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Citizens Advisory Board
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratosy

Surphus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement

The Idaho N | Engi g and Envi | Lab ry (INEEL) Citizens Advisoty Board

(CAB) iewed the US. Dep of Energy (DOE)'s Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft

8 (HS).:hhouﬂ.l it was difficult to obtain copies 10 Support our review.

WemgrotlhatihemBELCABwasmtonﬂwdisu'ibunonhstfonhedocmzm—dwpm:d]efamﬂm

d ng the ing EIS in the fall of 1997, Our request for copies

of the Draft ms (sent via the DOE’s ‘National Environmental Palicy Act Intemet homepage) similarly
did not effect a response.

We submit the following dations and 10 supprt DOE's efforts to develop legally
defensibl i 1 d ion for decision making related to the nonproliferation mission,
‘We recemmend that the Departmcat respond to all comments on the Draft EIS received during
this comment period in order to ensure that the Final EIS will be able to support 8 decision by
the Secretary of Emergy on this important mission.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The INEEL CAB notes that Chapter One of the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft EIS includes the
following quotation:

“The Record of Decision for the Storage and Disposition Progr Brvi /
Impact Statement (PEIS) issued January 14, 1997 outlines DOE 's decision to pursue an
appmad: bo phutonium disposition that would make surplus weapons-ussble plutonium

and ive for weapons use. DOE’s disposition strategy, consistent
with the preferred alternative analyzed in the Storage and Disposition PEIS, allows for
both the immobilization of some (and potentially all) of the surplus plutonium and use of
some of the surplus plutonium as mixed oxide (MOX) fuel in existing domestic,
commercial reactors.”

The statement suggests that DOE believes that both approaches would render surp]us plutonium

(weapons-usable plutonium that has been deemed surplus) i ible and for weap
use, thereby achieving DOE’s objectives.
Our analysis of the inf d in the Draft EIS leads us to a lusion that DOE

a less-than-rigorous analysis of the full immobilization alternatives. We note thst DOE conducted
more extensive analysis for all of the hybrid alternatives (those that wonld involve implementation of
both approaches). This leaves the reader with an impression that DOE decided to pursue the MOX
disposition option without the benefit of adequate analysis.

RECOMMENDATION # 46

SEPTEMBER 15, 1998

FD318-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE regrets the difficulties encountered by the INEEL CAB in obtaining
copies of the SPD Draft EIS. Copies of the document or an NOA letter were
sent to each member of the Board at that person’s address on record. This
approach was adopted in favor of a bulk mailing directly to the Board’s
address, which would probably have delayed the receipt of copies by the
individual members. (Presumably, someone would have had to forward the
documents by mail or wait until the next Board meeting to distribute them.)
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.

FD318-2 Alternatives

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementation
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively). The
primary objective of the EIS is a comprehensive description of proposed
surplus plutonium disposition actions and alternatives and their potential
environmental impacts. DOE has analyzed each environmental resource area
in a consistent manner across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparison
among the alternatives and among the candidate sites for the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities. As discussed in Section 2.1, the
disposition facility alternatives, immobilization technology alternatives, and
MOX fuel fabrication alternatives evaluated are consistent with the decisions
given in the ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS. Impacts for both
technologies and all alternatives are summarized in Chapter 4 of Volume I,
and complete analyses are provided in the appendixes. Alternatives 11 and
12, the 50-t (55-tons) immobilization cases, are fully analyzed.
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DOE has identified as its preferred altemative 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. Because
the Russians have expressed concern that immobilization would not destroy
any plutonium, it is conceivable that the Russians would not disposition
their surplus plutonium stockpile if the United States were to implement an
immobilization-only approach.
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Similarly, the INEEL CAB notes that the dﬁcnptmn of the -lhemxwes is unclear regarding how
immobilization would achieve the dards set the National of Sci 1t has not been
demonstrated, for example, that high-level weste can be used in the can and canister immobilization
raethod to achieve a radiation barier, The INEEL CAB recommends that the total immobilization
options be giveu full ideration and rig d in this EIS, Such an analysis will make
the Final EIS Jess vulnesable to fegal challenge and atlow the Secretary of Energy greater leeway in
sclecting the mast appropriate path forward for the disposition of susplus plutonium.

The members of the INEEL CAB are divided on whether national and/or i ional & would
be better served by selection of the total unmoblhuhon or the hybrid approach, partly because we lack

fidh in the ad of the analy proved analysis may reveal that the hybrid approaches
will result in greater impacts on the environment, human health, and security. ‘The hybrid alternative
could also take a much longer period of time, require more portation of radicacti ials, and
produce greater quantities of wastes. We note that some of the alternatives propose using a 1954
facility for plutonium conversion and immobilizstion, which could involve permitting challenges that
are not adequately addressed in the BIS.

Because our review of the Draft ES left us without answers to questions about the truc impacts of the
various alternatives, we concluded that the Draft EIS does not sliow comparison of the two
approaches, much less comparison of the full range of alvernatives. The INEEL CAB recommends
that the Final EIS resolve these major issues by conducting additional

The Draft EIS and presentations by DOE related to the document imply that the intemnational

ity will not be satisfied with U.S. nonproliferation efforts in the absence of MOX. Ta light of
the fluid political sitwstion in Russia, the INEEL CAB ds that the ¥ (that
the U.S. bas no choice but te pursue the MOX alternative in order to enswre that Russia will take
reciprocal action) shonld be periodically confirmed. The INEEL CAB further recommends that
implementation of US. actions, regardless of which ab ive is selected, should p d
concurrently with implementation of comparable actions in Rusaia.

‘While the entire INEEL CAB wholcheartedly supports DOE’s efforts to achieve nolpnhferaﬁol
objectives and would not argue in favor of & decision that would jeopardize Russian coop

the INEEL CAB recommends that DOE base its decisions en cmlplele informatien and sound
analysis. I the spirit of the National Environmental Policy Act, this ELS must document the decision
in a publicly defensible manner.

COMMENTS ON THE COST ANALYSIS IN SUPPORT OF SITE SELECTION
FOR SURPLUS WEAPONS-USABLE PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DOCUMENT

The ]NEEL CAB regrets that the cost analysis of‘the various ahemmvas presented in the Dmﬁ F.IS
was pr dina t that was relatively ble. The eb of cost i

in the Draft EIS nself leaves the reader 1o a conclusion that either (1) the costs of implementing the
akeenatives do not differ or (2) DOE will not consider costs in selecting from the various afternatives.

Neither conclusion seems sealistic or appropriate. The INEEL CAB recommends the imclusion of
more information about costs in the body of the Final EIS.

RECOMMENDATION # 46 SEPTEMBER 15, 1998

FD318

FD318-3 DOE Policy

In the Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment Weapons-Usable
Fissile Material Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition Alternatives
(DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), DOE identified two potential liabilities of the
immobilization alternatives relative to the Spent Fuel Standard. These liabilities
involve ensuring sufficient radiation levels and removal-resistant
can-in-canister designs. Since that time, DOE has modified the can support
structure inside the canisters and has focused its research on the ceramic
formof immobilization. As partof the form evaluation process, an independent
panel of experts determined (Letter Report of the Immobilization Technology
Peer Review Panel, from Matthew Bunn to Stephen Cochran, LLNL,
August 21, 1997) that the can-in-canister design would meet the Spent Fuel
Standard. In addition, NAS is currently conducting studies to confirm the
ability of the ceramic can-jn-canister immobilization approach to meet the
Spent Fuel Standard. DOE is confident that immobilization remains a viable
alternative for meeting the nonproliferation goals of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.

FD3184 Alternatives

This SPD EIS identifies and analyzes potential environmental and human
health impacts that might result from the construction and normal operation
of proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. The hybrid approach
would produce some additional potential impacts, as described in Chapter 4
of Volume 1.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the preferred approach
of using both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication to disposition surplus
plutonium.

DOE eliminated as unreasonable the eight alternatives in the SPD Draft EIS
that would involve use of portions of Building 221-F (the 1954 building
referred to in the comment) 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 Building 221-F alternatives would now be
very close in size and environmental impacts to the new immobilization facility
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alternatives at SRS. Therefore, this SPD EIS only presents the alternatives
involving a completely new immobilization facility at SRS.

FD318-5 Nonproliferation

DOE agrees with the commentor’s recommendation and has maintained a
close working relationship with Russia to develop technical solutions for
plutonium disposition. The United States and Russia recently made progress
in the management and disposition of plutonium. 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 piutonium will be managed. This agreement enables
the two countries to explore mutually acceptable strategies for safeguarding
and dispositioning surplus plutonium. During the first week of
September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit and
signed a statement of principles with the intention of removing approximately
50t (55 tons) of plutonium from each country’s stockpile. Sensitive
negotiations between the two countries have indicated that the Russian
govemnment accepts the technology of immobilization for low-concentration,
plutonium-bearing materials, but that the MOX approach would be considered
for higher-purity feed materials. 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.

FD318-6 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 costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
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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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Review of the cost analysis d allows an improved und of the costs associated with
implementation of the surplus plutonium disposition decision. The INEEL CAB believes the cost
analysis is based on a questionable methodology, as it appears that the costs were not fully evaluated.
We question why the estimates of total costs do not appear to include certain categories of costs
(auclear reactor modifications and irradiation services, for example) based on an assumption that they
will apply unifornly across all altematives. It is hard to believe that nuclear reactor modifications will
be required under the full immobilization aleernati 1 Calculation of fuel offsets and
inclusion of thoss offsets in the estimates of total oosts is questxmable and the definition of those
offsets is not clear, which further complicates the reader’s ability to understand the analysis of costs for
the various alternatives.

Similarly, we have about the adeqn of cost for immobilization as they are based
on Iessthoroughpromd:signmdexperimeethmd\eMOXopﬁon. Wenlsonowdthnﬂ:eydonat
include cost esti for several ined aspects of the plutonium ceramic fabrication process.
Pommnlly significant costs that would be required to ensure that the glass product can meet the

i demy of Sck “spent fuel standard” for making weapons plutoninm “sufficiently
unaitractive to pmhfemhon." Finally, recent develor at the S h River Site indicate that it
could be significantly more expeasive to meet noaproliferation standards using the immobilization
approach than with onc of the hybrid approaches.

The INEEL CAB recommends that the cost includ lation of ell exp costs
avsociated with cach of the alternatives—incinding appropriate offsets (these that result in real
reductions im the costs ¢o the US. government). The INEEL CAB forther recommceds an
independent review of the cost esti by p cost 1y g the suggested
recalculation. Improved cost estimates are imperative to support selection of the most appropriate
alternative for inclusion in the Record of Decision following completion of the Final EIS.

COMMENTS REGARDING THE SITING OF THE LEAD TEST ASSEMBLY
FABRICATION AND POST-IRRADIATION EXAMINATION PHASES

1f DOE decides to pursue a hybrid approach, review of the analysis of the candidate sites for the lead
test assembly phase reveals that Argonne National Laboratory - West (ANL-W) is well qualified. We
noted that ANL-W was the only site that did not fall shoet in at least one of the site selection criteria
considered.

With regard to the post-irradiation exxminaﬁon of the lead test assemblies, the INEEL CAB believes
that ANL-W is umquely qualified for conducting the needed tnati The Hot Fuel Examination
Facility has fi pleted similar missions and has appropriate facilities to handle all agpects
of the work.

The INEEL CAB recognizes that fabrication of lead test assemblics will involve transportation of
phstonium to the INEEL and fabricated fuel rods to the commercial power plant where irradiation will
occur. In addition, we recognize that the post-irradiation evaluation phase will involve shipment of
irradiated fuel rods to and from the site. The shipments to and from ANL-W, if the facility is selected
to conduct either phase, will likely cross the Fort Hall Indian Reservation.

RECOMMENDATION # 46

SEPTEMBER 13, 1993

FD318-7 Cost Report

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.

FD318-8 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. DOE prefers
ORNL for postirradiation examination activities. ORNL has the existing
facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation examination as
a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications to facilities or
processing capabilities would be required. In addition, ORNL is about 500 km
(300 mi) from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel. Decisions on lead
assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination 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.

JUBIIIDIS JIVTU] DIUIUUOLIAUT JDUL] UOHISOASI WRIHOINTS SHIdINg




£CT¢

Cirizens ApvisorY Boarp, INEEL
CHARLES M. RiCE
Pace 8or 11

FD318-9 DOE Policy

It is DOE’s policy that plutonium shipments comply with DOT and NRC
regulatory requirements. The highway routing for commercial shipments of
nuclear material is systematically determined using primarily interstate
highways and shipments in accordance with appropriate DOT regulations at
49 CFR 171 through 179 and 49 CFR 397. 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.

It is possible that shipments to INEEL or ANL-W could cross the Fort Hall
Reservation. The Fort Hall Reservation was contacted by DOE to discuss
this issue during October 1998 and in March 1999 but no response has been
received to date.

OYDP[—SISUOSIY PUY SIUFUNIOT JUUUIO?)



vee-¢

CrT1zENS ADVISORY Boarp, INEEL
CHARLES M. RicE
PAaGe 9 or 11

The INEEL CAB recommends thut DOE-ID develop an agr with the Shosh B! !
Tribes to allow and appropriately ge the port of plutonium and other radloactive
materials across the reservation. We further recommend that such an agreement be achieved
before decisions are made on the siting of the lead test assembly fabrication and the post-
irradiation evaluation phases.

With regard to the patential siting of both the lead test assembly and the post-irradiation examination
phases at ANL-W, the INEEL CAB makes the following recommendations to help ensure that neither
will jeopardize compliance with the Idaho Settlement Agreement:

1. The INEEL CAB und ds that the plutonium involved in both of the phases can meet residence
limitations imposed by the Settlement Agr We d that DOE confirm that
interpretation with Governor Batt's office.

2. The INEEL CAB recommends that the timing and g ities of p hip to and
from ANL-W for the lead test assembly fabrication and the post-irradiation examination
phiases should be clearly defined in the final EIS.

3. The Board recommends that dispositien plans should be in place for all waste streams from
all activities befere the Record of Decision is signed to emsure that the decision will be
consistent with the Idaho Settlement Agreement. The Draft EIS reports that the tabrication of
lead test assemblies would produce 132 cubic meters of transuranic waste, 736 cubic meters of
Tow-level waste, and 4 cubic meters of mixed low-level waste. No estimates of waste sireams
produced were included for the post-irradiati inati ission; the final BIS should specify
that information. In addition, the INEEL CAB ds that DOE provide a clear exit
path and timetable for all waste streams, as well as residual platonium, before it enters Idaho
If ANL-W is selected for either phase.

4. With regard to the dispasal of the lead test assemblies after the post-irradiation examination has
been completed, how will the irradiated and archived fuel rods be managed and disposed? Will the

INEEL be expected to store the rods until Yucca Mountain opens? What will happen if Yucca
Mountain doesn’t open? The Board recommends that the Final EIS answer these questions.

10

1"

12

13

14

FD318-10 Transportation

After DOE selects an alternative, a transportation plan (in which State, tribal,
and local officials in addition to DOE, the carrier, and other Federal agencies
would be involved) would be prepared to address the details of implementing
the actions analyzed in this SPD EIS, including prenotification of States. 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 of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(WM PEIS) (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 Safegnards 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. Until the decision to use INEEL for any of
the surplus plutonium disposition activities is made, it is premature to develop
an agreement with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes.

FD318-11 DOE Policy

Should the SPD EIS ROD identify ANL-W as the lead assembly fabrication
or postirradiation examination site, DOE would consider taking this
recommended action. Until then, it is premature to contact the
Governor’s office, in this regard, although the State of Idaho was provided
with the SPD Draft EIS for review and comment. As discussed in
Section 2.4.4.4, any postirradiation examination activities and associated
material shipments would comply with the Consent Order and Settlement
Agreement in Public Service Company of Colorado v. Batt (if the work were
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performed at ANL-W), and all other applicable agreements and DOE orders,
including provisions concerning removal of material from the applicable
examination site.

FD318-12 Lead Assemblies

As described in the revised Section 1.6, DOE prefers LANL and ORNL for
lead assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination activities,
respectively. Therefore, if the preferred alternatives were selected in the
decision, shipments to ANL-W would not be made. Table E-25 indicates
planned lead assembly operation from 2003 to 2006. 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. Plutonium is routinely
and safely transported in the United States every day. All shipments of
surplus plutonium other than MOX spent fuel and immobilized plutonium
would be made by the DOE 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 are expected.

FD318-13 Waste Management

If ANL-W were selected, the wastes generated by lead assembly fabrication
and postirradiation examination would be managed in accordance with the
Batt Agreement, the FFCA Agreement, and decisions made in RODs for the
WM PEIS and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final Supplemental EIS. As
described in Section 4.27.1.2 and Appendix H, wastes generated by lead
assembly fabrication could be managed using existing and planned waste
management facilities with litfle impact to these facilities. Section 4.27.6.2
was revised to discuss wastes from postirradiation examination at ANL~-W
should that site be chosen to provide those services in the SPD EIS ROD.
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FD318-14 Waste Management

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding spent nuclear fuel
managementat INEEL. As described in the supporting report, ANL-WMOX
Fuel Lead Assemblies Data Report for the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Environmental Impact Statement (ORNL/TM-13478, August 1998),
unirradiated archived lead assemblies would be managed at the lead asserbly
facility until lead assembly and postirradiation activities were completed,
after which the archives would be shipped to the MOX facility. The bulk of
the irradiated lead assembly fuel rods would be stored in the spent fuel pool
at McGauire, the reactor where the lead assemblies would be irradiated. Of the
rods actually shipped to the postirradiation examination site, one of which is
INEEL, some of the wastes from postirradiation examination activities would
be considered TRU waste; remaining intactrods and pellets would be managed
as spent nuclear fuel. Spent nuclear fuel left over after postirradiation
examination would be stored at INEEL until disposed of in a potential geologic
repository. This is consistent with the ROD for the DOE Programmatic
Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Programs
Final EIS (DOE/EIS-0203-F, April 1995). The spent nuclear fuel generated by
this activity would be a very small fraction of the approximately 1,186,800 kg
(2,616,419 1b) of spent nuclear fuel currently stored at ANL-W and INEEL.
The small amount of spent fuel generated by postirradiation examination
would not drive future decisions on spent nuclear fuel management at INEEL
or the potential geologic repository.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FD318-11.
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COMMENTS ON SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DEIS  August 20. 1998

DOE is to be congratulated on thoir efforts to incorporate in this DEIS
csuggestions and answers to various issues raised during earlier public
comment periods for the Scoping and Storage & Disposition PEIS.

There are, however, some salient points that need to be made or emphasized
at this time: *

1. World peace igs extremely questionable with the current potential for
proliferation of nuclear weapon materials. Thus, disposition of surplus
plutonium by both the U.S. and Russia is of immediate importance.

2. Russia intends to utililze their surplus as MOX {(Mixed Oxide) nuclear
fuel for power production. The U.S. should likewise be using their pure
plutonium for energy production with MOX fuel elements. There is ample
information available on MOX from the 1970°'s to the present. After use in
nuclear reactors. it would be thus be rendered equivalent to other Spent
Nuciear Fuels. Only the plutonium tco impure for either weapon or MOX
fuel should be immobilized for burial.

3. It was unfortunate that INEEL was not selected for a new peacsful
mission to convert nuclear weapon materials to peaceful energy purposes.
The Idaho Falls Scoping meeting was the first and only hearing that was of
a technically objective format instead of the 'we want it for Jjobs and
econemics® hearings. We are unhappy that DOE has already selected
Savannah River as the preferred site for MOX preduction. rather than
awaiting the Record of Decision following the Final Environmental Impact
Statement. WIPP might then be open to raceive Rocky Flats waste now
atored at INEEL. This would then show that the ’Settlement Agreemsnt on
Nuclear Wastes' is working so that our political leaders ana the public
could support new projects at INREEL.

4. DOE's choice of Savannah River as the preferred site for MOX produc~
tion was not based on any environmental issues at INEEL. The DEIS states
(under Cumulative Impacta): “INEEL is currently in compliance with all
Federal, State and local air quality regulations and guidelines. and would
continue to remain in compliance even with consideration of the cumulative
effects of all activities. The surplus plutonium disposition facilities
contribution to overall site concentration is extremely small.” 1In this
EIS, DOE must ail ns of independent oversight advisers (State
of Idaho) and stakeholders (Citizens Advisory Board) to aasura acceptabil-
ity of any future nuclear projects.

5. DOE's preference for siting plutonium disposition states: “"DOE prefers
that INEEL should foacus on clsanup and nuclear technology'. One example
of ‘nuclear technology’ would be for DOE to choose Argonne-West as the
gite to make the lead assemblies and do post-irradiation examination if
required for NRC licensing of MOX. Based on their superior equipment and
expertise, we support Argonne-West for this work. We are encouraged that
some of our nation's leaders are now recognizing the need for future
additional environmentally—clean nuclear power. and feel sure that INEEL
should and will play an important part.

. i 4
et o
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Lowell A, J
Coalition 21

IDD04-1 Nonproliferation

DOE agrees with the commentor’s view that surplus plutonium disposition
by both the United States and Russia is of immediate importance to world
peace and appreciates the support for the hybrid approach. The SPD EIS
analyses include those materials suitable for immobilization and those suitable
for MOX fuel fabrication. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potential
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.

IDD04-2 DOE Policy

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42U.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 40 CER 1502.14(e), the agency shall identify its preferred
alternative, if one or more exists, in the draft EIS and identify such alternative
in the final EIS. DOE identified the preferred alternative, as required, 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 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
SPDEISROD.

IDD04-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Section 2.18 provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts
from each alternative. The Comment Response Document provides responses
to the comments on the SPD Draft EIS received from independent
oversight organizations and the public.

1IDD04-4 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 plutonjum, and has existing facilities that meet the standards for
processing special nuclear material.
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Asdiscussed 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. DOE prefers
ORNL for postirradiation examination activities. ORNL has the existing
facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation examination as
a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications to facilities or
processing capabilities would be required. In addition, ORNL is about 500 km
(300 mi) from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel. Decisions on lead
assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination 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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This is Lowell Jobe of Coalition 21. Our phone number is
(208) 528-2161. We also have a fax 528-2199. I am asking
whether there is going to be an extension on the comment
period for this Plutonium Disposition DEIS. We are really
tied up with many DOE related meetings here this week and
it’s going to be difficult to get a real meaningful comment to
you. So, I noticed that there was an extension given on the
advanced mixed waste treatment plan according to last
Saturday’s paper. And I’'m hoping this will be also an
extension on this. I know that the Citizen’s Advisory Board
is meeting today, Monday the 14th and tomorrow and this
plutonium disposition is also on their agenda and I intend to
be at their meeting.

PD046-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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 toli-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Althoughitdid
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.
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Iﬂo ”2 Supporting Tomomow's Technologies With Facts ¢ Not Fears|
P.O. Box 512324{dsho Falis, Idaho §34054-208-528-21814FAX: 528-2199

September 16, 1998

U. S. Department of Energy

Qffice of Fissile Materials Disposition
P. 0. Box 23786

Washington D. C.

Subject: Additional Comments on Surplus Phutonium Disposition DEIS
The following comments supplement these submitted by Coalition 21 on September 15.

1. Coalition 21 has just completed the attached surnmary on the risks of plutonium. We
request that it be inchuded in the public comment record for this EIS, We ask that 1
DOR address the accurecy of each parngraph in the summary.

2. Wcalso wish DOE to consider applicable parts of this summary as the framework of
its own summary on plutoninm risks 10 be included i the final EIS. Much
misinformation about phatonium cesides wirth the peneral pubkic. DOE should mse this | 2
EIS and every other appropriate opportunity to put the risks of plutonium into peoper
perspective for ks stakeholders.

3. Wehave also submitted the plutonium risk summary for the public comment record
for the EIS on the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatrent Project. This DEIS is out for 3
public comment hy the idaho Office of DOE. Please ensure that DOE’s responses to
the summary are consistent between the two EIS’s.

7 o
(e -
Richard Kéhncy,
Attachment (4 pogks)

Visit owr itermat site! www.coalition21.ong @ Printacon Recycled Pepec Send us E-molff tacts@Qcoalition21.org

MD240

MD240-1 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the views expressed in the commentor’s summary which
is included in the public record as part of the SPD EIS. The comments on the
SPD Draft EIS have been reviewed and acknowledged by DOE as shown in
the following responses. The scope of this comment response process,
however, focuses on the issues and alternatives related to this SPD EIS.

MD240-2 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges that there is misinformation about plutonium among the
public. It has established reading rooms near DOE sites to provide easy
access to information about DOE programs and encourages the use of this
source of information. DOE has numerous Web sites, including the MD Web
site at http://www.doe-md.com, that also provide up-to-date information about

DOE programs.

MD240-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
This comment is addressed in response MD240-1.
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THE RISKS OF PLUTONIUM September 1998

Most of us recognize carbon dioxide as vital to our environment to make plamts thrive.
Peoplk who follow the ghobal warming debate know that too much carbon dioxide might
2dd to the risks of global warming. Until July 1998, few people in Eastern Idahio were
aware that a single lungful of this very commen gas in our atmosphere could result in
death. Yet that’s what happened to an employee at INEEL. Thus risks from even
extremely common materials are not ohvious.

Plutonium is & man-made material whose origin is linked to nuclear bombs. Like many
mean-made materials, including most chemieals, it can be both bencficial and potentially
barmful. It has raised genuine concerns in the general public. Coalition 21 believes that
some groups are apposed (o nuclear benefits in any form. We recognize that some such
sroups deliberately fuel the geouine conoerns with & campaign of misinformation.

The challenge in that climate is to describe plutonium risks in two two-sided sheets of
valid and interesting information. {We conclhaded at once that one sheet is not enough).
We must make this information factual and subject to a minimum of debate. We’l) meet
this chailenge by addressing the most common concerns, allegations, and claims.

Allegation: Flutonium ix the most dasgerous material known to mas. That statement
ariginated during World War II. Then plotonfum was being made for the atomic bomb
dropped on Nagesaki. Those responsible for plutonium worker safety wanted to make
surc that this new matcrial was not handled carelessly. Since then this now publicly
disproved statement has derived its only authority from constan repetition. Experts in
industrial hygicune do not support it.

A number of chemical and biological agents, such as nerve gases and botulism, are fatal
to man in much smaller quantities. Even common materials such as caffeine, carbon
dioxide, cyanides, {ead and arsenic are, at limes, more hazardous poisons,

The risk of plutonium differs from that of these other materials. Tts chemical toxicity is
inconsequential. Tts primary hazard comes from its radioactivity if it is somehow taken
into one’s body. Our skin belps to protect us from this radioactivity. The datger arises
from a radiation dose delivered to various organs inside the body. In general, phrtoninm
that is inhaled is far more hazardous than piutonium that is swallowed. It is more readily
absorbed into the blood stream via the hungs than via the G. L tract. (For readers necding
numbers, see the end of this fact sheet). Nevertheless, nobody is known to have died
from a disease that indisputably developed from contamination with plutonium.

Concern: Plutominm is poisoning the Smake River Plain Aquifer. Or "plutonium is
conceivably a health risk to (those drawing water from the aguifer beyond the INBEL.”

Between 1954 and 1970 waste shipped in from the muclear weapons plant at Rocky Flats
was buried in about a dozen acres at the INEEL. These locations are about 504 feet ahove
the aquifer. This industrial-type waste contains an esti d several th d pounds of

MD240
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plutonium. Debate continues about the movement of traces of the buried plutonium
dowmward through the 500 fect of soil toward the aquifer. Diversion dikes ure preveating
the repetition of past surface flooding of the burial site. This step should lessen (b
likelihood of firther plutvnium movement in the soil.

Digging up plutonivm waste in Pit 9, and the soil immediately below it, will belp in
making fiture decisions. Cost :nd the risk of industrial accidents may not justify digging
up the rest of the wastc. Even if all the buried waste were dug up, the soil cannot be
totally cleaned of plutonium contamination. Quuntities of soil that arc judged
environmentally safe will need to be reburied.

Even if small quantities of plutonium reach the aquifer, they will most Likely be filtered
out before they reach any haman. The propertics of plutonium minimize its buildup in
water. [ts most comen chemical corapound, plutonium oxide, is less soluble than sand,
Water dnes not easily dissoive or canry plutonium, a heavy metal.

Wastewater from some TNEEL facilities was injected directly into the aquifer from 1933

util 1986. This wastewater containexl very small quantities of plutonium. The quantities

are only slightly morc than can be attributed to fallout from mclear weapons testing.

Regulations apply to contaminams of water supplies. 1 'he Environmental Protechon

Agenc) bas applicable drinking water standards. For p the i d water met
all drinking water standards, both State and federal.

uy

The truce quantities of plutonium move much slower than the water. Since 1953, water
from the injection wells has moved in the aquifer an average of at least 20 miles ina

southwesterly direction. Yet plutonium in barely d able has hed less
than a half-mile from the injection wells. Thus plutonium is nowhere near the southern
INEEL boundary.

Allegation: Inhaling one particle of platonium can canse lung cancer. Plutoninm has
not been the kemified causc of any cancer deaths in the U, S. Some workers who
bandled phatonium during Workt War I accidentally inhaled significant quantities.
Doctors monftored one group of these workers regalarly. Decades later the workers® rate
of hing cancer was no greater than in the rest of American society.

Inhaled phitonium particles above a certain size do not reach the lungs. A person would
medmm!nhmlyonemﬂhonofthehrgeapmmlesreuhmgmelungsmbeeoman
eventual victim of kung cancer. A continuing concern expressed at public meetings is
that the so-called HEPA filiers used by industry to filter out extremely small plutonium
particles arc not as efficient as cluimed. In this size range the mamber of particles that
would cause a lung cancer, if inhaled by a person, is a billion or more,

Claim: A sheet of paper can stop radiation from plutonium. Essentially all radiation
emitted by platonium is of very low cnergy. The thickness of the human skin can
therefore prevent radiation damage 10 the rest of the body. Phutonium can emit other
farms of radiation with higher encrgy, Howewver, their intensity is low and they do not

MD240
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present great dangers. Nevertheless they are a factor, now that the amount of rad
permitted for industrial wotkers has become more conservative. A phutonfum-fa
plant buill in Germany, but never operated, is a2 monument to this increased conservatism.

Allegation: Plutonium makes a nwclear reactor accident much warse. All nuclear
powez plants that make eleciricily produce plutonium. For a typical U.S. plant, this
plutonium generates about one-third of the total energy output. It is under controlled
conditions. Under accideat conditions, ibe reactor could be sufficiently damaged 16 result
in the release of harmful radicactivity. The main ihreat- would not be airborne plutonivm,
The accident at Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania dispersed no plutonfum. Only a small
amount was released during the much more severe accident at Chernobyl. Under no

" circumstances could a reactor explode like a nuciear bomb.

Concern: Platonium from peaceful uses cam be diverted to uclear bombs. Each
commercial auclear power plant discharges once-uscd fuel each year contuining several
fundred pounds of phutoninm, The U. S. does not attempt to recover the plutorium from
the highly radioactive fuel. Other countries are recovering plutonium.

The rccovery process is technically quite difficult. It is not realistic for terrorists, It
requires a major national commitment in Thercfore the Ruossians and the U. S.
are talking about including our excess weapons plutonium in fuel for power reactors. Not
only would some bomb material be used up in producing energy, but also the remainder
would be hard to recover after usc in a reactor.

‘the countrics that do recover plutonium from reactor fitel believe they account for the
Plutonium very carefully. Reactor phutonium is much less pure than weapons material. A
very crude and inefficient nuclear bomb could be made from reactor plutonium at great
risk to the producer.

Allegation: Platonium cuw neither be transported nor disposed safely. No one
anywhere in the world has been injured by radiation from shipments of nuclear matecials,
Plutamium. as nuclear weapons materinl, has been sent around the country for fifty years
without a serious accident. Likewise shipments of used fise] from the nuclear Navy and
from foreign reactors have had no sorious accidents. The used fusls have operated
successfally at much higher tcmperatures than the temperatures in the shipping

contai The iners are heavy, lcad-shielded casks. They have been tested under
very scvere sinmlated accident conditions and proven safe.

The muin form of phitonium loscs its radioactivity very slowly. To lase it all will take
about 200,000 years. (Remember that poisons like arscnic never lose their toxicity.) ‘Lhe
EPA has approved the Wasie Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) for storage/disposal of

plutoniim-contaminated waste g ed by the nucl pons program. The State of
New Mexico is challenging that decision. ‘Their concern seems to center not around the
plutonivm, but d the hazardous organic solvents also in the waste.
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The U. S. is intending to dispose of once-used msclear fuel containing plutonium at
Yucca Mountain in Nevada. The government has not yer certified that faciliy as safe for
this disposal. One reason that other countries recover the plutonium trom nuclear fuel is
ta lessen the amount of material that needs such extraordinarily long safe storage. With
the plutoniurn und other fuel materials removed, the resulting nuclear waste koses #y
radioactivity in about 500 years. The ability to build storage facititics that have Jasted thuat
long dates back tc the Egyptians. Witness their pyramids.

In summary, since its discovery, plutonium has been intensively studied. ks qualitics are
better und >d than many industria) materials, It must be handied carefully,
like any other useful but potentiaily harmful material. 1( has been generally used safcly.
The processes for handling it have continned to become more conservative. Members of
Coalition21 believe that the plutonium risks to the general public in Idaho are minimal
I ovr opinion, these risks can cominve to be adequately managed.

For those wanting numbers: Inhalation risk: Swallowing an estimated 5{§! milligrams
of phrtoninm will cause acute fatal damage to the GI tract. That amount is 50% more than
an adult aspirin weighing 325 milligrams. Inhaling 20 milligrams of plutonium dust of
optimal particie size will cause death in about a month due 1o lung damage.

Inhaling one-tenth of & milligram of plutonium will eventually cause fatal lung cancer.
The largest pasticie of plutonium that can be readily inhaled is about 3 micrometers in
diameter. (The diameter of the human hair is up to 20 times greater.) It would requirc
7000000fﬁ:=sepamck=tomkc01nnll:gmmsReducmglhedmmteroftheamage
particle to 0.2 micrometer decreases #s volume by 3500. This reduction in size

the patentinlly fatal mumber of particles (in 0.1 milligrams) to over 2 biltion.

Plutonium in water: Measurements of plutonium traces in natural waters have been made
in many places around the world. Water in contact with sediments (soils) dissolves only
about one part in 106,000 1o 100,004 of the plutonium in the adjacent sediment.

Phutonium forms and radioactivity: Pu-239 is the main form of phutonium, both in
weapons and in a less purc state in reactor fuel. This plutenium isotope has a half-life of
23,400 years, (Half-lite means the time to lose half of its remmining radicactivity). At
most, ten half-Jives are nceded for essentially all radioactivity to disappear. Reactor fuel
contains other plutonium isotopes with much shorter half-Yives. The shorter half-life
make them and the reactor fuel much more radioactive than weapons-grade plutonfum.

References: Furnished on request.
Coalition 21 is an all-volunteer group supporting the beneficial uses of muclear

technology. You may write us with your comments on this summary at P. O. Box 51232,
1daho Falls, Idaho 83404. The email address is facts@coalition21.com.

George Freund prepared this summary. Reviewers included Coalition 21 members Jack
Barcaclough, John Commander, Steve Herring, Marty Hucbner, and Dick Kenney,
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U. 9. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.0O. Box 23786

Washington. D.C.

COMMENTS ON SURPLU3 PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DEIS  Sept. 13, 1998

DOE is to be.congratulated on their efforts to incorporate in this DEIS
suggestions and answers to various issues raised during earlier public
comment pericds for the Scoping and Storage & Disposition PEIS. There
remain, however, some points about which we wish to comment or question:

1. World peace iz extremely questiocnable with the current potential for
proliferation of nuclear weapon materiala. Thus. dispositicn af surplus
plutonium by both the U.S. and Russia is of immediate importance. Russia
intends to utililza their surplus as MOX {(Mixed Oxide) nuclear fuel for
power production. The U.S. should likewise be using their pure plutonjum
for energy preduction with MOX fuel elements. There is ample information
available on MOX from the 1970°'a to the present. We strongly feel that
only the plutonium too impure for either wsapon or MOX fusl should be
immobilized for burial.

2. We are unhappy that DOE has already sslected Savannah River ag the
preferred =ite for MOX production. rather than awaiting the Record of
Decision following the Final Environmental Impact Statement. WIPP might
then be open to receive Rocky Fiats waste now stored at INEEL. This would
then show that the 'Settlement Agreesment on Nuclear Wastes' is working, so
that our political leaders and the public could actively support new
projects at INEEL.

3. DOE'= choice of Savannah River as the preferred site for MOX produc-
tion was not based on any envirommental issues at INEEL. We feel that DOE
should clearly state that environmental impacts of the MOX project at INEE
would be extremely small and were not a bagsis of thelr preference of SRS
for the Plutonium MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility.

4. Pantex was included as a poasible aite for the pit disassembly and
conversion facility. This is logical since most of the MOX plutonium (as
pits) is located there. The non-weapon plutonium oxide presents no
different proliferation concern if it were to be shipped to INEEL.

5. Transportation distances to move plutonium oxide from Pantex would be
esgentially the same to INEEL as to SRS. Therefore. shipment te INEEL
would not constitute any additional and unnecessary transportation. as
clajmed by DOE.

6. The plutonium too impure for MOX fabrication can logically be shipped
directly to SRS for immobilization.

ITTON Y] S oo T A F e ke
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MD240

MD240-4

DOE agrees with the commentor’s view that surplus plutonium disposition
by both the United States and Russia is of immediate importance to world
peace and appreciates the support for the hybrid approach. The SPD EIS
analyses include those materials suitable for immobilization and those suitable
for MOX fuel fabrication. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potential
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.

Nonproliferation

MD240-5 Alternatives

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 40 CFR 1502.14(e), the agency shall identify its preferred
alternative, if one or more exists, in the draft EIS and identify such alternative
in the final EIS. DOE identified the preferred alternative, as required, 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 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 EISROD.

MD240-6 Alternatives

As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility because
this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of existing
infrastructure and staff expertise. DOE prefers that INEEL focus on cleanup
and nuclear technology. Environmental impact analyses of the proposed
surplus disposition actions discussed in Chapter 4 of Volume I show that
the potential impacts of the proposed actions during routine operations are
small for all DOE candidate sites.
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MD240-7 Alternatives

Proliferation issues associated with the transportation of plutonium dioxide
from a pit conversion facility at Pantex to a MOX facility at either INEEL or
SRS would not be the only discriminating factor for selection between INEEL
and SRS for the MOX facility. 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.

MD240-8 Alternatives

DOE assumes that the commentor’s suggestion is to locate the pit conversion
facility at Pantex, the immobilization facility at either Hanford or SRS, and the
MOX facility at INEEL. Transportation of pits from Pantex to INEEL rather
than SRS may not involve additional, unnecessary transportation, but this
arrangement would locate each of the proposed facilities at a different site.
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. Options that placed each of
the three facilities at a different site were eliminated as unreasonable.

MD240-9 Alternatives

Most of the plutonium that would be immobilized under the hybrid alternatives
would be sent directly to the immobilization facility for conversion to plutonium
dioxide, followed by immobilization. SRS has been announced as the preferred
site for all three proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities; therefore,
all the surplus plutonium would be transferred to SRS for processing should
SRS be selected.
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7. The combinaticn of itams 4. 5. and 6 weuld make a logical alternative
that should have been considered by DOE. An explanation of why it waen't
would be¢ in order.

8. No reasons were stated in the DEIS for DOE's preference for siting MOX
Fuel Fabrication at SRS beyond stating “DOE ....... prefers similarly that
INEEL should focus on ¢leanup and nuclear technology”. We beiieve that the
MOX project beiongs in the ‘nuclear technology® focus specified for INEEL.
A MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility at INEEL could then continue the peaceful
nuclear power technology that had its roots at INBEL.

9. A major example of 'nuclsar technology' would be for DOE to choose
Argonne-West ag the site to make the isad assemblies and do post=-
irradiation examination if required for NRC licensing of MOX. Based on
the)i(r superior equipment and expertise, we support Argonne~West for this
work.

16. 1In anawer to many ccrmentators (including ourselves) for the need =6
analyze total costs of each alternative. DOE prepared a ssparate cost study
(DOE/MD 0009) that will be considered , along with the SPD EIS analysis. in
the decisiommaking procees. This ROD must consider the cost resulta of
that study and, at least, state that INEBL was very cost effsctive: the
actual cost document Bhows INEEL lower cost than any other site or
alternatives and even equal to or less than any impmobil ization-onty
alternatives.

11. In consideration of all the factors we have presented, basad upon all
SPD EIS documents reviewed. it appears to us that DOE should have given
INEEL 4 more favoradble consideration for the MOX Fabrication Facility or
give the reasons for not doing so.

Respectfully submitted.
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Coalition 2

10

1"

12

13

14

MD240-10 Alternatives
This comment is addressed in response MD240-8.

MD240-11 Alternatives
This comment is addressed in response MD240-6.

MD240-12 Lead Assemblies

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for lead assembly fabrication
and, if required, postirradiation examination at ANL-W. All the lead assembly
candidate sites were considered because they have existing facilities that
meet the standards for processing special nuclear material, would require
only minimal alteration of interior spaces, and are authorized to handle
plutonium. ANL-W was also identified as a potential location for
postirradiation examination because of its existing hot cell facilities in which
tests on fuel rods from irradiated lead assemblies could be conducted.

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. DOE prefers
ORNL for postirradiation examination activities. ORNL has the existing
facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation examination as
a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications to facilities or
processing capabilities would be required. In addition, ORNL is about 500 km
(300 mi) from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel. Decisions on lead
assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination 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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MD240-13 Cost Report

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the cost effectiveness of
siting the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at INEEL.
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.

MD240-14 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting surplus plutonium
disposition facilities at INEEL.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD240-6.
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2025 Balboa Drive
idaho Falls I 83404

September 15, 1998

U. §. Department of Energy

Officc of Fissile Material Disposition
P.0.Box 23786

Washington D. C.

Comments on Surplus Plutonium Disposition DEIS

1. DOE should clearly state that environmcntal impacts of the MOX project at INEEL
would be minima] and that these impacts were not used te rule out INEEL as the
preferred sils for the MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility. The fuiture of INKEL to be the
preferred site should not be used to generate opposition to future nuclear technology
projects at INFEL.

2. To further nuclear technology at INKEL, DOE should select Argonne-West for the
fabtication of the MOX lead assemblies and for their post-iradiation examination.
ANL-West is the only DOR site deemed capablc of doing both tasks, DOE should
explain in the DES and/or ROMN what advantages, if any, accrue from that fact.

3. DOE should explain in the DEIS when and why, under the hybrid option, &
climinated any alternative that would involve three sepurule ficilities for the three
tasks of {a) pit disassembly and conversion, (b} MOX fabrication and (c)
immobilization. { believe an alternative involving Pantex for (), INEEL for (b), and
SRS K (¢) would be competitive with other ahcrnatives. [t shonld not be dismissed
out-of-hand and should be analyzed more thoroughly.

0 usind

rgc A. Freund

MD239-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the MOX facility at
INEEL. Chapter 4 of Volume I describes environmental impacts of the
implementation of alternatives that included the construction and normal
operation of MOX facilities at INEEL. DOE prefers that INEEL focus on
cleanup and nuclear technology. Environmental impact analyses of the
proposed surplus disposition actions discussed in Chapter 4 show that the
potential impacts of the proposed actions during routine operations are small
for all DOE candidate sites.

SRS is preferred for the MOX facility because this activity complements
existing missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and staff
expertise. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at INEEL
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.

MD239-2 Lead Assemblies

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting lead assembly and
postirradiation examination activities in ANL-W at INEEL. As noted 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. DOE prefers
ORNL for postirradiation examination activities. ORNL has the existing
facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation examination as
a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications to facilities or
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processing capabilities would be required. In addition, ORNL is about 500 km
(300 mi) from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel. Decisions on lead
assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination 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.

MD239-3 Alternatives

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. Options placing three
facilities at three different sites were eliminated from consideration because
this arrangement did not meet these screening criteria. Options were not
dismissed out of hand, but were eliminated as part of a methodical process to
narrow the scope of this SPD EIS to a reasonable range of alternatives. Since
publication of the SPD Draft EIS, DOE eliminated another 8 alternatives that
would have involved the use of portions of Building 221-F at SRS and anew
annex for plutonium conversion and immobilization at that site, thereby
reducing the number of reasonable alternatives to 15 that are analyzed in the
SPD Final EIS. The environmental impacts of these altematives are summarized
in Section 2.18 and elaborated in Chapter 4 of Volume 1.
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Mary Jane Fritzen
390 Lincoln Drive
Idaho Falis, 1daho 83401-4166

23 August (998

Subject: Comments for public meeting on Surplus Plutonium Dispositi

1

1 bave leamned a lot about science by reading information about nuclear energy. 1am not
associated with the field, except to live in Idaho Falls with neighbors who work for nuclear
industry. Many good people work for “the site.” It has been good for this city. For example, they]
arc peaceful citizens, who contributc to the finc arts, meking Idaho Falls a place of peace, beauty
and culture.

Points I scc in general, which apply 1o the issue:

1. Need for energy independent of expendgble fossil fuel. Otherwise we would depend on Middle
East, where peace is insecure,

2. Need for continued good relations with Russia.

Recently (June 1998, Provo, Utah) I listened to a forum of two speakers: the U. S.
Getieral in charge of on-site mspections, and the Russian General in charge of on-site inspections)
Subject with the nuclear non-prolifieration treaty between the two nations. Both generals
emphasized the success of such mutual inspections. They said working together makes us friends)
We are only afraid of our enemnies. For example, the U.S. doesn’t fear Canada. The need for
disarmament vanishes when we are friendly. Bath speakers advocated “open skies,” because fear
is bred in ignorance or secrecy, while knowledge dispels fear. They said high technology is not
needed for open skies. Someone with binoculars in a helicopter could detect 2 major mikitary
buid-up. The previous build-up of warheads was caused by each fearing the other was a threat.

(¥ typed detailed notes, which 1 would be happy 10 send if requested.)

3. Need to use iz of nuclear scicntists, For example, one speaker at
last week’s public meeting advacated converting the plutonium to metal for storage.

Bectuse an uninformed public is fearful of muclear encrgy, I believe education of students in
public schools and of journalists is necessary.

Thawk yoe,
Pty fore Fie

FD199-1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the value of nuclear industry
workers in Idaho Falls, nuclear power as an alternative energy source, the
nonproliferation activities of the United States and Russia, and public
information and education programs with regard to nuclear energy.

