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SAFEGUARDS AND NON-PROLIFERATION INPLICATIONS OF PROPOSAL 
TO HAVE NEXT ENRIClli,lENT PLANTS BUILT BY PRIVATE INDUSTRY 

This paper attempts to review the safeguard and 

non-proliferation aspects of the A&~inistration's pro-

posal to have the next major increment of U.S. enrichment 

. capacity, financed, constructed and operated by u.s. 

private industry. In this regard the following principal 

questions are addressed: 

(a) Will the proposal significantly add in any 

way to the risks that the enriched uranium 

produced by the proposed ner,y plants wi 11 

fall into unauthorized hands in the U.S.? 
' 

{b) Is the proposal likely to compromise in 

any significant way the rigorous classi-

fication and related constraints that now 

apply to sensitive U.S. enrichment tech-

no logy? 

(c) Is the proposal likely to contribute in any 

way to the problem of international prolifera-

tion by encouraging the spread of U.S. or 

other enrichment teqhnologies around the 

-world? 

To place these questions in perspective it should 

be noted that the Government has, for approximately 30 
./~~> .. 

/c,' I •t•!;'\ 
<"_.. 
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years, relied on private contractors to operate the 

three u.s. diffusion plants. At the present time 

sensitive technology involved in the U.S.~gaseous 
. . 

diffusion plants and centrifuge facilities is classified 

as Restricted Data and the facilities themselves are sub-

je~ted to government requirements for physical security 

protection, nuclear materials accountability as well as 

governmental inspection and inventory verification. There 

are severe criminal penal ties for anyone \.;rho discloses 

U.S. Restricted Data to an unauthorized person. Also, 

pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act, special nuclear material 
~ 

(including enriched uranium) only may be distributed 

domestically to authorized persons and only may be pis-

tributed abroad pursuant to inter-governmental agreements 

for cooperation containing suitable assurances against 

military use. Additionally, no U.S. Restricted Data, 

including that pertaining to enrichment, may be transferred 

to another country, unless the transfer occurs pursuant 

an appropriate agreement for cooperation, w·hich would be 

subject to Congressional review. With the exception an 

early arrangement with the United Kingdom, which was 

terminated several years ago, the U.S. has not transferred 

any classified enriclli~ent technology to any other nation. 

In general the other countries engaged in major enrichment 
..,- ____ , ~., 'C- ... - ..... , 

projects (including France, U.K., the USSR, the FRG, ,.·'~·;;_,· ,u';o~. 

Netherlands, South Africa and the PRC) have also kept . ,;.: 
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c· their programs highly classified. The German jet nozzle 

process which may be made available by the FRG to Brazil 

is, however, not classified. With these factors in mind 

the_following paragraphs address the principal questions 

noted above. 

Disposition of the Plant Products 

The proposed program favoLing private installation 

is not expected to reduce in any v1ay the various con-

straints that now govern the distribution of enriched 

uranium domestically as well as overseas. Indeed, since 

1954, the U.S. has operated under a regime of private 

ownership of nuclear power reactors, as well as fuel 
, 

fabrication and chemical reprocessing plants. Private 

ownership of enriched uranium and plutonium also have been 

permitted for over ten years. The proposition of having 

the next enrichment plants operated by the private sector 

the;refore should not introduce any inherently nevT risks 

into the picture, and the enriched uranium produced by 

these plants will be subjected to the full range of U.S. 

domestic and export regulations. 

Only authorized persons will be enabled to possess 

such materials and exports only 'l.vill take place pursuant 

to an inter-governmental agreement for cooperation, as 

well as an approved export license. Such a license is 

issued only after a thorough review of all relevant 

implications and following a determination that the 

export would not be inimical to the interests of the U.S. 
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Our agreements for cooperation governing the export of 

enriched uranium call for the application of international 

safeguards on the materials transferred as.well as all 

generations of plutonium produced therefrom. These 

controls are designed to detect and thus deter any 

diversions to military uses. Comprehensive u.s~ bilateral 

safeguards come into effect if L~e international safeguards 

terminate for any reason. Horeover, quantitative limi-

tations are placed in these agreements on the total amount 

of enriched uranium that may be transferred to a cooperating 

country and fuel is exported only when it is needed in a 

defined peaceful project. Moreover, the U.S. has various 

ancillary rights designed to reinforce the safeguards and 

guarantee provisions. 
. . . ' These include opportun~t~es to 

actively _participate in the decision as to vrhere the 

transferred fuel might be reprocessed. All of these 

constraints which now govern the exports of Government 

produced enriched uranium would apply with equal force to 

the products of the proposed new private enrichment plants. 

It also should be noted that the UEA plant will be 

designed to produce only the lm.; enriched uranium that is 

needed for most U.S.-type nuclear power reactors. Moreover, 

since the Government would continue to control all exports, 

UEA would consult at an early stage with the Government to 

verify the acceptability of any prospective foreign investor 
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wishing to obtain access to its product. 

The principal responsibility for assuring that 

adequate safeguards and physical protective measures 

will apply to the proposed new private plants 'i.vill 

fall on the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. NRC 

intends to proceed promptly 'i.vith the development of 

the·necessary safeguards and associated protective 

measuresi these may have a bearing ~ 

on the optimal design of the plant and may figure 1n the 

initial licensing actions. Since several years will be 

required to construct the facility NRC 'i.vill benefit from 

any further advances that are made in safeguard 

techniques, including the experience acquired by the 

International Atomic Energy Agency in this area • 

. With.-regard to the IAEA the question arises as 

to whether the UEA plant and the proposed follow-on gas 

centrifuge facilities will now fall under the terms of 

the U.S. Presidential offer to place the entire U.S. 

nuclear program under IAEA safeguards excluding only-

those activities having a "direct national se~urity 

significance." This is an issue that the U.S. Government 

would propose to address at such time as the proposed 

new facilities near completion. If i~ appears at that 

time that the subject facilities- meet the test of ...... ~---,,."" 
-~ J>~-;_ ~ r o i? ;;-, 

the u.S. offer then we vmuld be prepared to have them '·: ~ 
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c· subjected to IAEA safeguards. If, however, these 

enrichment.facilities are judged at that time to have 

direct national security significance they will not 

be incorporated under the scope of the offer. 

Will Current Classification and Related Constraints 

on U.S. Gaseous Diffusion Technology and U.S .. Gas Centri­

fuge Technology be Eroded by "Privatization?" 

The Governinent 't'lill continue "t:o require the classi-

fication and security protection of that aspect of gaseous 

diffusion and gas centrifuge technology 't-Thich is judged 

to be sensitive and necessary to protect for national 

security purposes. In general, and because of non-
~ 

proliferation considerations centrifuge technology is 

considered to be more sensitive than the gaseous ditfusion 

process. 

With the increase in the nlli~ber of enrichment plants 

in the United States it is anticipated that a greater number 

of appropriately cleared U.S. citizens will have access to 

enrichment technology. The principal factor occasioning 

this increase will be the expansion in our capacity and 

scale up of the centrifuge, rather than the proposal to 

move to private mvnership, per se. Had the Government 

elected to install the capacity itself it, too would have 

had, to rely on private contractors to design, build and 

operate the plants. Every effort, however, ;vill continue 

to be made to restrict the dissemination of sensitive ; ;;:~~"'-, 
<" 

.-:: 

-.:..-.... 
•• ..!:; / 

~.' 
......, _____ ..,.,..,~-,.-
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design parameters, components (seals and compressors) 

and manufacturing processes. Horeover, the concept of 

"need to know" will continue to apply to.such access. 

ERDA is now performing a classification review of the U.S. 

gaseous diffusion process to determine if any declassifi-

cations can be made which would assist in the production 

an~ procurement of components, and the construction of an 

enrichment plant. Much useful datar enabling prospective 
. . . 

investors to meaningfully assess the economics and 

efficiency of the U.S. gaseous diffusion process, already 

has been declassified. 

