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FD204

I FD204-1 MOX Approach 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach.  
Neither Hanford nor SRS has been proposed for irradiation of MOX fuel.  
Both sites, however, have been evaluated as candidate sites for the fabrication 
of MOX fuel. As indicated in the revised 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 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. 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.  

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 ofplutonium that exists in spentnuclear fuel from commercial 
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would 
displace LEU fuel thatutilities wouldhave otherwisepurchased. 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.
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Hello, my name is Joyce Fallingstead and I'm a concerned 
citizen from Portland, Oregon. I'm calling to say that I would 
like the MOX fuel, the mixed oxide fuel, to not be used in 
commercial nuclear reactors. I believe it is dangerous to 
distribute plutonium to reactors around the country both in 
regard to the handling involved, as well as the 
decentralization, as well as the transportation. I believe the 
immobilization of surplus plutonium through vitrification 
would be a much safer way of working with our surplus 
plutonium. I would like very much for the plutonium to not be 
used as a mixed oxide fuel, and, thank you for taking my 
comment. Bye-bye.

PD065
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PD065-1 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.  

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.  

Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX 
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition. Transportation of special 
nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE's SST/SGT 
system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards 
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo 
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a 
fatality or release of radioactive material. The transportation requirements for 
the surplus plutonium disposition program are also evaluated in this SPD EIS.
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Yeah, I would like a copy of the Surplus Plutonium Disposition 
Draft Environmental Impact Study. My name is Loren Fennell 
and my PO Box is 4111 Portland, Oregon 97208. Yeah, I would 
also like to make a comment on this, this disposition that, 
number 1) 1 know for a fact that there is, like, thousands of 
gallons of high and material of highly radioactive waste leaking 
in, into the watershed of the Columbia River and/or at least 
heading that way.  

How many years do we have to wait, you know, before that's 
cleaned up and any more MOX fuel factories that will make and 
utilize other waste. I mean it's just, it's kind of crazy. It's not a 
very safe concept and I don't approve of it and I would just 
you know, hope that you know, we wake up to the alternatives 
to energy like wind, solar and bio-mass conversion of our 
garbage waste for example. So please take this into 
consideration and I would like a copy as soon as possible.  
And I thank you very much. Bye.
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PD040-1 Water Resources 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the quality of the 
Columbia River. Section 3.2.7 provides a description of water resources at 
Hanford, including their present condition. Section 4.26.1.2 summarizes the 
potential impacts on surface and groundwater that would result from the 
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. Surface water 
would not be used in construction or operation nor would there be direct 
discharges of wastewater from the facilities. Likewise, there would be no 
direct discharge of wastewater into the groundwater aquifer. All wastewater 
would be treated prior to discharge in facilities designed to meet NPDES 
permit limitations. Therefore, no impact on surface or groundwater quality or 
availability would be expected from the proposed facilities.  

PD040-2 Other 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern with the safety of the MOX 
approach, and support of alternative energy sources. Use of MOX fuel in 
domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to subsidize the 
commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this proposed 
action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the 
Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and 

modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as 
inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing 
quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power 
reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would displace 
LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective value 
of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then the 
contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government by 
DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercial 
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose 
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium 
disposition program.  

The MOX 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

I
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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 Bruce Frazier. My address: 2012 South East 
Hemlock Ave, Portland, Oregon 97214. My telephone number: 
area code 503 238-8665. I'm calling to request a summary of 
the environmental impact statement on the draft Surplus 
Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Statement. I 
know a hearing was had here in Portland recently. I did not 
able to attend, but I want to get a copy of that and prepare 
written comments. So if you could send that off. Also, I do 
want to make the comment that I believe that the only safe 
disposition of excess and surplus plutonium and waste 
containing high percentages of plutonium is through 
vitrification and permanent storage. I do not favor any 
disposition of excess or surplus plutonium or associated 
nuclear materials through the use of MOX- mixed oxide fuel
or for burning in any kind of reactor or test facility. That's my 
immediate comment. But please send me the indicated 
materials. Thank you very much. Good bye.

PD034
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PD034-1 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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This is my comment: I am against the MOX and would like 
the money used towards Hanford cleanup. Thank you. I 1

PD039

PD039-1 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.  
Furthermore, funds for the surplus plutonium disposition program and 
environmental cleanup program come from different appropriation accounts 
allocated by the U.S. Congress that cannot be used interchangeably.



HAMILTON, JESSICA 
PAGE 1 OF 1

Hi there. This is Jessica Hamilton. I am a resident of Portland. My 
address is 831 Southwest Vista Avenue, Apartment 302, Portland, 
Oregon 97205 and I'm calling because I want to make sure that 
Hanford gets cleaned up and that you do not implement MOX. And 
I do not want to see you guys bum the weapon's plutonium and use 
it for commercial nuclear reactors. Thank you very much for the 
opportunity to comment.

1

PDO30

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 plutonium, and the irradiation would 
be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

PDO30-1 Alternatives
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TESTIMONY ON THE SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DRAFT EIS 
HYPAIGE KNIGHT, PRESIDENT OF HANFORD WATCH 
August I8 1998 

Physicians for Social Responsibility had tie courage and foresight years ago to desiate radiation 
pollution as a "national public health and safety emergency" - a kind ofhcreeping Cernobyl, 
spreading insidiously through ourt land our food, one water.  

Nuclear waste is continuing to accumulate with nowhere to go. Yucca Mountain, the supposed 
nuclear waste geological repository, in Native Shoshone land in Nevada, is costing millions upon 
million&of dollars and is proving to be scientifically smaound; it is not the safe dry place hoped 
for by potidcians and the Nuclear Power Industry.  

The Waste Isolation Pilot Project in New Mexico has been delayed once again because it does not 
yet measure up to the etvironmental standards deemed protective of public health and safty.  
Illegal dumping and release ofwastes continue world wide into our oceans and into the land and 
into the sources of our groundwater.  

Industry and politicians seek solutions that keep the waste probltem --out of sight, out of mind- in 
hopes of gaining more short-sightod profit and selfish economic advantage over the masses.  

They wave, once again, their biblical prophecies and try to lull us into buying their sacrilegious 
interpretatons of "turning swords into plowshares" only to hide fron thcenselves and us that they 
wil! be plowing our fields with more toxic radioactive wastes with half-lives longer than the life of 
the human race thus far. They may bring about the demise not only of humankind but of planet 
easth because itris a "good business deal".  

What has the nudear endeavor brought us? Even now, with over eight nations calling for nuclear 
weapons tob e declared illegal, the power struggle wages on with bIdia, Pakistan, Israel, and fran 
recently declaring themselves. through the tIting ofanulear devices, to be nucler capable and 
players at the "big table". The preferred option in this Draft EIS refuses to consider the global 
picture. The "Peaceful Atom" program has brought us to a point it bistoty where the most deadly 
substance known to humankind (and created by us as well) is considered more powerful than 
peace, and more valuable than our gold money standard. This bodes ill for future generalions.  

Here are some of our "dividends" from the "Peaceful Atom": 
"* We have over 170 toes of oemmercial nuclear reactor waste world-wide; 
"* We have approximately 55,000 tons of"excess" military plutonium in the U.S.  
"* The U.S. taxpayer has paid between $5.5 and S6 trillion for nuclear weapons since 1940.  "a Nuclear waste is being considered as an international asset rather than the most deadly waste 

known to humankind, and politferation of plutonium and uranium abounds.  

Dr. James C. Wart. who worked on the first atomic weapons and was the inventor ofthe PUREX 
tedmology, in recent yearws has stated that "I have come to learn that there are often large 
proliferation and other environmental impacts fom such endeavors a reprocessing, despite the 
initial paper proposals that promise smooth operations.." We fear soe of the same with the 
stakes becoming ovet higher in this age of terorism and lack of moral integrity by the powerful 
brokers ofthe nuclear and weapons industry.

The 1989 shutdown of'U.S, plutonium production eacto•s, occurred because of several factors: 

ORD01

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns regarding waste management.  
Radioactive waste cleanup is a DOE priority, and activities conducted under 
the surplus plutonium disposition program would be coordinated with other 
ongoing DOE programs including those associated with waste management, 
as discussed in Section 1.8.2.

ORDO1-2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor's views on the surplus plutonium 
disposition program. The purpose of this proposed action is to safely and 
securely disposition the 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.

ORD01-3 DOE Policy

In September 1993, President Clinton issued the Nonproliferation and Export 
Control Policy in response to the growing threat of nuclear proliferation. In 
late July 1998, Vice President Gore and Russianrime 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 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. Toward that end, this SPD EIS analyzes a nominal 50 t (55 tons) of 
surplus weapons-usable plutonium. In addition to 38.2 t (42 tons) of 
weapons-grade plutonium already declared by the President as excess to 
national security needs, the material analyzed includes weapons-grade

ORDOI-1 Repositories
I
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plutonium that may be declared surplus in the future, as well as 
weapons-usable, reactor-grade plutonium that is surplus to the programmatic 
and national defense needs of DOE.  

Although the Chernobyl accident of 1986 led to further reviews of DOE's 

production reactors, it did not lead to the discovery of the inadequacy of 

containment structures nor the decision to shut down these reactors in 1988.

ORDO1-4 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns regarding wastes associated 

with the MOX approach. Analyses presented in Appendix H indicate that 

no HLW would be generated by the MOX facility and that all other waste 

types would be treated, stored, and disposed of in accordance with current 

site practices and procedures, WM PEIS RODs, WIPP ROD, and applicable 

agreements. Analyses presented in Section 4.28 indicate that the use of 

MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors would not appreciably change 

the characteristics or quantities of waste generated at the proposed reactor 
sites. The resulting spent nuclear fuel from these commercial reactors would 

continue to be managed in accordance with current practice and in a manner 

required by applicable regulations.  

Further, 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.  

ORD01-5 Cost 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the cost of the MOX 

approach. 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

N
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January 14, 1998

Ms. Paige KnhSM 
Han•ord Watch 
225S SE Cyprem 
PortlandOR 97214

(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the cost and schedule 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 discuss the potential environmental impacts of 
operating Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna, the reactors that would use 
the MOX fuel.

Dee ML Knight: 

Thank you for your invitation to participate in today's Depasirmet of inergy hearing on 
atheringthe 1989 Harford Tri-Party Agreemeat and restarting the Faat Flux Test Facility (FFrF) 
for the purpose of'producing tritium foro uclesr weapons. I regret that previous commitments 
prevem me from atending liths critical event 

The persistence by some to exhume nuclear weapons production activities at Hanotrd 
never ceascs to ara zme. It is shamtuenough that the region has not taken steps to close its 
only operating commercial nuclear reactor, the WNP-2 plant at Hartford. evensthough an excellent 
case can be made against it now on purely economic grounds. This abdication of rtaponsibilty 
pales in comparlson. however, to the Insidious proposal to resart the aging FFT research 
reactor for the prrpose ofproducing teitiun. a radioacdve substance that enhances the 
destructive capability of nuclear weapons.  

It is disappointing that this issm is even being sertously discussed• hbe• a region of the 
country that has learned the hard way that the price of nuclear technology is much higher than 
the experts and p•ponems of nuclear power are ever honest enough to acknowledge. For 
example .he WPPSS nuclear debacle vsone of Ohe greatest economic disasters ofthe ceniury.  
and continue• t•cos the region's electricity custamers ovtr $500 million ayear. The 
Departnent of Energy was forced to sp tying to the public andgcloe the N Reactor at Hanford 
in 1988 when it was revealed that hundreds of mions of taxpayer dollars were being wasted 
producing a product (plutonium) for which there was no critical need. The clean up of te 
Hanford Reservation will cost hundreds of billions of dollars, take decades to accomplish, end 
continue to threaten human health and safety. The Trojan nuclear power plant in Oregon wae 
closed because It was uneconomic, and still awaits decommissioning.  

Considering all this, how could any rational person or bureaucracy consider adding to the 
nuclear misery already visited upon the Pacific Northwest? How many lessons do we have to 
learn before we turn away from the broken promises of nuclear myths? Hanford already is the 

ORD01

ORDO1-6 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

This SPD EIS presents the potential impacts on public health and safety of 
each of the alternatives considered in the document. The text reflects DOE's 
efforts to carefully collect comparable data on all of the alternatives, analyze 
those data in a consistent manner using well-recognized and accepted 
procedures, and present the results in a full and open manner. The range of 
reasonable alternatives was established using the screening criteria listed in 
Section 2.3.1 and public input. 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.

ORDO1-7 DOE Policy

International inspections would take place throughout the surplus plutonium 
disposition process, starting at the end stages of the pit disassembly and 
conversion process. Section 2.4 discusses the sensitive negotiations taking 
place between the United States and Russia to implement international 
inspections. Spent fuel storage would take place at the commercial reactors 
that use the MOX fuel. Spent fuel onsite at the reactors has been and 
continues to be safely stored. These reactors are regulated by NRC.  

Use of MOX fuel in commercial reactors is not proposed in order to subsidize 
the commercial nuclear power industry or produce electricity. As discussed 
in response ORDO-2, the purpose of this proposed action is to safely and 
securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.
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greatest environmental threat to the people of the Pacific Northwest Restarting any nuclear 
reactor for weapons production purposes is misguided at best, and tnasparety evil, at worst.  
ft also is a clear violadoio of the spirit and intent of the TA-Paty Agreement and a complete 
reversal ofoutefocsed mission ovr the Ist 20 years to clean op the largest environmencs] 
disaster area in the Nation.  

Lcong ago the Noahwest made decisions that turned as away from nuclear production of 
wapons material and electricity. It is time again to rejct the nouns of the nuclear 
proelyoixrs and say no to those •tLo pr.eh death, destruction and ruin to our world and the 

I commend you foir your continued commntumeie to protecting the people anid the 
esvirounment of the Pacific Northwest. Do not hesitate tolet me know if ! can be of furter 
sev€.ce to your endeavors.  

With kind reards.  

Sincre,

ORD01
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ORDO1-8 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor's quotes from Senator Mark Hatfield.

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.  

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. Furthermore, 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.  

Transportation of special nuclear materials would use DOE's SST/SGT 
system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards 
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo 
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a 
fatality or release of radioactive material. As discussed in Section 2.3.1, 
minimizing transportation was a consideration in developing the alternatives.  

The proposed action does consider national and global long-term 
consequences of removing 50t (55 tons) of plutonium considered surplus 
from both U.S. and Russian stockpiles. Decisions on the U.S. 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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The U.S. Department of Energy needs to hear you voice NOW! 
What do you think about a new era of nuclear proliferation? 

Hanford Action of Oregon will forward lIes qoestlonalmreto USOCE. Plete circle your responeos.  

1. Shouij;an-up be the sole mission at Hanford? 

2. Should the Unitd Statesgovemment main•• in its longstanding policy opposing the use of weapoen 
plutoium.tofuelciviliioacleorreatoos? 

'Yen,' No 

3. Should commercialonuclear reactorsbe allowed to inon MOX Mlelcontining weapons-grade 

yes •K 

3 a.ShouldltheyIbe subsidi ed dollun todoso? 
Yes f n E

4. Which ftematve would you p•erertoseethie U.S.1D epartmentiofnergy pue: A 
l.unoiobilzation (encasemrnt of plutonium in glass logs or in canoisters for enobtorme)ft) 

OR 
The MOX plan (processing plutoniumn into fuel foe oe in civilian nuclearoecaots).  

5. Howc oncened are you aboutthe ,rnspoaionof ptconiur ff trough the No!di ao 
Not concerned Sr*iy Con-eed Very Concerned C ý * Ol ft 

6. Hoconcetmiaoeyou .ttramspocnig plutonirumMOX fuel tlouoghdsebonhowetlo Hanfoti[? 
Not concerned Slghtly Concerned Very Concerned • P*et*yop e 

7. Should MOX hMn be useditotestat the FostcluxText Facility (FF).a risky liquid-metal reator 
at Hanford, to pnrduce aclearhombs? 

please t mto Hanford Acton of Ore•on by Septembtr 10.1998.  

Hanford Action of Oregon 
3S4NWZSrPIR#U uil:58)ns-md fac(5UO7M 97 ectahaotie@ttlnoti
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MD227

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.  

MD227-2 Nonproliferation 

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the 

commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent 

nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic, 

commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical 

separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission 

products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium 

to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with 

the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was 

produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national 
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. 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.

MD227-3 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to 
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this 
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by 
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by 
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium 
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and 
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial 
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would

MD227-1 DOE Policy
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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.  

MD227-4 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.  

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. DOE has determined that 17 t 

(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 (55 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.  

Testing is underway to confirm that the immobilized plutonium would meet 
the performance criteria for disposal in a potential geologic repository pursuant 
to the NPWA.  

t.,o
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MD227-5 Transportation 

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial 
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes 
and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans are 

coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste 
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste 

Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statementfor Managing 
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste 
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final 
SupplementalEIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). The transportation 
of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOE's 
Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and times that specific 

transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classified 
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, by 

location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional details are provided 
in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation 
Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web 
site at http://www.doe-md.com.  

MD227-6 DOE Policy 

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the 
proposals to restart FFIF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as 
afuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFrF 
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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The U.S. Department of Energy needs to hear you voice NOW! 
What do you think about a new era o1 nuclear prolilfaratlon? 

Hardord Acton of Oregon win tolI ld thIs quetlotainrev to USOOE. Plaas chcle your respoou.I.  

1. Shcold clean-tpbe the sole trission.at Hanford? 01 
Yes No ''' ~-l~ 

2. ShottuldUnitecd Statesgoseranteetitawrn its ontgstadicngplicy oposing the uscof-apo 

yes No 10-5 So~ 

3. Should cont.nerrcial nuclear reactor b allood4 to ran oMOX fel ce=aMining 'ea•u•-o soade 
yes , o- ..e_ -~ // ,.: 

3L Should they he subsidmze4d.uth utx dollars todo so? 
Yes J 

4. Which alternative aold you prefer to se the U.S. Dep'nmeetoftEtte pursue: C-oaee- .  
mmobolizason (ancasenent ot pkltoniurn in glas logs or in canniters tar entombtment) 

OR 
,,-The MOX plan (pacesting pluhroeilt into lueltfor use In civilan nuclear reactars.  

3'4o - +\us IeC/ 
5. Howce ernedyare yabohutthetransportatioaof~pl asten theN tweotto etafrd? 
Not concemed Slghtly Concetmed VeayConcetetd 

&,ec4Asit
6. Ho. concertted am you about trrtsltottittg Plutoniumt lOXlh through the NathWeSEeto211fod? 
Notoncerned SligptlyCancernad, Very Concerned 

,ýjr Z ' k 4- e•A• y'" "/ A- hp- "e &ý,•id L-/ .  
7. ShculddMOX fuel bett•ud totnsuthibeh Fag Flux1TextFaciity (1F7 F),arisky iiquid-euet raestoe 

uHanford.toa• oduotitiumfwenuclearbornbs? 
Yes 

Address 3s~AF~ -,d

Ph=___5p__Q__w 

Plea•ts rment to Hanford Action of Oregon by Seeetmber1 t0.199".  
Hanford Action of Oregon 
254N'W23rdP1J46 mdi(5M) 235-294 taar(M36?34097 asdleOtosd=M
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MD299

MD299-1 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.

MD299-2 Nonproliferation

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the 
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent 

nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic, 

commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical 

separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission 

products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium 

to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with 

the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was 

produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national 

security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. 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.  

In late July 1998, Vice President Gore and Russian Prime Minister Sergei 

Kiriyenko signed a 5-year agreement to provide the scientific and technical 

basis for decisions concerning how surplus plutonium will be managed.  

This agreement enables the two countries to explore mutually acceptable 
strategies for safeguarding and dispositioning surplus plutonium. During 

the first week of September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a 

Moscow summit and signed a statement of principles with the intention of 

removing approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from each 
country's stockpile.

-1
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MD299-3 MOX Approach 

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to 
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this 
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by 
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by 
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium 
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and 
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spentnuclear 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.  

MD299-4 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.  

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 t (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 (55 tons) 
of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not a reasonable alternative and is not
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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.  

MD299-5 Transportation 

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial 
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes 
and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans are 
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste 
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste 
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statementfor Managing 
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste 
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final 
Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). The transportation 
of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOE's 
Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and times that specific 
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classified 
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, by 
location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional details are provided 
in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation 
Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web 
site at http://www.doe-md.com.  

MD299-6 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 
a fuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTE 
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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Xatblsen Juergens 
3229 NE 7th Ave.  
Portland, OR 97212 

TESTIMONY OGIVENAT 05O5 PUBLIC HEARING 
August Is, 1998 
Portland, Oregon 

My name is Kathleen Juergens, and I'm a working person who lives 
in Northeast Portland. I'm herea on behalf of myself, and I'm 
also here in solidarity with all the other people of our region 
of Cascadia, and all my sisterm and brothers throughout the rest 
of the country.  

I an not here to debate the DOE's plan to convert surplus 
plutonium into so-called "MOX fuel" and burn it in commercial 
reactors. We all know this is a bad idea. We all know there is 
not one shred of evidence that the NOX fuel plan will provide us 
with safe and useable energy, or a sustainable source of jobs, or 
even with a method of disposing of plutonium! We all know that 
the MaX plan will leave us with far more hazardous radioactive 
waste in our communities than we had before. We all know that 
the MaX plan will cost far more than vitrification, and will pump 
many more billions of our hard-earned tax money into the nuclear 
welfare state. We all know that NOBODY stands to benefit from 
this insane plan except a handful of rich nuclear industrialists.  
We know all these things, and DOE knows them too.  

I am not here to beg and plead and ask nicely: Please stop 
poisoning the air and the water. Please stop giving us cancer.  
Please stop creating more lethal radioactive waste. Please stop 
threatening us with nuclear annihilation. Here In the Northwest, 
we are way past "please." We have asked nicely, and DOE has not 
listened.  

No, I am here to express my OUTRAGE at the fact that I have to be 
here at all. At the fact that, after hearing loud and clear, 
over and over again, from almost everybody in the Northwest, that 
this nuclear nightmare in our backyard has got to end, the DOE 
comes back to us yet again, with yet another plan that insults 
our intelligence and assaults our spirits. I am outraged that 
anybody ever even THOUGHT about abandoning the cleanup mission at 
Hanford. If anybody at DOE had ever listened to the people of 
the Northwest--or cared at all for our health, our livelihoods, 
our survival--this MOX plan would never have been proposed in the 
first place. This whole hearing is an outrage.  

I am here to DEMAND that the MOX plan be withdrawn. We do not 
want MOX here at Hanford. We do not want MOX at Savannah River, 
South Carolina. We do not want MOX anywhere. Vitrification is 
not a wonderful alternative, but itts the best thing we've come 
up with so far for temporarily dealing with--not solving--the 
problem of plutonium disposal. The M0X plan is nothing but an 
outrage. Withdraw it, and withdraw it NOW!

Page I of 1 OR[RD05

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach to 
surplus plutonium disposition. 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. Govenmient, 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.

ORD05-1 Alternatives
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ORD15

ORD15-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

DOE has and will continue to work toward the goal of presenting technical 
information, in writing or verbally, in readily understandable language and 
avoid the use ofjargon (technical slang). Specifically, our aim is to provide 
information at a high school comprehension level. Because the disposition 
of surplus plutonium is a technically complex program, we must use some 
scientific and technical terms in order to accurately describe how DOE proposes 
to dispose of surplus plutonium, and the environmental effects of taking 
those actions. Forfurther clarification of the issues addressed intthis SPD EIS, 
duplication of information is eliminated where possible, and various reader 
aids (e.g., a glossary, a list of acronyms, a metric conversion chart) 
are incorporated.

1
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ORD13-1 MOXApproach 

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

goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat of 

United States nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus 

U niedtatommenteplutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely manner.  
Department Com et Form Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in domestic, 

of Energy commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish this. To this end, 

surplus plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the MOX facility 

NAME: (Optoa) AL would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions: 

ADREs 21b 1-T , 3 ,&-1 CA 2 construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the 
TMEAloN: _____ __________________U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition 

Q A0 191T•, ( -'&'-fF M / of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the 
1 g)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. 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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Yes, my name is Dr. Martin Donahoe. I'm a physician on 
faculty at Oregon Health Sciences University, interested in 
environmental issues and I teach these issues to both our 
medical students and our internal medicine residents and I 
wanted to weigh in with my opinion against the MOX, mixed 

oxide, fuel approach to using plutonium and uranium in 
reactors. I certainly would favor the other option being 
immobilization which would be less expensive, safer for the 
environment and also send a message to Russia and the rest 

of the world that we think of plutonium more as a, a 
dangerous waste product that it is rather than a source of 
energy. My number is (503) 494-6495. Thank you.

1

PD063

I PD063-1 Alternatives 

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

surplus plutonium disposition. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel 
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potential 

disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid 
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working 
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia's excess 
plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to the 
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as 
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to 

use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.  

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. As described in Chapter 4 
of Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, potential impacts of any of the 
proposed activities would likely be minor. 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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( r o nDelsartnwnt of Cnnstsnee and Uie Ser".  
SUrego I~d. t~ih.•.SaO.('•e .SaemCR 0310-4830 

rhone: (5) 378-4040 
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September 9.1998 w~s sil w. FA (. 40e 3-t, 

Mr. Howard R. Canter 
Acting Ditedw 
Office of Fissilr Materials Disposition 
US Deparcnt offlrnerWy 
PO Box 23786 
Wa.shingtm, DC, 20026-37,6 

Re: Orcgon Office of EnorWs Cormmn on Sutplsm Plalonium Digmstithm Draft 
Evinnemnlal Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Canter, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Surptls Plutonium Disposition Draft 
Environmental Impact Slatsment(EIS). lThe ciizeas of the State at Oregon are vitally 
ihermtmedin this issue from both a regional and intemational pcrspeceuic.  

Oar most ugent concernsara.

Hanford has beendescihbed astha most contaminated site •I the Wtmr Hecmisphete. A 
revicw of table 24 in she EIS also shows•hatinsnerly all cosc, siting any portion uf tse 
surplus plutoniunmisit at lHanford results insa measurably greater human health risk 
then conducting the missionsat anothCr site..As a result, we recommend that cleanup 
remain llanford's only mission and Hanford not be considered for any task related to 
surplus pluaLrdain di.,xjition.  

The uon of Mixed Oxide (MOX) fuel in the Hartford Fast FluxI est Facility mractor or in 
any other Departmatt of Energy or •)nmeerial smactor to produetetitium for nuclear 
weapons represens a weapons use ofsrplus weapons plutoniumn and mustnot be 
consldered as an option. This appears to violate the spirit of our agreement with the 
Russians to remove thisaplutonium f ora th weapon ycle.  

The EtS doa tnot consider the environmental hspacte of burnisg MOX fuel in 
commerisal reacters as pant of the MOX option. tiln behe impacts ar analyzed, it is 
impossible to make a rational choice between the hybrid alternative and the total 
immobilization alternative.  

The EtS urnes a geologie repository fo immobilized plutoniun will be available. The 
validity of this asmswrspio is highly suspet The completion ofwork on Yucca 
Mountain has been delayed time and time again and there is an susson to senicipate any

1 

2

MD170

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. Although there may be differences in human health 
risk factors between the sites, the differences are not large enough to be a 
discriminating factor in the decisionmaking process. DOE will continue to 
consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that 
are compatible with the Hanford mission.

MD170-2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to using MOX fuel in DOE 
or commercial reactors to produce tritium for nuclear weapons. As discussed 
in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of the proposals to 
restart FFFF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as a fuel source.  
In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFrF would not play 
a role in producing tritium. Furthermore, MOX fuel in domestic, commercial 
reactors would not be used to produce tritium.  

MD170-3 MOX Approach 

The SPD Draft EIS used a generic reactor analysis because the specific reactors 
had not yet been identified. DOE conducted a procurement process to 
acquire MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services. As a result of this 
procurement process, DOE identified the reactors proposed to irradiate MOX 
fuel as part of the proposed action in this EIS. Section 4.28 discusses the 
potential environmental impacts of operating the reactors, should the decision 
be made to proceed with the hybrid approach (i.e., immobilization and MOX 
fuel fabrication).

MD170-4 Repositories

This SPD EIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca Mountain, 
Nevada would be the final disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and 
MOX spent fuel. As directed by the U.S. Congress, through the NWPA, as 
amended, Yucca Mountain is the only candidate site currently being 
characterized as a potential geologic repository for HLW and spent fuel.

MD170-1 Alternatives
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improveanont in this performance. We recommend an analysis he done to determine the 
effects of long term stotege of the immobilizod plutoniatm at the candidate sites.

"Ibc IS analyses of the adiological xmnsequtne ofaccidents, construction and normal 
operations of the facilities proposed for Hanford under the various options wcrc limitcd to 
a radius of 50 miles centered on Hanford. The presence ofthe Columbia River on the 
Hanford Site and the River's proximily to the major populatiton centers of'Oregon makes 
Hanford's situation unique. We recommend the analysis ofradiological consequences be 
extended down the Columbia River at least to the John Day Dam.  

Attached arc further specific oomments on the EIS. Should you have any questions, 
please contact Douglas Huston of my staff at (503)378-44S6.  

Sincerely, / / , 

Administrator, Nuclear Safety Division 
Oregon Office of Energy 

cc; M.s Donna Powaukee - Nez Perce Tribe 
Mr. J. R. Wilkersotn- CTUIR 

Mr. Michael Wilson - Washington Ecology 
Mr. Douglas Sherwood - EPA 
Mr. Russell Jim - Yakama Nation

5

MD170

DOE has prepared a separate EIS, Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and 
High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada 

(DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from 
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventual 
closure of a potential geologic repository. 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) includes an analysis of the impacts of the 

long-term storage of 21,600 canisters of vitrified HLW. As described in 
Section 2.4.2, if all surplus plutonium were immobilized, the surplus disposition 
program would produce an additional 272 canisters using the ceramic process 
or 395 canisters using the glass process. For the hybrid approach, these 
totals are reduced to 101 canisters (ceramic) and 145 canisters (glass), 
respectively. Accordingly, potential impacts associated with storage of these 
canisters are not significant when compared with the much larger bases for 
analyses noted above.  

MD170-5 Human Health Risk 

Both DOE and NRC evaluate radiological impacts to the population out to a 
distance of 50 miles (80 kilometers) fiom a site. This distance was first specified 
in Paragraph D, Section II of Appendix Ito 10 CFR 50. Ithadbeen determined 
that essentially all of the dose to the population would be received within 
this 50-mi (80-1cm) radius. Further, predictions of atmospheric dispersion 
beyond this distance are not accurate because of changes in wind direction 
and speed that take place over time and distance from the points of 
radiological releases.  

There are not expected to be any liquid radioactive discharges as a result of 
normal surplus plutonium disposition activities at Hanford. If there were, 
due to the dilution capability of the Columbia River, as well as FMEF's distance 
from the Columbia River, there should be no discernible contamination of 
aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water resulting from surplus plutonium 
disposition activities atfHanford, either from minute quantities of air deposition 
into the Columbia River or from any potential wastewaterreleases. Therefore, 
it is estimated that no measurable component of the public dose would be 
attributable to liquid pathways.
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Oregon Office of Energy Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Page I ofS 

Section 1.1, Background, reserves the CANDU option for burning of Mixed Oxide 
(MOX) fuel. The Oregon Office of Energy opposes this based on recently revealed 
technical and financial problems associated with the CANDU reactors and increased 
prolifetation risks.  

Section 1.5 states That the Department Of Energy (DOE) is deferring the examination of 
the impacts and costs orfinal shutdown, cleanup and demolition of these hfacilies to 
some later linvironmental Impact Statement. It is essential that these lactors be 
considered in this Environmental Impact Statement in order to make an informed, 
reasonable analysis of the various options.  

Section 1.7 asserts that waste will be disposed in accordance with decisions reachcd in 
various Records of Decision issued for the Waste Management Programmatic 
FAvironmental Impact StatemenL. This doewneut was widely criticized for its 
inadequacy and we recommend that in making decisions concerning the fate of surplus 
plutoiuma disposition waste DOE take these criticisms into account.

6 

7 

8

In Section 2.3.1, Development of Facility Siting Alternatives, the criteria used to reduce 
possible facility and site combinations do not contain waste capacityhandlUng criteria.  

Would the site be able to handle and accommodate the amount and types of waste 9 
expecwd Io be gene•ated by these processes? We recommend that these criteria be added 
and the various candidate sites evaluated against them.  

In several places, the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Enivironmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) contains statements about designing facilities to withstand natural phenomena such 
as earthquakes and tornadoes. Specifically what debign criteria will be used, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commitsion's (NRC), DOE's, state, or commercial standards? The Oregon 10 
Office of Energy recommends that the criteria to be used be specifically stated in the EIS 
At a minimum, these standards should be set to the mosl conservative or the standarlsI 
specified by the DOE, NRC, or commercial standards.  

The EIS also does not discuss what general building and fire codes will be used in thetj 
construdtun of the various proposed facilities. These issues need to be discussed in the 11 
EIS. The EIS should specify compliance with the appropriate state and national codes.  

For Hanford, the current Tank Waste Remediiation System (TWRS) Privatization 

Contract does not include provisions for surplus plutonium disposition canister filling as 12 
described in Section 2A.2.2.2, Immobilization Process. The impacts of this strategy on 
the "WRS Privatization contract should he evalumaed and discussed.  

MD170

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 Draft 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 EnvironmentalAssessmentfor 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 augment Russian's 
disposition capability, shipments of the Russian MOX fuel would take place 
directly between Russia and Canada.

MD170-7 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

D&D is discussed in Section 4.31. DOE will evaluate options for D&D or 
reuse of the proposed facilities at the end of the surplus plutonium disposition 
program. At that time, DOE will perform engineering evaluations, 
environmental studies, and further NEPA review to assess the consequences 
of different courses of action. 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 (DOEIMI-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

MD170-6 Parallex EAI
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rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and 
Washington, D.C.  

MD170-8 Waste Management 

The statement that waste would be disposed of in accordance with decisions 
reached in the various WM PEIS RODs was included in this SPD EIS to 
assure the reader that waste management activities would be handled in a 
manner consistent with the larger decisions being made in the WM PEIS.  
Comments on the WM PEIS are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.  

MD170-9 Waste Management 

Impacts to waste management from the various alternatives for surplus 
plutonium disposition are described in the Waste Management sections in 
Chapter 4 of Volume Iand Appendix H. None of the proposed alternatives 
would be expected to generate wastes that exceed current site capabilities 

with the exception of LLW and TRU waste at Pantex as described in the 
Pantex waste management sections (e.g., see Section 4.17.2.2). Decisions on 

the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental 
analyses (including analyses of waste management impacts), technical and 
cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and 
public input.  

MD170-10 Facility Accidents 

As described in Appendix K.1.3.2, the proposed facilities for surplus plutonium 

disposition would be expected to meet or exceed the requirements of DOE 
Order 420.1, Facility Safety (October 1995), and Natural Phenomena Hazards 
Design and Evaluation Criteria for Department of Energy Facilities 
(DOE-STD-1020-94, April 1994), andfornew construction, NRC requirements, 

as appropriate. For example, the MOX facility would meet the 
NRC requirements.  

MD170-11 Infrastructure 

As stated in Section 5.1, it is DOE's policy to conduct its construction and 
operation activities in an environmentally safe manner in compliance with all 
applicable Federal, State, and local statutes, regulations, and standards.
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MD170-12 Immobilization 

As discussed in Section 2.4.2.2.2, DOE anticipates that the use of the HLW 
vitrification plant at Hanford to fulfill plutonium disposition requirements 
would likely result in minor impacts to the operations of the TWRS contractor.  

Additional provisions would primarily be in the form of increased worker 
shielding requirements, and any necessary changes to the planned TWRS 
facility design would be made prior to construction. Programmatically, 
although several hundred additional canisters would need to be produced to 
support the surplus plutonium disposition program, this would represent a 
relatively small increase to the more than 10,000 canisters already anticipated 
to be produced over the course of the Hanford HLW mission. Further, no 
additional vitrified HLW would be needed to accomplish immobilization 
activities at Hanford.
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Oregon Office of Energy Comments an the Surplus Plutonium Dispusition Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Page 2 of 5 

There is no indication in this EIS that DOE will develop a comprehensive irnspotation 
plan in consultation withthe appropriate corridor states and local tribes. We recommnd= 13 
that a comprehensive t-Ansporlation plan be developed and that a statement to this effi•et 
be included in the HIS.