The United States and Russia recently made progress in the management
and disposition of plutonium. 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 Yelstin held a Moscow summit and signed a statement of principles with
the intention of removing approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from
each country’s stockpile.

The United States does not currently plan to implement a unilateral program;
however, it will retain the option to begin certain surplus plutonium disposition
activities in order to encourage the Russians and set an international example.

DOE regards public education as a very high priority. Accordingly, it uses
various communications resources to make information on its policies and
program publicly available. DOE presents information about the disposition
of fissile materials to the public in various forms. These include public
hearing presentations, fact sheets, exhibits, technical reports, visual aids,
and a video. Information is available from a variety of sources, including
DOE reading rooms, the MD Web site (http://www.doe-md.com), and
attendance at public hearings.
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FD311-1 MOX Approach

DOE appreciates the commentor’s input on the MOX approach to surplus
plutonium disposition. The current plan calls for maintaining the MOX fuel
cycle within the United States. The MOX fuel would be fabricated in a
Govemnment-owned facility and irradiated in a domestic, commercial reactor
in a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

FD311-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the selection of sites for
MOX fuel fabrication. 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 programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility because
this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of existing
infrastructure and staff expertise.
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FD311-3 MOX Approach

DOE has identified as its preferred alterative a hybrid approach of using
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication to disposition up to 50 t (55 tons)
of surplus plutonium. Under this alternative, 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
17t (19 tons) of surplus, low-purity, nonpit plutonium is not suitable for
fabrication into MOX fuel because of the complexity, timing, and cost that
would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FD311-2.

FD311-4 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. Although COGEMA is
international, it is one of only a few companies with recent commercial MOX
fuel fabrication experience, and this experience would contribute to the success
of DOE’s MOX fue] fabrication effort.

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.

FD311-5

The Joint Statement of Principles signed by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin
in September 1998 provide 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

Nonproliferation
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the MOX approach would be considered for higher-purity feed materials.
DOE will continue to discourage Russia from reprocessing its spent nuclear
fuel and starting a plutonium cycle but this issue is beyond the scope of this
SPD EIS. Asstated inresponse FD311-1, 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. 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, not
“perceptions” of what other countries may think or do.
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NEWS RELEASE

RE: The MOX plutonium fuel refinery(or how to accidentally become the supersitc)

Rumars of the death of MOX have been greatly exagerated. How long will it
take for Kempthome or Hunticy to organize a rally for the nucleac project afier they
are elected? 1'd give them 30 minutes to call their supporters on the [daho Fails
Chamber of Commerce. These people have never met a nuclear project that they
didn't like. We should be prepared. We should reinstate accident analysis into our
state Air Quality Permits but our politicians refusc. Please let me explain...

The first tier EIS for plutonium disposition talked about the "triple play”.(1/97)
For the first time the DOE stated that an accident at the nuclear reactors that will
use the plutonium fuel(plus make tritium for nuclear weapons and electric powet 1o be
sold) could cause up to 7,000 cancer deaths. In the final analysis INEEL has less
people living in the 50 mile area that is used to comparc project sitings. The DOE
admits that the choice of where to build this nuclear supersite may change in the final
document. .

In 1991, the DOE was passing out pink stips at the ICPP, saying fuel
reprocessing was over. At the same time, the DOF. was applying for 17 Air Quality
Permits (o prepare to repracess 17 types of fuel rods. Thanks to the nuclear "deal”

Wwe are now receiving many types of fucl rods from around the world. The nuclear
businesses that pay Kempthome and Huntley view spent fuel rods and weapons
grade plutonium as a fuel source, not a waste.

During the documented transcript of my appeal of that Air Quality Permit
I caught the DOE lying about the accident analysis that was required tor the permit.
The wrong computer program, that wast't supossed to be used for accidents,
eliminated most of the radionuclides released, falsifying the results. The state responce
was to look the other way and then they removed the requirement for accident
analysis for permits!

So } ask you, were they protecting your children, or protecting Lockheed?
Even if the MOX plutonium preject goes io South Carolina, why won't Kempthorne
and Iuntley jain me in my effort to reinstate accident analysis to the permits to
protect state's rights?

My sympathy is with the family of the INEEL worker who died in their most
recent accident. Noctors make mistakes, {00, and fortunately this was not a big nuclear
accident. Doctors can only kill one person at a time, when we make a mistake during
a necessary operation. The nuclear businesses can devestate a whole area and that's
why we must question if the nuclear future is on 2 dead end road, The people of
Idaho have a right to know the truth about our nuclear future. We have a right and
obligation to our children to not remain at the mercy of political salesmen like
Kempthome and Huntley. Is states right's just a cute phrase politicians use to gel
elected? Should we remain at the mercy of Bill Clinton's DOE 7 Do Bill, Ditk, and
Bob know what's best or should we put accident analysis back in our state permits ?

Dr. Peter Rickards DPM
Box 911,TF,83303
734-7941(H), 734-3338, W)

IDD02-1 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the MOX approach.
This SPD EIS does not address the siting or operation of a “triple play”
reactor. Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specific analyses and
discuss the potential environmental impacts of using a partial MOX core
during routine operations and reactor accidents. Reactors that use MOX
fuel have small accident risks similar to those associated with reactors that
use only LEU fuel. Were a major accident to occur at a reactor using either
fuel type, there would be fatalities in the public. However, the probability of
amajor accident actually occurring is about 1 in 100,000 over the lifetime of
the reactor; thus, the risk (consequence times probability of occurrence) of
an LCF in the public is much less than 1.

Changes to Idaho air quality permit requirements are beyond the scope of
this EIS; they are a State rather than a DOE issue. However, contacts have
been made with the Idaho Division of Environmental Quality and with the
contractor responsible for air quality permits for INEEL. There have beenno
State requirements to perform an accident analysis as part of the air-permitting
process regardless of the type of pollutant that could be emitted (criteria
pollutants, toxic pollutants, or radionuclides). Only routine operations are
considered in the air-permitting process.
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Yes. This is Thomas J. Sutter. 1414 South 35 West, Idaho Falls,
1D 83402-5538. Telephone number is 529-0624. What I'd really
like to know is where the workshops are at today on the Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Public Meeting. I see there is an afternoon and evening
workshop, but it doesn’t give where they’re going to be at.

Second thing is, I just want to let it be known that I’'m in favor of
the MOX program and I would think that disposing of plutonium
which is no longer needed for nuclear weapon should be in the
best interests of our country. Also I would think that if we had
the opportunity to receive any of that material from any other
nation in the globe, it would be best if we did the reprocessing
and particularly if we could do it here in Idaho it would make a lot
of sense to me. But if we can’t then I would encourage
reprocessing it wherever its going to be done. And I would like
to also note that this plutonium is very valuable material and it
should not be placed in a depository where it could not be put to
better use at some time in the future and the, only the most
impure plutonium that can not have any further use should be
put in the glass and buried directly. So I'd just like to talk in
support of the MOX program as proposed by the Department of
Energy. Thank you very much and if you would let me know
where the meeting is going to be I would appreciate it. Tom
Sutter 529-0624. Thank you.

PD033-1 MOX Approach
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the MOX approach.

It should be noted, however, that DOE is not considering reprocessing any
of the surplus plutonium that is the subject of this SPD EIS. The proposed
action is intended to permanently remove 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from the
U.S. weapons stockpile by converting that plutonium into
proliferation-resistant forms. Reprocessing plutonium would not be consistent
with that goal.

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.
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IDD06-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the No Action Alternative
to surplus plutonium disposition, the details and environmental impacts of
which are described in Section 4.2. DOE has determined, however, that no
action (i.e., continued storage) would not satisfy the surplus plutonium
disposition program goal: 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. Puarsuing 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. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
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U S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC, 20026-3786

Dear Department of Energy, Office of Fissile Materials Disposition:

I do not support plutonium processing at the Pantex Plant. In the Surplus Plutonium Disposition

Draft Envir ! Impact St the Department of Energy prudemtly decided against
locating one plutonium p ing facility (MOX fuel fabrication) at the Pantex Plant. For the
following additional reasons, a Plutonjum Pit Di bly-and Conversion facility also should nat

be located at Pantex:
Pantex Should Not Become the Next Rocky Flats
Pantex has never processed plutonium. The Pantex Superfund site has so far apparently escaped

the type of radioactive ination found at pl or ing sites like Rocky Flats in
Colorado and Hanford in Washington.

Risks That Are Unknown Are Too High-

The Pantex Plant occupies an area that is a fraction of the size of other plutonium sites.

SIZE MATTERS: A Comparison of the Ares of the Four Candidate Sites (Square Miles)

Pantex Savannah River Idaho National Hanford
. Site - .| Engineering Lab.
23 309 890 560

The technologies proposed in the Plutanium Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility are
undemonstrated and unproven. Itis ble to have plutonium operations above the
Ogallala Aquifer and only one mile from where people live and work in a vibrant agriculwral
producing area. The Pantex legacy already includes heavy contamination in a perched layer of
groundwater less than one hundred feet above the Ogallala Aquifer. This pollution extends from
under the Pantex Plant to adjacent private property and the real impacts remain unknown.

The risk of any additional groundwater pollution is unacceptable in an agricultural region.

Common sense dictates that negative consequences to people and farmland from nuclear
accidents are far more likely in a small, open, windy location like Pantex. The Department of
Energy has acknowledged that the most visually unappealing ft of the plutonium facilities

will be their smokestacks. Visual blight will be a minor inconvenience compared to the air
pollutants--many of them radicactive--expected 10 escape into the atmosphere daily through
smokestack filters. Routine air emissions of tritium, plutonium, americium, and beryllium
constitute unacceptable new hazards to the Texas Panhandle.

MD045-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. As described in
Chapter 4 of Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, potential impacts
of any of the proposed activities during routine operations at any of the
candidate sites would likely be minor. To avoid contamination that has
occurred in the past at some DOE sites, DOE would design, build, and
operate the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities in compliance
with today’s environmental, safety, and health requirements. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based
upon 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.

MD045-2 Human Health Risk

Although Pantex is smaller in overall size in comparison with the other
candidate sites, analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume I indicate that impacts of
operating the pit conversion facility on health, safety, and the environment
at Pantex would likely be minor (e.g., see Section 4.6).

While it is true that the pit conversion facility is the first consolidated
facility for accomplishing this mission on a large scale, the processes that
would be used in this facility are not entirely new. Many of these processes
are in use at LANL and LLNL. In addition, DOE has recently started a pit
disassembly and conversion demonstration project at LANL, where
processes will be further developed and tested.

Section 4.26.3.2 analyzes impacts to the environment (including
contamination to the QOgallala aquifer) due to construction and normal
operation of a pit conversion facility at Pantex. There would be no
discernible contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water, either
from the deposition of minute quantities of airborne contaminants into
small water bodies or from potential wastewater releases. Therefore, it is
estimated that no measurable component of the public dose would be
attributable to liquid pathways. Appendix J.3 includes an analysis of
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potential contamination of agricultural products and livestock and
consumption of these products by persons living within an 80-km (50-mi)
radius of Pantex. If the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities
were located at Pantex, a very small incremental annual dose to the
surrounding public from normal operations would result via radioclogical
emission deposition on agricultural products (i.e., food ingestion
pathway). This dose (about 0.56 person-rem/yr) would be 0.0006 percent
of the dose that would be incurred annually from natural background
radiation. This analysis indicates that impacts of operating the pit
conversion facility on agricultural products, livestock, and human health
at Pantex would likely be minor.

MD045-3 Human Health Risk

It is DOE policy to operate in compliance with all applicable air quality
requirements and to protect human health and the environment. DOE
takes into consideration pollution reduction techniques to minimize air
releases when designing, constructing, and operating its facilities. It
also considers aesthetic and scenic resources in the design, location,
construction, and operation of facilities. Potential concentrations of air
pollutants at Pantex for the various alternatives have been estimated,
considering appropriate local meteorology and other data associated with
the area. Because the releases from the pit conversion and MOX facilities
would be very small (see Appendix J.3.1.4), estimates of resultant
radiological health risks are small. As indicated in Section 4.17.2.4, the
maximum possible dose delivered to a member of the public during
operations of the MOX and pit conversion facilities at Pantex would be
0.068 mrem/yr, 0.02 percent of the dose that individual would receive
annually from natural background radiation. The estimated dose to the
public from radiological emissions (e.g., americium, tritium, and plutonium)
would be 0.077 person-rem/yr which would result in an increase of
2.9x103 LCFs over the 10-year operating life of the pit conversion facility.
Any new facilities that might be built would be within existing site
boundaries, and would be matched aesthetically with the current plant to
limit potential visual impacts.
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There is Valid, Stroug Criticism of Safety
in the Storage of Plutonium at Pantex

Since Pantex became the nation’s long-term storage location for up to 20,000 plutonium pits,
promises ta improve safety conditions have not happened. The U.S. Govemment Accounting
Office and the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board have issued reports critical of plutonium
storage safety at Pantex. Fifty million taxpayer dollars were spent on a faited plutonium pit
container program (the AT-400A) and the plan to move aver 10,000 pits into 8 safer remodeled
building (Building 12-66) has also failed.

When it comes to plutonium pit storage problems, Panhandle residents are back to square one.
The plutonium remains in old, unsuitable, corroding storage containers and in 35-35 year old
“bunkers" that the Department of Energy promised were for “temporary” use. Plutonium that is
supposed to be stored in a stable environment now sits in the bunkers~all but three without air
conditioning--even as the Texas Panhandle experiences a spell of more than 40 consecutive days
of 90+ degree temperatures, and more than 20 days this summer with thermometers registering
100+ degrees. If the Department of Energy cannot accomplish the job of safely storing Pantex
plutonium in the most stable environment, there is no reason to accept its unsubstantiated

assurances to safely process deadly plutonium powders at Pantex.
Thark you for this oppartunity to comment.
Sincerely:
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/b_wv'l—a..l.(_& ag

%W‘;M%%%/Wﬂ%
/%mc%v

pnederd Le.
1@/2%;4 (i T2 Gaets

bt AELSNG By

MD0454 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the safe storage
of plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage
of pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities
to address plutonium storage requirements. 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-RS8 Sealed
Insert Container (August 1998). This document is on the MD Web site
at http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this supplement analysis, the
decision was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL-R8 sealed
insert container and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the
AT-400A container.

Worker exposures estimates attributable to the decision to repackage
pits in AL-RS8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised
Section 2.18 and Appendix L.5.1.

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in
the Storage and Disposition PEIS and the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE/EIS-0225,
November 1996). 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 developed, addressing, for example, whether
additional magazines need to be air-conditioned. The analysis in this
SPD EIS assumes that the surplus pits are stored in Zone 12 in accordance
with the ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS.

MD045-5 Nonproliferation

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
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environmentally safe and timely manner. Inlate July 1998, Vice President
Gore and Russian Prime Minister Sergei Kiriyenko signed a 5-year
agreement to provide the scientific and technical basis for decisions
concerning how surplus plutonium will be managed. This agreement
enables the two countries to explore mutually acceptable strategies for
safeguarding and dispositioning surplus plutonium. During the first week
of September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit
and signed a statement of principles with the intention of removing
approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from each country’s stockpile.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD045—4.
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7-24-98
ML 28 #CD
U.S. Departmepnt of Ener

&
Ofi'ice of FisSle Material Disposition
P.0. B ox 23786
Washington, D,C, 20026-3786

RE: Fissle Materials Disposition, SPD<EIS COMENT

The fact that we have a surplus of fissle naterial to dispose
of would indicate that we over produced and should be cutting
back on up-grading U233, Pu239 and U235,

If we have a surplus of fissile materisl as you maintain, the
up-grading plants at Oask Ridge, Paducaeh XY and Portsmowth OH
should shut down; thereby lessening the requirement for elect-
ric power plants (ie Indiana Kentucky Electric (IKE) govermment
contract plant at Hadison, IN). The IKE plant that furnishes
power for the diffuasion plant at Portsmouth OH hae been burning
around I million ton of high sulfur coal per year for 50 years
(recently switched to Wyoming coal)with environmental compla-
ints all the way to Canade, CCHY rates the plant EPA Super-
fund, The Ohlo river is so contaminated with PCBs the fish
can't be eaten, but millions of people have to drink from it,

Thanks for your consideration,

Sincerely,
. /
John OtNeill M
1713 Qak Hill Dr.
Madison, IN L7250-1750

PH: 832-273-1600

MD003-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The Portsmouth and Paducah plants have not produced fissile materials
since 1992; the Oak Ridge plant is shut down. These plants produced enriched
uranium for commercial nuclear reactors.

The fate of the gaseous diffusion plants at Portsmouth and Paducah would
not be affected by the surplus plutonium disposition program. 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. DOE currently hasa
large excess inventory of depleted uranium hexafluoride, therefore the gaseous
diffusion plants do not need to operate to support this program. Further,
DCS has the option of acquiring uranium dioxide from another source.
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YES' Keep Texas Panhandle water, air, and
soil safe from radioactive pollutants
What does Rocky Flats have to do with

To aay plutonium processing in the
E' NO! Texas Panhandle
““’;‘Eg;“”x%°.%.%ﬁ&,fef.am P Frocessing of

plutonium 2nd other nuclear materials
NO! To converting military plutonium for 4
use in mixed oxide (MOX) fur
s"ned: ‘I/éa W
CD0059

CD0059-1 Alternatives

Sections 4.17 and 4.26.3 describe the potential effects of the maximum impact
alternative on air quality, water resources, and soil. These analyses indicate
that the impacts of construction and normal operation of the pit conversion
and MOX facilities on air, water, and soil at Pantex would likely be minor. To
avoid future contamination, DOE would design, construct and operate the
proposed surplus plutonium facilities in compliance with today’s more
stringent environmental, safety and health requirements.

CD0059-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex. 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.

CD0059-3 DOE Policy

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. DOE is committed to public and worker safety during the construction,
operation, and deactivation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities, and would implement appropriate controls and procedures to ensure
compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws, rules, regulations,
and requirements.

CD0059-4 MOX Approach

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 weapons again.
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Gary Research

Operations Research
e P Robert Gary, MBA, JD, Princlpal Investigator
2211 Woshington Ava. Sibver Spring MD 20910.2620 Telo: {201) 587-71 47

Howard Canter July 21, 1998
(Attn: Mr. Dave Knowlton)

Qffice of Fissile Materials Disposition

U.S. Department of Energy

Washington, DC 203583

Dear Messrs Canter and Knowlton,

Pirst I would like to thank Mr. Dave Knowlton for
taking the time to speak with me today by phone. I really did
believe in 1997 when my book, The Case Against MOX, was presented
that this ill-conceived program had been put to bed, but I was
wrong. 1 now £ind that DOE is going through a whole new round of
environmental impact statements to foster the program of Ex-
Secretary Hazel O‘Leary.

S0 I now have to petition DOE for redress of grievances
with regard to the areas in which they were unfair to me in
answering my prior questions, and in regard to systematic
cbjectlons I have to theéir entire EIS process. I will have
answers to the questions in this letter if it’s the last thing I
ever do in thls world. It might save us all a lot of time if you
just sent me a letter back with the answers.

(1) Pirst of all I want to ask about the deal with
Yeltsin government in the Russia. Now, if I understand that right
we have to destroy our weapons grade plutonium because Mr.
Yeltsin insisted on it and he wouldn’t make the deal unless we
agreed to do it just that way. Is this true? Isn’t it in fact
true that it was Mr. Clinton and the American delegation that
initially proposed the MOX plan, not Mr. Yeltsin, and it was us
that insisted in working this into the agreement not the
Russians, and it was because of internal politics and priorities
within the White House and within the newly constituted DOE with
all the new appointees formerly with the Natural Resources
Defense Council and other environmental groups in Washington DC?
If I ask Mr. Yeltsin about this is he going to say that it was
him that insisted on the MOX program as a condition of any deal,
or is he going to deny that, and say it was an American proposal,
and an Anerican idea?

MD007-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE makes every effort to respond to each comment in a fair and appropriate
manner and regrets if previous responses were not satisfactory. DOE
acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. The
Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD outlines DOE’s decision to pursue a
hybrid approach to surplus plutonium disposition that would make the
plutonium inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use. 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.

MD007-2 Nonproliferation

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. We
must ensure that nuclear arms reductions cannot be easily reversed, politically
or legally, by making such reuse technically difficult, time consuming, and
very costly. Sensitive negotiations between the two countries have indicated
that although 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.
Close cooperation between the two countries is essential to achieve the
objectives of nonproliferation and arms reduction and to ensure secure
management of nuclear weapons materials.
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MD007-3 NRC Licensing

{2) From my conversation with Mr. Dave Knowlton this
day, I understand that only the newer of the American reactors
will be used to burn MOX fuel. This seems to be a concession to
the fact that embrittlement is a gemuine concern in using MOX
pellets in a reactor core. Is that correct. If embrittiement is
not a concern of any kind, then why not use old, middle aged, and
new reactors? Why limit the MOX program to the newer reactors. If
embrittlement is a concern and MOX pellets are placed in new
reactors won‘t this fuel age them prematurely. Won‘t it cost the
utilities money to replace parts and to take extra safeguards
against embrittlement? Won’t the utilities pass these costs on to
somebody? Would that be the ratepavers or the shareholders?
Americans either way right?

{3) I understand that there are estimates on the total
volume of low level waste that the MOX program will entail. What
are they? What is the scenario for dealing with these low level
wastes. Are the Governors in the states where they are generated
going to be stuck with them? Is the Federal government going to
take responsibility for them? Where will they be placed, Yucca
Mountain not being open, and Barnwell be available only to a
small a select group of utilities. Will the governors have to
fend for themselves somehow?

(4) NASA and DOE were very unfair to me in answering my
issue about the potential value of Plutonium-239 as a propulsion
source for interplanetary travel in the next century. EBvexy
effort was made to create confusions between Pu~238 and Pu~239.
Additional efforts were then made to create confusions between
propulsion systems and onboard electrical power systems. Finally
oy ideas were compared to matter and anti-matter systems which is
to say they were written off utterly and placed in the file of
ideas that had previously been written off. Then DOE turned
around and told me that they were in regular consultation with
NASA about any possible uses NASA might have for nuclear
materials. Well, listen I can sympathize if you don’t understand
ny ideas. There is the Library of Congress, there are nany
sources of information, go get information, learn the difference
between a propulsion system and an RTG and a thermionic battery.
But telling me you are in regular consultation with NASA over the
issues I raise is plainly untrue and unfair. It’s like saying,
"Your consent is not required, we know what we are doing, we are
having meetings with the right people, so but out". As you well
know from our Declaration of Independence governments derive
their just powers from the consent of the governed. When you
treat me unfairly you take the government of the United States
off the path of just powers and you divert it onto the path of
viclent usurpations. That is not your intent, I know. So pay
attention to my points and answer them as il there was a
possibility that they might contain s selement of intelligence
outside of your previous considerations. If in the 21st century

this country has to go back a refine the Plutonium-239 that you

ore i

vt 2estroy so that interplanefary orafi

propéiled around the solar system, your efforts in'tﬁe'ﬁox

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. Commercial reactors in the United States are capable of

safely using MOX fuel. In fact, several reactors in Western Europe have
been operating successfully with MOX fuel for over 10 years. Although
MOX fuel results in a harder neutron spectrum than LEU fuel, and thus a
greater fluence of high-energy neutrons on the pressure vessel, this effect is
well understood and has been shown to be within the capability of pressure
vessels to withstand. It is the remaining operational life of reactors which
formed the basis for DOE’s selection process. 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.

Reactor vessel embrittlement is a condition in which the fast neutron fluence
from the reactor core reduces the toughness (fracture resistance) of the reactor
vessel metal. Analyses performed for DOE indicated that the core average
fast flux in a partial MOX fuel core is comparable to (within 3 percent of)
the core average fast flux for a uranium fuel core. All of the mission reactors
have a comprehensive program of reactor vessel analysis and surveillance
in place to ensure that NRC reactor vessel safety limits are not exceeded.

MD0074 Waste Management

Appendixes H.1.2.3,H2.2.2, H.3.2.2, and H.4.2.3 provide estimates of the
amounts of LLW that would be generated by operation of the MOX facility
and describe the LLWs that would be at Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, and SRS,
respectively. These sections also describe facilities that may be used to
treat, store, and dispose of LLW. DOE would be responsible for disposition
of waste generated by 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
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repository. Yucca Mountain, Nevada, is being studied as a location for a
potential geologic repository for HLW and spent fuel. There are no plans to
place LLW in Yucca Mountain.

MD007-5 Other

As discussed in response MD007-1, DOE makes every effort to respond to
each comment in a fair and appropriate manner and regrets if previous
responses were not satisfactory. DOE acknowledges that there may be
future uses of plutonium 239 as the commentor suggests, but the growing
threat of nuclear proliferation is of immediate concern, requiring that attention
be focused on ensuring the safe, secure, long-term storage and disposition
of surplus weapons-usable fissile plutonium. The activities proposed in this
SPD EIS would implement U.S. policy on disposition and nonproliferation
of surplus plutonium.
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program will be regarded as a gargantuan piece of technology
mismanagement. No one is going to want to hear about how Yeltsin
made you do it -— which I expect he will deny. Ms. O‘Leary will
not be there to take responsibility as she is not there even now.

(5) The Pollyanna vision is that the MOX Program will
somehow take weapons grade Plutonium out of this universe so that
no bad people can make any bad bombs with it anymore. That myth
may wash at the Uniteriam Church but it is much too dumb for a
serious government to believe or make into a basis for policy.
The MOX process only destroys 40% of the Plutonium by fissioning
it. The rest is still in the spent fuel. The French who are
experts in reprocessing hot spent fuel just like that could and
would in ten days wake a contract with the U.S. to trade us
weapons grade plutonium for spent fuel bundles. The Russians know
this, everyone does. So the whole Pollyanna vision premisc for
the MOX program is a hoax. .

(6) Another hoax ls the environmental impact statement
process. Here’s why. When they want to know if anyone thinks the
MOX prograw is a good idea they go to the five towns in this
nation where hundreds and thousands of people will be employed,
and paid, and be able to send their kids to college based on
their work making MOX pellets. Of course mnyone is free to come
to these meetings and speak at Hanford, or at Pantex, etc, but it
is a very biased crown that DOE knows is going to be there. They
couldn’t sell their case to a crowd that was on the level., They
can only sell their case to the direct beneficiaries of the
program. It would be like holding hearings on whether tobacco
smoking is a good idea in Virginia. Now at the same time DOE
makes sure that no information is released about which commercial
nuclear power reactors are likely to get the MOX pellets. Why?
Because that would tend ko create a local constituency against
the MOX program. People might say, ™Well gee we have got enough
to worry about with a nuclear reactor here we don’t want to worry
about taking plutonium cut of nuclear bombs and putting it in the
reactor.® DOE says "We can’t talk about what consortiums are
interested in the request for proposals bacause that’s in the RFP
process". tUsually the whole RFP process is public information as
well it should be. But in this case it is secret information, and
why? Could it be that DOE wants to have the fullest imaginable
public input as long as they are singing to the choir at Hanford
vwhere people are going ta make money out of MOX but DOE plans to
keep the whole RFP thing secret and just slip a few MOX pellets
into people’s local,nuclear reactors with no public input from
anybody who wigh harm a danger or an injury or a cost from the

MOX Program. If tﬁat selective process of revealing an collecting
information doesn‘t make the EIS process a hoax, what would? It
does. DOE is spending millions of dollars publishing millions of
pages of EIS documents when in fact it is avoiding all genuine
public comment from anybody that might have a reason to oppose
this ill-starred scheme.

MD007-6 Nonproliferation

It is true that in the MOX approach only a fraction of the plutonium would
actually be consumed in the reactor; but the remainder would be an integral
part of massive spent fuel assemblies that 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. The spent fuel
assemblies would be so large and radioactive that any attempted theft of the
material would require a dedicated team willing to suffer large doses of
radiation, and substantial equipment for accessing and removing the spent
fuel from the storage facility and carrying it away. Recovering the
weapons-usable plutonium from spent fuel could be done in a reprocessing
facility, as suggested; but it should be kept in mind, however, that
approximately 726 t (800 tons) of plutonium exists in spent fuel in the world
today. If weapons-usable plutonium were transformed to plutonium in spent
fuel, it would become only one part of a much larger inventory and would
not present a significantly more attractive target for diversion than the existing
plutonium in spent fuel.

MD007-7 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted public
hearings near the potentially affected sites and thus with the populations
most directly concerned. Because it was known that not everyone wishing
to comment on the proposed action could attend the hearings, DOE provided
several other means for providing comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and
fax line, and the MD Web site. All comments, regardless of how they were
submitted, were given equal consideration.

The SPD Finat 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
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It appears that the MOX program is very much alive and
well at DOE, more’s the pity, I want these questions answered,
and I’1l do what it takesz to get them answered. Intellectual
engagement is wy only strategy for derailing this program. I
don’t plan to sue, to bring administrative proceedings, to cell
for Congressional hearings, to go to the papers, or to write a
book. I only plan to talk to you, to petition you for the
grievances arising from my past questions that have not been
treated with respect, and to request firmly but fairly that you
answer my present inguiries fully and candidly. You could not go
wrong by assisting the informed consent process and supporting
the idea that the powers you exercise are just powers. Snubbing
me is not going to work. If it were going to work, it would have
done so in the first five or ten or fifteen years of my career as
an anti-nuclear lawyer. On the other hand, if you c¢an satisfy ny
objections with reasonable answers, as you have sonmetimes done in
the past, I will cease from them. If I cease, there will be very
few other objectors that could or would plausibly stand in your
way.

Sincerely,

Robert ‘Gary
Attorney at Law

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
Tune 15, 1999, and invited comments. Responses to those comments are
provided in Volume HI, Chapter 4.
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22° 1 Waodhngien Ave. Siver Spring MD 20910-2620 Take: {301) 587.7147

Mr. Dave Knowltaon July 23, 1998
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenua, SW

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Dave Knowlton,

You know I object to the MOX proyran and that I want DOE to be
respongive to my questions, and that I am ready to make that
happen. It secms fair to me tbat you should have a better
understanding of my premises than you might have based on the
very short record of corresp b us. So in fairness 1
should be more complete in stating my cbjections and their
foundations.

¥You have my letter of tuwo days ago (additional copy enclosed) so
you knaw that eome of my issues partain to the matters of
enbrittlenent and low level waste. You also know that I am very

source of the whole MOX idea which was integrated inte the deal
we made with Yeltsin. If there’s a valid treaty I as an American
am bound to respect it, but if Yeltsin iz just a cover for a
hairbrained scheme that needs to be guestioned, I anx bound to

Council well know and wonld all affirm, it is natural for the
outaiders to become the insiders and one xmust always be ceutious
in the treatment of this day’s outsiders lest they bacome
tomorrow’s insiders.

Prior to yesterday’s letter, I have also raised an cbjection
based on satting a pr dent for i
tc the U.S. Navy I am a fully certified and qualified
international lawyer and here’s what I want you to know. If we
play about with plutonium in power reactors then Libya and
Pakistan and Syria and Sndan and Patagonia will come arcund
tomorrow and tell us about their sovereignty and how they have a
right to do the exact same thing, and the next day it will be
North Korea and Cuba. Think about the situation then. You say
it’s not your job. But you are the man who is going to do this

it who does? Nobody? So we catch these guys red handed with
plutonium and they say it7s part of their MOX program and then
what? The world, you think, will be far wore secure with 15 bad

concerned about possible nisrepresentations by DOE concerning the

question it. As the appointees from the Natural Resources Defense

tional A ding

deed. If you have no connectlon with it and no responsibility for

MD149-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX 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.

Specific domestic and international safeguards would be developed for the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities; these are the subject of
ongoing sensitive negotiations between the United States and Russia.
Because the surplus plutonium is weapons usable, the safeguards would
include physical inventories as well as several active and passive measures
to guard against theft and diversion.

DOE makes every effort to respond to each comment in a fair and appropriate
manner. 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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actor nations having the perfect cover story for their
possession, transport, processing, and fabrication of plutonium
in and around their nuclear reactors. You say IAPA has billions
and trillions of inspectors that will straighten all of this out,
separate the truth from the falsehood and undo the effects of our 1
setting this stupid precedent. I say not. So we disagree. But you

should know that the international law precedent ie an issue with
me even if the State Departnent has never thought abkout that,
because there are more things in heaven and earth than the State
Department has thought about or knows in its philosophy.

My ideas about space travel are truly far out. What I say is
this. It is inconceivable that we could lift through the sarth’s
atmosphere all the reaction mass naeded for solar system
developaent. If there is some valuable thing somewhere in the
solar system we are going to need reaction mass from moon water
and Europa water to get there, acquire it, and bring it back. But
beyond that we are going to need the best enerqgy sourcs we know
which s the hydrogen bomb. What's required is bombe the size of
sandgrains made of piutonium-239, polonium, beryllium, and
tritium, detonated by phased lasers at the gigawatt picosecond
level. This is the heat source. The woon ice provides the
reaction mass. Newton says you need both, and I’n telling you it
is not possible to lift both through the atmosphere you can only 2
1ift the energy source and that has to be at least S0% plutonium
239 in mandgraln sized particles at the ends on fikeroptic laser
conductors {(like a hair with a grain of sand at the end). This
goes into a block of ice and the whole bly is detonated in a
gattling gun arrangement st the rate of about 10 per minute to
produce thrust.

Take away the plutonium and it doesn’t work. You see plutonium is
important for setting off tritium. This is the highest and best
use of the stuff, not power reactors. The ¥OX program deprives
the citizens of this country of a precious strategic mineral thet
they have paid for and taken risks to acquire. It takes away ane
ol our opportunities in the 2lst century.

Now, I recognize, and I did recognize when we spoke, that without
plutoniun you need uranium-235 to wake a power reactor work, and
that has to be refined at great cost and risk at the Y-12 plant
at Oak Ridge, and that’s not a minor consideration. So let’s be
candid on this one point. I know that the MOX program lends a
whole new leass on life to the power reactor program in the U.S.
I want the power reactors closed down based on their original
lease on life and not the axtended lease that the MOX program 3
would give them. They are dangerous. They are dumb, They were an
example of the same kind of “turning the bad into the good™
technology mi t which ig present in the MOX plan. What

we have In the MOX plan is just a new Atomic Energy Act of 1957,
and surprisingly enough the people pushing for it are not Yeltsin
at all hut the actual children of the scientists who pushed for
the Atomic Energy Act of 1957, There are the real facts you see?

MD149-2 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges that there may be future uses of plutonium 239 as the
commentor suggests, but the growing threat of nuclear proliferation is of
immediate concern, requiring that attention be focused on ensuring the safe,
secure, long-term storage and disposition of surplus weapons-usable fissile
plutonium. The activities proposed in this SPD EIS would implement
U.S. policy on disposition and nonproliferation of surplus plutonium.

MD149-3 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.
Uranium is mined, milled, and converted to uranium hexafluoride before it
is enriched in the 235 isotope at either the Portsmouth or Paducah gaseous
diffusion plants operated by the United States Enrichment Corporation.
Uranium is no longer enriched at Oak Ridge. The MOX approach is not
intended to affect the viability of nuclear power. 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.
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T want my questions answered not because I need information but
because 1 want you to have the information, you and ambassador
Richardson, an intelligent man, a man with no record of

fal i , quite the contrary, a man of proven good
Judgement. You answer the technical questions and let him make
the policy decisions and don’t be amazed if he comes out my way.

Jefferson wrote extensively on & concept that he had called the
insolence of office. This is a feature that comes on bureauvcrate
who are just ordimary people but once elevated inte office they
really don’t see why they should suffer the indignity ol having
the respond to mere citizens. I don’t even have an affiliation
with an environmental group, so 1 am the merest of citizens. But
I want you to trust me and answer ma fully, candidly, and in good 1
faith. I sense that left to your own devices, you would do this.
So please, just do it. Know that you are serving the nation at
least as much by answering ne as by forging ahead with the MOX
program while disregarding my points. I’ve been doing this work
for 15 years, I have 10 years of training in science and a 160
I.Q. I’ve put a lot of thought into the points I‘ve presented and
talked about them at some langth with other thoughtful people
including some at RRC. Pilease think of me as & colleague not an
opponent. 1 have never gone to the press, never published a book
or an article on this subject, never spoken to the Congress
except on radiocactivity as a medical issue. So give me the
benefit of the doubt ~-=- and real answers.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerealy,
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i Gary Research

Operations Research
Robert Gary, MBA, JD. Principat Investigator
2211 Waoshinghon Ave. Silver Spring MD 20910:2620 Twle: {301] 5872147

Howard Canter

{Attn: Nr. Dave Xnowlton)

Office of Pissile Materials Disposition
U.S. Department of Enerqgy

Washington, DC 20585

July 30, 1998

Dear Messrs Canter and Knowltan,

I have some additional objections and questions related to the
MOX scheme based on my review of DOE/EIS-0283-D which Dave
Knowlton wae kind anough te send te me on July 22, 1998.

As you will recail from my compllation of letters The Case
Against MOX dated September 1, 1997, there was strong objection
to DOE/ELIS-0229 page M-403 where the chancae of & serious ascident
was rated as 1 in 10,000,000.

This is what I call Dr. Norman Raswmussen style statistics. You
break the hazardous event down into 20 parts. Then you assign the
smallest conceivable number that any group of lawyers at DOE
night make a case for to each of the parts. Then you multiply the
parts so that 1/1000th of 1/10,000th, of 1/50th, of 1/200th atc
atc until you get a fiqurs like 1 in 10,000,000 for the
probability of anything going wrong.

This is false, you see? We have about 107 reactors in the U.s. 1
and there are about enother 50 in the world, so Eigure 200
reactors and nuclear plants of varicue kinds. This is 1998, and
the nuclear programs got started in about 1957 so figure 40 years
of experlence with 200 reactors, that’s 8000 reactor years. We’ve
had five sarious accidents that releaced substantial radiation
offsite. Bo figure 5 in BOOO yeactor years. There's no way that
you can suggest that the chance of a nuclear accident that
releases amubstantial radiation offeite 1f 1 in 100 Billion, or
that the paximum exposure that anybody could be exposed to is 1
ten billionth of a dental x-ray.

Ask yourself thie guestion. If a reactor blew up sky high every
ysar for the next ten years and killed 100,000 people each time,
how would your figures given in your EIS change? Now you either
have an answer to thie or your don’t. If you are honest, I think
you will tell me that the figures would not change. You would
stil) say that a nuclear accident at a facility would be
projected at one every 100 billion yemrs =~ right. And why? Well,

FD108

FD108-1 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges that risk can be defined and measured in different ways.
The risk assessment methodologies and assumptions employed in this
SPD EIS are prepared and reviewed by qualified professionals and are also
subjected to independent review. DOE believes that these methodologies
and assumptions adequately predict the risk of reactor accidents. Section 4.28
was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of operating
Catawba, McGauire, and North Anna, the reactors that would use MOX fuel.
Calculations are performed with codes that have been used and verified
repeatedly over a period of several years. These codes are also periodically
updated and calibrated.
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it’s br your s have no relationship whatzoever to the
real world or anything that has actually happened in the real
world in the last 40 years. Yowr figures relate to hypothetical
imaginings in the wind of Dr. Norman Rasmussen a person paid by
the governwent to provide his version of the truth which
reasonable persons of ordinary intelligence might well question.

Now comes the Dupartment of Energy with it program that Dave
Rnowiton says ie a $2 Billion program and which I say is going to
cost $300 Billion. This program requires building a Eacility to
create NOX pellets. This §s a whole new venture for the USA, We
don‘t have any plants like that. This would be & whole new kind
of nuclear facility for us.

A'concern that a reascnable person might have is, "What sort of
healith effects might bs ganerated by such a novel venture?"
“"Could there be bad health effoota?” "what ic the likelihood of
producing bat health effects, or maybe killing a few hundred
thousand Americans by uptake of alpha emitting radionuclides, not
that the governnent hasn’t done this before, (see

Carter 620 F 2d°29 and Punueti v CQaxter 621 F 2d. 587).

Who carriee the ball for the government on this point which no
pexrson of ordinary good sense would say is a detail. We look to
Volume 1 Part 8 page 7-4 to discover that the Human Health Risk
issve is handled by a person with a B.S. degree received in 1991.

Da I think that after collecting many trillions of dollars from
U.5. citizens every year the government couldn‘t get a th.D. to
say the same thing? No, I realize that in an “anything for money"
world the governmant could get m veritable Niagmra Falls of
Ph.D. ‘s to say prosaically the same things that this very

- youthful Batchelor’s degree holder has said, and I assume that he

is operating in the best of good faith, and deing as he was
taught in the best way he can. What I say is this. Xt*s not
adequate. DOE bas no rational bmsis to do the calculations this
way. There’s not a trijlionth of a billionth of a chance that one
person could get a hundredth part of a dental x ray from this
scheme and DOE knows it. This project is dangerous, and there’s
no way to know tly how 4 it is.

But consider this point. When Dr. Worman Rasmussen was setting
the precedent for non-rational caleulation of risks baged on
hypotheticals projected on hypotheticals projected on
hypotheticala and with no regnrd whatscaver to actual experience
in the real world, the one we live in, people wera much more
relisble than they are now. We live in a dystunctional society.
over half of the iobholders in this country are marginaily

dysfunotional in one way or another. There’s sowe part of their
jebe that just doesn’t get done, maybe they are slgleag, or
asleep at the switch, or corrupt nepots that got their jobs on a
non-merit bagisz, or illiterates that weren’t pick up in the
training program, or one thing or another. Tvery sericus nuclear
accident so far has occurred by the dusbest and most

FD108-2 MOX Approach

It is true that MOX fuel has not been produced commercially in the
United States. The fabrication of MOX fuel and its use in commercial reactors
has been accomplished in Western Europe, and this experience would be
used for disposition of the U.S. surplus plutonium.

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, 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 lifecycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alterative, 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.

FD1038-3 Human Health Risk

This SPD EIS identifies and analyzes potential human health impacts that
might result from construction and normal operation of proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities. The Human Health Risk and Facility
Accidents sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I discuss the effects on the public
due to potential radiological releases. DOE policy places public safety above
other program goals, and requirements have been established to protect the
safety and health of the public. The protection of members of the public
against accidents is considered by DOE in the design, location, construction,
and operation of its facilities. Additionally, independent external oversight
of activities is provided by the congressionally mandated DNFSB. The
MOX facility and the reactors selected to use MOX fuel would be licensed
and monitored by NRC.

FD108—4 Human Health Risk

Risk assessment methodologies, assumptions, and personnel qualifications
are addressed in response FD108-1.
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unpredictable of human errors. But nome of those people are goeing
to be working in the MOX plant right? The MOX plant is going to
ba build in the Dr. Normwan Rasmussen Utopia where all persons
perforn their functions within predictable guildlines for
incompetence, stupldity, malice, and criminality. That’s the
world wnera there‘s a billionth of a trillionth of a chance that
anybody could ever be exposed to as wuch a one dental x ray’s
worth of ionizing radiation because of the NOX schema. :

I have tried to be reasonanble with DOE. I have offered to come
and present my views in person and be quaestioned on them by
expert members of DOE‘s staff. I have submitted protests against
this ultra~hazardous program fur three years, to no effect. I
have suggested and in fact outlined in detail a higher and better
use for the Plutonium-23% in guestion here. Furthermore, I have
always supperted DOE whan they were right. I have vigorously
supported the Yucca Mountain Project. I have vigorously supported
the vitrification or Filled canister or immobiilzation
alternative (the part of the dual track that doesn’t involve
making MOX pellets and putting them in commercial power reactors
uear American oities where lots of Americans live — go far). As
a person of reason I can only appeal to other persons of reason.
If I were a person of influence, perhaps [ could uppeal to
persons of influemce, but that avenue is not open to me, due ‘o
circumstances of life.

DOE is a law unto itself. It does what is decided by DOE. It is
presently in transition because of the appointsent of an ;
extraordinarily able person == Asbasseder Richaxrdson -~ to be its
Secretary. There is now an opportunity for the technology
mismanasgement errors of the past two Secretaries to be rectified
by the use of jud ¢t and r and good sense, which Bill
Richardson has in abundance and has proven on 100 occamions. So
let’s do it. Let‘s make changes. Let’s put the red light to bad
ideas of the past and let’s go ahead with what’s good. Please
answer my questions. Please neet with me and hear me out. Please
redress Wy grievances.,

Sincerely,
/‘

Robert Gary
Attorney at Law

co: Ambassador Bill Richardson
Senate Energy Committee
Secretary carol Browner

¥D108-5 Human Health Risk

The analysis and data in this SPD EIS and the supporting conclusions of
minor impacts and sufficient safeguards have been prepared and reviewed
by qualified professionals and also subjected to independent review.
Calculations are performed with codes that have been used and verified
repeatedly over a period of several years. These codes are periodically
updated and calibrated. In regard to the MOX facility, DOE intends to
design, construct, and operate it in such a fashion as to provide a level of
safety that meets or exceeds applicable Federal, State, and local requirements.
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.

FD108-6 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of Secretary Richardson, as
well as interest and participation in the surplus plutonium disposition program.
DOE’s decisionmaking process takes into account all public input, and each
comment received is given equal consideration.
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Operations Research
Robert Gary, MBA, JD, Principal Investigator
2211 Washington Ave. Silver Spring MD 209102620 Tele: {301} 587.7147

Howard Canter August 3, 1998
(Attn: Mr. Dave Knowlton)

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition

U.S. Department of Energy

Washington, DC 20585

Dear Messrs Canter and Knowlton,

I have some additional comments that I would like you to take
into account when you answer my letters on the subject of MOX of
the past two months.

I have criticized the mathematics used to assess the probability
of a serious escape of plutonium offsite from the proposed MOX
plants (three types). This offsite migration of Pu-239 might be
expected to cause radiogenic cancers, particularly if Dr. Goffman
and Dr. Tamplin’s "hot particle® theory is true as it applies to
microscopic particles taken up into the lung a delivering an
alpha dose over several years with high linear energy transfer
and high ionization and thus high carcinogenic potential. This
has been observed in people who were at NTS in the 50’s even
though I know the government will not admit this truth.