Is Private"Enrichment Likley to Contribute to the 

Spread of the Nuclear Enrichment Technology Around the 

.world? ' 

On the whole ~-1e believe that a U.S. move to now 

place new capacity promptly in place will deter the installa-

tion of additional foreign capacity and foster our non-

proliferation objectives, including the acceptance of 

safeguards. 

Although the transfer to the private sector can be 

expected to build up a private equity in U.S. enrichment 

technology and possibly some incentive for foreign ties, 

no widespread dissemination of U.S. information to other 

nations is foreseen at this time. As noted, sensitive 

enrichment technology will remain classified and prosl?c~_cti ve 
i. :·~ ;; c y'?> 

..... 
cP ·• 

f) 
~; 
~ 

--·-""' 
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foreign investors will not have access to such classified 

information. Noreover, the export constraints and 

controls as now apply to GoverTh~ent-generated information 

will apply to information and technology advancements 

generated by UEA and other elements of the private 

sector. We can expect prospective private enrichers 

to be fairly sensitive on their own about protecting 

their technological leadership and proprietary information 

in this field. 

Any proposed sharing of technology with other 

countries would have to be taken up as a separate matter 

and would necessarily involve affirmative Governmental 

approvals of the necessary arrang~~ents. In this regard, 
' 

within the context of the activities of the International 

Energy Agency, the United States has expressed a willing-

ness to explore cooperation in either the gaseous diffu­

sion or gas centrifuge fields. We have made it clear, 

however, that in the first instances, we vmuld expect any 

such proposals on the u.s. side to be developed for U.S. 

governmental review by those U.S. companies seriously 
. . 

intending to become U.S. enrichers. Thereafter, any 

such proposals would have to be carefully evaluated by 

the Government taking into account various explicitly 

stated criteria, including compatibility of the arrange-

ments '\vi th surety of supply for the U.s. domestic market 
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('--- and with U.S. national security interests. At this 

stage the specific character of.any cooperative arrange-

ments that might so develop is not known. However, the 

recent decision favoring "the introduction of private 

industry" is not expected to alter the picture since (a) 

all proposals for technology sharing will be subjected 

to a very intensive revie~v and (b) the current IEA ground 

rules were, in fact,,developed with advent of U.S. 

private owernship much.in mind. 

Overall Conclusions 

Overall, this paper concludes that the Administration's 

proposal to have the next increments of u.s. enrichment 

capacity privately bu.ilt '-vill not have any adverse effects 

on U.S. responsibilities for safeguarding either th~ 

products of these plants or sensitive technology. l-1hile 

vigorous ··efforts in sustaining prudent controls '-1ill be 

necessary in the future, these will be dictated primarily 

by the growth in the industry and technological advances, 

rather tnan the mode of facility ownership. 
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NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION (NRC) 
REGULATORY REVIEW 

Private uranium enrichment plants must, under current 
law, have a construction permit and an operating license 
granted by the NRC. 

Within the NRC: 

- The matter of licensing private enrichment plants 
has been reviewed by the staff and discussed with 
the Commission. (See attached paper.) 

- A task force has been organized to maintain a 
continuing focus on problems that might come up 
and on identifying ways on making the NRC reviewing 
process faster and more efficient. 

The NRC Commissioners apparently are being kept informed 
of the problems and are anxious to deal expeditiously 
with permit and license applications. 

A tentative schedule for the permit and license reviews 
appears at the end of the attached paper. 
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Purpose:· 

Category: 

Issue: 

Discussion: 

UNITED STATES 

NUCLEAA REGULATORY COMMISSION 
·-- --·---------------·-·----------·------

POliCY SESS;ON ITEM 

The Commissioners 

LICENSING OF PRIVATE ENRICHMENT PLANTS 

plan in anticipation of an application for the con- • .AI ~ J 
structfon of a privately-owned enrichment facility.\V"l rr -
This paper covers a minor policy question. ~~ 
Whether the Commission should approve staff prepara- ~~ 
tions for receipt of uranium enrichment application • .,~ ~ ~ 

The staff i~ aware of the presidential decision to A'D.. ~~ 
support, through ERDA, the Uranium Enrichment r c,~ 
Associates' (UEA) plan to construct a privately- ft 
owned gaseous diffusion uranium enrichment facility. ~~ 

In anticipat,ion of the receipt of a license applica- \\~d.~· 
tion from UEA, the staff has examined its current -~ ~~ 
position .in regard to licensing gaseous diffusion ff. -"" 
facilities and has identified potential problems. trJ.... ;r· 
related to these licensing actions. It is planned "' •. ::./ · 
to receive and process any app 1 i cation for an ~ -L 

1 enrichment facility received in the near future 't~it.. 
under the provisions of our current rule, 10 CFR r_. • -~ 
Part 50. The staff's status paper is attached as • ~~ 
Enclosure "A". (IT_-~~ 
In addition, the staff has developed an action plan ~ 
that identifies the organization requirements, work- ~~ ~ 
ing arrangements, and procedural steps that shou1 d be /. t' .Jf 
taken prior to the receipt of an application. Enrich- ~ ~~ 
ment facilities have not been licensed in the past ~ ~~ 
and, therefore, there are some uncertainties in the u·.~ 
review process and certain unique problems to be 
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is to assure an expeditious and adequate review 
once an application is received. The action plan 
is given in Enclosure 11811 to this paper. 

Recommendation: Commission approval of the action plan is requested. 

Enclosures: 
1. Staff•s status paper- Enclosure 11A11 

2. Action plan- Enclosure 11 811 

Contact: 
R. E. Cunningham 
Telephone: 492-7453 

<--'p: /2~ ~ 
[ee V. ~ 
Executive Director 

for Operations 

'.,--::_-;:·~, 

:'.! ~ '·.· )<'-;; \ c_ ;.'] 

· ... -, .. __ ~::: 
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LICENSING OF URANIU~1 ENRICHMENT FACILITIES 

This paper presents the current position of the staff in regard 

to licensing gaseous diffusion uranium enrichment facilities and 

identifies and discusses potential problems related to future 

licensing actions. 

Enclosure 11 A11 
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1. 

2. 

LICENSING OF URANIUM ENRICHMENT FACILITIES 

SUMMARY STATUS 

Present Status. 

a) Applications for gaseous diffusion enrichment facilities can 

be received and processed to final licensing action under the 

existing rule, 10 CFR Part 50. 

b) Guides have been published outlining the format and content 

of safety, environmental and safeguards information to be 

contained in applications. 

c) A proposed rule, 10 CFR Part 52, which applies specifically 

to gaseous diffusion facilities, is being prepared by the 

staff. The rule must be completed, approved by the Commission 

and be published for public comment prior to adoption and 

these actions will not be completed in the near future. 

Until the new rule is effective, applications 

'1" '":~ ft 
for enrichment jCt r \..\)l 

facilities can be processed under 10 CFR Part 50. ~ 
Potential Problems. ~ 

a) The limited work authorization (LWA) in the current rule, 

10 CFR Part 50, applies to power reactors and may not 

apply to enrichment facilities. A limited work authoriza­

tion could reduce the overall time for plant construction 

by about six months. If a need for a LWA were demonstrated, 

and if NRC decided to change its rules to specifically 

- 1 -
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permit LWA for enrichment, the proposed change to 10 CFR 

Part 50 would have to be published for comment before final 

adoption of the change. 

