paducah, Kentucky, and Portsmouth,
Ohio. In response to Public Law 107-
206, on August 29, 2002, DOE awarded
a contract to Uranium Disposition
Services, LLC (UDS). Now that a
destination has been identified for the
DUFs cylinders, DOE is amending its
August 1999 ROD to ship up to 1,700
DUFs cylinders at ETTP to Portsmouth
beginning in 2003 through 2005.

Pursuant to 10 CFR 1021.314c, DOE
prepared a Supplement Analysis (SA) to
discuss the circumstances that are
pertinent to deciding whether to prepare
a new Supplemental EIS. DOE
determined that no further NEPA
documentation is required. DOE intends
to transport the ETTP cylinders and
continue its site-specific NEPA reviews
of the conversion facilities.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
further information on the long-term
management and use of depleted
uranium hexafluoride or to receive
copies of the SA, initial ROD or this

Amended ROD contact: Gary S.
Hartman, U.S. Department of Energy,
Oak Ridge Operations Office, Oak Ridge,
Tennessee 37831, telephone (865) 576—
0273, fax (865) 576—-0746, e-mail:
hartmangs@oro.doe.gov. For general
information on the DOE NEPA process,
contact Carol M. Borgstrom, Director,
Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance,
EH-42/Forrestal Building, U.S.
Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20585-0119, telephone
(202) 586—4600, or leave a message at
(800) 472-2756.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
I. Background

DUFg results from the process of
making uranium suitable for use as fuel
for nuclear power plants or for military
applications. The use of uranium in
these applications requires increasing
the proportion of the uranium-235
isotope found in natural uranium
through an isotopic separation process
called uranium enrichment. Gaseous
diffusion is the enrichment process
currently used in the United States. The
DUFé that is produced as a result of
enrichment typically contains 0.2
percent to 0.4 percent uranium-235 and
is stored as solid in large metal
cylinders at the gaseous diffusion
facilities. Large-scale uranium
enrichment in the United States began
as part of atomic bomb development
during World War II. Uranium
enrichment activities were subsequently
continued under the U.S. Atomic
Energy Commission and its successor
agencies including DOE. Uranium
enrichment was carried out at three
locations: the K—-25 Plant (now called
the East Tennessee Technology Park or
ETTP) at Oak Ridge, Tennessee, the
Paducah Site in Kentucky and the
Portsmouth Site in Ohio. DOE maintains
approximately 700,000 metric tons (1
metric ton or mt = 1,000 kilograms, or
approximately 2,205 pounds) of DUFe in
about 58,000 cylinders stored at the
Paducah, Portsmouth, and ETTP sites.
DUFs is stored as a solid at all three sites
in steel cylinders. Each cylinder holds
approximately 9 to 12 metric tons of
material. The cylinders usually are
stacked two layers high in outdoor areas
called ““yards.” The Paducah site has
approximately 36,200 DUF¢ cylinders,
the Portsmouth Site has approximately
16,100 DUF6 cylinders, and the ETTP
has approximately 4,700 DUFg
cylinders.

Beginning in 1994, the DOE began
work on a Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (PEIS) to select a new
long-term strategy for managing its
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inventory of DUFe. After it selected its
long-term strategy in the PEIS, the DOE
intended to conduct site-specific
environmental review in accordance
with NEPA to identify specific sites and
technologies necessary to carry out the
strategy.

In the DUF¢ PEIS, the DOE analyzed
a wide spectrum of alternatives for the
conversion of DUFg into products as
well as alternatives for storage and
disposal of the DUF¢ and the products
made from it. The Final DUF¢ PEIS
(DOE/EIS—0269) can be found on the
World Wide Web at http://
web.ead.anl.gov/uranium. As part of the
analysis, DOE estimated the potential
transportation impacts for each of the
alternatives by rail and truck. Because
the sites for the conversion facilities had
not yet been selected, transportation
impacts were evaluated for distances
ranging from 155 to 3,100 miles, a range
that anticipated shipments to Paducah
or Portsmouth or a new conversion
facility.

