
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 ofplutonium. 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 a result, 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 altematives 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 
inclusion 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 
comment in the Supplement. The comments received on the Supplement are summarized and responded to in 
Volume III, 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.2 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.  

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 I. 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,3 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 I.  

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.4 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 I.  

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, cumulative 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).  

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.  

At the 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 0 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 III, 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: 

" 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 

PAGE 1 OF 1

MAX CiEiAND

'Hnitcd 15%tatts $matt 
WASiNG TON. OC 510-1005 

AUgUt 6, 1999

The Honorable Bill Richardson 
Secretary of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, D.C 20585 

Dear Bill: 

As you know, the Department of Energy Plutonium Disposition Program is moe of our Nation's 

highest priority efforts to ensure national and international security. We should continue to provide 

world leadership inor cear non-proliferation and I commend your Department for its work on this 
program.  

The Savannah River Site (SRS) stands ready to accept all of the Plutonium Disposition missions and 

in my opinion, should be the site of choice to nacomoplish these missions. The existing infraArucesre, 

expertence, expertise, and demonstrated plutonium processing accomplishments arc not found at any 

other site under consideration for the Plutonium Pit Disssembly and Conversion phase. The 

capahilities and advantages of SRS which resulted in its being selected as the preferred site for the 

Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication and Immobilization phases of the disposition program should make 

SRS the preferred site for Pit Disassembly and Conversion as well.  

By consolidating all of the progrmn phases at SRS, the taxpayers will save handreds of millions of 

dollars. Avoiding the cost of duplicathrg the existing SRS nuclear infeastructore at anothte site to 

make that site capable of doing this work should be a major consideration in site selection.  

This surrounding community fully supports SRS and the Plutonium Disposition Missions. To the 

best of my knowledge, youw ill not frid 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.  

I believe that these and many other benefits strongly support SRS as the preferred site foe Pit 

Disassembly and Conversion. I look forward to working with you and the people in your 

Department asnthe decisios making process continues.

Most respectfully, 

MaxnClelad 
United States Semtare

SCD46

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 

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.

SCD46-1 Alternatives
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UNITED STATES SENATE 
'• HONORABLE PAUL D. COVERDELL, GEORGIA 

PAGE 1 OF 1

PAUL D. COVERDELL 
GEORGIA 

CONFERENCE SECRETARy
flnted ;tats iRnatr 

wSHiINU 1) No.U.; Nitt5- 4

C550R iOISOEiMARCO5RT 
FORIEI GN RA'LA.IN5 5 CAOiMOST 

.iAoiisTiS, IN55CA4N, AND PROAUCT 

S-R, AULNNE COMNSFTOE 

SMALL BUSI4NESS COMOMF'TOC

Representatives of the Department of Energy, guests and interested stakeholders: thank you for 

the opportunity to submit comments in suppnrt o! futue missions at the Savannah River Site.  

As you are well aware, tihe Savautanh River Site has played a key role in the security of our 

Nation and world over the past fifty years. During this time, our Nation has called upon the 

people and the communiay of the Central Savannah River Area to work efficiently and diligently 

for the bettermeni of our Nation. Not only have these citizens taken this upon themselves, but 

they have done so in a way that has made us all proud. I would like to take this opportunity to 

commend the people of the Savannah 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 will 

weigh it heavily in your upcoming decision making process on Plutonium Pit Disassembly and 

Conversion.  

Looking toward the future, we must continue to locate viable options for the Site. I found it only 

fitting that you selected SRS as the preferred site for the Mixed Oxide Fuel Facility and the 

Immobilization Process, hut was not surprised. SRS has produced plutonium for the Department 

of Energy from its conception, and it is clear that SRS has the infrastructure and demonstrated 

experience and expertise to ensure the success of these missions.  

With these same attributes and qualifieations. SRS stunds ready to accept the Plutonium Pit 

Disassembly 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 forges the fact that SRS has the people that can full
t
ll this mission. A well 

trained and knowledgeable work force has been established at this site. "this work force will 

meet or exceed any safety or elficiency standard.  

In continuing our obligation to maintain national security for the people of the United States. it is 

imperative that we move forward with the Pit Disassembly and Conversiou niission. I look 

forward to working with the Savannah River Site, the Department of Energy, and of course, the 

citizens of the area, to help establish this mission for the Site with the least amount of 

environmental impact.  

I thank you for the opportunity to submit comments idurig this ismportant program and site 

selection process.

I

SCD52

AlternativesSCD52-1
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 

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.

a -I 

a 
Li 

a 
0 a 
a 

s-s 
'0 
0 
5,5 

0 a 

a a 
tti a 
N 
0 a 
Cs a 
a 
"N 

'0 

a 

a 
Cs 

Cs 
a



UNITED STATES SENATE 

HONORABLE PAUL D. COVERDELL, GEORGIA 

PAGE 1 OF 1

easririsiasawocs PWm*O051CsPAUL D. COVERCELL 
GEORMA

9Biled $tntrs .2rnte 
wassnotron 2S tIn-mes

Representatives of the Depazrment of Energy, guests and interested stakeholder; thank you for 

the opportunity to submit commentsto the Surplus Plutonium DispositionFnviroomseal Ipart 

Statementt ofite Department of Fnergy atft Savannah River Site.  

As you amr well aware, the Savannah River Site has played a key rote in the scurty of our 

Nationtand world over tho pest fify yen Diring this thime, or Nation has called Wormthec 

people and the Community of the Central Savannah tRive Area to work efficienitly and diligently 

for thec betteemnent of nour natiortlNoc only have Brat cidtiens, taken this uponthbannelvtas. but 
they have done so in a way that has made•uwall proud. I would like to takz this opportunity to 

commend the people ofthc Savannah River Site who have success ly fulfilled and 

acomplished missions of the past and will tare in mission of the future.  

Looking toward the ftunre% wemust continue to locate viable options for the Site. One w ission is 
Ptutoeium isposition•. I find it only finting that we coniderthe Savannah River Site for this 

mission. anIt was SRS wlo producedplutonium fur •ie Department of ilfergy otom its 

concepti•o. It is ryundertauding thimtthe Depetmuent of Energy Is terrently eiamning two 

possible methods ofpluommie disposition at SRS. xh Oxide Fuel Fa (MOX)ifkbricalon and 

immobiltiation. I have been infomedBithat both of these methods may require some purification 

of plutontun before they can be storedlintheiroinalform, and OWai SRS is the only Depaetment 

ofEnergy sir• e tiat canpuify oy ignificant quantity ofithan mateials. If thi• is o, and a•we 

in Conigresa continue towork to btlnne our Naioa'a budget, it appears shat by sulecting SRtS the 

Department could nave our rcotony fimn unnecessary egmenditume 

Purdinrore, the cmirot infiasturctme at SRS would allow firr these issions tobe put in place 

w relative case. The Site onertly wolts on immobilization of spet manacle fuelt sits 

Defnse Waste PMOCesing Fjiity. and has ficiliti•s that could be made available for MOX fliel 

fthlxseafson. By &heandy haviig lihe inflastrouctiarin place to accomplish this rmission, SRS is one 

step abead. of its comopetitors.  

Also, let u snot foeget the hu•tit SRS has the people that ean fulill this misin Awell tratind 

and knowlodgeable workf arce basbeen established attdis site This work fouce willn me or 
exceed any sfýty or efficieny standard.  

In continingour obigstion tomal sitai natiosal security forthe teople of the Untied & it is 

imperative tha we move forward is the disposition of cetain n nmounts ofplu a 0Ilok 

fotward to worldng with the Savannah Rive ,Site, the D aDtrment of Energy• .md of comse the 

ctiz=ns of toe are. to help establish tis mission for the Site with Bleast amount of 

euvimnnmental impoat 

I thank you for the opportonity to tbmi rcomments during this meeting.  

Sc'
0106

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.

SCD106-1 Alternatives
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August 13, 1998 

The Honorable Bill Richardson 
Secretary 
United States Department of nergy 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear Mr. Secretary; 

As you know, the citizens of tbe Central 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 missions at SRS is unquestionable 

One such mission is plutonium disposition. Over the next soveral months, as you 

weigh all the options for siting this mission, I ask that you consider the following issues: 

1. Inflraalrcture. the infrastiacture at StS would allow tic 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: SR-S already has the qualified workforce that is needed to 
fulfill this mission. A well-trauned and knowledgeable workforce will 
meet or exceed any safety or efficiency standard needed to fulfill the 
requirements ofthis mission; and, 

3. Community Support: Through resolutions and letters of support 

from community leader and citizens in both Georgia and South 

Carolina, it is clear that the Central Savannah River Area is eager to 

continue to lead the country toward meeting its obligation of 

maintaining the national security for the people of the United States 

While I applaud DOE's selection of SRS as the preferred site for the MOX and 

immobilization elements of this program, it is my understanding that consolidation of all 

three elements of the Plutonium Disposition Program at SRS would result in significant 

cost savings. It is also the most expeditious path to achieving the program objectives.  

The potential for hundreds of millions ofdollars of savings to the taxpayers is smonething 

we muo monitor and insist upon as the decision process evolves.  
The Honorable Bill Richardson 

PRINTFn 0N AECDEDPAER

CD17

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. 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.

SCD17-1 Alternatives

Cs 

0 a 
a 

c-s 
'0 
0 
c-s 

a 

a 

a 
-"5 
0 a 
to a 
a 

a 

a 
Co 

to 
a



UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
HONORABLE CHARLIE NORWOOD, GEORGIA 
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August 13, 1998 
Page 2 

One coocen I do have with thie Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
program is that it does not edequately address the exiating facilities and processes at S.S 

- especially in the conversion of the plutonium pits to the oxide needed for MOX fuel or 
nimmobilization. Therefore, I encourage you to review this issue before the final decisions 
are made on pit disassembly and conversion.  

Mr. Secretary, SRS has bhena a vital part ofour community and a vital link to our 
nation's national security for over 40 yeatsý Therefore, it is my hope that you will rely on 
this valuable resource as you site the plutomuam disposition, as well as Future DOE 
missions, throughout the remainder of your tenure at DOE.  

Finally, I would personally like to invite you to visit the Site over the next few 
montls as you adapt to your new ole as lthe Secretary ofEnergy. I look fat ward to 
continuing our relationship on energy issues that began when we both served together on 
the House Commerce Comunittee.  

Sincerely, 

Charlie Norwood 
Member of Congress 

SCD17
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Plutonium Disposition Talking Points 
The Honorable Charlie Norwood 

August 13, 1998 

"*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 SAS. DOE also states 
a preference for a pit disassembly and conversion 
facility to be located at either SRS or Pantex in 
Amarillo, TX. ZS 

"*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.  

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.  

"*SRS has over 40 years of experience of receiving, 
handling, storing, dissolving, purifying, converting, 
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 
disassembly and storage of sealed plutonium weapons 
components.  

"*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.  

"*DOE has failed to 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.

SCD17
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The Hnorable FedericoienPa Secrear 
United States Departa entf EnrE" 
Wa.sh.isgo, DC 20595 

Dear Mr. SSc-•e.t.  

As )wknoow, the citinens of zste atrl Satvannl Rim Ame take reoat pride am their 
ansoxiaioa th the Savannah River Site (SRS). Unlik m h- &eld sites across the• conty, the 
support for future missions at SRS is unbqestkhable.  

One dh misz iwis pintemti diponitsio Wai.tohen aexl tear, as yoe aý gh all dhe 
optionsf orsiting hs ousion. la.ak that ),cuconskider the fo;lowh iss-= 

1. l anfraereutune th: edistsuctam atSRS soold.ao teduan-uand 
appmaeh of plutwiwndisitoin to prooce=d whrelativ as Curently, 
the site sso& on is,, bilizaoof nndeanronste, at its Dolhtse Waste, 
PwnnssiFacity. It also tm •di th t eould be made alab f or 
Mixed Oxide (MOX Feed Fabrication 

2. Wndio trea. SRS ehweady has the qoalified wnrkfcinoahnt t needed at fiM 
tha et A we-taad and heoedgab lovockfaioefl nm:dmo eceeod 
any safi:y o cien--y standard needed to fiM the requirents ofthis 

3. Cou Snpek"arSt! The*hreSnntliMsand letters;ofvoppnft fineo 
eosaty iders and catmenea ntboth Geortsia nd Soýt A solm, itais dna 
tha the Cetral Savannah RivoerAm is esage to oentiuento lead the omnuy 
tnswnd aenetiog its ohligno o tnnsio o8 iaen aional socatity forthc 
people of the United Staes.  

MW. Swery. SRS has beerna vital part ofrace oasntaity and a vital lit to our antiog' 
nationa so=cty fe over 40 yevss. Therfote, it is my hope that youn llrty aw this valuable 
rnsouroe as o3w sacethe plutonium disposition, as wew1sfutureo DOE missions, rdtheoo t the 
-. in-of your ere at DOE 

Siwecctly, 

Chsi.e Norc•oo 
Mobacer of Congress

SCD76

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.

SCD76-1 Alternatives
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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 

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.

Mr. Howard I. Canter 
Acting Director 
orfice of yissile Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington. D.C. 20026 

re: Commeits on the Surplus Plutoniuau Disposition Draft EnvnTonmenttl Impact State•neot 

Dear Mr. Canter 

I want to thank the U.S. Department of Energy for holding this hearing in Oregon and for 

recognizing that Oregonians are significantly affected by actions at iHanfore. I support the 

Secretary's decision ini the SPD DEIS not to use any facilities at Hanford for mixed oxide fuel 

fabrication or fuel production. This decision should be maintained and affirned in the Final EIS.  

Whitle I have grave misgivings about any use of mixed oxide fuel in nuclear reactors to 

dispose af noeplts plutonium. I applaud the Secretary's recognition that Hanford's efforts mnst 

be foedoal on cleanup of its existing nuclear weapons wastes. The DEIS rightly recognizes that 

new missions that would create morn waste at Hantford or contaminate buildings or facilities that 

have not previously been contaminated must not be allowed to occur.  

Isnsdesntaid that the scope of the S0D DEIS does not nddrs twhters mixed oxide fuol 

would be burned once itris fabricated and that the Department of Energy will addreoss that issuc 

iin a separate proceeding. Neverthelnso, let -s make it clear that the some logic that has 

compelled the Secretaty to conclude that mixed oxide feel should not be miade at Hantford should 

alno govern his decision regarding the site for burning mixed oxide fuel. Runing mixed oxide 

futl at Hantford would create more waste and complicate the ongoing cleanup effort.  

Ianford muast have one mission and only one mission: to clean up the enormous amount 

of nuclear waste that already exi.st at the site. Hantford pretents a threat to the people ofOregon 

and Washington. I have previously iotroduced legislation to make Hartford and other federal 

facilities comply with die requirementn ofthe CleantWater Act. I will continue to work to make 

sure that the threat Hartford presents to the people ofihe Northwest )i contained and safely 

cleaned up.  

0 TSincerely, 

PFnrao Ttv frtctbktign" oeenonst

1

)RD04

ORD04-2 MOXRFP

As stated in this SPD EIS, the irradiation ofMOX fuel would occur at domestic, 
commercial reactors. DOE conducted a procurement process to acquire 

MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services. As a result 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 

preferred site for either MOX fuel fabrication or irradiation.
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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 participation 
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 
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 gnly mission at Hanford should be containment and clean up and 
nevern ever the creation of more toxic waste.

2

ELIZABETH FURSE 
Member of Congress

ORDIO

ORDIO-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 ofplutonium 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.

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
HONORABLE ELIZABETH FURSE, OREGON 
PAGE 1 OF 1
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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 

on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and 

nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its 

Cenlact.Jalanfle~raata iji{O)2413 
Pres s ecretnry Il'W Forbnmea at Re7s decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium Prz ecenr 44 ,o r lamn•"t 2R~el M e 

disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.  

DoE Must Take Next Step at SRS 
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition Final Environmental Impact Statement
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UNITED STATES SENATE 
HONORABLE STROM THURMOND, SOUTH CAROLINA 

PAGE 1 OF 2

PRE•~or flO reU¢Rne

lfnited ýRattr s 1atr 
WASHINGTON. aDcrm10a-s401

August 13, 1998 

MNi. reg Rudy 
Manager 

oSavannah River Site 
Post Office ec A 
Aikei•. outh Carolin 29802 

Dear Mr. Rudy.  

I regret that I amn unable to attend today's hearing, art I would like to submit Ihiu statemernt lifa" 
tie rwcord which outliees my support for r h location of ite pit disassemblyo s irina at the Savannah 
River Soe (SRS).  

"f•hrc amn many stroang and convincing reasons why the Savannah River Site is unquestionably 
the right choice to receive dhe entite plutonaum disposition m•siasa. mot the lenst ofwhilt isutht it is 
simply the moin logical place to task with this critical funstion. Aasyou know. two , b 
d . ion miusics are already assigned to the Savannah River it udsanding pit dilsassembly themn 

jn vesnfTiciacy In both •prgram management and in budgetary eoosidacruions. I undersand that 
by soo eatinnttc, giving 5SRS the pit dinassemblyminnion will .avethe govenument appr imatelylS1.6 

Furiilermone. Oere is noa ocation In the United States that hmeihe infristructu• naod hiihly 
s led wgaioaqin place• to handle in mision. Locating pit disasenib a e ah Stu 
macvs det rite D��ai a of nergy (DoE) will be alate to apitalirze on asets already found in South 
Carolina. In m tera whlio the Departmcnt of Eveny is seeking ways to streamline s oaegmnizotionand to 
opemrle more efficiently. it does not make iense to split-up the plutoniuima disposition minsion orto create 
what will be redundant infrastruectre by building a pit disimrarnbly facility at another DoE urte.  

Of course, pablin isafy istsue iwhich must be taken intocotidesation and is one that 
exceeds all otlersonreoadrations includirg budgctaysavings. Plutonium is far too volatile a material to 
be handled by individuals or failities that have no experience in dealing with it As you know.the 
Savamtuah River Site has a longsatandig and well earned reputatiotn for safecy. The men and wonton who 
orak at SRS have boon safely mud efficienly handling plutonium since the 1950's and thea is no rea,-a 

for the Deagrtment of Energy to torn anywhere other then to a proven commodity.  

In various documents pabtlihbed by the Department of Energy. that agenc.y ha' akmowledgcd the 
nuitalatlit, of the Savannah RiverSite for piutoiuta dispoasion missioos. I refer to a 1997 
Environmental Impact SttnmentL thw D•paetmeant of Energ tveiurrod to SRSS n "a pl:oniam-unompeict 
site with the most modem,n srre-f-hte-ain ,tnrge and ptrocessig faWillites. a and a ste with the only 
remaining large-cutae chemical separation and prroessing capability In the DoE complex. Ina 1996 
Final Programssatic Enviaonental Impact Statement fir Stockpile Stewardship and Management 
nigardieg Pit MaoUfaeauuingat Panece, DNE sotatd."Pflaonium would not be introduced Into agsitethat 
does not curently have a plutonium infrmalrnaorn becausite ofthe high coat of new plutonium facilities 
and the -'-nplexity of introduoing plutonium operations into nites tditbhour curremt plurnaium 

SCD 44

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.

STROM THURMOND 
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SCD44-1 Alternatives
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SCD16-1

STATEMENT FOR PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 

I ACT, STATEMENT - - NORTH AUGUS T MEET ING • •M 

Good e ng, name is Maury Lane. I work m-

Senator Hollings' ,A 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 missions for

the site,.  

When I first I began at Westinghouse it was crystal 

the 

sie 

clear that the Savannah River Site had world-class 

employees with worqldlaes skills,,withp world-class 

safety record. Let me tell you, £pknows there,0&no 

harder working1 amarter• 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 

Immobolizations -MOX Fuel, and Pit Dissassemby and 

Conversionsbecause there is no laewarshio that can do it 

better cheaner. safer and ouicker than the SeRSsite.  

why is SRS the right choice? Because the community 

S(3CD16

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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at SRS has assembled the safest and most capable work

force in the department; the Site has the facilities and 

infrastructure needed; it is the cheapest option 
0 

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 site.with the most 

modern, state-of-the-art storage . and processing 

facilities." 

As a member of the Senate Energy and Water 

Appropriations Subcommittee, 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 he ana ny new jobs with the 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

SCD16



UNITED STATES SENATE 
MAURY LANE FOR THE HONORABLE ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, SOUTH CAROLINA 

PAGE 3 OF 6 

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 past, "Plutonium (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 

capabilities." ' Senator Hollings agrees with this 

conclusion. 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.  

[ F 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 this site and 

SCD16 
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suprsthe 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 
C, 

dedication of this community to DOE missions. In 

addition, the South Carolina Congressional delegation has 

the political will and power to secure these missions and 

keep them fully funded. £7challenge DOE to find 

political leadership any where else which is working as 

hard as this delegation pic a" AF 

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 when Senator 

Hollings called then Energy Secretary Pena to lobby for 

SRS and the MOX Fuel mission.  

The Senator made it clear that the Savannah River 

Site 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 )a,- ana--ns 

L.- , uLUJAV±La. arA that the MOX plant was coming to 

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

SCD16
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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 

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 

he pushes DOE to do what is right and choose SRS as the 

Consolidated Plutonium Disposition Site.  

Everyone at DOE should know this4TThe Savannah River 0 

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 

decision, but simple decisions are not always made 

easily. I ram 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.  

SCD16 as
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Speaking for Senator Hollings, I can tell you he 

looks 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.

SCD16
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LINtDSO GRAHAM

Congreatoof the ?tniteb tateS 
koun o ft eprrentatibeS 

2MIaibrngton, ME 20515-4003 

PLUTONIUMDISPOSITICONATSRS

I coiunt to supper the Department of Energy's current duol-teack Plutonium Disposition plarn Imust 
reduce theri•kof'peeliferation of thes materials ut oroguesto or terrorist organization amdI must do this 
in a responsible, cost-effective mareer. The people of the Central Savannah River Aim (CSRA) want to be 
pat oftbe anolution usd1I betieve that Savannah Rior Site can and should play avitatrole in disposing oftthis 
excess materiau.  

The Department of rEergylhas made thright decisio nin selecting SRS and its skilled experienced work 
fime as the MOX farl fabrication• site. I hope they continue to show that good jadgement by selecting the 
most qualified, least expesive alteassotive for pit disassembly and conversion, the Savannah River Site. As 
I've said before, I have thel eaury of having comon sense sand cost on my side, but, unfortunatcly, that 
doan't always caroy the day in Washingto. Itsis incuabeat upon us to prove this to DOE.  

Savmanah River Site is the best alternative for pit disassembly and eonverion for the folloving reasons: 

Consolidating the three constituent parts of MOX (disassembly, enoversion, and fubricatins) at a site 
with exaiting plutoniuna infrastructure could sove the Department and ultimately the taxpayers S1.6 
billisns 

The unporallteed community support for this program throughout South Carolina sad enrgia, 
especially in the Aiken SC-AugusLa GA area as evidenced by letters of support from Governor 
Bleesey, imnntions resolations passed by local govremenats, several letters of suppert foro the entire 
congressional delegation, and the appearance of so many Members of Congress/here today.  

SRS has unparalleled expertise in denting with plutonium and currently has the neessary plutonium 
infrashouce in place, an infrastructore that Pautex does not have.  

In the September 1996 Final Progrnmantie Enviromaental Impact Stateenit for Steckpile 
Stewardship and Msiagmssenl, the department wisely and correctly decided notto introduce 
plutonium oxide into a site that does not cesrvntly have a plutonium infi-astrorlcte.  

"Plutonium would not be introduced into a site that does not currently have 
a plooaintom infrastructure because of thehigh cost of newplutonium 
facilitie nad the complexity of introducing plutonium operations into sites 
widtout curaent plusminm capabilities." 

Inroduce plutonium into a site, Like Pantex, that is ; asedy eean would create yet another 
Envilroanmetus Maagement cleanup problensL 

South Canulina has long been a supporter of the Department of Energy programs dating back to the 
Atomni Energy Commission and hopes to continue that relationship.  

Sc£D49

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.

SCD49-1 Alternative
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COUVWe of th~e Mnittb .tattd 

9ssb&WM PC 20515-4003 
In"ne 1, 1997

MIio P. Fsli 

U.S. Dqmntrnne ofEneW~ 
Savaniah~iva Operatonm OT=i 
PO Box A 
AikeSnezh CmT1l6n29902 

Dlew rD. 110od; 

Irqm t6&zvAi beableto pasomly stmd •he U. S. Dptaru t ofEnetly((DOE) 
noo'•mdwos S Ibbo e e pha nko n -bowvc I ,hope yo-r wouops p to be 
poduc6 a n ed adtionl afr thos who pa int•e.  

I kd SIvm*ahZivwr Sti (mks) is dSoei sasitefr b UNPbu p•nuamd pitifo 
minoi. SRS p*ss= a dadd ttewodwad&=eAn is epcded iasanadl pzokaoahei 
co=abied wthmodeamizud fmayTie s ppon Wsmu anxi end t endoun o umety mppoa.  

I am'snporthq w ofDOB's proposed dudl track rpluonmh=e"spostnPursi 
boh aosao opkmvonMem theU.S. s.the & lwirrtyto sect te• epp latc dsposd 
tcaologyfor•&he 4fib t gades ofpklnomti. The pur.y oftheeesponSrade pon 
-s-I,-it d wised fuoruse in esied-osde 00) fin. immobtdg oth rade of potonium 
anuddheft ebest optimafor ftosing oftb4 dspetinlrsstet 

Plsee*ept gmy bedstuihs Px a cecild day ofworksmp md relay my Anoeens 
reg thall cam n t o able join you.  

Sincenel.

LoGst

SCD105

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.

SCD105-1 Alternatives
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..... • °'• Congfreogrof theilnitetmt &tatey 

,ougte of tlF elnta~ tihba 

If" Jue• 19. 1997 

Mr. Hoardd R Canter 
Acting Diector 
Office of Fissite mate•ls DMsposition 
United States DeMunmzt of'Enrsy 
Post Office Box 23786 
Wushixgtsn. D.C. 20026-3786 

Dew W M'. Cernt.

I would likec ,ormmend the Office f•t.bIlMnt posisioo forhaving public 

meetins ovceommg the proposed -as zPs PutordmDispoiton Evo enWIm pact 

Stets (S) P1). ese .f. =pemideavaluste luppouommoty for coteswdrciizenssto 
hawe in ino the deciloamalkiOprto•-- In thi simportant Ratle It is aPleweformeto 

join those who-*a commenting onu tiipbilltics of tbe Sumlt o iver Site for ooducting the 

Um daStirt-eS tofacrustulsnyl - &vnd osh ist-n 

Th iSavrmaho River Site is ldellite~d frte rhe r pluonitsmu distesi nistio• .  

It posgsessesbte only opetain Ia e plotno eml • cilitiCS ies the UoitedStutet, 
andlitns u * fe that is qxp~eriee has •thhndling ofptonsttorn It also comnu e t 

only id tidr nainingprogram in ow Coonnr for this specielinod .w eek-ecetly, faiities at 

the S.vanol River Sit, dth ould be udliwd in performing the smphis plbtoosa dsosition 

mni•on, hawve eon modizuend .td. ader oversight fehse Deuo el;on, as well at the 

fNudefew Facilties; Safely Bowl. thes mffh asompletodared inoe•ot tmev• fornslooing 

thoesefcilities. his also .m yundert•ndings thatd e Sarmnah tRierSiftehas the bsotplutossnm 

it is clur thathe SarenSoa h RiverSite has;iseeunoplewntuoeoflofusstroucarrothat is 

Deededto canyout the perposo plsnumhrmnassiott. us ccflias £ highly s*illcd wotitfosec.  

Additionslly, there is otroagsippett ford"thission isiet hotheeotnistwities 5t~tr odiog the Site.  

I too the Depteucmsoe wmt o gr tt casucielconosideration to the excellentscapabilities of the 

Savannahi RiverSite forcosdwe~ing the =pnilus plteottise disposition misiseon.

fFLOYDD. SPENCE 

MesbaofCSngrDSS 

SCO 107

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.

SCD107-1 Alternatives
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STATEMENT BY CONOP.ESSMAN FLOYD D. SPENCE 

FORTTHE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY PUBLIC MEETING 
ON ThE SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

STATEMENT 
THURSDAY. AUGUST 13,1998 

NORTH AUGUSTA COMMUNITY CENTER - NORTH A GUSTA, SOUTH CAROLVA_ 

I Is a pleasure for me to join those who are commenting today en the proposed sites for 

conducting the United States Departneoc of En•rgy srplu plutonium disposition mission. I 

would like to commend the Office ofFinll¢eMaterials Disposition for having five (5) public 

mcetigs coccerning the draft 'Surplus Plutonium Dispositbon Invizoumneral Impact Statement" 

(SPD E19). These meetings provide a valuable opportunity for concerned uitireet to aw input 

into the decision making process in this important matter.  

As the Cogosonsta for the Second District of South Carolina, Ittn proud to represent an 

ares otfo State, which incuds Poet ofthe S vannah River Site (SRS9ite), asv well as • n6ies 

that are heavily imputctd by the Site. Also, As the Cha•r•_an of'the House Committee on 

National Secutity, I am keenly aware ofthe cructal role that the Plutonium Disposition Prognam 

plays In our" retional security posture, which is of n hi ud ty to the Congress.

The Dtaqrirtt of E_.Say is currently aesw ing the capabilities of two locations, the 

SRS and the Pantex Plant, to carry out the first•omponent ofthe Plutooium Dispooition 

Program, that ofpit disossetnbly and oton roon. The Deptutment is to be corm ended on the 

earlier decision to locate the Mixed-Oxide Fuel (MOX) Fabhicatloo Facility atshe SRS and I 

would like to note t that, in the nnouncement of tht decision, Former Secretory Peso 

particularbW6r.e ,nofthoexisting infrsh-tucurcand the exeE5! mofthe work force in

1

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 
in the SPD EIS ROD.
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t i" " . These assets are eulyaim to pit disassembly 

and conversson.  

The SRS is idel a or the surplus plutonium disposition mission. It posesses the 

only oerating large-scale plutonium processing capabilities in the United States, and the 

fthilities that would be utilized in performing the nsuplus plutonium disposition mission have 

been m sizedrecently. Also, under oversight homst th Depamrment and the Defense Nuclear 

Facilities Safety Boa"d, the highly skilled stuff at the SRS bas completed a readiness review for 

the continued operations of those tfcilities.  

Another sienificani foetor to consider is that ofsey. The SRS is arloowted ed as the 

sast Department of Fnergy site, with the beat sjutonium handling safety r.cord he &"1 

A- Department's facilities. The American public rc•ognizes that there ram seeious risks related to 

the handling of plutoniun. Therefore, it is vital that a espeiall.trained and c.R;droedark 

force bea etrustod with this responsibility. Ihe SRS has such a pork fQe.  

E o is also very imnportant . in the Department's recest cost report, it is submitted 

"thlocating the pit disassembly an conversion mission at the SRS would save taxpayers t 

l t . Fudhcrthmore I have been advised that the potqtsa s could reach 

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

aiccs ib andto maintainss ntrong ital defense. I encourage the 
z:1 

SCD18
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TXD52-1

KA.y BAILEY HUYCHISON

wnitoo 5tatt orso ate 
WASHIINGTON, OC 21)51 {40ý

August 11, 1998

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 I.  

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

U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissilo Materials Disposition 
c/o SPD EIS 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786 

Attention: Mr. Bert Stevenson, NEPA Compliance Offices 

Re: Comment on DOE's Draft Suplus Plutonihnu Disposition Environmental Impoct 
Statement 

Deon Mr. Stevenson: 

Thank you for tie opportunity to conment on the Department of Energy's (DOE) Draft Surplus 
Plutonium Disposition Environmental lmpact Statement (SPD EIS).

First and foremost any current and future fioeotions at Pantex must be conducted inna safe and 
environmentally sound mamner. Our first priority is to ensure that expansion at Pantex does cot 
impair the health or safety of arna residents or have an adverse effect on the environment. This 
mast be a prerequisite to any current or future activities at Patmex.  

We are 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 
for the disassembly/conversion mission- We do not understand DOE's decision to site the MOX 
facility at SRS, since Pantex remains the best acd most nest-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 smecessarily increase any safety hazards of dealing with plutoniem.  
Such a decision would also ignore the facts that make parsex 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 nd securing pits and 
the related infrasetructre. Furtlermore, given the current weapons disassembly and storage 
functions at pantex, disassembly and conversion of the pits already located them is consistent 
with the historic mission of the plant

3

TXD52

As indicated 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. In addition, 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, CostAnalysis 

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons- Usable Plutonium 
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost

General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
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There are a number of other budgetary and policy reasons why DOE should site disposition 

fractions at Pantex. First, due to its lower labor costs and utility rates, as well as its abundant 

water and land availability, Pantex clearly is morn rcst-effective than SRS over the life of the 

program. Second, trnsportation of plutonium in non-classfied form (after disassembly and 

conversion at Pantex) to the SRS is far preferable to the perils that would be incurred by 

annecessorily shipping plutonium in a weapome-ready fora. Third, Pantex has the necessary 

safety, security, and surveillance capabilities to accommodate an expanded role. Finally, the 

Pantex plant enjoys unparalleled public and congressional support for new missions and could 

provide them at the lowest cost to the taxpayer.  

In summary, we utrongly believe that Pantex should be selected for the pit disassembly 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 not 

another facility in the world that can perfoarm this mission at the same caliber of Pantex.  

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

Sincerely,

United States Senator

3
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United States Seunaor

TXD52

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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Statement ofRepresentative Mac Thornberry 

at the Public Hearing on the 

Department of Energy Surplus Plutonium Disposition 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

August 1, 1998 

I would first like to thank, once again, the Department of fnergy for holding this important public 

hearing on where to build the new facilities for the plutonium disposition program. This 

tremendously important 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 threateni the security of the 

United States. I commend the Department, and its dedicnted public servants, in working to 

secure such a future.  

Before I turn to the specific issue at hand - siting the pit disassembly and conversion facility at 

the Pantex Plant .-- Twant to provide some additional context. Since I came to Congress to 

represent this district three andoa half years ago, one of my primary interests and concerns have 

been miaintaining and strengthening our nation's nuclear weapons complex (because nuclear 

weapons remain the foundation ofour defemse posture). But at the same time, I have been 

heavily engaged in aggressively pursuing nonproliferation policies that serve to reduce the threat 

of nuclear war world wide. I am fortunate to represent a facility that has an opportunity to serve 

both ofthese important interests 

Acting upon these interests, I was able to travel to Russia last year to visit with their Minister of 

Atomic Energy and others about both US and R.ussian interests in plutonium disposition. Among 

the most important conclusions I drew from the experience was the need for our country to 

achieve our goals ofRusmian plutonium disposition as quickly as possible. I believe the Unhid 

States has a particular and indefinite window of opporunity in which to act to help Russia 

eliminate the products ofthe Cold War that could still threaten us today. Neither I nor anyone 

else can knows br sure when that window swill close, or when the warming of US-Russo relations 

will once again cool. I believe we mrust take adanttage of the opportunity that is presented to do 

as much as possible, as quickly as possible, and as effectively as possible.  

Ta;104

TXD04-1 Nonproliferation 

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 ofprinciples with the intention of removing approximately 

50 t(55 tons) ofplutonium 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.
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TXD04-2 Transportation

As you are well aware, the Panhandle of Teaus proudly possesses a long and superb record of 

service in support ofour country's national security. In the last several years we have endured, itf 

not enjoyed, a similarly long series of public comment sessions, briefings, and hearings on the 

future of Patex and the role it will continue to play. On each ofthese occasions, our citizens 

have been pleased and prcmd to demonstrate our appreciation for the important work Pantex 

performs, our enduring interest insa safe environment, and our overwhelming public support for 

the Plant and its future missions.  

And we come here again today to strongly urge you to place the plutonium pit disassembly facility 

at Pantex. Pentex is the common-sense choice--not because it is the best thing for our area, but 

because itris the best thing for our country. Thesre are four key reasons for this.  

1. Fit disassembly is consistent with the historic mission afuantes. For over 40 years, 

Pantex has been the Departmenl's primary facility for taking apart weapons and demilitarizing the 

component parts. Pit disassembly is a natural and common-sense extension of that mission.  

Because we have always done this type ofmwork, we have a safe and solid history of strict 

production operations management. No current site in the complex has handled more pits, more 

times thanr Paone.  

2. Panstex has the pits now. This point is as significant as it is obvious.  

" Transportation or the pits would be talogistical nightmare. The pit packagi•ng and 

unpackaging expertise that exists today only at Pantes would have to be recreated at 

Savannah River at substantial cost. Furthenrore, such a decision would put additional and 

unnecessary requirements on the Department's Transportation and Safeguards Division.  

" Transportation of the pits would create unnecessary and additional proliferation 

risk. Shipping ones 15,000 plutonium pits across country in their classified weapons 

configuration is unnecessary and irresponsible.efy performing pit disassembly at Pantex 

and then shipping demilitarized and unclassified plutonium oxide, the Department can 

eliminate such unnecessary risk.  

" Transportation of the pits would create unnecessary and additional political risk.  

Many political, budgetary and diplomatic issues stand as obstacles to quickly commencing 

the plutonium disposition strategy. Siting pit disassembly at Pantex allows the 

Department to move out aggressively on dvnmilitarizing surplus weapons material i•anp.sae 

and putting that material under bilateral inspection inna manner which enhances our arms 

control 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, Pantax is the more affordable and flexible site for this long interim step 

before final disposition

2 

3

TXD04

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 ofradioactive 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 unparalleled community and political aspport. 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 S0% range among the residents of the Amarillo area.  