A LWA provision will be incorporated into the proposed new 

10 CFR Part 52. 

b) It would be advantageous to the owner to begin operation of 

an enrichment facility in an incremental manner as groups 

of production units are completed. Under the Act, this can 

be accomplished only by amendments to the operating license 

issued for the first increment. This will impose a heavy 

load on both the owner and staff and expose the owner to 

the potential of multiple public hearings. A change in the 

Act would be required to correct this problem~ and there is 

ample time in the future to request legislative relief. 

c) Much of the technical information relating to uranium 

enrichment is classified. Classification restrictions will 

impact on the design, construction and staff review of 

enrichment facilities. Public proceedings related to 

licensing will be complicated by classification, although 

10 CFR Part 2 presently contains special provisions for 

such proceedings. 

d) The antitrust review may be complicated particularly if the 

number of participants in the private enrichment business 

is limited. Time requirements for the antitrust review 

- 2 -



could become a restraint on the issuance of a con-

struction permit. 

e) An organization which is owned, controlled or dominated 

by a foreign interest cannot (under the Atomic Energy Act) 

receive a license for an enrichment facility. Our action 

on applications for licenses from organizations with 

substantial foreign support may be complicated or pre­

cluded unless the organization can clearly show that it 

is not owned, controlled or otherwise dominated by foreign 

interests. The terms 11 Controlled 11 and .. dominated" are 

not defined in the Act or our rules. 

If an enrichment facility is supported in part by foreign 

interests, it might be concluded that our approval of the 

construction and operation of such a facility implies 

approval for the export of product. This is clearly 

not the intent of our rules._ Approval of exports would 

be separate and distinct licensing actions. 

f) Electrical Power Requirements. 

A commercial scale gaseous diffusion facility will require 

about 2,200 megawatts of power. The power will probably 

be obtained from nuclear power reactors dedicated to the 

enrichment facility. Construction of the reactors may 

- 3 -
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be on the critical path for overall completion and 

start up of ~he enrichment facility. 

The environmental impact of both the power reactors and 

enrichment facility must be considered togeth@r. The 

major environmental impact may be the release of the 

total thermal power of two reactors in a relatively 

small area. 

- 4 -
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DISCUSSION 

LICENSING OF URANIUM ENRICHMENT FACILITIES 

1. Present Status. 

The enriching of uranium for reactor fuel is the only remaining 

activity of the nuclear fuel cycle performed solely by the 

Government. However, in March 1972, the AEC, in accordance with 

Administration policy, announced that the private sector should 

be given full encouragement to engage in providing commercial 

enriching plants to be needed in the early 1980's and beyond. 

In recognition of the AEC's established policy to encourage 

the private sector to supply future commercial uranium enrich-

ment plants, in July 1973 the AEC's Regulatory staff instituted 

a program to develop guidance for potential uranium enrichment 

facility licensees. Under this program the staff has prepared 

and published guides for the use of applicants outlining the 

standard format and content of safety analyses, environmental 

reports, and special nuclear material control and accounting 

submittals to be included in license applications for uranium 

enrichment facilities, and a listing of information required 

by the Department of Justice for antitrust review. 

In addition, the staff is preparing a new regulation specific 

to licensing uranium enrichment facilities. At present, the 

Commission's rules for the licensing of production facilities 

- 1 -

Enclosure "A" 

a:.. 



are contained mainly in 10 CFR Part 50. While the rules in 

10 CFR Part 50 could be applied as they are to the licensing 

of uranium isotope enrichment facilities, they were, in fact, 

developed over a number of years to apply mainly to nuclear 

reactors and spent fuel reprocessing plants, and because of 

th.e differences in technological requirements, are not well 

designed or suited for enrichment plants. The new regulations 

will recognize the lesser potential hazards of enrichment 

facilities as compared with reactors or reprocessing plants 

and the differences in technological requirements. Technical 

criteria, such as design criteria and operator licensing 

requirements, specific to uranium enrichment facilities have 

been developed and will be included in the proposed rule. The 

procedural requirements for review of applications and for making 

licensing decisions included in the proposed rule are basically 

the same as those now in 10 CFR Part 50. The staff is nearing 

completion on its work on the new rule. 

Applications for gaseous diffusion facilities can be received 

now and processed to completion under the existing rule, 10 

CFR Part 50. The main disadvantage of licensing enrichment 

facilities under 10 CFR Part 50 rather than a new Part is that 

Part 50 does not contain specific technical criteria for 

enrichment plants. The rule does, however, contain sufficient 

- 2 -
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flexibility in its requirements for the staff to act on an 

enrichment application. Technical criteria, therefor would 

be established by the staff on an ad hoc basis. 

2. Potential Problems. 

Several potential problems have become apparent from our dis­

cussions with industry representatives of their enrichment 

plans and programs. The potential problems involve limited 

work authorization, incremental plant start up, information 

classification, antitrust revie\-J, foreign ownership and 

electrical power requirements. 

a) Limited Work Authorization. 

A limited work authorization (LWA) would reduce the total 

time required from submission of an application to start 

up of an enrichment facility by about six months, and is 

of considerable financial interest to potential facility 

owners. The limited work authorization provision in 10 

CFR Part 50 is specific to power reactors and may not apply 

to uranium enrichment facilities. If a need for a LWA 

were demonstrated and if NRC decided to amend its rules 

to permit a LWA, the change would have to be published 

for public comment before it could be adopted. 

The LWA provision will be incorporated into the proposed 

new rule, 10 CFR Part 52. 

b) Incremental Plant Start Up. 

Because of the large number of individual production units 

- 3 - Enclosure 11 A11 
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in an enrichment facility, it would be economically 

advantageous for the owners to begin operation of the 

facility incrementally as groups of production units 

are completed. Several potential licensees have asked 

whether such incremental start up of a facility would 

be allowed under our rules. 

The ELD opinion on this matter is that start up of the 

first stage after is construction has been completed 

constitutes 11 operation 11 of the facility for which the 

Atomic Energy Act requires an operating license. ELD 

also believes that start up of each additional stage 

would require an amendment to the original license. Thus, 

prior to any Corrrnission issuance of an oprating license 

or an amendment to an operating license for the enrichment 

facility to any person licensed to construct such a 

facility, the Commission must afford an opportunity for 

hearing to any member of the public whose interest may be 

affected. 

Under the existing provisions of the Atomic Energy Act and 

the Commission's regulations, a procedure similar to that 

of incremental start up could be implemented if an applicant 

were to initially supply all of the information pertaining 

to the final design of the enrichment facility in a combined 

application for a facility construction permit and operating 

- 4 - Enclosure 11 A11 
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license. Then the mandatory public hearing required 

by tne ~~torni c Energy Act prior to issuance of a construc­

tion permit could consider in a single hearing all of the 

environmental and safety-related issues as they pertain 

to the final design and operation of the facility. After 

issuance of a const~uction permit and upon completion of 

construction of the first stage of the facility, the licensee 

could apply for an operating license for the first stage 

of the facility. As construction of subsequent stages of 

the enrichment facility was completed, the licensee could 

apply for an amendment to his operating license to authorize 

increased capacity of the facility. In this situation any 

person whose interest may be affected by issuance of the 

operating license or subsequent amendments thereto could 

request and be afforded a public hearing under the provisions 

of the Atomic Energy Act prior to issuance of an OL or any 

amendment thereto which would increase the capacity of the 

facility. However, if the licensee had made no changes 

in the design of the facility, the issues at such hearings 

could probably be confined to whether the facility authorized 

has been constructed and will operate in conformity with 

the application, the Atomic Energy Act, and the Commission•s 

rules and regulations. 

- 5 -
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The multiple licensing actions that will be necessary under 

the Act will impose a heavy burden on both the staff and 

applicant without a corresponding increase in the protection 

afforded public health and safety or environmental values. 

Consideration should be given in the future to obtaining 

legislative changes which would permit issuance of one 
' 

operating license for the ultimate planned production rate 

when the first increment of production capacity is ready to 

start up. There is ample time to obtain legislative relief, 

because the first privately-owned enrichment plant will not 

start up before the early 1980 1s. 

c) Information Classification. 