The EIS does not adequately discuss the technical properties of the immobilized 
plutonium. For example: W is the amount ofplutonium in each unit of immobilized 
plutonium and bow does this relate to a possible critical mass? How much shutdown 
margin does the immobitized waste form provide? We recommend that a diacusion of 
the physical and nuclear properties ofihe immobilized plutonium be included in the HIS.  

Section 24.3.1, MOX Facility Description. contains specific design details not included 
in the Statement of WVrk fth the Request for Proposals for MOX Fuel Fabrication and 
Reactor Irradiation Services. These documents need to be reconciled.  

"1Te area required for various missions at Hanford seems to vary widely. For example: 
For immobilization, alternative 4b requires 6,698 square meters. and alternative 4a 
requires 13,694 square meters for the identical mission. These figures need to be 
clarifiedL 

Further, alternative 6a states that 14,000 square meters is 150, 700 square feet, and 
alternative 6b states that 14,000 square meters is 146,400 square feet. Actually 146,400 
square fcct is about 13,000 square meters. These figures need to be corrected.  

Section 2.17.1, Process Description, states that about 100 kilograms of plutonium would 
be converted to MOX fue from 321 kilograms of plutonium total. This varies 
significantly from the statement i kthe EIS Sumimary page S-19 that stales tsat 100kg or 
plutonium would be converteid to MOX from 600 kilograms of plutonium total during 
lead assembly fabrication. This discrepancy must be addressed.  

The table on page 3-1 titled "Selected Characteristics sf the Candidate Sihes for Surplus 
Plutonium Disposition Facilities," does not contain units for the various numbers 
presented. These should be included.

14 

15 

16

17 

18

The footnotes to Table 3-1 state that no sources of lead emission have been identified at 
Hanford. However, lead contaminated soil has been identified in die 300.Area burial 19 
ground "The source of this lead should he identified and a determination should be made 
if this soil or the source of its contamination constitute a lead emission source.  

MD170

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 WM PEIS and 
WIPP Disposal Phase Final Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, 
September 1997). The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject 
of detailed planning with DOE's Transportation Safeguards Division. The 
dates and times that specific transportation routes would be used for special 
nuclear materials are classified information; however, the number of shipments 
that would be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS.  
Additional details are provided in Fissile Materials Disposition Program 
SST/SGT Transportation Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is 
available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

MD170-14 Inmobilization

Section 2.4.2.2.2 discusses the immobilization process and states that between 
26kg (58 lb) and 28 kg(61 lb) of plutonium would be present in the canisters 
that would be sent to a potential geologic repository. These estimates are 
based upon each canister containing 28 individual cans of plutonium-ceramic 
(with each can containing a plutonium loading of 10 percent by weight), or 
20 cans of plutonium-glass (with each can containing a plutonium loading 
of 8 percentby weight). Numerous R&D studies of the immobilized plutonium 
forms have been conducted by DOE and the national laboratories, in part to 
ensure all environmental, health and safety requirements are met including 
criticality repository performance concerns. Several technical studies 
continue. In order to avoid the possibility of a criticality, neutron absorbers 
are incorporated into the fabrication of the plutonium-ceramic or plutonium
glass. Evaluations of the immobilized forms under a range of potential 
repository conditions, including if the material were in a degraded state and 
exposed to water, have been conducted. All have indicated that the occurrence 
of a criticality would be extremely unlikely given the amounts of plutonium 
relative to the amounts of neutron-absorbing materials that would be present.

MD170-13 Transportation
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"Shutdown margin" is a term generally used in association with controlling 
the reaction in a nuclear reactor and it is not applicable to the immobilization 
process; as such this parameter has not been analyzed relative to the 

immobilized form.  

For enhanced readability of this SPD EIS, supporting documentation and 
detailed analyses of the chemical, physical, and nuclear properties of the 

immobilized forms were published separately. Information on specific technical 

aspects of the immobilized forms can be found in the following documents: 
(1) the immobilization data reports published in conjunction with this SPD EIS; 
(2) Report on Evaluation ofPlutonium Waste Fonrmsfor Repository Disposal 

(DI: A-00000000-01717-5705-00009, Rev. OOA, March 1996); (3) Report on 

Intact and Degraded Criticality for Selected Plutonium Waste Forms in a 
Geologic Repository, Volume II: Immobilized in Ceramic 

(DI:BBA000000-01717-5705-00020, Rev. 01, October 1998); (4) Immobilization 
Technology Down-Selection Radiation BarrierApproach (UCRL.D- 127320, 
May 1997); and (5) Fissile Material Disposition Program Final 

Immobilization Form Assessment and Recommendation (UCRL-ID-128705, 
October 1997). These documents are available to the public atDOE sites and 
regional reading rooms; the latter two are also available on the MD Web site 

athttp://www.doe-md.corL 

MD170-15 MOXRFP 

Section 2.4.3 contains information from supporting technical reports that 

show how the MOX facility would be constructed and operated at each 

candidate site. Those supporting reports, the SPD Draft EIS, and other 
relevant documents were made available to the prospective bidders during 

the MOX procurement process. There was no need to duplicate all the 
information in both the SPD EIS and the MOX RFP. This EIS has been 
revised to include information received and analyzed during the MOX 

procurement. Section 4.28 discusses the potential environmental impacts of 

operating the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.  

MD170-16 Alternatives 

The amount of space for the immobilization facility in FMEF differs depending 

on how it is configured-alone (Alternative 4A) or collocated with either the
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pit conversion or MOX facility (Alternative 2 or4B, respectively). Sections 2.6, 
2.8,2.12, and 2.15.1 were revised to discuss the revision in the size projections 
for the immobilization facility; the facility is larger than as characterized in the 
SPD Draft EIS, and when collocated in FMEF with either of the other two 
proposed facilities, requires an additional annex. Total space requirements 
still differ somewhat due to the amount and location of space available in 
FMEF and how the functions can be accommodated within the available space.  

The editorial error in the conversion between square meters and square feet 
was corrected.  

MD170-17 MOX Approach 

DOE cannot find this discrepancy in the SPD Draft EIS. Both Section 2.17.1 
and page S-19 of the Draft Summary make the same statement that about 
100 kg (220 Ib) of plutonium would be made into MOX fuel each year, using 
a total quantity of 321 kg (708 lb) of plutonium.  

MD170-18 Candidate Sites 

The subject table, Selected Characteristics of the Candidate Sites for Surplus 
Plutonium Disposition Facilities, contains units for the numbers presented.  
As shown in the column tides, areas are in square kilometers (kn 2), populations 
are in number of people, MEI doses are in millirems (mrem), and population 
doses are in person-rem.  

MD170-19 Candidate Sites 

Table 3-1 addresses general regions of influence for the affected environment 

and does not have footnotes. Table 3-3, Comparison of Ambient Air 
Concentrations From Hanford Sources, describes process emissions and 
does not include possible existing lead contamination of soils. The condition 
of a burial ground in the 300 Area is beyond the scope of this SPD EIS. This 
comment has been forwarded to the Richland Operations Office.
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Facility Accidents

Oregon Office of Energy Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement.  
Page 3 of 5 

Although a partial failure of the G'rand Coulee dam is discussed in Secrion 32, tr is nog 
discussion of any type of failure of the Priest Rapids Dam which is inmnediately upstream 2 
ofHanfod. We recommend that a discussion of this failure, ur whether its consequences 20 

are bounded by the Grand Coulee failure, be included in this document.

Section 3.2.1.2.1, GCerncl Site Description, Page 3-8, secnnd paragraph, discuses peak 
and off-peak noise levels along the major automobile traffic mutes near the I lanford site.  
The peak noise level is described as 62 dBA, and the off-peak at 70dBA - this would 
appear to be backwards.  

The Regional Economic Area (REA) defined in Section 3.2.3, Socioecononsics, is too 

small. The presence of the Columbia River on the Hanford Site and the potentl iatpacts 
of Hantird operations on "the one miltlion Oregonians who live downstream along this 
River make Hanford a luique case. The R.EA should be expended to include those areas 
in Oregon along the Columbia River.

21 

22

Section 3.2.7, Water Resources, does not discuss Hlanford's vadose zone contamination 23 
problems. A discussion of these should be included in this section.  

Figure 3-8 showsaa"West Pond." Section 3.8.1.1lrefers to a "West Lake." These names 2 
should be consistent. 2

Section 3.2.9, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, refers to the "Cultural Resources 
Managetnent Plan." (Batelle 1989). This document was found unacceptable by the 
YakamaNatinn and is cur'ently being re-written. Any decisions made based on this 
document must be re-visited once tih nvw document is complete.

25

Section 4.2.11.1 states that the cultural and paleontological aspectsaofeontinsscd storage 
ofplutonunm under tlh no-action alternative would be independent of the proposed 26 
action. This is logically inconsistent This statement needs to be clarified.  

Section 4.2.13.1 does not discuss the need for more and more extensive maintenance on 
facilities at Hanford as they age under the no-action alternative. We reconuend that ibis 27 
aspect of the no-action alteenative be evaluated and formally discussed in the EIS.  

Section 4.3, Alternative 2, does not discuss the impact on Hanford's high level wa.se of 
using the High Level Waste Vitrifieatin (H-WVF) Plant for part ofthe immobilization 
proces. It would reasonably be cxpected to impact the processi•g schedule, which 28 
would leave wastes in the tanks longer and constitute an increased risk. We recommend 
that this aspect of Alternative 2 and all other alternatives that involve use of the HLWVPF 
Plant be evaluated and discussed.  

MD170

The analysis that postulates a partial failure of the Grand Coulee Dam also 
assumes the failure of all subsequent downstream dams as a result of the 
influx of water caused by the postulated Grand Coulee failure. This bounds 
the hazard from a postulated failure of the Priest Rapids Dam alone. Details of 
the analysis can be found in the documents referenced in Section 3.2.7.

MD170-21 Air Quality and Noise

Section 3.2.1.2.1 was clarified to state thatboth the peak andoffpeakequivalent 
sound levels (1 hr) from State Route 24 were 62 dBA, and both the peak and 
offpeak equivalent sound levels (1 hr) from State Route 240 were 70 dBA.

MD170-22 Socioeconomics

Hanford is located in the Richland/Kennewick/Pasco, Washington economic 
area, which was delineated by the DOC's Bureau of Economic Analysis. An 
economic area is defined by one or more economic nodes (metropolitan areas 
or similar areas that are centers of economic activity) and the surrounding 
counties that are economically related to the nodes. Commuting patterns 
play a major factor in defining the economic areas.

MD170-23 Water Resources

The vadose zone contamination largely occurs beneath the HLW tanks in 
the 200 Area. The construction and operation of the HLW Vitrification Facility 
are described in the Tank Waste Remediation System, Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington, Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0189, 
August 1996). Although the proposed immobilization approach would use 
the vitrification plant in the 200 Area, it is not expected to contribute to any 
vadose zone contamination.

MD170-24 
Figure 3-8 was revised to read 'West Lake."

MD170-25

Water Resources

Cultural and Palentological

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns regarding cultural resources 
management. The concerns of the Yakama Indian Nation over the effects of
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any surplus plutonium disposition activities at Hanford would be taken into 

account during government-to-government consultation conducted by DOE 
with the tribe in accordance with Federal laws, treaties, and agreements.  
Cultural resources management activities related to the surplus plutonium 
disposition program conducted at the site would be performed in accordance 
with the most current Hanford Cultural Resources Management Plan. The 

Yakama Indian Nation was contacted by letter in October 1998 as shown in 
Appendix 0. To date, a response has not been received.  

MD170-26 Cultural and Palentological 

Section 4.2.11 was revised to clarify that any impacts to cultural and 
paleontological resources from the continued storage mission under the No 
Action Alternative would be addressed through ongoing regulatory 
compliance procedures and consultations as described in the Storage and 

Disposition PEIS.  

MD170-27 Infrastructure 

The planned completion date for the Hanford site cleanup is 2046 as described 
in Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure (DOE/EM-0362, June 1998).  

Therefore, maintenance of the site infrastructure would be provided to support 
Hanford's cleanup mission during this period, regardless of decisions related 

to surplus plutonium disposition. Impacts associated with providing 
continued surveillance and maintenance are beyond the scope of this 
SPD EIS. Surplus plutonium disposition activities, including D&D, are 
expected to be completed by 2019, which is well before the site is expected to 

be cleaned up in 2046.  

MD170-28 Immobilization 

The use of the HLW facility for canister filling would not be expected to 

seriously impact the schedule for processing Hanford tank wastes because 
the canisters with surplus plutonium would feed directly into the line and 
would make up a small percentage of the total number of HLW canisters that 
need to be vitrified.
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Oregon Office of Energy Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft 
Environniental Impact StatemenL 
Page 4 of 5 

Tables 4-55 and 4-56 should be labeled to indicate which table presents Hanford data and 29 

which table is for Pantex. I 

The Hanford and Pantex statistics in Table 4-57 should be separated in the table for easier 30 
reference even though clarification is available in the paragraph following the table.  

Noise impacts on wildlife are not consistently discussed from alternative to alternative. 31 
We recommend that discussions of these impacts be included in all alternatives.  

The EIS assumes that the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) will be open on schedule.  
Recent events suggest that this might not be the case. We recommend that the impact 'f 32 
a I-year delay in the opening of WIPP be evaluated and its impact on all the alternatives 
discussed.  

The facility accidents sections of each alternative do not contain any discussion of 
possible synergistic effects of accidents in buildings where more than one processing 
function is in progress. For example, Alternative 6b: Pit Conversion mnd MOX co- 33 
located in the Fuels and Materials Examination Facility at Hanford. We recommend that 
this discussion be included in this section for all alternatives that involve co-located 
facilities.  

Section 4.32 does not include the GroundvmterlVadose Zone/Columbia River integration 
project at Hanlbrdasaareasonably foreseeable action. We recommend that liits be 34 
included and cvaluatcd.  

Section J.1.1.5, Other Calculational Assumptions, states that ground Rurfaces were 
assumed to have no previous deposition of radionuclides. This statement needs to be 35 
clarified for Hanford since there is a large amount of currently contaminated ground 
surface on the Hanford Site.  

Table K- I. should include units for the values listed 36 

Section K.14.2, Modeling of Dispersion of Releases to the Environment, makes the 
statement that ingestion pathways have been studied and found not to contribute as 
significantly to dosage as inhalation. This is not necessarily true if you ensider the 37 
Native .Amrican Subsistence Scenario. We recommend thar this assumption be re
evaluated.  

MD170

MD170-29 Waste Management 

The titles for Tables 4-46 and 4-47 already contain the name of the site for 
which the impact data are presented. Table 4-46 provides the potential waste 
management impacts of construction at Pantex; Table 4-47, the corresponding 
impacts at Hanford.

MD170-30 Socioeconomics

DOE acknowledges the commentor's request for clarification. The data for 
Hanford and Pantex in Table 4-48 are already separated. The 'hit Conversion" 

column contains the Pantex data; the "Immobilization" and 'MOX" columns, 

the Hanford data. The title of Table 4-48 indicates that the data are for pit 

conversion at Pantex and immobilization and MOX at Hanford.  

MDI170-31 Ecological Resources 

The Ecological Resources portions of Section 4.26 were revised to make the 

discussions of potential noise impacts on wildlife more consistent The Air 

Quality and Noise sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I discuss the noise impacts 

for each of the candidate sites, which would bound the impacts for each of 

the alternatives at each particular site. No Federally listed threatened or 

endangered species or their critical habitats would be affected because, with 

the exception of SRS, none have been sighted on or near the proposed site 

locations. At SRS, the American alligator has been observed near 
F-Area, but its occurrence there is seen as uncommon. Noise impacts on 

ecological resources would be of short duration and would likely be minor for 

each alternative.  

MD170-32 Waste Management 

This SPD EIS did not assume that WIPP would open on schedule. However, 

WlPP 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 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.
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MD170-33 Facility Accidents 

Synergistic effects become significant when accidents at multiple facilities 
can affect the same receptor (person or location). For the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities, synergistic effects were taken into account 
for seismic events (i.e., design basis or beyond-design-basis earthquakes).  
The synergy here is due to the common cause initiator (i.e., seismic ground 
motion). This is accounted for by summing population doses and LCFs for 
these scenarios for facilities located at the same site. This analysis is presented 
in the Facility Accidents sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I. Doses for the z" 
MEI were not summed because an individual would only receive a summed 
dose if he or she were located along the line connecting the release points 
from two facilities and if the wind were blowing along the same line at the time 
of the accident. A brief discussion of synergistic effects was added to 
Appendix K. 1.3.2.  

MD170-34 Cumulative Impacts 

Section 4.32 was revised to include additional and updated reasonably 
foreseeable actions at each of the candidate sites, including Hanford. The ,
Groundwater/Vadose Zone/Columbia River integration project is not expected 
to impact the cumulative impacts studied in this SPD EIS.f 

MD170-35 Human Health Risk 

The calculations were performed to assess the doses from operating the 
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. The presence on the ground 
of previously deposited radionuclides does not affect the doses specifically 
associated with operating these facilities. Doses from existing ground 
contamination are included in the current Hanford site doses reported in 
Section 3.2.4. The total doses from existing contamination and from operating 

the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities are reflected in the 
cumulative doses given in Section 4.32. There would be no releases of 
radioactivity during the construction of the proposed surplus plutonium 
disposition facilities, and therefore no associated radiological impacts (e.g., see 
Section 4.3.1.4).
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MD170-36 Facility Accidents 

DOE appreciates the feedback on the SPD Draft EIS. Table K-1 was revised 
to include units for the values.  

MD170-37 Facility Accidents 

The Native American subsistence scenario represented exposures to a Native 
American who engaged in both traditional lifestyle activities (e.g., hunting, 
fishing, and using a sweat lodge) and contemporary lifestyle activities 
(e.g., irrigated fanning). Exposure pathways included those defined for the 
residential farmer scenario plus additional pathways unique to the Native 
American subsistence lifestyle (such as sweat lodge use). The exposures 
were assumed to be continuous for 365 days per year over a 70-year lifetime.  
The scenario used native food ingestion rates. This scenario was developed 
for the Tank Waste Remediation System Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (DOE/EIS-0 189, August 1996). It was found that by incorporating 
subsistence lifestyle activities and native food ingestion rates, this scenario 
resulted in exposures that would be approximately 5 times higher than the 
exposures for the residential farmer scenario. It must be realized, however, 
that this scenario was developed within the context of post-remediation risk 
(the risk resulting from residual contamination remaining on the site after 
remediation is completed) as opposed to the risk from accidents. The analysis 
of accidents in the above-referenced EIS was perforned in a similar manner to 
that of this SPD EIS, restricting the dose pathway to inhalation and setting 
(dry) deposition velocities to zero. Also, the Tank Waste Remediation System 
Final EIS(DOE/EIS-0189, August 1996) was concerned with the radioactive 
contaminants in the waste tanks at Hanford, which contain primarily fission 
products. Many of these fission products are far more mobile through soil 
and water pathways than plutonium, the primary radiological hazard in this 
SPD EIS. Consequently, the current facility accident methodology is 
considered to be adequate in light of the Native American subsistence scenario 
and consistent with the assessment of consequences in the Tank Waste 
Remediation System Final EIS (DOE/EIS-0 189, August 1996).
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Facility Accidents

Oregon Office of Energy Comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft 
Environmental Impact Stalement.  
Page 5 of 5 

Section K.r14.2, Modeling of Dispersion of Releases to the Environmentn states criLictlity 
doses am based on lx 10"V fissions. Most prior criticality accidents have been self
limiting for a variety ofreasoas, including boiling of water in solutions. It is not clear 
dtal the potential accidents for these facilities would be conservesively bounded by thes 
assumptions. Thervforc, we rccommcnd that the basis for the number of fissions assumed 
in the criticality accidents be discussed.  

The ground surface accelerations used in Section K. 15.1, Beyond Design Bash 
Earthquake, are outdated. We recommend the most recent ground surface accelerations 39 
be used.  

The adjustment of the damage ratio for plutonium in the vault from 0.5 to 0 on a beyond 
design basis earthquake (page K-15) is not realistic. Some of the plutonium containers 40 
willh e damaged. We recommend that, to be conservative, the damage ratio be re-set to 
0.5.  

The following typographical or grammatical errors were discovered: 

Summary. page S-22, "summarize' should be "summarizes." 
Section 2.1.1, page 2-8, second paragraph, first sentenec- the words "a potential" appear 
to be exanceous. 41 
Section 3.2.9.2.2, page 3-36, third paragraph, last sentmce - the verb should be "are" 
rather than "is." 
Section 3.2.9.3.1, page 3-39, first pa-agraph, second sentence-"Yaldma" should be 
"Yakaama."

MD170

Appendix K.1.4.2 does not address the criticality source term, so it is assumed 
that the comnmentor is referring to Appendix K. 1.5.1, where it is stated that the 
source term for the analyzed criticality is based on a fission yield from 
1.0xltS fissions in an oxide powder. This value is conservative compared 
with the guidance in Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable 
Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities (DOE-HDBK-3010-94, 
October 1994), which specifies areference yield level of 1.0xlO'5 fissions for 
fully moderated and reflected solids, and 1.Oxl017 for dry powder and metal 
(Sections 6.3.2 and 6.3.3, respectively).

MD170-39 Facility Accidents

Appendix K.1.5.1 was revised to delete the out-of-date ground acceleration 
data referred to by the commentor.

MD170-40 Facility Accidents

The proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be designed to 
Category I seismic criteria, meaning that a building collapse would be 
extremely unlikely. The assumption of vault survivability of the 
beyond-design-basis earthquake is based on the fact that the vaults would 
be designed with significantly more robustness than the balance of the 
proposed facilities. These requirements for the additional robustness derive 
from a desire for increased protection of the vault contents against physical 
catastrophes such as aircraft crash and against the threat of nuclear 
proliferation. Design features to address these concerns would increase 
vault survivability of a beyond-design-basis earthquake. Specifically, the 
vault would be expected to survive seismic events of sufficient magnitude to 
collapse the processing areas of the proposed facilities. The assumptions 
incorporated into this SPD EIS analyses are considered to be appropriate for 
assessment of environmental impacts and comparison of 
alternatives considered.

MD170-41 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE appreciates the feedback on the SPD Draft EIS. The errors 
were corrected.

MD170-38
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Testimony Befrre the 
U.S. Department of Enegy 

on the Surplus Platomiom Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Miehad e maincy, Assist Director 
Oregon Office of Roomy 

August 18,1998 

Good afternoon. My name is Mfichael W. Crainey. I am Assistant Director ofthe Oregon Office 
ofEnergy. I am heretodayonbelal'fofthe StatreofOrcgon. Iwvinmakeadewremakshere 
today, and inter we will submit more extensive written testimony on the Strplus Plutonium Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 

We thank you for holding this hearing in Oregon and for the oppotunity to express nurconcerns 
about the disposition of surplus plutonium. We recognize that the fate of surplus plutosium is an 
issue that uranscasm regional interests. The State of Oregon applauds the efforts to reduce 
nerlear weapom inventoies worldwide and the related efforts to reduce the available stores of 
platonum.  

At the same time, we are especially concerned about any action at H=M that would increase 
what is atleady a fndametal thrcat to the Columbia River-eand a tihrat to the well-being of 
the millions of Oregonians who rely on the river. We remain opposed to any activities at 
Hanford that would detract feem cleaning up what has been descnrbed as the most contaminated 
site inthe Western Hemisphem Becaemmof thi concern about Hanfond cleanup, we ostpport the 
draft statement in its selection of other sites as superior to Hanford for the fabrication of mixed 
oxide fuel.  

We also support foamer Secretary Pefla in his recent annoocmen thai Hanford's mission 
should be exclusively focused on cleanup. For example, the use of the Hanford Fuels and 
Materials Examination Facility for weapons disassembly or fuel assembly would contaminate a 
clea facility at -anfird. We oppose the contamination of yet even morem bildings at Hanford.  

So do Oregon c.itize Three yeaes ago, we held statewide public forums for more than 800 
citizens to hea their opinion on plutonium disposition. Three messages c early emerged from 
the forms: Cleanup musilrernain the only mission atHanford. Vitrification is the least 
objectionable option for plutonium disposal. And Oregon must havea stronger voime on Htanford 
Issie In 1997, Oregon's Legislature mirored this popular support for cleanup by passing a bill 
opposing any Hanford operatiom that would creste more waste at the site and divert cleanup 
efforts.
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ORD03

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support of the surplus plutonium 
disposition program.

ORD03-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern about potential contamination 
of the Columbia River. 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.

ORD03-3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the use of FMEF at 
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition activities.

ORD03-4 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the immobilization 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.

-Or&egon

ORD03-1 Alternatives
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Grainey Testimony/p. 2 
Aug. 18, 1998 

We know that the scope of this hearing and the draft environmenta] impact statement does not 
include the issue of'where mixed oxide fuel will be burned once it is fabricated. As we said 

earlier in this process, we continue to believe that vitrification is a faster and safer option than 
burning--and poses less risk to both people and the environment. Vitrifying could also be less 

costly than the bum option. We continue to urge the Department to seriously consider a 100 
percent vitrification option for the surplus plutonium.  

Thank you.  
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I ORD16-1 MOXApproach 

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

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. 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.

I
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MD247-1 Alternatives 

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

surplus plutonium disposition, and in particular siting the MOX facility at 
U e aHanford. DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its 

current high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford Department Comment w w was taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus 

of Energy plutonium disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and 

DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or 

NaM:.t; other programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.  

.rHo•-E(-3) " "-'The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat 
E-MAIL of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of 

1- . • •)~4~i r.-surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely 
; 4.: .• ",- d............. .'.• ,. manner. Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in 

taMe',,,,-,_,,J'* ,- , -7"• , 1 ,,. J domestic, commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish this. To this 
.,-a,'. €4• ,< ,.1 r,,-. a e.A ,IW. . fJ ,. a 1"end, surplus plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the MOX 

s. ,- . ' . , .;'. facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions: 

"J " "d"(I- ,. '- . construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the 
oII,;,1- bdi.fg •,•,•,.•, :.6 - •, rdA4 ,,,. U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition 
Ar ...... of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the 

/ ftM . . completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. For reactor 
1, 10.1 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. After irradiation, the MOX 

fuel would be removed from the reactor and managed with the rest of the 
spentfuel from the reactor, eventually being disposed of at a potential geologic 
repository built in accordance with the NWPA.
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W. P. Mead, Director 

Public Safety aesonrces Agency 
P. 0. Box 724 

Portland, OR 97207-0724 

GENERALNOTE 

Much of the following information was presented on Tuesday, August 
18. 1998 at a Public Meeting held in Portland, Oregon on the above
captioned subject. Additional comements, based on information received 
after that date, are also included to sustain questions that were raised 
at that Public Meeting.  

Although these comments are being sent directly to the Department 
of Energy, other recipients are strongly encouraged to forward this 
information to other contacts to achieve the widest-possible 
distribution and to assist in developing additional lines of inquiry.  

Much of this information was developed during and preparatory to a 
research tour of Canada and the mid-western United States during the 
period of June 23 through August 7, 1998. This research included 
reviewing available public printed and WWN documents; e-mail and 
telephone communications with persons employed by AECB, AECL and Ontario 
Hydro; and a subsequent review of Ontario Hydro's engineering and design 
documents at their Bruce NPD facility.  

Readers may contact PSRA at the above addresses regarding 
questions about this information or additional related data that has 
been referred to in this comment and which is undergoing review.  

W. P. Mead, Director 
Public Safety Resources Agency 
Portland, Oregon 
September 16, 1998 

TO: United States Department of Energy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
c/o SPD EIS 
P. 0. Box 23786 
Washington, D. C. 20026-3786 

FROM: W. P. Wead, Director 
Public Safety Resources Agency 
P. 0. Box 724 
Portland, OR 97207-0724 
E-mail: "billm@bandl.bandwidth.net* 

DATE: September 16, 1996 

RE: Public Comments - Surplus Plutonium Disposition; 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
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INlTRODUTORY Cowasrrs

The disposal of Surplus Weapons Plutonium has been channeled :nto 
two primary processes: Immobilization, and Max Fuel that would be 
"burned' in nuclear reactors. Most of the comments we've reviewed about 
the SPD DEIS appear to overwhelmingly favor immobilization 
(vitrification within high-level radioactive wastes from our nuclear 

defense legacyl over the MOx Fuel option.  
While MOx Fuel is technically not a satisfactory answer for 

disposal of all Surplus Weapons Plutonium, Immobilization of the entire 
inventory of Surplus Weapons Plutonium is technically feasible and could 
be achieved much more rapidly and with less cost, fewer security risks, 
fewer adverse societal ramifications, and without creating additional 
waste streams to endanger the environment and public health and safety.  

The use of MOx Fuel introduces many additional factors that may 
lessen the degree of control over the reactor's core. MOx Fuel requires 
higher operating core temperatures and pressures and significantly 
reduces the "margin of error" that is allowed when operating the 
reactor. Also, we have no true operational experience with these types 
of core loadings. Therefore, what we have based our 'findings" on to 
date are, in reality, only conjecture about what we hope to achieve.  

Regardless of the increasing body of research that now indicates 
that MOx Fuel is an expensive and risky alternative, the fact remains 
that it most likely will be used as a primary disposal option. Acting 
under that assumption, PSRA explored alternatives to existing LWRs 
(Light Water Reactors) in the United States.  

Most of the persons and organizations who oppose the MOx Fuel 
option have concentrated on the safety issues that are associated with 
using MOx F-el in Light water Reactors such as those currently used to 
produce power in the United States, however it is important to also 
determine whetner MOx Fuel can be safely used to run CANDU Reactors as 
was proposed as an alternative and/or supplemental platform.  

PSRA has studied this issue and hopes to focus additional 
attention on this option and the safety, societal and security concerns 
that must be addressed before using MOx Fuel in CANDU power reactors 
currently operating in Ontario, Canada. To that end, we offer the 
following comments for the public record.  

SPECIFIC CCHMENTS 

The National Academy of Sciences' 1995 Report ]"Management and 
Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium Reactor-Related Options for the 
Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium, Committee on tnternational 
Security and Arms Control, National Academy Press, Washington, D.C., 
19951 raised questions about the CANDU Reactor's role in the disposition 
of Surplus Weapons Plutonium by using it as MOx Fuel in existing 
Canadian reactors.  

NAS reported that the information cited in their Report had been 
submitted by AECL too late to undergo Peer Review of AECL's claims of 
CANDU's suitability and safety when using Max Fuel.  

It is important that we realize that the selection of MOx Fuel as 
a disposal option vastly changes the dimensions of the joint agreement 
between Russia and the United States. The inclusion of the MOx Fuel 
option has opened-up new industrial and marketing channels throughout 
the world, including Great Britain, Europe and Japan.

MD236

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern about the use of MOX fuel in 
domestic, commercial reactors. The fabrication of MOX fuel and its use in 
commercial reactors have been accomplished in Western Europe, and 
electricity was generated from MOX fuel on a demonstration basis in the 
United States in the early 1970s. 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.  

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.  

Potential waste management impacts of the proposed surplus plutonium 
disposition program are analyzed in this SPD EIS for each candidate site, and 
a detailed analysis is provided in Appendix H. 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 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.

MD236-1
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Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on 
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, environmental analyses, 
technical and cost reports, and public input.  

MD236-2 MOX Approach 

Only a partial, not full, MOX fuel core would be used in the selected reactors, 
which would require only slight modifications to reactor operations. Core 
load and safety analyses would be performed, and an NRC license amendment 
approved, prior to MOX fuel being introduced into any reactor. Operations 
and maintenance procedures would be revised as necessary to accommodate 
the use of MOX fuel. Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specific 
analyses and discuss the potential impacts of using a partial MOX core 
during routine operations and reactor accidents.  

Disposition of surplus plutonium will cost money, regardless of the method 
used. 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 

MD236-3 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 Draft 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 EnvironmentaI 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 

0% 
--..



PUBLIC SAFETY RESOURCES AGENCY 

W.P. MEAD 00 PAGE 4 of 15

Instead of limiting the proliferation of Plutonium, these 
countries will be the controlling interests in spreading a Plutonium
based economic infrastructure in areas that do not currently have 

readily-accessible Plutonium.  

Much of PSRA's recent e-mail has been forwarded on behalf of 
persons who live in the State of Michigan and the adjacent areas of the 
Province of Ontario, Canada, that will be the site of MOX Fuel 
transportation, testing and disposal once the MDx Fuel has been 
irradiated in CANDU reactor(s) at the Bruce Nuclear Power Development 
facility near Tiverton, Ontario.  

In an effort to better understand these issues, I visited these 
areas in J-aly 1998. Although the findings stated below are only 
preliminary as of this date, the on-going review process has shown no 
valid reason why they should not be included in our comments.  

First, it should be clearly understood that the inclusion of the 
CANDU Reactor as a MOx Fueled disposal option adds another three 
separate entities to the current equation that already includes the 
Russians, the United States, potential infrastructure contractors in 
Europe and the United States, and the owner/operators of civilian power 
reactor utilities. These three entities are: 

1. AECB (Atomic Energy Control Board) - The Canadian Government's 
e•uivalent to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission here in the United 
States.  

2. AECL (Atcsaic Energy of Canada, Limited) - The design, 
construction and marketing arm that is heavily involved in Russian 
plutonium operational planning; and 

3. Ontario Hydro - The reactor operators in Ontario; 

Now that we've identified the Canadian entities, it's time to see 
how this puzzle fits together, why it soon becomes controversial, and to 
bring to light some of the misunderstandings and/or inconsistencies that 
aave been presented by these three parties.

4 

3

1. AXCB: 

PSRA contacted AEC9 in May 1998 to determine its role in the MOx 
Fuel project. AECB stated that its sole role would be to ensure the 
safety of the fuel and reactors, and that it would establish rules to 
ensure compliance. AECB had already posted information on its Jebsite 
uhat related to the requirement of safe and secure transportation and 
3torage of MOx Fuel.  

It is interesting to note that recent statements in the Canadian 
?ress attributed to AECL contradict this information about secure 5 
:ransportation while in--Ontario. The U. S. Department of Energy has 
itated that MOx Fuel shipments would comply with SST-2 (Safe Secure 
"Lransport - 21 levels to ensure security while in the United States.  

This would include armed escorts to counter any attempted 
iijacking of MaX Fuel. While Canada's AECB had stated it would comply 
iith this standard, AECL has made statements that contradict AECB's.  
las AECL superseded AECB's role in safeguarding plutonium? 

MD236

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 augment Russian's 
disposition capability, shipments of the Russian MOX fuel would take place 

directly between Russia and Canada. Activities in Canada would be 
conducted in accordance with applicable Canadian laws and regulations and 
would be regulated by the appropriate government authorities.

MD236-4 Nonproliferation

DOE believes the MOX approach to surplus plutonium disposition would 
help implement rather than change the commitments between Russia and the 
United States. In late July 1998, Vice President Gore and Russian Prime 
Minister Sergei Kiriyenko signed a 5-year agreement to provide the scientific 
and technical basis for decisions concerning how surplus plutonium will be 
managed. This agreement enables the two countries to explore mutually 
acceptable strategies for safeguarding and dispositioning surplus plutonium.  
During the first week of September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held 
a Moscow summit and signed a statement of principles with the intention of 
removing approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from each 
country's stockpile.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD236-1.

MD236-5 ParallexEA

DOE is no longer actively pursuing the CANDU option as discussed in 
response MD236-3.
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The following is an excerpt from Tom Spears' article in the Ottawa 
Citizen [Page Al-A2, Sunday 30 August 1998: "AECL's Cold War cargo 
Pluto-sium from nuclear warheads to pass through Ottawa Valley to Chalk 
River.'s.  

According to that report, AECL's spokesman, Larry Shewchuk, stated 
that high security won't be needed for the imported weapons material.  
"There's no police escorts or anything like that." 

(AECL has consulted the Ontario Provincial Police about the 
shipment, but the OPP said it sees no security problems and won't be 
involved in the shipment.) 

The exact timing of the test shipment is secret. While it nmay be 
possible to conceal the transportation from Los Alamos, New Mexico, to 
Chalk River, Ontario, of the initial test MOx Fuel, it is extremely 
doubtful that SST-2 shipments to the U.S./Canadian border could be 
concealed from the public.  

The initial test will consist of MOx Fuel that contains 
approximately 600 grams (1.3 pounds) of Surplus Weapons Plutonium in the 
fuel assemblies; a full core loading in an average CANDU Reactor at the 
Bruce NPD facility uses nearly 3,185,600 pounds of natural Uranium 
Dioxide.  

There are three possible routes from Los Alamos to Chalk River: 
One would cross the border at Sarnia and come east along Highway 

401, turning north at Belleville toward Pembroke.  
Another would come through Watertown, New York, cross the St.  

