Chapter 2
Summary of Major Issues Identified During the Comment Periods and
Changes to the SPD Draft EIS

The following paragraphs highlight comments and, issues that the public raised concerning information provided
in the SPD Draft EIS. These comments were collected during the two separate public comment periods for the
SPD Draft EIS and the Supplement. Changes made to this SPD EIS in response to a comment are described.

2.1 Summary of Major Issues Raised on the SPD Draft EIS During the Public Comment Period

Russian Disposition Program. A number of commentors expressed concern over Russian disposition activities
and tying U.S. activities to Russian activities. The United States and Russia recently made progress in the
management and disposition of plutonium. In July 1998, Vice President Gore and Russian Prime Minister Sergei
Kiriyenko signed a 5-year agreement to provide the scientific and technical basis for decisions concerning how
surplus plutonium will be managed. In September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit
and signed a statement of principles with the intention of removing approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium
from each country’s stockpile. The United States does not currently plan to implement a unilateral program;
however, it will retain the option to begin certain disposition activities in order to encourage the Russians and set
an international example. DOE has updated this SPD EIS to reflect the agreement and statement of principles
and included copies in Appendix A of Volume II.

Site Selection. A large number of comments were received advocating one candidate site over another for
various reasons, including the presence of existing facilities that could prove beneficial to plutonium disposition,
skilled workers, safety records, reduced transportation, and perceived economic benefits. DOE has chosen SRS
as its preferred site for the three surplus plutonium disposition facilities, as outlined in Section 1.6.

Approach to Plutonium Disposition. A number of commentors protested DOE’s preference for the hybrid
approach and the use of MOX fuel for surplus plutonium disposition. Among the comments received on this
issue were many advocating the use of the immobilization approach for all of the surplus plutonium.
Commentors argued that the immobilization approach was safer, cheaper, and faster. They also pointed out that
the immobilization approach resulted in less transportation. Because specific reactors in North Carolina, South
Carolina, and Virginia have been proposed for plutonium disposition, the transportation requirements associated
with several hybrid alternatives that include the MOX facility at SRS and Pantex have decreased (because the
proposed reactors are closer to these sites than the 4,000-km [2,500-mi] bounding distance analyzed in the SPD
Draft EIS). As aresult, these hybrid alternatives would require less transportation than some of the 50-t (55-ton)
immobilization alternatives. Other commentors viewed the MOX approach as a Federal Government subsidy
of the commercial nuclear power industry. Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed
in order to subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose is to safely and securely
disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.'

Safety and Health. Comments were received that questioned the safety and health aspects of operating the
surplus plutonium disposition facilities. Commentors pointed out that DOE’s safety record at other nuclear
facilities had been poor in the past and questioned DOE’s ability to safely operate the disposition facilities. The
health and safety of workers and the public is a priority of the surplus plutonium disposition program, regardless

! “Spent Fuel Standard” is a term coined by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS, 1994, Management and Disposition of Excess
Weapons Plutonium, National Academy Press, Washington, D.C., pg. 12) and modified by DOE (glossary from Office of Fissile
Materials Disposition Web site at http://www.doe-md.com) denoting the main objective of alternatives for the disposition of surplus
plutonium: that such plutonium be made roughly as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing stock
of plutonium in civilian spent nuclear fuel.
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of which approach is chosen. Operation of the disposition facilities would comply with applicable Federal, State,
and local laws and regulations governing radiological and hazardous chemical releases. Within these limits, DOE
believes that the radiation exposure and the level of contamination should be kept as low as is reasonably
achievable.

Aqueous Processing of Plutonium. Some commentors questioned DOE’s ability to produce clean plutonium
dioxide that could be used in MOX fuel using the dry process proposed in the SPD Draft EIS. Questions were
raised about the ability of this process to remove gallium and other pit materials from the plutonium before it is
fabricated into MOX fuel. On the basis of public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS and the analysis
performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has included plutonium polishing (a small-scale aqueous
process) as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide.
Appendix N (which addressed plutonium polishing in the SPD Draft EIS) was deleted from this SPD Final EIS,
and the impacts discussed therein were included in the impacts presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of
Volume I. Section 2.4.3 was also revised to include a discussion of plutonium polishing.

No attempt was made to evaluate the use of DOE’s existing aqueous processing lines capable of dissolving pits,
as advocated by some commentors, DOE determined that such aqueous processing, while a proven technology,
is not a reasonable alternative for pit conversion because current aqueous processes using existing facilities would
produce significant amounts of waste, and aqueous processing would complicate international inspection regimes
because of classification issues.

Reprocessing. Several comments were received related to the reprocessing of plutonium and the civilian use of
plutonium. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic, commercial reactors does not involve
reprocessing. The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would
ensure that plutonium that was produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. The MOX facility would be built and operated subject
to the following strict conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX
facility would be shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. At the end of the
useful life of the facility, DOE would evaluate options for D&D or reuse of the facility for other purposes.

Inclusion of Generic Reactor Information in the SPD Draft EIS. Many comments were received on the
incluston of generic reactor information in the SPD Draft EIS. At the time the SPD Draft EIS was released, DOE
did not know which specific reactors would be proposed for the MOX program. Subsequently, the Catawba,
McGuire, and North Anna reactors were chosen as part of the contractor team that would implement the MOX
option should the decision be made in the SPD EIS ROD to go forward with the hybrid approach (i.e., both
immobilization and MOX). Specific reactor information provided as part of the procurement process was
evaluated by DOE in an Environmental Critique in accordance with DOE’s NEPA regulations at
10 CFR 1021.216. The Environmental Critique was considered by DOE before awarding the contract. An
Environmental Synopsis based on the Environmental Critique was prepared and released to the public for
comrmnent in the Supplement. The comments received on the Supplement are summarized and responded to in
Volume ITI, Chapter 4, of the Comment Response Document. An opportunity for public comment will also likely
be provided by NRC during the reactor operating license amendment process.

Transportation Concerns. Commentors raised concerns about the transportation involved with moving the
surplus plutonium from storage locations to disposition sites and, in some cases, MOX fuel to reactor sites.
Requests were made to limit the transportation where possible, to present the transportation information in a more
understandable manner, and to ensure that the transportation was conducted as safely as possible. Additional
information has been added to Chapter 2 of Volume I, of this SPD Final EIS, which shows the total transportation
associated with each alternative and gives a graphic depiction of the transportation needed for each disposition
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approach (immobilization and MOX). As discussed in this SPD EIS, safe transportation is a major concern of
DOE. All shipments of surplus plutonium would be accomplished using the safe, secure trailer/SafeGuards
Transport (SST/SGT) system.? Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards Division in 1975,
the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no
accidents that resulted in a fatality or release of radioactive material.

Cost of Plutonium Disposition. Many commentors focused on the cost of various surplus plutonium disposition
facilities. Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, commentors are referred to DOE’s Cost
Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009,
July 1998) and Plutonium Disposition Life Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999). Comments concerning the basis for DOE’s cost estimates or requesting cost
information were forwarded to DOE’s cost analysis team.

2.2 Summary of Major Issues Raised on the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS During the Public
Comment Period

Frequency of Reactor Accidents in Reactors Using MOX Fuel. A number of comments argued that the
frequency of reactor accidents would be greater due to the use of MOX fuel. As reflected in the accident analysis
included in Section 4.28, the consequences of a beyond-design-basis accident using MOX fuel are generally
higher than those expected in the same reactor using low-enriched uranium (LEU) fuel. However, there is no
basis for concluding that the frequency of these accidents would increase due to the use of MOX fuel. During
the base contract period, the contractor team would work with the utilities to confirm the characteristics of the
MOX fuel and whether any design modifications are necessary to maintain safety margins. No change in the
frequencies of reactor accidents due to the use of MOX fuel has been made in this SPD Final EIS.

Risk Associated With Reactors Using MOX Fuel. Many commentors were concerned that there is an increase
in accident risk from reactors using MOX fuel and that the plutonium in MOX fuel makes a reactor accident more
dangerous to human health. There are differences in the expected risk of reactor accidents from the use of MOX
fuel. Some accidents would be expected to result in lower consequences to the surrounding population, and thus,
lower risks, while others would be expected to result in higher consequences and higher risks. The largest
estimated increase in risk to the surrounding population due to the use of MOX fuel is an estimated 14 percent
increase in the risk of latent cancer fatalities associated with an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant at North Anna.
The likelihood of this accident occurring at North Anna is estimated to be one chance in 4.2 million per year.
Before any MOX fuel is used for plutonium disposition, NRC would perform a comprehensive safety review that
would include information prepared by the reactor plant operators as part of their license amendment applications.
Expected risk is discussed in Section 4.28 of this SPD EIS.

Environmental Impacts Associated With Using MOX Fuel Versus LEU Fuel. Comments were received
expressing a concern that the SPD Draft EIS failed to recognize avoided environmental impacts associated with
using MOX fuel versus LEU fuel in existing commercial reactors. While the consequences of a beyond-design
basis accident might be higher (as discussed above), and a slight increase in spent fuel could be expected by using
MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel, the impacts associated with mining, milling, and enriching uranium are avoided.
Section 4.28.3 has been added to this SPD Final EIS to address this issue.

2 The SST/SGT is a specially designed component of an 18-wheel tractor-trailer vehicle. Although the details of the vehicle
enhancements are classified, key characteristics are not, and include: enhanced structural supports and a highly reliable tie-down system
to protect cargo from impact; heightened thermal resistance to protect the cargo in case of fire; deterrents to protect the unauthorized
removal of cargo; couriers who are armed Federal officers and receive rigorous training and are closely monitored through DOE’s
Personnel Assurance Program; an armored tractor to protect the crew from attack; advanced communications equipment; specially
designed escort vehicles containing advance communications and additional couriers; 24 hr-a-day real-time monitoring of the location
and status of the vehicle; and significantly more stringent maintenance standards.
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Low-Level Waste. Comments were received on the isotopic breakdown of the low-level waste (LLW) that
would be generated at the reactors using MOX fuel and the effect of this waste on existing burial grounds. There
are differences in fission product inventories and activation products between an LEU and MOX core during a
fuel cycle. However, the only time significant quantities of fission products could be released to the environment
or end up in LLW would be in the event of a large-scale fuel leak. In regard to normal operations, experience with
fabricating MOX fuel indicates a leakage rate of less than one-tenth of one percent. The use of MOX fuel would
not be expected to result in any additional LLW because the reactors would continue to operate on the same
schedule as if they were using only LEU fuel.

Public Hearings. A number of comments were received regarding the need to hold public hearings near the
proposed reactor locations. DOE’s NEPA regulations require that at least one public hearing be held to receive
comments on a draft EIS (10 CFR 1021.313[b]). A public hearing was held in Washington, D.C., to collect
public comments on the Supplement. No additional hearings were held near the specific reactor sites, but
comments were solicited in the areas surrounding the proposed reactors. The Supplement was sent to interested
groups and individuals near each of the reactors and an informational meeting about the proposed use of MOX
fuel, sponsored by a South Carolina State Senator, was attended by DOE during the comment period. The
transcript of this meeting is presented as Appendix A of the Comment Response Document.

2.3 Changes to the SPD Draft EIS and the Supplement

DOE revised the SPD Draft EIS and its Supplement in response to comments received from other Federal
agencies; tribal, State, and local governments; nongovernmental organizations; the general public; and DOE
reviews. The text was changed to provide additional environmental baseline information, reflect new technical
data, make editorial corrections, respond to comments, and clarify text. Some of these changes involved
recalculations of the impacts discussed in Chapter 4 of Volume 1. In addition, DOE updated information due to
events or decisions made since the SPD Draft EIS and Supplement were provided for public comment. Sidebars
are used throughout this SPD Final EIS to indicate where changes have been made. Below is a brief discussion
of significant (e.g., noneditorial) changes.

Revised Preferred Alternative. In the SPD Draft EIS, DOE’s preferred alternative for siting the proposed
disposition facilities was identified as either Alternative 3 (the pit conversion, immobilization, and MOX facilities
at SRS) or Alternative 5 (the pit conversion facility at Pantex and the immobilization and MOX facilities at SRS).
Under either alternative, the hybrid approach (i.e., immobilization and MOX) was preferred with the
immobilization technology being the can-in-canister approach. No preference was identified in the SPD Draft EIS
for the lead assembly or postirradiation examination activities, nor were the specific reactors that would use MOX
fuel identified.

The Supplement identified SRS as the preferred site for the construction and operation of the pit conversion,
immobilization, and MOX facilities. The Supplement also identified LANL as the preferred site for lead
assembly activities and ORNL as the preferred site for postirradiation examination activities. Section 1.6 of this
SPD Final EIS now identifies Alternative 3 as DOE’s preferred alternative. In addition, Section 2.1.3 now
identifies the three reactor sites that have been named as candidates for using MOX fuel subject to NRC license
amendment. They are the Catawba Nuclear Station in York County, South Carolina; the McGuire Nuclear
Station in Mecklenburg County, North Carolina; and the North Anna Power Station in Louisa County, Virginia.

Changes to the Immobilization Facility. Since the issuance of the SPD Draft EIS and as described in the
Supplement, DOE has developed a more detailed conceptual design for the can-in-canister immobilization
facility. Changes in the size of the immobilization facility have been reflected in Volume I, Chapter 2, of this
SPD Final EIS and the associated impact analyses throughout Chapter 4. No changes have been made to the
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basic processes proposed in the SPD Draft EIS for immobilization, to the amount of material being considered
for immobilization, or to the rate of throughput.

As stated in the Supplement, the eight alternatives that included using portions of Building 221-F at SRS for
immobilization (SPD Draft EIS Alternatives 3B, 5B, 6C, 6D, 7B, 9B, 12B, and 12D) were eliminated. These
alternatives are no longer reasonable because the amount of new construction required for the proposed
immobilization facility is now nearly the same whether the facility is located entirely in a new building or uses
a portion of Building 221-F. Thus, there is no longer any advantage associated with the use of Building 221-F
at SRS.

Changes Resulting From the MOX Procurement Process. As stated in the Supplement, information provided
as part of the MOX procurement process relating to the MOX facility, including the addition of a plutonium-
polishing module to the front end of the MOX facility, was analyzed by DOE in an Environmental Critique and
summarized in an Environmental Synopsis prepared pursuant to DOE’s NEPA regulations in 10 CFR 1021.216.
The Synopsis was included in the Supplement and has been added to this SPD Final EIS as Appendix P.
Appendix N, Plutonium Polishing, has been deleted from this SPD Final EIS, with the information in
Appendix N incorporated into the body of the EIS. A description of the polishing module has been added to
Section 2.4.3, and the impacts analysis has been incorporated into Chapter 4 of Volume I. The polishing step
is included in the MOX facility, so plutonium polishing is no longer considered as a contingency for the pit
conversion facility.

As described in the Supplement, the size of the MOX facility has increased. The larger MOX facility is described
in Volume I, Chapter 2, of this SPD Final EIS, and the associated environmental impacts are presented
throughout Chapter 4. No changes have been made in the amount of material proposed to be made into MOX
fuel, the facility’s throughput, or in the overall process to be used to fabricate the fuel.

Information related to the affected environment for the specific domestic commercial reactors that would irradiate
the MOX fuel was provided in the Supplement and has been added to this SPD Final EIS as a new Section 3.7.
Environmental impacts analyzed for the actual reactor sites was also provided in the Supplement and has been
added to Section 4.28 of this SPD Final EIS.

Possible Delay of the Construction of the Actinide Packaging and Storage Facility. As stated in the
Supplement, the schedule for the Actinide Packaging and Storage Facility (APSF) is uncertain at this time, and
therefore, the disposition facilities at SRS analyzed in this SPD Final EIS were modified to disregard any benefit
to the proposed facilities as a result of APSF being present. Chapter 4 of Volume I presents the environmental
impacts that would be associated with the construction and operation of surplus plutonium disposition facilities
at SRS that are stand-alone and include no reliance on storage space or other functions at APSF. Throughout this
SPD Final EIS, references to APSF have been qualified by the phrase “if built,” and no credit has been taken in
the environmental analyses for the presence of APSF.

Pit Repackaging Requirements. This SPD Final EIS was changed to reflect new decisions on the repackaging
of pits at Pantex for long-term storage and the impacts of that decision on the need to repackage the pits for
offsite transportation.

Pit repackaging for long-term storage. As discussed in the Supplement, work is currently under way to
repackage all pits at Pantex from the AL-R8 container into the AL-R8 sealed insert (SI) container for long-term
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storage,? as described in the Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Continued
Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components—AL—R8 Sealed Insert
Container {August 1998). This effort would be completed over 10 years, and the estimated dose to involved
workers received from this repackaging activity would be about 104 person-rem. The SPD Draft EIS analyzed
repackaging of the pits in an AT-400A container. The change to the AL-R8 SI changes the undisturbed
long-term storage period for pits from 50 to 30 years because of the need to replace a seal in the container after
30 years; the AT-400A does not require that activity. This change has been incorporated into Chapter 4 of
Volume 1.

Pit repackaging for offsite transportation. The AL-R8 SI is not an offsite shipping container as was the
AT-400A analyzed in the SPD Draft EIS. Therefore, if the decision were made to site the pit conversion facility
at a site other than Pantex, the surplus pits would have to be taken out of the AL-R8 SI and placed in a shipping
container.* This operation would also require the replacement of some pit-holding fixtures to meet transportation
requirements. It is expected that this change would result in a total repackaging dose to involved workers of
208 person-rem. If the decision were made to locate the pit conversion facility at Pantex, then the pits could be
moved from their storage location to the pit conversion facility in the AL-R8 SI using onsite transportation
vehicles. Under this option, there would be no increased exposures due to repackaging. This change has been
incorporated into Chapter 4 of Volume L.