In the 1999 ROD, the DOE decided,
among other things, that it would take
the necessary steps to promptly convert
its DUFg inventory, that it would select
the location of the actual conversion
facilities in a project-specific EIS, and
that it anticipated shipping
approximately 4,700 cylinders from
ETTP to the conversion facilities. On the
issue of transportation, the ROD
recognized that the primary impacts
from transportation are related to
accidents. If shipments were
predominantly by truck, it was
estimated that zero fatalities would be
expected for the no-action alternative,
approximately two fatalities for the
long-term storage as DUF§g alternative,
and up to four fatalities for each of the
other alternatives. Shipment by rail
would result in similar, but slightly
smaller, impacts. Severe transportation
accidents could also cause a release of
radioactive material or chemicals from a
shipment that could have adverse health
effects. All alternatives, other than no
action and long-term storage as UFs,
could involve the transportation of
relatively large quantities of chemicals
such as ammonia and anhydrous
hydrogen fluoride (HF) because their
use would be required in the conversion
process. Severe accidents involving
these materials could result in releases
that caused fatalities with HF posing the
largest potential hazard. However,
because of the low probability of such
accidents, the maximum calculated risk
for these accidents would be zero
fatalities. If HF were to be neutralized to
calcium fluoride (CaF,) at the
conversion facility, the risks associated
with its transportation would be

eliminated. There would be risks
associated with transportation of CaFy;
however, these risks would be much
less than those associated with
transportation of HF.

Public Law 105-204, signed into law
in July 1998, while the DUFs PEIS was
being prepared, directed the Secretary of
Energy to submit to Congress a plan for
the construction of plants at Paducah
and Portsmouth to convert the DUFg
inventory. In the ROD, the DOE noted
that it had submitted the plan as
required and that it planned to review
these proposed activities in subsequent
NEPA review. DOE initiated its
Conversion Plan on July 30, 1999, by
announcing the availability of a draft
Request for Proposals (RFP) for a
contractor to design, construct, and
operate DUF¢ conversion facilities at the
Paducah and Portsmouth sites.

On October 31, 2000, DOE issued a
final RFP to procure a contractor to
design, construct, and operate DUFg
conversion facilities at the Paducah and
Portsmouth sites. The RFP stated that
any conversion plants that would be
built would have to convert the DUFg to
a more stable chemical form that would
be suitable for either beneficial use or
disposal. On September 18, 2001, the
DOE published a Notice of Intent (NOI)
in the Federal Register (66 FR 48123),
announcing its intention to prepare a
site-specific EIS for the proposed action
to construct, operate, maintain, and
decontaminate and decommission two
DUFs conversion facilities at
Portsmouth, Ohio, and Paducah,
Kentucky. As noted above, DOE
originally planned to wait until it
finished its site-specific EIS review
before transporting any of the cylinders.
That plan has changed with the advent
of Public Law 107-206.

Public Law 107-206, the 2002
Supplemental Appropriations Act for
Further Recovery From and Response to
Terrorist Attacks on the United States,
was signed by the President on August
2, 2002. This law required, in pertinent
part, that within 30 days of its
enactment DOE was required to award
a contract for the scope of work
described in the October 2000 RFP,
including design, construction, and
operation of a DUFg conversion plant at
each of the Department’s sites at
Paducah, Kentucky and Portsmouth,
Ohio. In compliance with the law, on
August 29, 2002, the DOE awarded a
contract to Uranium Disposition
Services, LLC (hereafter referred to as
UDS), for construction and operation of
the two mandated conversion facilities.
The DOE also reevaluated the
appropriate scope of its site-specific
NEPA review and decided to prepare

two separate EISs, one for the plant
proposed for the Paducah site and a
second for the Portsmouth site. This
change in approach was announced in
the Federal Register on April 28, 2003
(68 FR 22368).

Now that Congress has determined
the locations for the conversion plants,
DOE intends to begin shipping a portion
of its DUFe inventory, up to 1,700 DUFg
cylinders, from ETTP to Portsmouth
beginning in 2003. Portsmouth was
chosen based on the availability of
storage capacity and the desire to
balance cylinder inventory. It is
important that DOE begin to ship DUFs
from ETTP in order to satisfy the terms
of a Consent Order with the Tennessee
Department of Environment and
Conservation with respect to the
management of DUFs at the ETTP site.
DOE has agreed to remove all known
DUFée cylinders from ETTP by 2009, in
accordance with applicable regulatory
requirements.