Furthermore, the Plant enjoys the strong bi-partisan support of the 32-nember-srnong Texas 

Congressional Delegation. The Department must have broad based political support for its 

plutonium disposition strategy to succeed Planing pit disassembly at Pantea 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 

at a lower cost. Pant"a has the most modern safeguards and security system, and a world-class 

and highly decorated guard force. The plant's emergency mcanagement system was recognized as 

the "Standard Setter" aftera joint assessment by Defense Programs and Nonproliferation and 

National Security. Since this system already has in placn integrated safety elements for plutonium 

operations, it could easily accommodate the new pit disassembly mission.  

In summary, siting the pit disassembly mission at Pantcx is the common-sense approach. It is 

consistent with what sue have always done and allows the Department to avoid the cost and 

problems ofhaving to transport the pits across the country. Finally, the workers at the plant, the 

members of our community, and the political leadership of our State are ready and willing no 

proudly accept this mission and begin a new partnership with your Department

4

TXD04

TXD04-4 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, CostAnalysis 

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.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response TXD04-2.
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MD148-1 Human Health Risk

MAC TeOneeeM ' conaredo 0f tit anitteb tateg 

August 19, 1998

easeoc 0.  
-M-enasa

Ms. Lem Holgate 
Director 
Office Of Fismile Materials Disposition 
Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Ave.. SW 
Washing ,D.C. 20585 

Dear Laur 

You may recall that during the hearing loot week in Amarillo a mnumber of speakers made 

the point that over the pest two yewts the Savannah River Site had suffered 99 reportable sLfety 

incidents while Pantex had only experienred 10 rpormtble incidents. Although SRS employs 

roughly 5 times as many people as Pamtex and each site has a very different mission, SRS had 10 
tms as many reported safety incidents.  

I do not doult that the SRS wnkforcc is very capable, but I] do want to emphasize what I 

believe is a very unique production and safety culture at Pantex. For overforty years ,the 

personnel at Pantex have developed and mefwned a very ptofessional work ethic ehara•ratriaed by 

stric adherence to safety rules. ThIt is one of the reasons I believe the work should be 
performed at Paure.  

I bust you will co•sider the enclosed douanents detailing this information as you analz 

the siting decision.

Mae Tibombrs 
Memober of cnges

VWMTac

MD148

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, I 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 a 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. I 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

WAD20

CostWAD20-1
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 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 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.
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Congress of tbe Iiiteb *attf 
UastuVM;M, R 20515 

Aun-_ .3, 1998 

The Honorable Bill Richardson 
Secretary of Energy 
1000 Tndtpdece Avenu. SW 
Wasingtn, DC 20585 

Dea Secretary Ric:ardan: 

congratwaions on bein confrmed to your new appointment as Secartaryof Encr. Among 
the many, isse you will be facng tam deal with ow stae, this letterperirn to both fisca 
responsibinty and t•e econommic diversifica=on of the Hanford site.  

The Depament of Enaerg (DOE) ,ectly announced it elimnamed the HLaserd site asan 
altr v des smg preired locatcns for two btelhe needed to unplernenctkl nation's 
pttnomm dispoition strateegy. The Sevaan River site in South Caroliaa is she prfexned si=e 
for a plmat to fabricam plutoniam into mixbd oxide (MO=O fuce, hile both he Savannh River 
sire and Paniex Plant in Texwa are preferred to build, pit dismambly and DoMWnv n plat- ThI 
Hanford site was eiRe flom onsidderain lathe E en Impact St-et (S 
became, according to DOE, 'Hanford's claup minsion is ritical and should rmain its op

We do not d dm Ct cleanup efforts remain the prioity Sa anfeord, howewve, we tarthat •ihe 
Department's decision is fiscally irresponsible ind 1e decla re so liminae MHanford San 
altemnave locaton. l most eminly insect te f-me avarlability of cleap ftmdl Since 
Hanford has an exiling maal-pMpoS i faility kW as tohe Fuels and Matrl s & Eýxnt 
Facility (FMi) more than $50 millioC could be saved ifo• m u e dispostonaaviies were 

ae there. rnT e is m. itical t seducig the affvailability of exmess V'apons-gra materials 

thertfore uizatioo ofetxisfg faclities would be bewefieal in bringing the dispostion project 
on-lure.

Last July, as part of the public scoprig hearing for its Surplus Pioniu 'Disposition projct,'e 
urged the Department to thdeonogly analywe and courparanot only each of the possible sirtes' 
technical feasibilityu the costs of both capital coestu•tion aod operatiom ofdigsposition 
activities We asked that the £1S comp= aid indiw ¢cosOf usim9ex i fadltes sash as 
those at Hartford vasus the constmrcioaofanw facilitie We AlsoqueteD he eametm 
address timig eesiderosns and eompartsons to lsmng exitzg or ntew facles on-ine ard 
de=mie the most expdhsious nd ecoeroesialsvray oto ocee It is obvious by the seletio of 

the preferred alternatives that te Dturent did not considerith= cosM ortirin.  
Additionally, t RIS does not appear to acctratdy reflect coat comparison of ite altenatives.  
This disregud for overall costs of pstroium disposition ill be detrilm a in aM ptng to 

WAD03

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 CostAnalysis in Support of 

Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 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 

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, it is 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.

WAD03-1 Alternatives
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fl t• UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C 246 

•o1 619980 

E~ en CEU h'ZI'Z 

rEwvcvicEww Amnno •t,= A SSURANC 

Mr. Howard R. Canter 
Acting Director 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
U.S. Deparlmenl of Energy 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 

Dear Mr. Cante 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 91 
W and Section 309 of thoel~ean Air Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 

reviewed the Departmrnt of Energy Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact 
Statenit (SPD EIS). The stated purpose and need for the proposed action 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 stimely manner.  

"The SPD EIS addresses the extent to which each oftwo plutonium disposition approaches 

[immoblization and conversion to mixed oxide (MOX)] would be implemented and analyzes 

candidate sites for plutonium disposition facilities, n well as alternative technologies for 

immobilization. The SPD EIS analyzes 50 metric tons (t) of surplus weapons-usable plutonium, 

which is primarily in the fonr of pits, metals, and oxides (p. S-I). The document presents a total 

of23 alernantives plus a No Action Ahtenatie that evaluate options for siting, construction, 

operation, and ulatisnely decontamination and decommissioning (D&D) of three types of 

plutonium disposition alicilities: 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 evaluated. In addition to the presented alternatives, the EIS 

separatly evaluates the establishmsent ofa MOX lead assembly facility at five sites and 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 Asken, South 

Carolina. a MOX facility at SRS, and a pit conversion facility at either 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 approximataly 17t would be 

immobilized inna ceramic form. placed in cans, and embedded in large canisters containing high

level vitrified waste for ultimate disposal in a geologic repository pursuant to the Nuclear Waste 

Policy Act (NWPA). Approximately 33t would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be 

irradiated in existing domestic commercial reactors The reaulting spent fuel would be placed inna 

geologic repository pursuant to NWPA (pp. S-8 and S-9).
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The EIS provides adequate analysis and appropriate mitigation measures for most of the 

proposed activities and resource areas that are analyzed exept for those discussed below. The 

models used for air quality impact analysis (ISCST3), radiological impacts (GENII computer 

code), and accident impacts (MACCS2) are appropriate and were used correctly. Assumptions 

used in the modeling and impact analyses were consistent with supporting site information, and 

appropriate given the resource areas and hazardous materials associated with the proposed actions 

However, the -IS appears deficiet in the following areas.  

TheBEIS does not fully analyze all activities that arc past ofthe proposed action or that may 

affect proposed alternatives and impact analysis. For example, MOX fuel reactor impactsand 

impacts from transoranic (TRU) waste processing to rneet Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) 

waste acceptance criteria at Lo Alamos National Laboratory (LANL).  

The FIS obscures the central choice of what do with the plutonium (dispose all or dispose 

some and convert remnaindert o MOX) with a prolifaration ofaltemativen and subalternatives. It 

has exhaustive analysis of certain details, but does not address other relevant issues, or refers to 

other studies for key pieces ofinforamation. To male the environmental choices clear, the EIS 

needs to include a focused comparison of the alternatives that DOE favors (#3a-Use SRS for pit 

disassembly, pkstosium conversion and immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication or 4Sa-Do pit 

disassembly at Pantexe verything else at SRS) with the parallel options that dispose of all the 

plutonium and do not create MOX. (Alternatives 12a and i2c). This should include a lifecycle 

analysis of the flow of material to and through the DOE operations and, is the case of MOX fuel, 

through commercial reactors to temporary storage to disposal.  

"The analysisaofthes¢ key alternative (e.g., 3a versus 1,a) should assemble all the relevant 

information including costs and the consequences of disposal of the fuel. To leave these as 

separate studies to be completed later (see page 1-5) is to leavn the public, outside commentators, 

and perhaps even DOE derision-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 seams of econotic impacts on the commnercial reactor fuel market, and impacts of on-site 

storage of spent MOX fuel assemblies at commercial reactors. The SFD EtS should include an 

analysis ofthe economic impacts of the use ofMOX as subslitute fuel. The following statement 

in the introduction is unclear: "A number of commetators expressed concern over the market 

viability of alternative reactor fuels, even though MOX fuel would not be sold on the open 

market(page 1-5). We believe that the use of33 tons of plutonium to make MOX fuel for use 

in reactors will have sume displacement effect even if it is given away and not sold.  

We belie that the data presented do not fully support the selection of ltb DOE preferred 

option- The analysis suggests that the environmental impacts of converting part of the plutonium 

to MOX are consisteatly greater than disposing of all the metal. Transuranic (ThU) and Low 

Level Waste (LLW) are about 10% greater, human health risks are slightly greater, the distance 

that material nsta travel i4 65% greater. Costs are not presented, and the foreign affairs benefits 

are vague, presumably because of security or diplomatic concerns. Given this, it is important that

1 
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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-WideEnvironmenta I ImpacttStatementfor Continued Operation 

oftheLosAlamosNationalLaboratory(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 ofNEPA 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 as a 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 

Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which 

analyzes the environmental impacts from construction, operation and
Is 
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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 a new annex at SRS for plutonium conversion 

and immobilization, thereby reducing the number of reasonable alternatives 

to the 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, CostAnalysis 

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.
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Comparison of Alternative 3 with Alternative 12A at SRS 

Summary of Impacts Alternative 
3 12A 

Air quality 
(incremental pollutant concentrations In pg/mi)" 

Carbon monoxide 0.37 0.246 

Nitrogen dioxide 0.0634 0.0529 

PMo 0.00423 0.00364 

Sulfur dioxide 0.124 0.0852 

Waste management (Ms)b 

TRU 1800 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)' 
Counsruution (workforce) 

Dose 4.1 2.9 

LCFs 1.6e0° 1.2-10' 

Operations 
Dose 

Public 1.8 1.6 

Workers 456 446 

LCFs 
Public 9.0x10" S.OxlO' 

Workers 1-8 1.8 
Facility accidents' 

Tritium reloase at pit conversion facility 5.0r 10' 5.0O10

Transportation' LCT s 8.pxlOa 0.152 
Traffin fatalities 5.3-101 8"IxlO' 

Kilometers traveled (millions) 43 4.4 

Additionalrisk of LCFs at Pantex 9 3xltf' 83-10

* Values represent the incremental criteria pollutant conentrations amociated with ssrplus plutonium 
disposition operations for the acnuaet aeraging period for nilinger dioxide, particulate matter with an 

aerodynamic diameter sintaller than or equal to 10 microns (PM15), and sulfur dioxide, and for the 8-lr 
averaging period for carbrnh ioxidiosn 

o Valuoreabased onuarconstructionperiod oftapproxireatoly 3 aid 10yers of operation.  

oValuer are for the peak ysar of construction for each site and for the annual operation of all facilities for 

eachd ohematie 
Valoes r. p n the total land distroiac at. echl site froni COsi-treuion aId op-rLtioni

Values for Alternative I represcun impacts over St years of operation under No Action. Those ror the 

remaining alternatives ar for the period oftonstrureion and 10 years of operation. Publio dose values 

represcrt the annual radiological dose (in poson-rem) to thi populalion within 603km (50 mi) of the 

facility for the year 2030 under Alernative 1, or for 2010 under Ahernaitives 2 through 12. Worker 
dose valuos rprescrt the total radiological dose to involsad workers at she facility (in person-msyear).  

Public LCFs reprsent the 50-year LCFs estimstead 0o occur in the populasion within 80 km (50 mi) for to 

the year 2030 uader Alternative I, or the 50-year LCFs estimated to occur for the year 2010 under 
Alternatives 2 through 12. Worker LMs represest the associated 50- or 10-year LCFs estimated to o 
occur in the involved warkforce.  

r The most severc design bhois accidents (based on 95 prce mt nereorological conditions) is used to obtain ha 

the population LCF.c' 
9 For alternatives that involve more than one site, the transportation impacts for the entire alternative are 

shower in the first sitt listed in the alternative. LCFs =ariom the radiological esposurc associated with " 
intident-fme upe ,tion, radiological accidents, and farilities expected as & resiuts of vehicle emissions, 
Traffic fataltius are from nonradiological vehicle accidents. LCFs at Pantr aer associated with o 

repackaging requirements if the pit conversion facility is located lsewhereh .  
fKey: LCF, latent cancer fatality; LLW, low-level waste; TRU, m in c.uor",
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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 option is that the MOX 

fuel would be selectively packaged with cooler LEU fuel to obviate any 

overall heat output restriction. As a result, 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 Ill, Chapter 4.  

FD325-4 Alternatives 

The selection of a preferred alternative by the decisionmaker was based on a 
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 fiurther information regarding the preferred alternatives.  

"M
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the analysis address omitted environmental effects such as fuel disposal (given that MOX has 

somewhat different cbemnicat and physical properties than typical reactor fuel) and provide a more 

complete picture of the tradeoffs involved.  

The overall analysis depends on the use ofa number of modets including MACCS2 for 

accident occurrence. Under routine operations the effects ofthe various alternatives are not 

great. The key is the plaushility of the probabilities of an accident. The figures given are 

generally quite low. This may be reasonable, but some explanation of the derivation oftthe figures 

would be helpful and would increase confidence in the final result 

Based upon our review, we have rated the Draft SPD EIS EC-2. Environmental Concerns 

Inasaffient Information (see attached Summary of the EPA Rating System) This rating reflects 

our conclusion that the Final EIS should provide additional information, particularly an alternative 

analy3is fr MOX uil assnreoien. Our environmental concears are based upon the effects on 

water and ecological resourees and the presence of coeamiration in the existing environment and 

lack ofassurance, based on inbsufficient information, that the proposed operations, as described, 

would not lead to further adverse impacts of a sissilar kind. Our detailed comments are attached.  

We appreciate the opportunity to coisent on the proposed projact, tfyou have any 

questions or wish to discuss any aspect ofrour comments, please contact me or Marguerite Dufly 

of my staff at (202) 564-7148 

Sincerely, 

Richard E. Sanderson 
Director 
Office of Federal Activities

4 

5 

6

Enclosres

FD325

FD325-5 Facility Accidents

MACCS2 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 

L Scope of Anatslys 
Referec 
p.l-6, Section 1.5 
P.1-8, Section 1.5 
P.4-360, Section 4.27.4.2 

The ERS notes (p. 1-6) lhat 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 
activities on potential processes for the disposition of aurplus plutonium are ongoing (p. 1-8).  

Recommend that to the extent that R&D activities alter the proposed action and alternatives, or 
environmenal impact analyses, they should also be included in the finsd EIS.  

At each of the sines where TRU waste would be generated (except LANL), facilities are proposed 
far the processing of the waste to meet WIPP waste acceptance criteria. Potential impacts are 

Then analyzed based oan the processing facility. The document 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 impacts for TRU waste processing for WIPP 

disposal be included based on the infonmation provided in the LANL Site-wide IS.  

2. Eonlogicl Resources 
Reference 
p. 3-77. Section 3.3.8.1.1 

Commet 

The section states that "Important game animals that reside at 1NEEL include roughly 30 percent 

of Idaho's pronghorn antelope population, sage grouse, mule deer, and elk". It is doubtful that 30 
percentt of the state's population of pronghorn reside at MhEEL. This number ofrpronghorn have 

been observed to winter there in the past but are nigratory and do not reside at the INEEL.  

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 

.Cmment 
The cited listings of threatened and endangered species and species of concern omit the mention 

of plant species listed by the states as rame, senoitive, or plant species of special concern.

7 

8

9

10

FD325

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 Ecological Resources 

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.  

FD325-10 Ecological Resources 

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 0 was added to provide the results of informal 

consultations with the respective USFWS regional offices and State 

equivalent offices for the candidate sites.

FD325-7 MOX Approach
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General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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

there are no plant species ofspecial concern near the proposed sites at Panmex and IdERl.. The 

impact sections (p.4-319 and 4-325) should indicate that listed or sensitive plant species would 

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. Resource Areas 

p. S-21 
p. 4.1 
pp. 4.311 to 4-336, Section 4.26 

The EIS should provide additional detail sd justification for the determination that the proposed 

aetions have no or "minimal" impacts on following resource areas: Geology and Stils, Water 
Resources, Ecological Resources, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Land Use and Visual 

Resources, and Infrastructure. At a minimum, DOE should address how and through what 

analytical processes such determinations were made. The Additional Environm-ental Resource 

Analyses section (pp. 4.311 to 4-336, Section 4.26) provides primanily conclusions and 

determinations without supporting analysis.  

4. Relationship to Other Actions and Programs 
Reference 
pp. 1-10 to 1-12, Section 1.7.1 

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

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

revisited in this document (e.g. immobilization technology assessment). Also, the S&D PEIS 

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.  

S. Description of Alternatives 

p. S-3, S-8, S-10 

p. 1-4 

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 those alternatives also include another series of alternatives 

(not presented as alternatives or mentioned in the cover sheet abstract) regarding lead assembly 

production sites and FIE sites. For exanmple, p. S-3 and p. 1-4 list additional decisions to be made 

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

time (p. S-10). It is unclear whether ti eselection ofa PIE site from among two alternatives is

10

11

12

13

FD325

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 Purpose and Need 

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.  

The Storage andDisposition 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 document 

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.

FD325-11

I
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FD325-14 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

among the decisions that the DOE intends to make in the ROD.  

6. Mitlgntlons 

p. 4-332, Section 4.26.44.1 

Many of the mitigations arce descr'bed in theE[S as ones that "could" be employed, implying that 
they may help to mitigate impacts hot are not formally proposed. Proposed midtigations should be 

clearly identified as such, both in the EIS and the ROD. In the erxample referenced, the EIS 

should be more specific about the direct impacts that arm expected if the listed possible mitigations 
do not occur.  

7. Purpose and Need 

p. 1-3, Section 1.2 

The EIS should morn clearly explain how the preferred altermativc(s) dearly meet the stated goals 
of fewer etvironmental impacts and improved proliferation resistance.  

S. MDX Fue Econoaic Impacta 

pp. 1-5 to 1-6 
p. 4-378, Section 4.28 

The economic impacts on the commercial reactor fuel market of the use of MOX at commercial 
reactors should be addressed in the EIS. These impats may have the potential to be significant in 

nature. DOE should describe the proess whereby MOX will be provided to commercial reactors 

(e.g. sold, provided free) and analyze the resulting impacts on the commercial reactor fuel market.  

9. MOX Fuel Storage Impacts 
Reference 
p 2-27, Section 2.4.3 
p. 2-58. Section 2.17.1 
p. 4-378, Section 4.28 

The Draft EIS euremly defers the impact analysis relating to specific reactors to the Final EIS.  
This may not give adequate oppoartunity for the public, interested organizations, and government 

agencies to have their comments on this analysis addremed in the ElS.  

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

113

14

15

3 

FD325

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.

-3

0 

a 

0 
rs 

a 

a 

'0 
0 
a 
'-5 

'23 
n..  
'5

I



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
SRICHARD E. SANDERSON, WASHINGTON, D.C.  

PAGE 11 of 14
FD325-16 Transportation

MOX fuel assemblies at commercial reactors. (p. 2-27. Sec. 2A.3) Issues that should be 

addressed include whether there is adequate storage capacity at the commercial sites, wet versus 

dry storage questions (i.e 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 

IAEA Spent Fuel Standards). p. 2-58, See. 2.17.1 seems to imply pool storage for 6 months.  

Also, the procedure of only irradiating the MOX fuel assemblies until the IAEA standards are met 

may generate more spent fuel than usual low-enriched uranium (LEU) (p. 4-378. See. 4.28).  

10. Transpertation 

Appendix L 
p. L-23, Section L.6.5 

Transportalion analysis in the EIS for all alternatives that require the transport ofplutoninm pits 

should address unique security issaes (if any) and demonstrate that heightened proliferation 

resistance will be ensured- Where current DOE transportation methods and carriers are proposed, 

the EIS should clearly demonstrate that such methods will meet the unique requirements 

necessitated by transport of weapons grade plutonium sport fuel in order to protect the 
envsronmet..  

•eference 
p. 2-33, Table 2-3 

Additional waste shipments to WIPP, NTS, and/or Yucca Mountain ofTRU. LLW, and mixed

LLW wastes generated at the pit conversion facility, immobilization facility, MOX factlity, and 

lead assembly fabrication facility should be considered in the transportation analysis.  

1t. Health Analysis 

Genend 

Comment 
For the human health analysis, theElS should compare the potential impatts of the proposed 

actions with applicable DOE, EPA, NRC, and OSHA standards.  

12. Safety and Emergency Planning 

General 

Comment 
It appears as though the potentially significant impacts for the proposed actions are in the area of 

safety. The EIS should discuss the tailored safety and emergency management plans that have 

been or will be developed to mitigate the impacts of the various accident and disaster events.

3

16

17

18

19

FD325

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 ofradioactive 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.  

FD325-17 Transportation 

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 I. 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.  

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 ofthe 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 Act are 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 

PAGE 12 of14 

for workers associated with the proposed actions.  

FD325-19 Facility Accidents 

As discussed in the Emergency Preparedness sections of Chapter 3 of 
Volume I, 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.  
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FD325-20 Air Quality and Noise

13. Noise Impacts 
Reference 
p. 4-4

7
, Section 4.4.1.1 

pp. 4-329 to 4-332 
Appendix F 

Commcnar b 
The conclusions regarding potential nois impacts for the various alternatives do not appear to be 

aipported by analysis and modeling. For example see SRS impacts at p. 4-47, Sec. 4.4.1.1 and 20 

pp. 4-329 to 4-332.  

14. Event Probabilities 
Reference 
p. 4-60, Section 4.4,2.6 
p. 4-55, Section 4.4.2.5

Comment 
The DEIS uses ftequency and probability of certain events in the analysis without a description of 

the methodology used in determining the frequency and probability of those everns. For example, 

the probability of more severe accidents than those described on p. 4-60 is stated as"] chance in 

10 ntllion per year" and the frequency of the described earthquake on P. 4-55 is "I in 100,000 

and I in 10,000,000 per year".  

15. Site Specific 

EPA Region IX review ofshe SPD EIS focused on a possible Mixed Oxide Fuel (MOX) lead 

assembly at Lawrence LivermoreNational Laboratory (LLNL). Page I-10 oftheDBEIS states 

that, at this time, DOE does not have a preference (preferred alternative) for the location of a 

lead assembly or a Postirradiation facility (PIE). In the FEIS, DOE should identify its preferred 

alternative fbrthe lead assembly facility ad a PIE facility. EPA, Region IX. has rated the 

section of the DEIS devoted to LLNL as EC-2- environmental concerns, insufficien 

information. Our concerns are baseds n the presence oftontmesination in the existing 

environment at LLNL and lack of assurance, based on insufficient informasion, that the proposed 

operations, ns described, would not lead to further adverse impacts ofa similar kind.  

The Superfund Division provided background information regarding Lawrence Livermore. The 
main facilities and a separate location, area 300, are both nationally listed. federal, Superfbnd 

sites. Under the Council on Environmettal Quality (CEQ) Regulations at40CFR 1502.15, the 

EIS should describe the environment of the area(s) toube affected or created by the alternatives 

under consideration. Similarly, an E1S should describe cumulative impacts which are defined at 

40 CFR 1508.7 as including impacts from past actions. In the case of LLNL, platonium 

anomalies have been found in soils within Big Trees Park, adjacent to the facilities. The site is 

carrently being investigated and the scurce or mode ofplutonium deposition is at this point yet 

to be determined. The FEIS should provide additional background information on the existing

21 

22

FD325

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.

FD325-21 Facility Accidents

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.

FD325-22
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 was revised to include a discussion of the cumulative 

impacts at LLNL and LANL.
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FD325-23 Cumulative Impacts

contamination, in the contest of providing assurance to the public that the Proposed Action 

would not result in additional conmanination. Even if reftrence documentation is provided, the 

FEIS should provide additional narrative general background information regarding the 

superfund site.  

16. Cumulative Impact 

The cumulative impact section of the document is quite brief and appears to de-emph the 

various problems that have historically occurred at the variouas diacussed facilities. Cumulative 

impacts include incremental impacts of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions (40 CFR 1509.7). Major past or cuRent impacts are 

discussed under "affected envirosant"- Chapter 3; however, these impacts (e.a, ground water 

contamination at Hanford) shod be summnaried, perhsaps in table/matrix format within chapter 
4. Chapter 4 shouldI dmify the potential affected resources, a geographical area for analyais 
(scale is reso•uce specific), and expected cumulative impacts. We refer the DOE to the recently 

completed CEQ guidance entitled Comsdering Cwsdoi' Effects, for ways it can enhance and 
provide a more mseaingful cumulative impacts analysis.

22

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.

FD325-24 DOE Policy

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

17. RadiLonuclde National Emistion Standards 

Table 5-1 addresses the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) 

(NESHAP) (40 CFP Pert 61) but does not discuss the criteria under which the facility would 

need to apply for permission to construct or modify their operation. While it is unlikely that 24 

LLNL would have to formally apply, we would request that LLNL (or another proposed facility) 

provide EPA with its radionuclide NESHAP review prior to commencing operations 
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General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Hello, this is Patricia Birnie in Tucson, Arizona. Ijust 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.

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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September 14, 1998 

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
United States Departsent of Energy 
P.O.Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3796 

Dear Officials: 

We have reviewed the SPD EIS, dated July 1999, and wish to make the 
following contaitnts.  

The purpose of the SPD is to redunce the threat of hUeclear weapons 
prolifberation by making surphis weapons-usable plutonium inaccessible and 
unattractive fcr re-use in an environmentally safe and timely manner".  
The goal is ommmendable, and as much should be implemented as quickly as 
potible, and with the minimum of transportation of the materials (for 
safety, less enavironmental exposere. and minimal access to theft).  

While the text stated, "DOE will base the fIliowing decisions on the 
analytical results of'this SPD EIS midother cos schedule, and 
nonprolferarion contiderattons...." I was unable to find any cost 
comparisons discussed or tabulated in this report. It would have been 
helpful to have had thin information included, and not in the separate report 
indicated in this document.  

The purpose of the SPD is nt for any "eonomic benefit" of using the 
plutonium as find for comamcial reactors since the NAS and other studies 
document that phlonium fuel would be far more expensive than the preset• 
LED now so readilyavailable at very low cost. With electric utility 
competition (deregulation) being implemented in this country, already 
several reactors are being permanently shut down because of'their 
excessive cost in comparison to other methods ofgeneration. It would be 
a waste of taxpayer money to subsidize the expensive reactors' retrofits, 
maintenance and socurity costs for utilizing the MOX fuel. Not chousing 
the MOX option would also avoid the cost of bilding MOX fabrication 
plants and rediuce the necessity to transport the tosic material in the public 
domain.

2

We find it objectionable for the DOE to reserve the option to use some of 
the auplus plutonium as MOX fuel in Canadian Deuterium Uranium 3 
(CANDU) reactos, for all of the above reasons, and in addition, we

FD317

,ýýolders 
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FD317-1 Cost

I

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 (DOEFMD-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 isthe focus. We have difficulty 

supporting a process (MOX fIel use) that bridges the traditional separation between militar and 
civilian uses of nuclear materials. Since Russia is "'roke", the U.S. is likely to finance whatever 
disposition takes place in Russia It would be to our economic and political interest to advocate 
and promote the immobilization-only option of dispos'iion for Russia as well as the U.S.

In the discussion of air quality, the report was not clear whether depleted uranium.hexafluoside 
would be involved in the pit conversion or imnmobilization processes. Two charts indicated the 
gaseuts fluoride standards at SRS and Hanford (not Pastex or INEEL). And another section 
indicated that ceramic inmmobilization requires the use of uraniu dioxide (obtained from depleted 
uranium hexafluoride). But nowhere did I find say charts or discussion as to air pollutants to 
include hexafhsoride. Since hexafluoside is a very toxic compound, I want to make sure this was 
not overlooked.  

I have several questions in regard to Accident Scenarios for the various locations.

4

I) The text msated that an aircraft crash scenario was discussed only for the Pastes fa"iit 
(because calculations of frequency ofexpected crashes at all the other sites was too low). I 
strongly believe that an aircraft crash is a possible source of terrorist activity at each of the dies, 
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 possibrty, espedally now that 
terrorism 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.  

6 
3) 1 found no reference to potential tornado damage being considered as an acident scenario for 
the Pantex. site (which is located in the heart of tornado country).  

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

It seems logical for the can-in-canister method ofimmobilization to be chosen as the preferred 
method of ntmobaheatson, from the standpoint of fewer workers required, and lower waste 8 
volumaes'than the homogenous ceramic imaobiltzation or the homogeneous vitrification 
technology previously evaluated.  

We strongly recommend that the DOE conduct SPD EIS reviews at each ofthe candidate reactor 
sites, and conduct public hearings at each of these sites before choosing any reactor complex for 1 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 Nonproliferation 

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 aCJO 
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Canadian test reactor. AFONSIlwas 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.
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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 Z 

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.  

-,.,I
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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 III, Chapter 4.
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participation in MOX utilization. We feel that this EIS is incomplete for not including this review 
as past of your report

If immobilization for ALL of the surplus plutonium is chosen, the costs and risks would obviously 
be much lower since neither the 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 brication 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 fuel 
use. This would save not only money, but would create less environmental pollution, less 
radioactive waste, and less worker expostre/public exposure, and cost less for eventual 
decontamination and decommnissioning of facilities since fewer facilities would be involved. The 
report did not state whether the DOE would be responsible for the decommissoning of the 
reactors chosen for MOX utilization, but I would assume it would be a part of the agreement 
required by any utility choosing to be a part of the SPD mission.  

The SPD 1EIS does not make it dear what she criteria for decisions by the DOE on which 
nmethod(s)Aocation(s) will be chosen. Ifthecriteria sar based on common sense, the answer 
would be obvious: Immobilize ALL ofit; based on economics, stheanswer wouldhbe obvious: 
Immobilz ALL of it; based on least environmental impact, the atswer would be obvious: 
Immobilize ALL of it based on the greatest public interest, the answer would be obvious: 
Inmobilize 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 nulear disamament progresses as proponents advocate, there will be great quantities of 
additional surplus plutonium that will also need disposal. This SPD covers only surplus weaon 
plutonium disposal. What is to become of the huge and growing quantities of plutonium whisch 
has been separated by reprocessing from commercial irradiated fieL.and which may never be 
used as fud in commercial reactors? 

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

10 

11 

12

RespectUly Subnfited, 

Patricia T. Eumed, Chair

FD317

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 

OEPART rNT nr P1IHANC5 A4D ADOIrNISTRA1ION 

September 4. 1998 

U.S. Departeent of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials 
Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786 

RE: SURPLUS PLUTONILUM DISPOSITION DRAFT ENVIRONMBITAL IMPACT STATEMIENT 
(SUpee4AR1) JULY 1998 

Dear Sir: 

The State Clearinghouse has received the above Documnent pursuant to the 
Arkansas Project Notification and Review Systeem.  

To carry out the review and coeineni procesa, this docuenet wee 
forwarded to iseaters of the Arkansas Technical Review Comrmittee. Re:.ultin, comments received from the Technical Review Coeeeittee which represenets the 
posifioe of thiSe tate of Arkansas are attched.  

The Stale Clearinghouse wishea to thank you for your ctooeration with 
the Arkansas Project Notification and Review System.  

Sincerely,.

Dear Sir: 
The Stal ~ ~ ~ ~ tae Clearinhuehsrol t ghe v ocuse n usn tth 

Encltosure 
PCT: Randy Young, AS&WCC 
TLC/mse 

00016
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ScArkansas 
Soil and GVater 

Conservation Commission 

iOI EASTCAP OL 
.J. RandyYYoo Re SU TE 003 ?HO@E5010S 
EJ.Rwnd OogEiw U T-OCk. ARKANSAS 000 1 FAX 501682-M 3'n 

MEMORANDUM 

TO; Mr. Tracy Copeland z 
SManager, State C'earinghouse 

FROM: /J4'Randy Young, P.E.  
"-?hstairman. Technical Review Committee 

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

DATE: August26, 1998 

Members of the Technical Review Committee have reviewed the above referenced project The 
Committee supports this oroject. Agency comments arm includ'• for your review....l 

The opportunity to comment is appeciated. 1 

SEP 0 j 998 
JRY.:smc ,:€ 
Enclosures 0 

ac Menbers clte Technical Review Comm.ttee STATELO4R..:•Sz 

M=,,IunwumPsa
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STATE OF ARKANSAS 

DEF-aMnT- o Fý,E ;- Ace Ac• ..ro/uoM 
ll.teeooateenns. P.O. Box 3278 

TO All Technical Review Committee hlenber3 

FROM: Tracy L. copel 'ýý ger - Skate Clearinghouse 

DATE: July 23, 1998 \ 
M C: SURPLUS PLUIUTEIIDISPOSITION DRA7T EWIP21100T1AL IttPAOT STMEI(SD MI'R ) 

JULY199 , NOT E:9 - E MTY: OUNL E Y U MO RE I1ORFMC TINPLEASE CONTIAC2TM 
PtMNE NUtBER IN THIS122MATERIA~L.  

Please reviw the above stated document under provisioln of Section 404 of the 
Cleat Water Act, Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 and the Arkansas Project Noetification and Review System.  

Your cocmeets should he returned by"/l-thS 13, 1994 o -Mr- Randy Young, 
Chairnan, Technical Review Comwittee. 101 E Capitol. Suite 350. Little RoPk, 
Arkaksan 72203.  

If we have nc reply within that tiue we will ases0e you have no commente and wiIll proceed with the sign-off.  

NOTE: It is Imperative that your reasponse be in to the A8CC office by the 
dale requested. Should your agency anticipate having a response whicht 
will he delayed beyond the stated deadline for coments, please contact (T) 
us. ShanI Cable of the 421CC at 682-1611 or the State Clearinglhouse 
Office.  

-- Support - Do Not Support (Comsents Attached) 

_.._ Coreents Attached - SApport with Following Conditions 

Cu een to Non-Degradation Certifica•ion issues 
(Cpplies to PCM Only) 

Signaturej. ,c- . Agency 4S-AC.E D5te te 

0173N 
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S 
TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT:

Tt•eEtVED 

9c8 AUG l,.•,:2...ATE OF ARKANSAS 

SOIL & WV tIR..i., �eo• 0BX 3278 .:: i. 2 t 139S 

EXECUTIVE DIRD-tnS 
- OFFICE

All Technical Review Comittee M.embers 

Tracy L. Copnel '•nager - State Clearinghouse 

July 23, 1996 

MUSU3S tPtON!!9lTiTs'OS2TIOtt0000! RM V P.OONIKUM fIPACISa TtF(Ol04 
jULy 1.99 5 - NOTE: SEMM W YC(1tt MORNtETlWOM hdITIN P1.61125 t~1TAiTTHl~E 
PlM NUMM IN0O THITS NATEIAL.

Please review the above stated document under prcvisionea of Section 404 of the 

Clean Irater Act. Section 102(2)(c) of the National Envireromental Policy Act of 

1969 and the Arkansa. Project Notification and Review System.  

Your comments should be returned b )U'ST 13. 199•o- Mr. Randy Young, 
Clhairaln, Technical Review Commlttee, 101 E Capitol, Suite 360, Little Rock, 
Arkoansas 72203.  

If we have no reply within that time we will assume you have no comments anrd 
will proceed with the sign-eff.  

NOTE: It Is imperative that your response be in to the ASWCC office by the 

date requested. •Ssould your agency anticipate having a response which 
wilIl be delayed beyond the stated deadline for commuent, pleaaa contact 
Ms. Shaei Cabie of the 0SWCC at 6W2-1611 or the State Clearinghouse 
Office.

-Support 

_Coements ttac.hed 

.NCoets

- Do Not Support (Cmuents Attached) 

- Support with Following Conditions 

- Non-Degradatioa C ertification Issues 
(Applies to PME Only)

Signaure 1Zý'ý5WCAgeP (0ý 

An ooocorovnrnn O~fTeC

MD154

I



ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION 

TRACY L. COPELAND 
PAGE 5 OF 7 

RECEIVED 

STATE OF ARKANSAS 'EAU " I,4"2 
uwiccon op P5of 5CC 000 A.40 ,on'3, 5 11 1  'A mE COmN.  

wnnajwEunu4•g P.O. Bo..3278 

FAMI~paSS2-4M? 

TO: All Technical Review Com ittee Members 

FROM: Tracy L. Copel - na~ger - State Clearinghouse 

DATE: July 23, L998 

SLBJECT: SUPDUSIS}(1M $IU..,Tt. DP.AIT 22lVSI0WLM2••I-J T cacr s S.r(su K"WA Y) 
JOLY 1998 - WOTE: SHXTYLD YOU NM MEI IFPRMATIO PEASE COEW EE 

P0Jn ]ME R L4M'DE?14$fS tKKlhR=-L 

Please review the abore stated document utnder provisions of Section 404 of the 
Clean later Act, Section 102(2)(c) of the National Ennironmental Policy Act of 
1969 and the Arkansas Project Notification "d Review Systemn.  