Lawrence River at the Ivy Lea Bridge, then turn east to Brockville and 
north through Smiths Falls, Carleton Place, Almonte and Arnprior orn the 
way to Chalk River.  

The third would cross into Canada in Manitoba and travel north of 5 
Lake Superior on the Trans-Canada Highway.  

Having recently driven many of these routes in both an RV and 
small car, I can make several observations with certainty based on my 
personal experiences in Canada and the midwestern United States: 

1. Canada's roadways are not up to the safety and design standards 
that Americans take for granted: There were literally miles of vehicles 
following each other at high speed and close intervals through winding 
hills without passing lanes or even a place to pull off the highway.  
Highways are being upgraded, but some areas are still without travel 
services.  

2. There are environmental and ecological considerations that 
Americans don't even contemplate: Traffic along the Trans-Canada Highway 
frequently stops during night time hours due to the danger of hitting a 
moose.  

3. Incidents of "Road Rage" have become so frequent in Ontario 
that new - mandatory - programs have been linked to traffic enforcement efforts along many of the routes identified for MOx Fuel shipments.  

Even though it's AECL policy not to say publicly which route it 
will use, or when the shipment will come through, it is important that 
local emergency planners along the route be notified. Municipal 
officials in Lanark County, Smiths Falls and Carleton Place -- all on 
one of the possible shipping routes -- said they didn't know about the 
shipment

While this secrecy may hold true for the initial test run, PSRA 
seriously doubts that the increased security necessary for large MOx 
Fuel shipments will remain unnoticed by citizens who live in farming and 
natural resources areas along these routes.  

MD236
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2. fltL: 

Robert Gadsby is the Program Director of AECL's MOx Fuel 
project. As such, he and his team have visited sites in the United 
States and Russia in an effort to facilitate using AECL's C0DU Reactors 
to dispose of Surplus Weapons Plutonium.  

Mr. Gadsby and I oegan our communication via e-mail on June 16, 
1998 and continued our communication via e-mail and telephone calls. At 
first, Mr. Gadsby's primary object appeared to be to determine why PSIA 
was interested in AECL's CM&DU design and who would receive cur report.  

Although I had requested only general information in my first e
mail to Mr. Gadsby's office, I had to follow-up that request with 
specific quotes from the NAS Report to convince Mr. Gadsby that I had 
read the report and was following up on the NAS Report's findings.  
These specific quotations from the MAS questions are included below for 
reference: 

[FROM 06/17/1998 E-MAIL: PSRA to AC]Ll 

Wednesday: 17 June 1998 
Robert, 

Yes, I've already made arrangements with Ontario Hydro for my 
visit at Bruce RPD, but I was hoping that I would be able to get some 
general information about the CANDU design before I visited their 
facility.  

I've been dealing with Catherine Williams at Bruce, and she sent 5' 
me some very general information. I then contacted AECB who referred me 
to AECL as the manufacturer of the CANDU reactor.  

I believe my visit to Bruce would be more productive if I had a 
better understanding of the points listed below- This would allow me to 
focus on site specific training and operational histtry during my visit .  
at Bruce.  

To that end, I still would like to visit AECL's offices to get a 
better understanding of the CANDU reactor: Is there anyone else in the 
office who could discuss the CANDU's "non-MOX" operation as it is 
currently fueled at Bruce? It seems that since 20 CANDUs are operating 
in Ontario - and that the AECB referred me to your offices - that I 
should be able to get general (non-MOX) information about the reactor's 
design and operational safety features from someone in Mississauga.  

I'm sorry that it seems that we won't be able to meet on July 
16th. As the Director of AECL's MOX Project, talking with you would 
have been the most productive way to approach this. Perhaps you could 
put together an -Information Kit' on the MOX Project for me to pick up 
while I'm in that area. I would then be able to review that information 
before I visit the Bruce facility, and I would be able to follow up on 
this area of research when I return to Portland.  

In reviewing the National Academy of Sciences' documents on 
using the CXNED reactors at Bruce, they were very clear that the 
information stated in those documents: "The panel notes that for this 
option virtually all of the information made available to the panel was 
provided by the vendor, and had not yet been reviewed by DOE or other 
organizations.' -page 144]

MD236
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The report then presents several pages of discussions on the 
advantages and/or disadvantages of using the CANDUs in that role. On 
page 151, the report included footnote 22: 

"The panel was informed by representatives of the vendor that this 
figure was arrived at not by analysis designed to estimate the maximum 
plutonium loading that could be safely accommodated in CANDO reactors, 
but rather because this was the loading required to meet DOE's specified 
goal of consuming 100 tons of WPu (the potential combined excess stocks 
of the United States and Russia) in 25 years of operation, given the 
estimated capacity of the FMEF fabrication facility (Feinroth 1994).  
Additional studies should be pursued to determine the maximum safe 
plutonium loading; higher plutonium loadings would increase the rate of 
plutonium disposition and reduce the number of fuel bundles that would 
have to be fabricated, potentially lowering costs." 

The report continues along several other threads, however the 
main reason for our interest here in the Northwestern United States is 
that the FMEF, cited above, is located at Hanford, and AECL apparently 
wants to use this facility. On page 152, the report cites 'Fuel 
Fabrication: Like the United States, Canada has no MOX fuel fabrication 
capacity. Fabricating MOX fuel for CANDUs at the Hanford -IMSF facility 
would be the most expeditious approach, with the same caveats as is the 
1WR case. The vendor has in fact examined fabrication of MOX fuel in 
the tMEF in considerable detail, and believes that large throughputs of 
CANDU MOX fuel (over 160 MTIO4/yr) are possible, by taking advantage of 
additional floor space not used by the current MOX fabrication line in 
the facility (AECL 1994).* 

Since much of the report on the CANDU option was based solely on 
AECL's preliminary information that had not been reviewed by USDOE or 5 
other agencies, we're interested in reviewing the updated findings.  
Although the majority of the workforce in the communities surrounding 
Hanford's 11EF is understandably in favor of pursuing the MOX option, it 
appears that the majority of the populations in the states surrounding 
that area have questions about the advisability of increasing FMEF 
production at a time when they had been informed by USDOE that cMEEF's 
mission would be ending.  

If t can report that AECL's latest research indicates that the 
CANDU reactor can use a higher level of MOX fuel than was stated in the 
NAS report, then it could be assumed that EN4F operations could be 
shortened by several years. tf we can pass the questions of how to 
contain potential FMEF site contamination and transportation - security 
issues there appears to be a better probability for agreement about 
using FMEF in that new role.  

I believe that most persons, regardless of how they feel on the 
use of MOX fuel, agree that MOX-fueled reactors will be a part of our ;t 

future. The President has declared this will be done, the industry is 
widely in favor of it, and most persons don't want to waste a *product' 
that they already have paid for and can provide future energy needs.  

While the general public in the Northwestern United States may 
not be in favor of using F5EF for a 25 year program for LWRS in the 
U.S., they may well reverse that opposition if they understand that the 
plutonium was being sent out of the country for use in a "safe" reactor.  

Based on my preliminary understanding of the CdNDU design that 
would be used at Bruce to contribute to this project, CANDU appears to 
be a logical choice for the disposition for WPu, however I still cannot 
give a final recommendation to our states until we have information that 
is more recent than the NAS report that is commonly cited in this 
discussion. MD236
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MD236-6 ParaIlexEA 
This comment is addressed in responses MD236-3 and MD236-5.  

I also have reviewed AECB's 1997 summary regarding the use of 
MOX fuel in CANDU reactors and the associated issues. I think you'll 
agree that the project is feasible from a purely engineering standpoint,Z 
and that the CANDU would be a better platform than would a L0R. These 
factors appear to be strongly in favor of the CANDU, and I'd like to 
update the information we currently have.  

As to my original request, I would appreciate any information 
you could provide on the following topics: 

i. A general overview of the CANDU 's safety and control features as it x 
is _currently- operating (non-MOX mode); 

2. Discuss how a MOX-fuel core loading would modify those operating 
characteristics; and, 't 

3. Better understand what design modifications might be required to 
accommodate the use of MOX fuel.  

r will be in Mississauga on 16 July 1998 and would like to visit 
AECL's offices to talk with someone on the general characteristics of a •k 
CANDU reactor operating in a "standard" (non-MOX) mode. I also would 
appreciate any information you are able to provide to update the NAS's 1995 report. I realize that you will not be personally available to 

meet with me on July 16th, however I sincerely hope that someone can 
provide me with the above information so I have a better understanding 
of the CANDU platform before I visit the Bruce NPD on the following day. t% 

Thanks for your assistance in this matter. I will be leaving on 
a family vacation and research trip next week, so I'd greatly appreciate 
any help you can provide via e-mail or telephone. As far as receiving 
printed information, I'd like to have the opportunity to review it 
before visiting the Bruce facility, so I would want to personally 
collect that on July 18th when I'll be in Mississauga for other 
meetings.  

PSRA's report is due in mid-August, and I hope to be able to 
report that AECL has provided us with the information our states need to 
make an informed decision about the use of specific facilities at the 
Hanford Reservation.  

I hope to meet one of your co-workers on July 17th.  

Sincerely, 

W. P. (Bill) Mead, Director 
Public Safety Resources Agency 
P. 0. Box 724 
Portland, OR 97207-0724 

Following these specific questions, Mr. Gadsby stated that the 
U.S. Department of Energy had funded at least one additional 

(subsequent) study that showed that MOx Fuel was suitable for use in 6 
AECL's CANDU Reactors. When I requested a copy of that study's 
findings, Mr. Gadsby stated that it was "AECL's proprietary information" 
and that it was not to be released.  

MD236
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Instead, Mr. Gadsby sent me a copy of a general talk he had 
presented to a Japanese pro-MOx forum. Mr. Gadsby's latest information 
was non-technical and did not answer many of the specific questions I 
had asked, so I clearly restated my request for information: 

[FR• •(16/17/1998 E-MAIL: PSRA to AECL] 

Wednesday; 17 June 1998 
Robert, 

Thanks for your reply to this morning's e-mail. I have reviewed 
the file you attached, and it appears that the cP1fU reactor would be a 
better platform for this project than would a LWR of the type we 
commonly use in the United States. ...  

Based or. your presentation, it initially appears that a CANDU 
program would have several benefits over a siting within the United 
States. Primary among these are (1) the WPu would truly would be able 
to achieve the Spent Fuel Standard, (2) the length of time for the 
reduction program could be shortened if the CANDUs were allowed to 
operate as you described in your report, (3) the CANDU's design would 
not require making physical changes to its core, (4) AECB already has 
stated that it would provide a level of physical security equivalent to 
USDOE's to safeguard the fuel while within Canada, and (5) that the 
spent fuel would remain in Canada instead of being returned to the 
United States.  

These are all points that the average citizen would likely 6 
accept, however most of the information we've received to date was not 
clear on those points. Given that, you can understand why many of them 
have had reservations about the MOX program.  

This is only my personal opinion, but based on several years of 
work in both the business and- the area, I still believe additional C' 
information would be needed to allay the doubts of several persuasive 
organizations who have political weight in the decision-making process: 
The fact is that the President made a decision to pursue a dual-track 
disposal option and it will happen; the reality is that solid technical 
arguments must be presented to overcome political opposition that may be 
based on what appears to be faulty information that we have received to 
date ...  

You asked about our clients: They are several voting members - a 
majority - of an official interstate waste board and several adjunct 
agencies who are working on site remediation issues at the Hanford 
Reservation ...  

This has led me to perceive that the opinion of a majority of 
the citizens in the Northwestern United States is opposed to a NOR-fuel 
option; particularly if Hanford's FMEF and/or FFTF facilities are 
involved in that process. USDOE has just announced that public hearings 
and comments will be accepted on these proposals until approximately 
mid-August. PSRA has been asked to have our report ready in time to 
allow the clients to review those findings, and with sufficient time for 
them to then submit comments prior to that deadline.  

I had been aware of several other studies similar to the ones 
you've mentioned, however most of the published studies deal with LWRs, 
not CANDUs. Is there any non-proprietary information you could allow me 
to review? Also, is there anyone whom I could contact about the general 
non-MX_ operations of a CANDU reactor? MD236
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AECL has been identified as the manufacturer of the CANDU 
reactor, yet the general public really doesn't know much about how it 
operates. I'm not asking to be allowed to rummage through AECL's 
corporate secrets; only that I be allowed to get general (non-MOX) 
information about the reactor's design and operational safety features 
from someone in Mississauga.  

To repeat what I've requested in my previous e-mails: I still would like to visit AECL's offices to get a better understanding of the 
CANDU reactor. Is there anyone in the office who could discuss the 
CANDU's ,non-MOX" operation as it is currently fueled at Bruce? It 
seems that since 20 CANDUs are operating in Ontario - and that the AECB referred me to your offices - that this is a reasonable question.  

Our concern here in the Northwestern United States is based on 
the potential long-tenm role as a MOX-fuel fabricator, with the possibl 
(and currently, proven) diversion of funding by USDOE from the 
remediation of contaminated sites at the Hanford Reservation. "

To this end, Hanford's FMEF directly enters into the equation: 
MOX will be a fact of life, therefore Hanford will play a central role 
in achieving those goals. If CANDU can speed up that process while 
reducing the time needed, then the cleanup of existing sites could be 
accomplished sooner than if LINs in the United States were used to 
achieve those goals.  

My gut feeling is that our clients - and the majority of the 
persons in the Northwestern United States who are not associated with 
the Tri-Cities workforce - will accept virtually any solution that will 
result in a reduction of the contamination at Hanford while concurrently 
relieving them of the potential creation of more irradiated spent fuel.  Thus, if CANDUs can do this work and Canada is willing to retain 
possession of the spent fuel, then that is a major "selling" point that 6 I 
should be included in our report.  

As I stated to you in my previous message: While the general 
public in the Northwestern United States may not be in favor of using 
FMEF for a 25 year program for LWRs in the U.S., they may well reverse 
that opposition if they understand that the plutonium was being sent out 
of the country for use in a "safe" reactor.  

As to my original request, it appears that we've been successful 
in answering most of my questions, however I would appreciate any 
information you could provide on the following two remaining points: 

1. A general overview of the CANDU 's safety and control features as It 
is currently-operating (non-MOX mode); and, 

2. Discuss how a MOX-fuel core loading would modify those operating 
characteristics.  

I will be In Mississauga on 16 July 1998 and would like to visit 
AECL's offices to talk with someone on the general characteristics of a 
CAN0d reactor operating in a "standard" (non-MOX) mode. I believe I now 
have a better understanding of the design characteristics of the 
platform, but I would like to understand the actual operational and 
safety differences between CANDUs and the LWRs with which I am. more 
familiar.  

Thanks, again, for your assistance in this matter. You've taken 
a lot of time to respond to my questions, and I very much appreciate the 
supplemental information you've provided. If you have any information 
of a "general" (non-MOX-fueled core) nature for CANDU reactors, I really 
would like to be able to review that material before visiting the Bruce 
CpD facility. MD236
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I will be leaving Portland early next week, and probably would 
not receive that information before I leave. However, as I will be 
staying in the Mississauga - Port Credit area during early July, it 
would be easier for me to collect any written information during that 
time period.  

To summarize what I said earlier today: PSBA's report is due in 
mid-August, and I hope toube able to report that AECL has provided us 
with the information our states need to make an informed decision about 
the use of specific facilities at the Hanford Reservation.  

I hope to meet one of your co-workers or at least be able to 
pick up the requested AECL information on July 17th.  

Sincerely, 

W. P. (Bill) Mead, Director 
Public Safety Resources Agency 
P. 0. Box 724 
Portland, OR 97207-0724 

Mr. Gadshy returned my telephone call and we spoke on these 
topics for approximately twenty-five minutes. He stated that although 
he and his team would be in Russia during the time of my visit (I was 
staying just a few miles away from AECL's office complex in Mississauga, 
Ontario), that he would arrange for someone to talk with me and would 
prepare an information package for me to receive during my visit on July 6 
16, 1998.  

On the morning of July 16th I telephoned Mr. Sadsby's office at 
AECL's office complex and was advised (11 that they had no package 
waiting for me; 12) that no one had been scheduled to discuss the 
questions Mr. Gadsby had agreed to respond to; and 13) that although Mr.  
Gadsby had gone to Russia, that no one had been designated to act on Mr.  
Gadsby's behalf during his absence.  

In the end, it appears that although Mr. Gadsby stated that AECL 
had new findings that supported the ability of CANDU Reactors to safely 
operate on MOx fuel, the facts are that he admitted that this fuel had 
not been used in CAR14U Reactors of that design, and he was not able to 
produce the documentation to substantiate his claims on behalf of AECL's 
unsupported statements in the 1995 HAS Report.  

3. Ontario Hydro: 

Although it is not intentionally deceptive, the name "Ontario 
Hydro" is somewhat misleading when first viewed by citizens of the f 
United States.  

Most persons who live in the Northwestern United States 
associate the word fHydro" as referring to a dam that produces 
electricity. in fact, when I first began making reservations for the 
Canadian portion of this summer's research trip, I thought the managers 
of the RV parks were asking if we wanted to connect to a water faucet.  S~MD236 
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"Hydro" is the Canadian term for "electrical power." While this 
may have been accurate fifty years ago, the underlying source of that 
electricity has changed from "hydro" to "nuclear": Ontario Hydro now 
produces about 60% of its electricity in twenty CA/DU Reactors. Of 
these, eight are sited at the Bruce Nuclear Power Development ("Bruce 
NPD"J facility. Of those eight, four have been identified by the U. S.  
DOE as being considered for using MOx Fuel from the joint U.S.-Russian 
agreement to dispose of Surplus Weapons Plutonium.  

In reviewing Ontario Hydro's operations and safety history 
before visiting their facility, I discovered (1) that Ontario Hydro had 
received several warnings from AECB about safety conditions at their Z, 
nuclear facilities; and (2) their senior management had been reorganized 
due to the "fallout" from those critical reviews.  

I later learned that in an effort to set a record for operating 
one of the CANDU Reactors at the Bruce NPD, that senior management had t.  
decided to intentionally by-pass taking the reactor off-line for 
scheduled maintenance. This decision resulted in excessive wear on the 
reactor's physical plant and kept the reactor shut down and off-line for 
an extended period of time. As I stated in my oral comments at 
Portland's Public Meeting in August, this is not the type of behavior 
that should be attempted with this technology.  

As part of our research, PSRA was authorized to review technical 
documents for the eight CANDU Reactors at Ontario Hydro's Bruce NPD.  
The four reactors in Unit A differed from the four reactors in Unit B in 
several important design and safety aspects.  

At the time of our pre-tour and on-site research the only CA.NDU 
Reactors that had been identified for the MO ;Fuel role at Bruce NPD 
were the newer models of Unit B. These four reactors have a total netr 
rating of 3,44DMWie) and produced their first electricity during the 
years of 1984-1987. However, in late August we received reports from 
Canadian sources that the older reactors of Unit A were the CANDUs under 
consideration for this project.  

Unit A's four reactors have a total net rating of 3,0764DMe) and 
produced their first electricity during the years of 1976-1978. This 
requires clarification and, if true, a re-evaluation of those reactors 
on the basis of their design, safety and longevity.  

The U.S. Department of Energy should clearly identify the 
specific reactors that are currently being considered for the MOx Fuel 
disposal option. if reactors in foreign nations are being considered, 
the Department should also clearly identify those specific reactors and 
verify that list with the governing agencies of those nations.  

ADDITIONAL CONCEIS 

1. Access to all USDO/SACL CANDU Studies: 

According to Mr. Gadsby, AECL's MOx Project Director, the United 
States Department of Energy funded the subsequent AECL study that he 
alleges proved the CRINDU Reactor was a satisfactory platform for the MOx 
Fuel disposal option. Mr. Gadsby also stated that this information was 
proprietary and was not to be released.
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PSRA questions why - if this was a true statement - the citizens 
of the United States funded what can essentially be considered an R&D 

project for a foreign corporation but cannot review the results of those 
studies.  

The U. S. Department of Energy should release the entire text of 
these reports, including their references and attachmants, for review by 
the general public and peer review of technical findings that would 
enable replication of those findings by independent researchers.  

2. Disposition of mpent 3MM Fuel used in CANeo Reactors, 

PSRA was informed that spent MOx Fuel from the initial test at 
Chalk River, Ontario would remain in Canada for disposal in a geologic 
repository. As yet, no such repository exists for Canadian spent fuel.  

If MOx Fuel is to be used in Canada's CANW Reactors, then it also 
should remain in Canada after irradiation.  

Canada's two major players in the MOx Fuel disposal option are 
AECt and Ontario Hydro. During our research, both parties stated their 
contributions were beneficial to world peace by helping to eliminate the 
available supply of Weapons Plutonium. Their altruism should be ensured 
by a binding agreement stipulating that once the MOX Fuel leaves the 
United States that it will never return to our country.  

Mr. Gadsby stated that the Russians trusted Canada to ensure that 
Weapons Plutonium used in the MOx Project would not find its way back 
into nuclear weapons. It logically seems that the only way this could 
be achieved would he to have the final repository for all spent MOx Fuel 
to be sited within Canada and be monitored by other neutral countries 
and organizations such as the IAEA.  

if Canada is serious about wanting to "help" ensure the goals of 
removing this material from circulation, then it should also accept it 
as the end-user and be willing to co-exist with MOx Fuel from the time 
it enters the border into Canada as un-irradiated plutonium, and it 
should safeguard the irradiated spent fuel at a level equivalent to 
those required by the U. S. Department of Energy.  

The U. S. Department of Energy should require that Canada assume 
perpetual control of MOxlFuel at the time that fuel enters Canada, and 
that Canada's safeguards be equivalent to those established by USDO0 for 
transportation and storage within the United States. Furthermore, USDOE 
should not be permitted to accept spent MOx Fuel from any other country, 
including Ruessia or other participants in present or future agreents 
to dispose of Weapons Plutonitm of non-U. S. origin.

6 

7

MD236-7 ParallexEA 
Spent fuel generated by the Parallex Project would be managed in Canada by 
the Canadian spent fuel program. The remainder of this comment is addressed 
in response MD236-3.

MD236-8 MOXRFP

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern about the procurement process.  
It is common business practice for potential bidders to pursue expressions of 
interest among qualified potential teaming partners, and as part of that process, 
determine which are in fact qualified to bid on the scope of work before 
settling on a team. It is not unusual, especially in large procurements, for 
teams to undergo several iterations before they are finalized. DOE will not 
speculate as to the intentions of any members of any responding teams, or 
others that may have decided in the end not to respond to the RFP. However, 
DOE agrees that a contract should only be awarded to a team meeting 
substantially all the requirements of the solicitation. DOE awarded the contract 
for the MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services to a consortium that met 
all required elements.

3. Clarification/Identification of Reactors proposed for using fOx Fuel: 

PSPA. has recently received reports that several owners and/or 
operators of reactors under consideration for the MOx Fuel disposal 
option have withdrawn from participation. In many instances, other 8 
owner/operators have been substituted to replace the original owners, 
but those operators have stated that they did so only to allow one or 
more of the consortiums to remain in the selection process.  

If the withdrawal of a component disqualifies a consortium from 
the selection process, then it also indicates that the owners of that 
component realized that their participation in the MOx Fuel program was 
ill-advised.  

MD236tJ 
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MOXApproach

By allowing "frontý reactors to join a consortium merely to 
include their name on a form so another reactor owner can later join the 
consortium violates the intention of the process. This demonstrates a 
lack of good faith by the parties of those consortiums and also on the 
U. S. Department of Energy for allowing this farce to continue.  

PSRA calls on the U. S. Department of Energy to disqualify any 
consortius that does not include all components that were originally 
specified by USDO for participation in that selection process.  

4. Safeguards, Security, Operational, Environmental, Health and Safety 
Concerns that require further in-depth evaluation.  

It appears that the United States Government still believes that 
the only time radiation crosses international boundaries is when a 
reactor is accidentally destroyed at Chernobyl. This phenomenon was 
repeatedly brought to our attention not only throughout our studies in 
the United States, but also by environmental remediation agencies during 
our 1998 research tour in Canada.  

While the world-wide radiologic contamination from that incident 
received global attention and was thoroughly documented by the United 
States, it is ironic that fallout from nuclear weapons tests originating 
in the United States - that were monitored throughout the U. S. and 
showed unusually high radiation levels that extended right to our border 
with Canada - abruptly ended as the radiation plumes entered Canada.  

The U. s. Department of Energy should require all Canadian parties 
to the mIx Fuel disposal option to comply with USDOE's standards of 
safeguards, Security, Operational, Environmental, Health and Safety 
protection, and it should additionally conduct an on-going monitoriMng 
program of all aspects of foreign participation.  

All reports, including radiologic monitoring of foreign facilities 
and transportation routes should be made available to the public via 
US0'1 a WK site. In cases where foreign regulatory agencies such as 
Canada's ARCS have initiated action against a Participant (such as 
Ontario Hydro), U2DO0 should retain the right to immediately halt 
further participation by those Parties until the issues have been 
satisfactorily resolved.  

5. Paying the finanscial costs of the MIx Fuel disposal program.  

During my discussions with AECL's Mr. Gadsby, he stated that AECL 
would require funding by the United States to proceed with further 
implementation of the MOx Fuel program.  

Also implied, but not specifically stated, was the indication that 
the U. S. would have to provide a MDx Fuel fabrication facility because 
no such facility exists in Canada. Russia also has no facilities to 
produce MOX Fuel, and has stated that it will require several billion 
dollars of assistance to move forward with its plans to use MOx Fuel in 
its reactors.  

PSRA opposes any contribution of United States' funding to further 
a IMrFuel disposal option. We believe better disposal alternatives 
exist, and that construction of a MIx Fuel fabrication facility would 
contribute to a dangerous proliferation of NOX Fuel use.

8 
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MD236

Plutonium is regarded by most countries except the United States as a valuable 
resource. U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited 
the commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from 
spent nuclear fuel. Irrespective of this, the United States will maintain its 

existing commitments regarding the use of plutonium in civilian nuclear 
programs in Western Europe and Japan. Russia may choose to reprocess its 
spent fuel and reuse the plutonium. It will be the responsibility of IAEA to 
monitor this activity and ensure that the material remains committed to 
civilian use.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in responses MD236-1 

and MD236-3.
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If Canada wants to use NOx Fuel in its CANDU Reactors as a part of 

this program, it should finance that construction and infrastructure 
entirely as a sovereign (internal) national undertaking.  

Also, the United States should not assist Russia in converting to 

aM• Fuel option. If Russia is determined that the use of HOx Fuel is 

in its best national interest, then it has the responsibility to pay for 
those programs. 9 

The U.S. and Russian disposal options do not truly require direct 

linkage. Russia views Plutonium as a national asset; PSRA views 

Plutonium as a worldwide threat and cannot support its use par the 
current proposals.  

Th. United States should not cotL-ibte to aditIonal 
proliferation in any manner.  

CONCLUSION 

The Public Safety Resources Agency recommends against the use of 

Surplus Weapons Plutonium in Mixed Oxide Fuel. PIRA strongly urges that 

Surplus Weapons Plutonium of all origins/nations be disposed of by other 

alternative technologies such a-s vitrification within mixed -High-Level' 

wastes, and that the disposal process not be linked to the demands made 
by the Russian government.  

The United States is a sovereign nation that still maintains a 

significant nuclear and conventional advantage over potential non

terrorist threats, and can readily afford to unilaterally dispose of its 

Surplus Weapons Plutonium without linkage to another natlons' programs.  

Public Safety Resources Agency 
P. 0. Box 724 
Portla:d, OR 97207-0724 

SUPPLE49NTAL NOTE 

In the interest of being fair while researching this report, PSPA 

attempted to contact participants on both sides of the nuclear issues.  

Our initial contact attempts were made via e-mail and telephone calls.  

Several persons in Ontario Hydro returned our telephone and e

mails, and subsequently allowed Us to review documents such as the Bruce 

NPD Safety Report as a part of our on-site research. Although we were 

not permitted to photocopy or photograph Ontario Rydro's documents, they 

did provide a quiet room, candid talk, several technical volumes about 

their facilities, and permitted us to Make written notes of that 
material.  

We found AECL's Mr. Gadshy to be extremely well-versed not only in 

AECL's project, but also i.n the political realities of both Russia and 

the United States. During our telephone conversation Mr. Gadsby stated 

that "AECL always understood that CANDU Reactors would have to share the 

MOX program because of political and financial interests of the nuclear 

power reactor operators in the United States." 
PSRA also tried to contact "anti-nuke" organizations. We were not 

successful, therefore the information presented above is based on the 

research developed from the cited resources. It is telling that even 

without the input from anti-nuclear activists, that the information that 

is currently available has overwhelmingly convinced us that the use of 

MOX Fuel in CANDU Reactors is not the best disposal option.  

MD236 
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US DOE needs to bear your voice NOW! 

Clem Up be the sole mission at Hanford? 

2. Should the United Stat Government mainin its longstanding policy againt •e se 

:9ous Pluton m to f eciv No n auclarreo m c m toes? 

3. Which alternative would you prefer to s• the US Depament of Energy penue: 
tmmobllandon (enwcasmetof plutonita inglass-liketombs) *-- TsA%5%oT 321Tflr 

Or 
The mox Plan (bring Plutonium to folicate feelfor use in acivilien nuclearLWx&7~ 
reactor)? -Aa n4tz 

4. Should Plutonium, to be used for processing ani fabrication, of MOX fuel, be 
imported to the Hanford site &l Cslurabia Rive.  
yes .9__ 

5. How concerned are you about settuhoh Nehws?4 

B. How concerned am you bout the tranport the N* th of ai 
con imn ng weapons Plutoium? 
Not concerned Slightly concerned Very Cco opeypoe 

6. Should commercial nuclear power plants be allowed to rm on MOX fee l contasni 
weapons Plutonium? 
Yes 5 
B. Should they be subsidized withjdollara to do so? 
Yes t) 

7. Should MOX tuel containing weapons Plumnium be usedto rema the FTFeactor 6 
at Hanford to prodou Trihium for nuclear bombs? 
YesI!

N -I-I'l%,n?. 9o.=-

Addres-rAr-•I -l' UQ"2..  
Phone 33-24.2 4 K 

•Plem etus this to: 
Haford Action 
25-6 NW 2P' pl #0406 
Poland, OR 97214 
(503) 235-2531

MD291

MD291-1 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.  

MD291-2 Nonproliferation 

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

MD291-3 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
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surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it 

technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.  

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 t (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 (55 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.  

MD291-4 Transportation 

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial 

carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes 

and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans are 

coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste 

would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste 

Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statementfor Managing 

Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste 

(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final 

SupplementalEIS(DOE/FIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). The transportation 

of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOE's 

Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and times that specific 

transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classified 

information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, by 

location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional details are provided 

in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation 

Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web 

site athttp:l/www.doe-md.com.  
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MD291-5 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 
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 
displaceLEUfuel 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.  

MD291-6 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 
a fuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFIT 
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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MD291-7 Cost 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding funding 

responsibility for weapons-grade plutonium disposition and cleanup, and 

opposition to the MOX approach. Funding for the U.S. surplus plutonium 

disposition program is allocated annually by Congress, which is committed 

to the goals and objectives of the program. However, funding policies are 

beyond the scope of this SPD EIS.  

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. To accomplish this goal, DOE has identified as its preferred alternative 

the hybrid approach. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication 
x -tL.Lprovides the United States important insurance against potential 

AL *---• . disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid 
-" 'A _ -•-- 5 approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working 

with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia's excess 

7 plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to the 

" -world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as 

"k VL 4N;44quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to 

use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.  
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ORD11-1 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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My name is Nick Spurgeon and I live in Portland, Oregon, 
and I'm leaving a comment about the Hanford nuclear plant 
and the proposed plans to use the plutonium from warheads 
for nuclear energy. I think that's insanity. I think the 
Department of Energy should put its energy into exploring 
alternative energy sources like solar. Stop spending our 
money on poison that's going to kill us. I'm really sick of it 
and I'm really disgusted with it. Thank you.

1

PDO38

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach and 
support of alternative energy sources. 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.

PD038-1 Other
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Aniguat 19, loge 

Bill Richardson 
Secre:ary uf Energy 
c00 Independence Ave.  

Washington, E.C. 20585 

fýlr Secretary Richardson, 

This evening cuncerned citipens meet with I)K officials to discuss de ruction of our nation 's surplus weapons pluLoniu . if the object we seek is to destroy this feadliest of all nuclear elements, we'll 
turn it into gLass. Wo need to be clear that we have the same ob
jeo Live in mind. The chnoio under discussion do not bear this out.  

The one: to inmmobilize our entire supply into glass logs. The 
other-. toput 2/3s of this plutonium into MOX fuel for -smme-cial 
nuclear reactors, a dangerous breach In seperation of military weas
pons prodjction and commenrolel reactors.  

hep iFOX option is little more than a transit system for moving plu
tnrium - with all of its attendant risks to workers and the public 
t100 of plutonium into MOX fuel, 99Z plutonium remaining as waste, 
1% destroyed.  

3ecause MOX appears to be the DOE's choice, it seems that destruction 
of ,lutoninm isS et its objective. It Is brrd to understand the 
IX'_ j continued advncacy for nuclear power with Its nightmare history 
of accidents. sTna 5-cJi-yarea arcund the Pilgrim nlelnar power 
plant in Mass.. follo.ing a slent. invisible accidental release of 
rasdioaetve gases, the luk mia rate among children is 4 times the 

.iational average. To throw a load of plutonium into the fuel of 
commercial reactors and hope fox some Kind of safe retrieval of the 
99) remainin I s Insanity.  

if noX is to be used as a means of stockpiling plntonhtum for future 
weapcns production, should the case be made that preparing for war 
is the best means for insuring a lasting peace, then that is what we 
;hrull be calking abouL.  

Why does the DOZ continue its single-minded advocacy of nliclear 
power with its accident-prone history and legacy of overfill#, leak
inl, explrosive-hat waste sites of which Hanford is a ?rime example? 
IL's 'uln es stopped messing up TiHes of future generaLiuos.  

T have a dream that one day in my lifetime the USI)CtE will advocate 
for safe, cIeon, cfficlents alternaLive energy sou~res. What a 
joyous use of cir tax dollars that WiLL be!
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FD203

FD203-3 DOE Policy

The purpose of the MOX approach is to convert surplus plutonium to a form 
that meets the SpentFuel Standard, thereby providing evidence of irreversible 
disarmament and setting a model for proliferation resistance. 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 
nuclearfuel from commercial power reactors.

FD203-1 Alternatives 

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

FD203-2 MOX Approach 

The DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to nuclear power. 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 objective of 
reactor irradiation is plutonium disposition, not power generation. Section 4.28 
was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of operating 
Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna, the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.
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The U.S. Department of Energy needs to hear you voice NOW! 
What do you think about a nAWi eo of nuclear prollfmtlon? 

ant 0 Acfl M' O0 1 On wal on-d OtqutftlnI ft US•OE. Plto core you" Po

I. Shouldctlem-ube tI ste missiotHafod? 

2. Sh outd rtnitcdflwom•ovcnmnioutli iss bspmodimgPOcycPpoung d• nofwcapom 

3. stnatldcon•lmm uclrncwl•b•at•tllcdlonmmnoMOX fuelot coutinzsg weaoo-pade 

3& Sbout4Ikcybcsubsiditzt 7 dolturtodoSO? 

4. Wbhitalntmiwwo you tpnfersr needs U.S. DcpwmnmofEneqyupn 
Iknmoblhtdon (oucmosnt of hsuumrn 0,gIot w mog or n emuat's t "entotmnim) 

OR 

The MOX -l (proc•mog m iolous o it fueWler uo e iwiuin nucdeenmhm).  
5. Howocoin'edus yoa autothedwa~uzopiodoa pt~luotoum uttatlihthewnSWHO*• f rd'la? 

Notnowmerd SighlyCaimied hey Cocosesed 
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MD298

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.  

MD298-2 Nonproliferation 

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, transumnic 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. 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.

MD298-3 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to 
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this 
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by 
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by 
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium 
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and 
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spentnuclear fuel fromcommercial 
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would

MD298-1 DOE Policy
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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.  

MD298-4 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 Z 

surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it 

technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.  

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 t (19 tons) of 

the 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 (55 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.  

MD298-5 Transportation 

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial 

carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes
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and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans are 
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste 
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste 
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact StatementforManaging 

Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste 
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final 
SupplementalEIS(DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). The transportation 

of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOE's 
Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and times that specific 
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classified 
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, by 
location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional details are provided 
in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation 
Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web 
site at http://www.doe-md.com.  