It would be fair and correct for me to proposed some alternative
nmathematics, go here is what I suggest. In 1940 when they built
Hanford they came up with very detailed mathematics to show that
it was safe. The isodoge curves of alpha emitters around Hanford
today speak for themselves and tell a different story. Whoops,
well I guess that one wasn’t safe. In the 1950’s and 1960°s when
they built Rocky Flats and Pantex, again there were
mathematicians with elaborate tables of numbers to suggest that
the chance of any substantial leakage of alpha emitters offsite
was 1 in 10,000,000, and such a thing might be expected to happen
once every 10,000,000 years at the most. Well now it’s only 40
years later, not 10,000,000 years, and there’s been a fire at
Rocky Flats and there have been major MUF’s at Pantex, and Dr.
BRdward Martell, of Boulder Coloradc tells me that the isodose
curves around the Rocky Flats facility can be charted across
several states eastward from the site. Whoops, I guess those
weren’t safe either.

So here’s some alternative math for ycu. Please remove the math
that’s in the environmental impact statement and put this in its
place. The probability of a major escape of alpha emitters fronm

ORD18-1 Human Health Risk

Because a “serious escape of plutonium” from a MOX facility is not defined,
it is assumed to be an amount that potentially causes LCFs among the
population within 80 km (50 mi) of a site. Of all the MOX facility accidents
analyzed with a scenario frequency of greater than 1 in 10 million per year
(Appendix K), only the aircraft crash at Pantex and the beyond-design-basis
earthquake at each of the sites would be expected to cause L.CFs in the
public. For the earthquake, there could be up to 24 cancer fatalities; for the
aircraft crash, up to 27 cancer fatalities (Tables K-8, K-9, K~13, K-11, and
K-19). The probability of a serious escape of plutonium off the site for
these two accidents is quite small. The probabilities have been shown to be
below 1 in 1 million per year for the airplane crash and below 1 in 10,000 per
year for the earthquake, based on scientifically accepted prediction methods
discussed in Appendix K.

The contention that the alpha particles would cause hundreds or even many
thousands of cancers has no scientific basis. The potential impacts on people
living in the areas of the candidate sites for the MOX facility have been
calculated using models accepted within the scientific community. The
MACCS?2 computer program (Appendix K.1.4.2) was used with conservative
input parameters. For example, it was assumed that the meteorological
conditions at the time of the accident were so severe that they would only be
exceeded about 5 percent of the time. The doses predicted by MACCS2
were converted to LCFs using the risk estimators discussed in
Appendix K.1.4.3. These risk estimators are probably on the conservative
side (i.e., they overpredict adverse health effects), but are accepted within
the scientific community as reasonable, predictive values. The basis for the

“high carcinogenic potential” is not accepted by the scientific community

at large.

DOE acknowledges that past practices at its sites led to environmental
contamination with some potential for health effects on local residents.
However, no major adverse impacts to the public or workers as the result of
operations at Hanford, NTS, Pantex, or RFETS—sites specifically cited by
the commentor—have been demonstrated (refer to Sections 3.2.4 and 3.4.4
of this EIS for Hanford and Pantex and to Sections 3.3.9 and 3.8.9 of the
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the proposed MOX plant(s) over the next 50 years if they are
built, is around 95% to 100%. The probability that substantial
guantities of Pu-239 will be airborne, be suspended, and be
resuspended over the course of decades after those quantities
escape from the proposed MOX plant is 100%. The probability that
those particles will cause cancer, specifically lung cancer, but
also soft tissue cancers in hundreds, perhaps thousands, perhaps
tens of thousands of Americans living in several states over the
50 year period is substantial, which is to say more than 50% at
the low end of the range and more than 10% at the high end.

The probability that the safety assurance calculations that were
given in 1940 for the Hanford Plant were correct is zero. The
probability that the safety assurance calculations that were
given for the Rocky Flats and Pantex Plants were correct is zero.
The probability that the tables of numbers in your current EXS
for the proposed MOX plant, based on the same Rasmussen style
approach, are correct is close to zero.

Beyond the infirmity of its math, the EIS fails on several other
points which I should make more explicit as well. I see no
designs for the facilities that will contain the low level waste
over the next 250,000 years. But when those hot particles get
into the environment, if they do, harm is done, you see? Those
millions of cubic yards of low level wastes have to be guarded
too, for 250,000 years, otherwise they will be acquired by
terrorists or other malefactors, or they might be, creating a
national security threat, you see? That’s where your $2 Billion
project starts moving toward a $300 Billion project. You know
when they built Hanford they said that was going to be a $2
Billion dollar project too, but we’ve spent $50 Billion there in
60 years and our costs there have only Jjust bequn. See your EIS
is not for the whole system, it’s just for the parts you wish to
present, and of course there are hundreds of pages going on and
on about the sociological econonic and racial breakdown of the
people around the proposed plants. Youfve done a marvelous job
from a civil rights perspective, but a terrible job from an
engineering perspective, but you see plutonium is very
unforgiving stuff, it may respond reluctantly to our best
engineering efforts but it cares not one whit about civil rights
or envirommental justice or any of our other fuzzy notions about
what counts in disposing of it.

I have raised another point that I fear you will not be sensitive
to. This is a macro-project. It takes place over wany decades. It
has consequences reaching well beyond the next century. I have
said that we have a problem in that connection arising from
failures in our educational syster and in the entire process of
inculcating ethics into young people. Included here would be the
worX ethic in the Puritan sense, but also the competence ethic,
the truthfulness ethic, the drug-free ethic, and the scientific
ethic. Our particular society is not producing the kind of people
it produced from 1945 to 1969. You may think you can shrug that

off, but it is an important point. It suggests that we should be

Storage and Disposition PEIS for NTS and RFETS). A number of Federal
and State agency agreements are in place to further reduce or eliminate
sources of contamination, conduct additional research on health effects, and
take corrective actions, as appropriate. DOE is committed to reducing any
human health risks at its sites to ALARA levels, or levels agreed to with the
appropriate regulatory agency. Any surplus plutonium disposition facilities
would be designed, constructed, and operated to achieve these goals.

ORD18-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding LLW disposal.
Chapter 4 of Volume I and Appendix H address impacts of the construction
and operation of proposed surpius plutonium disposition facilities on the
waste management infrastructure at the sites. DOE has existing arrangements
for LLW disposal at all of the candidate sites. Generation of additional
LLW by activities associated with surplus plutonium disposition is not
expected to substantially impact these existing arrangements. Impacts at
the waste disposal facilities that would be used are evaluated in the Final
Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous
Waste (DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and other site-specific NEPA documents.

LIW disposal facilities do not require special security to avert the diversion
or theft of waste; the very low concentrations of special nuclear materials in
waste (less than 100 nCi/g) would not be an attractive source of
bomb-making material.

ORD18-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges and shares the commentor’s concern regarding the
availability of highly qualified technical personnel. Accordingly, it has
initiated a number of programs in schools throughout the United States to
encourage mathematics and science literacy and to promote entry into
technical fields. Fortunately, many highly qualified and dedicated people,
of all ages, work in the DOE complex to support the surplus plutonium
disposition program and other DOE missions.
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leery about setting in motion projects that will require a lot of
people over a long period of time to perform just like the pros
did in America’s decades of technological and engineering
preeminence. You say that the Buropeans have lots of experience
with this sort of technology, and I agree they do, but let’s look
at the Europeans, and particularly the French in this connection.
Everybody that touches any control element in a French
reprocessing plant is a graduate of Ecole Polytechique. This
means they are the cream of the French educational system, and
they are all members of the military., The French may be to the
left of us politically, but in this area they are a national
security state. We stopped being a national security state when
the Berlin Wall came down in 1989. Since then we have been a
civil rights state. Our dedicatlon to privacy of information is
so intense that it overides every other consideration for almost
every job in the country, even jobs at the CIA if the Ames and
Pollard cases are any indication ¢f what goes cn there. Not only
are we not producing capable people to manage this technology
over the next five decades, but we are not producing reliable
people, or to be more precise people whose reliability is knouwn
or can be ascertained to a very high degree of certainty. You
can’‘t even trust your bag to a luggage handler at an American
airport -- when they get it out of sight they take anything they
£ind of value. You can’t trust an engineer of a train to stay
awake, or a truck driver to stay off pills, or an HMO or nursing 3
home to be honest in rendering their services. We, the great
“service economy® are in fact becowing a nation of negligent,
sloppy, careless, untruthful, and often lazy people. This matters
because good technology management requires a match between the
tasks to be accomplished and the personnel who will parform those
tasks, and piutonium is very unforgiving stuff -- you think your
boss doesn’t take any excuses -~ but plutonium is the sternest
taskmaster of all -~ it takes no excuses. We are rapidly becoming
a country of sea-~lawyers who spend half our days making excuses
for the things we didn’t do, or didn’t do right. This creates a
mispmatch. The mismatch creates a reliability issue on which you
have no numbers. No numbers from the past will do (even if they
were right, and they are not). New era, new people, new
strengths, weaknesses, threats and opportunities for technology,
but MOX plants are not among the realistic opportunities from
this point looking forward with all the discernment that an
informed, observant, intelligent mind can marshall.

I‘m trying to clarify my issues to make them easy for you to
address and deal with. If you understand my points deeply, you
might be affected by them -~ which, after all, is the intent of
the EIS process. But even if you just want to defend MOX right
down the line, at least you will be able to honestly and squarely
address the gravamen of the positions I‘ve taken in opposition.

Sincerely
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MD150-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s full support of the MOX approach. Itis
unclear what accident the commentor is referring to in his discussion of
accident frequencies. However, it seems that the figure of 1 in
10,000,000 per year is from the Storage and Disposition. PEIS, and not the
SPD EIS. There are only three instances of a 1 in 10,000,000 per year figure
being used in the Facility Accidents section of the SPD EIS. It is used to
exclude SRS from assessment of consequences due to aircraft crash. This is
in accordance with DOE-STD-3014-96, Accident Analysis for Aircraft Crash
into Hazardous Facilities. It is used to exclude vault material from the
assessment of aircraft crash consequences into the pit conversion and MOX
facilities at Pantex. This is also consistent with DOE-STD-3014-96. Finally, it
is used as a lower bound for the frequency range of total facility collapse as
aresult of a beyond-design-basis earthquake. The upper frequency bound
for this accident is assessed to be 1 in 100,000 per year. Details on accidents
developed for the SPD EIS can be found in Appendix K.
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Memo of Maating at POE (1000 Independence Avenue)
2 September 1998 (1300 hours till 1400 hours)
betwaen
Robert Gary, Esg.
and
¥r. J. David Rulton and Mr. Andres Cygelman (DOR)

1. On the issue concarning the origin of the MOX idea: The idea
wag around in DOE prior to the arrival of Bob Alvarez. It pre-
dated the Clinton Administration. The Russlans actively selected
the MOX ides over Lhe canister and the bore hole ideas and soid
that it was tha KOX alternative or no deal. 80, We had the idea
before the Clinton appointees got to DOE. The Mussians lnew about
the MOX altermative in 1993, And they actively selected it as &
basis foxr future nagotiations to dispose of fissile materials.
(This deals with interrogatories/requests 1-5}

2. On the low level waste issue it was pointed out that first the
Fedaral government out of the Treasury would pay for on-site
storage of low leval wastes from the MOX plants, which are
actually projected 1o be a fairly small volume. Low level waste
from the reactors would be paid for by a consortium of wtilities
(indirectly by the ratepayers of participating untilities, 1
suppose). A second area of concern akout low level waste was it
use &5 a toxic material in the hands of terrorists. DOR
representatives pointed out that for thmt sort of use it would be
far cheaper to buy plutonium on the black market than to puriofn
it fzom a low lavel waste dump and then purify thousands of cublic
feet of wipse, and gloves, to try to recover microecopic amounts
of Plutonium. Also mentioned in thie ocontext was ny position that
the HMOX security benefit was a chimera because tha ¥French could
trade us metallic Pu for spent fuel hundles anytime, and they
would make a deal to do 30 on 24 houra notice. This position was
refuted by the fact that the reprocessed watallic Plutcnium woula
contain Pu-240 which makes it nseabls for r tors but ble
for weapons. Pu=-240 has an aarly releasing neutron which in a
weapon would asuse pre-detonation and thus a nuclear fizile or
nisfire. The isotope Pu~240 would not he separated from Pu-239 in
the Prench reproveseing as it cuxrently «xists. SO the idea that
we could trade our way back to weapone grade wetallic plutonium
anytine we wanted is talsa. Thus the serurity venafits of the MOX
prograp ave authentic, and I was wrong about this. (This deals
with intetxogatories/requests €-12)

3. On the interplanatary propulrlon issue ik was pointed cut that
any needs that night exist in the 21st o 22nd century for
pivtonium-239 for interplanetary propulesion could be easily
satisfied by regovaring it from spent fuel using the advanced
technologies that will be available in thosa centuries. The issue
of guelling the Russisan mecurity threat posed hy looae plutonium
on the world market exists right now and is an inmediate, clear
and presant danger. Tharefore, since tha intenk of the MOX
program is primarily to guell this immediates threat, which If not

MD150

JUIUBIDIS JOVAUL] JOIUSUIUOLIAUS [DUL] HOHISOASI(T LUINIUOIN] ] SHIAUNS



LT E

GARY RESEARCH OPERATIONS RESEARCH
ROBERT GARY
Psage 3 0F 5

quelled will result in grave envir . it does
not behcove us to worry about the precious national assat aspact
of plutonium as a propulsion medality in the 2ist or 22nd
centuriea right now. With new future technologies, we will have
what we need for those (space propulsion) purposes. Right now, we
nead to dispose of thie fissile material sc that tha Russians
will do the same and it will not be avajlable on a world black
wmarket. In this tion I responded, "Why not just buy the
plutonium from the Russians?” DOE saild, "The U.S.
environmentalists don’t want additional plutonium coming into the
U.8,* I 4 d that an change of cash for Pu would be
appropriate and any amount up to an including $100 Billion would
be reasonable. if it solved the problem. I also said that this
would mean that we ramp up our MOX program, and it would make a
Russian MOX program unnecaessary {and a Russian sodium coocled
breeder program impossible). [Note: I would have no objection to
ramping up our MOX program if the program as practiced in the U.s
were truly safe. I certainly would have no objection to bringing
Russian bought Pu into the U.S. or the expenditure of funds
raquired to do that, if the deal really got rid of the problem
once and for all]. This general discussion disposed of
interrogatories/requests 13 - 20.

4. On the subject of the 1 in 10,000,000 figure we bhad a conflict
that was not resolved at this meeting. I suggested that the
figure be revised in the final version of the EIS to read 1 in
1000 chance of a serious accident with significant offsite
distribution of Pu. DOE said that much had been learned since the
accidents at Hanford, Pantex, and the several fires a Rocky
Flats, so that even though those prior accidents tend to indicate
a higher probability of a major leak from the proposed MOX
plants, that tact is partially otfset by the fact that the way we
develop safety syst snd count and »odels
and facility des’lgns is by having acecidents and then deesigning
them out of new facilities. The borax experiments at the Idaho
reactor were mentiocned in this context. These involved
intentional destructive testing of nuclear reactors -~ letting
them blow up in the desert to learn how and why that happens.

Such experiwents are not done today, but the same principle
applies, which is that safety systems gat hetter as a result of
integrating data from past accidents. I said that the 1 in
10,000,000 figure was too high in light of the failures at
Hanford, Pantex and Rocky Flats, and that as a prudential matter
it would be.unwise for DOE to present that figure to the Senate,
or try to justify it. The most self-admitted non-expert Senator
or gstatfer would feel completely comfortable rejecting that
figure in light of past experience. I also said that & 1 in 1000
tiqure might just get by using the "better technolagy, better
computer models, more real world experience” argument. I also
said that the math should explicitly reflect a Bayesian analysis,
{which is apparently the sane as updating their benchmark codes),
and that it should be signed off on by someone at MIT with 20 or
so years of experience teaohing post-docs, rather than a holder
of a B.S. degree received in 1992. The math, in short, should be
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less astnrushlnq, more mtuitivaly credible, more explicitly

and ad by an auvthority that peopla feel is .
hiqnly tnliablo. I nentionod Dr. Kemeny as an exaxple of sush a
person. (This part af the discussion disposed on interrogatorxies
20 ~ 34).

One document was provided by DOE titled FY 1999 congrnsaional
pudget Request == Program Hission and which contains the
foliowing sentence: "The Adminfstration will aot canstruot new
facilities for disposition of U.S. plutonium unless thare is
significant progress cn plans for plutonium disposition in
Russia.” (emphasis added)

This was interprsted by DOE to mean that although a day for day
pound for pound correspondence batween the tuo prograps was not
required, the twa prograns wore to be on parallel tracks, moving
rorward and amaking progress in parallel. This means some sort of
rough equivalence of actual plutoni\n disposition, not day Eor
day, pound for pound, but step by step, beginning by heyinning
type of parallel progress. Specifically it foes not mean that the
U#.3. goes ahead with a facility in exchange for a Russian promise
to ¢o aheed with a facility (or otherwise @ispose at their
plutoniumr i.e. by selling it to us, for examplie). In other words
the Ruasien progress iz not “progreas on plans¥

in the sense of progress in making plans, it is "proqress on
plans” in the sense of progress on implementing exieting plans.
{Note: It night ba Belpful to re-~ward tha docuxent, ant future
dacuments so that this potential semantic ambiquity is eliminatea
and replaced by cryxrtal-1ike olarity]. The next sentence talks
about ™attaining reciprocal actions on the disposition of Rusaian
surplus plutonium® (emphasis addud)

The meebing with DOE was & success in tha sense that it reduced
five brood groupa of objections dowun to one remaining objection
{to the 1 in 10,000,000 figure). DJUE’s representatives laft a
atrong {npresslon of integrity, knuwledge, and policy axpertise.
1 vas also impressed by the gravlty of tha consequences of not
going ahead with MOX and by the "time is ¢f the assence™ aspact
of the sttuation, which is ohviously magnified by (urrent
developnents in the past 10 days in Ruassia. DOR has basically
converted an opponent to a supporter of the MOX program with the
sole caveet that they clean up their aumbers on tha probabillty
of a serious accident/offsita leak. It would ba a good thing if
the finsl version of the EI9 said 1 in 1000, but DOR actually
delivered a technology ob tha ground with a pcobabllity of 1 in
10,000 or 1. in 100,000. That way they say less but dov more, and
are the real good guy:. I believe s is achlevable. If so, it
would be far batter to scale the HOX prograw up, or extend its
period of operation so that it could diapose of all N.S5. and all
Russian excess plutonium rather than aembark on a world whexe the
Russians atart their own MOX program for light water reactors, or
an even woree world where the Ruseians use their Plutonium in
sodium cocled hreedar reactors. Tt would be entirely fair for DOE
To lay out the risks of those alternatives, and the risks of
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having Russian plutonium go on an international black market as
part of tha presentation on MOX and its relative merits. Whatever
risks are present in MOX cannot be rationally assessed in
igsolation, but only in raelation to the risks of the alternatives.
The BIS document should be expanded to present these allelic
risks even though they are not reguired to be presented in an
ordinary EIS. This case is different. We are not the only actors
in this environment, and our MOX program has as its basic purpose
the control of the actions of one of the other actors whose
actions might gravely affect the environnent. Because of the
unique circumstances in this case, the EIS should explicitly
incorporate the full panoply risks and specifically the avoided
Russian risks which acceptance of the U.5. MOX program entails.
This would lay a foundation for the ion of ion of the
NOX progran in the avent that a Cash for Pu transaction with the
Russians can ba arrangad. [Note: Tine being of the essence, it
night be reasonable for the Presidant to open negotiations for
such an exchange while he is in Moscow today, or in the
¢iplomatic exchanges that wilk occur over the next 30 days
implementing the statements made by President Clinton while he is
Moscow 1l.e. "The U.S plans to give you momey™, or words to that
offect -~ the Russians have to stay on the course of free market
reforas and sell their Pu to us for cash. They get what they
need. We get what we need. MOX goes forward -- one program for
all the planet earth, dona By people who know what they are
doing, and have been soreen in a Personnel Reliability Program at
the Rickover level based on a national security state not a civil
rights state. Congress has to pass legislation that permits
applicante to the MOX program Lo waive away all of their rights
under all of the civil rights laws — just like it was in
Rickovar’s Navy. This danger of personnel unreadiness needs to be
taken seriously. We don’t have the same sort of people in the
U.S, today as we had in 1945-1969. The culture has changed. MOX
requires, not merely good peopls, but reliably competent people,
Not merely reliably conpetent people, but people whose reliable
com can be established and verified to a very high degree
of certainty in advance. This is impossible in a privacy oriented
civil rights state. In other words if you want to build down the
dangerous surplus plutonium left over from the days of the U.S.
as a national security state, you need to oreate an enclava of
people who are transported legislatively back in time to the
rules, babits, laws, and righte of persons living at an earlier
time -- say 1950. Only thus can the MOX program avoid the effects
of modernity. Even thus recruitwent will be extracrdinarily
difficult and hazardous from the perapective of making a
reliabllity assessment error. The CIA and Naval Acadeny have
already experisnced this. Secretary Cohen is an expert on the
subject, and I think would verify and confirm what I say here.

I atfirm that this document, created from memory one hour after
the meeting, is true and correct to the best of my knowledge,
information and belief.

N Ay E x5
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Memo for David Nulton at DOE
Reiterating in writing some of the more important points from our
FONCON this day September 1B, 1998 approx 1500 hours
From Robert Gary, Esg.

1. The EIS documents currently being produced on the MOX Program
are in full regulatory compliance with the rules and statutes
governing such documents but they are inadequate nonetheless.

2. NEPA and the entire body of EIS regulations came into
existence during a period in American history when environmental
inpacts could be considered on a project centered and national
basis. We are now living at a time when environmental impacts
must be considered on a problem centered and global basis. There
is no issue where this is more clear than the issue of
controlling weapons grade plutonium worldwide. Accordingly, where
an international agreement focuses on the global problem of black
market plutonium and the probable bad environmental and human
health consequences from failure to manage the plutonium on a
global basis, it is highly appropriate for the Envircnmental
Impact Statement to give communications primacy to this
fundamental reality. Specifically, it is legally, morally, and
politically correct to outline in the plainest terms the

envir 1 g of not solving the problem on a global
playing field. In particular it is correct to portray the
international black market in weapons grade plutonium, the
sellers, the entrepreneurs, the buyers, and the ultimate users.
Furthermore, it is highly appropriate and prudent to present in
some detail the environmental and health effacts likely to be
produced by plutonium explosive devices in the 1 to 100 kiloton
range if detonated in Washington DC, New York, Chicage, Dallas,
San Francisco, Boston and Los Angeles. To permit ancient REPA
regulatory provisions designed to prescribe the minimum content
of EIS documents to be a limit and a maximum
content for an EIS on today’s MOX Program is to disenable the DOE
from successfully marketing this wvital program through its most
prominent and nmost widely read communications device. If it is
not an actual Federal crime to present DOE’s

and reasons in support of the MOX program in the BIS then it
seems to me it is a moral, logical, and policy lmperative to do
so.

3, Persons from Greenpeace or other environmental organizations
who have no responsibility of any kind except to salve their own
sense of wmoralt righteousness must be presented in the clearest
terns with the fact that MOX is a program for world peace, and
that peace is good for the environment and that nuclear
detonations in the atmosphere are bad for the environment.
Blowing up New York City would be a bad thing for the entire
ecological web in the United States and other places. Owls,
whales, and snall darters would be killed. The false and
artificial distinction between what happens in the USA and what
happens on planet Earth is one that environmentalists should not
make for two reasons. First, it contradicts their own ethics,

MD286-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the rationale for the surplus
plutonium disposition program and the value of a global focus in related
communications. Section 1.2 discusses the purpose of and need for the
proposed action, including some of the international aspects of surplus
plutonium disposition. It is not the purpose of this SPD EIS to market DOE’s
program for the disposition of surplus plutonium. The NEPA process does
provide an important mechanism for obtaining public input prior to
disposition decisions. In compliance with NEPA and the rules that implement
that act, DOE prepared this EIS by obtaining comparable data on all of the
alternatives, analyzing the data in a consistent manner using established
procedures, and presenting the results in a full and open manner.
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very plainly stated since the days of Rachel Carson and Silent

. We have been talking for years about the use of
pesticides like DDT in South America. South Awerica is not part
of the USA. And what about the rain forests in Brazil? Has
Greenpeace taken the position that it’s only what happens to
rainforests in the USA that they are concerned about -- they
don‘t care what happens in Brazil, or have they taken some other
position? The record is clear. Second, the environmentalists are
demonstrating the "ethics of intention® rather than the "ethics
of responsibility" when they try to distinguish betwsen plutonium
in the USA and plutonium in Russia. They think that if their
intentions can be construed as *good* from some perspective, then
there is no responsibility that attaches to the policy
implications and consequences of what they say. This is a sort of
nystical approach to the management a pressing global life and
death problem. It is the sort of approach taken by persons who do
not expect to be listened to, and should not be.

4. After January of 1999, when the new Congress takes thair
seats, thers will be very few people on Capitol Hill who will pay
the sli tt ion to Gr peace or any environmentalists.
Therefore DOE should not worry about trying to convert them to a
pro~MOX position. MOX is a program for peace. Peace is good for
the envir Those need to be taken directly to
reasonable people and they can be, but only by becoming much more
creative with the EIS . The
environmentalists need to be put to their proofs. They should
have to show that the risks of the MOX program (if done entirely
in the USA, as I suggest) are greater risks to human health and
environmental integrity than the risks inherent in an
uncontrollable international black market in weapons grade

know that terrorists have planted bombs at the World Trade Center
and at the Hurrah Federal Building. We know that the Lincoln
Tunnel was also on their target list. What would the
envir 1 cc g be if one of those boxbs were say a 10
kiloton device? That information has a right to be in the EIS for
the MOX program. Why? Because it is

for the program. It tells the real story of why you want
to do the program. Readers of the EIS have a right to get the
real story of why you want to do the program. Decisionmakers have
a right to get your first line argument, your varsity
presentation, your alpha team rationale, not some watered down,
desultory, detail driven, infodump created by blind, uncreative,
and rigid adherence to what are iragined (by lawyers) to be the
technical requirements of NBPA and other statutes governed EIS
document. If it’s pot a crime for DOE to put out and effective

and riented & t, then it’s a

not to do so in this case. The fate of the world hangs in the
balance. Furthermore, I don’t think you should confine yourselves
to documents. I would put a major effort intoc a 30 - 45 minute
video designed for an informed senior staffer on the Hill (who
has no time or attention to give to a 5000 page EIS).

make the video a formal part of the EIS. T would allocate 5 or 10

plutonium (Pu that is 96% free of Pu~240, Pu-241, and Pu-242). We.

MD286-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the environmental rationale
for the surplus plutonium disposition program and the need for effective
public education in that connection. Chapter 4 of Volume I presents the
potential environmental impacts of each alternative for accomplishing the
proposed action.
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minutes in the video to all the stuff that’s in the existing EIS
documents (ineffective in terms of advocacy). The balance of the
time would focus on the important information concerning your
real and best reasopn for wanting the MOX program. What does Bin
Ladden look like? What sort of ideas are in his head. What about
Saddam Hussein, and Muhammar Quadaffi? That sort of gontext is
required in order to appreciate the significance of an
international black market in weapons grade Pu-229. Once the
predicament has been presented, the MOX program becomes evident
as the most feasible and most reasonable way to prevent the
predicament from becoming a case of mass casualties. You should
show pictures of what mass casualties look like -- maybe some of
the ABCC black and whites taken after Hiroshima and Nakasaki. Now
you show that although the MOX program contains its own ri
costs, those risks and costs are far smaller than the risks and
costs of not going ahead with it. This sets up the metes and
bounds of any rational discourse about MOX. People who want to
oppose you must show that they have a better and more viable and
less risky idea -- something more cost effective --- something
more ethical. If they can‘t do that, they have no traction in
opposing MOX. Senators will not be attracted to mystical
arguments based on feelgood rationales if they can compare such
arguments to your best argument. Congressmen want to live.
Policymakers, as a rule, want what’s best for the USA. Their wore
intelligent senior staffsers are the same way. Anybody living in
Washington DC is bound to have some visceral connection to your
best argument, if only you put it forward, as you did with me.

DOE must advocate effectively for this worthy program. It must
disenthrall itself from the advice of lawyers whose only
priorities are narrow bureaucratic compliance with outdated
regulations unrelated to this unique program and its vital global
goals. You need Mr. Ken Burns not Mr. Can’t Do Bureaucrat. You
need to communicate, not merely comply. EIS is your opportunity
to do that. The foundation that has been laid so far is not
wasted. You‘ve gotten the narrow compliance part out of the way.
Now it’s time to put your real point across. If you could do it
with me in 90 minutes, you can do it with any rational person, no
matter how pro—-environment or antl-nuclear they start out.

I recognize how intelligent you and Andre are, and how moral. I
earnestly trust you will take to heart the things I say. Take
them up, will you please, with Mr. Howard Canter. Given the
opportunity, I would do more than talk about these things, I
would make them happen.

Signea,

L
Robert/Gary; Esguire
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Background/introduction

At the end of the Cold War, the United States and Russia facc an unprecedented and
unexpected problem: surpluses of plutonium and highly enriched uranium (HEU), the
two key materials used to make miclear weapans.

The mote difficult of the two is the surplus plutonium and the quastion of
converting it into forms not usable for making muclear weapons. The two most
technically advanced options to mezt the spent foel standard are to immobilize the
plutonium in a ceramic or glass form with high level radioactive waste to form a radiation
barrier to thefl or W crele nuclear reactor fued with it and use it in a commercial reactor
[MOX). It should be noted thal the MOX aption does nol “burn™ ik plutonium destroy
it. While some of the plutonium will be fissioncd in the reactor, plitonium is also croated
through neutron irmudiation of the wranium which forms the bulk of the reactor fuet (this
oceurs in reactors fucled with low-enriched vranium as well). In Lact, in some cuses the
plutonium [cft in the spent fuel is greater than the amount put into the reactor.’

The

y-used yardstick to the resist. to theft and diversion of
the final form of plutonium after disposition is the lled “‘spent fuck jardd.” This
crilenun was identified by the National Acad of Sci in their 1994 report, and
means that the plutoniom :}mu‘k] beasi to theft, diversion, and re-extraction
in stored 1 low-cnriched apent fitel. Both immobilizution and the
MOX program weze considered by the NAS to have met this standard. However, the
“spert fuel dard” inh ly that the pt jumn will remain in spent fuel (or

whatever form it has been placed into)—that is, that iL be stated for peologic disposal,
Taking into account the desice of Russia to reprocess its spent fiiel and the risk of creating
aplutonium economy in both countries, it is clear that immobilization is a better option
for meeting the standard.

Minatom has stated very clearly on numerous occasions that it intends to
reprocess spent MOX fuel, rendering the “spent fucl standard” effectively menningless
over the Jong-term. l‘hs U S. appears to ready to allow Minatom to rcprocess spent MOX.
ﬁacl from the ph position progr ‘The joint report notes that “. . Russia will

imatel recyclc any pluteni leftin the [MOX] fuel. The LS. vbjective of
plutonium disposition is satisficd when the isotopi position of the weaj
plutonium have heen altered by irradiation, the fuel attains a significant radiation bamer
and the fuel is storod for several decades hefore reprocessing.”

DOE's Proposed Action

Tbe Department of Caergy analyzes 23 different aliernatives in its Swrplus
P Dispasition Draft Envi; { fmpact St to meet the spent fuel
gard. The DEIS anel the disposition of a inal 50 melric tons of plutonium

{33 tons is ined in ph pits from weapons or in a metal form relatively free of

! See Table 6-1 of National Academy of Scieaces, Plutorium Disposision: Reactor-Related Options.
(Washington DC: National Acaderny Press, 1995).
2 Joim surdy, p. WR-36-37.

MD237-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for the immobilization-only
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.

It is true that Russia plans to reprocess the spent fuel resulting from the
irradiation of MOX fuel from its surplus weapons-usable plutonium.
However, the U.S. position in negotiations with the Russian government
has been that Russia should not reprocess the MOX spent fuel until all of
their surplus plutonium meets the Spent Fuel Standard. In addition, the
future agreement between the United States and Russia would require that
any Russian MOX spent fuel reprocessing program be conducted under the
oversight of IAEA which is charged with verifying compliance with
international nonproliferation policies.
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impuritics while the rest is in various other forms). The: varions altsmnatives analyzed fall
intn two basic categories: fmmobilization and Hybrid Approaches.’

The Immobilization approaches would encase the plutonium (aller initial
processing Lo render it into a suitable form — plutonium dioxide) in coramic discs which
would be pleced in steel cans. These cans would Lhen be vitrificd (cncased in glass)
along with highly radioactive waste currently being vitrified as part of DOE clean-up
operations. Placing the plutonium in a ceramic mixture and then encasing it in glass
makes it difficult to extract (in faot, there is less vaperience with extracting plutonium
frow 2 glass or ceramic matrix than from spent fuel). Encasing it in glass which contains
highly radioactive waste makes it resistant to theft as the radiation dosc near the glass
toga would be very high. Tt hus alrvady been detenmined that this method of
immobilization would meet the spent fuel standard.

The hybrid approach would use the immobilization process for a portion of the
phutonivm surplus and would manulacture the rest into nuclear power reactor fuel for use
in a commercial nuclcar reactor. Ordinary reactor firel used in U.S. light waler reactors
contains uranium oxide slightly enriched in the isotopc Uranium-235 (usually about 3-3%
with the rest of the Uranium oxide being mainly U-238).* The DOE proposes to produce
fuel which would replace the 3-5% U-235 wilh upproximately the same percentage of
plutonium oxide. Since the fucl would now he a mixture of plutonium oxide and uraniom
oxide it is called MOX (Mixed OXide).

The DOE’s preferred alternative is a so-called hybrid approach. Approximately
33 metric 1ons of plutonfum would be manufactured into MOX fuel. These 33 tons are
currently in the form of weapon pits or metals mainly free of impuritics and DOE
believes these materials would meet the high purity standards required ol MOX fuel.
There are, however, some impurities in both the pits and cican metals which would need
10 be removed (namely gallium). The uther 17 metric tons of material is in a varicty of
other forms. While they contain weapons-usable phutonium, these materials would
require signmficantly more pr ing to meet the MOX requiremcnts according to the
DOE. Therefore, this 17 tons would be imunolilized.

The preferred altemnative would involve construction of a Pit Disassembly und
Conversion Fucility (PDCF) at cither Pantex or the Savannah River Sitc. This facility
would take spart the weapons pits, remove Iritium if necessary, convert the plutonium to
an oxide form and process it to remove gallium and other impurities. The PDCYF would
also convert the “clean” metal. The plutonium dioxide would then be transferred to a
MOX fuel fabrication facilily (v be constracted at SRS (transportation would be either
inter-site or intra-sitc depending on whether the PDCF is built at Pautex or SRS).
Tmmobilization of the other 17¢ of plutonium in ceramic would occur al anew facility at
SRS und the Defense Wasts Processing Facility at SRS would be used for vitrification in
high-level waste.

3 The reason for the Jarge number of elieratives is differemces in siting and whether acw facilitics would
be constructed for same parts of the mission or whether existing facilitios can or would be utifized.
4 Natural uraaiumn comtaing about 0.711% U-235, 0.005% U-234 amd the rest(99.294%) U-238. The

ick of the U-235 is in arder For Hght water reactors to usiain 8 chain reaction.
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Accarding to the DOE:

Pursuing the hybrid approach provides the best opporiunity foe US. kadesship in
working with Russia to implemen similar aptions for reducing Russia’s excess
plutunium ip pasullel. Parsuing the hybrid approach also sends the strongest possible
signal tn the world of C.S. d b o reduce fles of surplus weap bl
Plulunium, as goickly as possible, in an i ible manner. Th ion of new
facilities for the disposition of surplus 1.8, plutonium wouid not tke pluce ualess hege
s significant progress on plans for phrioninm dispasition in Russia. (p. 1-9)

1t is, therefore, apparently the Russian view of plutonium as a “national™ treasure
und their desire (o use it in reactors which is driving the United States to use the MOX. 1
oplion, This rationale will be examined further below.

The decision by the DOE to pursue a hybrid approach ignores the clear
advantages offered by immobilization and the sevious consequences vf initiating a MOX
program in the United States. The DEIS also has clear deficicncics which need to be
addressed including the lack of information on crucial components of the program. Thesc
will be outlined below aficr an overview of the relative costs and benefits of
Immobilization versus MOX and a critique of Russia’s role in the decision is presented.

MOX versus Immobilization

1

There arca of technical difficulties iated with MOX that DOE has
not adequately addressed. Fiest. is the issue of Russian rcactors, which is discussed in
more detail below, Second, US MOX plans envision the larg 1¢ use of
grade plutonium in light water reactors for the first lime. While MOX proponents ¢laim 2
that European MOX programs providc amplc cxperience for the 1S program, thatl
vxperience is only using reactor-grade plutonium, Furthcrmore, full MOX corcs, which
are nssumed in DOE’s analysis, have never been used on a large scale,

The Record of Decision for this Envi | {mipact Stal t will establisk
whether the United States pursucs an Immobilization only approach ar a hyhrid approach
mixing both immobilization and MOX. There are a number of factors which DOE must

ider in making a decision, including envi 1 q cost, schedule for
disposition, and protifcration consequences. Each of these major factors will be
discussed below. [t should be noted, however, that one of the original purposes for
pursuing a hybrid approach was 10 have a beclc-up technology in case there were 3
problems implementing either immobilization or MOX. However, MOX cannot handlc
the full sp 1 of phutanium requiring dispusilive. “Therefore, this rationale is severely

undercut by the fact that immobilization is the only option capable of processing 17 vl the
50 metric tons, Given the indispensability of the immobilization option, it would appear
more prudent to concenlraie enorgy and resources into this alternative. Back-up should
be pursucd by developing more than one immabilization option.

MD237-2 MOX Approach

The operational experience for electricity generation from MOX fuel in Europe
is relevant to the proposed use of surplus weapons-usable plutonium in
U.S. domestic, commercial reactors. 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-origin plutonium. Plutonium from the different origins
is chemically indistinguishable. The difference is isotopic: there is less
plutonium 239 in non-weapons-origin plutonium. 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.

The proposed action assumes that MOX assemblies would be used for a
partial, not full, core. Several U.S. commercial reactors are designed to use
MOX fuel, and others can easily and safely accommodate a partial MOX
core. Core load and safety analyses would be performed, and an NRC license
amendment approved, before MOX fuel was introduced into any reactor.
Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specific analyses and discuss
the potential environmental impacts of using a partial MOX core during
routine operations and reactor accidents.

MD237-3 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach of using
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication. DOE has been studying,
evaluating, and testing immobilization technologies for some time, and does
not believe that it is necessary to develop more than one immobilization
technology. DOE is confident that current development resources will lead
to timely implementation of the can-in-canister immobilization technology.

The reasons DOE is pursuing the hybrid approach are addressed in response
MD237-1.
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Prolifaration/Disarmament

DOE's choice of disposition techuologies does not take place in a vacoum, and
has a great cffect on the debate about the warth of commiercial plutonium technology
around the world. By rclying on MOX for a large part of its disposition program, DOE
strengthens the arguments of the plutonium lobby world-wide.

Thc DOE’s emphasm on MOX brings it into partmership with European

like BNFL, Cogema, Siemens, and Belgonucleaire,
whose intesest is in promoting continued use and production of plutonium, not in
plutonium disposition. By supporting Lhess uumpanius with coniracts at a time when they
are coming under increasing scrutiny snd criticism st home, DOE prolongs their survival
and severely undermines the long: ding US position against ial usc of
plotorium.

The most serious prolifcration conscquence of a MOX disposition is the
acyuiescence and even aiding of Minatom in its pursuit of 2 Jong-term plutonium
cconomy. A MOX disposition program would provide Minatom with a MOX fusel
fabrication facility, the currcatly missing link in its plutonium infrastructure.

As DOE is well aware, prior ta U.S. encouragement Minatom had not supporied a
program of loading MOX in existing light water reactors. Minatom has instcad been a
proponent of storage of plutvnium with a view to its tual use in “ad d”
and breeder reactors. DOE has argued that moving Minatom from u position of”
devclopmg breeder reactors to one of using plutoriusy in light water reactors represents
progms in non-p'ohfm'uhun. This is ironic on two fronts. First, it reliesona

“weapons-” and “reactor gmdu lh.n! the: US has implicitly
m;ecu:d with its policy against Second, it 1akes
Minatom om a policy with very little Tikelihood of SuCcess, nguu the congistent failure
of f breeder technnlnglm nround the world, 1o a position much more likely to lead 1o

d use, P , and peshaps even production ol plutonium in the shorl ierm.

In the name of dlsposmon. the US uems not only to be relinquishing its dccades-
old policy of not using p am in but aiding and abetting Russian
plans to build a plutoniurs economy. The US will nul uppuse Russian reprocessing of the
MOX fue] fabricated from surplus pons p P d that it occurs anly after
several decades, when the d ition p is complcte. DOE has argued that 2

scveral-decade moratorinm on there scpa:ahon ol plutonium from spent MOX fuelis 2
sufficient safeguard against proliferation. But it won't matter whether MOX speat fuel is
reprocessed now or in a fow decades. So long as the infrastructure for MOX fucl
production and reprocessing is created and maintained, there will be plenty of other spent
fuel to reprocess and plenty of surplus plutonivm ta occupy MCX fuel fabrication plants
in the meantime.

MD237-4 DOE Policy

The 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. 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.

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. Furthermore,
selection criteria for the reactors stipulates that they have sufficient operating
life to complete the mission.

MD237-5 Nonproliferation

The reprocessing of MOX spent fuel in Russia is the subject of sensitive
negotiations between the United States and Russia and is beyond the scope
of this SPD EIS. The Joint Statement of Principles signed by
Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin in September 1998 provide general guidance
for achieving the objectives of a future bilateral agreement to disposition
surplus plutonium in the United States and Russia. The principles include
the acceptance of technology for transparency measures, including
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‘Thus, the net result of the plutonium di program will have been for the
United States to subsidize the very thing that it shou!d be against: an infrastructure for a
plutonium economy in Russia. A similar infrastructure would be created § in llxe Umlbd

States since a MOX plant would be built and since the U.S. appears i ly

to shut down its decades-old military rep plants at the Savannah River Site in
South Carolina.

Environmental

‘The DOE ilsclf has alseady recognized that immobilization alone is preferable to the
hybrid approach from an environmental standpaint. In the Record of Decision for the
Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials final Programmatic

Envi) ] Impact St the DOE states:
For normal operations, analyses show that ilization would be
preferable 1o the exisung LWR and p d fves, although these ives,
with the ion of waste ge: J, would be i A} 13!
Severe Giility acvideut ccm:deulmu indicake that lmmobnlmbm opuons wankbbe
emnmnmanll) preferable to the existing reactor and h the
d of of severe acci and the risk to the public are expected fo be

fakrdy Jow. (p. 10, emphsis added)

The hybrid approaches would require al Jeast one extra facility and possibly even
two. Undcr the hybrid option the three facilities would be a Pif Disassembly and
Conversion facility, the MOX Fucl Fabrication Facility, and the Immobilization Facility.
Under Immobilication only altesnatives, the MOX FFF would be eliminated.

Furth it appears technically feasible to design nsmgle facility which could
dertake both pit di bly/co and i bilization (s¢e delow) and should
have been one of the options analyzed. The envi tal ad ges of a reduction in

facilitics and operations have not been fully analyzed since a single fucility altemnative is
pot included in the DFIS. Furthermore, if the DOE decides to use the Defense Waste
Processing Facility at SRS for vitritying the cans in hiygh level waste, the incremental
cavironmental impacts of immobilization may be reduced further. There are no existing
facilities which could be taken advantage of for MOX fael fabrication,

Thue to the high purity requirements of MOX lue) the conversion of plutonivin pils
and clean metal for MOX require additional processing steps which would be
unnecessary for immobilization. At the moment the DOE plans to construct 2 conversion
facility which would remove gallium (a wajor concem in MOX fucl) using a dry
process? Ifthe dry procesa, which is still af the laboralery and pilut stage, does not meet
the impurity removal specifications, the DOE proposes using an aqueois process it calls
plutoniwm pofishing. The analysis in the DEIS assumes these processes would ocour
even if the immobilization alternative is chosen, despite the fact they would be
umnecessary. Therefore, tho DETS does not allow one Lo fully compare the environmental
impacts of the MOX and immobilization options. A more detailed discussion of
plutonium polishing and the DOE analysis of this process is presented below.

2 See Scence for Democratic Actica, Vol. 5, No. 4 for reore on the gallivm problem.

5 MD237

appropriate international verification measures and stringent standards of
physical protection, control, and accounting for the management of
plutonium. The United States would not subsidize reprocessing capabilities
or facilities in Russia.

The policy of discouraging the civilian use of MOX fuel has not changed as
addressed in response MD237-4.

MD237-6 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern over the greater cost,
economically and environmentally, of the hybrid approach than the
immobilization-only approach to surplus plutonium disposition. DOE
believes its preference for the hybrid approach has a sound basis.

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 concemns due
to transportation of materials, and infrastructure cost. These 23 reasonable
alternatives were evaluated in the SPD Draft EIS. Two separate facilities
were combined in this SPD EIS to form the immobilization facility from
those evaluated in the Storage and Disposition PEIS. No other combination
of facilities was considered reasonable. After the SPD Draft EIS 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
including alternatives that would take advantage of DWPF at SRS. The
results of these analyses, presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I and summarized
in Section 2.18, demonstrate that under either the hybrid or the full
immobilization approach, the activities would likely have minor impacts at
any of the candidate sites.

The reasons DOE is pursuing the hybrid approach are addressed in response
MD237-1.
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MD237-7 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

Based on public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis
performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE decided to propose
plutonium polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate
impurity removal from the plutonium oxide. 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. No additional aqueous processing would be necessary
to prepare the plutonium dioxide for immobilization.
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MD237-8 Transportation

Additional transportation would be required for the shipment of unirradiated
fuel from the MOX facility to the reactor. Transportation of special nuclear
materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/SGT system.

e In nddition 10 & larger number ofopgug:;;nnd fn;::ﬂes.l:he MOX g;o;d g? Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards Division in
entails an extra transportation step. Undoer the ’s prc altemative,
fuel fabrication and immobilization would occur at SRS. n the case of immobilization, 8 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo over more
the glass logs would be stored until shipment to a reposilory. However, for MOX the HIH HIH i 3 3 1 M

S ton foel aiould have 10.be shippod 101 eactor and then the apent fuel shipped than 151 mllh(_m km 94 mlll.lon mi) with no accu?ents causing a fatality or
to a repository after irradiation. release of radioactive material. The transportation requirements for the

surplus plutonium disposition program are also evaluated in this SPD EIS.