Environmental Impacts Associated With MOX Fuel Versus LEU Fuel. Section 4.28.3 was added to this
SPD Final EIS to address the impacts associated with using MOX fuel versus LEU fuel in existing commercial
reactors.

Uranium Conversion Impacts. Section 4.30.10, Incremental Impacts Associated With Uranium Conversion,
was added to address potential impacts of the conversion of depleted uranium hexafluoride to uranium dioxide.
(See Sections 1.5, 2.4.4.2 and 2.4.4.3 for a discussion on conversion.)

New/Revised Documents and Changes to Cumulative Impacts. Section 1.7 of the SPD Draft EIS,
Relationship to Other Actions and Programs, (Section 1.8 in this Final) was updated to reflect new or revised
planning documents and related NEPA documents, such as the Environmental Assessment for the Parallex
Project Fuel Manufacture and Shipment, the ROD for the Department of Energy’s Waste Management
Program: Treatment of Non-Wastewater Hazardous Waste, the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project
Final EIS and ROD, and the Final Environmental Impact Statement on Management of Certain Plutonium
Residues and Scrub Alloy Stored at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site and RODs. The
information in the most recent and programmatic site documents has been used to update the discussion of
cumulative impacts in Section 4.32 of this SPD Final EIS. In addition, camulative impacts information has been
added for LLNL and LANL (two candidate sites for lead assembly fabrication), ORNL (a candidate site for
postirradiation examination), and the three reactor sites (Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna).

3 DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pits in Zone 4 at Pantex for long-term storage. An appropriate environmental review
will be conducted when the specific proposal for this change has been determined (e.g., whether additional magazines need to be air-
conditioned). The analysis in this document assumes that the surplus pits are stored in Zone 12 in accordance with the ROD for the
Storage and Disposition PEIS.

4 Atthe present time, DOE is using the FL container for the offsite shipment of pits. There are not enough of these containers to meet
the plutonium disposition mission. No new FL containers can be manufactured because of certification restrictions. Further, the current
FL containers cannot be certified for a specific type of surplus pit. The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, in its
Recommendation 99-1 (August 1999), noted that there is no container suitable for shipping pits from Pantex. Should DOE make any
decisions that would require shipment of pits from Pantex, DOE would ensure the availability of a certified shipping container in a
timeframe that would support those decisions.
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Affected Environment. Information on the affected environment for ORNL, a candidate site for postirradiation
examination, has been added to Volume I, Chapter 3, of this SPD Final EIS.

Consultations. Appendix O was added to provide the correspondence related to ecological resources, cultural
resources, and Native American consultations. Table 5-2 provides a summary of these consultations, and
Section 4.26 discusses the results of the consultations.

Fast Flux Test Facility. Appendix D of the SPD Draft EIS was deleted. This SPD Final EIS does not address
using the Fast Flux Test Facility ( FFTF) because the current DOE proposals do not include the use of surplus
plutonium as a fuel source for FFTF.

Comment Response. Volume ITI, the Comment Response Document, was added to this SPD Final EIS. The
comments received during the two comment periods and their responses are presented in a side-by-side-format.
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Chapter 3
Comment Documents and Responses on the SPD Draft EIS

This chapter presents scanned images or transcriptions of all written or oral comments submitted to DOE on the
SPD Draft EIS, with the DOE responses. In most instances, the response appears on the same page as the
corresponding comment. Where many comments appear on a single page, however, the responses may extend
to succeeding pages. The comments and responses are presented in the following order:

e Comments from members of Congress and from Federal agencies. The comments are integrated
alphabetically by State.

«  Comments from State and local officials and agencies, special interest groups, organizations, companies,
and individuals. The comments are integrated alphabetically by State.

+  Oral comments recorded at the five public hearings.

+  Campaign documents submitted by special interest groups, organizations, companies, and individuals.
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UNITED STATES SENATE
HoNORABLE MAX CLELAND, GEORGIA

Pacelor1
SCD46-1 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for the pit conversion facility at
SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit
SEe s conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium
R IRnited States Senate e processing, and the pit con_ve'rsior} facility complements existing missions
ASHIGTON. OC 05161005 and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus
gt 1998 plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
’ analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
:f::f;:‘fb; 22;“‘“’““““ facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
1000 Independence Avenue, SW SPD EISROD.
Washington, D.C 20585
Dear Bill:
As yon know, the Dep of Energy Plutonium Disposition Program is one of our Nation’s
highest priority efforts to ensure national and international security. We should continue to provide
world leadership in nuclear proliferation and 1 d your Dx for its work on this
program.

The Savannah River Site (SRS) stands ready to accept all of the Plutonium Disposition missions and
ip ry opinion, should be the site of choice to accomplish these missions. The existing infrastructure,

peril pertise, and d d ium i list arc not found at any
other site under ideration for the Plutonfum Pit D bly and C ion phase. The
capabilities and advantages of SRS which resulted in its being selected as the preferred site for the
Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication and Immobilization phascs of the disposition program should make
SRS the preferred site for Pit Disassembly and Conversion as well.

By consolidating all of the program phases at SRS, the taxpayers will save hundreds of millions of
dollars. Avoiding the cost of duplicating the existing SRS nuclear infrastructure at anothex site to
meke tht sitc capable of doing this work should be a major considcration in site sclection.

This surrounding community fully supports SRS and the Plutonium Disposition Missions. To the
best of my knowledge, you will not find that level of support at any other site in the DOE complex.
Such local support is key to ensuring the complete and timely success of the of the Plutonium
Disposition Program.

1 believe that these and many other benefits strongly support SRS as the preferred site for Pit
Disassembly and Conversion. 1 look forward to working with you and the people in your
Department as the decision making proccss continucs.

Most respectfully,

ey (um?

Max Clefand
United States Senator
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% UNITED STATES SENATE
* HoNORABLE PAuL D. COVERDELL, GEORGIA

PaGe 1 0F 1
SCD52-1 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for the pit conversion facility at
PAUL b, COVERDELL — SRS. A.s 1nd19§ted in the rev1sc.?d Section 1.§, SRS is preferr‘ed for thg pit
GEORGIA WESTERN HENISPUERS SUBCOUMNTES conversion facility because the site has extensive experence with plutonium
CONFERENCE SECRETARY Mnited States Senate e m{ﬁ;ﬁ}\ R processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions
WASHINGION, DC 20510-1004 PROMOTION SUBCOMMITTEE and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus

AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE

plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the

SMALL BUSINESS COMMITTEE

Representatives of the Depariment of Encrgy, gucsts and interested stakeholders: thank you for
the opportunity to submit comments in support of future missions at the Savannah River Site.

As you are well aware, the Savannah River Site has played 2 key role in the security of vur
Nation and world over the past fifty years. During this time, our Nation has called upan the SPD EIS ROD.
people and the community of the Central Savannah River Area to work efficiently and diligently
for the betterment of our Nation. Not only have these citizens taken this upon themselves, bul
they have done so in a way that has made us all proud. I would like to take this apportunity to
commend the people of the Savannzh River Site who have successfully fulfilled and
accomplished missions of the past, and will share in missions of the future,

I hope that by now, it is clear to DOE that the community support for the Savannah River Site is
second to none within the DOE Complex. We are proud of this support and trust that you wilk
weigh it heavily in your upcoming decision making process on Plutonium Pit Disassembly and
Conversion.

f.ooking toward the future, we must continue ta locate viable options for the Site. 1 found it only
firting that you selected SRS as the preferred site for the Mixed Oxide Fuel Facility and the

Immobilization Process, but was not surprised. SRS has produced pl jum for the Dep t
of Energy from its conveption, and it is clear that SRS has the infrastructure and demonstrated 1

experience and expertise to ensure the success of these missions.

With these same atiributes and qualifications, SRS stands ready to accept the Plutonium Pit
Disasscmbly and Conversion mission. Consolidation of all three missions of the Plutonium
Disposition Program at SRS will save taxpayers of our Nation hundreds of millions of dollars in
capital and operating costs.

Also, let us not forget the fact that SRS has the people that can fulfill this mission. A well
trained and knowledgeable work force has beea established at this site. ‘This work force will
meet or exceed any safety or efficiency standard.

In continuing our obligation to maintain national security for the people of the United States, it is
imperative that we mave forward with the Pit Di bly and C t ission. 1look
forward to working with the Savannah River Site, the Department of Encrgy, and of course, the
citizens of (he areu, 1o help establish this mission for the Site with the least amount of
environmental impact.

1 thank yau for the opportunity to submit duriug this imp program and site
selection process.

JUawW1IDIS 1oDdul] [PIUUUOLIAUT [DUL] uonisodsiq wnoin)d snjding




UNITED STATES SENATE
HonorABLE Paur D. COVERDELL, GEORGIA
Pacelor 1

the opp Impact
Statemnent of the Department of Enesgy 2t he Savamsh River Site. .

As you are well mqth:&nmuhkivusi&cthlayedakcymlniumzmnﬁyofour
Nation and world over the past fifty years. During this time, our Nation has called upon the
peoylemdtheCommnnRyoﬂheCmmSavaiwAmmworkzﬁidmtlymddﬂigmdy
for the betterment of our nation. Not only have these citizens taken this upon themselves, but
tbcyluvedmsoinlwaydmhsmad:mdlpmud.lwmddlikewuksﬂ:i.soppommhyto
commend the peaple of the Savanaah River Site who have sucoessfully fulfilled and
accomplished missions of the past mnd will sharc in missions of the future.

Lookingmdtbefunngwmmwminmtolocneviauzopﬁcnsfadzsinc.Omuﬁssiunis
leodmnmwosiﬁomlﬁndﬁodyﬁﬁngmnmmﬁduﬁcsmkiwsmfotﬂis

mission, s it was SRS who produced plutenium fur tle Dy of Encrgy from its
ption, It is my ding that the Dep of Encrgy is currently exeminiog two
{ble roethods of plitouivm disposition at SRS, Mixed Oxide Facl (MOX) fabrication and

immobilization. T have been informed that both of these methods maty require some purification
of plutonium before they can be stored in theix final form, and that SRS is the only Departmeat
nfﬁnmslmthncanpnifymya'gniﬁmmmwﬂthmmmﬁds.ﬁmisisso,mdasw
hmwﬁmmwmkmwmmNﬁm'sMgd,hwwbysdwﬁngSRs the
Department could save our country from wanccessary expenditurcs.

Furth the i at SRS would allow for these ntissions ta be put in place
with relative ease. The Site cumrently works on immobilization of spent smclear fuct at jts
Defense Waste Processing Facility, and has facilities that could be made available for MOX fuel
fabrication. By atready having the infrastructure in place to accamplish this mission, SRS is one
step abead of its competitors,

m,MumfmmmmmmmmeMmmmMAwlm
and knowlodgesblo work foros bas been established at this site. This work foree will moet ar

excoed any safety or officiency standard.
In contitming our obligation to maintain astiopal ity for the poople of the Unticd States, it s
imperative that we move forward in the disposition of certain of plutonium.  lock

fwwndwwmkhgwhh&e&mmhkhusm,ﬂwmmﬁ&ugy,mdofmﬁn
ciﬁz:nsofmemwbdpemblishﬁsnﬁﬁmfordnsmﬁﬁnhemmwmof
environmental impact,

1 thank you for the opp ity to submit during this

GEORGIA FOREWGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE
Ynited States Smate
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-1004
Rep tatives of the Dep of Encrgy, gucsts and interested stakcholders; thank you for
ity 10 submit to the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Envi ental

SCD106

SCD106-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. Asindicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD FISROD.
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August 13, 1998

The Honorable Rill Richardson

Secrt

United States Depariment of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Mr. Secretary:

As you know, the citizens of the Central Savannah River Area take great pridein
their association with the Savannah River Site (SRS). Unlike other field sites across the
country, the support for future missions at SRS is unquestionable.

One such mission is plutonium disposition. Over the next several months, as you
weigh all the options for siting this mission, I ask that you consider the following issues:

1. Inlrusiructure: the infrastiucture at SRS would allow the dual-track
approach of plutonium disposition to proceed with relative ease.
Currently, the site works on immobilization of spent nuclear fuel at its
Defense Waste Processing Facility. It also has facilities that would be
made available for Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel Fabrication;

2. Workforce: SRS already has the qualified workforce that is needed to
fulfill this mission. A well-trained and knowledgeable warkforce will
meet or exceed any safety or efficiency standard needed to fulfill the
requircments of this mission; and,

3, Community Support: Through resolutions and letters of support
from community leaders and citizens in both Georgia and South
Carolina, it is clear that the Central Savannah River Arca is cager 10
continug to lead the country toward meeting its obligation of
maintaining the national security for the people of the United States.

While I appland DOE's selection of SRS as the preferred site for the MOX and
immobilization elements of this program, it is my understanding that lidation of all
three elements of the Plutonium Dispasition Program at SRS would result in significant
cost savings. It is also the most expedilious path to achieving the program objectives.
The potential for hundreds of millions of dollars of savings to the taxpayers is something
we must moritor and insisL upon as the decision process evolves.

The Honorable Bill Richardson

SCD17
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SCDh17-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Congressman’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS. Asindicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Although existing
facilities and processes at SRS could support the pit disassembly and
conversion process, a new facility would be built. However, supporting
infrastructure and complementary missions would be used to the extent
possible. Further, as noted by the Congressman, SRS has a well trained and
knowledgeable workforce and wide community support.

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has been
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. The Plutonium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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HoNORABLE CHARLIE NORWOOD, GEORGIA
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August 13, 1998
Page 2

One concen 1 do have with the Envi al Timpact 8 {E1S) for the
program is that it does not adequately address the existing facilities and processes at SRS
~ especially in the conversian of the plutonium pits to the oxide needed for MOX fuel or 1
immobilization. Therefore, T encourage you to review this issue before the final decisions
are made on pit disassembly and conversion.

Mr. Secretary, SRS has been a vital part of our community and a vitat link to our
nation’s national security for over 40 years. Therefore, it is my hope that you will rely on
this valuable resource as you site the plutonium disposition, as well as future DOE
missions, throughout the remainder of your tenure at DOE.

Finally, 1 would personally like to invite you to visit the Site over the next few
months as you adapt 1o your new role as the Secretary of Energy. 1 look furward to
continuing our relationship on energy issues that began when we both served together on
the House Commerce Committee.

Sincerely,

QoS

Charlic Norwood
Member of Congress
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Plutonium Disposition Talking Points
The Honorable Charlie Norwood
August 13, 1998

e In the Department of Energy Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement issued in July 1998,
DOE states a preference for locating immobilization and
MOX fuel fabrication facilities at SRS. DOE also states
a preference for a pit disassembly and conversion
facility to be located at either SRS or Pantex in
Amarillo, TX.

¢ SRS is the clear choice for all three disposition
activities {immobilization, MOX, and pit disassembly and
conversion) for technical and financial reasons. SRS has
the supporting infrastructure, trained personnel. and a
long history of safe operations.

e« SRS is unique from all the other DOE field sites in that
it has the unanimous support of the local community,
state government, and local congressmen and senators.

e SRS has over 40 years of experience of receiving,
handling, storing, dissolving, purlfying, converting, 1
stabilizing, packaging, monitoring, and shipping
plutonium in various forms. The Defense Waste Processing
Facility at SRS is a proven immobilization facility. The
Pantex site in Texas only has experience in the
disassenmbly and storage of sealed plutonium weapons
components.

e DOE's own cost estimates cite that it is $60 million
cheaper to build a pit disassembly and conversion
facility at SRS than at Pantex. If politics didn’t play
a role here, this decision would be a no-brainer.

e DOE has failed te accurately reflect the cost savings of
locating all three disposition activities at SRS, causing
Senator Thurmond to request a GAO study a couple of weeks
ago. This review ought to confirm the advantages of
locating pit disassembly and conversion at SRS and
hopefully provide a comprehensive cost savings to perform
all of the work at SRS.
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Juae 25, 1997
‘The Honorable Federico Pena
Secretary
Unitad States
Washington, DC 20585
Dear Mr. Secretary:

As you know, the citizens of the Ceatral Savannah River Area take great pride in their
association with the Savannah River Site (SRS). Unlike other field sites across the country, the
support for future missjons at SRS is unquestionable.

One such mission is plutonium disposition, Within the next vear, as you weigh all the
options for siting this missfon, T ask that you consider the following issves:

1. Iafs the i at SRS would alfow the dual-track
approach of plutonium disposition to proceed with relative case. Currently,
the site works on immobilization of nuclear waste at its Defense Waste
Processing Facllity. It also bas facilities that could be made availablke for
Mixed Oxide (MOX) Foel Fabrication;

2. Warkforee: SRS already has the qualified workforee that is needed o fulizil
this mission, A weli-trained and knowledgeable worddoroe will meet or exceed
any safety or efficicacy standard aecded to fulfill the requicements of this

ty Supp “Through lutions and lettees of support from
community leaders and citizeas in both Georgia and South Carglin, it is clear
that the Ceotral Savannzh River Area is eager to coatinue to lead the country
toward meeting its cbligation of maintaining the national security for the
people of the United States.

Mr. Secretary, SRS has been a vital part of our commumity and a vital fink to our nation’s
national security for over 40 years. Thercfore, it is my hope that you will rely oa this valuable
Tesource as you site the plutonium disposition, s well as future DOE missions, throughout the
remainder of vour teaure at DOE.