MD298-6 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 
a fuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FFTF 
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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MD298-7 DOE Policy 

As described in Section 4.26.1.2, surface water would not be used in the 
construction and operation of proposed surplus plutonium disposition 
facilities atfHanford. In addition, there would be no discharges of contaminated 
wastewater to the Columbia River. Therefore, no impacts on the Columbia 
River would be expected.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD298-1.
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Hi. My name is Lee Ann Ward and I live in Portland, Oregon, down 
river from Hanford and I strongly object to the Department of 
Energy trying to produce fuel or anything else at Hanford and 
would like to see it cleaned up and nothing more done there. It's 
destroyed our river and the enviromnent around here and I am very, 
very much opposed to any further use of Hanford for any 
production of fuel. Please, just clean up the mess that is there and 
leave it alone. Thank you.

1

PD037

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the proposed 
surplus plutonium disposition facilities 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.

PD037-1 Alternatives
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MD164

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

The surplus plutonium disposition program is limited exclusively to 
U.S. surplus plutonium and not to foreign plutonium. Transportation impacts 
oftheMOX approach are summadzedin Chapter 4of Volume IandAppendix L 
As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities fromnonradiological accidents 
or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.  
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.

MD164-1 Alternatives
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Yes, hello my name is Mona Warner. I'm calling from Oregon 
and I would like to express my opposition to the MOX plan 
to use fuel for making energy. I really feel very strongly that 
this is a bad idea. It's a lot, it will cost a lot more, the 
disposition is close, it's a lot slower and it possesses a much 
greater possibility of proliferation of nuclear power and I 
really would like to encourage anyone who is in any position 
to stop the idea of the generation of this fuel. And I think 
we should have it in storage and put it away until we can 
figure it out, figure out what to do with it safely and so that 
it is not helping proliferate nuclear, what could be eventually 
nuclear war, who knows. But I would like and, and I would 
like to express that feeling. Thank you very much. Good
bye.

I
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PD048-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach. The 
use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to 
produce energy. 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 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. 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. Converting the surplus plutonium to more 
proliferation-resistant forms allows a lesser, albeit still high degree of custodial 
care than maintaining facilities for the material in its current form. 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.

tn
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DOE has and will continue to work toward the goal of presenting technical 
information, in writing or verbally, in readily understandable language and 
avoid the use of jargon (technical slang). Specifically, the aim is to provide 
information at a high school comprehension level. Because the disposition 
of surplus plutonium is a technically complex program, DOE must use some 
scientific and technical terms in order to accurately describe how DOEproposes 
to dispose of surplus plutonium, and the environmental effects of taking 
those actions.
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MD160-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

For all public hearings, DOE placed ads in large-circulation newspapers in 
the hearing areas and provided public service announcements for area 
commercial and public radio stations. Notification was also provided by 
means of mailing lists, Web site announcements, and bulletin boards at each 
DOE site. Individual notices were also mailed to over 5,000 members of the 
public who had expressed an interest in the program.  

MD160-3 Transportation 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach and 
transportation of MOX fuel. Surplus plutonium would be shipped from 
Russia to the United States as a result of the alternatives being evaluated in 
this SPD EIS. Transportation would be required for both the immobilization 
and MOX approaches to surplus plutonium disposition. Transportation of 
special nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE's SST/ 
SGT system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards 
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo 
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a 
fatality or release of radioactive material. The transportation requirements for 
the surplus plutonium disposition program are also evaluated in this SPD EIS.  
As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents 
or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.  

DOE is committed to waste minimization and pollution prevention and is 
doing everything in its power to limit the amount of waste that would be

WHITNEY, HoLLY 
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generated during this process. As described in Section 2.18.3, the potential 
impacts of waste generation and emissions due to the MOX approach are 
expected to be minor.  

MD160-4 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's preference for immobilization in glass 
at the site where it is currently located. This EIS evaluates the environmental 
impacts of immobilization in ceramic and glass at Hanford and SRS. The 
option of immobilization was considered in the Storage and Disposition 
PEIS, but only Hanford and SRS were chosen in the ROD because these 
sites have, or are scheduled to have, the infrastructure to provide the needed 

HLW or cesium radiation barrier to make the immobilized plutonium 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.  

MD160-5 Alternatives 

The Atomic Energy Act of 1954 authorizes DOE to establish standards to 
protect health or minimize dangers to life. Radiation protection standards are 
based on controlling radioactive releases to ALARA levels in recognition of 
the potential risk of radiation exposure. The extremely small cancer risks 
presented in this SPD EIS are a direct result of the small quantities of material 
(e.g., plutonium) expected to be released from the proposed facilities.  
Calculation of these cancer risks is based on methodologies presented in 
Health Effects of Exposure to Low Levels of Ionizing Radiation, 
BEIRV(1990).
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Woman's International League for Peace and Freedom 
PORnlAND BRANCH 

1819 MW Fvnll Prtlan OR• 97209 
(503) 224-5190

Angust 18, 1998 

RP: Surplus Plutonium Dinpossi 

m gpeakia g as co-chair o WILPF (Womme's Intreratisial Leage for 
Peace and Freniom). Our ROI( Region of Influence) irieludes smore tan 42 
National Sectionaround td e world. I believe tiat I Cms rtprCznt the 
Ponsit of our mambers against the use of plutonium for the production 
of energy, for weapons or any other active use. We aniset that the only 
proper future for plutoaium is ceotakIlOene in a peroanently unuseable form 
suach M vitrification.  

le-ordering the U.S. Federal budget has long bow a priority of U.S.wVLnF.  
W112F has developed a "Womans'sBudsget'ainthe pasn and anupdated 
version is currently being prepared. It is my view that Longguffering 
Citiens Fenders awe not ierested in seeing their tax asenmeins used to 
further the goals of Maximally Enriri-ed Institutions whose demands 
for federal dollars encurage the use. of this dangero-s substance in yet to 
bedesigned (at lgovernment exop ) facilities. To cotinue to bill us for the 

rsytnsotof plutonium mad its proposed by-prodlucts (such a max) 
hack anluforth across the country; to coetinue to impose on us he cost of 
the dealing wiMh the resullt Was'te:; md to add to the wealth of corporae 
vultures m our expense is beyond reason. Our NO) (Notice of Intent) o i•at 
we will gather anl the resources- 'iin ourR olo to dela that weapon 
Plktutiam be properly ad pertfmenely disposed of... at Hstford. in the 
northwest ad anywhere elsc in thc U.S.  

Barbara Drgesur, co-el 
WILlY: Portland Branch 
4811 NE 31 
Portlasd. OR 97211 
503-284-3116
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ORD08-1 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 plutonium in nuclear 
weapons again.  

Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX 
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition. Transportation of special 
nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE's SST/SGT 
system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards 
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo 
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a 
fatality or release of radioactive material. The transportation requirements for 
the surplus plutonium disposition program are also evaluated in this SPD EIS 
in Chapter 4 of Volume Iand Appendix L.  

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.  

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.

ommmmmmmoi
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MD"05-1 Purpose and Need 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to new missions 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.

MD005
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MOX Approach

Dear Email submission. Sept. 15 11:30 pm PDT. I was in 
attendance at the Portland, Oregon, public meeting on the 
SPD EIS, although I did not speak at that meeting. I ask that 
the following be considered as my comment on the subject.

I am opposed to a policy of Mixed Oxide Fuels processing, 
this is an expensive non-solution to the problem of nuclear 
waste. MOX is perpetrated primarily by those who will 
profit economically from it.  

In the long run, it will be far more more expensive in dollars 
and ultimate human misery than declaring Plutonium a waste 
and diligently setting the good example of entombing it with 
reliable oversight. It is now well known that MOX programs 
will result in a large net increase in nuclear waste, and will 
encourage similar practices worldwide by people even less 
well prepared than ourselves to attempt such folly.  

Also I do not want to allow anything but active waste clean
up to occur at the Hanford, Washington site. Hanford, 
though over 120 miles distant from the 3 million people in 
the Portland metro area, will be a real threat to long term 
livability in our beloved region unless a competent clean up 
program is conceived, adhered to, and fully carried out. (As 
someone who has observed and followed events at Hanford 
for over fifteen years, I say "Yes, the pro-nuclear zealots 
have backed off a bit, but they still desire to make their 
fortunes in the same misguided way; by devising ever more 
elaborate and unworkable schemes to make use of an 
inherently dirty and dangerous power source that is even 
now only barely understood because it's real damage is

1 

2
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach. 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.  

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, CostAnalysis in 
Support of Site Selectionfor Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition 
(DOF/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the cost and schedule estimates 
for each alternative, was made available around the same time as the 
SPD Draft UIS. 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.  

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 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.  
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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done over TIME, something that humans cannot buy, make, 
or ultimately control." 

Please have the foresight to realize, the solution to high level 
waste is clean-up, vitrification, or some other carefully 
controlled entombment, and the active persuasion of other 
countries to do the same.

2

Thank you.  
Brad Yazzolino 
Portland, Oregon

WD022

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition for siting the proposed 
surplus plutonium disposition facilities 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.

WD022-2 Alternatives
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MD016-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

DOE held public hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites and 
Washington, D.C. 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. Approximately 1,300 copies of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS 
were mailed, and an NOA postcard was mailed to an additional 5,800 members 
of the public. Several means were available 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.  

MD016-2 Waste Management 

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. Also, if the MOX approach is selected in the ROD for this SPD EIS, 
plutonium disposition is proposed to occur in three domestic, commercial 
nuclear reactors. Commercial nuclear reactors that were not selected would 
see no changes to their current operations.
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Look, this is insane to think you are getting my comment, my 
comment. Lord help us! That's a hell of a comment. Of course, I 
understand that the disposing of plutonium is now up to 50 metric 
tons! Why they call 50 metric I don't know. 50 metric tons is 
pretty close to 50 long tons. And this is an insane amount and it 
sure is insane to put it in civilian reactors, commercial reactors.  
Any terrorist group can get a hold of it they don't have to make it 
into a bomb. Plutonium is a terrorist weapon just by its very 
existence. Commercial reactors don't have the kind of where with 
all to protect something like that. And I'm not even sure the U.S.  
Government has something to protect, the where with all to protect 
it. This is very insane. God help us. Respectfully submitted, 
Marvin Lewis.

1

PDO02

I
PDO02-1 Nonproliferation 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach to 
surplus plutonium disposition based on concerns regarding theft and 
diversion. In order to address security against terrorist-related incidents, all 
intersite shipments of plutonium for the surplus plutonium disposition 
program would be made using DOE's SST/SGT system. This involves having 
couriers that are armed Federal officers, an armored tractor to protect the 
crew from attack, and specially designed escort vehicles containing advanced 
communications and additional couriers. Further, the DOE disposition 
facilities proposed in this SPD EIS are all at locations where plutonium would 
have the levels of protection and control required by applicable DOE 
safeguards and security directives. Safeguards and security programs would 
be integrated programs of physical protection, information security, nuclear 
material control and accountability, and personnel assurance. Security for 
the facilities would be implemented commensurate with the usability of the 
material in a nuclear weapon or improvised nuclear device. Physical barriers; 
access control systems; detection and alarm systems; procedures, including 
the two-person rule (which requires at least two people to be present when 
working with special nuclear materials in the facility); and personnel security 
measures, including security clearance 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.

I
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WAD08-1 MOXApproach 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach and 
support of the immobilization 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 
and immobilizing the plutonium are effective ways 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 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. Both approaches would require the handling and transportation of 
the surplus plutonium. Transportation of special nuclear materials would 
use DOE's SST/SGT system. Since the establishment of the 
DOE Transportation Safeguards Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has 
transportedDOE-owned cargo over more than 151 million kmI(94 million mi) 
with no accidents causing a fatality or release of radioactive material.  

Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, 
a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict 
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be 
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to 
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut 
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. For 
reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating 
reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation 
would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.  

As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be 
produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial
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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 IEU 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 cost report, CostAnalysis 
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 
Disposition (DOEMD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost 
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as 
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle 

Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (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.  

WAD08-2 MOXApproach 

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to 
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this 

proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by 
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by 
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium 
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.  

Qualification criteria used to select the domestic, commercial reactors stipulates 
that the reactors must be able to complete the surplus plutonium disposition 
program within their operational life as dictated by their licenses. Section 4.28 
was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of operating 
Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna, the reactors that would use the 
MOXfuel.
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U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the 
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent 
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic, 
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical 
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission 
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium 
to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with 
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was 
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national 
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons.

WAD08-3 DOE Policy
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DOE Plutonium Disposition Public Meeting 
Thursday, 8/13198 
W. Barry Adams 

Ladies and gentlemen, my name is Barry Adams. Ilam a banker, atlife long resident ofthe CSRA, 
a board member of the Aiken Chamber of Commesce, and a concerned citizen.  

Please know that I cannot testify to you today due to my understanding of suclear technology 
and, in particular, my knowledge of plutonium disposition. While not beyond my interest these 
re subjects that I will never even pretend to understand.  

l am positive though, that a number of specialists and engineers have and will present to you very 
qualified testimonies of why SRS is technically the best choice for the complete plutonium 
disposition mission.  

Neither can I testify to you today concerning the economic issues involved in your selection 
process. The budgets involved are far more complex that the budgets with which I deal. Just as 
from the technical aspect however, Iam positive that you have and will hear compelling 

arguments as to why the selection of SRS is the best choice for the pit assembly and conversion 
mission and will save taxpayers billions of'dollars.  

But I ctn testifylto you today of the confidence that I and my family have in the scicetists, 
engineers, technicians, aecountants, and managers that operate SRS. And I will tell you publicly 
that we believe that there is no finer or better qualified group ofmen and women in the world to 
accept and successfWly carry out this mission than these proven professionals.  

This simple opinion, one that is shared throughout the CSRA, could be the most critical of all of 
the factors that will influene your decision. Whileit is true that SRS is the technical and 
finaneial leader of any potential site, it is also tue that there is no other location in the United 
States where common citizes, such as me, have such faith and trust in the abiLities of the 
operators of a DOE site. The communities of the CSRA overwhelmingly support SRS and its 
missions and this unprecedented community support has not, will not, and cannot be duplicated 
anywhere.  

I encourage you to give high value to the 40 plus years of support that SRS and DOE have 
received from the citizens of South Carolina and Georgia and assign to SRS the pit disassembly 
and conversion mission.

SCD03

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for 
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with 

plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing 
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 

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

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.

SCDO3-1 Alternatives
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SCD102

DOE acknowledges the commentors' support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing 
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPDEIS ROD.
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DOE Hearing-Plutonium Disposition 
North Augusta. SC 

8113198

Good afternoon. MrJMs. Chairman and Committee 
Members, my name is Fred B. Cavanaugh, Jr. and 
I'm very fortunate to be Mayor of the City of Alken.  
As Mayor of Aiken, I'm proud to be representing our 
city's elected officials, staff and citizens when I tell 
you that we support the Pit Disassembly and 
Conversion mission at the Savannah River Site 
(SRS).  

As we know, SRS has been been selected as the 
preferred site for Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel and 
Immobilization missions because It has the expertise 
and infrastructure needed to bring the disposition of 
plutonium to successful completion.  

The Savannah River Site, its dedicated employees, 
and the people in the Central Savannah River Area 
(CSRA) supported our nation's Cold War efforts for 
nearly fifty (50) years by helping to create our 
country's nuclear defenses. We are now prepared to 
complete the job President Truman entrusted to us 
so long ago...making our world a safer place to live.  

When It comes to plutonium handling there Is no 
safer facility than SRS, and as far as community 
support, there Is no other site that enjoys as much 
support as SRS. Year after year on our CSRA trips 
(some 45 people strong) to visit our legislative 
delegations and the DOE in Washington, we hear 
DOE agree that SRS has the strongest community 
support.

SCD48

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for 
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with 
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing 
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.

SCD48-1 Alternatives
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putting the new production reactor at the Savannah 
River Site. "I think we are the best location," said 
Georgia Democrat Sam Nunn, referring to SRS. "We 
have the best people, we have the most 
infrastructure to deal with it." 

1991 - Another article from the Augusta Herald 
printed a statement from U.S. Representative Butler 
Derrick, Dem.-S.C., saying, " This Is the friendliest 
place In the country to further development In 
nuclear production. The people want it. The people 
in the area feel comfortable with it. As the DOE 
consolidates nuclear facilities, I think SRS will 
become one of those consolidation sites." 

During the same time frame then Governor Campbell 
of S.C. sent a letter to the Chief of Staff of President 
George Bush stating, "I express my support for 
locating the NWCRS at SRS. The SRS Is the 
optimum location for several reasons..." "All 
Ingredients for a successful relocation of the 
NWCRS to SRS are In place. My office Is ready and 
willing to work closely with you to this end." And the 
S.C. Congressional Delegation unanimously 
endorsed locating the NWCRS at SRS, stating, "The 
objective of the National Defense Authorization Act 
Is to create Complex-21, a facility more compact, 
less diverse, and less expensive to operate than the 
complex of today. We feel these objectives will best 
be achieved In a timely and cost efficient manner at 
the Savannah River Site." 

These are but a few of the earlier endorsements of 
the SRS, and it is quite obvious that the support 
continues to be strong. As a more recent Indication 
I'd like to read the Resolution from the Aiken City

SCD48
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Since moving to Aiken In 1953, I've seen the 
community support grow. To show that we are not a 
'Johnny come lately' when we talk about support, I'd 
like to share just a few examples of support dating as 
far back as 1980.  

1980 - An Oak Ridge National Laboratory and Oak 
Ridge Associated Universities poll was positive 
toward SRS.  

1987 - A joint resolution passed by the SC General 
Assembly stated, "Be it resolved by the Senate, the 
House of Representatives concurring, that the 
U.S.Department of Energy is hereby requested to 
designate Its Savannah River Plant as the site for the 
New Production Reactor." 

1988 - A University of South Carolina at Aiken 
Survey Research Services poll was positive toward 
SRS.  

1990 - An editorial from the Aiken Standard 
Newspaper stated, "While Savannah River has not 
been free from environmental problems, it has 
handled them expeditiously and has enjoyed friendly 
relations with the surrounding communities, which 
actively support its continued operation. As 
taxpayers and citizens we believe SRS should 
occupy a key position in the implementation of 
Complex 21 ( this had to do with the Nuclear 
Weapons Complex Reconfiguration Initiative).  

1991 - An article from the Augusta Herald stated, 
"Nunn joins backers of the new reactor at SRS." 
Georgia's senior U.S.Senator said that he favors

SCD48
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Council on August 10th, 1998 (resolution attached 
for the record).  

In closing I'd just like to say that all we want is the 
best for ouricountry and we think the best place for 
the Pit Disassembly and Conversion mission to be 
successful is the SRS.  

Thank you, 

FredB. 1aan 
Fred B. Cavanaugh 0 

'N
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Rally for SRS mission
Today on Page 5A, you can 

repd the Amarillo, Texas, 
newspaper's call for residents 
to show up at public hearings 
to support new missions for 
the Pantex nuclear weapons 
plant. Despite what the edito
rial says, these missions are 
clearly better suited for the 
Savannah River Site.  . The Department of Energy 
has already chosen SRS as the 
preferred site to convert waste 
plutonlum into mixed oxide 
fuel (MOX) to power commer
cil nuclear reactors or into a 
ftom suitable for disposal in 
high-level waste cannisters.  

The plutonium disposition 
project, which the Amarillo 
editorial addresses, goes hand
in-glove with missions the 
DOE is already recommend
ipg for SRS. Locating it in Am-

arillo might be great for the 
economy there - but a net 
loss for national tarayers 
who would save millions if 
SRS hosts all three projects.  

The expensive basic infra
structure for this work already 
exists at the Aiken area 
plantbut would have to be built 
from scratch at Pantex.  

But, as noted before in this 
space, politics, not common 
sense or taxpayer savings, will 
decide where the pit disassem
bly project goes.  

This is why it's important 
for people on both sides of the 
Savannah River to rally be
hind SRS in DOE-sponsored 
public hearings slated today at 
1 and 6 p.m. at the North Au
gusta Community Center on 
the corner of East Buena Vista 
Avenue and Brookside Drive.

SCD48
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DOE PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION 
PUBLIC MEETING 
August 13,1998 

North Augusta, SC Community Center 

Statement by. Teresa H. Haas 
Chairperson, Aiken, SC Chamber of Commerce 

Board of Directors 

" My name is Teresa Haas and I am Chairperson of the Aiken 
Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors.  

"*During the public meeting at Pantex, We understand that you 
heard a great deal of SRS bashing.  

"* We don't do business that way and prefer to take the high-road.  

"* We'll focus our comments on the reasons why this mission 
should be located at SRS.  

"*We are here in behalf of 5 Chambers of Commerce from SC & 
GA.  

"* Collectively we represent over 3000 businesses and some 112 
million people.  

" This past April, over 50 individuals and elected officials from our 
Chambers of Commerce traveled to Washington.  

"We were pleased to meet w/Secretary Pefia, Deputy Secretary 
Moler, and other DOE officials to discuss several issues 
pertaining to the Savannah River Site.  

" The Plutonium Disposition Mission, and in particular, the Pit 
Disassembly and Conversion component, was a primary topic of 
our discussion with the Secretary.  

SCD36
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"* As we stated then, we strongly support the location of this 
mission at SRS. The Board of Directors of these Chambers have 
passed numerous resolutions supporting the Pit Disassembly and 
Conversion mission at SRS.  

"* Our support for this particular mission is based upon several 
reasons: 

1) SRS' unique expertise and experience in handling 

plutonium; 

2) SRS' unmatched safety record in the DOE Complex; and, 

3) From a business standpoint, we are highly interested in 
saving dollars for the taxpayers of this country.  

"• We understand there is a cost savings of at least $60 million by 
locating Pit Disassembly and Conversion at SRS. By our 
standards, that's a lot of money.  

"* Simply stated, SRS has demonstrated its technical and human 
resource leadership. That expertise combined with unequaled 
regional support from 2 states is a powerful combination which 
can benefit DOE in addressing critical, non-proliferation, material 
disposition, clean-up and national security challenges for our 
nation.

I

SCD36

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at SRS. DOE believes that all the candidate sites are suitable from an 
operational, community support, and safety standpoint As indicated in the 
revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the 
site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities 
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS 
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs 
associated with the various alternatives. A separate costreport, CostAnalysis 
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 
Disposition (DOEtMD-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:/lwww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following 
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions 
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on 
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and 
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its 
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 
disposition mithe SPD EIS ROD.

SCD36-1 Alternatives
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r Aiken Chamber of Commerce 
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CRIBM the hanliJug and disposition of enseassweapons 
plutonium is of grave co•cern to the national security of the 
munted states; and 

meaR8 plutonium disposition represents one of the Most 
certain future missions of the DOE for the Qext 213 to 30 years; 
sand 

SUIAs the DepartMant of Energy has d:cidemj to pursue a dual 
path for plutonium disposition and has named the Savannah River 
Site as a candidate site for both options; and 

ions the Savannah River Site has prodced pnproximately 40 
percent of all Us weapons grade plutonium over the last 45years 
and has safely bhanled plutonium in glovehox processing equipment 
with no advexse ivpact on workers, the public or ehe environment; 
and 

1633333 the Departmeant of tRn= in its Record of. Decision 
recognizes the Baawtnh River Site as "a plutonium coegetent site 
with .the most modrn, state-of-the-art stoage and processing 
facilities .. -Wivthb hs only remaining lArga-ecale ceia Separation and processing capabiity in the MOE omplext, and 

IREA the regional coa: mnty in the Central Savannah River 
Area (CSA) of South Carolina and Georgia stron9l. supports 
continued pl~utouinium missions for the Department ofUmergy' a 
Savannah River Site; 

3MD RITZ REOLVED that the• i•k-Chatmber of Onateros strongly 
endorses major plutonium misions for Ohs Savannah River Site and 
urges th Department tof Enrgy to designate the Savmanea Diver site 
an its lead facility in plutonilm Management and diapon•tion.  

. APROVE Dthis .4 any of Pebrus.y 1997 at Aiken, South 
Carolina, by the Aiken Chamber of Coemmerce.

77 t flgeweA&

SCD83

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

I SCD83-1 Alternatives
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AIKEN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
JEFF SPEARS 
PAGE1OF3 

Good afternoon, my name is Jeff Spears and I am here 

representing the Greater Aiken Chamber of Commerce as its Vice 

Chairman for Economic Development Additionally, Iam a Senior 

Vice President with NationsBank with responsibilities in 

Augusta, Aiken, North Augusta, Barnwell, 

Allendale, Edgefield, and Orangeburg; in essence all the towns 

and communities that have supported the mission of SRS for now 

almost 50 years. As a graduate of the Aiken County Public School 'k 

System and a resident of this community for nearly 25 years, I 

have grown to respect the Savannah River Site as a dedicated, 

well managed, and safe DOE facility that has the respect and 

confidence of the 450,000 citizens that live in this area. As a 

businessman traveling throughout the areas boarding SRS and 

with my recent work with Aiken's Chamber of Commerce, I am 

also respectful of the economic viability that SRS brings to this 

region.  

I must confess that where I know a lot about banking I fall well 

short when it comes to standing before you and discussing Pit 

Disassembly and Conversion of Plutonium. But as a business

SCD35



AIKEN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

JEFF SPEARS 
PAGE 2 OF 3

person and a tax paying citizen of the United States I would like 

to (make or reiterate) a few important point.

1. It is my understanding that Plutonium Disposition Mission at 

SRS could save tax payers 1.6 billion in avoided cost verses 

locating this mission at another DOE facility.  

2. Additionally I understand that the third element; Pit 

Disassembly could save at least 60 million dollars if located at 

SRS.  

3. I have also learned that DOE has acknowledged SRS's history 

and expertise in handling Plutonium verses that of other DOE 

sights making SRS the site of chose for all elements of Plutonium 

Disposition.  

4. By living here so many years I am also knowledgeable of SRS's 

safety record and DOE's recognition of SRS as one of their safest 

sites of all DOE complexes.  

5. And last I am sure you are impressed with the community 

support that both SC and GA has given to SRS for nearly 50 years 

that will continue with new missions in the future.  

So, with cost saving to the US government, historical expertise in 

S SCD35

SCD35-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. DOE believes that all the candidate 
sites are suitable from an operational, community support, and safety 
standpoint. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the 
proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience with plutonium 
processing, and these facilities complement existing missions and take 
advantage of existing infrastructure.  

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

handling Plutonium, an unprecedented safety record at SRS, and 

the overwhelming community support for past and future 

missions, I feel DOE has a relatively easy chose in selecting SRS 

as the recipient of the third element of Plutonium Disposition 

being Pit Disassembly and Conversion.  

Thank you for your time.

SCD35
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AIKEN COUNTY COMMISSION FOR TECHNICAL EDUCATION 
JOE W. DEVORE ET AL.  
PAGE 1 OF 1

Aiken County Commisslon for Technical Education 
Po*t Offie Box 66OAWlma ScUth Woalin& m2

RESOLUTION IN SUPPOEF OF TEPLUTONIUM MISSION AT "THE SAVANLNAH• RIVESISrrTE 
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SOD79

DOE acknowledges the commentors' support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities atSRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 
experience withfplutoniumprocessing, and these facilities complement existing 
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  

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

SCD79-1 Alternatives
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SAIKEN COUNTY COMMISSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION 

SGASPER L. TOOLE, III S PAGE1 OF1

AIKEN COUNTY COMMISSION ON HIGHER EDUCATION

RESOLUTION WITH REGARD TO PLUTONIUM MISSION 
AT THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE 

WHEREAS, the Savannah River Site has been an integral part of the nation's 
nuclear defense mission since It's Inception in 1954; and.  

WHEREAS, the safe production and handling of plutonium has been a hallmark 
of the work performed at SRS for many years: and, 

WHEREAS, the proven plutonium-handling experience of the professionals at the 
Savannah River Site is unmatched by any other site under consideration for this 
mission; and, 

WHEREAS, the decision to place the "Pit Disassembly and Conversion" Mission 
atthe Savannah River Site can save the Federal budget as much as $1.6 billion 
as a result of exdsting facilities and infrastructure; and, 

WHEREAS, no sile in the Department of Energy Complex can claim a higher 
level of productivity or a more outstanding safety record than the Savannah River 
Site; 

THEN BE IT RESOLVED, that the Aiken County Commission for Higher 
Education hereby endorses the addition of the "Pit Disassembly and Conversion" 
Mission to the MOX Fuel Facility and Plutonium Immobilization Mission 
approved for the Savannah River Site; and.

1

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: that the Aiken County Commission will commit Its 
resources through the University of South Carolina Aiken campus to the 
successful development ofa skilled workforce and a community capable of 
supporting this ImporWnt mission for the nation.  

GasperLaT ill 
Chairmen Dt

SCD92

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

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS 
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs 
associated with the various alternatives. A separate costreport, CostAnalysis 

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 
Disposition (DOEIMD-009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost 
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as 
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle 
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, 
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated 
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at 
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following 
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions 
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on 
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and 
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its 
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

SCD92-1
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AIKEN COUNTY COUNCIL 

HONORABLE RONNIE YOUNG 
PAGE 1 OF 2

. Comments for DOE

I am Ronnie Young, Chairman Aiken County Council. On behalf of the Aiken 
County Council I would like to offer a few comments. IJam here as someone who was 

born and raised right here in Aiken County. Ilam also here because so many of my 
neighbors here in Aiken County work at the Savannnah River site. In fact, more 
SRS workers live in Aiken County than any where else.  

I've watched the developments at the Savannah River She for my entire life (well, 
its entire life). I've learned that the people who work at the Site are dedicated to the 
safe operation of the facility. I guess knowing the people so well has taught me to 
respect the importance of having the right people taking care of such a vital mission.  
These people have a long history of handling plutonium and this experience can not 
be replicated without an immense investment of time and money.  

Why would the DOE consider another facility when the Savannah River Site is 

prepared to take on the Pit Disassembly and Conversion mission.This preparation 
has been taking place for nearly fifty years.  

On behalf of the Aiken County Council, I would like to re-enter into the record the 
resolution passed by our Council on March 5, 1997 in support of the plutonium 
disposition missions at the Savannah River Site.

1

SCD12

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for 
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with 
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing 
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.

SCD12-1 Alternatives
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AIKEN COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA LEGISLATIVE DELEGATION 
HONORABLE THOMAS BECK ET AL.  
PAGE 1 OF 1

A pRsoiLTio 

Whereas, the handling and disposition of excess veapons 
plutonium is of grave concern to the national security of the 
United Stat.es; and 

Whereas, plutonium disposition represent's one of the most 
certain future missions of the Department of Energy for the 
next twenty to thirty years; and 

hereas, the Department of Energy has decided to pursue a dual 
path for-plutonium disposation and has named the Savannah 
River site as a candidate site for both options: and 

whereas, the Department of Energy's Surplus aissile Materials 
Disposition Program will result in the production of qualified 
disposal forms and the eventual removal of these materials 
from the State of South Carolina; and 

Whereas, the Savannah River Site has produced approximately 
forty percent of all United States weapons grade plutonium 
over the last forty-five years and has safely handled 
plutonium in glovebox processing equipment with no adverse 
impact on workers, the public, or the environment: and 

whereas, the Department of Energy in its Record of Decision 
recognizes the Savannah River Site as 'a plutonium competent 
site with the most modern, state-of-the-axt storage and 
processing facilities...with the only remaining large-scale 
chemical separation and processing capability in the DOE 
coplex*; and 

Whereas, the regional community In the Central Savannah River 
Area (CSMf of South Carolina and Georgia strongly supports 
continued plutonitm missions for the Department of Energys 
Savannah River Site. Row, therefore.  

Be It resolved that the Aiken County, South Carolina 
Legislative Delegation strongly endorses major plutonium 
missions for the Savannah River Site and urges the Department 
of Energy to designate the Savannah River Site as its lead 
facil; yIn plutonium management and disposition.  

a•epe tative Thomas Beck pRoslRu and Smith 

Reprnentativeoam Clybuore

zRiwres, 2 /-hw-g-w ,-- / I !t, =:j

SCZCD82

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

SCD82-1 Alternatives
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S AIKEN REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTERS 
RxcHARD H. SATCHER 
PAGE1OF1

SAiken Regional N E D I C A L CENTERS

The Hedth Choice

As Chiersecstive Officer of Aiken Regional Medical Centers in Aikee, South Caroina I 

would like to extend my fuil support for the Pit Disassembly and Conversion at the 

Savannah River Site.  

Obtaining the third lement of the plutoniun dispositiont missionis i awhining proposition 

for-both the Department of Engy and the CSRA (Central Svnman h Rivcr Arca). By 

choosig Savannah River Sihe DOE ou, ld s--e US Taxpayers approimately t1.6 billion 

based on avoided costsofn ew strusteres and equipment. Savannah River Site has 

demonstrated competency in processing plutonium and have in place the neces•any 

infrastructure for the processing along with comprehensive medical surveillance programs.  

Ass busanesa person I see the irnportance of the Savannah River Site to the economic 

vitality of our area. Job stability along with the creation of new jobs is the backbone of 

any healthy cosnisuisty. Savannah River Site employees have proven over the years their 

cosmintment to safety and to the community at large. I have been a lifelong resident of the 

area tnd baye no reservations in bringing the Pit Disassembly and Conversion to our 

reoun.

44.

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

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS 
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs 
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, CostAnalysis 
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 
Disposition (DOF_/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 at SRS will be based on 
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and 
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its 
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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FD202

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

FD202-1 AlternativesI

lf&fVr4aIC., 'xU. A 72CII,

06,Akc, Om. 14 ol, ý i., , 1' Ni.,nu-mc-c

X. ci -Af



AMERICAN NUCLEAR SOCIETY-SAVANNAH RIVER SECTION 
JOHN DEWES 
PAGE 1 OF 1

AMERICAN NUCLEAR SOCIETY - SAVANNAH RIVER SECTION 

STATEMENT REGARDING PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

My name is John Dewes and I am representing the Savannah River Section of the 

American Nuclear Society. Our local section consists of some 800 scientists and 

engineers in the Central Savannah River Area. On behalf of the Section, I would 

like to make a statement concerning Plutonium Disptisifito Environmental Impact 

Statement.  

We strongly support the selection of the Savannah River Site for the pil 

disassembly and conversion mission. It is the only operating site in the DOE 

cwrplex that has the supporting inftutircture in place to deal with this mission, 

including the safe management of wastes generated by the process. The site has 

been safely handling and processing plutonium for many years, and locating these 

missions at the same site will minimize future decommissioning costs. The biggest.  

assets of the site, howcver. are the capable, experienced personnel who have 

proven that they can handle these materials in a safe manner.  

We are encouraged by the progress made by the Department of Energy towards 

fulfilling the Plutonium Disposition Mission, and would like to see similar 

progress made on the ultimate disposition of wastes generated by these processes, 

as well as taking responsibility tor commercial spent nuclear fuel.  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on this important issue.

1

2

SCD89

SCD89-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for 
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with 
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing 
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.  

SCD89-2 Repositories 

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. This SPD EIS, for the purposes 
of analysis, assumes that Yucca Mountain, Nevada, would be the final 
disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and MOX spent fuel. As directed 
by the U.S. Congress through the NWPA, as amended, Yucca Mountain is 
the only candidate site currently being characterized as a potential geologic 
repository for HLW and spent fuel. DOE has prepared a separate EIS, Draft 
Environmental Impact Statementfor a Geologic Repositoryfor the Disposal 
of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca 
Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes 
the environmental inpacts from construction, operation and monitoring, related 
transportation, and eventual closure of a potential geologic repository.

I I
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Alternatives

Comment Form

1

SCD69

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities atSRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 
experience with plutoniumprocessing, and these facilities complement existing 
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicatedcin the revised Section 1.6, 
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing 
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPDEISROD.
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SCD9O

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

All of the DOE candidate sites, including Pantex, are considered suitable 
from a safety and conduct of operations standpoint and all sites would 
comply with applicable Federal, State, and local laws and regulations 
governing radiological and hazardous chemical releases. Therefore, Pantex 
may need to modify or develop appropriate procedures and plans to ensure 
protection of the workers, public, and environment should a proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facility be sited there since the site's current operations 
do not include plutonium processing. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 
disposition program will be based on environmental analyses, technical and 

cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public 
input DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach 
to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

SCD90-1 Alternatives
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BAMBERG COUNTY COUNCIL 
HONORABLE JASPER VARN 
PAGE 1 OF 2

THANK YOU, MR. MODERATOR 

MYNAIIE15JASPER VARN AND I AM THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 

BAMBERO COUNTY COUNCIL AND I ALSO SERVE AS VICE-CHAIRMAN 

OF THE TRI-COUNTY ALLIANCE REPRESENTING THE THREE COUNTY 

REGION OF ALENDALE, BARNWELL, AND BAMBERO.