Your conmentst shmoId be returned bU7 13, 199o_ - Mr. Randy Young, 

Chairman, Technical Review Cemittee. 101 E Capitol, Suite 350, Little Rock, 
Arkansae 1720.  

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

NOTE: It is iaperative that your response be in to the ASIfCC office by the 
date requested. Should your agency anticipate having a response which 
W ill b e delayed beyond the stated deadline for couaonts, please contact 
Ms. Shun= Cable of the ASICC at 682-1611 or the State Clearinghouse 
Office.  

S.. u pport __ Do Not Support (Comments Attached) 

_ Comments Attached - Support with Following Conditions 

N1 o Comments Non-Degradation Certification Issues 
(Applies to PC&E Only) % 

S ignat urekt__________ A C Dael /f 

0173N1 
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S 
OFrnrcca 

TO: 

FPOA: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT:

"wi ?• A'r.TTE OF ARKANSAS C 

SIL & P.o.' , " *A!" .. .'0 3 

All Technica Review Comnitte Mmbers !•/, /

Tracy L.C.pl ý, ia - State Clearitghouae 

july 23, 1998 

,;~yxrpttSPtLTUtrM4 D SflTTt NDRAFT MWIvJOtTCltAL fIPACT STATtElt4T(StIMtARY) 
n1Ly L998 - ttXTE: S~TO7LflYCOU NEED MOMtlEINtiORKUAICOtPLEASE ONCL4ACT Tma 
ytA.E UtmaiNm s IAMa QWI.AL.

Please review the above stated document jnder provisions of Section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act, Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 

1969 and the Arkansas Project Notification and Review System.  

Your comments should be returned byA"Ot 1.31 1994o - Mr. Randy Ycvng.  

Cbairmarn, TedJmical Review Coemittea, 101 E Capitol, Suite 350, Little Rock, 

Arkansas 72203.  

If we have no reply within that time we wilt oassume you have no ccements and 
will proceed with the agn-o-ff.  

NOTE: It is imperative that your response be in to the AS office by the 

date requested. Should your agency anticipate having a response which 

will be delayed beyond the stated deadline for conmenrts, please contact 

Us. Shn!a Cable of the ASVC at 682-1611 or the State Ctearinghouse 
Office.

- Support 

Conmmento Attached 

tN Cooments

Do Not Support (Itorre ts Attached) 

.SuppO' unith Following Conditions 

N- Non-Degradation Certif cation lsue4 
(Applies to PFE Only)

0,1 
I1

C-3 "1 

'tO 

u-n 

tO 
1:0 

:3 

'1:2 

C-3 

tlo 

:3

S _____________eAgency ADoteit!/ 
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STATE OF ARKANSEQ&J.'?? 

01000$ Donut, ejur o- Pouce ueo Aowei"yori . -, 
5T*0v U.E5AP.O. Rox 3279 

FAXOUIWAEO30 

TO: All Technical Review CGaittseiuenbers 

FROM: Tracy L. Copel , agnr - State Clearinghouse 

DATE: July 22, 199; 

SirnjEcr ZaLU = M 0% t 1fli DRAFT EtIfCRNtUUAJ, ]5P22 Sib l (fSUHtAiY) 
JMY 1998 - tXI,:H111 YOU N EtED•) IEINFO5tATI PLEASE CONLI7 T HE 
HUE sNumtEtE CM 21125 AITAL.  

Please review the above stated document wnder provisions of Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, Section 102(2)(c) of the Nationai Eaviromiental Policy Act of 
1969 and the Arkansas Project Notification and Review System.  

Yourteaot nenta should be returned byKRIJST 13, 19940 - Mr. Randy Young, 
Caiinan, Technical Review Cemeitten, 101 E Capitol, Suite 350, Little Rock, 
Arkaneas 72203.  

If we have no reply within that tine we ii assumew you have no colentsoand 
will proceed with the sign-off.  

NOTE: It is imperativa that your response be in to the ASUCC office by the 
date requested. Should your agency anticipate having a response which 
will be delayed beyond the stated deadline for corwoents, please contact 
s. •Shani Cable of the ASWC at 682-1611 or the State Clearinghouse 

Office.  

- Support -- Do Nnt Support (Cwnrsents Atlact.ed) 

Comments Attached - Support with Following Conditions ZZ 

.-• oCcewoents - Non-Degradation Certification Issues 
(Applies to PC& Only) 

Signaturei A CQen Altxe _______-- __ate ? __ c-i 

0173N 

II "MD154
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IDD01

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 rerm/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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IDD01

IDDO1-2 MOX Approach 

This SPD EIS does not include a specification of systems or equipment at 
the individual component level; it only stipulates that certain types of 
systems or equipment would be included in the facility. The design team 
would ensure that the design of the MOX facility incorporated appropriate 
technologies arranged as appropriate for facility needs.
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IDD01

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern over the functional design 
of the MOX facility and appreciates the sharing of professional experience 
in that regard. However, it is not generally accepted practice to locate 
sanitary facilities within radiologically controlled areas.

IDDO1-3 MOX Approach
I
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FD198-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

-- ........................................................... August, 1990 

,)( .(e nI,(Fi-,Mle Iiet, Ir18iei lrslag terei.nt/t' e" 
i.S. Deparlment of EnergyJ 7 1f 3 
1000 moependence Avess. SW 

Washington,0.DC- 205•5 

(eer Department of Eoergy

The Wallowing undersigned groups ore requesting both an extension of the public comment period and 

jouiioenel Public Heorings on theroDraft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact 

Statement.ooThe SPOElS isithe Iatest No tional Environmental PaII cj Act (NEPA) document that will 

help sham4 nerisions an00ow to dispose of up to fifty metric tons of weapons usable plutonium that 
Pes oeen declared surplus to national security needs.  

Evtand the Public C-omment Period for SIxty Days 

The Doeprtment of Eeergy is allovrinjforea sim•g day comment period for people to review and 

provide comments on a lnrge, complex document that references twenty-eight other related NEPA 

documents, an economic report that not released until July 26, 1998, and numerous 'Data Reports.' 

The Data Poports ore .-anei loe to people m•ho are not near e Department of Energy Reading Room, 

yet contnrninctil information. Foraexomle, on page J-4dof the Draft SPDOI.tiDOE wrote that.  

"source term oatoafr raodiological releases, stock heights, and release locations are provided in the 

data r•oortsfor the pit conversion, nmmonuli2ition, and OX facilities. In other words, the Draft 

sePOEIS does not contain ang date on something as basic as expected quantities of radioactive air 
pol lutents.  

Provide for Additional Public Hoeanngs 

The Departmnenti f lFneryi in plineing nnly live public hearings, four in the commonities closest to 

DBu sitesoDmlosrnl1iroore foro newmo pliiOs,11m proessing plenlts, ena one regional1 metiog 10in 

donsestreiam cmmunitng(Portland). Th$is public cearings schedule will likely dilute the diversity of 

pusol •"corcaneais: inhibit the involvement of downwind and downstream communities that generally 

nora lisanlirtls witnhoun oeeflits: an skew the public opinion curve• i favourof DOE proposals.  

rWE shoulid add tao following earings to its list: 

i. iegional le lrIngs in Savannah,6tieorginoand Colurilia, South Caroalin. The Savannah River Site Is 

nie preferred candidate site for all toree new plutonium processing facilities. Real impacts on the 

Sovannari hiver from SRS operations and accidents are well documented, with the most notable 

eoeg trio Dwremoer, 1991 inLtium leeK that quickly reached Sanonnah, Seorgia. DOE cannot justify 

niot lmuding a regional onerings in the Savnnarh River region, which will bear the greatest liability 

from its preoposals, while holding one in Portland to discuss wmJ Hanford is no longer preferred for

2

FD198

DOE believes that the comment period, longer than required by CEQ's 
NEPA regulations, allowed sufficient time for public review of the 

SPD Draft EIS. Moreover, comments submitted after the close of the 

comment period were also considered.  

DOE's descriptions of the affected environment and the potential 

environmental impacts in this SPD EIS are in accordance with 

40 CFR 1502.15 and 40 CFR 1502.16. These descriptions are no longer 

than necessary for an understanding of the effects of the alternatives, 

and the analyses and data are commensurate with the significance of the 

impact, the less-important information being consolidated, summarized, 

or referenced. Resources such as the data reports are available in the 

public reading rooms at the following DOE locations: Hanford, INEEL, 

Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

FD198-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

It was not possible to hold hearings in all areas of the country; therefore, 
the hearings were restricted to locations where the greatest impacts of 

the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities could be expected.  

DOE did, however, provide various other means for public comment on 

this SPD EIS: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web 

site. During preparation of the Storage and Disposition PEIS, regional 

hearings were held in locations such as Boston, Chicago, San Francisco, 

and Denver. Denver was included because the PEIS dealt with the removal 

of materials from RFETS. DOE made, and is honoring, a commitment to 

get all plutonium out of RFETS. Additional hearings in Denver were not 

held because the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would 

not be sited in the area. Shipment of MOX fuel to Canada for testing is 

under consideration as part of a separate EA, and is not within the scope 

of this EIS. The Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project 

Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and 

FONSI (August 1999) can be viewed on the MD Web site at 

http://www.doe-md.com.
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2 Regional r•nrings in communities near nuclear reactor sites that are being proposed for 
irradiation o f rie .ONise (OX) fuel. Consortium$ of utilities and noclear fuel ferIcators are 

screduleol to !iemit Proposals for MOX Fuel Fabrication and Irradiation Services Augusft 1 e8. Based 

on ihese proposals, DOE can identify potentially affected reactor communities.  

OilE fus stated that environrenteal impact analysis relating to specific reactors will be included in 

the SPD Final EIS,- althoUgh these analyses are scheduled to be made by Consortiums in their 

Proposals. Ouringt he 1i97S coping for the SPDEIS, DOE was repeatedly asked to involve nsclear 

reactor sc iemunities in tite NEPA Process, got Ignored these comments while moving forward on a 

'process to select reactor sites that excludes community input. DOE cannot justify soliciting public 

comment for the site selection process for plutonium processing facilities, while excluding public 

snolyerwet in selecting plutonium irradiation facilities.  

3. A regional heering in Denser. Colorado. Denver is In proximity to Rocky Flats where approximately 

25% of the surplus plutonium is in storage, so the area shs a stake in the decisions being made.  

Furtnermore.,XOE has never held heanfngs to discuss plutonlium immobilization of Rocky Flats 

slutanitirn as a reasonable alternative, and is proposing to weaken the requirements for shipping 

piLusioini from Rocky Flals in Savannah Riser Site.  

4 A ragional hearing in Dallas. Texas. Dallas is likely to be in the transportation corridor for 

shipments of special nuclearnmaterials and radioactive waste from new operations. The Department 

of Energy cannto legitimately claim that state-wide support exists in Texas for PFatex becoming a 

new DOE plutonium proresaing site without seeking input from outside the Amarillo area.  

5 A nPanng in Washington D.C., where decisions are made, policy is formulated, and a substantial 

cammunity of nen-governmentel organizations exists to monitor the Department of Energy, and 

where a larger community of organizations exists to onintor how taxpayer dollars are spent.  

6 Purt Huron. Michigan (or other location), the location of the border crossing for plutonium foel 

sh,pisents to Chalk River, noarie to test in CANLU reactors. DOE is Still consldering the option of 

hurning MOX fuel in IANDi reactors, yet has effectively excluded Canadian citizens from the 

process. The neanng could he a cooperative public event held with the Atomic Energy of Canada, Ltd.

DOE actively sought public comments on the SPD Draft EIS and 
distributed approximately 1,700 copies of the document to all interested 
parties. All comments, regardless of how they were submitted, were 
given equal consideration.

The abunoont uncertoanties asa recent changes in direction in the Department of Energy's ahalrdous 
piutoniam dtlspsi•ion program indirates a continued need to subject Federel proPosals to the 

highest and most rigorous levels of public debate possible. DOE has already failed to implement the 

easiest part ofsits plutonium storage and disposition program. At Pentex it has abandoned its new "safer container end a proposed facility upgrade for plutonium pit storage.  

for Rocky Flats plutonium. it is already amending the "Record of Decision" for the "Storage and 

Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials Final Programmatic Environmental Impact 

St•temot" to, in ours ltie environmental impact of utillzing the K-Reactor facility for plutosiam

3 
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FD198-3 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 III, 

Chapter 4.

FD198-4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Since the inception of the fissile materials disposition program, DOE has 
supported a vigorous public participation policy It has conducted public 
hearings in excess of the minimum required by NEPA regulations on the 

weapons-usable fissile materials disposition program at various locations 

around the country, not just near the potentially involved DOE sites, to 
engender a high level of public dialogue on the program. The office has 

also provided the public with substantial information in the form of fact 

sheets, reports, exhibits, visual aids, and videos related to fissile materials 
disposition issues. It hosts frequent workshops, and senior staff 

members make presentations to local and national civic and 

social organizations on request. Additionally, various means of
usa 
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storoie, t6e possbilitU that plutonium stabilization would be done at SRS instead of at RFETS. the 

Shilpme t Of plutonium to SRS before the APSF storage vault is operational, the shipmnent of some 

materalsofrtitro-FETS that are Jest lhat) 50 plutonium, and the need to utilize direct metae cesting 6 
i F13-Line to de-classilf some of the RFETS." (Defense Nuclear Facliltles Safety Board Weeklyg 

Oteparlfort &e rmeh River Site, June 26, 09M).

The N81bonel Enwironmental Policy Act requires Federal Agencies to insure that high quality 

"enviruomental informatbon is available to public officials am citizens before decisions are made 

S Wo betore etonosn urTaken', 8a0 0h0t sunstantial ar endme ngful public Involvement In the 

plenning one decilinn proces. By restrocttng publtic oorings to a few commuefltles, DOE would, at 

best, be violating In@ spirit of NEPA.  

signed, LA 

6JýC -7a/Aýr IV- ' 

Ido- ~fI
2

-3-

FD198

communication-mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and a Web site 
(http://www.doe-md.com)--have been provided to facilitate the public 

dialogue. It is DOE policy to encourage public input into these matters of 

national and international importance.

FD198-5 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding interim and 
long-term storage of plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the 

safe, secure storage of these pits and is considering additional upgrades 

to Pantex facilities to address plutonium storage requirements. In addition, 

DOE has addressed some of the commentor's concerns in an 

environmental review concerning the repackaging of Pantex pits into a 

more robust container. This evaluation is documented 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 document is on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

FD198-6 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

DOE conducted a supplement analysis for the early movement to and 
storage of the RFETS surplus plutonium in Building 105-K after 

modifications to enable safe, secure plutonium storage. Based on this 

analysis, DOE issued the amended ROD referenced in the comment in the 

Federal Register (63 FR 43392) on August 13, 1998, in fulfillment of the 

letter and spirit of NEPA (40 CFR 1506.6(b)). The decision is contingent 

on a decision under this SPD EIS to locate an immobilization facility at 

SRS. A copy of the amended ROD and the supplement analysis is available 

in the DOE reading rooms and on the MD Web site at 

http://www.doe-md.com.
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Yes, I would like to express my opposition to using weapons 
grade plutonium from the military in commercial reactor fuel, 
for commercial reactor fuel. And I would also like a copy of 
the environmental impact statement concerning this project.  
My name is: James Ferrigno. My address is: 118 Miramar 
Avenue. That's in San Francisco, CA. Zip Code 94112. If 
you would like to, you can reach me daytime phone 415-334
7963. Thank you.

PDO04

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.

PDO04-1 DOE Policy
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Transportation

I'm a native of Colorado. I've lived up in the mountains 

above north Boulder my whole life. I've been around Rocky 
Flats and I realize that this stuff needs to be placed 
somewhere. I just don't believe bringing it all the way to the 
Carolinas through Georgia is the answer. I think that there's 

plenty of places within this state to stash the stuff safely 
indeed. And that's my, that's my urge and my hope that it 

will keep it within the state. Transferring this stuff really 

bothers me and annoys me. I think it's dangerous to put it 
on the road. I think we should keep it within the state. It 
was produced within the state, let's just keep it here.

PD061

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the movement of 
fissile materials from RFETS to SRS. DOE made, and is honoring, a 
long-standing commitment to get all plutonium out of RFETIS and to expedite 
closure of the site.

PD061-1
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MD238-2 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns regarding transportation. DOE 
would follow all applicable DOE orders and NRC and DOT regulations.  

Transportation of special nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would 

use DOE's SST/SGT system. Since the establishment of the DOE

MD238-1 Nonproliferation 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach to 

surplus plutonium disposition based on concerns regarding nuclear 

proliferation. 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.  

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 nuclear weapons 

again. 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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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.  

MD238-3 Alternatives 

Implementation of Alternative 11 or 12, each of which involves immobilization 

of all the surplus plutonium, would require approximately the same amount of 

transportation, with the possible exception of transportation of the final form 

to the potential geologic repository. Since the location of the potential geologic 

repository has not yet been determined, the distance from the candidate sites 

to the potential location at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, was used for the 

analysis. As indicated in Section 1.6, DOE's preferred alternative is the hybrid 

approach, not continued storage of the surplus plutonium as described as 

the No Action Alternative or the immobilization-only approach described as 

Alternatives 11 and 12. As indicated in Section 2.5, the No Action Alternative 

would not satisfy the purpose of and need for the proposed action because 

DOE's disposition decisions reflected in the Storage and Disposition PEIS 

ROD would not be implemented.  

MD238-4 DOE Policy 

DOE considers the existence of surplus plutonium a potential danger. DOE is 

implementing the President's nonproliferation policy by converting surplus 

plutonium in an environmentally safe and timely manner, to forms that cannot 

be reused in weapons again without significant risks, time, and money.  

MD238-5 Environmental Justice 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the density of poor 

minorities in the vicinity of SRS. As shown in Chapter 4 of Volume I, 

implementation of the alternatives for disposition of surplus plutonium at 

SRS would pose no significant risk to public health regardless of the minority 

and economic status of individuals in the population. This chapter also 

includes a separate and specific analysis of the potential impacts on minority 

or low-income populations. Appendix M describes the process that was 

-O used to obtain these impacts.
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MD238-6 Alternatives 

Because the implementation of multiple immobilization facilities would be 

very costly and time-consuming, no such alternative was considered for this 

SPD EIS. With only 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium to disposition, it 

would not be practical to construct and operate more than one immobilization 

facility, even if the decision were made to immobilize all the surplus plutonium.  

While DOE prefers to minimize the transportation of plutonium that is still 

desirable for weapons use, plutonium is routinely and safely transported in 

the United States. As described in Appendix L.3.3, transportation of nuclear 

materials would be performed in accordance with all applicable DOT and 

NRC transportation requirements. Interstate highways would be used, and 

population centers avoided, to the extent possible.  

All shipments of surplus plutonium that had not been converted to a 

proliferation-resistant form would use DOE's SST/SGT system. The 

transportation analysis results are presented for each alternative in Chapter 4 

of Volume I and detailed in Appendix L. As indicated in Section 2.18, no 

traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological 

exposures or vehicle emissions would be expected. Therefore, there is no 

transportation concern that would warrant the construction and operation of 

multiple immobilization facilities.
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MD238

MD238-7 DOE Policy 

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. 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 ofU.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic, 

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). Section 4.28 discusses the potential environmental 
impacts of operating the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD238-1.
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Hi, my name is Wade Lockhart and my phone number is 
(303) 473-9986. I'm calling to express my opinion and to 
discourage you from using mixed oxide fuel in nuclear 

reactors for numerous reasons. I'd like to encourage you 
once again not to use MOX in nuclear reactors. It doesn't 
make any sense. It doesn't really eliminate any of the 
plutonium. It's quote, Westinghouse has quoted as saying 

that only one percent less than the amount of plutonium 
that goes into it comes out of the reactor. So this no way to 
get rid of our nuclear stockpile plutonium. My opinion is 
the best way to deal with this plutonium is to monitor it and 
perhaps do more research on vitrification or ways of storing 
it, but not to put it into nuclear reactors. All we are asking 
for there is just to enhance the, the waste problem that we 
already have and we haven't dealt with. And so I 
encourage you to not use mixed oxide or produce mixed 
oxide fuel for commercial nuclear reactors. Thank you.

PD049

(a) 
00

PD049-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach. 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.  
As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be 

produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial 

reactors. Spent fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expected 
to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some 

of the LEU assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very 

small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potential 
geologic repository.  

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 nuclear 
weapons again.

1
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FD323-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center 
P.O. Box 1156. 8oulder, C 0U30 p hi: (3031 444-6981 fax: (303) 444-6523

DOE acknowledges the commentors' views. DOE has prepared this SPD EIS 
in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the 

related CEQ andDOE implementation regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 

and 10CHFR 1021, respectively).

Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DOEIE1S-0283,-D) 

submitted by the Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center 

September 16, 1998 

The Rocky Mountain Peace and Justice Center (RPl..C) apprecit - p' •,'e Ozpiunity to comment 

on the SupluBs Plutonium Disposition Draft Envitonmental Impact Statement (SPDEIS). Since 

1983 RiMPJC has worked on issues pertaIning to the DOE nuclear weapons complex, with a 

focus on the Rocky Flats Sie.  

As Rocky Flats rrently stores approximately 1:2 m.tric tons ofplutonium, most ofwhich has 

becu declare dsurplus, RI.NPJC has a strong inter. n the dispositicn o.f plto'n.: . We also 
strongly agree that timely and environmentally sao. Jisposition of plutonium is needed to reduce 
the threat of ndcaur weapons proliferation world%ide (we note that note that it T not only the 

proliferation of sweapon but the mateuial itsfelf': is of concern). 1:,.evor. v.' do not believe 

that any ofthi alt2etrn ves analyzed in the SPDE. -ad towardfL: ." :.-mt 't ";oal, wefind 

that the SPDEIS is fimdamentally deficient, and as;: that it be ree-: .  

DOE identifies three preferred alternatives for disposition of plutonium: 

1) Construit a new imnonobilization facility at the '---nnah River .- thot wou 4perate in 

cortuncton with the Defense Waste Processing -.'!y!,to immo! -.s. " the cin-in-can 
process; 

2) Constract and operate a new MOX fuel, fabricý : facility at 7; 

3) Constarnt snd operatesa pit disas•en•ly and cto o rsiont facili:-: : '.-ntex o: 2.'zt','nnah Riv 
Site.  

R&VaJC bis the following concerns with the pref'rd alternatives ar..the disosition strategy 
outlined through these alternaive.

1) The SPDEIS does aotdemonstaethenelec:dc :ne6tofadt: ;:: :kdisp.'-"'strategy.  

2) The SPDEIS does not adequately consider th- ".•t associstt.'.".%a d- :- ' .'itonium 
disposition caused by public opposition to the I, :option.

2 

3

3) The SPDEFS does not provide a rationale for directris only It t. of plut:.,om toward 
msobmilzation.  

FD323

FD323-2 Purpose and Need

DOE acknowledges the commentors' concern about the preferred alternatives 
and 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 nuclear weapons again. 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.

FD323-3 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, CostAnalysis 

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 

Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), that analyses 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.
t.u2 
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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 III, Chapter 4.  

FD323-4 Alternatives 

DOE reviewed the chemical and isotopic composition of the surplus plutonium 

and determined in the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD that about 8 t 

(9 tons) of surplus plutonium were not suitable for use in making MOX fuel.  

Furthermore, DOE has identified an additional 9 t (10 tons) for a total of 17 t 

(19 tons) that have such a variety of chemical and isotopic compositions that 

it is more reasonable to immobilize these materials and avert the processing 

complexity that would be added if these materials were made into MOX fuel.  

The criteria used in this identification included the level of impurities, 

processing requirements, and the ability to meet the MOX fuel specifications.  

If at any time it were determined that any of the 33 t (36 tons) currently 

proposed for MOX fuel fabrication was unsuitable, that portion would be 

sent to the immobilization facility. The addition of this material would not 

require the immobilization facility to operate longer because it is being designed 

to handle a throughput of up to 50 t (55 tons) over a 10-year period. Likewise, 

the MOX facility is being designed to handle up to 33 t (36 tons) of surplus 
plutonium but would have the flexibility to operate at a lower throughput.



ROCKY MOUNTAIN PEACE AND JUSTICE CENTER 

LEROY MOORE ET AL.  

PAGE 3 OF 4

4) The SPDEIS analyzes only the disposition of 50 tons of surplus ,''roniu, m. According to Ihe 
SPDEIS, "The three facilities would be designed s,- that they could .:2lectivev ' -7compuls ' 
disposition ofup to 50tt(55tons) ofsturplus plutoniumrover theireo- ¢'7zingli'. ... .' ,p 1-6) is 5 
is probable that significantly mome plutonium vil be declared surpi.'t: !uring V<:me frame. This 
needs to be anticipated in the deign ofcurret disposition sltemativ'.  

5) The SPDEISdoes not adequately anatlyze the irr.'-ct of a sigrjficf-t delay or the failireofone 6 
track ofthe disposition strategy on the goal ofaccerpfishing timely 2Ypositi ,n.

6) The SPDEIS fails so anayze immobilizaon at meore than one sit.

7)Proprety infornmtion inbids for MOXfi.el -:" "":!on don;s r:-." wt". -, to ilY 
asess the impart of this work.

The Rocky Mountai Peace andlJsstice Center ur2 ::• cht Departn-..- : .frneerg" to redo the 
SPDEIS. It should analyze the impact ofuus the jst the MOX o- "ni. fand ',rt the 
isnncobilintioe option, It should also analyze the u:bility oFr.: " i :. :.nm at more 
than on site, Including the Rocky Flats Site. Po." '= -ed srmall l ..- . iontehnology 
should be analyzed. It should analyze the posibili'y of splitting the i'nob - 'n steps for tee 
can-in-can procs between different sites. That - -- 7ore theu- : ity of -" inli-rinthe 
"insid c a' at the currets storage Location.

7 

8

9

Again, .MPJC would 1Ble to thankthe Departrri.: :-.ergynfeTy . o;po.'""v cor.mmaenon 
the SPDlIS. Ifyou havemy•questions regardins .::,,ormmen:s• , zco:- . ".2y Moore or 
Tom Marshall at (303) 444921.

FD323-5 Purpose and Need 

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. This document was added to Appendix A of Volume H.  

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern that the amount of surplus 
weapons-usable plutonium may change in the future. The design of the 
facilities could remain the same, but additional amounts could affect the 
schedule of surplus plutonium disposition. If the amount increased, DOE 
would comply with NEPA requirements and conduct further analyses.

FD323-6 Purpose and Need

The advantages of DOE's hybrid approach are described in response 
FD323-2.

FD323-7 Alternatives

As described in Chapter 2 of Volume I, all of the surplus plutonium disposition 
alternatives include immobilization of some or all of the surplus plutonium at 

either Hanford or SRS. Although DOE's preferred alternative is to locate the 

immobilization facility at SRS, Chapter 4 of Volume I analyzes the site-specific 

impacts associated with construction and operation of the immobilization 
facility at both Hanford and SRS.

FD323-8 MOXRFP

This comment is addressed in the public comment opportunity portion of 
response FD323-3.

FD323-9 Alternatives

Regarding portable, small-scale immobilization at plutonium storage sites, 
development work to date on the conversion, blending, and immobilization 

of these feed materials calls for a centralized plant to produce a durable, 

standardized product in a cost-effective manner. In addition, the NWPA 
qualification of the immobilized forms for disposal in a potential geologic 
repository could be affected if current plans for producing uniform products
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were replaced with forms that varied significantly from site to site. In addition, 

deploying a new plutonium immobilization mission at RFETS would conflict 

with DOE commitments to expedite closure of the site by 2006.  

While immobilizing all surplus plutonium is analyzed in this SPD EIS, 
fabricating all surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not a reasonable alternative 

and is not analyzed. As described in response FD323-4, this is due to the 
complexity, timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those 

plutonium materials to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel.
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ro. Harold Canter, Director 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
U. S. Department of Energy 
PO Box 23786 
Washington. DC 20026-3786 

From: Frank W. Smith 

Re: Comment, Surplus Plutonium Disposition (SPD) EIS

10 September, 1998

We once met, at the Arvada Center in Denver with me in a wheelchair.I remain active 
at an appropriate level of engagement for growing physical limitations.  

I strongly suggest that another facet be added to your Final EIS, namely a constructive 
showing that the commercial reactor(s) owners will "accept-and-use" MOX fuel to be 
created by that plutonium disposition option.  

It has been shown in other studies that plutonium-based fuel(s) are not the "economic" 
fuel-of-choice" for light water reactors, and that there is a "uranium industry" that can he 
expected to fight use of MOX fuels that place the government (DoE) in competition with 
private industry, Without takers of MOX fuel, disposition will not be accomplished, and 
holding costs will continue.  

Without addressing the "aceeptance-and-use" of MOX fuels to befabricate, the SPD EIS 
is incomplete. So please examine and reporl upon the prospect(s) for "acceptance and use 
of surplus-plutonium-based MOX fuel" for commercial reactors in the FINAL SPD EIS.  

Frank W. Smith 
Z35 Lipan Way ... a change of street address for your mailing list, please 
Boulder, CO 80303-3634 
(303) 494-8355

1

MD166

MD166-1 MOX Approach 

DOE conducted a procurement process to acquire MOX fuel fabrication and 

irradiation services. The selected team, DCS, would design, request a license, 

construct, operate, and deactivate the MOX facility as well as irradiate the 

MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors. However, these activities are 

subject to the completion of the NEPA process. Because the fuel fabricator 

and reactor licensees work closely as a team, it is unlikely that there would be 

a problem in accepting the MOX fuel. Section 4.28 was revised to discuss 

the potential environmental impacts of operating Catawba, McGuire, and 

North Anna, the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.
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THE ROCKY FLATS LOCAL IMPACTS INITIATIVE

54160 Ward Road, Sulte 2V5 
Areada, Cdorad .8M2 

August 28,1998

huný (303) 940-6 
Fax: ( 0) 

e-maiL= rflii@rflii.org

Howard R. Canter 
Acting Director 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
US Department of Energy 
PO Box 23786 
Wasltington, DC 20026-3786 

Dear Mr. Canter: 

Thank you for the opportunity to rcomment on the Environmental Impact Statement 
for the disposition of surplus plutonium. The Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative is a 
coalition of local governmentsunions, neighbors and community interest groups working 
together to provide a community voice in the downsizig of the Rocky Flats facility. It is not 
within our mission nor expertise to comment on the options for disposition facilities or 
processes. However there are two corollary issues important to us.  

First, we ase eager to have the excess plutonium now being stored at Rocky Flats 
safely moved to better locations. With over two million people now living within fifty miles 
of Rocky Flats and the plutonium being stored in inadequate facilities, we support the goals 
of the Rocky Flats Field Office and Kaiser-Hill to accelerate shipments. In order to optimize 
the cleanup schedule, shipments of plutonium metals and oxides should begin in ith next 
two to four years. We support and appreciate the August amendment to the Record of 
Decision for storage and disposal that would accelerate shipment of Rocky Flats non-pit 
plutonium to Savannah River once the decision is finalized that SRS should be the ultimate 
disposal site.

Second, we foresee that a cncerm wllbe raised by citizens and -nmmunities along the 
transportation corridors. The E15 does not specify routes due to security concerS. Howeverr 
if this material is to be shipped on routes other than those already designated b sta foe 
transport of hazardous materials, concerns of local communities may be justified. Weurge 2 
your office to continue to coordinate with other DOE programs, states, Tribes, local 
governuents and others to provide Information and assurance to those In potential 
transportation corridors of the safety of the transport 

Sincerely, 

#Bo11b Dyer 
Chair

MD171

MD171-1 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support of the amended Storage and 

Disposition PEIS ROD to support the early closure of RFETS.

MD171-2 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial 
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes 
and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans are 

coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste 
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste 

Management Programmatic Environmental Impact StatementforManaging 

Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste 
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final 

Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997) because the waste 
types and volumes that would result from surplus plutonium disposition 
activities have been included in those environmental reviews. The 
transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning 

with DOE's Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and times that 
specific transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are 
classified information; however, the number of shipments that would be 
required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional details 
are provided in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT 

Transportation Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on 
the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

1



J.R. WHrIE CONSULTING 
J.R. WHroE 
PAGE 1 OF 1

WD008-1 Transportation

I think the transportation issues have not been adequately 

treated. Transportation issues could be the show stoppers 

because this is where you interface with the public. It 

appears to me to be obvious that from the standpoint of 

minimizing public risk and minimizing the possible diversion 

of SNM during transportation, the best option is Pu 

conversion and MOX at Pantex with Pu Immobilization at 

SRS to avoid shipping weapons grade materials around the 

country. It appears, however, that politics is moving MOX to 

SRS so you haul PuO2 from TX to SC. For my money I would 

put PDCF (pits to PuO2 ) and MOX at Pantex, then you would 

be shipping reactor fuel from Pantex not PuO 2.

1

WD008

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding transportation 
of special nuclear materials, and support for siting the pit conversion and 

MOX facilities at Pantex and the immobilization facility at SRS. This 

siting corresponds to Alternative 9 in this SPD EIS. Transportation 

impacts are summarized in Chapter 4 of Volume I and Appendix L. As 

indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological 

accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are 

expected. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will 

be based on environmental analyses (including analyses of transportation 

risks), 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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FLORIDA COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
CHRIS MCCAY 
PAGE 1 Or 8

STATE OF FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
"Helping F)oaldians creale safe, vibrant, sustainable communitiesn

MD333-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the State's receipt of the SPD Draft EIS and its 
determination that the proposed action, at this stage, is consistent with 
the Florida Coastal Management Program.

LAWTON CHLtS 
G-e

JAMS F. H•UtS

September 29, 1998

Kr. Howard R. Canter 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
Post Office Box 23786 Washington, DC 20026-3786 

RE: U.S. Department of Energy - Surplus Plutonium Disposition 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Statewide 
SAI: FL9808110565C 

Dear Mr. Canter: 

The Florida State Clearinghouse, pursuant to Presidential 
Executive Order 12372, Gubernatorial Executive Order 95-359, the Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C. 55 1451-1464, as amended, and 
the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. 55 4321, 4331-4335, 
4341-4347, as amended, has coordinated a review of the above
referenced project.  

Based on the information contained in the draft environmental 
impact statement and the enclosed comments provided by our reviewing 
agencies, the state has determined that, at this stage, the above
referenced action is consistent with the Florida Coastal Management 
Program.  

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft environmental 
impact statement. If you have any questions regarding this letter, 
please contact Ms. Cherie Trainor, Clearinghouse Coordinator, at (8501 
922-5438.  

Sincerely, 

Ralph Cantral, Executive Director 

Florida Coastal Management Program 

RC/cc

Enclosures 

2555 SHUMARO OA KBOULEVARD O- ALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 323995-100 
Phone: 850.488.646ISu-cosn 273.8466 FAX: f850.9251.0781W omS-' 291n.0701 

Ieles ddess: htlp:/oow.stale.1I.u(scomaff/dna.hlel 

"MD333
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ARNOLD, ED 
PAGE 1 OF 1

MOXApproach

This is Ed Arnold from Atlanta, Georgia. Address here is 421 

Clifton Road, Atlanta 30307. My phone number here is (404) 371

1849. Just as a citizen, I'm concerned that this MOX idea has 

progressed. Contrast, putting these things in the ground as they 

are with processing the pits, changing into the MOX fuel, 

transporting them from place to place as they need to be, getting 

the extra plutonium out into the commercial sector where there is 

more security risk, running the risk of higher temperatures and 

more hazardous waste at the commercial sites and as I understand 

it, the EIS does not include anything about final placement either 

for fuel use at the commercial sites or spent fuel disposal after its 

finished. Contrast that with just putting these things in the 

ground. I don't understand you. I, I have spoken with people who 

say Russians say, well we have to do it because the U.S. is doing 

it. One justification I would thought might be the case was that we 

wanted to do it so we'd know something the technology so that 

we could help the Russians if anything went wrong. Well if they 

are doing it because we are doing it and, I just don't understand 

you. Good-bye.

PD057

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach. The 
MOX approach was recommended by NAS as an effective means for 

managing surplus plutonium, and was endorsed by those elements of the 

international scientific community involved in studies of plutonium 

disposition. 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.  

As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be 

produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial 

reactors. Spent fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expected 

to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some 

of the LEU assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very 

small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potential 

geologic repository.  

The direct-disposition alternative (i.e., direct placement of plutonium into the 

ground) was eliminated by the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD, mainly 

because the plutonium would be more retrievable and thus less proliferation 

resistant. 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 nuclear 
weapons again.

PD057-1
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AUGUSTA COMMISSION 
SHONORABLE LARRY SCONYERS 
SPAGE 1 OF 8

I am Larry Sconyers, Mayor of Augusta 

Richmond County. I am here today to express 

my support for the Savannah River Site and the 

new missions under consideration for location 

there.  

SRS has a long and outstanding safety, 

environmental and production record.

SCD51

DOE acknowledges the commentor'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.  

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, CostAnalysis 
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 (DOEIMD-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 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.

SCD51-1 Alternatives

1

I



AUGUSTA COMMISSION 
HONORABLE LARRY SCONYERS 
PAGE 2 OF 8 

We are proud of SRS and the employees there, 

both past and present. They have made 

significant contributions to our national security 

and to the end of the Cold War. They are 

outstanding citizens in every respect.  