Sincerely,

QN

Charlie Norwood
Member of Congress

PRAATED o6 MCYOLED PP

SCD76-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Congressman’s support for siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised
Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has
extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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PLEASE RESFOND TO:
13 2138 Ravourme Houm ¢ Bk

Mr. Howard R. Canter

Acting Dircetor

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026

re: Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Envir | Impact §

Dear Mr. Camter:

ORD04-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Congressman’s opposition to siting the MOX facility
at Hanford and the MOX approach. DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts
should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission. The

Wt wiieta. OC J0815-T704
«::: :?:??:L u ;ﬂ@’:ﬁ,’;’,: importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration in identifying
i T preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities. However, no
e Congress of the Tnited States " LE decision has been made, and DOE will continue to consider Hanford for
s —— Bause of Bepresentatives a e "“::w surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that are compatible with the
August 18, 1998 b Hanford mission.

ORD04-2 MOXRFP

Asstated in this SPD EIS, the irradiation of MOX fuel would occur at domestic,
commercial reactors. DOE conducted a procurement process to acquire
MOZX fuel fabrication and irradiation services. As aresult of this procurement
process, DOE identified the reactors proposed to irradiate MOX fuel, the

Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna nuclear stations, as part of the proposed

action in this EIS. Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential

environmental impacts of operating the selected reactors. Hanford is not a
1 preferred site for either MOX fuel fabrication or irradiation.

[ want to thank the U.S. Depariment of Energy for holding this hearing in Oregan and for
izing that Orcgonians are significuntly affocted by actions at Hanford. [ suppont the
Secretary’s decision in the SPD DELS not to use any facilities at Hanford for mixed oxide fuel
fabrication or fuel production. This decision should be d and uffirmed in the Final EIS.

While | have grave misgivings about any use of mixcd oxide fuel in nuclear reactors to
disposc of suzplus plutonium, 1 applaud the § y's ition that Hanford's efforts must
e focuscd on cleanup of its existing nuclear weapons wastes. The DELS rightly recognizes that
new missions that would create mone waste at Hanford or inute buildings or facilities that
have pot previously been contaminated must not be aliowed to cueur.

| understand that the scope of the SPD DEIS does not address where mixed oxide fucl
would be burned ance it is fabricated and that the Department of Energy will address that issuc
iin a scparate procesding. Nevertheless, fet me make it clear that the same logic that has 2
compelled the Secretary to conclude that mixed oxide fuel should not be made at Hanford should
also govern his decision regarding the site for buming mixed oxide fuel. Burning mixed oxide
fuel at Flanford would create wmaore waste and complicate the ongoing cleanup effort.

Hanford must have one mission and only onc mission: to clear up the cnormous amount
of nuclear waste that already cxists at he site. Hanford presents a threat to the people of Orcgon
and Washi I have previously introduced legislation to make Hanford and other federal 1

facilities comply with the requiremeats of the Clean Water Act. 1 will continue {o work ta make
sure that the threat Hanford presents to the people of the Northwest is contained and safely
clcaned up.

Sincerely,

PETER Dc;AZIO ORDO0O4

hos o RECYCLED FIBERS
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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
HoNORABLE EL1ZABETH FURSE, OREGON
Pacelor1

ELIZABETH FURSE omeaon orce:
157 DesTwcy, Oecone MontcOmrry Fase:
couire oo ——" o
o ' o
Congress of the Wnited States e o .
BUMCOMMITTIS O . Fax 3265088
By s Povan Fouse of Representatives oo
oo Washington; WE 20515-3701 ———
pimpeebaby
Emaa— Fax 1260 225-9457

SuacommTTer o
FIARCE b0 HAZARDOVE MATE LS. o n0ssh

STATEMENT: HEARING with US DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, Portland, OR
REGARDING SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION
August 18, 1998

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today. Tonight you
will hear testimony from scientists, grassroots organizations and
concerned citizens. It is essential that public participatjon 1
remain an intregal part of decisions of the magnitude we are here
today to discuss.

Hanford remains the most contaminated nuclear dump in the nation.
Perched on the banks of the Columbia River it is the site with the
greatest potential for disaster.

While I firmly support the reduction of the United States®
stockpile of nuclear warheads, Hanford is not the site where the
excess plutonium should be contained, let alone reprocessed into a 2
mixed oxide fuel. Making plutonium into MOX ushers in a new era of
nuclear proliferation. It does not make economic sense,
environmental sense or humanitarian sense.

The only mission at Hanford should be containment and clean up and
never, never the creation of more toxic waste. )

ELLZABETH FURSE
Member of Congress

PONTED ON MECYELID Parer

ORD10-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE agrees with the Congresswoman that public participation is an integral
part of the decisionmaking process, and strives to provide as many means as
possible for obtaining public input and participation.

ORD10-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Congresswoman’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford and the MOX approach.
DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing commercial reactors
does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical separation of
uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission products
from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce
new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with the
U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons.
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UNITED STATES SENATE, HONORABLE STROM THURMOND AND HONORABLE ERNEST F. HOLLINGS

U~iTED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, HONORABLE JAMES E. CLYBURN, LINDSEY O. GRAHAM, BoB INGLIS, MARK SANFORD,
FrLovp D. SPENCE, AND JOHN M. SPRATT, JR., SOUTH CAROLINA

Pacelor3

SCD77-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senators’ and Congressmen’s support for siting the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the
revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the
site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based

b Septafor Sowih € Carelin on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
T 1 nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its

Contact: JoimDeCrosta } ) 224-7730 isi i ili iti i
Secretary UlL[,d For ko decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium

disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
DoE Must Take Next Step at SRS

Wistingtoa, June 23, 1998-tn s fomer hand etivoefiltoayto Sotmtaty, b Eaorgy Frafereo.
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sRemonn, Specifically, Thanmood szid that toe Doparicien wrs on the g track b dockling to Iocals
1w of vt Vilal plutoniumn missfods at the Savannah River Site~the Mixed-Oxide Fuel Falixation
Facifiry, snd the plutoaiont mmoctifizedon niissicn. Pr disassombly' is considered the thivd koy fog off
the plutestun peacksesion mission mmd Thermond sovs that opersion belengs i Soutiz Ceratin.
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ke Savannah Rlver Site ta fakic on the Departmenl’s nevw MOX mission,” 521 Thurmend, W& st
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Thia Depertment of Encrgy has sald thet it-is considering two lacelicns for pi disassembly, od¢
in Texas mnd the Savennal River Sle, Th 4 52t that the Dy of Enurgy will hiave 2 very
diffTesdc Lask ia ouakizg 2 compelling argitmant et Texas is a bellor place o Tocale this vital phragitm
mission. N .

" Tha Departrtent of Erargy s palicy of aot introducing plutontive speratisas ialo @ site whene
phawsnium docsiy't alcsady exist is 2 sound ooe. Plieoqii is wot- material to be handied by amate
The skitled etmployecs ol the Savaanzh River Sfiohiave been eompeteatly and safcly working valb
plutonivm foryears, [ simply doesa’t make ceomomis o7 tadhalsal sense (@ conduct pit disassebly
exywhaore aaoept Savanash River,” said Thurmond ~Ths Geility In Texas hag fizver processed.
plutaniim, thay da nai have 8 work foree of individuals wrained i how 1 procets plutonium axides o+
solutions. Furthee. B does no make sense & spiit up the plutonium production missions and peciate he
complex md costly infrastructises necessery 10 handle plotonium safeh. [ s rov tepe that U
deparioent will soon decide ta site the pir dissssembly mission it the Savanash River Site, along il
MOX fazed [ebrication and inuochitizeiion activigec.”
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STROM THURMOND R AT TR e ORE
coumrrres Anited States Senate

AUED KRACES, CHANRMAK
x WASHINGTON, DC 206104001

NOKCURY
VETERAND ArTARS
August 13, 1998

Mr. Greg Rudy

Manager

Savannah River Site

Post Office Box A

Aiken, South Carofina 29802

Dear Mr. Rudy:

1 regret that | am unable w sitend today’s hearing, but I would like to submit this statement for
the record which outlines my support for the lccation of the pit disassembly mission at the Savannsh
River Site (SRS).

‘There are many strong and convincing reasons why the Savennah River Site is unquest |on|b?y
the n;hl choice to receive the entire plutonium disposition mission. not the Jeast of which is that it is

simply the mose logical place to task \wth this crilical function. wmmm
. dis; ion missions kre already assigned 10 the § h River SitE. and scndmg pit disassembly there

Waﬂ'mmy in both progr and in budgetary 1 understand that
by some estimates, giving SRS the pit duuscmblymxwon will save the government approximately $1.6
Thcn.

Furthermore, there is no location in the United States that has the infrastructure and highly
skilled warkforce in place 10 handle this mission. Locating pit disassembly ot the Savannah River Site
™aans that the Deparnment of Energy (DoE) will bu wble to capitalize on assets already found in South
Carolina. 1n an era when the Department of Energy is sceking ways to streamline its organizetion and 1o
operale more efficiently, it docs not make sense to split-up the plutonium disposition mission or to create
what will be redundant infrasteucture by building a pit disassembly facility at another DoE site. 1

Of course, public safety is an issue which musr be taken into consideration and is one that
exceeds all other considerations including budgetsry ssvings. Plutonium is far too volatite a material to
be handled by individuals or facilities that have no experience in dealing with it. As you kaow, the
Savannah River Site has a longstanding and wel] earmed reputation for safety. The men and women who
work at SRS have boen safely and cfficiently handling plutonium since the 1256's sad there is no reason
for the Department of Encegy to turn anywhere other than ta a proven commaodity,

In various d & by the Dep of Encryy. thar agency has acknowledged the
suitablity of the Savannah Rwer‘allc for plutomm disposition missions. 1 refer to g 1997
Envir I Impact § the Department of Energy referrod to SRS as ~a plutanivm-competent
site with the mast modem, state-of-the-art storege end pmcesxmg facillties. and . a site with the only
large—sca[a hemical separation and p upsbllit} inthe DoE complex.” [n g 1996
Final P i linpact S fnr and M

repardiag Pit Maau facturing at Pantex, DoE stated, “Plutonium ‘would not be infroduced It site that
does not currently have a plutonium infrastruciure because of the high cost of new plutonium facilities
and the - *mplexity of introducing plutanium operations into sites without current plutoniom

SCD44

SCD44-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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STATEMENT FOR PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL

Good everung, name is Maury Lane. 1 work Hme—
Senator Hollings’' eesgsE and have been asked by the
Senator to convey his strong support for this new mission

for the Savannah River Site.

This is actually a extremely nice moment for me. As
many know, before I started with Sen. Hollings I worked
for Westinghouse, specifically on ensuring that we had
enough federal appropriations to operate the site and to
work with the local community to find new migsions for
the siteg

When I first I began at Westinghouge it was crystal
clear that the Savannazh River Site had world-clags
employees with w'g__rm-__cla.ss skills wit //&'world clasgs
safety record. Let me tell you, .D% xnows there & no

harder workingl smarter/ safer employees at any DOE site.

If Senator Hollings were here, he would say one thing
The Savannah River Site is the ONLY site for the

Immoboll za];igx}g, MOX _Fuel pit Dissassemb and
#igh oN W

Conversioq,bggausg there is no leadexship that can do it

betteri cheéner’. safer,and guickexr than the SRS site.

why is SRS the right choice? Because the community

IMPACT, STATEMENT == NORTH AUGUS ) MEETING

SCD16-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
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at SRS has assembled the safest and nost capable work-
force in the department; the Site has the facilities and
infrastructure needed; it is the cheapest option
available, and, as you are seeing here today, it enjoys
the local community’s complete support.

DOE should know what everyone in Aiken already knows:
SRS has the safest and best trained workers in the DOE
complex. The site has been successfully handling
plutonium since it was created in the 1950s. DOE itself
called SRS,=" a plutonium-competent sitegwith the most
modern, state-of -the-art storage . and processing
facilities." 1

As a member of the Senate Energy and Water
Appropriations Subcowmittee, Senator Hollings is keenly
aware of the great expense associated with handling
sensitive nuclear materials such as plutonium.

That is why we have been able to ensure that no
significant layoffs will occur in 1998 or 1999. In the

year 2000, we should be adding ﬂEW—TSSE‘WEEE-EEE new MOX

mission through the next five years. That is a great

change from the difficult times of down-sizing.

Sen. Hollings has told DOE officials time and time

again that it makes no sense to introduce plutonium into

JUZUZIDIS 19DAW] IDIUSUUOITAUT |DUL] UONISOdSI(] wHitom]d snjdung
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a site which does not have plutonium infrastructure or
plutonium« handling capabilities. To duplicate SRS‘s
experience, know-how, and plutonium handling facilities
would take years of work and cost millions of dollars.
This is a luxury DOE does not enjoy.

Senator Hollings not only believes it would be a
mistake, but DOE officials know too. In fact, DOE has
said in the f)ast,e,:"Plut:onium (should) not be introduced
into a site that does not currently have a plutonium
infrastructure because of the high cost of new plutonium
facilities and the complexity of introducing plutonium
operations into sites without current plutonium 4

eAvde
capabilities." 4 Senator Hollings agrees with this
conclugion. It should follow that the Pit Disassembly
and Conversion Facility should not be built in a site

which does not have plutonium infrastructure. The risks

would be too great.

Further, it is estimated that consolidating all three
of the plutonium disposition components at SRS would save
taxpayers roughly $1.6 billion over the life of the
program. This is a savings we cannot ignore.

As I am sure DOE officials can see from this meeting,

the Aiken/Augusta community supports thig site and

1D43P3,]—SSUOS Y PUD STUIUNIO(T TUFUNHOD)
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supports the addition of all of the plutonium disposition
missions. When DOE brings these missions to South
Carolina, it will know the depth of this support and the
dedication of this community to DOE missions. "~ 1n
addition, the South Carolina Congressional delegation has

the political will and power to secure these missions and

keep them fully funded. t I challenge DOE to £find
political leadership any where else which is working as
hard as this delegation ae—'is-ﬁ‘-‘i;?
\ -

The merits lie with SRS, but how do we ensure that
DOE sees these advantages? I know Senator Hollings has
pledged to do everything he can to "show DOE the light."
I was in the room on several occasions wiaen Senator

Hollings called then Energy Secretary Pena to lobby for

SRS and the MOX Fuel missiomn.

The Senator made it clear that the Savannah River
gite was the only site for the MOX fuel facility. I know
the Secretary got tired of hearing from the Senator.

In fact, it was probably a great relief for Secretary
Pena when he called the Senator to tell him hik-—aEment s
herd—besrTONViTICmg-and that the MOX plant was coming to

S.¢. I know Senator Hollings was grateful the Secretary

JUAUPIDIS 10DdU] [DIUAMUCIIAUT [DUL] UONISOdSIT wnuomn]d snyding
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saw it his way.

Now, Senator Hollings has more work to do. With the
new Secretary of Energy, Bill Richardson, the Senator has
more wearing down to do. In fact, Sen. Hollings has
already heated up the lines between his office and the
Secretary’s. I know the Senator has already contacted
the Secretary and has begun working to ensure Secretary
Richardson chooses SRS as the site of the Pit Disassembly

N

and Conversion Facility. There is no doubt Senator

Hollings will put all 32 years of his Washington
experience and his position as the senior Democrat on the
Energy and Water Appropriations Subcommittee to work as 1
he pushes DOE to do what is right and choose SRS as the

Consclidated Plutonium Disposition Site.

Everyone at DOE should know this i’l‘he Savannah River
Site has the capability to handle these missions in the
safest, most cost- effective, and most efficient manner?
Locating all three components here should be a simple
decigion, but simple decisions are not always made
easily. I g@e*am sure Senator Hollings will make it his
business to show the Secretary and the Department of

Energy know just how easy this decision can be --

especially if SRS is chosen as the site.

‘\\~‘-_._A
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Speaking for Senator Hollings, I can tell you he
loocks forward to working with DOE over the next several
months to make sure the Department sees the importance
and the wisdom of consolidating all three missions here
at SRS. I thank the Aiken/Augusta community for their

outstanding support and hospitality and I thank you for

your attendance and support.

TUAWAIDIS 1o0AI] [DIUIUOAIAUT] [DUL] UORISOdSI wntuoin]d snjding
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UNDSEY GRAHAM IS TRUCT OFFCLS:
30 Drsyics, Souit CASC v L AT
EDUCATION AND THE. it
AWORKFORCE COMMITTEE B 220V a
e e et o Longress of the Enited States i
Rt 1Bouge of Repregentatives g

Waghington, BE 205154003

PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION AT SRS

1 continuc to support the Dopartment of Encrgy’s current dual-track Plutonium Disposition plan. I must
reduce the risk of proliferation of these matcrials to rogue states or terrorist organizations and I must do this
in & responsible, cast-cffective manner. The people of the Ceniral Savannah River Area (CSRA) want to be
part of the solution and I believe that Savannah River Sitc can 2nd should play a vital role in disposing of this
excess material,

The Department of Encrgy has made the right decision in selecting SRS and its skilled experienced work
force as the MOX fuel fabrication site. 1hope they continue to show that good judgement by selecting the
most qualified, least expensi ive for pit di bly and ion, the S th River Site. As
I’ve said before, § have the Tuxury of having commion seasc and cost on my side, but, unfortunately, that
doesn't always carry the day in Washington. It is incumbeat upon us to prove this to DOE.

Savannah River Site is the best alternative for pit disassembly and conversioa for the following reasons:

- Consolidating the throc itucnt parts of MOX (di bl ion, and fabrication) at a site
with existing plutonium infrastructure could save the Dep and ultimatcly the Laxp. $16
billioa.