Cost

According to the DOE’s July 1998 cost estimate report, the cosl of MOX and
immpobilization disposition programs arc approximately the same. However, this MD237-9 MOX Appmach
comparison fails to take into a accouat a number of factors. . . . . .

First, the DOE assumes that a fnel oft-ser will be provided by the reactor Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercnz!l reactors is not proposed in order to
companics. The idea behind the fuuel off-set is that the MOX fuel would be placed in the subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this
reacior instead of Lhe low enriched uranium fuel the reaclor operators would normally . . . .. .
noed to purchasc, Thus, the DOE assunes that the bidding consortia would subtract this proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
fuel off-set from the charges for constructing and operating the MOX fuel fabrication 3 dard 3 3
facility. DOE estimates this fuel o{F-set lo b spproximalely one billion dollars. While in meeting the SPCDt Fuel Stan - The Spent Fuel Standard, as ldentlﬁed_ by
principlc this ia possiblc, thore is no g that the reactor compenies will agree 1o NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
provide the fuel off-ser. There is already indication that the bidding consortia of reactor 9 : . .
operators and nuclear fuef manulscturers do not intend (o underteke this task without as lanCCCSSIblF: and unatt_racl]ve fOI: wc?apons use as the much larger a?d
reaping a profi. growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial

In fact, one reactor oficial has stated very cxplicitly the desire of the nuclear
power companies (and by extension the consortimn partners which would handle MOX power reactors.
fue] fabrication) to make a profit. Jack Bailey, Vice-president of the Palo Verde nuclear . . . ;
plants stated his company’s requirements for added compensation in March 1996: Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has been

B rpibimastr i v ad shouid addccas potentia) forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. The Plutonium

T e e o e Wi v Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution

1at 1 sncan is that any . : g Fal.o Vende would'wqum: . i
mare than :;e:;xmﬂ Costs sscocistedwitywring MOX. el tmscad of urasiom, Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
. cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available on the

Furth ¢, the DEIS that MOX fuel would be left in the reactor only R . . .
long enough to meet the spemt fuel standard, not for the maximum length of fioe a fuel MD Web site at hitp://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at
rod would noemally be in a reactor (p. 2-99). It is not cloar what assumptions were made H 3 .

e o etimate 2 t the residenne fime of the fac] in the reactor, Tlowever, a shorter 10 the f.ollowmg locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and
time in the reactor would mean less of the uranium fuel would be replaced over the Washington, D.C.
frame of the dispositi i and would therefore reducc the fucl off-set.

Second, the cost estimate explicitly excludes a number of fuctors which could MD -

increase the cost of the MOX hybrid options. 11 237-10 MOXApproach

¢ Jack Railey, remarks made at the 3™ International Policy Forum: *Deploying the rezctor’MOX Option for
Phatonium Dispositon within the Current Sysiem of U_S. and Cazadian Nuclear Reactors — Regulatory,
Policy Impediments,” Fandsdowne, VA., March 21, 1996,

6

Asdiscussed in Chapter 2 of Volume I, MOX fuel would be left in the reactor
for a full cycle. Under the current reactor options, there are no plans to leave
it there only long enough to meet the Spent Fuel Standard.
MD237-11

Cost-related comments are addressed in response MD237-9.

Cost Report
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Costs that would regiain the same, ladependern of where the facility is sited, are not
included, Examples of costs that ate not inchud=d in this report are ressarch and

) unalyses, ion uf the Defiense Waste Processing, Facility
(DWTF), and nuclcar ecactor iong and icradiation services. Total costs shown
e, - . ot full Life-cycl 3
The only cost specific to the immobilization option is op of DWPF. Hi 3
DWPF will operate whether or not plutonifum disposition occurs. The costs specific to

the MOX portion of the hyhridd oplions are reactor modifications and irradiation secvices.
As there has been no final decision taken about specific reactors to be used for the
disposition progtam, il is not possibfe to determine how much it will cost to modify the
reactors to handle MOX fuel {or if modifications will need 10 be made). As for
frradiation sexvices, it scems unlikety that irradiation service fees will not he part of any
bid from the nuclear consortia. As stated above, there is every indication that these
companies intend 10 make a profit from their involvement with this program.

Therefore, while DOE indi that the MOX hybrid and immobilizaticn options
would be compacablé in cost, it is painting a misleading picturc by cxchuding significant
cosis of the MOX prugruo. “thie one billion dollar fuel off-set may not be realized, This
would raisc the hybrid option costs by approximately 50%. Furlthermore, the hybrid
option costs can be expscted to rise even higher duc to reactor modifications and
irradiation scrvice fees.

Reaclor Related issues

The vast majority of LWRs were not designed Lo use plulonium as a fucl. While
both plutonium-239 and 235 are fissile materials that gencrate similar amounts
of cnergy per unit weight, there are a number of dillerences between them as reactor fucls
that affect reactor safety. The basic sct of concerns relates to control of the reactor. The
chain Teaclion in a reactor must be maintained with a great deal of precision. This control
is achieved using contrnd rads usually made ol buron and (in pressurized water reactors}
by adding boron to the water. Control rods allow for increases and decreases in the levels
of reactor power and for ordexly reactor shut-down. They prevent sunaway nuclear
teactions that would result in catastrophic accidents.

It should be noted that while all commercial ..WRs have some amount ol
pluwnium in them which is made during the coursc of reactor operation from urnium-
238 in the fuel, the total amount of plutonium is about one percent or less when low
cnriched uranium fuel is uscd. When MOX fuel is used, the total anount of plutonium
would at all fimcs be considesably higher. It is this difference that creates most rexctor
conmro| issues.

*DOE, Cost Anadysis ia Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weagons-Usable Putonium Disposition,
(DOEMD-0009 Rev. 0) July 22, 199%. p. 3-1
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MD237-12 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concemn regarding the use of MOX
fuel. Although no domestic, commercial reactors are licensed to use
plutonium-based fuel, several are designed to use MOX fuel, and others can
easily and safely accommodate a partial MOX core. The fabrication of
MOX fuel and its use in commercial reactors have been accomplished in
Western Europe. This experience would be used for disposition of the
U.S. surplus plutonium. The environmental, safety, and health consequences
of the MOX approach, as well as the production and disposal of any waste,
are addressed in this SPD EIS (see revised Section 4.28 and other appropriate
sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I). In addition, NRC would evaluate license
applications and monitor the operations of both the MOX facility and the
commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel to ensure adequate margins
of safety.

JUIUIDIS I19DAUL] JOIUIUNOLIAUS [DULT UOLISOASIT WnIuoin]J SHIdeng



68C-¢

INSTITUTE FOR ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH
ANITA SETH ET AL.
PacE 11 of 25

Institute for Fnergy and Environmental Research, Takoma Park, MD

Changing the fucl can affcet the ability of the control rods to provide the needed
amount of reactor control and modifications 1o the reactor may be required before the
new fuel cun be used.

Several differences between the use of MOX fuel and uranium fucl affect safety:

s The rate of fission of plutonium tends to increase with temperature. This can
adversely affect reactor contro] and require compensating measures, This
problem is greater with MOX made with weapons-grade plutonium than that
made with reactor-grade plutonium.

* Reactor contml depends on the smell fraction of neutrons (called delayed

ds to mi ufter fission of uranium or plutonium.
Uram'um-235 fission yiclds about 0.65 percent delayed noutrons, but
plutonium yiclds only about 0.2 percent delayed neutrons. This means that
provisions must be made for increused conirol if plutonium fuel is used, if
prescat control levels and speeds are deemed inadequate.

« Neutrons in reactors using phatonium fuel have a higher average enczgy than
those in rvuctors using wraniwn fusl. This increases radiution dumage (o

Teactor parts.
+ Plutonium capturcs ncutrons with a hlghcrprobabxhty than uranium. Asa
esult, a greater of ate required o control the 12
Teaclur.
* The ]ughcr pmponm of" plmonlmn in the fitel wonld increase the release of
2} and other ) to the envi incascofa
scvete accident.

* TIrradiated MOX fuel is thermally hotter thin uranium fuel becuuse lurger
quantities of transuranic clements arc produced during reactor operation when
MOX fuel is used.

Qverall, the issues related to reactor control, both during normal operation and
eaergencies, are the most crucial.  Most independent authorities have suggested that
only sbout one third of the fue! in an LWR can be MOX, unless the reactor is spemﬁcally
designed to use MOX fucl. However, there are some op 1 probl
with using partial-MOX cores since MOX fuel is inferspersed thh vragium fucl. Their
differing characteristics regarding control, radiation and thermal energy mean that there
are non-uniform conditions in the reactor that can render operation and control more
eomplu.al.bd. Some mclor cperators claim they can use 100 percent MOX cares without

g to make phy ges o the reactor or contyol rodls. The safety implications
of such claims need to be independently verified.

Russia only has cight under ideration for loading of MOX fuel.

There has beon little publicly-available anafysis about the safety of loading VVER-1000s
with MOX fuel. Many of these reactors are old, and will be nearing the end of their 30- 13
year licensc at the time MOX loading would begin. Currcat plans scem to eavision

potential operation of Russian reactors well beyond this 30-year period. Certainly. this

MD237-13 Nonproliferation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding reactor safety and
nuclear material safeguards in Russia. Close cooperation between the
United States and Russia is essential in achieving the objective of
nonproliferation and arms reduction, and to ensure secure management of
nuclear weapons materials. To that end, in late July 1998,
Vice President Gore and Russian Prime Minister Sergei Kiriyenko signed a
S-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. Accordingly, the U.S. Congress
appropriated funding for a series of small-scale tests and demonstrations of
plutonium disposition technologies jointly conducted by the United States
and Russia. 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. Two of the seven principles that were agreed
upon relate to financing arrangements and acceptable methods and
technology for transparency measures, including appropriate international
verification measures and stringent standards of physical protection, control,
and accounting for the management of the plutonium.
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raises safcty concems to an even greater level. Similar problems sumround plans to kad
the BN-600, located at Boloyarsk, with MOX fuel. By Minatom®s awn reckoning, there
Tuve been at least 3¢ sodium leaks at the reactor since its start of operatioa in 1980.*
Numerous other incidents have also been documented.” Given the current political
weakness and undcrfunding of regulatory forces in Russia, notably Gosatomnadzor, it is
unlikely that they can proper lation of Russian r ‘What would the
US nesponsibility be in vent of an accident at a reactor which occurred in the context of 2
program promoted by the UIS government over the wishes of the Russian nuclear
establishment? IEMOX fixc] usc in VVERS tums out to be unsafe and an accident occurs
a5 a result, what would US liabilitics be? What would be the responsibility of the US
government tn the Russiun people who bave already suffered so much from nuclear
accidents in the past? 'Will the US be willing to assume responsibilily for an accident due
10 this change in fuel? Would the US be witling to provide insurance against the
increased risk ol accidents due to the change in fuel? Furthermore, is the US prepared for
the social uphcaval that would accompany such an accident? The 1986 Chemnubyl

ident is widely ack ledged as a precipitating cause of the break-up of the Soviet
Union (when combined with other factors). Given the social tensions caused by the
cutrent economic troubles, it is not hard to imagine that un uscidenl would have a very
serious impact oa the stability of Russia, not to meation on the sceurity of nuclear
materials there.

Russia

The Ruasian public hus heen an imp derating force on Mi ‘s plans
forap i , consistently opposing large new plutonium proj In this,
DOE’s non-proliferation interests coincide with the Russian public’s desire to protect
their health and envir Given this imp junction of i DOE ought
to be promoting the Russian public's voice in disposition decisions. (nstead, it seems
inclined to ignorc Minatom's violation of access to informution, environmental, and
public participation Jaws.

Finally, it is clear that Russia is unable to finance a disposition program without
substantial outside help. As wc have shown above, DOR’s assertions that MOX and
inmobilization are approximately cqual in cost are grossly mislcading. MOX is by far
the more expensive option, parlicutarly when the potential costs of modifying reactors is
added. The lack of moncy raises serious questions ahout the polental for lasge-scale
Congressional appropriations, and he possibility of privatc investment. The latter is
particularly troubling, however, ¢ it implies potential ial use of the MOX
fuel fabrication facility and perhaps other plutoniur fucilities afler the end of the
disposition program.

* Joint United States- Russian Plutonium Disposition Study, September 1996, p. Sum-17.
* Leomd Piskunov, Yadernyi (Jh ckt 2a Qkalitse] Uralskoi Stolitsy, Ektaerinburg: 1997.
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MD237-14 Nonproliferation

DOE will continue to maintain a close working relationship with Russia to
develop technical solutions that take into consideration public health and
the environment for surplus plutonium disposition.

MD237-15 Nonproliferation

Financing the Russian MOX fuel program, costs of the MOX fuel option,
and reuse of the MOX facility are addressed in responses MD237-4,
MD237-9, and MD237-13.

g Snpding
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MD237-16 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had been
; identi i i comment on the reactor-
Tostitute o Enetgy and Envizormaental Re: Takoma Park, MD 1denpﬁe_d and th}a public had an opportunity to co: .t on the reacto
specific information. As partof the procurement process, bidders were asked
DEIS deficiencies to provide environmental information to support their proposals. This
_ The DEIS contains 2 number of deficicacics which need fo be addressed. These information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the
inclode: DOE source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and
Representative/Generic Analysis irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental Synopsis
Trg )I(JEIS docs not include an anxlyslf of impacts for sva;-;isﬁc re:ndar:e;o be usedf on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the public
for the MOX option. Instead, it appears to rely on a generic analysis co as part of . . . .
the Storage @l Disposition PEIS (e.g. sumwpasy of accident effects on pp. 2-101 and 2- as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in April 1999. This
102). Spocific reactor analysis will supposedly be included in the Final FIS hused upan Supplement included a description of the affected environment around the
the tesp to DOE’s Request for Pr ! farMOX ‘Fuel Fabrication and reactor . ) _
Irradiation Services, However, thers are two problems with this approach. Fisst, the use 16 three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the potential environmental
of the “216” process, in which DOE provides summury informution on environmental : : s .
impacts in order to protect proprictary information, does not allow the public and outside 1mpacts of oper atlng thGSC reactoxs. using MOX fuel -(SCCtIOIlS 3'7 and 4.28
experts to -dﬁuawlyjude;yﬂ:: infuol:]mation preseated. :Sc;md' 1:_:wre will ::nl: m of this SPD EIS, respectively). During the 45-day period for public comment
£ comment e public conceming reactor-specitic issucs g the . . .
%Tmi&s This will exclude the populations surrounding the reactors lrom publicty on the Supp lement’ DOE held a pubhc hearmg Washmgton, DC’ on
patticipating in the decision-making procoss ot this stage. June 15, 1999, and invited comments. Responses to those comments are
The DEIS uses & mpmsenlame site analysis for the suum: of dqucted wranium . H
hexafluaridc and for the conversion of the depleted i fluoride to pI'OVldCd in Volume m’ Chapter 4.
dioxide. The Portsmouth Gascons Diffusion Plant is uscd as the representative site for
the source of urmium hexalluoride because it is the only one of the thres slorage sites MD237-17 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
with the eqmpmen! to transfer the material from its slorage conlainers to the containers
used in the Of five possible sitcs for jon to jura dioxide, . 5 . efe e .
the DOE chose lbe General Electric Comg y's Nuclear Energy Prodiuction Facility in General Elec!nc Company’s NuclearEne?gy Produc_:uonFacﬂlty.m Wilmington,
Wilmingron, North Carolina os ¢ representative site (p. 1-8). North Carolina, was selected because its operations are typical of those of
While a sationale i lsgrvcx;. fﬁboosms tlhx:::kﬂs;m? facility, lhmh fs 10 roason the candidate sites for the conversion of uranium hexafluoride to uranium
the GE o .. . . .o
&clf:yﬁ)ﬁirdfos,mg o e acts oF s protes, these is 17 dioxide. The analysis presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I indicates that no
ion of why this particular facility is repr of all faciliies. Toe significant environmental impacts would result from the use of the Nuclear
bnrdeu of proof is upon the DOR ta demonstrate niot only that wpresemame amlysxs is . oee . . .
acceptable technically, but also that the site chosen is rop ve of the p Energy Production Facility, and that there is no physical basis for an
impacts. “[his sliould also not act as a repl for a complete envir I impact expectation of significant impacts at any other candidate facility or along
assessment once 3 candidate site has been chosen, N .
In the Bnal EIS tho DOE must ¢learly show that representative analysis is valid transportation routes to and from facilities.
and that the sites chosen are truly rep ive of the pr s and img d .‘ d
The DOE should alsy state what process will be used for g crvironmental The methods used to obtain the results are described in Chapter 4 and the
once a site is chosen. The lack of public involvement in this urea  needs 1o be addressed . .
as soon as possible. relevant appendixes. Regardless of the facility selec@, DOE would comply
with NEPA and all other applicable laws and regulations.
Comparison of Results
‘The LEIS does not allow the reader to make a comparison between the 18 . .
altcrnatives, Soetion 2,18 is titled “Summary of fmpacts of C ion and Op The cpmment process for the SPD EIS was open to all interested parties. No
individual or organization was excluded from that process.
10 MD237
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of Surplus Plutonium Disposition Facilities.” However, it fails in its task of clearly
summarizing the impacts in @ manner conducive to comparison. This section (as well as
parts of Chapter 4) details the integrated impacts of the MOX option (including

irradiation in a reactor and sport). It also provides a ofmediﬂ‘cxenttypcs
of immebilization options (ceramic vs. glass and b Vs, ).
H , thers isno y of the integrated impacts of the full immohilization

option, onlya comparison of the impacts of the immobilization facilities. In fact, we
could find no prescatation of the integrated impacts of the immobilization option could be
found in the document. [t is nol acceptable o expect the public to undertake this tusk.

Furth the twao scctions present the impacts in different ways. The MOX
integrated impacts section provide figures for doses, population doses, increased risk and
Latent Cancer Patalities dne 1o routine operations. The section on immabilization only
provides doscs and population doses.

‘This is a complicated program with a rumber of alternarives. Ttis the DOE's
responsibility to present the information in 2 manner morc conducive to comparison and
1his should be done in the final E1S.

‘Waste Isolation Piot Plant

The DEIS assumes the Waste Isolation Pitot Plant will be open and able to handle
the transuranic waste from these processes. lowever, as has hem stated repeawd]v by
lﬁERmouneroonwcts.WlPPlsnonhc tution to the waste p
P WTPP is y behind schedule, faces u number ol'chullmges toits
opeting, and cannot handlc thc volume of wastc. WIPP should not be assumed 10 bc the
final itory for waste g d during disposition. A safcr )
would bu on-sile retrievable storage (m RCRA compliant facnlma for mixed waste if
necegsary).

Decision Making Process

The DEIS fails to clearly specify the critcria that will be used in mahngthc final
decision on which disposition ive will be followed. The covi 1 impact
assessment of any project should nol be simply un exercise to justily policy decisions.
The results of the analysis must be included in the final decision-making process in a
substantive manner.

Pagc 2-11 of the DEIS states that three factors were involved in reducing the large
aumber of possible options to the 23 that the DOE considets “reasonable.” Taken in
equal mensure, thesa factors were: worker and public exposure tu tadialion, prolifiration
coacems due to transportation of matcdials, infrastructurc cost. This raiscs a numbet of
issues,

Pirst, why were non-proliferatian {ssnes unrelated to transpartation ignored in the
initial phasc of parrowing the options? As discusscd above, theee are 2 number of non-
pmhfnranon problems wnh the use of MOX fuel which are not mlmd to transportation.

ion of a p y which includes rep g of spent fuel to extract

11

18

19

20

MD237-18 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Chapter 4 of Volume I describes the environmental impacts of those
alternatives (Alternatives 11 and 12) under which up to 50 t(55 tons) of surplus
plutonium would be immobilized. Included are impacts incurred during the
construction of new facilities and during facility operation. All categories of
impacts are addressed, including those attributable to normal operation,
accidents, and transportation.

For each alternative except No Action, the analysis in Chapter 4 shows
radiological impacts on the population residing within 80 km (50 mi) of the
facilities, the MEJ, and the average exposed individual. The analysis of each
alternative, including those that involve immobilization only, includes
estimates of the population dose, the annual dose to the maximally exposed
and average exposed individual, and the LCF risk of a 10-year exposure.

Section 2.18 summarizes the environmental impact information provided
in Chapter 4. For ease of comparison, identical summary information is
provided for each alternative (see Table 2—4). This information includes
impacts on air quality, waste management, employment, and land disturbance,
as well as human health risks, the LCF risk from the most severe design basis
accident, and transportation risks.

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

MD237-19

The management of TRU waste generated by the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition facilities is evaluated in this SPD EIS. DOE alternatives for
TRU waste management are evaluated in the Final Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for 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). WIPP began
receiving shipments of TRU waste for permanent disposal on March 26,
1999. As described in Appendix F.8.1, and the Waste Management sections

Repositories
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Comparison of Alternative 3 with Alternative 12A at SRS

Summary of Impacts Alternative
3 12A
Air quality
(incr 1 poll ations in pg/m’)*
Carbon monoxide 0.37 0.246
Nitrogen dioxide 0.0634 0.0529
PM,; " 0.00423 0.00364
Sulfur dioxide 0.124 0.0852
Waste management (m’)®
TRU 1800 1500
LLw 2400 1700
Mixed LLW 50 20
Hazardous 940 910
Employment (directy”
Construction 1968 1196
Operations 1120 751
Lagd disturbance (ha)® 32 20

Human health risk (dose in person-rem)®
Construction (workforce)

Dose 4.1 2.9
LCFs 1.6x107 1.2x10°
Operations
Dose
Public L8 16
‘Workers 456 446
LCFs
Public 9.0x10° 8.0x10°
Workers 18 1.8
Facility accidents’
Tritium release at pit conversion facility 5.0x102 5.0%102
‘Transportation®
LCFs 8.1x10° 0.152
Traific fanlities 5.3x10° 8.1x10%
Kilometers traveled (millions) 43 4.4
Additional risk of LCFs at Pantex 8.3x10° 8.3x10°?
! Values rep the i ! criteria i i with surplus

for the annual aging period for nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter with an
acrodynamic diameter smaller than or equal to 10 microns (PM,), and sulfur dioxide, and for the 8-hr
averaging period for carbon monoxide.

Values are based on a ion period of approxi ly 3 and 10 years of operation.

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

Valucs represent the totel land disturbance at cach site from construction and operations.

Values for Alternative 1 represent impacts over 50 ycars of operation under No Action. Those for the
remaining alternatives ane for the period of construction and 10 years of operation. Public dose values

P the annual radiological dose (in p ) to the population within 80 km (50 mi) of the
facility for the year 2030 under Altemative 1, or for 2010 under Altematives 2 through 12. Worker
dosc valucs represent the total radiological dose to involved workers at the Facility {in person-rem/ycar).
Public LCFs represent the 50-year LCFs estimated to occur in the population withia 86 km (50 mi) for
the year 2030 under Alternative 1, or the 10-year LCFs cstimated to occur for the year 2010 under
Altematives 2 through 12. Worker LCFs represent the associated 50- or 10-year LCFs estimated to
occur in the involved workforce.

The most severe design basis accidents (bascd on 95 percent
the population LCF.

For alternatives that involve more than one site, the transportation impacts for the entire alternative are
shown in the First site listed in the afternative. LCFs are from the radiological cxposurc associated with
incident-free operati iologi id) and fatalities as a result of vehicle emissions.
Traffic fatalities are from iological vehicle acci: LCFs at Pantex are associated with

Kagi i if the pit ion facility is located elsewhere.

Key: LCF, latent cancer fatality; LLW, low-level waste; TRU, trensuranic.

-

logical conditions) is used to obtain

-
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plutonium will be harder to vountex internationally if the United States is using MOX
fuel. The desirc of the Russian go in particular to eventually extract the
plutenjum from the spent fuel raises serious non-proliferation concerns,

Second, the choice of a duel-track strategy as the preferred alternative indicates
that these criteria were not considered the most important. As discussed above,
immobilization provides advantages from an envi tal and human health
perspeetive as well as cost savings and the cupability of & faster completion of the
mission. This does not even take into account the much greater proliforation and policy

of a MOX which should have been included as a criteria.

Third, if these criteriz were suitable for an initial screening of oplions, are they
used as the basis for 2 final decision? What finther factors will be used in the final
decision?

The final EIS should answer thess questions and lay oul the criteria for a decision
in this program.

Single Facility Analysis

The DEIS fails to analyze an alternative which is “reasonable.” It is technically
feasible 1o convert and immohilize all 50 lons of pluwniuma in a single facility, including
pit disassembly and conversion. The pit disessembly and conversion facility transforms
the plutonium inte an oxides fonn which is y for the cecamification p: .
However, italso i p only y for the MOX option, the main une
being gallium removal. Under the current planning the facility would be constructed and
operated with gallium removal even il the decision is made to immobilize all the
plutonium.

However, the immobilization facility also includes the capability to convert
phatonium to an oxide form (which is necessary for the 17 tms of nun-pit material which
is slated for immobilization). It would be possible to cxpand this capebility in the
immotlization facility and disp with the sep Pit Di bly and Conversion
Facility entirely. We do not know whal efftct this would have on the environmental
impacts. However, such a facility would not inclnde the gatlium removal process or the
plutonium polishing process which is being kept as an optien if cortain impurities cannot
beremoved. 1t would therefore require less overall processing and handling than the
current plans.

The DOE has stated that a singlc immobilization facility should be technically
feasible but that the obstacle would be keeping the facility open to IABA inspection.'
Under cumrent plans lhe immubilization facitity will be open to inspection by the IAEA.
At issue is the fact that the plutonium pits are classified until they are converied inlo an
oxide. H , this arg is disi It would not be difficult to design the
facility i such a way that JIAEA inspectors would not have access to the processing

* Notes of 1lisham Zerriffi taken at the Aug, 20 Idaho Falls hearing on the Surplus Plutoniom Disposition
Dt Environmnental Statement.

20

21

12 MD237

in Chapter 4 of Volume I, it is conservatively assumed that TRU waste would
be stored at the candidate sites until 2016, at which time it would be shipped
to WIPP in accordance with DOE’s plans. Expected TRU waste generated by
the proposed facilities is included in the WIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EIS cumulative impacts estimates, as well as in the National
TRU Waste Management Plan (DOE/NTP-96-1204, December 1997).

MD237-20 Alternatives

The decision to pursue a hybrid approach to surplus plutonium disposition
is reflected in the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD. The three screening
criteria described in Section 2.3.1 were used to establish the siting alternatives
for the hybrid and immobilization-only approaches, not the alternative
technologies. After their application in selecting the reasonable range of
alternatives, these criteria were no longer useful as discriminators for the
selection of preferred alternatives.

DOE does not agree with the commentor’s assertion that the MOX fuel
approach does not provide the degree of proliferation resistance that
immobilization does. As explained in the Storage and Disposition PEIS,
DOE’s Office of Arms Control and Nonproliferation, with MD support,
prepared a report, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of
Weapons-Usable Fissile Material Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition
Alternatives (DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), to assist in development of the
ROD. This report, which concerns the nonproliferation and arms reduction
implications of alternatives for the storage of plutonium and HEU and the
disposition of excess plutonium, makes it clear that in regard to nonproliferation
issues unrelated to transportation, none of the disposition technologies
evaluated is clearly superior to another.

Russia’s plans for MOX fuel are addressed in response MD237-1.

MD237-21

It would be technically possible to perform pit disassembly and conversion
in the same facility as plutonium conversion and immobilization. However,
given the different composition of pit and nonpit plutonium, and the different
security issues, it is not clear that there would be any cost or other advantage

Alternatives

JUPUSIDIS 7IDAU] JOLUIUIHOLIAUT JDUL] UOIISOASI(T niuom] Snpding



$6T-¢

INSTITUTE FOR ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH
ANITA SETH ET AL.
PAGE 17 of 25

Institute for Energy and Environmentat Rescarch, Takoma Park, MD

sections which contaia classified pits, but would have access to the rest of the facility.
Indeed, DOR is already designing such a facility. The Pit Disassembly and Conversion
Facility layout presented in the DEIS clearly shows a Classificd scction where pits arc
received and a non-classified section afier they have been processed. There are even
IABA offices clearly labeled in the non-classified section. There is no reason this could
not be done in a single pit disasscmbly, conversion, and immobilization facility. In fact,
on p. 2-20 the DEIS discusses the possibility of collocating the pit di bly and
immobilization functions in an existing facility. If this can be done in an existing facility,
it surely can be done in a ncw facility which is specifically designed o allow for both
classified and unclassified sections,

The failure of this DEIS 10 analyze a reasonablc alicmative which would appcar to
meet their screening criteria is a fondamental flaw. The needs to be addressed before an
informed decision can be made as to the relative costs and benefits of the various
alternatives.

Worker Risks in Accidents

The DEIS explicifly excludes analyzing the radiological cffects of accid on
invalved workers (those workers actually involved in & process when an accident oceurs).
The analysis is limited to non-involved workers 1000 meters away, the maximally
exposed individual and the geacral public within 80 kilometers. The rationale for
excluding workers actually involved in an accident is provided in K.1.4.1 which states:

Cunsequences 10 workers directly imvolved in the processes under consideration are
addrossed generieally, without attenpt &t 0 scenario-specific quantification of
consequences. ‘This spproach to in-facility cansequences wag selected for two reasons.
Fitst, the intics fnvolved in ifying sccideni becun

tming foe most i i duc to the high y of dosc valnez
1o sssumptioms about the deails of the release and the bocation snd behavior of the
impacted workcr. Alo, the dominant accident risks 1o the workes of fucilicy operations

s fyom staxdard industii idents as opposed to bouad d (p-
K-7)
This rationale is not sufficicnt to exclude those workers likely to bear the brurt of an
ident during p ing of plutoni) ‘While it may be true that the models employed

have problems below 1900 meters, this does not excuss this oraission. Models have been
developed for usc in such circumstances. Alternatively, an attempt to modify the medel
could have been made or the uncertainty in the mode] results expanded to reflect the
greater uncertainty in modeling workers close to the accident. Assumpiions could be
made about worker patterns (similar to the way ptions are mede ing the
general population).

The problem is exacerbated greutly by the presentation of the data on the
noninvolved worker. The table which summarizes accident impacts for each altemative
does not provide an cstimate for the number of Latent Cancer Fatalitics for non-involved
waorkers despite providing this information for the general public. It should not be
difficult for this estimale {o be mude as DO presents nunibets on how many badged
workers are on-site. This omission is repeated in the summary of impacts presented on
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in doing so, even if all 50t (55 tons) of the surplus plutonium were to be
dispositioned through immobilization. Pit and nonpit plutonium would have
to be converted to an oxide in separate, totally segregated processes. The
pits would be classified, and access to the plutonium and process byproducts
would have to be strictly limited. Moreover, the plutonium from the pits
would be much purer; most of the nonpit plutonium would be contaminated
with a variety of other materials, and the conversion processes would have
to be tailored to address that. Services such as access control, shipping, and
receiving (including truck bays) could conceivably be shared to some extent.
However, because of the classification of almost all pit conversion activities,
pit conversion and immobilization processes and spaces would have to be
maintained and serviced largely independently of one another. The overall
impacts, therefore, would not likely be substantially different from those of
two separate but collocated facilities, a condition bounded by the analyses
reflected in this SPD EIS.

MD237-22 Facility Accidents

There are a number of factors behind the decision to report worker
consequences in the manner presented in this SPD EIS. First, as the
commentor has stated, is the inability to calculate radiological doses to the
involved worker in a meaningful way given the enormous dependency of
calculated dose results on the values of highly uncertain parameters, such as
those associated with the particular release mechanisms (e.g., the precise
puff distribution of powder for a spill, explosion, or other accident, which
depends on drop height, explosion phenomenology, the spatial and temporal
failure profile of the can, glove, glovebox), and the assumptions defining
the involved worker (e.g., inhaling versus exhaling, location, response to
accident). The second factor is that for most accidents with a significant
radiological consequence to the involved worker, this consequence is
overwhelmed by nonradiological phenomena. This is because it takes a
physical insult of some kind to breach radiological confinement. Such
phenomena as fires, explosions, and building collapse that result in
radiological release (among other things) present more significant
nonradiological consequences to the involved worker. As a result, each
alternative in Chapter 4 of Volume I includes an estimate of the expected
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pages 2-69 o 2-104, Accident impacts are quantificd and discussed for the general
population and a one p ph description of consequences for involved workers is
included. However, ‘There i |s no discussion of impacts to noninvolved workers due lo
accidems. Table 2.4 which is supposed to be a y of inap by Altermative and
Site ouly lists the accident Latcat Cancer Fatalities for the general public.

The exclusion of involved workers il the accident amalysis and the luck of
complete results on the effects of accidents on non-jinvolved workers raises serious
questions as to DOE’s commitments to wotker safety and health, It is a reasonable
assumption that the effect of an accident on workers would be greater than on the generul
puhlic. The prohability of Cancer Pacility is often ten times higher for the non-involved
worker corpared to the general public. The probability for the involved worker can be
expected 10 be even higher. By only presenting full results for the public the
consequences of accidents appear to be lower than what can reasonably he expecied.

The final environmental impact statement shoutd include 2 full and complete
anatysis of worker risks.

Plutonium Polishing

Appendix N of the DEIS describes “2 polishing process by which impurities,
particularly gallium, could be removed from the plutonin feed for mixed oxide (MOX)
fuel Ebrication.” (p. N-1} Rtis included as an appendix b DOE ddersita
contingency in case the dry processes DOE is doveloping for gallium removal fail to
achieve the y punifi Jevel for MOX fuel fabrication. ‘Che plutonium
pnllshmg process would be am aqoeous {wet) process. Tn pn:vmus analyses, DOE had

5 b of its higher cavi ] costs. Aqucous
processes generaue greaxcr waste volumes and the waste is in a liquid form which is more
difficult to haodle.

It is difficult ro & from the infe given in the DEIS, cxactly what
the incremental effects of using plutonium polishing would be in all cases. This is
because waste generation figores within each alternative are given for all three facilities.
The added waste informatian presented in Appendix N is very confusing, and makes it
very difficult to asscss the environmental impact of the addition of plutonium polishing
on the PDCF. This comparison would be the most suitable in judging the impacts of
pluloaium polishing.

Appendix N provides the potential impacts of plutonium polishing at the four sites
(Tables N-10 to N-13). For the Hanford and SRS sites the DEES uses altemnatives 2 and 3
which would locate all three facilities at the site in question. Plutonium polishing at these
sites would approximately 12% more transuranic waste. ITowever, for INEEL and Pantex
which would only have two facilities the i tal production of't ic waste
would be approximately 30%. The same holds true generally for low-level waste, mixed
low-level waste, hazardous waste, and non-hazardous waste, In fact, for LLW the
increases at Hanford and SRS are 27% and 16% respectively, while the increases at
TNEEL and Pantcx arc 33% and 64% respectively. This disparity in the cases being
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cases of nonradiological injuries or illnesses and fatalities. These are the
dominant risks to involved workers. The reason that risks to the public can
be stated in terms of radiological releases is that other facility-related dangers
are of only localized concern and do not travel the distance required to
represent a public hazard (one notable exception being seismic events, which
could cause significant damage to local buildings). With respect to the
noninvolved worker, the calculation of population doses, from which cancer
statistics can be calculated, is somewhat intractable. The largest individual
doses would likely occur immediately outside the facility, particularly for
ground-level releases. Doses from stack releases are more stable, but are
also highly uncertain at small distances. Therefore, the potentially largest
contribution to doses to noninvolved workers are in a regime that is uncertain,
for calculations are of questionable value. This problem does not exist for
the public, where each member is at a distance where estimates are
meaningful. It would be possible, for example, to define the noninvolved
worker as a worker beyond some distance like 200 m (656 ft), but the
population dose calculated for that population would exclude a potentially
large fraction of the total worker dose. Consequently, it was decided to
provide the metric of individual dose (and probability of LCF) to the
maximally exposed member of the public 1,000 m (3,281 ff) away or at the
site boundary if less than 1,000 m (3,281 ft) distant. This was the protocol
used in the Storage and Disposition PEIS, and it was considered proper for
use in this SPD EIS as well; it also provides a valid basis for understanding
environmental impacts of and comparing alternatives considered in this EIS.

JUSUBIDIS JOVCU] JDIUIUUOLIAUT JOULT UOIISOASIT UNIHOPI] SHding



L6T-¢

INSTITUTE FOR ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH
ANITA SETH ET AL.
Pace 19 of 25

Institute for Encrgy and Environmental Rescarch, Takowa Park, MD

compared is very conlusing xod underplays the impact of platonium polishing on waste
genemtion. The incremental impacts on the single facility which would actally house
the plutonium polishing moduie would be even greater.

Furthermore, the DOF has not stated how it wounld make a decision to use
plutonium polishing and what role the potential futare use of plutonium polishing will
have on its more inunediate decisions. 1f DOE decides to proceed with the hybrid
appraach and it is discovered in the fitture that plutonium polishing is Y, LESOUICE
commitments already made at that point will likely render it difficult o swilch to an
immobilization only altemative.

Unanswered Questions

While the DEIS does provide a sub ial of inft ion on both the
MOX and immobilization options there are serious gaps,

+ What are the DOE’s plans to account for the failure of the In-Tank Precipitation (ITT")
process at the Savannah River Site? DOE has ruled out the only alterative that it
was previously considering, the use of cesium-137 from Hanford. (p. S-15) How will
TP failure affect the i bilization program’s technival options and ti le?

e  What assumptions werc madc about the number and siting of reactors in assessing the
cumulative impacts of the MOX option (Section 2.18.3)? Reference is made in this
section to 4.3.5.2 of the Storuge and Disposition PEIS for a generic analysis of light
water reactors using 100% MOX corcs. That analysis is for a single reactor at a site
and clearly states that for multiple reactors at a site the impacts “would be
approximately doubled for two rectors or tripled for fhree reactora™ On p. S-13 of the
Swrplus Plutonium Disposition DEIS it states that irradiation would occur at 3-8
reactors but does pot state any assumptions about the number of sites or how many
were assugied for (he analysis.

¢  Why is the DOE reserving the option to use CANDU reactors and moving forward
with lesting if throughoul the DEIS the assumption is that MOX will be used in US
T.WRs? If the DOE is still considering CANDU reactors, what effect will Ontario
Hydro®s recent shutdown of a number of CANDLU reactors have on the program?
What provisions will be made to ensure hat both Canadian and 11.5. citizens will
have the apportunity for input?

s Who is responsible for inirradiated fel? What will ocour if MOX fuef fabrication
commences but either the license to use MOX is rejecied by the NRC or the reactor
operators decide ta cancel the project?

¢ How long will unirradiated fuel be stored and at what sites? If storage is at the
reactor site, what additional security measuncs will be underiaken?

s What are tbe implications of siting facilitics in the F-Canyon? ITow will this affect
veprocessing policy? How will it affect clean-up of the site? Is there any relalion
between a decision to wse the F-Canyuvn for the disposilion program and the uge of the
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MD237-23 Immobilization

DOE’s offices are coordinating efforts so that potential impacts of the SRS
HLW program’s decisions on immobilization are understood. This would
allow any necessary changes to the can-in-canister or other immobilization
approach to be made in a timely manner. DOE is presently considering a
replacement process for the in-tank precipitation (ITP) process at SRS. The
ITP 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 ITP alternatives
is being prepared.

In addition, results of an in-progress NAS study will help determine to what
extent the can-in-canister configuration meeting the Spent Fuel Standard
depends on the presence of an intense radiation barrier. 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. Necessary analyses would
be conducted at that time should this decision identify the need to reconsider
using cesium 137 from the capsules currently stored at Hanford. It should
be noted that DOE has not made final decisions on disposition of the Hanford
cesium and strontium capsules.

MD237-24 Cumulative Impacts

Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of
operating Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna, the reactors that would use
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the MOX fuel. The analyses reflect the information provided by the bidders
in the MOX procurement process, supplemented by additional information.
Section 2.18.3 was revised and Section 4.32.8 was added to include the
cumulative impacts of the proposed reactor sites.

MD237-25 Parallex EA

In the SPD Draft EIS, DOE retained the option to use some of the surplus
plutonium as MOX fuel in CANDU reactors, which would have only been
undertaken in the event that a multilateral agreement were negotiated among
Russia, Canada, and the United States. Since the SPD Draft EIS was issued,
DOE determined that adequate reactor capacity is available in the
United States to disposition the portion of the U.S. surplus plutonium that is
suitable for MOX fuel and, therefore, while still reserving the CANDU option,
DOE is no longer actively pursuing it. However, DOE, in cooperation with
Canada and Russia, proposes to participate in a test and demonstration
program using U.S. and Russian MOX fuel in a Canadian test reactor. A
separate environmental review, the Environmental Assessment for the Parallex
Project Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999),
analyzes the fabrication and proposed shipment of MOX fuel rods for research
and development activities involving the use of limited amounts of U.S. MOX
fuel in a Canadian test reactor. A FONSI was signed on August 13, 1999.
Both of these documents can be viewed on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com. If a decision is made to dispose of Russian surplus
plutonium in Canadian CANDU reactors in order to angment Russia’s
disposition capability, shipments of the Russian MOX fuel would take place
directly between Russia and Canada.

MD237-26 DOE Policy

DOE conducted a procurement process to acquire MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services. The selected team, DCS, would design, requesta 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 the fabrication
of MOX fuel would outpace its need. Reactor shutdowns or other operational
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issues that could affect the need for fuel would be incorporated into the fuel
fabrication schedules, and adjustments made as required. In the event that
MOX fuel were made and then not be needed due to NRC not issuing a
license amendment or other factors, DOE would be responsible for the
unirradiated fuel and would reexamine its disposition options.

MD237-27 MOXRFP

The MOX facility would have the capability to store the MOX fuel for a
minimum of 18 months prior to shipment to the reactor sites for irradiation.
The MOX facility would be located at an existing secure DOE site. DOE
does not anticipate the need for any additional security measures at reactor
sites, other than for the additional security applied for the receipt of fresh
fuel. MOX fuel would be delivered to the commercial reactors in SST/
SGTs. Commercial reactors currently have armed security forces, primarily
to protect against perimeter intrusion. There would be increased security
for the receipt and storage of fresh MOX fuel, as compared with that for
fresh LEU fuel, for additional vigilance inside the perimeter. However, the
increased security surveillance would be a small increment to the plant’s
existing security plan. After irradiation, the MOX fuel would be removed
from the reactor and managed with the rest of the spent fuel from the reactor,
eventually being disposed of at a geologic repository built in accordance
with the NWPA. The duration for storage does not depend on whether the
spent fuel originated as MOX or LEU, but rather on when a storage facility
is available to receive spent fuel. The storage of MOX spent fuel would not
require any additional security due to the radiation barrier and difficulty
associated with moving spent fuel.

MD237-28 DOE Policy

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 plutoniumj, and fission products
from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce
new fresh fuel). DOE eliminated as unreasonable the eight alternatives in
the SPD Draft EIS that used portions of Building 221—F with a new annex
at SRS for plutonium conversion and immobilization. It was determined
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F-Cunyon to deal with scrubs and alloys from Rocky Flats by reprocessing them at
SRS?

e What are the implications of re-use of the facilitiss? The DEIS states;

when the missivs of the pl jum disposition facilicies are completed, deactivation and swbilization
wouk he performed 1o reduce the risk of radinlogical exposure; reduce the need for, and costs
associated with, loug-teun nuintenance; 2nd prepere the buildings for potential futare use, {Chapter 4
of the SPD EIS provides 2 di ion on ivation and stabilization.) At the ead of the useful life
of the facilities, DOE would evaluate options for D&D or reust of the facilities. DED of thess
fucilities would not occur for many years. When DOE is rendy to proposc D&ED of these facilities, an
appropriste NEPA review will be conducted. {p. S5-5)

Section 4.31 states that “it is assumed that the equipmeat within the building would
be deactivated und the facilities stabilized to a condition suitable for reuse.” (p. 4-391,
cmphasis added) Such a process would include removing both nuclear materials and
the equipment. However, DOE docs not indicale how it would ensure, either through
legal or regulatory means, that the facilitics would not be reused for MOX fiel
production purposes. The ROD for the Storage and Disposition of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Muterials Final PELS indiceles that DOE would try to limit facility licenses in
order 1o prevent use of the MOX FFF for ial MOX production (as well as
fimiting reactor li ). This is not di d in the Swrplus Plutonium Disposition
DEIS. )

* What are the effects of an accident invalving a cask near water? In chapter L, the
DEIS describes various tests donc on casks (¢.g. drop tests). Ilowever, the immersion
test is done a separate cask, onc which has not gone through the series of pliysical
stress tests. How would the accident analysis change if such a test were perfarmed?
Are there plausihle scenarios for o cask falling from a height and being immersed in
water (c.g. accidents on bridges over rivers)?

DOE’s final envi tal impact

should answer Lhese guestions.

Conclusions

The “dual-track™ swrategy and its cmphasis on MOX rests on a number of faulty
political and technical assumptions. Two of the most important are, first, the idea that the
US must implement a MOX program to ensure Russian participation in a disposition
program.. As we have shown above, this is false for a number of reasons. Second, is the
idea that the dual-frack provides technical backup in the case of probloms with one of the
options. This idea is fanlty because immabilization is necessary to process 17 of the 50
metric tons of surptus plutonium. and so must be made to operate successfully in any
case,

A MOX disposition program poscs a number of long-term proliferation disks not
adcquately considered by DOE. Most significantly, such a program will finance a MOX
fuel fabrication facility in Russia, providing the only tnissing link in Minaloms plans for
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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 required 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.
Building 221-F remains the preferred alternative for processing the RFETS
plutonium residues and scrub alloy, as described in the Final Environmental
Impact Statement on Management of Certain Plutonium Residues and Scrub
Alloy Stored at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site
(DOE/EIS-0277F, August 1998). The cleanup of site facilities after completion
of the surplus plutonium disposition program would be conducted in
compliance with applicable environmental and safety regulations.

MD237-29 DOE Policy

DOE does not plan to use the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities
for MOX fuel fabrication after completion of the surplus plutonium
disposition program. D&D actions would be commensurate with facility
reuse decisions.

MD237-30 Transportation

The Type B shipping containers that would be used for the transportation of
surplus plutonium in various forms are described in Appendix L..3.1.6. The
requirements for certification of 2 Type B container include maintaining its
integrity at a depth of 15 m (50 ft). This would be a greater depth than
would be involved in an accident on most bridges. A more rigorous
requirement to withstand a depth of 200 m (656 ft) is required for casks that
are certified to carry 1 million or more curies. These requirements are applied
to an undamaged container because of the very low probability of a container
breach by any realistic cause and on the basis of actual transportation
experience. As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from
nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle
emissions are expected.