Plutonium Disposition is an essential program 

for our nation's security, today and In the 

2 
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S AUGUSTA COMMISSION 
8 HONORABLE LARRY SCONYERS 

"PAGE 3 OF 8 

future. SRS stands ready to accept that 

responsibility and this community stands behind 

that readiness. Our support for SRS is second 

to none any where in the DOE complex. 1 

Secretary Pena saw this in his visit here last 

December and we look forward to Secretary 

Richardson visiting us In the very near future.

SCD51

I



AUGUSTA COMMISSION 
HONORABLE LARRY SCONYERS 
PAGE 4 OF 8 

SRS has the experience, expertise, and 

infrastructure required to accomplish the 

Plutonium Disposition missions. Having been 

selected as the preferred site for Mixed Oxide 

Fuel Fabrication and Immobilization based on 

these existing capabilities, Pit Disassembly and 

Conversion should also be located here.  

Consolidating the three missions at SRS will save 

taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars.  

4 
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SAUGUSTA COMMISSION SHONORABLE LARRY SCONYERS 
O" PAGE 5 OF 8 

Pantex has never processed plutonium and 

therefore, does not have the Infrastructure, 

experience or expertise to support any of the 'I.  
missions, especially Pit Disassembly and 

Conversion. We as taxpayers do not need to 

pay to build at Pantex what already exists and 

operates at SRS.

SCD51

I



AUGUSTA COMMISSION 
HONORABLE LARRY SCONYERS 
PAGE 6 OF 8 

SCD51-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

Preparation of this SPD EIS involved carefully obtaining comparable data on 
all of the alternatives, analyzing such data consistently using well-recognized The EIS appears to have been prepared so as to and accepted procedures, and presenting the results in a full and open manner.

0



I AUGUSTA COMMISSION 
8 HONORABLE LARRY SCONYERS 

PAGE 7 OF 8 
SCD51-3 Other 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for DOE to make the correct 
decision.  

Location of Pit Disassembly and Conversion 

work at SRS is not just about jobs. It is the 

right thing to do for our nation and its 3 

taxpayers. I encourage DOE to make the 

correct decision.  

Thank you for this opportunity to express my 

comments and support.  

7
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AUGUSTA COMMISSION 
HONORABLE LARRY SCONYERS 
PAGE 8 OF 8 

RESOLUTION 

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF PLUTONIUM MISSION AT 
THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE 

WHEREAS. Plutonium handling must be in the hands of professionals 
with proven experience.  

WHEREAS, DOE has already expressed confidence in SRS by assigning 
the Site the MOX and immobilization missions.  

WHEREAS, use for all parts of the plutonium disposition mission, 
including pit disassembly and conversion, can save taxpayers at least $1.6 billion 
based on avoided costs of new structures and equipment that would be required 
at other DOE sites.  

WHEREAS, the Pantex facility in Texas has never processed plutonium; 
therefore there is no plutonium handling infrastructure and competency at 
Pantex.  

WHEREAS, transportation should not be an issue relative to choosing 
SRS& The pits are already being transported to Pantex in Texas.  

WHEREAS, the DOE plutonium missions are safe, especially when 
performed by people with demonstrated competency such as the people at SRS.  
Tens of thousands of nuclear weapons workers have been involved in U.S.  
plutonium operations. Comprehensive medical surveillance programs at SRS 
and other sites have never found a death or even a cancer that could be related 
to worker exposure to plutonium.  

NOW, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Augusta Commission strongly 
endorses major plutonium missions for the Savannah River Site and urges the 
Department of Energy to designate the Savannah River site as its local facility in 
plutonium management and disposition.  

Duly adopted by The Augusta Commission this 4th day of 
ALigUst, 1998 

T�h�eCAC1orsrn,___ 
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or 
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SAUGUSTA-RICHMOND COUNTY LEGISLATIVE DELEGATION 
SHONORABLE BEN ALLEN ET AL.  
SPAGE 1OF 1

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the handling and disposition of cxcess weapons plutonium is of grave concern 
to the national necurity of the United States; and 

WHEREAS, plutoniumn dipositian reprtents one of the most certain future mi.sions of the 

Department of Energy for the next 2D to 30 years; and 

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy has decide 3pursue a dual path for plutonium 

disposition and has named the Savannah River Site asnacandidate site for both options; and 

WHEREAS, the Savannah River Site has peoduced approximately 40 percent of all U.S.  

weapons grade plutonioma over the last 45 yeeas and has safely handled plutonium in glovebox 

processing equipment with no adverse impact on workers, the public or the environtment; and 

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy in ia Record of Decision recognizes the Savannah 

River Site as "a plutonium competent site with tie most modem, state-of-the-art storage and 

processng facilities .. , with the only renaining large-scale chemical aeparation and processing 
capability in the DOF.nrnnt-x": And 

WHEREAS, th regional cnmmunity in the Central Savannah River Area (CSRA) of South 

Carolina and Georgia strongly supports cotminued plutoniam nissions for the Department of Energy's 
Savannah River Site; 

NOW BE IT RESOLVED that the Savannah River Regional Diversification initative 

(SRRDI) strongly eadorses major phItenims etiaious for the Savannah River Site and arges the 

Departnent of Energy to designate the Savannah River Site as its lead facility in plutonium 
managmuent and dinpositim.  

APPROVED this IIth day of Marxh. 1997. by the Augu'ta-Richmond County Legislative 
Delegation of the State of Georgia.

uS-.At.. .4-- .A A
SCD84

DOE acknowledges the commentors' support for the surplus plutonium 
disposition program at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is 

preferred for the proposed 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.  

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, CostAnalysis 

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 

Disposition (DOEMD-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 (DOF/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 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.

SCD84-1 Alternativesk

1
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AUGUSTA-RICHMOND COUNTY LEGISLATIVE DELEGATION 
HONORABLE JACK CONNELL 
PAGE 1 OF 1

0 
House of Representatives 

pdw 9r-,amg~

June 19, 1997 

Mr. Eoward I. Canter. lDirecrm 
U. S. Dq'asiet aOuf hotl 
Office ofF'u iK MekrhLs iusirdco 
P.-O. Box 23786 
WubinutOan. fC. 20026-3796 

DearMr. CanLo 

Dw dirraxeumo teprevel me froroamI•dgthe VU.S. Dqptmu of flEr'" woicshop 
iodas. this i writt to voice = "4ty'pt for th Sa".annh RK- Site aasc Icselectiont forthe 
pbluonium t tlRieltion oy~im under covoldedstio.  

aCleily. the BMS hiould bo t echoice fcth do phitodrt iouenebausd on wimis bact for " tucto 
of our country. hile it Is ntaldy impo juipe oant t oou b utAM axey. n s cn ormee is for dIk 
Mel toi be• • S o n coma-e6fdivea .fleey foc de wokms. pobic envircra ma on ciaic, 

d fod: bcfrrbo•e,•o fout"naio mcmia ty. .. -md an SS mqx loably meets onof the

fdthin the couy. Pc t-*dyiyabuohac 
mawdpoft vtywouk y- q- •df - uto dplicc d"ter mabltes t itedtbw l1aion and 
"&odieoal doelwfAms Laonccaa moem. to te tSRS? li is oly tgiaedwkeqpallthe plutoi 
buwfto powltmat txto.k LFiFm"r. The Si•S Us ntm tned a &goodM afty recc •" orn tia 
40 hyarn with •etewii .and ofrthe a euien a1 theouhm.. acdloor.  

[hop ta WE owill coaddecof of tire adnstigatrtNOwhSitS bastco ffhr.

Sslowely.  

( ronl. Speakr Pro Ter 
hatrmn. AU9UOt5-RiusM Ad Conty tegsikidve•keptie 

iced

SCD81

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the surplus plutonium 
disposition program at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is 
preferred for the proposed 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.  

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 (DOFEMD-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 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.

SCD81-1 Alternatives
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BOOKER, SAM 
SPAGE 1 OF 2 

SCD88-1 Ecological Resources 

DOE acknowledges the co mmentor's concern regarding natural wildlife habitat 
and recognizes the importance of protecting the ecological resources at SRS.  

SQuestionlInformation To accommodate the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities, the 
Request Card fence in F-Area would need to be moved to incorporate more land. However, Z 

this parcel of land has been previously disturbed by past actions. Prior to 
construction, the proposed site would be surveyed for nests of migratory 

Name: (• . P-f r birds and consultations with USFWS and the South Carolina Department of 
Address: , ,Natural Resources would ensure that any appropriate mitigation actions 

-# 7 would be implemented as needed to protect sensitive habitat or species.  

Phone: CPl (63-32 V Fax: /2 I , 23Z,' 

E-mail: . 0 0,0& 77 Question/ Request: "' e Gy ez', ve'dlw/•joed 

F., follh.r lllr In o Con• 0ltof: P)_ U.S. O.p.Sn,.n of En l.q0, Olr6. of Fh.N. i MoW*1Il O. f ofDhU,. MD-4 _: Fw'n JoI 500.•0o . I00 In•tpnrld.One A~ n.. N Aveh. ,S. D.C. mob 

1.800-20.51

SCD88
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PAGE 2 OF 2 

$D 

6 AAW 

SCD88



Buss, NANCY 
SPAGE 1 OF 1

This is Nancy Buss calling from Atlanta, Georgia. Ijust 

wanted to say that I think that the MOX fuel facilities do not 

sound like a good idea. It seems to me that we should be 
getting rid of all nuclear fuel plants because so far we have 

not found any good way to contain the waste products. I 

think the Department of Energy would do much better to put 
its resources and expertise behind solar power and things, 

wind power and things like that that can be renewed and are 
passive power sources, as far as contaminating the 

environment. Thank you very much.

1

PD047

I PD047-1 MOXApproach 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach. By 

fabricating MOX fuel from surplus plutonium, the United States is not 

encouraging domestic or foreign commercial use of plutonium as an energy 

source. 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, the 
facility would be owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited 

exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the facility would be 

shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.  

As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be 

produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial 

reactors. Spent fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expected 

to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some 

of the LEU assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very 

small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potential 
geologic repository.  

Through various programs in addition to the surplus plutonium disposition 
program, DOE is engaged in innovative technology development for 

energy production.

I



CALHOUN, EMILY 
PAGE 1 OF 1

This is Emily Calhoun. I am a resident of Banks County, 
Georgia. I am calling to protest the proposal to allow utility 
companies to generate electricity from plutonium. That stuff 
is too hot to handle. It is highly radioactive. It is very 
dangerous. It should be immobilized. It should certainly not 
be used as fuel. We should develop renewable energy 
sources. Thank you.

PD053

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the immobilization approach.  
However, 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 nuclear 
weapons again.  

Through various programs in addition to the surplus plutonium disposition 
program, DOE is engaged in innovative technology development for 
energy production.

PD053-1 Alternatives
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CAMPAIGN 

PROsPEROUS 

GEORGIA

tOMME-N IS REGARDING THE SIIRPUIXS PI.t.IONIUM DISPOSITION 
IRA " FENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTI ST'IIT-MENT 

Submitted on behall'ol'Camrlpign for a Prosperous Georgia 
Septe ihee 16. 1998 

Canmaign for a Prosperous Georgia is a ractepycr-hasecd organization wtirking 
statc-wide in Georgia on electricity issues to .srngthen the economy and to 

proteht rie environtent now and for flature gernaiuret 

In making comments on the Draft Envi-rnmental impact Statemant. we bring 

attention to several ios.tes which our organization urges the Departtmentr o 

Energy toi address before proceeding any furlher with the mixed-oxLde fuel 
experment.

I) Consider the impacts ,finrxed-tide, fuel on individual comamercial rcactors.  
t'ntil this is done, and it nmds to be done up-fitant during the Envirotvts•tetal 
Impact Statement proces the EIS is not eompntpetrs 

2) It is our understanding that .minne othe reactmrs in the country. including the 
Southeast region, were designed to acxsonmodate mixed-oxide.uel. We also 
understand that generation of electricity with mixvd-oxide fuel is an untried 

expes•nent and that nowhere in the world has mixed-oxide thel uskn plutoniuma 

from warheads been used, In Europe., procews plutonium that was never put m•na 
esadssd was used. We also understand that the use ofmined-oxWde uel Item I 
rseadeplutoniumincreasesfthewear and tear on a reactor. This needs to be 

addressed as it relates to dceommissioning plans. decomsissisning coat.', 'and 
public rcfety.  

3) We understand that atiliti•s or utility cresetiunms are looking to receive a 

"liec" plutonihu subsidy from the tie•-sl goverraset for mixed oxide fuel 
generati•n- Issues such as "Whose money is thi

7
'" and 'Willutilities •e paid 

twice fore the bne kilowatt-hour--stt'e by rntcpayers and once by the 
government or taxpayers?" need to be addresed. At the public meeting in 

Augusta which our organization representati'es attended, the Department of 
Energy respontse to the subsidy question was that utilities will not pass any coas 
of•h ugmixed-oxide fuel onto ratepayers. With all due respect, we have heard 
that kind ofstatement before. Unftrtunately. lack ofatadl coat estimates 

associated with the uontrmaftion of nuclear plant Vogtle at the Savanmh River 

Site resulted in the word and most serious rate hike Georgians have ever 
experienced.

2 

3

4) The Department of Enwerg needs to address the ways in whk- anmixed-oxdel 

621 ,subsidy unfaiirly advantage certain rompmnies in a cosoptitive utility market 

' A Viii5 cVLNIMV I[t ANIA.c tosoIA 70307 . A us sr5567.5.I AA 4AGA659-1676r
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the MOX approach.  
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 

apublic hearing in Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited comments.  

Responses to those comments are provided in Volume III, Chapter 4.

FD315-2 MOX Approach

Although no domestic, commercial reactors use MOX fuel, several are in fact 
designed to do so, and others can easily and safely accommodate a partial 

MOX core. Electricity is generated from MOX fuel in Europe, and a 

demonstration of the process was conducted in the United States in the 

early 1970s. While plutonium from warheads may never have been used in 

MOX fuel, its behavior in fuel is essentially the same as that of 

non-weapons-grade plutonium, and thus does not present a situation different 

from the MOX fuel experience to date. Reactor-grade and weapons-grade 

plutonium are chemically indistinguishable. The difference is isotopic: there 

is less plutonium 239 (and therefore more plutonium 240) in reactor-grade 

plutonium than in plutonium that was produced for use in weapons. However, 

since plutonium 240 is not fissile, it is the amount of plutonium 239 that 

dominates criticality concerns. MOX fuel, regardless of the origin of the 

plutonium, has a higher flux than LEU fuel, and thus can cause more wear on 

the reactor than LEU fuel. However, this is taken into account when 

developing fuel management strategy. Section 4.28 was revised to include 

reactor-specific analyses, including accident analyses, for the reactors 

proposed to irradiate MOX fuel.

I
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Use of MOX fuel should not increase the cost of reactor operation or 

decommissioning. 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 Selectionfor 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.  

FD315-3 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 plutonium 

disposition program.  

The MOX approach is not intended to affect the viability of nuclear power 

generation at any particular reactor. DCS does not have to continue to use 

MOX fuel if it determines that it is uneconomical to operate the reactor. This 

ensures that DOE is not driving the continuation of reactor operations solely 

for the surplus plutonium disposition program. Furthermore, DCS would
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Campaign for a Prosper" us (oxgia (CAn.)

The IDpartment of Energy's proposal to unfhirly advantage nuclear energy 
suppliers through a subsidy is in sharp contradiction to the significant ongoing 
eflbrts nationwide to create a "levcl playing ficld" for power suppliers in an 
incr-easingly competitive utility market.  

5) Without mixed-oxide luel subsidies is the Department of Energy prepared to 
buy out any mixed-oxide fuel reactors to keep them operating and is the 
Dcpartment of Energy prepared to addrcss taxpayer opposition to governmrent 
buyout?

4

6) The issue of who is going to buy electrieity generated from mixed-oxide fuel 
must be addressed. Polls around the country show consistently that when given 5 
a preference, the nmjority of people want to invest in renewable energy and 
conservation, not fossil fuels and more clearly, not nuclear power.

In conclusion, we urge the Department of Energy to consider more wisely and 
more strategically a decision of whether to pursue the mixed-oxide fuel 
experiment at alL In the event the Department requires any background papers 
which support our above stated concerns. please do not hesitate to contact us at 
the address of phone number on the first Mage ofthese comments.  

Further, we request to be informed of the Environmental Impact Statement 
process lbr individual commercial reactors.  

Respectfully .submitted on behalf 
of'Campaign for a Prosperous Georgia, 

Executive Director

FD315

only be reimbursed for costs solely and exclusively related to MOX fuel 
irradiation. This would ensure that the taxpayers were not underwriting 

otherwise uneconomical electricity-generating assets.

FD315-4 
This comment is addressed in response FD315-3.

FD315-5

MOX Approach

General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

As discussed in Section 2.1.3, if DOE decides to implement alternatives that 

require MOX fuel fabrication, then the MOX fuel would be irradiated in the 

Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna reactors. As described in Section 2.4.3.2, 

MOX fuel is produced with a process similar to that for the production of 

traditional LEU fuel for commercial power reactors. The use of MOX fuel is 

intended to be revenue neutral for participating utilities and transparent to 

their customers. The use of MOX fuel would not be expected to alter the 

customer base for participating utilities.  

MOX fuel would displace traditional LEU fuel in participating reactors.  

However, the purpose of the alternatives that include MOX fuel would not 
be to compete with traditional LEU fuel or renewable energy sources. DOE 
acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the production and use of 

plutonium. As discussed in Section 1.2, 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.

00
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I-. Vranf Juel 
- Smg~t Dr. Mlded McCsim 

S.ae-i.n Okýt

September 14, 1999 

Mr. G. Bert Stevenson 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 

Washington, DC 20026-3786 

Dear Mr. Stevenson, 

This letter is requesting that the Department of Energy not to make a decision regarding the 

Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Eavironmental Impact Statement without the input of 

the envircamenta] justice communities. We are aware that the Savannah River Site Citiaen's 

Advlcor Board and DOE sponsored their own wortksop with over 1,100 conmunlty 

representatives attendn. Unfortunately. those who attended the workshop did not 

represent the People of Color and disenfranhised ommo nities.  

We believe that the, September 16, 1998 comment period ending date for the Surplus 

Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Import Statement is too soon. This it a formal 

reqpest for the co•nient period to be extended beyond its cut off date so that the 

envionmental justice commuroties, the communities that will directly he affected by this 
EIS, will be able to make a formal reply.

Working for envaonmental justice everywhere, 

Dr. Mildred McClain 
Executhv Director 

MM/dle

FD316-1 Environmental Justice

A public hearing on the SPD Draft EIS was held in North Augusta, 
South Carolina, on August 13, 1998. A special outreach effort was made to 

make "People of Color and disenfranchised communities" aware of the hearing.  

This was done by advertising in print media and on radio stations 

recommended by organizations that represent these communities. Further, 

special transportation support was offered to ensure that members of these 

communities were able to attend the hearing, and the hearing was held after 

normal working hours so that they would not have to miss work. Copies of 

the SPD Draft EIS were mailed to members of these communities, as well as 

organizations that represent them, in advance of the hearing. In addition to 

the hearing, DOE provided several other means to solicit comments: mail, a 

toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site.  

A period of 60 days was allowed for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, 

and DOE accepted comments submitted by various means: public hearings, 

mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Although it did 

not extend the comment period, DOE did consider all comments received 

after the close of that period. All comments were given equal consideration 

and responded to. As shown in Chapter 4 of Volume I, implementation of the 

alternatives for disposition of surplus plutonium at SRS would likely pose no 

significant risk to public health regardless of the minority and economic 

status of individuals in the population. Chapter 4 also includes Environmental 

Justice sections for all alternatives on the potential impacts on minority or 

low-income populations. Appendix M describes the process that was used 

to determine these impacts.

Is-

1115 oHaatao•^a artery' S^VcNNAO. OSOZOJA lat,,ot - PoNA: (ct) f-a.090 7PAX, (ail na.st01 

FD316

nI 

Cl' 

U) 
Cl' 

tjs 

-.5 on

1



CITIZENS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
SMILDRED MCCLAIN 
0 PAGE 1 OFl10

General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Me,. V-3e Cain 
C---esee

m Eg-OM " 
= Jmms m =E

D1. Mfldssd tvthia

October S, 1998 

Mr. G. Bert Stevenson 
NEPA Compliance Officer 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
U.S. Deprtment ofEnergy 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC 20026-3786 

Re: Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement DOE/EIS
0283-D 

Dear Mr. Stevenson, 

Citizens For Environmental justice (CFEJ conducted eight workshops on the Department of 
Energy (DOE) proposed activity associated with the disposition of surplus plutonium, for 
cosmmunities traditionally not involved in the decision-making pesiress related to federal 

facilities like Savannah River Site (SRS) . These workshops held in Augusta, Waynesboro 

and Savannah in Georgia, and Barnwell and Ridgeland in South Carolina focussed on two 
areas 1) providing information and 2) gathering input from communities.  

The first series of workshops were conducted in August 1997 and the follow-up workshops 
occurred in September 1998. Two hundred fifty-one people have participated in these 
workshops.  

The concerns and recommendations contained in this document represent the input from 

primarily African American stakehalders, but also include the views of those from the 
general community. Input was collected from the wsorksops, interviews and telepIone 
surveys. Interviews and surveys were conducted with stakeholders unable to attend the 
workshops, but expresed an interest in having their voice represented in our formal 
response to DOE on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Envirossnental Impact 
Statement (EIS). Twelve interviews and thirty telephone surveys were conducted.  

It is important to note that many stakeholders that we dialogued with expressed two main 
concerns about the EIS ) not having enough time to respond to suds lengthy, complex

The public comment period on the SPD Draft EIS was extended from 45 days 
to 60 days. During this comment period, public hearings were held in areas 
that would be directly affected by implementation of the alternatives. DOE 
also accepted comments submitted by various other means: mail, a toll-free 
telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. The various channels of 
communication were open to all interested individuals and organizations, 
and provided for regional and nationwide comment on the EIS. DOE did 
consider all comments received after the close of that period. All comments 
were given equal consideration and responded to.  

The Summary of this SPD EIS provides an overview of the proposed actions 
and their potential impacts, and Section 2.18 provides, in layman's terms, a 
summary of impacts by alternative. As discussed in Chapter 4 of Volume I, 
implementation of the alternatives would pose no significant risk to human 
health or the environment downstream from the proposed facilities during 
normal operations.

1115 SHSAM STiRET SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 31401 - PHONE! (912) 523-0907. FAX: (s12) 25s.stos 
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MD332-2 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

Plutonium Recommendations Letter 
Page 2 of S

documents and 2) a lack of a simplified summary that covered all important elements in 
layman's terms. Downstream communities also expressed concern over the lack of public 

meetings being held in their communities. The schedule of public meetings did not 

encourage the participation and involvement of downstream and downwind communities 

"that generally bear liabldities, btt no economic benefits; and to skew the public opinion 
curve in favor of DOE proposal?.  

Regional hearings should have been held in Savannah, Georgia and Columbia, South 

Carolina. The SRS is the preferred candidate site for all three new plutonium processing 

facilities. Real impacts on the Savannah River from SRS operations and accidents are well 

documented, with the most notable being the December 1991 tritium leak that quickly 

reached Savannah, Georgia. How can DOE justify not holding regional hearings in the 

Savannah River region? Because of the abundant uncertainties and what is at stake, we 

strongly recognize 'a continued need to subject Federal platoniunm proposals to the highest 
and most rigorous levels of public debate possible".  

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires federal agencies to insure that high 

quality *environmental information is available to public officials and citizens before 

decisions are made and before actions are taken," and that there is substantial and meaningfll 

involvement in the planning and decision process. By restricting public hearings to a few 

communities and excluding potentially affected communities DOE is violating the spirit and 
the letter ofNEPA.  

community Concerns 

The following is a list of major concerns expressed by community stakeholders: 

I. How will the unproven technologies that will be used in the plutonium pit processing 
facility be tested and validated with public input? 

2. What increase in tritium emissions would occur as a result of locating a Plutonium Pit 

Disassembly and Conversion Facility at SRS and what would the impact be on the air 

and/or water? 

3. How will DOE collect input from nuclear reactor communities on selection of reactor 

sims for plutonimn irradiation facilities (irradiation of MOX feal)? 

4. What will be done to tiran medical facllities' personnel to handle exposure problems in 
the event of an acirdent? Local emergency responders? 

5. What security measures will be implemented for communities near SRS to protect 
against posible terrorists attack? 

ph

2 

3 

4 
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MID332

The technologies to be used in the pit conversion facility are not unproven.  
They are, for the most part, technologies that have been used for some time 

by DOE to perform different functions. DOE is now engaged in a 

demonstration project that will bring these technologies together in one 

place so that the engineering design and performance parameters of various 

types of pits can be determined (Pit Disassembly and Conversion 

Demonstration EA [DOE/EA- 1207, August 1998]). This would allow DOE to 

design and operate a pit conversion facility in a safe and efficient manner.  

Since 1994, the public has been involved in providing input to the 

decisionmakers on how to proceed with the disposition of surplus plutonium.  

The pit conversion facility has been part of a large number of environmental 

reviews and technical, economic, and nonproliferation studies that have 

been made public and for which DOE has solicited comments.

MD332-3 Air Quality and Noise

Appendix J was revised to include expected radiological release quantities 
from the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. Appendix J.4.2.1 

presents the expected radiological release quantities for the pit conversion 

facility at SRS. The radiological impacts on air at SRS are discussed in 

Section 4.4.2.4 for Alternative 3 and in corresponding sections for the other 

alternatives. Impacts on water at SRS are discussed in Section 4.26.4.2.

MD332-4 MOXRFP

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 environmentala).
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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.  

MD332-5 Facility Accidents 

As discussed in the Emergency Preparedness sections in Chapter 3 of Volume 

I, 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. These 

modifications would include training medical facilities' personnel and local 

emergency responders in accordance with DOE Order 151.1, Comprehensive 

Emergency Management System.  

MD332-6 DOE Policy 

In order to address security against terrorist-related incidents, all intersite 

shipments of plutonium for the surplus plutonium disposition program would 

be made using DOE's SST/SGT system. 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 
equipment and additional couriers. Further, the disposition facilities proposed 

in this SPD EIS are all at locations where plutonium would have the levels of 
protection and control required by applicable DOE safeguards and security 

directives. Site personnel work with local, State, and Federal emergency 

responders and authorities and have plans and procedures in place to ensure 

appropriate and prompt coordination of efforts when responding to 

terrorist threats.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD332-5.
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Water Resources

Plutonium Recommendations Letter 
Page 3 of 5 

6. How will the amount of water used from the Savannah River affect communities and the 
aIshing? How would water be cleaned if there was a leak? How would the concept of 7 

"containment with the least amount of water" be assured? 

7. What is the training for transportation personnel and how are they selected? 8 

8. Are SRS and DOE prepared for negative outcomes? 9 

9. Is adequate funding available fir the implementation of all proposals, which includes 10 
outreach and public education? 

10. How will issues associated with transportation be addressed? 

"* Routes 

"* Community/local government and authorities readiness 

"* Informing communities 

II.How will communities monitor the secre transportation routes? How will the 
communities be alerted? 

12.1n what processes will the Savannah River water be used?I7

Other significant concerns include: 

13. Increased exposure to workers, communities, and environment.  

14.The impact ofgallium (corrosion of the metal).  

I S.Health risks.  

16. Community plans not in place.  

17. Location of commercial reactors.  

18.Cost of MOX.  

19. Community right-to-know.  

20. Consistency of emergency training.  

21. Training of youth regarding new technology.  

22. Public outreach.  

23. Equity issues.  

24. Only the voice of stakeholders in favor of processes coming to SRS being heard.  

2S. Politics driving decisions rather than science and technology.  

26. Criteria for decisions on the pit disassembly facility.
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As described in Section 4.26.4.2, the proposed surplus plutonium disposition 
facilities at SRS would not use water from the Savannah River. Groundwater 
supplied by the central domestic water supply system would be used. There 
are redundant systems to prevent a release of contaminants from the proposed 
facilities. In addition, systems are included that continuously monitor for 
leaks, allowing early detection and response. If an accident were to release 
contaminants to the environment, containment and then cleanup would 
be conducted.  

MD332-8 Transportation 

DOE's Transportation Safeguards Division is responsible for selecting and 
training the couriers that operate and escort the SST/SGTs. To be considered 
for selection as a courier, one must pass a background investigation and 
receive DOE's highest security clearance, be certified to operate SST/SGTs, 
possess mental alertness, and meet physical performance requirements.  
Couriers are initially trained in firearms, tactics, and driving and receive 
specialized training in physical fitness, communications, radiation, and 
hazards/detection. The emergency management training for couriers includes 
the above-mentioned areas and nuclear weapons safety, hazardous materials 
safety, emergency response training, general firefighting, fire prevention, 
and explosive hazards.

MD332-9 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the safety of nuclear 
materials. Accident analyses for SRS are summarized in the Facility Accidents 
section in Chapter 4 of Volume I for alternatives that include SRS.  

SRS has an emergency management program that includes emergency 
planning, preparedness, and response in the event of an accident. The 
Emergency Preparedness Facility at SRS provides overall direction and control 
for onsite responses to emergencies and coordinates with Federal, State, and 
local agencies and officials on the technical aspects of the emergency.

MD332-7
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MD332-10 DOE Policy 

Funding for the surplus plutonium disposition program is appropriated 

annually by the U.S. Congress. DOE, in its 5-year budget plan, has notified 

both the Office of Management and Budget and the Congress about the 

funding level required to implement the surplus plutonium disposition .• 

program. This budget plan includes funds for maintaining the public outreach 

program. Since its creation, MD has supported a vigorous public participation 

policy and will continue to provide the public with information and maintain 

communication mechanisms (e.g., mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, 

MD Web site) to facilitate public input.  

MD332-11 Transportation 

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial 

carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes 

and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans are 

coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste 

would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste 

Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statementfor Managing 

Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste 
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final 

Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997).  

The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed 

planning with DOE's Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and 

times that specific transportation routes would be used for special nuclear 

materials are classified information; however, the number of shipments that 

would be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional 

details are provided in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT 
Transportation Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on 

the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com or by calling (202) 586-5368.  

The commentor's recommendations are consistent with DOE policy. As part 

of the development of a transportation plan, details of emergency 

preparedness, security, and coordination of DOE with local emergency 

response authorities would be addressed before any hazardous material was 

shipped. Any additional training or equipment needed would be provided as 

part of the planning process. In addition to direct Federal assistance to State, 

tribal, and local governments for maintaining emergency response programs, 
there are national emergency response plans under which DOE provides
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radiological monitoring and assessment assistance. Under these plans, DOE 
provides technical advice and assistance to the State, tribal, and local agencies 
who might be involved in responding to a radiological incident. DOE 

anticipates that transportation of plutonium pits, nonpit plutonium, MOX 

fuel, and HEU (i.e., special nuclear materials) required to disposition surplus 

plutonium would be done through DOE's SST/SGT system. Appendix L.3.2 

provides a description of this system. As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic 

fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures 

or vehicle emissions are expected.  

MD332-12 Human Health Risk 

All potential impacts are addressed in detail for each alternative in Chapter 4 
of Volume I. The SRS Cumulative Impacts section (Section 4.32.4.4) provides 

information about incremental exposures that may be associated with surplus 

plutonium disposition activities.  

MD332-13 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

At the time DOE issued the SPD Draft EIS, it believed the gallium content in 
the plutonium dioxide feed specifications for MOX fuel could be reached 
using the dry, thermal gallium removal method included in the pit conversion 
process. However, in response to public interest on this topic and to ensure 

adequate NEPA review in the event that the gallium specification could not 

be met with the thermal process, an evaluation of the potential environmental 
impacts of including a small-scale aqueous process (referred to as plutonium 

polishing) as part of either the pit conversion or MOX facility was presented 

in Appendix N of the SPD Draft EIS.  

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 as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate 
impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide in order to eliminate the concern 

ofgalliumreacting with the zirconiummetal of the MOX fuel rods. Appendix N 
was deleted from the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed therein were 

added to the impacts sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of 
Volume I. Section 2.4.3 was also revised to include the impacts associated 

with plutonium polishing. While it is true that plutonium polishing would
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add to the amount of LLW and TRU waste generated, this amount of waste 
should be a small fraction of the total amount of these waste types generated 
at the candidate sites. For example, at SRS, which is the preferred site for the 
MOX facility, the addition of the plutonium-polishing process would be 
expected to increase the site's projected generation of LLW and TRU waste 
by less than 1 percent and 2 percent, respectively. Section 4.32.4 discusses 
the cumulative impacts of the proposed action at SRS; Sections 4.32.1,4.32.2, 
and 4.32.3, the cumulative impacts of the proposed action at Hanford, INEEL, 
and Pantex, respectively.  

The commentor is correct in stating that the use of plutonium would require 
a license modification, but the modifications needed at the reactors and to I .  
handle the spent fuel are expected to be small. Any required reactor 
modifications would, nevertheless, be conducted in accordance with 
associated NRC license modification procedures. Section 4.28 was revised 
to provide reactor-specific analyses.  

The purpose of the Comment Response Document is to address comments 
on environmental impact issues considered in this SPD EIS. The portion of 
this comment relating to cost 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.  

MD332-14 MOX Approach 

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
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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 Ill, Chapter 4. The reactors selected as a result of the 
procurement are Catawba in York, South Carolina; McGuire in Huntersville, 

North Carolina; and North Anna in Mineral, Virginia.  

MD332-15 Cost 

This comment is addressed in response MD332-13.  

MD332-16 Candidate Sites 

The Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act is listed in 
Chapter 5. Activities for the surplus plutonium disposition program would 
be conducted in accordance with all applicable regulations, including 
community right-to-know laws.  

MD332-17 Other 

The DOE Education in Science, Technology, Energy, Engineering, and Math 
(ESTEEM) program offers a wide range of technology-, math-, and 

science-related education programs for students at various grade levels.  
Information on ESTEEM, including types of activities offered and points of 
contact, can be obtained on the Web at http://www.sandia.gov/ESTEEM/ 
home.htm orby contacting Samuel Rodriguez, Assistant Director of Science 

for Communications and Science Education and Chair, DOE's ESTEEM 
Education Council, by email at: Samuel.Rodriguez@oer.doe.gov or by phone 
at (202)586-7141.  

MD332-18 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

Each of the DOE candidate sites that could be involved in the surplus 
plutonium disposition program conducts public outreach and education 
programs in the surrounding communities, and all have a Citizens' 
Advisory Board.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD332-1.
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MD332-19 Environmental Justice 

Per the commentor's recommendation, Section S.7 of the Sumnary was revised 
to include the results of DOE's analysis of environmental justice concerns.  
Chapter 4 of Volume I includes Environmental Justice sections, which provide 
analyses of the potential impacts on minority or low-income populations for Zý 

each of the alternatives considered. Appendix M describes the process that 
was used to determine these impacts and gives additional detail on the 
minority and low-income populations surrounding each of the 

candidate sites.  

MD332-20 DOE Policy 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the drivers in the 

decisionmaking process for locating the surplus plutonium disposition 
program at SRS. 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.  

MD332-21 DOE Policy 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the criteria used in 

the decisionmaking process for locating 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.
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MOX Approach
Plutonium Recommendations Letter 
Page 4 of 5 

Recommendations 

Based on the information presented and the concerns expressed the communities 
recommend the following: 

1. Translate information in the EIS into everyday language.  

11. Include summary of environmental justice analysis in the Executive Summary.  

Hli Conduct public meetings• in all areas where citizens may be affected/conduct special 
sessions for youth.  

IV. Work with local community based organizations to conduct outreach and public 
education activities.  

V. Provide emergency training for communities near selected site and those on 
transportation routes (police department, fire department, hospitals, Local 
Emergency Planning Committees, etc.).  

VI. Train the communities in terminology associated with the EI S 

* Spent Nuclear Fuel * fission * Pit Disassembly 
* plutonium * disposition * conversion 
* uranium basins/taks reactors 
* chemical separations 0 MOX robotics

VII.  
VIII.  

IX.  

X.  

XM.  

XII.

Test the technology (MOX) 

Create community monitoring panels 

Provide a detailed analysis of potential impact on Savannah, GA and other 
downstream communities. Each community should have a booklet just on its area.  

Notify communities/insure emergency plan.  

Conduct open public debate on the EIS.  

Summarize environmental justi.e analysis In separate document.

1 
19 

18 

5 

22 

18 

23 

5 

1 

19

Finally, our most significant recommendation focuses on the issue of gallium.  

XII. Potential aceons being evaluated by the DOE for surplus plutonium dis tion must 
address the issue of gallum residue in the conversion of plutonium into fuel in 
civilian reactors. It is reported by nuclear weapons scientists that not only will 13 
gallium interfere with the conversion, but will also cause I) chemical problems after 
the fueI is used, and add an additional $200 million (to remove gallium) to the $1 
billion cost to convert the plutonium into fuel.  

MD332

The use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not a new concept.  
The fabrication of MOX fuel and its use in commercial reactors have been 
accomplished in Western Europe, and electricity was generated on a 
demonstration basis in the United States in the late 1970s. Several 
U.S. commercial reactors were designed to use MOX fuel, and others can 
easily and safely accommodate a partial MOX fuel core. The lead assemblies 
for test irradiation would be inserted into selected reactors as part of the fuel 
qualification program before full-scale operation was undertaken (see 
Section 2.17).  