- The unparalleled community support for this program throughout South Carolina and Georgia,
especially in the Aiken SC-Augusta GA arca as evidenced by letters of support from Governor
Beasley, mamerous resolutions passed by local governments, several letters of support from the entire 1
congressional delegation, and the appearance of 5o many Members of Congress here today.

- SRS has unparalleled expertise in dealing with plutonium and currently has the necessary plutonum
infrastructurc in place, an infrastructure that Pantex does not have.

[ In the September 1996 Final Progr ic Envi
o dship and M the dep wisely and
plutonium oxide into & site that docs not ly have a pl

! Impact § for Stockpil

ctly decided not to introduce

Plutonium would not be introduced into a sitc that docs not currently have

a plulonivm infrastructure because of the high cost of new plitonil
facilities and the complexity of introduciag plutoni ions into sitcs

without current plutonium capabilities.”

Introduce plutoaium into a site, like Pantex, that is already clean would create yet another
Eavironnental Management cleanup problem.

3 South Carotina has Jong been & supporter of the Department of Egergy programs dating back to the
Atomic Energy Ci ission and hopes to contimue that relationshi

€t

SCD49-1 Alternative

DOE acknowledges the Congressman’s support for the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is
preferred for the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility
complements existing missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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LUINDSEY oTRCT ormcrs:
2 Cormct, S Canpue o vmix
ECONOME AND EDGCATIONAL “:'j'_;
s Congress of the Wnited States omRr
e S b Fouse of B tatities .'.;:z-:.
Thxghington, BE 205154003 =i
June 18, 1997
Mario P. Fiori
e
U. 8. Department
Savannzh Biver Operations Office
POBox A
Aiken, South Carolihe 26802
Dear Dr. Fiork:
Ixegruthnlwmnotbeuhhtopmnynmd!hetl S. Departmest of Enetgy (DOE)
P P b , T hape your workshops prove to be
ductive and sducati ﬂorﬂmsawbo ich

| 1ed SnvmhRNuswu(SRS)sﬁnlopalmﬁrm u-phxsplmmnnd‘sposbon

1 am very supportive of DOE’s p
both dispasal options will givethe UL §. xbeﬂexibilnytosdeaﬁemmdnponl
tochaclogy for the diffacent grades of phutoium. The purity of the weapons-grade plitoniun
m:wwmmmmawoxym Imoﬁiangothergﬂdﬁofplmomm

could be the best option for disposing of this p material.
Please accept my best wishes for ¢ successfid day of workshops and relgy sy sincerest
regrets that I am not ebe to join you.
Sincerely, -
Lindsey O. Grahan
Member of
LOGorat

SCD105

d dual track for phutonhun disposttion. Pursing 1

SCD105-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Congressman’s support for siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised
Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has
extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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Ty areNLe A
Dot Sours Gamenms

comuTTees: Courarar

e Congress of the Emited Htates Fremel
VETERANS” ATFARS Houge of Repregentatives Usmcras

2008 Aamarin Hovas O Eunome. .
Wacmat v, OC 705784001 e

Phigboisai June 19. 1997 =

Mr. Howard R. Canter

Acting Director

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
United States Department of Encrgy
Post Office Box 23786

‘Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Canter:

T would like to commend the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition for having public
: ing the praposed “Serphs Plutonium Disposti s ) Tagomsct
Statement™ (SPD EIS). These focums provide s valusble opp ity for d citizens 1o
hwhpnhwﬂwdedﬁmmﬂngpmb&himpmwmmsnﬂmfmmm
join thase who are commenting oa the capabilitics of the h River Site for conducting the
mmwd&uﬂmﬁuﬂmwm

m&vmh&msmnmalbsﬂmdfor&cmﬂmvhvmm&spommmm
I possesses the caly opesating lasge-scale plutonium processing facilities in the Usited States,
20d it has 3 work foroe that is experienced i the handling of phrtonivm. K also conducts the
onlywﬁﬁcduﬁninammbowommtyfcﬂhisspeddhedwod:. Recently, facilities at
the Savannah River Site, that would be utilized in pecforming the surphus phutonium dispositi
nﬁdomhwbueamodeu&ud-ﬂ.mdawedmﬁvmdubq)mm.-swdhsm
Defense Nuclear Facilitics Safety Board, the staff has completed 2 resdiness review for g
thoee facilities. e is also my und ding that the S b River Site has the best phutogium
hendling safety Tecord of the Department's facilitics.

T is clear that the Savannah River Site has the complese range of infrastrucnure that is
uededwwqomtbepoposedplmonhmmisﬁon.uwdlu:hi#ﬂy*ﬂledwutfme.
Addiﬁomﬂy,'h«eismzmpponfwmismisimﬁummeémmmiﬁus\mmmdingdn Site.
lwdnnmwﬁwmmeﬁdconﬂdmﬁwwdnmnmapﬁﬁxiaof&
Savannah River Site for conducting the surplus plutoaium disposition mission.

Sincerely.

; FLOYD D. SPENCE

Member of Congress

SCD107

SCD107-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Congressman’s support for siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. Asindicated in the revised
Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has
extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

[D13p2J—SoSUOdS2Y PUD SIUPUNDIO( IUIUUIO)




UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
HoNORABLE FLOYD D. SPENCE, SOUTH CAROLINA
PAGe1l0Fr 3

7
[
[=,}

A6 0 1388 16:174K

STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN FLOYD D. SPENCE :
POR THE UNTTED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY PUBLIC MEETING
ON THE SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT
THURSDAY, AUGUST 13, 1998
NORTH AUGUSTA COMMUNITY CENTER - NORTH AJGUSTA, SOUTH CAROLIEA

@Lwﬁ.hﬁ%m‘“*d’w PV VR

It 15 & pleasure for e to join those who are commenting today on the proposed sites for
conducting the United States Department of Energy surphus plutonium disposition mission. [
would like t commend the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition for having five (5) public

»

mectings conceming the draft “Surplus Plutonium Disposition Envi { Impact St
{SPD EIS). Thess meetings provide a valusble opportunity for concemed citizens to have input

into the decision making process in this important matter.

As the Congressman for the Socond District of South Carolina, I am proud to represcat an
ares of our State, which includes part of the Savannah River Site (SRS/Site), 83 well s counties

that are beavily impasted by the Site. Also, as the Chai of the House & ittee on

National Secusity, I am keenly aware of the crucial role that the Plutonium Disposition Program

plays in gur national security posture, which is of a high priority 1o the Congress.

The Department of Energy is curently assvasing the capavilitics of two locations, the

SRS and the Pantex Plant, to carry out the first component 6f the Plutonfum Disposition

Program, that of pit &i bly and jon. The Iy is 1o be commended on the

earlier decision 1o locate the Mixed-Oxide Fuel 04OX) Fabrication Facility atthe SRS and 1

wonldukewnoleggy‘s Eimin, in the of that decision, Former S, y Pena
*n

¢ particulartym-de agosts of the existing infrastructure end the expertise of the work force in

e J""“‘L“i"’f eﬁdi»&wd'%&.se-c.

e QNJ"’?'."'"\
Yot ot =

SCD18

SCD18-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Congressman’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has been
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. The Plutonium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility and approach to surplus plutonium disposition
inthe SPD EIS ROD.
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thehandling of plutoniuc at-the-SRS. These assets arc equally as important to pit disassembly

and conversion.

The SRS is ideally suited for the surplus plutonium disposition mission. It posscsses the
ﬂy opersting large-scale plutonium processing cepabilities in the United States, and the
facilities that would be utilized in performing the surplus plutonivm disposition mission bave
been modemnized recently. Also, under oversight from the Department and the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board, the highly skilled staf¥ at the SRS has completed s readiness review for

the continued operations of those tacilitics.
_—

Another significant factor to consider is that of safety. The SRS is acknowledged as the
safest Department of Encrgy site, with the best plutonium handling safety record afshe g_»g_;g 7/
#ho Department’s fucilities. The American public recognizes that there are serious risks related to
the handling of plulonium. Therefore, it is vital that a specially trained and experigaced work
force be entrusted with this responsibility. The SRS has such a work force.

Economy is also vety important. In the Department’s recent cost report, it is submirted
that locating the pit disassembly and conversion mission at the SRS would save taxpayers at
Icast $60 million. Furthermore, I have been advised that the potential savings could reach

$715 million, using the +/- 40 percent factor. As a Member of Congress, who is striving to

achieve flscal respoasibility n&d 1o maintain a strong national defenss, | encourage the
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UNITED STATES SENATE, HONORABLE KAY BAILEY HUTCHINSON AND
HoNORABLE PHIL GRAMM, TEXAS
PaGce 1 o0r2

COMMTTEES:
APPRGPUIATIONS

COMMERCE, BOIENCE,
AND TAANSPORTATION

Mnited States Senate o

WASHINGTON, OC 205104304

KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON
TEXAS

August 11, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Matgrials Disposition
c/o SPD EIS

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Attention: Mr. Bert S NEPA Compli Officer

Re: Comment on DOE’s Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Envi ! Impact
Statement

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

'PP

Thank you for the ity to on the Dep of Energy’s (DOE) Draft Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Envi | [mpact S 1t (SPD EIS).

First and foremost, any current and future functions at Pantex must be conducted in a safe and
environmentelly sound manner. Our first priority is to ensure that expansion at Pantex does nol 1
impair the bealth or safcty of area residents or have an adverse effect on the eavironment. This
must be a prerequisite to any current or future activities at Pantex.

We arc aware that DOE has selected the Savannah River Site (SRS) as the preferred alternative
for the MOX fuel fabrication facility and is considering SRS, along with Pantex, as the location 2
for the disassembly/conversion mission. We do not understand DOE's decision to site the MOX
facility at SRS, since Pantex remains the best and most cost-effective site for that mission.

However, with regard to the proposed plutonium disposition actions and alternatives discussed
by the DOE in the SPD EIS, we are concerned that locating the conversion mission at a site
other than Pantex would unnecessarily increase any safety hazards of dealing with plutonium.

Such a decision would also ignore the facts that make Pantex the most economically rational site.

Pantex is uniquely suited to assume this new function. Pantex currently safeguards more than
8,000 surplus pits and has a long history of effectively and safely handling and sccuring pits and
the related infrastructure. Furthermore, given the current weapons disassembly and storage

ions at Pantex, di bly and conversion of the pits already located therc is consistent
with the historic mission of the plant.

Yabencparnasnata g hutchimon)
Incernetsenator@hulc!

0v7-
son.se0ste gov

TXDS2-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the Senators’ support for siting the pit conversion and
MOX facilities at Pantex. The environmental impacts of siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex are summarized in
Section 2.18.1 and analyzed in various sections in Chapter 4 of Volume 1.
The analyses show that such action would not have a major effect on the
health, safety, and environmental resources in the Amarillo area.

TXD52-2 Alternatives

Asindicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX and pit conversion
facilities because these activities complement existing missions and take
advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise. Inaddition, SRS has
extensive experience with plutonium processing. Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

TXD52-3 Alternatives

In determining its preference, DOE also considered the transportation
requirements for each alternative, including the shipment of surplus plutonium
both in the form of pits (Alternative 3) and plutonium dioxide (Alternative 5)
from Pantex to SRS. The transportation risks and costs would be slightly
higher for Alternative 3 because the required number of SST/SGT shipments
are higher for pits than plutonium dioxide. The radiological risk for both
alternatives is about the same. All the candidate sites were considered to
have adequate safeguards and security systems in place, as well as the
capability to perform the necessary radiation monitoring and dosimetry.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
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There are a number of other budgetary and policy reasons why DOE should site disposition
functions at Pantex. First, due to its lower labor costs and wtility rates, as well as its abundant
water and land availability, Pantex clearly is more cost-effective than SRS over the life of the
program. Second, transportation of plutonium in noo-classified form (after disassembly and
conversion at Pantex) to the SRS is far preferable to the perils that would be incurred by

ily shipping p ina T dy form. Third, Pantex has the necessary
safety, security, and surveillance capabilities to accommodate an expanded role. Finelly, the 3
Pantex plant enjoys unparalleled public and congr jonal support for new missions and could

provide them at the lowest cost to the taxpayer.

In summary, we strongly belicve that Pantex should be selected for the pit disasscmbly and
conversion facility as soon as possible so that our country ‘and DOE’s plutonium disposition
mission in general can benefit from Pantex’s cost, safety, and productivity record. There is oot
another facility in the world thet can perform this mission at the same caliber of Pantex.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this decision-msking process.

Sincerely,
;él, GI\% %BAILEY ::;;CHISON
United States Senator United States Senator

estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
sites: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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HoNorRABLE MAc THORNBERRY, TEXAS
PacgelorF 3

f COMMITTEE ON
NATIONAL SECUNITY

Cangress of the United States EEHERL
Touge of Bepregentatives JANTECONONIC

RS

Mac THORNBERRY
Ambere

Statement of Representative Mac Thornberry
at the Public Hearing on the

Department of Energy Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

August 11, 1998

1 would first like 10 thank, once again, the Department of Energy for holding this important public
hearing on where to build the new facilities for the plutonium disposition program. This

dously imp program will allow our country to ensure that surplus weapons material
in the former Soviet Union will not be used by any country to again threaten the security of the
United States. 1 commend the Depastment, and its dedicated public servants, in working to
secure such a future.

Before 1 1urn 1o the specific issuc at hand ~ siting the pit disassembly and converston facility at
the Pantex Plant -- T want 1o provide some additional context. Since I came 10 Congress to
represent this district three and a half years ago, ane of my primary interests and concerns have
been maintaining and strengthening our pation’s puclear weapons complex (because nuclear
weapons remain the foundation of our defense posture). But at the same time, I have been
heavily enguged in aggressively | nonprolifesalion policies that serve to reduce the threal
of nuclcar was world wide. 1am fortunate to represent a facility that has an opportunity to serve
both of these important interests

Acting upon these interests, 1 was able to travel to Russig last year ta visit with their Minister of
Atomic Energy and others about both US and Russian i in plutonium disposi Among
the most important conclusions 1 drew from the experience was the need for our country to
achieve our goals of Russian plutonium disposition as quickly as p ible. T believe the United

eliminate the products of the Cold War that could slill threaten us today. Neither I nor anyone
elsc can know for sure when that window will close, or when the warming of US-Russo relations
wilt once again cool. I believe we must lake advaniage of the opportunity that is presented Lo do
as much as possible, as quickly as possible, and as effectively as possible.

413 Camron HON 724 Goumsc PO, BuTE 400 15 3w FInL N T
WA o D€ 205151313 Asnapasn, TX TAIOL ViSerera P x. TX 76901
12021 1253728 1406) 3715814 19401767 0641

TXDO04

States has a particular and indefinite window of opporiunity in which to act 10 help Russia 1

TXD04-1

DOE recognizes the urgency of the disposition of Russian surplus plutonium
and is working on many fronts to encourage timely progress. In late July 1998,
Vice President Gore and Russian Prime Minister Sergei Kiriyenko signed a
5-year agreement to provide the scientific and technical basis for decisions
concerning how surplus plutonium will be managed. This agreement enables
the two countries to explore mutually acceptable strategies for safeguarding
and dispositioning surplus plutonium. During the first week of
September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit and
signed a statement of principles with the intention of removing approximately
50 t(55 tons) of plutonium from each country’s stockpile. The United States
does not currently plan to implement a unilateral program; however, it will
retain the option to begin certain surplus plutonium disposition activities in
order to encourage the Russians and set an international example.

Nonproliferation
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As you are well aware, the Panhandic of Texas proudly possesses a long and superb record of
service in support of our country’s national security. In the last several years we have endured, if
not enjoyed, a similarly long series of public comment sessions, briefings, and hearings on the
future of Pantex and the role it will continuc to play. On each of these occasions, our citizens
have been pleased and proud to demoustrate our appreciation for the important work Pantex
performs, our enduring interest in a safe envi , and our overwhelming public support for
the Plant and its future missions.

And we come here again 1oday to strongly urge you to place the plutonium pit disassembly facility
at Pantex. Pantex is the common-sense choice--not because it is the best thing for our area, but
because it is the best thing for our country. There are four key reasons for this:.

1. Pit disassembly is consistent with the historic mission of Pantex. For over 40 years,
Panitex has been the Department’s primary facility for taking apart weapons and demilitarizing the

parts. Pit di bly is & raturat and common-sense extension of that mission.
Because we have always done this type of work, we have a safe and sofid history of steict
production operations No current sitc in the complex has handled more pits, more

times than Pantex.
2. Pantex has the pits now, This point is as significant as it is obvious.

" Transpartation of the pits would be a logistical nightmare. The pit packaging and
uppackaging expertise that exists today only at Pantex would have to be tecreated at
Savannah River al substantial cost. Furthenmore, such a decision would put additional and
unnecessary requirements on the Depariment’s Transportation and Safeguards Division.

» Transportation of the pits would create unnecessary and additional proliferation
risk. Shipping over 15,000 p! jum pits across country in their classified weapons
configuration is unnecessary and imespansible. By performing pit disassembly at Pantex
and then shipping demilitarized and unclassified plutonium oxide, the Department can
eliminate such unnecessary risk.