FUIUAIDIS JIDAU JOIUTUUOLINUTT [DUL] UOIISOASIT ntuom] smiding



10€-¢

INSTITUTE FOR ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH
ANITA SETH ET AL.
Pace 23 of 25

MD237-31 DOE Policy

The Russian government has plans to use surplus plutonium in commercial
reactors. Because the Russians have expressed concern that immobilization
would not destroy any plutonium, it is conceivable that the Russians would
not eliminate their plutonium stockpile if the United States were to implement
an immobilization-only approach. Therefore, the hybrid approach 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.

Immobilization is the preferred approach to disposition the 17 t (19 tons) of
impure plutonium. All of the surplus plutonium could be made into MOX
fuel, however, 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
assigned to be 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.

MD237-32 Nonproliferation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding the disposition of
surplus Russian plutonium as MOX fuel, although programmatic and policy
issues such as U.S. policies toward plutonium disposition in Russia are
beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. The United States will not support any
plans to build a plutonium economy.

PUVILD—S ISUOAS Y pup SIUFUNIO IHSUMO)



0e-¢

INSTITUTE FOR ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH
ANITA SETH ET AL.
PAGE 24 of 25

Institute for Energy and Environmental Rescarch, Takoma Park, MD

2 plutoniurm economy. It also poses severe safety and environmental dangers, particularly
n its refiance on agzin Russian reactors,

Fugthacmore, immebilization provides n number of other edvantages over MOX.
Reactor control issues would not be present under an immobilization program. The
number of facilities and operations would be reduced and the overall cost of the program
wauld be lower.

The DEIS is insufficient as an envi 1 analysis d The DOE hos
failed 1o include he communities living near the reactors their opporiunity Lo participate
in the process. It is insufficient 1o assume the NRC re-eensing process will
accommeodate their concerns. Furthermore, many reactor-related issues have been left out
of this document.

Similarly, the DOE has failed to demanstrate that the sites chosen for conversion
of uranivm hexafluoride to uranium dioxide ure representative of the uclval sites which
may be used. DOE has also failed 10 involve the affected citizens near these sites in the
NEPA process.

The DEIS also has a number of deficiencies which need to be addressed. The
DOE has failed to analyze a reasonable altemative which would involve a single fucility
undsrtaking the pit disassembly and conversion, as well as the immahilization process,

The facility accid lysis does not ad 1y address the issue of worker risk and the
effects of accidents on involved workers. The results for non-involved workers are not
fully p d. There arc other deficiencies and i questions which
need to be resolved.

Unless DOE studies the proper optinns and provides complete analysis the final
environmenlat impuct 1t will be fund 1Ly flawed and incompl
Recommendations

“I'he Institute for Energy and Environmental Revearch strongly utges the

Department of Energy to:

1. Sclect immobiliauion of all 50 netric tous of plutonium. Tmmabilization iz the best
alternative for mecting the non-proliferation and di goals of the progr
while roinimizing the impacts. The MOX option should be rcjected for both techmical
and policy reasons, because it could create many safety and proliferation problems,
even while addressing the of surplus weap luton: Certainly, it is in
the interest of the US to encourage plutonium disposition in Russia, and to support
such a program financially. However, DOE hus not adequately explored other
options for reconciling Russian policy on plutonium as an cconomic asset with the
need to put surplus plutonium in p ble form.

2. The DOE should analyze the option of conversion and immobilization of ali 50 tons
of surplus plutonium utilizing & single facility

3. The DOE should revise its accid tysis w inchide i 1 workers.
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Close cooperation between the two countries is required to ensure that
nuclear arms reductions cannot be easily reversed. Understanding the
economic dilemma in Russia, the U.S. Congress has appropriated funding for
a series of small-scale tests and demonstrations of plutonium disposition
technologies jointly conducted by the United States and Russia. In fiscal
year 1999 (starting October 1998), Congress further appropriated funding to
assist Russia in design and construction of a plutonium conversion facility
and a MOX fuel fabrication facility. This funding would not be expended
until the presidents of both countries signed a new agreement. Although the
amount appropriated by Congress is not sufficient to fund the entire Russian
surplus plutonium disposition program, the United States is working with
Russia and other nations to resolve this issue.

U.S. nonproliferation policy is addressed in response MD237—4.

MD237-33 Alternatives

Itis correct that there would be no reactor issues involved if surplus plutonium
disposition occurred through the immobilization-only approach, and the
overall costs would probably be less because only two proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities would be needed. However, 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.

MD237-34 Alternatives
Russia’s plans for MOX fuel are addressed in response MD237-1.
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INSTITUTE FOR ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH
ANITA SETH ET AL.
PAGE 25 of 25

Institute for Energy and Environmental Rescarch, Takoma Park, MD

4. The DOE should provide imtegrated impacts for cach altemative analyzed. A clear
and concise summary of those impects should be provided and comparisans made 35
between the two major classcs of alicrnatives: Hybrid and Immobilization.

5. The DOE should develop technical back-up cptions by developing altermnate
immobilization technologies, perhaps through pilot scale work to handle Rocky Flats I 36
matecials,

MD237-35 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

A comparison of the impacts of the hybrid and the all immobilization
alternatives is addressed in response MD237-18.

MD237-36 DOE Policy

Several immobilization technologies for surplus plutonium disposition were
analyzed in the Storage and Disposition PEIS. They include vitrification
(glass), ceramic immobilization, and electrometallurgical treatment.
Vitrification and electrometallurgical treatment are existing technologies.
This SPD EIS analyzes the can-in-canister approach for both glass and
ceramic immobilization. This technology is currently under testing for
ceramic immobilization. Regarding the RFETS plutoniurm materials, existing
technologies are being used to stabilize these materials so that they can be
immobilized with the technology chosen in the SPD EIS ROD.
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MassacBUSETTS CITIZENS FOR SAFE ENERGY
Mary EL1ZABETH LAMPERT
Pacelorl1l

S0c—¢€

Massachusetts Citizens for Safe Energy

29 Temple Place, Boston MA 02111 [617] 292-4821 phone * [617] 292-8057 fax
148 Washington St., Duxbury MA 02332 [781] 934-0389 phone* [781] 934-5579 fax

July 21, 1998 y

Y 2 ML 27 W
U.S.Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786 - Washington DC 20026-5134

RE: Request for DOE Meeting Concerning DEIS Regarding
MOX in Boston/Plymouth MA Area

One operating nuclear reactor remains in Massachusetts - the
Pilgrim Nuclear Power Station in Plymouth, Massachusetts. We
have no confidence in the safety of that reactor because,
for example: it is old and experiencing age-related
deterioration peculiar to boiling water reactors; it is a GE
Mark I - a flawed design and the manufacturer, GE, holds the
prize for making reactors with the most troubled histories
in the U.S.; the N.R.C., the regulators, have a consistent
history of being the lapdogs, instead@ of the watchdoge, of
the industry; and Massachusetts has recently deregulated
it’s electric market with consequent efforts by the owner of
Pilgrim NPS to cut corners in an attewpt to compete.

With that as background, it is understandable why we oppose
the MOX proposal which would both raise the probability of a
severe reactor accident and more than double the
radicactivity that could be released should an accident
occur.

We request that an additional DOE meeting on the Draft
Environmental Impact statement be held in the
Boston/Plymouth area to provide you with an oppcrtunity for
dialogue with individuals and groups who stand to be
impacted by your proposal in the future.

The meetings scheduled to date are in Richland, Washington;

Amarillo, Texas; North Augusta, SC; Portland, Oregon; Idaho

Falls, ID. There are none scheduled in the Northeast where

many of the aged reactors which potentially may use MOX fuel
are located. We are left out of the process.

Respectfully submitted by,

\\__a/(_—/<__=xftz__:_f)

Mary Blizabeth Lampert MDOO01

MD001-1 MOXRFP

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, should the decision be made to proceed with the hybrid
approach. In addition, the reactors selected include only those reactors
whose operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus
plutonium disposition program. Thus, the Pilgrim reactor was not considered
because it is an older reactor.

MD001-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE does not believe that an additional public hearing in the Northeast is
necessary, since none of the reactors to be used are located there. All
interested parties were encouraged to comment on the Supplement to the
SPD Draft EIS issued in April 1999. This Supplement included the
Environmental Synopsis, 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 (Appendix P and
Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of this SPD EIS, respectively). During the 45-day period
for public comment on the Supplement, DOE held a public hearing in
Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited comments. Responses to
those comments are provided in Volume I, Chapter 4.
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ALGONAC
RoSE ANN PERRICONE
Pagelorl1l

CITY OF ALGONAC
RESOLUTION
URGING THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO REFRAIN FROM

TRANSPORTING WEAPONS~USABLE FISSILE MATERIAL THROUGH MICHIGAN
AND ST. CLAIR COUNTY IN PARTICULAR

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy is studying
transportation options for moving weapons-usable fissile
materials, including plutonium, for disposition. One of the
three options under consideration is transporting the nuclear
materials and fuel to Canada through Michigan utilizing the
Blue Water Bridge at Port Huron: and

WHEREAS, there are many problems with transporting volatile
and carcinogenic materials. The security and environmental
risks are considerable and utilizing the Biue Water Bridge
route would jeopardize the population of St. Clair County and
the water supply of the Great Lakes; and

WHEREAS, there are many other suitable access points taan the
international water boundaries of Michigan. The western
portions of the continent offer access that is much easler to
gsecure and does not involve transportation through as many
densely populated areas.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Algonac City Council,
that we urge the United States Department of Energy to refrain
from transporting weapons-usable fissile materials through
Michigan and St. Clair County; and

BE IT FURTHEER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resoiution be
forwarded to the United States Department of Energy Office of
Ffissile Materials Cisposition and each of our appropriate
federal and state elected officials.

ADOPTED 8/4/98

Rose Ann Perricone
City Clerk

MDO017-1 ParallexEA

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern with transportation of material
through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel
from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONS], signed
August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to
Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at hitp://www.doe-md.com.
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BERLIN
TaOMAS R. BLOUSLH ET AL.
Pacelorl

13892 HOUGH ROAD,
BERVILLE, M1, 48002
PHONE: (810) 784.-9969
FAX: (810) 7849717

RESOLUTION 93-3
TRANSPORTATION OF NUCLEAR-GRADE MATERIALS

'WHEREAS, the United Sm.s Depanmen!. o Eneryy is studving transportation options for moving
sable fissile dumn, through Michigan, possibly utilizing I-69 and the
Bhe ‘Water Bridge in Port Huron., and

WHEREA&wemmawueufthenw, b ia1ed with transporting volatilc and
The J risks are F ,hghand\heuseoﬁthhnWater
Bridge route would defiitely j di lalion of Balin Township as well as all ofthe other

thep
communities ak:ngt}usmeand finally, ofallplscu,one of the Great Lakes, and

WHEREAS, there are many other morc suitable access points than the international water boundaries
of Michigan. And as you must know, the western partians of the continent are morc casily accessed
and do not involve transportation through this densely poputated area.

NOW , THERFFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: by the Berlin Township Board, St. Clair County,
Michigan, that we sincersly urge the Department of Energy to exclude from consideration, the 169 to
Port Hurom route, as a chaice for transport of weapons-usable fissile matetial,

BE 1" FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the United States
Department of Energy Office of Fissile Materials Dispositian and each of vur appropriate federal and
state elected officials.

VOTE BN AUGUST 10, 1998

0

J‘Zf W-{W

/ BERLIN TOWNSHIF TREASIIRER

; .
BERLIN TOWNSHIP TRUSTEE

§ERLIN TOWNSHIP TRUSTEE

MDO018-1 Parallex EA

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern with transportation of material
through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel
from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed
August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to
Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at hitp://www.doe-md.com.
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BIERNOT, MARILYN
Pacelorl

I'would like to receive the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. I did call about this
about one month ago, and I have not received it yet. And
the local people here would like to have a meeting. We feel
that we need a public meeting here, as you would like to
bring it through our Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron. You
will be receiving information from our County
Commissioners and our Port Huron City Councilmen. We all 1
feel that is an important spot to have a meeting and we do
not feel that we have had time to review the EIS, because we
only have until September 16th and we believe that date
should be pushed up. We have not been able to review it.
We haven’t been able to discuss it. And we would like to
respond before September 16th as we feel it is our right.
Thank you. Good bye.

PD025-1 ParallexEA

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding transportation of
material through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile
materials through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the
proposed action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of
MOX fuel from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action.
DOE has prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project
Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI,
signed August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation
to Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

DOE does not believe that a hearing in Michigan is necessary because none
of the actions addressed in this SPD EIS would occur there.
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BRrROCKWAY
CARL VERMEESCH ET AL.
Pagelorl

BROCKWAY TOWNSHIP

A resalution to nrge the United States Departnwent of Encigy (v reltain from transporting weapons-
usable fissile maberial through M:chigan and St Clair County in particular.

Wheceas, The United States Department of Fncrgy is studying transportation options for moving
weapons-usable fisslle materials, including plutonium, for disposition. One of the three options mxder
consideration is transporting the nuciear matetiaks nod fusl to Canada through Michigan utlliring the Dlue
Water Hridge at Port Huron; and

Whcreas, There are: many problems with transporting volatile undl caecinogenic materials. The sceurity
and envi | risks are iderable and utilizing the Bluc Water Bridge route would jeopardize the
population of SL. Clair County and the water supply of the Great Lakes; and

‘Whereas, There zre many other suitable access poinl: (han the intemational water bounderizs of
Michigan, The western portions of the continent offer access that is mmch sasier to secure and docs not
mvolve wansportation through as many denaely populated areas; now, therefore, be it

Retoived by the Bruckway Township Board of Trustee's, That we urge the United States Department of
Energy to refrain from transpotting weapona-tsable fissile materials through Michigxa and St. Chair
County; and it further be

Resulved, That 3 copy of this resolution ke transported to the Vnited States Dispartment of Energy
Office o Fissile Materlals Dispasiton and cach of our appeopriate federal and state elected ulfiials.

ARTHUR LAUPICIILER, CLERK

Pt ;{Q.;psigﬁ

CARL VERMEE§CH, SUPFRVISQ)
. o2 ; /'( ',‘:
(4 :a.( LEeraneede ff

RULH KROSNICKI, TREASURER

PRED THEEL, TRUSTED
/ -
paYi (,J,’,Z, Af’;ﬁ.&sl }zdﬁfz{’/_'_.-

R

RONALD MEHARG, TRUSTEE
- )
ot Plobtn
/4

MD161-1 Parallex EA

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern with transportation of material
through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel
from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed
August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to
Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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CHINA
JULIE ANN WALLACE
Pacelor2

CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF CHINA
St. Clair County, Michigan
Rezsolition #8-98

URGING THE UNITED STATES DEFARTMENT OF ENERGY TO REFRAIN
FROM TRANSPORTING WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE MATERIAL
THRGUGH MICHIGAN AND ST. CLATR COUNTY INPARTICULAR

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy is studving transpurtation
options Sr moving wezpors-usable fissile mzsrisly, incloding plutoniury, for disposition.
One of the three options under consideration is transporting the nuclear materials and fiel
to Canada through Michigan utilizing the Blue Water Bridge at Port Huron: and

WHEREAS, there are many problems with transportiag volatile and varcinogenic
materials. The security and environrental risks are considerable , and wilizing the Blue
Water Bridge route wonld jeopardize the popuiation of Sz, Clair County and the water
supply of the Great Lekes; and

WHEREAS, there are many other suitable access points than the internetional
water bounduries 'of Michigan.. The westera postions of the continent offer access that is
mwich easier to secure and does not involve trausporiation through as many deasely
populated ancas.

NOW, THEREFORE, RE IT RRESGI.VED, by the Charter Township of China
Buard of Trustees, that the United States Depariment of Energy be urged to refrain from
iransporting weapons-usakle fissile materiais tirough Michigan and St. Clair County; and

IT IS FURTHER RESOLVED, thif a copv of this resoittion be forwarded to the
Uaited Mtates Department of Energy Office of Tissile Materials Dispusitior; and each of
cur appropriate federal and state elected officials.

The fotlowing aye votes were recorded: _Allen, Neiman, Wallace, Schweihofer,
Markei, and Grees:
Absent: Linsday

The following nay votes were recorded: None

CHARTER TGWNSHIP OF CHINA
BOARD OF '::p.Ussy;s
2 il

Arfie 2o Welliars, Clark

N

MD082-1 Parallex EA
The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials through Michigan
and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed action analyzed in
this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel to Canada were part
of a separate proposed action. DOE has prepared an Environmental
Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel Manufacture and Shipment
(DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONS]I, signed August 13, 1999, on
fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to Canada. Because the
Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be under renovation during
the time of the proposed shipment, the route using that bridge was removed
from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be viewed on the MD Web site
athttp://www.doe-md.com.
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CHINA
JUuLIE ANN WALLACE
PAGE20r 2

STATE OF MICHIGAN)
COUNTY OF ST. CLAIR)

T, Julie Ann Wallace, Clerk of the Charter Township of China, County of St. Clair,
and State of Michigan, do hereby certify that the above Resolution #8-98 is & true and
exact copv of the Resolution adopted at a regular meeting held August 17, 1998.

DATE: August 17, 1998
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Crt1zENS For A HEALTHY PLANET
KararyN CuMBOW
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FD321-1 Parallex EA

The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials through Michigan
and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed action analyzed in
this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel to Canada were part
of a separate proposed action. DOE has prepared an Environmental
Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel Manufacture and Shipment
(DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed August 13, 1999, on
fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to Canada. Because the
Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be under renovation during
the time of the proposed shipment, the route using that bridge was removed
from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be viewed on the MD Web site
at http://www.doe-md.com. To provide for public comment on the
SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted public hearings near the potentially affected
DOE sites and therefore, with the most directly concerned population. This
decision did not preclude relevant comment by State and local governments,
individuals, and organizations in Michigan. Approximately 1,700 copies of
the SPD Draft EIS were mailed, and an NOA letter was mailed to an additional
5,500 members of the public. Several means were available for providing
comments: public hearings, mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the
MD Website. Equal consideration was given to all comments, regardless of
how or where they were received. DOE does not believe that any extension
of the comment period on the SPD Draft EIS is necessary. Moreover, DOE
does not believe that a hearing in Michigan is necessary because none of the
actions addressed in this SPD EIS would occur there.

FD321-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE used various methods, including press releases to national and local
news media-—newspapers, radio stations, and television stations—to
announce the availability of the SPD Draft EIS. It also mailed availability
announcements to national, local, and tribal officials, as well as members of
the public.
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CrT1zENS RESISTANCE INFIRMY 1T
MicHAEL KEAGAN
Pagelor1

Hello, this is Michael Keagan, and I’m calling on behalf of
Citizens Resistance Infirmy II. We have formally taken a
position that we are requesting an extension of the public
comment period on the environmental assessment pertaining
to the MOX Parallex project. We are in strong opposition to
this being carried through and we are asking for our
comments, an extension of time so that we can make
comments on this MOX Parallex Project. My phone number
is (31), 'm sorry, it is (734) 457-5979. Again that’s Michael
Keagan with Citizens Resistance Infirmy II. Thank you. I’'m
requesting a 90-day extension.

PD064-1 Parallex EA

Shipments of 2 small quantity of MOX fuel from LANL to Canada were part
of a separate proposed action, the Parallex Project; therefore, it is beyond the
scope of the proposed action analyzed in this SPD EIS. DOE has prepared an
Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel Manufacture and
Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONS, signed August 13, 1999,
on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to Canada. This EA
and FONSI can be viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
As indicated in Section 1.1, while the United States is participating in the
Parallex Project, it is no longer actively pursuing the CANDU option as part
of its plutonium disposition program. If Russia and Canada agree to
disposition Russian surplus plutonium in CANDU reactors in order to augment
Russia’s disposition capability, shipments of the Russian MOX fuel would
take place directly between Russia and Canada.
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CLay
JoN E. MANOS ET AL.

Pacel1oFr2
ﬁ JONE. MANOS
TOWNSHIP OF CLAY .
MICHAEL P. PELLERITO
County of St. Clair Clak
‘CONNIE S, TURNER
e v e Treasweer
4710 PTE. TREMBLE ROAD » P.O. BOX 428 CLAY TOWNSHIP, MICHIGAN 40001-012; : .'I'ELEPHONE {810) 784-9203
FAX (810) 794.1964
August 19, 1998 wlLom(z;ﬁm

U.S. Department of Energy
Office of Fiss#te Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

Washington D.C. 20026-3786

P sable fissile ial through St. Clalr County.

Sincersly,

N O PHe syt R
P

Jon E. Manos

Clay Township Supervisor

JEMAVK
Enclosure

Enclosed Is a Resolstion adopted by the Clay Township Board of Trustees on
August 3, 1998 urging the United States Depariment of Energy to refrain from transporting
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Cray
JoN E. MANOS ET AL.
PAGE 2 oF 2
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RESOLUTION
URGING THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO REFRAIN FROM
TRANSPORTING WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE MATERIAL THROUGH MICHIGAN
AND ST, CLAIR COUNTY IN PARTICULAR

Minutes of a regular meeting of the Township Board of the Township of Clay,
County of St. Ctair, Michigan hald in the Harsens lsland Lions Hafl, 263 LaCroix Road,
Harsens island, Michigan on the 3° of August, 1998, at 7:30 p.m. Eastarmn Slandard Time.

PRESENT: Supervisor Jon Manos, Clerk Michael Pellerito, Treasurer Connie

MD104-1 Parallex EA
DOE acknowledges the commentors” concern with transportation of material
through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel
from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel

Tumer, Trustas Pal Trustee Dr. L. Kasp Trustes Joanne Shirkey, . .
Trstes George Wobslor. Manufacture and Shtpmem“ (DQE/EA-1216, January 1992) and FONSI, §1gned
The Proamble and R ware offerod by Trustos Goorgs Websler August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to

and supported by Trustee Joanne Shickey.

A resolution to urge the United States Depariment of Energy to refrain from
transporting weapons-usable fissile material through Michigan and St. Clair County In
particular.

WHEREAS, the Township of Clay supporis the St. Clair County Board of
Commissioner's Resolution No. 98-29, hereby, offers the following Resolution:

WHEREAS, there are many fermns with ing volatile and nog
materials. The secunty and er risks are L and utizing the Biue
Water Bridge route would jeopardize the population of St. Clair County and the waler
supply of the Great Lakes; and

WHEREAS, thare are many other suilable access poinis than the international
water boundaries of Michigsn. The western porfions of the continent offer access thal is
rch easier ta secure and does not involve transportation through as many densely
populated areas.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Clay Township Board of Trustees
thal wo urge the United States Departrment of Energy to refrain from transporting
able fissile Lhrough Michigan and St. Clair County; and
BE [T FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution be farwarded to the

United States Depariment of Energy Office of Fissie Malertals Disposition and each of our
appropriate federal and state elected officials.

ROLL CALL VOTE WAS AS FOLLOWS:

AYES: Shamow, Dr. Kasperowlcz, Tumer, Manas, Pellerito, Shirkey, Webster.
NAYS: None.

ABSENT: None.

This Resokttion adopted by the Clay Township Board of Trustees August 3, 1968,

n‘id'w' 6P, Pelorto

Clay Township Clerk

CERMFICATION

. hereby, certify that the foragoing constitutes 2 true and complete copy of a
Resolution adopted by the Township Board of the Township of Clay, County of St. Clalr,
Michigsn, at a segular meeting held on Augus! 3, 1998, and that sald meeling was .

conductad and public notice of said meeting was given toand in full
with the Open Mestings Act, baing Act 267, were kepd and will be of have been made
avakable as required by said Act.

Michaei P. Peflerito
Clay Township Clark

MD104

Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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CLYDE
REeBECCA YARR
Pagelorl1l

RESOLUTION 98-29

URGING THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO REFRAIN
FROM TRANSPORTING WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE MATERIAL THROUGH
MICHIGAN AND ST. CLAIR COUNTY IN PARTICULAR

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy is studying transportation
options for moving weapons-usable fissile materials, including plutonium, for disposition.
One of the three options under consideration is transporting the nuclear materials and
fuel to Canada through Michigan wilizing the Blue Water Bridge at Port Huron; and

WHEREAS, there are many problems with transporting volatile and carcinogenic
materials. The security and environmental risks are considerable and utilizing the Blue
Water Bridge route would jeopardize the population of St. Clair County and the water
supply of the Great Lakes; and

WHEREAS, there are many other suitable access points than the international water
boundaries of Michigan. The western portions of the continent offer access that is much
easier to secure and does not involve transportation through as many densely populated
areas.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the St. Clair County Board of
Commissions, that we urge the Unfted States Department of Energy to refrain from

porting weapc ble fissile materials through Michigan and St. Clair County;
and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution be forwarded to
the United States Department of Energy Office of Fissile Materials Disposition and
each of our appropriated federal and state elected officials.

DATED: August 18, i998

Reviewed and Approved by: a&%g L0 ‘—@A & lease

pal)

T

ELWOOD L. BROWN O <
County Corporation Counsel
301 County Building

Port Huron, MI 48060

MD099-1 Parallex EA
DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern with transportation of material
through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel
from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed
August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to
Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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CoLumsus Townsurr BoaArp oF TRUSTEES
Pacelorl

TOWNSHIP OF COLUMBUS
RESQLUTION 98-08
URGING THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO REFRAIN FROM

TRANSPORTING WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE MATERIAL THROUGH MICHIGAN
AND IN ST. CLAIR COUNTY IN PARTICULAR

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy is studying
transportation options for moving weapons-usable fissile materials,
including plutonium, for disposition. One of the three options
under consideration is transporting the nuclear materials and fuel
to Canada through Michigan utilizing the Blus Water Bridge at
Port Huron; and

WHEREAS, there ars many problems with transporting velatile and
carcinogenic materials. The security and environmental risks are
considerable and utilizing the Blue Water Bridge route would jecpardize

I.h: population of St. Clair County and the water supply of the Great 1
akes;

WHEREAS, there are many other suitable access points than the
international water boundarles of Michigan. The western portions of
the continent offer access that is much easier to secure and does
not involve transportation through as many densely populated areas.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Columbus Township Board
of Trustees, that we urge the United States Department of Energy to
refrain from transporting weapons-usable fissile materials through
Michigan and St. Clair County; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resclution be
forwarded to the United States Department of Energy Office of Fissile
Materials Disposition and each of our appropriate federal and state
elected officials. ’

DATED: August 11, 1998

Reviewed and Approved By: COLUMBUS TOWNSHIP BOARD OF TRUSTEES

By: Eatrlcu iseier

Columbus Township Clerk

unbu§ Township Attofney
8650 Main Street
Richmond, MI. 48062

MDO023

MD023-1 Parallex EA

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern with transportation of material
through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel
from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed
August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to
Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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Dupbus, MaT
Pagelorl

My name is Mat Dudus. I’m just calling to let you guys
know that recently there was this article in the Detroit Free
Press on Thursday, August 27th concerning a possible
shipment of plutonium to Michigan to Canada. I hope you
guys choose Michigan now even more so because this is,
this reporting is just crazy on their part to scare up some
sales of papers and scare people about plutonium. I'm
happy, I’d be more than happy to allow you guys to come
through Michigan. I’d escort you myself. I'm, thank you
very much. Good bye. Oh by the way, if you needed my
phone, home phone number, it’s (313) 640-0283.

PD042-1 Parallex EA

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of transporting material through
Michigan. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel fromLANL to Canada
were part of a separate proposed action, the Parallex Project; therefore, it is
beyond the scope of the proposed action analyzed in this SPD EIS. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONS], signed
August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to
Canada. This EA and FONSI can be viewed on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com.
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EasT CHINA
SANDRA A. SMITH
PaceE1l oF 2

RESOLUTION

Charter Township of East China
County of St. Clair, Michigan

Minutes of a regular meeting of the Township Board of the Charter Township of East
China, County of Si. Clair, Michigan, held in the Township Hall, on the 3rd day of August,
1998, at 7:30 p.m., Eastern Daylight Savings Time.

PRESENT: Barker, Beaudua, Horn, Light, Parcell and Smith.,
ABSENT: ‘r'rustee Raadolph.
The following Resolution was offered by Member Light and supported by Member Horn.

RESOLUTION )
URGING THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
TO REFRAIN FROM TRANSPORTING
'WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE MATERIAL
THROUGH MICHIGAN
AND ST, CLAIR COUNTY IN PARTICULAR

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy is studying transportation options
for moving weapons-usable fissile materials, including plutonium, for disposition. One of the
three options under consideration is transporting the nuclear materials and fucl to Canada
through Michigan utilizing the Blue Water Bridge at Port Huron; and

WHEREAS, there are many problems with transporting volatike and carcinogenic
materials. The security and environmental risks are considerable and utilizing the Blue Water
Bridge route would jeopardize the population of St. Clair County and the water supply of the
Great Lakes; and

WHEREAS, there are many other suitable access points than the international water
boundaries of Michigan, The western portions of the continent offer access that is much easier
to secure and does not involve transportation through as many densely populated areas.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Charter Township of East China
Board of Trusiees, that we urge the United States Department of Energy to refrain from
transporting weapoas-usable fissile materials through Michigan and St. Clair County; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution be forwarded {o the
United States Department of Energy Office of Fissile Materials Disposition and each of our
appropriate federal and state elected officials.

MDO011-1 Parallex EA
The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials through Michigan
and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed action analyzed in
this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel to Canada were part
of a separate proposed action. DOE has prepared an Environmental
Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel Manufacture and Shipment
(DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed August 13, 1999, on
fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to Canada. Because the
Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be under renovation during
the time of the proposed shipment, the route using that bridge was removed
from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be viewed on the MD Web site
at http://www.doe-md.com.
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East CHINA
SANDRA A. SMITH
PAGE 2 OF 2

AR msoiuﬁuns and parts of resolution insofar as they flict with the pi svisi of this
resolution be and the same hereby are rescinded. -

AYES: Barker, Beaudua, Homn, Light, Parcell and Smith.
NAYS: None.

ABSENT: Randolph.

RESOLUTION DECLARED ADOPTED

A, " .
CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF EAST CHINA

CERTIFICATION

1 hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a Resolution adopted by the
Township Board of the Charter Township of East China, St. Clair County, Michigan, at a
regular meeting held on August 3, 1998, and that said meeting was conducted and public notice
of said meeting was given pursuant to-and in full compliance with the Gpen Meetings Act, being
Act 267, Public Acts of Michigan, 1976, and that the minutes of said meeting were kept and
have been or will be made available as required by said Act.
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EMMETT
OwEN KEAN ET AL.
Pacelorl

RESOLUTION 98-05
EMMETT TOWNSHEIP

A resolution to urge the United States Department of Energy to refrain from
transporting weapons-usable fissile material through Michigan and St. Clair County in
particular.

Whereas, The United States Department of Energy is studying transportation
options for moving weapons-usable flssile mawnals. mcludmg plummmn. for

disposition. One of the three options under 1
materials and fuel to Canada through Michigan utilizing thc Blue Water Bndgz at Port
Huron; and

Whereas, There are many problems with transporting volatile and carcinogenic
materigls. The security and environmental risks are considerable and utilizing the Blue
Water Bridge rowte would jeopardize the population of St. Clair County and the water
supply of the Great Lakes; and

Whereas, There are many other suitable access points than the international water
boundaries of Michi| The pomonsoftheoonunemoffermessﬂw:xsmuch
easier o secure and does not involve transportation dxtough as many densely populated
arcss: now, therefore, be it

Sl vy Townitirs»
Resolved by the St. Clair County Board of Commissioners, That we urge the
United States Depertment of Energy 1o refrain from transporting weapons-usable fissile
materials through Michigan and S¢t. Cleir County; and it further be

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be transported to the United States

Department of Energy Otfice of Fissile Materials Disposition and each of our appropriate
federal and state elected offictals.

o (?AMG‘

HabieeeinG hosoth
FATRICIA E. BROZPWSKI CLERK

J JOH% COWRY, i‘-RUSTEE

OWEN KEEN, SCPERVISOR

- . /
Dby

.23
£ RT"'s-ru_RZA, TREASORER
LS AN{EL GREENTA, THUSTEE

MD013-1 Parallex EA
DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern with transportation of material
through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel
from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed
August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to
Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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GUNTER, KEITH
Pacelorl

Hello, my name is Keith Gunter. Ireside at 37232 Great
Qaks Court, Clinton Township, Michigan 48036. I'm
calling to request that the DOE do a 90 day extension
on public comment on the plutonium/MOX issue.
Would very much appreciate your giving us more of
an opportunity to comment on this very important
issue and also to take Representative David Bonior’s
advice for Michigan to have hearings in the Port
Huron, Michigan/Canada, Ontario area. Thank you

very much

PD056-1 Parallex EA
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding transportation of
material through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile
materials through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the
proposed action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of
MOX fuel from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action.
DOE has prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project
Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI,
signed August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation
to Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted public
hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites and therefore, with the most
directly concerned population. This decision did not preclude relevant
comment by State and Jocal governments, individuals, and organizations in
Michigan. Approximately 1,700 copies of the SPD Draft EIS were mailed,
and an NOA letter was mailed to an additional 5,500 members of the public.
Several means were available for providing comments: public hearings, mail,
atoll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Equal consideration
was given to all comments, regardless of how or where they were received.
DOE does not believe that any extension of the comment period on the
SPD Draft EIS is necessary. Moreover, DOE does not believe that a hearing
in Michigan is necessary because none of the actions addressed in this
SPD EIS would occur there.
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Ira
Jonn F. JoNEs
Pagelor2

RES 98-8-4

URGING THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO REFRAIN
FROM TRANSPORTING WEAPONS - USABLE FISSILE MATERIAL
THROUGH MICHIGAN AND ST. CLAIR COUNTY IN PARTICULAR

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy is studying
4 “ y Y e g

transportation op for g weap 3
including plutonium, for disposition. One of the three options under
consideration is transporting the nuclear materials and fuel to Canada
through Michigan ufilizing the Blue Water Bridge at Port Huron; and

WHEREAS, there are many problems with transporting volatile and
carcinogenic materials, The security and environmental risks are
considerable and utilizing the Blue Water Bridge route would j
the population of Si. Clair Counly und the water supply on the Great
Lakes; and

WHEREAS, there are many other sultable access points than the
international water boundaries of Michigar. The western portions of the
continent offer access that is much easier to secure and does not involve
transportation through as many densely populated areas.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Ira Township Board,
that we urge the United States Department of Energy to refrain from

Transporting weapons - usable fissile materials through Michigan and St.

Clair County; end

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution be
Jorwarded to the United States Department of Enerqy Office of Fissile
Materials Disposition and each of our appropriate federal and state elected
officials.

DATED: August 14, 1998

MD116-1 ParallexEA
DOE acknowledges the commentors” concern with transportation of material
through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel
from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Marnufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed
August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to
Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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Ira

Jonn F. JoNEs

PAGE 2 0F 2

CERTIFICATION OF CLERK

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and
complete copy of a Resclution duly adopted by the Township
8card of Ira Township, County of §St. Clair, State of
Michigan, at a regular meeting held on the 7% day of
August, 1998 at which the following members were present:
Thomas Jeannette, John Jones, Peter Vernier, Crystal Sovey
and absent was Frieda Blackstock, and that said meeting was
conducted and public nctice of said meeting was given
pursuant to and in full compliance with the Cpen HMeetings
Act, being Act 267, Public Acts of Michigan, 1976, and that
the minutes of said meeting were kept and will be or have
been made available as required by said Act.

I forther certify that member Crystal Sovey moved
adoption of said Resolution and member Thomas dJeannette
supported said motion.

I further certify that the following members voted for
adoption of said Resolution: Jeannette, Jones, Vernler and
Sovey and none voted against adoption of said Resolution.

I further certify that the said Resclution has been
recorded in the Resclution Book of Ira Township, and that
suck recoraing has becn authenlicated by the gignatures of
the Township Supervisor and the Township Clerk.

20}):1 F. Jan% Prieda ¥. Blackstcck Q ’ tz] M

Supervisor Clerk

Dated: Angust 17, 1998
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MarNe CiTY
HoONORABLE ROBERT F. BEATTIE
Pagelorl1l

City of Marine City
County of Saint Clair, Michigan

Eesolution _98-27

Resotved by tbeCnyCamnnmonofﬂnCnyofMatmeCny,(hmyofsmChr
Michigan, a their regular meeting held in the Guy Cemter, 303 S. Water Street, Marine City,
Michigan, on Angust 6, 1993, at 7:00 PM., a resolution urging the United States Department of
Energy to refrain from transparting weapons-usable fissile material through Michigan and Saint

PRESENT: Beattie, Dunn, Pisher, RNasto, Negro, Petitpren
and Roehrig

ABSENT: None

i ble and resolution were offered by Commissioner Roehrig,
nﬂmbyummmwn:z Dunn .

Wms,mumstepMofEmgyismdymgwmopm
fm‘ g weap sdbl ﬁaik ding plutonium, for disposition. One of the three
undes idcrath ting the noclear fals and fire] to Caoada through

mhlmmﬂmglh:BheWandyanMmd

WHEREAS Mmmnypobbmswﬂhmmmgvclwkmdmm

The iderable and utilizing the Blue Water
Bndpmwoﬂdmmdmmapnpnhnmofsnchu@umyandmmnpplyofmc
Great Lakes; and

‘WHEREAS, There arc maxyy other suitable acoess pointis than the international water
‘boundaries of Michigan. The wesiem portions of the contipent offer access that is much easicr @
secure and does not invotve transportation through as many denscly populated areas; now

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, byﬂnMnmeCnnytyCommmm. Thauvcmy
the United States Department of Energy to refrain from fe materials

ﬂnomhMidnmmdSnﬂClmCmnﬂyandﬁumnﬁhﬂnglthheWchuybetwemh
City of Marine City and Sombra, Canads; and

FURTHER BE IT RESOLVED, That & copy of this resoluticn be transported to the
Um:dsmesDepanmmOfEmgyomceofossﬂeMsanonﬂmanduchofonr
Federal and State elected officials.

Yeas: Beattie, Dunn, Fisher, Nasto, Negro, Petitpren and
Roehriq

w— R

Robert F. Beattie, Mayor

MD020-1 Parallex EA

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern with transportation of material
through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel
from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed
August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to
Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-mmd.com.
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MARrRINE CITY
Davib RiICHARDS
Pacelorl

CITY OF
MARINE CITY

300 Broadway
MARINE CITY, MICHIGAN 48039
{810) 765-8846 » Fax {810) 765-4010

LS. Deportment of Energy

Ofllice of Fissile Materials Disposition
0. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-1786

Re: Michigan Public Hearing

Dex Sir:
It has come to our ion the Dep of Energy is scheduli ings in many states to
take public on the disposition of fissile ls.  The officials ad residents of the City of

Marine City are interested in this issue, 25 ure many small towns and local governments,  especinlly since
one disposal routc utilizes Michigan thoroughfares.

Please consider Lhis 2 formal reyuest to schedule public ings in Michigan Itonly makes
scnse to coasider public elicited from g officials and residents of conanwnities slong a
posed disposal transportation route. Ta not do 50 would scem to imply disinterest ot indi to
those local auiludes and opinions.

Ttis our collective opinion the Dx of Energy is neither disinterested nor indiffercut to
local opinicas concerning this matler. We hope the Department will demanstrate an interest by
comducting public mectings here in Michigan. 1 hope o receive a timely response tw this request that can
be conveyed 1o the Marine City Commission and the City’s residents.  Please contact me at your earliest
convenience in this regard.

Sincerdly,

“In The Heart of Biue Water District” MD105

MD105-1 Parallex EA
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding transportation of
material through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile
materials through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the
proposed action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of
MOX fuel from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action.
DOE has prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project
Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI,
signed August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation
to Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted public
hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites and therefore, with the most
directly concerned population. This decision did not preclude relevant
comment by State and local governments, individuals, and organizations in
Michigan. Approximately 1,700 copies of the SPD Draft EIS were mailed,
and an NOA letter was mailed to an additional 5,500 members of the public.
Several means were available for providing comments: public hearings, mail,
a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Equal consideration
was given to all comments, regardless of how or where they were received.
DOE does not believe that any extension of the comment period on the
SPD Draft EIS is necessary. Moreover, DOE does not believe that a hearing
in Michigan is necessary because none of the actions addressed in this
SPD EIS would occur there.
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MARYSVILLE
SHARON L. SCHESS
Pacelorl1

$21-98

RESOLUTION

A RESOLUTION TO URGE TIE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY TO REFRAIN FROM TRANSPORTING WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE
MATERIAL THROUGIt MICHIGAN AND ST. CLAIR COUNTY IN PARTICULAR.

Moved by Councilmen Mapleg  supported by Councilman _, ory %o adopt the
following Resolution:

WHEREAS, the Unitad States Depastment of Encrgy is studying transpartation options
for moving weap ble fissile for disposilion. One of the
thwee aptions under consideration is unpmmgthnmle-rnmﬁls and faed to Canada through
‘Michigan uiilizing the Blue Watee Bridge at Port Huron; and

WHEREAS, duemmmy problems wlhunmporhngvolnxdeand carcinogenic

materials. The security and ntal] riske are idersble and utifizing the Bluc Watar
Bridge route would jeopardize the population of St. Cthoumymdtbewmrswplyofthe
Great Lakes; and

WHEREAS, there are many suitable aecess pobs othet than the international water
boundaries of Michi The porhomofﬂweoﬂinuﬁoﬂ'xmﬂﬂsmnduesmm
secuse and does not imvoly P hrough as muny densely populated areas;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLYED that the Marysvillc City Counsil requests that
the UnmdsutquaamwtofEnagy hosupubhc meeting in the local affected arca to explain
the project and to receive public comment; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the sixty (60) day public comment period for this
project, witich is due to expire September 16, 1998, be extended to allow for a local public
mweting: and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Marysville City Council urges the United States
Deparmemofﬁnergywrcﬁlmﬁnmwrmdumgmnsponh g weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair Courtty until said secting can be held and public comment
considerod; and

Bi ii' FURTHER RESOLVED that a copy of vhis resoiuiion be forwarded to she United
States Department of Energy Office of Fissile Materials Disposition and cach of our appropriatc
federa] and state elected officials.
ADOPTED:
1 hereby certify that the above s a true and cosrect copy of 2 resolution adopted ata
regular raeeting of the Marysville City Council on Monday, Augest 24, 1998.
7

4
2

Sharon L. Schess
City Clerk CMC

MD127-1 ParallexEA
DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern regarding transportation of
material through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile
materials through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the
proposed action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of
MOX fuel from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action.
DOE has prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project
Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI,
signed August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation
to Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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MEMPHIS
Mary 1. Brusca
Pacelorl

Gty of Mewmprtics

- A pleasant place to live *

35095 Potter Street
P.O. Box 86
Memphis, Michigan 48041
B810-392-2385
Fax: 810-392-3625

RESOLUTION

URGING THE URITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO REFRAIN FROM
TRANSPORTING WRAPONS-USABLE FISSILE MATERIAL THROUGH MICHIGAN
ARD ST. CLATR COUNTY IN PARTICULAR

WHERRAS, the United States Department of Energy is studying
transportation options for moving weapons-usablc fissile materials,
inelu g plutoniwm, for disposition. One of the three options under
consideration iam transporting the nuclear materials and fuel to Canada
through Michigan utilirzing the Blue Water Bridge at Port Huron; and

WHEREAS, there are many problems with transporting volatile and
carcinogenic materials. The security and emvironsental risks are
considerable and utilizing the Blue Water Bridge route would jeopard-
ize the population of St. Clair County and the water supply of the
Great Lskes; and

WIEREAS, there are many other suitable access points than the
international water boundaries of Michigen. The western portions of
the continent offer mccess that is wach essier to secure and does not
involve transportation through as many densely populated areas.

HOW, THERRFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Memphis City Council, that
we urge the United States Department of Energy to refrain from tran-
sporting weapons—usable fissile materials through Michigan and St.
Clair County: and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution be for-
warded to the United States Department of Energy Office of Fissile
Materials Dispoaition and each of our appropriate federal and state
elected officials.

'EEEEREEREERNEXEER IR I 3 I IS S I B I I I I I I S ]

At a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Memphis on the
4th day of August 1398, the followinp Councilmembers were preseat:

Garber, Horton, Hulett, Moram, Mayor Tattomn, Walleman
and the following Councilmembers were absent:
Zukas

The within Resolution was moved by Councilmember Garber supported by
Councilmewmber Moran and adopted by a vote of 5 to 1

Brusca, City Clerk

MDoO12-1 Parallex EA
DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern with transportation of material
through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel
from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed
August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to
Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MDD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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MicHiGaN HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
HoNORABLE KAREN WILLARD

LANSING. MICHIGAN 63911

PaGe1oF 2
Ll
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Qv FsTAcT LANSING‘j -WHK;AN HOUSE MAJORITY WP
STaTE spsetsEntaT 8 P Y coamTEss
KAREN WRLARD :_,,4\: o

10 T8
e0s-a21-a201

. August 14, 1998
M. Howard Canter

U. S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Material Disposition

P. 0. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Canter:

| am writing to my garding the safety of transporting weapons-
grade plutonium fuel over the International Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan. fam
asking for & sixty day extension on the comment period, which will close on September 16, 1998.
1 am also requesting a public hearing to be held in the city of Port Huron. It is necessary that the
Deparmment of Energy give local residents a chance to seriously analyze the situation and be able
to comment.

Michigan is considered one of the altemnative routes of transportation of plutonium-based
nuclear fuel to Canadien power plants. The route will go directly through my district, which
includes Lapeer and St. Clair counties. There is a strong desire of many residents of my district, as
well as other affected citizens in Michigan, to attend one of the public meetings to comment and
simply gacher more information. However, the closest public meeting was scheduled to take place
in North Augusta, South Carolina on August 13, 1998. There are no workshops scheduled in the
state of Michigan. [t is not possible for the vast majority of those expressing concern in my district 1
10 attend a meeting so far from their homes and work places.

Also, [ ask you to consider alternative routes of travel from the Western U. S. where there
are many access points to Canada that do not involve international waterways and high population
areas. This waterway is also a major connecting channel in the Great Lakes. The environmental
and security tisk factors involved in transporting this highly volatile nuclear fuei more than 2,000
miles over ground through some of the most densely populated areas of the U. S. and the state of
Michigan are decply ing

Again, T am requesting a public hearing on the issue in Michigan. Port Huron would be an
excellent meeting place that would allow those affected 10 be & true part of the process. Thisisan
issue that could have a dramatic effect on the lives of many residents in Michigan. I strongly urge
you to allow for adeq and .education on the issue before you make your final

recommendations.