MY PURPOSE TODAY, IS TO SPEAK ON BEHALF OF THE 1500 PEOPLE 

THAT LIVE IN OUR THREE COUNTY AREA AND WORK AT THE 

SAVANNAH RIVER SITE. AND TO ALSO SPEAK ON BEHALF OF THE 

MORE THAN 500 PEOPLE WHO HAVE LOST THEIR JOBS FROM 

DOWNSIZING AND CHANGING MISSIONS IN WHICH THE SITE HAS 

UNDERGONE.  

THESE PEOPLE ARE SOME OF THE MOST DEDICATED AND LOYAL 

PEOPLE I HAVE EVER KNOWN. THEY HAVE SERVED THEIR COUNTRY 

DURING THE COLD WAR AND PLAYED A TREMENDOUSLY IMPORTANT 

ROLE IN GETTING TO THE POINT WE ARE TODAY.  

IN AN EVER-CHANGING ATMOSPHERE, THE SITE AND ITS PEOPLE

SCD40(I

SCD40-1 Alternatives 

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

L HONORABLE JASPER VARN 
44 PAGE 2 OF 2 

HAVE ADJUSTED AND PERIORMED.  

THE PROSPECT OF NEW MISSIONS COMING TO THE SITE IS A 

WELCOME CHANGE FROM HAVING JOBS DRY UP. THE NEW 

PLUTONIUM OPPORTUNITIES MEAN A BRIGHTER FUTURE FOR THE 

SRS EMPLOYEES WHO HAVE DONE THIS WORK FOR SO MANY YEARS.  

I BELIEVE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND THE ADMINISTRATION 

WILL REWARD THIS SITE AND THESE PEOPLE BY ASSIGNING THIS 

MOST IMPORTANT MISSION TO SOUTH CAROLINA.  

THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE HAS THE INFRASTRUCTURE, IT HAS THE 

SUPPORT OF THE COMMUNITY, IT HAS THE EXPERIENCE, AND MOST 

IMPORTANTLY, IT HAS THE PEOPLE.  

THANK YOU.

SCD40



BARNWELL COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
DENNIS HUTTO 
PAGE 1 OF 2

THANK YOU MR. MODERATOR 

MY NAME I5DENNIS HUTTO, AND I AM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 

BARNWELL COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE.  

L TOO WOULD LIKE TO THANK YOU FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY TO 

SPEAK ON BEHALF OF THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE AND THE FINE 

PEOPLE WHO WORK THERE.  

AS HAS BEEN POINTED OUT, THERE IS NO QUESTION AS TO WHERE 

THE ENTIRE PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION MISSION SHOULD BE AND WHO 

SHOULD MANAGE IT.  

THE QUESTION SEEMS TO BE -WILL THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY 

MAKE THE DECISION ON PIT CONVERSION LOCATION BASED ON 

TECHNICAL CRITERIA OR POLITICAL EXPEDIENCYT" 

WE ALL KNOW, TEXAS HAS A BIGGER CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION, 

WE ALL KNOW, TEXAS HAS MORE ELECTORAL VOTES, BUT WE ALSO 

KNOW, TEXAS DOES NOT HAVE THE INFRASTRUCTIUE OR 

EXPERTISE THAT SOUTH CAROLINA HAS IN HANDLING, STORING, AND 

PROCESSING PLUTONJM 

SSCD38

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

SCD38-1 Alternatives
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to BARNWELL COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
DENNIS HUTTO 

PAGE 2 OF 2 

LAST YEAR, YOU SAID THAT THE SAVANNAH RIVER SITE WAS "A 

PLUTONIUM-COMPETENT SITE WITH THE MOST MODERN, STATE-OF

THE-ART STORAGE AND PROCESSING FACILITIES" IN THE 

DEPARTMENT'S COMPLEX IF THAT WAS TRUE THEN,, THEN rT IS 

TRUE NOW.  

BARNWELL COUNTY, ALLENDALE COUNTY,BC.  

AND THE REST OF THE REGION HAVE SUPPORTED THE SITE FOREVER

AND YOU KNOW THE ECONOMIC IMPACT THE SITE HAS ON OUR 

REGION. AND YES, YOU KNOW WE WANT THE MISSION BECAUSE IT 

MEANS MORE JOBS FOR OUR AREA. BUT IT IS MUCH BIGGER THAN 

THAT ............ THIS IS A DECISION THAT SHOULD BE BASED ON 

EXPERIENCE, ON COST TO TAXPAYERS, ON EFFICIENCY, ON SITE 

CAPABILITIES, AND ON WHO CAN DO THE JOB SAFELY.  

IF THE SECRETARY WILL MAKE THE DECISIONS CONCERNING 

PLUTONIUM BASED ON THESE CRITERIA, AND LEAVE POLITICS TO 

THE POLITICIANS, THEN THE SRS COMMUNITIES AND THE NATION 

ARE BETTER OFF.  

THANK YOU.!

SCD38
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 
experience with plutoniumprocessing, and thesefacilities complementexisting 
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPDEISROD.

SCD85-1 Alternatives
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BARNWELL COUNTY COUNCIL 
HONORABLE CLYDE T. REED 

PAGE 1 OF 3

(1) 

THANK YOU MR. M0DERATOR /DF ?ýw Acw 
"\OQ±Q VXP.th 
LET ME FIRST THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK ON THIS 

ISSUE AND EXPRESS THE VIEWS OF THE BARNWELL COUNTY 

COUNCIL.  

FT SEEMS WE COME TO THESE MEETINGS SEVERAL TIMESA YEAR TO 

ASK THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO DO SOMETHING, ANDIERE 

THIS TIME WE ARE TALKING ABOUT LOCATING ALL THE PLUTONIUM 

DISPOSITION MISSIONS WITHIN THE DOE COMPLEX.  

THE DEPARTMENT HAS ALREADY DETERMINED THE SAVANNAH 

RIVER SITE WILL PERFORM THE VITRIFICATION COMPONENT. THE 

SECRETARY HAS ALREADY ANNOUNCED THAT IF A MOX FUEL 

FACIUTY IS BUILT, fT WILL BE BUILT AT SAVANNAH RIVER, 

THE ONLY QUESTION LEFT, IS WHERE WILL THE PIT DISASSEMBLY 

AND CONVERSION BE DONE? 

THE LOCATION CHOICE IS.BETWEEN TEXAS AND SOUTH CAROLINA.  

AND NOW T1H DECISION FOR THIS COMPONENT HAS BROKEN

1

SCD39

SCD39-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 
experience with plutoniumprocessing, and these facilities complemnent existing 
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPDEIS ROD.
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BARNWELL COUNTY COUNCIL 

HONORABLE CLYDE T. REED 

PAGE 2 OF 3 

DOWN TO A POLITICAL ONE.  

WHO HAS THE MOST RESOURCES TO PERSUADE CONGRESS? WHO 

HAS THE MOST INFLUENCE WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY? 

f9-M ECISION BASED ON TECHNICAL MERIT, AND IN THE 

BEST INTEREST OF THE NATION AND ITS TAXPAYERS. SW• 

AND IF THAT SHOULD HAPPEN, YOU KNOW THE SAVANNAH RIVER 

SITE IS THE ONLY CHOICE FOR ALL PLUTONIUM RELATED MISSIONS, 

AS WELL AS, MANY OTHERS.  

THERE IS NO SAFER, MORE EFFICIENT, AND KNOWLEDABLE SITE IN 

THE NATION. THERE IS NO SITE THAT ENJOYS THE COMMUNITY 

SUPPORT THAT SRS HAS! 

)F-ISD~I~eNWAS2L~a-A~zGICL-ECSIN-WEWOULDN'T 

ALTH- AND C' 

AUGUS§TITMMETHING ELSE 

PO. SIODES RIDE 6-0. " 

S 
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BARNWELL COUNTY COUNCIL 

. HONORABLE CLYDE T. REED 

PAGE 3 OF 3 

AFTER TODAY THE DECISION IS IN YOUR LAP.  

YOU'VE HEARD FROM THE COMMUNITIES, YOU KNOW THE SITE'S 

CAPABIIITIES.  

LET'S HAVE AN ANNOUNCEMENT! 

NAME ýfaT. 
ADDRESS l.. BX 1238 

BARNWELL S.C. 29812 
PHONE 803-541-0023

SCD39
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BoweNlL SC. 29812 

(Mi)541-13- P * FAX 541-1348 
E-Mati Bannell 4SebamweeSJc,m

September 14, 1998

Ms. Laura Holgate 
Director, Office of Fiesile Materials Disposition 
U. S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear Ms. Holgate: 

The Barnwell School District 45 Board of Trustees unanimously 
adopted a Resolution on August 27, 1998, supporting the location of 
the pit assembly and conversion mission at Savannah River Site. We 
have sent you the Resolution.  

During the 1997-98 school year, approximately 20% of our 
students had a parent or guardian employed at Savannah River Site.  
These parents and guardians are active in numerous efforts which 
benefit our students. They are members of the Scarlet Knights sand 
Booster Club and the Barnwell Warhorse Club, organizations which 
raise thousands of dollars annually for the district's band and 
athletic programs. Many members of the Barnwell Elementary School 
PTO are employees at SRS.  

In addition to being dedicated supporters of their local 
schools in Barnwell District 45, the SRS parents are hard working, 
loyal employees. Over the years, they have continuously met safety 
requirements and demands at the Savannah River facility. Today, 
they stand ready to meet any challenges which come with the 
selection of SRS as the location of any new missions, including the 
vital pit dissassembly and conversation mission.  

Finally, as stated in the enclosed Resolution, the Barnwell 
School District 45 Board of Trustees encourages the Department of 
Energy to select SRS as the facility for the new missions. Hundreds 
of Barowell School District 45 graduates have been outstanding 
employees at SRS for more than four decades. Hopefully, the 
Department of Energy's decision will assure that students presently 
being educated in Barnwell School District 45 will be given an 
opportunity to be a part of the highly skilled work force needed for 
new missions at SRS. Barnwell School District 45 is working hard to 
help prepare the next generation of outstanding SRS employees.  

Sincerely,

MD287-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentors' support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for 
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with 

plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing 
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.  

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS 
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs 

associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, CostAnalysis 
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 

Disposition (DOERMD-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:t/www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following 
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions 
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on 

environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and 
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its 
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

17JmsE. Benson, 
Superintendent 

Encl.

Valenda D. Black, 
SRS Liaison

FULLYACCREDITEDBY SOUT5HEIL'NASSOCIATION.OfCOLLEGES ANDSCHOOLS

MD287

BARNWELL SCHOOL DISTRICT 45 
JAMES E. BENSON ET AL.  
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BARNWELL SCHOOL DISTRICT 45 
A JAMES E. BENSON ET AL.  
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RESOLUMTON 
Board of Trustees 

Barnwefl School District 45 
August27, 1998 

WHEREAS, the Savannah River Site is being considered by the 
Department of Energy as the location for the vital pit 
disassembly and conversion mission, and 

WHEREA, the Department of Energy has previously expressed 

confidence in Savannah River Site by assigning the MDX and 
immobilization missions to the Site; and N' 

WHEREAS, highly skilled work force and experienced 
employees are already in place at Savannah River Site and 
trained to perform duties and responsibilities necessary for the0 
pit disassembly and conversion mission; and 

WHEREAS, selection of Savannah River Site for all parts of 
the plutonium disposition mission, including pit disassembly and 
conversion, can save taxpayers at least 1.6 billion dollars 
because structures and equipment required for the mission 
already exist at Savannah River Site; and 

WHEREAS, Savannah River Site employees have consistently 
met strict safety requirements for over four decades, thus 
establishing a stellar record of safe operations at the Site, 
and 

WHEREAS, location of the pit disassembly and conversion 
mission at Savannah River Site would create hundreds of 
employment opportunities for local citizens, including Barnwell 
High School graduates.  

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that we, the Trustees of Barnwell 
School District 45, do hereby totally and wholeheartedly support 
the location of the pit disassembly and conversion mission at 
Savannah River Site.  

Donald Kitt,HaoardChir .. A * SwannMember 

Sue Slack,* vice-Chait2 - -r , e 

[James McCormack, Cler. J~a E.Benson, Superintendent

MD287
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SCD26-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing 
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.
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MICHAEL BUTLER 
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1V Citizens for 
Nuclear 
Technology 

Awareness 

August 11 ,1998 

ML. Lain Holgate 
Director, Offic of FisUci Mateials Disposition 
US. Deparsmentof nsigy 
1t000 lndsepedenee Ave 
Washington DC 20595 

Dew Ms. Holgav 

Citizens faruNuclear Tcwolog Awareness (CNTA) is an orgarnzation delicated 
to creating gater publi cwase•cess of nuclear technology issues and supporting 
tec vital activities of the Savamna RivmtSite (SRS). Our meenhersip consists of 
current ad former SRS employees asv we as interestLed membes of the 
cormaesitr at lawg.  

Attachied so this letter are questions raised by our genereal eseeandsip atout 
inadequadies of the Draft Suplus Plutonium Disposition iS. hVie 9ydeal with 
a wicd rang ofissues, ourpimary ocm lies with the coesidertion oflocating 
& plutoniun processing cqpability at Pats where no stch eission ca today.

huhd Os ia~c 

a-tm 

i-at

2

SCD24

SCD24-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the proposed 
surplus plutonium disposition facilities 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 DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPDEISROD.  

SCD24-2 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutoniumdisposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement 
existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Phgonhes processing is a highly specialized technelogy with uniqe aell, safety, 
tm al acco• tability sad waste smanament requiremenst-none of which •rein 

place at Pantcx. In addition, if located atPantecx, such poeig places ex•ensive 
dies-up, decotratmination ad d eommsisioaning demands n a site where thos 
expensive obligations don't vtrrently exis These issucs• arenot adequately 
addressed injvuc arrent draft which appeas to mn counter to the condusiona 
reacta in yo r similar 1996 EIS is fr Stockpile Stewardship & M urem eatwhich 
states: 

"Plumnhum would not be Insoducedtiao a site that does not rs•st•yhave a 
plutoniumrnji-sta e because of the h igh cost ofstew plutosiw falllties and 
the complexy afltnaducinggplutonium Into sties without urrtet plutonium 
capabilities. 

Uulllc Peantx, SRS is a site with existing infrastucture and worker saill base to 
me those obligations eftlckoty and effectively. Themes and worms of SRS 
have safely met the reqiueensts of this complex processingg - foremore than 
four decade.

I
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4 MICHAEL BUTLER 
SPAGE 3 OF 14

Citizens for Nuclear Technology Awareness 
Additional Questions the Surplus Plutonium Disposition EIS 

Plnioniu,: Ms A ns/Piutovaium Sites/Plutonium lnfresirucnw¢ 

1. In 1996 DOE decided that Pantex was not suitable for a plutonium mission because 
"plutonium would not be introduced into a site that does not cu'rently have a 
plutonium infrastructure because oftle high cost of new plutonium facilities and the 
complexity of" inatoducing -pltonim-oparations into sites without current 
capabilities." (Stockpile Stewardship EIS). What has changed? Why is DOE 
considering abandoning this policy? 

2. DOE explains that its preference for immobilization at SRS "complements existing 
missions and takes advantage of exLsting infiastrueture and staff expertise." (PageS
9). In the June 23,1998 MOX annoonoemeat, DOE said its preference for MOX at 
SRS was because this mission "complements existing missions and takes advantage 
of existing infrustructure and staff'expertise," and that Pantex "does not offer a 

comparable infrastructnre including waste management." What is different about the 
plutonium processing required for the pit disassembly and conversion mission that 
makes Pantex equally prefrred? What existing missions at Pantex are 
complementary? What existing infrastructure and staff cxpertise can be applied to pit 

disassembly and conversion? The Cost Report identifies significant inadequacies in 
the Pantex infrastrcture.  

3. DOE is certainly very responsive to some of the public. "During the scoping process.  
the comment was made that Pantex should be considered for the pit conversion 
facility," and three options were added. 'The £IS claims such comments were 
screened against dthe criteria, one of which was infrastructure cost. Please explain 
how Pantix, with no plutonium infrastracture, could pass this screen. Please provide 
evidence of a "public" demand to make Pantex a new plutonium processing site.  

Pit Storage. Transporltaion. and Sefetv 

4. In the 1997 PUS Record of Decision, DOE said that it would store surplus pits 
awaiting disposition in upgraded facilities at Zone 12 at Pantex by 2004. What is the 
status of that program? Will it be completed on schedule? Since all the surplus pits 
will have to be packaged and shipped from their current temporary storage in Zone 4 
to these upgraded facilities in Zone 12, than moved back again to a pit disassembly 
facility located in Zone 4, wouldn't there be less cost and exposure to move them 
once directly to SRS?

3

56

S0D24

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile 
Stewardship andManagement(SSMPEIS) (DOEIBS-0236, September 1996) 

states that the pit fabrication mission would not be introduced into a site that 

does not have an existing plutonium infrastructure because of the high cost 

of new plutonium facilities and the complexity of introducing plutonium 

operations into sites without current plutonium capabilities. The SSM PEIS 

states further that an important element of the site selection strategy is to 

maximize the use of existing infrastructure and facilities as the nuclear weapons 

complex becomes smaller and more efficient in the 21 st century; thus, no new 

facilities were to be built to accommodate stockpile management missions.  

Accordingly, DOE considered as reasonable only those sites with existing 

infrastructure capable of supporting a pit fabrication mission. Although 

Pantex has the infrastructure to carry out its current weapons assembly and 

disassembly mission and nonintrusive pit reuse program, it was not 

considered a viable alternative for the pit fabrication mission because it did 

not possess sufficient capability and infrastructure to meet the SSM PEIS 

siting assumption stated above. Among the operations that were considered 

in developing siting alternatives for pit fabrication in the SSM PEIS were 

plutonium foundry and mechanical processes, including casting, shaping, 

machining, and bonding; a plutonium-processing capability for extracting 

and purifying plutonium to a reusable form either from pits or residues; and 

assembly operations involving seal welding and postassembly processing.  

When comparing the site selection strategy forpit disassembly and conversion 

with that used for the pitfabrication mission, the siting criteria in the SSM PBIS 

have little or no bearing on siting criteria used in this SPD EBS. Pit disassembly 

and conversion do not require the foundry and mechanical processes 

discussed in the SSM PEIS and can be accomplished in a stand-alone facility.  

Also, the SSM PEIS siting assumptions include a requirement to use existing 

facilities, whereas, the pit conversion facility would be a new structure no 

matter where it is located.

SCD24-3 DOE Policy
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SCD24-4 Alternatives 

The initial preference for Pantex and SRS as sites for the pit conversion 

facility was based on a determination by DOE that the differences in 

environmental impacts were modest, and thus did not warrant the preference 

of one site over the other. Existing infrastructure that supported placement 

of the pit conversion facility at Pantex included security, staff expertise, and 

the presence of the pits that need to be dismantled. Costs for all required 

infrastructure were estimated, and even with the additional waste management 

infrastructure support needed at Pantex, the cost differences were not 

considered significant.  

As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversion 

facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, 

and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions and takes 

advantage of existing infrastructure.  

SCD24-5 Alternatives 

Pantex was identified as a candidate site for both the pit conversion and 

MOX facilities in the NOI. The alternatives that were added after the scoping 

process to include Pantex as a candidate site forpit conversion were associated 

with the immobilization-only options; Pantex had already been identified as a 

candidate site for the pit conversion facility for a number of the hybrid 

alternatives. As discussed in Section 2.3.1, these options were added after 

DOE confirmed that they met all the screening criteria.  

SCD24-6 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the storage of 1 

plutoniumpits 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. DOEhas 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 andAssociated Storage ofNuclear 2N 

U' Weapon Components-AL-R8 Sealed Insert Container (August 1998). This 
-43
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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 exposure estimates attributable to the decisions to repackage pits in F 

AL-R8 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 ofNuclear Weapon Components (DOEEIS-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 determined; e.g., 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.
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5. Locating pit disassembly and conveasion at Pantex could be viewed from a safety 
perspective in the following way: 
" DOE is proposing to convert sCaled plutonium metallic components into a large 

quantity of dispersible plutonium oxide, then store it directly in the flight path of 
the Amarillo airport in a facility near bunkers of high explosives and nuclear 
warheads.  

"* Then DOE must ship a dispersible form of plutonium in quantities far larger than 
has ever been shipped before.  

Please explain the logic of this proposal from a safety perspective.  

& The EIS transportadon data show a significant transportation safety advanrage and 
essentially no more total shipping by co-locating all three disposition programs at 
SRS. Since the only explanation given for adding Pantex to the program as a 
processing site was becaue the pits were there and that might mean a transpornation 
advantage for this option, isn't there now reason to eliminate Pantex, especially since 
it has no history of plutonium work? 

7. DOE's Enviroa ental Management Division has stated that they expect to save over 
a billion dollars by accelerating shipment of con-pit plutonium from Hanford and 
Rocky Flats to SRS for disposition. Ifhit is cost effective for EM to expedite the 
movement of that plutonium, tt=n isn't it cost effective for DOE to accelerate the 
shipments of pits from Pantex? Particularly considering the major upgrades required 
at Pantex for safe storage ifthe pits are not promptly moved.  

EMI luade'uacies

7

a. Appendix N. Plutonium Polishing, shows that an aqueous process can purify 
plutonium and produce plutonium oxide with very littlr waste. Since dissolving 
plutonium metal is easier than dissolving plutonium oxide, it stands to reason that 10 
direc dissolving of pits is a reasonable alternative. Where is the alternative of 
dissolving pits compared and assessed versus the proposed dry process ofpit 
conversion? 

9. T7e Nuclear Weapons and Material Monitor eported that ther was an Appendix I I 
which evaluated an aqueous alternative for pit conversion and concluded t it could 11 

be done faster and used proven technology. Whre is this alternative in the draft? 

10. Please provide supporting dam for the claim that the proposed dry process for pit 

conversion produces fewer waste. This is truly puzzling. There is no data in the EIS 12 
to support this claim.  

11. A recent amendment to the MOX RIP says DOE will pay the delay cost associated 
with failure to deliver acceptable PuO2jon schedule. Was this requested by the 13 
potential vendors because of DOE's plan to use ARIES - produced oxide, and their 
concern as to its acceptability? 

SCD24

4•

SCD24-7 Human Health Risk 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern about the safety of locating 

and operating a pit conversion facility at Pantex.  

In response to public concerns, a number of actions (see Appendix K.1.5.1) 

have been taken to reduce the risk of an aircraft crash at Pantex. The frequency 

of a crash into a pit conversion facility vault containing plutonium powder 

(plutonium dioxide) is less than 1 in 10 million per year. According to 
conservative calculations (see Table K-12), this "beyond-extremely-unlikely" 
accident (estimated frequency. lower than 1 in 1 million per year) would induce 
4.5 LCFs in the population within 80Ikm (50 mi) of the site.  

The impacts of explosives and the associated release of plutonium powder 

into the environment have also been evaluated (Appendix K.1.5.2.1). An 

explosion would be "unlikely" (estimated frequency: 1 in 10,000 to 

1 in 100 per year). Conservative calculations (see Table K-12) indicate that 
this accident would induce only 0.00011 LCF in the population within 80 km 

(50 mi) of the site. The inadvertent detonation of a nuclear warhead is not 
considered credible.  

Impacts associated with transporting plutonium dioxide fromPantex to offsite 
facilities are addressed in this SPD ETS; an estimate of the maximum potential 

impacts of such a shipment is included in Appendix L.6.3. According to 

conservative calculations, a transportation accident in an urban area would 
produce 27 LCFs within a radius of 80 km (50 mi) of the accident location.  

However, given the extremely low frequency of the accident (much lower 
than 1 in 10 million per year), the actual risk of a fatal cancer is extremely low.  
A transportation accident in a rural area, the scenario discussed in 

Section 4.6.2.6, has a frequency of 1 in 10 million per year and a predicted 
impact of less than 0.1 LCF. The net result is an extremely low risk of a fatal 

cancer among the population within 80Ikm (50 mi) of the accident 

In summary, conservative evaluations indicate no significant safety concerns 
to the public from locating the pit conversion facility at Pantex.

P4, 
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SCD24-8 Transportation 

The selection of sites for potential surplus plutonium disposition facilities 

was based on a number of factors. The location of the surplus pits at Pantex 

was not the only reason for making it a reasonable alternative for siting the 

proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. As indicated in Section 2.18, • 

no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents orLCFs from radiological 

exposures or vehicle emissions are expected. Table L-6 shows the 

transportation risks for all alternatives. Analyses of transportation risks are 

just one of the factors considered in the decisionmaking regarding 

facility siting.  

SCD24-9 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD 

The potential cost saving that could result from the early movement ofnonpit 

surplus plutonium from RFETS and Hanford is based on the termination of 

storage operations and the required security at those sites. The same situation 
does not apply to Pantex, which will continue its storage mission and 

associated security. Further, major upgrades of storage facilities at Pantex are 

not required, but DOE is considering some upgrades (e.g., air conditioning, 
catwalks, standby power) to address plutonium storage requirements.  
Although SRS is preferred for the proposed surplus plutonium disposition 
facilities, a decision has not been made. DOE will announce its decisions 
regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.  

SCD24-10 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

DOE analyzed the full range of reasonable alternatives for the disassembly 
and conversion of the plutonium in pits into a form suitable for disposition 

using either immobilization or MOX fuel. There are two basic technologies 

available for the conversion of pit plutonium into plutonium dioxide: wet 

(aqueous) and dry processing. DOE determined that aqueous processing, a 

proven technology, was not a reasonable alternative for pit conversion 

because current aqueous processes using existing facilities would produce 
significant amounts of waste, and aqueous processing would complicate 
international safeguard regimes. Dry processing was analyzed in the Storage 

and Disposition PEIS and this SPD EIS. DOE is currently demonstrating the
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dry plutonium conversion process as an integrated system at LANL. This 

activity is described in the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration 

EA (DOE/EA-1207, August 1998), which is available on the MD) Web site at 

http://www.doe-md.com. There is no alternative in the SPD EIS that evaluates 

dissolving pits.  

DOE is not including the plutonium-polishing process (a small-scale aqueous 

process) as part of the pit conversion facility; that process would be part of 

the MOX facility. DOE would use only dry processes in the pit conversion 

facility. For this reason, the thermal process for removing gallium may not be 

needed in the pit conversion facility (see revised Section 2.4.1.2). Plutonium 

dioxide is the starting form for the disposition of surplus plutonium for either 

the immobilization orMOX fuel approach.  

On the basis of public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the 

analysis performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has included 

plutonium polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate 

impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide. Appendix N was deleted from 

the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed therein were added to the 

impacts sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume I.  

Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impacts associated with 

plutonium polishing.  

SCD24-11 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

This comment is addressed in response SCD24-10.  

SCD24-12 Waste Management 

The Storage and Disposition PEIS evaluated an aqueous plutonium 

conversion process similar to that used in the SRS canyons. A plutonium 

conversion process is needed to convert plutonium metal to an oxide for use 

in either the immobilization orMOX facility. Compared with the dry conversion 

processes evaluated in this SPD EIS for use in the pit conversion and 

immobilization facilities, the aqueous conversion process evaluated in the 

PEIS would generate significantly more radioactive waste as shown in the 

following table.
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SPD EIS 

Type of Waste PEIS 

(m11yr) Plutonium Conversion Pit Conversion Immobilization 

LLW 1,799 60 81 

MixedLLW 191 1 

TRU 472 18 95

MOXRFPSCD24-13

The failure or delay of DOE to deliver plutonium dioxide to the contractor 
according to schedule would require the contractor to supply its mission 
reactors with replacement LEU fuel at increased costs. This amendment to 
the RFP is for the protection of the contractor, regardless of the source of the 
delay in providing the plutonium dioxide.

It
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12- If you used an aqueous process to make pure plutonium oxide, there would be a big 
savings in the cost and environmental impact ofboth the MOX and immobilization 
plants. The plants could be smaller, less automated, and much less R&D would be 
required. Did your decision to only consider a dry process consider the downstream 
impact of your conversion process decision? Please provide the details of your 
evaluation of the differences in the downstream facilities.  

13. A pit disassembly and conversion plant at Pantex will have to high-fire the plutonium 
oxide to comply with DOE Standard 3003 for shipment and storage. Isthehigh-fired 
oxide usable for either MOX or immobilization without extensive pretreatment? If 
aqueous polishing is required, the Oak Ridge report says the feed cannot be high
fied. How will you polish plutonium oxide treated to the 3013 Standard? 

14. There is no analysis of the savings possible by using existing facilities at SRS for 
converting plutonium to the oxide form for MOX or immobilization. Since the SRS 
facilities are already operating and have most of the capabilities needed for this 
activity, wouldn't there be a big savings of time, investment, and future cltanup? 

Pror.rammafic Ourstions and Issues 

15. Appendix N, Plutonium Polishing, is presented as a"contingency." What is the legal 
status of a "contingency" or an Appendix? Generally aNEPA issuebhas to be 
presented as part of the proposed action, available for public review and comment, to 
beea legal basis fora decision.  

16. The MOX Request for Proposal (RFP) has been revised four times since its original 
issue a little more than two months ago in May. MOX feed is now described as being 
produced by a "dry process" rather than the original bydride'dehydride process,.  
What is the significance of this change? What process is described in the EIS? Will 
the EIS be revised to incorporate the evolving process proposed for MOX? 

17. The ten year MOX disposition program is inconsistent with schedules, capacities and 
reactor cycles. The elapsed time is more likely the 20-25 years described by many.  
The EIS uses a ten year basis for estimating exposure. This represents a best-not 
worst-boundary case. Do you plan to revise the EIS to reflect more realistic 
schedules? 

Wafste and Waste Manaaemeat 

1g. How much waste would be produced by using the existing facilities at SRS to convert 
plutonium to plutonium oxide? Would this amount significantly impact the waste 
DOE already has to handle at SRS? If all of the 50 metric tons of surplus plutoniusn 
were aqueonsly processed at SRS, fewer than 20 additional glass togs would be 
produced by DWPF out of an approximate total of 5200 and would represent less than 
one month out of25 years of operation of DWPF.

14 
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20
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SCD24-14 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

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

contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs 

associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, CostAnalysis 

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 

Disposition (DOEIMD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost 

estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as 

the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle 

Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, 

November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated 

with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at 

http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following 

locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. This new 

report includes the cost associated with plutoniumpolishing in the estimates 
for the MOX facility.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response SCD24-10.  

SCD24-15 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

It is not certain that plutonium dioxide would have to be high-temperature 

fired prior to shipment and storage to meet the DOE 3013 standard, Criteria 

for Preparing and Packaging Plutonium Metals and Oxides for Long-Term 

Storage. High-temperature-fired dioxide can be used for either the 

immobilization or MOX approach; it just does not dissolve as readily as 

material that has not been subjected to the higher temperatures. The report 

to which the commentor may be referring, Final Data Report Response to 

the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Statement 

Data Call for Generic Site Add-On Facility for Plutonium Polishing 

(ORNIJTM-13669, June 1998) indicates that it is better not to subject the 

plutonium dioxide to the higher-temperature processing, but does not indicate 

that plutonium dioxide processed at higher temperatures is unacceptable as 

feed for either immobilization or MOX fuel fabrication.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response SCD24-10.

C' 

Pt



S CITIZENS FOR NUCLEAR TECHNOLOGY AWARENESS 
L MICHAEL BUTLER 

PAGE 11 OF14 
SCD24-16 Cost 

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment has 

been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. The CostAnalysis 

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 

Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and the Plutonium Disposition 

Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document 

(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cyclecost 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.  

SCD24-17 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

CEQ regulations for NEPA in 40 CFR 1502.18 state that an appendix shall: 

(a) consist of material prepared in connection with an EIS (as distinct from 

material which is not so prepared and which is incorporated by reference); 

(b) normally consist of material which substantiates any analysis fundamental 
to the EIS; (c) normally be analytic and relevant to the decision to be made; 

and (d) be circulated with the EIS or be readily available on request. In 

accordance with CEQ regulations, lengthy technical discussions of modeling 

methodology, baseline studies, or other work are best reserved for an appendix.  

In other words, if technically trained individuals are the only ones likely to 

understand a particular discussion, then that discussion should be included 

as an appendix, and a plain language summary of the analysis and conclusions 

of that technical discussion should be included in the text of the EIS.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response SCD24-10.  

SCD24-18 Pit Disassembly and Conversion 

The HYDOX (dry) process described for the pit conversion facility in 

Section 2.4.1.2 is a process for converting plutonium metal with certain 

impurities to aplutoniumdioxide with a minimumof impurities. In theHYDOX 

process, the pit hemishells (i.e., nonpit plutonium metal) would be placed 

into the HYDOX module, where the metal would be exposed to and react with 

hydrogen, then nitrogen, and finally oxygen at controlled temperatures and 

pressures to produce plutonium dioxide. This is one variation of the basic 

hydride-dehydride process; another would produce a metal rather than an
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oxide. The process described in this SPD EIS is not only representative of 

the proposed process, but is bounding for potential impacts, including 

accidents. However, a pit disassembly and conversion demonstration aimed 
at optimizing process operations for the pit conversion facility is under way 

at LANL. Should evidence from that demonstration or other research 
invalidate the analyses reflected in this EIS, additional NEPA documentation 
would be prepared.  

SCD24-19 MOXApproach 

DOE's MOX RFP specified a timetable including first insertion of production, 

not test, fuel no later than the end of calendar year 2007, and a date of last 

insertion no later than 2019. This timetable was acceptable to DCS, the team 

that was selected for this effort.  

The analyses in this SPD EIS reflect a 10-year schedule of operations for the 

proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. Section 4.30.2 includes a 
discussion of incremental impacts of variations in that schedule. As explained 
in that section, certain impacts (e.g., exposure) would occur only or primarily 
during processing, and the total impacts would not change even if the 

processing schedule were extended or shortened. For example, if the operating 
period of the MOX facility were extended by 1 year, the total dose and LCFs 

for the worker and the public would remain essentially unchanged, though 
the annual dose would be expected to decrease. If the facility were not 

operating, or operating at a lower throughput, the dose rate would be lower.  
Then the only contributors would be small amounts of internal equipment 
contamination and material in highly shielded storage, and presumably fewer 
workers would be at the facility. Total impacts from these internal sources, 
however, would depend on the period of operations; lengthening operations 

for 1 year would mean continued impacts at the levels described in Chapter 4 

of Volume I for 1 year longer.  

To support the MOX approach, the proposed reactors would use MOX fuel 
for up to 3 years after it is placed in the reactor core. Therefore, the reactors 
could operate with MOX fuel for 3 to 5 years after the MOX facility has 

ceased operating because that facility includes space for storage of up to 

La 2 years' worth of fresh fuel assemblies.
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SCD24-20 Waste Management 

Use of F-Canyon at SRS to convert plutonium for use in either the 
immobilization or MOX facility would require reconfiguring the canyon and 
keeping it in operation for another 10 years or more. DOE has already made 
a commitment to the public, the U.S. Congress, and DNFSB to shut the 

canyon down. DOE presented the SRS Chemical Separation Facilities 

Multi-Year Plan to Congress in 1997. This plan provides the DOE strategy 
for the expeditious stabilization of SRS nuclear materials in accordance with 

DNFSB Recommendation 94-1, and provides for the early stabilization of 
certain limited quantities of plutonium materials from RFETS. Once this 

stabilization effort was complete, the canyon would be shut down and D&D 
activities would begin. In addition, this process would make the surplus 
material considerably more weapons-usable, and as such would not fulfill the 
purpose and need of the proposed action.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response SCD24-12.
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19. DOE plans to entomb six million cubic feet of TRU waste at WIPP. The pit 
disassembly and conversion facility will produce less than .1% ofths quantity 
regardless of whether a dry or aqueous process is used. Therefore whether one pit 
conversion process produces slightly more or less TRU waste than another is 
irrelevant. The appropriate criteria are: 
"* Cost, schedule, technical confidence 
"* Impacts on downstream processing 
"* Potential for using existing facilities 
Where is the comparison of the two process options against these criteria? 

EIS Dta Inconshsencies 

20. Why is the radiation exposure to construction workers at Pantex reported as zero 
when section 3.4..1.. reports that annual doses of 100 mrem above background are 
measured in zone 4, the site of the proposed facilities? 