MD332-23 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

This SPD EIS does provide analyses of the potential impacts of implementing 
each of the alternatives considered. Those analyses show that the disposition 
of surplus plutonium would have no significant environmental impacts on 
Savannah, Georgia, or other communities on the Savannah River from normal 
operations. The Summary of the SPD EIS can be used as the 
suggested booklet.

MD332-22
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FD231-1 DOE Policy 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding NRC regulation of 
DOE facilities. Because NRC regulations are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, 

Jun& 10.195949Clark CniMey Llbrarr, Las Vegas Xevatiathis comment has been forwarded to the DOE team addressing external 
regulation and to the DOE Savannah River Operations office.  

GEORGIA CAROLINA COURIER 

505 Courthouse Lane 
Augusta, Ga, 30901 

July 1998 

I- SPOOKED SPOOKED SPOOKED 

Top billing fox the current spooky story goes to the 
Well .Street Journal's April. 28,, 1998 headline, 93.S.  
Admita Its jets Hamed onrsss.' This story reported that: 

The U.S. Conceded that noise caused by its 
Jet fighters injured acalorsess in November, 
during Japa -U.S. military drills off Cape zriz
in southern Hokkaido. - . The b-areau said the two 
governments must jointly compensate owners for the damage in line with the bilateral st.tus-of-Torces 
Agreement.  

The GAO/NSIAD-98-66, Mar. 2 release Overseas presence: 
Z.ssues .nvolred. n ed..itng the ot of the U.S. Military 
Presaence In akina, is also spooky. This story reported 
that: 

-A new U.S.-Japaneae agreement to reduce the 
Urerican zt-.litary presence on Okinawa includes replacing a Marine air station with a new $4 
billion sea-based iscility. and paid for by Japan.  Operating cvots (or the new facility are estiaitad at nearly ý[00 million a "yar, Mich higher than 
costs for the existing air station. Japan has 
bee asked to pay these cost$ but has yet to 
agree. GAD raises the Issue of responsibility for 
cleaning up any environmr tal contamination at the 
military facilities being returned to Japan.  
Also, the construction and operation of the sea
based facility could have harmful consequences for 
the environmant.  

Inquiries frot. our publication rogarding these reports 
directed to Congressm•n Norwood and copied te Senator 
clelana resmin unanswered..; The U.S. EPA library services 
reports no Information on these reports regarding their

FD231
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Ehbibtt D 

Historical 4MCleor Weapons Test Film Festival 
clark CO-•wIPUrIy. 1401e. Fla/inzo, Las Vegas, NV 

zafe 10. 19 

11:30 at - 12:30 p.m. Footage from Nevada Test ltoe historicl operatiord -- "Operation Buster/ 
Jangle" end tperatioe Tn Tnbher-Snr ' 

12:35 p.m.- 1:25 pin Film Set Overview.- 30to 43 second clips from each video currentiycavailable, N' 
including the new set of fims being released today. z 

1:30 p.m. - 2.15 pa. Footage from peaceful nucle-r explosions In Nevada,cNew Me•a,4 , and Colorado - -ll 
"Nuclear Excavatin., Excavating with Nuclear Explosivesn' "Plasw -er, card 
"Project lto.  

2:25 p.m. - 3:1
5 

plm. 'Atomic Frlm. deers-- Lewn out Hollywaoade Top Secret film studk nd ?he 
comermene who worked •ike p _htsiq e wenpn teoto from 1945 
until 1963. This video is produced and directed by Peter Kruan. The filmmtarfor 
the award winning motion picture• Trinity and Beyod•.  

3:20 p.m.- LO0 p.m. 'This Little ShW,"- 1952 British film which describes the United Kingdom's first 
nuclear detonation "Target Newvocdo'- a Lookout Mountaln flm about the 
Nevada Test Sitc •a footage frem Civil bet erie test operations at hlre N uda 
Tet Site inuclding nudear explosion effects on bomb skelters. electrical 
substatiomn proponeintorage tans, weti stations. cars, familyF houses, and 
mannequins.  

4:15p.m. - 5:00 p.a Two new films - 'ExerCiCese Der Rt , and Tonepoh Test biange-.  

5:00 p.m. - 6)00 p.m. BREAK 

6:00 pA. - 6:145 p.m. Welcome ond introduction of 9"est apelkers - Pt Bodino, Classification Officer, 
U.S. Department of Erw y. Nevada Operations Office.  

6:15 p.m. - 6:40 pFn. Film beckasslficatfon Project - Charles bemos, Classification Officer, U.S.  
Department of Energwr Ar•bqurque Operations Office.  

6:407 pm. -S6:00 p.m. Atomic C seaorcphe-s-Peter nKuom.director/producer"of "Trinityend 
Beyond" showing excerpts Ifrom the fascos movie, as well as from lDoomtown'.  
end discussing restoration efforts for old, deteriorating films.  

Nohoev*t Mff daythere wdll e e&hhN.rawleelmtrofomlo&edmtewfINSccw demosfoo
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GOrR(OIA CJ7flAA XCOMER 
PA0R1CTA C. 1 C. CACC KDJ IT nOR 

OFFICE (706] 730-9431 
T1AX 47061738-0637 

Exhibi 

Nuclear WVaste Fund Status 
(Billions of dollars, data as of September 30, 1990) 

OCRWUCACculat ion: 

Fees.Paid 
Investment Earnings S j.6 

Total 511.1 
Disbursements .~ 
NetBalatce $.2 

Fees Paid 5$8's 
ImevstmentEarin• " S2.6 
One rTim 

t
ees Accrued, 

Principal 09" 
interest $ 1.3 
Defense-Feea Owed S 1.0.  

Total 5.4.3 
Disbursements $34.9* 
Netseahnce S.9.4 

* Total TNW disbursemcnts only. does not r efle;tINWD diisbursernems of 5.7B.  
Total Program costs, including NWF & DNWD ningi.through the end of FY 1997 
equal 95.6B.  

*# The utility calculation in clude one-time featind fitertsi not yet paid to the Nuclear 
Wase Fund. It also includes the accnied feds that the Departmem owes to date for the 
dispoasi ofdoefasehigh-level -aste. bued'upon sCoat & hercompnted in the 1995 totat 
system life-cyc!e cost analysis.

FD231
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To: Inspector General 
Department of Justice 

From: Patricia Mccracken 
Georgla-Carolina Courier 
413 Scotts Way 
Augusta, Georgia -30909 
706-738-9451 
fax 738-0637 

August 12, 1998 

Bear Sir: 

The electric consumers of America have not been 
properLy informed regarding the events associated with their 

=ucLear waste Fund litigation.  

This news organization has previously written to Mrs.  
Renc regarding the lack of information and legal 
spokespersons at major nuclear gatherings publicizing and 
promoting various legal positiona that impact our nation.  
We should not have to depend on the reliability of nuclear 
tabloid publications or utility attorneys with current 
litz-ation against the government for our information.  

We :iaue requested press releases from the Oustice 
Department In Washington concerning the. Nuclear Waste Fund 
lltigatfon for quite some time and have been unable to get 
any information from the press or public relations office.  
The DOE Anternet site could not locate any information with 
the search word lawsuits, nuclear. etc. Meanwhile, at 
appears that lawsuits have'been very active at the DOE and 
custtce. Interested persons attending the varlous public 
meetings at the DOZ would have no reason to contact the 
Justice Department for information because that inforr.ation 
has not been given through the many DOE outreach and public 
affairs offices.  

Perhaps our United States Attorney's office in Augusta 
needs to represent the consumers and other government 
interests of our district. 'At thewvery least we would want 
them to review the pleadings, transcripts and decisions 
regarding electricity consuamers. turthermore, the Department 
of Energy'a public comment documents and Environmr.ental 
Impact Statements may not contain all the information known 
tc :he Justice Department and the Department of Energy 
because they are not being sent to the proper parties 
invo..ved.

FD262

FD262-1 Other 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns about the NWPA. The status 
of the Nuclear Waste Fund implementation is beyond the scope of this 
SPD ELS.
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The Department of Defense has a law school. They 
should study this litigation. If the Justice Department nas 
inadequare funding to defend' the DOD, DOE and electric 
Consumers then they could help in the endeavor. Some 
arrangement could be made *regarding some payments they 
apparently cwe to the Nuclear Waste Fund.  

The consequences of the decision or decisions regarding 
the Northern States Power Cnmkany verses the United States 
appear to fall under the NEPA Iaws, We hope that all the 
information has been presented to the appropriate groups for 
action and review. This review should also include 
information gathered in disdovery. If that info--mation is 
being withheld because of liitgation, then no Record of 
Decisions should be made without all the information known 
to the agencies. We wonder if various agencies have already 
mace some Record of Decisions without all the necessary 
information ro make a proper concluston.  

The General Accounting Office and other Congressional 
reporting groups seem to diffek'on the status of the Nuclear 
Waste Fund. We hope that the Justice Department and our 
public attorneys have been able to investigate the status of 
the fund now involved in litigation. -We do not believe that 
the Justice Department hasa received all the information or 
proper expert consultation to conduct this case. We would 
all like to review the postitons of our attorneys and how 
well and ccurteously they a;e being treated by our judges at 
hearings, but apparently no'transcripts are available.  

Our news organization? has been suspicious that the 
government's funding fot our defenseemay be inadequate.  
The complexity of the NWF requites much staffing. We are 
quite puzzled as to some of thti.information we have received 
under FOIA requests ragard~mln your litigation connected to 
the Nuclear Waste Fund. Some of .the questions are quite 
obvicous even to an untutored* investigator. We certainly 
hope that cur judges are asinq soda questions.  

Our news organization has'been seeking the actual legal 
dccuments regarding the Northern States Power Ccmpany 
litigation and any other litigation regarding the Nuclear 
Waste Fund. It appears nati. the only way to find cut 
wtat 's really going on these cases. : would appreciate 
assistance in obtaining "'thje pleadings, transcripts, 
discovery and decisions regarding phese cases. Also we would 
like to know if the attorney$.'wert'citizens of the United 
States and their qualificaetons:for such an Inportant case.  

CAFD262 
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We have obtained some verbal information that Indicates" 
that our government has not beer. very successful in the 
courns. Your strategy team might want to set up a task 
force of US attorneys to help with this strategy.  

Our current verbal infon.ation regarding the status o" 
the Northern States Power Company versus the United States 
of America indicates that the appeal time clock is ticking.  
We hope that our attorneys are clicking around and working 
on our case., Our appeal brief'is due by September 2, 1998.  
Please check on the status of our legal representation.  
There may be some new information surfacing regarding this 
case.  

The legal representatives-for the Northern States Power.  
Company appear to be rather 'cocky' about their position at Zt 
Industry meetings. We would like to b4 sure that their 
position is correct.  

We have learned that all the necessary information 0 
regarding the Nuclear waste Fund.litigation have not been 
received az the Justice legal -department working on the 
case. We suspect that peatirent evidence lists and other 
information is not Currently available at the Justice 
department for proper decision making sessions. Please check 
to see if the agency has all the necessary appeals 
consultants (and that representation reflects all 
stakeholders) to make a decision. Would you please expedlte 
the legal departments need 'for information through some 
emergency fund. Please make that information available for 
press releases and the public. And please inform the persons 
or voice message instigators to have a system for inquiries.  

Some persons -might want to go and see who is 
representing the government and what questions were being 
asked at the proceedings. Today's media might even be 
interested in our ofticials fashion mode for litigation.  

le would also appreciate*some assistance and review of 
the activities of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
regarding their intent and actions developed from the 
Memorandum of Understanding Between the U.S. Department of 
Energy and the U.S. Nuclear Reg,,'l'-ory Commission dated 
10/20/97 and the pilot programs external regula-ton.  
Portions of our comment dated Aogua ±2k", Work Plan for :he 
Receiving Basin for Offsite Fuels at the Savannah River Site 
draf. June 25, 1996, under a public comment process states: 

The NRC regulations call for antitrust 
language for Pro-licensing "Antitrust Review of 
Prod-action and Utilization Facilities and to

FD262
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Effectuate Certain Other Purposes Pertanilng to 
Nuclear Facilities. In accord with the intent of 
the NR: to facilitate. competition, some review is 
in order to determine the degree in which your 
agency would become the monopoly for &I- the 
commercial and government nuclear facilities under 
the current activities outlined in the NRC 
Memorandum of Understanding between the DOE and 
NRC. Did the antitrust section of the Justice 
Department give any review of this work? They have 
historically notified NRC about such action in 
court cases. The public would like for the NRC to 
abide by the same quidelines as the Justice 
Department uses for other nuclear situations.  

Some legal findings have even used language 
that can mean even setting up a situation that 
might lead to monopolization. This plan is a 
monopoly report without input from other agencies 
wih responsibility at DOE. NRC is engaqing in 
unfair monopoly reporting power without allowing 
access of other reports available in the 
government market or peer review in the proper 
fields. The appropriations set up a monopoly 
reporting power structure and the people are not 
protected from this monopoly. The work plan should 
be set up to remedy this situation. The NRC can 
use the same type of remedies that they have 
recommended themselves to other parties.  

We urge the public get relief from the draft 
plan of the DOE/NRC.  

According to some legal opinions, the Atomic Snergy Act 
was amended by Congress to include a procedure whereby the 
Depaxtment of Justice is to notify the NRC if licensing 
might create or matntain a situation inconsasteant with the 
antitrcst laws.  

Thank you for the opportunity to report some citizen 
comments about our government.  

FD262
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FD299-1 DOE Policy 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding NRC regulation of 
DOE facilities. Since NRC regulations are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS 
and the comments do not directly relate to the surplus plutonium disposition 

Fro.: Patricia McCracken program, this comment has been forwarded to the DOE team addressing .  413 ScottnsNay Augusta, Georgia 3C909 external regulation and to the DOE Savannah River Operations office.  705-738-9451 
• 

Re: Comments to the proposed Pilot Program on External Regulation of DOE NKclear !facilities by the Nuclearn 
Regulatory Comaieston and the public presentation Of A •" 
document called Work Plan for ThEa•Receiving Basin for 'k Offsite Fuels at the Savannmah River Site Draft June 25, 1998 

Without any formal fedaral .regiter notices to refer for comment, comments can only relate:to the handouts from NRC.  

The title to this work plan does hot reflect the description of the work plan. Your work plan.is much more aeXtnsive, 
than this title.  

One would like to inow your.distribution, list for your draft 
as those persons such as myselfwhio attend the public 
meetingsiand produce a newsl~tterJ and comment were not on 
your mailing list. Mr. Robert Newman was contacted and he 
did not receive a draft for" aowent. Me has made several 
presentations at the CAB maetings regarding compliance with DOE orders. He asked me to" com•tent on his behalf and remind 
DOE Of his participation at public. meetings and the Comment 1 
process.  

The section of the CDC conducting health studies at SRS did ': 
not receive your notice for Coient.  

This fact alone raises some. qustions as to the persons at 
5R5 and DOE that are supplying'information for this report.  

The handout does not see to 2rsve the same format as public 
notice documents such as nth federal register. The intent 
of the NRC to pursue a project at the Department of Energy 
must have soe legal •p•ition itatemobtb hut they have not 
been presented for public counent.  

Appendix D's Authorization 'Bas-is does not appear to be 
compsete for the legal scope. ,'We all certainly would hike 
the NRC to look at the antiriust .duties of the agency In 
reviewing some of the activity at SRS and proposed activity 
at SRS. We need more Speci~fic-statutory basis to ensure 
that the agency covers allthe-i43e3s important to 
stakeholders. NRC appea r o be trying to establish a
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monopoly regulatory agency, which would be in violation of 
its statutory duti•e.  

we believe that you need permission from other agencies to 
conduct your work. This memorandum of understanding is 
suspected to be inappropriate for entry into a defer.se 
facility, especially with no Corp. of Engineers eignature.  

We need to know the format for the database of information 
gathered (categorized to matchi each work plan 
section like a dockeQt for public review purposes. The CDC 
health studies group(SRS) has i: format for collection and 
pub-ic review that is quite extensive and might serve as a 
modal for this massive report.  

The statutory authority of the oNR is apparently an issue 
often debated in the courts. Most of this plan(like nage D
2 renew, approval...fisaionable material operations) is 
defense related and no relatýd oversight persona are part of 
your task force. Efforts to contact the DOD oversight at 
Pentagon have been unsuccessful as their is no telephone 
answer. That could explain the situation.  

The Congress has appropriated(special) money for the NRC to 
conduct some work at the DOE.  

Congress has been utilizing the Nuclear Waste Fund consumers 
payments and interest to fund other projects such as this 
one. This does not appear to be legal. The DOE apparently 
borrows money to make payments to the NWF and then invests 
that money somewhere.  

Your work plan and oversight duties should include an 
explanation of Your funding. I' it parteof the Nuclear 
Waste eund? Please demonstrate t~hat this money is not part 
of any of the money(with interbst) Congress borrowed from 
the consumer fund.  

The work plan presented does nct giVe the signatures of the 
authorized representatives of each agency. The Hemorandum 
of Understanding between the'DOE and NRC is not presented 
with any signatures. We would like to know if the perso.n 
approving the work plan also approved the adequacy of the 
appropriation to conduct this work. Was the work plan 
presented to the persons making the rocoeunendations efor the 
money amounts? We would like the references for 
presentations.  

We have made some inquiries as to the existence of documents 
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that might relate to the subject matter of the pilot 
prcject. Many other sections of Our government have some 
oversight regarding the DOE. We did not see any reference 
to accumulating any of that information. Surely, some of 
these groups have looked at the existing regulations in our 
country and perhaps some comparisons internationally. And 
surely Congress does not havs to appropriate special money 
to check fire extinguishers. Who is checking them now? 

The public thxough FOTA cannot ask for qualifications( DOE 
Decision and order case' number VFA-0348 to Patricia 

I McCracken) of the contractors and we would like tc know if 
NRC will be able to get restricted information regarding the t-1 
contracting process. Appendix B mentions some estimates of 
savings associated with using licensed/qualified subs. This .  
term needs a better explanation.  
The statements under potential outcomes Is really a big 

policy change. Forn flIlr "tO seek transition of some or 
all DOE facilities to•N = regulation prior to ocwletion of 
the NRC/DOS Pilot Program is definitely something that needs 
more documentation than this work plan. These types of 
statements trigger 5EPA action. Your report did not address that issue.  

Your draft did not address the NRC's ability to handle such 
a mission. The cart is before the horse. Your draft should 
be explaining your funding outside the commrcial licensing 
process. .  

•e do not know if your information database is secure. We 
do not know if you are using contractors and if any conflict 
of interest ny exist. We do not know who has access to 
yQear reports. Axe these reports suppose to be part of the 
classification system? Tou apparently have written several 
reports regarding other sites but no one is allowed to 
review your work. Stakeholders around S3K might want to 
review your work.  

We do not understand how you are able to come to a defense 
facility and propose a review of receipt, transfer and 
i!nventory of xadioactive materials. Please give some exact 
procedures for this task. Please site the names of the 
reports you will be using as manuals.  

Section J concerns radioactive waste management including 
effluents and environmental monitoring. This work plan 
does not give the credentials of the persons or procedures 
as outlined in the federal register or what. Who will be 
doing such highly soieumne sapeifi"r assessmente. it is
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difficult to believe that the task force presented has all the qualifications to conduct such•a massive study. OSkA 
persons might want to include Nios persona aleaady doing 
work at the site.  

The work plan leaves out a.lot of details that are vaguely 
mentioned in the OU which was not attached to the work 
plan. Of special importance is the MOU explanation of 
coordination activities. 'VDO and NRC agree to enter into an 
interagency Agreement to reimburse NRC, where legally 
permitted and not otherwise covered by appropriations, for 
its agency cost associated with NRC activities to achieve 
the objectives or the MOT." DOE is currently borrowing 
money under the Nuclear Waste Fund program while loaning 
money from the fund. we would like to know the exact interest rate of both policies as it relates to paying NRC.  

The part about legally permitted is not explained very well.  

Some details regarding salaries is important as apparently 
the task force must have many crudentials ( not related in 
the work plan) and they do :not need to be checking fire 
extinquishers at their payment rate.  

Section K C-2 lists Transpo:tstioxi of Radioactive Materials with the scope of review that includes knowledge from 
shipment to packaging. Again this task force will need some 
input from other experts and those persone have not been 
named in this plan. This discussion could be described for 
so many of these broad outlinzp in the plan. We would like to request that NRC ask DOSi whlre the transportation 
alternative plan is l cated' fov WHIPP or any other project.  
NRC would need that plan for reference 

This plan iC-3 0) OFire Jc.ro tion Program states the review will include an assessment of the procedures for control of 
combustsbles, inspection of* portable fire extingulishers.  
Testing of emergency lights, inspection of chemical storage 
areas, emergency response and waste removal. The review 
will also Include an assessment of the training requirements 
for the facility designated fire wardens. We all certainly 
want to see the trip reports and procedures used by this 
task force documenting that all:these things were conducted by this qroup. That goes for all the other activities. What persons are already staf•fd to.'cqnduct these activities and 
why do they need you to help tiem? The state and local fire 
and emergency response persons .could save you money and help 
in these projects.  
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This work plan does sot give specific check sheets to be 
used to assess the many programs and evaluations outlined.  
Your regulations probably provide guidelines for such forms 
utilized by your persons. In accordance with your 
regulations, we would want the same level of expertise 
asstgned to each category as utilized by XRC and its hiring •" practices and proficiency levels'. we would want all forms 
and evaluation categories signed by the staff parson with 
his credentials for making sud an evaluation and 
determination. The accounting pert would be especially 
important and we would want it signed by a certified 
accountant.  

The proposed environmental monitoring is not specific. Most '.  of the outline appears to discuss the same issues that have IZ 
been part of CAB meetings and other public meetings and 
other review groups. Are you starting these programs over? 
Tour claim of an independent review needs acme independent: 
contractors outside the DOE if you are going to make such a 
claim.  

Page 8 discusses defining similarities and differences 
between SBOF and other NRC licensees. The work plan should 
discuss your staff and the-similarities and differences 
between what you are doing and what they are doing. Any 
reports should be very specific. The nature of the licensing of the WRC and DOE work are eq • diferent in scope that one 
has difficulty relating the integration.  

The purpose of" the Memorandum of Understending to "simulate 
regulation" when NRC is prohibIted from regulation of DOE is 
confusing. What was the policy for this exemptior.? 
Somebody must have had some reasons for this statutory 
language! If NRC wante DOE to 'gain experience", then 
develop a training Program that NRC dwenis appropriate and 
present it to the public. Perhaps some.debate is in order 
for who has had the moat 'experience" at what.  

You may want to contact the COorgia Public Service 
Commission about training programs. Apparently under our 
new gas deregulation plan, new marketers who cannot collect 
delinquent accounts as well as the current gas company can 
be allowed special circuslstances (write-offs I think) until 
they learn and get better at their new service.  

This program will not 'provide an opportunity to deve'_op 
actual information on the costs and benefits of external 
regulatlon," because you do notfcurrently) have enough money
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or staff to make the comazison. Your budget should be 
presented with any work plan.  

The ŽMc regulations call for tntltrust language for 
Prelicensing Antitrust Review of Production and TUtilizario.  
Facilities and to Effectuate Certain Other Purposes 
Pertaining to Nuclear Facilities. In accord with the intent 
of the NRC to facilitate competition, aome review is in 
order to determine the degree in which your agency would 
become the m6nopoly for all the comm•ecial and government 
nuclear facilities under the current activities outlined in 
the NRC Memorandum of Understanding between the DOE and NRC.  
Did the antitrust section of the Justice Department give any 
review of this worki They have historically notified NRC 
abcut s5uch action in court cases. The public would like for 
the nC to abide by the same guidelines as the Justice 
Department rses for other nuclear situations.  

Some legal findings have even used language that can mean 
even setting up a situation that might lead to 
monopolization. This plan is a monopoly report without input 
from other agencies with reponusibility at DOE. NRC is 
engaging in unfair monopoly reporting power without allcwing 
access of other eports available in the gove=nment market 
or peer review in the propet fields. The appropriations set 
up a monopoty reporting power structure and the people axe 
not protected from this monopoly.. The work plan shoutd be 
set up to remedy this situation. The NRC can use the same 
type of rsedoies that they have recom•ended themselves to 
other parties.  

we urge the public get reliefn from the draft plan of the 
DOE/NRC.  

The work plan language and general intent for safety and 
protection axe important and aevryone Wants to be sure that 
they are addressed with full input and peer review.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important 
matter in our area. The information regarding this plan has 
not been fully sent to the.public and we hope that more 
comment opportunity will exist.  
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Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
205 Butler St. S.E. , E. RFloyd Tower., Atnlamn, Geogia 30334 

to,.C. 6U-r t. k-~.J*il 
Hor~d F. Rahei,, Dirt-oo 

Enw•Moýrn P-ticton DMWion 
14041 050-4713 "S•.  

September21. 1998 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, 0. C. 20026-3786 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

The Environmental Protection Division (EPD) of the Georgia Department of 

Natural Resources (DNR) is pleased to provide the following comments on the "Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement', DOEIEIS-0283-D.  

Attached you will find a discussion of issues related to the draft EIS that we feel are 
significant, as well as detailed page-by-page comments.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document 

James L. Setser, Chief 

Program Coordination Branch 

JLS:Im 
Attachment

MD322
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Georgia Environmental Protection Division 
Issues Related to 

Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
DOEFEIS-0283-D

Uise nf Frxltinn Facilities at Savannah River Site ISRS)

Many of the SRS alteratives involve utilization of the ageing facilities at SRS. Some of 
these facilities, particularly the F and H Canyons, have been in operation for more than 

45 years. The risk of design-based accidents and the potential that a severe 

earthquake or other natural disaster such as a severe tornado could occur are of vital 

concern for the utilization of these facilities. Whereas new nuclear facilities are 

constructed to seismically withstand the forces of such natural disasters (i.e., 0.2g for a 

design-basis earthquake), the older facilities are not constructed according to these 

standards. The magnitude of such an earthquake would be expected to cause severe 

structural damage that could lead to partial structure collapse and unmitigated releases 

of radioactive and hazardous material to the environment.  

Scheduling 
The technology for immobilization of plutonium at SRS is unrealistic from a time 

schedule viewpoint. The purpose of the current Defense Waste Processing Facility 

(DWPF) at SRS is to convert the high level wastes in the tank farm to a borosilicate 

glass form which will be shipped to a National Repository when one becomes available

Because of DOE's failure to successfully conduct in Tank Precipitation (ITF) an 

ion-exchange system is being considered. If implemented, this system is expected to 

cost $500 million and require between 6 and 14 years to implement. The ITF was 

initially completed in 1986 at a cost of $32 million and now, more than $500 million in 

estimated costs have been incurred and the facility is not operational. While DOE's 

expectations that all high level waste tanks be emptied and completely processed by 

2020, the modifications to the DWPF and related operations for plutonium 

immobilization at SRS will most likely cause even further delay in processing the 

existing 32 million gallons of high level waste. This further delay raises the question of 

an increased risk to public health and safety due to a failure of the old carbon steel 

tanks that contain the high level radioactive waste.  

Proximity of Plutonium Processing Facilities 

The separation of an MOX fuel fabrication facility from the pit conversion facility (i.e., pit 

conversion at Pantex and MOX facility at SRS) could lead to significant control 

problems related to gallium contamination in the MOX fuel fabrication process.  

Because hafnium and gadolinium are both neutron absorber poisons that will 

contaminate the MOX fuel, in a manner similar to the requirement for Hafnium removal 

in reactor grade zircaloy for commercial LWR's, a polishing process has to be put in 

place to get rid of the gadolinium. This polishing process needs to be employed at the 

pit conversion facility if new construction is envisioned because this contamination in 

the MOX fuel fabrication facility is extremely difficult to control,
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MD322-1 Human Health Risk 

As explained in the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS, DOE has eliminated as 

unreasonable the eight alternatives in the SPD Draft EIS that would involve 

use of portions of Building 221-F with a new annex at SRS for plutonium 

conversion and immobilization. It was determined that the amount of space 

required for the immobilization facility would be significantly larger than 

originally planned. These new space requirements mean that the annex to be 

built alongside Building 221-F would be very close in size and environmental 

impacts to the new immobilization facility alternatives at SRS. Therefore, this 

SPD EIS only presents the alternatives involving a completely new 

immobilization facility at SRS.  

MD322-2 Immobilization 

Proposed modifications to the in-tank precipitation (ITP) process are 

independent of the modifications needed at DWPF to support the surplus 

plutonium disposition program. The use of DWPF to support plutonium 

immobilization produces only a few additional glass canisters and is unlikely 

to delay the waste vitrification program significantly or to cause increased 

risks associated with liquid HLW management. DOE is presently considering 

a replacement process for the 1TP process at SRS. The nP process was 

intended to separate soluble high-activity radionuclides (i.e., cesium, 

strontium, uranium, and plutonium) from liquid HLW before vitrifying the 

high-activity fraction of the waste in DWPF. The ITP process as presently 

configured cannot achieve production goals and safety requirements for 

processing HLW. Three alternative processes are being evaluated by DOE: 

ion exchange, small tank precipitation, and direct grout. DOE's preferred 

immobilization technology (can-in-canister) and immobilization site (SRS) are 

dependent upon DWPF providing vitrified HLW with sufficient radioactivity.  

DOE is confident that the technical solution will be available at SRS by using 

radioactive cesium from the ion exchange or small tank precipitation process.  

A supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0082-S2) on the operation of DWPF and 

associated UTP alternatives is being prepared.
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MD322-3 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

Pit disassembly and conversion is a common technology required for 
implementation of both the hybrid alternatives and the immobilization-only 
alternatives. The plutonium dioxide produced by the pit conversion facility 
can be used for either the immobilization or MOX approach. Neither 

gadolinium nor hafnium is present in pit plutonium metal in concentrations of 
concern for MOX fuel production. 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 as a component of the 
MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity (e.g., gallium) removal from the 
plutonium dioxide. Appendix N was deleted from the SPD Final EIS, and the 
impacts discussed therein were added to the impacts sections presented for 
the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume I. Section 2.18.3 was also revised to 
include the impacts associated with plutonium polishing.  

Additional processing needed only for MOX fuel fabrication would occur in 
the MOX facility, not the pit conversion facility. Controls would be put in 
place to ensure that any contaminants removed during the 
plutonium-polishing process would not contaminate the MOX fuel fabrication 
line. As indicated by the analyses, the addition of this process is not expected 
to materially affect the ability of the candidate sites to handle MOX 
fuel fabrication.



GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

JAMES L. SETSER 
PAGE 4 OF 29

Location of Facilities 
The types of technical problems (i.e., the In Tank Precipitation issue) that have arisen 

at SRS and DOE's approach to resolving them do not instill assurance that a plutonium 

pit conversion facility can be developed and constructed in a timely manner at SRS 

within any reasonable cost estimates. The DOE tiered approach needs supplemental 

Research and Development (R&D) technology for conceptual design and full scale 

operational throughput of surplus plutonium material. In addition, it is noted that Pantex 

with a new Pit conversions facility will provide minimal radiological impact on the 

population and workers, where there will be a major impact on the workers (349 person 5 

rem) and a factor of 10 increase in population radiological exposure if the facility is 

located at SRS.  

Facility Accidents 
The respirable fraction (the fraction of release consisting of Plutonium particles with a 

diameter of less the 10 microns Is questioned). The DOE use of the fraction (0.1-0.01) 

0.01 or smaller for the inhalation pathway to man is questioned. For inhalation of the 

lung; and TBLN it is noted than the fraction of respirable particles less the 10 microns 

does indeed affect the dose. What is left out is the fact that going from 1.0 microns to 

0.1 micron, there is a 1000 fold increase in particle concentration for a 10 fold reduction 

in medium particle diameter for Pu-239.

Review of deposition and scavenging data reveal the difference for dry deposition vs.  

wet deposition of Pu02 particles. The average bounds for wet deposition removal rate 

for particles is 10-4 for stable meteorological conditions and 10-3 for unstable wind 

conditions. For dry deposition of PuO2 particles the deposition velocity is a constant 

value of 10-2 regardless of meteorological conditions. For bounding of particle 

deposition the maximum expected for wet deposition is 10-2 and for dry deposition 

10-1. This 10 fold factor should not be overlooked in considering "respirable fraction'.

7

The fraction of energy absorbed in tissue (fl) is always small for PuO2. The value of fl 

equals 3x10-3 is used for plutonium oxides. The value of fl for the other actinides is 

conservatively set at fI equals 10-3. Thus, the actual value has little effect on the 

estimation of inhalation dose.

Ingestion modeling (ICRP-23 1975) indicates that direct ingestion of PuO2 particles 

would be a much lesser radiological impact than inhalation. It should be noted that part 

of inhaled material, however, would be translocated by bodily processes to the 

gastrointestinal tract. For sake of accuracy the model for the gastrointestinal tract must 

include all nuclides considered in the inhalation model.

9

The Melcor Accident Consequence Code System (MACCS2) used to calculate the 

consequences of facility accidents (appendix K) is a sector averaged code as opposed 10 

to the straight-line Gaussian. The sector-average equation uses the cross wind 

integrated model but distributes the Y-concentration evenly over a sector. The width of 

MD322
In

MD322-4 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns regarding the technical issues 

associated with pit disassembly and conversion. These issues are the subject 

ofongoingR&D activities atlNEEL, LANL, LLNL, and ORNL. These activities 

are expected to reduce technical risk and ensure that design, construction, 

and operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities can 

be conducted efficiently and effectively, and within reasonable cost and 

schedule constraints. The largest of these activities is the pit disassembly 

and conversion demonstration project at LANL, a full-scale pit disassembly 

and conversion line similar to what would be used in the proposed facility.  

This demonstration project and other R&D activities are described in Pit 

Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA (DOE/EA-1207, 

August 1998), which is available on the MD Web site at 

http://www.doe-md.com.  

MD322-5 Human Health Risk 

Sections 4.4.2.4 and 4.6.2.4 present radiological impacts of operating the pit 

conversion facility at SRS and Pantex, respectively. As shown in the tables 

regarding impacts to the public, the anticipated dose to the population 

surrounding SRS from pit conversion facility operations would be 

1.6 person-rem/yr (average dose would be 0.0020 mrem/yr), and for Pantex 

would be 0.58 person-rem/yr (average dose would be 0.0019 mrem/yr); this 

difference of about 2.8 times is due mainly to the larger population surrounding 

SRS. As shown in the tables regarding impacts to workers, the worker 

population dose at the pit conversion facility is 192 person-rem/yr whether 

the facility is located at Pantex or SRS. The average worker dose is expected 

to be 500 mrem/yr to involved workers at either site.  

Regardless of where the pit conversion facility is operated, DOE policy places 

safety and environmental considerations above other program goals. DOE 

dose limit requirements (DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation Protection of the 

Public and the Environment, and 10 CFR 835, Occupational Radiation 

Protection) have been established to protect and ensure the safety and 

health of the public and workers. In addition, protection of the public and 

workers is considered by DOE in the design, location, and construction of 

its facilities.
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MD322-6 Facility Accidents 

As used in this SPD EIS, the respirable fraction is the mass fraction of airborne 
material estimated to have less than a 10-micron aerodynamic equivalent 
diameter (AED). Use of this definition is common practice within DOE and is 
included in Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable Fractions for 
Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities (DOE-HDBK-3010-94, October 1994).  
Section 1.2 of the handbook discusses respirable fraction in detail, citing 
other definitions that have been used historically by a variety of organizations, 
and concludes that "use of a 10 [micron] AED cut-size for respirable particles 
is considered conservative, and may even be overly conservative since the 
mass is a cube function of particle diameter." 

MD322-7 Facility Accidents 

There is no direct connection between deposition velocity and respirable 
fraction. Deposition velocity reflects the rate of removal of material from the 
plume to ground-level surfaces, whereas respirable fraction is the mass fraction 
of the particulate matter that can be inhaled. As implemented, respirable 
fraction was used in defining the source term, so that the released plume can 
be considered 100 percent respirable. Deposition velocity was set to zero, so 
that no material is assumed to be removed from the plume by this mechanism, 
thus increasing predicted downwind concentrations and inhalation dose 
(the most significant dose pathway).  

MD322-8 Facility Accidents 

MACCS2 is a standard, accepted code for analyzing the impacts of accidents 
in EISs and for comparison of alternatives in NEPA documents. The MACCS2 
dose conversion factor of 8.33x 10- sieverts/becquerel (3.08x 10-1 rem/ci) for 
a 50-year committed effective dose equivalent from plutonium 239 for the 
inhaled chronic dose pathway to the whole body alleviated the need to 
assess dose on an organ-specific basis. The presence of other nuclides from 
the aged plutonium was accounted for by scaling the plutonium 239 dose 
factor against like factors for the other contributing nuclides in proportion to 
their presence.
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MD322-9 Facility Accidents 

Discussion on the use of the inhalation pathway for consequence estimation 
is in Appendix K. 1.4.2. The inhalation dose as presented provides an 
appropriate basis for assessment of impacts and for comparison of alternatives 
in this SPD EIS.  

MD322-10 Facility Accidents 

The MACCS2 code does calculate the centerline ground-level plume 
concentration; it is not a (crosswind) sector averaged model. Perhaps the 
commentor is thinking of the GENII code, which is a sector-averaged code. It 
is not clear what the commentor means by, "DOE need to further elaborate 
why the MEL's (sic) maximum exposure would be 100 meters under neutral 
(Class D) atmospheric conditions and 500 meters under stable (Class F) 
atmospheric conditions." 