MD025-1 Parallex EA

The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials through Michigan
and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed action analyzed in
this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel to Canada were part
of a separate proposed action. DOE has prepared an Environmental
Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel Manufacture and Shipment
(DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed August 13, 1999, on
fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to Canada. Because the
Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be under renovation during
the time of the proposed shipment, the route using that bridge was removed
from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be viewed on the MD Web site
at http:/fwww.doe-md.com.

To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted public
hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites and therefore, with the most
directly concerned population. This decision did not preclude relevant
comment by State and local governments, individuals, and organizations in
Michigan. Approximately 1,700 copies of the SPD Draft EIS were mailed,
and an NOA letter was mailed to an additional 5,500 members of the public.
Several means were available for providing comments: public hearings, mail,
a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MID Web site. Equal consideration
was given to all comments, regardless of how or where they were received.
DOE does not believe that any extension of the comment period on the
SPD Draft EIS is necessary. Moreover, DOE does not believe that a hearing
in Michigan is necessary because none of the actions addressed in this
SPD EIS would occur there.
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MicHIGAN HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
HoNORABLE KAREN WILLARD
Pace2o0r2

Thank you for the opporumity to express my views on this important issue. T hope that you
will seriously consider my input.

Aot

Karen Wiilard
State Representative
82nd District
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Port HURON
HONORABLE GERALD “A JAX”’ ACKERMAN
Pacelor2

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

Crry OF PORT HURON
100 MCMORRAN BOULEVARD, PORT HURON, MICIIIGAN 48060
PHONE: 810-984-9740; FAX: 810-982-0282

August 17, 1998

U. S. Department of Energy
Office of Fissile Materials
P.O. Box 23786
Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Energy Officials:

It has come to.onr attention that the U. S. Department of Energy is
Studying transportation options for moving nuclear materials and fuel to
Canada through Michigan utilizing the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron.

At the Port Huron City Council’'s last meeting, the enclosed
resolution was unanimously adopted. The Council and residents of our 1
community and surrounding area are interested in hearing an explanation
of the project and to be able to provide public comment on this matter.

We would appreciate your cooperation in arranging such a meeting.
Please give me a cail if you have any questions or concerns.

“Gerald “Ajax” Ackermar
Mayor

GA/sme

Enclosure

MD053-1 Parallex EA

The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials through Michigan
and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed action analyzed in
this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel to Canada were part
of a separate proposed action. DOE has prepared an Environmental
Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel Manufacture and Shipment
(DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed August 13, 1999, on
fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to Canada. Because the
Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be under renovation during
the time of the proposed shipment, the route using that bridge was removed
from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be viewed on the MD Web site
at http://www.doe-md.com.

To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted public
hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites and therefore, with the most
directly concerned population. This decision did not preclude relevant
comment by State and local governments, individuals, and organizations in
Michigan. Approximately 1,700 copies of the SPD Draft EIS were mailed,
and an NOA letter was mailed to an additional 5,500 members of the public.
Several means were available for providing comments: public hearings, mail,
atoll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Equal consideration
was given to all comments, regardless of how or where they were received.
DOE does not believe that any extension of the comment period on the
SPD Draft EIS is necessary. Moreover, DOE does not believe that a hearing
in Michigan is necessary because none of the actions addressed in this
SPD EIS would occur there.
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Port HURON
HONORABLE GERALD “AJAX’’> ACKERMAN
PaGE 2 0F 2

Resolution #__27
August 10, 1998

Councilmember _Miller ___ offered and moved the adoption of the folowing resolution:

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy is studying transportation
options for moving weapons-usable fissie materfals, including plutonium, for disposition.
One of the three optlions urkler consideration is fransporting the nuclear materials and fuel
to Canada through Michigan utilizing the Blue Water Bridge at Port Huron; and

WHEREAS, there are many problems with transporting volatile and carcinogenic

materials. The security and environmenta! risks are considerable and utillzing the Blue

-~ Water Bridge route would jeopardize the population of St. Clair County and the water
supply of the Great Lakes; and

WHEREAS, there are many suitable access points other than the intemational water
boundaries of Michigan. The wastern portions of the continent offer access that is much
easier to secure and does not involve transportation through as many densely populated
areas;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESCLVED that the Port Huron City Council requests 1
that the United States Department of Energy host a public meeting in the local affected
area to explain the project and to receive public comment; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the sixty (60) day public comnent period for this
project, which is due to expire September 16, 1998, be axtended to allow for a local public
meeting; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Port Huron City Council urges the United
States Department of Energy to refrain from considering transporting weapons-usable
fissile materials through Michigan and St. Clair County until said meeting can be held and
public comment considered; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that a vopy of this resolution be forwarded to the
United States Dapartment of Energy Office of Fissile Materials Disposition and each of our
appropriate federal and state elected officials.

ADOPTED/REJEGTED UNANIMOUSLY

I herehy certify that the above is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted at
a regular meeting of the Port Huron City Council on Monday, August 10, 1998.

City Clerk
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SISTERS, SERVANT OF THE IMMACULANT HEART OF MARY
MarTHA RABAUT
Pacgelor1

Sisters, Servart of the Immacmlate Heart of Mary
610 West Elm Ave.
Morroe, Ml 48162

To: The Department of Energy
Reganding: Mixed Oxide Fuel

We:revuyennmmedabcmtheptopoudplmwiasta:ﬂpossib!yallowtbeuseofmix?d
xde fuel, Please grant a 90 day extension for comments on this issue. The gravity of the issue
warrants further time for public education and comment.

We are very patefit for your consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

WZWLV KM; NS/

Martha Raban, ITHM.
Eco hustics Office of the Sisters,
Servant of the Immaculate Heart of Mary

1

FD309-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The comment period for the SPD Draft EIS extended from July 17 through
September 16, 1998. During that time, DOE convened five public hearings
comprising afternoon and evening workshops to obtain oral and written
comments from the public. It also accepted comments submitted by various
other means: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Website. In
view of the ample opportunities to comment and the urgency of the surplus
plutonium disposition program, the comment period was not extended.
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St1. CLAIR
HoNORABLE BERNARD E. KUuHN
Pagelor2

RESOLUTION NO. 98-18

CITY OF ST. CLAIR
§T. CLAIR COUNTY, MICHIGAN

URGING THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO
REFRAIN FROM TRANSPORTING WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE MATERIAL
THROUGH MICHIGAN, AND ST. CLAIR COUNTY IN PARTICULAR

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy is studying transportation
options far moving weapons-usable fissile materials, including plutonium, for disposition,

QOne of the three options under ation is porting the nuclear msterials and fuel
to Canada through Michigan utiiizing the Blue Water Bridge at Port Huron; and

WHEREAS, there are many problems with transporting volatile and carcinogenic
materials. The security and environmental risks are considerable and utilizing the Blue
Water bridge route would jeopardize the population of St. Clair County and the water
supply of the Great Lakes; and

WHEREAS, there are many ather suitable access points than the international water
boundaries of Michigan. The western portions of the cantinent offer access that is much
easier 1o secure and does not involve transportation through as many densely popuiated
areas.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the St. Clair City Council, that we urge
the United States Departmant of Energy to refrain from transporting weapons-usable
fissile materials through Michigan and St. Clair County; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the
United States Department of Energy of Fissile Materials Disposition and each of our

appropriata federal and state alacted officials.

RESOLUTION DECLARED ADOPTED

BERNARD E. KUHN, MAYOR
CITY OF ST. CLAIR, MICHIGAN

MD084-1 ParallexEA
DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern with transportation of material
through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel
from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed
August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to
Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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St1. CLAIR

HoNorABLE BERNARD E. Kunn

PAaGE2 0OF 2

Members Present:
Members Absent:

resolution.

CERTIFICATION

The faregoing is a true and complete copy of a Resolution adopted by the City Council of
the City of St. Clair, County of St. Clair, State of Michigan, at & regular meeting of the
Clty Council held on the 3™ day of August 1998, and public natice of said Meeting was
given pursuant to and in sccordance with the requirements of Act No. 267 of the Public
Acts of 1976, as amended, the same being the Open Meetings Act, and the Minutas of
said meeting have been or will be made available as required by said Act.

Mayor Kuhn, Members Ellary, Ferlito, LaPorte, Stablein, Stockhausen
Cedar

It was moved by Membher Eflery and suppnrted by Membar LaPorte.to adopt the

Membere Voting Yes: Stablein, Stockhausen, Ellery, Fedito, Kuhn, LaPorte
Members Voting No: None

The Resolution was declared adopted by the Mayor and has bean duly recorded in the
Resolution Book of the City of St. Clair.

;(,;.__5’3. Mg

L/ JANICE B. WINN, CITY CLERK
CITY OF ST, CLAIR, MICHIGAN
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ST. CLAIR COUNTY
LEE MASTERS ET AL.
Pacelorl

AB s

RESOLUTION  98-29

URGING THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 10O REFRAIN FROM
TRANSPORTING WEAPONS-USABLE FISSILE MATERIAL THROUGH MICHIGAN
AND ST. CLAIR COUNTY IN PARTICULAR

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Energy s studying
transportation options for moving weapons-usable fissile materials, including
plutonium, for disposition. One of the three options under consideration
is transporting the nuclear materials and fuel to Canada through Michigan
utilizing the Blue Water Bridge at Port Huron; and

WHEREAS, there are many pyroblems with transporting volatfle and
carcinogenic materials. The security and environmental risks are
considerable and utilizing the Biue Watoer Bridge route would jeopardize the
population of St. Clair County and the water supply of the Great Lakes; 1
and .

WHEREAS, there are many other suitable access points than the
intecnational water boundaries of Michigan. The western portions of the
continent offer access that is much easier to secure and does not involve
transportation through as many densely populated areas.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the St. Clair County Board
of Commissioners, that we urge the United States Department of Energy to
refrain from transporting weapc ble fissile materials through Michigan
and St. Clair County; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resclution be
forwarded to the United States Department of Energy Office of Fissile
Materials Dispasition and each of our appropriate federal and state elected
officials.

DATED: July 22, 1998

Xen, o sia_

Reviewed and Approved by:

= 8

ELWOOD L. BROWN

County Carporation Counsel
301 County Building

Port tluron, MI 48060

MD004-1 Parallex EA
DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern with transportation of material
through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel
from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed
August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to
Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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ST. CLAIR TOWNSHIP
JOYCE A. SKONIECZNY
Pscelorl

ST. CLAIR TOWNSHIP
1539 S. Bartlett Rd., St. Clair, Ml 48079
Phonc (810) 329-9042 Fax (810) 329-1198

ST. CLAIR TOWNSHI?
RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the United States Depariment of Encrgy is studying transportation
oplions for moving weapons-usable fissilc matcrials, including plutonium for disposition.
One of the three options under consideration is transporting the nuclear materials and fuel
to Canada through Michigan utilizing the Blue Water Bridge at Port Huron; and

WHEREAS, there are many problems with (ransporting volatile and carcinogenic
materials. The security and environmental risks are considerable and utilizing the Blue
Water Bridge route would jeopardize the population of St. Clair County and the water
supply of Great Lakes; and

WHEREAS, there are many othcr suitable access points than the international
water boundaries of Michigan. Thc westem portions of the continent offer access that is
much easier to sccurc and docs not involve transportation through as many densely
populalcd arcas.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the S(. Clair ‘Township Board, that
we urge the United States Department of Energy 1o refrain from transporting wcapons-
usable fissile materials through Michigan and St. Clair County; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of Lhis resolution be forwarded to the
United Stntes Department of Encrgy Office of Fissile Materials Disposition and each of
our appropriatc federal and state elected officials.

Dated: Aupust3, 1998

dewed and Approved by:

a

v d

MD015-1 Parallex EA
DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern with transportation of material
through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel
from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed
August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to
Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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StaTEWIDE PUBLIC ADVISORY COUNCIL
KatHy Evans
Pagelorl

M%%gﬁf: StatewiDE PuBLc ADVISORY COUNCIL

September 24, 1998

Mr. Howard R. Canter

Acting Director

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
Department of Energy

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

RE: Public Review of Surplus 7 ium Disposition Draft
Dear Mr. Canter:

Tam writing on behalf of the Statewide Public Advisory Council for Michigen’s Areas of Congem Program to__.
express support for the recent request frofn the St. Clair River Binational Public Advisory Council (BPAC) for an
additional 60 days for public review and comment on the plan to ship surplus plutonium across the Bluewater
Bridge linking the United States and Canada. The BPAC bas also requested that a public mecting be held in the

local area to provide i ion and respond to questions on the prop

The Statewide Public Advisary Council (SPAC) includes representatives from the 14 Areas of Concern (AOC) in
the State of Michigan designated pursuamt 1o the U.S.-Canada Great Lakes Water Quality Agreemeat. The SPAC

! Empact 5%

provides advice and input (o the State of Michi g the ide AOC Program, coondinates the
exchange of information among the stale’s 14 AOCs, and works to support the efforts of the Jocal public 1
advisory ils to restore envil 1 quality in the AOCs.

At jits September 12, 1998 mecting the SPAC was bricfed on the St. Clair River BPACs' concems about the plan
to ship surplus plutonium across the Bluewater Bridge and their request for an extension of the public conment
period and for a public meeting on the issue. The SPAC approved a meotion supporting the BPAC's request and
the purpose of this letter is to formally convey this position to your office. By extending the public comment
period and holding 2 public meeting in the local arca, the U.S. and Canadian federal governments will be ahle to
share information with and receive input on the shipment from the many American and Canadian
citizens working to restore cavironmental quality in the St. Clair River.

" The SPAC appreciates your attention to this roquest and looks forward to your response. T et
773-0008; please respond to the address provided below.

Sincerely,

Al

Vice Chair

Statewide Public Advisory Council

et Fred Kemp, United States Chair, St. Clair River BPAC

Bob Lalonds, Canadian Chair, St. Clair River BPAC
Members, Statewide Public Advisory Council

Ric}deobﬂl,(]ligf,RmndiilAcﬁmUnit,"' higan Dep of Eavil Quality
cfo  Great Lakes Commission = The Argus Il Building + 400 Fourth St « Ann Arbor. MI 481034816
Phooe: (313) 665-9135 e Fax: (313)6654370 Email: SPAC@gk.org
@mnwmm

MD324

MD324-1 ParallexEA
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern with transportation of material
through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile materials
through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the proposed
action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of MOX fuel
from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action. DOE has
prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI, signed
August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation to
Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted public
hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites and therefore, with the most
directly concernéd population. This decision did not preclude relevant
comment by State and local governments, individuals, and organizations in
Michigan. Approximately 1,700 copies of the SPD Draft EIS were mailed,
and an NOA letter was mailed to an additional 5,500 members of the public.
Several means were available for providing comments: public hearings, mail,
atoll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Equal consideration
was given to all comments, regardless of how or where they were received.
DOE does not believe that any extension of the comment period on the
SPD Draft EIS is necessary. Moreover, DOE does not believe that a hearing
in Michigan is necessary because none of the actions addressed in this
SPD EIS would occur there.
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ZoLAE, GREG
Pacelor1

Good morning, my name is Greg Zolae, I’m a voter in
Comstock, MI. Just recently received some information
about MOX fuel transportation and I would like to get
some more information, if I could. I would also like to
strongly suggest that there is an extension for public
comment on the transportation of MOX fuel so that folks
that are going to be affected by it can find out more
about it and can voice their opinions. My temporary
mailing address is Greg Zolae, 3 Fairlake Lane, Gross
Point Shores, Michigan 48236. Again, I would like to
request a 90 day extension on the public comment on the
transportation of MOX fuel. It would be really good for
us to have a little bit more time to learn from you what it’s
about and to tell you what we think. Thank you very
much.

PD055-1 Parallex EA

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding transportation of
material through Michigan. The transportation of weapons-usable fissile
materials through Michigan and St. Clair County is beyond the scope of the
proposed action analyzed in this SPD EIS. Shipments of a small quantity of
MOX fuel from LANL to Canada were part of a separate proposed action.
DOE has prepared an Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project
Fuel Manufacture and Shipment (DOE/EA-1216, January 1999) and FONSI,
signed August 13, 1999, on fabrication of the MOX fuel and its transportation
to Canada. Because the Blue Water Bridge in Port Huron, Michigan, will be
under renovation during the time of the proposed shipment, the route using
that bridge was removed from consideration. This EA and FONSI can be
viewed on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted public
hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites and therefore, with the most
directly concerned population. This decision did not preclude relevant
comment by State and local governments, individuals, and organizations in
Michigan. Approximately 1,700 copies of the SPD Draft EIS were mailed,
and an NOA letter was mailed to an additional 5,500 members of the public.
Several means were available for providing comments: public hearings, mail,
atoll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Equal consideration
was given to all comments, regardless of how or where they were received.
DOE does not believe that any extension of the comment period on the
SPD Draft EIS is necessary.

UDSIYIIY—SPSUOASIY PUD STUIUNIO TUIMUUO)



13493

Hosss, AMY

PaGe1loF 2
140 ARBORWAY, STE. 6, BOSTON, MA 02130-3522 USA
(617) 524.1342 » fax (617) 524.1347 « contact@ulnotnow.com
To: DOE, Fax 18008205156
From: if Nat Now: A Citizens Lobbying Tool, EMail rep-info@ifnotnow.com
Date: Sep 10, 1998 13:44 GMT

Subject: Plutonium Disposal By Buming 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, 1988:
There were 2 new signers. Tolal signers to date: 2.

TOPIC: Phutonium Disposal By Buming in Nuclear Reactors
Dear DOE (Fissile Materials Program),

| am writing to oppose the current Department of Energy plan for
plutonium dispositior, which is based on mixed-oxide (MOX) fuel. MOX
fuel Is @ bad idea. It is unproven technology as far as commercial
reactors in the U.S. are concerned. MOX techniques for piutonium disposal 1
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 NOW SERVICE

Subscribers use [f Not Now (www.ifnotnow.com) to get information about

political and social issues of concern to them. The service also enables

them to sign lelters 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

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 United States, 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 costreport, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection
Jor Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009,
July 1998), which 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.
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140 ARBORWAY, STE. 6, BOSTON, MA 02130-3522 USA
(617) 524-1342 + fax (617) 524:1347 * contsct@ifnotrow.com

An important feature of If Not Now is that we follow up on every action
letter that we send, and we report how reprasentatives, officials and
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
constituents will be able to view your response when they check the
results of that action. (We regret that we cannot process responses
received via fax or US mall.) We strongly encourage you to send us a
response! Our subscribers are active, involved citizens who want to
hear from you.

To respond to an action letter: fill out the form at

http:IAwww.ifnotnow .com/respond.html - you will need to use your
special key: PeeTJIwV. This key is valid for one-time use only. Please
send questions or comments via email to: rep-info@ifnotnow.com.
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NO!

P P

Signed

Keep Texas Panhandle water, air, and
soil safe from radioactive pollutants

To any plutonium processing in the |
Texas Panhandle ooﬂﬂyw/m ¢'/S <-

To minimal handling and processing of
plutonium and other nuclear materials

To converting military plutomum for
use in mixed oxide (MOX)

s oz
e DR 1

M-oudfi M.

CD1358

CD1358-1 Alternatives

Sections 4.17 and 4.26.3 describe the potential effects of the maximum impact
alternative on air quality, water resources, and soil. These analyses indicate
that the impacts of construction and normal operation of the pit conversion
and MOX facilities on air, water, and soil at Pantex would likely be minor.

CD1358-2

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex. 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.

Alternatives

CD1358-3 DOE Policy

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. DOE is committed to public and worker safety during the construction,
operation, and deactivation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities, and would implement appropriate controls and procedures to ensure
compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws, rules, regulations,
and requirements.

CD1358-4 MOX Approach

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 weapons again.

DPOAIN—SISHOASIY PUY SIUSUNIO JUIUIMOD)



9re—¢

Busa, MICHELE
PAGE 2 oF 2

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 costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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DEVLIN, SALLY
Pacelor1

Hi. I’'m calling Donna Menace and I want to thank her very
much for calling me back. The way, my address is PO Box 2598
and its Pahrump, NV 89041. I’m interested in whatever it is she
want to send me because I do want to make commentary. I'm
very concerned about the MOX and if it can’t be used in the
light water reactors, so whatever you do isright. And Ilook
forward to hearing from you. I've been out of town and that’s
why I didn’t return your call sooner. Thank you again. My
number is (702) 727-6853 if you want to call. And the best time I
will be home in the morning. Thank you. Bye

PD032-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding 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. 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.
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GOODMAN, SIDNEY J.
Pagelorl

170 Viltanova Drive
Paramus, NJ 07652
July 31, 1998

Executive Director
U.S. Department of Energy
Washington, DC

Dear Director:

{ am vehemently opposed to the use of MOX fuel in civilian
nuclear power plants.

There are already serious problems of unaccounted for
sansitive materials without putting weapons grade plutonium in
mass circulation. :

Every step in the direction of putting us on a plutonium
economy risks unconscionable environmental, economic, and
weapans proliferation problems.

The nuclear industry has failed miserably in its responsibility to
the general welfare.

The last thing we need now is another arrogant, corrupt
blunder.

Very truly yours,

,‘543'47 !W, fE.

Sidney J. Goodman, P.E.
Professional Engineer

FD173-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the commercial use of
weapons-usable plutonium. The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent
with the 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. 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 Iimited 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.
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NEw JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
LAWRENCE SCHMIDT
Pacelorl

"t
State of Nefr Jerzey

Christine Todd Whitman Department of Environmental Protection Robert C. Shinn, Jr.
Covernot Commissioncr

Office of Program Coordination
PO Box 4
Trenton, NJ 08625-0418
Phone 609-202-2662
Fax 809-777-0842

August 25, 1998

Mr. G. Bert Stevenson

NEPA Compliarice Cfficer

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U.S. Depariment of Energy

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3788

RE: COMMENTS
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft EIS
DOE/EIS-0283-D

Dear Mr. Stevenson:

The Office of Program Coordination of the New Jersay Department of
Environmental Protection (NJDEP) has completed its review of the Draft Exvironmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for Surplus Plutonium Disposition. None of the three proposed
sites are in the Northeasi consequently our Departments Radiation Protection 1
¥ impact to New Jersey, at this time, from the smng
oonstrucbon or opemuon of any of the facilities. In addition, they foresee na increase in

X ofr in New Jersey as result of this action.

However, one allematwe facility woukd pmduoe Mixed Oxide Fual (MOX). This
fuel wouid ba d as fuel for a ial nuclear power plant,. As stated in
the Drafl EIS, specific reactor sites whare this fuel wil be used have not baen identified. 2
The Final EIS will include an environmental impact analysis related to specific reactors
selected. Thus, there is no indication, at this time, if any nuclear power plants in New
Jersay will utilize MOX fuel.

Please send the Office of Program Goordination two eoples of the Final EIS,
when it becomes available, so that we can review pot
associated with the use of MOX fuel in New Jersey.

" oplk
L
Lawrence Schmicit

Director
Office of Program Coordination

C: Jill Lipoti, NJDEP

New Jersey & 20 Pquat Oppocturity Fmploper
Recycied Papes.

MD115

MD115-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s conclusions that the surplus plutonium
disposition program would not impact the State of New Jersey.

Alternatives

MD115-2 MOX Approach

Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of
using MOX fuel in the six reactors proposed for the MOX approach. None of
the proposed reactors are in New Jersey, they 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.

TUIUBIVLS JIVTULT [DIUSUIUOLIAUT JDUL] UOLISOASIT Wmuomjg SHidng




IS¢

ALBRECHT, KATHRYN
Pace1o0r2

1 would like to submit the following comments for the-seoping-en the Surpius
Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Statement:

1) The mixed-oxide (MOX) nuclear fuel option has & negative economic
value, will resuit in unnecessary subsidies to nuclear power utilities, and
is experiencing grave technical challenges. A range of immobilization
options need (o be addressed as more viable for disposition.

2) Plutonium processing has never occurred at Pantex and for this
reason it is a relatively clean site, I believe it is unwise to locate
piutoaium processing at a site with no processing and minimal nuclear
waste treatment experience, especially one located over a major aquifer
and in the middle of rich agricyitural producing land.

3) Eavironmental, safety, and beaith impacts must be fully identified
and analyzed, induding quantity and composition of waste streams,
potential accident scenarios, and consequences of accidents.

4) The impact on the ares agricultural economy needs to be nddressed at
length in this

3

| 4

e Ao hE M

CD1700

CD1700-1

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 phutonium
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.

Alternatives

The fabrication of MOX fuel and its use in commercial reactors has been
accomplished in Western Europe. This experience would be used for
disposition of the U.S. surplus plutonium.

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.

DOE has identified as its preferred altemative 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.

CD1700-2

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. The analyses presented in

Alternatives
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Section 4.26.3.2.2 indicate that there would be no discemible impacts on the
quality of water in the Ogallala aquifer from normal operation of these facilities.
Other sections show, moreover, that the normal operation of these facilities
would likely have minor impacts on human health, agriculture, and livestock:
Sections 4.17.1.4 and 4.17.2 4 address the potential radiological and hazardous
chemical effects of the maximum-impact alternative on workers and the public
atPantex; Appendix J.3, the potential contamination of agricultural products
and livestock, and consumption of these products by persons living within
an 80-km (50-mi) radius of Pantex.

CD1700-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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). DOE
has analyzed the potential environmental impacts of waste management,
human health risks, and facility accidents associated with the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities as discussed in Appendixes H, J, and
K, respectively.

CD1700-4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
This comment is addressed in responses CD1700-2 and CD1700-3.
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ALBRECHT, KATHRYN
Pacelor1

d NO! To plutonium processing in the Texas
Panhandle.

1
d NO! To bringing plutonium to Pantex from
other sites.

d NO! To long-term storage of piutonium over 2
_ the Ogallala Aquifer.

d NO! To facilities that handle nuciear waste
or to processes that generate It.

| support jobs and development In the Panhandis that don't endanger

woarkers, my family, our natural resourcesgs or the reputstion of Texas 3
agriculturst products.

gres:,
- O ase

CD1701

CD1701-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex. 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.

CD1701-2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the safe storage of
plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of pits
and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to address
plutonium storage requirements. Evaluation of repackaging Pantex pits into
a more robust container 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 Webssite at http://www.doe-md.com. Based on this supplement analysis,
the decision was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL-R8 sealed
insert container and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the
AT—400A container.

CD1701-3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of new missions at Pantex that
don’t endanger people or the environment. The analyses presented in
Section 4.26.3.2.2 indicate that there would be no discernible impacts on the
quality of water in the Ogallala aquifer from normal operation of the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities. Other sections show, moreover, that
the normal operation of these facilities would likely have minor impacts on
human health, agriculture, and livestock; Sections 4.17.1.4 and 4.17.2 4 address
the potential radiological and hazardous chemical effects of the
maximum-impact alternative on workers and the public at Pantex; Appendix J.3,
the potential contamination of agricultural products and livestock, and
consumption of these products by persons living within an 80-km (50-mi)
radius of Pantex.
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NEw MEexico ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT
GEbpI CiBAS
PAaGElor2

State of New Mexico
ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT
Harold Runnels Building
1190 8¢. Francis Drive, P.0. Box 26110
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87502-6110
Telephone (505) 827.2855
Fax (505) 827-2836

September 23, 1998

Howard R. Cantor

Acting Director

Offica of Flsslle Materials Disposition !
U.S. Department of Energy

P.0O. Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Canler:

- RE: SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT;

OFFICE OF FISSILE MATERIALS DISPOSITION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY; JULY

1998
This its Now Mexico Depanment {NMED) stalf comments ragarding the above-
o d Draft E o 1 (OEIS).
(U] Volume 1. PanAPage15th1NeedtoBeorAre y A El: The
Nuclear Regulatory Commission should be i d, and th be ied with, in all aspects

of the Mixed Oxide (MOX]) fabrication process, Incbdlng 1he lead luel assembly fabrication.

{2)  Voluma 2. L.3.3 Ground Transportation Route Selection Process. Shipments of radioactive
malerials to LANL should use the Santa Fe Reliel Route {Route 539} to reduce the potential of a
{ human health risk) while shipping companants though the Santa Fe

ared.

(& The main of ph i , and il ion, and MOX fuet fabrication
were analyzed 1or sites outside the State of New Mexico. The only amivny that might be located a$ Los
Alamos National Laboratory ks tha fabrication of lead assemblies. An existing buikling would need to be
modified o contain this activity, so welding would be done only inside bulidings, limiting emissions.
Operational emissions would result from vehicular traffic and emergency dlesel generalars. The 1os
Alamos National Laboratory is in an area thal is currently in or all N t Air
Quality Standards (NAAGS). Basod upon tha miormation provided, we would not anticipate any anhlem
air quality problems as a result of this project.

We appreciale the opportunity 1o comment on this DEIS. Please let us know il you have any questions.
Sincerely,
Ve

i Cibas, Ph.D.
Environmental | Review Coordinator

NMED File No. 1191ER

PETER MAGGIORE
Secretary

MD325-1 NRC Licensing

Under the National Defense Authorization Act (fiscal year 1999), Congress
directed that any facility under contract with and for the account of DOE that
is used for the purpose of fabricating mixed plutonium-uranium oxide nuclear
fuel for use in a commercial nuclear reactor obtain a license from NRC. In this
act, Congress also exempted facilities that are used for research, development,
demonstration, testing, or other analysis purposes from the
licensing requirement.

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.

As directed by Congress, NRC will be the regulatory authority for the MOX
facility and will continue to be responsible for licensing the reactors, and as
such would have to approve the use of MOX fuel through the license
amendment process. The lead assemblies would be fabricated at DOE facilities
that are not licensed by NRC, but the lead assemblies would meet licensing
requirements for irradiation in selected reactors.

MD325-2 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concems about the transportation route
selection process. 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 of Radioactive and Hazardous
Waste (DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, November 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
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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.

MD325-3 Air Quality and Noise

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s input. Air quality impacts from
construction and normal operation of facilities at LANL for lead assembly
fabrication would likely be minor as discussed in Section 4.27.4.1.
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New MExico URANIUM WORKERS
Pavur Hicks
Pagelorl
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MD331-1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns. However, the impact of
radiation on uranium miners is beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. If MOX
fuel is used in domestic, commercial reactors as proposed in this EIS there
would be less uranium needed to fuel these reactors and therefore less uranium
mined. This comment was forwarded to the Department of Health and Human
Services to whom it was originally addressed.
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140 ARBORWAY, STE. 6, BOSTOM, MA 02130.3522 USA
(617) 524.1342 © fax (517) 5241247 « coatact@ifncenow.com
To: DOE, Fax 18008205156
From: if Not Now: A Citizens Lobbying Tool, EMail rep-info@ifnotnow
Date: Sep 16, 1998 7:04 GMT

Subject: Plutonium Disposal By Burning In Nutlear 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 16, 1998:
There were 2 new signers. Total signers to date; 4.

TOPIC: Plutonium Disposal By Burning In Nuclear Reactors
Dear DOE (Fissile Materiais Program),

| 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. MOX techniques for piutonium 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

fual economies. It is essential that the DOE do sverything possible to
discourage this profiferation.

New signers and comments:

Krista Bradford, New York, NY 10033
Danielle Benzinger, Arlington, TX 76006

DESCRIPTION OF IF NOT NOW SERVICE

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
consclidated form to officials such as yourself. it is important to
emphasize that our subscriber list is authenticated through credit card
verification, and anly those signers who belong to your specific
constituency are included in the signature list that you recelve.

FD312-1 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 cost report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection
Sor Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009,
July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost estimates for each altemnative,
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.

YLO[ MIN—SISUOSIY PUD SIUFUNIO(T JUIUMO)



8Ce—¢

Braprorp, KrisTA
PAGE 2 oF 2

140 ARBORWAY, STE. 6, BOSTON, MA 02130-3522 USA
(517) $524-1342 ¢ fax (617) 524-1347 » conuct@ifnoenow.com

An important feature of If Not Now is that we follow up on every action
letter that we send, and we report how representatives, officials and
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). Foliow the
directions below. Your letter will be posted without editing; your
constituents will be able to view your response when they check the
resuilts of that action. (We regret that we cannot process responses
received via fax or US mall.) We strongly encourage you to send us a
response! Our subscribers are active, involved citizens who want to
hear from you.

To respond to an action letter: fill out the form at

hitp:/iwww. ifnotnow.com/respond.himl - you will need to use your
special key: PeeTJIwV. This key is valid for one-time use only. Please
send questions or comments via email to: rep-info@ifnotnow.com.
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PO Bax 85—~ Glendake Spings, Noth Carwisa. 28619

Pheee 335-302-1M ~ Fax 3369022954 ~ Emal bredl @ shybesteom

August 10, 1998
. . : via facsimile # 800-820-5156
Office of Fissile Materials Management ' :
U.S. Department of Energy
PO Box 23786
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Sir or Madam:

We, the undersigned, write to request both a sixty-day extension of the public comment penod
and additional public hearings in North Carolina on the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Envircomental Impact Statement. We write also to support requests by other citizens® groups
and individuals for additional public hearings in affected commumities. The SPDEIS is the latest
National Environmental Policy Act docament that will help shape decisions on how to dispose of
up to fifty metric tons of weapons usable plutonium that has been declared surplus 1o national
security needs. Full public debate must occur now.

Extend the Public Comment Period for Sixty Days

'ItheparmentofEncrgy tsnllowmgforasmydaycommanpcnodforpeoplewuvnewand

oo a large, comp! twenty-cight other related
NEPA documents, an economic report that not mleascd until July 28, 1998, and numerous Data
Reports. The Data Reports are unavailable to people who are not near a Department of
Reading Room, yet contain crucial information. For example, on page J-4 of the Draft SPDEIS,
DOE wrote that, "source term dahformdxologxcs.lreleeses stack heights, and release locations
are provided in the Data Reports for the pit conversion, mmoblllmon, and MOX facilities.” In
other words, the Draft SPDEIS does not in any data on g as basic as expected
quantities of redjoactive air pollutants.

Provide for Additionsl Public Hearings

The Department of Energy is plammg only ﬁve public heanngs. four in the communities closest
to DOE sites being considered for new p g plants, and one regional meeting in
[ downstmm community (Portland). Tlus publxc Iwanngs schedule will likely difute the

di y of public inhibit the invc of downwind and downstream
communities that generally bear liabilities without benefits; and skew the publlc o;mmon curve in
favor of DOE proposals. .

DOEshmﬂdaddthefollowmgheanngmmllst

L R:gloml Hearings in Savannah, Georgia and Columbia, South Carolina, The Savannah R.wer

Site is the preferred candidate site for all three new plutonium procssmg famlmﬁ Real impacts

on the Savannah River from SRS operations and accidents are well d, with the most

notable being the December, 1991 mumleekthatqmcklymched&vamah,(}eotgu DOE

e cruditor stends befons « man's house o Luy long, dowsanding paymont of his bt
ths man st sither ramove th roditor v pay the Lill, ~ Abece Pk

SCD30-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

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. 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.

Appendix J was revised to include expected radiological release quantities
from each of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. 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 locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and
Washington, D.C.

SCD30-2 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
getall 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 beyond the scope of
this EIS. The Environmental Assessment for the Parallex Project Fuel
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cannot justify 2 lack of public hearings in Sa b orCol
liability from its proposals.

ia, which will bear the preatest

2. Regional hearings in manearnuclwmorsnmthatmbangpmposedfor
m-admhan of Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel. Consortiums of utilities and nuclear fuel fabricators are

led to submit Proposals for MOX Fuel Fabrication and Irradiation Services August 1998.
We request that a public hearing be held in Raleigh and Charlotte, North Carolina, where reactor
communities and the affected public are located. .

DOE has stated that "environmental impact analyss 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, During the 1997 Scoping for the SPDELS, DOE was repeatedly asked to involve
nuclear reactor communities in the NEPA process, yet ignored these comments while moving
forward on a process to select reactor sites that excludes eommurmy input. DOE cannot justify

excluding public invol in sek

3. A regional hearing in Denver, Colorado. Denvensmpmxmutytollookyﬂa&whcw
approximately 25% of the surplus plutonium is in storage, so the area has a stake in the decisions
being made. Furthermore, DOE has never held hearings to discuss p i nmmobxlwmon of
Rocky Flats plutonium as a reasonable alternative, and i is proposing to weaken the reqn

for shipping plutonium from Rocky Flats to Savannah River Site.

,plmomum distion facilities..

4. A regional hearing in Dallas, Texas. Dallas is likely to be in the transportation corvidor for
shipments of special nuclear materials and radioactive waste from new operations. The .
Department of Energy cannot legitimately-claim that state-wide support exists in Texas for
Pantex becoming a new DOE plutonium processing site without seeking input from outside the
Amarillo area.

5. A hearing in Washington D.C., where decisions are made, policy is formulated, and a
substantial community of non-govemmcnhlo:ganmons exists to monitor the Department of
Energy, and where a larger community of organizations exmmmomoorhow taxpayer dollars
are spent. .

6. Port Huron, Michigan (or othet location), the 1 of the border crossing for plutonium
fue]slnpnmnstoCInlkRJvnr.OnlxnototesthANDUreacwm DOE is still considering the
option of burning MOX fuel in CANDU reactors, yet has effectively excluded Canadian citizens
from the process. 'l'hehemngeouldbeacoopemuvepub]meventhcldvnt}nbcAwmmEncrgy
of Canada, Ltd. .

The abund ies and recent chang in direct in the Dep of Energy's
b & jum disposition program indi a continued need to subject Federal proposals
to the hlghmt and most rigorous levels of public debate possible. DOE has already failed to

J/,,.Jx..e..l.z./.u..;.;w.u.,a,,z._.g,.,.u.ﬂ;,m
B man mat it cxmae B o o pay e L ~ Ao Pusd

soliciting public comment for the site scl i for  facilities, while

SCD30

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.

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 and responded to.

SCD30-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Regional public hearings on the nuclear reactor sites proposed for the
irradiation of MOX fuel could not be conducted during the public comment
period for the SPD Draft EIS, as no sites had been designated by that
time. The SPD Final EIS was not issued until specific 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.

SCD30-4 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 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 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

JUFUIZIDLS JODAUL] JOIUBUUONAUT JDUL] UOIISOASICT WNIUOMIG SHIdING




19¢-¢

BLuE RiDGE ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE LEAGUE
Louis ZELLER ET AL.
Pace30rF3

BREDL

10 August 1998

page3

implement the easiest part of its plutonium storage and disposition program. At Pantex it has
abandoned its new "safes” iner and a proposed facility de for plutonium pit storage.

. For Rocky Flats plutonium, it is already amending the "Record of Decision” for the "Storage and
Disposition of Weapons-Usable Fissilc Materials Final Programmatic Eavironmental Impact
" to "address the envi | impact of utilizing the K-Reactor facility for plutonium

storage, the possibility that plutonium stabilization would be done at SRS instcad of st RFETS,
the shipment of plutonium to SRS before the APSF storage vault is operational, the shipment of
some materials from RFETS that are Jess than 50% plutonium, end the need to wtilize direct
maaleasﬁnginFB-Lin:wde-classifysomeonheRFETS.'(DefenseNuclearFaciliﬁwSafﬂy
Board Weekly Report for Savannah River Site, June 26, 1998).

The National Envi I Policy Act requires Federal Agencies to insure that high quality
“envi ) infi ion is available to public officials and cifizens before decisions are made
and before actions are taken", and that substantial and meaningful public involvement in the
planni decision pr By icting public hearings to a few communities, DOE would
be violating the spirit of NEPA. - .
Signed,
Louis Zeller, Southeast Anti-Reprocessing Project Lisa Hamill
Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League PO Box 392
PO Box 88 Carrboro, NC 27510
Glendale Springs, NC 28629 " Phone: 919-942-6423
Phone: 336-982-2651 Thamill@junc.com
Fax: 336-982-2954
Email: BREDL@skybest.com
£ M.T. O'Nan, Director Andrew George, Director
Protect All Children's Environment ’ Southern Appalachian Biodiversity Project
2261 Buck Creek Road and the Green Highlands Project
Marion, NC 28752 PO Box 3141
Fax: 704-724-4177 Asheville, NC 28802
Email: pace@medowell.main.nc.us . Phone: 828-258-2667
a © Email: andrewg@buncombe.main.nc.us
Allen Spalt, Director '
Agricultural Resources Center
PESTicide EDucation project
115 West Main Street
Carrboro, NC 27510

Phone: 919-967-1886
E-mail: aspelt@mindspring.com .
Visit ARC at: htp//sunsite.unc.edi/arc

$P0-BSimarngedacySt

o it stands efio  mas's s ol oy long, demacdieg payest of ks il
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SCD30

dialogue. Itis DOE policy to encourage public input into these matters of
national and international importance.

SCD30-5 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern regarding the safe storage
of plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage
of pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities
to address plutonium storage requirements. 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. Based on this supplement analysis, the
decision was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL-R8 sealed
insert container and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the
AT-400A container.

SCD30-6 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 by the commentor, 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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Phone 1369822691 ~ Fax 334-982-2954 ~ Emal beed @ skybest.con

7O Box 80~ Glendale Soring. North arvhng 78619

Commeents of Lou Zefler to the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
regarding the Surplas Plutonium Disposition Draft EIS
August 13, 1998, North Augusta, South Cavolina.

MynameuLomschlcrandlamond:esmﬁ'ofﬂ:mmkxdgeEnvmnmenwlDefcnse
League. Our organi wis ded in 1984 in resp to the Dep of Energy's

Crystalline Repository Project which plalmed 1o bury high level nuclear waste ina decp hole in
the ground Together with thousands of activists, we organized 1o halt that ill-conceived project.

Todayladdmthcdmﬂl’-llsfurmxplusplmomumdlsposmonwluchwmﬂdmkcﬁssle
mstulalsﬁom}hnford..WashmgtonundkockthIs,ColomdomdmovextmtheSavmah
River Site in preparation for reprocessing. 1 have studied available dc g the

Weapons-Usable Fissile Materials. Although the Amended Record of Decmon would increase

not significantly reduce the amount of phnomum 1 i wheme
norie existed before. A typical 1 reactor produces 500 paunds ofplulomum a year.
Go! have esti ’lha.tnsmgPOchommmalmctmsmxldreducem:

embrittlement caused by the POX fuel’s higher ncutron flux. This will shorten the expected
lifespan of wility reactors and increase the risk and the severity of accidents. Utility ratepayers
andthemxpayerswxllpayfora.llﬂns,nndourchlldlmandgtanddnldmn\»ﬂlbeanhenegmvc
health effects and genetic abnormalities.

Evenwnhoutananmdent,peoplewholwe,work,andgotoschoolnwmemspon

tests, In the name of:edumngﬂ:enucleanhrea!, the U.S. governnwntvnll ngetennnsts
h ds of miles of opp ities to seize or sabotag

1n 1994 and 1995, the Foreign Research Reactor Spent Nuclear Fuel program provided
the Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League and our allies with an opportunity to expose the

e s ot ke resaoes the couditn oo pay Bhs il =~ _Alice Perd

DOE’s 6450-01-P on amending the Record Of Decision on the and Dispositionof 1

the pott and storage of pl fromlOMTto116MT it would also open the door o
P of plutoni into lear reactor fuel,
We oppose the planned “buraing” of surph bl as mixed oxide 2
fuel in ial light watey outlined ln the SPDEIS. Itis simply not possible
to bum plmomnm The continued use of Orwell-like terms to describe DOE actions does
g 1o § public confiden m the DOE's programs. Another example; To “declassify” 3
in DOE peak means to reprocess p jum metal for storage at SRS.
" Furth the use of ph omdeﬁselorPOX.mcormnemmlp«werreaﬁomm]l

total plutonivm by only 1%. To this must be added the d of reactor comp 4

routes will be dosed with radiation. Theu'ansportcaskshavcnevabecnwbjecwdtoml-world 5

myth of nuclear non-proliferation. The firestorm of publicity ignited by the Don't Nuke 1 6
North/South Carolina Campaign made it impossible for elected officials charged with protection
of public health to avoid the issue. Our methods were straitforward, our goal simple: get the word

S e crodier s hfioe 5 even s ke el day g, drmarding payurat of bis i - 8CD2g

SCD29-1 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the movement of
fissile materials from Hanford and RFETS to SRS. In order to support the
early closure of RFETS and the early deactivation of plutonium storage
facilities at Hanford, DOE has modified, contingent upon certain
conditions, some of the decisions made in its Storage and Disposition
PEIS ROD. Hanford and RFETS surplus plutonium would not be of a
quality suitable for use as MOX fuel in a domestic, commercial reactor.

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

SCD29-2 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the use of MOX fuel
in commercial reactors. Commentor is correct that using MOX fuel does
not destroy all the plutonium. However, the MOX approach does 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.

SCD29-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The declassification at SRS of plutonium residues from RFETS is the
subject of the Supplement Analysis for Storing Plutonium in the Actinide
Packaging and Storage Facility and Building 105-K at the Savannah
River Site (July 1998) and amended ROD for the Storage and Disposition
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PEIS. Itis important that this limited amount of material be changed from
its current form into a form that does not allow for proliferation of the
knowledge or means of nuclear weapons fabrication to terrorists or rogue
states. The plutonium resulting from the declassification action could be
either immobilized or used to fabricate MOX fuel.

SCD29-4 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.
Although no U.S. commercial reactors are licensed to use plutonium-
based fuel, several are designed to use MOX fuel, and others can easily
and safely accommodate a partial MOX core. While it is true that not all
the plutonium would be consumed during irradiation in a nuclear reactor,
the resulting spent fuel would have a radiation barrier equivalent to LEU
spent fuel, and recovery of this plutonium would be extremely dangerous,
time consuming, and costly.

The higher flux associated with MOX fuel can accelerate reactor
component aging. However, this would be taken into account when
developing fuel management strategy, including fuel assembly placement
in the reactor core. The proposed action anticipates partial, not full,
MOX cores in the selected reactors. 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.

Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specific analyses and discuss
the potential environmental impacts of using a partial MOX core during
routine operations and reactor accidents.

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
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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.

SCD29-5 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the safety of
nuclear materials transportation. DOE is committed to safety and
safeguards for its facilities and the transport of materials.

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
Divisionin 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 evalvated in this
SPD EIS. As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from
nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle
emissions are expected.