L] Transportation of the pits would create unneccssary and additional pelitical risk.
Many political, budgetary and diplomatic issues stand as obstacles to quickly commencing
the plutonium disposition strategy. Siting pit disassembly at Pantex allows the
Pepartment to move out agurcssively on demilitarizing surplus weapons material in plage
and pulting that material under bilateral inspection in a manner which enhances our arms
conteol relationship with Russia. This important first step should occur independent of,
and far in advance of, the politically and economically contentious MOX disposition
process. As such, Pantex is the more affordable and Rexible site for this fong interim step
before final disposition

TXD04-2 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the Congressman’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex and concern for the security of offsite shipment of pits. As
indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents
or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.
Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition. Transportation of special
nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/SGT
system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a
fatality or release of radioactive material. The transportation requirements for
the surplus plutonium disposition program are also evaluated in this SPD EIS.
Section 2.4.4.1 discusses safety measures taken for shipment of pits.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be
based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce
its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

TXD04-3 DOE Policy

Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United
States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing
either approach by itself.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response TXD04-1.
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3. Pantex enjoys unparailcled community and political support. The Amarillo community
and its elected officials are universal in their support of the Pantex Plant. Repeated public polling
has shown support for the plant to be in the 80% range among 1he residents of the Amarillo area.
Furthermore, the Plant enjoys the strong bi-partisan support of the 32-member-strong Texas
Congressional Delegation. The Departmenl rust have broad based political support for its
plutonium disposition strategy ta succeed. Placing pit disassembly at Pantex only strengthens
your hand.

4. Pantex is ready to accept the mission. Because the plant already enjoys extensive and
modem support facilities and capabilities, no other site could take on the pit disassembly mission
af 2 Jower cost. Pantex has the most modem safeguards and security system, and a world-class 4
and highly decorated guard fosce. The plant’s emergency management system was recognized as
the “Standard Setter” after a joint assessment by Defense Programs and Nonpraliferation and
National Security. Since this system alrcady bas in place integrated safety elements for plutonium
operations, it could casily date the new pit di bly mission.

In summary, siting the pit disassembly mission at Pantex is the common-sense approach. It is
consistent with what we have always donc and allows the Department to avoid the cost and
problems of having to transpost the pits across the country. Finally, the workers at the plant, the
members of our community, and the political leadership of our $tate are ready and witling to
proudly accept this mission and begin a new partnership with your Department

TXD044 Alternatives

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1993), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
hitp://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response TXD04-2.
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August 18, 1998
Ms. Laura Holgate
Director
Office Of Fissile Materials Disposition
Department of Encrgy

1000 Independence Ave., SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Lanra,

You may recall that during the bearing last week in Amarillo, a number of speakers made
thcpuinxﬁmovcrmemﬂmym&c&mmmvasiwhadﬂﬁued”mpomhlcnfm
incidents while Pantex had only experienced 10 repartable incidents. Although SRS employs
roughly S times as many people as Pantex and each site has a very different mission, SRS bad 10
times as many reported safety incidents.

[ do pot daubt that the SRS workforce is very capable, but 1 do want tg emphasize what 1 1
believe is a very unique production and safety culture &t Pantex. For over forty years, the
pe:sonnzlumt:xhavedcvelopedandmﬂnedavu‘y, fessional work cthic ch ized by
strict adherence to safety rules. That is one of the reasons [ belicve the work should be

performed at Pantex.
I trust you will ider the enclosed d detailing this i ation as you analyze

the siting decision.
Sincerely,
Mac Thomberry
Member of Congress

WMT:ac

ot SN rrbme e ek

1292 725-9708 a0t 33y now 190408 767,084

MD148

MD148—1 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the Congressman’s support for Pantex. The proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be designed, constructed,
operated, and deactivated in accordance with applicable Federal, State, and
local environmental, safety, and health requirements. Specifically, 10 CFR 835,
Occupational Radiation Protection (1995), requires the implementation of
employee radiation safety indoctrination, education programs, and
exposure-monitoring programs. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses
(including occurrence reporting records of the candidate sites), technical
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input. (The Congressman’s letter was received without the
enclosed documents.)
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Public Meeting August 4, 1998 Richland, WA

As part of the public scoping for the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Environmental Impact Statement, T urged the Department of Energy to compare
and indicate costs: of utilizing existing facilities such as those at Hanford versus
the construction of new facilities. In addition, I stressed the importance of
addressing timing considerations and comparisons to bring existing or new
facilities on line in the most expeditious and economic way.

This draft EIS fails to adequately address cost or timing comparisons for the
location alternatives. It does, however, eliminate the Hanford Site on the basis
that the Department of Energy determined Hanford's cleanup mission is critical
and should remain its top priority.

I do not disagree that cleanup remain 2 priority at Hanford, as it should be at all
DOE sites. However, I fear that the Department’s decision to eliminate Hanford
as an alternative location is fiscally irresponsible and will most certainly impact
future available cleanup funding. Hanford’s existing multipurpose Fuels and
Materials Examination Facility (FMEF), could afford considerable cost savings,
as determined by the National Academy of Sciences and DOE’s 1996 cost
estimate. The current cost analysis is in conflict with those previous analyses.
This disregard for the true overall costs of plutonium disposition will be
detrimental in attempting to obtain sufficient funding levels for this and other
important DOE activities, including cleanup at Hanford and all Department of
Energy sites.

Furthermore, time is critical in reducing the availability of excess weapons-grade
materials, therefore utilization of existing facilities would be beneficial in
bringing the disposition project in Line.

It is imperative that credible cost and timing analyses be used in the decision
making process for plutonium disposition. 1 urge the Department of Energy to
reevaluate cost and timing factors for its location alternatives in the Record of
Decision.

SLADE GORTON
UNITED STATES SENATOR

ge—¢

WAD20-1 Cost

This comment has been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration.
The Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable
Platonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and the Plutonium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activitics. However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard
to the use of existing facilities.
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Congress of the Wnited Htates
Washington, BE 20513
Augost 3, 1998

The Honorable Bl Richardson
Sacretary of Eaergy

1000 Independence Avenus, SW
Washington, DC 20585

Desr Secretary Richardson:

Cangnnﬂadonsonbdnzcmﬁ:mzdwyomncwappoinmemasswofw. Amang
the many issucs youwiﬂbeﬁcingthmdea]whhomstargthislmapemimtobothﬁscal
responsibility and the economic diversification of the Hanford sire.

The Depantment of Encrgy (DOE) recently announced it eliminated the Henford site as an
altarnative in determining preferred focaticns for two facilities needed to implement the nation’s
plutomium disposition strategy. The Sevannah River site in South Carolina is the prefemred sie
for a plant to fabricat plutopium into mixed oxide (MOX) fuct, while bath the Senvamnah River
site and Pantex Plant in Texas are prefecred to build a pit disassembly znd conversion plant. The

Hanford site was eliminawd from ideration in the Environmental Impact Statement (E[S)
because, according to DOE, “Hanford’s cleanup taission is critical and should remain its top
priority.” ’

We do not disagree that cleanup efforts remain the priotity &t Hauford, however, we fear that the
Department's decision is fiscally irresponsible and the decision 10 eliminare Hanford 3san
alrerative location will most cenainly impact the futove aveilability of cleanup funding. Sipce
Henford has an exiting muld-purpose facility know as the Fuels and Materisls Examination
Facility (FMEF), more than $300 million could be saved if plutonium disposition activities were
locased there. Time is critical in reducing the availability of excess weapons-grade materials,
thesefore uilizarion of existing facilities wonld be beneficial in bringing the disposition project
on-line.

Lastl\lly,nspmofthcpubﬁcxop’hlgiza:ingforﬂ:aSm'plnsleDisposi‘dmpmjecgwe 1
urged the Dep to thoronghly analyze and compare not only each of the possible sites’
technical feasibility; but the costs of both capital construction and operations of disposition
acrivities. We asked that the EXS compace and indicate costs of using existing facilities such as
those at Hanford versas the construction of new facilities, We aiso requested the Departioent
a&r&ﬁMwﬁmmewmm“wWemﬁmmﬂ

determine the most expeditious znd ec ical way to p d. It is obvious by the selection of
ﬁ:cpmfamdalmaﬁvqthsxdmmmmdidmtwnﬁdemhuoumorﬁmm
Additionally, the E3S does not appear to accurately reflect cost comp isons of the al ives.

ﬁbdmdfwovmucmdpmdispoddmﬁnhmmﬂinmpﬁngm

WADO03

WADO03-1 Alternatives

DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard
to the use of existing facilities.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS

contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs

associated with the various alternatives. This comment has been forwarded
to the cost analysis team for consideration. The Cost Analysis in Support of
Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition

(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and the Plutonivm Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at

http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
sites: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

DOE expects that the time required to build new facilities or to extensively
remodel existing facilities would be about the same. At most, itis estimated
that the remodeling approach could save a few months of the 3-year
construction schedule.

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the
proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as
a fuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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K g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
] WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

5P 16 1998

OFFICE OF
ENFORCEMENT AND
COMPLANCE ASSURANCE
Mr. Howard R Canter
Acting Director
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy
P.0. Box 23786
Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Canter:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 USsS.C.432l gt
s6q.) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
reviewed the Department of Energy Surplus Plutoni Disposition Draft Envir al Impact
Statement (SPD EIS). The stated purpose and need for the proposed action is to reduce the
threat of nuctear weapons profiferation worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus plutonium
in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely manner.

The SPD EIS addresses the extent to which cach of two plutonium disposition approaches
[immobilization and conversion to mixed oxide (MOX)] would be implemented and analyzes
candidate sites for plutonium disposition facilities, as well 83 alternative technologies for
immabilization. The SPD EIS analyzes S0 metsic tons (1) of surplus weapons-usable plutonium,
which is primarily in the form of pits, metals, and oxides (p. $-1). The document presents a total
0f 23 aliernatives pius a No Action Altemnative that evaluate options for siting, construction,
operation, and ulti ly d ination and d issioning (D&D) of three types of
plutonium disposilion facilities: a pit conversion facility, an immobilization facility, and a MOX
facility. A total of four pit conversion candidate sites, two immobilization candidate sites, and
four MOX candidate sites are cvaluated. 1n addition to the presented altematives, the EIS
separately evaluates the establishment of a MOX lead assembly facility at five sitesand a
postirradiation examination (PIE) facility at two sites. The preferred alternatives (Alternative 3A.
or 5A) include an immobilization facility at the Savannah River Site (SRS) near Aiken, South
Carolina, a MOX facility at SRS, and a pit conversion facility at cither SRS or Pantex near
Amarillo, Texas. No lead assembly for MOX or PIE site preference is indicated. The preferred
alternative stipulates a hybrid disposition method in which approximately 17t would be
immobitized in a ceramic form, placed in cans, and embedded in large canisters containing high-
level vitrified waste for ultimate disposal in a geologic rep itory pursuant to the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act (NWPA). Approximately 33t would be used 1o fabricate MOX fuel, which would be
irradiated in existing domestic commercial reactors. The resulting spent fuel would be placed in a
gealogic repository pursuant to NWPA (pp. 5-8 and S-9).

Intemet Addras (URIL) » Mpitiwww.epa.gov
»Prinied wih Vegeiable on Flecycled Peper QUICOC 1er)
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TheEIS provides adequate analysis and appropriate mitigation measures for most of the
proposed activities and resource areas that are analyzed exceps for those discussed below. The
models used for air quality impact analysis (ISCST3), radiological impacts (GENII computer
code), and accident impacts (MACCS?2) are appropriate and were used correctly. Assumptions
used in the modeling and impact anatyses were consistent with supporting site information, and
appropriate given the resource areas and b d fal iated with the proposed action.
However, the EIS appears deficient in the following areas.

The EIS does not fully analyze all activities that are part of the proposed action or that may
affect proposed alternatives and impact analysis. For example, MOX fuel reactor impacts, and
impacts from transuranic (TRU) waste processing to meet Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP)
waste acceptance criteria at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL).

The EIS obscures the central choice of what do with the plutonium {dispose all o dispose
some and convert remainder to MOX) with 8 proliferation of alternatives and subalternatives. Tt
has exhaustive analysis of certain details, but does not address other relevant issues, or refers to
other studies far key pieces of information. To make the environmental choices clear, the EIS
needs to include a focused comparison of the alternatives that DOE favors (#3a—Use SRS for pit
disassembly, phstonium conversion and immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication or #32-Do pit
disassembly at Pantex, everything else at SRS) with the parallel options that dispose of all the
plutonium and do not create MOX. (Alternatives 122 and 12c). This should include a lifecycle
analysis of the flow of material to and through the DOE operations and, in the case of MOX fuel,

h h cc ial reactors to y storage to disposal.

8 P

The analysis of these key alternative (€.g., 3a versus 12a) should assemble all the relevant
information including costs and the consequences of disposal of the fuel. To leave these as
P studics to be completed later (sce page 1-5) is to leave the public, outside commentators,
and perhaps even DOE decision-makers with limited ability to view the larger picture before a
decision must be made.

There is insufficient analysis of the impacts of the use of MOX fuel at commercial reactors,
both in terms of economic impacts on the commercial reacior fuel market, and impacts of on-site
storage of spent MOX fuel assemblies at commescial reactors. The SPD EIS should include an
analysis of the economic impacts of the use of MOX as substitute fuel. The following statement
in the introduction is unclear: “A number of commentators expressed concem over the market
viability of alternative reactor fucls, even though MOX fuel would not be sold on the open
market™(page 1-5). We believe that the use of 33 tons of plutonium to make MOX fuel for use
in reactors will have some displacement effect even if it is given away and not sold.

We believe that the data presented do not fully support the selection of the DOE preferred
option. The analysis suggests that the environmental impacts of converting part of the plutoniur
to MOX are consistently greater than disposing of all the metal. Transuranic (TRU) and Low
Level Waste (LLW) ase about 10% greater, human health risks arc shightly greater, the distance
that material must travel is 65% greater. Costs are ot presented, and the foreign affairs benefits
are vague, presumably because of sccurity or diplomatic concerns. Given this, it is important that

FD325-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views and has revised this SPD EIS in
response to comments. Section 4.28 was revised to include the potential
environmental impacts of operating Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna, the
reactors that would use the MOX fuel. Section 4.27.4.2 was revised to provide
further details on TRU waste management at LANL based on information
from the Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement for Continued Operation
of the Los Alamos National Laboratory (DOE/EIS-0238, January 1999). DOE
believes that this EIS reflects a thorough analysis of the environmental impacts
of those activities involved in implementing the proposed action.

FD325-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

One of the key decisions of this SPD EIS is siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities in accordance with decisions made in the
Storage and Disposition PEIS. DOE believes that the range of alternatives
meets the letter and spirit of NEPA and 40 CFR 1502.14. The level of detail is
consistent among all of the alternatives. DOE believes that all relevant issues
have been addressed, and that the inclusion of information by reference has
been done in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.21. An even comparison was
provided of all the alternatives, not just the preferred alternatives, to comply
with 40 CFR 1502.14(b). Each alternative includes a life-cycle environmental/
operational analysis for the proposed action. The analysis of the alternatives
includes the impacts of using the MOX fuel in a domestic, commercial reactor
and the impacts of storing the MOX spent fuel after it is removed from
the reactor. The additional spent fuel would be a very small fraction of the
total that would be managed at the potential geologic repository. This SPD EIS
assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain, Nevada, would
be the final disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and MOX spent fuel.
As directed by the U.S. Congress through the NWPA, as amended, Yucca
Mountain is the only candidate site currently being characterized asa potential
geologic repository for HLW and spent fuel. DOE has prepared a separate
EIS, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for
the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at
Yiucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which
analyzes the environmental impacts from construction, operation and
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monitoring, related transportation, and eventual closure of a potential geologic
repository. The MOX spent fuel is included in the inventory analyzed in that
draft EIS should the decision be made to proceed with the hybrid or
immobilization-only approaches.

A comparison of the preferred alternative (Alternative 3) and the
immobilization-only alternative (Alternative 12A) at SRS is provided in the
table below.

Section 2.3.1 of the SPD Draft EIS explained that a range of 23 reasonable
alternatives remained after evaluating over 64 options against three screening
criteria: worker and public exposure to radiation, proliferation concerns due
to transportation of materials, and infrastructure cost. These 23 reasonable
alternatives were evaluated in the SPD Draft EIS. After the Draft was issued,
DOE eliminated as unreasonable the 8 alternatives that would involve use of
portions of Building 221-F with anew annex at SRS for plutonium conversion
and immobilization, thereby reducing the number of reasonable alternatives
tothe 15 that are analyzed in the SPD Final EIS. This SPD EIS analyzes the
potential environmental impacts associated with implementing the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition activities at the candidate sites. The results of
these analyses, presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I and summarized in
Section 2.18, demonstrate that the activities would likely have minor impacts
at any of the candidate sites.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons- Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
hitp://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
Jocations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C. Decisions on
the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.
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Comparison of Alternative 3 with Alternative 12A at SRS

Summary of Impacts Alternative
3 12A
Air guality
{ioer ip ations In pg/m’)*
Carbon monoxide 0.37 0.246
Nitrogen dioxide 0.0634 0.0529
PM,qo 0.00423 0.00364
Sulfur dioxide 0.124 0.0852
Waste mauagement ()
TRU 1300 1500
LLW 2400 1700
Mixed LLW 50 20
Hazardous 940 910
Employment (direct)”
Construction 1968 1196
Operations 1120 751
Land disturbance (ha)* 32 20
Human health risk (dose In person-rem)*
Cuonstruction (workforce)
Dose 4.1 2.9
LCFs 1.6x10° 1.2x10°
Operalivns
Dose
Public 1.8 1.6
Workers 456 446
LCFs
Public 9.0x10° 8.0x10°
Workers 18 1.8
Facility accidents’
‘I'ritium relcase at pit conversion facility 5.0x107 50107
Transportation®
LCTs 8.1x107 0.152
“Fraffic fatalitics 5.3»10% 8.1x107
Kilometers traveled (millions) 43 4.4
Additional risk of LCFs at Pantex 83107 8.3x10?
* Values represent the i 1 criteria p i iated with surplus p
dispositi ians for the annual ing peziod for nitragen dioxide, particulate matter with an

aerodynamic diameter smaller than or oqual to 10 microns (PM,), and sulfur dioxide, and for the 8-hr
averaging period for carbon monoxide.