As implemented, MACCS2 sampled over a year's worth of meteorological 
data. For each sample, doses were determined along the plume centerline (for 
MEI and noninvolved worker) and for each fine grid element within each 
sector under the plume (for the population dose). Appendix K discusses the 
assumptions used and the accident analyzes conducted.
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Facility Accidents

a sector is equal to the circumference (21tX) at distance X from the source divided by 
the number of Sectors, n (typically n=1 6 as that there are 16 22 % degree Sectors. The 
concentration in each Sector is weighted by the fraction of the time that the wind blows 
into the Sector of Interest (0.01 times the percentage of the time), fl that the wind is 
blowing into the Sector of Interest. Sector averaging is an areifice for representing 
long-term meandering of the Plume. For accident considerations the center-line ground 
level source, and ground-level receptor may be more appropriate DOE need to further 
elaborate why the MEL's maximum exposure would be 100 meters under neutral (Class 
D) atmospheric conditions and 500 meters under stable (class F) atmospheric 
conditions.  

Direct ingestion of Pu02 is a less important dose exposure than inhalation because 
Pu02 is highly insoluble even in body fluids. The fl values (i.e. fraction of a quality 
that is absorbed from the gastrointestinal track to blood) range from 10-3 to 10-5.  
The safety requirement should insure that: 

a) accident analysis adequately consider all credible scenarios 
b) all appropriate engineering safety systems which are necessary to prevent 

accidents or mitigate the on-site and off-site consequences of those accidents 
are identified 

c) the fire hazards analysis be consistent with other accident analysis.  

DOE estimates of the risk from design based accidents and natural disturbances such 
as a severe earthquake is judged to be adequate. The highest risk to the maximally 
exposed off-site individual is a bounding accident because its risk is higher than the 
risk of other accidents in the same frequency range. The consideration of the risks 
associated with bounding events or accidents for a facility can establish an 
understanding of the average risk to workers, members of the public, and the 
environment from operating the facility. The risks of different facilities can be compared 
relatively by comparing the risks associated with bounding accidents for each facility.  
DOE should provide additional consideration of bounding of risks due to accidents.

10 
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12 
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If the specific ground activity is associated mostly with particles of size greater than 
50lro, a very small air concentration would result from the respirable size particles less 14 
than 10 microns.

For the Gaussian diffusion model (applicable for continuous and instantaneous 
sources). The vertical component of turbulence intensity is a strong function of 
thermal stability, which in turn may be quite variable with height above ground.  

It is noted that the buoyancy flux is a factor in both stable & unstable meteorological 
conditions. However, it is questioned why DOE has used different MEI locations as a 
function of atmospheric stability and this should be explained further. Also it is noted 
that there will be no plume rise (i.e. buoyancy flux) for normal transportation accidents 
unless there is a fire.

15 
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DOE acknowledges the comment that inhalation pathways represent the 
greatest risk of exposure. This is accounted for in the MACCS2 model as 
discussed in Appendix K. 1.4.2.

MD322-12 Facility Accidents

The selection of accidents for this SPD EIS was done in accordance with 
Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental Assessments and 
Environmental Impact Statements (DOE Office of NEPA Oversight, 
May 1993). Design basis events were developed based on categorizing 
accidents into types of events, and a bounding consequence was determined 
for each type. The potential for accidents beyond the design basis was 
examined down to a frequency of 1.010<7 per year. This differs from the 
process-specific analysis, such as fire-hazards analysis, that would be 
performed in conjunction with the conceptual design package and the analysis 
performed for the SAR. It is these latter analyses that are used to determine 
the adequacy of engineered and administrative safety systems, and through 
which a commitment is made to preserve these protections as part of the 
operational safety basis.

MD322-13 Facility Accidents

The Facility Accidents sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I present a 
characterization of the spectrumnof potential accident scenarios that are implicit 
in the particular alternatives. Each accident is conservatively developed by 
type, so is therefore considered to bound the accident risk.

MD322-14 Facility Accidents

There is no connection between ground activity and respirable-size particles.  
The respirable fraction is determined by the material form and scenario 
phenomenology and is based on recommendations in DOE-HDBK-3010-94, 
Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable Fractions for Nonreactor 
Nuclear Facilities. For example, the respirable fraction associated with fires 
in the MOX facility is 0.01, or 1 percent of the airborne material.

MD322-11I

I
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MD322-15 Facility Accidents 

This SPD EIS uses 10-m (33-ft) meteorological data. These are the most 
appropriate data for use in calculating ground-level concentrations for 
nonbouyant plumes released at the stack heights analyzed. The vertical 
component of turbulence is not an important factor in determining downwind 
concentrations under the assumed release conditions.  

MD322-16 Facility Accidents 

All plumes released as a result of facility accidents were conservatively 
assumed to be nonbuoyant. This is reasonable for fires because significant 
cooling is possible in transit from the fire site to the release point. DOE has 
not used different MEI locations as a function of atmospheric stability. The 
MEI is located at the fence line, in the direction downwind from the release 
point. The MEI location changes for each run within the MACCS2 code 
because the wind direction changes for each run. This is why there is no 
single location associated with the MEI dose.
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Facility Accidents

For new construction at SRS the Design Basis earthquake, the source term is assumed 
to be 3.8xl10-4 grams. The dose at the site boundary is 1.7x1 0-5 rem.  

For the case of accidents resulting from ceramic immobilization in F-canyon Bldg 221 F 
and DWPF at SRS, the source term is 3.8 grams. The dose at site boundary is 
4.1x10-1 rem. Note that a factor 4 orders of magnitude increase in the severity of the 
accidents dose at the site boundary.  

Therefore new construction at SRS is recommended (design basis earthquake) 
because of the decreases in radioactive emissions of Pu-239. The new facilities would 
be designed to reduce the frequency of accidents and to mitigate the consequences.  

It is noted that for facility accidents, DOE has chosen to only consider the inhalation 
pathway to the pulmonary region and not consider the effect of resuspension of 
particles (MACCS2 code). In so doing, the code sets the deposition velocity the zero 
so that the material that might otherwise be deposited on the ground surfaces remains 
airborne and available for inhalation. This may not be as conservative for some types 
of accidents (i.e. particular PuO2 fires and explosions). Airborne releases of Pu will be 
in the oxide form and contain a substantial percentage of particles in the *respirable 
range" (i.e. less that 10 micron).  

DOE has limited the duration of accidental releases from SPD facilities to 10 minutes 
except for fires. This may be a rather limiting value compared to actual release times 
from other DOE facilities accidents. For fires and explosions it is recommended that 
the dose pathway from respension of Pu particles be included in the dose calculations.  

Analysis indicate that when a contaminating event occurs most of the radiation dose 
associated with the event is committed within a short time (a period of a few weeks or 
months) unless protective actions are taken. Intervention criteria are based on a 
projection of the ultimate consequence of the event and a judgement of how certain 
actions could reduce the impact. Development of intervention criteria requires advance 
planning, so that emergency response plans can be implemented in a minimum period 
of time.  

The objective of environmental sampling and analysis is to derive information for the 
purpose of estimating dose rates to pulmonary lung and to bone of exposed individuals.  
In general, resuspension will relatively high immediately after initial deposition.  
gradually decrease with time, and approach a long term constant within about one year 
after deposition. The resuspension rate for newly deposited contamination has been 
estimated to be higher by a factor of 1000 or more than that for aged sources of 
plutonium, and therefore, represents a proportionately greater radiological hazard.

The principal difference between the initial phase and long-term phase is that the newly 
deposited contamination is generally much more mobile and more easily resuspended.  

MD322
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The commentor is correct in identifying large differences between new 
construction and Building 221-F with respect to structural response to a 
design basis seismic event.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD322-1.

MD322-18 Facility Accidents

The practice of setting the deposition velocity to zero so that the material that 
might otherwise be deposited on the ground surface remains airborne and 
available for inhalation is considered conservative for all analyzed accidents.  
The respirable fractions used for plutonium fires and explosions are from 
DOE-HDBK-3010-94, Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable 
Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities, and are based on experiments 
of the phenomena in question. Airborne material that is not respirable will 
not subsequently become respirable because there is no mechanism for 
getting energy inside the particles to further subdivide them. The process of 
deposition and subsequent resuspension would tend to result in 
agglomeration rather than subdivision, so that the quantity of resuspended 
material that is respirable would be much less than that amount of respirable 
material in the original plume whose presence can be attributed to the neglect 
of deposition.

MD322-19 Facility Accidents

The 10-min release duration assumption does not imply that the source term 
has been truncated; it is simply assumed that the entirety of the source term 
is released at a constant rate over a 10-min duration. The effect of differing 
assumptions concerning release duration is discussed in Appendix K.1.4.2.  
The two factors affecting doses as release duration changes are plume 
meander and the larger variety of meteorological conditions involved in any 
given run for longer-duration releases. The effect on dose of these two 
considerations is as follows. Plume meander decreases individual dose with 
increasing release duration and tends to narrow the distribution of population 
doses with increasing release duration. A larger variety of meteorological 
conditions tends to narrow the distribution of both individual and population 
doses toward the mean dose with increasing release duration. Both factors 
would tend to lower (i.e., reduce conservatism of) predicted doses reported 
in this SPD EIS.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD322-18.
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MD322-20 Facility Accidents 

As discussed in the Emergency Preparedness sections in Chapter 3 of Volume 
I, each candidate site has an established emergency management program, 
including response time requirements, that would be activated in the event of 

an accident.. Site hazard surveys are periodically updated and would be 
modified to reflect any new hazards including those based on the decisions 
made in the SPD EIS ROD. These modifications would include development 
of revised intervention criteria, if needed, in accordance with DOE Order 151.1, 
Comprehensive Emergency Management System. The MOX facility would 
also be required to comply with 10 CFR 70, Domestic Licensing of Special 
Nuclear Material, which requires emergency plans that include provisions 
for notification, response, and coordination.  

MD322-21 Facility Accidents 

The dose calculations were performed in a conservative manner. To maximize 
the radionuclide concentrations in the atmosphere (and thus the inhalation 
dose), the deposition velocity of radionuclides onto the ground from the 
plume was taken to be zero. While this precludes the resuspension pathway, 
the increased dose associated with inhaling the radioactivity in the plume 
from which no radioactivity has been removed by deposition, is greater than 
the dose that would result from inhaling radioactivity in resuspended material.  

LJo
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Transportation

It has been estimated that resuspension from newly deposited PuO2 material may be as 
high as 10-4/m, or four orders of magnitude greater than for stabilized PuO2 
contamination.  

Transportation 
The DEIS discusses in detail the analysis of both incident-free transportation and the 
effects of transportation accidents. The discussion below deals specifically with 
transportation of either plutonium metal or plutonium oxide to SRS under Altematives 3 
and 5, but also applies to transportation of "pit parts" and high-enriched uranium (HEU) 
components from Savannah River Site (SRS) to other DOE facilities. It is assumed, 
based on information presented in the DEIS, that all shipments of plutonium or 
high-enriched uranium, including new Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel shipments will be made 
using a Safe Secure Trailer (SST), operated by the Transportation and Safeguards 
Division (TSD) in DOE's Albuquerque office.  

In July 1998, the DOE Deputy Assistant Secretary for Oversight issued a report titled 
"Independent Oversight Evaluation of Emergency Management Programs Across the 
DOE Complex*. Included in this report is a critique of the TSD emergency management 
program. The Office of Oversight noted several "issuesr related to TSD, including: 

11 "In September 1996, TSD management mandated the removal of radiation 
monitoring instruments from all convoy shipments ... [s]ome Emergency Action 
Levels (EALs) require radiation readings.  

2) "On November 1996, a TSD Safe Secure Trailer transporting nuclear weapons 
slid off a road and rolled over near Valentine, Nebraska. According to a 
Department of Defense Nuclear Command and Control System Support Staff 
report almost four hours elapsed before DOE Headquarters was notified, and it 
was almost 20 hours before a Radiological Assistance Program (RAP) team 
determined that there had been no radiological release. The report 
recommended equipping convoys with radiological instruments to provide timely 
warning of potential personnel hazards.  

3) "There is a discrepancy between an Emergency Action Level (EAL) in the TSD 
Hazards Assessment and the emergency management plan. One specifies an 
alert, while the other specifies a general emergency for the same conditions.  

4) "The document provided to Convoy Commanders to provide initial protective 
action recommendations for the public include decision paths that cannot be 
completed due to lack of observable criteria (requires information not directly 
observable or measurable).  

5) "The TSD hazards assessment (May 4,1994) does not provide an adequate 
technical basis for ground transportation emergency planning, preparedness and 
response. No radiological assumptions, models, methodologies or evaluations 
for TSD convoy event hazards are documented or referenced in the TSD 
Hazards assessment.  

6) 'The emergency response organizations, procedures and training for TSD and 
its contractor, Ross Aviation, do not adequately support accurate and prompt

21 
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23

MD322

The commentor is correct. All shipments of plutonium and HEU, including 
new MOX fuel shipments, would be made using DOE's SST/SGT system.  
LLW and TRU waste would be shipped in commercial trucks, not SST/SGTs.

MD322-23 Transportation

DOE's internal and external reviews and assessments are designed to achieve 
a path of continuous improvement in its transportation and emergency 
management programs. However, the comments are beyond the scope of 
this SPD EIS and have been forwarded to DOE's Transportation Safeguards 
Division for review. DOE is currently analyzing the issues raised in the 
independent oversight evaluation and will take appropriate action 
as necessary.

MD322-22
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categorization and classification of operational emergencies during transport of 23 
nuclear materials or devices." I

The DEIS discusses "24-hour-a-day real-time communications to monitor the location 
and status of all $ST shipments via DOE'S Security Communications system'. For 
several years, state radiological emergency response organizations, including 
Georgia's, have had access to the TRANSCOM real-time shipment tracking system.  
Particularly within the past year, the TRANSCOM system has proven to be unreliable in 
tracking of domestic and foreign research reactor spent nuclear fuel shipments and 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) dry run shipments. It is our understanding that the 
Transportation and Safeguards Division (rSD) shipments uses the same basic tracking 
software system, but states will not have access to the tracking information; nor will 
they have access to advance shipment information which normally precedes highway 
"-oute controlled quantity (HRCO) shipments of radioactive materials.  

The text of the DEIS describes the postulated accident scenarios as "the maximum 
forseeable offsite transportation accident", while Appendix L describes them as "the 
most severe accident conditions". We agree with DOE that Accident Severity Category 
VIII accidents would be considered "worst case" but assuming that such an accident 
=an occur only in a rural setting does not appear to be conservative. For example, we 
note that "rural" mileage accounts for approximately 78% of the route between Pantex 
and SRS, while "suburban" mileage accounts for nearly 20% of the route. In the Atlanta 
metropolitan area, suburban speed limits outside 1-285 are generally 65 miles per hour 
(mph); rural speed limits are 70 mph. Higher traffic volumes within the "suburban" area, 
and nearly equivalent speeds as in the "rural' area would seem to increase the relative 
orobability of severe vehicle accidents in the "suburban" areas, and such accidents 
would potentially have far greater consequences than those presented in the DEIS.  

The discussion of vehicle accidents specifically addresses the potential for a release of 
plutonium from the transport vehicle, with subsequent inhalation of plutonium by 
persons nearby. The DEIS however, states on page L-30, that "postaccident mitigative 
actions are not considered for dispersal accidents. For severe accidents involving the 
release and dispersal of radioactive materials into the environment, no postaccident 
mitigative actions, such as interdiction of crops or evacuation of the nearby vicinity, 
have been considered in this risk assessment.' 

The DEIS does not present sufficient information related to recovery. In Appendix K, 
which in general discusses the effects of facility incidents, the DEIS states "the 
longer-term effects of plutonium deposited on the ground and surface waters after the 
accident, including the resuspension and inhalation of plutonium and the ingestion of 
contaminated crops, were not modeled for the SPD (Surplus Plutonium Disposition) 
EIS. These pathways have been studied and been found not to contribute as 
significantly to dosage as inhalation, and they are controllable through interdiction". In 
previous correspondence with DOE in other programs, we have also mat with some 
resistance to discussing the effects of deposited radioactive materials, as these effects

24 
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DOE is working very closely with State and tribal representatives to upgrade 
the transportation tracking and communication (TRANSCOM) system. The 
shipment of special nuclear materials using SST/SGTs does not involve the 
use ofTRANSCOM. DOE Order 5610.14, Transportation Safeguards System 
Program Operations, specifically requires independent and redundant 
communications systems between vehicles in an SST/SGT convoy and with 

SECOM (a secure communications system operated by DOE). For security 
reasons, State and tribal representatives are not given access to this system.  
DOE has a system to liaison with State transportation and safety organizations 
on SST/SGT shipments.  

MD322-25 Transportation 
The consequences of a Category VIII accident occurring in suburban and 
urban zones are shown in Tables L-8 and L-9. However, a Category VIII 
accident in suburban and urban zones would have a frequency of less than 1 
in 10 million years and would not be a foreseeable accident. Appendix L was 
revised to describe the maximum foreseeable offsite transportation accident 
as occurring in a rural zone. Because the total mileage in urban and suburban 
zones is much lower than in rural zones, accidents are less likely to occur in 
urban and suburban zones.

MD322-26 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern about transporting surplus 
plutonium. The subject of emergency response and subsequent cleanup of 

an accident that involves the release of nuclear materials, both special nuclear 
material and waste, is a topic of continuing discussion and planning between 
DOE and State, local, and tribal officials. Several venues, such as DOE's 
State and Tribal Governments Working Group and the Southern States Energy 
Board, are being used to facilitate these discussions. DOE's Transportation 

Safeguards Division has a formal liaison program with the States related to 
the transportation of special nuclear materials.  

No credit was taken for interdiction or other activities that could be taken 

after a transportation accident involving a radioactive release, so the doses 
reported in this SPD EIS are considered conservative. As indicated in

MD322-24 Transportation
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Appendix L.8.4, mitigative actions would be taken following such an accident 
in accordance with EPA guidelines for nuclear accidents. These actions 
would result in lowering the actual dose to the surrounding population. As 
with any transportation accident, local, tribal, and State police, fire departments, 
and rescue squads are the first to respond to accidents involving radioactive 
materials. DOE maintains eight regional coordinating offices across the 
country, staffed 24 hours per day, 365 days per year, to offer advice and 
assistance. Radiological Assistance Program teams are available to provide 
field monitoring, sampling, decontamination, communication, and other 
services as requested. Dose to emergency response personnel is 
accident-specific and can not be globally estimated. Responders are trained 
to minimize dose.  

The RADTRAN computer code evaluates the dose to the public from the 
resuspension pathway by calculating a resuspension dose factor. The 
resuspension dose factor takes into account dose from deposited material 
that is resuspended by various mechanisms such as wind or traffic. The 
factor is calculated using the methodology developed by NRC in the 
Calculation ofReactorAccident Consequences, Appendix VI to the Reactor 
Study (WASH-1400, 1975).  

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 Furthermore, as discussed in 
Appendixes L.3.1.5 and L.3.1.6, DOE would ship all plutonium in Type B 
containers which must satisfy stringent testing criteria specified in 10 CFR 71, 
Packaging and Transportation ofRadioactive Materials. The testing criteria 
were developed to simulate severe accident conditions, including impact, 
puncture, fire, and water immersion.
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were seen as being more environmental" than 'emergency response'.  

In order to plan for, equip themselves to deal with, and train their response personnel 
for dealing with a transportation incident involving plutonium, state and local officials 
need information regarding both immediate protective measures, and also information 
related to post-emergency issues such as resuspension and relocation of deposited 
radioactive materials. For example, regarding vehicular disturbances, Sehmel (1975) 
has examined the importance of auto and truck traffic in the increasing of resuspension.  
It was concluded that such disturbance, in the case of an asphalt surface with newly 
deposited material, will lead to increased resuspension, with a fraction resuspended of 
the order of 10-5 to 10-2 per vehicle passage. The higher rates occurred at speeds 
typical of freeway driving. After passage of about 100 cars only a small fraction of the 
original contamination remained on the road surface. Unless emergency officials 
promptly close the accident scene to vehicle traffic (an unlikely situation), emergency 
responders may face an incident scene that is, unknown to them, extremely hazardous 
due to respirable plutonium. Post-emergency actions may also be complicated due to 
the enhanced spread of contamination by vehicle traffic. It is worthy of note here that 
the DEIS presents no information regarding potential radiation doses to response 
personnel.  

Public acceptance of transportation of plutonium (Pu) in the U.S. is not a given. The 
true risk posed by transportation of plutonium may indeed be very small, but it is not 
zero, and public perception regarding these risks, and public acceptance of them, Is 
critical to the success of this program. The existence of knowledgeable emergency 
response personnel at the state and local level, armed with both the training and 
equipment which would be required to respond to a transportation incident involving 
plutonium is a critical component in obtaining this public acceptance.  

Utilization of Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel 
There is a major unresolved question regarding the DOE decision to build a MOX fuel 
fabrication facility. The answer lies with the existing 41 operating commercial nuclear 
utilities in the United States that DOE expects o use the MOX fuel. There is the 
potential need for core redesign and other stability and power dynamic provisions 
imposed on the utility industry. This raises the issue of whether or not rate schedules 
will absorb the inherent cost of conversion. This may shift the decision away from 
inclusion of plutonium in MOX fuel and toward the placement of surplus weapons 
useable plutonium directly into geologic disposal (expected to be located at Yucca 
Mountain).

26 

27

Decommissioning and Decontamination of Plutonium Facilities 
There is not enough attention given to the end of the plutonium fuel cycle missions in 
the Draft EIS. Conceptual designs should be provided indicating where 28 
decommissioning and disposal (Dad D) considerations have been a driving force in the 
technology development, fabrication, and operational readiness for chemical and 

MD322

Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of 
operating the reactors that would use MOX fuel. Commercial reactors in the 
United States are capable of safely using MOX fuel. Modifications would 
need to be made to the fuel assemblies that would be placed in the reactor 
vessel to support the use of MOX fuel, but the dimensions of the assemblies 
would not change. DOE has used selection criteria in the procurement process 
which ensure that the domestic, commercial reactors chosen would be capable 
of safely and successfully completing the surplus plutonium disposition 
program. In addition, NRC would evaluate license amendment applications 
and monitor the operation of the proposed reactors selected to use MOX 
fuel. After irradiation is complete, the spent fuel would be stored on the site 
pending eventual disposal pursuant to the NWPA.  

The provisions of the DOE contract with DCS to use the Catawba, McGuire, 
and North Anna reactors would not result in additional cost to the 
electricity customer.

MD322-28 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
As described in Section 4.31, features are being incorporated into the designs 
that would allow future deactivation and stabilization activities to be performed 
more quickly and easily to reduce the risk of radiological exposure, reduce 
the costs associated with long-term maintenance, and prepare the buildings 
for potential future use. Whether DOE would reuse or D&D the facilities 
following surplus plutonium disposition cannot be determined at this time.  
DOE will perform engineering evaluations, environmental studies, and further 
NEPA review to assess the consequences of different courses of action.

MD322-27 MOX Approach
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Immobilization

nuclear material. There is inadequate assurance that the consideration of risk trade 
offs in reducing and separating risks, along with well-intended costly measures, will 
deliver, the expected protection of the environment, safety, and health (i.e., the 
cumulative risk of 50 tons of plutonium immobilization with that of up to 33 tons of 
plutonium in MOX fuel). DOE's historical approach to evaluating D&D options or the 
reuse of the facilities only at the end of the useful life of plutonium facilities is 
unacceptable and serves to detract from the true cost of the front end decisions for 
facility siting and constructiort 

Chemical Form and Safety 
There are concerns about the final chemical and physical form of Plutonium Oxide in 
the proposed immobilization process. DOE should indicate what technical analyses 
have been provided to show that plutonium will be uniformly dispersed and subcritical, 
with no hot spots, eutectics, heat transfer peaks and with acceptable geometric 
configuration. ItlIs interesting to note that DOE did use values for the airborne release 
fraction of up to 0.1 and respirable fractions of up to 1.0 for some of the severe accident 
scenarios; however, DOE failed to include justification for their use of these values for 
airborne release fraction, respirable fractions, leak path factor, and material at risk.  

Malevolent Acts 
Several of the facility incidents discussed in Appendix K of the DEIS, particularly those 
events for which the initiating event is an 'operator error', could also be intentionally 
initiated by an operator with malicious intent (an informed Insider). Itlis unclear that the 
analyses presented in this DEIS consider malicious intent as an incident initiator. A 
knowledgeable operator with malicious intent could disable or bypass systems which 
normally would be used to detect or mitigate an incident 

The transportation section of the DEIS, Appendix L, dismisses the possibility of 
malevolent acts with these words-- 1i]n no instance, even in severe cases such as 
discussed below, could a nuclear explosion or permanent contamination of the 
environment leading to condemnation of land occur... [s]uch attacks would be unlikely 
to occur ... [olther materials, including uranium hexafluoride, uranium oxide, TRU waste 
and LLW, are commonly shipped, and to not represent particularly attractive targets for 
sabotage or terrorist attacks'.  

We disagree with the conclusions drawn in this section of the EIS, and request that 
DOE perform calculations of the consequences of incidents initiated by malevolent 
acts, including transportation incidents. Results of these analyses should be classified 
as appropriate, as recommended by DOE Order 151.1, and incorporated into both this 
EIS and the Emergency Preparedness Hazard Assessment (EPHA) documents for both 
TSD and the plutonium facilities.

28 

29 

30

MD322

Numerous R&D studies of the immobilized plutonium forms have been 
conducted by DOE and the national laboratories, in part to ensure that all 
environmental health and safety requirements are met. Several technical 
studies continue. For enhanced readability of this SPD EIS, supporting 
documentation and detailed analyses of the chemical, physical, and nuclear 
properties of the immobilized forms were published separately. Information 
on specific technical aspects of the immobilized forms can be found in the 
following documents: (1) the immobilization data reports published in 
conjunction with this SPD EIS; (2) Report on Evaluation of Plutonium Waste 
FormsforRepository Disposal (DI: A-00000000-01717-5705-00009, Rev. OOA, 
March 1996); (3) Immobilization Technology Down-Selection Radiation 
Barrier Approach (UJCRL-ID-127320, May 1997); and (4) Fissile Material 
Disposition Program Final Immobilization Form Assessment and 
Recommendation (UCRL-ID-128705, October 1997). These documents are 
available to the public at DOE sites and regional reading rooms; the latter two 
are also available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.  

The airborne release fractions/rates and respirable fractions used in this 
SPD EIS for accident analysis are consistent with those stated in 
DOE-I-DBK-3010-94, Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable 
Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities. Appendix K contains 
scenario-specific summaries detailing the material at risk, damage ratios, 
airborne release fractions, respirable fractions, and leakpath factors used in 
the analysis of facility accidents. Additional information supporting values 
of material at risk, damage ratio, and leakpath factor can be found in the data 
reports referenced in Appendix K.

MD322-30 Facility Accidents

Sabotage scenarios are considered conjecture and not reasonably foreseeable.  
Although they were excluded from this SPD EIS, the results of such sabotage 
(including sabotage by an "insider" and transportation incidents) would be 
bounded by the accidents presented in Appendixes K and L. The possibility 
of sabotage would be controlled through the safeguards and security 
provisions including security requirements associated with facility workers.

MD322-29
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The proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be designed 
and operated in accordance with DOE Orders 470.1, Safeguards and Security 
Program and 151.1, Comprehensive Emergency Management System. The 
MOX facility and proposed reactors that would use the MOX fuel would be 
subject to similar NRC requirements.
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MD322-31 MOX Approach

Georgia Environmental Protection Division 
Specific Comments Related to 

Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
DOEJEIS-"283-D 

Pg 1-2What is DOE's rationale for the alternative of converting 33t of surplus plutonium 
to MOX fuel? Is there a useful energy recovery goal for the surplus 31 
plutonium? 

Pg 1-3Why does DOE not further discuss the ultimate D&D of the three types of 
facilities? DOE has a vast experience of the technology and operation of 32 
Pu production facilities.  

Pg 1-5When will DOE provide the separate cost study (DOE 1998a) that should bea 33 
analyzed along with this SPD EIS.  

Pg 1-5What will be the cost to the utilities and rate payers for MOX fuel utiliz )n? Will 
it be similar to spent fuel charges under the NWPA provisions? Are all of 34 
the process development costs for MOX fuel a responsibility of DOE?

Pg 1-8-Why is the lack of homogeneity in less favor than the mobilization and 
vitrification in the ceramic can-in-canister approach? Has the criticality 
and heat transfer impacts been fully evaluated? 

Pg 1-9Why hasn't the Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration Environmental 
Assessment and Research and Development Activities Report (DOE 
1998b) not accompany this SP D EIS? 

Pg 1-9Why does the ceramic can-in canister approach provide greater proliferation 
resistance than the glass can-in-canister approach? What lesser 
environmental impacts justify the ceramic over the glass can-in-canister 
approach?

35 

36 

37

Pg 1-9DOE states that Hanford's cleanup mission is the site's top priority. Does SRS 
not have the same top priority of weapons site remedial site cleanup? 138

Pg 1-10 Why does the postirradiation examination of the MOX lead test 
assemblies not be a most desired requirement? This examination is most 
important in the determination of fuel defects, contamination, neutron 
absorber capability, hydrogen embrittlement and lastly physical 
characteristics of creep and swelling of the fuel material.  

Pg 1-11 Will the pit conversion facility commence about 2001 before final 
evaluation is completed of the DOEJEA-1 207 which intended to last up to 
four years?

MD32
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40 
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Under the hybrid alternatives analyzed, up to 33 t (36 tons) of surplus 
plutonium would be made into MOX fuel. DOE reviewed the chemical and 
isotopic composition of the surplus plutonium and determined in the Storage 
and Disposition PEIS ROD that about 8 t (9 tons) of surplus plutonium were 
not suitable for use in making MOX fuel. Furthermore, DOE has identified an 
additional 9 t (10 tons) for a total of 17 t (19 tons) that have such a variety of 
chemical and isotopic compositions that it is more reasonable to immobilize 
these materials and avert the processing complexity that would be added if 
these materials were made into MOX fuel. The criteria used in this identification 
included the level of impurities, processing requirements, and the ability to 
meet the MOX fuel specifications. If at any time it were determined that any 
of the 33 t (36 tons) currently proposed for MOX fuel fabrication was 
unsuitable, that portion would be sent to the immobilization facility. While 
there is a benefit gained fiom the use of this MOX fuel in domestic, commercial 
reactors, the goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is not energy 
recovery, but instead disposition of the plutonium in a safe, timely, and 
cost-effective manner.

MD322-32 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

This comment is addressed in response MD322-28.

MD322-33 Cost

The cost analysis report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for 
Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE!MD-0009), was issued 
in July 1998. Another report, the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs 
and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOF/MD-0013) was 
issued in November 1999. These reports 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.

MD322-34 MOXApproach

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
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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 utilities will continue to pay the standard surcharge per kilowatt-hour of 
electricity used for spent fuel under the NWPA, as amended, regardless of 
whether the spent fuel is from commercial MOX fuel or LEU fuel. There are 
no known process development costs for MOX fuel.  

MD322-35 Immobilization 

The immobilization analysis included in the Storage and Disposition PEIS 
focused on the use of technologies that would blend the surplus plutonium 
directly with either HLW glass or ceramic in a homogenous mixture. Based 
on public comments on the Storage and Disposition PEIS and technology 
developments, DOE accelerated research, development, and testing of various 
aspects of the can-in-canister approach to establish the optimum plutonium 
concentration and chemical composition of a form that could be readily 
processed, satisfy nonproliferation concerns, and perform well after 
emplacement in a potential geologic repository. Included in these efforts 
were evaluations of criticality and heat transfer issues in addition to those 
that had been conducted for the homogenous forms. In the Immobilization 
Technology Down-Selection Radiation BarrierApproach (UCRL-ID- 127320, 
May 1997), LLNL recommended that DOE pursue only the can-in-canister 
immobilization approach based upon its superiority to the homogenous 
approaches in terms of timeliness, higher technical viability, lower costs, and 
to a lesser extent, lower environmental and health risks. Based on further 
recommendations from a committee of experts representing DOE, the national 
laboratories, and outside reviewers, DOE subsequently determined that 
immobilizing surplus plutonium materials would be best accomplished using 
the ceramic process. NAS is also currently studying the ability of the 
immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard, including the heat 

C transfer impacts of this approach.
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MD322-36 Pit Demonstration EA 

There is no need for the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA 
(DOE/EIS-1207, August 1998) and its FONSI (August 1998) to accompany 
this SPD EIS because the environmental impacts of the pit demonstration will 
not affect the cumulative impacts of dispositioning surplus plutonium. This 
EA is referenced in this EIS for the purpose of keeping the decisionmaker and 
the public fully informed about all aspects of the surplus plutonium 
disposition program.  

MD322-37 Immobilization 

This SPD EIS considers the immobilization of surplus weapons-usable 
plutonium in two forms, ceramic and glass; both would be produced using 
similar processes based on a can-in-canister approach. Past analyses have 
indicated that both ceramic and glass would be acceptable for immobilizing 
surplus plutonium. Recently, DOE completed a series of evaluations to 
determine whether the properties associated with ceramic or glass would be 
better suited for immobilizing plutonium (Fissile Material Disposition 
Program Final Immobilization Form Assessment and Recommendation 
[UCRL-ID- 128705, October 1997]). These studies indicated that the use of 
ceramic would be more resistant to the threat of theft, diversion, or reuse, due 
to the greater difficulty associated with trying to chemically extract and 
separate plutonium from the ceramic form than is required for the glass form.  
The studies also found that ceramic form would likely be more durable over 
a longer period of time under geologic repository conditions, would require 
less shielding to protect workers, and would potentially provide significant 
cost savings. Only minor differences between the two forms are expected in 
terms of potential environmental impacts, as described in Section 4.29.  
Whereas the ceramic form would result in slightly higher potential offsite 
radiological exposures from normal operations, facility accident impacts, and 
water and electricity requirements, the glass form would result in higher 
routine and accidental transportation impacts. Overall radiological exposure 
to workers, as well as anticipated waste types and volumes, would not be 
expected to differ appreciably between the two forms.
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MD322-38 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. While it is true 
that SRS also has cleanup activities underway, 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.  

MD322-39 Lead Assemblies 

At the time the SPD Draft EIS was issued, the DOE procurement process to 
acquire MOX fuel fabrication and reactor irradiation services was not 
completed. DOE was unsure whether the team that would be selected would 
be able to use its existing knowledge to determine MOX fuel performance, or 
if the team would require lead assembly testing to ascertain fuel performance.  
In consultation with DCS, the team selected during the procurement process, 
DOE believes that limited lead assembly fabrication and postirradiation 
examination will be required.  

MD322-40 Pit Demonstration EA 

Should DOE decide to build a pit conversion facility, this facility would begin 
operating about 2004 by which time the pit disassembly and conversion 
demonstration would be completed. Facility design, however, would take 
place during approximately 1999 through 2001. While the pit demonstration 
would continue for up to 4 years, the information from the demonstration 
would be generated, gathered, and available on an ongoing basis. This 
means that information transfer regarding the fine-tuning of the operational 
parameters of a pit conversion facility could be provided on a continuous 
basis throughout the facility design phase. Also, because the information 
from the demonstration would be used to supplement other information 
developed to support the design of a pit conversion facility, it would not be 
necessary for the demonstration to be completed before beginning facility 
design and construction.  

ON
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Pg 1-12 Is D and D a major category in the direction of DOE's blueprint for waste 
cleanup (DOE/EM-0342) ? To what extent does this SPD reflect the 41 
implications of waste management and environmental restoration in the 
paths to closure document? 

Pg 1-14 The SRS Actinide Packaging and Storage Facility is a planned facility, not 
in operation at this time according to DOE. What is the specific 
relationship between this planned facility at SRS and SPD? Special 42 
concerns relating to the environmental impacts for stabilization of the 
neptunium-237 aqueous solutions is required.  

Pg 1-15 Has DOE completed further study and evaluation for safety and final 
thermal loading for the HLW canisters, using the criterion (ie, surrounding 43 
radiation barrier for immobilized plutonium)? 

Pg 2-SDOE needs to indicate the potential environmental impacts of the ceramic and 
glass can-in-canister technologies based on generic designs and 
compare to those impacts of the homogeneous facilities. DOE needs to 
evaluate the conceptual design and modifications required by full 44 
operational readiness of these facilities. The (DOE 1996a) Storage and 
Disposition Final PEIS is not adequate in present form for SPD facilities 
siting.  

Pg 2-10 DOE's development of alternatives should clearly state that useful fissile 
material energy resource is either to be immobilized and buried as45 
long-term HLW in geologic repository or that a portion of the surplus 
plutonium is to be utilized as MOX fuel for commercial LWRs.  

Pg 2-12 DOE Feed Preparation Methods for immobilization is considering a major 
change from the wet-feed preparation process (aqueous processing) to a 
dry-feed process. It is stated that the dry-feed process requires less 
quantity of water and generates less amounts of waste, and has been 46 
chosen for usae in this SPD EIS. This decision based on actinide removal 
from waste streams needs further evaluation primarily based on the long 
experience and operations for aqueous processing.  

Pg 2-13 DOE needs to state clearly that for plutonium processing and storage 
considered in this SPD EIS, material unaccounted for (MUF) will not be 47 
allowed for the special nuclear material. The accountability must satisfy 
the proliferation concerns and inspections of IAEA.  

Pg 2-13 DOE needs to further evaluate to determine if the Pit Disassembly and 
Conversion is adequate for the removal of gallium. The fuel poison will 48 
result in impurity in plutonium dioxide feed for MOX fuel fabrication. This 

MD322

MD322-41 Waste Management 

Comments on the draft and final Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure 
documents (DOE/EM-0342, February 1998 and DOE/EM-0362, June 1998) 
are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, although Section 1.8.2 of this SPD EIS 
describes the relationship between this EIS and those documents.  
Section 1.8.2 states that this EIS reflects the proposals in Accelerating 

Cleanup: Paths to Closure, to the extent possible, and that subsequent 
versions of that document will reflect the waste management and 

environmental restoration implications of the decisions made as a result of 
this EIS.  