Classification of technical information relating to gaseous 

diffusion enrichment technology presents problems to the 

designers, constructors and owners of enrichment facilities. 

In addition, the fact that certain technical information is 

classified may impact on the staff~s review procedures, 

particularly with respect to public hearings, even though 

10 CFR Part 2 presently contains special provision for such 

proceedings. 

ERDA has an ongoing program to review the classification 

level of information related to uranium enrichment and some 

progress has been made in declassifying gaseous diffusion 

technology. Information classification will, however, 

- 6 - Enclosure 11A11 



complicate the design, construction and licensing efforts 

related to enrichment facilities. Active efforts should 

be made by NRC to obtain the prompt declassification of as 

much of the information as is practicable. 

d) Antitrust Review. 

e) 

·The antitrust reviews may be complicated given the 

different number of participants who may enter the enrich­

ment business and the different technologies that may be 

employed. Much more detailed information on both the 

industry and individual participants must be known before 

accurate assessment of the antitrust problems can be made. 

For a particular applicant, time requirements for the 

antitrust review could become a restraint on the issuance 

of a construction permit unless 

was submitted well in advance of the remainder of the 

application. 

Foreign Ownership. 

Both our rules and the Act prohibit an organization which 

is owned, controlled or dominated by an alien, a foreign 

corporation or a foreign government from obtaining a 

license for a production-or utilization facility except 

for a license authorizing export only pursuant to an 

agreement for cooperation. 

- 7 -
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f) 

Our action on applications for licenses from organizations 

with substantial foreign support may be complicated unless 

the organization can clearly demonstrate that it is not 

owned, controlled, or otherwise dominated by foreign 

·interests. 

If an enrichment facility is supported in part by foreign 

interests, it might be concluded that our approval of the 

construction and operation of such a facility implies 

approval for the export of product. T hi s i s c 1 ear 1 y 

not the intent of our rules. Approval of exports would 

be separate and distinct licensing actions. 

Electrical Power Requirements. 

A commercial scale gaseous diffusion facility will require 

about 2,200 megawatts of power. The power will probably 

be obtained from nuclear power reactors dedicated to the 

enrichment facility. Construction of the reactors may 

/:

b on the critical path for overall completion and start 

of the enrichment facility. 

e environmental impact of both the power reactors and 

•~~ ~enrichment facility must be considered together. The 

~ ~ major environmental impact may be the release of the 

J( area. ,. 
t . 
~ 
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ACTION PLAN 

FOR 

URANIUM ENRICHMENT LICENSING ACTION 

The review and processing of an application for a uranium enrichment 

facility. represents a 11 first-of-a-kind" for the NRC staff with attend­

ant uncertainties .and unique problems, including the fact that the 

technology is largely classified. Based on previous staff studies in 

this area, time estimates have been made as shown in the accompanying 

review plans. In order to assure the proper depth and scope of review 

and to meet the timing needs of the applicant, the following action 

plan has been developed to identify organizational requirements, 

working arrangements and procedural steps that should be taken prior 

to the receipt of an application. 

The action plan is based on certain assumptions concerning the UEA 

application and NRC procedures. These assumptions are shown on Page 1 

of the plan. Two organizational units would be involved in the 

action plan. The first is a management overview committee; the 

second, a task force responsible for carrying out the detailed action 

plan. The structure of these units and their responsibilities are 

given on Pages 2 and 3 of the plan. Details of the actions to be 

taken are listed on Page 4 of the plan. 

Enclosure "8 11 



Assumptions 

ACTION PLAN 

FOR 

URANIUM ENRICHMENT LICENSING ACTION 

This action plan is based on the following assumptions: 

1. The application will be for a gaseous diffusion 

enrichment facility. 

2. Licensing decisions will be taken under the 1t 

provisions of the current rule, 10 CFR Part 50. 

3. Financial arrangements supporting, and foreign 

interests in, the UEA organization will be 

acceptable to the Congress, the Department of 

Justice and NRC. 

4. A clearly defined priority applicable to all 

organizational groups in NRC will be established. 

- 1 - ENCLOSURE 1tBu 



Management Overview Committee 

A management overview committee with the following mewbership and 

responsibilities will be established: 

1. Membership. 

a) Office of Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards (Chair). 

b) Office of the Executive Director for Operations. 

c) Office of the Executive Legal Director. 

d) Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation. 

2. Responsibilities. 

a) Give overall guidance to the Task Force. 

b) Support and expedite the work of the Task Force. 

c) Interface between the Task Force, NRC and other 

Government organizations. 

d) Review the progress of the Task Force. 

e) Advise the Commission of activities, progress and 

problems within ex parte 1 imitations. ~ 

- 2 - Enclosure 11 B" 
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Task Force 

A Task Force with the following membership and responsibilities 

wi11 be established: 

l. Merrbershi p. 

a) Project Manager and Assistant Project Manager -

Division of Materials and Fuel Cycle Facility Licensing • 

. b) Environmental Review Specialist - Division of Materials 

and Fuel Cycle Facility Licensing. 

c) Antitrust Specialist- Office of Nuclear Reactor 

Regulation. 

d) Nucleai~ Reactor Specialist- Office of Nuclear Reactor 

Regulation. 

e) Legal Specialist - Office of the Executive Legal 

Director. 

f) A consultant expert in enrichment technology. 

2. Responsibilities. 

a) Carry out the detailed actions required by the Action 

Plan. 

b) Identify and propose solutions for problems that arise 

as the Action Plan is followed. 

c) Propose modifications and improvements to the Action 

Plan. 

d) Report progress to the Management Overview Committee. 

'I 
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Required Actions 

The Task Force will take or initiate the following actions: 

a) Identify technical assistance needs in the safety 

and environmental review areas and arrange with the 

National Laboratories and others to provide the 

assistance. 

b) Establish working arrangements with UEA to facilitate 

communication between the groups on a day-to-day basis. 

c) Meet with UEA to discuss in detail their plans and 

schedules for submitting information to NRC and our 

plan for the licensing review of their submittals. 

d) Work with UEA, the DeparbT~ent of Justice and antitrust 

groups to obtain early submittal and expedited review 

of antitrust and foreign ownership information. 

e) Work with UEA to obtain the early submittal and 

expedited review of an environmental report. Consider 

a change to 10 CFR Part 50 to grant limited work 

authorization to enrichment facilities. 

f) Arrange to send the project manager, assistant project 

manager and selected staff members to Oak Ridge for 

training in design and operation of gaseous diffusion 

facilities. 

~ Initiate steps to have gaseous diffusion information 

- 4 -
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promptly declassified to the extent practicable. 

h) .Establish a review team to give ERDA prompt responses 

to programmatic environmental statements on enrich-

ment technology. 

i) Resolve any conflict of interest concerns related to 

National Laboratory participation or the use of 

other organizations in the review procedure. 

j) Obtain, through agreement with ERDA, free and unlimited ~ 
access for the Task Force and review personnel to ~ 
gaseous diffusion enrichment technology. 

k) Evaluate approaches to compress the project review 

schedule. 

1) Identify and evaluate any safeguards or accountability 

problems related to the enrichment facility. 

- 5 -
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ERDA'S ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT COVERING THE EXPANSION 

OF URANIUM ENRICHMENT CAPACITY 

ERDA is preparing an impact statement covering its 
actions with respect to the expansion of U.S. uranium 
enrichment capacity. 

The schedule for preparation and completion of the 
impact statement is attached. 



E:t-.'RIRONNENTAL INPACT STATEMENT SCHEDULE 
FOR EXPANSION OF U.S. URANIUN ENRICHME~~ CAPACITY 

1. Distribution to ERDA staff for comments on June 18. 

2. Staff comments are due on June 20, at noon. 

3. Copies will be sent to ERDA management on June 23, by noon. 

4. Copies will be sent to CMB on June 25. 

5. Five copies \vill be sent to CEQ and two to Congress between 

June 26-30. 