2 1. Why is the annual TRU waste volume for pit disassembly and conversion, a very 
large facility handling 33 meric tons of phltonium oxide, much less than the TRU 
waste from the rsuch smaller MOX and immobilization facilities which handle equal 
or less plutonium?

21

22 

23

SCD24-21 Waste Management 

An aqueous process for conversion of plutonium would need to be placed in 

a new facility. Existing canyon facilities are not configured for a plutonium 
disposition mission and are either shut down or planned for shutdown 
and D&D.  

DOE is committed to waste minimization and pollution prevention throughout 

the complex.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response SCD24-10.  

SCD24-22 Human Health Risk 

As stated in Section 3.4.4.1.2, the 100-mrem dose is the dose measured at an 

offsite control location. It is the dose strictly associated with the natural 
background levels of the area; no part of the dose is attributable to 
above-background sources. Therefore, there is no discrepancy in the 

assertion of a zero dose (i.e., the dose level above background) for Pantex 
construction workers. A statement was added to applicable Chapter 3 

(Volume I) sections to further clarify this issue.

SCD24-23 Waste Management

The pit conversion facility would convert relatively clean plutonium metal 
pits to clean plutonium dioxide. In contrast, both the immobilization and 

MOX facilities mix the plutonium with other materials, increasing the material 

flow through the facility by afactorof l1to 20. Additionally, the immobilization 
facility would handle plutonium in various forms, including fuel rods and 

plates, impure oxides, and impure metals and alloys. Each form ofplutonium 
requires different processing techniques; some would require significantly 
more handling than pits require in the pit conversion facility and therefore 
would generate more TRU waste. Likewise, many steps are needed to fabricate 
the clean plutonium dioxide into fuel assemblies in the MOX facility. Because 
the immobilization and MOX approaches are more complicated and process 
a considerably larger total material throughput, it is estimated that more TRU 

waste would be produced by the immobilization and MOX facilities than the 
pit conversion facility.
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Citizens for 

Nuclear 
Technology 
Awareness

August:11, 1998 

Ms. LauraHolgate 
Director, Office of Faile Materials Disposition 
U.S. Department of lnerWi 
1000 Indepedenc Ave 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear Ma. Holgais: 

Citizens for Nuclear Techaology Awareness (CNTA) is an organization 
dedicated to creating greater public awarenesa ofauclear technology 
issues and supporting the vital activities of the Savannah River Sire.  

Eadlier this year a committee of our members with an eatensive back
ground in• -I-er science, project management and plutonium processing 
conducted a geneal analysis of the 1fie-cycle cost of locating all three 
Plutonium dispositionfecilities attthe Savannah River Site (SRS).  
That analysis, using the best infoeration available at the atse, determined 
that as much as $1.6 billion could be saved by co-locating all three 
tilities with other plutoaium-reiated operations and inrastructure 
at SitS.  

Our analysis was never intended to be precise. It was, howevem, intended 

to show the magnitude of the cost savings SRS offers. For that reason 
we were puzzled by the cost report accompanying the draft E[S for 
Surphls Plutonium Disposition.s1t Hats the cost diffircoce between 
locating the pit dlsassenbly and conversion operations at Pantex vs 
SRS to be only abouts 60 milion ($920 million at SRS vs $980 ouillion 
at Pantex). While your report acknowledges that those estimates could 
vary as much as 40 percent- potentially maklsng the SRS option $715 
nillion less expentive than doing it at Passex -it also could be 
misconstsred to set the Pantex costs well below those at SRS, something 
we find incredible.  

A detailed review of your report by our eaperts found that it 
i*nored asmutber ofsignificant project cost factors, including:

SCDO1

SCD01-1 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 (DOEIMD-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.t5dC MDg 
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"* th potmes synergy and econonies of scale gained by locating all three 
programs at SRS. Co-locating the plutonium disassembly plant with 
these facilities and other related operations would surely offer significant 
cost advantages by way ofrshared facilities and personnel 

"* the extremely high programmatic coat and schedule impact ofcreating.  
operating and eventually deconmnmisiornia complete plutonium 
processing infrsaructure at Pastf where no such infiatructure exists 
today. Significan plutonium-related support capabilities (RadCon 
programs, waste aanagement, analytical labs, experienced processing 
workers nuclear material accoustability programs, etc.) would have to 
be bilt from scratcha t Pantex. That expensive basic inflaaqtncture already 
mcists at SRS.  

Each of those importsant cost factors was included in our analysi.  
Attached to this letter are a maber of specif related issues our epners 
idemified. We believed that these inadequacies need to be addressed before 
a final decision is made that may not be in the best interest of the tax payers 
and our nation's n nrohtifration effosts.  

We look forward to your consideration of these concesmw and anticipate 
that your decision on site preference for the vital pit disassembly and 
conversion mission reflects the obvious: SRS is the logical choice for 

this important program.  

E.enshve Director

1

SCDO1

SCDO1-2 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for 
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with 
plutonium processing, and has the pit conversion facility complements 
existing missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions 
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on 
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and 
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its 
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium 
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD01-3 Cost Report 

This comment is addressed in response SCD01-1.  

Citizens for Nuclear Technology Awareness 
Questions Concerning Cost Report Inadequacies 

Associated with the Surplus Plutonium Disposition EIS 

1.The Cost Report (page 1-10) says DOE's-estimate for the immobilization facility was 
determined on a square foot basis based on experience with similar projects. What 
were those similar projects? Most of the large comparable nuclear facilities built in 
this country in the last 15 years have been built at SRS (e.g., DWPF, NSR, HB-Linc, 
RTF). All of them were significantly more per square foot than it appears you are 
using in the cost report ($450M? 108,000 sq. ft. = $4200).  

2. Both the MOX and Immobilization facilities are estimated at about $4200/sq. ft.  
Why is the cost per square foot of the pit disassembly and conversion facility so much 
less, about $2900 per sqa ft. of hardened space? ($440Mk-150,000 sq. ft. - $2900).  

3. In the Cost Report (Table ES-2) a number ofinfriastructre deficiencies at Pantcx are 
identified. How much did you incorporate into the cost study ion 

* Creating strategic nuclear material processing capability at Pantex? 
* Creating radioactive waste management capability at Pantex? 
* Consirpeting a source calibration facility at Pantex? (The new soiree calibration 

facility at SRS cost S35M) 
* Constructing a plutonium analytical lab at Pantex? 

These infirastructre improvements would coat hundreds of millions of dollars to 
construct and opersat The report did not consider the substantial cost to clean up 
and remove them at the end of the mission. These costs must be considered for a 
valid cost analysis.  

4. The construction of a MOX plantis reported at $510M for both Pantic and SRS, yet 
the Pantex plant is bigger in the EIS. In addition, the Cost Report identifies the major 
deficiencies in the infrastructure at Pantex which would have to be added to support a 
MOX operation. How do you explain this? 

5. The storage of pits at Pantsx is inadequate. The GAO issued a report in April saying 
worker's health and safety have been placed at risk. The Defense Board says that 
DOE's efforts to improve storage "appear confused" and lack technical basis. Since 
the plutonium will have to come to SRS for MOX or immobilization anyway, doesn't 
it make sense to pack and ship as soon as possible and avoid a large cost to upgrade 
pit storage. Pit disassembly and Conversion at Panics means surplus pits will remain 
in inadequate storage for nearly 20 more years. How much is in the Cost Report to 
improve:pit storage at Pantex? SRS already has NEPA coverage to transport and 
store up to 20,000 pits in P-Reactor. (Pantex ES)

SCDo1
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6. Why does a MOX plant (120,000 sq. ft.) require about 509 more construction 
manpower than the pit disassembly and conversion facility (-150,000 sq. ft.)? 

7. The Cost Report says it "does not incorporate possible synergies between co-locating 
disposition facilities at one site" (page 3.3). What would be the savings if all three 
missions are located at SRS? 

8. Safeguards and Material Control & Accountability requirements are significantly 
different and more complex for handling plutonium in bulk forms rather than the 
piece counts employed at Pantex. Where have you evaluated the cost and schedule 
impacts of major safeguards and MC&A upgrades at Pantex? 

9. Where is the cost of facilities required for on-site TRU management and storage for 
MOX and PDCF facilities at Pantex? Did the assumptions include anything more 
complex than "pass-through" to WIPP? Have you included the cost of reworking the 

WIPP EIS to allow shipments from Pintek? Pantex currently cannot ship TRU waste 
to WIPP, and the HIS saysthat shipments to WIPP cannot begin until 2016.  

10. You have penalized sites other than Pantex with an $80 million dollar charge for 

packaging and shipping pits to a pit disassembly facility elsewhere (page 3-4). How 
much did you penalize a facility at Pantex for the higher cost of shipping plutonium 

oxide to SRS? Plutonium oxide requires more shipments, requires more extensive 
packaging and uses higher cost shipping and storage containers than shipping pits.

SCDO1
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 
SRS is preferred for all three proposed facilities because the site has extensive 
experience with plutoniumprocessing, and these facilities complement existing 
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile 
Stewardship and Management (SSM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236, September 1996) 
states that the pit fabrication mission would not be introduced into a site that 
does not have an existing plutonium infrastructure because of the high cost 
of new plutonium facilities and the complexity of introducing plutonium 
operations into sites without current plutonium capabilities. The SSM PEIS 
states further that an important element of the site selection strategy is to 
maximize the use of existing ifastructure and facilities as the nuclear weapons 
complex becomes smaller and more efficient in the 21st centuary; thus, no new 
facilities were to be built to accommodate stockpile management missions.  
Accordingly, DOE considered as reasonable only those sites with existing 
infrastructure capable of supporting a pit fabrication mission. Although 
Pantex has the infrastructure to carry out its current weapons assembly and 
disassembly mission and nonintrusive pit reuse program, it was not 
considered a viable alternative for the pit fabrication mission because it did 
not possess sufficient capability and infrastructure to meet the SSM PEIS 
siting assumption stated above. Among the operations that were considered 
in developing siting alternatives for pit fabrication in the SSM PEIS were 
plutonium foundry and mechanical processes, including casting, shaping, 
machining, and bonding; a plutonium-processing capability for extracting 
and purifying plutonium to a reusable form either from pits or residues; and 
assembly operations involving seal welding and postassembly processing.  

When comparing the site selection strategy forpit disassembly and conversion 
with that used for the pit fabrication mission, the siting criteria in the SSM PETS 
has little orno bearing on siting criteria used in this SPD EIS. Pit disassembly 
and conversion do not require the foundry and mechanical processes 
discussed in the SSM PEIS and can be accomplished in a stand-alone facility.  
Also, the SSM PEIS siting assumptions include a requirement to use existing

SCD78-1 Alternatives
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facilities, whereas, the pit conversion facility would be a new structure no 
matter where it is located.  

As discussed in Section 1.6, factors used in site selection for the preferred 
alternative included site infrastructure, mission, and staff expertise. Although 
Pantex may not currently have the extensive plutonium processing 
infrastructure already present at SRS, analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume I 
indicate that impacts of construction and normal operation of the proposed 
surplus plutonium disposition facilities on infrastructure, health, safety, and 
the environment at Pantex would likely be minor (e.g., see Sections 4.6 
and 4263).  

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

S Seplemober3,1999 

i Ms- Laura -Iolgato 
sar,., Office ofFissile,.-Materials Dispotition 
.b,,co, U.S. Department of hnaegy 
.0-, i I000 Independence Avenue 

SWashingtom D.C. 20595 

Dear MS. Holgape 

7dM.,~.A 1.4 We are unable to wuderstand DOE's recent decision that the Savannah River Site 
and the Pastes site are "equally preferred" for sitng the pit disassembly and 

0, P-tFt. c conversion mission

-, In 1996 the Dipartmnt ofEnrgy announced. in the Stockpile Stewardship and 

ak•ss. •uManagemaent UMS. that "plutonium would not be introduced into a she that does 
not currently have a plutoniurm infarasrrucare because of the high cost and 

.4O 6 coamplexity of i:ntrodareng plutoniums operations aute sites without current 
.. d-..capabiltie.' 

The 1996 position was established daring consideration ofPante- (and other 

sites) aq potential locations for a pit rinaratfacnurlng mission. Panta sswas 
- dtsqualified ftomceosideration on thehbasis ofthis 1996 position Weshave been 

.F- told that pit ma.ufacticg and pit rtsasssembly and conversion. have similarities: 
6t N-F- both processes are 'dry" mad involve handling ofthe plutonaum and associated pit 

dc- parts. Compared to pit maoufactnarig,. the Disposition Program fuinctlon oftpir 
Srn wl disassembly and eonverdon ievolves a much large quantity ofphlitonim and 

produstee pluto:taus rs<ide rather thanr rte• i easier w masag mrretlle fobas.  

zs, u,•,• • IfMit is too erpensive anl comples to introduce pit asanaafaeturilns i•to Pantex.  
then stuOy it mum follow that it is considetably less deirahle to intraoduco pit 
disassembly and convernoir 

Ra iB. 291• 

At the public meefin sin Nerth Augusta on August 13, your staffwas uanabilto 

F- 80179 021 explaii' why DOE is snw cinsidering Partcx. We would very much like to knes 
the fbollosnina

MD245

I MD245-1 Alternatives 

DOE believes that the siting alternatives and analyses included in this SPD EIS 
are not inconsistent with the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement for Stockpile Stewardship and Management (SSM PEIS) 
(DO_/EIS-0236, September 1996). The SSM PEIS states that the pitfabrication 
mission would not be introduced into a site that does not have an existing 
plutonium infrastructure because of the high cost of new plutonium facilities 
and the complexity of introducing plutonium operations into sites without 
currentplutonium capabilities. The SSM PEIS states further that an important 
element of the site selection strategy is to maximize the use of existing 
infrastructure and facilities as the nuclear weapons complex becomes smaller 
and more efficient in the 21st century; thus, no new facilities were to be built 
to accommodate stockpile management missions. Accordingly, DOE 
considered as reasonable only those sites with existing infrastructure capable 
of supporting apitfabrication mission. Although Pantex has the infrastructure 
to carry out its current weapons assembly and disassembly mission and a 
nonintrusive pit reuse program, it was not considered a viable alternative for 
the pit fabrication mission because it did not possess sufficient capability 
and infrastructure to meet the SSM PEIS siting assumption stated above.  
Among the operations that were considered in developing siting alternatives 
for pit fabrication in the SSM PEIS were plutonium foundry and mechanical 
processes, including casting, shaping, machining, and bonding; a plutonium
processing capability for extracting and purifying plutonium to a reusable 
form either from pits or residues; and assembly operations involving seal 
welding and postassembly processing.  

When comparing the site selection strategy for pitdisassembly and conversion 
with that used for the pit fabrication mission, the siting criteria in the SSM PEIS 
have little or no bearing on siting criteria use in this SPD EIS. Pit disassembly 
and conversion do not require the foundry and mechanical processes 
discussed in the SSM PEIS and can be accomplished in a stand-alone facility.  
Also, the SSM PEIS siting assumptions include a requirement to use existing 
facilities, whereas, the pit conversion facility would be a new structure no 
matter where it is located. This SPD EIS analyzes the environmental impacts

I 1
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Why was this position changed? 
Who in DOE approved this change? 
What new infmmadon etiats to warrant this change? 
Ifaqueous proce.in is required, would Pante- be dropped from 
eondderalioo?

CNIA is a non-profit, grassroots organiation that includes many of this 
countrys experts in large scale plutonium processing. Wc ameprepared to assist 
the Depserlt in ensuring the succesa of the fissile mateeial disposltioa 
progrun. Rut with DOE engaged in a multi-deaad program to downsize, 
conasolidaze, and renmediatce nxiing plutoniumsites wean st utic to understand 
why DOE would propose urating a new plutornium site. hlie wisdom of 
estahsing the DOE position in 1996 was obviaus to us tham, and remains 
today.  

Sincerely.  

William C. Reteag 
Vice Chairman 

CC, Sea. Strom Thnurmond 
Sen, Fritz Hollings 
Congressman Lindsy Graham 
Htonorable Bill Richardson 
Greg Rudy 
David Nutton
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of construction and operation of these facilities at the four candidate sites, 
including the impact on infrastructure.  

Appendix N of the SPD Draft EIS analyzed the plutonium-polishing process 

(by which impurities could be removed from the plutonium feed for MOX fuel 

fabrication) as part of either the pit conversion or MOX facility. However, on 
the basis ofpublic comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis 
performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has included plutonium 
polishing as a component of the MOX facility. Therefore, the polishing 

process is not a consideration in siting the pit conversion facility. The 
alternatives that include siting the MOX facility with plutonium polishing at 
Pantex are reasonable and are therefore included in the SPD Final EIS.  
Appendix N was deleted from the SPD Final UIS, 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.  

As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversion 
facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, 

and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions and takes 
advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 

disposition program 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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Author: HOtR1 CANTRR at. d-f0] 
Date: 9M1it1998 7:52 AM 
Priority: Normal 
TO: DAVID NULTON, BERT STEVENSON 
sub•ect: Savannah River site 

I am writing to express my entrees displeasure with the quallty of the 

hearings held in M. Augusta a few seeks ago. Those were not public 

hearings, they were cheecleading ýzebcises for the 8-1 oeployees and locaC 

officials elected by those empluyees. The people of .Augusta and Aiken do 

not speak tor the whole state of SC. Of course the people who were there 

were in favor doing "plutonium disposition" is SC. Theirt eloyrE (SRS.  

gav the mlU day Cff and told then to cows down to the hearings in a shoýw 

of support. Nhc is going to come and argue against his oeighhoc in 

N.Augusta? This was not a fair hearing, and did not represent the opinions 

of the majýity of S.CAroinians. I demand that DOE hold other hearings 

arouod the state, st least in Columbeia, Charleston, and Savannah. Br-tLsb 

Nuclear Fuels, o withlo rberunning SFZ, does not have a great sniro-rm ta 

record in Euxope. The people of this sLaLe dosnr,, to hear the WHOLE STORY 

about plutonius rnprooe.lng and all of its ef f --s on health and the 

enviroo•sent. If t he citizens of S.C. are going to bh askod to masse the 

risks inherent ir. taking all of the weapons grade plutonlum, we deserve to 

have some input into the decision making process. And, we.are 

umequivocally opposed to MNX fuel. and there will he a fight about this, a 
guarantee it.. Plutonitos should not he used as an energy source. It should be 

collected, iss0biited, and safely stored away, never to re-enter the 

env.z.o•s-nt again. I don't know who came up with this KOX idea, but it in a 

bad one, and I don't cae what the Russians are doing, we need to take the 

envirooaontml high coad and tell thaem Mx is a bad idea, and wecancet 

support it. Vitrification ia the preferred method of disposition. but SHCO 

VS THE PEyNANENT SITE, PLEASE, otherwise, -e don't want it coming heor, 
because we don't trust you to over take it away. We believe it will stay 

here focvec, and SC is not a good site for penmanet disposal. I am sure 

you oill hoar mre fr. ime, I am angry that this plu=oniua reprocessing 

monster has reared its ugly head again. It was a bad idea when Carter nsied 
it, asd it's ntill bad idea.  

Thank you for your tine, please consider holding core heasin

g..  
especially in Columbia,
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Susan Corhett 
27I1 KHyward St.  
Columbsi, S.C. 29205

FD333

FD333-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns regarding the public hearing.  
DOE employees and contractors at SRS were neither granted leave nor 

ordered to present their views at the North Augusta hearing; they attended 
in an official capacity or took personal leave to attend. DOE believes that the 

hearing was objective and open; all attendees were given an opportunity to 
provide comments orally or in writing. It was simply not feasible to hold 

public hearings in every location, including the locations suggested by 
the commentor.  

To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted public 

hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites, and thus, with the most 

directly affected populations. This decision did not preclude relevant comment 
by State and local government, tribes, individuals, and organizations.  
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 they were submitted.  

FD333-2 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach. 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. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX 
fuel fabrication provides the United States important insurance against 
potential disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.  

DOE is not considering reprocessing any of the surplus plutonium that is the 

subject of this SPD EIS. U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration 
has prohibited the commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of 
plutonium from spent nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in 

existing domestic, commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing 
(reprocessing is a chemical separation of uranium, transuranic elements 
[including plutonium], and fission products from spent reactor fuel and the 
reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed
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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.  

DOE is not considering disposal of surplus plutonium in South Carolina.  
The proposed facilities would process the surplus plutonium so that it can be 

permanently disposed of in a potential geologic repository. Only the 
immobilized plutonium, in canisters of vitrified waste fromDWPF, would be 

stored at SRS for any length of time, pending availability of the potential 
geologic repository. DOE is presently considering a replacement process for 
the in-tank precipitation (1TP) process at SRS. The 1TP 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.  

This SPD EIS, for the purposes of analysis, assumes that Yucca Mountain, 
Nevada, would be the final disposal site for all immobilized plutonium and 
MOX spent fuel. As directed by the U.S. Congress through the NWPA, as 

amended, Yucca Mountain is the only candidate site currently being 
characterized as a potential geologic repository for IHLW and spent fuel.  
DOE has prepared a separate EIS, Draft Enviromnental Impact Statementfor 
a Geologic Repositoryfor the Disposal ofSpentNuclear Fuel and High-Level 

Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada 
(DOF/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from 
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventual 

closure of a potential geologic repository.  0%
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DOE also appreciates the commentor's concern that surplus plutonium 
disposition activities not contaminate the environment. This EIS analyzes 
the potential environmental impacts associated with implementing the 
proposed activities at the candidate sites. The results of these analyses, 
presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, 
demonstrate that the activities would not have major impacts at any of the 
candidate sites. 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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My name is Susan Corbett and I'm calling to make some 
comments about the DOE hearings in North Augusta 
regarding the plutonium disposition plans for Savannah 
River Site. I live in Columbia and I drove down to the 
hearings hoping to hear some open discussion and debate 

of the issues. I was very disappointed and very angry at 
what I saw. It was a completely one sided conversation. It, 

this is, this is not a public meeting. Basically what I, what I 
could see, what I could hear was that the SRS had given 
their employees a day off so that they could come down 

and have a show of support for, you know, basically lining 
their own pockets by creating more jobs and, you know, 
having more money for their own personal little 
infrastructure there in North Augusta and Aiken and I put 

forth the idea that North August and Aiken does not speak 
for the whole State of South Carolina. And we are being 
asked to assume a number of risks by allowing this 

plutonium to be brought here. And I believe that there 
should be other hearings around the State and around 
Georgia, around that area too, Savannah probably, 
definitely Columbia, possibly Charleston, other places that 

stand to be affected by this process, and places where it's 

a true public cross section of the public. Nobody in North 
Augusta is going to come and argue against their 

neighbors employer. It just wouldn't be the right thing to 
do and so it is not a level playing field. It is not an 
objective group of people. This is their livelihood. Of

1
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PD059-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns regarding the public hearing.  
DOE employees and contractors at SRS were neither granted leave nor 
ordered to present their views at the North Augusta hearing; they attended 
in an official capacity or took personal leave to attend. DOE believes that the 
hearing was objective and open; all attendees were given an opportunity to 
provide comments orally or in writing. It was simply not feasible to hold 
public hearings in every location, including the locations suggested by 
the commentor.  

To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted public 
hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites, and thus with the most 
directly affected populations. This decision did notpreclude relevant comment 
by State and local government, tribes, individuals, and organizations.  
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 they were submitted.
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course they want more jobs there. Personally the State of 
South Carolina is not hurting for jobs so much that we need 
to bring in jobs and industries that create more pollution.  
This is already a very contaminated State and Savannah 
River is already a very contaminated river and I am basically 
opposed to bringing any more industries that can pollute 
and contaminate our State. I understand something has to 
be done with the plutonium and the warheads. At this point 
I would say that vitrification is definitely the preferred 
method.  

I am not in favor of MOX. I am absolutely opposed to 
MOX. I think that there are a lot of people that are going to 
be opposed to MOX. We do not want to see plutonium 
used as an energy source and set the very bad precedent to 
start doing that. And I, I heard some comment about well 
once they got all this weapons stuff burnt up in the MOX 
fuel they wouldn't make any more. I don't believe that for a 
second. I believe that once that facility is built and the 
capability is set up, that there will be an ongoing push to 
continue to use plutonium as an energy source. Now that's 
going to be a fight there I can guarantee it. There are a lot 
of people who are opposed to that. That's why the breeder 
reactor program never got off to the start. That's why 
Carter and his administration nixed it. It was a bad idea 
then, it's a bad idea now.

1
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DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the immobilization approach 
to surplus plutonium disposition. DOE is presently considering a replacement 
process for the in-tank precipitation (MTP) 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 1TP alternatives is being prepared. 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.  

PD059-3 MOXApproach 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach. Use 
of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to 
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this 
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by 
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by 
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium 
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and 
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spentnuclear fuel from commercial 
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would 
displace LEU fuel that utilities wouldhave 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

PD059-2 ImmobilizationI

I
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Vitrification is the preferred method for dealing with this 
plutonium. I don't want to comment at this point about exactly 

where or when. I, I think that we need to move a little more 
slowly in this and look at it carefully and make sure we're 
doing the right thing. I understand that there are vitrification 
problems at Savannah River right now with the existing high 
level waste that they have down there. And I think the DOE is 

rushing forward with this a little too cavalierly and I would like 

to see the process slowed down for more public education, 
more public input, more discussion around this area and 
definitely no MOX fuel. That is just not going to fly here.

2 

3

operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium 
disposition program. Should additional plutonium be declared surplus in the 

future, it is likely that MOX fuel fabrication would be a proposed disposition 

method if it proves successful, and the additional plutonium were amenable 

to MOX fabrication. However, additional NEPA would be required at that 

time to evaluate the potential impacts and inform the public.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response PD059-1.

And I was very, like I said, very disturbed by those hearings. I 

don't think I've ever been to a public hearing where there was 
a more one-sided discussion. It was just, didn't even have the 

slightest hint of being an objective, diverse discussion. It was 

obviously so one-sided. And I think we need to here opposing 
voices and other points of view. But people are not going to 

come out in their own neighborhood, against their own 

neighbors. It just isn't fair to ask people to do that. So I know 
there are people in North August that have concerns but it 
would be difficult for them to speak out. And basically, as a I 

person who went down to just listen and be objective, it would 
have been difficult for me to get up and ask questions because 

the environment was basically pretty hostile against anybody 
who wanted to question or, you know, look twice critically at 

this whole issue. And that, that is not the right way to 
conduct public hearings. We need to move around the state so 

we can hear other voices on the whole issue. That's all I have 
to say and I hope that you will consider these comments 
seriously. Thank you for listening. Bye-bye.  

PD059C.,.) 
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Autho_- Martha Crosland at EM-06 
Date- 8/26/1998 7:00 PM 
PrLoxity: Normal 
TO: David Multon at MD-01, Bert Stevenson at M1-01 
CC. -ruce sornfleth at KS 
Subject: Savannah River site 

Dave and ert: 

The Eollowing stakeholder concern would seem to relate to the public 
hearinga on the MD PRIS. I would assume that your office is the 
appropriate one to respond and if so please confirm with Bruce 
Boc•fleth.  

Thanks, 

Martha 

Forward Heart 
Subject: Savannah River site 
Author. Bruce Borofteth at OSE 
Date: 8/26/98 2.53 PM 

Martha, 

Skila Harris asked that I forward this meacage to you. She suqgested 
you would know the appropriate person to respond to this stakeholder.  

Thank you, 

Bruce Borefieth, 586-4040 

Forward Header 
Subject: Savannah River site 
Author: jcorbett@geteway.net atIUTP-l4iT at X400PO 
Date; 8/26/98 12:38 PM

Hi, I am a concerned citizen of South Carolina, who has just recently found 
out about the plans DCE has for the Savannah River site. : went to N.  
Augusta to the hearings and was copletely outraged. That was not an 
objective, fair public hearing. SRS gave their workers the day off to turn 
out in a show of force. There was no constructive or objective discussion 
or dialogue. As a citizen of thia state, I reeant the fact that a few 
members of a small , self-Intexested coamunity daze to speak on behalf of 
the whole state regarding such a high risk ve*nture as pit dlssassellbly, MOX 
fabrication and Pu vitirification. I demand that DOE hold hearings in a 
omxe neutral venue, Lu allow for real discussion and the opposing views to 

be heard by the public. The hearings in H. Augusta were a shas' and a white 
washing. Hearings should be held in Columbia, Savannah, and Charleston, at 
the very least. Sincerely, Susan Corbett

1

FD172

FD172-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns regarding the public hearing.  
DOE employees and contractors at SRS were neither granted leave nor 
ordered to present their views at the North Augusta hearing; they attended 
in an official capacity or took personal leave to attend. DOE believes that the 
hearing was objective and open; all attendees were given an opportunity to 
provide comments orally or in writing. It was simply not feasible to hold 
public hearings in every location, including the locations suggested by 
the conmmentor.  

To provide for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS, DOE conducted public 
hearings near the potentially affected DOE sites, and thus with the most 
directly affected populations. This decision did not preclude relevant comment 
by State and local government, tribes, individuals, and organizations.  
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 they were submitted.

I
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AR -ECONOMIC M-!W DEVELOPMENT 
.amnel PARTNERSHIP 

F.,dL Ran, 

September IS, 1998 

Ms, Laura S. H Holgatz, Director 
Offilc ofFissile Materials Disposition 
U.S. Departmnmt of Energy 
P.O. Box 23786 
Washington, D.C. 20026-3786 

Dear Ms. Hogate 

As your August 13, 1998 public meeting on the Surplus Plutlonium Disposstion (SPD) 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DiEIS) I spoke in favor uofisting all three portions 

of the SPD program at the Savannah River Site. A copyof my comments aretatached.  
At this time I want to highlight my toD comments regarding what I consider to be 
deficiencies in the DEIS, and recomend that the EIS be revised before issuance in funal.  

I. The Envirosmental Conseqieaces analyses lir the Parres alternative does not 

retlect the increased probability aid severity of environmental re•cias and worker 

safet risk resulting from (1) a lesser level of she pltoaluam infrastructtre and (2) 

inetperienced workers handling and processing phatonium in metal and oxide forms, 

If pit dissembly and conversiao is assigned to Panter, there s'l.tbe a "le iq 

curve as Patex workers beuome familiar with handling a new material in new 

flicities mid tait the kaming proces swil result in an inircrsed incitence of 
operator errors and equipment : Wares. Such erm and failures result in 

increasied asyirorm nWlimpacts at Pantex when compared to the esperienioed 
persoinoelnd = etoesive iairfastcuctaar which eMit at savanah Rivr. iv Ts Draft 
EIS assumes that the probability and cosequence of'oflaormal condiirmsa are 

equal for Pastex and Savarnah River- and that is not realistic. I suggest that you 

solicit the input of the Defense Nudear Facilitics Safelty Board in qauantiling the 
increased risks and impacts associated with staatup of plutonium processing at 

Pastex. Withoutthisutanalysis, the SPD.DEIS does anot adrquately address all 

environmental impacts.  

2.The SPO-DEIS states that cost differreces betweenPantex and Savannah River 

are "within the unertainty of co estimates." That conclusion is not supported by 
the facts contlained in the DEIS, The Draft describes the many fadilities and 
operaftinapabilifisa which murrently exist at Savannah River and which must be 
contructed or established at Pantex In adfition, the Draft idWeatels (he many 
instan ces of'program synergy that would exist at Savannah liver and which

1
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FD313-1 Human Health Risk 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns regarding potential facility 

accidents and human health risks. Training would be conducted on mock, 

nonradiological material before facility processes became operational, so the 

"learning curve" would be largely completed before operation with 

radiological material. The probabilities of operational error cannot be 

meaningfully estimated, particularly for processes and procedures that are 

not yet fully developed, and for bounding accidents whose frequencies are 

low to begin with. In any case, the estimates of accident frequency presented 

in this SPD EIS are sufficiently conservative to bound any hypothetical 

increase in the probability of environmental releases.

FD313-2 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-O013, 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.  

The cost report was independently reviewed by an outside 

architect-engineering firm before being released to the public. Any future 

updates to this report will also be independently reviewed.

POst 001.5 Box 11508• tAsthSC 2905 I N11 U Ilesuy Parkwmay 6 Isr.A 
tesw6oaonesu0rMX(tell641-3369Us N s atcodnVW FD313
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cannotexist at Pantex. Either your conclusion must be chaged or it must be 
mppoted by analysis. If DOE cocirain•s to believe that the comparative costs are 

"~within the tncertainty o otestiutea'tlten DT-mast proveha assertion. 2 
Review oftbe comparative efnmates by a authoritative independent third party, 
such as the General Accounting Office, is one means of addressing this deficiency.  

Both of these deficicocics are more acute ifa plutoniam finialsig module is included in the 

1it disassembly or MOX fabricatioo process.  

We fully support the national progrm rto dispose of United States and Former Soviet 

Usnon weapons-capable nuclear materials, nd lookirward to final approval and 
anhobrization ofthe Surplus Plutonium Disposition peoSrai

"Thank you for the opportunity to provide onar otets on this very importantanational 
program.  

SincereilY 

Fred E.fHumes 
Director

FD313
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I M.FmONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

S.ntAS- & Edey(M CamS.  

Statemnent for the Record 
Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft 

Enviruomemtal Impact Statement 
August 1.3,199K1 

Good Aftenomn. my name is Fred liumes and I am Directosr ofthe Economic 
Development Partnership. a non-profit organimzation with respimnibility for economic 
development in both Aiken and Fdgetield Counties. The Savannah River Site is an 
importalt and ireasured part oronur imnanfneturingoontmunity because its long history as 
a sale and environmcatally responsible neighbor. We are proud ofour role in helping to 
win the cold war. and we ate equally proud of our future role in helping to reduce the 
nuclear danger by the disposition of excess plutonium from the weapons program.  
We are pleased and appreciative the Department has re•ognized the Sile's capabilities for 
the Mixed Oxide Fuel fabrication and Immatbiliation portions or the disposition mission.  
We believe the identificationtofSRS rbr these two missions will provide the country the 
greatest assurance that plutonium will be preparedlbr rubrication and disposition in the 
safest. most efficient and tost reliable matmer.  

I lowever. we are perptcxed and concerned that D1O." has not made the same 
determination eganring site selection far the Pit )i-.iscmbly and Conversion Facility.  
"llTh draft EIS is replete with data •sili outlines the currently operational plutnitum 
processing and radioactive sistae management capabilities existing at SRS. mid the 
document is equally clear that those iame capabilities do not exisi at the Pantex site.  
Therefomre in my opinion it is incredulous that the EIS concludhsi there a=r only "nwdist 
differences betw•en SRS and Pantex.  

The data dktnonstrates there are significant differences between SRS and Pantcx whet 
evaluating the location for the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility: 

ir t and forensost. Savantah River has a forty-year history in all aspects of thb 
ifre handling and storage of plutonium. Savannah River's anparalleled safety 

rcorsd is the result of poss,:ssing a complete complement of specialized faciliti 
and pcrso•inel with many yearsof-hands on-plutonium experience. Neither I 
faciliti•e str the experlise exist atl'antcx. ,everal hundreds ofmillinis of dill 
will he wasted justI o Ihuild and operate new types of facilities needed for salt 
oper-attons at Pantex: rantilng frois waste managetmient to tnvintnaicntal 

monitoring to labantory support facilities. But evet if you wasted the dollars.  
you can never mtke up for the lack of plutonium experienice in the Panex 
workforce. Opteraing proliciency at Pantes ciuld only be gained alter many 
years oftrial and error - esars with inevitable low productivity, operating ert-r,.  
mlhty incinLs mid cnvironmental releases. It is irresponsible 1r 1)OI:. to 

PaatOilt.iim isaAfthacC2atUS U t5JVwnsitParkaqU CA 
M)nt 6,50-11 8FAX (83) 61 uttOaNU idavpet&tt.m
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FD313-3 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the immobilization 
and MOX facilities at SRS. As indicated in Section 1.6, the preferred 
can-in-canister approach at SRS complements existing missions, takes 
advantage of existing infrastructure and staff expertise, and enables DOE to 
use an existing facility (DWPF). 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 1TP 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.  

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

FD313-4 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for 
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with 
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing 
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.
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impose on an inexperienced Panex workforce these operational, safety and 
environmental problems. let alone on the citizens ofthe Texas panhandle.  

The second compelling difference between Savannah Riven and Pantex is 
economics. The draft EIS describes the many facilities and operating capabilities 
that currently exist at Savannah River that will have to be duplicated at Pantex.  