Table L-6 summarizes the possibility of a LCF associated with the
radiation doses from shipping radioactive material. Type B packages
have been used for years to ship radioactive materials in the United States
and around the world. To date, no Type B package has ever been
punctured or released any of its contents, even in actual highway
accidents. No Type B package has seen real-world conditions that
approach the severity level of the tests. As described in Appendix L..3.1.6,
the Type B package is extremely robust and provides a high degree of
confidence that even in extremely severe accidents, the integrity of the
package would be maintained with essentially no loss of the radioactive
contents or serious impairment of the shielding capability.
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out, Our traveling roadshow traced the nuclur transport route from Sunny Point to Wihmngton
to Pembroke and into South Carolina. The Govemor of North Carolina responded with scores of
Highway Patrolmen, the State Bureau of I i 1, and a helicopter to pany the nuclear
waste trains. The elab for accid det ﬂwm!dmgureptmnedby
intemational commerce of nnclearwasbe. . ’ .

Exposing these Iy vak ials to shi mﬂlenanomhlghwaysand
byways plesenis thousands of miles of opportunities for vould-be saboteurs, thieves, and
terrorists. We demonstrated by our all-night vigil at Sunay Point that anyone so inclined can
ecasily track these shipments. “This just goes to show that any terrorist who can afford a pair of
‘binoculars and a plane tlcket could know their every move,"said Janet M. Zetler, BREDL's
E ive Director. A sp formeDOElabeledomucuonsa"medleasbmhof
security."4 But the p hii ity generated by our camp does not make sabotage more likely.
On the contrary, ﬂncmcmsedmelﬂmoeandprwmmonsukmbysmeofﬁmulswasamm
result of the high media profile.

The Environmental Assessment for the foreign wastes prepared by DOE in 1994 states
that the Savannah River Site's receiving basin for the foreign wastes "show no visible signs of
corrosion.” But in July 1995 amponbytheDefeuseNucleuthm Safety Board mspecuon
team noted that, sngmﬁcanlmmsnonufﬂ\ewcmﬁxelwns inating the facility,
slpuﬁﬂnlwasl: and contributing to personnel exposure.”

Thea(posuteofpeoplelmngclosemlheradluwsand‘ hways to ionizing radiation is
easily overlooked. Cancers, feuk and i ppressi maybe’ tayed for years or
decades. Dr. Carl Rupert, BREDL Board of Directors b thc lation dose
fmmﬂteexpecledhu!xlofﬂ?trans-wemsl’upmmwbe7885 person-rent, whu.hcouldmult

in twenty canver fatslities from ocean transport of FRR waste alone.

Duxing our Don't Nukc North/South Caroling Campaign we met mostly Native American
residents living a stonc's throw from the tracks watching the activity at the rail junction. Small
bommdhommgmvjeclsareclosﬂoﬂ\elm:kshem Many people are unsble to afford

bil h jon would be difficult or impossible, The people of
Pembmhebe!wvedthatthcnuclwwastem dangered their jty. They did not
believe DOE spokestmen who claim, on the one hand, that these materials are too dangerous 10 be
leﬂmsmxagchmha,ontheoumhmd,thaenmeauseforwrmnformdmmanorﬂland
South Carolina.

. Ourrights in a free society are th ’bytbelaws d y to protect these
slnpmeuls This nation cannot protect the nuclear fuel cycle from terrorism without becoming a
police state. Apnmteuums!xndmgonpubhcpmpenymnyvnewamnortmckandspmd
the word without jeopardy. However, if that cargo carries nuclear weapons-grade materials the
citizen becomes an outlaw. The Blue Ridge Environmental Defense League planslocomm:our
campaign for as long as it takes fo bring an end to this deadly commerce.

St dands b s b ol L b, i oyt of s 4l * scD29
te mam st ether comors the crodite o pug the Wl ~ _Albia Pist -

SCD29-6 Transportation

DOE’s SST/SGT system uses 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. The evaluation of human health risks from transportation are
addressed in the Transportation sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I and in
greater detail in Appendix L. Human health impacts of the proposed
facilities are discussed in the Human Health Risk sections of Chapter 4
and in greater detail in Appendix J. Nonproliferation is only one factor in
the decisionmaking process for surplus plutonium disposition. 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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DUKE COGEMA STONE & WEBSTER
RoBERT H. InDpE
Pacelor 6

DUKE COGEMA
STONE & WEBSTER

September 10, 1998

Mr. Bert Stevenson

NEPA Compliance Officer

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

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

bject: Surplus Plutonlwm Envlr t impact
Dear Mr. Stevenson:

Thank you for the opportunity fo comment on the draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition
i | impact Stat t. as hed in July 1998.

The attached comments are submitted on the behalf of DUKE COGEMA STONE &
WEBSTER. DUKE COGEMA STONE & WEBSTER is leading a consortium of
companies which has responded to a Department of Energy request for bids to design,
construct and operate a mixed oxide plant. Other members of the team are Framatome
COGEMA Fuels, Nuctear Fuel Services, Duke Power and Virginia Power.

Statement are provided in the attachment to this letter. If you have any questions
pertaining ta these comments, please contact Ms. Mary Birch at (704) 382-2140.

Robert H. Ihde
President and CEO
DUKE COGEMA STONE & WEBSTER

ipcerely,

Enc/ Comments on Draft EIS

Our specific comments on the draft Surplus Plutonium Dispasition Envir Impact
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DUKE COGEMA STONE & WEBSTER

RoBerT H. InDE
PaGE20F 6
ATTACHMENT
DU}GCOGEMASTONEIWEBSTERWMMBDWMMEMWS(DOE‘S)M
Surplus ium Di {SPD) impact
Mo, location Comment

T Sadia
ys.

Executive  Specification of “can-in-canister” immobilization as a preferred alternative.
Summary,
PS8

DOE Is proposing "can-in-canister” ion as is ive for i
However, the DOE's own reports 2 indicate that "can-in-canister’ immoblizetion does not cumently
meet the Spent Fuel staldnmhrbna-lennnonpmlhmhnnﬂstm ‘The Unlted States must
deploy an affective, ¥ R wants io

1 support for DUKEGDGEMASTO’E&WEBSTER
-modsth.lwnanunldbnonm-pmufﬂusshlodbpmMllssurplmphmwmwlbe
pradicatad on the disposktion of United States material In 2 manner that provides high confidencs in it
resistance 1o thefl, diversion, or re-use.

Recormmenciations:
1 DOEshoddwnsueronyﬁwsennemwvosma mec‘ltheSpeMFuelst&ndlrd {i.e., moced oxide

(MOX) fuel and homog
2. H”\eDOEpllsuesdcpbymemof 'can-h-Glms(of'mmobiizMn the DOE should explain how i will
in an open, process, that the “can-in-canister” pkitonium

disposition approach wil maet (his fundamevnl program requirement - the Spent Fuel Standard.

Red Report, October 1956
ol Energy, DOE/NN-000T- N 2 A onkeol Usatie Storage and Excess

MD177-1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the ability of the
immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard. In the
Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Material Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition Alternatives
(DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), DOE identified two potential liabilities of
the immobilization alternatives relative to the Spent Fuel Standard. These
liabilities involve ensuring sufficient radiation levels and providing
removal-resistant can-in-canister designs. Since that time, DOE has
modified the can support structure inside the canisters and has focused
its research on the ceramic form of immobilization. As part of the form
evaluation process, an independent panel of experts determined (Letter
Report of the Immobilization Technology Peer Review Panel, from
Matthew Bunn to Stephen Cochran, LLNL, August 21, 1997) that the
can-in-canister design would meet the Spent Fuel Standard. In addition,
NAS is currently conducting studies to confirm the ability of the ceramic
can-in-canister immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard.
DOE is confident that immobilization remains a viable alternative for
meeting the nonproliferation goals of the surplus plutonium disposition
program.
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DUKE COGEMA STONE & WEBSTER
RosErT H. INDE
PAGE3 0OF 6

No. Locstion  Comment

2 Executive  Quantities of p in the EIS for using the two

S(ml’y.
pS-14

tonnes of low plutonium contert materials would require

The drah EIS states, “Sinca the ROD was lssued, however, DOE has delenmined that an additional 8

be for MOX tuel fabricath DOE Include

plutonium.

fonnes of phitonium a5 MOX fuel, while the akematives includs immoblizing 50 tonnes of surphis

DOE has never provided justification that any surpius phionium is not suiteble for MOX use. The
DOE has not explained what form this Isin. The y

fabrication into MOX fuel. Finally, the DOE has specified no

draft EIS make X clear that various kirkis of processing will be used in the Conversion and
Immoabiization Faciity. Also, a wet processing step has been alowed in the DOE's MOX RFP. It
‘waukd appear to be possible that some of this processing woukt render material that is suitable for

for either MOX fuel or immobilization must satisty. Therefore, it seems very uniikely that there is any
1echnical basis for any decision about quantities of plutonium that are sultable for sither oplion.

Racommendation:

Given the tack of justification for any decision about quantities of material for the two options, DOE
should inckxde the evaluation of a 100% (50 tonnes) MOX fusl altermative In the SPO EIS. This is the
only way ta preserve all appropriate options Lrit the time that the DOE can make a technicaly
gefensibie evaluation and decision on the allocation of material to the two plutonium disposition
appeoaches.

MD177-2 Feedstock

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. Section 2.2 includes
a description of the forms of plutonium that would be used for MOX feed
and immobilization feed and the levels of impurities present in those
materials. As discussed in this section, the plutonium destined for
immobilization is mainly in the form of impure oxides, impure metals,
plutonium alloys, uranium/plutonium oxide, and some alloyed reactor fuel.
Impurities present include neptunium, thorium, and beryllium. None of
the material planned for immobilization is in the form of spent fuel, and all
of it is considered weapons usable. A further description of the types
and amounts of plutonium currently planned for disposition can be found
in Feed Materials Planning Basis for Surplus Weapons-Usable
Plutonium Disposition (MD-0013, April 1997), which is available on the
MD Web site at hitp://www.doe-md.com.
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DUKE COGEMA STONE & WEBSTER

RoserT H. InDpE
Pacedor 6
No, Localion commen
3 Exacutive Fast Flux Test Facllity (FFTF).
Summary,
p. S8,
Appendix D.

p.D2.

. RIs not clear that using the FFTF to destroy nuciear weapons materlal (plutonium) would be
tothe

H, at the same lime, the facilty was producing another kind
of nuclear weapons material Qritiurn).

Recommendation:

In discussing the use of the FFTF fora and titium mission,
DOE shouid that there is & Signi L issue with such a
course of action,

Fast Flux Test Facllity (FFTF).

“The appendix states "If it were determined that MOX fuel (rather than uranium-only fuef) were needed

for the FFTF the MOX fuel may be onthe
amount of surplus plutonium that wouk? be required for tsitium production.” however, & s aur

that the Nty to fabricate L ias of MOX fuei for the FFTF does not
currently exdst within DOE complex.
Recommendation:

DOE should acknowledge that the usa of the FFTF with plutonium fuel in this manner would reguice
the design and construction of a MOX fue! fabrication faclity for the FFTF. 1t is the Sight water reactor
imadiation of MOX fuel that might be eliminated by such a course of action.

MD177-3 DOE Policy

As discussed in Appendix D of the SPD Draft EIS, DOE did consider
FFTF in the Storage and Disposition PEIS, but it was eliminated from
further study because it was in a standby status and it could not satisfy
the criterion of completing the disposition mission within 25 years using
the historic FFTF plutonium enrichment specifications. In
December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF would not
play arole in producing tritium.

MD1774 DOE Policy

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.
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PAGES OF 6
Mo,  Location Comment
5 Sections 217 Hot cel ;7 of tead fuel.
and 2.18.
Section 4.27.8 ‘rheemnmmlmpaasmmdnnEtsmmwnrmhdu«mmhpmmmwlhw

Section §.1, 5.2
and §.4.

in there is that the hot coll facilities would be
nspunsmu for the disposal of the upemmmnmmmmmm hot celt
examinations.

Recommendation:
DOE should revise the EIS to include these impscts, or nola that such impacis sre alrsady lncluded in
other emvironmental evaluations.

Praterred Akomnatives.
MOX Fuel Fabrication Akematives,
Lead Assembly Fabrication.

Numerous times the number of lesd assemblies referred to is 10, Based on scops and schedule for a
fead essembly program N would be very uniikely that this number of fuX MOX lead assemblies. could
bo fabricated.

Recommendation:
It this is a bounding number of lead essemblies used for EXS basis, mmlsmmﬂhesmsdassud\
& is misieading fo indicate that 10 lead could be basad on our

Ww(«hmmmmumammmmlmmmm

MD177-5 Lead Assemblies

The two DOE sites, ANL-W and ORNL, proposed for postirradiation
examination conduct these types of activities on an ongoing basis.
Impacts for activities associated with the postirradiation examination of
lead assemblies are within the scope of existing NEPA documentation at
these sites and are discussed, for limited resource areas, in Section 4.27.6.
Spent fuel after postirradiation examination would be the responsibility
of the DOE spent nuclear fuel program. As stated in the ROD for the DOE
Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste
Management Programs Final EIS (DOE/EIS-0203-F, April 1995), interim
storage for this type of spent fuel would take place at INEEL before
eventual disposal in a geologic repository. As described in the revised
Section 1.6, the preferred alternative for postirradiation examination
is ORNL.

MD177-6 Lead Assemblies

The SPD Draft EIS assumed up to 10 lead assemblies as a bounding
analysis based on DOE’s extensive discussions with representatives from
the commercial fuel industry. This SPD EIS was revised to evaluate
two lead assemblies based on information from DCS, the team that was
selected to provide MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services,
although it is possible that more than two would be required.
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DUKE COGEMA STONE & WEBSTER

RoserT H. InpE
PAGEG6GOF 6

Mo,  Location Comment

7 Section 5.1 Preferred Altamnatives,

3 Section 5.2

9 General

DOE does nol, &l this tme, have a preference for the location where Jead assembilies for MOX fuel
qualification would be tabricated.

Recommendation;
Tha decision should be left up to the where lead will taka place based
on their lion at the pr locations cited by DOE.

MOX Fuel Fabrication Aftemnatives.

Environmental crilique that wil be prepared, will k be avallabie to Contractor for review prior 1o the
Issuance and basis for enviconmental synopsis?

Recommendation:

Contractor should be able to review for accuracy and completeness prior {o Issuance.

SPD EIS Contractor

The SPD EYS includes & App B-Ct Inthis there is
a signed statement that the contractor has no nancial interest in the outcome of the project. Given
he nature of the statement, it would more approps be called 8 {vs. nond
statemani. Also, the identRy of the SPD EIS suppost contractor does not appear to be provided
anywhere in the SPD EIS, including Appendix B.

Recomvnendations:
1. Rename Appendix B *C .

2. Kentify the support contractor it Apperktix B and in the cover saction of the SPD EIS.

MD177-7 Lead Assemblies

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. Section 2.17.2 describes the lead assembly fabrication siting
alternatives, and Section 4.27 discusses the potential impacts of lead
assembly activities. Decisions on lead assembly fabrication will be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

MD177-8 MOXRFP

The Environmental Synopsis is a nonproprietary, publicly available
summary of the Environmental Critique, which is an internal DOE
procurement document subject to confidentiality requirements.
Procurement analyses are not subject to review and approval by offerors.

MD177-9 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Per the commentor’s recommendation, the title of Appendix B is now
“Contractor Disclosure Statement,” and the name of the contractor, Science
Applications International Corporation, appears on the revised form.
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PAGE1 OF 6
PS Poveer. song
ADde Koy Compeny PO. Box 1006
Charlotre, NC 24201-1006
September 8, 1998

U. S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
P.O. Box 23786

‘Washington, DC 20026-3786

Subj plus Plutonium Disposition Envi 1 Impact St
Dear Sir or Madam:

* Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Envi ] Impact as published in July 1998.

The hed are submitted on the behalf of Duke Power, a division of Duke
Energy Corporation. Duke Power has proposed to provide four missi for the
disposition of surplus weapons phitoni as part of the DUKE COGEMA STONE &
WEBSTER Team. The team bers are Duke Engineering & Services; COGEMA;

Stone & Webster; Framatome Cogema Fuels; Nuclear Fuel Services; and Virginia Power.

Duke Power’s specific on the draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition

Envi 1 S are provided in the h to this letter. If you have
any questions pertaining to these comments, please contact Mr. Steven Nesbit at (704)
382-2197.

smceg:sdy
K.Z. A
Nuclear Engineeringl- NGD
Duke Power Company

Atnachment

SPN

1T WNIUOIN] SNjang

0111504,

145 JOULY U

24
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Duke Power CoMPANY
K. S. Canapy
PAGE20F 6

ATTACHMENT

Duke Power Comments on the Department of Energy's (DOE's) Draft
Surplus Plutonium Disposition (SPD) Envi Impact (EIS)

No, Location Comment

1 Executive Specification of “can-in- i ion as & prefery

Summary,

p.58 DOE is proposing “can-in-canister” immobilization ay its preferred alternative for immobilization.
However, the DOE’s own reports'” indicate that “can-in-canister” immobilization does not curremly meet
the Speat Fuel Standard for long-term noaproliferation resistance. The United States must deploy an
effective, accepted plutonium dispositi h or tech ics if it wants to i 7
suppoct for plutonium disposition. Duke expects that concurreat action on the part of Russia to dispose of
its surplus iwm will be predicated oa the disposition of United States matertal in a manner that
provides high confidence in its resi: o thef, diversion, ot re-use.

Recommendations:
t. DOE should consider only those alternatives that meet the Spent Fuel Standard [i.e., mixed oxide
(MOX) foel and b immobilization] as preferred al ¥
2 H DOE pursues deployment of “can-in-canister” immobilization, DOE should explain how it will
in an open, objective, and peer-reviewed process, that the “can.in-canister™ plutoniam
h will meet this Pprogram requi - the Spent Fuel Standard.

! Sandia National L ies, SAND97?-8203 - Protifernt ility Red Team Report, October 1996.
2 U. S. Department of Energy, DOE/NN-0007 ifezation and Ams Control of Weapons-Usadle Fissile Materia) Storage and Excess
Phutbakem Dispositi

Aliernatives, Japuary 1997,

MD165-1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the ability of the
immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard. In the
Nonproliferation and Arms Control Assessment of Weapons-Usable
Fissile Material Storage and Excess Plutonium Disposition Alternatives
(DOE/NN-0007, January 1997), DOE identified two potential liabilities of
the immobilization alternatives relative to the Spent Fuel Standard. These
liabilities involve ensuring sufficient radiation levels and providing
removal-resistant can-in-canister designs. Since that time, DOE has
modified the can support structure inside the canisters and has focused
its research on the ceramic form of immobilization. As part of the form
evaluation process, an independent panel of experts determined (Letter
Report of the Immobilization Technology Peer Review Panel, from
Matthew Bunn to Stephen Cochran, LLNL, August 21, 1997) that the
can-in-canister design would meet the Spent Fuel Standard. In addition,
NAS is currently conducting studies to confirm the ability of the ceramic
can-in-canister immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard.
DOE is confident that immobilization remains a viable alternative for
meeting the nonproliferation goals of the surplus plutonium disposition
program.
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2

No, Lecation Commment

S

ummary
p-S-14.

Q of in the EIS for disposal wsing the two approaches.

The draft EIS states, "Since the ROD was issued, bowever, DOE has determined that an additional 9 tonnes
of low plutonium coatent materials would require additional ptoeemn,gud would, therefore, be unsumbk
for MOX fuel fabrication.” DOE alternatives include disposing of a of 33 tonnes of

23 MOX fucl, while the aliematives include lmmobﬂmng 50 tonmes of surplus plutonium,

DOEhasncmpmvrded]mfmunﬂutmysn-pluspMomumlsnotsumhkforMOXue The DOE
has not explained what form this i isin. The technok in the draft
EIS make it clear that various kinds of peocessing will be used in the Conversion and Immobilization
Facility. It would appear to be possible that some of this processing would render material that is suitable
for fabrication into MOX fuel. lnaddmon.xfaplumumpol&mmnsmdwedmtheh{oxm

, snch a step may make more of the formerly for fabrication into
MOX fuel. Finally, the DOE has specified no requirements that the plutonium destined for either MOX
fuel oc immobilization must satisfy. Therefore, it seems very untikely that there is any techmical basis foc
any decision about quantities of plutonium that are suitable o umsuitable for cither option.

Recommendation:
Given the lack of justification foc any decision about quantities of material for the two options, DOE
should inchude the evaluation of & 100% (50 toane) MOX fuel alteative in the SPD EIS. This s the only
wmmﬂwneoﬁmuﬂhmm:mmBmmkuwchmlymw

ion of material to the two plutonium dispasition approaches.

ton and decision on the

MD165-2 Feedstock

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. Section 2.2 includes
adescription of the forms of plutonium that would be used for MOX feed
and immobilization feed, and the levels of impurities present in those
materials. As discussed in this section, the plutonium destined for
immobilization is mainly in the form of impure oxides, impure metals,
plutonium alloys, uranium/plutonium oxide, and some alloyed reactor
fuel. Impurities present include neptunium, thorium, and beryllium. None
of the material planned for immobilization is in the form of spent fuel, and
all of it is considered weapons usable. A further description of the types
and amounts of plutonium currently planned for disposition can be found
in Feed Materials Planning Basis for Surplus Weapons-Usable
Plutonium Disposition (MD-0013, April 1997), which is available on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe—-md.com.

JUPUIIDIS JIDAU] [DIUIUHOLIAUT JVUL] UOTISOSIT UWHIUHOIN]S SHIdinS




SLe-¢
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K. S. Canapy
PAaGE 4 OF 6
Mo Leion  Comment
3 Execuive  RastFhux TestFacility (FFTP).
PS8 Itisnotciear that using the FFTF to destroy nixdesr weapons material (plutonium) would be acosptable (0

p.D-2.

Appeadix D,

the international community if, ar the same time, the facility was praducing amother kind of nuclear

weapons material {tritium). 3
Recommendation:

In discussing the use of the FFTF fora i jum disposition and tritivm ion mission,

DOE should that there s 2 signi nonproliferation issue associated with such a course of

action.

Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF).

Th dix states “If it were ined that MOX fuel (rather thap uranium-only fuel) were needed for

he FFTF jons, the MOX fuel fabricati may be ling on th of
surplus plutonium that would be required for tritiom ion.” However, it is our ing that the
capability to fabricate significant quantities of MOX fuel for the FFTF does not curreatly exist within the 4
DOE complex.

Recommendation:

DOE should acknowledge that use of the FFTF with pltosium foel in this manner would require the

ion of a MOX fucl fabrication facility for the FETF fuel. It is the light water reactor

design and
irradiation of MOX fuel, not MOX fucl fabrication, that stight be eliminated by such a course of action.

MD165-3 DOE Policy

As discussed in Appendix D of the SPD Draft EIS, DOE did consider
FFTF in the Storage and Disposition PEIS, but it was eliminated from
further study because it was in a standby status and it could not satisfy
the criterion of completing the disposition mission within 25 years using
the historic FFTF plutonium enrichment specifications. In December
1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF would not play arole in
producing tritium.

MD1654 DOE Policy

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.
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]

Sections 2.17
and 2.18.

Section 4.27.6

082
Section 428,

No,  Locstion Comment

Hot cell examinations of ireadiated lead assembly fuel.

The environmental impacts in the drafi EIS do not appear to include those impacts associnted with hot ceft
' In parti 1here is no ack that the hot cedt facilities would be responsible for
the disposal of the spent nuciear fuel that Tesults from destructive hot cell examinations.

Recommendation:
DOE should revise the EIS to include these impacts, or note that such impacts are already included in other
environments! evaluations.

Speat Nuclear Fuel.

The Starage and Disposition EIS and the draft SPD EIS overstate the impact of MOX fuel with respect to
genemting additional quantitics of spent nuclear fucl. The assumption of minimum bumup (20,000
‘MWd/MThm) on MOX fuel is uncconomical and therefore inconsistent with the MOX fuel program that
DOE has outlined through its Request for Proposal for MOX Fuel Fabrication and Iiradiation Services.
Additional quantities of spenk fucl gencrated as a result of MOX fuel use should be very small.

Recommendation:
DOE should revise the EIS to more accurately reflect thess MOX fuel impacts.

MD165-5 Lead Assemblies

The two DOE sites, ANL~W and ORNL, proposed for postirradiation
examination conduct these types of activities on an ongoing basis.
Impacts for activities associated with the postirradiation examination of
lead assemblies are within the scope of existing NEPA documentation at
these sites and are discussed, for limited resource areas, in Section 4.27.6.
Spent fuel after postirradiation examination would be the responsibility
of the DOE spent nuclear fuel program. As stated in the ROD for the DOE
Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and ldaho National
Engineering Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste
Management Programs Final EIS (DOE/EIS-0203-F, April 1995), interim
storage for this type of spent fuel would take place at INEEL before
eventual disposal in a geologic repository. As described in the revised
Section 1.6, the preferred alternative for postirradiation examination
is ORNL.

MD165-6 MOX Approach

DOE evaluated technical and environmental information provided during
the procurement process to acquire MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation
services and revised Section 4.28 accordingly.

JUSHIIIDIS' JODAUL] JOIUIUUOLIAUT JDUL] UOIISOASIT URIUOM]T SHIALNg




LLE¢

Duke Power CoMPANY

K. S. CaNapy
PAGE 6 OF 6
No. Locsion  Comment
7 General SPD EIS Contractor,
Appendix B The SPD EIS includes a Appendix B - C. Nondi S In this appendix there isa
signed statement that the contractor has no financisl interest in the outcome of the project. Given the
nature of the it would more iately be called a discl (vs. di:

Also, the identity of the SPD EIS support contractar does not eppesc to be provided anywhere in the SPD
EIS, including Appendix B.

Recommendations:
1. Rename Appendix B "Conteactor Disclosure Statement.”
2. Identify the support contractor in Appendix B and in the cover section of the SPD EIS.

MD165-7 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Per the commentor’s recommendation, the title of Appendix B is now
“Contractor Disclosure Statement,” and the name of the contractor, Science
Applications International Corporation, appears on the revised form.
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Lisa Hamill
Box 392
Cartbore, NC 27510

Re: 2 sixty day extension of corament period

August 11, 1998

via facsimile # 800-820-5156

Office: of Fissile Materials Management
U.S. Department of Energy

PO Box 23786

Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Dear Sir or Madam:

I writc to request both a sixty-day cxtension of the public comment period and additional public
hearings in North Carolina on the Draft Surplus P jum Disposition Envir [ Impact
Statemenl. T wrile also to support requests by other cilizens® groups and individuals for additional
public hearings in affected communitiss. The SPDEIS is the latest National Environmental
Policy Act document that will help shape decisions on how to dispose of up to fifty metric tons of
‘weapons usable plutonium that has been declared surplus to natjonal security needs. Full public
debate must occur now.

Extend the Public Comment Period for Sixty Days

The Depamnent of Energy is allowing for a sixty-day comment period for people 1o review and

on a large, pl that ref twenty-tight other related
NEPA docurnents, an cconomic report that not released until July 28,1998, and numerous Data
Rey The Data Reports are ilable to people who are not near a Department of y
Reading Room, yet contain crucial information. For example, on page J-4 of the Draft SPDEIS,
NOT. wrote that, "source term data for radiolngical releases, stack heights, and release locations
are provided in the Data Reports for the pit conversion, immobilization, and MOX facilities.” In
other words, the Draft SPDELS docs not conlain any data on somcthing as basic as cxpected
quantities of radioactive air poliutants.

Pruvide for Additional Public Hearings

The Department of Energy is planning only ﬁvc public h.eannga, four in the communities closest
to DOE sites being idered for new pl g plants, and one regional meeting in
a downstream cormmunity (Portland). This public hunng\ schedulc will likely ditute the
diversity of public comments; inhibit the involvement of downwind and downstream
communitics that gencrally bear liabilitics without benefits; and skew the public opinion curve in
favor of DOE proposals.

DOE should add the following hearings to its list:

1. chxonal Hearings in Savannah, Georgia and Columbia, South Carolina. The Savannah River
Site is the preferred candidate site for all three new plntomum processing facilities. Real impacts

on the Savannzh River from SRS op and accid arc welt d d, with the most
notable being the December, 1991 tritium leak that quickly reached Savannah, Georgia. DOE
cannot justifya Jack of public hearings in 5: h or Columbia, which will bear the greatest

FD224

FD224-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE believes that the comment period allowed sufficient time for public
review of the SPD Draft EIS. 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.

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 locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex,
SRS, and Washington, D.C.

FD224-2 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 beyond 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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liability from its proposals. )

2. Regiona! hearings in communities near nuclear reactor sites that are being proposed for
irradiation of Mixed Oxide (MOX) tucl. Consortiums af utilitics and nuclear fuel tabricators are

heduled to submit Proposals for MOX Fuel Fabrication and Irradiation Services August 1998,
Wc request that 2 public hearing be held in Ralcigh and Charlottc, North Carolina, whese reactor
communities and the affccted public are located,

DOE has stated that "environmental impact analysis rclating to specific reactors will be included 3

in the SPD Final E{S,” 2lthough these analyses are scheduled to be made by Consortiums in their

Proposals. During the 1997 Scoping for the SPDEIS, DOE was repeatedly asked to involve

nuclear reactor comrmunities in the NEPA p , yet ignored these while moving

forward on a process to select reactor sites that excludes community input. DOT: cannot justify

soliciting public comment for the site selection process for plutonium processing facilities, while
luding public invol in selecting plutonium imadiation facilitics.

e ¥

3. A regional hearing in Denver, Colorado. Denver is in proximity to Rocky Flats where
approximately 25% of the surplus phtonium is in storage, 3o the area has a stake in the decisions
being made, Furthermore, DOE has never held hearings 1o discuss plutenium immobilization of
Rocky Flats plutonium as a ble al ive, and is proposing to weaken the requi

for shipping phutonium from Rocky Flats to Savannah River Site.

4. Aregional hearing in Dallas, Texas, Dallas is likely 1o be in the transportation corvidor for
shipments of special nuclear materials and radioactive waste from new operations. The
Department of Encrgy cannot legitimately claim thal stave-wide support exists in Texas for

Pantex b ing a new DOE pl p ing site without seeking input from outside the
Amarillo arca. 2
5. A hearing in Washington D.C., where decisions are made, policy is formulated, and a
bstantial ity of non-g: 1 organizations exists to monitor the Dx of
Encrgy, and where a larger community of organizations cxists to monitor how taxpayer dollars
are spent.
6. Purt Huron, Michigan (ur other location), the location of the border ing for pl

fuel shipments to Chalk River, Ontario to test in CANDU reactors. DOE is still considering the
option of bumning MOX fuel in CANDU reactors, yet has effectively excluded Canadian citizeny
from the p The hearing could be a cooperative public event held with the Atomic Energy
of Canada, 144,

‘The sbund intics and recent changces in direction in the Dep of Encrgy’s
hazardous plutonium disposition program indi a inved need to subject Federal proposals 4
to the highest and most rigorous levels of public debate possible. DOE has already failed to

implement the caviest part of ils plulonium slorage and dispusition program. At Paniex it has 5
abandoned its new “safer” iner and 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 Progr ic Envir tal Impact

Sta " to "address the envir 1 impact of utifizing the K-R facility for pl i
storage, the possibility that plutonium stabilization would be done at SRS instead of at RFETS, 6
the shipment of plutonium to SRS before the APSE storage vault is operational, the shipment of
some materials from RFETS that are less than 50% plutonium, and the need to utilize direct
metal casting in FB-Line to de-classify some of the RFETS. " (Defensc Nuclear Facilities Safety

FD224

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 and responded to.

FD224-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Regional public hearings on the nuclear reactor sites proposed for the
irradiation of MOX fuel could not be conducted during the public comment
period for the SPD Draft EIS, as no sites had been designated by that
time. The SPD Final EIS was not issued until specific 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.

FD224-4 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 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
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.
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Board Weekly Report for Savannah River Site, June 26, 1998).

The National Envirenmental Policy Act requires Federal Agencies to insure that high quality
environmental information is available to public officials and citizens before decisions arc made
and before actions are taken™, and that sub ial and ingful public invelvement in the
planming and decision process. Ry restricting public hearings ta a few communities, DOT would
be violating the spirit of NEPA.

Signed,

Lsa Famill

Lisa Hamill

| 6

1

FD224-5 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the safe storage
of plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage
of pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities
to address plutonium storage requirements. 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. Based on this supplement analysis, the
decision was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL-R8 sealed
insert container and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the
AT-400A container.

FD224-6 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 by the commentor, 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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Howard R. Canter. Acting Director
U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Flgsile Haterials

P.0. Box 23788

Washington. D.C. 20026-3786

September 16. 1998

Re: SUPPLEMENT TO COMMENTS SUBMITTED DURING PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.
SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DRAFT ENVIROHMENTAL IHMPACT STATEMENT. SPD RIS

Dear Divector Canter:

Piease Include the following corcespondence, submltted by facsimiie
tranamission. as part of the offlclal record of proceedings in the above
referenced public comment period. The Information discussed herein was not
a;a';h;g:;ato me as of 9/15/98, and therefore. could not be included in comments
of 9 .

United States Enrichment Corporation was created under congressional mandate
of Energy Policy Act of 1992. In February of 1994 DOE published notice to the
public in the Federal Registec. USING A PINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMFACT (PONSD),
that The Nuclear Regulatory Commisslon (NCR) would assume watch dog status of
both the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant and the Paducah Gaseous Diitusion
Plant due to transter fcom public ownership (under DOE) to privatescommercial
operations (under HRC). 1 submitted comments objecting to agency intent which
included objection to the agency’s use of 3 FONSI: finaing of fact of no
gigntticant lmpact! The raticnal, I was later informed. was that environmental.
health and safety Ilmpacts, and risks to the general pubiic would be the same
conditlons as previousiy exlsted under DOE oversight and management.

As stated in cocrespondence of 9/15/98 to the agency, DOE is proliflc in
production of documents, holding public imformation meetings, and making
documents, upon request, avallable to interested members of the puplic. IOB
maintalng an information center in close proximity to the Portsmouth Gaseous
Diffusion Plant. WNRC has no such public involvement and public intormation
process., HRC. in fact. refused to accept comments from me. personally., which
pertained to the Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant BECAUSE I HAD NO STATUS.
ACCORDING TO NRC DETERMINATION. AS A DIRECTLY AFFECTED PARTY!! It i3 noteworthy
herein that NRC has since *modified” its public comment perlods on nuclear power
plants TO ALLOW COMMENTS FROM ONLY DIRECTLY AFFECTED PARTIES which NRC Intecprets
to be groups and/or 1ndividuals who live in proximity of the individual nuclear
powec plants and who can demonstrate their status as directly affected parties in
NRC proceedings. Contrary to Administrative Procedure Act (which states, among
ather things, that any cltizen. taxpaver, and/or Interested party MAY SUBMIT
COMMENT AND PARTICIPATE In proceedings,) to the best of my knowleage. NRC has
continued to preclude parties from proceedings If NRC determines these parties to
lack status as deflned by HRC.

MD280-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s remarks concerning policies of NRC.
However, DOE has no authority in matters pertaining to policies and practices
of NRC.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s remarks concerning operations at
Portsmouth and Paducah. As described in Section 1.5, DOE may elect to use
depleted uranium hexafluoride stored at these gaseous diffusion plants to
produce the uranium dioxide that would serve as feed material during
fabrication of MOX fuel and for the ceramic immobilization process.
Approximately 0.04 percent (145 t{160 tons]) of DOE’s current inventory of
depleted uranium hexafluoride would be used annually for this purpose.
Environmental analyses supporting this SPD EIS used Portsmouth as a
representative source for depleted uranium hexafluoride. As discussed in
Chapter 4 of Volume I, no major environmental effects would result from the
use of depleted uranium hexafluoride in the production of uranium dioxide.

USEC was created by Congressional mandate under Title IX of the Energy
Policy Act of 1992. As described in Section 1202, USEC was created for
several purposes, one of which is to maximize the long-term value of USEC to
the Treasury of the United States. There is no conspiracy involving DOE to
misuse public funds in the matter of USEC or any other matter.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s remarks concerning the requirement for
environmental impact staternents at Portsmouth and Paducah. As discussed
in Section 1.8.1, environmental conditions at Portsmouth and Paducah are
described in the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for
Alternative Strategies for the Long-Term Management and Use of Depleted
Uranium Hexafluoride (DOE/EIS-0269 April 1999).
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discussion of safety concerns at both the Poctsmouth and Paducah Plants “to avoid
embarrassment on the day atter the plants were sold to the public.®
ATTACHMENT 1.

To clacify: both plants were pubilc property {government ownecship) until
they were transterred to USEC beginning in 1994 (privatization), and then, ln
1998 USEC offered stock In both the plants for sale to private investors tn
public offering!! The *transfer' of government/public property to USEC was
estimated to be $1.4 BILLION DOLLARS In property and technology. It is most
interesting that NRC FAILED TO IWCLUDE WHAT THR COMMESSION XNEW TO BE “PROBLEMS*
at the Ports and Paducah Plants in semi-annual *Information® session held by HRC
the day after public stock offering. It la also most interesting that private
investors bought what the American taxpayers already owned and had paid for
resulting from the "privatization® process!! The term ‘compiiclty’ as referenced
In comments of 9715798 certalniy seems to apply to this wheellng and gealing with
public tunds by DOB/USEC/HRC.

In further ‘compllcity,’ DOR falled to require an Enviconmental Impact

Statement which fully addressed environmental problems PRIOR TO TRANSFER TO USEC
at the Portsmouth and Pacucah Gaseous DIffuston Plants during the "privatization
process.” Likewlse, NRC has falled to reveal/disclose known problems to both the
pubiic, and the private investors who purchased stock In the plants only one day
prior to NRC’s semi-annua) "inforwation" session!
See ATTACEMENT 11, paragraph 7. Note that safety concerns not disciosed by HRC
Included potential risks/damage from earthquake at one plant and potential risk
of ‘unintended® muclear chain reaction from storage of too much uranium in one
placet

An intecested party, cltlizen, and/oc taxpayer might well ask what agency, if
any, )s protecting the public health, safety, and property le the process being
practiced at these uranium plants?!? From pecsonal experience,
k1l1-the-messenger is descciptive of the response to my questions regarding the
operatlonal satety, environmental legacy, risks to the publlc and werkers, and
‘wisdom’ of 1.4 Billlon doliar taxpayer gifts to private interests from multiple
agencies! The goals of ’SHOOT-AT-THE-CORPSE/-

1) sllencing others on the acene from reveajing the real perpetrators- and 2)
making gullt dispensable~ appear to be pertinent issues for comment.

In conclugion, I weuld respectfully remind the agency that DOE 13 mandated
by various federai laws, other than Energy Policy dct of 1992, wnich require the
agency to represent the best long term Interests of the publlc and the nation.

&mgtfullv submited,
Dlama 1. c.m?#' (lloit 5 formz"’rly %ﬁ as Dlana Salisbury)

7019 Ashcidge Arnhelm Road
Sardinia, Ohlo 45171 (937) 446-2763

Attachment
(vla telecopjer tranamission to L= § OO~ 3R O ~J/5( .,
on Plte fox , and by, The U.S. Postal Service, regular

Ball, postdge prepald on 9/16/98.
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CaBaLL, Diana L.
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Howard R. Canter. hcting Director
U.S. Lepartment oi Energy

Oifice of Fisgiie Materials

P.0. Box 23786

Washington., D.C. 20026-3786

September 15, 1998

Re: PUBLIC COMMENT, SURPLUS PLUTONIUM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMERT
(SFD EIS)

Dear Director Canter:

Please include tnis cocrespondence as part of the agency's otficial
recora of proceedings in the above referenced mattec.

Due to conglderable demands upon both my time ana energy trom other
matters. ! am submitting what I consider to be comments that address the
cruciai issues in the agency's SPL EIS generally rather than
specifically.

The agency cbviousiy must take responsibility for doing something,
I.e.. 1naction 1S not a reasonable alternative in the *solution” to
plutonium disposition. DOE has proauced proilfic intormation for puolic
comment on the agency’'s proposed actions. This comment is ROT Latendea 1
ag cciticism of the agency’s SPD EIS. Rather, DOE I8 providing
1ntormation necessacy for "informed” public participation and. for that.
deserves 1o be commended.

SPD Draft EIS makes numerous references to technoloay in the
gevelopment or yet-to-be-developedsavallable stages. The pubitc cannot
make comment on the -wisdom or appropriateness of technoiogy not known
to the public. Aithouch, DOE appears to have knowiedge of technoiogy
that is so-to-speak coming down the road. Likewise, DOE makes muitiple 2
reterences 1n Draft SPD EIS to commercial facllities, especiaiy
compercial facilitles for Hazardous Waste treatment, stocasce, ana
disposal. The agency appears to be strongly leaning toward
incinerator/reduction to ash as one such commercial facility - solution’.

DOE does, in fact, acknowledge that agency actions in plutonium
disposition will result in ewltiple other actions which wili occur
directly and indirectly as consequences of DOE decision-making. ILUE is.
in fact and taw, required to fully addresses these impactssconsequences
in dragt EIS. Transfer of materials to commercial facilities does not
relleve DOE of HEPA mandate andsor agency responsiblilty to the puplic.
numerous affected and to-be-afiected communitles, the environment. and 3
tne nation’s safety and security. DOE has, in fact, co-operated with
multiple federal, state, and local agencles, and proposed :n drait EIS
to contlnue this conslaerable “co-operaticn.* Transiated into simple
terms members of the public can comprehend, DOE has historicaliy SHARED
THE PUBLIC’S FUNDS WITH OTHER AGENCIES IN PLANNING, CONSTRUCTING. AND
OPERATING FACILITIES <implementing “solutions’) such as the ones
describea in draft EIS.

-1-

MD192

MD192-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for DOE’s public outreach and
providing information necessary for informed public participation. In
Sections 2.5 and 4.2, the No Action Alternative and its environmental impacts
is described as required by 40 CFR 1502.14. This description makes clear to
the public and decisionmakers the environmental impacts of taking no action
rather than implementing the proposed action.

MD192-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The methods DOE proposes to use for surplus plutonium disposition are
based on proven and well-understood technologies. Technological work
cited in this SPD EIS is work required to adapt those technologies to the
disposition of surplus plutonium and the engineering studies required to
design the disposition facilities to meet specific program needs. Basic science
or proof of principal scientific work is required to implement the surplus
plutonium disposition program.

Hazardous waste management is discussed in Hazardous Waste sections in
Chapter 4 of Volume I and Section 1.8.2. DOE plans to handle hazardous
waste generated as a result of the surplus plutonium disposition program in
accordance with the decisions made on the Final Waste Management
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatinent,
Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997). The decision on hazardous waste, excluding
wastewater, was to continue to use off-site facilities for treatment at all sites
except ORR and SRS, where a combination of off-site and existing on-site
facilities may be used.

MD192-3 " General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The term “cooperating agency” in this EIS has a narrower sense than that
used by the commentor. DOE’s use of the term is in accordance with the
definition stipulated in 40 CFR 1501.5: another Federal agency that has
jurisdiction by law and/or has special expertise with respect to any
environmental issue.
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Co-operating local, state, and federal agencies are too numerocus to
mention in brief comments. Bowever. implementation requires
considerable funding to and distrubed by Departments of Transportation
vlocal. gtate, ana federal) for highway Infrastructure proJects. HUD
reguires funding (for distribution’ to build housing required curing
facility construction phage, etc. Furthermore. numerous state and locai
agencies have 're-aligned" and *re-organized* in the process ot
implementing “solutions’, Recyecling and waste reductlon funcing appears
to be most abundant for aistribution in Ohio. The Brown County (Uhlo)
Board of Commissioners are the grantees of a recycling grant received by
the Highland County (Ghio) Board of Commissioners (making the Hignlana
County Board grantees of funds and grantors to the Brown County Board ot
Commissionera>!t! Obviously, the Brown County Board of Commissioners as
grantees will not directly implement the recyciing grant: i1t is to oe
passea through (granted again) to Adams/Brown Recyciing, Inc. a
not-for-profit! [ have noted to the Brown County Board of Commissioners
that Ghio Kevised Coge, Section 1702 prohlblts the Board from acting as
a conguit for state or federai funds In Clvil Case No. 97¢242. Brown
County Court of Common Pleas, and again. in Administrative Fetition ot
814,98, As of the date of thls corcespondence, I have receivea no
cesponse from the Board of Commissioners to 8/14/98 Aduinistrative
Petstion.

DOE may, but should not, conslder previous paragraph ag
distraction/off-the-point in DOE declsion-making issue(s). Brierly
stated, the multitude of agencles, governmental units, not-for-proiits,
quasi-governmental agencies, and private/public partnerships ARE ALL
COOPERATING AGENCIES AND STAKEHOLBERS IN FUNDING DISTRIBUTIUN(S)!
LIKEWISE, THEY ARE CO-OPERATORS IN DECISION-MAKING AND IMPLEMENTING.
The public has, flguratively speaking, consigeraple alfficulty in
getting a foot-in-the-door In the decision-making process with so many
ingsiders already huadied inside and polsed to spring Into various
related action(s!

In conclusion., I am quoting from Georgie Anne Geyer's editoriai
comment in today s CINCINNATI ENQUIRER:

Whece i came from, on the South 3lde of Chicago, complicicy
meant more than simply lnvolving others-or being invoived oneseit
-in an act, innocent, criminal, or ln-between. It denotea the
ola Hafla idea of having everybody ‘shoot at the corpse  so
17 nobody would talk about the real perpetrator of a crime ana
2> guilt was dispensable. ATTACHMENT I, "The Quintessentiat don
Han*

The subject of Ms. Geyer-s editorlal is the American president.
however. the substance of her observations are focused upon the shaping
of pubi:ic policy, and the considerable art of poliltics invoivea in
making so many ouilty of ‘compllcity” in following-the-leader. 3JUE 18,
in fact ana practice, participating in shoot-at-the-corpse’
deciglon-making with considerable federal (taxpayer? doliars invoived in
the process! The public deserves public hearings ana decision-maxidg
process with conslderably more access and much less complicity.

_2-
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CaHALL, D1aNa L
PAGe 3 or 4

Thank you for opportunity to comment on draft SPD E1S and for
agency poiicy which allows for distribution of information ailowing
(somewhat?> informed comment.

Respecttul ly submitted,

La o

lana 1. Cahaii INote: tormerly known as Diana Salisbury)
7019 Ashridge Arnheim Koad
sardinia, Ohio 45171

(937) 446-2763 telephone or 446-4616 fax

Attachment

(VIA: THE U.S. POSTAL SERVICE, REGULAR MAJIL, POSTAGE PREPAID ON
9/15/’96.)HD ’!?ECO 1ER TRANSMISSION 10 o/~ ZF & =320~
N P15 /9

I35 M.