6. Copies will be printed and distributed to the public one to ·two 

weeks from June 30. (No later than July 14.) 

7. The draft statement must be made available to the public for a 

comment period of at least 45 days. Closing date for comment 

approximately September 2. 

8. If there is no hearing, a final statement might be completed in 

at least t~vo-four weeks after the 45 day \vaiting period, i.e., 

approximately October l • . 
9. If there is a hearing, approximately three months will be added, 

i.e., approximately January 1, for issuance of final statement. 

10 •. Under CEQ Guidelines, no administrative action should be taken 

sooner than 90 days after a draft statement has been circulated 

for cownent; neither should such administrative action be taken 

sooner than 30 days after the final text of a statement has been 

made available. 

Efforts will be made to save time by ERDA's reproducg{ng the 500-page 

draft and final statements rather than through normal printing 

procedures, thereby saving approximately 10 days before the distribution 

of the draft and final statements to the public. 

As permitted by CEQ's Guidelines; ERDA will consult: with CEQ 

regarding modifications of the minimum periods for public comment 

and for the \vaiting period before final action may be taken after 

i· 
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distribution of the final statement. Appropriate modifications of 

these periods uould depend upon the particular circumstances 

involved, overriding considerations of expense to the Government> 

or impaired program effectiveness. Of course, the \vaiting periods 

may not be reduced to· the extent that the environmental statement 

process becomes meaningless. 
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ERDA is preparing an impact statement covering its 
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6. Copies will be printed and distributed to the public one to ·two 

weeks from June 30. (No later than July 14.) 

7. The draft statement must be made available to the public for a 

corrrrnent period of at least 45 days. Closing date for comment 

approximately September 2. 

8. If there is no hearing, a final statement might be completed in 

at least. t>w-four weeks after the 45 day waiting period, i.e., 

approximately October 1. 
' 9. If there is a hearing, approximately three months will be added~ 

i.e., approximately January l, for issuance of final statement. 

10. Under CEQ Guidelines, no administrative action should be taken 

sooner than 90 days after a draft statement has been circulated 

for cow~ent; neither should such administrative action be taken 

sooner than 30 days after the final text of a statement has been 

made available. 

Efforts will be made to save time by ERDA's reproducg{ng the 500-page 

draft and final statements rather than through normal printing 

procedures, thereby saving approximately 10 days before the distribution 

of the draft and final statements to the public. 

As permitted by CEQ 1 s Guidelines; ERDA will consult with CEQ 

regarding modifications of the minimum periods for public comment 

and for the waiting period before final action may be taken after 
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distribution of the final statement. Appropriate modifications of 

these periods would depend upon the particular circumstances 

involved, overriding considerations of expense to the Government, 

or impaired program effectiveness. Of course, the Haiting periods 

may not be reduced to the extent that the environmental statement 

process becomes meaningless. 
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DRl\FT:G/18/75 
JLSchwennesen 

Gentlemen: 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL FOR CENTRifUGE E1TJCHME~IT PROJECTS 

The U.S. Energy Research and Development Administration (ERDA) hereby 
requests proposals for the design, construction, O\~ership and operation 
of Centrifuge Enrichment Projects (CEP's). This request supersedes and 
replaces the RFP for Demonstration Centrifuge Enrichment Facilities 
issued August 23, 1974. Several objectives of this program are: 

1. To provide additional enriching capacity to meet the expanding 
requirement for enrfching'services of the world nuclear power 
industry. 

2. To move toward the national goal of achieving an adequately 
competitive, private uranium enrichment industry in the 
United St~tes on a timely basis. 

3. To achieve the development during the ~~rly to mid-1980's of 
competitive private sector centrifuge enriching and centrifuge 
manufacturing industries, so that the centrifuge process can be 
utilized economically and competitively thereafter in the 
expansion of private enriching capacity. 

4. To foster the development of business relationships between 
private enrich~ent suppliers, private centrifuge manufacturers, 
and domestic and foreign enriching services customers • 

. . -.. 
. . 
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It is ERDA's intention that the selected proposers will design, construct, 
own and operate- a ~-eEl> .p_f sufficient size to demonstrate the technical and 
economic viabil:;tty/_of c'entrifuge enrichment ac.d facilitate subsequent 
privately financed expansion of capacity to assist in meeting the 
expanding requirement for enrichment services of the world nuclear p·ower 
industry. 

While it is expected that industry will make its mvn projections of the 
future demand for enriching services, ERDA will upon request provide its 

' estimates of the future demand for enrichingservices. 

ERDA ~ecognizes that the design, construction, ownership and ope~ation 
of a CEP by private industry will require some Government assistanc~. 
Prop9sals should indicate the amount and types of Government assistance 
requested and the amount and degree of financial risk assumed by the 
proposer. Proposals should also reflect the extent of any foreign 
investment (debt or equity) as well as any customer support to the 
CEP, both of which ERDA considers desirable. 

It is ERDA's intention to enter into negotiations for contracts using 
the written proposals as a h.isis~ therefor~ ·with the proposers considered 
by ERDA to be the ones that can best meet the objectives of this program 
at minimum cost to the Government. The prcposal reflecting lowest poten­
tial cost to the Government will not necessarily be selected. Selection 
will be based on a thorough evaluation of written proposals supplemented 
to the extent considered necessary by ERDA through personal conferences, 
in which all pertinent factors such as previous eA~erience in similar 
work, organization, availability of qualified personnel, overall ability 
to complete the CEP in a timely fashion, and cost data will be taken 
into account. 

'· Attachment I, enclosed for your use in evaluting the project and for 
your guidance in preparing a written proposal, is a Proposal Data 
Sheet which sets forth the scope of the project, and the selection 
criteria, Also enclosed is Attachment II which describes information 
to be included in the proposals. 

This Request for Proposals (RFP) does not commit the Government to 
contract with any party or to pay any costs incurred in connection with 
preparing and submitting any proposal. ERDA reserves the right ~vithout 
qualification: to accept or reject any or all proposals; to negotiate 
with any and all proposers regardless of the terms of the original 
proposal; to request additional clarifying information; to consider 
proposals, or modifications thereto, received after the date indicated 
for such purpose should such action be in the best interest of the Govern­
ment; and to issue an invitation for new proposals. All copies of 
proposals from other than the companies ultimately selected for these 

... 
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projects, except one record copy, wi:ll-be des-e-royed after execution 
of contracts with such proposers. Proposals will be accepted solely 
as the bases for negotiation of contracts to be executed after 
receipt by ERDA of necessary legislative authority. Proposals must 
be submitted to EP~A by October 1, 1975. Proposals should be sub­
mitted in 10 copies addressed to: 

Mr. F. 0. Christie, Chairman 
Gas Centrifuge Proposal Review Board 
U. S. Energy Research and Development Administration 
P. 0. Box E 

·Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37830 

A pre-proposal conference will be held in connection with this RFP on 
August 5, 1975, to review the objectives of the program and to respond 
to questions posed by potential proposers in an effort to assist in 
the preparation of a proposal. The conference will be held at 10 a.m. 
E.D.T. in Room B-033, Federal Office Building, Oak Ridge, Tennessee. 
In addition to the proposal conference, we are prepared .to hold 
individual classified discussions with prospective proposers to 

further discuss requirements of the CEP. Subsequent to sach individual 
discussicrris~-a:~memorartium~ stimmaiizirig questions and answers considered 
in the discussions _'tvill be made available to all prospoective proposers 
to assist in their preparation of a proposal. 