Values ere based on a construction period of approximately 3 and 10 vears of operation.

Values are for the peak year of construction for each site and for the annual operation of all facilities for
each altemative.

Valucs represent the total land disturbance 2t each site from vonstruclion arad operetions.

Values for Alterative 1 represcnt impacts over 50 years of operation under No Action. Those for the
remaining alternatives are for the period of construction and 10 years of operation. Public dose values
roprescat the annual radiotogical desc (in person-rem) to the population within 80 km (50 mi) of the
facility for the year 2030 under Alternative 1, or for 2010 under Alternatives 2 through 12. Worker
dosc valucs represcat the total cadiological dose to involved workers at the facility {in person-remvyear).
Public LCFs represent the 50-year LCF's estimated to occur in the population within 80 km (50 mi) for
the year 2030 under Alternative 1, or the 10-year LCFs estimated to occur for the year 2010 under
Alternatives 2 through 12, Worker LCFs represent the associoted S0- or 10-year LCFs estimated to
occur in the involved workforce.

 The most severe design basis accidents (based on 95 percent meteorological conditions) is used to obtain
the population LCF.

For alternatives that involve more than one site, the transportation impacts for the entire aliemative are
shown in the first site listed in the alternative. LCFs are from the radiological exposure associated with
incident-free operati iological accid and fatalities expected 2s & result of vehicle emissions.
Traffic fataliies are from tiological vehicle accid LCFs at Pantex arc associsted with
repackaging requirements if the pit conversion facility is focated elsewhere.

Key: LCF, latent cancer fatality; LLW, low-level waste; TRU, transuranic.
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FD325-3 MOX Approach

Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the effect of displacing normal commercial
reactor fuel with MOX fuel at the proposed reactors. The MOX facility
would produce nuclear fuel that would displace LEU fuel that utilities would
have otherwise purchased. If the effective value of the MOX fuel exceeds
the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then the contract provides that
money would be paid back to the U.S. Government by DCS based on a
formula included in the DCS contract.

The impacts of onsite storage of MOX spent fuel assemblies from the time
they are removed from the reactor until they are sent to a potential geologic
repository are analyzed in Section 4.28. MOX fuel would be handled the
same as other fuels with regard to pools and dry casks. MOX fuel assemblies
would be the same size and shape as the LEU fuel for the specific reactor. The
only difference would be the additional decay heat from the higher actinides,
especially americium, in the MOX fuel. Dry casks are designed and certified
for a maximum heat load, so the additional decay heat would contribute to the
total heat load and not require any redesign. The additional heat load may
result in less spent fuel stored per cask. A more likely optionis that the MOX
fuel would be selectively packaged with cooler LEU fuel to obviate any
overall heat output restriction. As aresult, DOE does not expect any changes
in the cask design. An amendment to the Certificate of Compliance for the
cask, and the reactor operating license, would be needed to include storage
of MOX fuel assemblies. DCS intends to leave the MOX fuel assemblies in
the reactors for a full cycle.

The statement in Section 1.4 concerning the market viability of alternative
reactor fuels was revised to clarify the commentors’ views. With regard to
the concern about the displacement effect of MOX fuel sold on the open
market, it is not expected to have a significant impact. Only 6 of the
110 operating reactors in the United States are proposed to use MOX fuel. In
those six reactors, only 40 percent of the core would be MOX fuel.

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had been
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor-
specific information. As part of the procurement process, bidders were asked
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to provide environmental information to support their proposals. This
information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOE
source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental Synopsis
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the public
as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in April 1999. This
Supplement included a description of the affected environment around the
three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the potential environmental
impacts of operating these reactors using MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of
this SPD EIS, respectively). During the 45-day period for public comment on
the Supplement, DOE held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on
June 15, 1999, and invited comments. Responses to those comments are
provided in Volume III, Chapter 4.

FD3254 Alternatives

The selection of a preferred alternative by the decisionmaker was based ona
large number of factors, including environmental impacts. The environmental
impacts of dispositioning different amounts of surplus plutonium, using
different technologies, are among the impacts that would have to be taken
into consideration in making a decision on where to site the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities. The cost of implementing each of the
alternatives has been determined and is available to the decisionmaker and
the public. The nonproliferation aspects of the proposed action are also the
subject of a separate document, Nonproliferation and Arms Control
Assessment of Weapons-Usable Fissile Material Storage and Excess
Plutonium Disposition Alternatives (DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), which is
available to the decisionmaker and the public. Section 1.6 was revised to
provide further information regarding the preferred alternatives.
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the analysis address omitted environmental effects such as fuel disposal (given that MOX has
somewhat different chemical and physical propertics than typical reactor fucl) and provide a more
complete picture of the tradeoffs involved.

The overall analysis depends on the use of a number of models including MACCS2 for
accident occurrence, Under routine operations the effects of the various alternatives are not
great. The key is the plausibility of the probabilities of an accident, The figures given are
generally quite low. This may ber ble, but some explanation of the derivation of the figures
would be helpful and would increase confidence in the final result.

Based upon our review, we fave rated the Draft SPD EIS EC-2. Environmental Concerns -
Insufficient Information (sc¢ attached Summary of the EPA Rating System). This rating reflects
our conclusion that the Final EIS should provide additional information, particularly on alternative

analysis for MOX fuel blies . Our eavire { are based upon the effects on
water and ecological resources and the presence of contamination in the existing environment and
Iack of assurance, based on insufficient i ion, that the proposed operations, as described,

would not lead to further adverse impacts of a similar kind. Qur detailed comments arc attached.

We appreciate the opp iy to on the proposed project. If you have any
questions or wish to discuss any aspect of our comments, please contact me or Marguerite Duffy
of my staff at (202) 564-7148.

Sincerely,

Richard E. Sanderson
Director
Office of Federal Activities

FD325-5 Facility Accidents

MACCS?2 was used to estimate the consequences of the postulated accidents,
but not their frequency of occurrence. Appendix K was revised to discuss
the basis of accident frequencies and summarizes their development in the
supporting data reports or information related to the specific reactors
proposed to use MOX fuel.

FD325-6 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges EPA’s rating of EC-2 for the SPD Draft EIS and has
revised this EIS to include additional information.
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U.S. EPA
Detailed Comments
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft EIS

f. Scope of Analysis
Reference

p.1-6, Section 1.5

P.1-8, Section 1.5
P.4-360, Section 4.27.4.2

Comment
The EIS notes (p.1-6) that additional environmental impact analysis relating to reactor MOX
impacts will be included in the Final EIS. The same section of the document also states that R&D
ivities on p ial p for the disposition of surplus plutonium are ongoing (p.1-8).
Recommend that to the extent that R&D activities alter the proposed action and alternatives, or
i 1 impact analyses, they should also be included in the final EIS.

At each of the sites where TRTJ waste would be generated (except LANL), facilities are proposed
for the processing of the waste ta meet WIPP waste acceptance criteria. Potential impacts are
then analyzed based on the pr facility. The d states that at LANL the TRU waste
processing facilities and location have not been identified and defers to the LANL Site-Wide EIS.
Recommend that in the Final EIS environmental npacts for TRU waste processing for WIPP
disposel be included based on the information provided in the LANL Site-wide EIS.

2. Ecological Resourees
Reference
p. 3-77, Section 3.3.8.1.1

Comment

The section states that “Important game animals that reside at INEEL include roughly 30 percent
of Idaho’s pronghorn antelope papulation, sage grouse, mule deer, and elk”. 1t is doubtful that 30
percent of the state’s population of pronghorn reside at INEEL. This number of pronghomn have
been observed to winter there in the past but are migratory and do not reside at the INEEL.

Reference

p. 3-78, Section 3.3.8.2.2
p. 3-117, Section 3.4.3.2.2
p. 4-319, Section 4.26.2.3.1
p. 4-325, Section 4.26.3.3.1

The cited listings of threatened and endangered species and species of concesn omit the mention
of plant species listed by the states as rare, sensitive, or plant species of special concern.

¢

10

FD325-7 MOX Approach

None of the ongoing R&D activities are expected to have an impact on the
proposed action or the environmental impact analyses. This is because the
work is primarily engineering development work and not basic or advanced
research. As indicated in the revised Section 1.8.1, these activities were
analyzed in an environmental assessment, Pit Disassembly and Conversion
Demonstration EA (DOE/EA-1207, August 1998). After the SPD Draft EIS
was issued in July 1998, the environmental assessment and a finding of no
significant impact for the pit disassembly and conversion demonstration and
other R&D activities were issued in August 1998.

FD325-8 Waste Management
Section 4.27.4.2 was revised to discuss in further detail TRU waste management
at LANL based on information from the Site-Wide Environmental Impact
Statement for Continued Operation of the Los Alamos National Laboratory
(DOE/EIS-0238, January 1999). Section 4.32.6.3 was added to discuss the
cumulative impacts of waste management at LANL.

FD325-9

Section 3.3.8.1.1 was revised to stipulate that 30 percent of Idaho’s pronghorn
antelope winter at INEEL but do not reside there all year long.

Ecological Resources

FD325-10

Sections 3.3.8.2.2 and 4.26.2.3.1 were revised to include information on
sensitive plant species. There are no sensitive plant species listed for Pantex,
and the agencies consulted indicated no concerns for impacts to plant
habitats. Appendix O was added to provide the results of informal
consultations with the respective USFWS regional offices and State
equivalent offices for the candidate sites.

Ecological Resources
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9

Recommend that the section explain that there are sensitive plant species at the sites however

there are no plant species of special concern near the propesed sites at Pantex and INEEL. The

impact sections (p.4-319 and 4-325) shoutd indicate that listed or sersitive plant species would 10
not be impacted. The most recent listings of Federally listed threatened and endangered species

should be obtained from the USF&WS to ensure accuracy.

3. Rescurce Areas

Beference

p. §-21

p.- 41

pp. 4-311 to 4-336, Section 4.26

Comment

The EIS should provide additional detail and justification for the detesmination that the proposed

actions have no or “minimal” impacts on following resource areas: Geology and Soils, Wates

Resources, Ecological Resources, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Land Use and Visual

Resources, and Infrastructure. At a minimum, DOE should address how and through what 11
tytical p such determinations were made. The Additional Environmental Resouroe

Analyses section (pp. 4-311 to 4-336, Section 4.26) provides primarily conclusions and

determinations without supporting analysis.

4. Relationship to Other Actions and Programs

&1grence
pp. t-10 to 1-12, Section 1.7.1

Comment

The EIS should describe why analysis and decisions made in the Storage and Disposal of

Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Final Programmatic EIS (S&D) PEIS and ROD are being

revisited in this document (e g. immotilization technology assessment). Also, the S&D PEIS 12
identified SRS as the preferred site for the immobilization facility, but this EIS reconsiders this by

looking at Hanford. This could be better explained in Section 1.7.1.

5, Description of Alternatives
Reference

p. §-3, §-8, §-10

p. 1-4

Comment

The EIS should more dearly present and describe the alternatives under evaluation. The way that

the alternatives are presented is somewhat confusing and complicated. There are 23 alternative

configurations for siting but most of thosc alternatives also include another scries of alternatives

(not presented as alternatives or mentioned in the cover sheet abstract) regarding lead assembly 13
production sites and PIE sites. For example, p. §-3 and p. 1-4 list additional decisions to be made

through the EIS on fead assembly production sites, although the EIS states no preference at this

time (p. S-10). It is unclear whether the sclection of a PIE site from among two alternatives is

FD325-11 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The qualitative methods used to analyze impacts on these resource areas are
documented in Appendix F and discussed in Section 4.1, with impacts
discussed in Section 4.26. Where appropriate, analyses were incorporated
by reference from the Storage and Disposition PEIS or in the case of new
information was explained in the revised subsections of Section 4.26.

FD325-12

The decisions made in the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD are not being
revisited in this SPD EIS. Those decisions were simply the starting point for
this site-specific environmental analysis in accordance with 40 CFR 1508.28.
The Storage and Disposition PEIS allowed DOE to focus on storage and
disposition actions that were ripe for decision while excluding other actions
(e.g., siting of the disposition facilities) that were not. The choice of a specific
immobilization technology was one of those areas that were not ripe for
decision and therefore is included in this tiered EIS.

Purpose and Need

The Storage and Disposition PEIS did not identify SRS as the preferred site
for the immobilization facility. Both Hanford and SRS were mentioned as
possible sites in the Preferred Alternative section. The ROD on that documnent
included a statement of DOE’s expectation that the follow-on EIS (this EIS)
would identify, as one approach, immobilizing a portion of the surplus
plutonium at DWPF using the can-in-canister technology. It was not until
the NOI for this EIS that DOE formally made this approach the
preferred alternative.

FD325-13 Alternatives

The Cover Sheet Abstract, Summary, and Section 1.6 were revised to include
a discussion of the preferred alternatives for lead assembly fabrication and
postirradiation examination sites. As discussed in response FD325-2, the
number of reasonable alternatives for new facilities was reduced from 23
to 15.
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among the decisions that the DOE intends to make in the ROD. I 13

6. Mitigations
Refersnce
p. 4-332, Section 4.26.4.4.1

Comment

Many of the mitigations are described in the EIS as ones that “gould” be employed, implying that

they may help to mitigate impacts but are not formally proposed. Proposcd mitigations should be

clearly identified as such, both in the EIS and the ROD:. In the example referenced, the EIS 14
should be more specific about the direct impacts that are expected if the Eisted possible mitigations

do not occur.

7. Purpose and Need
Reference
p. 1-3, Section 1.2

Comment
The EIS should more clearfy explain how the preferred alternative(s) clearly meet the stated goals
of fewer environmental impacts and improved proliferation resistance.

3. MOX Foel Economic Impacts
Reference

pp. 1-Sto 1-6

p. 4-378, Section 4.28

Comment

The economic impacts on the commercial reactor fuel market of the use of MOX at commercial
reactors should be addressed in the EIS. These impacts may have the potential to be sigaificant in
nature. DOE should describe the process whereby MOX will be provided to commercial reactors
(e.g. sold, provided free) and analyze the resulting impacts on the commercial reactor fue! market.

9. MOX Fuel Storage Impacts
Reference

p. 227, Section 2.4.3 3
p. 2-58, Section 2.17.1
p. 4-378, Section 4.28

Comment

The Draft EIS curremly defers the impact analysis relating to specific reactors to the Final EIS.

This may not give adequate opportunity for the public, interested organizations, and government
1es to have their on this analysis addressed in the EIS.

The EIS should analyze the impacts of storage (at least until Yucca Mountain is open) of spent

Lyt

FD325-14 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

This SPD EIS reflects the change suggested by EPA; where appropriate,
potential mitigative actions are now part of the proposed action. As discussed
in Section 4.26.4.4.1, land disturbance for the preferred alternative at SRS is
likely to impact an identified cultural resource eligible for nomination to the
National Register of Historic Places. This section was revised to include a
statement that the extent of mitigation is being discussed with the South
Carolina SHPO, but would likely involve data recovery. Mitigation of this
concern would be accomplished before any actions are taken as a result of
decisions made in the SPD EIS ROD that could have an adverse affect on
cultural resources at SRS.

FD325-15 Purpose and Need

In the SPD EIS ROD, DOE will clearly explain how the selected alternative
best meets its needs and will specify related environmental effects and
proliferation concerns. This will be done in accordance with 40 CFR 1505.
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MOX fisel assemblies Bt commercial reactors. (p. 2-27, Sec. 2.4.3} 1ssues that should be

dd d include whether there is adeq| storage capacity at the ial sites, wet versus
dry storage questions (i.¢. is dry storage acceptable (may be the only option at many commercial
reactor sites) for fuel rods that are “hotter” than usual since MOX will only be irradiated to meet
[AEA Spent Fuel Standards). p. 2-58, Sec. 2.17.1 seems to imply pool storage for 6 months.
Also, the procedure of only irradiating the MOX fuel assemblies until the IAEA siandards are met
may generate more spent fucl than usual low-enriched uranium (LEU) {p. 4-378, Sec. 4.28).

10. Transportation
Reference

Appendix L

p. 123, Section L.6.5

Comment

Transportation analysis in the EIS for all alteratives that require the transport of plutonium pits
should address unique sccurity issues (if any) and demonsteate that heightened praliferation
resistance will be ensured. Where current DOE transportation methods and carriess are proposed,
the EIS should clearly demonstrate that such methods will meet the unique requirements
necessitated by transpart of weapons grade plutonium spent fuel in order to protect the
environment..

Refercnce
p. 2-33, Table 2-3

Comment

‘Additional waste shipments to WIPP, NTS, and/or Yucca Mountain of TRU, LLW, and mixed-
LLW wastes generated at the pit conversion facility, immobilization facility, MOX facility, and
tead assembly fabrication facility should be considered in the transpartation snalysis.

L1, Health Analysis
1

Genernl

g‘gmmg]l
For the human heatth analysis, the E1S should compare the potential impacts of the proposed
actions with applicable DOE, EPA, NRC, and OSHA standards.

12, Safety and Emergency Planning
Reference
General

g!mmgg;

It appears as though the potentially significant impacts for the proposed actions are in the area of
safety. The EIS should discuss the tailared safety and emergency managemeat plans that have
been or will be developed to mitigate the impacts of the various accident and disaster events.