At the same time, DOE will continue
with its site-specific NEPA review to
determine the exact locations at the
Portsmouth and Paducah sites for the
conversion facilities and to analyze the
impacts of shipping cylinders to these
sites.

Basis for Decision

Pursuant to 10 CFR 1021.314(c), the
Department has prepared a Supplement
Analysis to determine whether or not a
new or supplemental EIS is required for
the proposed action. Specifically, the
Supplement Analysis was prepared to
determine whether the DUF¢ PEIS
sufficiently analyzed the transportation
of up to 1,700 full DUFs cylinders. On
the basis of the Supplement Analysis,
the estimated impacts from the
proposed transportation campaign are
less than or equal to those described in
the PEIS for shipment of the entire
ETTP cylinder inventory. Therefore, no
new or supplemental EIS is necessary,
and no further NEPA documentation is
required.

As part of the DUFg PEIS, the DOE
analyzed the potential environmental
impacts of transporting 4,683 full DUFg
cylinders from ETTP to an unspecified
location within the continental United
States at three different distances: 250
km (155 mi), 1,000 km (620 mi), and
5,000 km (3,100 mi). Transportation by
both truck and rail was considered. The
assessment considered risks during both
routine (incident-free) transportation
conditions as well as from accidents.
Because destination sites for the
cylinders were not known at the time,
the impacts were estimated on the basis
of representative national average route
statistics. National average accident
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occurrence rates (accidents per million
miles) and fatality rates (accident
fatalities per million miles) were used
for accident calculations for truck and
rail shipments. Transportation of both
Department of Transportation compliant
and noncompliant cylinders was
analyzed. The noncompliant cylinders
were assumed to be transported in
overpacks or have their contents
transferred into compliant cylinders at
ETTP before being transported off-site.

The potential receptors of exposure
resulting from DUFg transport
considered in the PEIS analyses
included workers who load and unload
the cylinders, transportation crews, and
members of the general public who live
along the transportation routes, as well
as members of the public who share the
roads or rest stops with the DUFg
cylinder transport vehicles. The
assessment also considered impacts to
maximally exposed individuals for
several very specific exposure scenarios,
such as vehicle inspectors, persons in
vehicles stopped next to a shipment,
and a resident living along a site
entrance or exit road. Both radiological
and nonradiological, including chemical
and vehicle related, impacts were
estimated.

Similar to the assessment of DUFg
cylinders at ETTP, the DOE also
analyzed the potential impacts from
transporting the approximately 53,000
DUFs cylinders under its management
responsibility at its Portsmouth and
Paducah sites to an unspecified location
in the continental United States over
similar distances.

The Supplement Analysis analyzes
the health and environmental impacts of
shipments of up to 1,700 DUFg
cylinders from ETTP to the Portsmouth
site in 2003 through 2005. The result of
this analysis and a separate report on
transportation of DUFe cylinders to
Portsmouth and Paducah prepared by B.
M. Biwer, et al.; Transportation Impact
for Shipment of Uranium Hexafluoride
(UF¢) Cylinders From the East
Tennessee Technology Park to the
Portsmouth and Paducah Gaseous
Diffusion Plants ANL EAD/TM-112,
Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne,
IL. October 2001 subsequent to the PEIS
were then compared to the results in the
DUFe PEIS. The Supplement Analysis
concluded as follows:

The estimated collective population risks
for the proposed shipment of up to 1,700
DUF6 cylinders from ETTP to Portsmouth by
truck are compared with the results from the
Argonne report and the DUFg PEIS in Table
6. In general, the collective risks for the
proposed campaign are less than the
projected risks presented in the PEIS for the
shipment of ETTP DUF¢ cylinders over 1,000

km and much less than the PEIS results for
shipment over 5,000 km. The one exception
is the risk estimate for vehicle emissions (i.e.,
exhaust emissions and fugitive dust), which
is somewhat greater for the proposed
shipment campaign than the estimates in the
PEIS because of the use of a revised method
of estimating such risks. However, the total
number of estimated fatalities from all causes
for the campaign is much less than one and
well within the bounds of the PEIS analysis.