We would 
earliest 
submit a 
to F. 0. 

appreciate receiving an acknowledgement of this letter at your 
convenience with an indication as- to 'tvhether you intend to 
proposal. Inquiries relative to this RFP should b: directed 
Christie at telephone number 615-483-8611, extensl.on 3-4451. . . . 

Sincerely, 

F. 0. Christie, Chairman 
Gas Centrifuge Proposal 

Review Board 

Enclosures: 
1. Att. 1 - Proposal Data Sheet 
2. Att. II - Information to be included 

in proposals with Appendix A 

•'·, . 
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pROPOSAL DATA SHEET 

.1. Purpose of Data Sheet 

Attachment I 
Page 1 of 3 

The Energy Research and Development Administration (ERDA) desires 
to contract for the project(s) described below. The purpose of 
this proposal data sheet is to inform prospective proposers o£ 
t~e nature and scope of the project and to permit their proper 
evaluation of•the project and the subsequent preparation and 
submission of appropriate proposals. 

2. General Description 

This RFP envisions proposals for the design, ownership, construction 
·and operation, with Government assistance, of Centrifuge Enrichment 
Projects, each 'trith nominal capacity in the range of 1 million to 
3 million SHU per year. The CEP (including installation of all 
centrifuges) should be completed by the early to mid 1980's. 

:...~--"'---'"' ·- -~ --~ :_--..:....-- ·-·--·_....,_,. __ ._ ,._ 

The Government assistance for the design, construction and opera­
tion of the CEP may·..be :in various forms including the following: 

a. assistance of a financial character; 

-: 

b. assurance of the availability of enrichment services to customer{s) 
of the CEP in the event that actual output of the CE? is insuf­
fici~nt to meet the supplier's enriched uranium delivery commit­
ments; 

c. other forms of Government assistance considered-essential by the 
proposer to assure that the CEP i~ brought to fruition. 

If guarantees regarding technology or facility performance are 
sought from the Government for the proposed CEP, the proposer 
should anticipate that GovernmP.nt approvals will be required for 
process, engineering and construction features of the project. 

' 

3. Selection of Proposals 

ERDA anticipates that it will be able to support only a limited 
number of CEP 's. Accpetance of proposals for negotiation will be. --
based on thorough evaluation of the proposals that meet the pre- · .::;-->\ 
requisites against the criteria set forth below. ·~) 

~j a. Prerequisites to Selectio~.7 Demonstrate to the satisfaction ~/ 
of ERDA that: ... >,... 
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Attachment I 
Page 2 of 3 

1 •. The proposer (and the centrifuge supplier, if a subcontractor) 
-_is a company or joint venture organization which is U.S.­

owned and controlled. 

2. The proposer is willing to accept in principle ERDA contracting 
regulations and principles in connection with the ERDA/proposer 
contract. 

3. The proposer will provide equal employment opportunity; and 

4~ The proposer (and the centrifuge supplier, if a subcontractor) 
has the potential financial resources to accomplish the proposed 
undertaking. 

b. Selection Criteria 

All proposers deemed to have satisfied the Prerequisites to Selection 
will be evaluated against criteria hereinafter discussed. 

1. Backgroun_~)!O..~ __ exp~_!_i~c;:;e i!!_~th~L_at:e.a.of _the _gas centrifuge 
enrichment technology and key personnel to be assigned to the 
CEP. (note) 

2. Experience and competence in management (both technical 
and administrative) of the construction and operation of 
a facility, or facilities, comparable in size and com­
plexity to theproposed CEP and/or needed centrifuge . 
manufacturing facilities (note) . . 

3. Types, amount, ti~ing and duration of assistance requested 
of the Government. 

4. Amount of and degree of financial risk to be assumed by 
the proposer • 

. 5. Understanding of the scope of work and soundness of 
approach to the design, construction and operation of 
a centrifuge enrichment plant by the early to mid 1980's 
as evidenced by the proposal. (note) 

6. The degree to which the development of a competitive 
private centrifuge manufacturing industry is fostered. 

7. Organization structure for management and operation of 
the CEP; the relationship of the CEP management to the 
parent organization, if any; and the degree of involve­
ment of the senior management of_parent organizations, 
if any. (note) 

... 
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NOTE: 

Attachment I 
Page 3 of 3 

If the proposer intends to purchase rather than manufacture 
·the centrifuge machines the supplier will be included in the 
evaluation. 

Criteria items (1) through (6) are considered of primary 
importance and are essentially equal. Criteria item (7) 
is less important •. 

. 
-·~~ ---- -------·-·-·· .. 
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INFORMATION TO BE INCLUDED IN PROPOSALS 

1. General 

... ~· 

Attachment II 
Page 1 of 3 

Since your proposal will have a major impact on our determination 
regarding the capability of your organization to participate in 
the project, it should be specific and complete in every detail. 
The proposal should be practical and should be prepared simply 
and economically, providing straight-forward, concise delineation 
of capabilities to satisfactorily complete the project. 

To aid in the evaluation of the proposals, it is desired that all 
proposals follow the same general format. Your proposal shall at 
a minimum contain the information specified below in accordance 
with the following general format. 

2. Format and Specific Content 

a. Description of Project 

(1) 
-~"--·-- "---'--'· --·---·"_,___, __ 

General desc~iption of the proposed CEP, including plant 
design and size, operating characteristics, power sources, 
anticipated construction and operating milestones and 
schedules, planned centrifuge type and supplier, etc. 

(2) Estimated capital costs by years for the CEP and bases for 
estimates • . . 

(3) Estimates by years of production costs including estimates of 
cost per unit of separative work during the proposed period 
of Government assistance. 

(4) Details of source and application of funds by years for 
construction and operation during the proposed period of 
Government assistance. Details of basis for pricing project 
output during the proposed period of Government assistance. 

{5) Organizational details of the company or joint venture, in­
cluding any foreign participants, having responsibility 
for conducting the project. Indicate the relationship of 
the CEP organization to the parent organization. 

Statement regarding ownership and control of the company or 
joint venture organization, including appropriate supporting 
documentation. 

•'·, . 



b. 

... \ .. 

Attachment II 
Page 2 of 3 

Financial and statistical data adequate to permit an evaluation 
of the current or potential resources available to the proposer 
to accomplish the proposed undertaking. 

ERDA Assistance Reouested - The types, amount and duration of 
assistance requested of ERDA. 

c. Experience 

{1) Centrifuge Exnerience - Furnish a summary of the background and 
experience of the proposer and participants in the area of gas 
centrifuge technology, including personnel qualifications of 
specific key personnel to be assigned to the project. 

(2) Management Exuerience - Furnish a summary of the proposer and 
participants technical and administrative experience in the 
design, construction and operation of major,and complex 
facilities comparable to the proposed CEP andior needed 
centrifuge manufacturing facilities. 

d. Contractual Relationshins - Existing or planned commitments between 
proposer and customers and _between t_he_ proposer and any other 
parties,· including foreign part-:Ces:- Include information regarding 
specific_customers and amounts of enriching services, and the 
terms and conditions under which proposer plans to provide such 
services. Also include details regarding support and responsibilities 
toward the project by customers and any other parties. 

e. Contract Terms and Conditions - Statement regarding willingness 
to contract on basis of provisions required to be included by the 
Government under applicable laws and regulations, including 
provisions concerning patents and technological data consistent 
with those set forth in 10 CFR 25. In addition, proposer shou~d 
complete the attached representations and certifications 
(Appendix A) • 

f. Regulatory and Antitrust - Assumptions with respect to the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission review and licensing; your evaluation as to 
the probability that the proposed project will be viewed favorably 
by the Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice. 

g. Other Information - As deemed relevant by the proposer in connection 
with the prerequisites to selection and selection criteria. 