Additionally. the document identifies the many instances of synergy that exist 
only at Savannah River as the PD&CF shares capabilities with current missions 
and the Immobilization mission. These differences exist today and cannot be 

dismissed as "within the unceftinty of cost estimates." (hr region is 
competitive with all areas of the country in regards to construction and operaions 
wage rates. In the private sector, we compete daily on an international basis for 

industries to locate in our area - and we are very successful. In the last two years, 
over two billion dollars in new private sector investment were announced in the 

Aikin-Augasta area - business decisiorns that wcre made because of our skilled 
labor torce, competitive wage structure, and favorable busincss climate.  

Tberefore. I do not agree with your conclusion that Pantex operating costs are less 

than Savarnah River. or that total costs could be within seven percnL 

The third significant difference between Savannah River and Pastex is the broad 
base ofcommunity support for SRS activities. This support includes two states, 

two Congressional Delegations. urban and rural constituents, site workers and 
people with no connection with SRS. That support is grounded in the knowledge 
that SRS has a paramount concern for safety, and that the site has a positive 

impacton the economic, social, cultural and educational base in our area. This 
relationship is priceless in today/s environment. and provides DOE with 
confidence that programs assigned to the SRS wilt be carried out as planned.  

A fourth consideration is the potential need to incorporate a Plutonium Polishing 

module in the pit conversion facility. Processing facilities, personnel expertise.  
and infrastructure to meet this need are currently operational at the Savannah 
River Site: the somc capability does not exist at Pantex. Savannah River facilities 
are sufficiently flexible to accommodatc all foreseen polishing requirements, 
guaranteeing a reliable supply MOX-grade plutonium oxide to the fad fabrication 
vendor. Once again, she assignment of the Pit Disassembly and Conversion 

Facility to Savannah River will assure the safe performance of this critical step, 
save the taxpayer tens of millions of dollars and provide the highest confidence 

that the Plutonium Disposition mission is conducted in thc most expeditious 
manner.  

Specific comments on the draft EIS are as follows: 

I. Revise the Environmenlal Consequences analyses forthe Pantex alternatives to 
appropriately reflect the increased probability of environmental releases and 

safety concems resulting from operational errors as Pantex employees go through 
the learning curve associated with handling and processing plutonium. Input from

5
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All candidate sites have strong community and elected official support. In 
addition, the candidate sites are equally suitable from a safety and conduct 

of operations standpoint and all sites must comply with DOE environmental, 

safety, and health requirements.  

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 dioxide.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FD313-2.

FD313-6 
This comment is addressed in response FD313-1.

Facility Accidents

FD313-5 Other
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the Defense Nuclear Facilitics Safety Board could assist in this evaluation.  

2- Submit your comparative cost estimates to an outside third-party revicw to 
maisre that the operational and estimating basis for construction and operating 

costs, and required infrastructure are on a totally comparable basis. The General 
Accounting Office is one possible source for this review.  

My final ctoanent isxthat we not lose sight of the important objective that you are 
implementing - that being to safely dispose of the excess supply of weapons capable 
plutonium. 'I hi is extremely important - both today and for future generations. Because 
of that importance and urgency. it must be entrusted to those who have demonstrated the 
capability to safely perform the mission. Now is not the time to train rookies. Now is the 
time for the first team to be in the game. The clear choice for the Pit Disassembly and 
Conversion Facility is the Savannah River Site! 

Thank you for the opportunity to present these comments.

16 
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FD313-7 Cost Report 

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS 
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs 
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, CostAnalysis 
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons- Usable Plutonium 
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost 
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as 
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle 
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, 

November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated 
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at 
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following 
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. The cost 
report was independently reviewed by an outside architect-engineering firm 
before being released to the public. Any future updates to this report will 
also be independently reviewed.

FD313-8 

This comment is addressed in response FD313-4.

Alternatives
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SCD62-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 

plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 

United States SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 

Department Comment FoLm experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing • 

of Energy missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 

surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

ADDR-IE: o f4 , 'considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding z" 

TLEPHONE: (. ) 'q64( 'facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD E, ROD N .•. ,¢4•••/••• 
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August 13, 1998 

Gentlemen and Ladles: 

Good afternoon. I am Fred Andrea Senior Pastom of First Baptist Church In Aiken, Sooth 

Carolina. I am here to express my support for SRS and It employees. Many of the employees are 
members of my church famity.  

SIS and Its employees are special to this community. Their contributions to our nation's 

security are many and significant. Over the last five years, SRS has lost over 10,000 jobs, yet the 

employees and this communIty have never lost their faith In the future or their commitment to 
continue the long history of safe and effective operations at SRS.  

We know thatdthe capablities thatiexst at SRS are not found at the other DOE sites. We know 

that the Plutonium Disposidton Missions which are so Important to our national and international 

security require there capabilities. The decision should be easy but, for some reason, may become far 

more complicated than necessary. Of course, there being absolutely no politics in the local church, 

you would understand that I know nothdng hautsoever about such matters. l trust and pray that this 
decision will not be determined by political contlderations.  

In fact, Ilam here today to let you know that, as a mlnoer, I will be going to a higher authority 

than elected officials to encourage the Departmenttof Energy to make the right decision for this nation 
and Us taxpayersl 

Seriously, Savannah River Site is the right choice for thismission. Impeccable safety and 

envrod nmettal protecdotn records. cost effective operatiom, existing operating Infiasosctsre, 
plutonium experience and expertise, and a second-to-none community support level undergird the 
soundness of this choice.  

Thank you for this opportunity to expres my wholehearted support for Savannah River Site.  

I do pledge my earnest prayers for wisdom and courage as this significant decision is made.

Yours sincerely, 

'1dW n.III

FWA:ean

pONsset"3ts'0UAkt~t~hCa,, atesa-Sis? U votSnýstda 0 ted ,,t)640-463

SCD23

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 

SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 

experience with plutoniumprocessing, and these facilities complement existing 

missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 

surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.

SCD23-1 Alternatives
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Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

August 31,1998 

U. S. Departmet of Efe'gy 
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition 
SPDEIS 
PO..Box 23786 
Washington. DC 20026-3786 

LOMMENIT ON SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DLSPOSITION 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMFNT 

& COST REPORT

L LS Iuradeoacies 

Appendix N, Plutonium Polkhing, shows that an aqueous pmess% can purify plutonium and 

produce plutonium oxide with very little waste. Since dissolving plutonium metal is easier 

than dissolving plutonium oxide, it stands To reason that direct dissolving of pils is a 

reasonable alternative, Tc alternative of dissolving pits usingsa facility and process similar 

to tha described in Appendix N must be included and assessed versus the proposed dry 

process for pit conversion to have a valid NEPA document.

" The. frequencycmequencn, and risk of airplane crashes ilto plutonium facilities at Pantex 

has been changing in each document issued by DOE. It seems that these risks have been 

daclhnitis beausa DOE. has been finding ways tu jusltify less euusameaive sthdutbologies.  

DOE should use the slandard NRC methodology (NUREG 0800) for calculating the risk 

associated with ax airplane incident. This is the only widely accepted methodology in this 

country for analysis of nuclear facilities subject to airplane crashes.  

"ThNlear Weapns and Material Monitor eported that there was an Appendix B which 

evaluamd si aqueous altrnrstive for pit conversion and concluded that it could be done faster 

and used proven technology. This option cannot be withheld from the BI1.  

" The EIS claims that the proposed dry process for pit conversion produces less waste. This is 

untly puzzling. There is no data in the EIS to support this clainm Appendix N shows aqueous 

processes can be operated to produce very little waste.  

"If you used ar aqueous process to make pure pluLonium oxide. theen would be big savings in 

the cost and enviromenital impact of both the MOX and m nnobilication piant The planis 

could be suosller, less atiornated, and much less R&D would be required. The choice of

1 

2 

3a~~

DOE determined that aqueous processing was not a reasonable alternative 

for pit conversion because current aqueous processes using existing facilities 

would produce significant amounts of waste, and aqueous processing would 

complicate international safeguard regimes. Dry processing was analyzed in 

the Storage and Disposition PEIS and this SPD EIS. DOE is currently 

demonstrating the dry plutonium conversion process as an integrated system 

at LANL. This activity is described in the Pit Disassembly and Conversion 

Demonstration EA (DOE/EA- 1207, August 1998), which is available on the 

MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com. There is no alternative in this 

SPD EIS that evaluates dissolving pits.  

DOE is not including the plutonium-polishing process (a small-scale aqueous 

process) as part of the pit conversion facility; that process would be part of 

the MOX facility. DOE would use only dry processes in the pit conversion 

facility. For this reason, the thermal process for removing gallium may not be 

needed in the pit conversion facility (see revised Section 2.4.1.2). Plutonium 

dioxide is the starting form for the disposition of surplus plutonium for either 

the immobilization or MOX fuel approach.  

On the basis of public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the 

analysis performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has included 

plutonium polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate 

impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide. Appendix N was deleted from 

the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed therein were added to the 

impacts sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume I.  

Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impacts associated with 

plutonium polishing.

MD131-2 Facility Accidents

DOE published a standard to address the issue of aircraft crash analysis 
entitled, Accident Analysis for Aircraft Crash Into Hazardous Facilities 

(DOE-SID-3014-96, October 1996). DOEwascognizantofNRCNUREG-0800 
in its developmnentofDOE-STD-3014 . ThenedodoutlinedinDOE-STD-3014 
is the one used for this SPD EIS. Estimated frequencies, consequences, and 

risks of aircraft crashes depend on a number of factors, such as building size

MD131-1
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and shape; building robustness; and the quantity, form, and containment 

characteristics of the hazardous material. As a result, one would not expect 
to see the same numbers published for differing applications of the same 
methodology, namely, that of DOE-STD-3014. The frequency of aircraft 
crashes into a pit conversion or MOX facility is lower than that of crashes 
into the entirety of Zone 4 or Zone 12 mainlybecause the facilities are smaller 

than the zones.  

MD131-3 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

This comment is addressed in response MD13 1-1.  

MD131-4 Waste Management 

The Storage and Disposition PEIS evaluated an aqueous plutonium 

conversion process similar to that used in the SRS canyons. A plutonium 

conversion process is needed to convert plutonium metal to an oxide for use 

in either the immobilization orMOX facility. Compared with the dry conversion 
processes evaluated in this SPD EIS for use in the pit conversion and 

immobilization facilities, the aqueous conversion process evaluated in the 

PEIS would generate significantly more radioactive waste as shown below: 

SPD FIS 

Type of Waste PEIS 
(nmlyr) Plutonium Conversion Pit Conversion Immobiization 

LLW 1,799 60 81 

MixedLLW 191 1 1 

TRU 472 18 95 

MD131-5 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

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

contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs 

associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, CostAnalysis 

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 

U.) Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost 

00estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
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SPD ELS AND COST REPORT CObMENTS 

aque•us vs. day for pit conversion must include the impact on downstream prorates to be 
valid..  

"*The dry process for pit disassembly ad conversion was advertised as smaller and cbeaper 
than tradtional (aqucous) processes. This ELS says this facility is 186,000 sq. ft. That's 
bigger than a canyon building! This doesn't seem to be smaller and cheaperl 

"*A rMet nn sndment to the MOX RFP says DOE will pay the delay cost associated with 
failure to deliver asceptable P0 2 on schedule. This change seems to represent the vendors 

lack ofconfidence in DOE'stplan toruse ARIES-produced oxide.  

"*A pit disassembly and cotvrsion plant at PaMtex will have to high-fire the platonismrn oxide 
to somply wills DtII Standard 3013 tor shipmaut and sLca-Tge. The high-fired oxide is 
unlikely to be sable for either MOX or imrmobilization witonut extensive pretreatment. If 
aqueous polishing is teqauired, the Oak Ridge reports says the feed cannot be high-fired. At 
the public meeting OE said maylbe they wouldn't comply with Standard 3013. Has tne 
transportation and storage of noo-3013 oxide produced by the pit disassembly plant been 
reviewed with the DNFSB? They are unlikely to agree with this approach - particularly 
given Congress's expressed reluctance to proceed beyond pit disassembly and conversion 
anytime soon, the likelihood of extended storage is very real. Also, was the HIS accident and 
ransponrtat analysis based on fine dispersible low-fired powder typical of aqueous 
produced oxides, or the high-fired clinkers likely to be produced by TIGR or direct oxidatios 
methodologies? 

"* The F-Canyon and New Special Recovery (NSR) facility at SRS capable of doing thl 
conversion of plutnitum metal from pita to plutonium oxide (NSR was ready to star up on 

Ibis program in 1991). There is no analysis of the •nvieg possihleby asing existing facilities 
at SRS for converting plutonium to the oxide form foe MOX or immobilization. Since line 
SRS facilities are already operating ead have most of the capabilities needed for this activity.  
there would be a big savings of time, investment, and future cleanup. The HIS must include 
an analysis of this obviously available and reasonable strategy to he valid and complete.  
Since all of the commercial MOX plants in Europe use aqueous feed prep techniques. this is 
certainly a reasonable approach which must be analyzed.  "* Appendix N, Phitnonium Polishing, is presented as a "contingency". What is the legal status 
of a "contingeney" or an Appendix? Generally a NEPA issue has to be presented as part of 
the proposed action, available for public review and conm ent, to be a legal basis for 
decision.  

"*The, basis for the delermiastion of the split of tanterial to MOX or immaobilization has not 
beer, pssetsted in te EIS fur publicrreview. SomcDOE documents report the quantity of 
"clean- metal and oxide significantly higher than 33MT. The 17 MT planned for 
immnobilization are, in fact, not all low plutonium content and low pority. In fact, a large part 
is already FFPl MOX fuel. Where are the studies and where am the costs for determining 
this split need to be presented for public review.  

55. L. trades 2
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MD131-7 MOXRFP

The failure or delay of DOE to deliver plutonium dioxide to the contractor 
according to schedule would require the contractor to supply its mission 
reactors with replacement LEU fuel at increased costs. This amendment to 
the RFP is for the protection of the contractor, regardless of the source of the 
delay in providing the plutonium dioxide.  

MD131-8 Pit Disassembly and Conversion 

It is not certain that plutonium dioxide would have to be high-temperature 
fired prior to shipment and storage to meet the DOE 3013 standard, Criteria 
for Preparing and Packaging Plutonium Metals and Oxides for Long-Tenn 
Storage. High-temperature-fired dioxide can be used for either the 
immobilization or MOX approach; it just does not dissolve as readily as 
material that has not been subjected to the higher temperatures. The report 
to which the commentor may be referring, Final Data Report Response to

the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle 
Costs and Cos-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. This new 
report includes the cost associated with plutonium polishing in the estimates 

for the MOX facility.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MDI131-1.  

MD131-6 Pit Disassembly and Conversion 

The space needed for the dry process is expected to be smaller than that 

needed for the aqueous process. The estimated maximum floor space required 
for the proposed pit conversion facility using the dry process is approximately 
8,055 m2 (186,700 ft2) for Pantex. The canyons at SRS are much larger than 

the proposed pit conversion facility. The footprint alone ofF-Canyon is over 
23,876 m2 (257,000 ft2). If one were to add up all of available floor space 
throughout the building, itwouldbe over 464,515 rnV (500,000 ft 2).
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the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Statement 

Data Call for Generic Site Add-On Facility for Plutonium Polishing 

(ORNL'TM-13669, June 1998) indicates that it is better not to subject the 

plutonium dioxide to the higher-temperature processing, but does not indicate 

that plutonium dioxide processed at higher temperatures is unacceptable as 

feed for either immobilization or MOX fuel fabrication. The transportation 
analysis assumes the oxides would be in compliance with the DOE 

3013 standard.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MDI131-1.  

MD131-9 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

Use of F-Canyon at SRS to convert plutonium for use in either the 
immobilization or MOX facility would require reconfiguring the canyon and 

keeping it in operation for another 10 years or more. DOE has already made 

a commitment to the public, the U.S. Congress, and DNFSB to shut the 
canyon down. DOE presented the SRS Chemical Separation Facilities 
Multi-Year Plan to Congress in 1997. This plan provides the DOE strategy 

for the expeditious stabilization of SRS nuclear materials in accordance with 
DNFSB Recommendation 94-1, and provides for the early stabilization of 

certain limited quantities of plutonium materials from RFETS. Once this 

stabilization effort was complete, the canyon would be shut down and D&D 

activities would begin. In addition, this process would make the surplus 

material considerably more weapons-usable, and as such would not fulfill the 

purpose and need of the proposed action.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD 131-5.  

MD131-10 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

CEQ regulations for NEPA in 40 CFR 1502.18 state that an appendix shall: 

(a) consist of material prepared in connection with an EIS (as distinct from 

material which is not so prepared and which is incorporated by reference); 

(b) normally consist of material which substantiates any analysis fundamental 
to the EIS; (c) normally be analytic and relevant to the decision to be made; 

and (d) be circulated with the EIS or be readily available on request. In 

00 accordance with CEQ regulations, lengthy technical discussions of modeling 
Wo
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methodology, baseline studies, or other work are best reserved for an appendix.  

In other words, if technically trained individuals are the only ones likely to 

understand a particular discussion, then that discussion should be included 

as an appendix, and a plain language summary of the analysis and conclusions 

of that technical discussion should be included in the text of the EIS. t

MD131-11 DOE Policy 

The quantities and locations of surplus weapons-grade plutonium material 

are discussed in Chapter 1 of the Storage and Disposition PEIS. As shown •" 

in Section 2.2.1 ofthePEIS,lHanfordhad 11 t(12.1 tons) ofplutonium material, 

of which only about 4 t (4.4 tons) fell within the scope of weapons-usable 
plutonium as defined in the document. The Storage and Disposition 

PEIS ROD determined that DOE would immobilize at least 8 t (9 tons) because 

it was not suitable for MOX fuel fabrication due to the complexity, timing, and 

cost that would be involved in purifying these materials. As described in this 

SPD EIS, DOE identified an additional 9 t (10 tons) ofplutonium as unsuitable 

for the same reasons. For analysis purposes, this EIS assesses the 
environmental impacts of implementing the hybrid approach (immobilizing 

17 t [19 tons] of surplus plutonium and using 33 t [36 tons] for MOX fuel) 
and immobilizing all 50t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium.
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Pit Demonstration EA

SPD HIS AND COST REPORT COMMENTS

" DOE ispreparing to perform a large scale demonstration of the ARIES process at L,
6

NL 
using a separate local EAras the NEPA basis. Sines this activity is intimately connected with 
the pit disassembly and conversion proposal, this LANL activity should be analyzed in the 

SPDEJS, not a separate document What is the plan for storing the oxide product of this 
demonstrationa and where is the NEPA coverage? The Los Alamnts vaults are apparently foll 

since Los Alanros is asking SRS to take tome satetial to prmvent shutdown of their 

development pFog-a-.  

" The MOX Request for Proposal (RIP) has been revised five times since its original issue just 

over three months ige in May. MOX feed is now described as being produced by a "dry 

process" rather than the original hydride-drhydride process. What is the signilicance of this 

change? What process is described inthe EIS? Will the EIS be revised to incorporate the 
evolving process proposed for Pit Disassenably and Cosversioaa? 

" EM sa going to use the SRS FRB-Lne facilhies to declassify a large quantity of plutonium 

munal [itumn Rocky Flat-, These facilities cold be used for a similar "Quick Start" approach 

for pits? I is likely that most of the pits could be demilitarized, declassified, and prepared 

for safe storage using existing facilities at SRS before the program as currently envisioned 

could even begin. Since this Is obviously a fast; cheap approach using existing fat-ilitie.s, it is 

also a reasonable approach which must be analyzed in the HIS.  

S The Cost Repast says the pit disassembly and conversion facility will begin operation in 

2004. This is a S50 million dollarfacility using first-of-a-kind technology. DOE has been 

usable to bring any facility of this size on-line in less than 10 years, and 15-20 is not unusual, 

since the early days of the Manhattan pmoject, muchnless one usang undetnonttrated 
technology. This is simply not a reasonable basis for NEPA analysis.  

* The EIS (page S-27) says the MOXcampaign will inquire II years to disposition plutonium.  

The MOX RIP says 15 plus. Pit disassembly anl convission and imnmobilizazion are still in 
the early R&D stages. And, no SNM prucessing facilities have ever been built in a three

year titrrfruame by DOE in recent decades. None of these schedules have any basis in reality, 
nor ot they a realistic basis for NhfPA analysis. An overly optimistic schedule is not 
bounding inaNEPAt scrn. An extended schedule results in greater waste, exposure, risk, and 
impact.  

- The dry process for di sassembLy and conversion will leave residual plutonium contamination 

on thousands of higshly enriched uanium parts making them unsuitabin for shipment to Oak 
Ridge as described in the EIS. The only technology currently used for decontamination of 

uranium pieces like Otis is aqueous-based. Where is this described in the EIS. I don't see 

this pumz and it's wastes in the pitdisassembly description.

R. LOG)&
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DOE believes that it took the correct NEPA approach with regard to the 
action proposed in the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA 

(DOEIEA-1207, August 1998), and that this action does not prejudice future 

action under this SPD EIS. In that EA, DOE proposed a limited-scope 

demonstration at LANL to test an integrated pit disassembly and conversion 

process on a relatively small sample of plutonium pits (250) and metals. The 

information gathered from the demonstration will be used to supplement 

information developed to support the construction of a full-scale pit 

conversion facility, if DOE decides to build such a facility based on analysis 

presented in this SPD EIS. In compliance with DOE's NEPA regulations 

(10 CFR 1021), that EA discussed the No Action Alternative in addition to 

the proposed action. Based on the analysis in the EA, DOE concluded that 

the proposed action did not constitute a major Federal action affecting the 

environmental quality, and therefore issued a FONSI on August 14, 1998.  

The plutonium metal and dioxide that will be produced during the 

demonstration will be staged in existing special nuclear material storage 

facilities atLANL until a decision is made on the ultimate disposition strategy.  

The resulting plutonium metal and dioxide will be suitable for disposition 

either using immobilization or for use in MOX fuel. No new storage 

construction will be required, and there will be no need to increase the storage 

limits of the existing facilities. The demonstration will result in a small net 

increase in the amount of surplus plutonium at LANL. DOE intends to ship 

LANL's total surplus plutonium to the disposition site or sites that are chosen 

as apart of the ROD for this SPD EIS. These demonstration storage activities 

are part of the ongoing operations discussed in the Site-Wide Environmental 

Impact Statement on the Continued Operation of the Los Alamos National 

Laboratory (DOE/EIS-0238, January 1999), which is incorporated by reference 

in the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA.  

MD131-13 Pit Disassembly and Conversion 

The HYDOX (dry) process described for the pit conversion facility in 

Section 2.4.1.2 is a process for converting plutonium metal with certain 

irmpurities to aplutoniumdioxide withaminimumof impurities. IntheHYDOX 

process, the pit hemishells (i.e., nonpit plutonium metal) would be placed

MD131-12
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into the HYDOX module, where the metal would be exposed to and react with 

hydrogen, then nitrogen, and finally oxygen at controlled temperatures and 

pressures to produce plutonium dioxide. This is one variation of the basic 

hydride-dehydride process; another would produce a metal rather than an 

oxide. The process described in this SPD EIS is not only representative of 

the proposed process, but is bounding for potential impacts, including 
accidents. However, a pit disassembly and conversion demonstration aimed 

at optimizing process operations for the pit conversion facility is under way 

at LANL. Should evidence from that demonstration or other research 

invalidate the analyses reflected in this EIS, additional NEPA documentation 
would be prepared.  

MD131-14 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

While the SRS FB-Line and associated facilities could be configured to 

disassemble and declassify pits leaving the plutonium in the metal form, the 

surplus plutonium disposition program requires that the plutonium metal be 
converted to oxide for subsequent disposition actions. Therefore, additional 
processing would be required later to complete the disposition objective. In 
addition, use of FB-Line for this function would extend its life beyond the 

timeframe that DOE currently intends to operate this facility.  

MD131-15 Pit Disassembly and Conversion 

The ability to bring a Government facility on line depends largely on the 

ability to obtain the required level of congressional funding. Nevertheless, 
DOE needs to estimate the duration of the construction period in order to 

assess potential environmental impacts. Based on experience with similar 
facilities, DOE estimates that it would take 3 years to construct the pit 

conversion facility. If congressional funding were secured after the ROD 

was issued, construction could start in 2001, with facility operation beginning 
in 2004. The 3-year construction period would result in potential impacts 

more intense than those spread over a longer period.  

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 

atLANL 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.
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MD131-16 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern about the timeframe for the 
surplus plutonium disposition program. The schedules presented in 
Appendix E reflect the design, construction, and operation timeframes DOE 
has proposed for the surplus plutonium disposition facilities. DOE believes 
that these schedules can be met and has used them to evaluate the potential 
impacts of its proposed actions. DOE's MOX RFP specified a timetable 
including first insertion of production, not test, fuel no later than the end of 

calendar year 2007, and a date of last insertion no later than 2019. This 
timetable was acceptable to DCS, the team that was selected for this effort.  
However, because there could be some delays associated with issues such 
as negotiations with other countries, Section 4.30.2 includes a discussion of 
incremental impacts of variations in that schedule. As explained in that 
section, certain impacts (e.g., exposure) would occur only or primarily during 
processing, and the total impacts would not change even if the processing 
schedule were extended or shortened. For example, if the operating period of 
the MOX facility were extended by 1 year, the total dose and LCFs for the 
worker and the public would remain essentially unchanged, though the annual 
dose would be expected to decrease. If the facility were not operating, or 
operating at a lower throughput, the dose rate would be lower. Then the only 
contributors would be small amounts of internal equipment contamination 
and material in highly shielded storage, and presumably fewer workers would 
be at the facility. Total impacts from these internal sources, however, would 
depend on the period of operations; lengthening operations for 1 year would 
mean continued impacts at the levels described in Chapter 4 of Volume I for 
1 year or longer.  

MD131-17 Waste Management 

Section 2.4.1.2 of the SPD Draft EIS states that HEU and classified metal 
shapes would be decontaminated. Waste volumes listed in Chapter 4 of 
Volume I and Appendix H include wastes generated by the HEUI 
decontamination process.  
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SPD EIS AND COST REPORT COMMENTS 

IL Pifaniwum. Uisions/Piaioiou W si/Plutalunt Idtcgloutwft 

* In the Coast Report (Table ES-2) a atnter of Infrastructure deficlencies at Panzex needed to 
support the Disposition Programs are identified, including the following.  
1. SNIM processing capability 
2. Radioactive waste management capability 
3. A Source Calibration facility (The new Source Calibration facility at SRSc ost about 

$35M) 
4. A plotonium analytical lab 

These infIrastructue iuynovements would cstt hundredls uf millionsn f diflurs to ron.raunt 

and operate - in addition, the experience of existing pluuniumn stes shows that the rout to 

clean up and remove them at the end of the mititon will be even more It appears that these 

cre.u have nor been included in the Cost Report. These costs must be developedmand 

considered for a vnlid cost analysis, including a life cycle cost Incorporating ultimate D&D.  

* In 1996 DOE decided that Pantex was not suitable for a plutonium mission because 

"plutonium would not be introduc•d into a site that does not currently have a plutonium 

infra•truulure because of the high cost of new plutonium facilities and the complteKity of 

introducing plutnsium operations into sites without ctrrent coapabilities." (Stockpile 

Stewrdship FIS). The 1996tpolicy ws establisthed during consideration of Pantex (andother 

sites) as potential locations for a pit manufactering mission. Pantex was disqualified from 

consideration on the basis of this polley. Pit manufacutring and pit disassembly and 

conversion have a aunmber of similarities. Both processes are "dry" and involve handling of 

both the plutonium and associated pit parts. But compared to pit manufacturing. the 

Disposition Program function of pit disassembly and conversion involves a much larger 

quantity of plutonium and produces plutonium oxide ratler than the rmsch easier to manage 

metallic form. If it is too expensive and comaplex to Introduce pit manufacturing into a non
plutonium site, then surely it must be dramalically less desirable to introduc pit disasmably 
and conversion.  

* DOE explaians that its preferensr for immobilization at SRS "complements existing missions 

and takes advantage ofexisting infrasructure and staff expertise". (Page S-9). In the June 

23,1998 MOX announcement, DOE said its preference for MOX at SR5 w because this 

mission "compleoents existing missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and 

staff expertise". and that Pastex "does not offer a comparable infrastructure including waste 

management" The plutoniun protessing required for the pit disassembly and conversion 

mission is essentially the same as that required for MOX. Pantex cannot be "equally 

prefered" nCince three are no existing complementary missions at Panttx, lhese is ro existing 

infrstructare and staff expertise that can be applied to pit disassembly and convermion, and 

the Cost Report identifies signiFisant inadequacte in the Pantex infrastmcture.  

* DOE is certainly very responsive to some ofsthe public. 'During the scoping process, the 

corment was made that Pantex should be considered for the pitconversion facility", and 

three options were added. The MIS clair•s such comments were screened against three 
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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/IMD-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, MNEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.  

MD131-19 Alternatives 

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile 

Stewardsh@ and Management (SSMPEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236, September 1996) 

states that the pit fabrication mission would not be introduced into a site that 

does not have an existing plutonium infrastructure because of the high cost 

of new plutonium facilities and the complexity of introducing plutonium 

operations into sites without current plutonium capabilities. The SSM PEIS 

states further that an important element of the site selection strategy is 

maximizing the use of existing infrastructure and facilities as the nuclear 

weapons complex becomes smaller and more efficient in the 21st century; 

thus, no new facilities were to be built to accommodate stockpile management 

missions. Accordingly, DOE considered as reasonable only those sites with 

existing infrastructure capable of supporting a pit fabrication mission.  

Although Pantex has the infrastructure to carry out its current weapons 

assembly and disassembly mission and a nonintrusive pit reuse program, it 

was not considered a viable alternative for the pit fabrication mission because 

it did not possess sufficient capability and infrastructure to meet the SSM PEIS 

siting assumption stated above. Among the operations that were considered 

in developing siting alternatives for pit fabrication in the SSM PUS were 

plutonium foundry and mechanical processes including casting, shaping, 

machining, and bonding; a plutonium-processing capability for extracting 

and purifying plutonium to a reusable form either from pits or residues; and 

assembly operations involving seal welding and postassembly processing.  

When comparing the site selection strategy for pit disassembly and conversion 

mission with that used for the pit fabrication mission, the siting criteria in the 

SSM PEIS has little or no bearing on siting criteria use in this SPD EIS. Pit 

disassembly and conversion do not require the foundry and mechanical

MD131-18 Cost Report
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processes discussed in the SSM PEIS and can be accomplished in a stand

alone facility. Also, the SSM PEIS siting assumptions include a requirement 

to use existing facilities, whereas, the pit conversion facility would be a new 
structure no matter where it is located.  

MD131-20 Alternatives 

The initial preference for Pantex and SRS as sites for the pit conversion 
facility was based on a determination by DOE that the differences in 
environmental impacts were modest, and thus did not warrant the preference 
of one site over the other. Existing infrastructure that supported placement 
of the pit conversion facility at Pantex included security, staff expertise, and 
the presence of the pits that need to be dismantled. Costs for all required 
infrastructure were estimated, and even with the additional waste management 
and infrastructure support needed at Pantex, the cost differences were not 
considered significant 

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

MD131-21 Alternatives 

Pantex was identified as a candidate site for both the pit conversion and 
MOX facilities in the NOI. The alternatives that were added after the scoping 

process to include Pantex as a candidate site for pit conversion were associated 
with the immobilization-only options; Pantex had already been identified as a 
candidate site for the pit conversion facility for a number of the hybrid 
alternatives. As discussed in Section 2.3.1, these options were added after 
DOE confirmed that they met all the screening criteria.  

00 
1
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Human Health Risk

SPD EIS AND COST REPORT COMMENTS

c-itetin, one of which was inFraiAructur a•st. Since Panicx has no plutonium infrastrueture, 

it logically could not paas this screen.  

For both safety and Security reasons, it is important that ther be a large buffer zone around 

plutonium facilities. The fact that the distance to the sight boundary at SRS is at least 5X 

that s•iting at Panues should be a significant discriminator. A plutonium release at Pantex 
would reach he dsite boundary before an public evacuation notice could be issued.  

MI. Pmna Coats* 

"* The Co Report Says it "does not incorporate possible synergies between co-locating 
disposition facilities at one site" (page 3.3). This tIformatlon is required to make a valid 
decision.  

"* ih Cost Report shows the amswers or MD's. analy'is or the cost of various options. But 

since thore i% no backup/worka)eemdam peblicly available -how is the public supposed to 

draw my confidence in the veracity and credibility of this analysis. The full analysis needs 

to be available for review and comment.  

" The Coat Report (page 1-10) says DOE's estimateo r the inutnobidizsion facility was 
determined on a square foot basis based on experience with similar projects. What were 
those similar projects? Most of the large comparable nuclear facilities built in this country in 
tbc last L5 years have been hailsin aSRS (e.g., DWPF, NSR, HR-Lis, RTF) and all of them 
were significantly more per square foot (even 10-15 years ago!) than the Cost Report 

estimates for new facilities ($450M/l08,000 sq. ft = $4200).  

" Both the MOX and inmeobilization facilities are estimated at about $4200[sq. ft. The cost 

per square fanr to the pit disasseibLy and conversion ftaility is mucs less. about52900 per 

sq. ft. of hardened epso? ($440M1-150.000 sq.lh. = $2900. Since he facilities am similar 
in Si and all are ptnniaum oxide processing facilities it asum logical the cost per square 
foot world be similar.  

" The construction of a MOXyplant is estimoated at $510M for both Fam=es and 5SRS. Yet The 
Pantex plant is bigger in the EIS, and the Cost Repose has identified the majordeficiencies in 

dti infrastructure at Pantexr which would havee to be added to support a MOX operation. The 

cost of a MOX operation at Pamex must be much higher than at SR5, 

" Some of the consarucion data is inconsistent. For instance, the MOX plans (120,(.0 sq. ft.) 
requires about 50% mote constrution manpower than the pit disassembly and conversion 
facility (-150%000 sq. ft.).  

" Penelizing sites other than Paultx with an $80 million dollar charge for packaging and 
%shipping pits to api adisasseisaLy facility elstwhere (page 3-4) is not a valid charge.  

Shipping plutonium oxide from Parexs to SRS for dispositioa wouldonost more than shipping

EL L. GddMs
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Appendixes KA and K.5 present the hypothetical maximum accident impacts 
on a receptor at each site boundary. Although calculations show that most 

accidents would yield somewhat higher doses to this receptor at Pantex

given the proximity of the boundary to the release location, the meteorology, 

and other factors-the differences from the perspective of health risk would, 

in most cases, likely be minor. This assertion is warranted by the cancer risk 

values stipulated in Tables K-12, K-13, K-14, and K-25.

MD131-23 

This comment is addressed in response MD131-18.  

MD131-24 

This comment is addressed in response MD 131-18.  

MD131-25 

This comment is addressed in response MDI131-18.  

MD131-26 

This comment is addressed in response MD 131-18.

Cost Report 

Cost Report 

Cost Report 

Cost Report

LU 
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Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

SPD EIS AND COST REPORT COXIMENTh

pits. Plutonium oxide requiem more shipetsrits, rcquires a more extensive rpckaginSg 
operation, and ties higher cost shipping and storage containers than shipping pits.  

Safeguards and MC&A requirements arc significantly different and mroe complex for 

handling plutonium in bulk forms rather than tbe piece counts emloyed at Fantex. The Cost 

Report needs to incorporate the cost and schedule impacts of major safeguards and NIC&A 
upgrades at Pantex.

25 

26

" The storage of pits at Pentex is inadequate. The GAO issued a report in April saying 
wotker's health and safety have been placed at risk. The Defense Board says that DOE's 

efforts to Improve storage "appear confused" and lack technical basis. Since the plutonium 

will have to come to SRS for MOX or immobilization anyway, it makes sense to pack and 

ship as soon as possible and avoid a larpgclOSt to upgrade pit storage. Pit disassemrbly and 

Conversion at Pal(ox means asplus pits will remain in inadequate storage fur nearly 20 mmre 27 
years. A scenario wher pits are retained at Pantex until at least 2015 must Include the cost 

of upgradtig pit sorage. This cost could easily be more than a hundred million dollars. The 
Eis should consider at•ematives foreardy shipment of pits to SRS. SlRS already hasNEPA 
cove•ra to transprrt and store up to 20,000 phs in P-Reactor (Pantex EIS), or could add a 

amidulea to AFSF for pits.  

" In the 1997 PEtS Record of Decision DOE said that it would store surplns pits awaiting 

disposition in upgraded facilities at Zone 12 at Pantex by 2004. There does not appear to be 
any cemsant significant pmgre• in thin effort. DOME needs to acknowledge such, and revise 
the NEA coverage of pit storage at Pantex. The SPDE I Sdoes not eret to address the 28 

exposue. wasts, risk. etc. of packaging and shipping all the surpl•s pits from their current 
temporary stoage in Zone 4 to these upgraded facilities in Zone I1, th&en moved back again 

to a pit disassmbly facility located in 7rame 4. This information needs to be added to die IS 

ant compared to early transfer to SRS.  