MD322-42 Waste Management 

DOE has recently decided to delay the construction of APSF, and the 
Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS reflects modifications to disregard any 
benefit to the proposed facilities of APSF being built at SRS. Stabilization of 
neptunium 237 solutions would not occur within APSF, if built, and this 
process is not required to support the disposition of surplus plutonium.

MD322-43 Immobilization

This comment is addressed in responses MD322-35 and MD322-37.  

MD322-44 Immobilization 

DOE believes the analyses presented are adequate to support the decisions 
being addressed in this SPD EIS, including the facilities' siting. As a means 
of bounding the estimate of potential environmental impacts of the 
immobilization approaches to surplus plutonium disposition, the Storage 
and Disposition PEIS analyzed in detail the construction and operation of 

generic homogeneous ceramic immobilization and vitrification facilities.  
Although generic designs were the focus of the study, these designs were 
analyzed against parameters specific to each of the candidate sites to determine 
potential site-specific environmental impacts. Several variant immobilization 
technologies were also discussed in the Storage and Disposition PEIS. The 
subsequent ROD for that EIS states that DOE would make a determination on 
the specific technology on the basis of 'the follow-on EIS" (this SPD EIS). In 
the tiered SPD EIS, the can-in-canister approach was identified as the preferred
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As a basis for evaluating the alternative immobilization technologies and 

forms presented in the two documents, the environmental impacts associated 

with operating the ceramic and glass can-in-canister immobilization facilities 

evaluated in this SPD EIS were compared with the impacts associated with 

operating the homogenous ceramic immobilization and vitrification facilities 

evaluated in the Storage and Disposition PEIS. This comparison is presented 

in Section 4.29.  

MD322-45 Alternatives 

In Volume I, Chapter 1 discusses the purpose of the proposed action and 

Chapter 2 describes the development of the alternatives.

MD322-46 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

DOE does not agree that aqueous processing for immobilization feed 

preparation requires further evaluation in this SPD EIS. In addition to higher 

water consumption and waste generation cited as examples in this EIS, the 

aqueous process would also present a higher potential for worker exposure 

to radioactive materials and greater risk to the public. An aqueous process 

for the conversion of plutonium for immobilization would also require much 

more control to provide adequate protection against proliferation and to 

provide for proper oversight by IAEA. Therefore, aqueous processing/wet 

feed for immobilization is not a reasonable alternative.  

MD322-47 Nonproliferation 

Security for the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be 

implemented commensurate with the usability of the special nuclear material 

in a nuclear weapon or improvised nuclear device. At any time, the total 

amount of special nuclear material in each facility, or in any material balance 

area within each facility, would be known and so material unaccounted for 

would be avoided. Physical inventories, measurements, and inspections of 

material both in process and in storage would be used to verify inventory 

records. In addition, each of the proposed facilities includes design 

requirements for space, and to varying degrees, access for an international 

body to verify compliance with international nonproliferation policies.

a:
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However, the actual implementation process for ensuring international 
safeguards of the Russian and U.S. material is not as yet fully defined. That 
process is part of ongoing sensitive negotiations between the two countries.  
Under the details of those negotiations, the verification process for compliance 
of the proposed facilities with international nonproliferation policy could be 
conducted by a bilateral arrangement that includes access to the proposed 
facilities only by members of the U.S. and Russian governments, or it could 
include access to the facilities by an international body, such as IAEA.  

MD322-48 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

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 as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate 
impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide. Appendix N was deleted from 
the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed therein were added to the 
impacts sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume I.  
Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impacts associated with 
plutonium polishing.
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is a major proniem ano may require a separate riuionium o-iOsning 
Process. DOE has not made a decision on the Plutonium Polishing 
Process or whether, if needed, it would be placed in the facilities for Pit 

Conversion or at the MOX fuel fabrication facilities. Gallium 
contamination, like other neutron absorbing poisons, is a major concern in 
MOX fuel fabrication.  

Pg 2-23 DOE needs to develop accident scenarios for the case of HEPA filter 
failure. The occurrence will not provide the DF of 104 that is required for 
99.99% particle removal as small as 0.3 micron in a flowing airstream.  
DOE has postulated a LPF value of 1.0X10-5 for two HEPA filters. This is 
an operational problem and if sand filters are not used in conjunction, will 
the HEPA filter provide an LPF of 1Xl 0-5 and will not be maintained.  

Pg 2-23 DOE needs to clearly stale that SRS has the edge over other facilities by 
providing the least transportation impacts and necessary experience in 
plutonium production.  

Pg 2-27 DOE needs to clearly state the time schedules for construction and 
operation of the MOX Facility Description. Depending upon DOE's 
decision on immobilization of surplus plutonium, the DOE decision on 
MOX fuel fabrication depends on a number of other considerations (ia, 
lead test assemblies, utility acceptance, etc.). The tiered approach of SPD 
EIS is barely appropriate for siting of MOX fuel fabrication when so many 
other variants exist.  

Pg 2-30 It is vital that a homogeneous mixture exists in the mixed oxide (ie, 
blending and milling the Pu02) to achieve the required enrichment and 
isotopic concentration of the uranium and plutonium powders and to 
adjust the particle size of the MOX powder. The determination of accurate 
particle size of the MOX fuel is a most important factor in estimation of 
severity of facility accidents.  

Pg 2-32 DOE notes that the dose from pit-handling activities at Pantex could be 
reduced by 40% because the majority of pits are already in storage at 
Pantax.  

P9 2-56 DOE needs to determine if the time schedules, reduced cost, 
infrastructure and other advantages of using the 44-year-old 
contaminated and aging F-canyon Bldg 221-F outweighs the new building 
construction at SRS. H is also noted that use of Bldg. 221-F would result 
in about 0.5 LCF for a designed basis earthquake at SRS.

Pg 2-98 DOE needs to stress what is the meaning of site limit 10 mrem/year from 
all facility sources. This is the annual effective dose equivalent to the MEI

ME
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MD322-49 Facility Accidents 

The assumed leakpath factor of 1.Ox 1 10 for operational HEPA filters is 

achievable and conservative. However, this SPD EIS also analyzed a number 

of accidents that involve various degrees of containment failure, including 

HEPA filter failures. Two of the most significant are the beyond-design-basis 

seismic event and the beyond-design-basis fire. Details on these and other 

scenarios are provided in Appendix K and the Facility Accident sections in 

Chapter 4 of Volume I. None of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition 

facilities are planning to use a sand filter, so credit has not been taken for that 

in the accident analysis.  

MD322-50 Alternatives 

In Volume I, transportation impacts at SRS are summarized in Chapter 4 and 

described in Appendix L. Infrastructure is also discussed in Chapter 4. As 

indicated in Chapter 1 of Volume I, the existing infrastructure at SRS is one of 

the reasons SRS was chosen as the preferred site for the proposed surplus 

plutonium disposition facilities. As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities 

from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle 

emissions are expected.

MD322-51 Purpose and Need

Appendix E includes schedules for each of the three proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities and the lead assembly facility. This SPD EIS 

is tiered from the Storage and Disposition PEIS because the latter evaluated 

the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials at a programmatic level.  

DOE committed in the ROD on the Storage and Disposition PEIS to do 

follow-on, site-specific NEPA analyses to determine the exact locations for 

the disposition facilities. The Storage and Disposition PEIS considered a 

broad range of technology options and candidate sites for the disposition of 

surplus plutonium, and the ROD narrowed the options to those evaluated in 

the SPD EIS.  

The MOX approach includes the testing of up to 10 lead assemblies.  

However, the facilities where these assemblies would be built and tested 

already exist and can be quickly modified to support the MOX approach.  

Utility acceptance has already been addressed with the award of a contract
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to DCS and the proposal to use the Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna 
commercial reactors with partial MOX cores.  

MD322-52 Facility Accidents t 

DOE agrees that accurate particle size of the MOX fuel is an important factor 
in estimation of severity of facility accidents. The issue of MOX powder 
particle size was considered in the course of analysis for this SPD EIS as 
documented in the memorandum, Particle Size of PuO2 Generated by 
HYDOX-Ga Removal Process and Impact on Usability of 
DOE-HDBK-3010-94 ARF and RF Values (personal communication from 
J. Mishima to J. Eichner, Science Applications International Corporation, 
December 15, 1997). The conclusion was that the values in 
DOE-HDBK-3010-94 were conservative and appropriate for use in the SPD EIS 
analysis. This is discussed in Appendix K. 1.5.1.  

MD322-53 Human Health Risk 

Decisions on the repackaging of pits at Pantex have been revisited since the 
SPD Draft EIS was published. Section 2.18 and Appendix L.5.1 were revised 
to incorporate a modified transportation dose analysis. If the pit conversion 
facility is located at Pantex, the dose associated with repackaging the pits for 
shipment off the site could be avoided, thus eliminating approximately 
10 person-rem/yr in worker exposure.  

MD322-54 Human Health Risk 

In the Human Health Risk portions of Section 4.32, the 10-mrem/yr limit is 
described in detail. It is stated that there is a 10-mrem/yr NESHAP dose limit 
from total site airborne emissions, as required by the Clean Air Act regulations 
and DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation Protection of the Public and the 

Environment.
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at the site boundary. This places a limit on the lifetime risk for maximally 5 
exposed individuals and average individuals in large population groups. 5

Pg 2-99 This is not one of DOE's best examples of commitment for removing spent 
fuel from the utility storage by January 1998.  

Pg 2-102 With the exception of sulfur dioxide in the ceramic can-in-canister process 
all criteria pollutant emissions associated with either can-in-canister 
technology is within limits. If DOE determines that if scrubbers for the 
sulfur dioxide are required in the conceptual design, it should be dearly 
stated.  

Pg 3-142 The radiation doses to workers from normal SRS operation in 1996 yields 
a total effective dose equivalent of 19 mrem for the average radiation 
worker from on-site releases and direct radiation. This same value of 19 
mrem is shown for the Hanford workers in 1996; however, a lower 
person-rem does of 237 for SRS vs 266 for Hanford.  

Pg 3-152 It is noted that DOE must exhibit constant attention and vigilance to 
reduce off-site liquid pathway radionuclide contamination. There is 
widespread contamination on-site at SRS.  

Pg K-1 If the frequency of the initiating event is known, then the point estimate of 
increased risk of LCF per year may be helpful in understanding individual 
risk instead of population risk.  

Pg K-1 One type of risk, average individual risk is the product of the total 
consequence (if known) experienced by the population and the accident 
frequency, divided by the population.  

Pg K-2 It is noted that the MACCS2 accident model code is capable of calculating 
individual consequences at the point of maximum consequences but it is 
not configured to calculate individual risk at the point of maximum risk.  

Pg K-5 It is noted that the accident factors for source term (ie, MAR, OR, ARF, RF 
and LPF) as indicated by DOE Handbook 3010-94 is questioned. DOE 
needs to justify the use of these factors in realistic accident scenarios. If 
the value of each of these factors depends on the details of the specific 
accident scenario postulated, then that detail must be provided to 
compare accident risk. Otherwise, the factors are judged to provide 
source term reduction without justification.  

It is most appropriate to use realistic model input parameters; conservative 
parameters should be used only to the extent necessary to compensate 
for uncertainties.
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Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of 

operating the reactors that would use the MOX fuel. As described in 

Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be produced by 
using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial reactors. Spent 

fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expected to change 
dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some of the LEU 

assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very small fraction 

of the total that would be managed at the potential geologic repository.  
Issues related to a potential geologic repository for HLW and spent nuclear 
fuel are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, but are being evaluated in the 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the 

Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca 
Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999).

MD322-56 Air Quality and Noise

The sulfur dioxide emissions forthe ceramic can-in-canister process are within 
limits as shown in the immobilization sections of Appendix G 

(e.g., Table G-9).

MD322-57 Human Health Risk

The reason for the difference in total number of person-rem between the two 
sites is due to the different number of workers at SRS and Hanford. Total 

workforce dose (in units of person-rem) is calculated by multiplying the 
average worker dose by the number of workers at a given site. Thus, for SRS, 

19 mrem multiplied by 12,500 workers yields 237 person-rem 
(237,000 person-mrem). At Hanford, 19 mrem multiplied by 14,000 workers 
yields 266 person-rem (266,000 person-mrem).  

MD322-58 Water Resources 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns regarding contamination at 
SRS. Although beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, activities to remediate 

existing contamination at SRS are ongoing. In addition, SRS maintains an 
aggressive waste minimization and pollution prevention program as described 
in Section 3.5.2.7. Analyses presented in Section 4.26.4.2 indicate that there

MD322-55 Waste Management
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would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at 
SRS from construction and normal operation of the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities. If all the proposed facilities were located at 
SRS, a very small incremental annual dose to the surrounding public from 
normal operations would result via radiological emission deposition on 
agricultural products, fisheries, and water sources (i.e., the Savannah River).  
This dose (about 1.6 person-rem/yr) would be 0.0007 percent of the radiation 
dose that would be incurred annually from natural background radiation. It 
has also been estimated that a small fraction of this dose (about 
0.10 person-rem/yr) would be specifically due to the consumption of aquatic ;'" 
biota (fish or crustaceans) and drinking water (i.e., from the Savannah River) 
from minute quantities of air deposition and/or from any potential wastewater 
releases. This estimation is based on historical characteristics associated 
with F-Area releases to Savannah River outfalls. Nevertheless, public doses 
incurred from the uptake of these sources were determined to be well below 
Federal, State, and local regulatory limits.  

MD322-59 Facility Accidents 

Appendix K. 1.1.2, Uncertainties and Conservatism, presents the rationale for 
preserving the consequences and frequency metrics as the primary accident 
analysis results, as opposed to risk metrics. However, to assist the interested 
reader in using the results to calculate average individual risks, the discussion 
of risk measures was revised to include reference to population figures, 
which are needed for calculating average individual risk for those living 
within 80 km (50 mi) of the site. As discussed in Appendix K. 1.1.1, average 
individual risk is sensitive to the choice of the population that is included in 
the calculation, so care must be taken when interpreting such results.  

MD322-60 Facility Accidents 

DOE-HDBK-3010-94, Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable 
Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities, is the accepted standard for 
determining ARF and RF values. The values specified in that handbook are 
phenomenology dependent. Application of the values to a specific accident 
scenario requires characterization of the phenomena associated with that 
accident and matching of those phenomena with like phenomena in the 
handbook. Where phenomena do not match exactly, scaling of values may 
be needed to better characterize the accident. Chapter 7 of the handbook
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contains application examples that can be reviewed to clarify the appropriate 
use of the values. The recommended values in the handbook are bounding, 
which adds an element of conservatism to any analysis in which they are 
used but they are also considered realistic for analysis in this SPD EIS. MAR, 
DR, and LPF factors are developed purely in the context of the analyzed 
accidents and do not originate from DOE-HDBK-3010-94. Appendix K. 1.5 
provides information on the specific accident scenarios postulated. Further 
details are provided in the referenced data reports which are available in the 
public reading rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, 
SRS, and Washington, D.C.  

N'



GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
- JAMES L. SETSER 
SPAGE 29 OF 29

Pg K-12 For an aircraft crash scenario, the DOE Handbook 3010-94 reconmmends 
values for debris impact in powder and recommends bounding ARF and 
RF values of 1X10-2 and 0.2 respectively. However, DOE attempts to 
justify use of a value of 3X10-2 for RF and a value of 1X10-2 for ARF 61 
corresponding to a decreased source term of 104g for the MOX facility 
and 1Bg for pit conversion facility accident.

Pg K-22 It is interesting to note that for an explosion in sintering furnace a 
bounding ARF of 0.01 and RF of 1.0 is assumed and based on an LPF of 
x1A0-5 for two HEPA filters, a stack release of 5.6X1 0-49g of Pu-239 (in 

the form of MOX powder) is postulated.

62

MD322

While, from a risk standpoint, the use of an arithmetic average RF is 
appropriate, the use of this method is inconsistent with the use of bounding 
values from DOE-HDBK-3010-94 for other accidents. Appendix K.1.5 was 
revised to use a respirable fraction of 0.2 and an airborne release fraction 
of 1.OX 10-2 for aircraft debris impact into plutonium dioxide powder.

MD322-62 

DOE acknowledges the comment.

Facility Accidents

MD322-61 Facility Accidents
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I'm Charles Walker and I am fortunat e ough to reprcae.t tie people of Brke and 
Richmond Counties as Senate Majority Leader of the Georgia State Senate. A good deal 
of• esepeopleiare touched by the Savnnah River Site each day.  

Now that the Cold War is over, the United States and the former Soviet Union have 
agreed to dismantie therkmnclear wsenal. Thy people at SRS and the CSRA confibmed 
to our Nation's nuclear deaterent efforts foraov four decades and Dow thew same people 
are prepared to take on die ncw,c ritical rnassionfpluaiium dispositio In particular, 
the Savannah River Site's unique history make it the logical choice for the pit 
disassembly and conversion minsiom

Why would DOE considcr another possible stefor this mission? Well, perhap. another 
fcility has the experience that SRS hasb ad handliag plutonium. However, DOE 
acknowledged that SRSa imuniquely qualified to handle plutonium when it named SRS 
as the site of choice for Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication, 

Perhaps onuther fadlity can accomplish the mission at a lower cost to taxpayers. Well, 
DOE's own ot report tat accompanied the draat EIS for Surplus Plutonium Disposition 
acknowledged that locaing the pit disassmbly facility at SRS would save taxpayers at 
least $60 million. Howryer, the potentials savings could roach $715 million.  

Well, if SRS has th xperenice, i and can accomplish the pit disassembly 
mission 4 a lower cost to taxpayers, perhaps it is a safety ihs. Well, how could that be 
because we know that SRS has the best safety numbers of the enti DOE complex, 

Perhaps as Frederico Pe.ia indiattd on his visit to SRS and CSRA. commuaity. spportis 
a majortpotion oft detision making procss. I mysefwas part ofa delegation that 
met vit the Secretary, both here and in WashingtoD, to express the community's support 
of thu plutuniwm diposition mission M SRS. Other goups have met wit DOE to statc 
the overwhelming spport that SRS has in the community. In 5Act, we invite Secretary 
Richardson to visit SRS and the CSRA to obtain a sense of this remendos support.  

I believe that tee harings will provide overwhelming arguments as to why DOE will 
decide thar SRS is the ptefrr•vd site for e Pit Disafsembly Mission.  

Thank you for this opportunity to express my comments.

P.02

SCD53

DOE acknowledges the Senator'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-O0 13, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle 
cost analyses for alternatives 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.

SCD53-1 Alternatives
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Comment Form

NAME: (Optional) J. ]j, Z/4 
ADDRESS: '0 -- x " , 6.4 ?'F

TELEPHONE: 

E-MAIL: 

i . .-- T-? f-./,

1

SCD54

SCD54-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the cornmentor'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.

United States 
Department 
of Energy

-.3
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I am pleased to have the opportunity to provide comments 
to DOE on an issue of such global importance as the 
disposition of weapons surplus plutonium. The following 
statements represent my personal positions on the "Surplus 
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement" (DOE/EIS-0203-D), and should in no way be 
construed as being representative of the positions of my 
employer or any organization that I represent in any official 
capacity. All of the following comments should be 
considered in the context of my personal belief that 
consolidation of all aspects of the plutonium disposition 
mission at a single site has decided cost, management, 
environmental and safety advantages over other 
alternatives.  

As brought out by several commenters at public hearings on 
this draft EIS, public support, or at least public acceptance, 
of plutonium disposition missions will require the highest 
level of public and worker safety and environmental 
protection. The overall success of plutonium disposition 
missions will require that vigorous environmental 
management (including both on-site and off-site 
environmental monitoring) and emergency preparedness 
programs are conducted as integral and vital parts of the 
mission, not as "overhead" functions as they seem to be 
currently viewed by DOE. Independent participation in 
these programs by agencies of affected state and local 
jurisdictions is essential to their success, and DOE should 
facilitate realistic participation in these programs through 
new or existing Agreements in Principle (AIP's) with 
affected juristictions.  

wD(D023

WD023-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at one site. 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.  

WD023-2 DOE Policy 

DOE Order 151.1, Comprehensive Emergency Management System, contains 
requirements for emergency-related offsite interfaces addressing accident 
conditions. This order states that Hazards Survey/Assessment results should 
be used to generate a listing of all services which may be needed to respond 
to postulated accident conditions. Examples of services which may be required 
include hospitals, fire departments, law enforcement, accident investigation, 
analytical laboratory services, ambulance services, coroners, suppliers, 
contractors, and others. Services needed should be checked against the 
capabilities of the identified interface organizations and agencies to ensure 
all are addressed. An interface should be established with each entity from 
which support will be needed and appropriate agreements prepared. For 
multiple-facility/sites, the contractor and operations/field office with site-wide 
responsibility should provide centralized point of coordination. The 
agreement should contain, at a minimum, the following information (1) the 
specific service to be provided; (2) point of contact and information required 
to initiate the service; (3) any constraints which might preclude the 
organization from meeting its obligation; (4) public information release 
protocols; (5) financial arrangements, including commitments by the facility/ 
site to provide training, equipment, and facilities to the entity providing the 
service (considerations include indemnification for injury to persons or loss 
and damage to property); and (6) periodic re-examination of the provisions 
and a renewal or termination date.  

If a facility/site is to provide support to an offsite agency under the good 
neighbor policy or through mutual aid agreements, those support interfaces 
should be documented. In addition, DOE radiological emergency response
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Public perception of the risks related to the transportation of 
plutonium between DOE facilities, and public acceptance of 
them, is critical to the success of the entire plutonium 
disposition mission. The existence of knowledgeable 
emergency response personnel at the state and local level, 
armed with both the training and equipment which would be 
required to respond to a transportation incident involving 
plutonium is a critical component in obtaining this public 
acceptance. State and local response personnel, however, do 
not have ready access to specialized equipment and training 
required to make a radiological assessment of a transportation 
accident involving weapons-grade plutonium. It is incumbent 
on DOE to make such equipment and training available to 
response personnel in jurisdictions through which plutonium 
would be shipped under this EIS.  

The EIS discusses in some detail both the postulated effects 
of plutonium disposition facility accidents and accidents 
during transportation of plutonium between DOE sites. The 
information presented, however, is incomplete, and does not 
present a true picture of the potential severity of an accident 
involving weapons grade plutonium. Some of the issues that I 
feel need to be addressed in the final EIS are: 

1) The EIS does not present sufficient information regarding 
the short-term and long-term effects of the deposition of 
plutonium either during a transportation accident or a facility 
accident. The EIS does mention that long-term effects of 
plutonium deposition, including the resuspension and 

WDO

2 

023
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assets are available to support offsite officials in the event of a radiological 
incident. Facilities/sites should coordinate with offsite officials to provide 
information on the availability and capabilities of DOE radiological emergency 
response assets. Facility/site plans should describe integrated support from 
other offsite response organizations responding to emergencies. The 
organizations may include groups from outside the facility/site (emergency 
planning zone) that respond under provisions of the Federal Radiological 
Emergency Response Plan for radiological emergencies; the National Oil and 
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, also known as the 
National Contingency Plan, for oil and nonradiological hazardous material 
emergencies; or the Federal Response Plan, if the situation is declared an 
emergency or major disaster by the President. Iffthe county(ies) is declared 
a Presidential disaster area and the Federal Response Plan is activated, FEMA 
will establish a Disaster Field Office, from which Federal and State personnel 
will coordinate activities.  

WD023-3 Facility Accidents 

Appendix K. 1.4.2 provides the rationale for focusing on the inhalation 
pathway when calculating plutonium dose. This is the pathway of significance 
for estimating doses due to the postulated accidents analyzed in this SPD EIS.  
While these accidents would deposit plutonium on the ground, there would 
be ample opportunity to interdict any potential significant doses from 
resuspension or through food or water pathways. The consequences, 
therefore, would be mainly economic rather than health related. The 
transportation analysis deals with the risk of all accidents along a route, 
rather than the consequences of a single accident at a specific location.  
Appendix L.8.4 presents a description of the uncertainties inherent in this 
approach. Appendix L.6.3 was revised to include a description of specific 
impacts of hypothetical accidents.  

In general, economic costs can not be calculated with any reasonable degree 
of accuracy. Because of this, as well as the very low probability of accidents 
of the magnitudes considered for purposes of analysis, the impacts on 
natural-resource-related economies were regarded as beyond the scope of 
analysis. Long-term effects of contamination following a facility or 
transportation accident were not analyzed in detail for this EIS because the



IHARDEMAN, JAMES C., JR.  
0- PAGE 3 OF 5

inhalation of plutonium and the ingestion of contaminated 
crops are controllable through interdiction. In previous 

discussions, DOE has indicated that it views the effects of 
deposited radioactive materials as being more in the 
"environmental" arena than the "emergency response" arena.  
DOE should fully discuss the potential for ground 
contamination resulting from facility or transportation 
accidents, and discuss the short-term and long-term effects of 
such contamination, including the need for interdiction of 
lands and agricultural restrictions.  

2) The EIS does not discuss the potential for facility 
incidents initiated by malevolent acts. The EIS does briefly 
discuss malevolent acts related to transportation of 
plutonium by Safe Secure Trailer (SST), and dismisses them 
with the statement that "in no instance, even in severe cases 
... could nuclear explosion or permanent contamination of the 
environment leading to condemnation of land occur." I find 
this view, particularly in today's environment of global unrest, 
to be particularly troubling. I strongly urge DOE to revisit 
both the facility and transportation accident sections of the 
EIS, and to specifically consider the effects of incidents 
initiated by malevolent acts. If necessary, this analysis could 
be presented as a classified appendix to the final EIS and an 
unclassified summary for publication.

3 

4

WD023

I risk would be much lower than that associated with inhalation. Moreover, 
quantitative analysis of low-level contamination would require significant 
accident-, weather-, and site-specific analysis. In the unlikely event of an 
accident, DOE would thoroughly investigate potentially affected areas and 
determine the need for interdiction or other specific actions.  

WD023-4 Facility Accidents 

The possibility of malevolent acts is controlled through the DOE safeguards 
and security provisions that are associated with facility operations. Guidance 
in Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental Assessments 
and Environmental Impact Statements (DOE Office of NEPA Oversight, 
May 1993) states that impacts should be analyzed if they are reasonably 
foreseeable. The definition of reasonably foreseeable requires that the analysis 
is supported by credible scientific evidence, is not based on pure conjecture, 
and is within the rule of reason. Malevolent acts are considered conjecture 
and were therefore excluded from analysis. Appendix L.6.5 was revised to 

expand the qualitative description of the consequences of malevolent acts 
during transportation.
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3) The EIS does not discuss potential doses to emergency 
personnel responding to either facility or transportation 
accidents. Transportation accidents pose several challenges, 
particularly since Transportation Safeguards Division (TSD) 
convoys no longer carry radiation detection equipment. In 
the recently published report "Independent Oversight 
Evaluation of Emergency Management across the DOE 
Complex" (DOE Office of Environment, Safety and Health, 
July 1998), the DOE Office of Oversight notes that it took 
some 20 hours for a Radiation Assistance Program (RAP) 
team to determine that there had been no radiological release 
from a 1996 SST accident in Valentine, Nebraska involving 
nuclear weapons. As mentioned above, state and local 
response personnel do not typically have ready access to 
specialized equipment required for monitoring for weapons
grade plutonium, and the lack of a timely and credible 
radiation monitoring capability may significantly hamper 
response efforts, and may endanger response personnel.  

4) The above-referenced report by the DOE Office of 
Oversight noted several complex-wide generic "weaknesses" 
in DOE emergency preparedness, including event 
classification and the determination of protective actions.  
The report noted that "(t)he Savannah River Site (SRS) 
emergency management program is fundamentally sound and 
includes the essential elements required by DOE orders." 
The report, however, does note that "the emergency 

WDO
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The estimation of doses to emergency response personnel is not within the 
scope of the SPD EIS analysis. Response personnel are trained, protected, 
monitored for exposure, and restricted to specific dose limits. As discussed 
in Appendix K.1.4.1, calculation of specific doses to emergency response 
personnel is subject to the same analytical difficulties as calculation of doses 
to facility workers, so is not considered meaningful.  

Transportation of special nuclear materials 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, 
including pits, overmore than 151 million kmi(94 million mi) withno accidents 
causing a fatality or release of radioactive material. The shipment of nuclear 
material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial carriers would be the subject 
of detailed transportation plans in which routes and specific processing 
locations would be discussed. These plans are coordinated with State, tribal, 
and local officials. The shipment of waste would be in accordance with the 
decisions reached on the Final Waste Management Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, and 
Disposal ofRadioactive and Hazardous Waste (DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) 
and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, 
September 1997). The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject 
of detailed planning with DOE's Transportation Safeguards Division. The 
dates and times that specific transportation routes would be used for special 
nuclear materials are classified information; however, the number of shipments 
that would be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS.  
Additional details are provided in Fissile Materials Disposition Program 
SST/SGT Transportation Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is 
available on the M)D Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.  

For emergency response planning, all shipments are coordinated with 
appropriate law enforcement and public safety agencies. If requested, DOE 
would assist these officials with response plans, and, if necessary, with 
resources in accordance with DOE Order 5530.3, Radiological Assistance 
Program. DOE has developed and implemented a Radiological Assistance 
Program to provide assistance in all types of radiological accidents. Through

WD023-5 Facility Accidents
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operations center lacks an effective process and mechanisms 
to perform timely and accurate assessments of emergency 
event consequences", and recommends that SRS " (i)mprove 
the consequence assessment process to ensure that source 
term estimation, dispersion modeling, consequence 
assessment, and formulation of protective actions can be 
completed in a timely manner". The report further 
recommends that SRS "(p)rovide additional policy, guidance, 
and training to improve prompt and conservative 
classification decision-making by responsible emergency 
response organization personnel." The report did not 
discuss emergency management capabilities at Pantex.  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this 
draft EIS.  

James C. Hardeman, Jr.  
431 Meadowfield Trail 
Lawrenceville, GA 30043 
hardeman@mindspring.com

6

WD023

this coordination and liaison program DOE offers in-depth briefing at the 
State level. These activities would ensure that State and local officials are 
prepared for the initial response and that specialized equipment commensurate 
with the potential severity of the accident would be available. In the event of 
an accident, if requested by a State, tribal, or local agency, DOE would send 
a radiological monitoring assistance team from the closest of eight DOE 
regional offices located across the country.

WD023-6 Facility Accidents

It is not within the scope of this SPD EIS to address independent reviews of 
site-specific programmatic areas such as emergency preparedness. The 
existence of recommendations to improve what has been judged to be a 
"fundamentally sound" emergency management program at SRS does not 
invalidate the analyses performed for this EIS.  

As part of the development of a transportation plan, details of emergency 
preparedness, security, and coordination of DOE with local emergency 
response authorities would be addressed before any hazardous material was 
shipped. Any additional training or equipment needed would be provided as 
part of the planning process. In addition to direct Federal assistance to State, 
tribal, and local governments for maintaining emergency response programs, 
there are national emergency response plans under which DOE provides 
radiological monitoring and assessment assistance. Under these plans, DOE 
provides technical advice and assistance to the State, tribal, and local agencies 
who might be involved in responding to a radiological incident.
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This comment is being submitted by J., the initial J, Larry 
Harrison, 4175 Quinn Court, in Evans, Georgia 30809, work 
phone area code 803-208-7182. I'm commenting on the 
Surplus Plutonium Disposition, in particular, the pit 
disassembly and conversion process. Before I transferred to 
the Savannah River Site in 1992, I was involved with process 
development optimization for a production of commercial 
nuclear fuel for over 20 years. And despite all of the political 
pressures at work in determining the location of the pit 
disassembly and conversion facility, the final decision 
should be made on the basis of which location will provide 
the safest most efficient operation of all facilities involved in 
the disposition effort. I 'd like to provide some input based 
on my commercial nuclear fuel fabrication experience.  
Though this, this experience was with uranium oxide pellets, 
the only type utilized in U.S. commercial reactors for power 
generation. It is still pertinent to mixed oxide (MOX) fuel 
pellets made from a blend of primarily uranium oxide with 
some plutonium oxide. I have worked for two different fuel 
fabricators, one where the conversion to uranium oxide 
powder was performed within the same facility as the fuel 
fabrication and another where the conversion process was 
located several hundred miles away from the fuel fabrication 
plant. The problems observed with the latter situation brings 
to mind some factors which need to be considered when 
selecting a site for the conversion facility. The manufacture 
of nuclear fuel is very difficult and an exacting process. The

PD058

PD058-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting both the pit 
conversion and MOX facilities at SRS. DOE appreciates the commentor 
sharing technical reasons for collocating the pit conversion and MOX 
facilities, based on many years of working in fuel fabrication. 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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final acceptance or rejection of fuel may hinge on the particle 
side of distribution of the starting powder, parts per million 
of impurities, the impurity of the atmosphere gas in the 
furnace used to thermally treat the pellets, or a few ten 
thousandths of an inch in the pellet diameters after grinds, is 
to name just a few variables. Properties of oxide powder 
have a significant impact on the process fuel in fabricating 
pellets. It is difficult to write specifications for the powder 
to cover all variables which can impact the pelleting process 
and ultimately the acceptability of the fuel. It is a 
combination of the powder properties and variables and 
pelleting process which determine the final pellet 
characteristics. With MOX fuel the powder properties are 
particularly important as the blend of uranium and plutonium 
oxides must be extremely uniform. It is also difficult to 
perform testing in a lab scale equipment and reliably predict 
the outcome when the same material is processed through a 
production line because of many variables which influence 
final pellet characteristics. Location of the conversion 
facility in close proximity to the MOX fabrication plant 
would provide the opportunity for testing of material when 
needed. A hypothetical situation might be a batch of 
plutonium oxide powder which is barely out of specification.  
If a sample can be run through the nearby MOX facility and 
is determined acceptable pellets can be made, the cost of 
scraping and remaking powder can be avoided. This

PD058
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potential would not exist if the conversion and MOX plants 
are hundreds of miles apart. Due to the safety and security 
concerns associated with transporting plutonium, it would 
not be practical to build a MOX production line at the 
conversion facility solely for testing purposes. Due to the 
difficulty in detecting subtle changes in plutonium oxide 
powder properties, the problem may not be detected until the 
material is processed in the MOX facility. If the conversion 
facility site is distant from the MOX plant there will probably 
be more material in the "pipeline" with the same problem than 
if, if operations were adjacent to each other, again, due to the 
problems associated with transporting plutonium. DOE 
should carefully consider what capabilities are needed for 
purification, if any, to make acceptable plutonium oxide 
powder for fabricating commercial nuclear fuel and whether 
that processing is performed at the conversion or MOX 
facility or both. Also the capability to recycle and purify 
MOX scrap must be addressed. There are advantages in 
locating the purification capabilities at the conversion facility, 
and, if aqueous versus dry purification is deemed necessary, 
SRS is the obvious choice for conversion due to the existing 
capability to handle associated waste streams, while Pantex 
has none. Other considerations in selecting the pit 
disassembly and conversion site is analyzing the risks and 
costs associated with transporting plutonium in a form of pits 
to SRS, if the facility is located there versus transporting 
plutonium oxide from Pantex to SRS if the facility is at Pantex.  

PDO58 
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Also even though there is a lot of experience with 

fabrication of MOX fuel outside the U.S., the plutonium 
oxide source was the recycle process versus weapons 
material. This difference will almost assuredly have some 
impact on MOX fuel fabrication require additional process 

development. This is another reason for co-locating the 
conversion and the MOX fuel fabrication facilities. Given 
that SRS is the site of choice for the MOX facility, above 
reasons and others clearly show that the pit disassembly 

and conversion should be located there also. I will submit a 

written copy of this by mail. Thank you very much. Bye.
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HYDE PARK AND ARAGON PARK 
IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE, INC.  

2024 Golden Rod Street 
Augusta. Georgia 30901 

August 13, 1998 

Departmeat of Energy Public Hearing 
North Augusta, South Carolina

The Hyde Park, Aragon Park and Virginia Subdivision communities consist 
of approximately 1,500 to 2,000 residents. We are in favor that Surplus 
Plutonium Disposition be awarded to the SRS site with the following request: 

-That jobs be given to qualified persons living in the CSRA (Central 
Savannnah River Area) first before importing workers form outside the area.  

-That DOE put in place safe-guards against political savotage, for example; 
that budget restraints don't leave the area with undesirable contamination.  
That political parties Democrats/Republican don't abandoned the project for 
party sake. That the Department of Energy keep this process in place until all 
phases ofthe process is completed to include clean-up 

-That SRS/DOE continue to consider the bighestfsafest method of 
transporting material through communities, be at it's highest quality at all 
times. This is to assure that the conmmnities that the route will be taken will 
be the most excluded route to avoid contact with communities.  

-That workers safety will never be abandoned for the sake of the production.  
That workers safety continue to a number one priority for DOE/SRS as it has 
been in the past.  

-That DOE/SRS remove the finish product in a reasonable time frame and 
that SRS never becomes a permanent storage place.  

Sincerely,

2 

3 

4 

5

SCD11

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. The proposed facilities would be 
built and operated based on a competitive contract award. DOE would defer 
to the winning contractors to hire and train the people needed to build and 
operate the proposed facilities. As such, DOE cannot mandate that all the 
positions be filled by people living within the Central Savannah River Area, 
but it is likely that many of the positions would be filled by local hires.