3. If the proposer intends to manufacture centrifuge machines for the CEP, 
information should be furnished for the manufacturing operation to 
permit evaluation ot the proposer's experience and capabilities, and 
approach to the manufacture of centrifuges. It the proposer intends 
to purchase centrifuges information should be provided for the "~- ·--. 
centrifuge manufacturer sufti~~~nt to permit evaluation of the /:; ~- Fa-?,;-\ 
manufacturer's technical, financial, and management competence. i -"'"' <::. \ 

' -. ~:-: 1 
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Attachment II 
Page 3 of 3 

4. Proprietary Information - Any proprietary information in the proposal 
should clearly be identified as such. All such proprietary infor­
mation will be treated in confidence. ERDA reserves the right to ~ake 
any proposaL, including any proprietary i::1tormation contained therein~ 
available to personnel of ERDA, its contractors, consultants, or other 
Government agencies for the sole purpcse of assisting the Board in its 
evaluation of proposals. 

. . 
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Th~ Contractor represents and certifies that: 
npplicablc boxes or blocks.) .. 

(Check or complete-all 
·~ 

'--· 1. · CONTINGENT FEE 

(a) He [ . ] has, has not [ ] ,/err.ploycd or retained any cmr.p<my or 
person (other th.:m full:-tice, bo::.a fide -er:ployee vorking solely for the 
offeror) to solicit or secure this c~ntr~ct, and (b) he [~] has, h~s 
not [ ], paid or ti6reea to pay any cocp~ny or person (other than a full­
time bona ficie e4ployec ~ . .-orking solely for the offeror) any fee" co:::::1issiort-; 
percentaea, or brokerage fee contint;ent upon or resulting fro~ the m-.rard 
of this contract, and agrees to furnish info~ation relating to (a) and · 
(b) abo"e, as requested by the Contracting Officer. (For in~erpretation of 

.. the representation. including the tern 11bona fide employee, .. see Code of 
Feoeral Regulations,' Title 4l,·Subpart 1-1.5.): 

,_ 

. 

. 2. EQUAL OPFOR~ITY 
-

Re [_) has, has not [_] ·, pard.cipated in a previous contract or sub-
contract subject either to the Equal Opportunity clause herein or the. 
clause originally contained in section 301 of Executive Order No. 10925, 
·or the cla~se contained in section 201 o~ E~:ecutive Order No. 11114; that 
he·[_] has, has not [_], filed all required cocpliance reports; and that 
representations indicatin5-sub;:d.ss:ion-.by_required. co:upliar:.ce reports, _ 
signed by proposer subcontra-ctors, ~-Till be obtained prior to subcontract 

.awards •. (Tne above representation need not· be subr4'.itted in connection with 
contracts or ~ubcontracts which are exe~pt from the clause.) 

3. CERTIFICATION OF NONSEGREGATED FACILITIES 

(Applicable to (1) contracts, (2) subcontracts, and (3) agreements 
Yith applicants_ v7ho are thenselves perforning federally assisted con....: 

'·· st~uction contra.cts, exceeding $10,000 which are not exempt: from. the 
provisions of t.he Equal Opportunity clause.) . 
_ . By the submission of this bic!. the bidder, offeror," applicant, ... ~r 
·subcontraceor certifies that he does not maintain or provide for his 
employees any segregated facilities .at any of his establisl-.. :::ents, and 
that he does not permit his ereployees to perfo~ their services at any 
location, ·under his control, where· "segregated facilities are caintai:l.ed. 
He certifies further that he will not r.1a.intain .or provide for his er..ployees 
any segregated facilitiEs at any of his establish!::ents, and that: he will 
not permit his employees to perfom their services at any location, under 
his control, where segregated facilities are ~aintained. The bidder, 
offeror, applic2nt, or s~bcontractor agrees tr.at a breach of this certifi~ 

. cation is a violation of the Equal Opportu:J.ity clause in this contract. 
· As used in this certification, the tem "segreg2.ted facilities'' means ar:.y 

waiting rooms, ~-:ork areas, rest roor:ts and wash roans, restaurants and ot!"ler 
.eating areas, time clocks, locker rooms and other storage or dressing area. 
pnrking lots, drinking fountains, recreation or entertQin~ent area, trans?O~­
tntion, and housing facilities provided for e~ployees which are segregated 
by explicit directive or are in fact segregated on the basis of r~ce, color, 
religion or national origin, because of habit, local custom. or othen~ise. 

. 
• - ~ 
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He further agrees that (except t·1here he has obtained identical cer!=ifications 
from proposed subcontractors for specific time period~}' he tvill obtain identi'"7 
cal certifications frcm proposed subcontractors prior to the at.;rard of ~ub.:. 
contractors exceeding $10,000 which are not exempt from the provisions of the 

. Equal Opportunity clause; that he •·rill. retain such certification in his ·files; 
and that he t·1ill fort'lard the follo~-1ing notice of such proposeq subcontractors 
(except t.;rhere the propo~ed subcontractors have subnitted identical certifica-. 
tions for specific time periods): 

. . - . 
Notice of nrosnective subcontractors of requirements" .for certifica-

tions of nonsc~re?~ted fC-cilities. 
A certification of :ronsegregated Facilities must be submitted prior 

to the· at.J'ard of a subcontract exceeding $10,000 which is not exempt fro~a 
the provisions of the Equal Opportunity clause. The certification may be 
submitted either for each subcontract or for all subcontracts during a 
p~riod (Le., quarterly, semiannually or ·annual~y) •. NOTE:. The penaltv 
for making false statements in offerors is prescribed in 18 U.S.C. 1001. 

·. 

LISTING OF . EHPb_Q~!BlT OPENINGS 

Bidders and.offer~rs·should note that this solicitationincludes a 
provision requiring the listing of er:!plo)'""ment openings t·.iith the local 
office of the Federal-State employnent service system where a contract 
award is for $2,500 or more • 

.. • 
5 ~ AFFIRHATIVE ACTION 

The bidder or proposer has [ ] has not [ ] developed an affirmative 
action compliance program for each 'of its ·establishments (See 41 
CFR 60-1.40 and 60-2). 

If such a program has not been developed the bidder will co~plete the 
following: 

··The bidder does [ ] does not [_] er.1ploy r.1ore than 50 employees and 
bas [ ] has not [-] been awarded a contract subject to Executive 
Order-11246 in the amount of $50~000 or more since July 1, 1968. If 
such a contract has been a"torarded since July 1, 1968, give the. date of 
such contract, but do not list contracts awarded within the last 120 
days prior to the date of this representation. 

6. DISCLOSURE STATD!E~"T - COST ACCOUNTING PRACTICES AND CERTIFICATION 

Any contract in excess of $100,000 r~sult;ing from this solicitation, 
except contracts when.the price negot~ated is .based on: (a) Established 
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catalog or r.1ar'ket prices of commercial iteiDs sold in substantial qu<!ntities 
to t1!e general public~ or (b) prices set by lm-1 _or. regulation~ will",be sub-

. ject to the r~quiremcnts of the Cost Account-ing-Standards Board. Any 
offeror submitting a proposal which, if accepted, wi~l result in a contract 
subject to the require~ents of the Cost Accounting Standards m~st; 
as a c~ndition of contracting~ subnit a Disclosure Statcnent as requ~=ad 
by regulations·of the Board. The Disclo?ure Statement must be suboitted 
as a part of the offeror's proposal under this solicitation (see a, bclm-1) 
unless· (i) the offeror) together t·Tith all divisions, subsidiaries, and 
affili,ates under ~omr.1on control, did not receive net a~Jards of negotiated 
defense price contracts totaling ~ore than $30 million during Federal 
Fiscal Year 1971 or $10 =.illion in either Federal Fiscal Year 1972 
or 1973 (see b, below) (ii) the offeror has already submitted a Disclosure 
Statec.ent disclosing the practices used in connection t-iith the pricin;; 

··of. this proposal (see c, belot.r). or (iii) postm-1ard submission has been 
authorized by the Contracting Officer •. ·· 

CAUTION: A practice disclosed in a Disclosure State-::!ent.shall not, 
by virtue of such disclosure, be deemed to be a proper, 
approv~~~ _or aereed to practice for pricing proposals or 
accumulating and reporting contract perfo~ance cost data. 