16

17

18

19

FD325-16

There are no unique environmental or security issues involved with the
transportation of surplus pits. Transportation of special nuclear materials,
including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/SGT system. As described
in Appendix L.3.2, this involves having couriers that are armed Federal officers,
an armored tractor to protect the crew from attack, and specially designed
escort vehicles containing advanced communications and additional couriers.
Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards Division
in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo over more
than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a fatality or
release of radioactive material. The transportation requirements for the surplus
plutonium disposition program are evaluated in this SPD EIS. The
proliferation resistance of shipping pits is addressed in a separate document,
Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable Fissile
Material Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition Alternatives
(DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), which has been provided to the public and is
available to the decisionmaker.

Transportation

FD325-17

Transportation analyses and potential cumulative impact analyses of shipping
TRU, LLW, and mixed LLW are discussed in the Transportation sections in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1. As described in response FD325-2, this SPD EIS
assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain, Nevada, would
be the final disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and MOX spent fuel.

Transportation

FD325-18 Human Health Risk

This SPD EIS compares potential impacts of the proposed actions with
applicable DOE, EPA, and NRC standards. DOE worker dose standards (e.g.,
10 CFR 835, Occupational Radiation Protection) are presented in
conjunction with all the Involved Worker Impact tables throughout Chapter 4
of Volume I. DOE public dose standards (e.g., DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation
Protection of the Public and the Environment) are presented in Section 4.32.
EPA standards such as those established pursuant to the Clean Air Act and
the Safe Drinking Water Actare also presented and discussed in Section 4.32.
Comparisons with applicable NRC standards are given in Section 4.28 for the
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specific reactors selected to use MOX fuel. In regard to OSHA chemical
exposure standards, there are no additional impacts of this type anticipated
for workers associated with the proposed actions.

FD325-19 Facility Accidents

As discussed in the Emergency Preparedness sections of Chapter 3 of
Volume 1, each candidate site has an established emergency management
program that would be activated in the event of an accident. Based on the
decisions made in the SPD EIS ROD, site emergency management programs
would be modified to consider new accidents not in the current program.

1D42p2]—SFSUOS DY PUD SIUBUNIO(T TUIUUO))



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
RicHARD E. SANDERSON, WASHINGTON, D.C.
PaGeE 13 0of 14

05—¢

13. Noise Impacts
Reference

p. 4-47, Section 4.4.1.1
pp- 4-329 to 4-332
Appendix F

n
The conclusions regarding p ial noise impacts for the varicus alternatives do not appear to be
supported by analysis and modeling. For ple see SRS impacts at p. 4-47, Sec. 4.4.1.1 208
pp. 4-329 10 4-332.

14. Event Probabilities
Reference

p. 460, Section 4.4.2.6

p. 4-55, Section 4.4.2.5

Comment

The DEIS uses frequency and probability of certain events in the analysis without a description of
the methodology used in determining the frequency and probability of those everts. For example,
the probability of more severe accidents than those described on p. 4-60 is stated as “1 chance in
10 million per year” and the frequency of the described earthquake on p. 4-55 is “1 in 100,000
and 1 in 10,000,000 per yeac”.

15. Site Specific

EPA Region IX review of the SPD EIS focused on a possible Mixed Oxide Fuel (MOX) lead
assembly at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL). Page L-10 of the DEIS states
that, at this time, DOE does not havea preference (preferred alternative) for the location of
1ead assembly or & Postirradiation facility (PIE). In the FEIS, DOE shoukd identify its prefesred
alternative for the lead assembly facility and a PIE facility. EPA, Region IX, has rated the
section of the DEIS devoted to LLNL as EC-2— environmental concerns, insufficiem
information. Our concerns are based on the presence of contamination in the existing
environment at LLNL. and lack of assurance, based on insufficient intormation, that the proposed
operations, as described, would not lead to further adverse impacts of a similar kind.

The Superfund Division provided background information regarding Lawrence Livermore. The
main facilities and & separate Jocation, area 300, are both nationally listed. feders), Supertund
sites. Under the Council on Environmenta! Quality (CEQ) Regulations at 40 CFR 1502.15, the
EIS should describe the cnvironment of the arca{s) to be affected of created by the altematives
undex consideration. Similarly, an EIS shouid describe cumulative impacts which are defined at
40 CFR 1508.7 as including impacts from past actions. In the case of LLNL, plutanium
anomalies have been found in soils within Big Trees Park, adjacent to the facilities. The siteis
currently being investigated and the source or mode of plutonium deposition is at this point yet
1o be determined. The FEIS should provide additional background informatian on the existing

20

21

22

FD325-20

Discussions and conclusions regarding traffic noise impacts along routes
used to access the site are based on analysis of the projected changes in
employment at the sites and the number of materials shipments associated
with each alternative. Discussions and conclusions regarding onsite noise
sources and their effect on the public are based on the types of noise sources
prevalent during construction and operation, the distance from the facility
area to the site boundary, and construction and operation activities typical of
these sites. DOE expects that there would be some disturbance of wildlife
during construction, especially where new facilities require the expansion of
an existing facility fence line. Noise disturbance of wildlife during normal
operation would be similar to impacts from existing activities at these facilities,
except that impacts could be greater where new facilities require the expansion
of an existing facility fence line. As discussed in the appropriate Air Quality
and Noise sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I, it is unlikely that any threatened
or endangered species would be affected by noise from construction or
operation of these facilities because none are known to occur within the
immediate vicinity of the proposed site locations.

Air Quality and Noise

FD325-21

The methodology and estimated frequency for accidents that are summarized
in Chapter 4 of Volume I are provided in Appendix K.1.5.1 and cited technical
support documents. The methodology and estimated frequency for the
transportation accidents that are summarized in Chapter 4 are provided in
Appendix L.6.3. These appendixes contain detailed discussions of the
analysis methodologies, summaries of the source terms used to prepare the
analyses, and listings of source documents.

Facility Accidents

FD325-22 Lead Assemblies

Section 1.6 was revised to include the preferred alternatives for lead assembly
fabrication and postirradiation examination. Sections 3.6.3.2 and 3.6.4.2 were
revised to include information on Superfund sites at LLNL and LANL,
respectively. Section 4.32 wasrevised to include a discussion of the cumulative
impacts at LLNL and LANL.
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contamination, in the context of providing assurance to the public that the Proposed Action
would not result in additional contamination. Even if reference documentation is provided, the
FEIS should provide additional narrative general background information regarding the
Superfund site.

16. Cumulative Impact

The cumulative impact saction of the documcm is quite brief and appears to de-emphasize the
various problems that have historically o d at the vanous discussed facilities. Cumulative
pacts inchide | impacts of the nction when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions (40 CFR 1508.7). Major past or current impacts are
discussed under “affected environment™- Chapter 3; hnwcver. these impacts (&.g., ground water
contamination at Harnford) should be ized in table/matrix format within chapter
4. Chnpted should identify the potentml aﬂ‘oded rmun:ec, a geographical ares for analysis
(scake is resource lpeuﬁc), P ve imp We refer the DOE to the recently
pleted CEQ g enmlcd(' idering Cummelative Effects, for ways it can enhance and

provide a more ingful P

17. Radi lide National Emission Standards

Table 5-1 addresses the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP)
(NESHAP) (40 CFR Part 61) but does not discuss the criteria under which the facility would
noed to apply for permission to construct or modify their operation. While it is unlikely that
LLNL would have to formally apply, we would request that LLNL (or another proposed facility)
peovide EPA with its radionuclide NESHAP review prios to commencing operation.

22

23

24

FD325-23

DOE considered CEQ guidance in development of the cumulative impacts
analyses. The cumulative impacts presented include the incremental impacts
of operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities and the
impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions at or near
the candidate sites. Those resource areas that would not be impacted as
resources of concern are not discussed in the Cumulative Impacts section;
therefore, DOE has not developed a table. For each candidate site, past
environmental problems that bear on the proposed action are recognized and
discussed.

Cumulative Impacts

FD325-24 DOE Policy

The lead assembly fabrication site would provide EPA with its radionuclide
NESHAP review prior to commencing operation.
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BIRNIE, PATRICIA
Pacelor1

Hello, this is Patricia Birnie in Tucson, Arizona. I just called
previously to request a DEIS on MOX. I also wanted to
request that a hearing be placed for this in Phoenix, Arizona
since the Palo Verdi Reactors are probably at the top of the
DOE list of possible reactors for using MOX fuel. It would
seem to be appropriate and a courtesy to local residents in
our area that you would assign a hearing, public hearing to
be in Phoenix, Arizona. You have my name and address from
the previous request for the DEIS but I would like to record
this request for a hearing in Phoenix. Thank you, bye.

PD003-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for a public hearing in
Phoenix, Arizona. Because the proposed reactors were not known at the
time the SPD Draft EIS was published, DOE issued the Supplement to the
SPD Draft EIS in April 1999. The Supplement included a description of
the affected environment around the three proposed reactor sites, and
analyses of the potential environmental impacts of operating these reactors
using MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of this SPD EIS, respectively).
The proposed reactors are Catawba Nuclear Station Units 1 and 2 in South
Carolina, McGuire Nuclear Station Units 1 and 2 in North Carolina, and
North Anna Power Station Units 1 and 2 in Virginia.

During the 45-day period for public comment on the Supplement, DOE
held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited
comments. After careful consideration of its public involvement
opportunities, including the availability of information and mechanisms
to submit comments, DOE decided not to hold additional hearings on the
Supplement. DOE provided other means for the public to express their
concerns and provide comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line,
and the MD Web site. Also, at the invitation of a South Carolina State
Senator, DOE attended and participated in a public meeting held on
June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina.

The Supplement was mailed to those stakeholders who requested it as
well as to those specified in the DOE Communications Plan (i.e.,
Congressional representatives, State and local officials and agencies,
and public interest groups around the United States) and the utilities’
contact lists. The utilities, Duke Power Company and Virginia Power
Company, would operate the proposed reactors (located in North Carolina,
South Carolina, and Virginia) should the MOX approach be pursued per
the SPD EIS ROD. Further, interested parties would likely have the
opportunity to submit additional comments during the NRC reactor license
amendment process.
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for a sustainable nuclear-free future
September 14, 1998

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
United States Department of Energy
P.O.Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Officials:

We have reviewed the SPD EIS, dated July 1998, and wish to make the
following comments.

‘The purpose of the SPD is 10 reduce the threat of muclear weapons
profiferation by making surplus weap ble plutonium i ible and
unattractive for re-use “in an environmentally safe and timely manner™.

The goal is commendable, and as such should be implemented as quickly as
possible, and with the mini of transportation of the materials (for
safety, less environmental exposure, and minimal access to theft).

While the text stated, “DOE will base the following decisions on the
analytical resulis of this SPD EIS and other cosi, schedule, and
nonproliferation considerations....” | was unable to find any cost

npari di d or tabulated in this report. It would have been
helpful to have had this information included, and not in the separate report
indicated in this document.

The purpose of the SPD is not for any “econotmic benefit™ of using the
plutonium as fuel for commercial reactors since the NAS and other studies
document that phitonium fuel would be far more expensive than the present]
LEU now 50 readily avsilable at very low cost. With electric utility
competition (deregulation) being impl d in this country, already
several are being per ly shut down b of their
excessive cost in comparison to other methods of generation, It would be
2 waste of taxpayer money to subsidize the expensive reactors” retrofits,
maintenance and security costs for utilizing the MOX fuel. Not choosing
the MOX option would also avoid the cost of building MOX fabrication
plants and reduce the necessity to transport the toxic material in the public
domain.

We find it objectionable for the DOE to reserve the option to use some of
the surplus plutonium as MOX fuel in Canadian Deuterium Uranium

{(CANDU) reactors, for all of the above reasons, and in addition, we

FD317-1 Cost

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, Cost
Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable
Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the
site-specific cost estimates for each alternative, was made available around
the same time as the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent
life-cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, are
available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public
reading rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS,
and Washington, D.C. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition
program will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost
reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and
public input.

FD317-2 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.
Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in
order to subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the
purpose of this proposed action is to safely and securely disposition
surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel
Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the
surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive for
weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that
exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors. The MOX
facility would produce nuclear fuel that would displace LEU fuel that
utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective value of the
MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then the
contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercial
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors
whose operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus
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consider it unwise to join limited international agreements between countries over whose internal
policies we have no control, when fissile materials disposition is the focus. We have difficulty
supporting a process (MOX fusel use) that bridges the traditional separation between military and 3
civilian uses of nuclear materials. Since Russia is “broke”, the U.S. is likely to finance whatever
disposition takes place in Russia. Tt would be to our economic and political interest to advocate
and promote the immobilization-only option of disposition for Russia as well as the U.S.

In the discussion of air quality, the report was not clear whether depleted uranium hexafiuorid
would be involved in the pit co ion or immobilization p Two charts indicated the
gaseous fluoride standards at SRS and Hanford (not Pantex or INEEL). And another section
indicated that ceramic immobilization requires the use of uranium dioxide (obtained from depleted 4
uranium hexafluoride). But nowhere did I find any charts or discussion as to air pollutants to
include hexafluoride. Since hexafluoride is a very toxic compound, I want to make sure this was
not overlooked.

1 have seversl questions int regard to Accident Scenarios for the various locations.

1) The text stated that an aircraft crash scenario was discussed only for the Pantex facility
(because calculations of frequency of expected crashes at all the other sites was too low). |
strongly believe that an aircraft crash is a possible source of terrorist activity at each of the sites, 5
even though those locations may not be near regularly scheduled flights. Therefore, it seems
appropriate to consider an aircraft crash at each location as a possibility, especially now that
tesrorism is currently a greater threat.

2) Even though the SRS is perhaps 90 miles inland, I wonder if hurricane damage has been
considered as a threat to the facility? This was not mentioned in the text.

3)1 found no refe top ial tornado 4 being considered as an accident scenario for
the Pantex site (which is locsted in the heart of tomado country).

From the point of view of proximity to supporting facilities, it would appear to me that the SRS
site would require the least overall transportation of materials, once the plutonium pits had been 7
shipped to SRS. SRS also appears to have the largest pool of potential workers for both
construction and operation of the facilities.

Tt seems iogical for the can-in-canister method of immobilization to be chosen as the preferred
method of immobilization, from the standpoint of fewer workers required, and lower waste 8
volumes than the homogenous ceramic immobilization or the homogeneous vitrification
technology previously evaluated.

We strongly recommend that the DOE conduct SPD EIS reviews at each of the candidate reactor
sites, and conduct public bearings at each of these sites before choosing any reactor complex for 9

FD317

plutonium disposition program. DCS would pay for spent fuel disposal
in the same manner as LEU spent fuel as well as the ultimate D&D of the
reactors.

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.
Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the
United States important insurance against potential disadvantages of
implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides
the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to
implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in
parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to the world of
U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly
as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to use
the plutonium in weapons again.

Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition. Transportation of special
nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/
SGT system.

FD317-3

In the SPD Draft EIS, DOE retained the option to use some of the surplus
plutonium as MOX fuel in CANDU reactors, which would have only been
undertaken in the event that a multilateral agreement were negotiated
among Russia, Canada, and the United States. Since the SPD Draft EIS
was issued, DOE determined that adequate reactor capacity is available
in the United States to disposition the portion of the U.S. surplus plutonium
that is suitable for MOX fuel and, therefore, while still reserving the
CANDU option, DOE is no longer actively pursuing it. However, DOE, in
cooperation with Canada and Russia, proposes to participate in a test
and demonstration program using U.S. and Russian MOX fuel in a
Canadian test reactor. A separate environmental review, the
Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel Manufacture
and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999), analyzes the fabrication and
proposed shipment of MOX fuel rods for research and development
activities involving the use of limited amounts of U.S. MOX fuel in a

Nonproliferation
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Canadian test reactor. A FONSI was signed on August 13, 1999. Both of
these documents can be viewed on the MD Web site at
http://'www.doe-md.com. If a decision is made to dispose of Russian
surplus plutonium in Canadian CANDU reactors in order to augment
Russian’s disposition capability, shipments of the Russian MOX fuel
would take place directly between Russia and Canada.

The Joint Statement of Principles signed by Presidents Clinton and
Yeltsin in September 1998 provided general guidance for achieving the
objectives of a future bilateral agreement to disposition surplus plutonium
in the United States and Russia. Sensitive negotiations between the two
countries have indicated that the Russian government accepts the
technology of immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-bearing
materials, but that the MOX approach would be considered for
higher-purity feed materials.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the commercial use of
weapons-usable plutonium. The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition
program is to reduce the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide
by conducting disposition of surplus plutonium in the United States in
an environmentally safe and timely manner. Converting the surplus
plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in domestic, commercial reactors is
an effective way to accomplish this. Consistent with the U.S. policy of
discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX facility would be built
and operated subject to the following strict conditions: construction
would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the
disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.
For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the
participating reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium,
and the irradiation would be a once-through cycle with no
reprocessing irradiation.

TUIUIDIS JOVAUL] JDIUIUUONAUT JOUL] UOIISOdSIT WNIUOIN]S SHAINS




LS—¢

GE STOCKHOLDERS’ ALLIANCE
Patricia T. BIRNIE
PaGce4 0F 6

FD317-4 Air Quality and Noise

Depleted uranium hexafluoride would be converted to depleted uranium
dioxide at a commercial conversion facility (see Section 1.5). Depleted
uranium dioxide would be used as feed material for the ceramic
immobilization option and in the MOX facility. Section 4.30.3 analyzes
the conversion of depleted uranium hexafluoride, from a representative
site (Portsmouth), to uranium dioxide, which would be used as feedstock
for immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication. No air pollutant emissions
of gaseous fluorides are expected from the immobilization facility or the
MOX facility.