3

JUSUIVIS JODTU] [DIUSUUOLINUT JDUL] UOIISOASIT UNIUOIN]G SHIALNG




Comment Documents and Responses—Ohio

c61an

21159 Ol | BW 1 M oz Jaqag XT | -Un3 watouur qAnoy) “pe | STES S1aw010) 1 ‘e S1apex
Wz soswoy 15 ol 006y | 1wBoros trUNGG Jear8 W [ S0E61 ) Ui 1000 wessny Ol 1303 unaem:u__so.
AONpUL g jossaaig 073 | 5T yan st Bupgeon S ey dn 108 £1amOfi0) 1525040 ST 1e)
1y 0f nuen Aosé ssapory 1siv | xa ou st 191 mou pue “snoy § 1amod YDNS Jo sem Auuesh (8
~inj00 \u.mui!n. %‘! “phuos yesray JpEw G ~(80105¢ PUE [EUOROW & OYRG
ASDM O 5T 2GD mMuy NN “svogiqure wepunge | I
=== w0 33y o 01 wOsLIEYS ey | O Kiinpured Boukn rek wads

*254309 A3 1 | 0 aqy 19y SaLF pinowm oL | W LILW XE31Q PP OGA IS0 JO
Aimooys 2s¢ votam? g ut 39 | ;pg 1t ofe sIvak Auew aep | Aumw e AnyEn os wiy 01 E
-3q 03 AIpEq 06 PIOU OGM SURD uﬁ bk 150 aenisneg ¢ apew | <02d po olise] DYAIS ndasof | -4
ALy 35003 "U1 ) "Aeus | Sus ng “pIp s J8In03 JO) "4pey
flam Azan 3¢ pofeaadl 1 1NPUOD [ jsay 9 01 andadsadun pue | -
jasesBsip sy jo ot $1 1nq | qump ooy $t Sys “eawio]y Inoqe
"5k pawaddey osey 1Y) | moax upip 3ys )3 cAr=nnt
apuadop UIROXD D UED ‘001 ‘mo}) 1
P 3;_“«“_ m_“u:&.. uu_.“ " ogm ‘s22qdwaoe resowe | A (z pue auwd ¢ o Jorenadiad
*J3peaf anEwsirey a3 Joj ey | R FWORN [je aney AL [£21 32 INOGE N[ED PO APOqOu
qrap AN St BYL “MeIpA svon e LA (254303 31 e 10048,
1 op 0 pa3s Aoy [y -wond | 9% 51 20 w01 w paud | S € e JoE ‘nay B »_xx_?!,u Hulazg jo zapl
-r03 posodun-Ras Jo pue B | -2 PG WE,, ISTOH M reorsiyd pue |E30 [BRURISQRS | eyRpy PO AR PITOUSP 3] UM
1 *3ued) I} ICEOIID 0 s0y 30 900U AFEnitiA ey Siea) |90 100 M) 12 Aeme yB23q NOA | .3q-u1 10 [EUURID *IUIDOUUY
M yEnoua aazy apdood Jr 129 FUTQNON 21 PUEIIPD Kjjeay | S0 "IANII0) pM) DIE noj , 94€3 | 1oe Ur U1 —— JIOSIUO PIALOATY
-Praf ason 16aj9p 01 Anea Laan Sudkise U3 soy Ay uwapuod |1 10133241 pue oﬁu-ui Buaq 40 — 3290 Bulajoaunt
4793 5] 3 PR TG0 aq ug | OF #TY21 Ean 1B s o8 1., *fes 18nf J0uires 1o, 9N D | Adusis vep’ sl0m ywam Axt
smcepat. iy U1 2y 0} paou (s surey | O HOAP Aot Jey 811 SU0Q | .ondwod *oAexy) o IS BS X

$12pes] J13TI0INE 1D 30121

P JO WISTULII §3 USRS

uBUSWY SER Jo I MY
I “Aqesusp sem yng

-xaamy At 08 Yo 01 ulap } 0T iR PUq SPOUGUO0 § Y1 UD "W HOD | A

[EnX% 3,5bpRAf T pUE NELIE 3801 | oy wieydxa 00 1ed 53 wop{ | AN 10 LERG AN 1F 91 man Rioydwoo,,
SUTI 200 UM TP "t 21 | V1 PV YEMOSANN 10U PUT | g1 prom ay), -pasnadq U S -
Ou 51 23341 IaNEQ Ajjeaz L) 0123199 0] JuEM 30 BFW [eoohes Y 1.—:..&::5 ] u.nova piom Koy 20 Yeu1 3300 | ‘@
“IF]| 30 UONEIAXLINR PILIORWIP | o1 fymqe suew uod [enuassa 41 OF AN I ‘Ite -4l Laa ‘1591800 ] wan
Aqeonat Suoion) 33 PAKIOTE |yt Sume en pue A1ned: sne UL uu._ 10 IUOU) AN AR MBY
AW surouany Auew 03 003 2U01941 ©0dn SouIpUSdap FES %I. S3Ap R[50 BT | Jery spaom Jo SUSHNG A JO
s ‘00l “Buggnonl 8 WM oy ienspmiaeep awes g1 (5U0n3® PITIWPE STY 30GE
2ong 01 WawSpn[ I} AP0 03 [0 Auew SIY Iy 13X Yrd A ‘ swawdpnl upeat 1noqe aanel
stouBurua ST U] 2ARpo] trem | JO SIAISENT 9901 OY paredwod . 021 0% V1WA u__u_uﬂ.a Aweut
POMED ASNOLQO SI(t U1 349 [ “IIPE InBWISLRY) 5 uew aexxd o8 0p Aym ‘(¢ n0QE ‘pOY K53
~3q 0} I |EIOWE SUEILISUTY | ¥ 51 UOYIRD MY ~Apannpy 2N -una3 ST prA MKEY HojRM
Auew 0% 100Qe Aes 1YY Sa0p “op1 #siep 4 B I JISYM SBWg san
VO, PIUSLIESE DR NEIM { € JO 201AIS A UL pIAY 1A = \= op ay $%0p Aym ‘suonsaeb
51 3dosd € R (eqn)) OIIFE) [PEY SAAT JRYL w1 ‘Ipedp ) ate 001 0s q ‘UIN MO
-ud ‘mssny surezd ‘Auetusa §ised SIy) UIAD PIES SISIUNWL0D . ms £uIprsud sIpep S,u00

reurapm) 3304 0] WO U | HUOS SE UWPR 10U PROD £oTL un) (g Jo swagoxd ap ur
000 SEUSIIEYD SY1 “AUMUI0 | TAEIP 0 SAMPSWAD pAILP Ao 108 — NOLONIHSYM

ueul uod ?55%3::5 AL

Sauy siy ut ﬂ_u_EEs ssaxew TOWTD ‘gIAT0 INNY 3195038

661 "GT BFTWALIRG "Wend AL 9¥

0199-892 XRd ESCE-BOL 190U
uosSumg »ald4 NP3

WANASNAN JLANNVD <- T¥81 QIO

IV qﬂzobam

Sm NH LLVNNIONLD THL

T =y >y

P 40 § A9vd
*] YNVI(J ‘TIVHVY))

3-387




88¢—¢

STAND oF AMARILLO, INC.

oflece Fsile ﬂ/ungh/I 01'5/7“«34'-&—-
PO Boy 23276
Waslas fn OC 20026-23F4

Ke- Pa.«zi?( Atainiugs o
}2’:’:::;2: ,}::::;‘S:u; - ﬁ«jar?"//, /75
7o &5 tl-/nt 72«1477 :

as a ﬁn«u tsiclumd- 7&.«@;«7/«;,7}, 2wl
:oauau«.fmfzu STAND, I ca «nt‘/r'y
expresy Splutne et processii
Pletoiice po s sl ﬁ:&.“m /o tht~
wealter, o scale. whatroever, (S Corefre %
Comnuore seusd @cecl waespncccble fo Ha lobad
NeSileets awel fo /&-led/vddﬁk of Fle LS4,
Yt Tercas s bocuelle Vv a ‘et a el beann
;::z_&ﬁw&wi&:&cu ves Yl erf;«u,‘f
[ 5 Chrec ¥
il ae i LG
Ypose mfwéd-a. 7he ad [ sacl, aua(-ey«rb(
m.%&‘ l-F au'Ar-a«'«.och( Jny. Lo Fen_ 5
172&4‘ teesne tnetf ﬁth«u«w..)g lost fo
S Coreec ceceel, et oo fof.
Fleat. 7}

HARRIET MARTIN
PaGge1o0r2
MD021-1 Alternatives
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
f surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex. The analyses presented in
Gumgus{ (3, 1772 Section 4.26.3.2.2 indicate that the normal operation of these facilities would
4 ¢ oot likely have minor impacts on human health, agriculture, and livestock:
us n <P ’(/ Sections 4.17.1.4 and 4.17.2.4 address the potential radiological and hazardous

chemical effects of the maximum-impact alternative on workers and the public
atPantex; Appendix J.3, the potential contamination of agricultural products
and livestock, and consumption of these products by persons living within
an 80-km (50-mi) radius of Pantex. 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.
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MD021-2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the industrial use of
plutonium, the production of plutonium in general, and MOX fuel fabrication.
The United States no longer produces plutonium and DOE is not proposing
any option to make a profit. 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.

DOE analyzed numerous alternative disposition technologies in the Storage
and Disposition PEIS. ITmmobilization and MOX fuel fabrication were chosen
by DOE as the best options to further analyze in this SPD EIS. MOX fuel
fabrication is not a new technology. The fabrication of MOX fuel and its use
in commercial reactors have been accomplished in Western Europe. This
experience would be used for disposition of the U.S. surplus plutonium.
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ORD09-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. DOE
analyzed each environmental resource area in a consistent manner across all
the alternatives to allow for a fair comparison among the alternatives and
among the candidate sites for surplus plutonium disposition facilities. 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.

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. By working in
parallel with Russia, the United States can reduce the chance that
weapons-usable nuclear material could fall into the hands of terrorists or
rogue states and help ensure that nuclear arms reductions will never be
reversed. 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.

Alternatives

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
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reactors. Spent fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is notexpected
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. 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 costreport, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

JUPUIIDIS JODTUL] [DIUTUUOLIAUT JDUL] UOHISOASIT UmUOIN]S SHIAUNS'




£6E—¢

ANONYMOUS
PacElor2

POSITIONS AND STATEMENTS
PLUTONIUM PROCESSING AND MIXED OXIDE (MOX) FUEL

ORDI14-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition. 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). This
SPD EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with the
MOX facility. As presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I and summarized in
Section 2.18, potential impacts of construction and normal operation of the
MOX facility would likely be minor.

ORD14-2 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed as an
alternative energy source. 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.

ORD14-3 MOX Approach

Sections 4.17, among others, and 4.26.3 analyze impacts to the environment,
including air, soils, and Ogallala aquifer due to construction and normal
operation of the MOX facility at Pantex. There would be no discerible
contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water resulting from the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex, either from minute
quantities of air deposition into small water sources or from any potential
wastewater releases. Therefore, it is estimated that no measurable component
of the public dose would be attributable to liquid pathways. Appendix J.3
includes an analysis of potential contamination of agricultural products and
livestock and consumption of these products by persons living within an
80-km (50-mi) radius of Pantex. This analysis indicates that impacts of
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operating the MOX facility on agricultural products, livestock, and human
health at Pantex would likely be minor.

ORD144 MOXRFP
DOE acknowledges GE’s decision not to participate in the MOX approach.
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This is a comment on the hearings for recycling plutonium
waste. You know, we’re opposed to it out here. Mixing
MOX oxide and burning plutonium in commercial (reactors)
is very bad. I personally want to see the waste vitrified and
not used in commercial reactors. It’s a very bad idea.
Citizens are really opposed to this and the Department of
Energy simply goes on with madness and more madness.
Very bad and dangerous idea and I’m a citizen in Portland,
Oregon and I don’t want it done, period.

PD036-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition. 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. 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. 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.

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. 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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ORD17-1 Other

Consideration of the elimination of nuclear weapons systems and nuclear
generated power in favor of renewable energy sources is beyond the scope
of this SPD EIS. The scope of this SPD EIS is focused on analysis of
alternatives on whether and how much U.S. surplus plutonium should be
used as MOX fuel, which technology should be used for immobilization,
where to construct the disposition facilities that are needed, and where to
perform lead assembly fabrication and testing. By working in parallel with
Russia to reduce stockpiles of excess plutonium, the United States can reduce
the chance that weapons-usable nuclear material could fall into the hands of
terrorists or rogue states and help ensure that nuclear arms reductions will
never be reversed. 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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ORD17-2 MOX Approach

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.
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My name is Gloria Black and my phone number is (503) 629-5495. 1
would like to urge the support of cleanup of Hanford and also to say
that I oppose the MOX and my feeling is that it’s too dangerous to
transport plutonium in the Northwest. And also we don’t need to
create new nuclear waste. So I strongly urge the cleanup. Thank

you.

PDO31-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach, and
support of cleanup at Hanford. 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.

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. 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. For reactor
irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating reactors
to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutoniurmn, and the irradiation would
be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

JUTUIDLS' JIDAU] JOIUUUUOLIAUT JOUL] UOLISOASIT WMIUOM ] SHIdunNS




66€¢

BRYANT, SYLviA
Pagelorl

Hello, my name is Sylvia Bryant. I'm a United States citizen
living in Oregon and I believe the MOX approach to handling
plutonium is a bad idea. Thank you for giving me this
opportunity to express my opinion. Bye-bye.

1

PD052-1 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.
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.
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My name is Nathan Butts from Portland, Oregon and I'm
calling to comment on the disposition of plutonium and the
alternatives in the Draft EIS and I am opposed to the hybrid
alternatives which, which allow the use of plutonium in
nuclear plants for use as nuclear fuel. I’m concerned about
the environmental effects of the waste generated from this
process. I'm concerned about contamination in the making of
the fuel, transportation of the fuel, both here and in Russia.
There is no guarantees that they’re going to handle it
properly both during the process and after. With the nuclear
waste will be generated and it’s not a step towards non-
proliferation. The right steps towards non-proliferation is the
encapsulation of the plutonium and the best technology for
that as is available now, would be the best alternative. Ata
later date when we have technology for lowering the threat of
the use of this fuel as a, as nuclear weapons, then we can use
it at that time. We will have it stored and we will have it
monitored both here and in Russia, and we can have this as
some type of international agreement between the two
countries whereas we can’t have an international agreement
on waste or at least we don’t have as firm of one as we
should, since we can’t even handle our own. That’s the end
of my comment. If you’d like to give me a call my number is
644-7760, area code 503 and I speak for my household of two.
Thank you.

PD044-1 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.
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
touse MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation would
be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

Potential waste management impacts of the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition facilities are analyzed in this SPD EIS for each candidate site.
Detailed analysis is provided in Appendix H. As described in Sections 2.18.3
and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel and 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. After
irradiation, the MOX fuel would be removed from the reactor and managed
with the rest of the spent fuel from the reactor, eventually being disposed of
at a potential geologic repository built in accordance with the NWPA.
Transportation impacts of the MOX approach are summarized in Chapter 4
of Volume Iand Appendix L. As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities
from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle
emissions are expected.
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ORD12-1 Human Health Risk

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the priority of public
health and safety. The Human Health Risk sections presented in Chapter 4 of

Volume I discuss the applicable human health risks associated with all
alternatives considered. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition
program will be influenced by these estimated risks.

ORD12-2. Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of disposition alternatives that
consider only immobilization. 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.
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MD009-1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s offer of support to fund R&D on
alternative uses of surplus plutonium 239. Plutonium batteries, however, are
fabricated from plutonium 238. The United States has conducted research
and found no current space application for plutonium 239. Because this
material, along with Russian plutonium, poses a global proliferation threat, it
must be disposed of in a manner that reduces the risk that it can be used by
terrorists and rogue nations to build nuclear weapons. The actions proposed
in this SPD EIS would implement current U.S. policy on nuclear
nonproliferation and disposition of surplus plutonium.
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US DOE needs to hear your voice NOW!

1. Should Clean Up be the sole mission at Hanford?
No

2. Should the United States Government maintain its longstanding policy against the us:
of weapons Plutonium to fuel civilian nuclear reactors?
No

3. Which alternative would you prefer to see the US Department of Energy pursue:
obilizationencasement of plutonium in glass-like tombs)
Or

The MOX plan (burning piutonium to fabricate fuel for use in a civilian nuclear
reactor)?

4. Should Plutonium, to be used for processing and fabrication of MOX fuel, be
imported to the Hanford site along the Columbia River?
Yes

5. How concerned are you about the transportation of Plutonium through the Northwest?

Notconcerned  slightly concerned  very concerned ﬁ :
B. How coficerned are you about the transport through the Northwest af itz
containing weapons Plutonium?

Not concerned  Slightly concerned  Very concerned (Completely opposed

6. Should commercial nuclear power plants be allowed to run on MOX fitel containing
weapons Plutonium?
Yes
B. Should they be subsidized with tax dollars to do so?
Yes

7. Should MOX fuel containing weapons Plutonium be used to restart the FFTF reactor
at Hanford to produce Tritium for nyglear bombs?
Yes

name_GUEA  Demantuse
Address__ Yl SF i Su  Jatined A0 7.
Phone_ &b - £33 -6 %]

Please retumn this to:
Hanford Action

25-6 NW 23" Place #406
Portland, OR 97214
(503) 235-2531

MD295-1 DOE Policy

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.

MD295-2

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,
comrmercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutoniumy], 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. 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.

Nonproliferation

MD295-3 Alternatives

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.
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Under the hybrid approach, 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 ¢ (19 tons) of
surplus, low-purity, nonpit plutonium is not suitable for fabrication into MOX
fuel because of the complexity, timing, and cost that would be involved in
purifying those plutonium materials. Therefore, fabricating all 50 t(355 tons)
of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not a reasonable alternative and is not
analyzed; however, immobilizing all of the surplus plutonium is analyzed.
Given the variability in purity of the surplus plutonium to be dispositioned,
some of the plutonium currently considered for MOX fuel fabrication may
also need to be immobilized. The incremental impacts that would be associated
with a small shift in materials throughput are discussed in Section 4.30.

MD2954 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 Statement for 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
Tocation, 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.

MD295-5 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
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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.

MD295-6 DOE Policy

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
afuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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MD295-7 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concemn regarding open communication

Additional Comments: and the opposition to the use of plutonium. DOE agrees that everyone has

ot eEseaTATar) AT TR MR o A 18P given a stake in how plutonium is dispositioned and therefore provided various
21/ Y\; Di ~SE ”":‘ ‘i__, : °:* b ""#"":‘3“_‘“ z Tp ot means for submitting comments: public hearings, mail, a toll-free telephone
L b ; = eemud 4 sm—c’_—'! ok *t‘mg‘_‘“‘h sl d and fax line, and the MD Web site. Regardless of how they were submitted,
W 7 all comments received on the SPD Draft EIS were given equal consideration

< . L . ? .. . . .
and responded to. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program
A VI 0¥ SV W PRSP N Y v -V | will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national

e "’_‘; e Crsr policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

CIEA Nondia 3% 7631 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.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD295-2.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon the SPD Draft EIS,
which is probably the most sericus management issue that the
world is facing today.

This disposition of plutonium warhead pits is a very profound and
technical issue, but in common language I call this project the
Great American DOE Arms-Pit Prcblem---because this dilemma
atinks. Nobody in the world knows what to do with plutonium. No
one knows how to adequately manage this very toxic and dangerous
bomb material.

In light of the fact that the decisiommaking concerning this
problem is so serious and has such long lived consequences, I
must preface my remarks with the opinion that the Departmemt of
Bnergy has not done a very good job at either educating the
genexal public or involving the public at large in this

unpx. dented tal project.

I appreciate the fact that we have been granted a special hearing
here in Portland...but the fact remains that the cholce to held
interactive scoping meetings ONLY near sites that may be affected
was totally inadequate. In reality, the gites that may be
affected include not only the sites ch for specific
operations, but all sites along prop d t portation routes,
all areas surrounding nuclear power plants that have submitted
letters of intent to consider the MOX option, and all sites that
may be contaminated by accidental spille, leaks and explosions
which may be attendant to these operations!

Besides, holding hearings in only 5 locations, mainly where jobs
are affected, brings local economic issues into a place of
prominence when these decisions should be primarily based upon
scientific evaluation and technical issues along with worldwide
health and safaty, anvironmental impact, proliferation and power
source implicatioms.

The decisions made today have significantly profound and
dangerous implications for the future of the world. We must do a
better job than those who chose to produce so much plutonium in
the firat place. We have creatad a terrible assault upon the

ORDO7
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ORD(7-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
DOE has initiated a number of activities and events to involve and educate
the public about these very important issues. Since the inception of the
August 17, 1998 Sime

plutonium disposition program, it has conducted public hearings in excess of
the minimum required by NEPA regulations at various locations around the
country, not just near the potentially affected DOE sites. DOE is also active
in various supplementary public education initiatives: it continues to mail
information (e.g., fact sheets) to interested members of the public; MD has
established a Web site (http://www.doe-md.com) to provide current
information to the public; and senior staff members make presentations to
local and national civic and social organizations on request.

ORD07-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Although it was not possible to hold public hearings in all locations potentiaily
affected by surplus plutonium disposition actions, DOE provided various
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. All comments,
regardless of how they were submitted, were given equal consideration and
responded to.

ORD07-3 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of surplus plutonium
disposition alternatives that consider no action (storage) or immobilization.
Continued storage of surplus plutonium, as discussed under the No Action
Alternative in Section 2.5, would not satisfy the surplus plutonium disposition
program goal. The goal 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. 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
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world environment and economy that has no apparent gatisfactory
solution. For these reasons we must choose with utmost care the
direction we take. As we examine the situation there are many
compelling reasons to eliminate the MOX option and choose
vitrification or ceramic immobilizatiom or perhaps storage as
Dominici has recently put forth, as the oaly reasonable
alternatives for this immediate point in time, until we develop
advanced technologies to improve upon our ability to dispose of
plutonium.

* We already kaow that a portion of surplus plutonium is
suitable only for vitrification. In an economic sense, if this
vitrification track must be followed, it makes little sense to
spend comparable, and probably more, monies on a second track
which takes longer to accomplish. MOX involves huge taxpayer
gubaidies to commercial nuclear power plants in ordexr that they
be able to compete with non-nuclear power sources. These plants
will need repairs and modifications, they will encounter a
higher rigk of safe operation problems, and they will produce
spent fuels which are more difficult to transport and store
safely for the long term. Both wet pool and dry cask designs may
have to be revisited to accommodate the hotter spent fuels.

The conclusions in the RAND WASTE HEAT IMPLICATIONS OF
ALTERNATIVE METHODS FOR DISPOSING SURPLUS WEAPONS PU (DRU-1651-
DOE JUNE 1997 states “the increased heat ocutput (of spent MOX
produced by burning surplus weapons Pu in existing LWRs) will
significantly increase the amount of space that the spent MOX
fuel takes up in a geclegic repository and therefore will
significantly increase the cost to dispose of this material.
This increase in heat ocutput is an inevitable consequence of the
increased production of Am 241 which results from the use of MOX
produced from WPu. This result holds true whethaer the MOX ig
burned in a LWR or a BWR."™ This issue needs to be adequately
addressed in both safety and economic aspects.

* MOX fuel has been made on an industrial scale only from reactor
grade plutonium NOT from weapons grade plutoniem. With WPu
There are unresclved fabrication issues such as galllum removal
and the attendant wastes.

Dr. Tosvs and Dr. Beard from Los Alamos (LANL document LA-UR-
96-4764) indicate that Pu pits do not all have the same
concantration of gallium and the sintering process parameter
would have to be adjusted as the gallium concentration changed

ORDO7

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.

ORD07-4 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the preferred approach
of using both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication to surplus plutonium
disposition. As discussed in response ORDO7-3, pursuing the hybrid
approach provides the United States important insurance against potential
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.

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.

Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the 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. (Operating procedures, fuel management plans, and other
activities would also need to be modified.) DOE has used selection criteria in
the procurement process which ensure that the reactors chosen would be
capable of safely and successfully completing the surplus plutonium
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disposition program. In addition, NRC would evaluate license amendment
applications and monitor the operation of the domestic, commercial 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.

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, and thus no additional cost.

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). Transportation of HLW or spent fuel would be
required for either the immobilization or MOX approach to surplus plutonium
disposition. 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
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Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
hitp://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

The RAND study cited by the commentor analyzed a NWPA repository
design that is very different from the reference repository design being
analyzed by DOE. Moreover, the information in the study does not pertain
directly to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and thus, was not used in
the preparation of this SPD EIS.

Section 4.28 discusses the potential environmental impacts of operating the
Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna nuclear stations, the reactors that would
use the MOX fuel, should the decision be made to proceed with the hybrid
approach. Operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities
is expected to take approximately the same amount of time for either approach.
The difference in timing for the hybrid approach is associated with the amount
of time that MOX fuel would be irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors.
However, none of the proposed reactors are expected to operate longer
under the hybrid approach than they would if they continued to use LEU fuel.

ORD07-5 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

It is understood that weapons-grade plutonium has not been used to fabricate
MOX fuel. Atthe 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
comuments 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
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which is undesirable in an industrial-scale operation. MOX fuel
with excessive gallium presentas problems because it chemically
attacks zirconium. The current technology for gallium removal is
an agueous process which results in the generation of large
quantities of liquid radiocactive wastes. A dry process is yet to
be developed and would lengthen the MOX program. No problems
involving gallium that would affect Pu vitrification have been
identified, nor are they anticipatsd.

There are also unresolved safety issues when using WbPu
including:

1. the dincrease of structural stresses on power plants due to
the higher temperatures of WPu MOX fuels

2. the stability of operation due to the lessening of delayed
neutrons and

3. increased risks of the gsverity of accidents involving
plutonium

*The introduction of these safety pxoblems demand plant
modification. The change in delayed neutrons will necessitate
the addition of more control rods and the addition of boron to
coolant water in order to help restore adequate control. More
stresses upon the structural integrity of the plant will appear
because of the higher temperatures involved with MOX fuel, and
that problem must be seriocusly addressed as many of our plants
are aging and already bave steam tube cracking and coatainment
embrittlement problems. The risk of catastrophic accidents should
not be increased at any power plants and neither should the
consequences of accidents be increased. Therefore it should be
absolutely a regquirement the NRC must relicemse any plant
considering MOX and a new criteria should be developed with
opportunity for public comment on these vital issuves. This of
course would have to apply to Russian plants also, since
radiation knows no boundary.

*The U.S. plants which have expressed interest in MOX want
compensation far in excess of direct costs. Jack Bailay, vice
president of Palo Verde, a leading candidate for MOX use stated
in March 1996 “We also stress in our letters to DOE that any
initiative should address potential benefits to ratepayers and
chareholders...The benefits must be substantial. If not, the
entire proposition is a non-starter. What I mean specifically is
that any agreement imvolving Palo Verde would require more than

ORDO7

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 alsorevised
to include the impacts associated with plutonium polishing, While this
additional step is expected to add to the estimated waste streams, the projected
increases would be relatively small.

ORDO7-6 NRC Licensing

The commentor expresses concerns that MOX fuel will result in a lower
delayed neutron fraction, an increase of structural stresses due to higher
MOX fuel temperatures and increased accident risks. These parameters
require that the nuclear core designers accommodate these differences using
verified and validated codes that incorporate these effects. Such nuclear
codes have been used successfully in Europe and will be adopted and utilized
by fuel designers in the United States. A reactor operating license amendment
will be required for each individual reactor before it can use MOX fuel. The
regulatory process will be the same as for other operating license amendment
requests. The reactor licensee will initiate the process by submitting an
amendment request in accordance with 10 CFR 50.90. Safety and
environmental analyses, as required by NRC regulations, are submitted to
NRC in support of, and as part of, the amendment request. The communities
near the reactors proposed for irradiation of MOX fuel and all other interested
parties will likely have the opportunity to submit comments during the NRC
reactor license amendment process should the MOX approach be selected.

The licensing of Russian plants that may use MOX fuel is beyond the scope
of this EIS. The remainder of this comment is addressed in response
ORD(7-4.

ORDO7-7 MOX Approach

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, 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
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the incremental costs associated with using ¥OX fuel instead of
uranium. That kind of payment would be inmufficient.® (Third
International Policy Forum: Deploying the Reaator/MOX Option for
Plutonium Disposition Within the Current System of U.S. and
Canadian Nuclear Reactors--Regulatory, Policy Impediments.
Lansdown, VA March 21, 1996)

The NOX option involves huge taxpayer subsidies to plants for
modifications, upgrades& repairs & beyond that, payment to keep
competitive profits. It is the greatest corporate welfare ascam
ever perpetrated upon the people in the history of mankind. The
only MOX benefit ls profite to the nuclear industry at the
expense of the environment, materials handlers and the population
of the world.

*What are the changes in the Price Anderson Act to address the
increased opsrational and safety risks? The true cost of MOX
would be astronomical.

* In the context of humar values, choosing the MOX option leads
the world in the wrong direction for future energy generatioa.
which should be focused on safer, less polluting socurces. The MOX
alternative ias loaded with tha creation of long lived hazardous
materials from fuel fabricatiom to the spent fuel produced. At
this time we are not able to cope satisfactorily with the amounts
of chemical and radiocactive wastes and spent fuel which has

already been generated both in the military production and
commercial sectors and it is irrespcnsible to add teo this waste
burden.

«Transport and onsite storage of fresh MOX fuel is a
proliferation risk because it is very vulnerable teo theft. At
the present time there are no Russian agreements for IAEA
secarity.

*Fresh MOX fuels also incur higher expenditures because he
shipments of these fuels demand military escort wherever they are
and may regquire separate fresh fuel storage facilities since MOX
fuel would emit higher gamma and neutron radiation.

*There are more possibilities of proliferation risks with the MOX
opticn because the accounting system for tracking amounts of
plutonium along the MOX program leaves room for error. Evem if
no plutonium were diverted from the program, The Joint US/Russian

10
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(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 ORD0O7—4.

ORDO07-8 NRC Licensing

To ensure reactor safety, NRC would evaluate license applications and monitor
operations of the MOX fuel fabrication facility, as well as the domestic,
commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel. No change to the Price
Anderson Amendment Act has been considered and none would
be necessary.

ORD07-9 MOX Approach

The purpose of the surplus plutonium disposition program is not to provide
future energy generation but 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.

Potential waste management impacts of MOX fuel fabrication alternatives
are summarized in Chapter 4 of Volume I and discussed in detail in Appendix H.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in ORD0O7—4.

ORDO07-10

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding transportation and
MOX fuel storage. In order to address security against terrorist-related

Nonproliferation
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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 and additional couriers. Further, the
three DOE disposition facilities proposed in this SPD EIS are all at Iocations
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 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 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 be employed. Furthermore, the physical protection,
safeguards, and security for the MOX facility and domestic, commercial
reactors would be in compliance with NRC regulations.

The implementation process for international inspection of U.S. and Russian
surplus plutonium is not fully defined. That process is part of ongoing
sensitive negotiations being conducted to reach a bilateral plutonium
disposition agreement between the United States and Russia in accordance
with the Joint Statement of Principle, which was signed by Presidents Clinton
and Yeltsin in September 1998.

ORD07-11 Transpeortation

Transportation of surplus plutonium until it reaches its final disposition form
would use DOE’s SST/SGT system regardless of the approach taken. This
system does not use a military escort, rather the SST/SGT system uses armed
Federal officers. The costof transportation to implement the surplus plutonium
disposition program, regardless of the approach, is dependent on the number
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of trips and the length of the various transportation segments. Table L-3
shows the number of trips and the distance traveled for each alternative.
Some of the hybrid altematives would require less transportation than some
of the immobilization-only alternatives. However, the risks from transportation
for all of the alternatives would likely be minor.

The MOX fuel would be managed essentially the same way as fresh LEU
fuel. However, there would be tighter security and potentially higher costs.
The plutonium would be received at the reactor site shortly before it would
be inserted into the reactor. Any actual restrictions or requirements related to
the storage of fresh MOX fuel would be imposed by NRC as part of the
reactor operating license amendment.

ORDO07-12 MOX Approach

If U.S. surplus plutonium is dispositioned as MOX fuel in the United States,
it would be done with the stipulation that the material could only be used
once and not reprocessed. 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). There is no
intention to change this policy to allow reprocessing at any time in the future.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response ORD0O7-10.
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Plutonium Disposition Study states "...Russia will ultimately
recycle any plutonium left in the [(MOX spent] fuel.” And, “the
U.S. objective of plutonium disposition* appears to be satisfied
1f MOX spent fuel "is stored for several decades before
reprocessing.* (Joint US/Russian Plutonium Disposition Study,
September 1996, p. ExSum-2.) Therefore, if we choose the MOX
option, the United State will be supporting the infrastructure
for a plutonium economy in Russia and indeed perhaps promoting
eventual reprocessing in the United States. This is a damngerous
and intolerable outcome.

FOR ALL THE ABCVE REASONS THE DOE SHOULD DISCONTINUE THE MOX
APPROACH FOR SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION.

*Ag far as the political maneuvers are concerned (noticing that
Russia views Pu as an asset while the general view in the USZ
ranges from Special Nuclear Material to Economic and
Environmental Liability) that just because Rugsia seems
determined to jump over the edge of the cliff it does not mean
that we must followl! Ingtead we should remezber that the
United States in reality has the ultimate persuasion because we
have more momey aad will be alding Russia with its plutonium
disposition. Russia has not seriously considered uvsing MOX in
LWRg until now.

Russian operating VVER-1000 reactors would not be able to consume
50 metric tons of surplus plutonium within the timeline of 20 to
40 years set by the joint panels. In order to have that happen,
3 partially built reactors would have to be finished, or reactors
in Vkraine would have to be loaded wikth MOX or reactors would
have to operate beyond thelr lifetimes which would increase
safety riske. The MOX option in Russia is further complicated by
the crumbling ecomomy and the temptation of the black market.
Instead we should offer subsidies to build pilot vitrification
plants.

*The MOX option is completely unaccaptable, but the vitrification
process is also not without risk. Converting plutonium pits for
glassification also involves health and safety riske and the
creation of sidestream wastes.

12
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ORD07-13 MOX Approach
This comment is addressed in response ORD07-3.
ORD07-14 Nonproliferation

Close cooperation between the two countries is required to ensure that
nuclear arms reductions cannot be easily reversed. Understanding the
economic dilemma in Russia, the U.S. Congress has appropriated funding for
a series of small-scale tests and demonstrations of plutonium disposition
technologies jointly conducted by the United States and Russia. In fiscal
year 1999 (starting October 1998), Congress further appropriated funding to
assist Russia in design and construction of a plutonium conversion facility
and a MOX fuel fabrication facility. This funding would not be expended
until the presidents of both countries signed a new agreement. Although the
amount appropriated by Congress is not sufficient to fund the entire Russian
surplus plutonium disposition program, the United States is working with
Russia and other nations to resolve this issue.

ORDO7-15

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding health and safety
risks associated with proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. All
facilities for surplus plutonium disposition would be constructed and operated
to meet applicable health and safety standards and some facilitics may be
subject to international inspection. DOE takes into consideration pollution
reduction techniques to minimize environmental releases when designing,
constructing, and operating its facilities. Analysis in this SPD EIS indicates
that impacts to health, safety, and waste management fromroutine operation
of the pit conversion, immobilization, and MOX facilities would likely be minor.

Alternatives

DOE has evaluated alternatives for immobilizing all of the surplus plutonium,
however, DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.
As shown in the cost report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for
Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998),
it is expected that the hybrid approach, which includes both immobilization
and MOX fuel, would be more expensive than the immobilization-only
approach. However, pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication
provides the United States important insurance against potential
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*Tf wa are concerned for a swift resolution to the proliferation
rigk poged by plutonium, then vitrification is the better
alternative hecause it can be accomplished in less time than the
MOX option, is less expensive and has fewer facilities to manage
and safeguard.

Any facilities used should be in strict compliance with the most
stringent safely regulations and bes under constant ingpectioen.
%hen sidestream wastes are generated it must be guaranteed to be
isolated from the enviromment. Transport of hazardous materials
must be kept at a minimum.

The people of Oregon do not want more contamination at Hanfoxrd.
Wa have had to implore the DOE for a comprehengive assessment of
Hanford waste upon the Columbia River. We have not received
encugh money for adequate monitoring let alone good containment
or aggressive clean up. We will not tolerate MOX operations on
any level at Hanford. Too many risks are involved. NOR WILL WE
TOLERATE MOX ANYWHERE.

Contrary to the slogan advertigement of Hanford as a site of
Environmental Excellence, we have seen as recently as the 5/14/97
explosion in the Plutonium Reclamation Facility that the

t is inadeguate. Even an ordinary chemical accident
happened because of improper monitoring. Conmpounding the
implications of such mismanagement is the fact that the officisl
DOE NEWS release of May 28 stated *The team has verified
that no radioactive materials were invelved in the accident...®
The admission of the presence of plutonium was not admitted until
July. This implies that either management did not krnow what was
bappening or that issues vital to public safety were deliberately
covered up. We will never be assured that the personnel at
Hanford, or any workers anywhere for that matter, will be able to
satisfactorily manage the MOX program. Hanfoxd is not the site to
handle any portion of the MOX program, we have enough problems on
our hands

¥hy are we even considering the MOX option? It is more
dangerous,. more crisky. more expensive. more problematic. involves

15
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disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. It is also gives the
United States more leverage in negotiations with Russia as discussed in
response ORD07—3. Operation of the proposed facilities is expected to take
approximately the same amount of time for either the immobilization-only
approach or the hybrid approach. The difference in timing for the hybrid
approach is associated with the amount of time that MOX fuel would be
irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors.

‘While DOE prefers to minimize the transportation of plutonium, it 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 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.

ORDO7-16 DOE Policy

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.

The News Release of May 28 correctly stated that the explosion did not
involve radioactive materials. It reported: “The team has verified that no
radioactive materials were involved in the accident that blew the steel lid off
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the storage tank, rupturing the overhead fire protection water line.” This was
reiterated in the eighth paragraph, which stated: ‘“No evidence of radioactivity
release during the accident has been found.” This statement was correct and
the Summary Report of the Accident Investigation Board (July 26, 1997)
confirmed in the last sentence of the third paragraph that no radioactive
materials were involved in the explosion. It states: “Results of extensive
sampling, contamination surveys, and stack monitoring data, show that
nondetectable airborne radioactivity was released from the facility.” The
May 28 News Release did acknowledge the potential presence of plutonivm
as part of the after-effects of the explosion. It stated in the last paragraph
that: “analysis of water collected inside the building showed no chemical
contamination. It contained radioactive contamination slightly
above-background levels, which is believed to have come from a prior incident
resulting from previous operations in the building.” The investigators were
sure that this was not directly from the explosion. However, efforts did
continue throughout the investigation to determine if the contamination had
been carried from some other part of the building by the water that flowed
from a cut in a small fire-suppression water line. However, this survey was
complicated due to the preexisting spots of contamination in the same areas.
This included contamination surveys where water had flowed out building
doors. The result of this was a conservative position that the very small
amount of contamination found outside, which was barely above-background
counts, “was likely” carried out by the water. This was reported in the
accident summary report as, “Water from the cut water line flooded the
building, and some of it flowed out through various facility exit doors.
Extensive surveys conducted inside and outside the building revealed
radioactive contamination on the first floor of the facility, and a small area of
slightly above-background levels of radioactive contamination outside, that
was isolated and immobilized. The contamination found outside was likely
the result of water flowing across walls and floors of contaminated areas of
the facility, carrying radioactive material outside the building.” Following the
May 1997 explosion at Hanford, a review of the emergency management
response indicated that multiple programs and systems failed in the hours
following the accident. In a letter to Secretarial Offices, Secretary of Energy
Federico Peiia identified action to be taken at all DOE sites to implement
lessons learned as discussed in Section 3.2.4.5 of this SPD EIS. Itis DOE’s
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INCREASES HANDLING AND PROLIFERATION RISKS, RUSSIA
ALSO WANTS THE WEST TO FINANCE THE QPERAT
FFER M TARY T IVE M

The state of the world plutonium problem is so severe
that it will be a miracle if we accompligh the
disposition task. IT MAKES MOST SENSE TQ CHOSE

FINANCING ONLY THOSE OPTIONS WHICH DO NOT PROMOTE A
PLUTONIUM ECONOMY.

Respectfully submitted,

Lynn Simp -

Donlt Wastes Oregon Caucus
3959 NE 42

Portland, OR 97213

STORAGE WHILE DEVELOPING IMMOBILIZATION TECHNIQUES AND
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policy to place public safety above other program goals. DOE is committed
to public and worker safety during the construction, operation, and
deactivation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities, and
would implement appropriate controls and procedures to ensure compliance
with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws, rules, regulations,
and requirements.

ORDO07-17 MOX Approach
This comment is addressed in responses ORD07-3, ORD07-12, and
ORD(7-14.

ORDO07-18

This comment is addressed in response ORD07-3.

MOX Approach
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SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT PUBLIC COMMENT

Thank you for holding a hearing regarding Plutonium Disposttion in Portland. Bven more
hearings must be held on this important national and i jonal policy making eavirc tal
impact statement. Plutonium policy must be democratized, not just made still in semi-secret,
mainly holding hearings only in areas in the vicinities of involving those who are directly
impacted by plutonium related jobs programs.

[ take issuc with the basic DOE statement that “this draft SPDEIS identifics reasonable
alternatives for plutonium disposition.” The dual track strategy is on the wrong track headed over
the cliff to catastrophe. The MOX option promotes more handling, more transport, increased risk
of accidents, increased risk of health problems, increased expenses, more problematic spent fuel
disposal and more security risks than guarded ge or prompt i bilization. The
Department’s continued emphasis upon MOX fuels, in light of all we know today, asa
reasonable disposition option, seems to reflect a lingering institutional insanity.

The Nuclear Control Institute argues that “using MOX fuel for commercial nuclear power plants
is simply too expensive and 100 risky. Stimulating commerce in phutonium is a recipe for
disaster. Mox takes too long. MOX costs too much. Tens of billions of dollars will probably be
needed to underwrite the Russian nuclear power industry so that it can use MOX fuel. MOX is
too dangerous, MOX fuel reduces the stability of reactor cores. MOX increases the severity of
certain accidents. MOX undercuts non-proliferation and arms control.” (Paul Leventhal, The

! N o y ivilian Fucl, March 12, 1998)

This SPDEIS states that “the purpose of and need for the proposed action is to roducc the threat
of nuclear weapons proliferation. worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus plutonium in
the United States in-an environmentally safe and timely manner.” MOX is neither
eavironmentally safe nor timely. Moreover, we have just had a terrible confirmation of the
saying that “muclear power, powers nuclear bombs™ when India exploded the “peaceful atom”.
MOX would not cusb proliferation. The mare plutonium is handled and transported, the more
rigk there is of i e accountshility and df 1f our purpose is to reduce the
availability of putonium, then promoting & plutonium economy, MOX fuel and Russian
reprocessing is ebviousty THE WRONG TRACK.

In early August 1998 even Sensior Doeenici had called for a new approach to Plutonium

' Disposal in face of the astronomical expenses. The ENERGY DAJILY explained that Senator

Domenici learned from the Russian minister of atomic energy that Russia would pursue its MOX

program only if the West paid for the construction of a MOX fue! fabrication plant in Russia...

And paid additional compensation to encourage Russia to use the MOX in their reactors. This
pendous military-industrial complex corporate welfare would wreck the worid budget.

ORD06-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE held a number of regional hearings in places such as Boston, Chicago,
Denver, and San Francisco during the preparation of the Storage and
Disposition PEIS. To provide for public commenton the SPD Draft EIS, DOE
conducted public hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites, and
therefore, with the most directly affected population. To encourage
participation and comment by all interested citizens not in the vicinity of
those public hearing locations, DOE provided a number of means for
submitting comments: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web
site. All comments subimitted, orally and in writing, were considered equally
in the preparation of this SPD EIS. DOE does not believe any additional
hearings are necessary.

ORD06-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX 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 plutoniumin nuclear weapons
again. By working in paralle]l with Russia to reduce stockpiles of excess
plutonium, the United States can reduce the chance that weapons-usable
nuclear material could fall into the hands of terrorists or rogue states.

Operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities is expected
to take approximately the same amount of time for either approach. The
difference in timing for the hybrid approach is associated with the amount of
time that MOX fuel would be irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors.
However, none of the proposed reactors are expected to operate longer
under the hybrid approach than they would if they continued to use LEU fuel.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
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Domenici betieves Russian officials would support ion of phitonium to unclassified

shapes and storage under international oversight, This is an idea that makes some kind of
common sense for fast track securing of plitonium.

On top of all the ic, health, envi tal and proliferation liabilities of the MOX option
is the significant fact that no nongi ] organization, public i group or
environmental organization either here or in Russia wants MOX to happen. In Russia the
Center for Nuclear Ecology and Energy Policy of Socic-ecological Union of 200 environmental
organizations has a special resolution against MOX fisel. Hundreds of Western groups signed on
to a letter calling for an end to ell policies and practices that woukd allow or encourage the use of
plutonium as a fuel in nuclear power reactors in March of this year. We the people have the right
to determine what future we want regarding the profound subject of plutonium disposition. Ttis
very telling that it is only people who make money fram MOX projects support it. This is the
kind of damaged reasoning that places preed before responsibility to the people, the eavironment
and future generations.

We don’t want MOX operations at Hanford, or Pantex, or INEEL or Savarmah River or at any
site in Exrope or Asia. Nobody in their right mind wants a plutonium economy and we ask you
to do the right thing and reconsider going forward with MOX plans and concentrate only upon
swift guarded storage and immobilization technologies.

Respectfully submiticd,

Hran St

Lynn Sims

Don’t Waste Oregon Caucus
3959 NE 42

Partland, OR 97213

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 (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.

Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specific analyses and discuss
the potential environmental impacts of using a partial MOX core. 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.

ORD06-3 DOE Policy

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.

DOE’s surplus plutonium disposition program is not a profit-making venture.
This SPD EIS does not consider the impacts of any of the alternatives on the
Russian plutonium disposition program. However, DOE is working diligently
to ensure that Russia continues to pursue plutonium disposition with the
same vigor as the United States. 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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