With respect to potential exposures of
individual members of the public, the
estimated doses and risks to maximally
exposed individuals for the proposed
shipments would be the same as the per-
event results presented in the PEIS. The
probability of being exposed to multiple
shipments during the proposed campaign
would be less than would be estimated for
the PEIS because of the fewer number of
shipments considered.

The maximum estimated consequences for
severe accidents for the proposed shipments
would also be the same as those reported in
the PEIS. Because the number of shipments
and the cumulative shipment distances
would be considerably less than those in the
PEIS, the probability of such an accident’s
occurring also would be less. Thus, the
overall risk posed by such a severe accident,
which is defined as the product of the
accident consequence and the estimated
probability, for the proposed campaign
would be less than for the shipments
considered in the PEIS.

Potential impacts at ETTP from the
preparation of the cylinders for shipment for
the proposed campaign would also be less
than those reported in the PEIS. The PEIS
considered preparation of up to 2,342
compliant cylinders for shipment, compared
with 1,700 cylinders being considered in this
SA.

Decision

Based on the Supplement Analysis,
the DOE has concluded that the
estimated impacts for the proposed
transport of up to 1,700 ETTP DUFg
cylinders are less than or equal to those
analyzed in the PEIS for shipment of the
entire ETTP cylinder inventory.
Therefore, no supplemental EIS is
necessary, and no further NEPA
documentation is required. The DOE
hereby amends the ROD for the Final
Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Alternative Strategies for
the Long-Term Management and Use of
Depleted Uranium Hexaflouride issued
in August 1999 (64 FR 43358; August
10, 1999). The DOE has now decided to
transfer up to 1,700 of the
approximately 4,700 cylinders
containing DUFg from the East
Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP) in
Oak Ridge, Tennessee, to its storage
facilities at DOE’s enrichment facility at
Portsmouth, Ohio, between fiscal years
2003 and 2005. Portsmouth was selected
based on the availability of storage
capacity and the desire to balance

cylinder inventory. The DOE’s site-
specific NEPA review will continue as
before.

Issued in Washington, DG, this 28th day of
August, 2003.
Jessie Hill Roberson,

Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management.

[FR Doc. 03-23167 Filed 9-10-03; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 6450-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

International Energy Agency Meeting

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of meeting.

SUMMARY: The Industry Advisory Board
(IAB) to the International Energy
Agency (IEA) will meet on September
18, 2003, at the Sony Center at
Potsdamer Platz, Berlin, Germany; and
on September 19, 2003, in connection
with an IEA seminar on Oil Stocks and
New Challenges in the Oil Market,
hosted by the German Federal Ministry
of Economy and Labor on the same date
at Scharnhorststrasse 34—37, Berlin,
Germany.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Samuel M. Bradley, Assistant General
Counsel for International and National
Security Programs, Department of
Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW., Washington, DC 20585, 202-586—
6738.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In
accordance with section 252(c)(1)(A)(@1)
of the Energy Policy and Conservation
Act (42 U.S.C. 6272(c)(1)(A)(i)) (EPCA),
the following notice of meeting is
provided:

A meeting of the Industry Advisory
Board (IAB) to the International Energy
Agency (IEA) will be held at the Sony
Center at Potsdamer Platz, Berlin,
Germany, on September 18, 2003, from
3 p.m. to 6 p.m. The agenda for the IAB
meeting is as follows:

I. Welcome, Review of Agenda, and

Introductions
II. Near-term Goals of the IEA
III. Overview of Upcoming Work at IEA
IV. Progress Report: International

Energy Forum & IEA World Energy

Outlook 2003
V. Introduction of Draft Outline for

Emergency Response Exercise 3

(ERE3)

VI. Discussion of Design Questions for

ERE3
VII. Closing and Review of Upcoming

IAB Meetings

A meeting of the IAB will be held on
September 19, 2003, in connection with
a Seminar on Oil Stocks and New