FD317-5 Facility Accidents

The possibility of an aircraft crash due to intentional terrorist activity is
considered to be conjecture, and is not analyzed in this SPD EIS. However,
an accidental aircraft crash is analyzed for Pantex, including an estimate
of the credible consequences of such an event.

FD317-6 Facility Accidents

Section K.1.3.2 states that because of the robust structure of new
plutonium facilities, the only design basis natural-phenomena-initiated
accidents with the potential to impact the facility interior are seismic
events. Similarly, seismic events also bound the consequences and risks
posed by beyond-design-basis natural phenomena. In other words, the
surplus plutonium disposition facilities have been designed to withstand
natural phenomena, including hurricanes and tornadoes at sites where
these phenomena are of concern, such as Pantex, where the frequency of
tornadoes is high relative to the other candidate sites.

FD317-7 Alternatives

As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the surplus
plutonium disposition facilities because the site has extensive experience
with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

DUOZLIY—SISUOSFY PUD SIUIUNIOT IHIUIUOD)



T
W
co

GE STOCKHOLDERS’ ALLIANCE
Patricia T. BIRNIE
PAGESOF 6

FD317-8 Immobilization

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the preferred
can-in-canister technology for immobilization.

FD317-9 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had been
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor-
specific information. As part of the procurement process, bidders were
asked to provide environmental information to support their proposals.
This information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for
the DOE source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication
and irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental
Synopsis on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released
to the public as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in
April 1999. This Supplement included a description of the affected
environment around the three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of
the potential environmental impacts of operating these reactors using
MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of this SPD EIS, respectively). During
the 45-day period for public comment on the Supplement, DOE held a
public hearing in Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited
comments. Responses to those comments are provided in
Volume I, Chapter 4.
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Page 3. Office of Fissile Materials Disposition September 14, 1998

participation in MOX utilization We feel that this EIS is incomplete for not including this review | g
as part of your report.

1f immobitization for ALL of the surplus plutonium is chosen, the costs and risks would obviously
be much lower since neither tho MOX fuel fabrication facility, nor the plutonium polishing process
{the report did not say that gallium must be removed for the immobilization process), nor the
Lead Assembly fabrication facility would be required, nor would the DOE have to subsidize the
chosen reactors’ maintenance, operations and enhanced security for the duration of the MOX fiel
use. This would save not only money, but would create less environmental pollution, less
radioactive waste, and less worker exposure/public exposure, and cost less for eventual
decontamination and decommissioning of facilities simce fewer facilities would be invoived. The
report did not state whether the DOE would be responsible for the d issioning of the
reactors chosen for MOX utilization, but T would assume it would be a part of the agreement 10
required by any utility choosing to be a part of the SPD mission.

The SPD EIS does not make it clear what the criteria for decisions by the DOE on which

method(s)location(s) will be chosen. If the critetiz are: based on common sense, the answes

would be cbvious: Immobilize ALL of it; based on economics, the answer would be obvious:

Immobilize ALL of it; based on least environmental impact, the answer would be obvious:

Immobilize ALL of it, based on the greatest public interest, the answer would be obvious:

Jmmobilize ALL of it; but based on politics, special interests and corporate PAC influences, the
- choices are wide open, but not likely to be in the public interest.

If nuclear disarmament progresses as proponents advocate, there will be great quantities of
additional surplus plutonium that will also need disposal. This SPD covers only surplus weapons
plutonium disposal. What is to become of the huge and growing quantities of plutonium which 11
has been sep d by rep ing from ce ial irradiated fuel...and which may never be
used as fuel in commercial reactors?

In this report 1 found no clear delineation of the roles and jurisdictions of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission and the Department of Energy for SPD. This is a crucial matter to be resalved 12
before starting on any part of the process.

Respectfully Submitted,

CRtreiS7. Bnmie.

Patricia T. Bimie, Chair

FD317-10 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the immobilization-only
approach. The remainder of this comment is addressed in responses
FD317-1,FD317-2, and FD317-3.

FD317-11 DOE Policy

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel. Therefore, the United States will not build an inventory of
plutonium that has been separated from commercial irradiated fuel. Other
nations who do reprocess, however, will produce such plutonium. In his
Nonproliferation and Export Control Policy (September 1993),
President Clinton states that “the United States will maintain its existing
commitment regarding the use of plutonium in civil nuclear programs in
Western Europe and Japan” even though this country does not encourage
the civil use of plutonium.

FD317-12 NRC Licensing

DOE is responsible for implementing the U.S. program for surplus
plutonium disposition. DOE would own the proposed non-reactor facilities
and would be responsible for operation and regulatory oversight of the
pit conversion and immobilization facilities. DCS would operate the MOX
facility under an NRC license issued in accordance with 10 CFR 70,
Domestic Licensing of Special Nuclear Material. All three proposed
facilities would be located at DOE sites, and DOE anticipates that the
MOX facility would use the site infrastructure. NRC will continue to be
responsible for licensing the specific reactors selected to use MOX fuel,
and as such would have to approve the use of MOX fuel through the
license amendment process. In addition, early in the preparation of the
Storage and Disposition PEIS and this SPD EIS, DOE invited NRC to be
a cooperating agency for the surplus weapons-usable fissile materials
program. NRC declined the offer in favor of being a commenting agency.
DOE is conducting regular meetings with NRC on the MOX approach,
including fuel design and qualification.
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MD154-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s review of the SPD Draft EIS.

STATE OF ARKANSAS
DEPARTHENT OF FINANCT AND ADMINISTRATION
ro sox 3778 ,

Ll fLE RO s Tiion

GEFICE Qr
WNTERGOVERNNENTRL
SERVIZES

TN U] 65 1044
Fax (702} 632-52Ch

September 4, 1998

U.S. Department af Energy
Office of Fissile Materials
Disposition

P.0. Box 23786

Yashington, D.C. 20026-3786

RE: SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL [MPACT STATEMENT
(SUMMARY) JULY 1998

Dear Sir:

The State Clcaringhouse has received the above Document pursuant to the
Arkansas Project Notification and Review System.

To carry out the review and comment procass, this document was
forwarded to members of the Arkansas Technical Review Commitiee. Resulting 1
comments received from tha Technical fleview Committee which represents the
position of the State of Arkansas are attached.

The State Clearinghouse wishes to thank you for your cooperation with
the Arkansas Project Notification and Review System.

Sincarslyt \&)\lﬁy "

¥y .. Copsland, égar
Stata Clearinghouse

Enclosure
PC: Randy Young, AS&WCC
TLC/msm

0001N

‘AN EQUARL OFPORTUNITY EMPLOYER:
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cArkansas
Soil and “Water
Conservation Commission

101 EAST CAP TOL
PHONE 501-832-1€11

J. Rondy Younp, P.E BU TE 360
Executive Director UITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 72201 FAX 501-682-3991

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mr. Tracy Copeland
- Manager, State Clearinghouse

FROM: Z/J{ﬁandy Young, P.E.
haiman, Technical Review Committae

SUBJECT:  SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT (SUMMARY) JULY 1998

DATE: August 26, 1998
Members of the Technical Review Committes have reviewsd the above referenced project. The
Committee supports this oroject. Agency comments are included for your ra}ew@m
The opportunity to comment is app-eciated. : »5(’,2@E{i‘ D.
JRY:sme RTERGCUgRne:
Enclosures q‘éﬁ," RN fiy 10
o Members of the Tachnical Review Gomm ttee Stare ELEAR“:VU
1aruge
surplos

A0 Equal Juportunty Emvdioyer
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STATE OF ARKANSAS

OFFLEDF DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE ANO ADMIMSTRATION
MTERGOVER{MENYAL P.O. Box 3278
SERVCES M
PHONE (S01) 6221014
FAX(S01) 2526
T0: All Technical Review Commitice Members
FROM: Tracy L. Copel &qar - State Clearinghouss
DATE: July 23, 1998
SUBJECT: SURPLIS PLUTONITH DISPOS!TI’JN DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT(SUMMARY)
© JULY 1998 - NOTR: NEED MORE INFORMATION FLRASE CONTACT THE

PHONE NMIMEER IN 'D!]S ‘IATKRIAL

Please review the above stated document under provisions of Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, Section 102(2){¢) of the National Envirenmental Policy Act of
1962 and the Arkansas Project Notification and Review System.

Your corments should ke returned h’ADG.'SI‘ 13, 199%0 - Mr. Randy Young,
Chairman, Technical Review Committee, 101 E Capitol. Suite 350, Littlae Rock,
Arkansas 72203

If wa have nc reply within that time we will assume you have ra comments and
will procesd with the sign-off,

NOTE: It is imperative that your rasponse be in to the AS#CC office by the
date requested. Should your agency anticipate haviag a response which
will ke delayed amyond the stated deadline for comments, please contact
Us. Shani Cable of the ASWCC at 682-1611 or the State Clearnnghouse

Office.
Suppart —— Do Not Support {Commenta Attached)
Comments Attached ) — Support with Following Conditions
No Comaents ' Kon-Degradation Certification Jssues
(Applies to PCAE Only)

Signature#g%LAgmcy Asawies Dake_ﬁ////?«?

Q173N

“AM ECLAL SPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER"
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RECEIVED
RECEMED -
58 AUIG 18 BH.2: BTATE OF ARKANSAS @E@ &HWE
- T NTAL SOIL"& WATERTWY O;Z'j‘;g: ag;gnummrmmu 7 241593 =
SERVCES W Brbe - MDY o
PHONE S} 582-1074 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S
FAX (501) 6825206 . OFFICE .
TO: 411 Technical Review Committee Nembers

FROM Tracy L. Copel @ger - State Clenrin'ghouse
BATE: July 23, 1996

SUBJECT: SCRILUS PLUTONT'™ DISSOSITION DRAFT ENVIROMMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT(SUMMARY)
P JuLY 1998 — NOTE: SBOULD YOO NEED MORE TNFORMATION FLEASE CONTACT THE
PEONE NUMBER IN THIS MATERJAL.

Please review tha abave stated dacument undsr previsions of Section 404 of the
Clean Nater Act, Section 102(2){c) of the National Envirommenta! Policy Act of
1969 and the Arkansas Project Notification and Review System.

Your comments shauld be returned byAUGlST 13, 199, _ ur, Randy Young,
Ghairman, Technical Review Committas, 101 € Capitol, Suite 360, Little Rock,
Arkangas 72203.

I'f we have no reply within that time we will assume you have no comments and
will proceed with the sign-off.

NOTE: It |g imperative that your respanss be in to the ASKC office by the
date requested, Should your agency antlcipate having a response which
will be delayed beyond the stated dead)ine for comments, please contact
Ms, Shani Cable of the ASWCC at 682-161% or the State Clearinghouse

Office.
Support ____ Do Not Suppart (Cosments Attached)
Comments Attached ___ Support with Following Conditiens
-No Comments ) Non-Degradation Cartification Issues

(Applies to PCAE Only)

Signature, ﬁ "’/ Agenc}?’lju,é;» {‘“’-’"{ Date 2/10/]8'

atI3N

“AN SQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOTER
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STATE OF ARKANSAS EatB Il Ailisug

CapaRTUENT OF FINANCE ANO ADMINISTRATIOR I 3 WATER COMM.

e P.0. Box 32 8
PROHE 501) 6421074
FAX (501} 5426206
T0: Atl Technical Review Committee Members

FRON: Tracy L. Copel Qaaer - State Clearinghouse
DATE: July 23, 1998

svuect;  SURPLUS FLUTCNIUM DISKGSILIG DEAFT DVIROUGITAL IMPACT STATEMENT(SUMMARY)
 JULY 1998 - NOTE: NEED MORE INFORMATION PLEASE CONTACT THE
PHONE MMBER LY ‘IS HA’ITRIAL

Please review tha above stated document under provisions of Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, Section 102(2){c) of the Nationa! Envirommental Pulicy Act of
1969 and the Arkansas Project Notification and Review System.

Your comments should be returned b]‘m 13, 1999, . e, Randy Young,
Chairman, Technical Review Committee, 101 E Capitol, Suite 350, Little Rock,
Arkansas 72203.

If we have ao reply within that time we will assume you have no comments and
will proceed with the sign-off.

NOTE: It is imperative that your response be in to the ASWCC office by the
data reguested. Should your agency anticipate having a respanse which
will be dalayed beyond the stated deadline for comments, please contact
Ms. Shani Cable of the ASKCC at 682-1611 or tha State Clearinghcuse

Qffice.
’X Support Do Not Support {Comments Attached)
Comments Attached ) Support with Following Conditions
k No Comments . Non-Degradation Certification lssues
(Applies to PCLE Only)

Signa(urem&ﬁiwencv &FC- Date. ?/7 /7?

07

AN SCUAL OPPOATUNITY EMPLOTER®
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OFFICEOF
MENTAL

PHONE 1501) 832-1004
FAX (01) 842-5208

T0:
FROM:
DATE:

SUBJECT :

rqeus -5 ¥ BTATE OF ARKANSAS

‘ o~
. " -Demmﬂ‘\p! FiNANCE AND ADNINSTRATION <y
SOt & ViAtE P.O. Box 3278 ¥,

All Technical Raview Committes Members
Tracy L. Copelaid] @er - State Clearinghouse

July 23, 1998

QRIS PLUTCKTIM DISPOSITION DRAFT ENVIRGIMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT(SUMMARY )
JULY 1998 - ROTE: SHOULD YOU NEED MORE INFORMATION PLEASE CONTACT THE

Please veview the above atated documant under provigions of Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, Section 102(2)(c) of tha National| Envirarmental Policy Act ot
1969 and the Arkansas Prajact Notification and Review System.

Your comments should be retucned by“l*m 13, 199, _ iy, Randy Ycung,
Chairman, Technical Review Cosmittes, 101 E Capilol, Suite 350, Little Rack,
Arkansas 72203.

It we have no reply within that time we will asaums you have no commentis and
will proceed with the sign-off.

NCTE: It is imperative that your response be in to the ASWCC office by the
date requested. Should your agency anticipate having a response whilch
will be delayed beyond the stated deadline for comments, please contact
Ms. Shani Cable of the ASNCC at 682-1511 or the State Clearinghouse
Jffics.

Support Do Mot Support (Comments Attached)
Comments Attached — . Suppo-t with Following Conditions
A No Comments ’ Non-Degradation Certif cation lssues
(Appiies to PCAE Only)
Signature //"//&34—— Agency__AEHTR Date_ S0 AFY
D173N

AN EQUAL OPPORTUN.TY ENPLOVER'
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LY

STATE OF ARKANSASY- 27 Fii

OFFCEOF OerarTMENT OF FINANCE ARD ADMIRIGTRATIO -
MTERGOVERNMENTAL P£.0. Box 3278 : -
SERVICES
PHONE (501 682-1074.
FAX (301) 8829208
TG: All Technical Raview Caxmitiss Membars

FROM: Tracy L. Copsl ﬁnjgnr - Stata Clearinghouse
DATE: July 23, 1998

SUBJECT: SURPLLS PLUTCNIUM D ITION DRAFT ENVIRCMMENTAL IMPACT STALEMANL(SUMMARY)
© JULY 1998 — NCTE: SHOULD YOU NEED MORE INFORMATION PLEASE CONTLAGT THE
PHOKE NUMBER IN THIS MATERIAL.

Please raview the above siated document under provisions of Saction 404 af the
Clean ¥ater Act, Section 102(2)(c) of the Nationai Envirommental Policy Act of
1969 and the Arkansas Project Notification and Review Systom.

Your comments should be returned by‘“'um 13, 199, .y, Randy Young,
Chairman, Technical Review Committes, 101 E Capitol, Suite 350, Little Rock,
Arkansas 72203, .

If wa have no reply withlin that time we will assume you have no comments and
will procsed with the sign-oft.

NOTE: It is imperative that your response bs in to the ASWCC ofiice by the
date requested. Shou!d your agency anticipate having a response which
wiil be delayed beyoad the stated deadline for comments, please contact
Ms. Shani Cable of the ASWCC at 882-1611 or the State Clearinghouss

Office,
Support Bo Not Support (Comments Attackhed)
Comments Attached e Support with Following Conditions
t../(o Comments __ Non-Degradation Certification Issues

(Applles to PC&E Only)

Y

Signatur:l A JL{_ mgencv/‘-u.&cu Coum pgiq 7 49-77

173K

AN ZQUAL OPPORTUN.TY EMPLOTER"
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IDD01-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentors concerns about neutron flux to the
radiation worker. Dose to the worker will be a primary influence in design
of facilities for the surplus plutonium disposition mission. This includes
considering the neutron flux that could occur in the material processing
and storage areas. DOE will consider the location and spacing of work
stations and room walls (including the ceiling and floor), and the use of
building and shielding materials that are appropriate to the types and
amounts of radiation expected, in order to minimize dose to the worker.
Construction and operation of facilities would be in accordance with all
applicable regulations and ALARA principles.

The MOX facility described in this SPD EIS is a preconceptual design. It
contains all the elements necessary for MOX fuel fabrication in an
arrangement that can be used to assess the potential environmental impact
of such a facility. As with any construction project, however, this design
is subject to modification during the design and construction stage as
may be required to optimize equipment placement and process flow. A
goal of the facility design is to ensure that worker doses do not exceed an
average of 500 mrem/yr and a maximum of 2 rem/yr. A team consisting of
Duke Engineering & Services, COGEMA Inc., and Stone & Webster (DCS)
has been hired by DOE to design, build, and operate the MOX facility
should it be given the go-ahead in the SPD EIS ROD. The design team
would review and consider available information on similar facilities to
ensure that the MOX facility would incorporate the newest technologies
and benefit from previous experience.
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