SCD1l-2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern that the surplus plutonium 
disposition program has the support necessary to reach completion. The 
U.S. Congress will continue to appropriate the funds necessary to honor the 
agreements made by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin regarding mutual reduction 
of plutonium stockpiles. When the missions have been completed and the 
surplus plutonium disposition facilities are no longer needed, deactivation 
and stabilization would be performed. As discussed in Section 4.31, features 
are being incorporated into the designs that would allow future deactivation 
and stabilization activities to be performed more quickly and easily to reduce 
the risk of radiological exposure; reduce the costs associated with long-term 
maintenance; and prepare the buildings for potential future use. DOE will 
evaluate options for D&D or reuse of the proposed facilities at the end of the 
surplus plutonium disposition program. At that time, DOE will perform 
engineering evaluations, environmental studies, and further NEPA review to 
assess the consequences of different courses of action.

SCD1l-3 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern about transportation. As 
described in Appendix L.3.3, transportation of nuclear materials would be 
performed in accordance with all applicable DOT and NRC transportation 
requirements. Interstate highways would be used, and population centers 
avoided, to the extent possible.  

The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed 
planning with DOE's Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and 
times that specific transportation mutes would be used for special nuclear

SCDll-1 DOE Policy
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HYDE PARK AND ARAGON PARK IMPROVEMENT COMMITTEE, INC.  
' CHARLES N. UTLEY 

PAGE 2 OF 2 

materials are classified information; however, the number of shipments that 
would be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional 
details are provided in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT 
Transportation Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on 
the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.  

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. As 
indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents 
or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.  

SCD11-4 DOE Policy 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding worker safety at N 

SRS. The health and safety of both workers and the public is a priority of the 
surplus plutonium disposition program. DOE would comply with all pertinent 
Federal, State, and local laws and regulations and would meet all required 
standards. Chapter 5 summarizes the pertinent environmental regulations 
and permits required by the surplus plutonium disposition program.  

SCD11-5 DOE Policy 

It is not DOE's intention to make SRS a permanent storage site for surplus 
plutonium disposition material. MOX fuel would be transported to commercial 
reactors to be used. The resulting spent fuel would be temporarily stored at 

the reactor sites until it is sent to a potential geologic repository for permanent 
disposal. Immobilized plutonium would be temporarily stored at SRS until it 
is sent to a potential geologic repository for permanent disposal as and when 
the repository becomes operational. For purposes of this SPD EIS, DOE has 
prepared a separate EIS, Draft Environmental Impact Statementfora Geologic 
Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level 
Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada 

(DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from 
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventual 
closure of a potential geologic repository.
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Comment Form

NAMEi: (Optional) 1.,ý,7 
ADDRESS: l

TELEPHONE: 

E-MAIL:
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SCD64

SCD64-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's views on the value of public awareness 
in connection with the surplus plutonium disposition program. DOE used 
several means to solicit comments on the surplus plutonium disposition 
program from the public; State, local, and tribal officials; special interest 
groups; and other interested parties. These include mail, a toll-free telephone 
and fax line, and the MD Web site. In addition, DOE has conducted public 
hearings in excess of the minimum required by NEPA regulations on the 
weapons-usable fissile materials disposition program and discussed materials 
disposition in many other public forums. Moreover, MD has produced fact 
sheets, videos, reports, and other information on issues related to surplus 
fissile materials disposition to enable the public to participate in a 
meaningful way.

United States 
Department 

of Energy
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'I INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS 

ST. S. YARBROUGH 
PAGE 1 OF 1

~ntmntwf Nnal rtherol~ha~nf'Iilntdral ~nkr 
LOCAL UNION 1579 

1250 REYNOLDS S-REET 

AUGUSTA, GEORGIA 30901 

Phone: (706) 722-6357 , Fax: (706) 724-9792 

August 13,1992

MOX & FIT DISASSEMBLY & CONVERSION PROJECTS 

"* The Augusta Building & Constraion Trades Coencil is a major a saeolder of SRS. Our cotmstuction 
workersearesthe true cold war wanriors.  

"* [want to voicert e Building Trades unequivocal rupport fot SRS to be the DOE's hoitee as the site for 

plutonism diaposltian. Our crafatmen not only have built astlear au aenemican operating fS'tiles but 

they also have porforaned millions ofhbo of work under radiologisal conditions. Thay und-rstand 

the strict discliplat it requires to so" performu ender thesno adition.  

" Speaking of nafety, we i nthe Sooth have good manners and we iM anot talk badly about another DOE 

site. Howeove, I do want to let you bkow whator omostnution crafts have achieved min a cremaecly 

hanardosa idus•ay. Working with our cantractorn, our goal is 'ero Accldents". This meats we 

view "no inWj'tobeiaccptable. Sinte 1989 we hav achievedethe following records: 

1. l•00,000 million SAFE hours -29 tlmes 

2. 2J00A,00 million SAFE hours = 9 t[men 
3. 2,500,000miion.SAFE hours = 4times 
4. SMo0t,0t.mll1on.SAVEthours- -I-tme 

" SAFE Hours meansn w did not experiunw any lostoworkday canto, [t too osemhsasca haua 

to their famlis every etening the samne way they loft fbr work In the morning - with all of iet 

[ingers, wIth both hands, with bos hamst, wit hboh [legs and with a snile notheir fooeb ecaus they 
know that SAFETY is important at the Savannah River Site! 

Working with Bechtel, we established the S. A. F. KL -T process (Self-Awareeoss for Employeas Team).  

Our craft stewatrs ad workers designed a NO NAME - NO BLAME pIrss dthati d eightens worker 

awarenes• of safe and at-risk practices. We have Ceraf Workers observing work aesivritas ad provide 

feedback to reinforce oisitive or fet action, andto help bring ate•tion to at-risk work Practices thoegh 

disuassion with the workerat• the conclusion of the observation. We encourage counoeaut to identify 

stcogth• nd we2onke int our rafety effort.  

I challege you to find a botter conmstuctionnsfty eavirvoment in te DOE complex.  

[Idon't wane to take all of your time, to tet me Junst=masreize by saying that both MOX and the FPI 

DISASSEMBLY projects should be located here. The Building Trades and the oatireconmmunity of 

the CSRA havc supported SRS since the fdo st shovel of dirt We have the skilled workforc to 

SAFELY hbild ad operaltethem facilitiest.  

All we need is yall to make a quick decision and le's go to work! 

rhok you, 

T. S.yMaro t a S 
Bu.io•.sManaer & •;Fkmicncl Soc.-Aar

1

SCD10

SCD1O-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor'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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My name is Joan King. I'm living in White County, North 
Georgia. I followed nuclear issues for some time and have 
attended numerous DOE hearings. I'm familiar with the 
disposition problem. I've been down to Savannah, down to 

Augusta when they were discussed and I am opposed to 
using MOX fuel. I think this is a very slippery path that will 
lead to many many more problems in the future. I know we 

have to dispose of this stuff. I think we have the ability to 

glassify it to do a number of things. I know the government 
promises a once through process but there is no way they 
can control this in the future. We don't have the 
institutional consistency to be able to assure people that 
this will take place.  

We need to immobilize this in glass and get it underground.  
We do not need to promote the nuclear industry by giving 
them another form of fuel. That if heading toward a 
plutonium economy which will be disastrous for the rest of 
the world and for future generations. My number is area 
code 706-878-3459. I appreciate this and I am going to try 
follow it up with a fax to restate these so you will have a 
hard copy for the record. Thank you very much. Bye.

2

PDO01

I PD001-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach to 
surplus plutonium disposition. 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 nuclear weapons again.  

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 domestic, 
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. To this end, surplus 
plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and 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.  

PD001-2 Alternatives 

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.
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ATrENTION: DOE, Departmient of Storage and Disposition of Fissile Materials 

This fax is a follow-up to a comment made by phone from Joan 0. King made today, 
July 22, 1998 

I have followed nuclear Issues for many years and have attended DOE hearings of the 
Storage and Disposition of surplus fissile material. I am opposed to the use of 
plutonium as reactor fuel jhe MOX option.  

We have adequate methods for Immobilizlng fls•lle material taken from dismantled 
nuclear weapons. We had adequate sources of uranium for new fuel. We do not need 
to do anything that would promote a "plutonium economyn or encourage reprocessing 
by any nation Including our own.  

I have heard the arguments In favor of burnIng plutonium In U.S. reactors and the 
government's promise of a "once through" process. These are good Intentions, but 
there Is no way the present government can control what is done In the future. History 
has proved the fragility of promises like this.  

DO NOT PROMOTE ANY PROGRAM THAT USES PLUTONIUM AS FUEL 

Joan 0. King 
304 Manor Drive 
Sautee, GA 30571 

(706) 878-3459

1

FDO01

FD001-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach to 

surplus plutonium disposition. 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 nuclear weapons again.  

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 domestic, 

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. To this end, surplus 
plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and 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.  

FDO01-2 DOEPolicy 

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.



LOWER SAVANNAH COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
HONORABLE W. H. BURKHALTER ET AL.  
PAGE 1 OF 1

RESOLUTION 
SUPPORTING THE SAVANNAH RIWER SITE'S MAJOR PLUTONIUM MISSIONS 

WHEREAS,, de handling and dispositon of e-rces weapons pluzoniun is of 
grave concern to .he national security of the United Suites; and 

WHEREAS, pbltonium disposition repesentv one of the most •rain ftaure 
missions of the DOE for the nea 20 to 30yeass; and 

WHEREAS, the Dpaninent of Eirrj has decided to pwsue a dual path for 
plutona disposition and has named Me Savannah RPivr Sie as a candidate site for both 
options; and 

WHEREAS, the Savannah River Site has produced approimately 40 percent of 
all U.S weapons grade plutoniwnm over the last 45 years and has .xerly ihandled pluoniumis 
in glovebox procesing equipment with no adverse impact on the worker, the public or the 
envvoonmen4 and 

WHLEREAS, the Dqeasnt of Energ in it Record of Derision reeogntis the 
Savannah River Site as "a plutonium competent site with t- most modern, state-of-the-art 
storage and processing faciities...with the only remaining large-scale chemical separation and 
processing capability in the DOE complYe; and 

WHEREAS, the Lower Savannah Region suogly supports contued 
plutonium mlsions for the Deparonent of Enery's Savannah River Site, 

NOW BE IT RESOLVED THAT tie Lower Savannah Council of Covenimen 
slrongl endorse -ajor piutonium misions for the Savannah River Sit and urges the 
Departnt of Energy to designak tl Savannah River Site as t& lead facility nplutonia 
management and disposion.  

APPROVED TIA9S 13th DAY OF MARCH 1997, BY TfiE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
OF THE LOWER SAVANNAH COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENS.  

Lower Saanna Council of Goverments 

Lower Savannah C~unei of Governmmins

SCD87

SCD87-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentors' 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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LOWER SAVANNAH COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

SHONORABLE S. J. ROBINSON ET AL.  
P PAGE1OF1

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE'S 
MAJOR PLUTONIUM MISSIONS

WHEREAS, the handling and disposition of excess weapons plutonium is of grave 

concern to the national security of the United States; and 

WHEREAS, plutonium disposition represents one of the most certain future misaions of 

the DOE for the next 20 to 30 years; and 

WHEREAS, the Savannah River Site has produced approximately 40 percent ofall U.S.  

weapons grade plutonium over the last 45 years and has safely handled plutonium in glovebox 

processing equipment with no adverse impact on the workers, the public or the environment; and 

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy has expressed its confidence in the Savannah 

River Site by designating SRS as the preferred locaton for MOX fuel fabrication and 

immobilization; and 

WHEREAS, the Department of Energy in its Record of Decisiun recognizes the Savannah 

River Site as a "plutonium competent site with the most modem, state-of-the-art storage and 

processing facilities.with the only remaining large complex"; and 

WHEREAS, the Lower Savannah River Region strongly supports continued plutonium 

missions for the Department of Energy's Savannah River Site, including pit disassembly and 

conversion.  

NOW BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Lower Savannah Council of Governments strongly 

endorses major plutonium misions for the Savannah River Site and urges the Department of 

Energy to designate the Savannah River Site as its preferred facility for plutonium pit disassembly 

and conversion.  

APPROVED THIS 10Th DAY OF AUGUST 1998, BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF 

THE LOWER SAVANNAH COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS.  

lChairs oLower Savannah Count Govenremets 

Exct ector, Lower S)6ah ouncil of Govermnenrts

SCDO7

DOE acknowledges the commentors' support for 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. 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.

SCD07-1 Alternatives
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Comment Form

NAME: tOptiona]) ( Loi, 
ADDRESS: 2Z21 2 Ri cHA F-D.5"Eng DA tJ-wum64-;i g( 

TELEPHONE: (706) 1?t•1 14-Z 
E-MAIL; 

S DOCs .5AoULP LOCATE ALL ,,F T149 PLuTONIUM 
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SCD55

DOE acknowledges the commentor'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.  

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 MID 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.

United States 
Department 

of Energy

SCD55-1 Alternatives
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SCD56

DOE acknowledges the commentor'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.  

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 (DOEIMD-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 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.

United States 
Department 

of Energy

SCD56-1 Alternatives
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SCD94-1 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

Use of the F-Canyon at SRS to convert plutonium for use in either the 
immobilization or MOX facilities would require reconfiguring the canyon and 
keeping it in operation for another 10 years or more. DOE has already made 

United States a commitment to the public, the U.S. Congress, and DNFSB to shut the 
Department Commat Form: canyon down. DOE presented the SRS Chemical Separation Facilities 
of Energy Multi-Year Plan to Congress in 1997. This plan provides the DOE strategy 

for the expeditious stabilization of SRS nuclear materials in accordance with 

NAME: (Op,•loal) DNFSB Recommendation 94-1, and provides for the early stabilization of 
A•DPXssrnS ' . certain limited quantities of plutonium materials from RFETS. Once this 
TELEPHONE: ( __ __stabilization effort is complete, the canyon would be shut down and D&D 
E-MAIL, activities would begin.  

The Storage and Disposition PEIS evaluated a homogenous ceramic 
- -- ,immobilization facility that used an aqueous plutonium conversion process 

.~'4 h• L d/m x. . •.•, .A " ' gsimilar to that used in the SRS canyons. As shown in Section 4.29 of this 
,- ,, ,SPD EIS, this process would require much larger quantities of water and 

- ,, .*.... • ". , ."-# • other resources, and generate significantly more waste (between 2 and 
,. " a- P' z, ';'-'-ý4, ' 191 times more depending on the waste category [see Table 4-224]) than the 

,,-________"___ '"______ _ . ,__ ,.___,- ___,_,_/,, _____ 1 proposed processes included in this EIS. Based on this information, the 
. ; • 4 . .,' aqueous plutonium conversion process was not considered to be reasonable 

A.'. / x-,>,."_ -. . and was eliminated from further study in this EIS.
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Public Meeting 
August 13,1998 

North Augusta Community Center 

Comments by Dr. Christopher Noah 

Thank you for the opportnity to provide comments on this draft EIS. My comments center on 

land use and environmental suitability of siting this project at the Savannah River Site. I do not 

make these comments only because I believe SRS is the best place for this project but because I -" 

have a background in examining the impacts of large-sKale facilities.  

In the 1970's I lead a team that planned the future use of the State of Alaska.  

Also, for the eight years in Alaska I was an environmental planner, Director of the Council on 

Science and Technology and Deputy Commissioner of Environmental Conservation. During that 

time I had the responsibility for deterntining the environmental suitability for many large-scale 

projects such as the Trans-Alaska pipeline, a world-class molybdenum mine and one of the 

largest lead mines in the world.  

l am past chair of the Federal Planners Division of the American Planning Association 

I have taught NEPA and Environmental Policy courses.  

I have been involved in approximately 20 siting studies of potential new missions at SRS.
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I wrote a comprehensive report on the future of SRS, including new missions and environmental 

impacts.  

Finally, my education includes a masters degree in environmental affairs and a doctorate in 

environmental policy.  

Land Use Oualities of SRS 

From a land use perspective SRS is ideal, One of its most important land use attributes is its 

size. It is 310 square miles -Compared to this project's competitor's 25 square miles. From a 

land use perspective, this is significant. The size of the site ensures safety, security and enhances 

project diversity. Also, SRS possesses a complete suite of infrastructure for large scale projects, 

including: a recently upgraded water system (and access to additional water if needed through 

the intakes from the Savannah River), a state of the art communications system, newly 

constructed bridges, more than adequate electricity, upgraded roads, and a state of the art 

weather center, to name a few.  

In 1996, 1 completed a large study of SRS - examining the potential future uses of SRS in light 

of the potential downsizing associated with the ending of the Cold War. For the report, I used 

SRS as a model. My conclusion from the 3-year study was that SRS was the perfect site to use 

as an example of how multiple, major industrial projects could co-exist. Complementing one 

another, thus saving money.  

SC
CD31

SCD31-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the surplus plutonium 
disposition program 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.
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Environmental Qualities of SRS 

From an environmental perspective. SRS ranks high. SRS does mor than competently and 

safely produce nuclear weapons components and clean up the nuclear legacy that won the Cold 

War. It has a large cadre of scientists who conduct ecosystem studies, environmental impact 

research, cultural investigations, weather studies, and technological temediation demonstrations.  

Over the past decades, SRS staff and management have ensured that site operations and 

environmental programs exist in a symbiotic relationship. Site operations, endangered and 

threatened species, the forest ecosystem, and cultural resources have all complemented each 

other. This is not by accident. SRS management has made a concerted effort to instill the S 

multiple use planning concept at the site. What this means is that at SRS, new projects are not 

viewed narrowly. They take in the entire spectrum of site activities - studying how new 

missions and the environment can supplement each other. This approach has salutary side 

benefits as well. The Savannah Ecology Laboratory, of the University of Georgia, the U. S.  

Forest Service, and the University of South Carolina, not only conduct extensive research at SRS 

but profile its environmental and cultural attributes through educational programs. One example 

is SRS's scout "Camporee" to teach thousands of girl and boy scouts about the environment 

Many other regional and national universities work with the site on environmental. cultural and 

economic impacts - including many HIBUCs (Historically Black Universities and Colleges).  

So. no matter what you hear from SRS's detractors, SRS is environmentally safe - a productive, 

diverse set of ecosystems and programs that promote environmental stewardship. In fact, many 

have called SRS an "environmental island" as the attachment indicates.
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Finally, I would like to quote a short passage from the end of my three year report regarding new 

missions for SRS: 

"As this study has detailed, weapons facilities can and should be used 

for environmental research, biodiversity, environmental technology 

demonstration, recreation, environmental education and resource 

management - and still produce nuclear materials.  

Imagine a weapons site with an industrial core producing nuclear 

eomponents...The central industrial core would be surrounded by 

environmental uses which were compatible with the industrial mission.  

In some cases the environmental uses would even complement the 

industrial mission. Examples of these uses would be experimentation 

with plants that passively remediate contaminated areas, bio

remndiation technology demonstration, and materials recycling. The 

environmental uses would also complement each other and in some 

cases even be symbiotic (i.e., conducting recreation in a natural 

resource area or simultaneously undertaking research and public 

education). The environmental uses would draw in the public from 

surrounding communities, providing environmental and economic 

opportunities..." 

In conclusion, SRS is environmentally compatible with the Surplus Plutonium Disposition 

project. Additionally, it has the land use qualities which a profeasional planner looks for in such 

a project: a significant buffer. quality infrastructure, support facilities, little envirounental.  

impact, no social disruption, and room for expansion.  
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NSC DISCOVERY CENTER, INC 

• PHYLLIS H. HENDRY 
"P AGE 1OF I

My name is Phyllis Hendry and Ilam President of the National Science Center's 

Fort Discovery in Angtsta, Georgia. As a citizenofthis community, I am writing 

this letter to support the Savannah River Site (SRS) and its effort to obtain the 

third element of the DOE plutonium disposition mission - pit disassembly and 

conversion.  

The Savannah River Site has a proven history in the handling of plutonium. Since 

SRS has been assigned as the Site of the Mixed Oxide Fual Fabrication and 

immobilization missions, it only makes sense that the plutonium disposition 

mission, including pit disassembly and conversion, be located in the same place.  

The Pantex facility in Texas that is also being considered for the plutonium 

mission has never processed plutonium; therefore, there is no plutonium handling 

infrastructure in place. As a taxpayer, I understand that locating the plutoniunm 

mission at SRS can save taxpayers at least S.6 billion based on avoided costseof 

new struetures and equipment that would be required at other DOE sites.  

On a recent trip to Washington with the Metro Augusta and Aiken Chambers of 

Commerce and three other arse Chambers, we visited with Fredetico Penn and he 

indicated that community support would playsa major part in the decision-making 

process. Several groups from our two-state area have met with the Secretary to 

express overwhelming support that the Savannah River Site has in this 

community. The Savannah River Site has a proven record that makes it the 

logical choice for the plutonium mission.  

I appreciate the opportunity to support the Savannah River Site.  

Sincerely, 

Phyllis Henaeey Hendry 
President 
NSC Discovery Center, Inc.
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DOE acknowledges the commentor'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.  

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 (DOEIMD-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 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.

SCD04-1 Alternatives
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SEWARD, BLAKE 
PAGE 1 OF 1

August13,1998

Dear Mr. Nulton 
US Department of Energy 
Materials Disposition 

It has been noted that the concern for severity and frequency of aircraft incidents 
decreases in the series of EIS documents published by DOE-MD compared to 
certain earlier studies including the PANTEX EIS. It is noteworthy that LANL 
studies on the same issue for DOE-DP and others are highly concerned with this 
issue and in particular with respect to Zone 12 and Zone 4. Zone 4 is where you 
plan to place the PDCF facility. Zone 12 or Zone 4 is not material since the entire 

PANTEX site is only 16,000 acres or roughly 5 by 5 miles.  

In further support of this puzzling situation, the DNFSB in it's weekly reports has on 
several occasions highlighted the fact that even DOE and M&H do not fly 

radiological over-flights of these two zones for fear of the consequences of a 
helicopter crash. Now their concern is based upon the storage of metal pit parts 
and HE explosives. They have never had to consider the consequences of 
plutonium powder processing.  

It is well known that the Amarillo area air facilities not only routinely service large 

commercial aviation aircraft - flights, storage depot, etc.; but, they also service a 

significant contingent of air force B-is and tankers.  

What has been the basis for your analysis? Does DOE intend to follow the US NRC 

protocol (NUREG - 0800)? The NUREG -0800 protocol is the standard official US 

criteria for nuclear facilities and has been a cornerstone of nuclear regulation for 
years. If you have deviated from this protocol, please explain the rationale 

especially in light of the DOE thrust to become NRC regulated and to meet the 
same criteria.  

I submit this letter to you with NUREG - 0800 attached to help in simplifying the 

process of future conformance to NRC regulations and in the hope of avoiding a 

major dispersal of PuO2 over the landscape of a major food processing area of the 

Elake Seward 
Evans, Georgia

2

Attachment: NUREG-0800 (US Nuclear Regulatory Commission Standard Review 
Plan, Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation.) 

SCD02

SCD02-1 Facility Accidents 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding aircraft accidents.  

Decreases in aircraft crash frequency in this SPD EIS relative to other 

documents such as the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 

Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated Storage with 

Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE/EIS-0225, November 1996) are largely 

due to the smaller effective target area of the pit conversion and MOX facilities 

as compared with the entirety of Zone 4 or Zone 12. The possibility of 

plutonium powder processing is indeed new at Pantex, and this EIS addresses 

this concern in the accident analysis primarily in the higher fraction of material 

that becomes airborne as a result of the hypothesized accidents. The resulting 

potential impacts will be considered in the decisionmaking process.

SCD02-2 Facility Accidents

The primary basis for the accident analysis is Recommendations for the 
Preparation of Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact 

Statements (DOE Office of NEPA Oversight, May 1993). The methodology 

is based on that outlined in Preparation Guide for U.S. Department of Energy 

Nonreactor Nuclear Facility Safety Analysis Reports 

(DOE-STD-3009-94, 1994). In accordance with that standard, radiological 

releases were analyzed in terms of the specific release phenomenology as 

documented in Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable Fractions 

for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities (DOE-HDBK-3010-94, October 1994).  

Standard Review Plan for the Review of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear 

Power Plants (NUREG-0800, July 1981), is not directly applicable to 

nonreactor facilities.
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SCD66

SCD66-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the surplus plutonium 

disposition program 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.
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Bill Thompson. President and CEO 
Sun Trust, Bank, Augusta

As a m=mber of the business community in this area, I would lilm to woelcome our vfiso 
from the Department of Energy Headquarters to SRS country.  

We are extremely proud of SRS, its contribution to our National Security, its history of 
unmatched safety and production performance, and the many cmployces who have worked 
there and those who work them today. "Ths prde and support extends throughout this 
area and joirs our two stat• , •emmon inters and objective 

The Plutonium Disposition Program is important to our N tion m to the world DOE 
should be o~mmended for its tealerahp and progress on this program. SRS3 and this 
community aappocv this program and stand; ready to accept fuol responsibility for its 
successful compltion. We at =proud that SRS has beaen selcted as the preferred site for 
the Mixed Oxkd Fuel and Immobllizatoa minioas of this program- We now focus our 
atention to the hrd mission of the program, Plutonium Pit Disasembly and Conversion.  

Many of us do or understand tho finite•10chnical details of Plutonium and other nucler 
materials. Bin, we do undcrstand concepts of inf t, experience expeise, and 
demonstrated performance in safety an environmental proction. We also undestand 
that to duplicate, at Pantex what already exists to support this mission at SRS will Cost 
hundreds of millions of dollars. This uto itself is enough to declare that SRS is preeod 
over Pantex.  

As a tampayec, it makes clear sensea tome to consolidate all of the mnisiona for Plutonium 
Dispitioa at SRS. I encourage DOE not to overloco the hundreds of millions of dollars 
in savings which would be realized rrough ibis Consolidation.! w DOE ' 
bek.ad v'e w to

Coslidation atMSRS is the dight ting to do for o Natio, this community and the 
taxpayes 

Thanks you for ts opportunit to prvide comments cc this extremely important 
Prow=o

SCD20

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. Further, DOE appreciates the support 
it has received from the local communities surrounding the candidate sites 
for the proposed facilities. 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.  

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 (DOFN/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 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.

SCD20-1 Alternatives
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General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

711 Pevero Abbey Circle 
Martine z, GA 30907 
E-Mail: RBTHWILCOC@aol.com 
September 11, 1998 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, DC20026-3786 

This is in reply to your request fbr comments on the "Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement,' dated July 1998.  

I have reviewed this document and essentially have no comnments, other than to rephrase 
and reiterate some which I provided before the document was prepared, in my letter to 
Mr. Bert Stevenson on July 6, 1997: 

1. TheEIS process, as currently practiced by DOE, remains unduly expensive and time 
consuming. In my opinion, it goes far beyond the intent of Congress when it enacted the 
original NEPA.  

2. DOE's decision in this matter should be driven primarily by considerations of national 
security.  

3. DOE and others should most carefully consider the extent to which it would be prudent 
to concentrate a high percentage ofthe nation's plutonium at any one site.  

4. The conversion of as much as possible of the unneeded plutonium into MOX fuel 
remains the logical and responsible course of action for the Government to take and the 
sooner the better.  

5. The SRS should be utilized to the maximum that it makes strategic and economic sense 
to do so.  

I urge DOE to get on with this important job as expeditiously as possible.  

Sincerely, 

Robert H. Wilcox

j2 
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MD176

DOE strives to control costs in implementing the NEPA process. This SPD EIS 
was prepared in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et 
seq.) and related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR 1500 
through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).

MD176-2 DOE Policy

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat 
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of 
the surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and 
timely manner. 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.  

MD176-3 DOE Policy 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern that a high percentage of the 
nation's plutonium might be concentrated at any one site. As summarized in 
the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD, the nonproliferation assessment 
concluded that each of the options under consideration for plutonium 
disposition could potentially provide high levels of security and safeguards 
and effective international monitoring for nuclear materials during the 
disposition process thus mitigating the risk of theft. Accordingly, the proposed 
DOE surplus plutonium disposition facilities are all at locations where 
plutonium would have the levels of protection and control required by 
applicable DOE safeguards and security directives. Safeguards and security 
programs would be integrated programs of physical protection, information 
security, nuclear material control and accountability, and personnel assurance.  
Security for the proposed facilities would be implemented commensurate 
with the usability of the material in a nuclear weapon or improvised nuclear 
device. Physical barriers; access control systems; detection and alarm 
systems; procedures, including the two-person rule (which requires at least 
two people to be present when working with special nuclear materials in the 
facility); and personnel security measures, including security clearance

y• WILCOX, ROBERT H.  
t PAGE 1OF 2 
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investigations and access authorization levels, would be used to ensure that 

special nuclear materials stored and processed inside are adequately protected.  

Closed-circuit television, intrusion detection, motion detection, and other 

automated materials monitoring methods would also be employed.  

Furthermore, the physical protection, safeguards, and security for the MOX 

facility and domestic, commercial reactors would be in compliance with NRC 

regulations.  

MD176-4 MOX Approach 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the MOX approach.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD 176-2.  

MD176-5 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the surplus plutonium 

disposition program at SRS.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD 176-2.  

bC.  
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TALKING POINTS FOR PUBLIC HEARING ON MOX DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT- 08/20198 

1. Disposing of plutonium no longer needed for nuclear weapons is vital to our national 

policy.  

As the world leader, the U. S. must do this disposal rapidly and effectively.  

The Russian must do the same. Such actions will send a clear message to India, Pakistan, 

and others that want the bomb. These nations will see that both Russia and the U. S. are 

serious about nuclear disarmament.  

2. Using this plutonium in mixed oxide (MOX) fuel for nuclear power reactors makes it 

quite difficult to recover for use in nuclear bombs.  

Most plutonium should be turned into MOX. Some plutonium is too impure for either 2 

bombs or MOX. Only such impure plutonium should be put into glass and buried 

directly.  

3. We are unhappy that DOE has already chosen Savannah River as the preferred site for 

MOX production. DOE could have delayed the decision until the Record of Decision 

following the Final Environmental Impact Statement.  

By then WIPP might be open. Waste from Rocky Flats-not of our making--would 

finally be moving out ofIdaho after three decades of promises. Our political leaders 

could then show that the Settlement Agreement on Nuclear Wastes is working. They 

could then support new projects, such as MOX, in good faith" 

4. Even though MOX will not come to Idaho, DOE must show without doubt that the 

impacts of MOX on the INEEL environment would be minor. In this EIS DOE must 

answer all concerns of those who give independent oversight (State ofIdaho) and 4 

stakeholder advice (Citizens Advisory Board). Failure to do so will make it harder for 

the State and the public to accept the next nuclear project at INEEL.  

5. From this EIS, DOE will pick the site that will make the prototype fuel (termed lead 

assemblies) and will examine it after nuclear testing. The private company chosen for the 

MOX project will help decide whether it needs this Research and Development step. We 5 

support Argonne-West for this work. It has better facilities and better technical talent 

than the other sites DOE is considering.  

IDD05
I-

IDD05-1 Nonproliferation 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's views on the need to disposition surplus 

plutonium in the United States and in Russia. 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. The 

disposition activities proposed in this SPD EIS would enhance U.S. credibility 

and flexibility in negotiations on bilateral and multilateral reductions of surplus 

weapons-usable fissile materials inventories. Actions undertaken by the 

United States would generally be coordinated with efforts to address surplus 

plutonium stockpiles in Russia. For example, the construction of new facilities 

for disposition of U.S. plutonium would likely depend on progress in Russia.  

IDD05-2 Alternatives 

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach: to 

disposition up to 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium that uses both ceramic 

can-in-canister immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication. Approximately 33 t 

(36 tons) of clean plutonium metal and oxides would be used to fabricate 

MOX fuel, which would be irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors. The 

remaining 17 t (19 tons) of impure plutonium would be sent to the 

immobilization facility, thus avoiding extensive characterization and 

purification of the materials. Both of these approaches would meet 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.  

IDD05-3 DOE Policy 

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA 

(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation 

regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively). In 

accordance with CEQ Section 1502.14(e), DOE identified its preferred 

alternative in the SPD Draft EIS so the public could understand DOE's 

orientation and provide comment. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 

disposition program at INEEL will be based on public input, environmental



ANONYMOUS 
PAGE 2 OF 2 

analyses, technical and cost reports, and national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and 
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.  

IDD05-4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

The analyses in Sections 4.14 and 4.26.2 indicate that impacts of constructing 
and operating the MOX facility at INEEL on public health and the environment 

would likely be minor. This Comment Response Document contains the 

comments of interested stakeholders and DOE's responses to 
those comments.  

IDD05-5 Lead Assemblies 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting lead assembly and 

postirradiation examination activities at ANL-W. As discussed in 
Section 2.17, ANL-W was considered as one of several candidate sites 
because it would require only minimal alteration of interior spaces, is authorized 

to handle plutonium, and has existing facilities that meet the standards for 
processing special nuclear material.  

As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, based on consideration of capabilities 
of the candidate sites and input from DCS on the MOX approach, DOE 
prefers LANL for lead assembly fabrication. LANL is preferred because it 

already has fuel fabrication facilities that would not require major modifications, 
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise.  

Additionally, the surplus plutonium dioxide that would be used to fabricate 

the lead assemblies would already be in inventory at the site. Decisions on 

lead assembly fabrication 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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140 AýL3O!WAY, STE 6. BOSTON, MA C2130-3222 USA 
OMJ i524.1342 .1.. (4:7)52-4.1),.  

To: DOE, Fax 18008205156 
From: If Not Now: A Citizens Lobbying Tool, EMail rep-info@ifnotno, 
Date: Sep 10, 199813:44 GMT 
Subject: Pluloruni )lAsposal By Burning in Nuclear Reactors 

If Not Now Is a web-based citizen's lobbying tool. We are forwarding 
to you a letter from some of your constituents. At the end of this 
message there Is a description of how our service works and how you 
can respond to your constituents.  

Signatures as of Sep 10,1998: 
There were 2 new signers. Tolal signers to date: 2.  

TOPIC: Plutonium Disposal By Burning In Nuclear Reactors 

Dear DOE (Fissile Materials Program), 

I am writing to oppose the current Department of Energy plan for 
plutonium disposition, which Is based on mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel. MOX 
fuel is a bad idea. It is unproven technology as far as commercial 
reactors In the U.S. are concerned. MCX techniques for plutonium disposal 
are also slower and more expensive than immobilization techniques. In 
addition, the treatment of plutonium as an energy source sets a dangerous 
precedent for nuclear proliferation and the development of plutonium 
fuel economies. It is essential that the DOE do everything possible to 
discourage this proliferation.  

New signers and comments: 

Scott Bonner, Boise, ID 83702 
Amy Hobbs, Springfield, MO 65806 

DESCRIPTION OF IF NOT NOWSERVICE 

Subscribers use If Not Now (www.ifnotnow.com) to get information about 
political and social issues of concern to them. The service also enables 
them to sign letters about these topics, which we then forward In 
consolidated form to officials such as yourself. It is Important to 
emphasize that our subscriber list is authenticated through credit card 
verification, and only those signers who belong to your specific 
constituency are included in the signature list that you receive.

FD300

I FD300-1 MOX Approach 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach to 
surplus plutonium disposition. While it is true MOX fuel has not been 
produced commercially in the U.S., it has been produced in Western Europe.  
MOX fuel fabrication is not a new technology. This experience would be 
used for disposition of the U.S. surplus plutonium. 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 nuclear weapons again.  

Any difference between the cost of the hybrid approach and that of the 
immobilization-only approach would be marginal. 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 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 (DOEIMD-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.
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An important feature of If Not Now is that we follow up on every action 
letter that we send, and we repod how representatives, officials and Z, 

others have acted on the issue. We also provide you with the opportunity 
to respond to your constituents (via a password-protected web server, 
to ensure that only legitimate responses are posted). Follow the 
directions below. Your letter will be posted without editing; your 
constitumnis will be able to view your response when they check the 
results of that action. (We regret Ihat we cannot process responses 
received via fax or US mail,) We strongly encourage you to send us a 
responsel Our subscribers are active, involved citizens who want to 
hear from you.  

To respond to an action letter: fill out the form at 
http:lwww.ifnotnow.comlrespond.htrml --.you will need to use your 
specal key: PeeTJIwV. this key is valid for one-time use only. Please 
send questions or comments via email to: rep-inro@ifnotnow.com.
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August 17, 1998 

We must find a way to disps ofthe plutonium no longer needed for nuclear 
weapons. The U.S. must take a leadership position in accomplishing this goal. The best 
ue for this plutonium is to use it in mixed oxide fuel (MOX) for nuclear power reactors.  
This would also make it more diffiult to recover for use in nuclear bombs.  

Even though the decision to place this project in Savannah River ba virtually been 
made and the I.N.E..L. was not given a fair opportunity because ofpokicalrseasons to 
bid effectively for the MOX programs, I Support the MOX project. If the waste from 
Rocky Flats was moving out ofIdaho as promised over the Lst thirty years, our political 
leaders here in Idaho could support new projects such as MOX 

Though MOX won't be coming to Idaho, DOE must still show that MOX would 
have wlittle environmental impact in Idaho, otherwise the nmxt nclear project would run 
into problems being placed at the LN.E.E.L. The DOE, I hope, will pick Argone-West 
to make the prototype fueL Argonne-West has the best facilities and talent to do this job.  

sds/•piumaim.ps

IDD03

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the MOX approach and for 
siting lead assembly fabrication at INEEL. However, 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 nuclear weapons again.

IDD03-1 Alternatives
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