" Locating pit disassembly and conversion at Pantex could be viewed from a safaty perspective 

in the following way: 
- DOE is proposing to convert sealed plutoniumn ietallit rwunpncrits into a large 

quantity of dispersible plutonium oxide - then store it directly In the flightpsth of the 

Amarillo sairort int a facility near bunkers of high explosives and nuclear warheads. 29 

- Then DOE mrst ship a dispersible form of plutonium in quantilies far larger than has 
ever been shipped before.  

The Sunmmary of the FJS should explain the logic of this (Option SA for instance) from a 
safety perspective.  

" The EIS transportation data show a significant transporttic r:safety advantage and 

essentially no more total shipping by co-locating all three disposition programs at SRS.  
Since the only explanation given for adding Paates to the program as a processing site was 30 

because the pits were diem and that might mean a transportation advantage forsthis option.  

there now data to eliminate Pantox, especially SianC it has no history of plutoniu m work.  

R. LUtrilda .
6

MD131

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern regarding the storage of 
plutonium pits atPantex. 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 andAssociated 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.  

MD131-28 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD 

Worker exposure estimates attributable to the decision to repackage pits in 
AL-R8 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 determined, e.g., 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.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD131-27.

MD131-29 Human Health Risk

In response to public concerns, a number of actions (see Appendix K11.5.1) 
have been taken to reduce the risk of an aircraft crash at Pantex. The frequency

MD131-27
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of a crash into a pit conversion facility vault containing plutonium powder 

(plutonium dioxide) is less than 1 in 10 million per year. According to 

conservative calculations (see Table K-12), this '"beyond-extremely-unlikely" 

accident (estimated frequency: lower than 1 in 1 million per year) would induce 

4.5 LCFs in the population within 80Ikm (50 mi) of the site.  

The impacts of explosives and the associated release of plutonium powder 

into the environment have also been evaluated (Appendix K.1.5.2.1). An 

explosion would be "unlikely" (estimated frequency: 1 in 10,000 to 

1 in 100 per year). Conservative calculations (see Table K-12) indicate that 

this accident would induce only 0.00011 LCF in the population within 80 km 

(50 mi) of the site. The inadvertent detonation of a nuclear warhead is not 

considered credible.  

Impacts associated with transporting plutonium dioxide fromPantex to offsite 

facilities are addressed in this SPD EIS; an estimate of the maximum potential 

impacts of such a shipment is included in Appendix L.6.3. According to 

conservative calculations, a transportation accident in an urban area would 

produce 27 LCFs within a radius of 80Ikm (50 mi) of the accident location.  

However, given the extremely low frequency of the accident (much lower 

than 1 in 10 million per year), the actual risk of afatal canceris extremely low.  

A transportation accident in a rural area, the scenario discussed in 

Section 4.6.2.6, has a frequency of 1 in 10 million per year and a predicted 

impact of less than 0.1 LCF. The net result is an extremely low risk of a fatal 

cancer among the population within 80 km(50 mi) of the accident In summary, 

conservative evaluations indicate no significant safety concerns to the public 
from locating the pit conversion facility at Pantex.  

MD131-30 Transportation 

The selection of sites for potential surplus plutonium disposition facilities 

was based on a number of factors. The location of the surplus pits at Pantex 

was not the only reason for making it a reasonable alternative for siting the 

proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. As indicated in Section 2.18, 

no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents orLCFs fromradiological 

exposures or vehicle emissions are expected. Table L-6 shows the 

transportation risks for all alternatives. Analyses of transportation risks are 

just one of the factors considered in the decisionmaking regarding 

facility siting.
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DOEs EM Division has stated that they expect to save over a billion dollars by accelerating 
shipment of non-pit plutonium from Hanforda nd Rocky Flats to SRS for disposition. If it is 
cost effective for EM to expedilc the movement of that plutonium, then it must also be cost 
effective for DOE to accelerate the shipments of pits from Pastes. Particularly considering 
the major upgrades required at Pantex foe safe storage iftthe pits are not promptly moved.  

V. Wase and WaPs t 'enareuenf 

"* DOE plans to entomb six million cubic feet of TRTUwaste at WIPP. Thepitdisa-ssemblyand 
conversion facility will produce less than .1% of this qraantity regardless of whether a dry or 
aqueous process Is used. Therefore whether one pit conversion process produces slightly 
moreaor less TRXJ waste than another is irrelevant The fact that this technology choice 
impacts 

1. Cost andaschedule 
2. The size, cost. risk. and envionamental impact of downstream processing facilities 
3. The ability to use of existing facilities for aqueous systemu versus having to construct 

flew facilities for the proposed dry process 

needs to be considetredad analyzed in the EIS.  

" If all the SQMT's of surplts plutonium were aqueously processed using existing facilities at 
SRS. fewert&an 20 additional glass logs would be produced by DWPF out of an approximate 
total of 5200 and would represent less than one month out of 25 yeas of operation of DWPF.  
This small environmental impact needs to be included as an EIS option. and together with the 
resulting smaller, simpler MOX andirnmobtlizatiol facilities. consideredasareasnmnahle 
alternalive comparir to the all new facilities and technnlogies currently analyzed.  

" The IES says that shipments of TRU waste resulting from a pit disassembly and conversion 
operation at Pantex cannot be shipped to WIPP until after 2016. The full cost. risk. and 
facilities for storing the total accumulation of TRO waste during the life of the program until 
afier2016 needs to be added to the analysis. TI addition, site EIS needs to corsidur tIm much 
larger quantity of TR" waste which will be generated by the future D&D of a 186,000 sq. fL 
plutonium processiug facility at Paatex.  

"*IAWile it is toue that solid waste generation under any scenario would be small compared to 
DOE's existing stocks, certainly it should be worth noting in the summary. p. S-23 for 
example, thatgencation of any TRU waste at Pastex is an issue. Pantes has no TRU waste 
nor authorizatione to ship TRU waste to VIPP. TRU waste will have to be stored until at 
least 2016.  

"*AWhat is thee oglc for not including waste shipments in Table S-3, "Facility Transportation 
Requirements? The inclusion of these shipments is part of the plant's operations and the 
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The potential cost saving that could result from the early movement of nonpit 
surplus plutonium from RFETS and Hanford is based on the termination of 

storage operations and required security at those sites. Security is a major 

cost involved with storage. The same situation does not apply to Pantex, 
which will continue its storage mission and associated security. Further, 

major upgrades of storage facilities at Pantex are not required, but DOE is 

considering some upgrades (e.g., air conditioning, catwalks, standby power) 

to address plutonium storage requirements. Although SRS is preferred for 

the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities, a decision has not 
been made. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and 
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

MD131-32 Waste Management

An aqueous process for conversion of plutonium would need to be placed in 
a new facility. Existing canyon facilities are not configured for a plutonium 
disposition mission and are either shut down or planned for shutdown 

and D&D.  

DOE is committed to waste minimization and pollution prevention throughout 
the complex.  

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD 131-1.

MD131-33 

This comment is addressed in response MD131-9.

MD131-34

Waste Management 

Waste Management

Section 4.17.2.2 evaluates the potential impacts of operation of the pit 
conversion and MOX facilities on the waste management infrastructure at 
Pantex. This section states that the 640 m3 (837 yd3) of TRU waste generated 
over the 10-year operations period could be stored within the new pit 
conversion and MOX facilities with minimal impact on existing waste 
management infrastructure at Pantex. The amount of waste generated by 
D&D of the facilities would be determined by the future use selected for the 
buildings and adjacent land areas. As described in Section 4.31, DOE will

MD131-31
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evaluate options for D&D or reuse of the proposed facilities at the end of the 

surplus plutonium disposition program. At that time, DOE will perform 

engineering evaluations, environmental studies, and further NEPA review to 

assess the consequences of different courses of action.  

MD131-35 Waste Management % 
Pantex's lack of TRU waste capacity is discussed in Section S.7 of the 

Summary, which states that because TRU waste is not routinely generated 

and stored at Pantex, TRU waste storage space would be designated within 
the pit conversion and MOX facilities. Also, Section S.8 of the Summary 

states that TRU waste storage at Pantex would be provided within the new 

surplus plutonium disposition facility. In addition, Section 4.17.2.2 assumes 
that all TRU waste would be stored on the site before being shipped to WIPP 
for disposal. Although Pantex is not currently authorized to ship TRU waste 
to WIPP, wastes produced by the proposed surplus plutonium disposition 
facilities could be accommodated in WIPP. Section 4.17.2.6 includes an ,• 
analysis of the transport of TRU waste from Pantex to WIPP. This analysis 
would provide the NEPA documentation for these shipments if this alternative 
were selected.  

MD131-36 Waste Management 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns regarding transportation of 

wastes generated by the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  
The impacts of waste transportation are analyzed in detail in the Final Waste 
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statementfor Managing 

Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste 

(WMPEIS) (DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997). As described in Appendix L.6.4 of 
this SPD EIS, waste transportation at the sites would be handled in the same 
manner as current waste shipments, and would generally not constitute a 

major increase in the amounts or risks of waste currently being generated at 
these sites and analyzed in the WM PEIS. Therefore, this small increment of 
shipments is not analyzed in this SPD EIS. However, wastes could be 
generated by surplus plutonium disposition activities that are not covered in 
the WM PEIS: (1) TRU waste generated at Pantex; (2) some of the LLW 
generated at Pantex; and (3) some of the LLW generated by lead assembly 
fabrication atLLNL. ShipmentofPantexTRU waste to WIPP, andPantex and 
LLNL LLW to NTS disposal facilities are analyzed in this SPD EIS with the
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impact will vary by scenario chosen. They should be inchuded here forimpAct and not 
segregated since that tends to confuse.  

VI. EBS Data fmcosiustewies 

The radiation exrposare to construction worke= at Pantex reported as zero, but section 
34.4.1 .2 reports that anntal dotes of 100mriint above background are measured in zone 4, 
the site of the proposed faciities. This 'reds to be corrected to saom the exposure to 
constrlcaion woriens 

The TRU wastevolume forecasts do naot appear to be accurate. The annual TRU waste 
volume for pit disassembly and conversion, a very large facility handling 33MT of plutonium 
oxide is much less than the TRU waste forecasted from the much smaller MOX and 
immobilization facilitier which handle equal or less plutonium. I cannot understand this 
diff=inre - what is the basis far the forecasts and how do they compare to real data from an 
operating plautioium promsaiuag facility like SRS's FB Line or Han ford's PIiP? 

VIi Lead Test Assemblies 

SRS is the preferred site for MOX and should also be tie preferred site [or the MOX Lead 
Test Assembly work. The same. plutonium capability and expedise is required for both 
programs. (Jiven the high costs associated with eatablishing and ntsintaining plutonium sites, 
and, given that the only potential for iutute plutonium operations that are even being 
oomidered are at SRS or Panme, DOE should not consider supporting plumniasm 
infrastructure attNHEL, I.J.NL, Hanford or ANL-W to tth Lead Teat program. The report 
evaluating all five sites showed that the physical plant SRS is offering is as good s many other 
option. Stuely DOE would not maintain another plutonium site for several years just to 
support a small test prognre.  

The EIS needs to examine the impact of a larger test assembly program. Typical fuel demo 
programs inthe commercial [E. world would require more. The fuel vendor and utility 
teams have not yet spoken. And, the NRC is yet to review say license applications.  

SRS's tM-Line will be producing purified plutonium oxide for safe storage during the time 
this kind of material will be needed for the Lead Teat Assembly Pmogram. Since F-tine is 
immlsediaely adjacent rnd connected to the facility to be used for the LTA's, this would be a 
logical source of plutonium feed. The 6SI should evaluate this option and consider the 
reduced environmental and safety impacts of using thinImsmediately available ps l feeluck.

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41

results presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I and Appendix L. Transportation 
requirements for these wastes are not included in Table S-2 since this table 
provides generic transportation requirements applicable to the listed facilities 
regardless of site location.  

MD131-37 Human Health Risk 

As stated in Section 3.4.4.1.2, the 100-mrem dose is the dose measured at an 
offsite control location. It is the dose strictly associated with the natural 

background levels of the area; no part of the dose is attributable to 
above-background sources. Therefore, there is no discrepancy in the 

assertion of a zero dose (i.e., the dose level above background) for Pantex 
construction workers. A statement was added to applicable Chapter 3 
(Volume I) sections to further clarify this issue.

MD131-38 Waste Management

The pit conversion facility would convert relatively clean plutonium metal 
pits to clean plutonium dioxide. In contrast, both the immobilization and 
MOX facilities mix the plutonium with other materials, increasing the material 

flow through thefacilityby afactorof l0to 20. Additionally, the immobilization 
facility would handle plutonium in various forms, including fuel rods and 

plates, impure oxides, and impure metals and alloys. Each form of plutonium 
requires different processing techniques; some would require significantly 
more handling than pits require in the pit conversion facility and therefore 
would generate more TRU waste. Likewise, many steps are needed to fabricate 
the clean plutonium dioxide into fuel assemblies in the MOX facility. Because 

the immobilization and MOX approaches are more complicated and process 
a considerably larger total material throughput, it is estimated that more TRU 
waste would be produced by the immobilization and MOX facilities than the 
pit conversion facility.

MD131-39 Lead Assemblies

R. L Gerlss,
MD131

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for the fabrication of lead 
assemblies at SRS. 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
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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 

SpO EIS AND COST REPORT COMME•NTS site. DOEprefers ORNLforpostirradiationexamination activities. ORNLhas 

the existing facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation 

examination as a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications to 

Thsdiyout foheoaFicalEfulSsa d a ios ofemyponrat. amlolig forwardto wingthem 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 

•--7 be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national 

. -n policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will 

Richard L Cieddes announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus 
807 Big Pine Road plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.  
North Augusta. SC 29841 

MD131-40 Lead Assemblies 

The lead assembly program, including determination of the number of lead 
assemblies for test irradiation, was the product of close consultation with r) 

cc: .e dNEol BorpoysaDimr starI'l 
Offeo Hao .i th .,. representatives of the commercial nuclear industry. Since publication of the 

U. S. D a cfE.°. sSPD Draft EIS, the number of lead assemblies has in fact been reduced to two 
1WO Ind.•,ft-A-on the basis of information provided by DCS. DCS indicated in its proposal 

that two lead assemblies should be sufficient for its fuel qualification plan, 

although it is possible that more than two would be required. The potential 

impacts of fabricating 10 lead assemblies andirradiating 8 of them were analyzed 

in the SPD Draft EIS. Should fewer lead assemblies than analyzed be 

fabricated or irradiated, the potential impacts would be less than those 

described in this SPD EIS. This SPD EIS analyzes the potential impacts of 

the fabrication of the lead assemblies. Domestic, commercial reactors operate 
under NRC license; therefore, the use of MOX fuel lead assemblies would be 

subject to review and regulation by NRC.  

MD131-41 Lead Assemblies 

The purpose of the lead assembly project is to qualify fuel for the MOX 

approach to surplus plutonium disposition. In this SPD EIS, it is assumed 
MD131 9that the plutonium would come from dismantled pits or existing supplies of 
MdD1 31 surplus metal and oxide at LANL.
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535 dcksd,, os Dri'e 

Depan t of Energy 
Office of FLsaleMatmials Disposition 
Howard F Canter 

Dear Mr. Cante,

Sepurmbsa r i, 5998

Throughout the administrations of Presidents Ford, Carter, Reagan, and Bush, the policy of the 
United States banned the use of plut•onium ia conercoal nuclear power plants due to the rink 

that the plutonim could be diverted to terrorists and to nations that have not renounced the ou 
of nuclear weapons 

I hope you will reconsider the dangerous, expensive and an irresponasibale count you have endorsed 
that will convert warhead plmonium into civilian nuclear reactor (MOX) fuel. TEe use of MOX in 

the US.,sends precisely thewrong message in the effort to end nuclear proliferation. As you 

know, MOX equals pluiumei• one of the most toxi1, carcinogenic, radioactive substances in the 

world. This means that the federal gov•rtnmnct will. be transporting•plutonium into neighborhoods 

in rderO n prop up and lsubidize a failing nuclear power in•dsstry. You also realize that rthepro
duction of nsxed oxide fuel will resultin enormsss new quantities of radioactive and celmaial 

wastes that will present significant adlitional disposal problems anad unknown costs. The 

Depa•tment of Energy should be developing plueoniunm immoilizatin technologie nor endager

ing thepublic as wellas draining; our ancts to prnmotes afaled foreignabusiness.  

Companies such as BNPL and Cogensa annot be rusted to handle US plutonium disposition.  

BNEI, besides being responsible for the radioactive North Sea, is a key- partner in.Urenco, a ura

nium ernlchment consortium. It was top-$seeUreneo uranium enrichment technology that 

formednlthe basis of Iraqis candetne efforts to attain -nudear weapons cupability. This is nor the 

kind of company that should be handling the rtost senmitive nuclear material in the United Sextet 

There are no reactors an England interested inMOX fuel 

Cogeta is undergoing nsvae riticism and scrutiny in France, where it was reveaed iWn the Spring 

of 1997 that the area near its La Hague reprocessing plant is highly radioactively-pollued and has 

cassed cmens childhood canters. Continued radiatioa monitoring in tie area has 6usd continued 

high radiatioan lvds, and loealbeaches were closed during the summer season.  

Here in Sooth Carolina we already have massive enavironrametrproblems from the Savannah 
River Site. Our ground water is contaminated, the food lhais asb hens contamiated (radioactive 

1bs, turtles and four legged owl, DuPont and Westioghouse both had visions of grandeur and 

failed smirably in rho nuclear waste department, leaving a massive cleanup bill for rte taxpayer.  

Duke power wants to experimnt witlhMOX and have the taxpayer subsidize them and then pay 

hsighser rates for electricity in a time when deregulation and onergy efficiency makes nuclear power 
the moste xpensive fuel there is. Mixing phimmunewith taxpayers money isqnrot asound husinnss 
decision., the people and the environment deserve better
do the ght thing, STOP MOM 

Thank you 

Claude Gilbeert;Jr.

1 

2 

3 

MD1 84

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

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the 
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent 
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic, 
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical 
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission 
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium 
to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with 
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was 
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national 
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. In keeping 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 U.S. surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the 
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. In addition, the 
MOX facility would be open to international inspections.  

Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX 
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition. Transportation of special 
nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE's SST/SGT 
system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards 
Division in 1975, the SSTISGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo 
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a

MD184-1
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fatality or release of radioactive material. The transportation requirements for 

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

Transportation impacts of the MOX approach are summarized in Chapter 4 i

of Volume I and Appendix L.  

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

contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs 

associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, CostAnalysis 

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium 

Disposition (DOEIMD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost 

estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as 

the SPD Draft EIS. This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle 

Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013, 

November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated 

with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at 

http:/lwww.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.  

MD184-2 Other 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns.  

MD184-3 MOX Approach 

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to 

subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this 

proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by 

meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by 

NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium 

as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and 

growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial 

power reactors.



GOERGEN, CHARLES R.  
PAGE 1 OF 2

Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft EIS Public Comment 
Charles R. Gocrgen 
510 Rcmdmanm Road 
Ailke, South Carolina 29803 

With 23 years of nuclear experience in working with all isotopic classes of plutonium, 
my areas of expertise include plutonium chemistry, chemical separations processing, and 
radioanalytical techniques. In 1994 while on loan to DOE-HQ. Office of Nuclear 
Weapon;I se•ved on the Plutonium ES&H Vulnerability Assessment participeting in the 
Pantex Working Group Assessment Team as the plutonium tneehnology/proeess safety 
expert whter I spent a total of one month at the Pantcx Site. As a result of that 
experience I have serious concerns for Pantex being the Site chosen for the Surplus 
Plutonium Disposition pit conversion mission.  

That vulnerability assessment took a time slice for current minions. In 1994 direct work 
with unclad plutonium was not included. All plutonium was encased in sources or pits 
with the exception of some lab reference solutions. There have only been a few 
occasions where Pantex has had plutonium exposed to air. In the most recent case, the 
design agency was called in to actually autopsy the pit and deal with the resultant 
materials.  

During my experience at Pamtx I made the following observations: 

" There was no workforce experience base of unclad plutonium handling operations 
Operations, maintenance, Radcon, and. engineering reed to be fariliar and 
knowledgeable of possible hazards. Precautions centered on maintaining the integrity 
of the cladding with emergency responses to reestablish containment. There was no 
experience with releases of plutonium. Technical assistance by the design labs was 
available but not easily accessed.  

" Personnel knowledge of the properties of phutonium focused on penetrating radiation 
exposure. Appreciation for the form was lacking, for example:ica or 6 phase metal.  
particle size distribution of oxide, nitrate or hydroxide solutions, NP-238 or Pu-239 
isotopic distribution. Intimaft knowledge of plutosium characteristics anid familiarity 
of operations is vital to successof this defined endeavor.  

" Nuclear Criticality had been analyzed to be incredible for pit systems at Pantex. As 
soon as the pit is deconfotmed and converted to another geomety, the criticality 
implications, analyses, controls, alarms, emergency response procedures and facilities 
mtustbhen be addressed. This wouuk involve eanextensive control system.  

" Radiological contamination controls need to deal with potential contamination levels 
of millions of dpm alpha. Techniques to work with and handle this level of 
radioactivity, measurement and decontamination methodology are learned through 
experience Anti-contarnination techniques such as radiological cloching/peesornl 
protective equipment need to have been mastered. Ventilation systems require 

,ISCD05

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the pit conversion 
facility at Pantex. Experienced workers would be used, and specific training 
would be provided to all workers involved in the surplus plutoniumdisposition 
program. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit 
conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium 
processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions 
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus 
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.

SCD05-1 Alternatives
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maintenance programs for HEPA filters, fans, and ductwork. Handling of ancillary 

materials such as tools, transuranic waste, low level waste, and laundry are not 
inconsequential tasks.  

"*Shielding will need to be added for(t, n) reations to beencotunteredmand the Am
241 in aged plutonium.  

" Use of containments such as work in gloveboxes is difficult and requires extensive 
practice and experience to gain proficiency.  

I urge the Department to give weighted consideration to the experience of the workforce 
in plutonium handling. This gowe for design input/seview, facility operability, and 
knowledge. This is not something that can be leacn eadsly from a book but requires 
familiarity with the potential hazards of the actinides to be encountered. In day-to-day 
operations ther will be difficulties that require immediate technical engineeringiiput 
and observation. Currently, design agencies provide long distance support.  

While the Pantex Site has done an outstanding job in their nission of weapons 
assembly/disassembly and storage and handling of high explosives, it remains what a 
DOE official once called it, "n screw and glue factory". Design, construction, and 
operation of plutonium handling facilities are a different type of work requiring an 
experience base that is lacking at Pantex.

SCDO5
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SCD91

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing 
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  

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

SCD91-1 Alternatives
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SCD65

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 

SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 
experience with plutonium processing, and thesefacilities complement existing 

missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 

surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.

United States 
Department 

of Energy

SCD65-1 Alternatives

ADDRESS: b'gq

t



GREATER NORTH AUGUSTA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
CHUCK SMITH 
PAGE 1 OF 1

I am Chuck Smith sad I ant here on behaldf of the Greater North Augusta Chamber of Commerce. I live in 
North Augssoa as do manty people that are touched by the Savannah River Site en a daily basis.  

The people at SRtS and the CSRA contribuled to our Nation's nuclear deterrent efforts for over four 
decades and now Hon ame people are prepared to take on the new, critical minion of plutonium 
disposition. Why would DOE conslder another possible silt for this mlsiaon? SRS has the experieee,4,t.
infrastructure. the bes tsaifey m n bre of the entre DOE complex and can accompllsh the pit disuasetbly 
minion at a lower cost to taxpayers. DOE has previously acknolvedged that SRS is uniquely qualified to 
handle plutonium when It named S-S as the site of choicefoar the Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication.  

I believe that these hearinga will provide ovbrhelmIlng argut•ents as to why DOE will decide tIhat SRS is 
"the preferred site for the Pit Disassembly Mission.  

On behalf of the North Augusta Chtambs r ofCommerce, I appreciate the opportunity to express Our 
support for DOE to place this minsson at the Savannah River Site.

1

SCD59

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for 
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with 
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing 
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPDEIS ROD.

SCD59-1 Alternatives
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SCD99-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentors' support for siting the surplus plutonium 

disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is 

preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience 

with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing missions 

and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus 

plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.

SCD99
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MD244

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach.  
However, DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.  

Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United 

States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing 

either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best 

opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar 

options for reducing Russia's excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends 

the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce 

stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that 

would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear 

weapons again.  

The DOE disposition facilities proposed in this SPD EIS would be at locations 

where plutonium would have the levels of protection and control required by 

applicable DOE safeguards and security directives. Safeguards and security 

programs would be integrated programs of physical protection, information 

security, nuclear material control and accountability, and personnel assurance.  

Security for the SRS facilities would be implemented commensurate with the 

usability of the material in a nuclear weapon or improvised nuclear device.  

SRS has sitewide security services. 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 

forthe MOX facility and domestic, commercial reactors would be in compliance 
with NRC regulations.

MD244-1 Alternatives
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MD244

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat 
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of 
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely 
manner. The purpose of the MOX approach is to convert surplus plutonium 
to a form that meets the Spent Fuel Standard, thereby providing evidence of 
irreversible disarmament and establishing a model for proliferation resistance.  
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. 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.

MD244-3 Immobilization

In the Immobilization Technology Down-Selection Radiation Barrier 
Approach (IJCRL-ID-127320, May 1997), LLNLreconndedtihatDOEpursue 
only the can-in-canister immobilization approach based upon its superiority 
to the homogenous approaches in terms of timeliness, higher technical 
viability, lower costs, and to a lesser extent, lower environmental and health 
risks. Based on further recommendations from a committee of experts 
representing DOE, the national laboratories, and outside reviewers, DOE 
subsequently determined that immobilizing surplus plutonium materials 
would be best accomplished using the ceramic can-in-canister approach.  
NAS is currently conducting studies to confirm the ability of the ceramic 
can-in-canister immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard.  
The immobilization process is further discussed in Section 2.4.2.2.2.

MD244-4 Transportation

As indicated in Section 2.18,0no traffic fatalities fromnonradiological accidents 
or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.  
Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX 
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition. Transportation of special

MD244-2I
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MD244

0

nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE's SST/SGT 
system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards 

Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo 

over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a 

fatality or release of radioactive material, and no material has been diverted 

by terrorists. Section 2.4.4 and Appendix L describe DOE's transportation 
and material protection activities.  

MD244-5 Human Health Risk 

This SPD EIS identifies and analyzes potential human health impacts that 

might result from construction and operation of the 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 

of 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. DOE considers the protection of the public 

against accidents in the design, location, construction, and operation of 
its facilities.  

MD244-6 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. Hearings on this SPD EIS 

were held in Washington, Texas, South Carolina, Oregon, Idaho, and 

Washington, D.C. 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. N VA
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I wanted to register an opinion. My name is Lois Helms. I 
live in Winnsboro, South Carolina. I'm opposed to the 
plans for a MOX plant at the Savannah River Site. I think 
it's a hazardous program and has many short comings and 
is being rushed through without efficiency.

1

PD043

PD043-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to siting the MOX facility at 
SRS. This SPD EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated 
with implementing the proposed surplus plutonium disposition activities at 

the candidate sites. The results of these analyses, presented in Chapter 4 of 
Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, demonstrate that the activities 
would not have major impacts at any of those sites including SRS.  

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. Decisions on the surplus plutonium 
disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical 
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and 

public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and 
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD63

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 

SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 

experience withplutoniumprocessing, and these facilities complement existing 

missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 

surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 

SPD EIS ROD.

SCD63-1 Alternatives
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SCD57

SCD57-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutoniumdisposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing 
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPD EIS ROD.
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MD169

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns about the public hearings for 
discussion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. DOE believes that 
the hearing in question was objective and open; everyone who attended was 
provided an opportunity to comment orally or in writing. Moreover, all 
comments submitted were given equal consideration relative to the 
preparation of this SPD EIS.

MD169-2 Other

The management and operations contractor for SRS is required to operate 
the site in compliance with applicable laws and regulations, including DOE 
environmental, safety, and health directives. If DOE implements alternatives 
for the disposition of surplus plutonium that result in the construction and 
operation of facilities at SRS, compliance with applicable laws and regulations 
would apply to the management and operations contractor regardless of the 
contractor's previous experience.  

As discussed in Section 3.5, operational reactors at SRS have been shut 
down. Active missions at the site are summarized in Table 3-38. Workers in 
safety-sensitive positions at SRS must satisfy DOE's qualifications for such 
positions. As discussed throughout Chapter 4 of Volume I, implementation 
of alternatives that would result in construction of new facilities at SRS 
would have no major impact on the regional workforce.

MD169-3 DOE Policy

The scope of this SPD EIS is focused on analysis of alternatives on 
weapons-usable plutonium that has been declared surplus to national security 
needs. It does not address nonsurplus plutonium (e.g., strategic reserves) or 
other fissile materials such as HEU, which would continue to be stored at 
sites other than SRS. Therefore, all material would not be concentrated 
at SRS.  

The Facility Accidents sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I summarize accident 
analyses for SRS. Details are provided in Appendix K.

MD169-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
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The proposed DOE surplus plutonium disposition facilities are all at locations 
where plutonium would have the levels of protection and control required by 

applicable DOE safeguards and security directives. Safeguards and security iý
programs would be integrated programs of physical protection, information 
security, nuclear material control and accountability, and personnel assurance.  
Security for the SRS facilities would be implemented commensurate with the 

usability of the material in a nuclear weapon or improvised nuclear device.  
SRS has sitewide security services. Physicalbarriers; 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 MOXfacility and domestic, commercial reactors would be in compliance 
with NRC regulations. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition 
program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical cost 
reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  

MD169-4 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.  
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
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would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing. The decision on 
disposition of surplus HEU calls for blending down this material to LEU that 
is suitable forreactor use. Therefore, this uranium fuel for commercial reactors 
would no longerbe weapons grade and would be the same as othercommercial 
uranium fuel.  

MD169-5 MOXApproach 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concerns regarding the use of MOX 
fuel in commercial reactors. 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. The commercial reactors 
selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose operational 
life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium disposition 
program. The SRS reactors are much older and predate most of the regulatory 
requirements to which commercial reactors are designed.

MD169-6 NRC Licensing

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had been 
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor
specific information. As part of the procurement process, bidders were asked 
to provide environmental information to support their proposals. This 
information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOE 
source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and 
irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental Synopsis 
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the public 
as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in April 1999. This 
Supplement included a description of the affected environment around the 
three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the potential environmental 
impacts of operating these reactors using MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of 
this SPD EIS, respectively). During the 45-day period for public comment on 
the Supplement, DOE held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on 
June 15, 1999, and invited comments. Responses to those comments are 
provided in Volume Ill, Chapter 4.
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MD169-7 NRC Licensing 

The regulatory process will be the same as for any request to amend 
a 10 CFR 50 operating license. The reactor licensee will initiate the process 
by submitting an amendmentrequest to NRC in accordance with 10 CFR 50.90.  
Safety and environmental analyses commensurate with the level of potential 
impact are submitted in support of, and as part of, the amendment request.  
NRC reviews the submitted information and denies or approves the request.  
The review process may involve submittal of additional information and 
face-to-face meetings between the licensee and NRC, and may result in z" 
modified license amendment requests. NRC would continue to regulate the 

commercial reactors.  

MD169-8 Waste Management 

The characteristics of MOX spent fuel would be similar to those of LEU 

spent fuel. As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel 
would be produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, 
commercial reactors. Spent fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is 
not expected to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX 
assemblies for some of the LEU assemblies. The additional spent fuel 
assemblies from the use of MOX fuel would not require different spent fuel 
storage at the reactor sites. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a 
very small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potential geologic 
repository. This SPD EIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yucca 
Mountain, Nevada, would be the final disposal site for all immobilized 
plutonium and MOX spent fuel. As directed by the U.S. Congress through 
the NWPA, as amended, Yucca Mountain is the only candidate site currently 
being characterized as a potential geologic repository for HLW and spent 
fuel. DOE has prepared a separateEIS, Draft EnvironmentalImpact Statement 
for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and 
High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada 
(DOE/EIS-0250D,July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from 

construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventual 
closure of a potential geologic repository.
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MD169-9 Cost 

DOE would not assume any obligation for stranded costs under the 
alternatives for the surplus plutonium disposition program.  

MD169-10 DOE Policy 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's concern that environmental cleanup at 
SRS would be affected by new initiatives, especially those that would produce 
additional waste, DOE's changing leadership, and changes imposed by the 
U.S. Congress. Cleanup at SRS is still a priority, will remain apriority, and can 
coexist with otherDOE initiatives. The surplus plutonium disposition program 
would be conducted in a way which ensures that cleanup remains a priority 
at SRS and that the production of any additional waste is processed and 
disposed of in a timely and environmentally acceptable manner.
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SCD101-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the proposed surplus 
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, 
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive 

. _ experience withplutoniumprocessing, and these facilities complement existing 

SRESOLU77ON missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 

WHEREAS a.sanalyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 

WH=.E, -i= r 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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SCD67

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

SCD67-1 DOE Policy
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FD205

FD205-1 MOXApproach 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's opposition to the MOX approach. Use 
of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to 
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this 
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by 
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by 
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium 
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and 
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial 
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would 
displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective 
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then 
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government 
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercial 
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose 
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium 
disposition program.
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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: Harford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

E-ia!L IMS =/A III

P;Z7 -t-k ,,s ~ U.~~A~4L 
- ,. & t,~1,4

""'-U

i -

di,

SCD96

SCD96-1 Cost Report

'I

"I

I

ýý, iýttti ý

A OF ;. '77-j-

(ýN 'V.'77--"ý- zz-4;ý -./- 1
If,//,-) I



SMATTHEWS, R. S.  
• PAGE 2 OF 2

United States 
Department 
of Energy

NA2MP: (Opildo • S. fl4A"r•w,% 
ADDRESS: /5-Z-0 tP R -~AKA4/•CAI 
TaLEPHONE: '5I1 

E-MAM, 

4--' 
wit

- , , , 

, . .

2

S0D96

SCD96-2 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing 

At the time DOE issued the SPD Draft EIS, it believed the gallium content in 
the plutonium dioxide feed specifications for MOX fuel could be reached 
using the dry, thermal gallium removal method included in the pit conversion 
process. However, in response to public interest on this topic and to ensure 
adequate NEPA review in the event that the gallium specification could not 
be met with the thermal process, an evaluation of the potential environmental 
impacts of including a small-scale aqueous process (referred to as plutonium 
polishing) as part of either the pit conversion or MOX facility was presented 
in Appendix Nof the SPD Draft EIS. Onthebasis of public conments received 
on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis performed as part of the MOX 
procurement, DOE has included plutonium polishing as a component of the 
MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide.  
Appendix N was deleted from the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed 
therein were added to the impacts sections presented for the MOX facility in 
Chapter 4 of Volume I. Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impacts 
associated with plutonium polishing.
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None of the commercial MOX fuel plants in Europe currently use a dry 
process to produce plutonium dioxide.
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SCD58-2 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

DOE believes that beginning operations of the pit conversion facility in 2004 
is a reasonable schedule. 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, and each specific operation in 

the dry pitconversion process has been successfully demonstrated. However, 

to ensure successful and timely transition to full-scale operation, DOE is 

testing these components as an integrated system at LANL. This pit 

disassembly and conversion demonstration is focusing on equipment design 

and process development and will provide information for fine-tuning the 
process and operational parameters prior to pit conversion facility operation.  

The information from the demonstration would be generated, gathered, and 

be available on a continuous basis throughout the facility design phase. A 

copy of the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA 

(DOE/EA-1207, August 1998) is available on the MD Web site at 

http://www.doe-md.com. In addition, because the information from this 

demonstration would be used to supplement other information developed to 

support the design of a full-scale pit conversion facility, it would not be 

necessary for the demonstration to be completed before beginning pit 

conversion facility design and construction.
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SCD95-1 Alternatives 

DOE acknowledges the commentor's support for siting the pit conversion 
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for 
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with 
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing 
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the 
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental 
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation 
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding 
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the 
SPDEIS ROD.