• Check the appropriate box belot-1: 

[ ] a. CERTIFIC.t...TE Of CONCUPJtTh"'T SUBNISSION 
OF DISCLOSURE STATEHENT. 

The off~ror hereby c~rtifies that he has submitted~ as a part of his 
proposal under this solicitation, copies -of the Disclosure Statenent as 
follows: (i) Original and one copy to the cognizant Contracting Officer; 
(ii) one copy to the cognizant contract auditor; and (iii) within ten days 
after the offeror receives notice that his Disclosure Statenent, or any ~ 
amend~ent has baen determined to be adequate, will sub=it one copy of the 
Statement or amend~ent as appropriate to the Cost Accounting Standards Board, 
441 G Street, ~lJ., Washington~ D. C. 20548. 

· Date of 
D:l.sclosure Statenent 

Name and Address of Cognizant 
Contracting Officers where Filed 

The"offeror further certifies that practices used in estimating 
costs in pricing this proposal are consistent with the cost accounting 
practices disclosed in the Disclosure Statement. ~-~·-.>-; '<- •. ·' .. /) ~\ 

I" <"\ 
i ::/ -;:;, il 
~~ ::<J_ 
1, '.J.~ ~I 

. \~" ·· ...... -:'/ 
~-~~ 

F 
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[ ] b. CERTIFICATE OF HONETARY EXEHPTIO~ .· -
The offeror hereby certifies that, together tdth ·a:ll divisions~ sub­

sidiaries~ and affiliates under co~~on control, he did not receive net 
a.-.;ards of negotiated nationai deferu>e prime contracts-totaling more than 
$30 million during Federal Fiscal Year 1971 or $10 million in either . 
Federal Fiscal Year 1972 or 1973. · 

[ J c •. CERTIFICATE OF PREVIOUSLY SUBHIITED 
DISCLOSURE STATU!v.IT 

The offeror hereby certifies that the Disclosure State~ent was 
filed, as follot·Js: 

Date of 
Disclosure State~ent 

Name and Address of Cognizant 
-con"tracting Officers t~rhere Filed 

The offero-r: _further certifies that ·practices: used in estit"..ating cost~ 
in pricing this propo!Sal are consistent· :With· the co.st accounting practice~ 
disclosed in this Disclosure Statement • 

.. 



... 
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MEHOR..l\NDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 16, 1975 

DUDLEY CHAPMAN 
BOB FRI 
MIKE GUHIN 
JOHN HILL 
DIXON HOYLE 
TENNEY JOHNSON 
JERRY KAHAN 
CHARLIE LEPPERT 
HUGH LOWETH 
JIM HITCHELL 
ROGER PORTER 
SM-1 TUTHILL 
GERALD WARREN 
GUS WEISS 
DON,~BSTER 

~~e 
Uranium Enrichment - Draft 
Fact Sheet and Q&A 1 s 

Enclosed for your review and comment are the first very 
rough drafts of a fact sheet and a set of questions and 
answers. Both packages require a lot of work. 

Would you please mark up th~ packages with corrections, 
additions, deletions, etc., and return them to me by 
5:00 p.m. Tuesday, June 17. 

The attached draft Q&A 1 s have not been critically reviewed 
by anyone. They are merely a collection of those provided 
from the various groups participating in this project. 
Please suggest additional subjects that you believe must 
be included and recornmend deletion of those you believe 
are unnecessary. 

Would you please use extra care to prevent this material 
from getting out of your hands. 

Attachment 

cc: Jim Cannon 
Jim Connor 
Rod Hills 



l\1Ef·10Rl\~·J DUi':-'1 FO ?. : 

TEROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

:Juil~ 17, 1975 

PHIL BUCl:-LS0i 

J H·l COT'J:NO l<. 
MAX ?RIEQERSDORF 
i\L!\l··J GRI:~:E~·ISPi\0J 

ROD HILLS 
J- I?:l LYN·'\J 
JACK Hf-\RSH 
~THI ~HTCHELL 

BRE:'-JT scm·JCROFT 
BILL SEim·ll\r-1 

~TIN CZ\VANAUGir<J.• .. /.--
4_/J i ~~/ 

GLT"'~-·,r·~c~r -·~o - _c,~/ '--' .tLwhL' .b 

Uranium Enrichment - ~-lessage, 

Bill, Economic Impact Statement 

Enclosed are draft materials received from ERDA, including: 

Draft bill 
Transmittal letter 
Draft economic ippact statement 
Rough Draft Presidential Statement 

The draft bill'does not yet take into account the questions 
and problems raised over the past few days by Rod Hills. 
OMB (Loweth) is developing a paper on the Congressional 
approval issue for early discussion. 

OMB is circulating the draft bill and transmittal letter 
through the regular legislative clearance system. 

Note also that the ERDA package assumes the bill would be 
transmitted by Seamans rather than the President, a question 
we have not yet addressed. 

With respect to the draft message, would you please let me 
have your recommendations by noon, ';•Jednesday, Ju:1e 18, 
on any basic changes that should be made befo~e the draft 
is turned over to Messrs. Hartmann and Theis. 

1-\ttachment 

cc: Jj_r, Cannon 



To: 

EXECUTIVE o:::-FICE OF THE Pnt-.:.SIDENT 
Ol-TICE (k MM·/1\GEr.'lCNT /\ND UUDGE r 

WA'>HfNG 10N, D.C. l050J 

J·une 17 1 1975 

LEGISIJSIVE REFERR.l\.L ~iEEOEi\t'iDUI·i 

Legislative Liaison Officer 
Dept. of the 'freasury National ·sc::curi ty Co: 
Counc~.l of Econo:~.ic. Advisers . sta:t~ Depart.ment 
Counc1l on Internat1onal Econom1c Pol1cy · 
Nuclear Regulv.tor:y Corm:1ission 
Federal Energy Administration 
Council on Env~ronmental Quality 
Dept. of Justice 

Subject: ERDA 1 s draft bill "'ro a1r,end the Atonic Energy 
Act of 1954 1 as amended, to authorize cio6perative airange­
ments with private enterprise for the provision of facilities 
for the production and enrichment of uranium enriched in the 
isotope 235r and for other purposes" 

The Office of Management and Budget would appreci~tc 
receiving the views of your agency on the above subject 

·before advising on its relationshi9 to the program of the 
President, in accordance with OMB Circul0.r A-19. 

( ) To permit expeditious handling, it is requeotcd 
that your reply b;o1 made uithin 30 dc:ys. 

(XX) Special circmn::?t~nccs roguire pr.ior]. -cy tree. tr.tent 
and accordingly your vie~a are requested by 

c.o.b. Hednesday, June 18 

Questions should be! refc1.~red to Ina Gart.en 
( 3 9 5-3 8 ~) G ) or---t::o------·---- ·-------------------e------------) , 
the J.cg-if.::.lativc zmc.lyst in th:i.s off3.cc. 

En c J. o '; u r (: ;~ 
be 

cc: He <i l! i l J , ·I ... -1 -1 - · ----·' lL!. .... 

)3j 1] CCJrO~J /-! · /·· 
" . I \.. .~~ i I,..., 

I ; 
'~' . .. 
'i 

\-J:i ll ic.un V. Sk ic1;c:ore for 
J·.~_: :': :i_:J \~t:n -c D .iJC'C to;~ for 
J..~c=CJi:-_;ltLti\'C l:cl~c.t~cncc~ 




